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. . . my lips will open,
With my good will, only to those who know.

To those who do not, I shall nothing show. . . .

Aeschylus, Agamemnon, 38f.

If someone can reduce Plato to a system, he will have per-
formed a great service for humankind.

G. W. Leibniz, “Letter to Rémond”
(Die philos. Schn'ften 3.637 Gerhardt)

Concerning these things [the greatest] I have not written and
I never will. The knowledge of these things is not entirely
communicable as other knowledges, but after much discus-
sion about these things, and after a communality of living
together, suddenly, like a flamewhich is lighted from a spark
which springs forth, it is born in the soul and from itself is
nourished. There is no danger of forgetting these things,
once they have been impressed on the soul, since they are
reduced to short statements.

,

Plato, Seventh Letter, 341C, 344E
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Introduction to the English Edition

In only seven years, this book has gone through ten editions in Italy,
having been revised and augmented at each stage, and, now, with the
tenth edition, it has reached its final and definitiveversion.]ohn Catan
had already translated the fifth, 1 987, edition, butI asked him to put off
publishing an American edition until the definitive version of Septem-
ber 1 991 was completed, so that he couldwork from it. He didwait, and
came to Italy in May, June, andJuly of 1992 to add the newparts and to
undertake a final revision in collaboration with Richard Davies.
A German translationof the sixth edition, the work of Ferdinand Schii-

ning of Paderborn, was published in September, 1992. Thus, the Amer-
ican edition is more faithful to the final revision of the original text.
The only things which have been excised are the Greek texts (interest-
ed readers will have no difficulty in finding the originals in Burnet’s
edition), which have been replaced with translations, although some of
the key technical terms have been preserved. Also excised are the illus—

trative (but not indispensable) appendices about some aspects of an-
cient Greek art which, in my View, form the cultural background to Pla-
to’s theory of the First Principles.
The very gratifying reception which the book has so far enjoyed in

Europe can be attributed to the simple fact that it proposes a change in
the traditional Platonic interpretive paradigm, based on a new histori-
cal understanding. ’

To gain a properhistorical understanding of Plato, the modern read-
er must leave behind the styles of thought which he treats as certain,
because it is exactly those styles which determine his thinking that Plato
most deeply challenges.
When I outlined the fundamental thesis of this book to a group of

American scholars, an objection was raised: “As soon as we have some-
thing new to say, we immediately write it down and publish it; why
couldn’t Plato do the same?” If Plato says that he does notwant to put
certain things in writing, that means that he was employing irony, and
that what he says should be understood in a spirit of playfulness and not
literally. Unless, of course, one wants to believe that, after all, when
Plato says that he has not written, and will not write, about certain

xiii



xiv TOWARD A NEW INTERPRETATIONOF PLATO

matters, he really didn’t have anything to say about them, perhaps be-
cause he thought of the highest matters of which he did not wish to
write as “ineffable.” '

The new interpretive paradigm for the understanding of Plato was
first put forward by scholars at Tiibingen. As I have taken it up and set it
in the context of epistemological theory, it implies an abandonment of
the characteristic. presuppositions ofmodern man and the recovery, as a
basis forhistorical understanding, of the categories operative in Plato,
who lived in a period in which the victory of the written over the spoken word
was bringing about a genuine and enduring cultural revolution.
The “self—testimonies” which Plato gives in the Phaedrus and the Sev-

enth Letter, and whichwill form our focus in Chapter 3, cannot be under-
stood unlesswe take proper account of the fact that Platowas trying to
circumscribe exactly those tendencies whichwere abroad in the Greece
of his day. For Plato, books cannot replace memory. They cannot create
knowledge. And they cannot break away from their author and go
about on their own. For him, a book only has a meaning if it is girt by
speech and set amid spoken discussion.
Writing is a very beautiful “game,” but for all that it is still a game. The

philosopher puts his greatest seriousnessand commitment into the busi-
ness of oral teaching, writingon the souls ofmen rather than on rolls of
paper. To understand Plato, we must grasp his cultural climate, for ex-
ample, when he declares that the philosopher does not put “the things
of greatest value” on paper, but instead writes them directly onto the
soul of the student who is capable of receiving them.
The passage of the centuries has proved Plato wrong on this matter,

for writing has conquered speech. Even as early as Aristotle, we find the
view that everything should be written down.
Although Plato’s convictions on this matter have been defeated and

are in conflict with those of today, that does not in the leastjustify the
scholar who wishes to interpretPlato by using his own presuppositions
rather than those of Plato’s day. Rather, we must try to recover the his-
torical context in which those presuppositions have a role and can be
understood. And this is no easy thing. As Schlegel said, “ [T]he historian
is a prophet looking backward,” meaning that the past is no easier to
understand than the future is to predict.
The new paradigm is therefore at bottom historical. And its underly-

