Praise for Socrates Meets

“How Peter Kreeft finds the time to write so many helpful books
is beyond me. How he manages to fill them with such sensible
wisdom is known to God alone. The Socrates Meets series is just
further proof that we are witnessing something special.”

—Fr. Gregory Pine, OP, the Dominican House of Studies

“Peter Kreeft’s writing exhibits wit and erudition, but these qual-
ities alone would not be enough to pull off the ambition of these
texts: to explore major historical thinkers by putting each in dia-
logue with Socrates. A flexible and generous interpreter, Kreeft’s
imagined conversations allow each thinker to speak for himself,
while inviting the reader to participate in the dialectical ques-
tioning that draws out the ideas, appreciating their motivations
and historical context, and, as often as not, putting them under
gentle but critical scrutiny. Kreeft is above all a sensitive reader of
texts, and he has composed works that invite new readers to learn
how to think alongside, and in critical engagement with, many of
modernity’s most influential minds.”

—TJoshua Hochschild, Professor of Philosophy, Mount St.
Mary’s University

“In this brilliant series, Peter Kreeft, like a modern-day Virgil,
guides us into corners of purgatory where the father of philo-
sophy, Socrates, instigates conversations with eight of the most
provocative minds in Western history. We are in Kreeft’s debt for
reminding us that philosophy is not essentially a college or uni-
versity subject, a strange if not grotesque discipline we undergo in
pursuit of a degree, but live mind encountering live mind in live
conversation in pursuit of truth—and that the most fruitful con-
versations are often with the live minds of the dead. The humor
and plainspokenness of this series make it ideal for beginning stu-
dents of philosophy, whether in formal courses or in independent
study, but the intellectual vigor of these dialogues will remind
even the most seasoned thinkers that a bracing engagement with



Socratic questioning is the best way to shake up the complacency
that too often obstructs the quest for wisdom.”

—Daniel Mclnerny, Associate Professor and Chair of the
Department of Philosophy, Christendom College, and author of
Beauty & Imitation: A Philosophical Reflection on the Arts

“Among the most formative influences on my development as
a philosopher has been Peter Kreeft. When I first encountered
his work when I was in college I could not believe that some-
one could make philosophy so accessible and so alive. Although
I never took a formal class from Professor Kreeft, I have been a
student of his for many decades. Through 7he Unaborted Socrates
I was persuaded to embrace a sanctity of life ethic; through 7he
Best Things In Life 1 was taught how to think about virtue, vice,
intrinsic goodness, and practical Thomism (though the genius
of Kreeft is that he never explicitly tells you he’s doing that).
Later, when I was journeying back to the Church, it was Kreeft’s
explication of the Catechism and his commentary on Aquinas
Summa theologiae that helped me to see how Catholicism made
sense and that much of what I believed as a lapsed-Catholic Evan-
gelical was an inheritance from Rome and not something I had
discovered by exercising my rational powers on Scripture alone.
I thought I had hit a triple, but Kreeft showed me that I had
been born at third base. What you will encounter in this series of
cross-examinations of the world’s most important modern philo-
sophers is Kreeft at his best. Through the character of Socrates and
his famous interlocutors, you are introduced to some of the most
influential and difficult thought in the history of philosophy, but
in a way that requires no prior philosophical background. In the
hands of this master teacher, you will come to appreciate both the
strengths and the weaknesses of these towering figures and how
the intellectual tradition of the Church ought to engage them.”

—Francis J. Beckwith, Professor of Philosophy and Associate
Director of Graduate Studies in Philosophy, Baylor University
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Preface

This book is one in a series of Socratic explorations of some of the
Great Books. Books in this series are intended to be short, clear,
and nontechnical, thus fully understandable by beginners. They
also introduce (or review) the basic questions in the fundamental
divisions of philosophy: metaphysics, epistemology, anthropol-
ogy, ethics, logic, and method. They are designed both for class-
room use and for educational do-it-yourselfers. The Socrates Meets
books can be read and understood completely on their own, but
each is best appreciated after reading the little classic it engages
in dialogue.

