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ABSTRACT

In the Platonic exegesis, the topic of 'hypothesis and dialectic' has been
covered by the works of many scholars, although, compared to some other
topics, it has not been overinterpreted. To the best of my knowledge, however,
there is only one book that deals extensively and systematically with it —
Richard Robinson’s Plato’s Earlier Dialectic (Oxford, 1953). This one hook of
Robinson has remained, according to many Plato scholars, unsurpassed as to
the punctiliousness with which its authar describes the formal structure of
Plato's hypothetical methodology; that is why most of those who have dealt
with this topic tended to take Robinson's book as the ultimate authority on the
matter. Yet there is an aspect of this topic that Robinson (and, as far as | know,
all the other scholars that wrote on it) explored less: the relation between
Plato's hypothetical methodolegy and the Platonic metaphysics. This relation is
the actual subject of my rescarch.

Now my research has two main claims (which are actually exegetical
claims).

(1) Whether with disappointment or with relief (to use Ryle's 1966, 17
phrase), we have to recognize that Plato's dialogues unfold a philesophical
search rather than a metaphysical system. My attempt to determine what
Plato's hypothetical dialectic is, follows in a way the logical route of his
philosophical search. In the Introduction, I argue that this route started, very
likely, from the results of Socrates’ philosophy;, and, in the seven chapters that
follow, 1 analyze the two main ‘areas' covered by it: first, that of the
metaphysical nature of the objects that can be known (Chapters One, Two,
Three, Four and Tive); and, once the theory of €U87 is established (which is

Plato's answer to the question of the metaphysw'll nature of the objects that
can be known), that of how a particular €U 806G can be known (Chapters Six and

Seven) My first main claim (stated in the first part of the Conclusions -—see
8.1.) is that the Pé0oSol which introduce and develop the theory of €i81, as

well as the LéOo8oL which aim at determining the €787 themselves, are (i)
dialectical, in the sense that they are supposed to be undertaken through 8&ia—
NEyery, dialectic (because for Plato the locus of certainty is the communion of
minds, and such a communion is possible only through the mediam of A§yoC,

language); and (il) hypothetical, in the sensc that their results remain not
fully justified.

(2) In Chapters Four and Five I argue that Plato madc an attempt to
prove that reality (i.e. the 'world of €187, and, (o some extent, its sensible

copy) is a Ggpovio (for the €U8n form not a chaos, but a KSopoG) (although the
very notion of dpuovia remains actually not fully determined); and, at the

beginning of the second part of the Conclusions (8.2.1.), T argue that for Plato
the human mind can know this dppovia only insofar it is itself harmonic. My

second main claim (stated in the middle section of 8.2.1.) is that the pédoSol
which aim at determining the abstract €U87), as well as the pé6oSol which
introduce and devclop the theory of U8, ure suitable (to use Robinson's
expression) becausc the criterion on which they are grounded, i.e. the
aupduria Tov heydpevay, corresponds to the principles of both 'the reality
sought to be known’ (dppovia 7@V €{8wy) and ‘the human mind that seeks to
know it' (Gdppovia TAC YuyxRE). In short: I claim that Plato's p€ 9080+ in general
are 'suitahle’ bccause their criterion is coherence, and coherence is
'immancnt’ in both reality and thinking.

There remains, however, two things that need to be clarified. One is the
difference between the 'levels’ at which the two groups of péo8oul function

(i.e. the 'level of €187 and the 'meta-c18&1 level); and the other is the relation




between the methodological criterion of coherence and the metaphysicul
principle of coherence in the case of the Ué90801 that introduce and develop
the theory of €87, The first one, I think, can be clarified rather easily and I
shall discuss it at the end of 8.2.1.. The second one, however, raises a very
difficult question: if Plato achieved his metaphysics —i.e. his theory of el8n —
through a PLé6oBoC grounded on oupdwyic Tov Aeyduevwy, then he used the
methodological criterion of coherence befere reaching a justification of it,
namely the beliefs that both reality an thinking are coherent. So, one may
ask, what did justify, for Plato, this methodological criterion of coherence
when it was first applied? To attempt to answer this question is, [ am very well
aware of it, to open a philosophical 'can of worms' (which would be,
nonetheless, a fascinating thing to do; as Plato said in R. 435 ¢ 8, YQAETd TG
Kahrd). As far as I am concerned, I shall propose at the cnd of 8.2.2. —
tentatively, however — the sketch of a possible answer to this question.

To go back to Robinson. Philosophically, | share his views, that "if a
method is snitable, that must surely be becanse the reality sought to be known
is such and such, and the human mind that seeks to know it is such and such"
(p. 178). (And, like him, 1 do not discuss, philosophically, this view.)
Exegetically, bowever, my position differs from his, for I do not construe
Plato's hypothetical methodology as he does, and T argue that this methodology
(as I construe it) is linked with the Platonic metaphysics. Yet, I regard my
research more like a possible completion of Robinson's work on this topic,
rather than a contention of it; for, even if my answers differ from his, they
were 'called for' by guestions that he first raised, in unfolding so brilliantly
the topic of Plato's dialectic.
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PREFACE

According to Cherniss' and Brisson's bibliographies (see
Lustrum — 1959, 1960 and 1977, 1983, 1994 respectivcly), between
1930 and 1985 alone there were published over 8127 titles on Plato.
Any scholar then, who decides to increasc this inflationary, 'endemic’
exegesis and write yct another book, article or doctoral thesis on
Plato, nceds a good excuse.

The most honourable ecxcuse, that at stake is something still
unexplored, is, now, completely out of question. For every single line
of the Platonic corpus was taken into account; each relevant term has
been analysed with fastidious pedantry; every significant passage
has been overinterpreted; and every topic, from 1806 to ddpuckov,
has been discussed with ultimate dxkpigeira (and 1n connection with all
imaginable subjects (1)). Confronted with this situation, any Plato
scholar of today must feel like a passionate explorer who was born
‘too late’, that is, long after everything was discovered, explored and
classified. And yet, a few aspects of some otherwise well studied
topics have remained /less explored. So, one can still invoke a fairly
good excuse for writing yet another Platonic study, namely that at
stake is the examination of an aspect which has been J/ess discussed
and analysed. This is also my cxcuse (2).

a. The subject

In the Platonic exegesis, the topic of 'hypothesis and dialcctic’
has been covered by the works of many scholars (see the select
bibliography), although, compared to some other topics, it has not
been overinterpreted (cf. Skemp 1976, 35: "one may hope that more
will be said on this issue"). (The expression 'Plato’s method of
hypothesis' is sometimes used in the scholarly circles; yet very few
scholars have attempted to impose it through their writings, because
this expression implies more than Plato actually said; as far as [ am
concerned, I have avoided it, for this reason, and have used instead a
less hazardous, yet more ambiguous one, namely Plato’'s hypothetical
dialectic', which 1 shall justify in the Conclusions — sec 8.1.3.)

To the best of my knowledge there is only one book that deals
extensively and systematically with this topic —-Richard Robinson's
Plato's Earlier Dialectic (Oxford, 1953). This one book of Robinson,
however, has remained, in the eyes of many Plalo scholars,
unsurpassed as to the punctiliousness with which 1its author
describes the fermal structure of Plato's hypothetical methodology,
and it has often been taken as the ultimate authority on the matter.
Yet there is an aspect of this topic that Robinson (and, as far as [
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know, all the other scholars who have written on it) explored less:
the relation between Plato’s hypothetical methodology and the
Platonic mectaphysics. This relation is the actual subject of my
research.

In a lecture Wittgenstein gave in Cambridge (known now as "A
Lecture on Ethics”), he told his auditors that the hearer of a lengthy
philosophical discourse is "incapable of seeing both the road he is led
and the goal which it leads to" (1965, 4). That is to say, continues
Wittgenstein, that the hearer "either thinks: 'l understand all he says,
but what on earth is he driving at', or else he thinks '{ see what he’s
driving at, but how on earth is he going to get there™ (p. 4).

At the beginning of his lecture, Wittgenstein asked his auditors
to be paticnt, promising them that in the end they will see both 'the
way and the goal'. As far as I am concerned, I shall state, in what
follows (yet very briefly), my goals, i.e. the main claims of iy
research; but, as regarding my way toward them, I also have to ask
the reader to be patient; for, being a pakpd kal Tpaxéia G86C, 1its
summarizing would turn this preface into too lengthy a piece.

b. The claims

Since Robinson's book became a reference book in this subject
of Plato's hypothetical methodology, I cannot state my claims without
contrasting thcm with his.

About Plato's hypothetical methodology Robinson has three
main claims (which are actually exegetical claims). He argues, to put
it more or less roughly, that:

(1) there are two main wmethodological stages in Plato: (i) that of
the Socratic elenchus (prominent in the early dialogues); and (ii)
that of the Platonic dialectic, which <contains two distinct
methodological devices: hypathesis  {prominent in the Meno,
Phaedo, Republic and Parmenides), and synthesis and division
(prominent in the Phaedrus, Sophist, Politicus and Philebus) (see
p. v); that

(2) the explicit accounis of the use of hypothesis from the Meno,
Phaedo, Republic and Parmenides, in spite of their differences,
allow us to speak of a 'certain procedure that may be called his
[Plato's] hypothetical method' (p. 105); and that

(3) the Platonic hypothetical methed (as he, Robinson, construes
it) is mot linked with the Platonic metaphysics. Here, Robinson's
argument is aot very clear (or so I find); the way I understand it
is, however, this.

(1) "If a method is suitable," — claims Robinson — "that must surely
be becuause the reality sought (o be known is such and such, and
the human mind that seeks to know it is such and such. That a
method is good ought to be derivable from the situation to which
it applies” (p. 178). But he does not actually discuss,
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philosophicully, this view; he only implies that its truth ought to
be endorsed by any rational person, and claims that "Plato's
insight did not go as far as that" (p. 178); he claims, that is, that
Plato was not aware of this obvicus idea, that a good method ought
to be derivable from the situation to which it applies. For he, says
Robinson, although strongly recommended his hypothetical
method, '[did] not give us a reasomed dertvation [of it]' (p. 178); in
other words, although Plato believed that his hypothetical
method is a 'good method', he did not asked, claims Robinson,
"what it is in the nature of things and the nature of men that
makes [...1t] desirable" {p. 178).

(ii} As regarding the use of the hypothetical method, Robinson
claims that this method is actually very little used (pp. 202-4); and
that Plato, at least in the Repubiic, uses mostly some methods
which he comnsiders to be fully inferior 0 the method of
hypothesis and to dialectic in general, namely 'the methods of
analogy and imagery’ (p. 222). So, concludes Rabinson, "We tend
to assumc that a successful man must know the causes of his
success; but the spectacle which we have just contemplated [i.e.
Plato's using 'the methods of amalogy and imagery', instead of the
recommended hypothetical method] suggests that a man might
discover important new truths and yet be widely mistaken about
the method by which he did so" (p. 222).

(iii} To sum up: regarding the topic of the relation between the
Platonic hypothetical method and the Platonic metaphysics we
may, Robinson scems to imply (see pp. 178, 202-4, 222), ask two
questions; either: 'Did Plato derive this method from his
metaphysics?' or: ‘Did he achieve his metaphysics thraugh this
method? Now Robinson answoers negatively to both of them,
implying thus very clearly that for him the Platonic
hypothetical  methodology is not linked with the Platonic
metaphysics. Tn other words: Robinson does not deny that there is
a metaphysical ‘'construction’ in Plato (i.e. a way of conceiving
'the nature of things and the nature of man'); but he thinks that
the Platonic hypothetical methodology is not linked with it, for
he neither derived this methodology [rom his metaphysics, nor
ke achieved his metaphysics through this methodology.

Robinson would not admit then that he explored less fully the
question regarding the relation between the Platonic hypothetical
methodology and the Platonic metaphysics; the way he puts things
suggests rather that he believed there is not much to explore about
it, for the Platonic hypothetical methodology and the Platonic
metaphysics are obviously not linked.

In my view he was wrong; and, I believe, he was wrong
because he explored less Plato's metaphysics and its relation with the
Platonic methodology in general. As I said, this is precisely what my
research deals with. But my rcscarch has not been done within a
Robinsonian framework; that is, I do not operate with the distinction
he makes between the two methodological stages, and [ do not
construe the hypothetical methodology as he does.
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Now my research has two main claims (which are actually
exegetical claims).

(1) Whether with disappointment or with relief (to use Ryle's
1966, 17 phrasc), we have to recognize that Plato's dialognes
unfold a philosophical search rather than a metaphysical system.
My attempt to determine what Plato's hypothetical dialectic 1is,
follows in a way the logical route of his philosophical search (3).
In the Introduction I argue that this route started, very likely,
from the results of Socrates' philosephy; and, in the seven
chapters that follow, I analyze the two main ‘areas’ covered by it:
first, that of the metaphysical nature of the objects that can be
known (Chapters One, Two, Three, Four and Five); and, once the
theory of €U 8T is established (which is his answer to the question

of the metaphysical mnature of the objects that cam be known),
that of the elo6n themselves (Chapters Six and Seven). My first

main claim {stated in the first part of the Conclusions — see 8.1.) is
that the p€ 80801 which introduce and develop the theory of €i5m,

as well as the PéOoSol which aim at determining the €18

themselves, are (i) dialectical, in the sense that they are supposed
to be undertaken through 8Sia—heyevy, dialectic (because for

Plato the locus of certainty is the communion of minds, and such
a communion is possible only through the medium of A&yoOG,

language); and (it} hypotheticul, in the sense that their results
remain not fully justified.

(2) In Chapters Four and Five I argue that Plato made an attempt
to prove that reality (i.e. the 'waorld of €U8n' and, to some extent,
its sensible copy)is a dppovia (for the €181 form not a chaos, but
a KOOWOG): and, at the beginning of the second part of the

Conclusionse(S,Z.i;), I argue that tor Plato the human mind can
know this appovia only insofar it is itself harmeonic (although

the very notion of dppovia remains  actvally not fully
determined). My second main claim (stated in the middle section
of 8.2.1.) is that the €G0S0l which aim at determining the
abstract €087, as well as the Pé6o8ol that introducce and develop
the theory of ¢U8Y), are suitable (to use Robinson's expression)
bccause/then criterion on which (hey are grounded, ie. the
gupdwvia Ty AEyouevay, corresponds to the principley of both
'the reality songht to be known' ({(Gppovia Twy eU8wv) and ‘the
human mind that seeks to know it' (dppovia NG Yuy¥ns). In
short: I claim that Plato's 2€00801 in general are ‘suitable’

because their criterion is coherence, and coherence is
'‘immanent’ in bhoth reality and thinking.

There remains, however, two things that need to be clarified.
One is the difference between the 'levels' at which the two groups of
uéoosor function (i.e. the 'level of €U8n' and the 'meta-<U8n level’); and
the other is the relation between the methodological criterion of
coherence and the metaphysical principle of coherence in the case of
the |é0o8oL that introduce and develop the theory of ei8n. The first
one, 1 think, can be clarified rather easily and I shall discuss it at the
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end of 8.2.1. The sccond omne, however, raises a very difficult
question: if Plato achicved his metaphysics —i.e. his theory of elsn —
through a pé2080¢ grounded on ouudwria TV Aeydpevwy, then he used
the methodological criterion of coherence before reaching a
justification of it, namely the beliefs that both reality and thinking
are coherent. So, one may ask, what did justify, for Plato, this
methodological criterion of coherence when it was first applied? To
attempt to answer this question is, I am very well aware of i, to
open a philosophical ‘can of worms' (which would be, nonetheless, a
fascinating thing to do; as Plato said in R. 435 c 8, yuremd T kord). As
far as I am concerned, I shall propose at the end of 8.22. —
tentatively, however the sketch of a possible answer to this
question.

To go back to Robinson. Philosophically, 1 share his views, that
"if a method is suitable, that must surcly be because the reality
sought to be known is such and such, and the human mind that seeks
to know it is such and such" (p. 178). (And, like him, I do not discuss,
philosophically, this view.) Exegetically, however, my positon differs
from his, for I do not construe Plato's hypothetical methodology as he
does, and I argue that this methodology (as I construe it) is linked
with the Platonic metaphysics. Yet, I regard my research more like a
possible completion of Robinson's work on this topic, rather than a
contention of it; for, even if my answers differ from his, they were
'called for' by questions that he first raised, in unfolding so brilliantly
the topic of Plato's dialectic.

c. The approach

A great deal of intellectual energy might have been saved, had
the commentators of philosophical tcxts stated what their approach
is and how faithful they believe their interpretations are.

What follows is a rather long (for a preface) discussion of this
matter: what my approach is and how I see my results. Initially, this
was the end of the Conclusions section; on second thoughts, however,
I decided to clear the whole thing up right here, n the Prefacc; at
least as far as philosophy is concerned, I think, it is preferable to
irritate your rcader with the way you see something he has not yet
read, rather than convince him, at the end, that his objections are
due to the way he read your text.

The author of a philosophical text cannot write down all that he
actually has in mind, though he usually says more than he is aware
of; thus, an interpreter of a philosophical text may focus on three
different things: on what its guther had in his mind and wanted to
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say; on what the rext itself might say (regardless of whether its
author was aware of it or not); and on what he, the interpreter,
through his own virtuosity, can make the text say; to put it in the
jargon of some contemporary theories of criticism, the interpreter of
a philosophical text may focus on intenfio auctoris, on intentio operis
or on intentio lectoris. Now, those commentators on philosophical
texts who make exegetical claims wonld hardly admit that they
regard a text as a 'picnic where the author brings the words and the
readers bring the sense' (o use Todorov's expression (4}); most of
them, on the contrary, would argue that they aim exclusively at
reconstructing what a philosopher wanted to say in his texts. This
happens also in the Platonic exegesis.

A text, a yeypuévos, says Plato Phdr. 275 e, may be 'ill-
treated and untairly abused, for it is not able to dcfend or help itself,
always needing its parcnt to come to its help’ (my paraphrase). The
vast majority of his exegetes, however, who claim that their only
concern regards Plato's 'intentions', would kindly deny that the
Platonic texts, once they are in their hands, might need the presence
of their 'parent’ to defend them. But, quite often, their Plato is not at
all Platonic. There are, for instance, a Christian (Ivanka 1964), a
Hegelian (Bosanquet 1895), a Neokantian (Natorp 1902), a Husserlian
(Ritter 1910-1923), a phenomenologist (Gadamer 1931), an
existentialist (Friedlinder 1964), an analytic (Gosling 1973), and
even a Freudian Plato (Brés 1968) (cf. also Lafrance 1986, 285-6);
and each time, we are told that we deal with an interpretation that
reveals Plato's thoughts as they were construed by him. (To
praphrase one of Flaubert's famous mots — Madame Bovary c'est moi
—we may say that, very often, the modern exeget of Plato's work
should have had Flaubert's courage and admit, opecnly, that Monsieur
Platon c'est mol.)

These are, one may say, exireme positions; but, to some extent,
I believe, any intcrpretation of Plato's 'orphaned' work will be a
‘mixture’ of his thoughts and owrs. And this is so for three main
reasons.

(1} "The greatest danger in speaking about a thinker is that we
will translate his language back into a language familiar to us in
order to make it understandable. But what we really do is to mutilate
what is proper to a thinker, because hc is present and fumnctions and
lives in his language. His language is his thought, and if we give up
his language, we give up his thought." This sentence -——which belongs
to Waltcr Biemel (1981, 168) — expresses a much too often forgotten
truth; but it also promotes an illusion; for we cannot completely
avoid putting things in our terms.

(2) In the spiritual history of mankind, a heginning is a unique
moment, a moment which 1is, necessarily, tinged with confusion,
hesitation, and perplexities. If you happen not to be part of it, you
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will never be able to imagine its full flavour, mostly becaunse, in
retrospect, its confusion, hesitation, and perplexities cannot actually
be experienced. How was it like to discover writing? How was it like
to be among the men who saw Jesus Christ for the first time? We
simply cannot operate an eémoyn and elude the sediments of our
history.

Leibniz, in a letter to Nicolas Remond, dated February 11, 1715,
says that "if someone were to reduce Plato to a system, he would
render a great service to mankind [...]" (1956, 1072). We do not know
if Leibniz was or not ironic; we do not know, that is, if he believed or
not that Plato's philosophy could be reduced to a system. We feel,
however, that he was right in his assuming that 'a Plato reduced fto a
system' is more 'uvseful' than 'the actual Plato’, for our mind cannot
adapt any morc to a spiritnal space so full of obscurities and
unresolved issues as the Platonic thought was.

Plato belongs to the aurora of what we now call Western
philosophy; he was among the first mcn that spoke about the main
philosophical questions: the ultimate causes of existence, the meaning
of the verb 'to be', thc nature of mind, langnage and time. How was it
like to speak for the first time about these questions? How was it like
to speak for the first time about the fact that we can know only that
which remains the same and which is present in many individuals?
We will never know; we, unlike Plato, live in a spiritual kdopoc in
which Platonism is a fixed star. But it is not only that wc are not able
to [ive the beginning that Plato represents in the Western
philosophy, because the 25 centuries of our history led us to a
paradigm, as Kuhn would put it, which 1s very different from his; we
are also unablc to handle all the confusions, hesitations, perplexities
and unsolved problems inhcrent in his philosophy, because we have
become addicted to clarity. And so we cannot but attempt to 'reduce
Plato to a system'; wc cannot, that is, but get rid of his obscurities,
hesitations and perplexities and introduce in his thoughts an artificial
order and clarity.

(3) For most of the Western philosophers, and for Plato as well,
the use of metaphorical language has only one aim: to lead one's
'sight' towards the abstract matier which is embodied in it. As Marias
1967, 46 put it: "The role of metaphor is like my finger when I point
to something. When I point to something, 1 am suggesting that you
look in this direction in order to discover what I am seeing. I am not
suggesting you look at my finger. Some people do. And this is very
surprising. Unfortunately this also happens in philosophy.” With
Plato, however, things were not that simple.

The view according to which the metaphorical language has
important heuristic resources has survived until today (see for
instance Ricoeur 1975, 10-1). But for most of the Western
philosophers (from Aristotle to Hegel) the use of metaphorical
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langnage is pot a mark of 'serious philosophy'; for Plato this is hardly
so. For him, man, unlike gods, cannot too often say <0 oléa kal ok
eixdcw (like Apollodorus says in Smp. 173 d 2-3); moreover, for him
man is not even able, sometimes, to speak cxpLpwWS about that very
little he knows (cf. Ti. 29 c-d, Phd. 85 c-d, Sph. 233 a, etc.), in which
case man has to resort to a metaphorical language. Plato, that is (not
only unlike us, but also unlike most of the Western philosophers),
believed that, very often, 'metaphorical thinking' is the only kind of
rigour that we can achieve in our attempt to wunderstand
philosophical matters (5); so, besides the inevitable obscurities of his
thought, due to his being a pioneer of Western philosophy, there are
also the obscurities brought forward by the exuberance of his
metaphorical langnage, i.e. by the plethora of his metaphors and
metaphorical devices (whose philosophical use I shall discuss in
8.3.2.).

Given the enormous amount of metaphors and metaphorical
devices he wused, as well as their refinement and baroque
interweaving, thc abstract matters he expounded metaphorically
became hardly visible. In other words, his manner of writing throws
the reader of his texts into confusion. Faced with the parasitical
meanings and the clandestine ideas introduced by the inhibited
resources of Plato's metaphorical language, the reader of his texts
will find himself at a loss about that towards which 'Plato’s finger
points', i.e. about that abstract &iio% implied by his dxx—myopeiv. Yet
the reader (especially the one interested in the Platonic philosophy)
cannot handle Plato’s metaphors and metaphorical devices as they
are; he has, eventually, to interfere and retrieve from them what he
thinks they embody.

To conclude: we cannot, in our attempt to understand Plato, but
interfere in - to use Aristotle's expression {(Metaph. 987 a 31) — {8wx
MTAGTWIOG.

As far as 1 am concerned, [ did not approach Plato from a
particulat non-Platonic philosophical perspective. [ focussed my
rescarch on Plato's intentio, and I attempted to understand the way
he thought; and yet my Plato too is not entirely eiaikpLyiis.

(1) I tried, as much as I could, to undcrstand him in Ais own
terms; yet, at somc points, I failed, and I had to translate his claims
in modern terms (as I did, for instance, in the Conclusions, where [
put Plato's idea about the ‘composition’ of the soul in terms of fhe
transcendental level of mind).

) As I said, my attempt to dctermine what Plato's
hypothetical dialectic is, followed in a way his philosophical search,
which, I believe, is a coherent search, in the sense that it, given its
premisses, has a logical route; yet this search has its hesitations,
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perplexitics, confusions and unresolved problems. As I construed it, 1
am very wecll awarc of i(, this search is more clear cut than it actually
was; and it is / who introduced in it an overdose of clarity and order,
for I —Ilike most of the modern scholars —have lost the grace of
dealing with contingencies and fallibilities. [ believe, however, that
the ‘exaggerated coherence' of Plato's philosophical search which I
propose may help us to understand this search as it was.

(3") As regarding Plato's metaphors and metaphorical devices
that 1 came across, I tried to separate what I believed is their
‘'essential' matter from their 'accidental' form. I do not totally reject,
however, the possibility of interpreting these metaphors and
metaphorical devices, occasionally, in a way favourable (o that
artificial order I introduced myself in my reading of Plato.

d. Miscellaneous

(i) The term 'Platonism' has become rather ambiguous, for —
being used by so many ‘philosophical schools’ — it may refer
nowadays not only to the original core of Plato's thought but also to
various forms of Vulgatae Platonicae; whenever [ used it, I meant
by it ‘Plato’'s Platonism'.

(ii) I hold, as the majority of scholars, that the Meno preccedes
the Phaedo, the Phaedo precedes the Republic, the Republic precedes
the Parmenides, and thc Parmenides precedes the Sophist. As
Robinson (1953, v), I usc the expressions middle and late dialogues
with reference to the Meno, Cratylus, Symposium, Phaedo, Republic,
Parmenides, Theaetetus, and the Phaedrus, Sophist, Politicus,
Philebus, Timaeus-Critias, Laws respectively. Sometimes, however, I
move rather freely between dialogues, on the assumption that they
contain views which complement one another.

(ii1) ! take the Seventh Letter and the Greater Hippias to be
genuine, although their authenticity is still debated; I have also made
several references to the First Alcibiades, which I think was written
by a pupil in Plato's lifctime (probably revised, or even completed by
Plato himself) (for details regarding the authenticity of these works
see Skemp 1976, 10-11 and Lafrance 1986, 276-77).

(iv) The text of the Platonic corpus used for citations is that of
the Oxford Classical Text, edited by J. Burpet. Departurcs from
Burnet's readings are noted. Citations from Aristotle’, Epictetus',
Sextus Empiricus', Plotinus' and Porphyry's Greek texts were taken
[rom the Loeb edition. The text of the Presocratic carpus used for
citations is that of the Diels-Kranz edition.

(v) Unless otherwise noted, translations of Plato’s texts are
from The Collected Dialogues of Plato (Princeton University Press,
1989), and those of Aristotle's, Plotinus' and Sextus' from the Loeb
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cdition respectively — with occasional variants, sometimes critical, of
my own.

(vi) As regarding references, I have adopted the name and daic
system (also known as the 'Harvard system'). In the text, refercnces
are made by indicating the author's name, followed by the year in
which the work cited was published and the page(s) which is (are)
referred to. No punctuation is used between the author's name and
the date of citation; but the page(s) is (are) preceded by a comma,
e.g. "Robinson 1953, 93". (The abbreviation for page or pages is
omitted, apart from the cases in which confusion may result.) If two
or more works of the same author have the same year, they are
distingnished by lower-case letters given after the year.) References
are given in the list of references (see Literature Cited), set out in
alphabetical order of authors' surnames; each surname is followed by
the year and the lower-case letter, if any.

(vii) Greek words are written in the Greek alphabet.
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ABBREVIATIONS

For the abbreviations I have followed the convention of
employing a Latin title, although sometimes | offer an English
version of it. Plato and Aristotle are taken separately (for their
works I have used the abbreviations of Liddell-Scott-Jones's Greek-
English Lexicon}; then, listed in alphabetical order, are the other
authors whom I have quoted.

(1) PLATO:

Alc. 1 = Alcibiades 1
Ap. = Apologia

Chrm. = Charmides
Cru. = Cratylos

Cri. = Crito

Criti. = Critias

Euthd. = Euthydemus
Euthphr. = Euthyphro
Grg. = Gorgias

Hp. Ma., Mi. = Hippias Major, Minor

lon

La. = Laches

Lg. = Leges

Ly. = Lysis

Men. = Meno

Mx., = Menexenus
Phd. = Phaedo
Phdr = Phaedrus

Phlb. = Philebus
Plt. = Politicus
Prm. = Parmenides
Prt. = Protagoras
R. = Respublica

Smp. = Symposium
Sph. = Sophista
Tht. = Theaetetus
Ti. = Timaeus

VII = The Seventh Letter
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(2) ARISTOTLE:

APo. = Analyiica Posteriora

APr. = Analytica Priora

Ath, = Aénvaiwy Hoivtela

Cael. = de Caelo

Cat. = Categoriae

de An. = de Anima

EE = Ethica Eudemia

EN = Ethica Nicomachea

GC = de Generatione et Corruptione

Int. = de Interpretatione
Metaph. = Metaphysica
Ph. = Physica

Po. = Poetica

Rh. = Rhetorica

SE = Sophistici Elenchi
Top. = Topica

(3) OTHER AUTHORS CITED

AESCHYLUS
Pr. = Prometheus Vinctus

ALEXANDER of Aphrodisias:
in AP = Commentary on Aristotle’s Prior Analytics

AMMONIUS:
in Int = Commentary on Aristotle’s On Interpretation

EPICTETUS;
diss = Discourses

GALEN:

sect ingred = On the Schools, for beginners

PHILOPONUS:
in APr = Commentary on Aristotle’s Prior Analytics

PORPHYRY:
Plot. = Vita Plotini

PROCLUS:
in Eucl = Commentary on the First Book of Luclid’s Elements
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in Tim = Commentary on Plato's Timaeus

SEXTUS EMPIRICUS:
M = Against the Mathematicians
PH = Outlines of Pyrrhonism

SIMPLICIUS
in Ph. = Commentary on Aristotle’s Physics

STOBAFEUS
Ecl. = Eclogues

XENOPHON:

Smp. = Symposium
Cyr. = Cyropaedia

(4) OTHER WORKS CITED

OED = Oxford English Dictionary, Oxford, 1971,

LSF = HG. Liddell, R. Scott, H.J. Jones, A Greek-English
Oxford, 1961

Lexicon,

24




INTRODUCTION

Socratism and Platonism

As I said in the Preface, my attempt to determine what Plato’s
hypothetical dialectic is, follows in a way the logical routc of his
philosophical search, This route, in my vicw, covers two main areas:
first, that of the metaphysical nature of the things that can be
known; and then -——once the theory of ¢{8n is established (which is
Plato's answer to the question of the metaphysical nature of the
things that can be known) ——that of how a particular €180oC can be
known.

As [ shall argue, within the first area Plato (i) starts from the
question of the given way in which our knowledge works (Chapter
One); and then continues with offering (ii) a possible péva8o< towards
the solution of the 'puzzic' brought forward by the given way in
which our knowledge works (a 'puzzle’ that concerns mainly the
‘nature’ of that which is the object of certain knowledge) (Chapter
Two); and (iii) a possible solution (o this 'puzzle' -—thc so-called
theory of forms (Chapter Three). Why, however, did Plato's
philosophical search —his 'intellectual odyssey’, as Ryle 1966 17
calls it —— begin like this?

The most plausible answer (which [ shall defend in what
follows) is that Plato's philosophical search began as it did because of
Socrates influence, i.e. because it started somehow from the results of
Socrates' philosophy.

0.1. The Socratic matter

No one can deny the fact that Plato's first dialogues are
dominated by the 'Socratic matter' and its 'elements' (the elenchus,
the '"What is X7 guestion, etc.). In other words, one cannot deny
Socrates' influence on Plato: one can only approximate its degree; this
approximation, however, is a very delicate business. But first, what
does the 'Socratic matter' consist of?

0.1.1. The Socratic wapdSeiyua: the escape from pseudo-certain
knowledge

One of our Oxford colleagues once remarked (o me that his abler
undergraduates could generally be relied upon to observe in




their second week of study of the Republic: Tt seems to be
assumed that what Socrales says represeants what Plato thinks; but
isn't that a questionable assumption?' To which he would reply
that the point is an excellent one, but not something to be
pursued if the stndent is to get the appropriate benefit from
reading the Republic: viz. to learn some philosophy.

This is the first paragraph of the "Editor's Note" of the XXXIVth
volume (1989, 352) of Phronesis. Though more and more questioned
nowadays, this approach has the appealing advantage of avoiding the
endless discussion about the historical and the Platonic Socrates. I do
not think, however, that we should succumb entirely to this
seductive, for convenient, position.

It is true that some testimonies suggest that one should not
rely very much on Plato's accounts about historical characters
(Diogenc Laertius 3.35 and the Anonymous FProlegomena 3.28-31
give durect quotes of Socrates' protest after he had read the Lysis,
and Athenacus mentions that Gorgias disclaimed Gorgias and Phaedo
the Phaedo —cf. Riginos, 1976, 55, 93, 108). I agree that, at least in
Socrates’ case, there are no reliable means to determine the fidelity
and completencss of Plato's accounts about him. But this situation
should not prevent us from distinguishing between the ‘'Socralic’
Socrates of the earlier dialogues and the Platonic Socrates of the
middle and late ones —even if we leave aside the endless debate
about their 'boundary'. So, what does the 'Socratic matier' consists
of?

One thing that every student in Ancient philosophy knows
about Socrates is that he (unlike his predecessors, the Pre-socratics)
focussed entirely on the question of man. What then is man for
Socrates?

The First Alcibiades, il seems, was writien by a pupil in Plato’s
tifetime, but, some scholars have argued, it was probably revised, or
even completed by Plato himsell (see Preface, d). One cannot rely
then too much on this dialogue. Yet Socrates says in it something
which was implied in many of Plato's Socratic dialogues: first, that
man is, essentially, his soul, Yuyn (130 d); and secondly, that soul is,
essentially, that divine (¢€iov) part of it in which oco¢ia may occur
(133 b). What then is codia for Socrates?

In Apology Socrates speaks about three kinds of codlo:

(i) the real, or authentic (cf. T@ BvTL —23 a 5) codia, which ‘is
the property of 6€d ¢’ (a 5-6);

(i) the real, or authentic (¢f. TQ® O¥TL — 20 a 8) human
(cvepwmivy) godla, which, as the Delphic god said, is the codia
that belongs to Socrates (but, adds Socrates, when the Delphic god

uttered this oracle, he "is not referring literally to Socrates; he
has merely taken my name as a TapdSeryua"” — 23 a 8-b 4); and
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(iii) the inauthentic human oo ¢V o, which Socrates does not know

how to name (20 ¢ 1-2), and which belongs to all those who
belicve (o know something without actually knowing it {i.e. to
politicians, poets and skifled craftsmen — 21 b-22 e).

To sum up so far: for Socrates man is, essentially, the real
dvepwnivn codla, i.e. the Socratic mapdseryua. What then is at the core
of this mapd&eiyua?

According to the Apology (cf. 21 a; see also 22 a, 30 a and Phd.
85 b) the Delphic god, asked by Chaerephon, a friend of Socrates,
whether there is anyone wiser than Socrates, answered that there is
no such man. "He [the Delphic god] cannot be telling a lie; that would
not be right for him" —says Socrates (21 b). And yet he, Socrates,
starts to question the oracle’'s answer. In my view, this very gesture
of Socrates, to question even a god's statement, reveals the Socratic
apeTy| par excellence, that which is at the core of the Socratic
mapdSciypa, namely the act of gquestioning. (When he says, in the
Hippias Minor 372 b 1-2, ¢ 2-5: "thc only good thing I have is my
persisting questioning”, he points out, I think, precisely (hat
questioning is his main dpeTi.)

Socrates' persisting questioning, however, stems from his being
aware that he 'knows that he does not know' (cf., inter alia, Ap. 21 d,
Euthphr. 2 ¢, Ly. 223 b, Hp. Ma. 286 c, 304 d f., Hp. Mi. 372 f.).
There has been a complex debate abont whether Socrates is or not
sincere when he claims his ignorance. It is obvious, I agree, that he is
not so ignorant as he pretends he is; that he does not suifer from
poor memory as he claims he does (see for instance Pri. 334 c¢-d, or
Men. 71 c); that his invitations to reciprocity in questioning are not
always sincere; and that sometimes he is ironic and behaves like a
mere £pramikés (cf. R 348 a). But this whole discussion may obscure
the philosophical point of the Socratic ignorance. For Socrates' claim
ot ignorance ('I know that T do not know') (from which his persisting
questioning stems) was not aimed exclusively at himself;, he,
Socrates, i8 only a mapdSsiyua (23 b 1), and his claim of ignorance was
aimed at pointing out the very first stcp of the escape from a
situation in which man, in his Alltdglichkeit (as Heidegger would put
it), is caught —namely his acting on the ground of a stock of beliefs
taken as certain, without his realizing that they are not actually so.

To conclude: for Socratcs man is, essentially, the possibility of
this escape [rom a non-authentic, everyday condition, which is
caused by pseudo certuin knowledge.

Now, it is only in such a context that the issue of a reliable 6858
toward certain knowledge may arise. That is: the very issue of 'the
right way towards sure knowledge' implies that 'sure knowledge' is
not (completely) at hand for man, although the possibiliry of
(partially) achieving it exists. So, did Socrates find such a 383¢?
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0.1.2. ouvovoic as the Socratic locus of certainty. The dialogue as the
condition for achieving certain knowledge

This way of putiing things — that for Socrates man Iis,
essentially, an escape from pseudo certain knowledge which begins
by assuming his own ignorance —can make one think of Descartes,
for whom the very first step toward the reaching of certainty, le
doute, stems also from an assumed ignorance.

Descartes, at the beginning of his Discours de la méthode, says:
"I...] la puissance de bien juger et distinguer Ie vrai d'avec le faux, qui
est proprement ce qu'on nomme Ic bon sens ou la raison, est
naturellement égale en tous les hommes” ("[et elle] est la chose du
monde la mieux partagée"). For him then, 'la puissance de bien juger
et distinguer le vrai d'avec le faux’ (i.e. the human capacity to
achieve certain knowledge), is the same in everyone. And ftor him,
one does not need, in order to achieve certain knowledge, arnother
one's 'puissance de bien juger': he simply has to use his own and
follow some sure, simple and easy rules. In short: for Descartes the
Iocus of certainty is the individual mind (1).

For Socratcs things are not exactly the same. For him 'la
puissance dec bien juger' is, one may claim, also 'naturellement é&gale
en tous les hommes’' (and this can be supported by, say, the episode
with the slave boy from the Meno 82 a ff.). Yet for Socrates, unlike
for Descartes, the locus of ccrtainty is not the individual mind.

Socrates was a xolrwyikos drépwmos, a man of communion; he
lived all his life in his woiec, speaking with anyone who happened to
be around. Communion, however, Is not an 'accidental clement' of the
Socratic TapdSeiyua.

In the First Alcibiades, again, Socrates says something which
was implied in many of Plato's Socratic dialogues: that that divine
part of our soul in which cgo¢ia may occur (and which can provide the
escape from pseudo cerrain knowledge) needs, in order to reveal
itself, other souls (for, argues Socrates, this part of the soul is like an
eye that can see iiself only in another eye —132 d ff.). And that is
because, as Socrates claims many times, the quest for knowledge in
general should be done koww® <, in communion (kown okemTéoy —as he
says in Chrm. 158 d 8) (2).

I [says Socrales to Polus], who am bhut one, do not agree with you,
for you cannot compel me to; you are mercly producing many
false witnesses against me in your eodeavour to drive me ount of
my property [ovUoiq], the truth. But if | cannot produce in you
yourself a single wituess in agreement with my views, 1 consider
that I have accomplished mnothing worth speaking of in the
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matter under debate; and the same, I think, is trne for you also, if
I, one solitary witness, do not testify for you and if you do mot
leave all these others out of account.

(Grg. 472 b-c)

We may say then that for Socrates one does need, in order to
achieve certainty, another one's 'puissance de bien juger’; which
means that for him the locus of certainty is not the individual mind,
but the ovrovoia (3), i.e. the communion of individual minds (the
kown Bournty —cf. Ale. 1, 124 b 10). Such a communion, however, Iis
possible only through the medium of AdvyoC, language, and that is why
the 8Sio—AadyoC, the dialogue, is so important for Socrates; for the
Budhoyos plays the role of the mcans through which the owvvouvcia of
individual minds can be achieved. (Socrates’ refusal to write, [
helieve, may be due, to some extent, to the fact that writing, unlike
speaking, is essentially an individual process, which cannot be done
KoLving.)

For Socratcs then, the necessary condition for obtaining certain
knowledge is to securc for yourself the participation in a curovoia.

0.1.3. How can certain knowledge be achieved. oporoyia and €xeyyoc

Now, how does a owovoia, in its quest for certain knowledge,
function? Roughly speaking: by the procedure of the Socratic €xeyyo¢.

The word é&xeyyo¢ seems to bc uwsed for the first time in a
philosophical context by Parmenides (see 7 B, 5). It would be, of
course, very tempting to make Parmenides a predecessor of the
Socratic €reyyoc. (The title of D. Furley's 1989 article — "Truth as
what survives the elenchos: an idea in Parmenides" -—seems very
appealing indeed.) But, I think, we cannot claim, counting only on
this single occurrence of the word &xeyyoc, that we have in
Parmenides a real predecessor of the Socratic elenchus (a view
which I argued for in 1993, 191-5).

What then is the Socratic &ieyyoc? Roughly put, it is a 'logical
device' whose aim is to cstablish the falsity or truth of one's opinions
(cf. for instance Euthd. 287 ¢ 4-5, Grg. 472 ¢, 473 b, 508 b, 508 e-509
a, etc.; cf. also Robinson 1953, 7, Viastos 1983, 71 and Waterfield
1989, 43) (4); and its 'standard’ version (to use Vlastos's 1983, 38
expression) is this:

(i) An "answerer’ (& dmokpLvdpevoG) (usually an interlocutor of

Socrates) asserts a 'thesis', say p, which is his own belief. (This
'thesis' 18 a Aeyopevov, whose form is either 'a has the
characteristic of b' or 'a is b’ — cf. also Robinson 1953, 49).
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(i) A questioner (0 €pwTWV) (usually Socrates), through a chain
of questions whose answers appear as being evident, attempts to
make the answerer accept further ‘theses', say q and r. Then,
from these evidently true 'theses' (q and r) it is entailed non-p.
(iii) So, it follows that the original thesis (p) is false.

Or, to put it in a formal way (cf. Vlastos 1983, 29 and
Waterfield 1989, 44):

(i) p
(i) qr
(iii) (g1) = non p (5).

The most difficult question that the Socratic elenchus raises is,
obviously, that of truth. Before considering it, however, T would like
to say a few things about what knowledge 1s according to this
procedure.

In the elenchus, the piece of knowledge whose certainty is to
be checked, as well as those pieces of knowledge that are taken as
evidently certain, are all Aeydpeva, statements, whose form is either
'a has the characteristic of b' or 'a is b'. Their forms are no(, however,
very important. What is important is that knowledge appears in this
procedure as a statement about a koirwria between two 'things' —e.g.
between 'temperance' {(cw¢pooivn) and 'good’ (xardv) (Chrm. 159 c 1,
d 8, 160 ¢ 9); 'temperance’ (cwépocivn) and 'modesty’ (ai8d<) {Chrm.
160 e 5); 'modesty’ (al8ws) and 'good' (<ardv) (Chrm. 161 a 6);
'beautiful' (10 kardv) and ‘useful' (To ypricweov) (Hi. Ma. 294 ¢ ff.);
'good' (10 dyacdv) and beautiful' (to xaxdv) (Hi. Ma. 297 c), 'beneficial'
(1o wdénpor) and 'beautiful' (to «axdv) (Hi. Ma. 296 e), etc. The 'object’
of knowledge is then, to put it very roughly, the korrwriar of 'things'.

One may object to this claim by saying that Socrates is
concerned not only with elenchus (i.e. with the 'wolvomwviaw of things'),
but with the so-called "What is X? questions (i.e. with 'things' in
themselves) (see La. 189 e, Euthphr. 6 e, Prt. 360 e, etc.).

What happens with those asked by Socrates 'What something
is?' reminds us of what Augustine says in Confessions, XI, 14, 17
about time ("quid est ergo tempus? si nemo ex me quaerat scio; si
quaerenti explicare velim, nescio”). For they know what Xis, only as
long as nobody questions them: the moment Socrates asks them, they
cease to know it (cf. also Robinson 1953, 53-4). Socrates, however,
cannot be blamed for this, because he stated very clearly his
questions and the type of the expected answers.

Most of his 'What is X7' questions seem to be construed as
requests for an identity, i.e. as requests for an answer of the type X
is Y, where Y is taken to be the same thing as X. In my view, this 1is
hardly the case. That which Socrates is actually expecting when he
raises this kind of question is, obviously, a definition of X, and a
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definition is more than a mere identity. If we rely on the Meno
(although this dialogue is more Platonic than Socratic), a good
definition is a statement which, roughly speaking, should have a
form of this type: X is the y of ' (see for instance 7G a, where
Socrates says that if he asked "What is figure?', a good answer would
be ‘figurc is the limit of a solid'; cf. also Robinson 1953, 50). Aund if so,
then that which Socrates is seeking when he raises his '"What is X7
question is also a korvmyvia of 'things'.

Now, to go back to the issue of 'truth and elenchus'. Trwin 1977
b, 41 claims that "whatever Socrates may think, the formal structure
of the elenchus allows him to test consistency, not to discover truth.
If I survive an elenchus with my original beliefs intact, I have some
reason to believe they are comsistent; but they may be consistently
crazy." In other words: all that an elenchus can do is to affirm the
consistency of a set of 'theses’ (non p-q-r) and the inconsistency of
another (p-g-r). If so, we have to comsider Socrates either a not very
sophisticaled logician, who thought that consistency is a criterion of
truth, or a very sophisticated one, who, in modern terms, held a
coherence theory of truth. '

Vlastos 1985, Waterfield 1989 and Woodruff 1990 propose
(each in his own way) a solution which is extremely ingenious and, I
must say, very persuasive. I shall refer in what follows, very briefly,
to Waterfield's version of this solution.

Waterfield 1989 claims that in the Socratic dialogues we have
to distinguish between two different fields of knowledge. (i) One is
the field of 'experience’, which belongs to the so-called 'experts’ in
various Téyva; in this field, when an ‘expert’ has to establish if a
certain opinion is tiue or false, he wuses correspondence as the
criterion of truth (that is, he 'confronts' that opinion with the 'reality’
to which it refers) (for in this field of 'experience’, the confrontation
is possible). (ii) The other field is 'beyond experience', and this is the
field of 'values' (beautiful, virtue, etc.), which Socratcs is interested
in. Here, in this field, the 'experiment' is not possible, and so, when
one wants to establish whether a certain opinion is true or false, the
only criterion of truth that he has is coherence. And Waterfield
conclusion is that for Socrates "truth as consistency is second best to
truth as correspondence™ {p. 48). (Waterfield relies, inter alia, upon
Ap. 21 d and Futhd. 293 b ff.,, where Socrates' knowledge, the
elenctic knowledge par excellence, being contrasted with the expert
knowledge, is described as 'small' and ‘unimportant’ respectively -
see p. 48).

As far as I am concerned, I do believe that the Socratic
elenchus is a procedure whose aim is to establish the fruth value of a
statement, and so I must accept that consistency serves, for Socrates,
as a sort of criterion of truth. And I accept Waterfield's distinction
described above; 1 accept, in other words, that Socrates was faccd
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with the fact that therec are two fields of knowledge —one in which
the ‘experiment’ is possible and where correspondence appears,
accordingly, as the best criterion of truth; and another one in which
the 'experiment' is not possible and where coherence appears as the
only criterion of truth.

So, how does a owovsia, in its quest for certain knowledge,
practicc the é&xeyyoc? In my view, in two steps: first, it seeks to
gstablish a body of beliefs that are evidently true (which are usually
marked by the word 'agreement', oporoyia (6)); and then it assesses a
belief thai is not evidently true against this bedy of evidently true
beliefs (that is: reject it as false if it is not consistent with it, or accept
it as true if it is consistent with it). (To put it in terms of Plato's later
philosophy: first there are established a set of evidently true
kowvwrviar between several things; and then, a xowowric that is not
evidently true is assessed against this set of evidently true koivwviais
in short: if an alleged rxoivwvia between two 'things' 'fits' within a
particular 'metwork' of kovrwrior whose truth is commonly accepted,
then this indicates that that the alleged koivwvia is also true.)

0.1.4. Conclusions: the Socratic problem ('How can certain knowledge
be achieved?'), pé608oC (Sraréyewv and Ereyyxos) and unselved
difficulty ('"What is the nature of that one in the many which is the
object of certain knowledge?')

To sum up so far: the Socratic matter consists of a problem
(How can certain knowledge can be achieved?) and a possible
pébosoc (whose main ‘elements’ are: the assumed ignorance, the
dialoguc and the & eyyo<). But this is not all; there is something else
that belongs to Socratism: the unsolved difficulty regarding the
object of certain knowledge.

According to Socrates, the objcct of certain knowledge is 'the
one in the many' (which in the jargon of modcrn scholarship is called
'thc Socratic universal'). Socrates explains what he means by that in
scveral places: if we want to achieve certain knowledge about virtue,
for instance, wc should aim at finding out not what a particular
virtue is, but what is that wvirtue which is present in all particular
virtues (see Men. 73 e; cf. also Euthphr. 6 d, Prt. 360 e, Lu. 189 e-
190 a, etc.) It is not my purpose here to enter into the issuc of the
'Socratic universal’ (Robinson 1953, 49-60 offers an ec¢xcellent
analysis of it). All I want to point out is that (i) the Socratic problem
of 'how can certain knowledge be achieved' raises an enormous
difficulty — namely 'what is the nature of that which is the object of
certain knowlcdge'? And that (ii) Socrates does not actually solve this
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difficulty — although he somehow determines it (cf. for instance
Euthphr. 6 d: "[...] that what I asked of you was not to tell me one or
two out of all the numerous actions that are holy. I wanted you to
tell me what is the &I8o¢ of holiness which makes all holy actions
holy. I believe you held that there is a pia {8éa by which unholy
things are all unholy, and by which all holy things are holy").

That is why, I claim, the Socratic matter consists of both a
problem (‘How can certain knowledge be achieved?’), a possible
néoo8os (whose main 'elements' the dialogue and the éxeyyo<) and an
enormous, unsolved difficulty (‘What is the nature of that one in the
many which is the object of certain knowledge?').

Now, let us go back to the issue of Socrates' influence on Plato.

0.2. The Socratic matter as the starting-point
of Platonism

As I said, Plato's philosophical search begins with: (i) putting
the problem of the way in which our knowledge works; with (ii)
offering a possible uésodo< (grounded on the criterion of coherence)
towards the solution of the 'puzzle' hrought forward by the given
way in which our knowledge works (a 'puzzle' that concerns mainly
the 'nature’ of that which is the object of certain knowledge); and
with (iii} laying down a possible solution to this 'puzzle' --—the so-
called theory of forms .

Why, however, did it begin like this? The most plausible
answer 1s, I believe, this: because of Socrates intluence, i.e. because
these three ‘elements' of the beginning of Platonism (his way of
puiting the question of knowledge, 1é6080¢ and solution) stem from
Socrates' problem (‘How can certain knowledge be achieved?'),
pwéeoSoc (whose main 'elements’ are the dialogue and the €xeyyo¢) and
difficulty (‘What is the nature of that one in the many which is the
object of certain knowledge?). (As I said at the end of 0.1.1., for
Socrates man 1is, essentially, the possibility of escaping from a non-
authentic, everyday condition, which is caused by pseudo certain
knowledge. And, I claimed, 1t is only in such a context that the issue
of a reliable 086¢ toward certain knowledge may arise. Now, this
issue occurs also in Plato, and he points out too, in one form or
another, its context — namely that 'sure knowledge is not completely
at hand for man, although the possibility of partially achieving it
exisis'; cf. for instance Smp. 204 b 5, where he says that the
philosopher is the one who is actually peTtatd codou kol dpasctc.) (As I
shall argue, some other ‘elements’ of Socratism are to be found in
Platonism: the distinction between the two main fields of knowledge,
the belief that the lecus of certainty is the 'communion of minds', and
the view according to which the 'object' of knowledge is the «owvwriat
of 'things'.)
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CHAPTER ONE

Plato's way of putting the question of knowledge

Most of Plato's dialogues have, at their core, a hAuman matter —
that of knowledge, of politics, or of ethics. Plato, that is, like Socrates,
focussed mainly on the question of man (an idea which, to some
extent, is also suggested by the fact that all his dialogues, with a few
exceplions, have as title men's names). What is then man for Plato?

For Plato man is a owpc €ujuyov (cf. Sph. 246 e-247 d and 248
a-249 a), ie. a rkowwvia between a Juyn (which 1is 'man's most
precious possession' —Lg. 731 ¢, and, so to say, his 'essence') and a
capa (cf. also Ti. 69 ¢ ff.). Now, the human Yvyrd has, for Plato, several
‘parts' (see for instance R. 580 d-583 a). I shall not, however, enter
here the complicated details of Plato’s psychology;, what 1 would like
to point out is that for Plato the 'essential' part of the human Yvyy is
the part with which we 'learn' (pavedvopey —R. 436 a 9), ie. 70
royioTikdy (441 e 4, 550 b 1, 571 ¢ 4), not the parts with which we
‘feel anger' (9upoipeda) or ‘desire [emnupoupev] the pleasures of
nutrition and generation and their kind' (436 a 10-11) —i.e. 6 dupacC
(436 e 4, 439 ¢ 3, 550 b 3, 581 a 9) and 1O émduvunTkdy (550 b 2)
respectively (sce also Ti. 69 ¢ ff.} (1).

To sum up: for Plato every soul is tripartite, and cvery soul has
a part (To AoyloTikéy) which aims at achicving knowledge. And since
knowledge is 'the only good that man may have' (Euthd. 292 b 1-2),
man is, for him, essentially, that part through which knowledge is
achieved.

As I argued (see 0.1.1.), Tor Socrates man is, essentially, ‘the
possibility of achieving sure kmnowledge'; and his philosophy started
from a given situation, which hinders this possibility and which
concerns (in one way or another) every man, namely one's acting on
the ground of a stock of beliefs taken as certain, without his realizing
that they are not actually so. For Plato man is also, essentially, 'the
possibility of achieving sure knowledge'; but he does not start from
what hinders this possibility; he starts from the giver way in which
every MoyloTwkdy pavédvei, in other words: from the given way in
which knowledge in general works (for, as I shall argue in Chapter
Three, his main philosophical doctrine, the so-called theory of forms,
was aimed primarily at solving the puzzling way in which knowledge
seems to be working).
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1.1. 'To know' as 'to know what remains the same'

EMLOTIUY seems to signify that the soul is stopping [ToTnouv] at
things, rather than going round with them. [...] B(f'ﬁm,ov [which is
a common attribute for émloTWHYn in Plato] is clearly the
expression of station [0Td01C] and position [fAoLS), not of motion
[¢opd). Again, the word loTopia bears upon the face of it the
stopping [Lo~dvar] of the stream, and the word TMOTOV certainly
indicates cessation of motion [LOTAV]; then, again, uvﬁun, as
anyone may see, expresses rest [LLOV71)] in the soul, and not motion

[dopdl.

This is what Plato says in the Crarylus 437 a-b. Apparently, these
etymologies are correclt (émotnun, for instance, comes from the verb
émiaTopoy, which is made out of the preposition émi-, 'on', 'upon', and
the verb YoTopa, a passive form of Totnui, which means 'to make to
stand still', in its transitive form, and 'to remain fixed', in its
intransitive form). Yet earlier on, at 412 a-b, he said something
different, which suggests that knowledge is linked with motion, not
with rest ("émomiun indicates that the soul follows [émoLévnc] the
motion of things"; "cuvnoi$ is derived from curiévar ['to understand’ —
the infinitive of ouvinui] and, like émioraoear, implies the progression
[ouviévar —which is also the infinitive of olveyn, 'to come together']
of the soul in company with the naturc of things"; "co¢ia means
'touching [é¢dmTecear] the motion [dopd] or stream of things"). Now,
how are we to take all this?

In the Sophist Plato claims that knowledge (ylyvdokeiry) is
actually a rkowwvia between something that is known and the soul
that knows it (248 a {f.). That which is known, he argues, cannot be
separated from rest (249 b, c), while soul cannot be separated from
motion (249 a, b); so, we may say, knowledge is somewhow linked
with both motion and rest. But here in the Cratylus this point is not
at stake.

In the Cratylus 440 a-b Plato says that "knowledge [yviiowd]
cannot continue to be knowledge unless continuing always to abide
and exist". Why? "[Because] if knowledge changes in its form, at the
time when the change occurs there will be no knowledge; and if the
transition is always going on, there will always be no knowledge,
and, acording to this view, there will be no one to know [oliTe 7o
yvwoduevov] and nothing to be known |oUte TO yvwosnsduevov]" (2).
That is: to really know something (or: to have a sure knowledge)
means, first of all, 'to know today and tomorrow' (cf. also Grg. 482 a:
'‘philosophy [i.e. the sure knowledge par excellence] holds always to
the same, being not at the mercy now of one argument, now of
another' —my paraphrase); in other words, if a knowledge is really
knowledge, if it is sure, it has to remain as it is. If tomorrow my
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knowledge is not like today, then this, claims Plato, is not real
knowiedge. (And this is, we have to admit, a feature of the giver way
in which our knowlcdge works, not Plato's 'invention'. Why is that
s0? Why knowledge is sure ouly if it remains the same? The answer,
obviously, must be linked with the way man, and so human
knowledge, is determined by time. Plato, however, as far as I know,
does not givc an explicit answer to this question; he only takes into
account this ‘feature' of the given way in which our knowledge
works.)

So, since knowledge is suwre only if it is in rest, 1e. only if it
remains the same (440 b), those words that refer to it and contain
this idea (e.g. gépatov, laTopila, maTdv or pviun — cf. 437 a-bh) were well
‘construed’ by the name-giver; whereas those that refer to it and do
not contain this idea (e.g. ouvnolc or codia cf. 412 a-b) were (acording
to Plato's view) badly chosen (this claim is missing from the text of
the Cratylus, but it would suggest itself readily enough as a corollary
of the end of the dialogue). (And, we may complete his thought,
words in which both ideas are present —as it is the case with
é¢mioTun, cf. 437 a and 412 a — are ambiguous, dpdigoror, cf. 437 a 3.)
(That is why, he concludes, we should not trust the names, for they
may be misleading — cf. 440 c.)

Now, if knowledge is knowledge only insofar as it remains the
same, then its object has also to remain the same; that is: my
knowledge can remain the same, today and tomorrow, only if that
which is known, TO yvwoOnodpevov, remains, today and tomorrow, the
same. This idea, that knowledge is always knowledge of something
that pével katd ToUTQ, occurs in Plato many times (cf. Cra. 440 a-b:
"[...] you cannot know that which has no state. [.. And] we cannot
reasonably say that there is knowledge [yvdowc] at all, if everything
is in a state of transition and there is nothing abiding [pnS&v péver]™;
cf. also R. 585 ¢ £, Sph. 249 b, Phlb. 58 a, 61 e (3)). This way of
putting things, however, leaves us with a difficult question, namely
What is actually that which remains the same?

(In his Fthica Nicomachea Aristotlc says the samc thing, that
we can have knowledge only about those dvra that are the afSuia, cf.
1139 b 23 f, i.e. only about that which cannot be otherwise —cf.
1139 b 20 ff.: & emoTELedq, un EvSéyeodal darws €xevy. Heldegger 1992
b, 33 argues that this claim -—that 'we can know only that which
remains the same' ——is8 not inferred by Aristotle from some of his
philosophical views, but from the given way in which human
knowledge works. As fur as I am concerned, 1 endorse Heidegger's
comment, and I think that it also applies to Plato. That is: Plato's
claim, that 'we can know only that which remains the same' is not
deduced by him from anything related with Ais doctrines; it is, I
believe, a claim based on the observation that our knowledge 1is real
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knowledge only if it remains the same and that the object of such
unchanging knowledge must itself remain the same.)

1.2.  Perceiving and speaking

Now, Zow can we know that which remains the same? As [
said, for Plato man is a o@upa €uluyov (cf. Sph. cf. 246 e-247 d and 248
a-249 a), i.e. a cuvapdpdTepov (ef. 7%. 87 ¢ 6) made out of a cipc and a
Jyuy. Does this mean that man, for Plato, can know that which
remains the same with both his bodily senses and his soul?

In the Theaeterus 184 d Plato claims explicitly that that wifh
which we perceive is the soul:

It would surely be strange" —says tl}ere Socrates -—"that there
should be a number of senses [0l081)CELC] ensconced inside us,

like the warriors in the Trojan horse, and all these things should
not converge and meet in some single nature —a soul ruyil or
whatever it is to be called -—with which we perceive all the
objects of perception through the senses as instruments” [cf. also
184 b-¢, e; 185 a ff.]. [For instance:] the hardness of something
hard and the softness of something soft will be perceived
[alg6rioeTaL] by the soul through touch 1186 bj.