ing claim is as follows: Plato’s written dialogues are notwholly self-suffi-
cient but instead stand in need of their author,who offers the keywhich
opens all the doors. During his life in the Academy, Plato in person
could bring this “aid” to his writings. But we too, in our way, can do
something similar to this. His best students wrote down what Plato’s
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Unwritten Doctrineswere about; using that evidence,we canfill out the
dialogueswith what is lacking from them. Therefore, in reading Plato,
we have to employ two distinct traditions: the direct tradition of his writ-
ings, and the indirect tradition of the Unwritten Doctrines which have
been handed down to us by his followers.
In other words, at least the later Platonic dialogues presuppose the

foundation of the Academy and the lessons which our philosopher gave
in that school. In that sense, those who were acquainted with Plato’s
doctrines from the master’s own lips could use the written dialogues as
mnemonics to recall to memory what they had learned in face-to-face
discussion. "

In Chapter 2, we discuss some of the forerunners of this View. But
here Iwould like to recall a passage ofNietzsche, which I have also cited
in the fifth edition of A History ofAncientPhilosophy and elsewhere, but
which it does no harm to quote here again. In the 18705, Nietzsche,
while teaching courses on Plato at Basle, sought to undermine the basic
thesis of Schleiermacher, on which the whole of modern Plato studies
has rested, namely, that writingwas the means adopted for the commu-
nicatiOn of the whole of Plato’s thought, and was therefore entirely self—
sufficient. Nietzschewrites: “[Schleiermacher’s]whole hypothesis runs
counter to the explanation to be found in the Phaedrus and is supported
by a false interpretation of it. Indeed, Plato says that writing has mean—
ing only for those who already know, that is, as a means for recalling
things by memory. For that reason, the best writings ought to imitate
the form of oral teaching: reflecting the way in which he who knows
came to know.Writingought to be a ‘treasure—houseof the memory’ for
the writer and for his philosophical companions. But, for Schleierma-
cher, writing is the second-best means for bringing those who do not
know to knowledge.All writing, therefore, has the general aim of teach-
ing and education. But, according to Plato, writing does not have these
aims, but only that of recalling things to the memory of him who is
already educated and in possession of knowledge.The explanation giv-
en in our passage of the Phaedrus presupposes the existence of the
Academy, and the writings are the means for refreshing the memories
of the members of the Academy” (in Gesammelte Werke Musarion Ausgabe,
Munich, 4: 370).
It has taken a century for Nietzsche’s perception to become accept-

ed, though it was shared by L. Robin, H. Gomperz, J. Stenzel, and
others; was first fully worked out by H. Kramer and K Gaiser; and has
been taken up with a new emphasis by me in conjunction with T.
Szlezak. But this need occasion no surprise. Indeed, in the history of
science we find many similar cases of antecedents and anticipations
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which are too premature to change the predominant paradigm. Per-
haps the best known example is that of Aristarchuswho, in the Greece
of the third century B.C.E., proposed a form of heliocentrism fully eigh-
teen centuries before the Copernican Revolution.But, at that time, the
Geocentric Hypothesis had far from exhausted its resources. Thus, in
miniature, the paradigm which claims the self-sufficiency of Plato’s
writings had not, in Nietzsche’s day, and at the beginning of the pre-
sent century, exhausted its resources in such a way that the need for an
alternative should be felt.
As regards method, my book’s principal claim to being innovative

resides in its application ofKuhn’s epistemological theories to the inter-
pretation of Plato and of ancient thought in general. I take it that these
theories are the most advanced, coherent, and consistent thus far pro—
duced, and that they Offer not only a format for setting the problem
with which I deal, but also provide solutions to those problems.
As regards the philosophical content of the book, the noveltiesreside

in the importance given to what Plato calls, using a significant image,
the Second Voyage (the first stage being revealed in his writings, the
second in the Unwritten Doctrines), and to the account given of the
Demiurge, which I present as a motif of the highest speculative impor-
tance. For the first time, the major dialogues are given a systematic re-
reading in the light of the Unwritten Doctrines and all the key notions,
whichwere previously thought mysterious, and which can be explained
with the Unwritten Doctrines, are pointed out.
The core of my interpretation can be summed up as follows. As we

explain at length in Chapter {11, Plato offered his philosophical master—
piece, the Republic, and in particular the discussion of the Good in the
central books, not as the payment of a debt, repaying, as we should say
today, the principal, but only repaying the interest. Yet he also stated
that he wanted to repay the principal completely. But it is clear that,
starting with the interest to be paid, it is possible to work out the princi-
pal and to know how much it is. This is what I have sought to do
throughout: from the “interest” which Plato has paid in the written
dialogues, I have tried to work out the original “debt,” which he has not
repaid in writing, but which was repaid in full in his lessons in the
Academy, in oral dialectic.
Obviously, I leave to the reader the job of reckoning whether the

calculation of the principal from the interest has come out right. But, in
any case, this is the method which seems to me to be called for today for
rereading and understanding Plato in the light of the new interpretive
paradigm.
I am very grateful to Professor John Catan for his long-standing
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involvement in this project and for his willingness to come to Italy to
work on it, and to Richard Davies for his revision of the final version
and for the great help he has provided me.
I can only hope that this book should have in America and among