The setting—Socrates and the author of the Great Book
meeting in the afterlife—need not deter readers who do not be-
lieve there is an afterlife. For although the two characters and
their philosophies are historically real, their conversation, of
course, is not and requires a “willing suspension of disbelief.”
There is no reason the skeptic cannot extend this literary belief

also to the setting.






Introduction

Probably no single thinker since Jesus has influenced the thoughts
and lives of more people living in the Western world today than
Sigmund Freud.

Even agnostics like William Barrett, in frrational Man, and
atheists like Nietzsche agree that the single most radical change
in the last thousand years of Western civilization has been the
decline of religion. And the four most influential critics of reli-
gion have certainly been Nietzsche, Marx, Darwin, and Freud. Of
the four, Freud is by far the most popular. Computer-generated
name searches reveal that his name appears more than twice as
often as any of the other three, in both published books and pri-
vate letters.

No name is more associated with, and in fact responsible for,
“the sexual revolution” than Freud. And no revolution in history,
at least none since the one around a cross and an empty tomb,
has been more life-changing, and has more potential to continue
to be more radically life-changing in the future, than the sexual
revolution. To see this, just read Huxley’s Brave New World. (And
remember that Huxley was far from being a theist.)

Freud wore three hats. Freud was (1) a practicing psycho-
analyst (indeed, the inventor of psychoanalysis), (2) a professional
theoretical psychologist, and (3) an amateur philosopher. To do
justice to Freud, we must always distinguish these three dimen-
sions of his thought when evaluating him (though they are obvi-
ously connected). For it is quite possible to accept the practical
power of psychoanalysis without embracing the theoretical psy-
chological principles behind it (indeed, most psychologists and
psychiatrists today describe themselves this way), and equally
possible to embrace many of the principles of his psychology

xi



INTRODUCTION

without the philosophy, the world-and-life-view, behind it (or,
for that matter, vice versa).

This book explores only his philosophy, for that is the point
of his intersection with Socrates. If Socrates is right in his deepest
convictions about the importance of philosophy, Freud’s philoso-
phy is the ultimate source, foundation, explanation, and justifica-
tion for his psychology.

Readers of this book, therefore, should not expect direct
evaluations of the famous “Freudian” details of these other two
dimensions of Freud’s work—not because they are not impor-
tant, and not because they are unrelated to his philosophy, but
because one cannot do everything at once (unless one’s proper
name is “I Am Who I Am”), and certainly cannot do justice to
everything at once.

Civilization and Its Discontents is Freud’s most philosophical
work (as well as his last one), for its question, announced in its
very first sentence, is nothing but the first and most important
question of all great philosophers, the question of “the meaning
of life,” the ultimate end, greatest good, summum bonum, high-
est value, point and purpose of living—the answer to the ulti-
mate “why?”

As with the other books in this series, a “willing suspension
of disbelief” is requested of the reader when it is discovered, at
the beginning of the conversation, that Freud has died, has met
Socrates in the next world, and is required to undergo a Socratic
examination on this book. The locale is something like the pur-
gatorial porch of heaven.

Cross-examining other philosophers was the heaven Socrates
most devoutly hoped for; and being cross-examined by him is the
purgatory that most other philosophers most devoutly fear. God
is economical: the same setup suffices for one’s heaven and the
other’s purgatory. (C.S. Lewis, in another context—the issue of

animal immortality and whether it extends to insects—suggests

xii
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that the same divine efficiency could also combine a heaven for

mosquitoes and a hell for men.)
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'The Meeting

FREUD: [ exist! I still exist. I thought I just died. But I must
be dreaming,.

sOCRATES: You did die. And you are not dreaming.

FREUD: That cannot be.

SOCRATES: You can see for yourself that it is. Here you are.
FREUD: But where is “here”?

SOCRATES: Itis where you are now. Wherever you are, that’s “here.”
FREUD: And what is this “I” that is here?

SOCRATES: Ah, now that’s the great question, isn't it? “Know thy-
self,” and all that kind of thing. It was your “thing” all your life,
as it was mine too, though in exploring our common question we
used different methods and came to different conclusions.

FREUD: Why are you impersonating Socrates?