(Cf, also Phd. 73 c ff.,, or Ti. 67 b: "sound is a blow which passes
through the ears, and is transmitted by means of the air, the brain,
and the blood, to the [whole] soul; and hearing is the vibration of this
blow which begins in the head [i.e. in the learning part of the soul —
To AoyioTikdrv] and ends in the region of the liver [i.e. it affects also
the other two parts of the soul — o dupds and 70 émdupnrikdv]”. In the
Philebus 33 d, however, Plato attempts to put things in a more
refined way: "[..] among the moénpoTa that are constantly affecting
our bodies some are exhausted in the body before passing through to
the soul, thus tleaving the latter unaffected, while others penetrate
both body and soul and sct up a sort of disturbance which is both
peculiar to each and common to both.”) Thus, for Plato, it is only the
soul that can know — either through the senses or through itselt (Tht.
185 e 6-7; cf. also e 1-2); which is to say that man, for Plato, can
know that which remains the same only with his soul.

Now, in the Timaeus, Plato claims that the &k ToUu voUu depop:évn
8Uvopls (i.e., roughly speaking, the SUvauic of the learning part of the
soul) is a 8uvours of 8ravoripara, of thoughts (71 b 3-4); which implies
that rhinking (Siovoeioeml) is soul's (main) ‘activity'. But, the very
process of thinking (Siavoeciogcy, and sometimes ¢poveiv) is, he says
in the Theaetetus 189 e-190 a, x\éverv.
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SLovo€eladal is a AdyoC that the soul carries out with herself
about any subject she is considering [...; and] when the soul is
thinking [Sicvooupérn] she is simply talking to herself
[BraréyecoBal] asking questions and answering them, and saying
yes or no.

(Cf. also Sph. 263 e: "Well, Siavora and A&yoG are the same thing,
except that what we call Siévowa is, precisely, the inward 8SidhoyoQ
carried out by the soul with hersell without spoken sound”; see also
Sph. 264 a and Ti. 37 a-b.) In short: for Plato soul (i.e. the learning
part of thc soul) is, as he says in the Theaetetus 185 c, a &wa ™C
yadrTne 8uvopls (a ‘faculty that works through the tongue' as
Cornford translates); that is: soul is primarily related with speaking.
So, if that which remains the same can be known only with the soul,
and if soul knows, primarily, through speaking, it follows that that
which remains the same must be known primarily through speaking,
réyery (cf. Tht. 183 a-b: "for those who hold that all things are in
change, [says Socrates,] some new dialect will have to be instituted,
since, as it is, they havc no phrases to fit their fundamental
proposition -— unless indeed it were 'not even nohow'; which
suggests that for Plato speaking 1is about that which remains the
same).

Plato, however, claims that 'to know through the aloenoeic Tou
odpaToc’ and 'to know enrly through soul' (through speaking) "have a
distinct origin and are of a different nature" (7i. 51 e 1-2); but this
way of putting things leaves us with another difficult question,
namely Why knowing through senses and knowing through speaking
have a distinct origin and are of a different nature?

1.3. Knowledge and causality

Burnet 1908, 10-11 claims that "the great principle which
underlies all their [the Ionian cosmologists's] thinking, though 1t is
first put into words by Pamenides, is thai Nothing comes into being
out of nothing, and nothing passes away inte nothing”., The Greek
notion of 'origin' raises some major difficulties, mainly because of the
'‘problematic’ terms by which it was rendered, such as d&pyn, ¢$laLC or
aiTio. Yet, in spite of this terminological variety, the idea that every
thing in our world (as well as the world itself) must have an 'origin'
(an idea which was rejected in the Old Testament} is, in one form or
another, to be found not only in the Iontan cosmologists, but in all
important Greek thinkers. This idea (which in the Middle Ages was
reformulated as nihil est sine ratione and labelled as principium
rationis sufficientis) was explicitly discussed and justified by many
mediasval, modern and contemporary philosophers (as, for instance,
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Leibniz in his treatise Primae veritates, or Heidegger in his Vom
Wesen des Grundes). But, strangely enough, the Greek thinkers, from
whom, one may claim, this idea has emerged, did not make any
attempt to justify it. And so, all we can do is to take their bhelief in
the existence of 'origins' as a given postulate of their thinking; we
have, that is, to accept that for them, unlike for many mediaeval,
modern and contemporary philosophers, this belief was, in itself,
non-problematic. For them, nevertheless, philosophy -—although it
does not justify this principle —is aimed primarily at finding the
‘origins' of our world and of everything that is in it (cf. for instance
Aristotle, Metaph. 993 b 20-4: ‘"philosophy 1is rightly called a
knowledge of truth. [...] But we cannot know the truth apart from the
cause™).

This is also the case with Plato. First, he believes that
everything in our world (which is in a process of change) must have
a cause (or, arguably, causes) (cf. Ti. 28 a 4-53: w3y 8¢ of 10 yryvdusvov
un elTlou TLvos &8 dvdykne yiyveoeal; or Phih. 26 e 3-4: dvarykalov elval
TAVTO T& yiyvcpeva Sid Tiva oltiar ylyveooal). Secondly, he left this
principle unjustified. And thirdly, he claims that philosophy should
be concerned with finding the causes of things; that is: to know what
something is —be it a simple couch (R. 597 a) or the universe itsclf
(76 28 c ff.) — implies to know its cause (cf. 7i. 28 a 4-5, ¢ ff., 29 d-e,
31 b; Phlb. 26 e 3-4.). (And — as the discussion of 70 &yaedv from the
Republic and that of the péyiora yévn from the Sophist and the
Philebus suggest —philosophy should raisc not only the question
about the causes of things that ecxist in our world, but also the one
about the ulrimate causes of cxistence.)

1.4. The puzzle brought forward by the given way in which our
knowledge works

As [ said, Plato starts his philosophical search {rom what he
thinks is the given way in which every xoyiomikov pavedrelr; in other
words: from the given way in which pdenolc in general works. And
his way of putting the question of pdéncic in general is this:

(i) man can know only that which remains the same;

@1i) that which remains the same, however, can be known only
by the (learning part of the) soul, although man is both a Yuyn
and a oULA;

(iii) 'to know through the olg8NUELG ToU CWULOTOS and 'to know
only through sounl' (through speaking)} ‘have a distinct origin
and are of a different nature'; yet that which remains the same is
known primarily through speaking; and

(iv) our knowledge seems to be concerned with knowing causes.

39




(Thus, by putting the question of knowledge in these terms, Plato
turned the Socratic matter into a Platonic matter.)

These four determinations of the given way in which our
knowledge, at a first sight, works —mnamely (i), (1), (i) and (Qv) —
raise many difficult questions, the most important ones being these
three: What is actually that which remains the same? Why knowing
through senses and knowing through speaking have a distinct origin
and are of a different nature? And: What is the relation between that
which remains the same and the causes of things?

These questions are not explicitly formulated by Plato; but they
are, 1 think, /atent in his way of putting the question of knowledge. If
so, however (i.e. if we accept that these three questions, though not
explicitly formulated, are latent in his way of putting the question of
knowledge), then the given way in which, for Plato, pdéenc¢ in
general works appears like a wdvy eaupaoTov puzzle. Now, what would
be, according to him, the right way of reasoning, the right péeo8oc,
that we should follow, if we want to solve this puzzle?

The éxeyyos , the main 'element' of Socrates' pésoboC, occurs in
Plato in many middle and late dialogues, and he regarded it as a
valuable device (cf. for instance Sph. 230 d 7-8, where it is called
the peyloTn kal kupLaTdTn TOV Keddpoewy) (4). But the Socratic €xeyyod
is not at the core of Plato's pécoSoc. What then does Plato’s péeodoc
toward the solving of this puzzle consist of? The answer to this
question is to be found in the Phaedo.

40




CHAPTER TWO

The 1£6080C toward theories

The Phaedo is the dialogue in which Socrates dies; but, it is also
the dialogue in which the Platonism is born; because here, for the
first time in an explicit manner, Plato refers to his own solution to his
way of putting the Socratic matter.

In this dialoguc, at 100 a-101 e (1), he also describes the
LéGoSog toward his solution (which, it seems, was intended as being
of general application (cf. the expression éxdorarte, 'on each occasion’,
at 100 a 3; cf. also Bostock 1986, 157). In what follows I shall
describe its main steps and then show the way it was applied by
Plato. Before that, however, I would like to say a few things about
Plato's notion of pédadoc,

Usually, a definition of the notion of method begins with its
etymology. 'Method', it is said, comes from the Greck péooso¢ which is
derived from o684¢, 'path’ or 'way' or 'journcy' (for an opposite, yet
unconvincing view see Robinson 1953, 67). Hence, it is commonly
argued, 'method' is 'a path towards something'. The word pécosoc,
however, occurs for the first time in Plato's writings (where it refers,
roughly speaking, to 'the way toward kmowledge') and, it seems, it
was coined by him (2). Yet, as Lutoslawski 1897, 418-0 put it,

many translators of Plato refrained from the identification of
Lé60S0C with the modern term method, as if they were afraid to

credit an ancient Greek philosopher with a consciousness of
regulated proceeding which seems to bhe a privilege of recent
science.

But, concludes Lutoslawski, "this is really a wrong cautiousness, and
Jowett and Campbell were perfectly right in translating péeo8oC here
[i.e. in Plato] by 'method"™ (p. 419). One way to deal with this problem
(Lé6080C qua 'way of reasoning' vs. pévo8oC gua ‘'method’) s
suggested by Lutoslawski himself: in the earlier dialogues this word
is used rather loosely, and here it is better rendered by 'way of
reasoning' (3); whereas in the later ones, it refers to what we may
call a 'logical method' (4).

As far as T am concerned, I am rather reluctant to translate
Plato's péeoSoc by the modern term 'method'; for the modern notion
of 'method' 1is of Cartesian descent, and the Cartesian notion of
method is not c¢xactly Plato's notion of puéeodoc.
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First, Plato's péeo8cC in general is, first of all, dialectic, in the
sense that it supposed to be undertaken through Sia-—ievyevv, dialectic;
for Plato (unlike Descartes —see 0.1.2.) believed that the locus of
cerlainty is the communion of minds, and such a communion 1is
possible only through the medivm of AdyoC, language (a point which
I shall develop in B8.1.2.). And this belief of Plato, I think, is echoed
by the very word péoosoc.

uédo8cs comes from the preposition petd and the noun 4865,
which mcans, as I said, 'path', 'way', ‘journey'. In compounds, the
preposition petd carries out, infer alia, two ideas: the idea of
"following/going towards something”, as in peto—Suwkw ("to pursue
closely") or pet—oiyopar ("to be gone after"); and the idea of
community or participation, as in peTa—8idwul ("to give a share”) (cf.
LS]). So, given this ambiguity that petd has in compounds, KéBoSog
implies both 'a path that goes fowards something' and 'a path that is
cavered fogether' (i.e. with, petd, others). Now, if Plato did coin the
word €008c<, he managed to find a word which suits rather well his
views regarding 'the process of achieving knowledge': that man,
being pevatlU codcU kol apadous (cf. Smp. 204 b 5), has to find a path
towards sure knowledge, and that this path should be covered with
othcer men.

Secondly, Plato's SiarexTikr) péoodog, is a rather long (cf. for
instance Phdr. 274 a or Pit. 265 a) and difficult (5) way of reasoning
which can be followed only by a few (baving, thus, an aristocratic,
not a democratic character, as has the Cartesian method (6)).

That is why, I think (although this seems to be just a matier of
negotiating terms), we will move away from Plato’'s thought if we
take his SiarekTikT wéSoSoc as 'dialectical method'.

2.1. Finding and hypothesizing the wmost plausible theory

When we face a difficult question, then, according to the
1ébo8o¢ introduced in the Phaedo, we should first "hypothesize
[Umo6épevoc] the Adyo¢ which we judge o be the strongest
[éppwprevéoTaToc] (see 100 a) (7). Now, what do Adyoq, Umodéuevos and
EppupevéaTaTos mean here?

In their comunents on the Phaedo 100 a {f., some scholars claim
that Aéyoo should be understood as 'definition' {(e.g. Bluck 1955,
Appendix 6; Guthrie 1975, 325), or as 'statement', or 'proposition’
(c.g. Ross 1951, 27; Robinson 1953, 124, 126; Hackforth 1955, ad
locum; Sayre 1969, §; Bostock 1986, 160). But we cannot ignore the
context in which Plato brought forward this uéooSoc (i.e. 'Socrates'
intellectual history’); and so, we cannot narrow down AéyoQ either as
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'definition’ or as 'statement'/'proposition’, for what is at stake in the
context is a theory of causation (i.e. a 'body of statements’) (8). Thus,
we should construne the phrase 'to lay down the éppupevéoTaTos
AGyoC' as 'to lay down the éppupevéaTaTov theory' (as Gallop 1975,
178 does) — even if 'theory' may be too strong a word for what Plato
has in view here.

One may object to this reading by saying that Adyo< should be
construed here as 'statement’ becausc in Plato Umdseolc does always
mean 'statement' (9). Yet this is hardly the case. In Plato the word
umddeors has various meanings: (i) a 'statement adopted to support
{or reject) another statement' (Chrm. 160 d, Pri. 339 d, Men, passim,
R. 437 a.); (ii) a 'starting point for discussion' (Hp. Ma. 302 e, Chrm.
171 d, Prt. 361 b, Grg. 454 ¢, R. 550 c, Prm. 136 a-b, Tht. 165 d, 183
b, Sph. 237 a, 244 c); (iii) a 'starting point for practical action' (Lg.
743 ¢, 812 a); (iv) a 'proposed subject for discussion' (Prm. 127 d) (or
generally, 'the subject matter of a discussion' — cf. Lg. 812 a); and, as
I believe (relying on the context of Phd. 99 b ff.), a 'theory'.

If so, however, what does the expression ‘'to hypothesize the
éppwpevécTaTos theory' mean? But first, what is a Uméeeqc gua
theory?

A theory is usually taken as an ecxplanation. To be an
explanation, "the proffered information”, as van Fraassen 1989, 87
put it, "must provide the missing piece in the puzzle that preoccupies
the questioner [...; and this] presupposes that he has already pieces in
place, which the newly offered piece fits into". (This idea, that to
know something means to place that something into the context of
known pieces of knowledge, occurs many times in Plato -—see for
instance Phd. 73 a: “[..] when people are asked questions, if the
question is put in the right way they can give a perfectly correct
answer, which they could not possible do unless they had some
knowledge and a proper grasp of the subject.") Thus, in order to
hypothesize a theory, the theory must be first found; in other words,
the questioner has first to find 'a piece' which can fit into the ‘pieces’
that he already had in place, and only then may he hypothesize it.
Hypothesizing a theory is, thus, a hewristic process (10).

In Plato, however, a urd8eoi (gua statement or gua theory) is,
generally speaking, a reydpevov whose truth value is not yet beyond
any doubt (cf. R. 388 ¢, 437 a, Phd. 107 b, Cra. 428 d, Thi. 165 d, etc.;
cf. also Robinson 1953, 94-5 and Barnes 1990, 93) (11). If so, then
how can a theory judged to be the strongest (éppuwicvéoTaroc) be
hypothesized, i.c. laid down rtentatively? But, what does actually
EppwpevéoTaTos mean here?

éppwpevéoTaTod is the superlative degree of the adjective
éppwuévos (‘vigorous', 'stout’, ‘sound'), which comes from the verb
pavvupt ('to strengthen', 'make strong'). Now, what does determine
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the strongness of a theory? First, one may claim, a theory is
éopwpévor if its dpuneérTa AANGACLE cupdwyvel or if it is supported by
another one (as Socrates says explicitly at 101 d); but there, at 101 d,
Socrates speaks about festing an already hypothesized theory,
whereas here, at 100 a, he speaks about finding and hypothesizing a
theory. If so, one may argue, a theory is éppwpérvor when il resists
refutations (as it is suggested at 85 c-d (12). I agree that it is very
tempting to connect this Lé6oSoC with the elenctic procedure (as
Robinson 1953, 140 does); but this will make things very
complicated, for what is at stake here is a theory, not a statement (as
in the Socratic elenchus). As I argued, the Socratic elenchus functions
in two steps: one is to establish a body of statements that are
evidently true, and the other is to assess a statement that is not
evidently true against that body of evidently true statements (and if
the statement in question is not consistent with that body of
statements, it is rcjected as false; if it is consistent —it is accepted as
true). Now, if we construe éppopevéoTartos as SugekereyrToTaTos (Lo
use this expression from 85 ¢ 9), then 'to find and hypothesize the
éppuperéoTaTtol theory' should mean ‘to establish a body of theories
that are evidently true, assess the theory in question against this
body of evidently true theories, and show that they are all consistent
with cach other; but Socrates does not say anything here, at 100 a (or
fater, at 101 a ff) about such a procedure. (That is: there is no
evidence that this péso8o<¢ described here, at 100 a, deals with a
theory in the way the Socratic elenchus deals with a statement.)

If so, what does then determine the strongness of a theory? In
my view, it is its capacity to fit into the 'pieces that the questioner
has already in place' (13). Now, if this theory does not belong to that
field of knowledge in which the 'experiment’ 1is possible, we cannot
'manipulate’ it and prove its truth in a strong way; in this case, its
capacity to fit into a given puzzle remains so far the only source of its
credibility. But for Plato, it seems, this 'capacity to fit into a given
puzzle' does not prove, beyond any doubt, the truth of a theory, in
which casc that theory remains only plausible.

To conclude: the way I construe the [first step of the pésoSoc
brought forward by Plato in the Phaedn (namely: 'to hypothesize the
AéyoC which we judge to be the strongest' — 100 a) is this: if 'we
cannot make our journey with grealer confidence and security by the
surer mecans of a divine Adyo¢' and we cannol ‘ascertain the facts
(whether by uJabeiv or by eupelv); and if we decide not to 'leave off
before we have come to the end of our resources' (if I may usc thcse
phrases from 85 ¢), then we do not have any other choice apart from
finding the most plausible theory (i.e. the theory that fits better than
any other theory into our puzzle) and hyporhesizing it.
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2.2. Hypothesizing as true what cvudwvei with the most plausible
theory

Now, what does Socrates do after he has found and
hypothesized the most plausible theory for a given puzzle? Then, he
claims, "I put down [r{onui] as true [WS axne?n Svta] whatever things
secms to me to accord [oupdwrelyv]| with it [...,] and whatever sccms
not to, I put down as not true [ws ouk danén]" (100 a). This passage
raises difficult problems of intcrpretation, imainly because of the
ambiguity of the verb ovudwretv. What then does Plato mean here by
oupdwrvelyv, by 'reaching an accord'?

2.2.1. Robinson's interpretation

Robinson 1953 believes that "we have to choose Dbetween
consistency and deducibility as the meaning of 'accord™ ("[for] it is
very hard to think of anything else that he could possibly have
meant by [this] metaphor” —p. 126). (We have to remember,
however, that Robinson believes that this method is about
statements, not theories —cf. inter alia p. 124, where he translates
the expression AdyoC éppwpevécTaToS as 'the strongest proposition';
see also p. 1206).

(a) The 'consistency/inconsistency’ inferpretation, he argues, 1s
better supported than the 'deducible from/not deducibie from' one
(14). But the main objection against this interprctation, namely why
do wc have to adopt every proposition that is consistent with our
hypothesis, is very difficult to dismiss (if the proposition p: T have
one brother' is truc, the proposition ¢ 'l have a dog' is consistent
with p, but q may be false).

(b) In favour of the ‘'deducible from/not deducible from'
interpretation there 1is little that may be invoked (see p. 127).
Besides, a strong objection may be raised against it, namely why do
we have to consider as false any proposition that is not deducible
from a hypothesis? (To take the example mentioned above: if the
proposition p: 'T have one brother' is true, the proposition ¢: T have a
dog' is not deducible from consistent with p, but g may be true).

Thus, each interpretation has to face a scrious objection. In the
case of consistency/inconsistency interpretation (i) the instruction (o
posit as true whatever proposition is consistent with a hypothesis is
unacceptable (since false propositions might be consistent with a true
hypothesis), whereas (ii) the instruction to posit as false whatever
proposition is inconsistent with a hypothesis is acceptable. In the
case of 'deducibility/non-deducibility’ interpretation we have the
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opposite situation: (i) the instruction to posit as truc whatever
proposition is deducible from a hypothesis is acceptable, whereas (ii)
the instruction to posit as false whatever proposition is not deducible
from that hypothesis is not (cf. Robonson 1953, 126 f{f.). So, what
interpretation should we choose? Robinson agrees that the better is
consistency (p. 127), mainly because the instruction to posit as false
whatever proposition is not deducible from a hypothesis 1is less
acceptable than the instruction to posit as trne whatever proposition
is consistent with that hypothesis. Nevertheless, he claims, even if
‘accord’ means consistency and deducibility, Plato's hypothetical
method, "in the Phaedo as elsewhere, was surely a deduction of
conscquences from the hypothesis and not merely a further
hypothesizing of propositions consistent with the first hypothesis” (p.
128). Robinson's own solution is extremely ingenious (15), but in my
view regrettably unsound, becaunse of his assumption that what 1s at
stake here are propositions, not theories (although, oddly enough, he
admits at p. 202 that "[in the Phaedo the] hypothesis is the theory of
forms").

How should we take then this second step of the pééoSoc,
namely the hypothesizing as trne whatever ouvudwreél with a theory
that we judged to be the most plausible? ocupdwvely is, as I said, an
ambiguous verb; but it is hard to believe that Plato used this
ambiguous verb (in such an important context) because he just
happened to cxpresscd himsclf carclessly; | am more inclined to
believe the contrary: that he used such ambignous a verb preciscly
because he wanted to.

2.2.2, Plato's notion of cvugwria

Literally, oupdwrio means a 'togetherness (oup—) of dwval’; dwvi,
however, mcans both sound (cf. Lg. 665 a 1) (usually the sound of
musical instruments), veice and language (cf. Sph. 262 d 9), and so
cgupdwvia belongs, etymologically, to two ‘fields": that of making music
and that of speaking. When Plato makes Ervximachus say in the
Symposium 187 b 4 that 1 douoria cupduvia éotly, oupduria 8¢
ouoAoyia TG (my italics), he points out, in a way, precisely these two
'ficlds' to which cupdwvia (etymologically at least) belongs (cf. also Ti.
47 c-d: dwvn and &xory refer, in man's case, to Adyol and povaikry) (16).

(a) Let us take the first 'field' first. Burnet 1908, 24 claims that
an eclementary knowledge of the Greek lyre is essential for the
understanding of Greek philosophy. As far as I am concerned, I
would not go as far as Burnet; but the knowledge of lyre may help us
to trace the history of some Greek words which have a place of their
own in Greek philosophy — such as oup¢wvio. The Greek lyre had first
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seven (then eight) strings (and eventually it ended up with more
than fifteen). At the beginning, the attuning of the strings was very
diverse; but, around the end of VI century B.C. four strings of the
lyre (the first one, the most bass one, and the last three ones) began
to bc atiuned in the same way by more and more players, who
started to adopt three particular intervals between the first string
and the other threc, namely the fourth, the fifth and the octave.
These three intervals were called ocupdwrion, and the octave was
called dppovic (cf. Philolaos B 6). To the best of my knowledge, these
are the first technical usages of the terms ocupdwria and appovia. [n
time, however, in the field of music, these technical meanings faded
away; and, by the time of Plato, the ferms ocupdwric and appovic were
mostly used as synonyms (cf. inter alia Cra. 405 d 1: 'in singing [év 77
wén| dppovia is called oupdwria'), denoting a Té5Ls that exists between
sounds qua pltchcs (17) (cf. Lg 665 a 1 f.. ™ 8¢ [~ C(EELJ ol mg ¢wvnr:
TOU Te OFEOC dupa koL BopéoC  guykepaviupévwy,  dppovia  dvopa
TpooayopedorTa) ~—viz. an interval, a mode (lonian, Phrygian, Dorian,
ete., cf. La. 188 d) or a melody (18). In other words: in the field of
music, we may say, dppovio/ovpdwrvia tend to refer to a civeeTov
Tpaypa (to use an expression from Phd. 92 a 8) (i.c. to an interval, a
melody or a mode), which is determined as a succession (Td£is) of
sounds gqua pitches that produces 18ovf or eudpoouvn in a hearer {cf.
Ti. 80 b; although the mere nSov| is not the actual end of hearing
symphonic sounds —see 47 d; I shall come back to this point in
8.2.1.).

(b) Now, let us turn to the other field of dwvy], namely that of
speaking. When one's ieyoueva were 'well said', Socrates seemed to
suggest in the Protagoras, they were said pouowic, for they
cuvddouari (333 a 6-7). If so, Plato compares then the excellence in
the field of speaking with the excellence in field of making music;
and that indicates that the proper sense of cupduria and appovia
belongs to the field of music. In other words: if so, then Plato —when
he speaks about the &ppovia and cupguwyic of those 'elements’ proper
to the ficld of speaking (i.e. letters, words, statements and accounts)
-— speaks metaphorically.

(a) In the case of lefters that cuvoppoTTouciy axxnrols (cf. Sph.
253 a 1-2), the apuoviciovudwrio that results refers to a guvéeTow
mpay.la (le. to a word), which is determined as a succession (TdiLc) of
letters that has (qua word) a meaning (this point is not actually made
in the texts, but, I believe, the idea of a appovia/oupdwvia of letters
cannot suggest any other one).

(g) In the case of words that cuvappdTtrTovowy darirols (cf. Sph.
261 d), the dppovia/ovuduwvia that resulis refers to a olvdeTov wpaypa
(i.e. to a statement -—cf, 262 e I. T&4 [reydpeva] apudTTOVTA AdYOV
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ammpydoarta), which is determined as a succession (71d&i<) of words
(T& EdeEnG reydueva —261 d 8) that has (gua statement) a meaning
(To Aeybueva SnrovvTalonpaivovta —e 1-2). (The orginal reads: Ta pev
EPEENG Aeydpeva kal SMAGUVTE 1L ouvappdTTEL, T4 SE T ouveyelq undeéy
onpalvovTa dvappooTel; the majority of its translations -—see those
made by Fowler 1928, Cornford 1951 or Dies 1925 —render the
gxpressions T4 Asgydpeva SnicuvTtofonpolrovta by 'words (hat have
meaning'; cf. Cornford's translation: "words which, when spoken in
succession, signify something, do fit together, while those which
mean nothing when they are strung together, do not".)

(y) In the case of statements and accounts (or theories) that
guvappdTTouoly Gaaniole, however, things are not that simple, and
here the metaphor of dpuovia/oupbwvia becomes obscure.

When two or more statements cuvaopdTTouowy axinrols (cf. Pri.
333 a 7-8), to what does the dpuovia that results refer? We may be
tempted t0 say: to 'a TAELS gua succession of statements which has a
meaning gqua account'; but, in the case of statements, the metaphor of
dppovialoupdpwria does not refer primarily to meaning (as in the cases
of letters and words), but to what we may call 'coherence'.
'Coherence', however, is an ambiguous word; usually, it is understood
either as 'consistency', or as 'implication’, or as 'explanation’. In Plato,
the oupduwvia of statements refers sometimes to coherence qua
consistency (cf. for instance Pre. 333 a; ct. also Grg. 457 e, 461 a, 482
b-c); and sometimes to coherence gua deducibility (cf. Cra. 436; here
the exprcssion 8 Sporoyely dAATACLS, not cupdwvely; but we know,
from the Smp. 187 b 4 that 1 cupdwria Suoroyia éoTiv) (19). Yet, I
believe, we cannot reduce it to either consistency or deducibility,

It is clear that the cuuduwric of statements requires consistency
(i.e. the lack of explicit contradictions). But the consistency involved
here is not among any statements, and Plato, when he speaks about
statements that oupduwvelv aAAMAove, refers (o statements that are
consistent and hang together in a significant way (cf. Prt. 333 a, Grg.
482 b-c, etc.). Now, consistent statcments may ‘hang together' in
various ways: p may hang togcther with q, if p implies (or it is
implied by) ¢; or if p explains (or it is explained by) q; or if both p
and ¢ imply (or explains) another proposition r — and so on.

And so it is in the case of accounts (or theories) that cupduvely
dAAMA0LS (20): they must be consistent, but they must also ‘'hang
together' in an significant way — either by implying, or explaining or
completing somehow one another. What is important is that the
statcments (or the theories) that cupdwvely drAfrols are not only
consistent, but they form, one way or another, not a mere ovvderoV,
but a «xéourov mpaypa (21). Now, in the case of statements and
accounts (or theories) the metaphor of dppovic/ovpowyia becomes, as
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I said, obscure; and that is so precisely because here it ceases to
determine the xdopioy Tpaypa to which it refers. In other words, here
the metaphor of appovic/auppuwric says only that the statements (or
the theories) that cupguwrely daairals form a kdapey mpaypa (because
they ‘'hang together' in one way or another); but it does not
determinc the Ta&e that exists among them (as it does, say, in the
casc of letters, where it determines it as a 'succession of letters with
meaning') -——i.e. it does not indicate how should we take their
'hanging together', as implication, as explanatory relation, etc.

To go back to the second step of the pévodod described in the
Phaedo 100 a, namely the hypothesizing as true whatever oupduver
with a theory that we judged to be the most plausible. As I said, it is
very hard to believe that Plato used this metaphor of cupdwyia (in
such an important context), because he just happened to express
himself carelessly. I am more inclined to believe the contrary: if
Plato chose to use it, he chose to use an ambiguous metaphor; and I
do not think that we should atiribute to it a precision that it lacks (as
Robinson 1953, 127 does for instance, when be says that 'there is no
third interpretation [of cupdwric, so] we have to choose between
consistency and deducibility’).

How should we then construe this second step of the péeoSog?
As T said, according to the first step, if 'we cannot make our journey
with greater confidence and security by the surer means of a divine
Aéyoc' and we cannot ‘ascertain the facts (whether by pad€iv or by
evpelv); and if we decide not to 'leave off before we have come to the
end of our resources' (Phd. 85 c), then we do not have any other
choice apart from finding the most plausible theory (ie. the theory
that fits best iato our puzzle). Now, if we found such a theory, then
we should hypothesize it, and use it (‘as a raft to ride the seas of life’
—as Socrates says at 85 d 1-2), for this theory is the only thing we
have. In short: regarding some problems we face, we cannot but rely
on a plausible theory.

In the second step of the péeo8o< Plato claims that, if we find a
theory that fits best into our puzzle, we should hypothesize (rionu)
as true (WG aanén SvTo) whatever things seems to cupdwrely with it,
and as not true (OC ovk dinen) whatever seems do not (100 a). In my
view, what Plato says here is this: if we found a theory that fits best
into our puzzle, we should hypothesize and use not only that theory,
but also all the theories (and statements) that are consistent and
'hang together’ with it —be they theories (or statcments) that imply
(or are 1mplied), explain (or are explained), ectc. by it {and, of course,
we should not use all thosc theorics that do not 'hang together' with
it). In short: regarding some problems we face, we cannot but rely on
a plausible theory and on everything that may ‘hang together’ with
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it. That is: regarding some problems, we cannot but ride the seas of
life with a raft [oyeSia}l (85 d 1-2), i.e. with the eclkos drneera
provided by a plausible theory and everything that 'hangs together'
with it (22).

Plato, however, was very well aware that the second step of
the pésos8oc depends on the first one; for there are many theories that
may be consistent and ‘'hang together' with both a plausible and a
false theory. If one that is faced with a problem begins by laying
down (Ti6nuevoc) something that is not (true, says Socrates in the
Cratylus 436 c-e, he may find many things that cuLdwrouoly with it;
“but they will all be false, as it happens in gecometry when we
construe an argument on a false premiss. This situation is not
something unusual (oUSev &romov), and so “"every man should expend
his chief thought and atiention on the consideration of the dpyd and
see whether it is or not rightly [opowc] laid down [UmdkerTan]”. As I
said, the capacity of a theory to fit into the pieces that the questioner
has already in place determines its credibility. But, it seems, even if a
theory fits perfectly into the puzzle, this does not prove beyond any
doubt its truth. We have, therefore, to think of some ways of testing
the theory.

2.3. Testing the theory

In the Phaedo Plato speaks, as I shall argue, of two tests: one
about checking the implications of the theory, and the other about
the possibility to include it into a wider theory.

2.3.1. Testing the theory by seeing whether its implications
TUUPLYOUTLY

First, says Socrates, "if anyome should fasten upon the
hypothesis itself, you would disregard him and refuse to answer
until vou could consider whether its SpundévTa cupdurel arANHAOLS OF
Srapwvel” (101 d).

The key-word of this passage is opuneévTa. opunévTa is taken
by many commentators (such as Ross 1951, 27; Robinson 1953, 129;
Hackforth 1955, 139-40 or Gallop 1975, ad. loc.) as ‘'logical
consequences' -—although, as Robinson 1953, 129 claims, with the
possible exception of the Phaedo 101 d the other occurrences of this
word (or of its cognates) (e.g. Smp. 185 e, R. 510 d, 511 b, Thz. 184
a) do not support such a reading.

If one, however, takes opundévra as 'logical consequences', then
he will be inclined to take ovpdwvic as 'deducibility’ (for how could
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the consequences of a single hypothesis be inconsistent with one
another?), and claim that what Plato appears to say here is this: onc
need not answer a question about the hypothesis itself, until he
checks whether its consequences follow from it or not. But this
interpretation does not make too much sense in the context (23).
That is: why does onc have to check whether the consequences of a
plausible hypothesis are really its consequences? And so, as Robinson
1953, 130 put it, "somehow or other it is necessary to get over the
apparent logical absurdity and take cvupdwric as meaning consistency
here also".

But, if we take ocupdwrio as 'consistency', how are to cope with
the strong objection that the consequences of a hypothesis can be
inconsistent with one another? For, from a formal point of view, it is
a logical absurdity to pretend that a hypothesis can have (wo
contradictory consequences or a consequence that is contradictory
with itself.

Robinson 1953, 131 ff. argues that this formal point of view
refers to an ideal situation, e.g. to a completely axiomatized system.
But this is hardly the case in Plato's philosophical imquiries, whose
assumptions form anything but a completely axiomatized system.
Here in Plato, claims Robinson, a hypothesis does often contain more
than one part (i.e. more than one atomic proposition) and “"some of
them may be latently inconsistent with one another" (p. 132). And,
besides, continues Robinson, in Plato (as well as in any non-
mathematical thinking) a hypothesis is always combined with one's
‘permanent beliefs', l.e. with the 'standing assumptions’ thal one does
never spell out (which are regarded "as merely the ‘conditions'
without which the true premiss would not have had the effect it
does" — p. 133). And he concludes: "This is the sense, the natural and
ordinary sense, In which Plato speaks of an hypothesis' having
conflicting consequences. It may have conflicting consequences on
our standing assumptions, that is, when combined with some of our
permanent beliefs" (p. 133).

[ agrec that Robinson's interpretation is very tempting: yet I
am reluctant to accept it. First, to take the expression T& &m éxkefvng
opuneévte (101 d 4) as 'the consequences of the hypothesis', is, I
think, to read too much in it. The verb oppar means ‘to begin from
something and/or set something in motion’; and T& Spuneévra (which
is a passive aorist participle of oppav) means, literally, 'the things
which were set in molion by something'. In our context, 1 believe, the
expression T& dpuneévra refers simply to 'everything which is set in
motion by the theory we judged to be the most plausible', i.e. to the
implications of our theory (not to its comnsequences, which is too
strong a word here and for which Plato tends to use the expression
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Ta oupBalvovta) (24). And secondly, if we take the expression
cuppuvel AAAMAoLS as meaning 'deducibility' we will read too much in.
it, whereas if we take it as meaning 'consistency' we will read too
little.

So, how should we construe this way to check a theory by
considering whether its SpuneévTa cupdwvel AANAOLE or Siadwrel? In
my view, what Plato says here is this: a theory that we hypothesized
as being the most plausible one may be tested by seeing if its
implications ‘'hang together’, i.e. by seeing if its implications form a
kooutowr npayua —a structured whole (although, if they do, this does
not prove the truth of the theory, for Plato speaks about another
test). Thus, what he seems to say here is not

(i) let us hypothesize the theory T and let us see whether its
implications form a ‘structured whole'; and if they do, this entails
that T is true;

but rather

(ii) Jet us hypothesize the theory T and let us see whether its
implications form a 'structured whole'; and if they do, this
carreborates (l.e. gives additional support to) the theory T.

Now, this test, claims Plato, which regards the implications of the
theory (Tov é& ékelvng wpunpérvovy —101 e 2-3), should not be mixed
with the other test (e 1), which regards the relation between the
hypothesized thcory and another theory that may be hypothesized.

2.3.2. Including the theory into a wider one

The fourth step of the pégoSoc is very briefly described at 101
d. There, Socrates says that if we have 'to give a Adyo¢' (8t8dval Adyov
-—d 6) about the theory itself, we should "proceed in the same way
[woadTws —d 6], hypothesizing [Umoeérevoc] another Uméeeorc which
seems best of those above [Tov &vwéev BerTioml, until we reach one
which is satisfactory [Tv lkavév]”.

Now, Plato does not tell us here to substitute the theory that
we judged o be éppupevéoTaToy by a better one (i.e. by a theory that
fits better into the pieces that the questioner has already in place);
he simply says that, when it comes to the theory we believe fits
better than any other into our puzzle, we should support it (cf. also
Robinson 1953, 1306) in the same way by a higher and satisfactory
hypothesis. But what do support, in the same way, higher,
satisfactory and hypeothesis mean — he does not explicitly say.

Robinson, as most of the commentators, believes that . Plato
speaks here in the Phaedo about deducing a hypothesis gua
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proposition from another one. And he takes the expression ‘'until you
come to something ikovdy' as 'until you come to a least refutable
A&yoC [ie. proposition]' (for he argues that the 'hypothetical method'
is connected with thc elenctic procedure -—see pp. 140-1; he claims,
roughly speaking, that Plato specaks about two ways of testing a
hypothetical statement: an external procedure in which a hypothesis
is deduced from a higher one, designed only to satisfy an objector;
and an internal procedure, the real test, which consists of drawing
consequences from the hypothesis). In my view, however, to take the
expression ‘'to hypothesize another uwdeeols which seems best of
those above' as 'to deduce the hypothesis we judged to be most
plausible from another one' means, again, to read too much in Plato's
text.

The whole passage of 101 d-e (in which this fourth step of the
€080 occurs) is constructed on the contrast between this step and
the third one (which I called the first test of a hypothesized theory).
The procedure of the third step, it is said here, regards the opuneévra
(i.e. implications) of the theory (cf. 101 e 2-3) (from the point of
view of their being capable to ocupdwrely GAAfAOLE, viz. to form a
'structured whole'); whereas the procedure of the fourth step regards
its apyr (e 2), i.e. a 'higher Uwédeoic’. A 'higher' Umé6eolc suggests, in
my view, a 'theory that is (somehow) superior’ {(as I shall argue in
the Annex II, 3.1., ¢, in Plato the superiority of something is marked,
inter alia, by its being localized, metaphorically, above). But, what
could a 'superior Umd0ec1C' mean here? A 'superior Umd9eoiC gua apyn'
suggests an &pynh TOV dmoSeifewv, i.e. a proposition conventionally
accepted as true for the sake of our investigations (viz. a postulate)
or a proposition for which no proof is required, because its truth 1is
self-evident (viz. an axiom). Now, Plato's saying that such a 'superior
uméeeolC gua opxn' cannot be more than ikovov, does not allow us to
take this expression as referring to an axiom. One may claim then
that it could refer to a postulate; but Plato's indication that the
procedure of the fourth step should be done wowlTwS implies that
what is at stake here is what was at stake in the preceding steps —
i.e. a hypothetical theory (not proposition). If so, then what docs a
'superior thcory' mean?

Let us go back to the question of voolrwc: what does 'to
proceed in the same way' mean? What did we firsr do? Firsi, we had
to find a theory that is éppupevéoTatov, i.e. a theory' that fits best
into a given puzzle; and then, we have to see if its implications
cuppwvovory, i.e. if they form a 'structured whole’. Now, when we
have to support this thecory (say A), by another one (say B), we have,
Plato says, to proceed in the same way. That is: first, we have to find
a theory B that is superior to A, and then see if its implications form
a 'structured whole'. What then does this mean -—to find a theory B
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that is superior to the theory A and supporis it? Obviously, it cannot
mean 'to find theory B that fits better than A into the same puzzle';
for in this case B would not suppors, but stmply substitute A. It could
only mean, I believe, 'to find a theory B that fits into a puzzle that is
greater than and includes the puzzie into which A fits'; it means, in
other words, 'to find a theory B that has a greater explanatory range
than A and includes it'. (Robinson 1953 137 states that some rcaders
do take 'above' as 'more comprehensive'; and, although he does not
endorse this view, he agrees that one may construe the ‘'higher
hypothesis' as a hypothesis that includes the 'lower hypothesis', in
the way, say, 'Newton's laws included Kepler's'.)

If so, what Plato says here, in the the fourth stcp of the
nédoboc, is this: in order to support a theory which we think fits best
into a given puzzle, we should find another theory, that weptéyel it
€tweev, viz. that includes it and fits best into a greater puzzle; and
then, we should see if the implications of this wider theory form a
'structured whole'. But if this wider theory (which is a sort of cxov
qua mepiéyor) necds to be supported itself, we should find a much
wider theory that includes it and fits best into a much greater puzzle;
and so on, until it is reached a satisfactory theory, ie. a theory that
fits into a puzzle which is 'wide enough'.

In the field of contemporary epistemology, it is a common place
that the plausibility of a theory depends, to a considerable extent, on
the explanatory range of that theory. In other words: the more a
theory takes into account and the less it leaves unexplained, the
more plausible it is. The same idea, I think, is at stake here in Plato,
when he says that we should aim at a satisfactory theory. That is: he
tells us to attempt to include a thcory which we found very plausible
for a particular problem (but which has an ‘'uvunsatisfactory'
explanatory range, for it leaves too many other problems
unexplained) into a wider theory, because he believes that the
plausibility of a theory depends on its explanatory range.

To conclude: if we can include a plausible theory into an
equally plausible, yet wider one, this will support our initial theory.
And so, we can regard the assessment of its capacity to be part of an
gqually plausible, yet wider theory as another way of festing its
plausibility. If a theory ‘passes this test’, however, this does not
prove the truth of the theory, for it will always be supported by a
theory that is only satisfactory, ie. only 'wide enough'. What counts
as 'wide enough', Plato does not say; but he implies that the thcories
man 'lays down', no matter how wide they may be, can only be
satisfactory, for they will never explain everything. Thus, what Plato
seems to say here is not
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but

To sum up so far: in the Phaedo 100 a-101

(i) let us hypothesize the theory T and let us see whether we can
include it into another, equally plausible, yet wider theory; and if
we can, this enrails that T is truc:

(iiy let us hypothesize the theory T and let us see whether we can
include it into another, equally plausible, yet wider theory; and if
we can, this corroborates (i.e. gives additional support t0) the
theory T.

e Plato describes

a

uétoSoc which iy introduced as a possible way out of the dmopim
raised by the question of causality (95 e-96 a, 100 a), but which is
presented as a possible way to reach a theory in general. This
wédosoc regards mainly that field of knowledge in which
‘experiment’ is not possible, and it has four steps.

third,

(i) First, we have to find the most plausible theory, i.e. the theory
that fits better tham any other theory into our puzzle); and if we
found such a theory, then we should hypothesize it, and use it

(ii) If we found a theory that fits best into our puzzle, we should
hypothesize and use not only that theory, but also all the theories
(and statements) that oupdwrouoLy with it, i.e. all the theories
that are comsistent and ‘hang together’ with it —be they theories
(or statements) that imply (or are implied), explain {or are
explained), etc. by it (and, of course, we should not usc all those
theories that do not 'hang together' with it). In short: regarding
some problems we face, we cannot but rely on the €lKOS aAfOcLa

provided by a plausible theory and everything that is consistent
and may ‘'hang together' with it But, even if a theory fits
perfectly into the puzzle, this does not prove beyond any doubt its
truth. We have, therefore, to test it.

(iii) The first test is aimed at what comes (logically}) after the
theory: its implications; according to this test, if they
ouLbwVOUaLY aAATIAOLG, fe. if they form a 'structured whole', the
theory becomes more plunsible.

(iv) The second test is aimed at what comes (logically) before the
theory in question, namely te another, wider theory; according to
this test, if we can find another equally plausible, yet wider
theory, which includes our theory, our theory becomes more
plausible. (If a theory, however, passes both tests, it will become
only more plausible.)

the

That which is at the core of each step of the pééoSoc ig, I
believe, the notion of cupdwvia —explicitly in the second and the
implicitly in the first and the fourth; and we may put the
whole péooSoc in thesc tcrms:

(i) First, we have to find the theary that CUPQUVEL best with our
puzzle.
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(i) If we find such a theory, we should hypothesize and use as
plausiblc not only that theory, but also all the theories (and
statements) that cupdwvoudLy with it

(ili) We have, however, to test the thcory. First by sccing
whether its implications ocupdwrvovoly aAN{A0LC; and then by

(iv) seeing whether the theory CULPWYEL with another equally
plausible, yet wider theory.

To conclude: the criterion of plausibility on which Plato based his
wéeodor 1s ovpdwria. (We may ask, however, why did he believe that

this criterion may lead us to truth? I shall discuss this question later,
in 8.2.1.)




CHAPTER THREE

The 1é6080C toward theories and
the theory of ¢U&n (I)

The structure of the Phaedo is not at all obscure; but the chain
of its arguments 1s not always easy to lollow and the philosophical
application of the péooSo¢ introduced at 100 a-101 e is not very
clear-cut,

The first step of the pwéooSo< is to find and then hypothesize the
thcory that fits better than any other theory into a puzzle. Now, Plato
tells us explicitly that the theory he found and hypothesized is what
we now usually call the theory of forms, or €l8n (cf. 100 b, 101 c-d,
etc.; cf. also, inter alios, Robinson 1953, 202, 139, and Vlastos 1973,
83).

3.1. The theory of i'6n

The ancestor of the Greek word pipno© is the noun |[0poC,
which first meant ‘actor in a cult or a ritualistic drama' {cf. Koller
1954) (the evaluations of the ancient usage of the words of the
prpoG-group led to the conclusion that plpnoie meant mainly
'enactment’, i.e. 'dramatic impersonation' —cf. Koller 1954 and Keuls
1978, 11-14). A piunowe is therefore 'a playing of arother’, and the
performer of this act, the mimic actor, is somebody wheo assumes
other identity than his own and prctends to be somebody else.
(yvvoukdpsyoc for instance, 'woman-miming' -—found oncc in each of
the three great tragedians, see Keuls 1979, 16 —is an actor who
impersoenates a woman),

Let us take a clear instance of pipnoiS. Suppose one looks at the
dummy of the Queen from Madame Tussaud's and at a portrait of the
Queen from the National Gallery. Both replicas 'pretend' to be
something which they are not: they pretend to be the Queen, but
they are only an image, an <icdv of her. (There are, says Plato in the
Sophist 235 d ff., 'believable' copies, e¢tSwia elkdTa, c.g. the Queen’s
dummy from Madame Tussaud’s; and 'unbelievable' copies, eiSwia
bovTaoTikd, e.g. a cartoon of the Queen from the Punch.) Yet every
copy, mpoluevov, is a sort of a pretender, exactly like an actor (pipog)
on stage, i.e. it pretends, more or less convincingly, to be that in the
likeness of which it was made.

57



The wax dummy of the Queen (as well as the portrait),
however, is an v in which something that this &v is not (i.e. the 'real’
Queen) 1is somehow present. (As Husserl put it in his V.
Untersuchung, chapter 2, we have to distinguish between the
Bildobjekt, say the marble of a statue, and the Bildsubjekt, that
whom the marble statue represents — apud Heidegger, 1992 b, 400).
In other words, when we look at the Queen's dummy we do look at a
udxa dtomov fact {Sph. 240 ¢ 2 and 3), namely at a gupmioxt} between
an Sv (the wax dummy) and a un &v (taken as that something which
this &v is not, i.e. the 'real’ Queen). In this case, however, only the
model is the real Queen; that is: only she is an SvTw¢ dv, whercas one
of her dummies is only a ov mwS. And if we accept that any x which
looks like y is a copy of y, then wc have also to admit that any x
which looks like y depends ontologically upon y. For a copy, by its
very nature, relies on its model, and to say that 'if there is no model,
there is no copy' is a truism.

In the Sophist (240 a-b) Plato puts all this in the following
terms. An eU8wrov is a €tepov (a 9), i.c. something which is other than
a 'real thing' {(comewwdévy — a 9, b 2, 3, 5), but still similar (TovoVTOV ~—a
9; fokoG — b 2) to it. If so, argues the Stranger, then the e¥8wiov is the
évavTior of the danewvdy (b 5); and if we understand by danowwdy 'that
which really is' (6vTwG v — b 3), then we have to admit that it is the
et8whrov which does not have a 'real existence' (oUx SvTwg [olk] &v dpa
AEYELD TO €01kdC, elmep aUTd ye pn daanewvovr épele —b 7-8). In other
words, when Plato claims that the &{8wiov does mnot have a 'real
existence', he claims that an image, although it is an &v (c¢f. b 9,11
and 12), something which exists, is not that other &v which is
'represented’ in the image — this 'represented’ &v being, from the two
of them, the only &v dxnowdv, the only 'real thing': the 'model’, the
mapd8erypa (1)."An el8wiov is therefore an Sv mw< (b 9); and this &v
mwC is actually that in which there is a kovvwria (or cupTiokt) between
Gv (that very eiv8wiov) and ur Sv (that which the ei8wiov looks like —
i.e. ‘the model’) (¢ 1-2) (2).

Now, one may accept that some cases things can be described
in the terms of a 'theory of copies and models'. But he may object if
we will attempt to describe everything in these terms. Yet this is
exactly what Plato does in his so-called theory of forms, which puts
everything in these terms.

The question regarding the boundary between the Socratic
‘universals' and the Platonic forms is difficult to establish. Many
scholars, like, for instance, Allen 1970, argues that there is not such a
boundary (cf. Skemp 1976, 34: "Allen [unlike, say, Ross 1951} shows
that a sharp line of separation cannot be drawn and that 'the Holy' in
the Euthyphro 5 c¢-6 e has already some characteristics of the
Platonic Form in the later sense") (cf. Euthphr. 6 d: "[...] that what I
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asked of you was not to tell me one or two out of all the numerous
actions that are holy. I wanted you to tell me what is the €{80¢ of
holiness which makes all holy actions holy. I believe vou held that
there is a pic iS8éa by which unholy things arc all unholy, and by
which all holy things are holy."). And this is, I think, a rather
reasonable position.

As regarding the Platonic forms, however, there is a change in
his way of referring to them. In a first phase they are called mostly
altd kad auTd (cf. Hp. Ma. 299 ¢ 8-9, Ly. 220 ¢ 5, Smp. 211 b 1, Phd.
66 a 2, 100 b 6); then they are called mostly ¢U8n (Cra. 389 b 3, R
402 ¢ 2,476 a 5, S10 b 8, Prm. 129 a 1) or 18éar (Crua. 389 ¢ 3, R. 479
al, 596 b 3,7, 9); and, in some later dialogues, they are sometimes
called vévn (Prm. 129 ¢ 2, 134 b 7, Sph. 254 b 7).

All these terminclogical changes and the questions they raisc
(e.g. "Why did Plato use etSoc instead of alTd ko8’ ayTd? and "Why did
he then use vyévoG instead of «¢7180¢?') have been discussed at endless
length (by, inter alios, Cornford, Bluck, Ross, Owen and Vlastos —for
references see Skemp 1976, 35-44). Regardless of the way Plato
referred to forms, however, the theory of forms claims that the
forms are eternal models, mapaSeiypaTa, which are always the same
(ct. inter alia Smp. 211 a-b, Phd. 78 ¢ 6-8, Cra. 386 a, 440 b, Prm. 135
b-c, 7i. 48 e 6); that the sensible things are their copies (3); and that
the forms are the 'canses' of their copies (cf. for instance Prm. 132 d),
be these copies particular objects or acts (Smp. 212 a, R. 382 b, 402 ¢,
443 ¢, etc.). (The word yévo< does not suggest either an eternal model
or a cause; I shall say a few things about its use in the context of the
theory of forms in Chapters Five and Six.)

One may object to this view and claim that: (i) the theory of
forms does offer a 'two-tier' metaphysics, but only in the Phaedo, the
Republic and the Phaedrus, and that (ii) in his later thinking Plato
was less enthusiastic about this theory, as the Parmenides, for
instance, seems to suggest. I cannot enter here into this very
complicated debate; on the whole, however, the view that Plato did
not abandon the theory of forms im his latc works (which is not at all
an uncommon view) is, I think, preferable to the one which states
that there was such an abandonment and claims strange chronologies
of Plato's writings. (As Thesleff 1989, 24 put it: "[..] since the
references to the theory [of forms] are mostly indirect, defective, or
playful, it is advisable to harmonize as far as possible the few scraps
of solid evidence to be gathered, primarily, from Phaedo, Republic
[...1. Parmenides, and Timaeus, and to apply this picture to the
interpretation of relevant passages elsewhere [..,] including the
Academic twists of the late works [...].")

Let us go back, however, to lhe theory itself and ask: does this
theory claim that there is an €{8o¢ for everything we see? 'Are you
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doubtful, says Parmenides to Sccrates, 'whether or not to assert that
there is a separate €iSo¢ of every undignified object, such as hair or
mud or dirt? —Prm. 132 ¢, my paraphrase. 'It would surely be too
absurd to supposc that they have an el5o<, replics Socrates. 'All the
same', he continues, 'I have sometimes been troubled by a doubt
whether what is true in one case may not be true in all' — d. Tt is
fairly obvious, I think, that Plato is a philosopher who has not only a
logical relation with things, but also an emotional one — sce for
instance the Phaedo, Phaedrus or Republic. He was so fond of some
'valuable' things — 'rightness, beauty, goodness and of all such
things', Prm. 130 b -—that he felr they must have more ontological
dignity than others; yet he had to accept that there must be an eiSo¢
of everything there is in our world, and in the late dialogues, he
attempted to ‘rehabilitale’ the 'more humble realm' — cf, the Timaeus
or the Philebus 55 b, 60 a.

In the Phaedo, however, the theory of forms is less developed;
herc Plato says only that the ¢ién are the 'causes' of things (cf. for
instance 100 b-d). This causal relation (which i the Phaedo he refers
to by the obscure verb petéyelv) will be determined as a model-copy
relation only in the later dialogues, such as the Republic or the
Parmenides (see for instance 132 d). Nonetheless, I think, the core of
the theory is contained, in nuce, also in the Phaedo.

3.2. The puzzle that the theory of €i'én
explains best

This discussion about forms, says Socrates (100 b 1 ff.), is not
something kowvdv, newly introduced; "I said it not only in the earlier
part of this discussion”, he claims, "I have always said it'. But if the
theory is not newly introduced, the question which it explains (i.e.
"the puzzle into which it fits') must also be something ovkavéy. Now,
what is this puzzle?

As I argued in Chapter One, the given way in which, for Plato,
Ldenois in general works appears like a -tdvvu daupacTov puzzle (for it
contains, even if only in a latent form, three main unanswered
difficult questions: What is actually that which remains the same?
Why are knrowing through the senses and knowing through speaking
of a different nature? And What is the relation between that which
remains the same and the causes of things?) In my view, this puzzle
of péenols is the one at which the theory of £U8n was primarily
aimed.

As T said, the theory of «8n claiins an ontological distinction
between the €(8n and the individual things gua eikéves of the €i8y,
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and states that the former (which are always the same) are the
causes of the latter (which do not remain the same). So, that which is
to be known are, on the one hand, the ei8n, and, on the other, their
embodiments. Now, since soul can know either through the aiconoeld
ToU oduatos or through itself, through Siovoeicoor qua réyewv, the
‘entities’ involved in the ‘'act' of pdonors in general are: (i) the «{8wrov
(the seen image, or in a wider sense, 'embodiment’) of an ¢i8o¢ (VII
342 b 2; cf. also 70 fwypadoipevor, VII 342 ¢ 1); (ii) the dveua of that
el8oC (Prm. 142 a, Tht. 202 b 2, Sph. 218 b 1, c 2, Lg. 895 d 5, 964 a
6, VII 342 b 2, 344 b 4) (4); and (iil) the rdyor about that €iSo¢
(Prm. 142 a, Tht. 202 b 9, Sph. 218 c 6, 221 b 2, Lg. 895 d, 964 a 7,
VII 342 b 2, 344 b 4) (5). (Thus, we have to distinguish between five
different things: the ¢{8o¢ itself; its eiBwiov; its Svopa; the Adyor about
it; and knowledge itself —see VII 342 a ff.) And, as we know, Plato
claimed that that which the soul can know through the wioeéfoeals Tou
odpares are the embodiments of U8n, whereas that which the soul
can know through itself, ie. through Siavodicoar gua Aéyewy, are the
el8n themselves (cf. inter alia Prm. 135 b-c and Sph. 259 e).

Now, if we accept his way of putting the question of knowledge;
and if we admit that this way of putting the question of knowledge
appears like a mdvv OovpaoTtov puzzle (for it contains, even if only in a
latent form, three main difficult questions), then we should agree, 1
think, that the theory of ¢i8n seems to solve rather well this puzzle;
because it has appealing (since clear and articulated) answers to all
the three questions that form this puzzle: (i) that which remains the
same are the ei8n — iLe. the mapaSeiypata that sensible objects
embody; (ii) knowing through the aloéroelc Tov ciuaroC and knowing
through speaking are of a different pature because their objects are
so: the bodily senses deal with the sensible embodiments of the ei8n,
whereas speaking deals with the <{8n themselves (which, as models,
are differcat than their embodiments); and (iii) that which remains
the same, viz. the ¢{Sn, are the causes of the sensible things.

In the Phaedo Plato says explicitly that '¢ mepl TG dvoaprnoens
kol padfoewt Aéyos' is explained by 'a Umdeeqi¢ worthy of acceptance
[§V Umodéoews dElac amodétacoal], i.e. by the theory of €Usn (92 d 6-7)
(6). Here, however, things arc not very clearly stated as to how the
theory of eU8n explains the question of pdenolc; one may, however,
argue that the theory, as it is presented in this dialogue, hints at the
puzzie brought forth by Plato's way of putting the question of
knowledge.

I would, however, not go as far as to say that this view can be
convincingly supported by textwal evidence. The first step of the
1é6080¢ introduced in the Phaedo consists of finding and then
hypothesizing the theory that fits better than any other theory into a
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puzzle. The theory that Plato iniroduces in this dialogue is the theory
of forms; but the puzzle into which this theory was supposcd to fit is
not clearly stated. Now, all that 1 am claiming is that thc most
plausible puzzle seems to be the one implied by Plato's way of
puiting the question of knowledge.

3.3. Hypothesizing as true what ovuowyel with the theory of ¢i'Sn

As I argued in 2.2., according to the second step of the pésoSoC
we should hypothesize and use not only that theory that fits best
into our puzzle, but also all the theories (and statements} that
oupdwwrousiy with it, i.e. all the theories that are consistent and 'hang
together' with it — be they theories (or statements) that imply (or are
implied), explain (or are explained), etc. by it (and, of couwrse, we
should not use all those theories that do not 'hang together' with it).
Now, does Plato apply in the Phaedo this second step of the LéBoSoC?
In my view, he does; but there are several things here that call for
comment.

3.3.1. The theory of recollection

Plato chose the word ¢I8o¢ (and its cognate 18éa) to name the
unchanging mopaSelypaTta of things. ¢180c and 18¢¢ —which seem to

come from a verb root that originally meant 'to see' (and which are
cognate with the Latin video) — mean, in their literal sense, 'look, or
‘appearance’ (and they belong, primarily, to the field of visible
perception (cf. for instance Chrm. 154 d 5, e 6, 158 b 1). <l8og
contains then an implicit reference to sight (a reference which we do
not perceive any more in the modern 'idea'). Now, how arc wc to
take this reference?

Plato, as many other Greek philosophers — such as Aristotle (cf.
Metaph., 980 a 22-4) —believed that sight is the most important
sense (cf. for instance R. 507 c: "Have you ever observed, [asks
Socrates,] how much the greatest expenditure the creator of senses
has lavished on the faculty of seeing and being seen?"; cf. also Phdr.
250 d 3-4). And in the Phaedo he claims that in seeing, we see (at
least sometimes) forms embodied in sensible things (74 d 9 ff.. "we
must have had some previous knowledge of equality before the time
when we first saw equal things and realized that they were striving
after equality, but fell short of it"; cf. also 75 b 4 ff.: "so before we
began to see and hear and use our other senses we must somewhere
have acquired the knowledge that there is such a thing as absolute
equality. Otherwise we could never have realized, by using it as
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standard for comparison, that all cqual objects of sense are desirous
of being like it, but are only imperfect copies”) (cf. also Sph. 253 d 5-
6, for instance, where he speaks about 'discerning play 18&av 8Sui
ToAAQV', l.e. — according to the majority of the commentators —
'seeing [with soul through eyes] the same ¢{80¢¢ in many sensible
things'). And here in the Phaedo Plato introduces in connection with
all this the so-called theory of avdpvnowe (73 ¢ 9-d 2, 74 ¢ 13-d 2; cf.
also 73 d 5 ff.), which states that then, when we see forms embodicd
in sensible things, we actually recollect forms (7).