English readers the success that it has had in Italy (where, since the days
ofMarsilio Ficino, Plato has always been greatlyloved), at least insofar as
the fruitfulness and stimulating novelty of the new paradigm allows me
to hope.

GiovanniReale





Translator’s Preface and Acknowledgments

I want to thank Professor Reale for his generous support during my
stay in Italy in the summer of 1992; my “cousins” and friends Renato
and Rosella Vanin; the staff and students of the Collegio Augustini-
anum, especially the director, Dr. Paolo Guietti, and the vice-director,
Dr. Gianni Ferraris, as well as Roberto Bombacigno, and Ms. Pinuche,
Mr. Daniele Clarizia, and Mr. Alberto Mereu for their many kindnesses
during my summer in Italy.
I would also like to acknowledgeDr. Roberto Radice and the singular

assistance of Dr. Richard Davies. Dr. Davies took on the onerous task of
reworking my translation from its Italian-American style into more
readable English. Itwas his idea to break up Reale’s Preface to the tenth
Italian edition into two parts, the second ofwhich is now titled “Biblio—

graphical Note on Research in the New Paradigm.”Although he did a
full reworking of the entire translation and rightlydeserves credit as my
co-translator, I had the ultimate responsibility for its final condition.
For this reason, itwas only right to include his name as co—translatoron
the title page, but if the translation is less than perfect, as I am sure it is,
the responsibility is entirely mine since I have the ultimately responsi-
bility for its present condition. The text of the translation is substantial-
ly identical to that of Reale’s. We did eliminate summaries, tables, and
two appendices, one to Chapter 10 and the other to Chapter 20, as well
as the “Postface” of the Italian original and almost all of the Greek
citations of Plato’s dialogues—whichwere extensive—in order to get
the book down to a reasonable size for publication in America. Ms.
Susan Needham and David McGonagle of Catholic University Press, as
well as the staff of Kachergis Book Design, especially Tanya Lane and
Anne Theilgard, deserve praise for their patience in dealing with neo-
phyte compositors.Finally, I owe a debt of gratitude to my wife, Melody,
who slowed me down and spent untold hours over a computer screen
checking and rechecking the work. I could not have done it without her
love, support, and attention to detail.

I also want to thank the publishers, especially Vita e Pensiero, for
permission to translated the Italian text, as well as the Bollingen Series
of Random House for permission to use their translations of the dia-
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logues of Plato. Every author is in debt to the scholarswho have done
the work of translating Plato into English.
One note about the “immobileMovent,” which may appear to some

to be a tendentious translation, that is, xtvofiv dxivn’rov is usually ren-
dered by “unmovedMover” or “immobile Mover.” It seems to me that
that charge can be laid at the door of the widely accepted “unmoved
Movers” which surreptiously introduces the notion of moving or even
worse “efficient” causality into the realm of Aristotle’s final causality. I
depend for the justification of my usage on the work of my teacher, Fr.
Joseph Owens, C.Ss.R., in his justly celebrated work, TheDoctiineofBeing
in the AristotelianMetaphysics (Toronto, 1978 rev. ed.).
I wish to offer a final word of thanks to my friend and colleague Dr.

Joseph Gilbert, to whom I have dedicated this volume. He has shown
unflagging enthusiasm for philosophy and a love of Socrates which
have been an inspiration to me over the many years we have been
discussingPlato and the dialogues, as well as being a moral beacon in a
academic milieu too easily influenced by budgetary necessities.
I share Reale’s enthusiasm for the new interpretive paradigm created

by the Tiibingen Plato School of Gaiser, Kramer, and now Szlezak.
When their works are published, the American reader will have at his
disposal the major works of the Tiibingen Plato School as well as those
of its most famous Italian exponent. In that way, no scholar can claim
ignorance of the tenet of this new interpretation of Plato’s works be-
cause of unfamiliaritywith the language of the originals.