SOCRATES: | am no more impersonating Socrates than you are
impersonating Freud.
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FREUD: Socrates is dead. You are a fraud.
SOCRATES: | am no more a fraud than you are, Freud. In fact, to
assume a bad British accent for the sake of a bad pun, 'm a Freud

you're a Freud, not a fraud.

FREUD: Am I then in the Hell of Horrible Puns? No, this must

be a dream.

SOCRATES: If it is a dream, who is dreaming it?
FREUD: | am, of course.

SOCRATES: But you died.

FREUD: | must have only dreamed that I died.

SOCRATES: But in your psychological works you said that that was
the one thing no one could ever dream.

FREUD: Perhaps I was mistaken about that.

SOCRATES: And also about the 7 who made the mistake? I mean
about the real existence of the ego? You thought it was only a
facade for the id.

FREUD: Perhaps I am just part of an ongoing dream.

SOCRATES: In which case, who is the dreamer? A real you can
dream of imaginary places, but if the you is itself a dream, who is

its dreamer?

FREUD: The id. The “it.” That is the real self, not the conscious

€go. Descartes was wrong.
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SOCRATES: But this 7z that you say you really are is not an 7, it is

less than an /—isn’t that what you say?
FREUD: Yes.

SOCRATES: But how can anything /ess than a self, dream a self?

How can the effect be greater than the cause?

FREUD: You should be arrested for imitating a philosopher.
SOCRATES: It is not a crime to imitate oneself.

FREUD: | know you cannot be Socrates. But, then, I also know
that I cant be Freud. Because I no longer exist. I did die. I dis-
tinctly felt my body fall away from me.

SOCRATES: In that case, it logically follows that you are more than
your body; you are a self that survives the death of your body. So
you were wrong about #hat.

FREUD: It certainly looks like I was wrong about something.

sOCRATES: Would you like to find out what some of those some-

things were?

FREUD: Of course. Any honest scientist pursues the truth at all
costs, even costs to his own self-image. But who are you, really?
Or, perhaps I should say what are you? Are you my own subcon-
scious? Are you playing the part of a demon from hell?

sOCRATES: That would indeed be hell for me, if I were merely

your subconscious! No, I am as real as you are, I assure you.

FREUD: And what is that costume you are wearing? You look like
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I imagine Socrates would look, so I imagine you are a figment of
my own imagination. Appearances are deceiving, as you philoso-

phers well know.
SOCRATES: Sometimes appearances are 70t deceiving.

FREUD: What am I doing here? Where is the bed I was dying in,

or lying in? I am utterly confused.

sOCRATES: And I am here to help to un-confuse you, about many

things more important than where you are.

FREUD: No, I think it is more likely that you are here to confuse
me, to make me think that you are the real Socrates, and that this

place is something like heaven.

sOCRATES: Well, there are only a few logical possibilities. Shall we
go through them, to try to un-confuse you? That’s my thing, after

all, as a philosopher.

FREUD: Philosophize away, demon or angel or ghost or sub-
conscious dream or purgatorial spirit or Socrates—or what-

ever you are.
SOCRATES: You have already very nicely set out the six possibilities.

FREUD: And I'm sure you have logical arguments disproving all
five other possibilities, so that the only one left is that you are the
real Socrates, as you will try to convince me by pure reason. No,
I think not. I am suspicious of your tricks, and of your reliance

on reason.

socRATES: How could reliance on reason be a trick? Reason is the

only way to see through tricks and refute them.
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FREUD: Whoever or whatever you are, you are at least an authen-
tic fake, a good Socrates imitation. But you are wrong about rea-
son. If there is any one truth I have discovered in a long lifetime
devoted to the study of the mind, it is this: that reason is the serv-
ant of desire, not the other way round, as yox thought, “Socrates.”
What you call reasoning is really rationalizing. There is a far more
powerful unconscious and subconscious mind behind your con-

scious, rational thinking, like a puppeteer behind a puppet.
SOCRATES: Really?
FREUD: Really.