The theory of recollection raises various difficult questions; this
is hardly the occasion, however, for detailing this issue. For my
present purpose I need to say only that (at least in the Phaedo) the
theory of forms contains in it the theory of recollection.

3.3.2. The theory of soul's immortality

If you accept my theory (i.e. the theory of forms), says
Socrates, then let us look at what comes next to it (100 ¢ 3-4), ie. let
us see what ouvuguver with it. With the theory of forms there are
many things that cupdwvouaiv; here in the Phaedo, however, Plato is
concerned only with one: the soul's immortality. His argument about
soul's immortality can fairly be represented like this.

(i) if we (at least sometimes) recollect €USm (cf. Phd. 74 d 9 ff., or
75 b 4 ff.),

(iii) then, 'we must have learmed at some time before our souls
entered this human shape {i.e. 'before our birth® —ct. 75 ¢ 4] that
which we recollect now (72 ¢ — my paraphrase, my italics);

(iv) and if soul cxistcd before our birth, it will continue to exist
after our death (102 b-106 e); and that means that soul is
d8draTor kal adidd8opor (106 e 1).

In other words:

(i) the theory of forms contains the theory of recollection;

(ii) the theory that soul is immortal cuppovel (cf. the expression
cuvw8SC at 92 ¢ 5 and 8) with the theory of forms, for it is
consistent and ‘hangs very well together' with it (being actually
implied by it} (cf. 92 d: “the theory that our soul exists even
before it enters the body surely stands or falls with the soul's
possession” of the €U8m); (whereas the theory that soul is a kind
of dppovia is not CUVERESS with the theory of forms .— cf. 92 ¢ 8),
(iii) so, we must also lay down as true the theary that soul is
immortal (cf. 106 e f.), and as false the theory of soul gqua dppovia
(92 c).
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Now, even if a theory fits perfectly into a puzzle, this does not prove
beyond any doubt its truth. We have, therefore, to test it. As I
argued in 2.3., Plato speaks about two ways of testing a theory: by
seeing whether its implications cupdwvel daArrrolS, and by attempting
to include it into a wider omne. Plato's theory of (8n —although it
(arguably) fits rather well into the puzzle brought forward by the
way our knowledge appears to be working —is exposed to several
strong objections (for instance: if an el8o¢ is a model of a copy, the
model and the copies are alike, and so they both must have a second
model, and so on — cf. Prm. 132 d-e; cf. also the earlier Euthd. 300 e).
The theory, therefore, needs testing. Now, does Plato, in the Phaedo,
apply to his theory of U8n the tests he mentioned in this dialogue?
Yes, but only tentatively.

3.4. Testing the theory of <i'Sn by seeing whether its implications
CULPWIOUTLY

This is how the story goes. When any man dies, his own guardian
spirit I_Bafuwi)], which was given charge over him in his lile,
tries to bring him to a certain place where all must assemble, and
from which, after submitting their several cases to judgement,
they must set ont for the next world, under the guidance of one
who has the office of escorting souls from this world to the other.
When they have there undergone the necessary experiences and
remained as long as is required, another guide brings them back
again after many vast periods of time. Of course this journey is
not as Aeschylus makes Telephus describe it. He says that the path
to Hades is straightforward, but it seems clear to me that it is
neither straightforward nor single. If it were, there would be no
need for a guide, because surely nobody could lose his way
anywhere if there were only one road. In fact, it seems likely
that it contains many forkings and crossroads, to judge from the
ccremonics  and obscrvances of this world [107 d-108 a]. [...]
Although we live in a hollow of the earth, we assume that we are
living on the surface, and we call the air heaven, as though it
were the heaven through which the stars mave. [... And] if
someone could reach to the summit, or put on wings and fly aloft,
when he put up his head he would see the world above, just as
fishes see our world when they put up their heads out the sea.
And if his nature were able to bear the sight, he would recognize
that that is the true heaven and the true light and the true earth

[109 d-e].

These are a few fragments from the myth that Socrates tells his
audience at the end of the Phaedo (107 d-108 a). Now, why does
Plato introduce this myth?

To sum up so far: the puzzle raised by the way our loyioTikéy
movedrel is explained, I hold, by Plato through the theory of forms,
which claims an ontological distinction between the ¢i6n and the
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individual things, and states that the former are the causes of the
latter. Now, this theory implies (inter alia) that (i) existence 1is
divided into two realms: the realm of the individual things gua
elk6veC of the €i8n and the realm of the €i8n gua wapnodciyuarta (cf.
Phd. 79 a; cl. also R. 507 b-509 d; Sph. 247 <¢-248 a; Pir. 269 d; Phib.
15 a-b); and that (ii) soul (at least of its learning part, TO AoyLoTLKOV)
1s immortal. Now, do these implications, these dpunoérvra of the
theory of eU8n, cuupurely dranrorC or Sradwreli?

In my view, what Plato does in the myth from the end of the
Phaedo is prcciscly this: he attempts to see if the OSpungévra of the
theory of forms ouvpdwverv arxairoils, ie. if they 'hang together' within
a «kdoptor mpdyua, in other words, if these two implications of the
theory of forms —the two ontological realms and soul's immortality
— may be put together into a coherent whole. I cannot quote here the
entire myth, nor consider its 'elements’ —they are too complicated
and too many; but anyone who takes the effort to read it will have to
admit that it is construed on two main topics: a metaphysical
topography (grounded on the existence of the two realms) and an
account of what happens to souls when they are not embodied. (The
myth, if I may use an expression f[rom Ryle 1966, 237, would serve
as topical sugar for the very untopical pill produced by the
implications of the theory of ei8n.)

Of course, no rcusonable man ought to insist that the facts are
exactly as I have described them. But that either this or
something very like it it is a troe account of our souls and their
future habitations — since we have clear cvidence that the soul is
immortal —-this, I think, is both a reasonable contention and a
belief worth risking, for the risk is a noble one.

This is how Socrates ends his myth (114 d). So, did the theory pass
the test? Do its implications form a kdauiov mpaypa? Yes -—-—for the
myth offers us a coherent whole (ie. it puts together into a cohecrent
account the two main implications of the theory of formms —the two
ontological realms and soul's immortality); although, as the above
quoted passage seems to suggest, one should not takc its details at
their face value (8).

3.5. Testing the theory of ¢i'Sn by including it into
a wider one
As I argued in 2.3.2., the second test is aimed at what comes

(logically) before the theory: i.e. at finding another, equally plausible,
yet wider thecory, which will include it. Did Plato apply this test in
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the Phaedo? In my view, he did —but he did it rentatively, and the
theory, I believe, did not pass the test.

We have, at this point, to go back to the issue of causality. Let
us first consider the context on which this issue occurs. Hearing the
objection which Cebes formulated against the immortality of the soul
(namely that the soul’s divinity and prior existence do not prove its
immortality — see 95 b-d), Socrates says that 'a full inquiry into the
whole question of the causes [oaiTiow] for coming-to-be [yéveoic],
existence [€oTi] and destruction [$oopd]' is required (96 a; although at
95 e 1 he does not uses the plural aiTiav, but the singular aiTic). And
this gives Socrates the opening line for summarizing his own
‘intellectual history' into this issue of causation.

"I thought it would be marvellous to know the causes for which
each thing comes and ceases and continues to be. I was constantly
veering to and from, puzzling primarily over this sort of question";
this is how Socrates began his 'intellectual history' (96 a-b). Roughly
speaking, Socrates went through three ‘stages' on his quest for
finding the causes of becoming, existence and perishing: he first
believed in a 'mechanistic’ explanation (96 ¢ - 97 b), then in a
teleological explanation (97 b - 99 d), and, eventually, he introduced
the €181 as altiar (cf. 99 a ff.). Now, how should we construe all this?

At a first sight, the issue of causality in Plato is far from being
clear. It is true that he distinguishes explicitly between several kinds
of canse (9). But the questions about how many kinds of cause are
there in Plato, and and what are they, did not receive a single
answer. Ancient commentators, for instance, «claimed that the
Platonic causes are UAn (Aristotle, Diogene Laertius, Theophrastus,
Alexander, Alcinous, Simplicius), 0edc  (Diogenes Laertius,
Theophrastus), mwapadevypa (Alexander,  Simplicius), and 18éa
{Alcinouns) (10). :

Heidegger 1992 b, 10-4 claimed that the easiest way into
Plato's thought is through Aristotle, for if we attempt to understand
Plato through Aristotle we are moving vom Hellen ins Dunkle, from
light into dark. It is not my purpose here to discuss this claim; but, T
believe, in the case of this issue of causality, this is surely so. In
other words: the easiest way into the Platonic issue of causality is
through Aristotle, for he, Aristotle, gives a clearer account of this
notion.

In Metaphysics 1032 a 13 ff. Aristotle claims that "of things
which are generated [Ta yivyvdueval, some are generated naturally [Ta
dugel yiyveton], and others artificially [t& Téywvn]" (11). And he seems
to imply that for all generated things (mdvTa T¢ yiyvdpeva) —be they
T& plioel SvTa or Te ToroUueva — there are ‘responsible’ four aition (12)
(cf. 1032 a 13 {f. and 1049 b 29 {{.): (1) causa materialis (if 1 may use
the Latin termineclogy) (Uan, ie. the matter or 'comstituent’ out of
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which something, say, a statue 1is made, e.g. bronze); (i) causa
efficiens (e.g. the sculptor of the statue); (iii) causa finalis (TéroC, the
goal, e.g. the purpose for the sake of which the sculptor has made the
statue); and (iv) causa formalis (e180¢, or that which is responsible for
the form of the matter, e.g. the 'model' of the statue; for these four
alTlaL see, inter alia, Metaph. 1032 b 1 ff.) (13).

This 'productionist metaphysical explanation' of the world of
véveol, however, was used, before Aristotle, by Plato.

3.5.1. The failed tentative of the Phaedo

To go back to Socrates’ intellectual history from the Phaedo. As
I said (see supra), Socrates went through threec ‘'stages’ in his quest
for finding the causes of becoming, existence and perishing: (i) he
first believes in a 'mechanistic' explanation (96 ¢ - 97 b), (i) then in
a teleological explanation (97 b - 99 d), and, eventually, (iii) he
introduces the ¢18n as atricy (cf. 99 a ff.). Let us look at each of these
stages.

(i) First, Socrates says, he thought that the alv{a of each thing
lies in its material; for instance: the cause of growth in human beings
is due to the food and drink which is added to the bulk of the body
(96 ¢-97 b). But he soon realized that matter cannot be an aitia; for
instance: the cause that makes something-which-is-two to come into
being as such, he says, is neither the addition of two different things,
nor the division of a single thing into two parts; in other words, a
thing may be 'one', but its being one is not caused by its matter, since
the same matter could be either 'two', or 'one' (96 ¢ ff.).

(ii) Then, he heard that another philosopher, Anaxagoras,
claimed that the vouc is the altla of all things, and he was very
pleased with this explanation and assumed that, since voUc is the
rational 'agent' par excellence, it would produce everything in the
way that is best for it (16 péxmioTov —98 b; cf. also 97 c). (It seems
that for Plato —and the Timaeus provides further cvidence, see for
instance 28 b 1 and 29 a —— an 'efficient rational agent' always wants
to achieve in his 'activity' an cxcellence of some sort). (As to what is
the aim, the véxoC, of such an 'agent's activity', there is nothing said
here in the Phaedo.) But, eventually, Socrates realized that
Anaxagoras ended up by explaining each thing by 'water’, ‘air', and
other elements.

(iii) "I should be delighted to learn about the works of such an
atTia [i.e. voug] from anyone, but sincc I have been denied knowledge
of it, and have been unable either to discover it myself or to learn
about from another, I have worked out my own makeshift approach
to the problem of causation” (99 c¢); and this 'makeshift approach’ of
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his, which he calls "my second voyage (8¢UTepoS mAoUS) in the quest of
attia"” (99 ¢ 9-d 1) (14), introduces the ¢i&n as atrial {cf. 99 a ff).

I do not intend to read Aristotle back into Plato: Plato does not
explicitly distinguish, as Aristotle, four kinds of alt{ai; and, cven if
they recognise similar modes of explanation, they seek to account for
these with metaphysical frameworks that are significantly different.
But the casicst way into what Plato has in mind here is Aristotle's
way of putting the issue of causality in terms of four causes. If I may
use the the jargon of Aristotelian scholarship, what Plato does here in
the Phaedo is this:

(i) he classifies 'matter’ only as a 'necessary condition' {cf. 99 b),
claiming that to call 'matter’ an alT{a  “is too absurd" (99 a);

(if} he then 'muses' about the possibility of an efficienr olT{a (i.e.
vouG) (cf. 98 e 1, 99 b 3); and, unable ‘either to discover it or learn

about it from others’ (99 ¢ 9 ff.}, he, eventually,
(iii) iniroduces and applies the formal ol Tla (cU80C).

Of course, this way of putting things is not in Plato; but it helps us to
understand what Plato does have, in a rather obscure form, in mind.
He does not say, I agree, that a yuvyvdpevov comes into being as such
and such because of a 'maker' (vouc<) that has an 'aim' and a 'model
(eT80¢). What he says is that a yivywdpevov comes into being as such
and such because of its ¢80¢.

Now, what does all this have to do with testing the theory of
forms by finding another, equally plausible, yet wider theory, which
will include it? As I said, the issue of causality is introduced as being
required by the issue of soul's immortality (96 a). But, in my view,
Plato introduced this issue because he wanted to include his theory
of forms into a wider theory. Thec Phaedo does not tcll us how this
wider theory may look like; it suggests only that it has to contain
other kinds of cause. Here, however, in this dialogue, Plato could not
make anything txavdv out of this wider theory. So here, the theory of
forms does not pass the second test. But, in the Timaeus, Plato tried
one more time; and there, in my view, he managed to put together a
wider, equally plausible theory that includes the theory of ei&m. Thus,
we may say that the theory did eventually pass the second test.

3.5.2. The successful attempt of the Timaeus

Usunally, pi{unoiws is held as the ultimate determination of
péoekls (i.e. the individual things are thought of as copies of €i8n).
Yet Plato does further determine the concept of p{pnoic. In the
Sophist he says explicitly: p{pnowS moinolws Tic ¢omuy, 'imitation is a
sort of production' (i.e. a production of images, not of 'real things')
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(265 b 1). (In the Sophist the issue of woinows is particularly
siressed out, and the dialogue ends with it — cf. 265 d ff.) If so, then
the individual things are thought of as being not mere copies of e{8n,
but produced copies.

As I mentioned, Plato claims (especially in the post-Phaedo
dialogues) that every individual thing (i.e. every <yuiyvduevov) has a
cause (cf. Ti. 28 a 4-5, and Phib. 26 ¢ 3-4). And —since he tends (at
least) to think that a yivyvduevor —from a simple couch (R. 597 a) to
the universe itsell (7i. 28 c¢ ff.) —is actually a mowoipevov (cf. also
Phib. 27 a 1-2: kal pny 76 ye itorovpevor al kzl 1O yuyvdpevoy oU8Ey TARY
duduaTy, Koedmep TO vurdn, Svadépav eUpAooper) —he often refers to
moinolC or to its 'performer’ as 'that which is responsible for' (i.e., in a
broad sense, 'the al+{a of) TO yuyvopevorv in general. (For reference to
moinolws qua oitia see for instance Smp. 197 a 1-3: wdvTta T4 Ga
yiyvetor Te kol ¢vetar through the oo¢n moinoe of Eros — my
paraphrase; Smp. 205 b 8-9: 1 ydap TOL EK TOU pf) OVTOS €lC TO 8V LSvTL
dTwouv aiTla mdge éoTt moinovs (15); Sph. 219 b 4-6: wdv Smep dv un
rpdTepdy S ov DaTepov el6 ololav dym, TOv pEv &yovTa molEly, TO 8
dyduevor moLElaOal mol dapev; Phlb. 26 e 6-8: oUkouv 1) ToU TOLOUWTOG
$lore ouger mANY ovduaTty ™S oiTias Siadéper, 16 8¢ moLour kal To aiTLov
Opows dv eln reydpevov €v; Ti. 29 a; of. also Hi. Ma. 296 e 8-9: 10 Torouv
8¢ v EoTwv olk dAxo T T Ti alTiov, and 297 a 4: 7O alTiov mololv éddrmn.)

Now, since moinoue seems to be such an importanl notion in
Plato's metaphysics, what are its 'determinations'? And what are the
'elements’ which 'constitute' the 'act' of molngc?

For Plato moinowC is 'something manifold" (mox0 —-cf, Smp. 205 b
8), and he refers to this notion in many places (e.g. Chrm. 163 a ff,;
Smp. 197 a, 205 a; R. 597 a ff.; Sph. 219 b, 265 b; Phlb. 26 e ff, 28 d,
etc.). Now, does this have any metaphysical relevance? Or it is only a
banal and 'handy' way of putting things? (Usually the topic of woinoc
in Plato has been avoided or simply treated as having no
philosophical implications at all. One of the first philosophers who
pointed out the crucial role that moinowS plays in Plato’s philosophy
was Heidegger, and in the last years more and more commentators
wrote extensively about this topic and recognized the 'productionist
vein' of Platonic metaphysics, cf. for instance Kato 1986 and Thomsen
1990 (16)). As far as I am concerned, I think that the topic of moinoig
is not only one of the major philosophical topics of Platonism (for
roinm1$ is connected with many of its key issues, such as 'causation',
'participation’ or 'truth'); it is, I think, its widest 'framework', which
included even the theory of €{&n. And the Timaeus is the proof.

Of all the Platonic texts, however, the Timaeus is, I think, the
best place to look for the answers to these questions (17). In the
Timaeus the universe is explicitly described as being the 'product’ of
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a divine Snuoupydc (cf. 28 a ff., 29 d-e, 31 b, etc.) (18). Roughly
speaking, production is the making of something from something,
and so it can take place only if some sort of materials are given (19).
In the Timaeus that out of which the universe is made is a sort of a
'primordial given matter' (cf. 52 d); and this ‘'primordial given
matter' is 'turned’ into a 'product’ by the divine Snuiloupyéc, who has
a 'model’ (cf. 70 vontov (wov —30 c¢) for everything he does. (As to
what the aim of the maker may be, he, again, does not say anything.
He says, though, that the Demiurge, being 'good [dyo0dc] and without
jealousy [o08evoc ¢podvoc], 29 a 3 and e 1-2, wanted to [rame the
universe as similar as possible with its model —cf. inter alia 38 b-c
and 39 e; so, we may infer, the aim of his framing the universe was
simply his willingness to create 'something dyuedv'.)

If so, one may be tempted, 1 suppose, to claim that according Lo
Plato for mdvTa T& yvyvdyevo there are 'responsible' three altial: a
material, an efficient and a formal airia (if we may use this jargon of
Aristotle's commentators), since (i) he refers (in the Timaeus) to the
altia of a yryvdpevaor in terms of moinoiG, and since (ii) for him in the
act' of mwolnowC involves a maker, a matter and a model. This is a
rather tempting interpretation (or so I find), but it is bound to
remain insufficiently supported, for there is little textual evidence
which might be invoked in its favour (7% 28 a and Phlb. 26 e suggest
that only a 'maker’ may be rightly called an aitia, and Phd. 99 a
states that it would be too absurd to apply such a name to 'matter’
for instance, cf. also 98 ¢ [f. (20)).

To sum up: Plato, like Aristotle, refers to the alrtla of a
yiyvdépevor in terms of moinois, and for him there are three 'elements'
that 'take part' in the 'act' of moinows (the maker, the matter and the
model); but he, unlike Aristotle, does not take these three 'elements’
which 'constitute' the 'act' of molnovc as three different kinds of cause.
Nevertheless, Plato does use in his explanation of a yvyvduevov qua
motolpevay all these three ‘elements’ of the 'act' of woinowe (21); and
the best argument in favour of this claim is the Timaecus.

Now, the next question is how should we take his productionist
metaphysical explanation? That is: should we take the ‘productionist’
framework of Plato's metaphysics literally or figuratively? To answer
this question 1is, I think, rather difficult, for each option has its
problems. For Aristotle, "to say that the ei8n are mopaSeiypaTta, and
that other things 'participate’ [peTéyerv] in them, is to use [..] poetical
metaphors [peTadopds Aéyely mownmTikacl” (Metaph, 1079 b 25 (L, my
paraphrase; cf. also 991 a 19-22) (see also Prm, 132 ¢, where the e{8n
are said to like models, d@domep Tapadeiypata). [ agree that this view
has appealing advantages (for it allows us to get rid of many
difficultics, raiscd by a literal reading). In my view, we cannot claim
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that Plato regarded his 'productionist’ framework as a mere 'poetical
metaphor'.

For him there are two kinds of wolnovg, the 6ciov and the
dvopdTivov kind (cf. Sph. 265 b); and it would be in his spirit to take
the avopuimuvov production as, so to speak, a 'projection of the ©ciov
preduction (cf. Lg. 902 c: "we are never, then, to fancy God [6e6¢] the
inferior of human workmen" —my italics; and Smp. 197 a: "in every
Téyvn, the [human] &npiovpyds who achieves the brightest fame is the
one whose S18aokaAdt is the god, eed<, [i.e. Eros], while those that lack
his influence grow old in the shadow of oblivion"; cf. also Lg. 907 a
and R. 597 c-d: when a carpenter makes a couch having in his mind
the 'model’, e180¢, of couch, which was 'made’ by God, he is actually
copying what the God did.) So: to take Plato's ‘productionist
framework' from the Timaeus metaphorically means actually to take
the Demiurge's iroinolt as a metaphorical projection' of the human
moinoiS, and this contradicts Plato's view that it is the Auman
craftsman, when he produces artefacta, that copies the divinity, in
whose existence he strongly believed. (Plato calls his cosmology from
the the Timaeus a 'likely myth', secec 29 d 1; and, 1 agree, it does
contain various metaphors and 'mythical episodes'; but they all refer
to particular details of this cosmology, not to its ‘'productionist'
framework.) This is, however, another problem, which I cannot open
here.

What is important, for my line of argument, is that this
productionist theory is Plato’s widest theory (which includes the
theory of ¢{8n); and that it, in spite of being only a likely, eikdc,
‘account’ (cf. 77, 29 b 5-¢ 2, ctc.) is, nevertheless, i«ardy. (This ikavéy
theory, however, raises many difficulties. But, because Plato did not
want to renounce to it, he often avoided to take into account some of
its ‘elements’ —such as the matter, the producer, or the producer's
aim.)

"Plato had set this problem to those who were engaged in these
[sc. astronomical] studies: what uniform and orderly motions must be
hypothesized [UmoTeperov] to save the phenomenal motiens of the
wandering stars.” This is a quotation [rom Sosigenes, prescrved in
Simplicius’ De caelo (11, 12, 488.21-24, Heiberg; the above translation
is from WVlastos 1975, 60). In its spirit, Sosigenes' remark tells us
something true about Plato's way of thinking, for he, Plato, did not
attempt to 'coin’' a reality that will support his hypotheses; he, on the
contrary, attempted to find the hypotheses that can explain best {and
so 'save') the way things around us — the stars, the moxC, the sophist
— are (22).

Now, the pésodoc described in the Phaedo at 100 a-101 ¢ is a
péeaSoc that is aimed precisely at finding, using and checking
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Unogéoelc that can explain (and so 'save') the way things around us
are. The theory of €i8n iy, in my view, such a Umédeoc, for it was
aimed al solving (primarily) the wdvu QoaupaoTdv puzzle brought
forward by the given way in which 70 »oywomikdv pavedven. This
theory, however, brings forward other puzzle — that of the two
ontological realms. In the Timaeus, Plato attempted to solve the
puzzle of these two realms by including it into another theory. But
that theory too, in spite of being ikovdy, produces a difficult puzzle -
that of the crcation itself. Now, how sure are all these theories?

"We must not let it enter our minds that nothing in our theorics
[ol Adyor] is healthy. On the contrary we should recognize that we
ourselves are still ill, but that we must brace ourselves and do our
best to become healthy." This is what Plato says in the Phaedo (90 e),
and this is his position throughout the dialogues.

How certain is the theory of €i8n? "This", says Socrates, "is the
safest answer for me or for anyone else to give, and [ believe that
while [ hold fast to this I cannot fall; it is safe for me or for anyone
else to answer that it is by beauty that beautiful things are beautiful”
{Phd. 100 d-e; cf. also 92 a, d-e, 105 b; cf. also Prm. 134 e-135 «¢).
But, at the end of the dialogue, Plato expresses his doubts: "As a
matter of fact, said Simmias, I have no doubts myself either now, in
view of what you have just been saying. All the same, the subject is
so vast, and I have such a poor opinion of our weak human mnature,
that I can't help still feeling a distrust [dmoTia}” (107 b). And this
'distrust', it seems, regards not only the details of the thcory (which
no one should insist too much on —cf. 100 d), but also the theory
itself.

Plato's 'philosophical odyssey', however, does not end with the
mdvv GoavuacTsv puzzle brought forward by the given way in which 7o
AOYLOTIKOV pavedvel, with the pécoSoc toward iis solving, and with a
very likely solution ——the theory of eU8n; it continues, and its next
stages are explicitly stated in the Republic and the Sophist.
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CHAPTER FOUR

The theory of V8 (1I):
TO Qaryaddy
as the dvvumdgeToC apyry of
the theory of €U8&n

What I shall claim in what follows relies on three passages
from the Republic: 507 a-509 ¢ (of which there is a very short
summary at 534 a 2-5), 509 d-511 e and 514 a-517 a. These
passages were so much discussed, that eventually they received their
own name: the Sun, the Divided Line and the Cave.

About this 'crux' of Sun, Divided Line and Cave everyone, as
Skemp 1976, 36 put it, has its own exegesis (and, we must add, many
have published it). Those who want to ‘join the club' used to begin
their study by a review of the main interpretations (or of some of
them); but since this requires so much space, and since there are
already so many reviews of these interpretations, one feels very
lempted to proceed directly to one's own thesis.

"Evidemment je n'oserai pas proposer ici une interprétation
définitive de ce texte célcbre de Platon. Je ne veux pas non plus
passer en revue les interprétations, assez nombreuses et assez
poussées, qu'ont déja données les philosophes analitique." This is how
Jonathan Barnes (1991, 81) begins his article about the passage of
Sun (written in French and entitled "Le soleil de Platon vu avec de
lunettes analytiques"). I shall adopt, for my interpretation of the Sun,
Divided Line and Cave, the same position: I shall not review the main
interpretations of these passages; and I shall not claim that my
interpretation is definitive. Moreover, I shall focus only on what 1
believe is philosophically essential in these texts.

in the Divided Line Plato puts in very precise terms the
distinction between the two ontological realms which 1s brought
forward by the theory of €U8n:

(a) on the one hand, the visible realm (TO opaTdv —S09 d 4; cf.
also: T OpWLEVA — 3071 9, 508 a 6, 509 b 2; and T& OpaTa —507 d
8) (or the realm of ‘yéVGO'LC_,' —534 a 3), which is the realim of the
opinable (To SofooTdy —510 a 9, 534 a 6) and which is divided
into:

(i) that which can be the model of a copy (TO @) WLoOLWOT) —-510 a
10}, i.e. animals (T& {Ga — 510 a 6), plants (TO duTeuTSK — 510 a 6),
man-made things (70 okevaogTdy — 510 a 6); and which s
apprehended by T{oTiLG (511 e 1, 534 a 1); and
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(i1) that which is a copy of a model (TO GuolwBEY —510 a 10), i.e,
images (elkdveC —509 e 1), like shadows (okial —510 a 1) or
reflections (GavTdouaTe — S10 a 2) (be they in water or on some
other surfaces); and which is apprehended by eikacla (51t e 2,
534 a 1),

(b) on the other hand, the intelligible realm (7O vonTdy —507 b
9-10, 509 d 4, 511 a 3; cf. also T& voodpeva —508 ¢ 1 and T& vonTd
— 508 & 1) (or the realm of 0Vo{t — 534 a 3), which is the realms of
the knowable (70 yvwaoTdV — 510 a 9).

(Plato, as many other Greek philosophers, believed that sight is the
most important sense, and he tended to reduce the question of
atgonorlc to that of dy1¢ — cf. for instance Tht. 151 e ff. and 7% 47 a-b;
so, he often phrases the contrast between 'knowing with the soul
through the bodily senses' and 'knowing with the soul through itself’
in terms of seeing and speaking.)

That which is at the core of the Divided Line is not actually this
ontological distinction. In the Republic Plato is not concerned with
testing the theory of i8n (as he was, for instance, in the Phaedo);
here the theory is regarded with much more confidence, and Plato
begins to be concerned with what is actually thc very basis of it. But
when it comes to describing the procedure he wants to proposec for
this, he, as in the Phaedo, begin to express himself in general tcrms,
as if at stakc was not his theory of ¢U8n, but a general methodological
point.

Regarding the UmdeeciC of an ensuing argument, there are,
claims Plato two afttitudes.

{a) We may leave it unexplained; and in this case we would be
led by Sivdvora (511 a1, ¢ 7,d 2,5, 533 d 6, ¢ 8 — which refers here, I
presume, to our common way of thinking) and we would be like the
geometers (510 ¢ 2-3, 511 b 1-2, 533 b 7), who proceed from (heir
hypothescs (¢& Umo0éoewvy — 510 b 5) not up to an dpyn but down to a
conclusion (510 b 6, ¢-d, 511 a 3-6, ¢ 8d 2), leaving them, the
hypotheses, unexplained (533 c¢ 1-2). (As I argue in Annex II, 2.2.,
the Greek  geometers suggested  that  we should accept,
conventionaily, that the 'foundation', thc Umddeorc of an ensuing
argument is sure and then continue our investigations as if it were so
—cf. inter alia Men. 86 e. Thus, for them, a Uméenol< is what we
usually call a postulate, i.e. a proposition conventionally accepted as
true for the sake of our investigations. And this is what Plato wants
to tell us here: that the hypotheses from which the geometers start
are accepted, cf. oporoyia —533 ¢ 5, as apyal, ¢ 3, of their reasonings
without any questioning, and that they cannot turn their knowledge
into émoTAun, ¢ 5, precisely because they leave their hypotheses
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unexplained; cf. also Crafylus 436 c-e, which I quoted at thc and of
2.2.2. (L)

(b) Or, we may let ourselves led by viénows (511 d 8, or voig,
508 c 1, d 6 —which refer here, I presume, to a superior way of
thinking) and advance upward from our hypothesis (é& Umoeéoews —
5) to an dvuTdeeTos dpyxn (310 b 7, 511 b 3-¢ 2, 533 ¢ 8) (in short: we
may try to explain what lies at the very bottom of our Umdeeo<); and
then, after reaching this davumdéoeros dpyr, proceed from it downward
the conclusion (511 b). (And only in this way, claims Plato, we will
reach émotiun, 533 e 8, i.e. actual knowledge.)

It has been argued that these two attitudes toward hypotheses
announce the later Platonic method of cuvaywyr and Sialpeoic; or that
they correspond somehow to the geometrical procedure of analysis
and synthesis (2) (for countless details on this issue see Robinson
1953, 162-77). As far as 1 am concerned, I think that Plato, although
he speaks about a general methodological point, has in mind his
theory of ¢i8n; and so all this can be actually understcod only by
placing it within the context of this theory.

4.1. The avurdgeTos doyrl as 7O ayassy

The way we construe what Plato says in the Divided Line
depends, obviously, on the way we interpret the notion of avumééetoG
apxn. What is then this avumdéetos apyn?

Plato docs not explicitly say too much about the JdvumdecToC
dpyri. But he suggests (i) that 70 dyaodv is the avumdeerTos dpyn, and (ii)
that the sun is an analogy for it. (i) First, Plato says in the Sun that 710
dyo9dy has a unigne place in our knowledge (just as the sun has in
sight), and then, in the Divided Line, he says the same thing about
the dvumdgeTos dpyn (3). Then, (ii) in the Cave, he says that what the
released prisoner sees the last of all is the sun, and in the Divided
Line he said that the d&vuméeeTo< doyr is reached at the end of an
upward path (which implies that, since the sun is an analogy for both
Tayoody and the awumdesToS dpyn, these two are one and the same
thing). On the whole, however, this indirect evidence -—for claiming
that 70 dyasdy is the avumdeeTac apyr and that the sun is an analogy
for both — 'seems sufficient’ (as Robinson 1953, 160 says).

Now, what is T¢ &yagdv?

It is generally accepted, as there are several testimonics (4),
that Plato did hold a lecture 'on the idea of good' which became very
soon proverbial for its obscurity (something which could have hardly
escaped the attention of the Ancient comic writers (5)). We do not
know exactly what Plato said about the good in his lecture. We know
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from Aristoxenus (Elementa harmonica 11 30-31) that the Platonic
notion of &yagdv, as Plato himself described it in his famous public
Iecture on it, does not refer to a moral value. (dyoa6cy, although it may
refer to a moral value, cf. Mx. 237 a 6, or Hp. Mi. 376 b 1, "does not
coincide in meaning with the English ‘good', and in particular [...] it
had not necessarily any moral force", as Guthrie 1975, 503 put it; cf.
also Nettleship 1951, 218-19: "106 &yaodv does not in the first involve
any moral qualities.") But we cannot make too much out of all this.

So, what does Plato say in the Republic about the good?

In the Republic Plato says several things about it; he says for
instance that 1+ ToU &yaeou 18éa is what makes 'just things and all the
rest yprouee and wééxnpa —useful and beneficial' (505 a); and that
the philosopher-kings of Kallipolis, in order to rcally understand
justice, should understand the ultimate object of knowledge — 7 Tob
dycoov 18én (504 d, 505 a 2). But we cannot make too much out of
this either.

Now, Plato himself admits that the good is something péyig
dpagoon (cf, 517 ¢ 1) and at 506 e he makes Socrates introduce an
analogy:

Nay, my beloved, lel us dismiss for the time being T TWoT €0Tl
Tdyaddy, for to attain to my present surmise of that seems a pitch

above the impulse that wings my flight today. But of what is the
offspring [€kyovoS] of Aya®dy and most nearly made in its
likeness [GUOLSTATOST I am willing te speak [...}.

4.2. 70 ayasdy as that which is
émékeva TNG oloialt

The 'seen things' (ta oplpeve —507 b 1, 508 a 6, 509 b 2),
claims Plato, correspond to 'the known things' (ta voovueva —508 ¢ 1;
or T& yLyvwordueva — 508 e 1, 509 b 6); the eye (upa — 507 d 11, 508
b 1) to the soul (Yuyy — 508 d 4) (although he does not say explicitly
s0); the sight (Syc— 507 d 8, 11, e 1; or 1 ToU Gpav Suvoprs —507 ¢ 7)
to knowledge (émiomiun —308 ¢ 3509 a 6; or yvoowg —3508 e 4); the
light ($nc — 507 e 4) to truth (arrieera — 508 d 5, e 1, 4); and the sun
(MAtoG —S08 a 7, 11, d 1, 509 b 2) to the 'idea of the good' (1 7oV
dyadov 18éa — 508 ¢ 2-3).

The context in which the analogy between the sun and 70
dyagov occurs is then a broader analogy between what we may call
the TémoC dpatde and the Témog vontds. Now, within each Téwoc, Plato
confers the same vital position to sun and dya6dv, respectively:
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(a)

(i) the sun is the cause of light, and light makes possible sight
and makes things visible (508 a); and

(ii) it provides to the seenm objects (T& OpGueva) not only light,
but yéveoLS, avin, and Tpodr) tov, without being itself yéveols
(509 b).

b

Ei) )Té Ayodor is the cause of aAri®era (508 e), and dABeLa is that
which makes possible knowledge (508 d); and

(i) it provides (ToogciLval) the ouaio of all €USn, being above
(UmepéxovTos) and beyond (éTékelva) oucia in  'dignity’
(mpéaBerq) and 'power’ (Suvdj€l) (509 b 8) (and so it is called
TOU TAVTOC dpXT — 511 b 7, and TAVTOV 0l1h 008V T€ KUl KAALY
atTio — 517 ¢ 2).

Things, as anyone can see, are getting very complicated. The key-
word, however, from which we should begin the analysis of all this,
is, in my view, ougia.

An English physicist said once that all physicists want to speak
about that which baffles them, ie. about God, but they wait until
they win the Nobel prize. In philosophy, things are different. the
Nobel prize is not awarded, and the philosophers may speak from the
very beginning about that which ‘will always baffic them' (as
Aristotle says in Metaph. 1028 b 1-5), i.e. about being.

4.2.1. Plato’s notion of being: ocvoia qua 'whatness'
What i1s being for Plato?

Here is a question which we must not leave unexamined or
undetermined, nor must we affirm too confidently that there can
be no decision; neither must we interpolate in our present long
discourse a digression equally long, but if it is possible to set a
great principle in a few words, that is just what we want.

This is what Timaeus says to his auditors, when they reached the
topic of el'8n (Ti. 51 c-d); regarding the topic of 'being in Plato' 1 shall
follow his advice.

As 1 claimed, Plato hypothesizes a theory which claims that the
'object of knowledge' are the €(8n, and that these &U8n are like
rapadelypaTa, the sensible things being but their copies, elSwia. And
in the Sophist he puts the distinction between wopd8erypa and
¢U8wrov in these terms: an USwiov is only a pretender, a uipo< (cf. 240
a9, b2)of apndv, i.e. of something which it itself is not (cf. a 9): of
its ¢T80¢ gua mopdSerypa (240 ¢ 1-2), That is: an €l8wior is an &y (cf. b
9,11, 12), something which exists; but it exists only insofar it
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‘embodies’ a model; and, so, from the two of them, model and copy,
the only &v dxneworv (a 9, b 2, 3, 5), the only 'real thing' (SvTwc v —b
3), is the model, the copy being only an Sv mws (b 9), a pretender, a
pipoc of it

To conclude: for Plato 'being' has grades; that is: some dvto are
more than others (cf. pariov Svta —R. 515 d 3). And those that are
more are those that are dvrtwc, ie. the €i8n gqua mapaSelyuata. SvTwd
means then aanpds (cf. Sph. 240 b 10; cf. also R 515 d: pariov dvTa
arc axneécTepa dvTa): that is, to be as a model, real {(axnd1vov) not as a
copy, which is only a fake of the real model.

We know then what is for Plato 'to be more' and 'to be less’. But
what does he actually understand by 'to be’? In my view, the
clearest answer to this question is contained in a phrase that occurs
in a very troublesome passage - the Timaeus 27 d {f.

This phrase is the very opening phrase of the cosmological
discourse and it reads:

0TIV oV 81 kaT éuny 8dkay mpiiTov StapeTéoy TdSe T TO OV
qel, yEvealy 8¢ ouk €yov, Kal Ti TO yiyvdpevor uev del, ov §¢
oUBEmaTeE; TO HEV BN voNjger PETR AdYyou TePLANTTOV, Gl KaTh
TaUTd By, TO 8 ol 84En pet alodfocws dadyou BokacTdv,
YIYVOREVOY KAl GTOAAUMEVOY, SvTwS 8¢ ol8énoTe Sv (27 d 7-28

a 4) (6).

How should we take this distinction between T T ov del, yéveowr 8¢
otk €yov and T{ TO yvyvdpevov pev det, ov 8¢ ou8érore? Usually, it has
been interpreted as referring to what follows in the dialogue.

The Timaeus contains a 'productionist theory’ im which the
universe is explicitly described as a ’'product’ made from a
'‘primordial given matter' (cf. 52 d) by a divine Snuioupydc (cf. 28 a
ff., 29 d-e, 31 b, etc.) who has a 'model', the vontdv ¢wov (30 ¢), in
front of his eyes (30 ¢, 38 b-c, 39 e). Now, what follows after the
above quoted distinction (27 d 7-28 a 4) is a passage in which Plato
speaks, abruptly, about two ’'elements’ of his 'productionist theory':
the Demiurge (8nuioupyoc), as the a«itia of the universe qua
viyvdéuevov, and the Demiurge's choosing as the model (moapdSevyua) of
the universe 'that which is always the same' (70 kotd TaUTE €xov ael),
not 'something generated' (yevvntdv).

So, if the above quoted distinction (27 d 7-28 a 4) belongs to
what follows, then it should be taken as referring to the distinction
{(made a few lines later) between the two possible medels: the
TopdSetyua that is katd Tavra €xov del and the yevvnror wapdSevyua,
But this does not make any sense: for how could the Demiurge take
as model for the universe he is about to frame Ti 7O yvyvduevov pév
del, v 8¢ ali8éwore? How could he make a yuyvouevoy (i.e. the universe)
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by looking at a yvyvépevor el that is not an &v? Plato does not say it
is impossible, he only says that if that was the case, the universe
would have been oukardy (28 b 3). Now, what is that yiyvéuevov Lév
Gel, Gv 8¢ ovBémoTe gqua yevvnTdY moepdSevypa? The primordial given
matter, one may arguc, for that is a yiyvduevoy del which is not an v,
for it is in a state of dtasia (30 a 5), 'shaken' by chaotic Suvapers (52
d-e, 53 a), not at rest (ouy nouvylav), and moving in an irregular and
disorderly way (&ANG Kivodpevoy TANULEADS kol dTdkTws) (30 a). But, if
this was so, then what Plato says here is that the Demiurge could
have framed the universe by taking as model its very material.

This difficulty cannot be solved by claiming that the cosmogony
of the Timaeus was not meant to be taken in its letter. This difficulty,
I hold, can be solved only if we assume (i) a hiatus between the
distinction made at 27 d 7-28 a 4 and what follows, and (ii) a
distinction between 't{ TO wyuyvdpevov pev del, ov 8¢ ov8émoTe', 'the
universe qua yvyvspevov' and 'the yevvnrov mapd8eryua’.

Plato introduces the distinction from 27 d 7-28 a 4 by saying:
Eamvy olv 81 kT €uny BGEay mowTor Siouperéor TASe (mmy italics). What
this mpwTov indicates, I think, is precisely that the distinction to be
made is to be distinguished from what follows; but he does not mark
what follows by a 8edrepov. Now, if this distinction from 27 d 7-28 a
4 is to be distinguished from what follows, how should we construe
it?

Let us look at the only hint we have: that 7{ 76 dv del, yéveaury 8¢
OUK €YoV BVTWE, 1§ VOTITEL LeTA AOYOU TEPLANITAY, being del xaTd TaUTd Sv;
and that T{ TO yiyvépevor pEv def, ov 8¢ oU8émoTe is 86k ueT alodnoews
Grdyou SokaoTdy, being a yuryvdpgvor kal amoiAlpevov, and so not an
Svrws §v. If this phrase does not refer to what follows, i.e. to the issue
of model-copy, GvrwG ov cannot mean fo be as a model, real
(axanewdv), not as a copy, which is only a fake of the real model; in
short: if this phrase does not refer to what follows we cannot
construe dvTws here as dxnen¢ (as Plato does in Sph. 240 b 10). What
then does ovtwe mean here? The answer depends, in my view, upon
'vonioel LeTd Aéyou meorAnmTéy' and 'del xaTd TavTd SV

In the Sophist, at 248 a, Plato puts things in almost the same
terms: man is, he claims there, through ofoconoic, in kowvwria with
véveooG; and, through xoyiopdc, in kowwvia with dvTwS olola; and he
defines the dvTw<S ovcia as being del kaTd TaUuTd wowiTws, and yéveolo
as being dxroTe diaws. Now, this way of putting things (from Sph. 248
a and Ti. 27 d 7-28 a 4) raises two questions: (i) what is the object of
knowledge, and (ii) what is the meaning of being.

(i) As I argued in 1.1., Plato claims explicitly that we can know
only that which is del <aTd TavTd doadTws (cf. Cra. 440 a-b, R. 585 ¢ {,
Sph. 249 b, Phib. 58 a, 61 e, etc.); that is: the object of sure
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knowledge can only be that which del péver katd TauTd, 'that which
always remains the same'.

(i) He also claims explicitly that 'to be' means either 'to be el
kaTd TaUTe noaUTws' or 'to be &xroTe dAwc'; and that oaly 'to be del
KaTa TeOTd woalTwSs' is actually {(SvTws) 'to be'. This claim, however,
states, implicitly, the mcaning of to be dvTw<. For 'that which can be
the same' is a what; in other words: only a determination, a what can
'‘always remain the same'. If so, then for Plato being is understood as
whatness, quidditas, Washeit (this claim, that for Plalo being means
primarily whatness has been endorsed by muny commentators —
from Heidegger (7) to Owen (8) and Kahn (9)); and for him, that
whatness which remains the same is more than that whatness which
changes.

Thus, what the distinction from 7i. 27 d 7-28 a 4 says is this: as
long as something is only 71U 170 yiyvduevor deli, i.e. as long as it is in an
undetermined state (in other words: as long as it cannol be some-
thing, or have a particular what), it cannot be actually known, and
that is why it is an &vTwc 8¢ ouSémoTe 8v, a no-thing; whereas as long
as something is 70 TO OV del, yéveowv 8& olk £yov, i.e. as long as it is
always in a determined state (in other words: as long as it is always
the same some-thing), it can be actvally known, and that is why it is
an Svrws &y (10). (After this distinction Plato introduces, abruptly,
two other issues: the Demiurge as the ailtiac of the universe as
viyvouevoy and the two possible models of the universe which he
might have chosen —28 a ff. This distinction, I believe, between
model and copy, is not a reference to the distinction made earlier; it
may be, as Cornford 1937, 27 suggested, a reference to an older
problem, stated in the Republic 597 c-d, where he says that the good
craftsman 1s the one who takes as model for what he wants to make
the ¢{80C of that something, which is always the same, not an already
made copy of it; a good carpenter, for instance, Plato claims there, is
that which, when making a couch, has as model the very e{Soc of
couch, not a couch made by other carpenter. This reading, however,
would imply that Plato claims here, at Ti 28 a ff., a rather strange
thing, namely that the Demiurge could have taken as a mode! for the
universe he is about to frame either a model that is always the samc
or an alrecady existing copy of it; I do not know how to cope with this
implication; but, having no alternative, I am inclined to adopt
Cornford’s reading.)

To sum up so far: for Plato 'being' has two main levels, and one
of them has two grades.

(a) The criterion which scparatcs the two levels is whatness.
(i) "That which is as a determined thing' (‘that which has a what')
belongs to the realm of actual being {(CVTWC dV); whereas

80



(if) 'that which does not have a what' cannot in any way be
known by man, and so, although it exists, it is as though it
belongs to the realm of non-being. Such a thing seems to be the
primordial  matter, from which the Demiurge framed the
universe; for it was a matter in which predominated aTaEla (30 a
5), since it was ‘'shaken' by chaotic SUvapelC (52 d-g, 53 a), not at
rest {(oUY Touxiav) and moved in an irregunlar and disorderly way
(AAAX KLVOUREVOY TATMUEADS Kal dTAKTWS) (30 a). Being so, in a
ceaseless dToE{a, the primordial matter exists, but not as
something, as a determined 7T\, as a what; it exists, but, being not
some-thing, il exists as no-thing, as an SvTwC 8¢ oUSémoTe v
(11).

(b) The criteria which introduce grades within the realm of
whatness  are two: causality and time.

(i} That which, in the realm of whatness, causes the what of
something is more than that whose what is caused. That which
causes the what of somethmg is what stands as its model (e.g. the
vonTOV lwov, or the €8N in general), and that whose what is

caused is but a copy ot a model (e.g. the universe qua copy or the
sensible things qua €U SwAa in general).

{ii) That whose what does always remains the same (e.g. the
VOT|TOV Cugov or the ELST] in general) is more than that whose

what remains the same only a limited period of time (e.g. the
sensible things gua €U8wAa in genecral, and the universe gua

copy). (The universe is said to have an endless duration, 41 a-b;
but, we may claim on Plato's behalf, since it is only a copy of a
maodel, 92 c, some parts ol its what are not always the same.)

(Plato does not say anything about what the grounds of his belief in
these ontological views and distinctions may be. If one asked him
about such grounds, I imagine him replying with a line from
Wittgenstein's On Certainty: "I can't give you any grounds, but if you
learn more you toc will think the same".)

Let us now go back, however, to the Republic and the passage
of the Line.

TO ayaddv, as I said, is determincd at 509 b as being beyond
(émérkerva) ovola in 'dignity' (mpéopery) and 'power' (SBuvdper). Now, if
oucto is understood by Plato as whatness, then what does he mean
by the phrase: 70 dyaedv is beyond (émikewva) oloio in 'dignity’
(mpéapery) and 'power' (Suvdier)?

This could only mcan that Plato believed that whainess 1s not
the wuitimate determination of being; there is something else, which
has more mpéopera and SUvepls. To say that 'x is beyond y in mpéopera’
implics that x has a 'superior rank' than y due to x’s being older than
y, i.e. that x has a 'seniority of birth', mpeopuyérera, over y. If so, then
to say that there 1is something which has a seniority of birth over
whatness, and more power than il, suggests that whainess has an
origin, an ¢pyy (cf. 511 b 7 and 517 c¢ 2 where 70 &yo8dy is called 1)
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ToU TavTdC dpxn and mavTwy ality dpedy Te kol <ardv alTia, respectively;
cf. also 509 b 8, where it is said that To &yaedv provides, mwpoceiva,
ovaia of all €18n).

Now, this metaphysical view according to which being in
general has an 'origin' which is 'beyond’ being itself is to be found in
the doctrines of some other philosophers (such as Heidegger, for
instance, who, to put it very roughly, claims that being is grounded
on time). What is then, for Plato, this origin of being qua whatness,
which is the d&vurdeeroc apyn of the theory of €U8n — namely 7
ayadév? In my view there is no clear answer to this question in
Plato's Republic. Plato, it seems, was certain that being gqua whatness
has an dpyn; but what exactly this dpyv is —he was not (at the time
he wrote the Republic) very sure (and he explicitly admits that To
ayoody is something pdéyrc opdosar) (12). So, all that we can say about
it is this.

(i} For Plato the €{8n form a kéopoC kaTd Adyov, i.e. a structured
totality (cf. 500 c. "the things of the eternal and unchanging
order neither wrong nor are wronged by one another, for they
all abide in KGOUOC KaTd ASyov"). (In the Sophist, as I shall argue
in Chapter Five, being qua whatness is determined by the
korvwyla of €U'8n; so, we may say, the Republic contains in nuce a

view \th.',:lt wil,l be thoroughly unfolded only later, in the Sophist.)
(if) TO ayadbdoy (as 509 b implies) is that which dctermines all the
el81, i.e. the torality of cU8m;

(iii) TS dyaedv (as 509 b states explicitly) is then that which
dctermines the community of €U 8.

4.2.2. The two péeoSor and their aims: 'determining the dvumogeTos
dpxri of the theory of eiSn' and 'determining 7i wot’ &oTiv EkacTov
elSoc”

In the Republic Plato claims that dialectic has two aims: one is
to apprchend 70 &ye6dv, which is 'the limit of the intelligible' (532 a
7- b 1); and the other is to find out 'what cach thing is', 7{ wot oLV
€xoorov (532 a7, 533 b 1).

The meaning of all this can be properly understood only if we
place it in the context of what had been achieved bejfore the
Republic. The best account of what had been achieved before the
Republic is to be found in the Phaede. What Plato claimed in the
Phaedo is, as 1 argned, this: in order to solve the wdwu BavpasTdéy
puzzle brought forward by the given way in which 710 hoyioTikdy
poavedvel, we have to follow a certain péoo8oc; and, following this
néeodoc, Plato hypothesized the theory of forms.

Now, after this, in the Republic, Plato claims that, if we accept
the theory of €(8n, then we have to do two things: one is to attempt
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to determine what each €i8o¢ is; and the other is to attempt (o
determine TO dya€dv, which is 'the limit of the intelligible’. Tn order to
reach these two aims, we have to follow particular péeoSon (cf, 532 ¢
1: 7{vec &8ot; of. also 531 d 1 and 533 b 3, respectively). So:

(i) if TO dyabdv is the dpyr] of whatness;

(i) then, the L€© 080G that aims at apprehending TO dyaddV aims
actually at apprehending the dpyn of whatress. But:

(iii) the Lé6080C that aims at apprehending TO &yaOdv is said in
the Line to be 'one that 'advances upward from a hypothesis (€¢
VTOEETEWT) to the AVUTEOETOG dpy1 (cf. 510 b 7,511 b 3¢ 2,533 ¢
8) (because, as I claimed, the QvuTdeeTOG dpyn is TO dyaddw)

(13);
(iv) the theory of €181, however, is a UTSO€01S  (cf. Phd. 100 ) in

which &eing is understood as whatness; so, 1 construe

(vi) the pé€dOBOC that aims at apprehending TO Gyaedv as a
L€O0S0G aimed at reaching the awumdeeToS dpyYH of the
hypothetical theory of €81, i.e. the &pYY) of what lies at the
bottom of this theory, namely at the bottom of understanding
being as whatness (cf. 533 b-c: those who do not follow this
upward path do not have a clear vision about TO J», which may be
taken, I think, as about what is the dpX1i of being).

Plato does not say too much about this péoo8oc<; he only says
that it is a SiarexkTikn uUéo8o< (533 ¢ 7), and that it must do two
things: it must rely only on ei8n, making no use of any of their
images, eikdveS (510 b 8), as the geometers do (510 b 4, d 6-7, e 3 £,
511 a 6); and that it must 'destroy [dvaipovca] the hypotheses, up to
the dpyn, in order to become firm [Tvo peardonTon] (533 ¢ 7-d 1).
(And then, after reaching the dwrumdeeToC dpyn, he says, we have to
proceed from it toward our initial hypothesis — 511 b).

There have been suggested several interpretations of this
1Léoo8o¢ (see Robinson's account on this matter, p. 162 ff.); but, since
Plato tells us so little about it, "all interpretations of this path arc
doubtful”, as Robinson 1953, 162 put it. As far as I am concerned, I
am reluctant to support any of these interprefations, and I think that
we simply have to admit that there are no reliable hints about 'how
the trick is done' (to use an expression from Robinson, p. 160)
according to this péooSoc. (In the Republic Plato does say too much
about the other péeo8o< cither, i.c. the one that aims at finding 'what
cach thing is’; he claims, however, that the "dialectician is he who can
view things together [ouvonmikéC —viz. in their connection]" —537 ¢,
which seems to imply that knowing what each thing is has to do with
knowing the xoivwvia of things (14).)
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"For certainly, my friend,” says the Stranger in the Sophist, "the
attempt to separate everything from everything else is not only not
in good taste but also shows that a man is utterly uncultivated and
unphilosophical” (259 e, translation from Fowler 1928). This
statement, together with many others, suggests that that which is
actually at stake in Plato's metaphysics is not the question of
separation (as it has sometimes been argued), but that of
communion, xoiwvwvia (15). This is what I shall attempt to prove in

the next chapter.
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CHAPTER FIVE

The theory of eU&n (III):
ovola as SUvapit kowvwriod

In the Phaedo Plato claims that the «i8n must be dovveerta, for,
he argues, 'it is very likely [pdiioTa €ikéc] that what is del <aTd TalTa
woaUTwS [i.c. the e78n]is dolveeTov' (78 ¢ 6-8), Plato, it seems, found
this argument very likely; and, we may assume, he would have liked
it to be true. But, he became more and more aware of the enormous
difficulties raised by the idea of aviveerta «18n. So, malgré lui (in a
way), he had to accept that the €i8n are, on the contrary, civéeTa, i.e.
in a xowwvia. (To cover my back against a possible objection, I
mention that this is just a way of speaking; that is: I do not claim that
the kowwvia TOv ¢iBwv implies that the ei8n are ‘oiveeTa, in the
Phaedo's sense.)

This idea, however, occurs in many dialogues. In the Republic,
for instance, Plato specaks about the kéopoc Tiv €l8wv (500 c; cf. also
476 a). In the Timaeus he goes [urther and attempts to determine
more precisely this idea; here, he claims that the Demiurge framed
the universe after a model (TrapdSevypa —28 a 7, 37 ¢ 8, 39 ¢ 7, etc.)
that contains in itself all ‘intelligible creatures' (T& yop Td vonTd {ija
TAVTE €KELVO €V EquTw TepLrapdy €yel —30 ¢ 7-8); in other words, all
these intelligible creatures are —— both individually and in their tribes
(ko8 €v kal katd yévn) — the parts (udpra —c 6) of the model. But this
means that 'the world of intelligible and living beings' (the so-called
‘world of forms') exists only as a tfotality (i.e. as a TavTeAéC {Gov, an
all-complete creature, as Plato says at 31 b I) or, to put it in a
diflerent way, this means that cach 'intelligible creature' (or €T80¢)
does not exist separated from thc other ‘intelligible creatures' (or
el8n), but with them (cf. also Vollrath 1969, 260). In short: the
'forms', it is suggested in the Timaeus, exist only in their totality. Yet
this with does not mean that each €l8oc is connected with all the
others. Each e{80¢ is connected only with some of the other €isn, with
which it forms a yévoc, a 'tribe’ (ct. kartd vévn — 30 ¢ 6). So, if we may
use this modern expression, the totality of 'intelligible creatures' is a
structured totality (and so it is, as far as possible, its copy, the
sensible universe — cf. 31 a-b) (1).

This idea, however, that the ¢i8n are in a kowvwric was fully
developed in the Sophist.
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5.1. The xowwria T4y eiSwy

At the very core of the Sophist lies the issue of how the ontical
'realm of <i8n' is reflected by langnage (2). And here in the Sophist
Plato claums explicitly: if we put things in these terms — ie. if
speaking is about ¢U8n and if some words unite with one another, and
some not, cf. 261 d 5-7 (as we can see in any thesaurus of English
language) —then we have no choice: we have to admit that the <{U8n
arc guvoeTa; and, if we accept that therc is only one 'combination' of
words that 'depicts reality’ (which is what the philosopher is after,
not the sophist — a point that is strongly assumed by the Sophist, cf.
for instance 253 d; see also 6.2.2.), then we have to admit that the
el8n form a particular kovvwvia. That is:

(i) if there were no kKolwvwvia of EfSﬂ (or at lcast a partial one),
then no kind of discourse would exist (259 e-260 a; cf, also 252 a
ff.) (that is: "the complete separation of each thing from all is the
utterly final obliteration of all discourse [T&VTeS Advyolr], for our
speaking [AOyoG| is possible because of the communion
[ouphokT]] between the 181" — 259 e);

(ii) on the other hand, if all the eU&n would be in kKolvwric with
all €181, then many absurd situations would follow (e.g. 'the rest
would be in movement) (252 d-e).

This way of putting things echoes the first step of the péeoog
described in the Phaedo: if 'we cannot make our journey with greater
confidence and security by the surer means of a divine Advyo<' and we
cannot 'ascertain the facts, whether by paOetv or by evpeiv'; and if we
decide not to 'leave off before we have come to the end of our
resources' (cf. 85 c), then we do not have any other choice apart from
finding the most plausible theory, i.e. the theory that fits better than
any other theory into our puzzle, and hypothesizing it. That is: the
theory that fits best into the puzzle raised by the link between
speaking and €i8v is that the €i8n are in a particular rowwvia, Plato
does not, however, apply here in the Sophist the péooSos described in
the Phaedo, nor does he mention anything about what péoosoc should
we follow for reaching an answer to the question about the 'way the
el'Sn are'.

Now, if the sensible things are copies of €U8r, and if the €i8n are
structured in a particular kowovia, then the sensible realm is, as a
whole, a copy of the kowwvia Tov el8wv. So, Plato says actually two
things in the Sophist: that our world is not chaos, but t¢£iC; and that
this mundane TdfLs is an approximatc copy of a perfect 1diLe —the
<otvwvia, or the kdéopos Twv el8wy (and in 77 30 a 4-5 he does put
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things in these terms: the universe is brought by the Demiurge ¢i¢
TaEwy ™S aTaElac; cf. also R 500 c, where he says that the <{8q form a
kdopoC kaTa Adyov). But, one may claim, this idea of an ontological
harmony 1is not actually Platonic, it i1s an idea that occurred in all
major Greek thinkers that lived before Plato.

The idea of an ontological harmony is, 1 agree, to be found (in
one form or another) in many (if not all) Preplatonic thinkers. But
what occurs for the first time with Plato is an extraordinary effort to
determine this idea; that is, an extraordinary effort aimed at going
beyond the ambiguous notions of &ppovia, kowwvia, kéopos kTa. (used
so much by his predecessors) and finding out what this ontological
harmony consists of (3).

The results of this cffort arc, in my view, to be handled with
great care; for, I believe, they arc only the approximation of an
aspect of reality that is extremely difficult to grasp. These results,
however, come in two parts: a part centred upon the five péyioTa
vévn, and a part centred upon the notion of §Uvapls xowvwriac,

5.2. The uéviora yévn

“Since some €i8n blend with one another, and some not", Plato
claims, "they might be said to be like [oxe8dv olov] the letters of the
alphabet [T& ypdupata], for some of these dvapuooTel Tou TEOT AAATIAG,
va 8& cuvoppdTTer” (252 e 9-253 a 2).

The mapdSevypa of letters occurs scveral times in Plato (cf. Thr.
201 ff., Pit. 277 a-278 e, Phib. 18 a ff.,, Ti. 48 c 1), and it brings
forward several problems. Here, in this passage from the Sophiss, it is
aimed, I hold, at pointing out a single thing: that some V81 are like
the vowels, without which the other, like the consonants, 'cannot be
fitted together' (253 a).

Plato claims that some vévn (a word which here, I think, is used
as a synonym for ¢i8n) combine with one another (T& pev Ty yevdw
KoLVwrely €0érelry arArols —254 b 7) and some will not (td §& prj —
254 b 8; cf. also 253 b: "some vyévn cuvudwrouary, some do not"); and
from those that combine, some combine to a small extent (r& pev ém
dxlyov —Db B) and some to a greal extent (T& 5’ &mh woAA& —b 9),
whereas some combine with all (since there is nothing against their
being combined with everything — T& 8¢ Sud mdvTwy olSer kwildery TOLG
TROL KEKOWVLVNKEVAL , b 9-10). Now, which are those vyévr that are like
the vowels and that covvwvolow BLd wdvTwy?

The answcr to this queslion, one may say, is very clear: those
vévn are called by Plate 14 uéyiota yévn, and they are five: dv, TadTdy,



pdTepov, kivnols and oTdolS (254 d-255 d). But in my view things are
morc complicated.

There are three arguments about the <i8n of 1o &, TalTdY,
edTepov, klvnols and oTdors, and their conclusions are:

(@) To 8v, TaUTAY and OdTEpoV are the €181 that are in Kolvwvia
with all €{8n;

(b) klvnaiC and 0TS — although they are in communion with
both TO &v, TaUTAY and OGTEPOV —cannot be 'combined’ with
each other;

(c) kivnolS is somehow in communion with both dv, TauTdy,
6dTepor and OTACLG,

[ cannot enter here all the details of these three arguments. I shall
say, however, a few things about what I believe is at the core of each
of them.

5.2.1. 76 dv, Ta0TSr and SdTepov as the €8 that are in xowwvia with all
ci’dn

Plato claims that 70 8v, Tavtdy and 6drepor &1 mwdvrmy
kekovvwvnkévay (cf., inter alia, 255 e, 256 a and 259 a), for

(i) TO OV is not the same thing as TaUTOV (255 ¢ 3: aSdvaTov &pa
TOUTOV Kl 7O SV €V elval), although TO 8V is always in kowvwvia
with TaOToV (cf. 256 a 7-8: wdvTa [OvTa] partuke, PETEYELVY, of
TaU T V); and

(i) TO v is not the same thing as 0L Tcpov (255 d 3-4: TO 8V kol TO
oaTepoy [..] méUTory SrebepéTer), although T 8V is always in
kowwvia with 8dTepov (cf. 259 a 5-6: TO Te & kol Odrepor 8la
mavTwy kol 81 axrrwy 8LeAnAuedTa. . . he, however, puts this
claim also in terms of ‘partaking of the 18€a THS OaTEpou' — 255 e;
cf. also 254 b-257 a);

Now, what docs this mean? The problem of 'identity' (or of the
principle of identity, principium identitas) has been discussed
throughout the history of philosophy, but every philosopher who has
approached it (e.g. Leibniz, Kant, Fichte, Hegel, Locke, Hume, Frege,
Wittgenstein (4)), has tended to discuss it in his own terms; yet the
idea is, roughly speaking, the same: cverything that exists, every
being, insofar as il is, it is 'identical with itself’ (that is: nothing could
actually be without its 'being identical with itself'). But the notion of
identity is linked with that of differencc: a thing can be identical
with itself only because it is different trom all the other things.

In his terms, Plato claims thc same thing: that everything
which exists, as a 11 which is a €v (cf. Sph. 237 d), is something that is
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Tau TSy, 'the same as itself' (cf. 254 d 15: avro & éaury rovTdv; cf. also
256 b 1: TauToU mpot éauThy), i.e. something that is ‘identical with
itself'; and that something can be 'identical with itself' only becausc it
is different from all the other things (cf. 7hs 185 a 11-2: "each [thing,
e.g. sound or colour| is different [€Tepor] from the other and the same
[radTdér] as itself").

But bere in the Sophist Plato expresses this idea at three
different levels.

(a) The level of the ¢i6n of 7o v, TauTdy and ddTepov,

First, Plato says that the very eiénof 76 dv, TaUTdv and 6dTepav
cannot be separated; that is: each one of these ¢i8n is only insofar it
is in kowvwvia with the other two: in other words: each one of these
three ultimate {8n, like the most humble sensible thing, is only
because it has an identity, which, in its turn, is possible ounly becausc
it involves a difference.

(b) The level of ¢i8n in general.

Every €U8o¢ that is, Plato seems to imply, is only because it is in
korvwyio with the €180¢ of 10 &v; and so, it must be also in kowwvia
with the ¢i8n of TaiTédv and edTepov. That is: the €i8n of 1o v, Taltdéy
and edtepov are ‘'universal', i.e. they are in rxowwvia with all <{8v.
They are then, as Plato said, like the vowels, without which the other
ei8mn, like the consonants, cannot be fitted together (cf. 253 a) (5).

(c) The level of all the SvTa in general.

For Plato the realm of existence is divided into two 'subrealms’:
that of ei8n qua mapaSeiypata (the one that is an Svrw< &v) and the
realm of sensible things gqua ciSwia (the one that is only an ov mwg).
That is: the sensible things are copies of €U8n, and if all the ¢U8n are in
kowvwvia with the €78n of 70 8v, TalTdr and odrepov, then all sensible
things participate in these three eU8n.

5.2.2. ovcia as Suvaun s kowvwrias. Whatness as caused by 6dTepor

Now, this way of putting things (i.e. 'to say that the very eién of
T6 Sv, TauTdr and 9dTepov cannot be sepurated’) implies two things.

(i) One is that being in general means whatness, for that which
the kovvwyiar with Tautdv and edtepov brings forth is precisely an
identity, a what, so, to say that the very €l8o¢ of 70 8v cannot be
separated from thesc two €i8n is to say that being in general is
always whatness.

(ii) And the other is that whatness in general is determined as
being due to kowvwvia; for whatness 'results' from the xowvwvia of To 6v
with Ta0Téy and edTepov.
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In lcss abstract words: the what of every €l80¢ (and so of cvery
sensible thing) is due to the 'net of xowwvioi' in which it is 'caught'.
This claim is explicitly formulated by Plato in the Parmernides 134 a:
“[the €i8n] are what they are with reference to one another and
toward one another [atTd aUTOV Kol mPAC auTd ékeld Té éoTi], and so
likewise are the things in our world [kol T& map’ NUIv wocliTwS TPOS
avTa]" (translatton from Cornford). I hold (as Fine 1990, 98) that this
view was contained in the Republic, and (as Heidegger 1992 b) that
Plato attempted to develop it in in the Sephist.

In his lecture on Plato's Sophist (1992 b, 474-80) Heidegger
claims that in the Sophist ovala is determined as SOvopls kowwviad,
and he produces the following argument:

(i) TO v is first determined as TO kekTnuévoy SUvapiy it €ic
TO moLely LT 7 ele TO mMaOely (247 d 8-e 1; cf. also 248 ¢ 4-5: 1) ToU
mdayely i Spav Sdvauls).

(it) kovvwria, however, is determined in the same way as TO 3V,
namely as a SUvapLs of either TEONPA or Toinua (248 b); which
is to say that 'each thing, in so far as it is, it is itself arnd
something else’ (1992 b, 475-6, Heidegger's italics).

(iiiy TO &V is therefore actually determined as a SUvoule
kKolrwviag, that is, as the 'capacity of communion' (Miteinander-

sein-Konnen, or Mdglichkeit des Miteinanderseins -~1992 b, 485
f.; cf. also 1969, 9).

Suvaps, in these passages, was mostly (ranslated by 'power (e.g.
Cornford 1951, ad locum). According to Souihle 1919, 149 the
Platonic 8Jvapic is a property of a thing, and this property manifests
itself in an active and/or passive relationship with something else
(this view of a 'passive power' of things has been claimed by some
other philosophers, e.g. Locke, who was, however, severely criticized
for it by many XVIIIth century thinkers). On the other hand, one
may claim that the expression T0 kekTnpévor 8lvauly €lt’elc 76 mToLElY
et €l 7O woeely (247 d 8-¢ 1) seems -—since the concept of Svvapc
implies the idea of 'acting and being acted upon’ —a bit of a
pleonasm, and so one could be tempted to take 8Uvoo, in this
context, as ‘possibility’; yet such a reading raises several
complications.

As far as I aim concerncd, I am inclined to avoid both 'power’
and 'possibility' in favour of 'capacity', which in my view f{its better
in the above context. And so, I read Plato’s determination of 10 8v as
TO KexTTREVOY SUVAPLY €17’ €lC T molely ¢l T ¢ic 10 madewv (247 d 8-e 1)
as implying that 'to be' (10 6v) means to have the capacity of 'acting
or being acted upon'; and I endorse Heidegger's way of construing
this argument and conclusion (namely that here in the Sophist Plato
determines 1O &V as SUvopLe Kolvavias).
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If so, however, what does this mean —that T0 &évis determined
as Suvams korvwviac? It means, in my view, that, in order for
something to be, it has to be capable of communion, of intcraction
with something else, But because 'to be' is always 'to be a such-and-
such thing', it means that the such-and-suchness, or whatness, 1is
actually determined as being due to a 'capacity of communion'.

In other words: each ¢l8oC (and so each sensible thing) is
‘caught' in a particular net of xoivrwviai; and this net of koivwvio is
what detcrmines its what (6). Now, every koiwvwvia in which an €i8o¢
is 'caught; has a 'direction’, a mpo< Ti; and this mpd¢ can be either mpdc
eautoy (cf. 256 b 1 —in which case we say that that <U8o¢ is in
colvwvia with TavTdv), or mpog Etepov (cf. 255 d 1 —in which case we
say that that e{8o¢ is in kowwvia with edrepov). (At 255 d 1 Plato
clearly determines the notion of &drepov as 'that which is always
relative to other', 7o €repov del mpds €Tepov; cf. also d 5-6; that is: the
'state of being €Tepov’, i.e. 'other than' or 'different from', is the 'state
of being m a relation to other', mpac €Tepov.) The identity of an €806,
however, 1is due to the xoiwvwyria with other ¢ién; in other words:
whatness is due to otherness. How then does Plato determine this
notion of otherness?

5.2.3. €repor as un ov

In the Sophist the notion of otherness is first determined as um
dv; this comes in two parts.

In the first one (which begins at 231 and ends at 238), Plato
starts from the weudn< opofwols between two dvTa (c.g. that between a
philosopher, a statesman and a sophist, cf. 216 ¢-217 a, or that
between a wolf and a dog —cf. 231 a). This Jeudn< Spoilwart between
two dvTa is then dctermined as a kowvwria between an &v and a p3y 8v;
and then the pn Sv is determined as arother dv, i.e. as a 9dTepor Gy
(238 a 5), which in its turn is determined as eikdv (236 a 8-9) (Thus,
Plato starts from the question of the 'false' copy, e.g. a dog as a false
copy of an wolf, and ends up with that of the 'true' copy, i.e. with the
question of €i8n qua wopadelypcre and their sensible copies). The
second part (which begins at 256) starts from the question of how an
el8o¢ is related to the other e(8n. I cannot enter here into the details
of the first part; I shall say, however, a few things about the second
one.

Each «l8c¢ has its own ‘identity', and so it is different from all
the other eUsn. All these other ci8n appear first as what that elSocC is
not, Le. as as a un ov which is indefinite; this is what Plato says at
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256 e 5-6: éxaoTor [.] TGOV €l8Gy [..] &Teipor 8& mARGeL TO pn Sv ("there
is an indefinite number of U8n that cach <T8o¢ is not") (7).

Each €I8o0¢, however, is 'caught' in a particular net of xowwvioa
with some other ¢U8n (and that is why it is said to be -Toxy —cf. 256
e5: €rkacTov [...] TRV e€l8@y morv péwr éoty TO Ov) (cf. also R 476 a: "in
itself each €780¢ is one, but by virtue of their kovvwri{a with actions
and bodies and with one another they present themselves
gverywhere, each as a multiplicity of aspects"). That is: each €l80¢C is
in kowwvic only with a part of what it is not; and this kowvwvia with a
part of what it is not is what determines its what (8).

So, says Plato, T un dv, although it is what one may call the
evovTior Tou dvToG, is not 'nothing', but €repov pdvov (cf. 257 b 3-4)
(9). And as €Tepov, TO uny &v is present in all dvta (To pn 8v [..] kaTd
TdyTa Té ovTo Sieamappévor —260 b 7-8; in other words: 7 @atépou
dUoLG &yel €l¢ ovolar To pn dv —256 ¢ 2-3) (therefore we may rightly,
opdwe, say that everything, oUpmovTa, is and 1s not —cf. 256 e 2-3)
(10).

5.2.4. The two kinds of €repov: the d\ro T and the arTiTLOEuEVOY

As I said, for Plato each ¢T8oc is in kowwvia with only a part of
what it iy not, 1.e. with only some other €{8n.

Now, at 257 c 7-8 Plato says that 1 9aTépou ¢ioLc is cut up
(kaTakekeppaTiopéva) into little bits, like émorAun. That is: exactly as
the morral Téyvor and emoTtnpey are the parts (udpra) of the pio
emaoTiun (257 ¢ 10-d 2), so, he claims, there are parts (pdpia) of the
pia ¢plols Tou Batépou (257 d 4-5). So, how should we take this
statement about the 'parts of the nature of otherness'? (11)

The way Plato puts things here is, I think, faurly confusing. But
the idea itself is not. What he is actually saying, in my view, is this:
each ¢l80C is in kowvwvia only with some other €i8n, and these other
el8n are of different kinds (i.e. the pla $ioLC Tou daTépou has pdpra).
Which are then these &kinds, or, to put it like Plato, which are the
parts of the nature of otherness? Obviously, one may introduce here
many distinctions. Plato, however, at lcast in the Sophist, seems to be
interested only in one, that between (a) the é-cpov as a mere &iho TL
and (b) the €Tepor as an GvrTvri8Epevon,

(a) An €l80%, say X, is 'caught' in a kowwvia with some €i8n that
are just other than itself (and each one of these €i8n is a mere ‘other’
than x; for instance: 70 kaAov is In a kovwwvio with 10 Slkovov —cf, inter
alia Ale. 1, 115 a ff —and in this case the latter is, for the former, a
mere daro TL).
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(b) But, claims Plato, an {80% may be in a kowwvic with an
€l80C that is its own other. To support this claim Plato choses the
example of ‘the beautiful' (7¢ kaxdv) And he claims that [To] pn kahov
[...] ok GAAOU TLVET Erepoy €0V 1 TS Tou kKaroU ¢loews (257 d 11). That
18! some e€idn have an d4vTiTi8éuevor, 'something which is put
opposite’, and this kind of étepov, namely the dvTimioépevor, is, says
Plato, a part (uéprav) of édTepov (257 d 7) (12).

So, if each particular €(8o¢ is 'caught' in a particular 'net' of
kowwvial, then the totality of €U8n is, so to speak, a structured
totality. That is: the €i8v, in their totality, form a particular network
of kowwvial (13).

If so, however, what is an €l8oc? If its what is determined by
the particular 'net' of xowvwv{ar in which it is 'caught' with other €i8n,
it is a4 ovvapddTeoor, a 'compound’. But, if it is a guvauddTepov, does it
have parts? Or it is like a knot? And what does the xorvwvia hetween
two el8n actually mean? A co-presence? An adjoining, as the analogy
with letters suggests? But if an €T80C is a ouvauddTepor, it cannot be
like a letter, it can only be like a syllable.

These two questions — 'What is the kxowvwrio between two
€i’8n? and 'What is an €180¢ if its what is determined by the xowwvia
with other €U8n? — remain, im my view, unanswered. Plato's

discussions of the notions of Sxov, €v and pépoc (c¢f. for instance Prm,
158 ¢, or Sph. 245 b), of letters and syllables (cf. Tht. 201 ff., Pit. 277
a-278 ¢, Phib. 18 a ff,, etc.), and of the kowwvia Thv «{8wy itself do
not, I believe, offer any firm answer to the above mentioned
questions.

5.2.5. The ci6n of kivnoi< and ordors

Now, what is the role ol the other two péyirota yévn —kivnorlc
and ordolc? Plato's arguments about them have, as I said, two main
conclusions.

(@) K{ynotS and oTAGLE  — although they are in communion with
both TO &V (254 d L0), TaUTSY and 66&Tepov (255 b) —cannot be
‘combined' with each other {they are, says Plato, QueikrTw mpdS
d?x)xﬁ Aw — 254 d 7-8; cf. also 250 a); and

{(b) klymolC is somehow in communion with both O&v, TaUTHV,
8dTepoV and OTAOLE; that is:

() xivnolS is not TAUTSY and also TaUTOV (256 a 10-11);

(i) «i¥no1S is not TTAOLS and also TTAGLE (256 b 6-¢ 4);

@ii) k{ynoLS is not 8dTepor and also 8dTEROV (256 ¢ 8-9); and
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(iv) KLvNoLS is not v and also &V (256 d 8-9).

(But, how can kivnolc be odrtepov without becoming its opposite, i.e.
without changing its ¢$UoLS into its opposite, viz. oTdorC —cf. 255 a-b?
And how can «ivnowc and oTdove be both Talrdr without being
actually the same? Plato took a great cffort to answer these
questions, and his tiresome argumentation does not always seem
flawless. It is, however, not my purpose here to discuss in details
these arguments.)

So, how should we take these claims about kivnow¢ and otdcorc?
As in the case of the other three péyiora yévn (15 &, TavTér and
8dTepov), the discussion of kivnav¢ and craowe covers more than one
level; here —(a) the level of the &i8n of kivnow¢ and oTdoC; and (b)
that of I8y and their sensible copies in general.

(a) The €i'én of klvnouvs and orTdo1C are in xowvwvia with both 7o
v (254 d 10), Tuwidv and edvepov (255 b), ie. they exist as
something determinate. But they cannot be 'combined’ with each
other: k{vno1< is other than otdore (255 e 11; 256 ¢ 6), and they are
apeleTew Tpo< AxMiAw (254 d 7), and évavTia (250 a 8).

(h) Yet «ivnowc, says Plato, is somehow (mn), in xowwria with
oTdol¢ (256 b 7). This claim, however, does not cover the level of the
ei6n of kivnai¢ and ordoLs,

(1) On the one hand, this claim refers to 'what has been argued
earlier’ (mpdTepoy aTéSerEry -—256 ¢ 1), ie. to the fact that within the
phenomenon of knowledge (yi{yvwokew), something which is k{vnTov
(i.e. Yuyn, Lwy), vous — 249 a 9; or, in short: Yuyn viyvdéokery — 248 a and
d) is in a sui generis xolvwria with something which is dxivnTov (i.e.
the €U8n — 249 ¢ 1; or, in short: ova{a yryvdokeooar — 248 a and d).

(ii) On the other hand, the phenomenon of knowledge is not the
only instance in which xivnoiC may be said to be somehow (7)), in
kolvwiia with oTdoLG.

(a) As T argued, for Plato the realm of existence in general is
divided into two 'subrealms': that of €U8n qua mapaSeiypaTa (the one
that is an Svtws &v) and the realm of scnsible things qua ci8wiwn (the
one that is only an &v mwcg). Now, cvery e18o¢ that is, is only becausc it
is in xowwvia with the €18o¢ of td0 8v; and so, it must be also in
kowvwvia with the ei&n of twivdér and 8drepov. But, every efSoc is del
kaTd TouTd Sv (cf., inter alia, Ti. 48 e 6), i.e. its what does always
remain the same; and it does always remain the same, we may claim,
because it is in koLvwvia with the €1807 of sTaovc. (And, if for the what
of an €T80¢ is responsible precisely the 'net' of kowvwyv{al in which that
€180¢ is 'caught', we may say that that which remains the same is
actually this 'net’ of kowvwvici.) The sensible things, however, are
copies of €U8n; so, if all the «U8n are in kowwvia with thc €(8n of 1o &y,
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yavroy and 0dTepov, then all sensible things participate to these three
eU8n. But, if all <(8n are in kowwvia with the €el80¢ of ortdolc, do
sensible things also participate to this el80¢?

() We know that for Plato a semsible thing, a yuvyvdueveov dv, is
something «ivnTtov; but this vyiyvduevor &8v is, only Dbecause it
'embodies’ an €i8o<, i.e. something dkivnTov. And so, although Plato
does not cxplicitly say this in the Sophist, one may argue that thc
kivnrov rcalm of the e{8wia is, somehow (wn), in xowwvia with the
akivntov realm of the e{8n. (Which does not imply that the ¢U8n
become ‘'touched’ by xivnoi<; as Plato says in Cra. 439 e 3-5: "what
is always the same [t0 aUTd] and in the same state [boadToS] can
never change [peTafdirol] or be moved [xivoito]". But, in a way, the
realm of the copies, which is kinetic, is 'touched” by otdovs, insofar
the copies have a relative stability, i.e. a relative what, or identity
due to the unchangeable models they embody.)

To sum up: for Plato 'to be' means 'to be caught in a particular
net of kowwvio', and this 'net' of xowwvio determines the 'what' of
each Sv;and an &vis always in kowwvia with Talrov (e with itsell),
with 8dTepov (i.e. with other 3vTa), and with either oTdow¢ (in which
case it is an €180C) or with kivnol¢ (in which case it is a yvyvdépevoy Sv
that is a 'copy’ of an ¢{80¢). Now, an &v that is in kotvwvia with 6TdnC
(i.e. an €f80¢) is (somehow) in 'communion' with (i) Svro that are in
kowvwvia with k{ynoue (in the way in which a model is in 'communion’
with its copies); and with (ii) other &vTa that are in xowwvia with
aTdolc (i.e. with other €i8n). (But, if every &v is always 'caught' in a
kowwvia with TauTév and 6dtepov and with either kivnowC or oTdoLC,
then it seems that only the xowwvior with &v, TadTéy and edrepov are,
so to speak, 'universal', whereas the kowwviolr with xivnowc and
ordolS are actually not. That is: only the «Usn of &v, TalTdédv and
8dTepov 8Lk MdvTWY Kowwvwvouaiy, being thus like the vowels.)

vévoe and eT8oc/i8éa seem to be synonymous {(8dTepov, for
instance, is called both vyévoc and {8éa —cf. 256 b & and 255 e,
respectively). Yet yévo< points out something that it is not present in
ct80C/18€aq, viz. the idea of 'descent’, or 'origin’. In my view, it is this
idea of origin that Plato wants to stress out when he calls the five
el'én of 8v, Ta0Tdéy, 8dTepov, kivnols and oTdolC péyvioTa yévn, and so, he
suggests that every dv is in kowoviar with Tadrév, eédTepov and «ivmowg
or otaonG, which are therefore its ultimate origins, its péyrora yévn.
(The €i8n, it seems, are atemporal and their copies —temporal, cf.,
inter alia, Sph. 248 a 12 {f., Pit. 269 d, Phib. 15 a-b, Ti. 27 c, 48 e ff.
So, what is then the relation between «kivnmolC, otdoC and time? This,
however, is a question 1 cannot tackle here.
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To sum up so far:

(i) In order to solve the TOVU OauUao TSV puzzle brought forward
by the given way in which T& AoylLoTikGr pavedvet, Plato
introduced the theory of €{81), which states that the 'object of
knowledge', the £U8n, are like TapaSelypaTa, the sensible things
being but their copies, €1 Swaa.

(ii} This theory, however, should be tested, and Plato speaks in
the Phaedo about LIwo tests: one by seeing whether its
implications GUPdWYEL GAATAOLC, and the other by attempting to
include it into a wider one. And he applied (to some extent) both
these tests (e.g. in the final myth of the Phaedo 107 d-108 a; and
in the Timaens, respectively) (The theory of €i8n gqua
mopadelypaTa brings forward another puzzle —that of the two

ontological realms. In the Timaeus, Plato attempted (o solve the
puzzle of these two realms by including it into another theory;
but that theory too, in spite of being lkawdv, produces another
puzzle — that of the creation itself.)

(111) In the Republic Plato claims ihat if we accept the theory of
€l8m, then we have to do two things: one is (o attempt to

determine what each €150C is; and the other is to altempt to
determine the JVUTSBETOS dpyn of the theory itself.
(iv) In the theory of €U87 being is understood as whamess; and,

as I claimed, in the Republic it is suggested that whatness in
general is dctermined by the k«owvwvia of €iSn. Now, the

AvumrdBEToG dpy1 of the theory itself (called T dya®dv)is that
which determines the community of €U8n. This dpyr, however,
remains something pPOYLS OpGoSar (517 ¢ 1). But, if we cannot
determine the AVuT69e7oC &pyxr of the theory of €U8n, we can

better determine the notion of being gua whatness. This is what
Plato undertakes in the Sophist.

(v) In the Sophist Plato claims explicitly: if we put things in these
terms — i.e. if speaking is about €181 and if some words unite with

one ancother, and some not —then we have no choice: we have to
admit that the €U8v) are oUv@eTo and that they form a particular
kovvwiia,

(vi) In the Sophist being is determined as whatness; and
whatness in general is determined as being due to Kowvwvic Tov
el8wy (14). In other words: each ¢180¢ (and so each sensible
thing) is 'caught' in a particular net of kolvwrial; and this net of
kotvwvial is what determines its what (15). If this is so, however,
ie. if whatness is due to kKowwwyia, that means that whatness in
general is due io otherness, for Kolvvwvia is Kolvwyia with others,

(\'n) In the Sophist the notion of vihierness is first determmed as
}_m &v; and Plate distinguishes between two kinds of £Tepor qua

phy Sv: the drAe 7L and the AavTiTu®épevov, But he did not go
further than this. One may determine this particular kKolvwvia
TOV €l8wv, in the sense that he may identify which ¢&U8n
'combine' with which. But 'What is the Kolwvwria between two
eU8N? and 'What is an ¢l80C if its what is determined by the
Koltbwvrral with other €U 8N7 are two questions that remain, in my
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view, unanswered (and their ‘object’ remains something ULOYLG
Spdodar) (16).

It is time now —after I have considered the theory of «i8y
(Chapters 1-3) and its ultimatec grounds (Chapter 4-5) —to look at
the task of 'finding out T{ Mot * &omwv EkaoTov €l8oc’ (Chapter 7). But
first (Chapter 6), I would like to take into account the topic of div{eeLa
— which is linked with both the theory of ={8n and with 'r{ mot ZoTiv
ékaaTov eloc”.
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CHAPTER SIX

The notion of aAn@erLa

6.1. The two fields of knowledge: 76 atoentdv
and 10 avaiaénroy

As I argued in 0.1.3., Socrates was faced with the fact that
there are two fields of knowledge —one in which the 'experiment' is
possible and where correspondence appears, accordingly, as the best
criterion of truth; and another one in which the 'experiment’ is not
possible and where coherence appears as the only criterion of truth.
The distinction between these two fields of knowledge, though in a
more refined form, occurs also in Plato.

Plato claims that in knowing, the learning part of our soul deals
either with embodied U8, through the bodily senses, or with the
et8n themselves, through spcaking (cf. inter alia Phd. 99 d ff. and
Tht. 185 b-186 a). But, not all the €i8n can be dealt with by both
these ways, for some of them are embodied in sensuous copies, while
some other are not. Speaking, then, can be about both the embodied
and the non-embodied ¢U8n. (This idea also pointed out in the
Timaeus 37 a-c, where the world-soul 1is said to speak about two
‘fields' —that of 70 aloenTdéry and that of 16 hoyioTikdv (1); and in the
Sophist 264 a 4-6, where Plato claims that 'Sidvoia may occur either
independently [cae’ auTd] or 8u' atoéfocws, in which case we can
rightly call it pavTaaia'.)

When spcaking is about the embodied eU8Sn, it produces images
on (as it were) the 'internal screen’ of the soul (cf. Phib. 39 b ff.:
"when we speak, there occurs in our souls a Snuiovpyds, a (wypddoC, a
painter, who start to paint [ypdder] in them images [eilxdvec] of the
reydueva; and then one sees somehow [6pF mw¢] in himself [v alvip]
images [elkdvec] of what he previously opined or asserted [Tag TGV
Sotaoc@érTwy kol rexoévtov cikdvac]”, my paraphrase) (2). (In the
Sophist, at 234 c ff,, Plato says that one may 'deceive’ other people
not only with Spata et8wia, but also with a corresponding art, which
has to do with words, 234 c¢ 2, and which can deceive by 'spoken
images of all things', elBwaa reydpeva mepl mavTwy, ¢ 6; and at 235 a fif.,
the Téyxvn coduoTicn is called a Téywn elSworomoukd, although the
sophist, we are told, is concerned with ¢avtaopara, 236 b 7, not with
'realistic' eTxova, a 8, and so his Téyxyn €lSwiomolikry is actually a Téywn
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dovTooTikr, ¢ 4.) When spcaking, however, is about the non-
embodied €l8n, we may infer, it does not produce images on (as it
were) the 'internal screen' of the soul.

Knowledge then has, for Plato, two main ficlds: T0 aloéntév (or
the non-abstract field), which is the field of knowing <i8n by looking
at their embodiments either 'in reality', (hArough eyes, or on the
internal screen of the soul, where they were projected by that type
of speaking that produces images; and 70 dvaloenTov (or the abstract
field), which is the field of knowing through that type of spcaking
that does not produce images (3).

Now, daxneeiwa, I shall argue, occurs in the fields of both 7o
atoonTév and To avaicentov (although Plato tends sometimes to
reduce the question of ofoonols to that of &ync, to the effect (hat,
when he speaks about the &i9eva that occurs within the field of o
alodnTdy, he takes into account only the drioeia that occurs in seeing
—- as be does for instance in some passages from the Philebus}).

6.2. g ifera within 76 aloénTdy
6.2.1. The ar\rjoeia that occurs in seeing

Let us now consider what Plato says in the Philebus about the
darfoela that occurs in seeing. His argument comes in two parts.

(i) If a man sces an object that comes into his view from distance
and indistinetly [pn mAvy cadwcl, and wants to decide [kplrevy]

about what he sees, he will start [through Stdvoia —ef. 38 e 6-7]

to speak to himself or to his companion (asking 'What is thal
object which catches my eye there? and then answering). The
conjunction between [sight] f[in text: alc®rioelC] and pripn [cf.

Tht. 163 e: 'a man who sees something acquires from that moment
knowledge of the thing he sees, and this knowledge is the upfpn

of that thing']l, together with the TaéAPATY that accompany
them, may be said to write [ypddeLy] (as it were) Adyoi in our
souls.
(i) When sight [together with pwiun and with the Ta@rpaTo that
accompany them] writes what is true [GANS8T], the result is that
true opinion [GANENC SO0En] and dANSELC ASYOL spring up in us,
while when the internal scribe [ypoppoTeldc) that 1 have
suggested writes what s false [Jeu8T)] we get the opposite sort of
Boka and AdyoL.

(Phib. 38 b-d, my paraphrase)

In a few places, Plato says that knowing something through the
lcarning part of the soul (i.e., in my terms, dealing with the field of 1o
dvaloenTov) is an act performed by Suarociodar, which takes place
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within the 'medium’ of Aéyevv (cf. Tht. 185 c, 189 ¢-190 a, Sph. 263 e,
264 a, Ti. 71 b, ctc.). And this way of putting things may suggest that
knowing something through the senses (i.e. dealing with the field of
TO oloénTdy) is an act which is not performed by Siavodlodal, and
which has nothing to do with speaking. But this is not what Plato
believed. He believed that knowing is an act performed by the
learning part of our soul —either through senses, or through itself,
by speaking (cf. Tht. 184 d ff.); yet the learning part of the soul is, as
Plato says in Thr. 185 ¢, a Sid ™¢ yrxdTme 8¥vapts, a 'faculty that
works through the tongue, i.e. through speaking'. So, we may infer,
even when it knows through the senses, it must somehow know
through speaking too. This idea is not explicitly expressed in the
Theaetetus, but it is in the Timaeus and the Philebus.

In the Timaeus, the world-soul is said to speak about two
'fields' —that of 10 aloenTéy and that of 1o AoyioTwkév; I paraphrase
the passage from 37 a-¢ (using some segments from Cornford's
translation, 1937):

[...] whenever the world-soul is in contact [édamTnToL] with
anything that has dispersed existence [okeSaaThV oloLav] or
with anything whose existence is indivisible [dpL€pLoTor], it is set
in motion all through herself and tells in what respect precisely,
and how, and in what sense, and when, it comes about that
something is qualified as either being TOUTOVY or €TepoVv in
respect fo any gi/ven thing, whatever it may be, either in the
world of TQ yLyvOpeva, orin the world of TQ KaTd TanTd EyovTa
del. Now whenever the ASyos takes place concerning the TalTdV
and ©dTepov of an &y which belongs to thc spherc of TO
alodNTAY, then arise 8GL0t and mloTels, which are BéBalol and
&AMO€ELC. But whenever the A&yoC takes place concerning the
TalTSVY and 9dTepov of an 8V which belongs to the sphere of TO
AOYLOTIKSY, then VOUC and EMioTrun are necessarily achieved
[which are, most obviously, also BéBaLol and dAANOETC].

The learning part of the human soul, we are told in the Timaeus, is a
copy of the world-soul, for it is made out of the same (though less
pure) ingredients (i.e. cvofa, TavTéy and 6drepor — 41 d); and it copies,
in its revolutions (mepidopal), the revolutions of the world-soul (90 c¢-
d; cf. also 47 b-c). So, we may infer that what Plato says about the
world-soul at 37 a-b covers the human soul too; that is, we may infer
that the human soul too will 'produce’ in its revolutions (mepLpopal) a
AoyoC with itself, which deals either with the field of 710 cloonTdédy or
with that of 10 xoyioTmwkér (i.e. that of 16 dvaloénTov). That is: when
the learning part of our soul knows through the senses, it also knows
through speaking.

Let us now go back to the passage from the Philebus I quoted
above.
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(1) First, it says that seeing is a process of 'writing true or false
Aéyor in the soul. That is: when I see something with my soul
through my eyes, 'the ypaupatevs that dwells in our soul' (see 39 a 7)
starts to 'comment’ the seen image. And it is this speaking that
accompanies seeing that makes sight to become sharper (cf. codhc,
38 ¢ 5); in other words, it is this accompanying speuking that dyewy
el ¢wc that which we see.

(i) Here there occurs for the first time the question of truth.
What is true or false, that is, is not my mere seeing with the soul, is
what I believe I see, i.e. it is my 86&a about what I see. But this 8d:a
does not appear at the level of 'perceciving’; it appears when my soul
begins to 'write', i.e. to speak, about what it perceives (4).

So, what is daréewa at this level? It is a criferion of truth,
namely the correspondence between what is seen by me and what I
believe I see.

6.2.2. dnpera and speaking in general. The dinéeio thal occurs in
speaking about 10 wloonTdy

As [ argued, Plato distinguishes between two main fields of
knowledge, that of 1 aloonTéy (or the field of embodied —i.e. non-
abstract — ¢i{8n) and that of 0 dvaloénrov (or the field of non-
embodied —i.e. abstract —ei8n); and for him speaking can be about
either of them.

Now, Plato makes this distinction alsc in the Sophist (cf. 264 a
4-6: 'Sidvora may occur either independently [ka®’ adTo] or &
algonocwe’ —my translation). But here in the Sophist he speaks
about 10 Aéyew and TO aan©EC/YevdiC Aeyduevov in general; he
formulates, that is, the question of speaking and that of true/falsc
speaking in a way that covers both speaking about 16 aloénrér and
speaking about To dvaicéntor., His whole argument (as I see it) comes
in three main parts (which I shall mark in what follows by a, b and
c).

(a) Aéyervv as a oUvbeoLS of words.

For Plato speaking, Aévyevv, is not ovopdlerv. It is, as he claims in
the Sophist, at 261-3, a 'putting-togcther’ {(a ocUvoeo1e — 263 d 3, or a
gupmaorkry —262 ¢ 6) of the two main kinds of words (ovdpara or
Xdyouv), namely nouns (called also ¢vdpaTa) and verbs (DvjpaTa) (cf. 261
e 5-262 a 1, 262 b-e, 263 d; cf. also Tht. 202 b 4 and 206 d 2). And,
he argues, it is precisely this miéyua (262 d 6), i.e. this 'net’ (or
'network', to use a modern word) of nouns and verbs, not the mere
act of naming (dvopdgeiv —262 d 3), that 'deserves' the name Aoyo¢
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(262 d 5-6) (here by Adyo< is meant, obviously, the act of speaking)
(5).

Now, a ouvoeqic of words (or a heydpevov), he says, is a AdyoC
TwocC (cf, 262 e 5-6), i.e. a AdyoC about something, 7., which we may
call its 'subjcct' (cf. 262 ¢ 5-6; cf. also 263 ¢ 10-11); a Aeydpevov,
however, is a Aéyew TL kaTa TIvdG, le. a olvbeols between a 'subject’
(the koo’ o Aéyetal 1) and a 'predicate’ (the T1); and this cUvecoLC is a
Sniaovuv, a 'letting-appear as' of the 'subject' (cf. what Plato says at 263
a ff.). (Rendering &niouv by 'let appear as', I agree, may sound
‘tendentious’; but I do not see any major objection to this reading; the
proper meaning of 8Sniovv is 'to show', 'to make visible’ — which bears
the idea of 'providing access to the way something looks like") (6).

{b) The civeeorC of words and the <ovvwvia Tdv elSwy.

(i) In the Sophist Plato claims explicitly (o) that some ei8n
gupdaver e oS, while others do not (ef. 253 b 11); and that some
words too, in their turn, ouvvoppdtTouciy darrrcls (cf. 261 d), while
others do not; and (p) that the very possibility of speaking derives
actually from the kowvovia T@v el8wv (cf. 259 e "any discourse [Adyot]
we can have owes its existence to the ocupmiokn T@v ei8wv") (which
implics that speaking in general is about «U8n, cf. also Prm. 135 b-¢).

(i1) At first sight, it seems that Plato suggests a rather bizarre
view, namely that words form a particular 'network’ which 'depicts'
the objective structured totality of e¢i8n. That is: if speaking in
general is about ¢U8n, and if thc €i8n are in a given, particular
kotvwvio, then — it seems to follow — every alUvécoic of words
'depicts' an objective cupmiokny TGy €lBwv. Yet Plato is far from
suggesting such a view.

(iii)) In Sph. 234 c ff. he says that one may ‘'deceive' other
people not only with dpata elSwia, but also with a corresponding art,
which has to do with words (234 ¢ 2), and which can deceive by
'spoken images of all things', eT8wio reydpeva mepl wdvTwy (¢ 6); cf. also
232: through these el8wia Aeydpeva the sophist may make everything
appear as something else: the divine things (Ta& @<ia —232 ¢ 1), all
that is visible in sky and earth and cverything of that sort (oo
dOVveEPR YNG Te Kol ovUpavou Kal Twy Tepl T TolauTa— ¢ 4), yévem< and
ovota (¢ 8), the laws or any political matter (vépou [kal] oUumovTa T
monTike. —d 1), and each and every téyvn (d 5) (so that it appears

that nothing has been left out — ¢alveTor your 87 oyeSov oudev
tmonviely). That is: in cvery 'field', words can be combined in ways
that do not 'depict’ reality — i.e. not every civecolC of words 'depicts’

an objective quuTh ok TAV £18wv.

Now, the Téyvn ocodiomkn, says Plato, is a Téyvn elSwiomovikd
(235 a ff.), which -—being concerned with davrdopara (236 b 7) and
not with realistic' slxova (a 8) — is actnally a Téyxvn davTaoTikr (¢ 4).
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That is: the realm of reality is 'made' by the actual, given way in
which the €i8n are ‘'combined'" (see the alrcady mentioned
occurrences of weducévor at Phdr. 265 e 2. to divide ¢U8n following
their 'objective articulation' —as Hackforth translates, and at 266 b
6). But, besides this realm of reality, there is also the 'realm' of
bavTdopara, i.e. — if I may use this term — the realm of phaniasy.

The locus of this 'realm of phantasy' 1is the soul (viz. the
'learning part of the soul'), which can put together, by speaking, both
non-abstract €i6n (‘producing' eiSwira heydpeva) and abstract e¥8n. And
it can 'provide’ in this way davtdopaTta mept mdvTev ei8we. So, Plato's
claim that "the complete separation of each thing from all is the
utterly final obliteration of all discourse [mévTeC Aéyor], for our
speaking [rdyoC¢] is possible because of the communion [oupmThokn]
between the ci'dn" (Sph. 259 e), should be taken, I think, like this: the
very possibility of speaking (be it a speaking whose oilveegi¢ of
words 'depicts' an objective ovpirhokn TUV el8wy, or a speaking whose
ouveeols of words 'depicts' a fantastic cuuriokny T@V elSwy) derives
actually from the fact that the ¢U8n (that which speaking is about) arc
not acvreeTa.

(iv) In the Phaedrus, howcver, Plato claims that this field of
povTdouaTo is not, as it werc, boundless (cf. 261 e: "[...] wherever men
speak we find this single art [i.e. rhetoric]... which enables people to
make out everything to be like everything else [mav wavTti Suovouv],
within the limits of possible comparison [...]" —my italics; this is, I
must say, Hackforth's translation; in the original Greek, this phrase is
less clear and, I agree, may be construed in several different ways).
In Hackforth's reading, however, Plato scems to say here that, in
principle, we may put together in a oUveeol any words we like; but,
in fact, owr choices are limited (we cannot, for instance, say anything
we like about a given 'subject’; in other words, the number of
'‘predicates’ that we can associate with a given 'subject' is limited).
Now, what does Plato actually mean by 'the limits of possible
comparison'?

When two words are in a oUveeols, and when they
ourapRdTTOUGLY GAATAOLS, the resulting aopovia/ovudwria refers (as [
argued in 2.2.2., b, p) to a cdveeToy Tpayuaq, i.e. to a statement (cf. Sph.
262 e 1: Ta [reydupeva] dpudrtorta Adyov dmnpydooaTto), which is
determined as a succession (1a:5) of words (T EdeEne Acydpeva —
261 d B8) that has meaning (76 hreydpeva SnrovvtalonpaivovTa —— e 1-2).
Thus, we can read thc above-quoted phrase from Phdr. 261 ¢ like
this: in speaking 'we can make out cverything to be like everything
else', i.e. we can, through a gUvoeolS of words, let any ¢t8oC appear as
being determined by any €{8oc; but, only 'within the Hmits of
possible comparison’, that is: we can, through a civoeolC of words, let
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any €l8o¢ appear as being determined by any ¢i8oC as long as this
‘appearance' makes sense {(and has, accordingly, a meaning for us). If
so, then, we may say, that which limits the possible combination of
€l8n through speaking (or, in other words, that which limits the
realm of phantasy' that speaking is able to produce) is meaning;
which is to claim that 'the realm of phantasy' is limited by the
boundaries of intelligibility (7).

(¢) 10 dAn©éc and TO VeuS8EC eyducvol.

The fact that besides the reaim of reality ('madc' by the actual,
given way in which the ¢€iU8n are 'combined') there is a realm of
davTdopaTa (‘made’ by all the intelligible ways, however fantastic, in
which the €U8n may be 'combincd'), is that which makes possible the
existence of falsity. In the Sophisr, the way Plato puts things in
regard to this issue of falsity is this:

(i) If in a reydpevow, ifs 'subject’ appears as it actually is, then
that xeydpevor discloses that which it is about as it actually is; in
short: if so, then that Aeydpevor is aanoés (cf. 263 b 4-5: Néyer 8e... &
[AOyoL]) pEv aAnenG Td SvTa WG €oTiy, i.e. the Adyo< in which things are
spoken as they are is aAn®enc).

(ii) If, on the contrary, in a Aeydpeévov, its 'subject’ appears as it
is not, then that ieydpevov hides, as it were, that which it is about
(the notion of ‘hiding' is not actually expressed in the text; it may,
howcver, be easily inferred from the whole context; and in Phdr. 261
¢, where Plato discusses the question of yeu8oS gqua lie, it occurs
explicitly ——cf. e 4-5: [...] kol dAhou SpoLolvToS kal &rokoumTopévou €iG
$u<S dyerv), in short: if so, then that reydpevov is yeudéc (cf. 263 b 7: 6
8¢ 81 [Adyoc] YeuSNC ETepa TV vTwy, ie. the Adyoc in which things are
spoken other than they are is Yeu8nc). (The issue of YeUSoc is also
discussed in, as I said, Phdr. 261 ff. and in Hp.Mi, but here what is
really at stake is the question of lie, not of falsehood in general, as in
the Sophist.)

Now, as I claimed, a oclUvoeoic of a 'subject’ and a ‘predicate’
may be said, generally speaking, to be a &niouv, a 'letting-appear as'
of the ‘subject’; but this 'appearance as' of the 'subjcct’ is not the
same in the two fields of knowledge; that is: in speaking about 7o
aloenTov the 'appearance as' of the 'subject' is not the same as in
speaking about 7o avaloeénTow.

In his last public appcarance, Dennis Potter mentioned a true
anecdote from the times when television started to leave behind
radio broadcasting: asked by a journalist why does he prefer radio to
television, a young child answers that he finds the scenery better on
radio programmes. This anecdote echoes a point which Plato made in
the Philebus, and which clarifies what the 'appearance as' of the
'subject’ is in the field of 10 aloenTdv.
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(iy When we speak, there occurs in our souls a SnuiLoupyds, a
Lwyp&dos, a painter, who start to paint [ypddei]in them images
[€iKGVeS] of the Aeydeva; and then one sees somehow [6p0 TWC]
in himself [év o07@] images [elkdveC] of what he previously
opined or asserted [TAC TOV SofuobévrTwy kKal AexeévTwy
elkdvas].
(1) [... So,) the images [elkdveC] of true opinions [AANOELS 8EEaL]
and XOyoL are true [GAT|GE€LC], whereas the images of false
opinions [Wweu8e1C 8d&ai] and Aéyou are false {YeuSelc].

(Phib. 39 b-c, my paraphrase)

(i) Now, what Plato says in the above quoted passage from the
Philebus is this: if I speak about the embodicd eU8n (i.e. if I deal with
the field of 7o alo®nrdv), this will produce in my soul images of those
eU'8n (and this is something that does happen to everyone of us —cf.
39 ¢ 1-2: §j ToUTo olk EoTu yuyvdpevoy map’ NV obddpa pev olv). (This
point is also made in the Sophist: at 234 c ff., where Plato says that
one may deceive other people not only with dSpata ef8wia, but also
with a corresponding art, which has to do with words, 234 ¢ 2, and
which can deceive by 'spoken images of all things', ¢iBwia reydpeva
mepl mdvTwy, ¢ 6; and at 235 a ff., where the Téyvn codrorikn is called
a Téyvn eldwiomolikr, although the sophist, we are told, is concerned
with d¢ovTdopara, 236 b 7, not with 'realistic' ¢Vkova, a 8, and so his
téxvn  elBwiomollkry is actually a mvéyvn davTacTikd, ¢ 4). (This 'view', if
I may say so, occurs also in Aristotle, who claims that the
metaphorical speaking —which is grounded on terms that belong to
the field of 76 aloénTdv — 'brings something before eyes', mpo dupdTov
morel, cf. RAh. 1410 b 33 and 1411 b 21-25; cf. also Po. 1459 a 7-8: 10
yip €0 peTadépery TO TO dpolov Bewpely éoTiv; and it is also adopted by
various modern authors — for details see Ricocur's 1975, 283 ff.
discussion of the issue of 'verbal icon'.)

(11} And here there occurs for the second time the question of
truth. I I speak about the embodied €18y, this will produce in my
soul images of those eiSn; and they, these images, may be true or
false. So, what is aafeswa at this level? It is a criterion of itruth,
namely the correspondence between that which I speak about and
that which my speaking 'projects’ on the ‘'internal screen' of my soul.

To sum up: in the field of T cloénTdy, truth appears as a
criterion of truth, understood as the correspondence between an
image (either as an eUSwiov proper or as an elSwiowv Aeydpevov) and
that ‘'reality' which the 'image' refers to. Now, how did Plato put
things in the field of 7¢ dvaloenTov?
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0.3. aArriera within 76 arvuiocdnToy

In the field of 15 avaigéonTor the truth about things is reached
through speaking. But 'speaking about 7o dvafoontov'is not the same
as 'speaking about TO alocentdév'. Speaking about 1O dvaiconTov can be
done through abstract or non-abstract terms; 1 shall deal with the
question of 'speaking about about T& dvaiconTtov in non-abstract
ferms’ in 8.3.1.; here, in what follows, I wounld like to say a few
things about 'speaking about about vd dvaloéniov in abstract terms'.

(a) First, in the field of 10 avaloenTov the abstract speaking does
not produce proper images; when we say that 'virtue is knowledge’,
or that 'knowledge is good'; or when we say that the sophist 'comes'
from "the art of contradiction making, descended from an insincere
kind of conceited mimicry, of the semblance-making, derived froin
image making, distinguished as a portion, not divine but human, of
production, that represents a shadow play of words" (Sph. 268 c-d) —
we do not see images on the internal screen of our mind.

(b} Secondly, in the field of 10 dvaicéntov the 'results' of
abstract speaking cannot be confronted with 'reality', as in the field
of 10 aloénTéy the image that results from speaking can be
confronted through sight, with the 'reality’ which the 'image' refers
to; the 'reality' of To dvalodnTov cannot be grasped directly, and we
cannot check whether the 'results' of our speaking correspond with
it. Thus, in this case, we cannot use the criterion of correspondence.

As I argued in 0.1.3., Socrates was faced with the fact that
there are two fields of knowledge -—one in which the 'experiment' is
possible and where correspondence appears, accordingly, as the best
criterion of truth; and another one in which the 'experiment’ is not
possible and where coherence (on which the Socratic elenchus is
grounded) appears as the only criterion of truth.

A similar, yet far more refined view is held also by Plato; for
him, in 'speaking (in abstract terms) about o davalocénTtov', the
criterion which can tell us something, indirectly, about it is what we
may call the ouudwria TGV reyduevwy, or, with a modern expression,
the coherence of a body of beliefs (this point has been supported,
through different arguments, by various commentators, such as
Waterfield 1989, 50-3, or Fine 1990, 86 ff.,, 97 ff.). Coherence,
however, may be taken either as 'comsistency', or as 'implication’, or
as '‘cxplanation’. But, as I argued in 2.2.2., Plato's cupowvia cannot be
reduced to either of them. For him, the reydpeva that cuvudwvolouy
dAAT\AoLC are those Acydpeva that are consistent and hang together in a
'significant way' (which may be construed as a relation of
implication, or explanation between them). That is: in speaking (in
abstract terms) about To drafcénTov we cannot confront our Aeydpeva
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with ‘reality' via another means of knowledge; here, the only
criterion of truth is the ouppwvia of our xeydueve: if they are
consistent and if they hang together in a significant way they may be
true (i.e. they may correspond to reality). In short: for Plato, in some
cases, coherence is the only thing we have, and so it may be taken as
a criterion of truth, (“Spices”, says Lehrer 1990, 131, "may enhance
the flavour of good ingredients, but if the ingredients are spoiled,
enhancing the flavour increases the risk of our consuming food that
is dangerous to our Thealth. Explanation, simplicity, and
informativeness are but the spices of truth." To paraphrase Lehrer,
we may say that, according to Plato, in some cases the only thing that
we can eat are the spices.)
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CHAPTER SEVEN

The Lé60801 that dangelovol Ti moT €0l
ékaaTov €180C

As I argued in Chapters Four and Five, Plato claims that, once
we accept the theory of ¢U8n, we have to determine (i) what each
etSoc iy (cf. R. 531 d, 532 e); (ii) whar 70 ayasor is (which is 'the limit
of the intelligible’) (cf. R. 533 b); and (iii) what the cl8o¢ in general is
(a task which, as T argued in Chapter Five, is undertaken in the
Sophist). Now, all these three alins can be reached by following
particular péoodoL (cf. R. 532 e 1); but Plato does not tell us much
about these pédo8or — with the exception of those that may lead us to
the determination of what each ef50¢ is.

7.1. Spiceiv Ta el'n: the quest for definitions

For Plato, as I argued, the 'is', the ens of a res, equals i,
quidditas, whatness; but for him not all the characteristics that form
the ‘what' of something are, ontologicully, equal. That is, for Plato
there is an 'ontological hierarchy' of the characteristics of a thing, for
only some of them form its é&pet) (to use a word which he used
sometimes in the early dialogues to designatc the ‘essential side' of
something); to put it in the Aristotelian scholarly jargon, an ¢tSoc has
'accidental' and ’'essential' features {(cf. Metaph. 1051 b 9 ff) (1).
(Neither Plato, nor any of his predecessors, put this distinction as
clearly as Aristotle; but, I think, it is rather safe to claim that in some
of the pre-Aristotelian thinkers there is to be found, in one form or
another, this beliel that each thing has an 'essential side' —tfor which
they use mostly the words $Uo1< and ovota.)

For Plato, however (like for Socrates — see 0.1.3.), the 'object’ of
knowledge is the koivwrviar of 'things'; for what we what we actually
know arc relations between el8n (cf. Cra. 438 ¢: "What other way can
there be of knowing [things], except through one another [51
"dandiwy], when they are akin to each other [ouyyevn] and through
themselves?"; and Tht. 186 a, "[the «U&n] scem [...] to be things whose
being [ovoia] is considered, one in comparison with another [wpog
dannral, by the soul [..]"; these two passages may be taken as
covering the knowing of ¢{8n by both seeing and speaking; yet most
of the places in which this idea is pointed ouf, that to know 1is to
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know the xowwmviar TOv elSwy, occur in a context where at stake is the
question of knowing by speaking —-cf. for instance Sph. 253 e 1: the
aim of knowledge is "to distinguish in what ways the €U8n can or
cannot combine [kowvwveiy SUvaTail") (2). So, to know the 'essential
side’ of an <i50¢ is to know ils essential korvwv{ar with other e{&n.

In his early and middle periods, Plato believed that the
aeyopevor which reveals the ‘essential what of something' (the AdyoG
TA< ovoiac, which should be distinguished [rom a mere description -—
cf. Lg. 895 d 4) is a opropse (ef. alse R, 507 b 2-3: 'we say that many
things are and define them through a Adyoc [SvoplZopery T@ Adyy] — my
paraphrasc). In the Meno, for instance, although the so-called theory
of eU'8n is not fully developed, Plato claims very clearly that an {50
can be expressed by a Aeyduevov qua Opropic (e.g. 'shape is the only
thing which accompanies colour’ -— 75 b; 'shape is the limit of a solid’
—76 a; or ‘colour is an effluence from shapes commensurate with
sight and perceptible by it' —76 d). (A opiopdc is then an oratio that
‘reflects' the ratio, 'the essential inner Advyo¢' of an €U80C).

Most of Plato's early dialogues aim at achleving a ikavog
oplopds. Yet, as we know only too well, they all fail in this attempt
(and, besides, in Plato there is not a proper pétoSo¢ toward a 0pVOUGE).
Their results, nevertheless, arc not entirely negative, for they state a
few aspects of the dpLopdc question.

(1) One is that a opLopds is a reydpevov in which that which is to
be defined is linked with other things. Put it in the terms I used in
the last chapters, a opiouds is a reyduevor which attempts at showing
the essential kowwvial of an €180C with other ei8n.

(i) Another one is that the search for these essential kowvwvio
starts from something already known, from a mpoyi.yvuwaoxkduevor, i.e.
from a number of kowvwviolr assumned as certain. That is: thc scarch
for definitions does not take place against a tabula rasa, but against a
preliminary understanding (3).

(iii) And another one is that the failure of our attempts to
achieve a ikavd¢ opiopée shows that our preliminary knowledge (on
which the whele inquiry is grounded) is, in most of the cases, not
flawless, for it either does not match the reality, or is contradictory
or unjustifiable. Buf not in all cases: occasionally, our attempts to
achieve a ikavoc dpiouds show that some items of our preliminary
knowledge are reliable —— either because they are obviously true
(when they match reality, or are coherent, or are deducible from
somcthing known as certain), or obviously false (in which case they
are usually marked by the words yerolov, dtomov, abivatoy or dhoyov).

What should we do then, if we do not want to give up our
attempt to find a ikavos opropds? Well — Plato seems to suggest in his
carly dialogues, which all fail to reach one -—there is nothing we
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could do about if: we must accept our failures and acknowledge the
amopton. we reached. In the Meno, however, he introduces a quite
promising pé6od0C; but this péboSoC is not, as it might appear to be at
first sight, aimed at reaching a definition. This yé6o8oC has a less
ambitious task.

7.2. The ué6odoc¢ from the Meno
7.2.1. The geometrical analogy (86 e-87 b)

This péoosoq is first explained by an analogy, which is actually
a problem of geometry (86 e-87 b).

The problem is about the possibility of a given xwpiov to be
inscribed in a given circle as a triangle (86 e-87 a 1) (4). This
passage, having so many dilficulties, could scarcely fail being over-
interpreted. In 1935, Gueroult (1935) counted over a hundred
interpretations. The most interesting ones belong to Butcher (1888,
219-25), Benecke (1867, see Bluck, 1961, 447 f.), Farquharson (1925,
21-6), Cook-Wilson (1903, 222-9), Gaiser (1964, 264-82), Sternfeld
and Zyskind (1977, 206-11) (a presentation and critical discussion of
some of these solutions are to be found in Bluck 1961, Appendix); yet
not all of them are very convincing. There are, I think, three major
requirements for any interpretation of this passage: (i) to respect its
grammar (although this is far from being clear); (ii) to formulate the
geometrical problem in such a way as to be soluble with the
mathematics of that time (mot with, say, some theorems from Euclid's
Elements which were unknown at that time); and (iii) to be simple
enough (which is a strong requirement, due to three main reasons:
first, the problem was supposed to be understood by someone like
Meno, who is not a mathematician; secondly, Plato does not give too
many details about it, as if he considers it to be rather simple; and
thirdly, its function is to offer a helpful amalogy for what Plato is
going to talk about later, and a helpful analogy should be at least
reasonably simple).

Like Thomas (1980, 167-70), | am rather inclined to take
Butcher's and Benecke's solutions as being the most plausible. Both of
them respect the three requirements mentioned above.

According to Butcher's interpretation the passage 87 a 3-7 may
be reconstructed as follows:

If the figure [rectangle ABCD] is such that when applied to the
given line {[BH] of the circle, it falls short by another figure
[rectangle CDEH] similar to the one just applied [ABCD], then one
conclusion follows [i.e. the (riangle BFD, which is equal in area to
the rectangle ABCD, can be so inscribed], and if this is impossible
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another conclusion follows [Thomas, 1980, 168; for Butcher's
diugram see Annex I, Fig. (1)].

According to Benccke's interpretation the passage 87 a 3-7 may be
reconstructed as follows:

If the figure [square ABCD] is such that when applied te the given
line [AL] of the circle, it falls short by another figure [square
CDLM] identical to the one just applied [ABCD}, then one
conclusion follows [i.e. the triangle ACL, which is equal in area to
the square ABCD, can be so inscribed], and if this is impossibie
another conclusion follows [Thomas, 1980, 168; for Benecke's
diagram see Annex I, Fig. (2) ()]

I favour, as Thomas 1980 does, Benecke's solution, mainly
because of its visual simplicity, which has to be, as I said, an
essential characteristic of any plausible interpretation of this
geometrical problem.

The details of this geometrical problem are rather obscure, but,
as Robinson 1953, 114 claims, 'urelevant for the methodological
point'; what is important, however, is, I think, the 'lesson' of this
problem: when we cannot find an answer to a question (e.g. Tt is
possible for this figure to be inscribed as a triangle in this circle?’),
we have, in order to pursue our investigation, to ask another
question ("What happens if we apply this figure to a certain line of
the given circle?'), which can be answered, and whose answer will
allow us to deduce the answer to the first question. In other words: if
we cannot prove directly a given proposition y, we should find
another proposition x, equivalent to y, so that if x is true, then y is
true, and if x is false, then y is false; and this proposition x, until it is
proved or disproved directly, is a hypothesis (6).

7.2.2. Socrates' application of the pécoloc (87 b-89 e)

Now, the pésosoC that is explained, analogically, by this
problem of geometry (86 ¢-87 b), is then applied by Socrates himself
(B7 b-89 e). Socrates’ application is extremely long and not always
very clear; I think, however, that it can fairly be represented like
this.

(a) It virtue is knowledge, it is teachable (87 b 2-87 ¢ 9).

(1) Question A: Is virtue teachable?

(ii) Hypothesis A: Virtue is knowledge.

(iii) Answer A: If virtue is knowledge, then virtue is teachable.

(b) If virtue is good, it is knowledge (87 c 10-89 a B),

(i) Question B: Is virtue knowledge? (That is: Is hypothesis A
true?)

(ii) Hypothesis B: Virtue is good.