SOCRATES: Let me be your student in this matter, for you have
indeed devoted an entire lifetime to the study of the mind, and
if there is anyone who is a world-famous authority on the ways it
works, it must be you—especially the subconscious and uncon-
scious mind. So let us assume that your primary discovery is true.
Now, I, too, have spent a lifetime studying the mind—not the
unconscious and irrational mind but the conscious and rational
mind. And if there is one thing my lifetime of study has shown
me, it is that the principles of logic never have any exceptions. If
all Ais B and all B is C, then all A must always be C. If B neces-
sarily follows A and if A is true, then B must always be true. Now
let us assume that your great discovery is true: that all reasoning
is really only rationalizing. Let us see what B follows from this

assumption A.

FREUD: Why should I play your little logic game with you? You
will win. You always do. Because it’s your game.

SOCRATES: Perhaps it is only my “game,” as you say, and perhaps,
on the other hand, it is 7oz only my game but the most basic law
of everything that is real and true, as / say. But I played your little



SOCRATES MEETS FREUD

illogic game with you: I accepted your primary discovery, that all
reasoning is only rationalizing. So we are now thinking in terms
of your world, the world in which your primary discovery is true,
not 7y world, in which it is false. Surely you have no objection to

exploring your own world?

FREUD: No.

SOCRATES: Then let us see what this primary discovery of yours
actually means. You say that 4// reasoning is rationalizing, is
that righe?

FREUD: Yes.

SOCRATES: No exceptions?

FREUD: No exceptions.

SOCRATES: Just like my principles of logic in that way: no

exceptions.
FREUD: No exceptions.

SOCRATES: So the reasoning by which you arrived at that discov-
ery—that must also have been merely rationalizing, then. And
the reasoning by which you affirm it and defend it and argue for

it now—that, too, must be merely rationalizing.
FREUD: Indeed.

sOCRATES: Why, then, should I subject my mind to your pri-
vate desires? Why should I let myself be a puppet in your puppet
theater? Why should I consent to be a character in your dreams or

fantasies? And why did you support your principle with so much
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reasoning and scientific evidence, then, if such reasoning never

really proved anything true?

FREUD: You are playing your game with me now, Socrates. You
are subjecting my psychology to your logic. I could equally well
subject your logic to my psychology.

SOCRATES: You could indeed—and the result would be nothing
but a personal power struggle, a struggle of wills, my fantasy ver-
sus yours, my desires versus yours, my game versus yours. Now,

that is certainly not the scientific method, is it?

FREUD: No.

SOCRATES: And you are the one who claimed to have applied the
scientific method to psychology for the first time, to have turned
psychology into a science for the first time. You are that Sigmund
Freud, aren’t you? Or do I have a case of mistaken identity here?

FREUD: | am that Freud.

SOCRATES: So shouldnt you be playing the scientific game?—if

. . . . <« »
you insist on calling it a “game.
FREUD: | have no objection to being scientific.

SOCRATES: But being scientific means at least being logical,

doesn’t it?
FREUD: It means much more than that, Socrates. That is what you
ancients failed to see. That's why your science was so primitive

and unsuccessful.

SOCRATES: Science may indeed mean much more than logic,
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something more specific; but it certainly can’t mean anything less,
can it? Can something that is simply illogical be scientific? For
instance, if a tiny blue rabbit suddenly appeared on your head,
would it be scientific for you to say, “Oh well, tiny blue rabbits

just happen,” and not look for a scientific explanation of it?
FREUD: Of course not.

SOCRATES: So you agree that even if science is more than logic,

it is not less?
FREUD: Yes, I suppose I must agree with that.

SOCRATES: So let us look at what the two of us mean by logic. I
think it is pretty much the same thing. In fact, I think everyone
in the world means essentially the same thing by it. Let me see
if I am right in thinking that. Suppose I told you that I believed
that all A is B and all B is C, but I did not believe that all A is C
simply because I did not want to believe that. You would not call
that scientific, would you? And you would say it is unscientific

because it is illogical, wouldnt you?

FREUD: Give me a concrete example.

socrATES: Gladly. Suppose I believed that all humans must die
and that I was a human, but I did not believe that I would ever
die, because I did not want to believe that. Would you call my
state of mind either scientific or logical?