(iti) Answer B 1: If virtue is good, and if only knowledge is good,
then virtue is knowledge (87 ¢ 10-d 10).

(iv) Answer B 2: If virtue 1is good, then it is beneficial as well;
and, since something is beneficial only when it is accompanied
by knowledge (for knowledge is beneficial -—cf. 88 d 5-89 a 8),
then, if virtue is beneficial, virtue is knowledge (87 d 11-88 ¢ 6)

(7).

{c) Virtue is not teachable for there ure no teachers of it (89 a-e
3)

{i) Apparently virtue is teachable, for it is certainly not achieved
by nature. (If virtne was achieved by nature, then there should
be experts among us who could recognize the naturally good at an
garly stage; but there are not such experts, and so virtue cannot
be achieved by nature) (89 a-b).

(ii) But, on the other hand, if virtue was teachable, then there
should be teachers of virtue; but there are not such teachers (8),
and so virtue is not teachable (89 ¢ 5-c 3). (And, being not
teachable, virtue is not knowledge — 99 a) (9).

So, what can be said about this péooc8o0c?

First, here in the Meno there is change of focus. Almost all
early dialogues aim, as I said, at achieving a dpvoudc, but they all fail.
In the Meno the topic of 6prouds occurs throughout the dialogue (cf.
71'b, 72 ¢, 73 d 1, 74 a 10-11, b 2-4, 75 a 3-4, 8, 86 d-e, 87 b, 100 b,
etc.). But the péooSod introduced here is not focussed on achieving a
definition of virtue (i.e. of the essential «kolvwviar of the €180 of
virtue with other ¢i8n, but on establishing a particular feature of
virtue on the ground of its xowwvial with other €i8n). That is: the
é6080¢ introduced here does not actually aim al reaching a
definition; it aims not at finding the essential xowvwviol of an €l8oc,
but at establishing a few particular kovvwvial of it.

Sccondly, it introduces a ftrick, which is bascd on the use of
Umodéoers and which should be used when we cannot prove or
disprove directly a proposition (10). The trick is very simple: if we
cannot prove or disprove directly a given proposition y (say 'virtue is
teachable'), we should find another proposition x {e.g. 'virtue is
knowledge') (which, until it is proved or disproved directly, is a
hypothesis), equivalent to y, so that if x is true, then y is true, and if
x 18 false, then y is false (11). If the hypothesis x can be proved or
disproved directly (as it seems to be the case with the hypothesis of
the geometrical problem), then we arec in a position to draw a
conclusion about y. But what if, in its turn, X cannot be proved or
disproved in a direct way? In this case, claims Plato, we should find
another proposition z (say, 'virtuc is good’), so that if z is true, then x
is true, and if z is false, then x is false (and so, consequently, knowing
that x is true or false, we can infer whether y is (rue or false) (this
kind of arguing is very akin to the geometrical method of amaywyn).
(Why, however, is the hypothesis ‘'virtue is good' mnot, in ifs turn,
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deduced from another hypothesis? Because, it seems, it is thought to
be sound enough — cf. 1§ 4mé8NLE péver Hpiv, 87 d.)

To sum up: according to the péeodo¢ offered by the Meno, when
we cannot prove or disprove directly a given proposition y, we
should find a hypothesis, i.e. an equivalent proposition X, so that y is
true if x is true, and false if x is false (this finding of a hypothesis is a
heuristic process; that is: in order to be laid down, a hypothesis must
first be found — cf. 2.1.).

As I argued in 2.1., for Plato the truth-value of a uméeeciC gqua
statement, at the moment when it is being hypothesized, is not yet
known. So, how can we, according to the Mero, assess the truth-value
of a dwéeecLC gua statement?

7.2.3. Testing a hypothetical statement

A hypothesis y could bc tackled from two different directions:
from its premisses or from its consequences.

(i) If x, then y; and x: hence y.
(ii) If x, then y; and non-x: hence non-y.
(iity If y, then z; and non-z: hence non-y,
(iv) If y, then z; and z: hence y.

(i) is a valid argument in modus ponens; (ii) is an invalid argument,
because it commits the fallacy of denying the antecedent; (iii) is a
valid argument in modus tollens; and (iv) is an invalid argument
because it commiis the fallacy of affirming the consequent,

Now, the péoo8o¢ introduced in the Meno states, strictly
speaking, only (1) as a possible test of a hypothesis (if virtue is
knowledge, then virtue (s teachable’); but the last section of Socrates'
argument (89 c 5-¢ 3) suggests that (i) may also be taken as a
possible test ('if virtue was teachable, then there should be teachers
of virtue; but there are not such teachers, and so virtue cannot be
teachable'). (Here the consequence of a statement is assessed by an
‘empirical test'; but a consequence may also be assessed by a
'consistency test’: if it is consistent with our current stock of beliefs,
or with a body of statements accepted as true, then that consequence
i1s true as well.) (The last section of Socrates’ argument, viz. 89 c 5-e
3, implies, nevertheless, that 'if there are teachers of virtue, then
virtue is teachable'; it suggests, in other words, that (iv) may also be
a test. As I said, (iv) is not a valid argument (12); in my view,
however, Plato seems to sunggest that this argument should not bhe
taken as proving the truth of y, but as corroborating y, which is a
perfectly defendable position.)

This argument of reduction to falsehood ('if y, then z; and non-
z: hence non-y') is very much used by Plato, especially in the early
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dialogues, and Socrates often rejects a hypothesis because its
conscquence is droyov(Hp. Ma. 303 ¢ 3) or adivarov (Hp. Ma. 303 d
4) (cf. also Chrm. 172 c, e). (Sometimes in Plato there is not a
reduction to falsehood, but to absurdity — which is a [forin of
falsehood, cf. Robinson 1953, 23; in this case a consequence is
rejectcd not because it is dioyov or aSivaTov, but because il is dromov
or yexotor.) (An example of such a reductio ad absurdum occurs also
in the Parmenides (13)}.)

Now, as 1 said, the péoodoc introduced here in the Meno does
not actually aim at reaching a dcfinition, i.e. at finding the essential
kovvwriol of an e78o¢, but at establishing a few particular xowwriol of
it. Why did Plato change his focus? The clearest answer, as far as I
know, is to be found in the Parmenides.

7.3. The péeoSoc from the Parmenides

The Parmenides is, perhaps, the most difficult Platonic dialogue
(despairing commentators have said all kinds of things about it;
Brumbaugh 1961, 6, for instance, called it "the driest, most tiresome
joke ever devised"). It is nol my purpose here (o enier 1n its abyss;
all I am concerned with is a methodological point that Plato
introduces in it.

Roughly speaking, there are two main methodological patterns
in the Parmenides: the one used by Zeno (127 a-130 a) and the one
uscd by Parmenides (137 c-166 c). The one used by Zeno aims al
testing a hypothetical statement by checking its consequences (and it
is actually a reductio ad absurdum: 'if y, then z; and non-z: hence
non-y'). '

The one used by Parmenides (cf. 135 ¢-136 a) is more
complicated; roughly put, it is aimed at checking not only the
consequences of a hypothesis y ('if one is', el év éomv —137 c-160 b),
but also the consequences of its contradictory, non-y ('if onc is not’,
el ev un €oTt — 160 b-166 c). This two-part argument raises enormous
difficulties. [ shall leave them aside, however, and focus on the
methodological point that Plato introduces here, mnamely the
requirement to check the consequences of both a hypothesis and its
contradictory.

As I said, the way our knowledge works raises a puzzle that
Plato attempts to solves by introducing the theory of €i8n; but this
theory brings forward other puzzles. Yet (as Plato made Zeno say in
the first section of the Parmenides), we have to choose the view that
has ‘'less ridiculous consequences'; that is: the consequences of the
theory of ¢i8n are 'less ridiculous' than the consequence implied by
the assumption that the ¢U8n do not exist (cf. Prm. 135 b-¢); in other
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words: if nothing was 'always the same', then we could not know
anything and speaking would not be possible, for words reler (o that
which is 'always the same' (cf. also The 183 a-b).

In the Republic Plato seems to suggest that if we, against all
odds, accept the theory of eU8n, then knowledge enables us (i) to
apprehend the ‘'ultimate assumptions' of the theory itself (ie. 7o
dayaedyv, which is 'the !imit of the intelligible’ —532 a 7- b 1); and (ii)
to find out 'what each thing is', 7{ mot éoTiv €xaoTor (532 a 7, 533 b
1). This v mor’ €oTiv €xaoTov refers, as 1 claimed, to the essential what
of each e€{50¢ (i.e. to its essential kovvwyv{ar with other ¢U8n); and in the
early dialogues Plato believed that thc 'esscntial what' of an ¢{8o¢
can be revealed only by a réyouevov qua dplopdc. But, as we know,
almost all his attempts to achieve a ikowdC oplopéc failed. Why? The
answer comes in the Parmenides.

{iii) "You [, Socrates, says Parmenides,] are undertaking to define
[Spi¢ecdo] 'beautiful’, ‘just, 'good’ and each of the &iBr [too
soon], before you have had a [preliminary] exercise [Tply
yupvacenvair] (135 ¢ 8-d 1; ¢f. also 136 a, c).

(iv) This preliminary vyvpraola —'without which GAR8eLa will
escape you' (d 6) and which consists of 'speaking about €U8n' (e 1-
4) —should aim at checking the consequences of both (@) the
UTG9€aLs that states the existence of an €L80C and (B) of its
contradictory, i.e. of the UTTSOE0LS that states the non-existence of
that ¢18ocC (e 8-136 a 2). That is: "whenever you hypothesize t(hat
an [GESOC} exists or does not exist or has any other character, you
ought to consider the consequences with reference to itself and
to any one of the other [eU&m] that you may select, or several of
them, or all of them together, and again, you must study these
others with refercnec both to one another and to any one [€18aC]
you may select, whether you have hypothesized the [€180%] to

exist or not to exist” (136 b-c}. (One may say that this quotation is
tendentions, becanse the word €l50C does not actually occur in

the text; but, I think, it is obvious that Parmenides refers to €i:8n
here.)

So, why are we failing to achieve a ikavdc dSpuopds of an €i80c?
Because, Plato says, we attempt at achieving such a oplopdc before a
preliminary training. But why is it so?

What this preliminary training provides, at a first sight, is a
way to establish whether an €180C exists or not; if we are nat sure
whether an ¢{8o¢ exists or not, we should hypothesize both its
existence and non-existence, and then check the conscquences of
each position; and, the text seems to imply, we should adopt the
hypothesis whose consequences are 'less ridiculous'. But then, how
can this help us to achieve a ikavdS Solopsc of an €{80c?




What this yuvpvocio actually offers in the end is not a mere
likely conclusion about the existence or the non-existence of an ci8o<.
This yupraotio does not deal with a few words, as a Spropdc does, but
with a 'sea of words' (méxayoC Adywv -— 137 a 6). That is: like a dpLoude,
this yupvaoic has to do with a particular <t8oc. But it is not focussed
on the essential xowwviar of an €180C, as a Oovouds is; it is, on the
contrary, a §1é£080¢ Te kol mAdvn Sva wavrtwy [tav etSwv] (136 e 1-2), 'a
circuitous and exhaustive wandering [through the <U8n]' (as Robinson
1953, 277 translates) —i.e. it is focussed on all the koiwvaviar that a
particular e18o¢ (and its avTiTieépevov, its 'opposite’) has with other
¢U8n (an idea which is somehow prefigured in R. 402 c).

So, what Plato says here in the Parmenides seems to be this: we
cannot attempt to find the opiopds of an €18oc (i.e. its 'essential’ what,
namely its essential kowvwrion with other eU8n), until we have a view
of all the xorvwviowr that that €e180¢ has with other €'8n.

Yet why should we consider the kcivwviair of both an 180 and
its avTiTiOépevor — say, of both €v and moArd, or kordy and kakdr? The
answer comes in the Sophist: the what of an 1803 is determined by
its kowwviow with other €i8n; and one of these other ¢(6n is precisely
its dvmiTieépevoy (ef. 257 d) (14). In other words: what the yupvaoio
from the Parmenides aims at is a determination of all the kowwvia
that a particular €i80¢ has with other c{8n —including with its very
AV TLTLOEE VO,

At the core of the Sophist, which comes —in my view — after
the Parmenides introduced this yupvaoie, is the attempt to achieve
the ‘essence’ of the sophist. In the Sophist, however, this yuuvooio is
not undertaken (which may be explained by saying that Plato was
now concerned with other things, so he did not go again through
what he already said in the Parmenides). Now, the Sophist, unlike
almost all the earlier dialogues that aimed at achieving a ikawvdg
opuopds, ends with one; but here, the form of ikavds opuopdc has
changed; it is not, as it was suggested in the Meno, a phrase of the
type 'shape is the limit of a solid' (cf. 76 a).

7.4. The ué€6080¢< from the Sophist

7.4.1. dv, TauTév and édTepor as that which is primarily spoken. The
cvvaywyn and SiaipeoiS of speaking

In the Sophist Plato claims that speaking is about €i'Sn, and that
there is a particular kowwwvic TOv efSwv (cf. 252 a-e, 259 e-260 a).
Now, the dialectician, i.e. the one who has achieved actual knowledge
about ei'8n by speaking about them, is, says Plato, the one who is able
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to "to distinguish in what ways the ¢{&n can or cannot combine
[kowwvely 8dvaTar]" (Sph. 253 e 1); to discern, that is,

(i) first, the €t80C which is 'present' in many {(ulcv 18&ay Sua
TOAAW V) (S1& TOAAWLY means probably 'in many yiyvépeva’); and
then .
(i) the many €L51 which are different from each other, but
"embraced from without by one €(80C" (UTd pLAC EEwdev
mepLeyopérvat); and then
(i1} the onc ¢U80C which ‘evolved' in a unity through many
wholes (kal uloy aU 8" Shwy TOANGY év evi Euvmppévny) (8u°
SAwY TOAADV means, I think, ‘through many €18n"); and, finally,
(iv) the cU8r that are entircly apart aad separate (<ol TOAAQS
Xwols mavTy Swwplopévad).

(253 d)

Thus, by doing so, the dialectician will not "take the same [TaUuTdv]
cl8o¢ for a different [€Tepov]one or a different one for the same"” (253
d). And that means, inter alia, that speaking in general deals,
ultimately, with 710 &y, ToUTér and 6drepov (which is explicitly
expressed in 77 37 a-c).

Now, in some dialogues (Phdr. 249 b-c, 265 d-266 ¢, 273 c¢; Sph.
253 a ff.; Plr. 285 a ff.; Phlb. 16-18), Plato speaks about a procedure
which consists of two 'operations’ — (a) cvvaywyr and (b) SroipeorC.

(a) A ouvaywyn is to 'discern’ a pla i8éa Sud morarGv 8wy, i.e. to
'see’ the e180c¢ that ‘embraces from without other €U8n' (as the Sophist
253 d 7-9 suggests; cf, also 250 b); that is, 'to &yewy 7& worAayR
Sveomappéva [eU8n] into a single {8éa ' (265 d 3) (and this cuvopdosal —
cf. quvopbrra, d 3 —of a single i8éa is what provides clarity to
speaking, T0 coadéc, d 6, and what makes possible the reaching of an
agreement, Spohoyoupevoy, d 7).

{b) After one sees a pla 18&a Sua Tor WY el8wy, claims Plato, one
has to perform a 8SuxipnoiC, ie. a separation (cf. opiiduevos — Phdr,
265 d 4) of the ¢U8n 'embraced from without' by that single i8éa. (But
this 'division kot €U8n', e 1, should be made kat’ &popa § médukey, e 1 -
2, i.e. following their natural —'objective’, as Hackforth translates —
articulations, and so "we are not to attempt to hack off parts like a
clumsy butcher", e 2-3. This way of putting things implies that the
¢U8n 'embraced from without' by that single t8¢éo are like a body, i.e.
that they are structured in a particular way; in other words, that
they form a particular nct of kolvwrial.)

This two-operation procedure of ovvaywyn and SialpeciC seems
to be the job of SvarexTikol (cf. Sph. 253 d), which is an usual name
for philosophers. This may suggest that only the philosophers are
using it, in their attempt to determine what each €l8o¢ is; and the
common view is precisely this — that Plato spcaks hcre about a
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philosophical method (which is usually referred to in modecrn
exegesis as 'the method of synthesis and division'). Plato, however,
says explicitly:

(i) first, that this two-operation procedure of qua‘yuwﬁ and
BralpeolC is a husiness of speaking in general (‘of Aéyelv xal
bpoveLY' — Phdr. 266 b 4-5; 'of the TEXYT TWY ASYWV' —Phdr. 273
d 7, e 3; 'of Aéyeww' —Phdr. 273 e 5; of. also Phlb. 16 ¢ "[this
procedure] is the instrument through which all [FdvTad —my
italics] discoveries ever made in the sphere of Téyvn have been
brought to light"); that is: it is speaking in general, through the
cuvaywyal and Siaip€oelS of various €U8n, which ‘establishes’
their koLvavio;

(ii) and secondly, that only the philosophers, in their speaking,
through their Guvcc*ym'ym and SLaLp€TelS, are able to find out the

actual KoLVwVidal that exists between €187 (cf. the occurrences of
medpukéval at Phdr. 265 e 2: to divide €U8m following their
'objective articulation' — as Hackforth translates; and at 266 b 6).

To sum up so far: in speaking, soul establishes a rxovvwvio of various
€i8n, by determining their being identical with themselves (and this
is done through an ‘operation' that Plato called ocuvvaywyd) and

different from others (and this is donc through an 'operation' that he
called Svaipeaic).

7.4.2. Srakpivery T& yévn TV €lSwy

The two ‘operations' of spcaking, namely ouvaywy and
Sraipeors, cannot be of much help in our attempt to determine the
essential 'what' of an €l8o¢, for they can only provide an
‘enumeration’ of the 'parts’ of an el8oc (i.e. the €i8n 'embraced from
without by an ¢{8o¢" —cf. Sph. 253 d 7-8), and the 'enumeration of
the parts of something cannot tell us what that something is' (as
Plato claimed in Thi. 207 a ff). So, what should we do if we want to
know the essential 'what' of an ¢U80c (assuming that we have
successfully practiced the yupvacia from the Parmenides)?

At the beginning of the Sophist Socrates raises the question of
Suakplively, in regard to their yévoc, the dpLrocoods and the Beds (216 ¢
2-4}, in order to be ablc to distinguish one from another (216 a 5-c¢
4). Then, right after this, Socrates raises the question of Siaipeiocsm,
in regard to their vévocC, the $uroooddS, the morarTikés and the codroTiC
(217 a 7), again, in order to be able to distinguish one from another
(216 ¢ 8-d 2). Leaving aside the first question of distinguishing
between daocopdc and 6eoC, Socrales says then about his second
question (that about distinguishing bhetween the ¢ ooodds, the

118




moAlTikOG and the cobuoTC) that we, in our attempt fo distinguish
them, should see whether their names correspond to one yéroc, to
two or to three (217 a); in other words, that we should distinguish
things by checking the relations between their names and their yévn
(cf. Heidegger 1992 b, 248).

Now, what docs Plato mcan here by vyévoc? Usually, and
especially in the Sophist, yévo< is translated by ‘'genus', and it is
opposed to ¢18oc, taken as ‘species’. Heidegger 1992 b, 243 ff,
however, takes vyévoC in its literal sense, i.e. as descent (Abkunft),
on the ground of a word that the Stranger uses for yévo< a few lines
later, at 218 c¢ 5, namely 76 ¢urov, which means 'race’, 'people’,
‘nation’, 'clan’ or 'tribe' (cf. p. 243: "[yéroc< is] that from which a thing
comes into being as it is, the stem, the origin [of something]" —my
translation). Yet what can we make out of this way of putting things
-— that a thing has a descent? First, however, we should ask ourselves
what 15 a 'descent'?

We say that a man Y traces his descent from the Queen X, and
we mean that that man ‘originated' from Queen X via a certain
number of ancestors. Thus, we may say that this line of ancestors,
which began with the Queen X is responsible for the way Y looks like,
for he inherited his features [rom his ancestors. In the Sophisf, the
vévoG of something is, I think, to be understood as such a 'line of
ancestors'.

Let us take, as Plato suggests, the clear e¢xample of the angler.
First, when I want to know what an angler is, I do not deal with a
particular angler; 1 deal with the €180¢C of angler (for, as Plato argued,
we can know only ‘'that which remains the samc' — i.e. the €i'8n). Now,
the yévoc of the angler, is, schematically, the following {see 219 a-
221 ¢): Téyvn, KTROLS, YELPWTLKY, ONpeuTiky, {wodnplky, €vusSpov,
axnveuTikry. That is: the €180¢ of angler is ‘embraced from without' by
the e¥8n (cf. 219 a B where xTHo1S is called €T80<) of Téxvrr, KTATLS KTA.
(When two €i8n descend from a common ancestor -—1l.e. from the
same el80C — they are related, ouvyyevn. This is the case with the €U8n
of the angler and the sophist; they have a common ancestor, the €U 8o¢
of Téyvn, and they both share a segment of the line of 'ancestors’ that
descends from the e€180¢ of T€yvn, namely: KTHOWG, XeELpwTLKT], BNPEUTIKT
—after which they ‘'separate’: when they reach the art of animal
hunting, 'the angler 1s going to the seashores, rivers and lakes and
angling the animals which are in them', whereas the sophist is going
to 'land and water of another sort -—rivers of wealth and broad
meadowlands of generous youth to take the animals which are in
them' — 221 d-222 a d.)

This procedure of revealing the vyévoC of an e€l8oc is called
Swakplvewy T8 vévos (cf. Sph. 216 ¢ fl.) (15). Now, the case of the
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angler is, says Plato, elyvwortoy, 'well known' (218 e 2). That is:
Biakplvewy the vévos of the €18ov of angler will not provide us any
'item of knowledge' that we do not already know. And yet, says
Plato, following the pé6oSo¢ (219 a 1) of this 'operation' of Sitokplvely
the yévoc of an €180¢, we will reach precisely the answer to the T
EorTiy question (at 217 b 2 the expression 'Siaipcicéor the yévoc of the
the $acooddc, the mwoarTikée and the codromic' is changed with
'Sroploaceal T7{ moT ' €oTiv each one of them', which suggests that the
answer to the question "What is the ¢iSoc x?' is given by Swaxpivewy
the yévoG of the ¢160¢ x); in other words, this 'operation' of Siaxpiverv
the vévoc of an €i8o< provides precisely the ‘essential’ whart of that
€l60%, i.e. its 'essential' xowwvialr with other €i8n. In short: the
essential 'what' of an €l8o¢ resides in its yévot (in its seinsmdisigen
Abkunft, 'essential origin', as Heidegger 1992 b, 247 put it; cf. also p.
259). (And the Sophist ends with a firm answer to the question
regarding the 'essential' what of the e18cC of the sophist: first, there is
a ouvaywyn of all the 'individual' sophists into a pla i8éa, which is the
Téywn codraTikn); in other words: the ¢I80c by the participation to
which the 'individual' sophists are as they are is this kind of Ttéyvn,
namely Téyvn codraTikr. And then, after the Svokpivery of its yévoC has
been accomplished, the &I8oc of the sophist appears in its 'essential’
what: this el80¢ of the Téyvm godroTikd comes from "an insincere kind
of conceited mimicry, of the semblance-making breed, derived from
image making, distinguished as a portion, not divine, but human, of
production, that presents a shadow play of words" — 268 c¢-d.)

(The so-called method of synthesis and division, which is said
to bc emphasized in the Phaedrus, Sophist, Politicus and Philebus,
is not, in my view, a péeo8o< proper; as [ argued, it seems that this
two-operation procedure of suvaywyn and Siaipecic is a business of
speaking in general — cf. Phdr. 260 b 4-5; 273 d 7, e 3, ¢ 5; Phlb. 16
c. That is: it is speaking in general, through the ovvaywyal and
Swupéoears of various ¢U8n, which 'establishes' a xowvwric of them.
Now, what Plato says is that ornly the philosophers, in their speaking
about various ei8n, through their cuvaywyal and Siaipéoels, are able
to find out the actual rowvwvia that exists between them; and, at least
in the Sophist, he seems to claim that the péeoSoC of Svoakpivewv the
vévn of eU'8n is the most appropriate one for such a task.)

7.5, voet v ra el&n
On the one hand Plato claims that one cannot attempt to disclose

completely an e180% (TeréwC émiomipyn — VII 342 e; cf. also VII 342 e
and Lg. 966 b) if one does not take into account its eiSwrov, dvopa
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and Adyor. On the other hand, he argues that alone by 8ewpeww (which
'‘provide’ the elSwiov) and Aéyew (which 'provide' the Jdvoua and the
ASyoG) one cannot 'reveal' how that €180¢ danedc éotwy (cf, VII 343 b
1, 343 d 8-e 1). Yet by 'moving up and down from one of these
entities to another', he says, we may, through the process of vociv
(342 d 2, 343 a 2), succeed (cf. 343 e 2-3) (Plato’s terminology is not
fixed; his commentator, however, for the sake of clarity, has to use
certain terms with just one technical meaning; this is the case here
with the verb voeiv).

voely is, for Plato, the ultimate mode of axnodeieiv; but, oddly
enough, it is precisely this ultimatc mode of dindelely that he left in
obscurity. Why? Maybe because voclvis an 'event' which is beyond
révyevy, and so one cannot describe it adequately in words (and that is
why, perhaps, he says that no 'serious man will ever think of writing
down' his vevorueva —cf. VII 344 c¢). He says, however, a few things
about it,

(a) First, the act of vo€lv occurs suddenly (€EaipunG —cf, Smp.
210 e 4; VII 341 ¢ 7) (16).

(b) Yet, although it is sudden, it is like an 'expected revelation',
for it is prepared by a long training, which includes moving up
and down ovéparta, Adyor, dliers and cloefoens (VII 344 b; cf.
also Smp. 210 ¢ 3). N

(¢} The very act of VoeLr is most often described in terms of an
aloenolC, i.e. of a full sight (KaTONGC —Smp. 210 e 4; cf. also
<0Boply —211 b 6, ¢ 1) which reveals an €L80C as it is (cf. Smp.
210 e, 211 b, €) (17). An €1.80C, revealed by vaety, however, will
not take "the form of a face, or of hands, or of anything that has
to do with oWwpa; it will be neither a AdyoG, nor E€MLOTAUY, ROT
something that exists in something else [...]; for it is an QUTO xa®’
QUTO ped’ alToU LovoelBes del 6V (Smp. 211 a) (18).

So, what can we make out of all this? I shall try, in what follows, to
offer a rather rough comment.

(i) First, why did Plato compare the act of voelv an T80 with a
sight? Because, I belicve, he wanted to point out the idea that this
act, as the act of seeing, implies having a direct access to its 'object'.
(But the kardync of voely is not an actual seeing; it is like sceing only
insofar it provides a direct access to its 'object'.) If so, then it means
that only in voeciv an ei8o¢, I have a direct access to it; and that in
seeing an embodiment of it (in 'reality’, or on the 'internal screen' of
my mind), or simply in 'understanding' it through an ‘abstract
account', I do not deal directly with it (19).

(i) Secondly, is there any actual pé6oSoc toward this act of
voelv? We may say, going beyond Plato's text, that the Jéoo8ov which
aim at disclosing the — 'essential’ or not — kovvwvior T8OV €U8wy, e.g. the
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nésadoC of Svakpivelr the yévn of €181, are also ways, Ué0oBol, toward
the act of voety Ta €i8n. But this would be to go too far; for the act of
voélv T4 €l8y occurs ——if it occurs —after an obscure pattern, and so
we cannot speak about any actual péeodcS toward it.

(iii) Thirdly, what does in fact happen during this act? Does the
keTdne of voelv grasp the xowvwvior in which a particular el8oc is
'caught’ with other €¥8q? Or does it grasp an isolared 15037

The expression karoyls (Smp. 210 e 4; cf. also kovopav —211 b
6, ¢ 1) means actnally full sight (cf. also Wartelle's 1973, 112
comments on the occurence of kudopov in Aristotle Rh. 1409 a 33:
"ka@opar est traduit par M. Dufour par 'voir nettement', mai le
préverbe xaTta- marque peut-8tre la nuance de complétude plus que
celle de netteté"). One may say that katdy< supports the idea that in
the act of voéiv there are grasped the kowwviol in which a particular
el80¢ is 'caught'. On the other hand, the expression o070 ka®’ abTd ped’
aUTOU poroetdec &el dv (Smp. 211 a), which refers to an €(So¢ revealed
by voely, suggests a 'secing of one €U8o0<".

As far as I am concerned, I tend to believe that, if we accept
that there is such a thing as 'noetic knowledge', it must be a 'grasping
of relations'. As far as Plato is concerned, he would probably say that
we cannot put this experience into words, and so we just cannot
speak about it.
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CONCLUSIONS

HYPOTHETICAL DIALECTIC
AND METAPHYSICS

8.1. Plato's hypothetical dialectic

As I said in the Preface (see a.), Robinson 1953, v claims that,
roughly speaking, there are two main methodological stages in Plato:
that of thc Socratic elenchus (prominent in the early dialogues); and
that of the Platonic dialectic, which contains two distinct
methodological devices, hypothesis (prominent in the Meno, Phaedo,
Republic and Parmenides), and synthesis and division (prominent in
the Phaedrus, Sophist, Politicus and Philebus).

As far as [ am concerned, I construe things differently. (What
follows may cause some strong reactions; I ask the reader, however,
before launching his objections, to take into account what I said
about my approach in section ¢ of the Preface.)

8.1.1. A synopsis of the é608ot

Plato's philosophy, I hold, covers two main ‘'areas: (a) that of
the metaphysical nature of the objects that can be known; and, once
we accept the theory of €i8n (which is Plalo’'s answer to the question
of the metaphysical nature of the objects that can be known)}, (b} that
of how a particular €1S0< can be known. These areas are investigated
by means of several péeoSor, but Plato is not always very explicit
about their patterns. Regarding these (2€60801, however, my conclu-
sions are the following.

(a) Plato's answer to the question regarding the metaphysical
nature of the objccts that can be known comes in three main parts;
but he gives an explicit account only of the péeoSoc through which
the first part was achieved.

(i) The first part of the answer (which firstvoccurs in its fullness
in the Phaedo) introduces the theory of 18N, which states that

the €U8n are the only objects of knowledge and that they are a
sort of WapaSelyuaTa; and this theory is achieved and tested
through the pP£00805 described in the Phaede (see Chapter

Three),
(ii) The second part of the answer {which occurs in the Republic)-
contains two main assumptions: that within the theory of €{8n

being is understood as whatness amd that wharness is determined
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difficulties

by the korvwwrig of €U87); and it states thal we should go beyond
the assumptions of the theory and reach its dvumdOeToC dpyr,
(called TO dya®dV), which is the cause of whatness in general.
This SUvaplC, however, remains something udéy.C Opaocdat, as
well as the puéGoBaC which is supposed to reveal it, for Plato does

not say too much on cither of them (sce Chapter Four).

(iiiy The third part of the answer (which is fully developed in the
Sophist) attempts to explicate and ground the two assumptions of
the second part of the answer (that within the theory of <{8n

being is understood as whatrness, and that whatness is determined
by the korvwria of eU8m). Yet the whole discussion about T
wéyloTa yévn, in spite of explicating and grounding to some
extent the two assumptions, left a fundamental question
unanswered —namely ‘What is the kolvwvia Tov cl8wv? And

unanswered remains also the question about what was the
WéGodoC through which he attempted to ground these two

assumptions  (see Chapter Five). (Although the procedure
through which he establishes that the eUB7 are in a kowwvia

echoes the first step of the [LéB0S0C described in the Phaedo, for
he argues like that: il speaking is about €U81 and if some words
unite with one another, and some not —then we have no choice:
we have to admit that the €{8n are oUVO¢~¢ and that they form a
particular KoLvwvia.)

(b) Now, if we accept the theory of ei8n, in spite of all the

it raises, knowledge In general becomes a guestion of

knowing the eién. The question becomes thus: how are we to know
el8oc. Each €U8og, however, has an ‘'essential' what, and this
‘essential' what must be first known. In his early and middle periods,
Plato believed that the reydpevov which reveals the 'essential what of
something' is a opLopd<, L.e. a 'definition’. But, most of his attempts to
achieve such a apropds failed (see 7.1.).

each

(iv) So, in the Meno, Plato introduced a uéGOSOC that aims not at
finding the essential kolvwviai of an £80C, but at establishing
some particular  Kolvwvial of it. This JEB0S0C is based on
UTOQE0ELS and it should be used when we cannot prove ofr
disprove directly a KoLvwvio between two 2L81 (see 7.2.). Yet, why
did Plato changed his focus —from the essential KoLvwriol of an
e180C to just some particular kovwwriocn of 7 The clearest
answer, I believe, is to be found in the Parmenides.

(v) In the Parmenides Plato claims that we cannot attempt to
find the OpLOPOC of an el8oC (i.e. its 'essential' what, namely its

essential kovvwyiar with other £U8M), until we have a view of af!
the <oilvwricn that that €080C has with other €i8n (including
with its avTiTieéLevor);, and he introduces a WéGOS0T which
states that we should first aim at determining all the kowvmvial
that an €T80C has with other U871 (see 7.3.).

{(vi) Tinally, in the Sophist Plato claims that the essential 'what'
of an €l&o% resides in its y€VvoC, Le. in its descent from other
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£U87); and he introduces a L€ B080G aimed at SlLakpively the yévod
of an €180C (see 7.4.). This }lé(‘)OSOC {which should be wused,
argnably, after we have applied the pPé6080S from the

!’arnzeni.(desj is, Plato seems to imply, able to provide us with a
LKaVOG OpLopdc. (Although the form of dpLopds does not refer
here to a phrasc of the typc 'shape is the limit of u sohid. as Men.
76 a states, but to a ‘enumeration of the parts of a yévoZ, as it is
claimed at the end of the Sophiss; cf. also Sph. 221 d-222 a4 d.)

(As I argued in 7.5. for Plato all our 'epistemological dealings' with
dvduara, AdyoL, Syars, and alcenoels should eventually aim at reaching
the ‘act' of voélv T& €l8n, which is the ultimate mode of &inoelerv (cf.
VII 344 b; cf. also Smp. 210 e 3, etc.). We may say, going beyond
Plato's text, that the ué0c8oL which aim at disclosing the -—'essential’
or not — kowvwviol tuv eldwy, e.g. the péeodoc of Siakplveww the yéwvn of
e{8mn, are also ways, pé6o8or, toward the act of voeww T& e{8n. But this,
as I said at the end of 7.5., would be to go too far; for the act of voelv
Td €U8n occurs —if it occurs —after an obscure pattern, and so we
cannot actually speak about any actuval péso8oc toward it.)
Now, what does Plato say about all these pégoSor?

8.1.2. The dialectical character of the uéooSot

The péeodov I briefly described above are either referred to as
dialectical, or implicitly connected with SiaxexTikn, dialectic, or
Sraréysaiv, dialogue.

{(a) In the first area:

(i) the L€6080¢  which introduces the theory of €i8m (cf. Phd. 101
¢ ; ef also 99 d ff. and 67 a-b), and (ii) the [€6080OC which is
supposed o reveal the Avumd9eToG dpyn of the theory of €087 (cf.
R 511b4,c5, 532a2, 533 ¢ 7) are explicitly called dialectic; (iii)
as regarding the grounding of the two assumptions of the theory
that Plato undertook in the Sophist, there are no reliable hints
about any particular 166080C he used; yet he took great effort to
present his ‘'way of reasoning' (his Ué60S0C in a very wide
sense) into this matter as a dialogue between two characters (the
Stranger from Elea and Socrates/Theaetetus).

(b) In the second area, the sitnation is this. When Plato refers in
general to the n€ 6080 C that aims at determining what cach €(80¢
is (cf. R. 534 b 3, 531 e 2 ff.), he calls it dialectic. Though, when he
speaks about the different types of this pé€o8o<, only one —i.e.
(vi), that of Siakplvely the yévot of an el80C —is explicitly
called dialectic (cf. Sph. 231 ¢ 9, 253 d-e); but, again, he took great
effort to present the other two LégodSor —ie. (iv) and (v) —as
having the form of a dialogue between two characters (Socrates
and Meno in the Meno and Parmenides and the young Aristotle in
the Parmenides, cf. 137 b ff.).
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In short, as Robinson 1953, 70 put it, "thc word 'dialectic’ had a
strong tendency in Plato to mean 'the ideal method, whuatever that
may be.'”" But what does this word, ‘'dialectic', mean in Plato? And
what is the connection between dialectic and dialogue?

In the Introduction I argued that for Socrates the assumed
ignorance was that which required a péeosoc (see 0.1.1.); that for him
the locus of certainty is the communion of minds (ouvovoia) (sce
(.1.2.); that that is the reason for which onc of thc main ‘clements' of
his pésosoc is the dialogue (see 0.1.3.); and that Plato’'s philosophical
search began as it did because of Socrates influence, i.e. because it
started somehow from the results of Socrates’ philosophy (see 0.2.).
Now, the main ‘elements’ of Socratism (e.g. the assumed ignorance, or
the €Aeyyo¢) are often echoed in Plato texts (cf. for instance Sph. 229
c: 'the grcat source of all errors', 'the one very large and bad sort of
ignorance', 'which may be weighted in the scale against all other
sorts of ignorance put together', 1s 'when one supposes that he
knows, and does not know'); but the 'element’ of Socratism that Plato
adopted throughout his work was the dialogue.

As I claimed (0.1.2.), Socrates did not write anything precisely
because writing i1s an individual process, which cannot be done
kows. Plato, on the contrary, wrote a lot; but, because he, as
Socrates, believed that the gquest for knowledge should he done
kowwd s, he was not, after all, very happy about writing philosophy.

There are two main Platonic ‘'attacks' against writing —one in
the Phaedrus, and one in the seventh letier. These attacks are aimed
at two targets: at the possibility, offered by the author's absence, to
manipulate that which is written (cf. Phdr. 275 e a text, a
veypoupéros, may be 'ill-freated and unfairly abused, for it is not able
to defend or help itself, always needing its parent to come to its help’
— my paraphrase); and at the individuality of writing, as opposed to
the communion of speaking (cf. Phdr. 275 d. a vyeypaupévos cannot
uanswer to the questions of its reader: it always remains silent, mdvy
anyqg). Plato's ‘attacks' on writing bhave been interpreted in many
ways; as far as I am concerned, I think that thcy werc mcant to point
out that writing is ‘'wecak', becausc it cannot provide a real
communion between writer and reader, i.e. a real communion of
minds.

In my view, for Plato, as for Socrates, the locus of certainty is
the communion of minds (ouvovoia) (cf. for instance Tht 181 c: "I
[Socrates] must not be alone in my opinion; you must take your share
[ouppéTeyxe] in the risk, so that we may meet together whatever fate
shall befall us {Tva kowwy wdoyxwper dav 1y kal 8én]" (1)). And for him, as
for Socrates, ¢(Lrogodely is actually a ocuvpdrioocodery. (With a few
exceptions, the main character of each dialogue is Socrafes; but not a

126




single dialogue has as title his name: they all have as title another
man's name, who is Socrates’ main interlocutor. This apparent
bizarrerie was intended to suggest, I believe, Plato's conviction that
the locus of certainty is the communion of minds.)

The task of a communion of minds (ocuvovoia) is to reach an
agreement, a cuvwpoioyfjoeal, about the thing sought to be known. At
the beginning of the Sophist, Plato claims that all we possess in
common are names (218 ¢ 1); the thing (70 €pyov), however, to which
each of us gives a particular name may be different (218 ¢ 2). Now,
an agreement (cuvwporoyfioeatl, which the Stranger from Elea trics so
hard to achieve — cf. 246 ¢ 8, 247 ¢ 1,d 7,248 a 1,d 1, 249 e 7, 252
a5, 253 b9, 254 b 10-11, 256 a 11, etc.) about the thing itself (1o
Tpdyda), claims Plato, as well as the dineéc of a -1, can be reached
only 81d Adywy (218 ¢ 4-5; cf. 253 b 10).

That is: a communion of individual minds is possible only
through the medium of Adyo<, language; and that is why for Plato the
parh, 1:é6080¢, towards certain knowledge (by which é&moTiun is
achieved) is a 70y Adywv péosoesoc (Sph. 227 a 8; cf. also Smp. 202 a 6-
7: 'how can it be émioTiun without Iéyoc?; see also R. 533 b, 534 b;
Sph. 253 b 10; Phlb. 57 e-58 a, 59 a, 61 e). But a communion of
individual minds through the medium of A\éyoC is actually a Sud—
royoaC; and so, the péeoSot, toward certain knowledge is not a mere
TAY Aoywy uédoBoC, it is a Sua—AekTikn WEGoSoC (R. 533 b 3, ¢ 7). (As I
argued at the begining of Chapter Two, given this ambiguity that
LeTa has in compounds, the word pécodo¢ implies both 'a path that
goes towards something' and 'a path that is covered rogether! i.e.
with, uetd, others. So, if he did coin the word pédodos, he managed to
find a word which suits rather well his view according to which the
locus of certainty is the communion of minds.)

To conclude: Plato's uédoSol are dialectic, in the sense that they
are supposed to be undertaken through Siva—reyely, dialectic, because
he believed that the Ilocus of certainty is the communion of minds
and that such a communion is possible only through the medium of
AGyoC, language; and the fact that Plato chose to write dialogues —i.e.
copies, elSwho, of living (Sta—)Aéyor (cf. Phdr. 276 a) — is, in my view,
a symbolic gesture, designed to point out precisely this belief of his
(2).

(In the Sophist 263 ¢ Plato claims that thinking, S&idvourq, is
"the inward dialogue [8idroyoc] carried out by the the soul [Yuynil
with itselt without spoken sound"; and in the Thegetetus 189 e-190 a
he goes even further and says that "when the soul is thinking
[6rovooupérn] it is simply talking to hersell [Siaréy=oom] asking
questions and answering them, and saying yes or no." One may claim
that these two passages do not support the idea that dialectic implies
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a communion  of minds as the locus of certainty. In my view,
however, this claim —that thinking is a dialogue, or a sequence of
questions and yes-and-no answers —-is nothing but an exaggeration.
We 'hear’ sometimes, in our minds, the hubbub of many voices —like
a character from Samuel Beckett's last wrifings —or even proper
dialogues, but to say that thinking /s a dialogue, let alone a sequence
of questions and yes-and-no answers, is either a naivete or an
exaggeration. As far as I am concerned, [ cannot but take this claim
as an exaggeration that Plato made deliberately; and I think that its
sole aim was to point out his belief that the locus of certainty is the
communion of minds; in other words: he believed so strongly that in
thinking certainty can be achieved only by a communion of minds
through the means of dialogue, that he, for the purpose of
emphasizing this belief, claimed, obliquely, that even the individual
thinking, as an inferior copy of the paradigmatic communal thinking,
must have the form of a dialogue.)

8.1.3. The hypothetical character of dialectic

As I said, Plato's philosophical search covers two main 'areas' —
(a) that of the metaphysical nature of the objects that can be known
and (b) that of the ¢€i8n themseclves; and both these areas are
investigated by péeoBor which, as I argued, are dialectical; they (with
one exception), however, are, in one way or another, connected with
the use UmocéTers.

(a) In the first area:

(i) the WEOCS0C which introduces the theory of €87 aims at
finding, using and assecssing UM0OETeLS (cf. Phd. 100 a-101 e);

(ii) the [€6050C which is supposed to reach the 'limit of the
intelligible' (i.e. the UTOBETOL apyr) aims at ‘destroying'
Umo8éoels (R. 533 ¢ 7-d 1); and

(i} the L€9080C which introduces the view that in the theory of
€(8n being is understood as whatness and that whatness is
determined by the koivwyie of €(8n starts from a hypothetical
argument (if speaking is about €187 and if some words unite with

one another, and some not —then we have no choice: we have to
admit that the <L are oUvOeTd and that they form a particular

kotvwria — cf. Sph. 259 e-260 a; cf. also 252 a ff.).

(b) In the second area: )

(iv) in the Meno Plato introduces a LEQ0SOT which should be used
when wc cannot prove or disprove directly a Korvwvia between
two €187; and this péOo8oC, which aims mnot at finding the
essential  kouvwwiol of an €{80C, but at establishing a few
particular KolvwTal of it, is based on UT 0BETELC,

(v) in the Parmenides Plato introduces a P£6080C which aims at
determining al! the koLvwvial that an €180G has with other ei8n
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(possibly as a preparation for determining what are its esseatial
Kotrwvigl with other €U8m), and which is also based on

Umo8éoels; and, finally,

(vi) in the Sophist Plato seems to suggest that the esseniial
'what' of an €180C resides in its y£évo<, ie. in its descent from

other €U81); and he introduces a € 080G aimed at Sivoxpivelv the
vévoG of that e180C¢, which is not based on YToBETeLG,

As I argued in 2.1 the word Umdezo1C has in Plato various
meanings (‘theory', 'statement’, ‘'starting peoint for discussion’, etc.);
and the main determination of a UméesoLl gna theory or statcment is
that its truth, although probable to some extent, remains to be
established. Now, he (as far as I know) does not use the adjective
UmafeTikas, Had he use it, I believe he would have meant by it not
only something connected with the use of vroedoers, but also what we
mean by hypothetical, i.e. something not yet surely proved as true or
false.

All these péeoSor I mentioned above can be called hypothetical
in this sense, becanse — when they deal with the field of To
dveicéenTov (and, apart from the situations in which at stake is
determining a non-abstract ¢{8o0¢, this is always the case) their
results, even 1if they are not explicitly said to be obtained é&
uTogéocwy, remain, (0 a greater or smaller extent, uncertain. At the
end of Chapter Two, I argued that the éeo8o< which introduces the
theory of €i8r (theory which belongs to the field of 70 dvaloenTtov) is
grounded on the cuvpdwvia of our reyducva; and at the end of Chapter
Six I argued that the ué@o80¢ in gencral which aim at determining the
abstract ¢i8n themselves is also grounded on the oupdwvia of our
neydpeva, As I argued in the above mentioned chapters, the oupdwvic
of our Aeydpeva is a criterion that does not guarantee truth; a result,
that is, grounded only on the oupdwiio of our reydpeva, is not fully
justified (although its truth could be very likely). That is why the
néeoSoc which introduces the theory of £i8n and the péooSov which
aim at determining the abstract ¢Y8v themselves are hypothetical, in
the sense that all they can offer are hypothetical resuits. And so, to
risk a general formula, we may say that Plato's methodology is both
dialectic and hypothetical; or, that his dialectic (as a general term for
his methodology) is hypothetical. (Thus, for me, unlike for Robinson,
the Platonic methodology is not very different from the Socratic one,
which is, however, less claborated and which is based, mainly, only
on one procedure, that of &reyyoC; because both methodologies are (i)
dialectic, in the sense that they are supposed to be undertaken
through Sia—xevyevv, dialectic, because for both Socrates and Plato the
focus of certainty is the communion of minds, and such a communion
is possible only through the medium of X\dyoC, language; and (i)
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hypothetical, for the results achieved through these methodologies —
grounded as they are mainly on the oupdwvia TOY Aeydpeveov —remain
not fully justified.)

(If so, however, then in Plato there is a rather different
situation that in most of other Greek thinkers. The Greek thinkers
tended to ground their arguments about that which is beyond the
reach of our experience on foundations, not on coherence —if I may
use these modern terms. They called sometimes these foundations
umoséoelc; and they provided, roughly speaking, two solutions for
assuring the 'firmness' of a foundation. (i) The Greek geometers
suggested to accept, conventionally, that the foundation, the uTrdéeqic
of an ensuing argument is sure and continue our investigations as if
it were so — in which case their foundation is what we usually call a
postulate, i.e. a proposition conventionally accepted as true for the
sake of our investigations. And (ii) Aristotle suggested that we
should accept as the foundations of our arguments only those dpyal
which are evidently sure —in which case his foundation is what we
usually call an axiom, i.e. a statement for which no proof is required,
because its truth is self-evident. The problem of the certainty of
'what could be put under as a ground' for our reasonings, which
Greek philosophers tried so desperately to solve, ended up, however,
in the Sceptic aporia: either an unsupported agreement or an infinite
regression. Plato, however, attempted to solve this aporia by
introducing coherence as a possible criterion of truth. For other
details about all this and for the unique place that Plato has among
Greek thinkers as regarding the use of the word UmoeeoLC, and the
implications of it, see Annex IL)

8.2. Hypothetical dialectic and metaphysics

As I said in the Preface (see b, 1), Robinson 1953 claims that
the Platonic hypothetical method (as he construes it) is not linked
with the Platonic metaphysics. For, argues Robinson, Plato did neither
achieve  his metaphysics  through  this method (which is
recommended, but not uscd); nor did he derive this method from his
metaphysics (in which case he must have asked "what it is in the
naturc of things and the nature of men that makes [...it] desirable”, or
"suitable” — p. 178). (As I said, Robinson 1953, 178 claims that "if a
method is suitable, that must surely be because the reality sought to
be known is such and such, and the human mind that seeks to know
it is such and such”; but, he believes that "Plato’s insight did not go as
far as that" — p. 178).

In my view Robinson was wrong. So far, 1 showed that the
criterion on which Plato's péboSol are grounded is coherence
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(oupduvia TGy Aeyduevwv) (see 8.1.3.). In what follows, I will show
that Plato made an attempt to prove that both human mind and
'reality’ are harmonic, i.e. that coherence is immanent in both reality
and thinking; and that this ‘correspondence’ between his main
methodological  criterion  (ocupdwvia Tmr  Aeydpevay) and  the
metaphysical principle of appovia is what makes his péooBor suitable.

8.2.1.The correspondence between the cuudwria Ty Aeyducvwy and
the appovia 1av elSwy

(a) As I argued, in the Sophist Plato claims that 0 &v, TatTav
and 6drepor BrLa mavTwY kekorvwrnkéval (cf. 255 e, 256 a and 259 a).
And that means that reality in general is thought as whatness, and
that whatness in general is thought as being caused by the xorvwric
with others. In less abstract words: (i) reality is reduced to €U8n; (ii)
the eUSn exist as having an identity (a what); and (iii) the identity of
every €18o¢ (and so of every sensible thing) is thought as being
caused by the rowwviar in which that eU8o< is 'caught' with other
el8n. The 'world of eU8n', however, is, according to Plato, not a chaos,
but a kSopo¢ TEV €l8wy; in short: the xowvwria TOV €i8wy is, we may say,
a apuovia. (When he said that philosophy is the peyiomn povowkn — Phd.
61 a 3-4; cf. also R. 548 b 9; 7i. 88 ¢ 5 —hc might have thought that
this way of putting things is appropriatec becausc philosophy, like
povoulkn in general, is concerned with cpuoviac.)

(b) In the Timaeus Plato produces the same arguments about
world-soul and human sounl. The two arguments run as follows.

(i) The world-soul

{a) The soul of the umniverse is framed by the Demiurge from
ougia, TauTov and 8dTepor (35 a) (I will not enter into the
details concerning the ‘indivisible’ and 'divisible' kinds of ouoia,
TQUTOV and ©dTepoV and the division of the world-soul into
harmonic intervals — for which Coruford 1937, 60 ff. offers very
valuable comments); that is: the soul of the universe is an #k Te
TAQUTOU Kl BaTépou kaL THS ovolal wepelypévn (35 b 3; of. also
37 a 2-4).

(B) From this peperypévn the Demivrge made two rings (36 b-¢)
(the rings of sameness and of difference --35 a), which he first
divided in certain proportions (b) and then set them in mation
(c-d). I cannot enter here into the complicated problems
regarding the divisions and the motions (popal, wepLpopal or
meplo8o1) of the two rings (for which Cornford 1937 is, again, of
invaluable help). What is important, however, is that the
composition of the world-soul (cf. 37 a I), as well as its motions
(i.e. the motions of its rings) (cf. 47 d 2-3) are harmonic.
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(ii) The human scul

(a) The learning part of the human soul (TO AOYLOTLKAV) is a
copy of the world-soul: it is made out of the same (though less
pure) ingredients (i.e. oUola, TaWTAV and 8dTepor — 41 d).

(8) From this pepevyuévy the Demiurge made two rings (the
rings of sameness and of difference — 43 e f., 44 d), which he first
divided in the same proportions as those of the world-soul (43 d,
cf. also Cornford 1937, 149, n. 1) and then set them in motion; but
its revolutions are not as those of the world-soul, for they arc
perturbed by various things, e.g. by the inflow of nourishment
or the sensations coming from without (€508ey alobhgels),

“which draw in their train the wholec vessel of the soul" (44 a)
(cf. also 43 a ff,, 47 b, 90 d). Thus, when a soul whose revelutions
are troubled "meet with something outside [...] they show
themselves mistaken and foolish [about what falls under TavTdV

and what under @dvepov]" (43 ¢-d). Yet, if one take care of his
soul, "we might reproduce the perfectly unerring revolutions of
the god und reduce to settled order the wandering motions in our
[revolutions]” (47 ¢; Cornford's 1937 translation); and so the
learning part of the soul will eventually imirgte the harmonies
(dpmoviai) and revolutions (TepLdopal) of the world-soul (90 c-d:
cf. also 47 b-c). Thus, not only the composition of the human soul,
but also its motions arc harmonic.

Now, what does this mean — that the composition and the motions of
the world-soul and the human soul are huarmonic? But first — what it
is actually at stake in Plato's claim that the world-soul is a 'mixture’
of oUoia, TadTdy and edTepoy?

The world-soul is said to 'participate (ueTéyouoa) in Aoyiopudc
and dppovic (36 e 6-37 a 1), and to havce an 'intelligent' (&udoovog)
and eternal life (36 e 4). Now, what it actually 'does' in its eternal life
is to 'perform a sort of revolutions (mepipopal) which eventually
produce a rxoyoG (cf. 37 b ff.,, 47 b, 90 c-d). That is: what it 'does’ in its
revolutions is fo know. I paraphrase the passage from 7i. 37 a-b
(using some segments from Cornford's translation, 1937):

[...] whenever the world-soul is in contact (€G&TTNTEL) with
anything that has dispersed cxistence (CKESCTTNY oOUGLOV) 0T
with anything whose existence is indivisible (ApépLoTov), it is
set in motion all through herself and tells in what respect
precisely, and how, and in what sense, and wh’en.f it comes about
that something is qualified as either being TQUTOV or £TcpoV in
respect to amy given thing, whatever it may be, either in the
world of Td yiyrépeva, orin the world of TE KQTA TaU~Td ExovTa
Gel. Now whenever the AGyoC takes place concerning the TauTdy
and ©4Tepov of an &y which belongs to the sphere of T&
alLaenTov, then arise S0&al and TWLaTeLS, which are B£BaiolL and
GANGETC. But whenever the ASyoC takes place concerning the
TouTar and OdTEpoV of an 8V which belongs to the sphere of TO
AOYLOTIKGY, then VoUC and  €TLOTHPN are necessarily achieved
[which are, most obviously, also féBa10l and AATBETS].
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As I claimed in 7.4.1., in speaking, soul establishes a xowwvig of
various ¢idn, by determining their being identical with themselves
(and this is done through an 'operation’ that Plato called ouvaywyn)
and different from others (and this is done through an 'operation'
that he called Siaipeors). That is: in knowing through Siavoelodal
(which takes place within the 'medium’ of Aéyeww —cf. Sph. 263 e,
Tht. 189 e-190 a), soul deals, wultimately, with ovola, ToUTOoVv and
a@dTepov.

So, when Plato claims that the world-soul and the human souls
are a 'mixtare’ of olola, ToUTSr and @dTepov, what is at stake is the
question of knowledge, not a question of physical 'anatomy'. If so,
then Plato's claim — that, from an epistemological point of view, the
world-soul and the human souls are made out of ovoia, TalTdv and
8dTepov — means that soul in general, in its way towards knowledge,
deals with otcla, TauTdr and 8dTepov because it was made in such a
way as to deal with olola, TadTtéy and edvepov. Put in modern
philosophical terms: the way we know thc objects we encounter in
our experience is 'construed' according to what is already given in us,
i.e. according to our franscendental ‘elements' (viz. olofa, TadTdév and
OdTEPOV).

But, as I said above in (a), in the Sophist Plato claims that the
péyrota yévn of 76 v, TauTdy and 8dTepov Srd wdvTwy kexowvwynkévar (cf.
255 e, 256 a and 259 a); which means that the ultimate ‘elements' of
reality (be it franscendent or Iimmanent) are the same as the
transcendental ‘elements', viz. TO &v, TavTdr and edTepov (3). And the
similarity does not stop here.

To go back to the previous question, namcly what does this
mean —that the composition and the motions of the world-soul and
human souls are harmonic? Due mainly to Kant, we know what the
notion of transcendental is aimed at, and we may spcak about it in a
highly abstract way. That is why, we are prone to regard with
suspicion Plato's speaking about ‘that which is already given in our
mind’ in terms of 'two rings that were divided and set in motion by a
Demiurge’. But these are his terms (which he tells us not to take in
their letters —-cf. 29 b-d, 30 b, 48 d, 53 d, 55 d, 56 a a, 57 d, 59 c,
ctc.), and the way he puts things implies that for him ‘that which is
already given in the soul' (what we call transcendental) has three
‘clements’, which were put together in a harmonic way, and which
are in harmonic motions; it implies, in short, that the structure and
the dynamics of the transcendental arc harmonic.

But, as I said above in (a), for Plato the transcendent reality
(i.e. the 'world of €U8n") 1s a dppovia (for the €V8n lorm not a chaos, but
a koopoC), and that means that the franscendent reality (and, to some
extent, its copy, i.e. the immanent reality) are not only 'made from
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the same elements' as the franscendental, but that they are in the
same way, namely in a harmonic way (4). (Now, what does harmonic
mean in all this? One may say that it means ‘according (0 some
particular proportions, which may be expressed mathematically' — cf.
Ti. 35 b-36 d. But this answer will only hide the fact that d&ppovia
remains here a rather obscurc word, and that that which 1is
designated by it recedes from us.)

To conclude:

(i) As Robinson 1953, 178, I believe that "if a method is suitable,
that must surely be because the reality sought to be known 1is
such and such, and the human mind that seeks to know it is such
and such”. But unlike him, I do not believe that "Plato's insight
did not go as far as that" (p. 178).

(ii) Plato argucd that the franscendent reality (and, to some
cxtent, s copy, i.e. the immanent reality) are not only 'made
from the same elements' as the transcendental (e, TO Oy, TAUTOV

and O4TeEpoOV), but that they are in the same way, namely in a
harmonic way.

(iii) So, we may say that the [Lé6080L which aim at determining
the abstract U8v, as well as the UéBoSol that introduce and
develop the theory of €Y8n, are suitable (to use Robinson's
expression) because the criteriorn on which they are grounded,
ie. the oupdwvia Ty AeySuevwl, corresponds to the principles
of both 'the reality sought to be known' (Gppovia TOV el8wv) and
to that of ‘the human mind that secks to know it' (dpuovic THC
puxnN&). In short: I claim that Plato's §1€é60801 in general are

'suitable’ because their criterion is coherence, and coherence is
immanent' in both reality and thinking,

There remain, however, two things that need to be clarified. One is
the difference between the ‘'levels’ at which the two groups of
néoodor function; and the other is the relation between the
methodological criterion of coherence and the metaphysical principle
of coherence in the case of the pé6o8ouL that introduce and develop the
theory of ¢{8n. The first one, I think, can be clarified rather easily
and I shall discuss it in what follows; the second one, however, raises
morc problems and I shall deal with it irn extenso in 8.2.2,

The pédoSor which aim at determining the abstract €8y
themselves function, so to say, in the field of T& dvaloénTov (i.e. in the
field of 'abstract matters'), but af the level of ¢i6n. And they aim at
determining the kolvwriau that exist between particular abstract <8y
—'courage', 'justice’, etc. —by relying on a criterion, the criterion of
coherence (ovpowwia), which corresponds to the metaphysical
principle of both the investigated transcendent reality (the kowwvia
that exist between particular abstract <i8n) and the transcendental,
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viz. the principle of coherence (&ppovia). That is why, we may say,
they are suirable.

The péco8or which introducc and develop the thecory of ei8n
function also in the field of vo dvalcOnTov, but at a meta-<isn level,
i.e. at a level that has as its object the very level of <ién and
everything that this level of €U8n presuposes.

In Chapter Four I showed that in the Republic Plato claims that
there is something beyond (émékeiva) ololoin 'dignity’ (mpfoperq) and
'‘power' (Suvduer) (509 b 8) —which he calls 1o ¢yaddy; that is: oloia
(understood as whatness) has an origin, an apyr) (cf. the expression 1
TOU mayTos apyn, at 511 b 7), namely 10 dyaedy (cf. also 509 b 8, where
it is said that 76 aya8dv provides, mpooeivay, ovola of all €U8n). And this
origin, Plato says, is 'the limit of the intelligible’ (532 a 7- b 1). Yet,
when he starts speaking about 70 aya®dy, he refers to it as 7 Tou
dyceou 18éa (508 ¢ 2-3). Why then, does he name {&¢a 'that which is
beyond «ll 18éar and determines them ali'?