FREUD: Of course not.

socraTEs: How would you explain it?
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FREUD: | would call it fantasizing, or wishful thinking. You are

rationalizing your desires. None of us desires to die, but to live.

SOCRATES: | would agree with that. So you are playing my “game”

of science and logic with me, as you put it.
FREUD: | have no objection to logic.

SOCRATES: Good. So let us look at the logical consequence of
your principle that all reasoning is only rationalizing. Since that
principle is a matter of reasoning, and was reached by reasoning,
and is defended by reasoning, it logically follows that it, too, is

nothing but rationalizing.
FREUD: | accept that logical conclusion.

sOCRATES: Thank you. When I drew that logical conclusion a
little while ago, along with its consequences, you objected that I
was trying to get you to play “my game.” Now it seems that “my”
game is your game too, and that you have no objection to playing
it with me. And I have no objection to playing “your game” of
psychology with you. So it seems that both our “games,” as you
put it, are at least shareable in principle, and in fact are here and
now being shared by both of us. Am I right about that, or am I

being too optimistic?

FREUD: You are right about that, though I do 7oz believe you
are right about there being a single objective and universal and
timeless truth behind your logic. I will obey the rules of logic not
because I claim to know that it mirrors things-in-themselves or
objective reality, as you believe, but because we all agree to play
by its rules. But even though our reasons for accepting the rules
of logic are different, we can agree to play by them wherever we

are, even here—wherever “here” is.
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sOCRATES: That is sufficient for now. Then let us turn to your

book, which is to be the subject of our discussion.

10
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FREUD: As soon as you mentioned it, the book appeared in my
hand! This must be a dream. Things like that do not happen in
the real world.

socRATES: Not in that other world, the world you once lived in.

But you live in that world no longer, Sigmund.

FREUD: And yet I live.

SOCRATES: Yes. Does it not follow, then, that this is another world?
FREUD: Yes, but it does not follow that that other world is a real
one. It may be only the world of my dreams and fantasies, or of
someone else’s.

sOCRATES: I will not try to prove you wrong there, for that would
be a diversion and distraction from our purpose, which is to ex-
plore your book. Let’s just suspend judgment about that question
and proceed as if we were both equally real persons in a com-
monly real world. Can you do that?

FREUD: | can. But why should I?

SOCRATES: Because it would be profitable for you.

11
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FREUD: Why?

SOCRATES: Because the subject of our discussion is to be Civiliza-
tion and Its Discontents, your most philosophical book, your last

complete book, and your most important one.

FREUD: A book is only a product of the mind behind it. So what
you really want to investigate is my mind—in fact me, and not

just my book. Isn’t that right, Socrates?

SOCRATES: Actually, it is borh, and each is a means to the other:
understanding your book will help both of us to understand
yourself better, and understanding yourself will help both of us to

understand your book better.

FREUD: That is a sound psychological principle. In fact, it is a
good way of doing what you yourself claimed to do, Socrates—
or Socrates-imitator, whoever you are—when you said that you
took the oracle’s first commandment, “Know thyself,” as your
life’s motto.

SOCRATES: In a sense the two of us were doing two different
aspects of that very same thing with our lives—the thing I called
philosophy and the thing you called psychology.

FREUD: Yes.

SOCRATES: But these two things differed in many important ways.
FREUD: What ways? How do you see their differences?
soCRATES: Well, for one thing, my philosophy sought a knowl-
edge that was more universal, that included psychology as well as

many other things.

12



THE QUESTION

FREUD: Yes. And I was suspicious of that claim to universal

knowledge.

sOCRATES: And there was a second difference: you explored the

subjective and I explored the objective.

FREUD: Yet we overlapped here, in the “self,” and the “know thy-
self.”

SOCRATES: That is true. And there was a third difference, in our
methods: philosophy, or at least my brand of it, was more a mat-
ter of deductive logical reasoning, while psychology, or at least
your brand of it, was more a matter of induction and scientific

method, testing hypotheses by empirical data.

FREUD: Indeed. That is a great difference. That is why there was

more progress in psychology than in philosophy.