In Chapter Five I showed that in the Sophist Plato claims also
that there is someting 'present’ in all ¢I8n —namely 70 Ov, TadTéy and
edartepov. These three ‘elements'’ are also at 'the limit of the
intelligible', he suggests; and he claims that they make possible the
ovota (i.e. the whatness) of every etSoc (for they make possible the
kotvwrio Twy el8wy). Yet, he call i8éay these three ‘'elements' that are
'beyond' all i8éuu (cf. for instance the expression (8éc ™% 9aTépou al
255 e). Why?

Because the meta-ecii8n level, like the ‘'level of {81, is
investigated by the same means, i.e. by speaking; and for Plato
speaking does always operate with ei8n. We can, that is, understand
this meta-<i8n level only by speaking about it (although, arguably,
we may say that one can also know it through the act of voelv); and
speaking can operate only with e€U8n. In short: we can understand the
very notion of ¢18o¢ (and everything that belongs to this ‘meta-ei8y
level') only by using some particular swi-generis ci8n, like 7 Tou
&yadou i8éa or 1) Tou Gatépou i8éa. (Today, however, this idea of
circulus vitiosus 1s seen as a triviality.)

So, the péoodol which introduce and develop the theory of «i8n
operate also with €{8v, and, | believe, they also determine the
koLvwvi ol that exist between these sui-gereris eUSn (for these ¢i8n too
are ouveeTy, like, for instance, the very &i86n of T0 dv, TalTdv and
B8dTEPOL).

Now, since these swui-generis <8n are abstract, the péocSol that
operate with them (i.e. pésoSov which introduce and develop the
theory of eU8n) cannot but rely on the criterion of coherence
(oupgwrvia 1OV reydpevor) (cf. for instance the account on thc péooSoc
that introduces the theory of €ién from the Phaedo 100 a ff.). Thus,
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we may say (generalizing, I know) that the péooSov which introduce
and develop the theory of ei8n are also suitable, because they rely on
a criterion, the criterion of coherence {(ovpdwyic), which corresponds
to the metaphysical principle of both the investigated 'meta-reality’
(the «xowvwrvion that exist between particular &8 that concern the
‘meta-ei&n level’) and the transcendental — viz. the principle of
coherence (appovia).

8.2.2. From cuuguvic Twy Aeyduevwv to appovia twr elSwv and from
apiovio Ty €ilwy 0 quudwvia TOV ASYOUE WY

In philosophy of science there is a very sharp distinction
between the two main contexts in which a scientific theory may be
discussed: the context of justification and the context of discovery
(these way of putting things was consecrated by, inter alios,
Amsterdamski 1971). In discussing a scientific theory within the
context of justification, onc is concerned primarily (or exclusively)
with its validity; whereas in discussing a theory within the context of
discovery, one is concerned primarily with its genesis. In the field of
sciences, both the scientists themselves and the philosophers of
science have tended to consider the genesis of a theory as being of
little scientific (and philosophical) importance (although, it is usually
argued, this may have a psychological, historical or sociological one).

I would like, in what follows, to say a few things about the
genesis of Plato's claim that franscendent reality (and, to some
extent, its copy, i.e. the immanent reality) are not only 'made from
the same clements' as the transcendental, but that they are in the
same way, namely in a Aarmonic way. But I am not concerned here
with psychological, historical or sociological aspects of this genesis; |
am concerned with a philosophical aspect.

This philosophical aspect refers to the fact that Plato began his
philosophical search by assuming a methodological principle
(cupdwria t0y reyopevuy) which led him (o a conclusion that justified
it (i.e. to the conclusion that transcendent reality and the
transcendental  are harmonic). So, we may ask, what justified this
methodological principle at the moment of his application, i.e. before
it led to its justifying conclusion? This question may be answered in
several ways, by assuming either that it was Plato's own intuition
which made him rely on a principle that later proved to be fully
justified; or that the justifying conclusion (or a part of it) was, in
nuce, already present in his mind when he started to apply it.

No one can pretend that he has the right answer to this
question, for there is too little to rely on in terms of textual evidence.
None the less, I want fo suggest very tentatively the answer which I
believe i1s the most plausible.
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Plato, as I argued at the beginning of Chapter One, started from
the 'topic' of man, that for him is, esscntially, that part of the soul (To
royroTikoy)y which aims at achieving knowledge. And he might have
rcalized, somchow, that oupdwvia (or coherence in a wide sense) is, to
use Ewing's expression, 'immanent in all onr thinking' (apud Bonjour
1985, 101). (In other words: the idea that the transcendental is
harmonic, which was later explicated, was assumed, [ think, in one
form or another, from the very beginning.) And it is this view, that
gupbwria is immanent in all our thinking, which, probably, led him to
the conclusion that realiry too must be harmonic.

The relation between a philosopher's metaphysics and his logic
has been the subject of many debates. Usually, what was at stake in
these debates was the question of foundation, that is the question of
'which is founded on the other’ —metaphysics on logic, or logic on
metaphysics. (In this century the tendency was, I think, to conclude
that one's logic is, eventually, the foundation of his metaphysics.)

Plato's position, however, is rather clear: even if, arguably, a
logic assumption (i.e. the assumption that oupdwvia is 'immanent in
all our thinking) led him to a certain metephysical framework (Lhat
reality must be harmonic), for him logic 1is grounded on meraphysics.
That is: eventually, he argues that the ocuupdwp{a that is immanent in
all our thinking is grounded on the the fact that reality is harmonic.

All this, it seems (o me, is, to some extent, expressed in the
Sophist. 1f we put together some of the claims Plato brought forward
in this dialogue, and complete them in a particular way (which T find
rather plausible), we can obtain the following argument.

(a) From oupdwyio TOY Aeyducvuy to dppovia Tav ei8wy.

(i) If speaking is about €l8m and if some words unite with one
another, and some not {261 d 5-7), then we have to admit that the
€L8n are GUVOeTO and that they form a particular Kowvwyia (252 a
ff.) (see 5.1.). That is: since there is a kolvwvia of words, there
must be a Kovvwrlo of V8.

(iiy Words, however, oUVappdTTOUGLY GAMIAOLS (261 d; cf. also
262 e 1. )
(iii) So, we may continue his argument, since there is a cupdwvic
TWY AeySpevuwy, there must be a appovia Ty eldwy.

(iv) And, if thigking is the same thing as speaking (cf. 203 e:
"Srdvoire and AOYOC are the same thing"; see also Sph. 264 a), we

may say that the conclusion that realiry must be harmonic is
derived from the premise that oupdwwric is immanent in all our

thinking.

(b) From Gppovia Tav eiSwy to cupdwvio TV reyduevwy.
(i) But the very Bossihility of speaking derives actue}}]y from the
kovvwvia TV el8wy (cf. 259 e "any discourse [AJY0G] we can

have owes its cxistence to the TURTAOKTy TdVY ci8ww") (5).
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(i) Some €1 8n, however, cuLpwVET, while others do not (253 b 11).
That is: the Kolvwria TEV el8Swy is actually a dppovia/oupdwria.
(iit) So, we may continue his argument, it is this &ppovia Twv
€18wV on which is grounded the oupdwvia TOVY Aeydpevwy (6).

(iv} And, if thinking is the same thing as speaking (cf. 203 e), we
may say that the premiss that that cupdwvic is immanent in all

our thinking is grounded on the conctusion that reality is
harmonic.

To sum up: Plato assumed the methodological criterion of
cohercence because he belicved that coherence is 'immanent in all our
thinking" (though he expressed this idea explicitly only later, in the
Timaeus), and because he felt that this belief justifies the use of such
an arnalogical methodological criterion. Through this methodological
criterion, however, he eventually reached the belief that reality too
is coherent; but he did not think that he arrived at this belief
because he used the methodological criterion of coherence. He, on the
contrary, thought that it is the coherence of reality which actually
fully justifies the use of coherence as a methodological criterion.

8.3. Dialectic, metaphorical language
and metaphysics

As T said in the Preface (b, 1) and at the beginning of 8.2.,
Robinson 1953 c¢laims that the Platonic hypothetical method (as he
construes it) is not linked with the Platonic metaphysics. Tor, he
argucs, Plato did neither achieve his metaphysics through this
method (which, in spite of being recommended, is not used), nor
derive this method from his metaphysics. Robinson 1953, however,
has a different opinion about the Platonic metaphysics and what he
calls 'Plato’s methods of analogy and imagery' (p. 222). His position,
as far as I can see, is this.

(¢) The methoed of analogy

(i) Plato is not always very enthusiastic about analogies (cf.
Euthd. 298 ¢, Chrm. 165 ¢ and 166 b, Men. 73 a, Phd. 99 e, R. 337 c,
etc.) (215 ff.) Yet, he uses them a lot —especially in the middle
dialogues, where he should have used the recommended
hypothetical method (pp. 209 ff.).

(ii) Plato, however, believed that "analogies' or ’'geometrical
equalities are frequent in reality and basic to its structure" (ct.
the passage of the Divided Line from the Republic, FPhibh. 16 d, Ti
31 ¢, etc.) (p. 209); and "his Pythagorean conviction indicates one
simple rule of methed: 'look for proportions im reality, for they
are there and you will find them'’ (p. 209).

(b) The method of imagery

As regarding images, "according to what [Plato] says about them
he ocught never to use them" (p. 220-1): although, in Cre. 432 ¢ he
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claims that "there is such a thing as correctness in imagery
(elkovoC opeoTNne)" (p. 218), which implies that “there must be

legitimate occasions for its use" (p. 218). Plato, however, uses
images in excess (cf. the Republic, the Timacus, etc.) (pp. 218 ff.).

(c) Conclusion

So, we may say that Plato's "employment of analogy" is, 0 some
extent, "supported by his own views on analogy"; but his "use of
images is condemned by his own views on images and twitation”
(p. 222). '

To sum up: according to Robinson, Plato's methods of analogy and
imagery are linked with his metaphysics. For he used them and
(partially) achieved his metaphysics through them. And, in the case
of the method of analogy, he derived it, somehow, from his
metaphysics, for he suggested that this method is suitable because it
corresponds to a metaphysical principle ('the presence of analogies in
reality').

As far as the 'method of analogy' is concerned, Robinson was, I
think, right. But he was wrong, in my vicw, about the 'method of
tmagery'. In what follows, I shall arguc that this method too is
derived from the Platonic metaphysics, although this derivation is
implicit. 1 shall not, however, put things in Robinson's terms.

The expression 'Plato's methods of analogy and imagery' (by
which Robinson wanted to cover the use of all Platonic mectaphors,
analogies, myths, allegories, etc.) is not, I think, very appropriatc;
and there are two main reasons for that. One is that the difference
between 'analogy' und 'imagery' is quite difficult to define; and the
other is that to speak about & merhod of analogy/imagery would be
to go far beyond Plato's intentions.

Plato’s dialectic (or, with a more specific expression, 'Plato's
1LéooBoL in general) does (do) resort, in various degrees, to metaphors,
analogies, myths, allegories, etc.,, i.e. (to use the safest general
formula) to a metaphorical language. But he does not say anything
about a pattern or a rule that has to govern the use of metaphorical
language; so here everything seems to depend on one's own poetical
skills, ie. on how pouoikés one is. (When he said that philosophy is
the peylom povoikr}—~ Phd. 61 a 3-4; cf. also R. 548 b 9; Ti. 88 ¢ 5 —
he might have thought that this way of putting things is appropriate
not only because philosophy, like pouowr in general, is concerned
with dppovior; but also because philosophy has to resort, to some
extent, to metaphorical language, whosc use depends on the help
given by Muses, not on any péocso< designed by man (7)) In short:
for Plato, it seems, the use of metaphorical language is not (and,
arguably, caonot be) reduced to a certain péooSoc. I prefer, however,
to put my claim in terms of the correspondence between Plato's
philosophical use of metaphorical language and his metaphysics (not
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in Robinson terms, i.e. as the derivation of Plato's method of imagery
from his metaphysics).

(I am aware that the following interpretation exaggerates
things, more or less; but, I believe, the articulation of a view that
occurs only implicitly in a philosophical text may sometimes be
brought to light only by exaggerating things. I am also aware that my
interpretation simplifies things, more or less; for, given the limited
space I have here at my disposal, I did not take into account all the
passages that concern the question of metaphorical language in
Plato.)

In my view, the most important distinction that has to be made
within the field of metaphorical language is that between the use of
metaphorical words and the use of metaphorical discourses {(c.g.
myths, allegories, etc.). In Plato's texts this distinction is evident; but
he does not discuss it or say anything explicit about the use of
metaphorical language. He says something explicit only about
philosophical myths, Now, my argument comes in two parts.

First (in 8.3.1.) T shall argue that Plato's use of philosophical
myths is linked with his metaphysics, because its heuristic pattern
(to partially unconceal something dvafoéntor by something
atoentdv') is metaphysically justified by the 'participation’ of what is
atconTdv in what is dvaloénroy.

Then (in 8.3.2,) (with all the risks implied by generalizing the
results achieved by a rough analysis of a complicated question), I
shall claim that, in Plato, on this heuristic pattern is grounded the
philosophical use of metaphorical language; and conclude that for
him the philosophical use of metaphorical language is linked with his
metaphysics, because its heuristic pattern is metaphysically justified
by the 'participation’ of what is alcontdy in what is dvaloonTov.

8.3.1. The philosophical use of myth

As philosophical matters are concerned, Plato's favourite kind
of metaphorical discourse is the myth. Why does he resort in these
matters to myths? So far, there have been suggested various
answers; for instance: (i) becanse he wanted to give a religious
ground to his philosophy (cf. the theories of Baur and Windelband —
apud Frutiger 1930, 152 f{f.); (ii) because Plato’s time coincided with
the climax of the Greek myth (ct. Friedldnder 1958, 171); or, as Hegel
1971, 108 himself argued, {ii1) because of Plato's own inability,
Unvermdégen, to think with abstract concepts.

In my view, none of these answers touches the heart of the
matter, For Plato, a myth is, to put it very roughly, a reydpevor which
‘carries ($éper) something over (petd), that is, an embodiment in
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which a 'thought' has been 'transferred' (pe-adépe~ar) (¢f. for instance
7% 26 ¢ 9: "we [, namely Critias, Timaeus and Hermocrates,] will now
disclose the city that Socrates described to us yesterday [i.e. Socrates'
thoughts about an ideal worivTela] by transferring it into the 'story’ of
the ancient city of Athens and Atlantis [Ty méi\w... VUV peTeveykdrres
émi. TaAN9éS]" —my paraphrase; cf. also, inter alios, Marignac 1951,
25) (at 26 ¢ 9 Socrates' account about the ideal moavTeia is called a
myth, and at 26 ¢ 5-6 the myth of the ancient city of Athens and
Atlantis is called an &\névroc Aévos; but, Plato's clin d’oeil is, 1 think,
evident) (8).

For Plato, however, such an 'embodiment' is neither a mere
fiction, nor an GAneBNS Adyo¢ (as some do believe —cf, Grg. 523 a; cf.
also Phdr. 244 a and 253 c); for him, a myth is, "taken as a whole,
false, but there is truth in it also [ToUrto LUB0C 8¢ tou BT TO Gaav |relbos,
€vt 8¢ kol éxnen]" (R 377 a 5-6); it is, in other words, if I may use an
expression from R 382 b 10-c I, an ol wdvy dkpatov yeu8oc (9). To
conclude: for Plato a myth, in spite of not being supported by a
rigorous 'demonstration’ (anddelérC — cf. Phd. 92 d, Thr. 162 ¢), has a
certain heuristic 'power' (cf. 11 1OV €ixdTwy Adywy Slvapre —TL 48 d 1-
2), for it may reveal a part of the truth (cf. Smp. 215 a 6: 7y elxov ToU
aANeoUS €veka; cf. also 17, 53 d-e).

So, the right answer to the question about why Plato does
resort to myths in his dealing with philosophical matters is, I hold,
this: because he believed that they rely on a heuristic pattern which
may reveal a part of the truth (10). What does then this heuristic
pattern actually consist in?

Plato did not give an explicit answer to this question; but the
context in which he used the majority of his philosophical myths may
throw a light on what his answer might have been.

As I argued (see 8.1.1.), Plato’'s philosophy covers two main
'areas': that of the metaphysical nature of the objects that can be
known; and that of how a particular ¢t8oc¢ can be known. Now, the
majority of Plato's philosophical myths are used in the first 'area’;
that is: the context in which he used the most of his myths is that of
designing and testing the theory of eU&w.

To be more precise, As I said at the beginning of 8.1.1., Plato's
theory of e€U8n comes in three main parts; and, at least in the first two
of them, there are philosophical myths galore. For instance: the final
myth of the Phaedo 107 d-108 a (an eschatological myth with many
subsequent versions), which is, in my view, linked with one way of
testing the first part of the theory of «U8n (this test is about seeing
whether the implications of the theory oupowvel darxrfrove — for
details see Chapter Three); the myth of the Cave from the Republic,
which is linked with the second part of the theory of €i8n (see
Chapter Four), ctc. (In the Sophist, however, where the third part of
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the theory is developed, Plato attempted to discuss the whole matter
in abstract terms and avoid the use of myths or other metaphorical
devices — see Chapter Five). Whereas in the other area, that of how a
particular ¢180¢ can be known (where at stake is reaching the opLpds
or determining the vyévos of a particular €U80¢), Plato, as far as I can
see, tends not to use any myth (or other metaphorical device) (11).

Now, this 'arca' of the theory of ¢i8n belongs to what I called
the 'field of To cdvalcenTor', Le. to the field of 'abstract matters';
whereas the myths which attempted to embody various aspect of
this theory have a visual content (myths, 1 believe, are always visual
—cf. Marignac 1951, 24: "l'image peut E&tre un mythe: cllc connaft
alors son développement maximum") (12). If so, then the heuristic
pattern on which the use of myths is grounded consists in turning
something dvaioénTov into something aloontdy (i.e. in turning an
'abstract matter' into a 'nomn-abstract’ one), in such a way that a part
of the truth is revealed.

Now, what is fo turn something dvaioonToy into something
atodnTov in such a way that a part of the truth is revealed? 1t 1is,
roughly put, fo 'frame' for something avaloeéntoy, through speaking,
an aicéntoy embodiment, in such a way that that embodiment
unconceales a part of that which is embodied ir it. If I may usc
Plato's terms from the Philebus 39 b-¢, to speak about about +d
aveloéntov in non-abstract terms is to put back to work 'the wypddos
that dwells in our souls' (see Chapter Six).

If so, however, there remain then two important questions to
be answered: what would be, in this case, the criterion of truth? And
how can a part of something dvaioénrtor be unconcealed by
something atcenrdv?

The first question first. How can we know whether a certain
myth is an ol wdwv dkpaTov $eU80c or a mere YecuS8oc? How can we
know, in other words, whether one's 'lnner {wypdéo<' has framed an
'image' that reveals a part of the truth? Plato, to the best of my
knowledge, does not offer any answer to this question. But, if we
continue his line of though (as 1 see it), then the most probable
answer is this.

(i) The requirement of coherence (i.e. of the oupdwvia that
should exist between the Aeyoupsvo which form a myth) is,

obviously, too weak to act as a real criterion of truth (althoygh , it
remains  a necessary requircment  of a myth that is an OU TAWY
dkpaTov |eu§o).

(i) So, in order to decide whc’:ther a myth has or not some truth in
it, we have to confront the aloONTAOV embodiment it provides for
an avalo®nrov 'reality' with that very 'reality' and check if the
embadiment unconceals any of its parts,
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(iti) But, such a confrontation (unlikf: a confrontation that takes
place entirely in the field TO aiodnTov) is tinged with a

subjective bias. That is: we may have different opinions about
how much of an abstract reality is portrayed in a myth and how
well that reality is portrayed in it. That is why, in the case of
speaking about about TO draioonTov in non-abstract terms,

there is not a strong criterion of truth.

Let vs now turn to the other question. How can a part of
something dvaiodnTor be unconcealed by something aicéntév? That
is: how can one's 'inner CwypddoC' turn something that is not visual
into an e{Swhov Aeyluevow, a spoken image? To the best of my
knowledge, there is no explicit answer to this question in Plato; but
there is one, I think, which is implicit.

In the Philebus Plato speaks about a ¢wypddoS that 'dwells' in
our souls (who, when we talk about the field of 16 cloéenTdy begins to
'paint images’); and he calls this (wypddos (at 39 b 3) a Snuioupyds.
The occurrence of this word, Snuioupyds, makes one think of the
'‘Demiurge of the wuniverse'. Is there any link between them?
Apparently, it is not. But (to paraphrasc Plato's way of introducing
the issue of wéxic in R. 368 d), the Demiurge's creation 'describes in
larger lctters' the same peoietic act of framing for something
araloéntor an aloénTor embodiment, in such a way that that
embodiment unconceales a part of that which was embodied in it
That is: both the Demiurge (when he creates the universe) and man's
'inner Zwypddos' (when he creates a myth for an abstract matter)
unconceal, partially (the Demiurge through Tmowely, the 'inner
twypddoC' through nréyerv), something dvaioénTtov by an aloonTdv
embodiment (13).

Now, to go back to our question — how can one's 'inner
{wypd¢oc' turn something that is not visual into an elSwiov reydpevov,
a spoken image? Implicitly or explicitly, Plato claimed many times
that language in general depends on ontolegy (cf. for instance Sph.
259 e: the very possibility of speaking derives actually from the
kolvwria Tay el8wy),

If so, however, then we may say that the question of
embodying something dvaloénTtor into an ciSwiov reyduevov depends
on the more general, ontological question of embodying that which is
dvaioenToy (the vonrov ¢gov or the «i8n in general) into sensible
things. We may say, in other words, that a particular kind of
metaphorical discourse, i.e. the myth (as an ol wdwvu BkpaToy |eUsos,
viz. as an image that partially discloses an abstract matter) is
possible because, ontologically, sensible things are images that
partially disclose their non-visible models. (Or, otherwisc put, when
one's 'inner {wypdédot' turns something that is not visual into an
elSwiov Aeydupevov, he repeats the archetypal gesture of the Demiurge,
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who twned a non-visible model into an z{8wrov movolpevor.) Thus, we
may conclude that in Plato the 'true myth' relies on a on heuristic
pattern ('to partially unconceal something dvaicénTov by something
aloonov’) that has a metaphysical justification ('the ontological
participation of what is atoéntdv in what is dvaicenTov').

8.3.2. The philosophical use of metaphorical language and its
metaphysical justification: the 'participation’ of 716 aicénrdy in 1o
avaicenTov

All the claims 1 have made above are about Plato's
philosophical myths. Could one gcneralize these claims and apply
them to Plato's philosophical use of metaphorical language?

I cannot engage here in a large-scale analysis of the guestion of
metaphorical language in Plato. I believe, howcver, that such a
generalization is legitimate. I believe, that is, two things.

(a) First, that on this heuristic pattern ('to partially unconceal
something dvaicentov by something cloenrdv') are grounded the
philosophical uses of both metaphorical discourses and words.

(i} To extend my interpretation of Plato’s philosophical use of
myth to his philosophical use of metaphorical discourse in general
does not raise, I think, major objections. That is: if the philosophical
use of the most representative kind of metaphorical discourse (viz.
myth) is grounded on this heuristic pattern (‘to partially unconceal
something dvaloénTov by something aloentdv’), then one may claim
relatively  easily the same about the philosophical wuse of
metaphorical discourse in general.

(ii) To extend, however, my interpretation of Plato's
philosophical use of myth to his philosophical use of mctaphorical
words may seem, at first sight, more problematic. Plato docs not
refer, explicitly, to what happens when a word is used [(iguratively in
a philosophical context. But his philosophical metaphors —e.g. ¢18oc,
vévoG or 1O &yaedv —are, obviously, names of non-abstract notions
given to abstract ones; so, we may say that they too aim at framing
for something avaloonrtor an aiconTdy embodiment, in such a way
that that embodiment unconceales a part of that which is embodied
in it.

To make a short digression: philosophy has always resorted to
metaphors  (either because, as Ricoeur 1975, 369 ft. put it,
philosophy, due to its 'nouvelle maniére de qucstioner', 'met le
langage en état de carence sémantique’, p. 369, and so it has to use
‘des mots du langage ordinaire en vue de repondre i [...cette] carence
de dénomination’, p. 370; or because "le discours philosophique
recourt, de fagcon délibérée, & la métaphore vive afin dec tirer des
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significations nouvelles de l'impertinence sémantique et de porter au
jour de nouveaux aspects de la réalité A la pointe de l'inpovation
sémantique”, p. 370). The question of metaphor is extremely
complicated; and the countless studies on semantics, logic, rhetoric,
linguistics, etc. that have clustered round it cannot be surveyed
within a lifetime. 1 cannot enter here into the details of any 'theory
of metaphor'. In my view, however, in philosophy, in most of the
cases, the use of metaphor is grounded on this heuristic pattern of
revealing an abstract notion (or an aspect of an abstract notion) by
the attempt to 'embody’ if, as it were, into a nogn-abstract notion (14).

To sum up so far: I believe that, in Plato, the philosophical unse
of metaphorical language in general is grounded on this heuristic
pattern ('to partially unconceal something dvaioenvov by something
atoenTév').

(b) Secondly, I believe that for Plato the philosophical use of
metaphorical language is linked with his mectaphysics, because its
heuristic pattern is metaphysically justified by the ‘'participation’ of
what is aloonTdv in what is dvaioenTov.

I believe, that is, that in Plato (i) the distinction between
speaking in non-abstract and abstract terms is grounded on the
distinction between inlelligible and sensible reality; and (ii) the fact
that we can cxpress (partially) abstract ideas through non-abstract
terms is grounded on the fact that the sensible is a 'manifestation' of
the intelligible.

As Ricoeur 1975, 366 put it, the idea that mera-physics and
meta-phorical discourse correspond to each other in their attempt to
"emporte les mots ct les choses au-dela..., meta..." (p. 366) "revient a
dire que tout I'usage de l'analogie, cn apparence neutre au regard de
la tradition ‘métaphysique', reposerait a son insu sur un concept
métaphysique d'analogie qui désigne le mouvement de renvoi du
visible 2 l'invisible; la primordiale ’iconicité’' secrait icl contenue: ce
qui, fondamentalement, fait 'image', cc serait le visible tout entier;
c'est sa ressemblance & l'invisible qui le constitnerait comme image;
conséquemment, la toute premiere transposition serait lc transfort
du sens dc l'cmpirie dans le 'lieu intelligible’™ (15). (A view which
was adopted by other philosophers, such as Heidegger, who claimed
that 'the metaphorical exists only within metaphysics' — 1957, 89).

As I said, in the Timaeus 29 b Plato claims that all 'accounts'
are 'akin', (cuyvyerel<) with the Svra that they describe; so, he argues,
an account about what is only a changing <lkdv (29 b2-3; 92 ¢ 7) (i.e.
the visible universe) of a 'lasting and stable' (Ldvipov kol 3égalory —29
b 6) mapdSevypa (28 b 7; 29 b 4) (i.e. the 'intelligible’ universe) -
precisely because it is 'akin' to what is not pdvipov kol gépator —can
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only be elxd¢ (cf. 29 b 5-¢ 2, d, 30 b, 48 d, 53 d, 55 d, 56 a, 57 d, 59 c,
68 b, 69 b, 90 ¢), viz. 'probable’.

Plato's philosophy itself is, mainly, about that which is pdévipov
kal pépalov; nonetheless, his philosophy is rather ¢ixdé< than pégarov. If
I may use these terms in a diffcrent context, 1 would say that the
Platonic work and its exegesis are also osuyyszréic: the work being
more €lkéS than BéBaiov, its exegesis can only be an elkas épunreic.
And so it i3 my interpretation of Plato's hypothetical dialectic (and
my reconstruction of his philosophical scarch as a whole) — €lkd¢.

As Plato, however, 1 believe that an ¢lkdé< account, even if it is
not supported by a rigourous 'demonstration' (andSer&re —cf. Phd. 92
d, Tht. 162 e), has a certain SUvopic (cf. | TV elkdtur Adyur Slvauls —
7i. 48 d 1-2) that may lead to truth (cf. Smp. 215 a 6: 1) clkyv Tou
axnoovs Eveke; cf. also Ti. 53 d-e). I believe, that is, that my eixoc
eppnveia —even if it sometimes relics, as Plato's philosophy itself,
only on the ocupéwvia of various hypotheses —may lead us to some
part of the truth.
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EPILOGUE

Truly the fabric of mental {fleece,/Resembles a weaver's
masterpiece,/Where a thousand threads one treadle
throws,/Where fly the shuttles hither and thither,/Unseen the
threads  are kmit together,/And an infinite  combination
grows./Then the philosopher steps in/And shows, no otherwise it
could have been:/The first was so, the second so,/Therefore the
third and fourth are so;/Werce not the first and second, then/The
third and feurth had never bheen.

This is what Mephistopheles, in Goethe's Faust (verses 1922-33),
says to a student-to be in philosophy (translation taken from the
Oxford University Press edition, 1954). Arguably, none of the grcat
philosophers was  Mephistophelian; but  these  words of
Mephistopheles, I believe, applies to all of them: they all saw that the
fabric of mental fleece resembles a weaver's masterpiece, where a
thousand threads one treadle throws; and they all attempt to prove
that the way their thoughts are knit together no otherwise it could
have been. And Plato is no exception.

My way of construing Plato's philosophical search can fairly be
represented like this:

(i) Plato starts from the puzzling, given way in which our
knowledge works.

(ii) Then he solves this puzzle by revealing the existence of a
sort of transcendent universal aspects that are actually the only
objects of knowledge — the €U&).

(iii) And he ends up by claiming:

(o) that the actnal ‘reality’ consist of these wuniversal aspects
(which are somehow embodied by the sensible objects);

(B) that 'reality' is 'harmonic' (i.e. the universal «spects form a
'structured totality');

('y) that the human intellect is of a 'harmonic' nature (i.e. it can
deal only with ‘structured (otalities');

(5) that knowledge aims at revealing both the {ranscendent
universal aspects that recede from their immanent embodiments
and the structure of the transcendent reality (i.e. the way the
universal aspects are structured); and

(€) that knowledge, in order to be true, has to be 'harmonic', oy
'‘coherent’ (coherence being, in that field of knowledge which is
beyond sensible experience, the only criterion of truth),

In short, the moral of Plato's philosophical search seems to be this: if
we want to explain the puzzling way in which our knowledge works,
we will find out that our explanation brings many other questions
forward, as in a weaver's masterpiece « thousand threads one treadle
throws. Now, some of these questions we cannot solve, and they, in
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their turn, brings other questions forward. But, in spite of ending up
with various unsolved questions, our explanation no otherwise it
could have heen.

Whitehead's 1929, 62 famous saying, that "the safest general
characterization of the European philosophical tradition is that it
consists of a series of footnotes to Plato”, is usunally taken with a
pinch of salt. A poet, says Plato in the fon (533 ¢ and 536 a), is hung
upon his Muse, and upon the poet are hung the actors, the choric
dancers, the masters of the chorus and the undermasters. How could
we, to 'develop' this way of puting things from the Ion, not take with
a pinch of salt a saying which implies that all Western philosophers
are nothing but choric dancers hung upon Plato (who, arguably, is
hung himself upon a Muse)? And yet, I believe, Whitehead's saying
is an exaggeration that points out somcthing true about the European
philosophical tradition, namely that this tradition has tented to
follow the Wegmarken of Plato's philosophical search (1),

First, European philosophy, in most of the cases, has been an
idealism, i.e. an attempt of the 'T' to understand the world not from
the things which are 'outside’ him, but from himself. That is: most of
the major European philosophers (e.g. Descartes, Kant, Fichte,
Schelling, Hegel, Nietzsche or Heidegger), like Plato, started to reveal
'reality’ from the question of man. "What we know in the world
around us is our own spirit, and when our understanding ’'penetrates’
into a thing, it actually 'penetrates’ into the interiorness of the self” —
this seems to be the message of the majority of LEuropean
philosophers (2).

Secondly, most of the European philosophers have ended up by
dealing, in one form or another, with some of the main themes of
Plato's 'theory of eU8n': the 'universals’ that are the actual objects of
knowledge, the relation between these 'universals' and 'reality', the
opposition 'transcendent—immanent', the ‘harmonic structure' of
'reality’, the 'correspondence’ that exists between the transcendental,
transcendent and immanent  'structures’, the ‘coherence’ of
knowledge.

So, we might say, not only Plato's philosophical search, given its
starting-point (the puzzling way in which our knowledge works), no
otherwise it could have been; but also thc majority of thc European
philosophical 'doctrines', as long as they start from the question of
man, no otherwise they could have been — i.e. Platonic.

In 1934 Einstein published a collection of essays entitled Mein
Welthild, in which there is an ‘entry' called "Wie ich die Welt sehe",
'how do T see the world. At this point I would like to say few things
about — to paraphrase the above-mentioned 'entry' of Einstein's book
— wie ich die Philosophie sehe.
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In my view, philosophy, in its most glorious form, is an attempt
that aims at revealing, in its entirety, the given way in which 'reality'
is. A philosopher, that is, is not a creator proper, a Demiurge, for he
does not bring anything into being; he only tries to bring an entire
'receding reality' to light Now, the 'reality' with which the
philosophers have dealt along the history of philosophy has been
itself in a process of becoming. Parmenides and Hegel were not
confronted with the same 'reality’. Most of the European
philosophers, howcver, have focussed on those aspects of 'reality’
that do always remain the same. And so, we may say, they all have
attempted to bring to light the same things, although their 'stories’
are different.

All this, I believe, should not be very controversial. If so,
however, then Whitehead's saying, read in these terms, implies that
even their 'stories’, in most of the cases, are not actually different;
which amounts to say that most of the BEuropean philosophers —in
their attempt to reveal, in its entirety, the given way in which
‘reality’ is —have followed the Wegmarken of Plato's philosophical
search.

Now, is this is a confirmation of Platonism? In other words,
does this prove that Platonism managed to reveal the 'basic aspects
of reality’ as they actually are? 1 cannot engage here into a large-
scale analysis of this issue, and I do not know what its conclusion
would be. I am inclined to believe, none the less, that such an
analysis will lead toward an affirmative answer to the above-
mentioned questions. {In which case, to understand Plato will prove
to bc not only a question of understanding the beginning of our
philosophical tradition, but also a question of understanding us and
the way reality appears to us.)

Yet I can state this much of all writers in the past or futbre who
profess knowledge of the matters to which I devole mysclf,
whether on the ground of having learned them from me or
others, or as a discovery of their own. It is, in my opinion,
impossible thut they should understand one whit of the business.

This is what Plato wrote in the seventh letter (341 b-c, translation
from Taylor 1934, 201). The most striking thing in this passage is the
sureness of Plato's tone. Where does this sureness stem from? One
can only speculate; as far as I am concerned, 1 would rather not, and
end, platopically, with a an unsolved question.
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ANNEXT

Three figures regarding the geometrical problem in
the Meno 86 e f.
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ANNEX 11

Hypothesis and metaphysical topography

1. The literal sense of uvmdéeorc

For us, the word 'hypothesis' has, roughly speaking, only one
meaning: a theory, or explanation which is still uncertain, usually
because its predictions have not yet been fully confirmed. For the
Greeks it was different: "We should realize", says Sextus Empiricus,
"that things are called Umo8éoceic in many different senses" (M III, 3;
translation from Barnes 1990, 90).

The Greek word umdeeous had nuinerous meanings: 'intention',
'‘purpose’, ‘advice', 'pretext’, 'occasion', 'excuse', 'actor’s rele’, 'subject
proposed for discussion’, 'subject of a poem or treatise', 'supposition’,
'‘premiss’, 'starting-point’, ‘beginning' (cf. LSJ). Confronted with all
these meanings we may be inclined to ask that very Socratic
question: What, if any, is their common feature? The attempt to
answer this question, I am afraid, is likely to end up in a Socratic
way. That is why I shall focus in what follows on the literal (perhaps
original) sense of the word Umdeeorc, which 1 shall take then as a
'reference' in discussing its usages in philosophical contexts.

The noun Umé8eaqs and the verb vroriénu. derived from the
verb Tienm, ‘'to place, put, set'. The preposition Umé, which means
'under' (Lat. sub) or 'by’, denotes in compounds mainly what is
'under', e.g. UTelp ('to be under’), vmopaive (‘to go under'), or YmoTiONUL
('to place under', 'to place under as a foundation', or 'to lay down').
0éovc means ‘placing’, 'settling', or simply 'position’ (1); and Umé—6corC
means, accordingly, in its proper sense, 'a placing under', although in
usage it denotes 'that which is placed under', das Untergelegte. Yet a
UméoeotS, according to the vast majority of its wusages, is not
somcthing merely placed lower than something else, but something
placed under something else as a foundation (cf., inter alios,
Rosenmeyer 1960, 398). That is why a cat placed under a table
cannot be called a UmdoeoLq, whereas a stone (ri6eC) placed (6épevov)
as 4 foundation {6epéiiov) for a house can (for the associations
between 6c¢uéiior and Umdseol< see for instance Sextus M IIT 10 and
12).

A Umdeeoic, however, namely something which is laid down as a
foundation for something else has, roughly speaking, three
determinations. (a) First, the putting of something as a foundation
must be performed by an agent. (That which is used as a foundation
may not be created by the agent himself, but its pusiing as a
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foundation 1is his 'gesture’; a stone, flor instance, which lays as the
foundation of a building, may not be created by the builder himself,
but it is the builder who turns it into a foundation.) (b) Secondly, the
putting of something as a foundation for something else precedes the
standing of that something else over its foundation — as it is the case
with the foundation of a house, which is 'laid down' before the house
proper is built (hence the meanings of 'starting-point' and 'beginning'
of the word umwdé6eoic). (¢) And thirdly, that which lies under
something else as a foundation supports that something clsc; when I
place something under something else, so as they are firmly pressed
against each other, that which was placed under, because of what we
call the force of gravity, bears the weight of that under which it has
been placed. Because of this situation, ‘'that which is under', a
UmoeEeTIS, supports that which is over, for which it is likc a @epéntov,
BdU\S, ground.

These three determinations of the literal, perhaps original
sense of the word UndeeowC were preserved, (o a greater or lesser
extent, in many of its metaphorical usages, where 'that which was
placed under as a foundation for something else’ became 'the reason
for doing or saying something else'. 'An intention', 'a purpose', ‘an
advice', 'a pretext', 'an occasion’, or 'an cxcuse' of an action is
something which has been settled by somebody before the action
begins, and so it acts as the ground of that action; 'an actor’s rele’ is
something which has been settled by somebody before the
performance begins, and so it is the ground of the actor’s 'behaviour!
on stage; 'the subject proposed for discussion' is something which has
been seltled by somebody before the actual discussion begins, and so
it acts as ground of that discussion; 'the subject of a poem or treatise'
is something which has been settled by somcbody before the writing
begins, and so it acts as ground of that writing; and 'a supposition' or
'‘premiss’ of a reasoning is, obviously, something which has been
settled by somebody before a reasoning begins, and it acts as the
ground or starting-point of that reasoning (2).

2. The philosophers's vmo6éoerc

2.1. The grounded world. The ontological apyr as 'that which lies or
stands under as a foundation of the world'. vmoxelevor and vndoTaoie

As | argued in 1.3., the idea that every thing in our world (as
well as the world itselfl) must have an 'origin' (i.e. an dpyn, $loe or
alTla) is, in one form or another, to be found in all major Greek
thinkers (cf., inter alios, Burnet 1908, 10-11). This idea, however,
that nothing comes into being out of nothing, was left injustified by



the Greek thinkers; and so, we have to take their belief in the
existence of 'origins' as a given postulate of their thinking. But the
Greek philosophers did not left unjustified only their belief that
every thing in our world must have an dpxy — they also left
unjustitied their localizations of the apyal.

If claiming anything about the Presocratic philosophers was not
such adventurous a business, I would say that for them the 'origins'
of the world, the dpxaf{, are thought as supporting the world kdrweev,
'from below'. For Thales, for instance, the earth lies or water (cf. ir. A
14: ynv €’ USatos <eioéo; cf. also [r. A 12); if USwp here means dpyN
(as in: dpynv ToU TavToS elvar kel TéxoC TO YSwo, Hyppolytos, Haer. T 1),
then Thales' 'principle’ (i.e. water) is a sort of seuénicr of the world
(yn). Also, Anaximenes’ danp (fr. A 5,13-14), as well as Hippasos’ (fr. 7,
9-10) and Heraclitus' (fr. A 5, 14) wup, are all referred to as a ololG
which 'lies under', Jmokelpévn.

Given the fact that all we know about the Presocratic
philosophers comes from a few fragments preserved by some late
authors in their own writings, we¢ may only guess what fheir
intentions were. This 'localizing the origin' of the world under the
world, however, was not meant, I guess, to be taken literally.

One may say that physically, because of what we call the force
of gravity, everything needs a support, a ground; and so the fact that
each olko8&pnorg, 'edifice’, for instance, must be supported by a
oepréaroy, is a fact given as such to human experience. Thus, one may
speculate, because of this verhanden situation — as a German
philosopher might put it —the Greeks were inclined to think that
somehow not only any aedificatio, bul every single 6v must have,
metaphorically speaking, a ground, a basis. In other words, one may
speculate that because of this situation the Greek philosophers were
inclined to think that everything which exists 'relies', as it were, on a
‘foundation', which, as a foundation, precedes it and so stands as a
beginning, dpyy, for it. We cannot, however, construe any
sophisticated argument on these [ragments, because thcy actually
belong to relatively late authors, who often tend to speak about their
own 'ontological principles' as being 'localized under' (3).

Nonetheless, in the above fragments it is suggested that the
‘origins' of the world, the dpyal, are (in my view poetically) 'localized’
under the world. (And later on, the Greek philosophers started to use
the words vUmdpyov and Umapine instead of dpyrd.) If so, one might
expect to find the word Umdoeo1¢ used in connection with the notion
of apyn. Yet the word iméoeo1rs, which had a glorious destiny in
epistemology, was somechow avoided in the Presocratic ontelogy —
and the reason for this is not, I think, its prefix, Umd-, but its root, 6é-;
for the Presocratics thought their ontological 'grounds’, thecir dpyol,
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not as 'put under', UToBéuevai, but rather as merely 'laying under’,
UTTOKELLEV QL.

The Greeks, it seems, had a propensity to think ‘that which
holds a city' as 'something laid down (Oéupevov) for the city'. That is
why, perhaps, the two roots of thc verb Ti{onL (0€- and ©1-) are to be
found in many expressions which refer to 'that which holds a wénc"
its law (8uc, Béopa, Beopdl), its justice (Beopoovvr), its legislation
(vopoBéaoia), its constitution (&éoplov), its written statute (TeddE) or
its treatises (ouveeocion, curérrkar) —they all are being 'laid' by a
vopooétns. But a law or a treatise can be 'put’ in a city because they
are, as it were, 'products’ of men (cf. for instance Plato HiMa. 284 d
4: TiBevTOL TOV Wopov ol TuBéuevol) or, sometimes, of gods (cf. for
instance Xenophon Cyr. VI, 6: Tapd Toug ~ar 0eiy ©gopovs), (The
beginnings of the Athenian democracy, as Ostwald 1969 convincingly
argued, are characterized, inter alia, by the change from the usage of
Oecpdc, a 'statute’ imposed, 'put’, upon a pcople by a vopogéing, to
that of vépoc, a 'statute’ accepted —'distributed among', cf. vépw, ‘to
distribute' — by a people as 'valid and binding' — see Oswald, p. 55.)

The Greek philosophers, when they speak about that which
supports ontologically something else, prefer to use the words
vmokeipevor and umdoTaolS (which had illustrious careers in ontology)
and not uwdoeorc (4). And a possible reason for this may be the fact
that for them the ontological dpyal are not 'products' of either men or
gods (as a law or treatise is), and so they cannot be referred to (in
my view, [ repeat, poetically) as being 'put under the world',
Umodépevar, to support it: they can only ‘'lie', kewpévar, or 'stand',
toTapévar, 'under' it. Yet, when they speak about that which supports
epistemologically something else, they seem to prefer the word
uméeeolC to others, such as umdanyus, 'assumption’, or (why not?7)
uméroia, ‘'meaning which lies at the bottom of something' (c.g. at the
bottom of an argument).

2.2. UmseaiC as the Seuéiiov of reasoning. The epistemological dpyi as
‘that which is put under as a foundation of reasoning'. Geometers' and
Aristotle’s vmo6éoeilc

Aristotle claims that only the a¢pyal which are sources of
motions "are called dpyal in the strict semse" (EE 1222 b 20 ff.). This
strict sense of dpyal, continues Aristotle, "is not found in dpyal
incapablec of movement, for cxample in those of mathematics,
although the term is indeed used of them by analogy” (b 25 ff.) In
short: the ontological dpyal are, in Aristotle's view, not to be
mistaken for the epistemological apyaf.
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For Aristotle (as for many other Greck philosophers, e.g. Sextus
—cf. M III 4 and 5) the epistemological dpyal are the beginnings of
demonstrations, dpyal TOv dmoSeiiewy (cf. Mer. 1013 a 15 ff. or Ph,
195 a 18 ff.). These apxai, unlike thc ontological dpyai, were thought
as ’'being put' by somecbody as the beginnings of an ensuing
argument, and as preceding and supporting it, in the way a
foundation (écpéxiov) precedes and support, say, a house (5). Sextus
for instance makes this comparison: "The setting up of the horoscope
[wpookomoC|" — he says —"is the dpyr, and, as it were, the seuéxioc of
astrology"(M V 50). That is why Aristotle, together with many other
Greek philosophers, compared the dpyn Tov dmoBefewv with a
'foundation’, ©e¢péxiov, or with 'somcthing put under the ensuing
argument as a foundation’, i.c. with a vndoeo¢ (cf. inter alia, Metaph.
1013 a 16: T0v amro8eliewy al Jmovéoerc) (6).

A foundation proper, however, can support 'that under which it
has becen placed' only if it is resistant enough, pégavov, i.e. able to bear
the weight of 'what is over'. An epistemological Umdgeco\C, that is: an
Gpyn Twv dmoSeliewv, should, as a foundation proper, be reliable too,
that is géBara, firm, trusty, sure, in a word: true. (Cf. Demosthenes 11,
10, 5, although this passage, as a 'Siaipeors purist’ would say, deals
with the ground of an action, not of a reasoning: "Just as the
foundations of a house and a ship and other such structures must be
very strong, so the ¢&pyol and Umodéoere of actions ought to be true

and just" — apud Rosenmcyer 1960, 398.) In Against the
Mathematicians (III 10) Sextus says (I paraphrase): "if what is
hypothesized 1s not true — that 1is, as thc saying goes, if the

foundations are rotten [cogpol 6eperior’ —we may hypothesize it a
myriad times, the conclusion which follows will be that of an inquiry
which starts from non-existing dpyoil". Because, continues Sextus a
few lines later (III 12), any Umo9éowc, as any foundation (&euénioc),
must be firm (épatov), if what follows is to be agreed wupon,
otherwise, as the geometers will say, the vmoeéoac are 'out of place’
(&Témon),

"Sometimes"” — claims Epictetus (diss T vit 22-3) - "it is
nccessary to postulate [alTnoar] a vmdeeots as a sort of basis [Emipdepa])
for the ensuing argument. Now should one accept every offered
uvmobeole? And if not cvery one, them which?" (translation from
Barnes 1990,106). In other words, how can we assess the stability,
the certainty (16 pépaitov) of what lies as a foundation of our
arguments? This question of how certain are the foundations of our
reasoning was actually one of the Greek philosophers's obsessions,
and that is why the concept of hypothesis, understood as that which
is laid down as a premiss and starting-point of a reasoning, plays a
key role in the works of many geometers and mathematicians from
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different schools, and in those of Plato, Aristotle, the Stoics, the
Neoplatonists and the Sceptics.

How then, to go back to our question, can we assess the
stability, the certainty of what lies as a foundation of our arguments?
If we exclude Plato, we may say that the Greek thinkers provided,
roughly speaking, two solutions.

(a) According to the Meno 86 e, where Socrates proposes to
make a hypothesis as the geometers do, it seems that the Greck
geometers suggested to accept, conventionally, that the 'foundation’,
the Umdeeols of an ensuing argument is sure and then continue our
investigations as if it were so. (In this case UmdoeoLC means what we
usnally call a postulate, i.e. a proposition conventionally accepted as
true for the sakc of our investigations. In Greek mathematics,
however, the word Umé6eoiC may also mean a presupposition, a
definition, or an ¢px1 (7).)

(b) Aristotle, on the contrary, suggests that we should accept as
the ‘foundations' of our arguments only that which is cvidently sure.
In Posterior Analytics (72 a 20 ff.) he claims that "among the first
principles or dpyal on which any science is based there will be
hypotheses" (apud Barnes, 1990, p. 93). It is not very clear how
Aristotle separates from the group of the first principles the
subgroup of 'hypotheses’. What it is important, however, is that for
Aristotle laying down a hypothesis P means the assertion of P as a
first principle, i.e. as a first truth (an Aristotelian hypothesis is what
we usually call an axiom, ie. a statement for which no proof is
required, because its truth is self-evident —see, inter alia, APo. 76 b
14-5 and 23-4). Since the first principles are evidently (true,
'hypothesizing' them is not at all an approximate, uncertain
operafion, as it was the geometers's 'hypothesizing' according to the
Meno.

In the history of Greek philosophy, the confrontation between
these two meanings, a postulated ground and a self-evident ground,
was won by the lalter. The word umdéeco1c was used more and more
to name a ‘'principle’, whose truth is self-evident (8). Here for
instance is an example from a late author, Alexander of Aphrodisias

Hypotheses are first principles of proofs, because there is mo
proof of such propositions, i.e. of first principles, but they are
posited as evident and known in themselves |aUTd8eyv] [...], and
what is assumed without proof they call an hypothesis (or even,
more generally, a thesis) and say that it is hypothesized
[transiation from Barnes 1990, 9%4].

(in APr 13.7-11)

And, if we rely on Sextus' testimony, even the Greek geometers
started to mean by umdoeoiC a self-evident apyi:




The geometers, seeing the mass of problems which dog them,
retreat into what they think to be a matter safc and free from
danger, namely the postulating of their geometrical first
principles by hypothesis [TO €& Umoeéoems alTeiodal TAS THS
YEWMETPLAG apYdG] [translation from Barnes 1990, 95].

(M 1II 13

The problem of the certainty of 'what could be put under as a
ground' for our reasonings, which the Greek philosophers tried so
desperately to solve, ended up, however, in the Sceptic aporia: either
an infinite regression or an unsupported agreement. According to
Sextus for instance "those who assume something by hypothesis and
without proof arc satisfied by a bare assertion [Unin ¢dorc] alone” (M
III 7, translation from Barnes 1990, 97). Because for him a Umddeols,
gven if it is an allegedly self-evident apy (as, for instance, the three
&pyai on which Asclepiades tried to ground his medical science —cf.
M 1II 5), as long as it is not supported by an awoSeu&ls, can only be
a 'bare' assertion, a yuan odos (¢f. M 1 157, 188, 279, etc; cf. also
Barnes 1990, 97, n. 8). And so for Sextus the hypothetical mode leads
to a suspension of judgement (émoyrj), because, being concerned not
with proving that something is true, but only with agree¢ing that
something is true, it lacks any value:

The mode from an hypothesis occurs when the Dogmatists, being
thrown back ad infinitum, Dbegin from something which they do
not establish but claim fo assume simply and without proof by
virtue of an agreement [translation from Barnes 1990, 981.

(M III 1)

That which was placed under, seems to be the conclusion of Sceptic
philosophy, in order to support that under which il has been placed
needs, in its turn, a ground. Otherwise, as long as 'that what is placed
under' is not itself supported by something else, a umdeso1§ cannot be
more that a groundless ground. Yet Plato, long time before the
Sceptics, by using the criterion of the oupdwvia Twv Adywr (ie. the
criterion of coherence), suggested a possible escape from the
difficulties raised by foundationalism (see 8.1.3.).

3. Plato’s vmoBéoeiC

Plato used the word uméecolc in various philosophical passages;
with him, however, things are (as usual) more complicated.
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3.1. The suspended world. Physical and metaphysical topography in
Plato

In Plato the main ontological distinction is, roughly speaking,
that between (i) a changing, lemporal, visible, sensuous, 'profane'
realm, and (i) an unchanging, atemporal, non-visible, intelligible,
divine one (see, inter alia, Smp. 208 a 8-b 1; R. 509 d-511 e, 534 a
2-5; Sph. 247 c-248 a; Ti. 27 d 7-28 a). Let us not, for the moment,
enter the complicated details regarding this distinction, and say only
that the intelligible realm is for Plato the ’‘origin', the oapyr of the
sensuous realm. And that is to say that the Greek idea, according to
which our world depends on something else (e.g. on USwp, in Thales'
case), occurs also in Plato. Now, Plato, like many other Greek
philosophers, localizes the apyq of 'our' world (in his case, the so-
called 'intelligible realm'); but, contrary to the mainstream of Greek
philosophy, hc localizes it 'above’, not ‘'under’ the world (as, for
instance, it scems to be the case with Thales' U8Swp, on which the
world lies). (And he, like all Greek philosophers, not only left
unjustified his belief that our world must have an dpyn —see for
instance 7i. 28 a, which simply postolates it; he also left unjustified
his ‘'localization' of this apy1y).

In what follows, I shall argue (a) that in Plato we have to
distinguish between the physical and the metaphysical dvw and kdTw,
and (b) that for him, poetically speaking, the sensuous realm is not
grounded upon, but hung from the intelligible realm (which is simply
given, not put where it is by a Demiurge or any other ‘agent’); then T
shall (c) propose, tentatively, a possible explanation of Plato's
metaphysical topography, and (d) conclude that, given his way of
putting things, he could not use, in connection with the intclligible
realm, any expressions prefixed by Owé—, such as Umdeeqrq,
uTokelpevoy, Umopévay or UméoTaoLs.

(a) The problem of the physical orientation in Plato is an
extremely complicated subject, as anyone can see from O’Brien's
study (1984) on the Platonic notion of weight, with which the
problem of direction is closely linked (see for instance 7i. 62 c-63 e,
where the notions of mp' and 'down’' arc explained in conjunction
with 'light’ and 'heavy', and with the movement that earth and fire
have towards their 'pareni element'). Aristotle claims (Cael 308 a 17
ff.) that Plato does not hold an absolute view on 'up' and 'down' (9).
And this opinion is supported by several passages, e.g. the Timaeus
62 ¢, where Plato says that "it is quite a mistake to suppose that the
universe is parted into two regions, separate from and opposite to
each other — the one a lower to which all things tend which have any
bulk, and an upper to which things only ascend against their will"
(10). Yect Plato, in many other passages, speaks of high and low
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'regions', as he does for instance in the Phaedo 112 b 3, where he
describes the waters of Tartarus as moving dvw kol «dTw, or in the
Phaedrus 247 b, where he refers to the summit (dkpav) of the 'arch
that is over the heaven below [&nl v Umoupdviov ai8al' (cf. also R
519 b). But, if the universe, as a whole, is not parted into two regions,
one lower and one upper (as it is stated in 7i. 62 c¢), why does Plato
refer to a Umoupdvios 'region'?

According to the peTewpordyor, Plato claims in the Cratylus 396
b-c, the way to have a pure mind (Tov xadopdy vouv) is 'to look
upward' (opav Ta dvw). But, as Socrates argues in the Republic, the
study of astronomy “"does not compel the soul to look upward [el< 1O
dvw 6pav] nor lead it away from things here to those higher things"
(529 a), nor "does any other study turn the soul's gaze upward [dvw]
than that which deals with being and the invisible [v5 dv Te¢ § kel Td
aoparor]” (529 b). And, continues Socrates (529 b-c),

if anyone tries to learn about the things of sense, whether
gaping up [dvw keynvW<] or blinking down [<dTWw CUPLERLKES], I
would never say that he really learns —for nothing of the kind
adimits of true knowlcdge nor would I say that his soul looks up,
but down [oliTe dvw GAAG KdTw], even though he study floating
on his back on sea or land.

This passage from the Republic (see also Phdr. 249 c¢) states very
clearly: the physical dve and xdtw (which are relative, according to 7%
62 ¢ and to Aristoile’'s interpretation) are to be distinguished from
the metaphysical dvw and cdtw (which are absolute). That is: for Plato,
physically, the sensuous realm 'is not parted into two regions,
opposite to each other, one low, and one up up (cf. 7i. 62 c); but he,
given his poetical way of putting things, depicts the intelligible realm
as being situated somewhere, above the sensuous realm (and the
passages of the Line and the Cave from the Republic do not leave any
doubt about this localization of the intclligible realm above the
secnsuous realm —see especially 515 e¢). (11). Thus, when he specaks
about high and low 'regions' (as he does in the Phaedrus 247 b), he
docs not have in mind a physical distinction between high and low
parts of the sensuous universe, but the metaphysical distinction
between the intelligible and sensuous realms, to which he, in his urge
to embody his thoughts in poetical images, gave a 'spatial localization:
the former somewhere up, the latter somewhere down (12).

(b) Roughly speaking, an dpyn (e.g. Thales' U8Swp) is, in an
ontological context, that which 'keeps' our world. In Piato's case,
however, since his dpys (i.e. the intelligible realm) is situated above
the world (i.e. above the sensuous realm), the world is 'kept' by it
dvwsey, 'from above', as it is in the final myth of the Republic (here,
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in this myth, the universe is said to be 'fastened by chains to the
aSapdvTivoyv hook of a spindle’, which, I believe, is a metaphor for the
intelligible realm (13)). (For Plato, however, if I can make a short
digression, man also is ‘hung’ upon the metaphysically 'higher realm’,
like an uvpside-down plant whose roots, being up, hold him from
above —cf. Ti. 90 a-b (14); or like a puppet hung by cords and
strings upon the Gods — cf. Lg. 0644 d-e.)

To sum up: for Plato — unlike for some Presocratic philosophers
and unlike for most of us —the world of becoming and man himsclf
are not grounded wupon, but hAung (15) from something which has
more 'ontological dignity'. Why then, metaphysically, does Plato’s
world seem to be ‘upside-down’?

(¢) As I mentioned -earlier, the fact that each olko&déunog,
‘edifice’, must be supported by a 6cpériov is a fact given as such to
human experience. And so, because of this sifuation, one can think
that everything must have a 9¢péniov, and be supporied, as it were,
Bepentobev, ‘from the. bottom’. (In other words, paraphrasing what
Plato says at Phd. 99 c, one may think that there is a mighty and
sustaining Atlas in every thing) This metaphysical orientation,
where what is down is held as 'essential’, because it supports what is
up, is to be found in many different cultures, from the ancient times
—full of myths and philosophémes which present the image of a
'supported world' — (o our times, where the most common metaphors
of 'essences' are ‘'foundation', 'basis', or 'ground'. According to this
orientation, however, what is 'under' 1s taken as what 1is 'secure',
'stable' and '[irm' — in short as what is 'superior' (16). But something
which is under something else, even if it is more secure and stable,
tends, in many different cultures, to be regarded as ‘inferior’. In
Greek for instance, the 'better’ part of a city is the dkpdmonic, not the
urrdmroals (for the tendency to 'localize' under or down what is,
roughly speaking, 'negative’, see, infer alia, Aeschylus' description of
Tartarus in FPr. 219-220 as a 'deep black hole', perappadne keuspwv);
or, to take another example, xa9aipéw, ‘to take down’, means also,
metaphorically, ‘'to humble’ (cI. also Toamewwdc — which also means
'low' and "humble’).

For Plato dkpoS, ‘'high', is the attribute of excellence, of
superiority. The ‘heaven' (oUpovdc), where the gods dwell, is 'up',
whereas the human race lives ‘down below’ (Smp. 190 b 8); the most
important offices in a state are 'the highest' (Lg. 765 d-e, where the
post of the supervisor of education is called ‘the most important of
the highest offices’, akpotdTov é&pywv), the rulers of Kallipolis are
called 'the highest', dkpouv TGv dpydvrTov (R. 459 b 11); the men who
are to instituie Magnesia’s regulations about the official posts are
'men of the highest parts', pdioTta dkpor (Lg. 753 e 5); an
accomplished craftsman is an dxpoC SnpioupydSc; a consummate
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gaardian is an dkpoC duraE (Lg. 965 b 6-7); and the best philosophers
are the dkpor €15 dLrogodlav(R 499 ¢ 7; cf. also Ti. 20 a 4-5).

The Greek Umd, however, expresses, with Genitive and Dative,
both the idea of 'under' and that of 'subjection' or 'dependence'. This
'snbjection’ can be a 'subordination to a person' (e.g. €lvan Uwod TivL —
'to be subordinate to a person’, or Umd Twi —‘under one’s power’, cf.
LS)), or even a ‘logical subordination of things under a class’ (e.g. in
Aristotle’s Cat. 1 b 16, cf. L.SI). In Greek then, Umwd, 'being under' (that
is: 'bellow something else'), implies, metaphorically, (i) inferiority (to
some extent) (a common word for 'inferior' is UmeSenc — literally
‘something fasten', 8&edv, 'under', Umd, 'something else') and (ii)
dependence (the most common Greek word for 'dependant’ is UmmkooC
—'being under command’; cf. also Umoyeiproc— 'dependent', i.e. 'being
under one’s hand' and Umoorpatyyéw —'to serve under the command
of a oTpatnyds'; and the most used verb to express the notion of
dependence is dpTdw, which, in the passive voice, means, literally, 'to
be hung upon’). It is true that the notion of 'dependence’ can also be
expressed in Greek "via the verb «keipor in combination with the
preposition év", "and there the perspective is opposite” (Rosenmeyer
1960, 398, n. 14). For Plato, however —perhaps because in his days
the notion of ‘'dependence’ was chiefly expressed through the
preposition Umé (or through the verb dprtdw) rather than through the
verb kelpar in combination with the preposition év (or simply because
he, in his mystical 'adoration’ of the ei6n, followed that universal
tendency of the religiously inclined men to "localize’ that which is
‘sacred” above, and not under (17)) —it seemed more ‘natural’ to
localize our dependent and inferior world of becoming umd, 'under’,
that which truly is, i.e. the €U8n.