SOCRATES: [ think that is not as great a difference as you think.
I, too, tested hypotheses by data, but my data were not merely

empirical.

FREUD: That’s why your theories were not objectively verifiable or

falsifiable, as mine were.

sOCRATES: | would dispute both parts of that opinion.

I think you would have to admit that my theories were ob-
jectively verifiable just as yours were, if only you broadened your
notion of what is “objective” to include anything beyond the em-
pirical—that is, if only you did not make a very questionable
philosophical assumption called materialism.

And not only was my work as verifiable as yours, but yours
was at least as unverifiable as mine. Many of your theories will be

criticized by many scientists as unscientific precisely because they

13
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were not conclusively falsifiable in principle. For instance, any
psychological data that you discovered by experience, in therapy
or anywhere else, would be classified according to your a priori
categories of id, ego, and superego, so that these categories could
not in principle be falsifiable, and therefore could not in principle

be conclusively verifiable either.

FREUD: That is a severe challenge to my claim to be scientific. It

demands a thorough and careful investigation.

SOCRATES: It does. But not now. We are here to discuss your
book, which is about something much more practical than the
correct theory of scientific method. It is about what people usu-
ally call “the meaning of life,” or values. May I begin questioning

you about it now?
FREUD: You may. Where will you begin?

SOCRATES: Where you begin, of course. Here is your first sentence,
which asks the great question, the question all the great philoso-
phers ask: “It is impossible to escape the impression that people
commonly use false standards of measurement—that they seck
power, success, and wealth for themselves and admire them in
others, and that they underestimate what is of true value in life.”

Am T correct in assuming that this is the question of the
book, the question of “what is of true value in life”?

FREUD: That is correct.

sOCRATES: And that this involves what you call “measurement,”

or judgment—rvalue judgment?

FREUD: Yes.

14
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SOCRATES: And you criticize those who “seek power, success, and
wealth as their values.” Thus you assume that such value judg-
ments can be false as well as true, as judgments of empirical facts

can be false or true.
FREUD: Yes. But the methods used are very different.

sOCRATES: Evidently. We cannot use merely empirical methods,

such as statistics or cameras, for judging values.

FREUD: That is true. But I would not totally separate empirical
facts from values. Facts are certainly relevant to values, and val-

ues to facts.
SOCRATES: [ agree.
FREUD: In fact, everything is relevant to everything.

SOCRATES: | agree with that too. And since values are qualities
while mathematics deals only with guantities, we cannot use merely
mathematical standards for judging values either, isn’t that right?
For instance, we cannot say that wealth and power are greater values
than knowledge and understanding simply because a greater num-
ber of people prefer them, can we? Or that a man with two million

dollars is twice as great a man as someone with only one million?
FREUD: No, of course not.

SOCRATES: Then you are, in this book, at least, asking a profoundly
philosophical question.

FREUD: Let it be so, then. But since everything is relevant to

everything, my psychology is relevant to this philosophical

15



SOCRATES MEETS FREUD

question, and empirical science is relevant to my psychology, and

therefore even to this philosophical question.

SOCRATES: I do not deny your logic there.

But I have another question for you now. Why, after raising
this great question in your very first sentence, did you not directly
answer it, or try to answer it, or even mention it, but instead you
spent the rest of chapter 1 investigating an apparently different

question—namely, the psychological origin of religion?

FREUD: That is an easy question to answer. Do you remember
agreeing, just a moment ago, with my principle that everything is
relevant to everything?

SOCRATES: I do.

FREUD: Then these two questions are relevant to each other.

sOCRATES: | do not doubt that, but I wonder just how they are

connected in your mind.

FREUD: Isn't it obvious? How do the vast majority of people in
all times, places, and cultures, answer this great question? By their
religion, of course. Isnt that an observable fact?

SOCRATES: It is.

FREUD: So if we can understand the true origin of religious beliefs,
we can evaluate this most popular of all answers first, before pro-
ceeding to explore more scientific answers.

SOCRATES: I see. So that is why you do a psychology of religion first?

FREUD: Yes.

16