(d) To sum up: for Plato the sensuous realm is 'held' by its
apxn, i.e. the intelligible realm, from above, exactly as in the Jon the
poet is said to be held (éxyetar — 536 b 1) by the Muse upon whom he
hangs (é&pTnTor — 536 a 8). Thus, Plato could not use, in connection
with the intelligible realm, any expressions prefixed by Umé—, such as
umd0eaC, Umoketevoy, Umopévor or uméoTagls (in the case of the term
Wmé—0ear’, besides the inadequacy of the Umé—, there is also the
inadequacy of -6ec1C, for the Platonic intelligible realm is simply
given above thc scnsuous realm, not put there by an 'agent’ —be
him even a Demiurge). And so for Plato, as for the other Greek
philosophers, the word "“Wird—vec1C’ could not be used in ontological
contexts. Hec, however, like other Greek philosophers, used it in
epistemological contexts. But here too, he seems to be unigue.

3.2. The ascension towards the intelligible

Plato does not say that each péso8oc that aims at achieving
knowledge is an ascension (18). But he speaks about knowing the
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intelligible realm in general as an dvdpaoic —see for instance the
Phaedo 109 d-e:

Although we live in a hollow of the earth, we assume that we are
living on the surface, and we call the air heaven, as though it
were the heaven through which the stars move. And this point
too is the same, that we are toc feesble and sluggish to make our
way out to the upper limit of the air. If someone couid reach to
the summit [el T&... & Hkpa EndoL], or put the wings to fly aloft,
when he put up his head he would see the world above, just as
fishes see our world when they put up their heads out of the sea.
And if his nature were able to bear the sight, he would recognize
that that is the true heaven and the true light and the true earth,

(Cf. also R. 517 b 4-5: “the contemplation of the things above is an
ascension [¢vdpaoic] of the soul to the intelligible region [vonTds
Tomot]"; 334 e: 'dialectic is the coping stone [6piykéc] of all studies';
and Phd. 101 d, R. 510 b, 515 e 1, 7, 517 a 3-5, 533 d 2-3, Phdr.
249 ¢, Tht. 175 c-d, Ti. 20 a 4-5 (19).)

Roughly put, Plato claims that, metaphysically, man lives in an
ontologically inferior world, uvsually without knowing that which is
above him, namely the intelligible realm, and so he dwells, as if
were, in hollows (or in caves, as the Cave allegory in the Republic
puts it); and that man's supreme achievement is to raise himself into
the ‘'upper region’ of the intelligible realm, ie. to 'perform an
ascension’, an avdgooLs.

For the Greek philosophers, the main task of ¢ihocodia is,
roughly speaking, to know the ultimate principles of the world. For
those who think that things are 'grounded’, 'founded' or 'based' upon
principles, the quest for those principles would be like a descent
towards the profound depths of the world (hence the adjective Bagv,
deep, often associated with eecWpnpa, a thing contemplated by the
mind —cf. for instance Porphyry, Plot. 14, 15ff.); whereas for those
who think that things are held from the above by 'principles’, or by a
God, the quest for principles would be like an ascent towards the
upper-most predominant heights of the world. (Again, the symbolism
of initiation as an 'ascension’, i.e. as a knowledge of 'what really is', is
present in many ancient rituals and myths —see Eliade 1958, 104-8,
who assembled a great deal of evidence on this).

In the time of Plotinus, writes Porphyry in his Life of Plotinus
(16, 1-9), there were many Christians and sectarians who had
abandoned the old philosophy, and who claimed that "Plato had not
penetrated [mexdoavToc] to the depths of intelligible reality {[eic 70
R&00GC ™G vonTns ovaiacl But since for Plato (i) the vonTt ovcig, the
intelligible reality, is ‘localized’ above the world of becoming; and (ii)
the 'knowing' of this intelligible reality which is above is (to use that
phrase from the Phaedo 109 e 2-3) 'a reaching of the summit' (én’
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dkpa €pyecoai), then those Christians and sectarians, if they wanted to
express their idea in Plato’s terms, should have said something like
‘Plato had not reached the heights (ol éxaveer ém’ dkpov) of
intelligible reality.' This expression (i.c. éxfiaueey &’ dkpov) occurs
actually in the Timaeus 20 a 4-5, where Socrates says that Timaeus,
besides holding the most important and honourable offices in his
own state, "has reached the heights of all philosophy [durooodlac.. ém
“dkpov amdonG éxfaueev]” (cf. also R. 499 ¢ 7: ‘the best philosophers
are the dkpol €ic drLrocodiay’). This idea, however, that the path
followed by a philosopher is an 'upward path' (as it is explicitly
called in the Symposium 211 c, Republic 510 b ff. and implicitly
suggested in the Phaedo 101 d) occurs also in the Theaetetus 175 c-
d, where Socrates says that what a philosopher does to a novice is to
"drag [him] uwpward to a height at which he may conscnt to drop the
question "What justice have I done to you or you to me? and to think
about justice and injustice in themselves [.., making him feel] dizzy
from hanging [kpepaooei<] at such an unaccustomed height and
looking down from mid-air" (cf. also Sph. 216 ¢ 6-7: 'the real
philosophers [dvTws ¢uadoodor] survey from a height [ckeCophrTes
Uyéeey] the life beneath them [Tov Tdv kdTw plov]; and 246 b 7: the
'friends of forms' [ol Twv €180y piror —248 a 4] defend their position
somewhere in the heights of the unseen [dvweev ¢ dopdtou]’). For
Plato, then, knowledge in general is an elevation (and that is why the
philosopher is —as Plotinus says, I, 3, 1-2, alluding to the Phaedrus
myth, 246 ¢ — émTepuwpévos, ‘winged’) (20).

3.3. Ascension and vndéeoiC

As I said in 2.1., the word Umdgeoic has various meanings in
Plato: (i) a 'theory' (the so-called the 'theory of forms', for instance,
cf. Phd. 99 b ff); (ii) a 'statement adopted to support (or reject)
another statement' (Chrm. 160 d, Prt. 339 d, Men. passim, R. 437 a.);
(i11) a 'starting point for discussion' (Hp. Ma. 302 e, Chrm. 171 d, Prt.
361 b, Grg. 454 ¢, R. 550 ¢, Prm. 136 a-b, Thr, 165 d, 183 b, Sph. 237
a, 244 c¢); (iv) a 'starting point for practical action' (Lg. 743 c, 812 a);
and (v) a 'proposed subject for discussion’ -— Prm. 127 d (or
gencrally, 'the subject matter of a discussion' — cf. Lg. 812 a).

It is not my purpose here to offer a study of le-mot-vmdocarc-
chez-Platon-type, and so I shall not discuss all these meanings of the
word Umdéeeaic. I believe, however, that the three 'essential
determinations of the physical, perhups original sense of the word
umdeeals are to be found in (iii), (iv) and (v); for, as I argued, a
starting point for discussion or for practical action and a subject
proposed for discussion is something which has been settled by
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somebody before the actual discussion or action begins, and so it acts

as the ground of it. But in the case of the first two meanings — (i) and
(ii) (which are the meanings that UméesolC has in epistemological
contexts) — things are a bit more complicated.

Some Greek philosophers used the word {mdecolS in
epistemological contexts, with reference to an ‘epistemological dpxy';
and, as 1 claimed, this may be due (to a greater or lesser extent) to
the fact that the Iiteral meaning of Undeeoie fitted with their
metaphorical view that the ‘'epistemological dpyai{, unlike the
ontological dpyal, being put by somebody as the beginning of an
ensuing argument, are like a foundation, 6cuéniov, that precedes and
support a construction.

Now, if in epistemological contexts a Undgecoic is for Plato a
theory or a statement, then that theory or statement is,
metaphorically, put down by someone. Thus, one may claim, in Plato
a theory or statement qua Umdoeolc is also an ‘epistemological dapyy’
which is thought of as a foundation, oepéxiov, that precedes and
supports a construction. Yet the textual evidence which may be
invoked in favour of this view is extremely scarce; for he used the
word Uméeeorc in epistemological contexts as if he was not bothered
at all by its liferal meaning (i.e. ‘physical foundation'). That is why it
has been argued that in Plato the word UméeoiC either carries, to
some extent, its literal meaning, but that this meaning is not taken
into account by him (see for instance Roscnmeyer 1960, 407), or that
for Plato vméeeols in general does never mean 'physical foundation'
(see for instance Robinson 1953, 98) (21).

In the Republic, however, Umd6ecclC occurs in a passage in which
it is clear that Plaio was very well aware of its literal meaning and
that he attempted to exploit it somehow. Here, at 511 b, he compares
a UTobéoelc with a 'rung', or 'step’ (émipaoirS), on which one may 'get
upon' toward the dwuméBeToS dpyr, Le. toward the limit of the
intclligible realm (I take the dwumédseToC &pyr as TO &yaedy, which is
said at 532 a 7- b 1 to be 'the limit of the intelligible') (22). Here
then, a umdépeo< is, metaphorically, a thcory (or a statement) that is
put down by someone; but it is put down as that which support
one's ascension toward 'the limit of knowledge', not as that which
support, from below, like a foundation, an argument (or a body of
knowledge). (When it is being put down, a UméoeqiC is, in Plato, a
theory or a statement whose truth, although probable to some extent,
remains to be established —cf, also Robinson 1953, 95 and Barnes
1990, 93; thus, a 4mé0eoLs cannot be, metaphorically, a gégara émigaoLe,
a 'firm rung’; if so, then how could one climb on such 'unsafe rungs’
toward the 'the limit of knowledge', the only firm thing —cf. R. 533 ¢
7-d 1)7
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Plato, as I argued, supporied his 'investigations' by using thec
criterion of oupduwria TOV Adywy, ie. the critcrion of coherence,
suggesting thus a possible escape from the difficulties raised by
foundationalism. Now, he does not develop this metaphor of the rung;
if we do, and if we take into account his ‘coherentism’, we might say
that for him the rungs on which one ascends toward the limit of
knowledge are not themselves supported by something gépaiov, i.e.
by a firm foundation: the rungs, it seems (o me, insofar they are are
oupdwvol, support one another.) (Most of the commentators, however,
tended mnot to takc Plato's comparing a vUmoséoac with a 'rung'
seriously (23), mainly because he does not use it elsewhere (24).)

To conclude. As I argued, in its literal sense Undé0eoic means
'something put by somebody under something else as a foundation'.
Plato did not nse this word in ontological contexts, and this may be
due to some eXtent to the inadequacy suggested by its literal
meaning: (i) the Platonic intelligible realm is (metaphorically) neither
a foundation which supports something else (on the contrary it is
said to be above the sensuous realm), nor is it puz where it is by an
‘agent’ (be he even a Demiurge); and (ii) the sensuous realm,
although it might be said to be put by a Demiurge wunder the
intelligible realm, it is obviously not its foundation.

He, however, used this word in epistemological contexts. His
comparing the act of 'knowing the intelligible realm' with an
'ascension’  corresponds, metaphorically, fo his metaphysical
topography, in which the intelligible realm is localized above. So,
given his great interest in the proper sense of the words (see for
instance the Crafylus), one may be inclined to believe (as I initially
did) that he would attempt to use an epistemological terminology
consistent with the metaphorical idea that knowledge in general is a
sort of an ascension. But he, surprisingly, seems not be bothered by
this problem; and, in his using the word UmTévec\C in epistemological
contexts, he seems to ignore its literal meaning (i.e. that of 'physical
foundation’) (although his comparing a UmédeciC with a 'rung', in R
511 b, may be invoked as an indication that he thought about the
fact that vmd0eo1S has a literal meaning after all, and aboul a possible
way fto fit it with his idea that knowledge in general is a sort of an
ascension.)
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NOTES

Preface

1 There is even a study entitled "Plato, Woody Allen and justice" (see Colwell
1961).

2 Why, however, would one like to understand Plato's philosophy in the [irst
place is another question (which I shall deal with — very briefly, however -~ in
the Epilogune).

3 Yet the logical route that Plato’'s scarch followed is not mirrered very
accurately by the chronology of his dialogues. For it so happened that in his
dialogues he mixed up things a little bit; that is he, say, explicated a premiss in
a late dialogue, or assumed a conclusion long before he stated it explicitly —io
the effect that the written trace of his whole search seems sometimes to have a
fairly ‘'anacoluthic’ churacter.

4 Apud Eco 1992, 24,

5 Plato's metaphorical devices, especially his myths, were minutely described
and analyzed (c[. for instance Stewart 1905, Frutiger 1930, Marignac 1951,
Findlay 1978, or Elias 1984). But the vast majority of his interpreters do not
think, like Plato, that such devices are the only kind of rigour that we can
achieve in our attempt to understand philosophical matters. We cannot but
regard his myths, allegories, analogies, etc. with suspicion, if not, as Hegel,
with indifference (cf. 1971, p. 109: 'Plato's value does not reside in his myths').

Introduction
Socratism and Platonism

1 T am indebted to Mr Alexandrt Dragomir tor drawing my atlention to this
point.

2 This 'standard’ Socratic request occurs throwghout the early dialogues --—see
for instance i Ma. 295 b: “{...] you [Hippias], | suppose, will easily discover it
[viz. 'what beauty is"] once you are alone. Stil, I beg you most earnestly to
discover with me here, or, if you please, let us look for it together as we are
now doing.”

3 A term used many times in the Socratic dialogues (see for instance ZLa. 196 b
0, Ly. 223 b 3, Prt. 338 ¢ 7, etc.).

4 Viastos 1983, 72 argues that in the dialogues before the Gorgias Socrates
"describes  the elenctic refutation of p by saying that non-p ‘has become
evident to us' (EPAvn TMUIV) (cf. Pre. 353 b 5-6; Euthphr. 15 ¢ 1-2; K. 335 ¢ 5, etc.)
or by observing that the interlocutor now 'sees’ (OpfC —Euthphr. 11 a 3) or
‘knows' ({oTe —Prt. 357 e 1) that non-p”. But here, in the Gorgias, continues
Vlastos, Socrates claims that his thesis has heen proved rrue (479 e), "or,
equivalently, by a powerful metaphor, [...that it has becn} 'clamped down and
bound by arguments of iron and adamant’ (508 e - 509 a)" (p. 71). Moreover,
thinks Vlastos, the Gorgias contains textual evidence (472 b-c, 474 a, 474 b, 482
a-b} for supporting the claim that, in this dialogue, Socrates is making the
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following assumption: “"Anyone who ever has a talse moral belief will always
have at the same time true beliefs entailing the negation of that false belief"
(p. 52). In a note from the same volume (1983), however, Vlastos concludes that
this assumption from the Gorgias does not occur in any other dialogue, which
means that we have to take it as "Plato's present to his teacher” (p. 74.).

5 Both Vlastos 1983, 29 and Waterfield 1989, 44 claim that this is the f{ormul
pattern of the most prominent form of elenchus; not the ome suggested by
Robinson, which runs, according to them, as follows:

@ p - (gr1)

@it} {qr) - non p
(iii) p v mon p

(iv) Therefore non p

6 All the Socratic dialogues (including those whose authenticity is not beyond
any doubt) arc centred around this reaching of a Opoloyla —see for instance

Hp. Ma, (294 ¢ 8, 299 ¢ 2, 303 d 4-6); Ale. 1 (109¢ 3,11 b3,¢1,112¢c 5,435,113 b 6,
115 ¢ 7, 116 ¢ 9-10, 133 ¢ 18§, d 10), etc.

Chapter One
Plato’s way of putiing the question of knowledge

1 According to the Timaeus 69 c-71 d, each part of the souls has a 'bodily seat':
TO AoYLOTLKGY —the head; O QUPSEC —the heart; and TO EMLABUPMTIKOY —the

belly (for details see Cornford 1937, 281-6). Some scholars, however, may argue
that Plato did not constantly believe in the tripartition of soul; for tripartition
is not wmentioned in the Phaedo, which works, apparently, with a rough
opposition between soul (seen as rational) and body (seen as the source of
desires); and in the Laws it seems to disappear.

2 Cf. also Hp. Mi. 376 c 2, where knowing something is put in terms of resting
from a wandering (TQUOOpEBo TNG TAGYNG). This idea, however (that sure
knowledge has to remain the same) is also, T think, at the corc of Plato's saying
that 'to know' is 'to keep having knowledge' — cf. Phd. 75 d 8-10: "'to know' [TO

eU8€VaL) means simply 'to retain' the knowledge which one has acquired, and
not lose it" (cf. also Smp. 208 a [-2)).

3 Cf. also Phib, 17 e: "The unlimited variety [T0 &meipov] that belongs to and is
inberent in the particulars [i.e. in the 'realm' of what is dxioTe &AAwC] leaves

one, in each particular case, an unlimited ignoramus." What I belicve this
statement says is this. The field of knowledge stretches from the péyiaTa Yyévn,

the 'widest genera', to the 'lower' €l&m), the 'narrowest species’; but it does uol
contain that part which is right under the 'narrowest species’, ic. the
37 37 k74 ’ .. .

ATELPOV, AANOTE OAAWS rcalm of individuals. That is: cven when I look at, say,

a particular ant, T cannot know its most specific part, that which is dxA0TE
ENAWE.

4 And the Stranger from Elea himself is called a 8€0C éreykTwdS (Sph. 216 b
5-6).

167




Chapter Two
The |L€0080C towards theories

1 In this passage he does not actually use the word WLEEOSOC; but he used it

earlier, at 97 b 6, and it is obvious, from Lhe context, that here, at 100 a ff., he
speaks about a possible WEO0E0C out of aporetic situations,

2 Cf Méridier 1909, 234: "[...] selon toute apparence, [le mot PéS0oSOT est une
création de la langue philosophique, qui ta forgé pour son usage. Peut-&tre
Platon en est-il l'auteur. En tous cas, c'est chez Ini qui nous le trouvons pour la
premiére fois [...]."

3 Cf. 1897, 419: “In earlier dialogues, as Phaedo (79 e, 97 b) and Republic (435 d,
510 b-c, 531 ¢, 533 b-c, 596 a), this word [4€0080C] had not yet a fixed meaning
and was equivalent to ‘argument', ‘study', or 'way of reasoning'. In the
Phaedrus 1€6080C (269 d, 270 d) is used in the same primitive meaning of 'way
of reasoning’. In the Thegeretus (183 c) it means ‘'hypothesis' or 'theory'.”

4 Cf. 1897, 419: "But in the Sophist there appears for the first time a 'logical
method’, essentially different in form and contents from (he 8LEI)\€KTLKﬁ
LEOOSQC of the Republic (533 ¢), which meant no more than the study of
dialectic, or vision of the idea of Good."

5 Cf. for instance R. 515 e: the one who left the Cave in order to see the light of
the sun had to be drag out by force (cf. Bia-—e 6), for the 'ascent’ is 'rough

and steep’.

6 Cf, also the beginning of Discours de lu méthode ("[..] la puissance de bien
juger et distinguer le vrai d'avec le faux, qui est proprement c¢e qu'on nomme
le bon sens ou la raison, est naturellement égale en tous les hommes") and the
Timaeus 51 e ("mind [voUC] is the attribute of the gods and of very few men").

7 Earlier on, at 85 c-d, Stimmias alludes to this ‘procedure’, when he said: "It is
our duty to do one of two thmgs either tfo ascertain the facts, whether by
LOQeLY or by €UpeLy, or, if this is impossible, to select [AapdvTal the best and
least refutable [SUCefeheykTSTATOC] human AGyoG, and use it as a raft to ride

the seas of life —that is, assuming that we cannot make our journey with
greater confidence and security by the surer means of a divine A0 yoGC."

8 And what is at stake in that which precedes Socrates' intellectual history
(namely the luplc of the 1mmortahty of the soul) is also a body of sratements
(ef. Ta clpnpéra —85¢1,d9, and T& AeySuera -~ 83 c 4, which are translated as
‘theory'/'theories’ by Tredennick).

@ Some scholars (like, for instance Archer-Hind in his edition of the Phaedo),
claimed that a Platonic hypothesis is always a definition. But this claim is easy
to refute, sincc in Plato there are so many hypotheses which are not
definitions (e.g. the hypothesis that ‘many exist —cf. Prm. 136 a 6: cf. also
Robinson 1953, 100). Some other scholars cluimed that all hypotheses in Plato
are ‘'statements of existence'. But Plato calis 'hypotheses’ many statements that
do not posit the mere existence of something (e.g. 'virtue is knowledge' —Men.
87 c 4), and in the Parmenides 136 b 7-8 he says cxplicitly that one may
hypothesize either "that anything whatsoever exists or does not exist or has
any other character [dAAD -r300C mdoyYoVvToC]" Rather seldom, Plato does
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hypothesize the existence of something — cf. for instance Frm. 136 a 6 (where
it is hypothesized that ‘'many exist®).

10 Cf. also Barnes 1980, 92; "In the Platonic tradition, hypothesizing has
primarily an heuristic function.”

11 The verb TiONWL (and its cognates) is used by Plato throughout the
dialogues, and it may mean: ‘tc hold a view, 'to regard as' {R. 331 a, 334 e, 352 d,
Plr. 257 b, Sph. 246 e), 'to assume’ (Phd. 79 a, R 340 a, 430 a, The. 191 ¢), or 'to
judge' (Plt. 275 b). All these meanings, however, bear the idea of 'holding' or
positing a provisional statement whose truth, although probable to some
extent, remains to be established; cf. Robinson 1953, 95: "If you posit (T{®eoqL)
a proposition, then that proposition ‘'stands' (xcLTdl) until you withdraw it
(dvaTi9eaal) or replace it by another {peTaTi8eoaL)."

There are degrees of confidence in a hypothesis, from simple
acceptance (Fhlb. 13 b) to strong confidence (R. 437 a, Phd. 92 d). When,
however, a hypothesis is posited under a strong agreement of two
interlocutors, it is a OuoAdynpa (or Oporoylo) (ef. R. 437 a, Thr 165 c).
(Although it is not a general rule, a OUoAdymuo. is not put under elenchus.)
(There are in Plato, also, rhetorical hypotheses, due to pedagogical reasons;
but, as Robinson 1953, 97 claims, "Plato very rarely speaks of hypothesizing a
proposition that one knows at the time to be false. His conception of
hypothesizing hardly, if ever, extends tv shcermake-belief, [... And] his word
for assuming what you already know or believe to be false is not UmoTi8ege.
but CUyYwPEeETEF.")

12 This passage reads: "It is our duty to do_one of two things, either to ascertain
the ftacts, whether by [LaO€LV or by €upelv, or, if this is impossible, to select
[FNoBSvTO] the best and least refutable [SUTEEEXREYKTAOTATOS] human A3yt and

use it as a raft to ride the scas of life [etc. —my italics]" (see also the
occurrence of éxéyyeLy at 85 ¢ 5).

13 Barnes 1990, 93 claims that: "fAccording to Plato] in hypothesizing that P,
you do not commit yourself (o the frush of P, not do you assert that P. [L.] in
hypothesizing that P, you do not grgue for P or produce any sort of reason in
favour of it." Now, if Barnes suggests that in hypothesizing that P, you do not
argue for P or proeduce any sort of reason in its favour af afl, I do not agree
with him. In Plato {(at least) 'hypothesizing has primarily an heuristic
function' (as Barnes himself admits —sce p. 92), for a hypothesis is a 'piece
aimed at fitting into a givem and incomplete puzzle'; and the 'degree of its
fitting' stands as a 'reason in favour of it'. That is: in hypothesizing that P, you
argue, somehow, for P, because yow have hypothesized P as a plausible
hypothesis {(and the plausibility is due to the ‘degree of its fitting' into a given
puzzle). But this ‘fitting' is not a guarantee of its truth, which remains to be
established.

14 For Robinsen's main arguments in favour of this interpretation see 1953,
127, 130-1.

15 Robinson's solution is the following (pp.128-9). (i) Plaw’s whole idea, he
claims, is this: "that which follows from the hypothesis is to be set down as
true, and that whose contradictory follows from the hypothesis is to be set
down as false. This idea has two parts; and, since they are not contradictories
(for the contradictory of 'that which follows from X' is not 'that whose
contradictory fotlows from X'but 'that which does not follow from X'), the
accurate expression of the whole idea is somewhat cumbersome." In fact,
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Robinson interprets the inconsistency in terms of deduocibility, eg a
proposition q is inconsistent with p if non-q is deducible from p; and if p is
true, then q must be false (e.g. if the proposition p: 'T have only one brother' is
true, then the proposition ¢« 'T have three brothers' 1is incomnsistent with p
because its negation, namely the proposition non-q: I do not have three
brothers', follows from p). In this case, we have an acceptable criterion to
establish which  propositions are true (those which are deducible from a true
hypothesis) and an acceptable criterion to cstablish which propositions are
false (those whose negations follow from a true hypothesis), (ii) Thus Plato has
in mind both deducibility and inconsistency, but these two ideas “cannot be
ncatly expresscd by a single verb and its negative, because they are not
contradictories but contraries”. So, Plato sacrifices a part of his meaning and
chooses an appropriate metaphor for ‘comsistency-inconsistency’, which are
actually contradictories.

16 I very well know that poudikyy is, as Cornford 1937, 158 (n. 4) put it, * a wide

term, including poetry and the thought conveyed in it"; but this does not mean
that LOUCLKT does not sometimes kints primarily to music (as, 1 believe, it is the

case here).

17 Whereas (UOPOS refers (roughly speaking) to a TAELS of sounds qua
durations (cf. Lg. 665 a; cf. aiso Smp. 187 b7-c 2).

18 The modern terms ‘'symphony' and ‘harmony' refer io a ~d4C of

Simultaneous pictches ,(i.e.. roughly speaking, to chords), whereas the Greek
oupdwrio and apuovia refer to a TAELG of consecutive piiches (i.e., roughly
speaking, to melodies).

19 Thus, Robinson’s claim —that "there is no passage in which [cupdwVeELy or
Bradwrely (or its cognates)] certainly indicate deducibility or the absence
there of" (1953, 127} — seems to be refuted.

20 The cosmology of the Timaeus 1is a 'collection' of theories —metaphysical,
physica{l, physiological, theological, ectc. That is why, when Timaeus says that
‘his AOyoL about the gods and the generation of the universe may not be
altogether OMSOAOYOL' (which, as 1 said, can be taken as a synonym for
gUpP.GwVYoL), he speaks about theories that may not CUULOWVET Y AAATIAOLE,

21 In some metaphorical usages, Appovia and cupldwria are said to imply not a
mere TAELS, but a KAGowoG (ef. R. 430 ¢; of. also 17 47 d 6).

22 The ‘probability’ that is at stake here is not the ‘probability’ of the Sophists,
which Plato contrasted with truth in Phdr. 267 a 7.

23 Cf. also Waterfield 1989, 5t: "[cupdwvely does not imply a chain of
successive inferences (p — q — r..),] where each stage is checked for validity
of inference f[rom the preceding one. [...] In the first place the conscquences
arc  amé (‘from') the starting point, not one another: noe succession i3
envisaged, but rather p — {q -r- s). In the second place, the consequences are
checked aAXr AoLS ('with one another’), not merely with each previous omne."

24 The consequences of a statement are usually well marked by one of the
following expressions: (i) Cupfarvely (Hp. Mi. 369 a 4.5, Men. 87 a, Tht. 165 ¢
10, 164 b, ChArm. 164 b 9, Grg. 408 e, Prmn. 142 ¢), (il) T& ouvuBalvovrTa (Grg. 495
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b, 496 ¢, 479 ¢, 508 b, Men. 87 b, R 437 a, Prm. 136 a 1, b 8, 142 b 3); or (iif) T&
emopeva (Cra. 436 d).

Chapter Three
The [Lé6080C towards theories and

the theory of €i8n (D)

1 Plato's usage of the word TopdSelypa raises a number difficulties, mainly
becanse of the ambiguity this word, which wmay mean both (i) an instapce or
example, i.e., in a broad sense, a copy of something; (i) a model for something;
and (iii) an exemplary instance of something (cf. LSJ). All these three
meanings are to be found in Plato. (i) The Greek mapdSeLypa is usually

rendered by '‘model’, and so the main sense of the verb from which it derives,
Tapa8zlKVUpL, is to a certain extent, lost. TEPAS KV UL means ‘to portray’, i.e.
'to represent so and so'; its result, a Tapd8eiyuq, is then, etymologically
speaking, a sort of an embodiment, an instentiation or, in a broad sense, amn
example (cf. Men., 77 a 9-b 1), ic. an ‘entity' in which another ‘entity’ 1is
‘portrayed’. (ii) In Plato, however, the word TapaBelLyua is mostly used as
referring to what is a model of something. In the Timaeus, for instance,
Tapd8evyua means 'the model of the universe' (cf. 28 27,37 ¢ 8,38 b 8c 1,30 ¢
7,48 ¢ 5, 49 a 1) (which is contrasted with its sensible copy — &vahpa, 37 ¢ 1,
€lkWY,29b3,¢1,37d7, or plunka, 38 a 7, 51 b 6). (iii) Plato claims very often
that we have to use, in our philosophical inquiries on a ditficult ‘case’, a
clearer and simpler, yet similar omne, i.e. an exemplary instance; and he nses
here the word ToapdSevyua (see Thi 154 ¢, Sph. 226 ¢, 251 a; Plt. 277 d; cf. also

Aristotle Rh 1356 b 3), (This sense of mapdSeciypn is somchow situated between

the other two, since an ‘exemplary instance’ of something is a '‘copy' which 1is
the most 'close' to its model.) And he himself uses sometimes this procedure
(called by some scholars 'the method of TapdSeiyua’). For instance: the
attempt to understand the sophist is made through the wapdSelypa of the

angler(Sph. 218 e-/221 ¢); the attempt to understand the statesman is made
through the moapdSelyua of the weaver(Plt. 279 a-283 a); the attempt to

understand the TEXVYN 0OPLOTLKY| is made through the mapdSelyna of TEYYn
TN TLKY (Sph. 233 d ff.).

2 So, when Plato claims that an e{kulv is not, he does not mean that that €lKGV
does not eg/:ist at a!l,\' tbat is: he does not claim, like Parmenides (ct Sph 258 ¢
ff.), thai AV and pn OV are completely sepqrated (cf. 237 a: ol ydp p1) moTE
TOUTE 8apy), dnciy, etvar pn) édvTar dAAE oU To8 &4’ 680U Bilhpneros elpye
vdnua), when Plato claims that an €l<@fV is not, what he actually means is that
that eilxdiv does not exist OVTWC, as a TapdSelypa does. (BVTwC means here
G TEEC, cf Sph. 240 b 10; cf. also R. 515 d, where PGAAOV SVTQ scems to mean
dxneéoTepa SvTa; that is: an SvTwS Sv is an ainoLvov v, a mapdervpa, viz.
an &V which is not a U7 L05, that 'pretends’ to be another &1.)

3 1 think 1t _may be worth notmg ajassage from cthe Repubhc where the idea
that 'to be & v TWGC' gua 'to be AATTW S (as a model is) is not separable from 'to be
SVTWG' gua 'to be unchanging'. The passage in question is 514 b &, where Plato
says that the shadows projected on the we¢ are the copies
of real 8vTO,ie. of things which are projected by the fire — are moving,
dépavTag. (Platc was very much aware of the distinction between changing
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and immovable beings and of the l(uct that his predecessors used fo claim
either that only the changing beings are or that omnly the immovable beings
are —cf. Tht. 180 ¢-181 b and Sph. 246 a ff. He, however, rcjects these
traditional views and claims that both changing and immovable beings exist.
For, he says in Sph. 248 a and d, there 1is at least ome instance in which
changing and unchanging beings are in Kowvwwia, and this instance is the
phenomenon of knowledge, yiyvuoKkewy, which is a kowwwvia between a Juyh
yiyvéakely, which is somcthing kivmTov —cf. 249 a 10; and an oucic
VY VOOKeoSal, which is something  dkivnTov —<cf. 249 ¢ I; cf. also Cra. 440 a-
b.)

4 In Ti 52 a th’e way Plate puts things suggests that common names refer,
primarily, to €i81), although they may also refer to the sensible embodiments
of e81.

5 For speaking, as far as it uses common names, is about ci8n (cf. Sphk. 259 e:
"any discourse [AOYOC] we can have owes its existecnce to the CUUTTAOKY TAV
el8wy" that is: the very possibility of speaking derives actually from the
ontological kovvwvio THY €USwv, a view which implies that speaking in
general is about el 8n).

6 Plato's saying that 'Ld6mols is Grdpvnols' (72 e 5-6) stems, 1 believe, from
his focussing in this dizlogue on the issue of &vdurnolC (which is contained
by that of LdEONOLE), not from his reducing the question of LEONOLE to that of
qvapvnolc.

7 To actually know an ¢180C, however, TO AOYLoTLKOY should deal with it only

through itself, i.c. it has to speak about it and gvoid lovking, through the eyes,
at it —cf. Phd. 67 a 6-b 1 and 99 d ff. (something which Plato kept saying it
throughout the dialogues -— see R. 534 b If,; Tht. 186 b-e,187 a, 189 e; Sph. 227 a
8, 253 b 10; Phib. 57 ¢-58 a, 59 a, 61 e; Ti. 28 b ff,, etc.),

8 Plato was never doubtful about soul's immwortality; but, it seems, he was never
too happy with the ways he imagined the likely details of 'soul's future
habitations', for he came back to this issue several times, and each time he put
things differently — cof. Phdr. 249 a; R 621 a-b, Ti. 41 ¢,

9 Cf. (i) the Phaedo 98 a 2 ff., where Socrates claims that if Anaxagoras had
supported his view on causality, he, Socrates, would have been "prepared to
give up hankering after any other kind of atT{x {alTiaC &rro €T80C)"; (i) the
Phaedo 98 c ff. and the Philebus 27 a ff., where there are distinguished a cause
proper and its ‘condition’; (iii) the Timaeus 46 e, where there are distinguished
two kinds of aiT{ol: a rational cause (embodied by a Demiurge) and a non-
rational one (embodied by a rather obscure ‘entity' often called 'Necessity’)
(for the rational and nom-rational of TT &L see also the Laws 896 e ff.).

-~ 10 Cf. Aristotle Metaph. 988 a 9 ff.; Diogenes Laertius 3. 69; Simplicius in Phys.
26. 5 ff.; "Astius" 1.3.21 (b) =Stobacus Ecl 1.10.16; Alcinous, Didascalicus 9.1.;
Seneca Lerter 65.7). (I am indebted for many of these references to R. W.
Sharpies' paper "Counting Plate’s Principles”, which he delivered at the
Scottish Association for Classical Philosophy in Edinburgh on 2nd of July
1994.)
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I1 He also claims that others are generated spontaneously, T &m0 TolpdTov,
but this is not a rhird different mode of generation; it is rather that both Ta
dpUoel yryvopeva and T TEYVY yiyvSleva may be generated spontaneously or
not spontaneously — cf. 1032 a 30 ff. and 1034 a 10 ff.)

12 In Aristotle the explanation of the generation of TO ¢UceL EvTa is less clear
than that of T& ToloUevo. Roughly speaking, it seems that for him T3 $pioe
SvTa are the ‘result’ of UGS (Ph 192 b 8§ ff.; ¢f. ulso Metaph. 1032 a 13 ££); but
what ¢Uo1C is, is not clearly stated (or so I find). (For an interesting, yet
‘somehow risqué attempt to make clear Aristotle's obscure notion of UCLG see
Heidegger 1967 and 1976.)

13 Since later antiquity philosophers have tended to think of causes only as
cfficient causes; that is why we are inclined to think that a purpose, or matter,
let alone a form, can be called 'causes' only in a very metaphorical way. But,
and this could bc regarded as almost a truism, we do sometimes explain the
same phenomenon in several different ways. If we accept that an explanation
is an answer to a why-question (as, for instance, van Fraassen 1980 a, 42
claims), then we will have to accept that a questioner always asks his question
within a determined context. Therefore, what is asked [or by a question like
'‘Why is it the case that p? is always contextually determined. (But why did
Aristotle choose this productionist causes? One may speculate, as Heidegger
[984, 117 does, that the very idea of cause was brought forward by the world of
producing — understood as the production of one being from another.)

14 There has been a ot of debatec about how this expression should be taken.
The meaning of the expression S€UTE€poC TAOUC can fairly be put as 'taking to
the oars when the wind has failed' (see Gallop's 1975 commentary ad focum),
which bears the idea of 'giving another, second-best try'. Now, fo what is
Socrates giving a second-best try? The answer to this question is anmything but
obscure, for he says explicitly: "[..]1 I have worked out my second voyage
[BeUTepoS TAOUG] in the quest of alTia" (99 ¢ 9-d 1 —my italics; the original
reads: €l TNV TS alTiag £Tnowy). That is: the expression Se€UTEpoS MAOUS
refors to Socrates’ introducing 'another, second-best pattern of causal
explanation', mnamely that by €U8mn (see also Gallop's 1975 commentary ad
{ocum). But why 'second-best'?

The refercnces to the efficient alTia (YoUC) as 'true' or 'real’ {(cf. 98 e 1
and 99 b 3), suggest that Socrates considered it as being ‘the best pattern of
cavsal explanation' (see his referring to You <G as 'true' or 'real' — cf. 98 ¢ 1; TAG
WE aANBWS ol tiad, and 99 b 3: 1o airiov Td SVTL). But, since he was unable to
discover it himself or learn about them from others, he eventunally came up
with his own (second-best) causal explanation, namely that by &n (99 ¢ 9-d
1). (Sayre 1969, 4-5 claims that the expression SeUTepoS TAoUC does refer, in its
letter, to Socrates’ explanation by 'formal causes’ as being ‘second bhest' to

Anaxagoras' explanation by ‘'final causes, but he believes that this is only
Plato's irony.)

15 Grammatically this phrase does not raise amy problem, yet its 'spirit’ is
rather difficult to render in a translation, because the accent in this phrase is
an ontological, not an aesthetical one. 1 list below a few translations:

16 Cf. Thomsen [990, 320: "The image of the craftsman's production is for Plato,

as lor Aristotle, a starting point for the understanding of reality" (my
translation).
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17 In Greek philosophy, Plato’s Timaeus seems fo be an exception, because the
theme of creation guwe production is not to be found in other philosophers,
notably in the pre-Socratic fragments (cf. Heraclitus B 30: kéoupov Téw8e. ..
DUTETLE BeWV OUTE QV8PWTTWY éWoinoev). (Yet the motif of an ‘efficient’ cause
occurs, in one form or another, in some Presocratics — cf. Parmenides' S(Iﬁpmv,
Empedocles’ dLAla and veikoS, Heraclitus' TUpR, or Anaxagoras' VoUG.)

18 The Greek STjuLoupydC is the craftsman in gemeral (cf. Paquet 1973, 31: "Le
Snproupydc, cn effet, c’est L'ouvrier en général —nous dirions, le travailleur
anonyme dont le métier ne se remarque plus, bien loin qu'il soit guestion de
retenir son nom ni son rang social"}. In Plato, however,, as C_lassen 1962, 20, n.
28 points out, "SmuioupyoC is [..mostly] used where 1Tl is combined with
EMOoTAUN and VOUG (1% 46 e 3-6, Sph. 265 ¢ 1-9, Lg. 902 ¢ 4 {f.)." For other
occurrences of the Demiurge see also Pl 269 d-270 a, 273 b-d and Phib. 27 b.

19 Plata's Demiurge is then not an omaipotent Creator, for his creation, unlike
Jahwe's, is not a creation ex uihilo.

20 Tn the Timaeus, maiter, although it is not explicitly called an aiT{q, ceases to

be an ignored 'element’. Here in the Timaeus there are explicitly distinguished
only two kinds of alTia: the rational one (alT{c proper) and the non-rational
one (ouvairrial) (cf. 46 e). The relation between these two aiT{cu, the rational
and the non-rational (cf. also Laws 896 e ff.), and the Demiurge and dvdyicn is
net very clear. But the Timaeus 46 e supports strongly enough the idea that
they are the same, i.e. the Demiurge is the rational cause and dvdykm is the
non-tational one (for a similar poesition see Hackforth 1959). Bul o what does
this non-rational cause belong?

Plato says that the Demiurge framed the universe out of a '‘primordial
given matter' (7i. 52 d). But this primordial matter is not inert: it is, on the
contrary, “shaken" by chaotic BUvapelC (52 d-e), and the Demiurge has, as it
wete, to ‘'tame' it. (This primordial matter is a chaotically moving
indeterminate mass of elementary triangles and it is first 'tamed’ into primary
bodies — cube, pyramid, etc. — see 52 ff.) Now, what is the cause of this chaotic
motion? Plutarh (De animae procreatione in Timeo 1014 d-1015 c¢) claimed that
Plato should have postulated an irrational soul as the cause of this chaotic
motion, because soul is the only cause of motion. Yet for Plato the primordial
matter is not moved by any soul, or VOUG, because for him matter is not, as for
Arxistotle, passive. (Bronze, in Aristotie's numerous examples with statucs, is
not "shaken", at any stage, by any power or force. Aristotle has a highly
technical conception of matter, and for him matter gwa matter never exists by
itself without any form; but gua wmatter it seems to be inert.) For Plato,
however, matter hus (0 be 'tamed', because its own nature consists of a chaotic
movement (53 b). And, in my view, what causes the motion of primordial
matter is its  heterogeneity {(cf. 58 a). Now, this heterogeneity of the
primordial matter, I believe, is what Plato calls Qvdykn; in other words, it this
heterogeneity of the primordial matter that the Demiurge and the astral Gods
are said (0 'persuade’ (o obey 10 a rational project (as things are put at 30 a 5,
what the Demiurge does is to bring into order something which is disorderly,
i.e. heterogeneous — €lC TASLY QUTO Tiyopey ék ™HS ATallal). Ts then dvdykn
more like a material ‘'active' cause, which “always produce chance effect
wilthout order or design" (46 e)? To me this seems a fairly plausible conjecture.

21 Plato's main interest during his entire life seemed to concern the human

community (his most important works --the Republic, the Laws, and even the
Timaeus — have the topic of society as their starting point). How then does he
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explain the TS ALE? Does he use the same 'productionist' explanation? This is, of
course, a very complicated problem, and it is not my intcntion here to enter its
details; but, at a bird’s-eye view, it seems that society and history arc also
explained, to some extent, by a 'productionist' model,

The statesman (Politicus), the legislator (Laws), the Demiurge
(Politicus} —are all understood as 'makers’, who ‘handle’ the human nature
(i.c. the ‘matter’, the 'constituent’ of the TOAG—ct, the Republic), by 'looking
at a model — be it Kallipolis {in the Republic, called at 472 b-473 a and 392 a-b a
TepASeLyUa), the ancient city of Athens (in the Timaeus and the Critias),
Magnesia (in the Laws), or the universe itscli (in the Politicus 274 d). (In the
Timaeus, unlike in the Politicus, the Demiurge does not ‘handle' in any way the
polis, and this seems to be coherent with the 'productionist’ paradigm, for, in
general, a product that has been finished cecases to be in a relation with its
producer, and it begins te exist for its own.) (The (endcucy to relate the 'space’
of TOALE to the 'space’ of TO{NTLC is not alien to the Greek culture. 8nuiLoupyoC,
for instance, comes from S&NML.OG and Ep<yoV, and so, etymologically, il mcans
‘the one who works for the people', e.g. a ‘magistrate’ — cf. Aristotle Pol 1275 b
29.; cf. also Morrow 1997, who claims that in the Laws the legislator uses the
'material at his disposal in Greek life', just as the Demiurge in the Timaeus uscs
the materials available to him.)

22 Cf. Vlastos 1975, 111: "The phrase 'saving the phenomena' does not occur in
the Platonic corpus mnor yet in Aristotle's work. [...] The phrase ‘'saving the
phenomena' must have been coined to express the [...]1 credibility-salvaging
operation in a case where phenomena, not a thcory or an argument, are being
put on the defensive and have to be rehabilitated by & rational account which
solves the prima facie contradictions besetting their uncritical acceptance.
This is a characteristically Platonic view."

. . Chapter Four
The theory of €l8n (I} TO Ayc€dy as the AVUTSOeTOS dpyr of the theory of
eldn

1 Robinson 1953,152 claims that “"contemporary mathematicians did not
describe themselves as starting always from hypothesis. This passage [509 d -
511 e] is not evidence for that; and the Meno, which explicitly borrows from
mathematical procedure, surcly implies that what they called the ‘'by
hypothesis' method was not their regular procedure hul a special method,
frequent indeed (TOAAGKLS Men, 86 e) but not prepondcrating.” The word
hypothesis  is here, in the Divided Line, concludes Robinson, "Plato's
interpretation of their procedure, and not the word they themselves would
use” (p. 152). I do not think, however, that this discussion is, philosophically,
very important; what is important is that Plato wants to point out that one
‘attitude' toward the 'foundation', the UIrd9€ols of an ensuing argument is to
leave it unquestioned; and that his ‘attitude’ toward his theory of €i8n is
completely the opposite.

2 The main definitions of this method are to be found in: Pappus, Collectio, VII,
Praef. -3 (ed. Hultsch, pp. 634.3 - 636.30); BEuclid, Elements XII (cf. Heath,
1926, vol.I, 138); and Aristotle EN 1112bh 15 ff,, SE 175 a 26-29,

3 Cf. also Barnes 1991, 83 on the close link betwcen the Sun and the Line.

4 Cf.: Aristoxenus, FElementa harmonica II 30-31; Simplicius, In Aristetelis

physica, 6-11 and 25-3f Diels; Themistins, oratio 21, 245 C-D; Proclus,
commentary on Plato’s  Philebus, 4-18 Cousin; Alkinous {(Albinus?),
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Didascalicus 27, 1, p.129 Louis; Alexis, fr. 152 (II 353 Kock); Amphis, (r. 6 (II 237
Kock); Philippides, fr. 6 {II 303 Kock).

5 Cf. Philippides, fragment 6K, [II 353 Kock] = Stobaeus lxviii 6; Alexis, fr. 152
(II 353 Kock), and Amphis, fr. 6 (II 237 Kock). Now, the Republic 536 b-540 c,
the Parmenides 136 ¢, the Phaedrus 275 d-277 a, the Laws 968 c¢-¢, and the
Seventh Letter 341 a-c claim that the topic of the ‘first principles' is not
suitable for everybody. So, why did Plato hold a public lecture on such a
difficult subject as 'the good'? One of the most subtle explanation belongs to
Gaiser 1980, 20-8. According (o him, Plato did hold that lecture, in spite of his
esoleric reserve, because at that time the consequences of a public lecture on
the good were more acceptable than those of maintaining the silence; and that
sitwation was caused by the fact thai the public was informed about his
doctrine by incompetent persons, who raised the suspicion about his ideas.

6 This passagc has caused many controversies, mainly because the del which
follows the expression TO yLvopevov eV lacks in some MSS and because the
ambiguity of the verb y{yvecOoui. It is not my purpose here to discuss these

controversies, which wounld require far too much space (for details about them
see Comnford 1937, 24-5 and Hackforth 1959, 18-9). As far as I am concerned, [
am inclined to keep the second def.

7 Cf. Heidegger cf. 1994, 72: "Being means for Plato 'to bc a what" (my
translation). For Plate, however, existentia is not only not separated from
quidditas; it is also reducible to it, and this is, according to Heidegger, the main
'sin' of Plato’s ontology (cf. 1988, 60 and 1992 b, 210).

8 Owen 1986 puts the question of the Platonic being in terms of existence and
predication, and he claims that Plato does not separate them, which implies
that for him being in general is always the exivtence of somerhing
determinate, of a whar (which is another way of saying that for Plato being is
understood as whatness).

9 Cf. Kahn 1986, 22: "[Plato, as well as Aristotle,] systematically subordinate the
notion of existence to predication [... and] in their view fo be is always to be a
definite kind of thing: for a man to exist is to be human and alive, for a dog to
cxist is to be enjoying a canine life." (That is: for Plalo 'existence' is always the
existence of something determinate, of a 'what', of a such-and-such being, i.e.
the existence of an /identity: rocks, trees, etc))

10 At 52 u this distinction between two things is turned info a distinction
between three things, for there is, claims Plato, a TpiTov vévoS, xdpa, which
is apprehended, as in a dream, not by senses, but by a 'bastard' AoYLOLO G

11 In the Symposium there is a phrase that reads: 1) ydp TolL €K TOU pf GvToC
€lc 10 &V LdvTi oTwowy alTia wacw éoTL ToinolS (205 b 8-9). First, let us ask
ourselves what does Platc mean here by TO U1 6v? We know from the Timaeus
that for Plato a creation (ToINCLS) ex nikilo is not possible. So, TO un OV, i.e.

that from which something has been brought forth ‘into being', through
moinolC, is not nothing: it must be the very material from which that

something, the wcLoULev oV, was made. The material, however, existed before it
was torned into a TOlLoUPevoV, and it is said to belong to the field of pt 8v;and
the TOLOUMEVOY 'comes into being' Iater than its own material, and it is said to
belong to the field of Sv. How are we to solve this pdAx &Tomov wuay of putting
things? The difference between non-being and being is presented here as a
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difference between 'raw material’ and ‘'product’. What then 1is the main
difference between 'raw material' and ‘product'? A possible answer to this
question is, I believe, to be found in the Timaeus. There the material from
which the Demiurge framed the universe was a LLT\] 3V, because, as [ said, it did
not have a what. But, at the moment the Demiurge, through his moincLc,
brought this 'whatless matter' from disorder into order (cf. 30 a 4-5: €l5 TAEwY
aUTO Hyayev ék TAG atailag), ie. at the moment he ‘changed' the TANUUEANG
kKol &TekToS kivnolC into an ‘orderly’ k{vNGoLS (as it is, for instance, the 'local
movement’ of the planets, which is ‘'governed' by numbers and so, by order —
cf. Ti. 38 c and 39 c), he turned that whatless YEVnOLS into a kekoopnpérov
TEAYUQ, ie. inte a what; at that moment, in other words, he brought the
universe €k TOU PN SvToC (i.e. from the realm of whatless) €lg TO 8v (i.e. into
the realm of whatness). (That is: the universe begins o be only after the
Demiurge turned the dToaf{c of the primordial given matter into a TEELE, i.e.
only after it became a KEKOTPNUEVQOY TPAYIA — a whal.) (In Phib. 27 d the same
idea is put in different terms: the turning of yéveol< inte olola is achieved
'with the aid of TG TOU mMépaToC WéTpa' —i.e. by imposing limits upon it, and
thus by conferring it an identity, awhat.}

Can we read this into that phrase from Smp. 205 b 8-9? Apart from the
Demiurge, one may claim, all other S&nuicupyol —be he a wypddhoC, an
olko8SL0E, or a voumnydS (cf. Grg. 503 ¢ ff.) — when they turned their
materials into a Kekoounpévov wpdypa (cf.Grg. 504 a 1, Smp. 186 d ff., 187 a-c,
Cra. 389 d-e, Lg. 626 ¢, 628 a), they turned a particular what (a particular
material) intw another particular what (the product). They do not work, as the
Demivrge, with a whatless  waterial. This is, 1 agree, true. But, if we accept the
position of the Timaeus, that a moinowC in general is not possible ex nikilo,
then the way things are put in Smp. 205 b 8-9 makes sense ounly if we take €K
ToU W 8VToG as 'from the realm of whatless' and €1C TO &V as ‘into the realm of
whatness’,

12 An infteresting view is held by Fine 1990; cf. p.; "[...] Plato views the Form of
the good as the teleclogical orgamisation of things. If we so view the Form of
the good, we can explain why Plato claims both that the Form of the good is
more important than other knowable objects, and also that it is nol an ousia.
[...] Each form is good in that it has the function of playing a certuin role in
that system: its goodness consists in its contribution to that structure, to the
richness and harmonious ordering of the structure, and its having that place
in the system is part of what it is. Plato believes, then, that each Form is
essentially a good thing — not morally good, but, simply, good — in that it is part
of what each Form is that it should have a certain place in the teleological
structure of the world." (See also, for an equally interesting view, Hcidegger
1984, 185: "[the tdea of the good] transcends the entirety of ideas and at the
same time thus organizes them in their totality. As émékelva, the for-the-sake-
of-which excels the ideas, but, in excelling them, it determines and gives them
the form of wholeness, KoLvwvic, communality"; and p. 116: "the idea of the
good is the basic determination of all order, all that belongs together. Insofar
as belonging together, Kowvwwv{a, is the essential determination of being, Plato
is saying that the idea of the good is the primary bearer of this coherence,
kouvwvin.")

13 Why does Plato call this ToU TayTeC dpyr TO ayaddv? The knowledge of

such an dpy1, he claims, is sitnated at the end, Terevtala (517 b 8) (exactly as
in the Cave allegory, the one who is freed into the 'outside world' is able to look
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4t the sun only in the end, TENEUTHL OV, 516 b 3), That which is beyond being,
in other words, is j;hat which is most worth having in the: field of knowledge,
i.e. the ultimate 7TEAGC of knowledge; and in Greek the TENOE of something is
often called aya®6v (cf. Nettleship, 1951, 218-19: "both to ordinary people and
to philosophers among the Grecks the good [dya€0V] meant the ohject of

desire, that which is most worth having, that which we most want [...]"). This
is, however, only a guess.

14 This idea is also stressed ont in the Cave passage; there, the difference
between the ‘knower' and the 'ignorant' is expressed in terms of ‘released from
fetters' (cf. NIow ... TQV Secpwv, 515 ¢ 4-5) and 'fettered (cf. Seoumror, 514 b
4). That is, the differcnce between 'knowledge' and ‘ignorance' (cf. &dpootvn
—515 ¢ 5) is the difference between 'the possibility of moving around’ (cf.
TEPLAYELY — ¢ 7) and 'the inability of moving around'. But what has 'moving
around’ to do with 'knowledge'? And why 'the inability of moving around' is
the ‘origin’ of 'ignorance'? The ‘'fettered', says Sacrates, have their legs and
necks fettered from childhood, "so that they remain in the same spot, able to
look forward ouly, and prevented by the fetters from turning their heads"
{514 a). That is, they, being forced to look in only one direction, cannot see the
way the things which constitute their world are relared to each other, e.g. how
the 'things' thcy sce in front of them (viz. the ‘shadows on the wall) are
‘projected’  there by a fire. In other words: 'ignorance’ is caused by the
‘immobility' of mind, ie. by the absence of the possibility of 'seeing' the
Kolvwyial which exist between TG SvTda. Whereas 'knowledge' can be acquired
only by 'seeing' these Kolvwrical, i.e. by 'seeing' the way things are related
between them (i.e., in the metaphorical language of the Cave allegory, by
moving between the cave and the ‘external world' and thus seeing how the
shadows, the things themselves and the light that comes from the sun are
related to each other).

t5 But, if so, why did sp many of his commentators tend to believe that the most
distinctive licence of his metaphysics is the separation of what is 'spiritual’
from what is 'physical'? Anyone familiar enough with the Platonic philosophy
knows that the question of ouaia is always at its core. But there are so many
accounts, arguments and scattered sentences about this question, that anyone
who intends to begin a yuyavTopaxia mepl ™G TAdTwroC ovotac (to
paraphrase a line from the Sophist 246 a) feels rather at a loss. It is very
tempting to pick from Plato’'s metaphysics only the ‘clear' bits and ignore the
rest; and the most clear-cut Platonic metaphysical issue is that about the
distinction hetween a changing, temporal, visible, sensuous, ‘profane’ realm,
and an unchanging, atemporal, non-visibic, intclligible, divine one. Plato was
mostly concerned with the communion between these two realms (and Lhe so-
called 'theory of participation’ is at stake in many of his inquiries), not with
their separation. But again, the way he explaing this communion is so full of
obscurities, that one can eagily be seduced by the much simpler possibility of
taking Plato's distinction between the two realms as a complete separotion.

, Chapter Five )
The theory of €U8n (I): ouala as SUvapLE Kolvwviag

1 This view according to which ‘'existence' is a tofality may be spotted, in one
form or another, in some other Greek thinkers, such Anaxagoras, who says
that "... nothing can be put apart nor come-to-be all by itself, but things were
originally, so they must be now too, all together" (my italics, translation taken

178




from Kirk, Raven and Schofield 1983; the original reads: XX OmwoTep doyHv
etval kal vUv wdyTa Opov, fr. b 6); or Parmenides, who, speaking about 'being’,
says that it "never was nor will be, since it is now, all tegether, one, continual"
(my italics, translation taken from Kirk, Raven and Schofield 1983; the
original reads: oUSE ToT NV oub ~ €aTal, émel VUV E0TLv OPOU Tav, €V, TUVEXES,
fr. 28 B 8 5-6).

2 This issue is pointed out right from the beginning: the matter of qppearmg
as such-and-such withont really being so (TC +ydap $oivesdal TouTo Kal T6
Bokely, elval 8¢ un --236 €) does not occur only within Td SpaTta SvTa, but
also within T& Aeydueva, for a sophist is able, through his Aeydpeva, to make
everything 'look’ as anything.

3 In the Preplatonic period the question of dppovia seems to belong
exclusively to the Pythagorean circles; but it occurs actually in many other
thmkers (such as Heraclitus, Anaxagoras or Empedocles) The notion of
&ppovia, however, was discussed by Plato's predecessors in four main contexis
and they spoke about: (i) a musical harmony (fon from Chios 5 B; Philolaos 6
B); (it) a mathematical harmony (Pythagoras 58 B 15; Hippasos 15 B; Philclaos
24 B; Archytas 2 B); (iii) a barmony of the soul (Pythagoras 38 B 1, 41, 74, 85 B;
Democritus 167 A; Philolaos 23 A, Hippocrates 11 B); and (iv) a harmony of the
universe (Herachtus 1A, 22 A, 10 B, 51 B, Empedocles 18 B, 22 B, 107 B, 122 B;
Philolaos: mdvTn dvdyky kol dppovig ylyvessar — apud Dlogene Laertios, VIII,
84; cf. also 1 B, 2 B, 6 B, 7B). In the fields of music and mathematics things are
rather clear: certain intervals and proportions are called harmonic; but what
exactly is the philosophical notion of dppovia remains, I think, an obscure
question.

4 See Locke, An Essay concerning Human Understanding (Book II, chapter
27); Hume, A Treatise of Human Nature (Book I, Part 1V, section 2); Leibniz,
Discourse on Metaphysicy (9); Hegel, Encyclopedia of Philosophy (sections 53-
75) and Phenomenology of Spirit; Frege, On sense and reference;
Wittgenstein, Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus  (cf. 4.2.4.1.-3., 5.5.3., 5.5.3.0.1.-3.);
Heidegger, Der Satz der Indentitéi.

5 We are on quicksand here. On the one hand, an €U80C has an identity beoause
it is in kovvwvia with the €180C of TalTdV; on the other hand, this xolvwvia
with the €180C of Tad TSV is actually 'a kowwwvic with itself (cf. Sph. 256 a 12-
b 1. "when we call k{vnolC TaUTEY, we speak about the |1€0eELS, or Kowvwria
[cf. b 2] between kivnolC and itself") (cf. also Heidegger 1986, 11). All that
Plato says in the Sophist about the xowvwvia TV €i8wv in general (and about
the péyvora yévn)is, as I claimed, only an approximation of a very difficult
matter, and this approximation.can be the subject of many objections.

6 The idea that every being is related with others is present, in one form or
another, in the ‘doctrines’ of many philosophers. Cf for instance
Wittgenstein's  Tracratus, where it is claimed that (i) the world is "a
combination (Verbindung} of objects (things)", that (ii) "cach thing is [...] in
a space of possible states of affairs” (2.013) and that "therc is no object that we
can imagine excluded from the possibility of combining with others" (2.0121).
(Cf. also 2.0141: "The possibility of its [ie. an object] occurring im states of
affairs is the form of an object".) (Cf. also Whitehead, 1929, 5, where he speaks
about the ‘coherence of ideas' "'coherence’, as here employed, means that the
fundamental ideas, in terms of which the scheme 1is developed, presupposc
each other so that in isolation they are meaningless. [...] In other words, it is
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presupposed that no entity can be conceived in complete abhstraction from the
system of the universe, and that it is the business of speculative philosophy to
exhibit this truth.)

7 In his Phenomenology of Spirit Hegel puts things in a very similar way; his
argument may be represented like this: (i) every being ‘affirms’ its identity;
(i) but this affirmation of the identity of a being implies the diffcrentiation of
that being from all that it is not. And 'all which that being is not' is infinite
(cf. Sph. 256 ¢5-6: €xaoTov [..] TOV elBwv [..] drewpor 8¢ TAAdEL TO pmy GV
(Hegel, however, does not stop here; by affirming its identity, he continues his
argument, a being becomes related to infinity; therefore, the true essence of
beings is infinity; and the essence of 'infinity' is grounded on 'subjectivity’,
because the ‘'act' of 'affirming an identity and differentiating from other
identities' — 'T am I' — is a subjective act par excellence; this is my paraphrase,
for details see cf. Hegel 1977, 106 ff.)

8 Cf. Heidcgger's 1992 b, 556-7 comment on Sph. 256 ¢ 5 ff..

9 If TO Un OV is taken as €Tepov, then it is to be counted as an €80T £v, as a
form among the many others (cf. 258 ¢ 3: TO U7 OV ... EVAPLOUOY TOY TOAAGY
SvTwyr), and this is to go far beyond Parmenides' prohibition (258 ¢ 6-7); that
is: we proved, says the Stranger, not only that T& un évTa [..] €oTLV (258 d 5)
but we also ‘revealed the €180C ToU pny dvToc (258 d 6-7).

10 Plato supports this conclusion with the case of xivnois. His argument about
Kivnous runs as follows:

(i) we must admit (cf. SporoynTéoy —256 a 10) that «{ymol<is in
kolvwvia with 8V (256 a 1; cf. also 254 a 10), and that means that
KLvnoL\< exisis;

(i) k{vnoLS, however, is €Tepov than Ov (cf. 256 ¢ 11-12: 'can we
say that K{YNOLG is €TEpov than TaUu TSV, oTEOLG and OdTEPOV but
not € TEPOY than GV 7);

(iii) but, if kTvnoL< is ETepov than Sv, then Kivnols is a ufy &v, for
the other of 'being’ (i.e. that which is not 'being') is non-being
(cf. 256 d 5-10); in other words: in rclation to KivNOLS non-being
is (cf. 256 d 11-12: 70 u7 v elvan);

(iv) and this existence of U1y Sv, conlcudes Plato, extends to TdvTa
T& Y€y, because the ) @aTépou PUOLS 'operates' (&MeEpyalopévn)
in all of them as to make (mol€l) each one €Tepov than &y, and
therefore OUK SV (256 d 12-e 3).

11 I rely very much, in what follows, on Ileidegger's 1992 b, 3562-69
interprotation  of this segment from the Sophistz. All these references to
Heidegger's interpretation of Plato do not mean, however, that my approach is,
to a greater or lesser extent, Heideggerian, in the sense that I read —aor tend to
rcad — Heidegger back into Plalo; if, sometimes, T endorse Heidegger's views on
Plato, it is because I believe that those views reflect Plato's thoughts (or, by
cxaggerating things, illuminatc somc of their latent uaspects). (For one who
starts his research in Plato's philosophy f(rom Richard Robinson's book on
Platonic dialectic, the references to Heidegger may seem somchow strange;
and yet, surprisingly enough, Robinson studied in late 208 with Heidegger; and
in his youth he was, it seems, a disciple of Heidegger —apparently in skiing
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too, according to a poem he wrote in Freiburg im Breisgau and published
posthumously in Oxford Magazine, Hilary Term, 1997, p. 8.)

12 The idea that non-being should be understood as 'other' is pointed out one
more time by Plato in regard with the notion of other qua AVTLTLOELEVOV. For

he claims that every AVTLTLBEUEV OV, suy, TO UR KAASY, is also an &V, namely an
8v which is ‘determined' (ApopLTOEV — cf, 257 ¢ 2) as the other of an €180G and
then 'put' opposite it as another Gy (SvToC BN mpow &V AvTiBeoLs —257 e 6; cf.
also e 3-4). So an €180G — say, K@ AOV — has not more being (LEANCY TOV SvTw)
than its AV TLTLOELeVOV (U KAASV) cf. 257 e O-11.) They are, says the Stranger,
the same (S PolwT); that is, we have to say that neither TO ud) péya kol TO pévya
auTd (cf. 258 a 1-2), nor TO U7y Stkarov [kKal] 10 Sikonov (cf. 258 a 4-3) elval,
has more being {Td pedAv T paiiov €Tvayr) than the other (cf. 258 a 5). And,
claims Plato, this is so for all other EfST] (cf. 258 a 7).

13 So, one may claim, the so-called 'world of forms' is not like a collection of
portraits, but a sort of tableau vivant in which each character is both a subject
and a décor for the others. To go back, however, to the image of a network —
can we say anything about the shape of this network? In other words: if the
€180, in their totality, form a particular met’ of kowwwviay, ie. if they are
‘disposed’ in a particular way, what would be the form of this ‘disposition’, or
'arrangement'? At 221 d ff. he says that two ouyyevfi JvTa (ie. two OVTC
which are in Kolvwy T a, or 'combine with each other'), as it is the case with the
angler and the sophist, 'start from the same 'point' (TEY V1 TNS), go together the
same road (i.e. KTHOLL, YELPWTLKSV, OTMNPEUTLKAV), and then they diverge (when
they reach the art of animal hunting, ‘the angler going to the seashores,
rivers and lakes and angling the animals which are them', the sophist going to
‘land and water of another sort —~-rivers of wealth and broad meadowlands of
generons youth to take the amimals which are them')., This way putting things,

together with what Plato says at 253 d (that many €¢U8Tm are "embraced from
without by another €1 80C"), seems to suggest that there is a 'hierarchy' of the
€1'8n, and that this ‘hierarchy' has, as it were, thc shape of a pyramid (a sort of

a 'genus und species pyramid’); and, since in the Sophist Plato argues explicitly
that there are five 'ultimate genera' (viz. the five péyLoTa yévn), we may

imagine that the top of the pyramid is formed by these five genera. The
spectrum  of knowledge then begins with what is 'immediately above the
individual' (which is dmelpov — cf. Phlb. 16), and ends with the péyioTa yévn,.

(In seeing, one may argue, we first see the more general £U87, and then the
'more particular’ ones.)

14 Now, what this notion of kowvwvioS emerged trom? Onc cannot but

spceulate, As far as I am concerned, I would say that for Plato the notion of
‘heing' as SUVoULG kolvwi{aG 'emerged’, so to speak, from the given fact that

for him man exists in a world of kolvwviai. The sphere of 10INOLE brings
forth all the korvwy{al that exist between materials, tools, producer, etc. (in Hi.
Mi. 374 e 3 man's 'relation’ with tools, Spyava, is expressed in terms of a
kowvwvia between man and tools). The sphere of WOMC brings forth the
kolvwvior between the ToA{TOL (cf. Ale. 1, 125 d: the way we live in méreld
consists in being in communion with ome another — KolLVwVOUVTWY [..}
TOMTELZC Kol SUPBAANGYTWY TPOT GAATAOUG —125 d 7; cof. also Aristotle FPol.
1252 a 1 f.. wdoav méa dpuer kolvwviay Tiva oUoav); the sphere of €pwG,
which is a 'longing for other' (Smp. 200 a-b), brings forth the koLvwrial
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between the épdoTEL (in Aristophanes' myth from the Symposium ‘love' is a
'nostalgic’ search for a lost kowwvia —cf. 192 e 2-4; I leave aside the
'wniversal' character of €pw<, which is sometimes said to drive everything
towards Spuovia/ouidwrvie, ie. towards a ‘concordant communion' —cf. Smp.
187 a-188 d); the sphere of 9€1oVv brings forth the kcuvwrial between men and
gods (cf. Smp. 188 b 7-c 1. man are in a Koivomvix with gods through ‘rite of

sacrifice and divination'); and the sphere of speaking bDrings forth the
Kowwwvial between words (cf. Sph. 262 b-263 d: speaking consists in the

gupirhAokal  and the CUVPEE0LE between OVSUaTA and pripaTa; cf. also Tht. 202 b

4, 206 d 2). And, since (as I argued) for Plato the /locus of certainty is the
ouvoucio of minds, philosophy itself, in its Platonic form, requires the
Kolvwvia with others.

15 As T said, putting things in terms of Tapadelypara—el8wia does not go very
well with the idea of a kowwvic Tov elBwv. Plato, however, says explicitly:
"the best I can make of the matter is this [pdiioTa Euovye korTadaiveTar G8e
€yeuv] — that these €L8n are like [Womep] mapadelypaTa éoTdvol év 17 ¢loer.
The other things are made in their image and are ool LaTa, and this péBesLg
they come to have in the €U87 is nothing but their being made in their image"
(Prm. 132 d). That is; he admits that the most acceptable way of pumnb thmgb
is to say that the €U8n are like [cf. Gomep] TapadSelylara. (And this diomep is

pointed out by Aristotle when he says in Metaph. 1079 b 25 {f.: "to say that the
el8n are mapadSelypaTa, and that other things ‘patticipate’ [ueTéYelv]in them,

is to use [..] poetical metaphors [LeTOdOPAGC AEYELY TONTIKAES]" — my

paraphrase.} It is essential, I think, for our understanding of Plato, not to
forget this Womep.,

16 The Sephisi suggests that there are two main kinds of kowwwvia TGV yévawy.
(i) One is the including kowvwVia, i.e. the rkoivvwric that exists between two
€L87, of which one is included ("embraced [rom without" ——cf. 253 d 7-8) by
the other. This is the case for instance with the ¢U80C of angler which is
included in the €U81 (cf. 219 a 8 where KTRHOWS is called e€180C) of TEYUM,
KTNOLE, XELpWTIKY, BMpeuTiky), Jwoenpiky, &vuSpov, ditcutikh. (This
'inclusions' of an ¢180C form its y£roG; and Siokpively the yévoG of an €l8o0C
brings forward the very answer to the TU 0TV question, ie. to the guestion
'what is that €(80C?; for details see 7.4.) (ii} The other 1is the mere relating
KoLvwyia, ie. the kovwwria that exists between two €187 which do not include
each other. This is the case with three péyioT yévr — 70 &, TalTéV and
odTepoy; none of them includes another in the way the ¢T80G of Téyvm
includes the ¢U80C of KT 51C; they are, if I may say so, in a reciprocal relation,
but what this relation is Plato does not even suggest.

Chapter Six
The notion of aroeLa

1 The question about the algdnuels of the world-soul raises few difficulties.
On the one hand, Plato says that the world's body 'has no sense-organs,
because there is nothing outside it to be perceived'’; but, on the other hand,
the world-soul exists within a body, so "it may be imagined as having internal
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feelings, which would be covered by the word aistheseis”, as Cornford 1937,
96 put it.

2 'We remember what we have seen even if we shut our eyes' — says
Socrates in Tht. 163 e. It is , in a way, the same, I believe, with the ‘internal
non-abstract seeing' produced by speaking: we see the 'subject’ of a heyduevoy
‘even if we shut our eyes' (although here the ‘image’ is not 'lent’ from
memory and then 'projected’ on the 'internal screen’, here the 'image' is
produced 'on the spot' by speaking); the 'internal projection’, however, in
both cases, is, I think, ‘a keeping of an image on the internal screen’, and this
keepfng can be performed only by memory. And so it is with 'seeing through
eyes; in Phlb. 39 a 1-2 Plato claims that 'perceiving through senses’' is
accompanied by memory, pviipn; if we take the case of sight, then this claim, |
believe, refers to the fact that seeing is a keeping an image present (cf. also
Heidegger 1988, 160).

3 This distinction between abstract and non-abstract forms raises some very
difficult questions. One of them refers to the fact that we cannot determine
the exact border between abstract and non-abstract forms. In the Sophist the
non-abstract €18o0¢ of the angler seems to embody some aspects of the non-
abstract €180¢ of the sophist; but does the non-abstract €180 of the sophist
embody the abstract ¢18oc of 10 pfy 6v? Roughly speaking, the Sophist is
divided in two main parts: one that deals with the question of what the
sophist is (in which there are proposed eight definitions of him, 216 a- 236 ¢
— the first seven, and 264 d-268 d - the eighth), and one that offers a
metaphysical 'theory' (236 ¢-264 b). Usually it is held that the first part, the
one about the sophist, is just an illustration of the ontological theory
developed in the second; and so, we may think that the subtitle added by the
Mediaeval copyists (viz. wepl Tol dvToC, On being), should be taken as the
actual title of the dialogue. Yet the title that Plato chose is The Sophist, and
this dialogue starts (216 a ff.) and ends (264 d-268 d) with the question of what
the sophist is. So, I think (as Heidegger 1992 b, 412), it is exactly the other way
around: the part of the Sophist which deals explicitly with the sophist is not
incidentally its first part; it is its first part, because the whole dialogue staris
from the wonder caused by the puzzling nature of the sophist (cf. 235 b 5, 237
a, e-238 a, 241 b 7). But if this is so, and if we cannot understand what the
sophist is unless we understand what 76 pm &v is — does this mean that the
non-abstract €180C of the sophist embodies, somehow, the abstract €105 of T
L1 6v? And, if so, could we call the €780¢ of 10 un v abstract? 1 do not know
how to answer these questions, and I do not know if there is an answer to
them in Plato. I believe, however, that the distinction between abstract and
non-abstract forms (which is Plato), in spite of the very difficult questions that
it raises, may help us to understand the way he thought several issues, such
as the issue of truth. (I owe the point made in this note to Mr Alexandru
Dragomir.)

4 In Tht. 165 b Plato says that 'if knowing [émioTaoceal] is seeing [opar], then
we may say that one can both know something and not know it'; this points
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out, I think, precisely his belief that seeing, as long as it is not accompanied by
speaking, cannot be actual knowledge.

5 This idea that the essence of speaking resides in olveeolc, i.e. in relating, is
to be found alse in Ferdinand de Saussure: "La loi tout a fait {inale du langage
est, & ce que nous osons dire, qu'il n'y a jamais rien qui puisse résider dans un
terme, par suite directe de ce que les symboles linguistique sont sans rclation
avec ce qu'ils doivent désigner, donc que & est impuissant a rien désigner sans
le secours de b, celui-ci de méme sans le secours de 4, ou que tous les deux ne
valent que par leur réciproque différence [...]" (upud Benveniste 1966, 40, who,
it seems, endorses this Saussurian view).

6 This appearance of the ka8’ ol Aévyeral T is — as Heidegger 1994, 104 (cf.
also 1992 b 180, 182} put it -— not a mere $aval, ‘appearance’, but a kaTopdva,
i.e. an ‘appearance as'. In the Sophist 251 b-c, however, Plato says: "We speak
of man, [for instance,] [...] and we attribute to him colours and forms and sizes
and vices and virtues, and in all those cases and countless others we say not
only that he is man, but we say he is good and numberless other things. [...but
there are people who believe that] we must not call a man good, but must call
the good good, and a man man" (translation taken from Fowler 1928). Here,
when Plato speaks about those who believe that 'we must not call a man
good, but must call the good good, and a man man’, he (according to
Heidegger 1992 b, 501 and to many other scholars) had in view Antisthenes
and his followers.

We know from Aristotle’s Topica (104 b 19 ff.) that for Antisthenes otk
éaTiv davminéyerv. Now, Heidegger 1992 b, 503 ff. construes this thesis of
Antisthenes as implying that speaking, réyewv, is reduced to ‘'identical
predications’; and he claims that the main problem that the phenomenon of
speaking raises is this. On the one hand, in every speaking, that which is its
‘subject’, is 'posited’ as one, as a €v; but, on the other hand, the 'subject' can
be determined, in speaking, in many ways. This is, argues Heidegger 1992 b,
500 ff., precisely the problem that was envisaged by Plato in his Sophist at 251
a ff., where the Stranger discusses the question of how it is that we call the
same thing [...] by several names’ (251 a 5-6). For here, says Heidegger (p. 501},
although Plato formulates the question in terms of 'a single thing' (totTéy —
251la6;ejn—b2,7) and ‘its many names’ (cf. morrQ dvduara — 251 a 5, b 4),
he actually has in mind the contrast between 'a single thing' (e.g. man — ct.
251 a 8), and its many 'determinations' {e.g. ‘good’ — b 1). And the fact that
speaking is understood by Plato as 'speaking about something as something
else' is, concludes Heidegger, that which 'saves' Plato from Antistheneg'
position, i.e. from the view that speaking is merely ‘identical predication'.

7 Along his history, however, man attempted — with a commitment that
varied from one age to another — to broaden the boundaries of intelligibility
and so to extend 'the realm of phantasy'. For the modern man, for instance,
the 'realm of phantasy' is far more richer than it was for the Greek of the
classical period. In the terms I used above, for the modern man there are
more 'combinations' of e{8n that have a meuning than there were for the
Greek of the classical period. In a way, modern art was a conscious attempt to
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‘combine’, without any discrimination, any eiS8oc with any ¢I50¢; to
paraphrase that expression from the Phaedrus 1 quoted above, we may say
that modern art ‘makes out everything to be like everything else, ignoring
completely the limits of possible comparison'.

Chapter Seven
The péoo8al that dndeiouay T{ moT €oTiv €kactov eloC

1 Heidegger 1994 interprets the Aristotelian distinction between the 'essential’

and the 'accidental’ what of an &V in this way (which, he seems to suggest,
applies also, mutatis mutandis, to Plato) (I shall summarize this argument in
a direct style):

The ‘essential what' of an OV is thought as the 'gathering-together'
(CUVKELTOL — stiindige Beisammenheit) of all the features without which
that &1 could not be, i.e. as a co-presence of ail these features. In other words:
any essential feature of an &V isa gUV—Kelpevor with the Uokelpevoy of
that &V and they are &8UvaTor Sraipedfvar (cf. Metaph, 1051 b9 f.: Td
HEV Gel olykelTal xal adiveTo SLapedTval) (1994, 95-6). (The
essential what, however, is both a co-presence of some features and an absence
of others, which are &80varrav cuvTednvan — of. Metaph. 1051 b 9 ff: TO
& del Sugpnron kal ASUvaTa ouvTeOn oy, that is: the essential what
is also determined by a particular absence, i.c. by non-being — 1994, 95-6, 99.) In
its turm, the 'accidental what' of an GV is thought as consisting of those features
whose co-presence with or abserice from the 'essential what' of an 61 cannot
determine the very existence of that Gy (1994, 95-6). (That is: the accidental
what is a possible absence, and that is why Aristotle says about it that it is
€yyUC TL TOU Pty SV T0S, Metaph, 1026 b 21 — 1994, 96).

2 If 50, then Plato was, to use the modern philosophical jargon, a holist about
knowledge. I believe there is enough textual evidence which may allow one
to support such a claim (see, inter alios, T'ine 1990, 98); for the idea that we
cannot know anything in isolation occurs throughout his writings. Besides
the passages which claim explicitly that to know an €180¢ means to know the
katvwprioy in which that el80¢ is ‘caught’, there are also several places where
Plato expresses this idea in general terms, such as Hp. Mi. 369 d (‘having a
desire to understand [émeupdy paeeiv], I raise questions, and I examine
[Braruvedropal], analyze [émavackond®] and put together [oupgiBdcw] the
answers [T& heydpeval, in order that I may understand [{va pdsw] — my
paraphrase), or Phdr. 270 c ('you cannot understand something without
following the pésodoc of taking it as a whole [6lov]). (The idea of a holist
view of knowledge may be said to be implied by the very use of the verb
ovvinui, which means both 'to bring together' and 'to understand'.) (Plato's
claim, however, that to know something means to know its 'possible ways of
combining with other things', is to be found, in one form or another, in
many philosophers; see for instance Wittgenstein's Tractatus, 2. 0123: "If 1
know an object T also know all its possible occurrences in state of affairs. Every
one of these possibilities must be part of the nature of the object.”)
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3 This point is somehow suggested at at 71 b, where Socrates asks rhetorically:
"Do you suppose that somebody who does not know Meno at all [p7
yuyvdokel 1o wapdrav] could say whether he is handsome and rich and well-
born or the reverse." That is: if I do not know anything af all (70 wapdmay)
about something (i.e. if I do not have any preliminary knowledge about it),
cannot start finding out other things about that something.

4 In my view the geometrical problem is about 'whether this figure could be
inscribed as a triangle in this circle’ (Tdv8e OV kixkiov, 86 e 6) (my italics), not
about whether 'the figure of square or parallelogram could be inscribed as the
figure of triangle in the figure of circle'. In these terms the problem does not
have too much sense; it is possible of course, in principle, to inscribe a
square/parallelogram as a triangle in a circle, but it depends on its size and the
size of the circle. In other words, the problem is about the sizes of given
figures, not about the figurcs of square or parallelogram and circle in general.

5 The main difference between these two interpretations regards the meaning
of TorouToV olov (87 a 4). Buicher takes it as ‘'similar to', Benecke as 'identical
to'. Each of these two readings entails a specific meaning for ywplov. Benecke
is claiming that the figure in question (i.e. T0 xwpiov) is the one already
drawn at 82 b ff. (see Annex I, Fig. 3. This view has been accepted by many
scholars, such as Gow (1884, 175), Timpanaro-Cardini (1951, 402-9), and
Brumbaugh (1954, 33-5).

6 This way of solving indirectly a given problem makes one think to the
geometrical method of amaywyd. The method of emaywyy is connected with
the geometry of the 5th century and it seems that it was first practised
systematically by Hippocrates of Chios. (This methed of amaywyy is analogous
to the later method of geometrical analysis and synthesis.)

7 Here Plato uses the word $pdvnars, not ériomiun, as he has done in earlier
passages. But, since there are at least two passages (87 ¢-89 a and 98 d-e) which
imply that the two expressions are used as synonyms, I translated them both
by 'knowledge'".

8 In the Republic 528 b-c it is said that although solid geometry is teachable,
there are no teachers of it. But here, in the Republic, the absence of the
teachers and learners of solid geometry is justified, for, argues Socrates, there
is no motivation for such an inquiry (which is difficult and no city holds it in
honour). In the Meno, however, it is implied, there is nothing whatsoever to
stop the activity of learners and teachers of virtue (for the ‘question' about a
particular branch of knowledge' and its teachers see also Alc. 1, 109 d ff.)

9 What are the boundaries of Socrates’ application? According to the
geometrical analogy, it should contain only (a) and (b) (and Robinson 1953,
117 believes that (¢} does not actually belong to it, for, he claims, "after page 89
neither the word 'hypothesis' nor any methodological remark occurs in the
dialogue”). Yet, I think, we simply cannot cut off (c) from the previous two
parts of the argument, i.e. {a) and (b).
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10 Cf. Robinson 1953, 122: "[...] the Meno's discussion of hypothetical method
seems to have value as the symbol of a valuable change in Plato's writings,
With the introduction of this methed he is passing from destructive to
constructive thinking, from elenchus and the refutation of other men's
views to the elaboration of positive views of his own."

11 Here in the Meno umddeciC refers to a Aeyduevor, a statement, which is
‘put down' (UroTigeTon, or simply TioecTar) by somebody in order to support
the continuation of a dialectical inquiry confronted with a difficulty (cf. for
instance, Men. 86 d ff. and Prm. 135 ¢) {cf. also Robinson 1953, 95:
"TiwoTieepo] conveys the notion of laying down a proposition as the
beginning of a process of thinking, in order to work on the basis thereof").

12 Although, as Sextus says, the Dogmatists, when they are attacked by the
Sceptical hypothetical mode, reply that:

a warrant that the hypothesis is strong (€0plTAL) is to be found in the fact
that what is inferred from the hypothetical assumptons is found to be true —
for if what follows from them is sound, then the asswmptions from which the
conclusions follow are also rue and indisputable [translation from Barnes 1990,
109).

(M VIO 375; cf. M 1T 14)

In Plato this type of argument occurs fairly often, cf. for instance 7i. 29 a: "If
the world be indeed fair and the Demiurge is good, it is manifest that he must
have looked to that which is eternal, but if what cannot be said without
blasphemy is true, then to the created model. Everyone will see that he must
have looked to the eternal, for the world is the fairest of creations and he is
the best of causes".

13 In the first part of the Parmenides there are discussed two hypothetical
statements (cf. 128 d 6 and 127 d 6, respectively): 'all is one' (ev [..] elvor 10
m&v, 128 a 8-b 1), which is claimed by Parmenides; and 'beings are many' (7¢
SvTa €oTL ToANd, 127 e 1-2), which is claimed by some philosophers who
attempted to refute Parmenides. After discussing these two hypotheses, Zeno
conclhudes: we should prefer Parmenides’ hypothesis because ils consequences
are 'less ridiculous' (cf. 128 d 5).

14 In Plato an €i8o¢ is, fairly often, discussed in relation with its
dvTiTIOéhevor — see for instance 'courage' {(avépela) and ‘cowardice'
(Beunio) (Ale. 1, 115 d); ‘beautiful’ (10 xondy) and 'ugly' (16 aiypdv) (Hp. Ma.
289 a-d); 'honorable' (kaxdv) and 'dishonorable' (aloypdv) (Tht. 186 a 8);
'‘good’ (dyaddv) and 'bad' (kakdv) (Tht. 186 a 8); v and pn Sv (Sph. 254 b-259
d).

15 When we Siakpivery the yévm of €l8n, these €i8n are spoken (Aéyeo6m)

ka8~ aUuTd, not mpot dAre (Sph. 255 ¢ 12-3); that is, they are 'revealed’ as what
they are in themselves.
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16 As regarding this characteristic I agree with Cornford 1950, 203, who says: "1
have not been able to understand how Plato’s businesslike account of the
instant (70 ¢£atovnc) [from the Parmenides 156 c-157 b] at which the various
species of change occur can be connected with the 'sudden’ vision of the
Beautiful (Wahl, p. 171 [; cf. also Beierwaltes 1966, 275]) and the doctrine of
Anamnesis  (Speiser, p. 47). The only link appears to the use of the word
eEaidrns in its normal sense of 'suddenly' at Smp. 210 e, and Ep. vii, 341 d."

The one who discloses something through the act' of vo<iv, however,
is very well aware of what he has disclosed. This is perhaps not a totally
unimportant characteristic, for Plato speaks many times about human 'acts'
that happen e£at¢vnG (cf. Smp. 212¢6,223b2,Lg. 866d7,867a3,b6,944 b
2), 1.e. 'acts' from which it is absent any 'premeditation’ {(émgourt), TpopouAR
— cf. Lg. 867 b). But also he speaks about human 'acts' which, although they
do happen suddenly, do not lack any 'premeditation’ — like, for instance, the
acts of prophesying (Cra. 396 d 3; cf. also Ap. 22 ¢ 1-2) or of reciting poetry (Ion
538 b; cf. also Ap. 22 b 8 {f.). Yet those who perform these 'prepared’ yet
sudden 'acts', he claims, are évooucLivTes (cf. Cra. 396 ¢ 7), i.e. men who —
because they are 'out of their senses' (Ion 335 b 7) and, as it were, 'suspended’
from the Muse (Ion 536 a; cf. also Phdr. 241 ¢) — do not know in the least
what their words mean (Ap. 22 ¢ 3; cf. also Tht. 180 ¢). But the one who
discloses something through the act’ of voctv is, it seems, very well aware of
that which has been disclosed by him.

17 A similar 'experience’ seems to be soul's first knowing the ¢U8n (cf. Phdr,
249 e ff; cf. also Men. 81 c and Phd. 83 b), that is: before it is (first) embodied.
(Cf., inter alios, Ackrill 1994, 27: "It is obvious that this "theory’' of noesis is in
an important respect like the doctrine of anamnesis [..] For it is a way of
making a certain claim — the claim that we can grasp realities directly and
not just through our own language and concepts".) So, one may argue, what
the kaTdyLC of voely provides is the full dvdpvnolc of an €180¢. (As I said,
in seeing something, that which is being seen is actually kept in sight; that is:
se¢ing is a keeping an image present, and this keeping is performed by vy,
memory — cf. Phlb. 39 a 1-2: 'perceiving through senses’' is accompanied by
v, Heidegger 1992 a, 124 f. scems to suggest that in disclosing an 180G
through vociy, the disclosed €180 must be actually kept in the 'sight’ of vols;
and this incessant process of keeping a disclosed €l8o< in the 'sight' of voUc
is drdpvnors; of. p. 124: "[dvdpuynolc] is the incessant thinking of something,
the pure saving into unconcealedness of what is thought.")

18 This 'noetic experience' is not, however, an exclusive Platonic license. In
various religions the idea of an 'apprehension of the divine' which is beyond
speaking and which resembles a 'vision' is almost a common place (see for
instance Eliade 1965, 19-77). The Eskimo shamans, the yogies of different
schools, the Indian, Tibetan and Chinese Buddhists, the orthodox monks
influenced by the teaching of Cregory ’alamas, the Moslem mystics — they
all describe their apprehending the divine as a ‘seeing of purc light', which
occurs suddenly, like a ‘lightning-flash’, but only after a long preparation (for
details see cf. Eliade 1965, 23, 41-7, 61-5, 65-6). And that what this 'seeing of
pure light' provides is a direct revealing of the presence of god (cf. Eliade,
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1965, 77) {Festugiere 1950, 157-249 argues that this is how we should actually
interpret the Platonic act of voewv). (The 'efficiency' of such a noetic
apprehension has been consecrated by various other Europcan thinkers —
such as some of the Greek and Latin Fathers of the Church, or in our time, by
Heidegger; it is true, nevertheless, that, beginning with Descartes, Spinoza
and Leibniz, theologia naturalis replaces almost completely theologia
negativa, and that this issue of a noetic apprehension has started to be
regarded with extreme suspicion.)

19 In the Sophist (cf. 233 d and 234 c) Plato determines a kind of Aéyery,
namely sophistry, through the case of 'image-making' (i.e. through the case of
morelv) (and in the Republic 595 a ff. he determines another form of réyeiv,
i.e. the "poetry’ through the case of moreiv), Why then does he explain the act
of Aéyewv through that of Torelr? Or, in other words, what is the similarity
which allows him to use the case of Toiely as a clearer paradigm of réyery?

As I argued, for Plato in the act of mouciy something is 'brought into
existence' (i.e. the product, woloUpevov) in which something else (i.e. the
‘model' of that product) becomes present. In my view, Plato uses the case of
TolELY as a clearer paradigm for the understanding of xéyevv only because he
believed that in the act of Aéyery, as in that of Toely, something is brought
into existence (that which has been said, the reyduevor), in which something
else (the 8v about which the Aeyduevov is about) becomes present. If so, then
language is a sort of medium in which the e{8n become present. In the act of
voeiv, however, we have a direct access to €l8r, not through the linguistic
‘medium’.

Conclusions

Hypothetical dialectic and metaphysics

1 Cf also the role of the philosophical oupréora in the Symposium, the
Timaeus or the Laws (639 d 2-3). (Although only a few dialogues open as a
real gupmdora — as the Symposium or the Timaeus — one may be surprised
at finding how many passages in Plato allude to symposiz or sympotic
atmosphere — e.g. Ly. 204 a, Prt, 347 c-e, R. 354 a-b,Ti. 17 a ff., Lg. 639 d-e.)

2 One can hardly exaggerate the role of dialogue in Plato. For him any inquiry
should be undertaken within a dialogue (cf. for instance Sph. 218 c).

3 Cf. Proclus (in Tim ii, 298) commentary of Plato's claims that the soul is a
mixture of 10 8y, TalTéy and edrepov: "[.] for all knowing is accomplished
by means of likeness between the knower and the known" (translation from
Cornford 1937, 93).

4 In the Timaeus there is I think, in connection to all this, a problem which
Plato did not resolve. Let us first take the musical cupdwria. As 1 argued, in
the field of music, Plato uses the terms cuppwyic and appovia as synonyms
(cf. inter alin Cra. 405 d 1), meaning by them 'a Tdf1¢ that exists between
sounds qua pitches' (cf. Lg. 665 a 1 £) — viz. an interval, a mode or a melody.
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Now, what makes a particular succession of pitches to be a Ta:ic, ie. a
‘harmonic' (or 'symphonic') succession?

The swift and slow sounds, which appear to be high and low, are sometimes
discordant [dvdppooTol $epduerol] onaccount of the AvopoloTNS that
exists between their motions and the motion they excite in us; and sometimes
symphonic [0ULLDuYOL] on account of the OPOLGTNG that exists between their
motfions and the motion they excite in us. [...] And when lwo sowuls are
symphonic, they] produce a pleasure [()80V1]] which even the unwise feel, and
which to the wise becomes a higher sort of delight [€UdppoulvT), being an
imitation [LipncilG] of divine harmony [9éLa fippovi:):] in mortal motions
[€V ounTdlS $popals].

This is what Plato says in the Timaeus 80 a-b. I shall not enter here the
complicated details of Plato's 'acoustic theory’ (which are excellently
presented by Cornford 1937, 320 ff.). The points, however, that are actually at
stake in this passage are, I think, these.

(i) At 67 b, Plato claimed that we hear with the soul through the ears,
and that "hearing is the vibration of this blow which begins in the head [i.e.
in the learning part of the soul — 75 royiaTikév} and ends in the region of
the liver [i.e. it affects also the other two parts of the soul — ¢ 8uudc and 70
émovpnTikdv]”. And here, at 80 a-b, he implies that a succession of pitches is
symphonic if a man, when it hears it, feels either "Sov7 (in case he is an
unwise man, and hears it primarily with & eupdc and 70 émeuunTikéy — for
it is with them that man feels pleasure, cf. 69 d), or e0dpogtvn (in case he is a
wise man, and hears it primarily with 10 Aoyiomikér). So, oupduwyvia appears
to be a subjective notion: a succession of pitches is 'symphonic’ when it
produces ‘aesthetic pleasure’ (be it of a 'lower’ or a ‘higher' kind) to a hearer.

(ii) But the last phrase of the passage (which says that a symphonic
succession of pitches is a piunolc év svmTdlc doodic of a 9éva dppovia)
complicates things, for it implies, on the contrary, that ouu¢uric is an
objective notion: a succession of pitches is 'symphonic’ when it imitates a
Oéra Gpuovia.

How are to solve this 'contradiction'? The answer seems to be
suggested at 47 ¢ ff. Here Plato says that the harmonic motions of the world-
soul are 'mirrored’ by certain phenomena which are wvisible (e.g. the
revolutions of the visible heaven, mépiool év olipawvd ToU vou — 47 a 1; a
view which occurs also at 40 a ff,, 90 c-d and in Lg. 822, but which seems to
contradict an earlier passage from R. 529 b-c) and audible {e.g. the apuovia of
the stars — R. 617 b); and that our soul can copy (cf. uipotpevor — 47 ¢ 2} thera
(its revolutions becoming thus harmonic) (and this is the reason, says Plato,
for which the gods gave us the gifts of sight, dy1wC — 47 a 1, and hearing, dkom
— ¢ 4) (cf. also Prt. 326 b and R. 500 c-d). That is: cupdwria is an objective
notion, and something is symphonic when it imitates the 8é1a dappoviar of
the world-soul {cf. also Ti. 90 d)}.

But this way of putting things brings forward a serious problem. For
the dppovia of the universe seems to ‘embodics' two different things: the
dppovia of its model, the mavTeres vonTar Cyov {cf. 31 b 1) {(or, to use an
expression from R. 500 ¢, the kéapoc Tav €iSwv); and the dppovia of the soul
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of the universe (which, in its turn, is a copy of the world-soul of the vonTov
twov ~ cf. 30 ¢ ff.). I think that Plato left this problem unsolved.

5 Cf. also (i) the Cratylus, where the problem of language in general seems to
be reducible to ontological problems, as its beginning suggests, which opens
with a confrontation between two linguistic views (i.e. 'names are simply
conventional' and 'names have some natural correctness’) and ends with a
confrontation between two onfological doctrines (i.e. the Heraclitean flux and
the Platonic €U8n); and (ii) the Timaeus 29 b 4-5, where the 'quality' of any
‘account’, A6y o¢, is said to derive precisely from the ontological quality of the
Sr7a that it ‘describes’ (because, claims Plato, any Adyo< is ovyyevns with the
dvTa to which it refers).

6 As [ claimed, for Plato otoln was understood as whatness. One may argue
that this is due to the fact that clota is primarily taken as ovofa yiyvdokerar,
i.e. as ovola that is being known (cf. Sph. 248 d 2); and that this is so because
the stand-point from which this notion of being is reached is human
knowledge, which can know only a what that remains the same. In other
words: one may claim that whatness, as the sense of being implied by human
knowledge, passed to the theory aimed at solving the puzzle brought forward
by the given way in which human knowledge works, viz. to the theory of
el8n. Yet Plato would not endorse such a claim; because for him, ultimately,
human knowledge has an ontological 'condition of possibility’.

(As I argued in the Annex II, for those who think that things are
'grounded’, 'founded' or 'based’ upon principles, the quest for those
principles would be like a descent towards the profound depths of the world.
But for Plato, who thought that our world is held from the above by an
'intelligible world', the quest for this 'intelligible world' cannot be compared
with a ‘descent {owards the profound depths of the world’, but only with an
ascent towards its heights'. In Plato's case, however, I think that the idea that
knowledge in general was thought -— metaphorically — as an ascension is a
consequence of the idea that the object of knowledge, the intelligible realm,
was thought as being ‘above’. In other words: knowledge may be conceived as
an ascension precisely because its 'target' was conceived as being 'above’. To
take the case of the Cave, from the Republic: one may ascend towards the 'real
world', precisely because this world is above the cave in which one lives. To
claim the opposite, namely that the intelligible realm is ‘localized above’
because dialectic is conceived as an ‘elevation’, would be, I think, a mere far-
fetched and ‘unnatural’ way of putting things. If so, then this idea - that
knowledge qua ascension is a conseguence of the idea that the 'object' of
knowledge in general, the intelligible realm, was though as being 'above’ —
suggest, at least at the metaphorical level, that in Plato the problem of
knowledge is determined by the way he puts the metaphysical problems, and
not the other way around. And this 'metaphorical determination' hints that
for Plato knowledge in general was thought as having an onfological
'condition of possibility’.)

7 His so-called attack on the poets is, I think, one of the many misinterpreted
topics of the Republic, First, the censorship he has in view regards only those
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poets whose Aéyou conceal things and so pervert the listeners (cf. 376 a ff.); and
secondly, his attack against poetry (cf. 595 a ff.) is directed against the
'concealing poetry' (if I may say so), not against the poetical thinking, that is,
against philosophy as peyict povoikry (cf. also, inter alios, Elias 1984, 1 ff.).

8 The idea that myth is a sui generis embodiment of a 'subject matter' is
somehow supported by the Timaeus 29 b £f., where it is suggested that any
reydpevar, embodies the features of its 'subject matier', as a copy does with
the features of its model. All 'accounts', claims Plato in the Timaeus, are
‘akin', (ouyyerels) with the SvTo that they describe; so, he argues, an account
about what is only a changing eiciv (29b 2-3; 92 ¢ 7) (i.e. the visible universe)
of a 'lasting and stable' (.évipoy kal pé3araw, 29 b 6) Tapaderypa (28b 7,29 b 4)
(i.e. the 'intelligible’ universe) — precisely because it is 'akin' to what is not
pSvLLoV Kal BéBator — can only be €lkéS (cf. 291 5-c 2, d, 30 b, 48 4,53 d, 55 4,
56 a, 57 d, 59 ¢, 68 b, 69 b, 90 e), viz. 'probable’. The word cikd¢ has, roughly
speaking, two main meanings: 'like’ and 'likely'. Literally, ¢ikdC means
'like', or 'similar’; something which is eixdS, an elkdv, is then, in a literal
sense, something which resembles, more or less, something else, for instance
the copy of a model (cf. Ti. 29 b 2-4, where the visible universe is called an
elkiv of a mapdevyua). For the Plato, however, not only a thing can be €1k6%,
but also an account, a réyduevov; that is, if a Aeydpevoy about something
resembles that something, the xeydpevov itself is nothing but an eixdv , ie.
an embodiment of that something and so it can be called €i«éc, i.e. 'similar’
or 'alike'. {Yet the word eikdS, when it is applied not to an object, but to a
Aéyo& usually denotes 'probability' not 'resemblance’. But for Plato a AdyoG is
‘probable’, or 'likely', precisely because it is 'like’ the ‘reality’ it 'describe' —
cf. Robinson 1953, 216: "a statement was probable, to the Greeks, because it
resembled reality or truth".) (Thus, we may say that the sensible universe is
an embodiment of its intelligible model, and that the cosmological account of
the Timaues is a sui generis embodiment of the sensible universe.)

9 Yet, as Plato himself admits in R. 376 e-377, not every myth is an dANGRS
HUOaC (some of his remarks on myth, however, are undoubtedly ironic, such
as that from Sph. 242 ¢, where the Stranger says that "every one [of the former
thinkers] seems to tell us a PU60G, as if we were children” — translation from
Fowler 1928; cf. also Phd. 61 b).

10 As to why does Plato resort so often to myths, there seems to be a hint in
Plt. 277 d 9-10. There, he says that the use of a mapd8evrypn asks for the use of
another tapdSevypa; which may be taken as supporting (indirectly} the
following conjecture: Plato resorts so often to myths, because he believed that
a myth, once used in philosophical discourse, asks for the use of another
myth.

11 Cf for instance (i) the dpiopél from the Meno: 'shape is the only thing
which accompanies colour' (75 b); 'shape is the limit of a solid' (76 a); or
'colour is an effluence from shapes commensurate with sight and perceptible
by it' (76 d); and (ii) the way the yéroC of the sophist is 'divided' in the
Sophist. (Sometimes, however, he uses various metaphorical devices in

192




determining a particular €180G, as he does in PIt. 279 a ff.,, where there is an
attempt to determine the €I80¢ of statesman by an analogy with the clearer
el8oC of waver).

12 So far, I put the distinction between these two main fields of knowledge,
that of 70 aloenTdv and that of 76 dvaloénToy, in terms of ‘the field of
embodied /non-abstract ¢U6n' and 'the field of non-embodied/abstract 187’
In 8.2.1. I introduced the distinction between the 'level of €78n' and the 'meta-
et81 level' (at which the theory of €18n functions); and T said that the theory
of €i8n), since it is achieved through speaking, has itself to operate with €8n
(be they abstract or non-abstract). To rephrase what I said above in these
terms, the majority of Plato’'s myths aim at speaking about abstract e(8n
through non-abstract eU8n.

13 In the Timaeus Plato calls Socrates' account about an ideal moArLTeia a myth
(26 ¢ 9) and Critias' story about the ancient city of Athens and Aflantis an
AxneLYOS AoyoQ (26 € 5-6). Yet, it is rather clear, from the whole context, that
Socrates' account is about an abstract matter and that Critias' story is a
mythical Aeydpevov in which that matter was 'transferred’ (ueTadpépeTor —
cf. 26 ¢ 9: THy TN ... VUV pETEVEYKAVTES ETl TAANBEC). The reason of this
‘tranfer’ is stated by Socrates at 19 b f.: "I might compare myself to a person
who, on beholding beautiful animals either created by the painter's art, or,
better still, alive but at rest, is seized with a desire of seeing them in motion
[kivodpeval or engaged in some struggle or conflict to which their forms
appear suited.” Socrates' request for a motion picture of his abstract ideas (i.e.
for the épya of the 'embodiment’ of its ‘ideal moiLTeia' — cf. 20 e 5) makes
one think of Aristotle's saying that a tragedy shows its characters in motion
(w mpdTTovTaS) and in act (WS éveyoivreS) (Po. 1448 a 24). To bring a
character to life, to make him éufuyxo¢ and put him in motion, is to make
him perceptible by senses (for motion is, primarily, seized by senses). If so,
when Socrates asks Critias to 'transfer’ his ideal and abstract moxiTela into the
history of a ménc, he actually asks for an aiconrdr embodiment of his
abstract thoughts.

14 See for instance Aristotle Rh. 1412 a 11 ff.. "we have to choose our
metaphors [8€L 8¢ peTadéperv] from the things that surround us and are
visible [amo oikelwy kol davepwy], as in philosophy [olov kol év drrcoodie]"
{my translation); which suggests that in philosophy (the field of most abstract
matters), the metaphors to be used have to be chosen from the field of 'those
things that we see surrounding us', i.e. from the field of non-abstract things.
(In some manuscripts there is a p7 before davepiiv, and some editors, as
Dufour and Wartelle, adopted it; to me, however, its emendation makes
more sense and fits better with the examples that follows, e.g. 'an arbitrator is
like an altar'.} The same idea {that in philosophy the metaphors are names of
concrete things 'transferred' to abstract thoughts) was expressed by Hegel in
Esthetics, § 3 a: the philosophical concepts are ‘'sensible meanings'
transferred, iibertragen, into the spiritual realm, where the concealment of
these initial 'proper meanings' makes possible the appearance of an abstract
eigentliches meaning.
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15 Ricoeur, however, objects to this view and claims: "il n'est [...] pas besoin
d'une métaphysique du propre pour justifier la différence du littéral et du
figuré; c'est I'emploi dans le discours [...] qui spécifie la différence du littéral et
du métaphorique" (p. 369). (And he also claims that in Aristotle, "si une
métaphysique est jointe a la métaphore, ce n'est pas celle de Platon, mais bien
celle d'Aristote. [...] Montrer les choses inanimées comme animée [cf. Rh, 1411
b 32] n'est point les relier a l'invisible, mais les montrer elles-méme comme
en acte" — p. 50; see also pp. 388 ff.)

Epilogue

1 The word ‘philosophy’, dprrocodia, belongs, strictly speaking, to what we
may call 'West Huropean thinking'. When I use the word 'philosophy’,
however, I used it in this 'strict sense' (and so I confine my ieydpeva,
implicitly, to the 'space’ of 'West European thinking'.)

2 I know of no other passage more beautiful in its clarity, in which this idea is
expressed, than the following lines from Hegel's Phenomenology of Spirit

It is manifest that behind the so-called curtain which is supposed to conceal the interior of
things there is nothing to be seen unless we go behind it ourselves, as much so that we may see
as that there be something behind there which can be seen [translation from the English 1977
edition, p. 103].

Annex II
Hypothesis and metaphysical topography

1 Cf., inter alia, Aristotle Metaph. 985 b 15 and 19.

2 Cf. Aristotle Metaph. 1013 a 15 ff.: "[...] 'beginning' mecans the point from
which a thing is first comprehensible, this too is called the 'beginning’ of the
thing; e.g. the hypotheses of demonstrations [Tov amo8eiécwy al Umoeéoea]"
{cf. also Ph. 195 a 18 ff.). See also Sextus: "We term the dpyn dmoSelfewv a
Uméeeols” (M I 4; cf. also III 5).

3 Aristotle for instance calls sometimes vUTopévn his notion of oloia (cf.
Metaph. 1029 a 14).

4 tmoxeipevov — which the Greeks thought as a 'given' ontological ground
that is not laid down' by a an agent, be it human or divine — was first
translated into Latin as substantia, which was a more or less appropriate
equivalent. But, starting with the modern period, substantia was used as a
synonym for subiectum, and this hints somehow that that which lies sub,
umé-, 'under' a thing, ie. its ultimate ontologmal ground, was thought as
being the subject himself. This, however, is at the core of an endless debate.
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5 For Aristotle the ontological doyai are, apparently (for there is little textual
evidence on this topic), situated above 'our world' (cf. for instance Metaph.
1072 b 14 — O oUpavos kal 1) ¢UoLC are 'hung', fpTnTar, upon the drivnrog
dpyn); whereas the epistemological d&pya{ appear as supporting our
reasonings from below, not from above. But this is another problem.

6 For the Greek thinkers a UrroocoLC is, usually, a Aeydpevoy, i.e. a posited
statement (cf., inter alia, Plato Men. 87 ¢ 4; Aristotle APo. 50 a 16, 18; and
Ammonius in Int 2.31-2, who claim that the Stoics understand by hypothesis
a kind of utterance — cf. also Barnes 1990, 91). (Yet hypotheses, as Barnes 1990,
91 put it, "are not in any normal sense a class of propositions; for we cannot
intelligibly ask, in the abstract, whether or not a given proposition is an
hypothesis." That is: a proposition p becomes a hypothesis only when
someone 'lays it down'. And according to the Stoics, it is this third person
imperative — 'Let it be supposed’, Umokeicow — which is the distinctive
mark a ‘hypothetical” utterance — cf. Barnes 1990, 91.) Now, there is a fierce
debate about what is usually laid down' by the Greek thinkers in their
hypotheses -~ the existence or the feature of an &v7? I shall not enter here the
complicated details of this problem (there is a short review of the status
questionis  in Robinson's 1953, 103-5). In my view, however, the Greek
thinkers 'lay down' in their hypotheses both the existence and a feature of an
Sv.

The geometers, according to Plato (R. 510 ¢), used to hypothesize "the
odd and the even [numbers] and the various figures and three kinds of
angles". Hare 1965, 23 believes that here, in R. 510 ¢ "the hypotheses [..] must
be things, not propositions”. But this position is, I think, untenable; for what
Plato claims here is that the geometers hypothesize the existence of their
mathematical and geometrical ‘entities’, such as the the odd numbers, efc.
And Plato himself states explicitly in the Parmenides 136 b 7-8 that one may
hypothesize either "that anything whatsoever exists or does not exist or has
any other character [&AAo m&80< TdoyorTOC )"

As regarding Aristotle, he uses the word Uré9¢o1C in many ways and
contexts. There are, however, three main meanings of this word in his works.
(i) "The assumption of the existence of one of the primary objects of the
science one is studying' (cf. APo. 72 a 20). (ii} 'A premiss whose truth value is
not yet known' (cf. the usage of the expression ¢t vmdeccews; in this context
UmdEeaLs is synonymous with ouvarkn, cf. APo. 50 a 16, 18; EN 1133 a 29, b 21)
(a premiss being a 'part of a proposition in which one thing is predicated of
one thing'). And (iii) 'a first truth' (dpyn}), on which a science (4 8copnTikn) is
based (cf. EE 1222 b 23 ff., 1227 b 29 {f) (this last meaning is, I think, as Barnes
1990, 93, the predominant one). These three meanings, however, allow us to
claim that for him also one may hypothesize either the existence of’
something or a feature of something.

7 (i) The first meaning occurs in Men. 86 e, and its synonym, in Euclid and
later mathematics, is Aéppa (for the notion of xéppa see Proclus In Eucl 211).
(ii) The second meaning occurs in Archimedes, On conoids and spheroids, ed.
Heib, 249.13, 253.1; and in Proclus, In Eucl 178. (iii) The third meaning occurs
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in Aristarchus of Samos, in On the sizes and distances of the Sun and the
Moon.

8 Cf. Proclus, in Eucl 76.24-77.3; Sextus, M IX 2, 419; Galen, sect ingred 193
(the edition of C. G. Kiihn, Leipzig, 1821-33). For more references see Barnes
1990, 94.

9 Aristotle claims (Cael. 308 a 17 ff.) that it is dTamov, 'strange’, "to refuse to
believe that there exist something in the universe which is 'up’, and
something else which is 'down™ (O’Brien’s 1984, 187 paraphrase). Although
Plato is not named, he seems to be the target of this criticism (cf. also Ph. 208 b
8 ff.)

10 The Timacus's view of a universe which does not have absolute 'up' and
‘down’, seems to be compatible, I think, with the image of the suspended
earth that occurs in the cosmological myth of the Phaedo 108 e-109 a
(although any comparison between the two cosmologies is hindered by many
controversies).

11 That the localization of the intelligible realm above the sensuous realm is
a poetical license should not be very controversial; given all the subtleties
that Plato says about the intelligible realm (see for instance the Parmenides),
one cannot assume that he believed that our world is actually hung from the
intelligible one. To paraphrase the above quotation from the Republic 529 b-c,
one may say that, Platonically speaking, somebody who lays on his back and
studies the stars, is only physically looking up, not metaphysically. But 'to
look up metaphysically' is just a poetical way of putting things.

12 How are we to take his calling 'that which contains the universe' a umo—
Soys (Ti. 51 a 5). A UmoSoyn is properly a reservoir, ie. something which
contains something else (e.g. a pot full of water). A reservoir, however, is,
somehow, under that which is contained in it, for its very bottom is always
'situated’ under the contained matter. Should we assume then that the
universe is, somehow, above its receptacle? Physically, however, this would
be absurd, since at 62 ¢ Plato claims that the universe, as a whole, is not parted
into two regions, one lower and one upper. But then, how are to explain the
use of Umo—8oyn? If the occurrence of UTé— is not accidental, then it could
only be taken as suggesting that, metaphysically, the 'receptacle’ is somehow
under the sensuous realm (which, in its turn, is, metaphysically, under the
intelligible realm). The UmoSoyn, however, or ywpa, is such complicated a
notion that one cannot construe anything reliable on it.

13 In the final myth of the Republic the universe is compared, poetically,
with the whorl (oc¢pdévduroc) of a spindle (ETpaxToc), which turns on the
knees of Necessity; and the shaft (qhakdTn) of the spindle, we are told, has a
hook (&ykioTpov) (for details see, inter alics, Adam's 1965 b, 447 and
Bosanquet 1895, ad locum). (This mythological ideogram of cosmic ropes,
chains or cords, by which the earth is fastened to the sky is also common to
many ancient myths, from the pre-Buddhist Tibetan traditions to Homer —
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for details see Eliade 1965, 166-88. Homer's ‘golden chain', by which Zeus
could draw everything to him, cf.lligd VIII, 17-27, i3 mentioned by Plato in
Tht. 153 c-d; cf. also Lg. 644 d ff., where man is represented as a puppet hung
by cords and strings upon the Gods.)

Now, when Plato claims that the universe is 'fastened by chains to the
hook of a spindle’, does he mean that the 'hook' belongs also to the world of
becoming, to the sensuous realm? This, however, would contradict what he
says in the Timaeus 62 ¢, namely that the sensuous universe is not parted in a
lower and and upper region. The hook, says Plato, is, like the shaft, ‘made of
adamant [é£ a8dpavToc], whereas the whorl was partly of adamant, partly of
other substances' (616 ¢ 5-d 1). Adamant is a kind of stone that cannot be cut
or broken, and so the use of the word 'adamant' here carries out the idea of
something that will always remain as it is, i.e. of something that caniot be
changed. Accordingly, to say that the hook (like the shaft) is made of adamant
and the whorl partly of adamant, partly of other substances, suggesis that the
former is something unchangeable, whereas the latter is, at least partly,
changeable. The usage of 'a8dpc¢’ is, obviously, metaphorical. But if so, to
what does it hint? To what may hint the comparison between something
changeable and something unchangeable? The answer, I think, is obvious:
one of the most important differences between the sensuous and the
intelligible realms is that the former is changeable and the latter
unchangeable (cf. also the Timaeus, where the intelligible realm is said to be
del koTd TaUTd, 28 a 2, pévipos, and géparoc, 29 b 6) (dSapavTives is wused
many times as a stronger word for Bepafwc — of. also Campbell 1894 b, ad
focum). If so, however, then this myth from the Republic implies that the
sensuous realm is not grounded on the intelligible realm (as on a 'firm
ground’, péporov Ocuérvov), but hung upon it (as upon a 'strong hook’,
dsapdvTivor dykioTeov). (In The Book of Job, at 26:7, God also hangs the
world', but he, being omnipotent, hangs it 'upon nothing, not upon a 'firm
hook'; T am indebted for this reference to Dr. Christopher Martin.)

14 The mythological ideogram of the inverted tree is to be found in many
ancient myths. In the Indian tradition for instance — see Rg Veda, Katha-
Upanisad or Bhagavad-Gita —— the whole universe is represented as an
inverted trec whose roots are in the sky and whose branches arc spread over
the earth, an image which, oddly enough, is to be found also in Dante's
Paradiso; and in the Hebraic esoteric teaching and Islamic tradition man
himself is represented as an inverted tree; for references to the above
mentioned texts see Eliade 1958, 273-76.

15 In Greek the idea of 'being dependent upon something’ may be expressed
in several ways (Umd TivL ylyveooa, Umikoov €lvon, ete). Yet Plato, if he
wants to express this idea, seems to prefer the verb dpTdw, 'to hang one thing
upon another’. The expression fiprnral €k Tvos means both ‘to be hung
upon something (T1)' and 'to depend upon something (Ti)". In the majority
of English translations this expression is taken as meaning 'to depend upon’;
but, nevertheless, if we accept that for Plato the 'inferior things' are, as it
were, hung upon the 'superior ones', then we may take the expressmn
AETNTOL €K TivoS, at least in some of its occurrences, as meaning 'to hang
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upon'. Accordingly, one may say (as, inter alios, Rosenmeyer 1960, 403 does)
that for Plato the human good things are hung upon the divine good things
(fomnTon 8 ék Ty ey — Lg. 631 b), or that a poet is hung (é&fpTnToL —
Ion 533 e and 536 a) upon his Muse. (And upon the poet, says Plato at 536 a 8,
are hung, éxkpeuapévor, the actors, the choric dancers, the masters of the
chorus and the undermasters.)

16 It is perhaps worth noting that in English "to abasc' and 'to de-base' (i.e. 'to
deprt'oe something of its own base or foundatlon) have negative conotations
(i.e. 'to degrade oneself and 'to reduce the value or quality of something'
respectively).

17 The sacred nature of the sky — that is of what is 'up' and 'above' us —
appears in countless myths, and the symbohsm of 'height' is to be found
almost everywhere in ancient rituals. That is why "everything nearer to the
sky [i.e. mountains and high places in general — in other words, what is
'high'] shares, with varying intensity, in its transcendence" (Eliade 1958, 101).

18 As it is the case with what I call the procedure of Srakpivery the yévoS of
an €{8oC (prominent especially in the Sophist). Here I agree with
Rosenmeyer 1960, who claims that: (i) "The movement experienced in the
transition from genus to species [in the case of division] or, in the case of
collection, from species to genus is not in a single instance characterized as a
descend from or an ascent to the genus" (p. 396). So, (ii) "to the extent that
Plato conceives the diaeretic procedure as moving, it moves on one
[horizontal] plane or level” (p. 394).

19 For a similar view on dialectic (i.e. on the process of knowledge) see also
Plotinus' treatise On dialectic (I, 3}, 1-20.

20 For 'knowledge', Plato uses mostly the word émoTiun, and one may
speculate that the preference for this word is due, to some extent, to its first
compound, the preposition émi. émoTAun comes from the verb éwnioTapa,
which is made out of the preposition émi-, '‘on’, 'upon’, and the verb
ToTapa, a passive form of Yonpt, which means 'to stand' {in Cra. 437 a Plato
proposes the same etymology; cf. Hofman 1950, ad locum). émioTapor means
in general 'to know', 'to know how to do something', or 'to understand',
although in its literal sense it means 'to stand upon' {cf. écbiGTap.aL, 'to stand
on the ’cop , and €moTaTNG, 'someone who stands over, for instance
emoTa™S dopdTwy, 'the one who is mounted upon a chanoter — see LSJ;
cf. also Heidegger 1988, 153: "ém{cTapal means [..] 'to come to stand over
something', ‘to stand over something and thus know that something' — my
translation). Now, this implicit literal sense of the verb é¢pioTapa (‘to stand
over', i.e. 'to be in a higher position’) fits very well into Plato’s metaphysical
topography (‘the more one knows, the higher he stands). But when Plato's
emoTAun is translated into English by 'understanding', the difference
between his metaphysical topography and ours becomes manifest, because
EMOTARN suggests an 'over-standing’, not an 'under-standing’. For us,
however, the English 'understanding’ seems more natural, since for us,
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unlike for Plato, knowledge tends to be represented as a 'descent towards the
profound depths of the world' — hence the majority of the common
metaphores of 'essences”: 'foundation’, basis’, 'ground’.

21 Unlike Robinson 1953, 68 (cf. also p. 98}, Rosenmeyer 1960, 397 believes that
the primordial sense of Umd6eoi is not 'intellectual’, but 'architectural' (or
‘physical').

22 Strangely enough, however, this Platonic comparison of Uméec.c with a
rung is to be found in Epictetus, diss I vii 22-3: "Sometimes it is necessary to
postulate f[aiTnool] a Uméeec1s as a sort of an émi3dopa for the ensuing
argument”. In many myths, however, the ascension into heaven could be
performed by means of a rope, a tree or a ladder (cf. Eliade, 1958, 103-4); Jacob,
for instance, dreamt of a ladder linking the earth and heaven {cf. Genesis
XXVIII, 12), and Mahomet saw a ladder connecting Jerusalem with the sky
{(and oddly enough, there is ladder rising to heaven in Dante’s Paradiso XXI-
X1I).

23 Cf. for instance Robinson 1953, 98: "[here, in R, 511 b 6, Plato] is calling
attention to something the word [Umdgeoic] might have been used to mean
but has not”; or Rosenmeyer 1960, 406: "the image [of the stepping stones is]
probably humorous.”

24 The metaphor of rung occurs also in the Symposium 211 ¢, but in a
different context and with no reference to imooéoer<. Here, speaking about
the ascension of the soul towards 70 kaXdv, Plato says that the one who wants
to perform this ascension' has, as it were, to step 'from rung to rung' (cf.
ETUVABATNOLS XpuWiperoy — 211 ¢ 3); that is the one who wants to 'know what
beauty is', has to go "from one to two, and from two to every lovely body,
from bodily beauty to the beauty of institutions [émn8elparTal, from
institutions to learning [uoagduata], and from learning in general to the
special lore that pertains to nothing but the beautiful itself." Arguably, one
may claim that according to this passage, the 'rungs’ that the senses have to
step are the 'perceptions' of all the 'individuals of a class' (and that this
operation culminates with the 'apprehension of their 'common feature',
which has to be further 'handled' through dialectic).
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