John R. Catan



Preface to the Italian Edition

This volume is the child of a long labor. I began working on Plato in
the second half of the 19505, while studyingat Marburg the accounts of
his thought which were being produced by the neo—Kantians. It was in
the early 19605 that ProfessorMario Untersteiner, whom I think of as
one of my mentors in philology, directed me to Hans Kramer’s Arete bei
Platon und An'stoteles which had recently been published (Heidelberg,
1959). Untersteiner was convinced that all new discussions of Plato
would have to take seriously Kramer’s view. So he set aside the work he
had on hand in the hope that, despite the fact that he was losing his
sight, he would be able to produce a book on Plato’s method. He
entrusted to me the task of producing the works on which he was en-
gaged. These were an updating of the volume of E. Zeller and R. Mon—
dolfo, La filosofid dei Grecz' nel suo sviluppo storico I 3 (Florence: La Nuova
Italia, 1967), which deals with Eleaticism, and an edition of Melissus’s
Testimonianze e frammentz' (Florence: La Nuova Italia, 1970). Unfortu-
nately, the progressive loss of his sight did not allow Untersteiner to
write the book he dreamt of. In 1 974 appeared the Italian translation of
Harold Cherniss’s L’enigma dell’Accademia antica (Florence: La Nuova
Italia) [The Riddle 0f the Early Academy (Berkeley and Los Angeles: Uni-
versity of California Press, 1945) ], putting forward exactly the opposite
View to Kramer’s. For that reason, I suggested to Kramer that he write
something to match Cherniss’s discussion. He took up the idea, and in
1982 the Center for Research in Metaphysics at the CatholicUniversity
in Milan published, as the first volume in its series, Platone e ifondamenti
della metafisica.
This book is a summa of the results of the Tfibingen School of Plato

studies. The picture of Plato created by the Tfibingen School is un-
doubtedly the most metaphysically oriented of the interpretations
which have been presented in modern times. But Kramer’s book is also
innovative in bringing out comparisonsbetween the new image of Plato
and the thought of some of the great modern and contemporary
philosophers, and in collecting the basic documents on Plato’s Unwrit-
ten Doctrines. It was the process of translating and discussing the
translation with Kramer which brought me to understand all the

xxi



xxii TOWARD A NEW INTERPRETATIONOF PLATO

features of his interpretation which had previously not been clear to
me. However, while going over the documents in the indirect tradition,
and trying to make them comprehensible to amodern reader, I became
convinced that there was no way of finding a compromise between the
views of Cherniss and those of Kramer.
It might be said that, on the one hand, my positionwas one which, for

a number of reasons,was hardly likely to be shifted; on the other hand,
I had taken on board the materials for a constructive dialogue with the
Tiibingen School. ‘

What was decisive for me in working out how to deal with the meth-
ods and conclusions of the Tiibingen School was the study of modern
epistemology. In particular, a long-standing interest in Thomas Kuhn’s
The Structure of Scientific Revolutions (University of Chicago Press, 1962;
19702) helped me to grasp the fact that the interpretation of Plato
which is put forward by the Tubingen School falls outside the tradition-
al paradigm, and is a wholly new and alternative paradigm.
It was thus an epistemological theorywhich allowed me to get on top

of problems which had been baffling me for years. And it is for this
reason that this book beginswith an account of the main epistemologi-
cal views of Kuhn, which will figure large in this work as a whole. It is
hoped that this will help the reader to understand a set of concepts on
which we shall continue to draw, and, more specifically, to understand
why the new interpretative paradigm offers dynamic prescriptions for
fertile lines of inquiry in a new era of Plato studies.
This volume also aims to provide evidence for something else: that

the innovations of the Tiibingen School, far from imprisoning Plato
scholars in German metaphysics, and so in a purely theoretical para-
digm (as a famous student of Plato once said), in fact opens up many
new and very fruitful avenueswhich have nothing to do with German
metaphysics. Forwhat is at issue is a genuinely new historical-interpreta-
tive paradigm, complete with its own puzzles, to use Kuhn’s terminolo-
gy, ofwhichwe shall say more in due course. The reader who follows us
through this volume will be able to judge the extent to which it is right
to think of the Tiibingen School’s interpretation of Plato as an authen-
tically new paradigm in relation to the interpretive tradition.
For the benefit of the reader who might wish to follow up not only

the stages of the composition of this book, but also some of the correla-
tive developments, we have included an account of its growth as a bib-
liographical note under a separate heading.

GiovanniReale



BibliographicalNote on
Research in the New Paradigm

As I indicated in the Preface, this book is a contribution to an emerg-
ing paradigm in Plato studies. Although the present note concentrates
its attention on the Italian scene, some account of the progress of the
newmovement and its participants may be of interest to the reader, and
a better guide than the listing in the Bibliography.
A central thesis of the Tiibingen School is that unless due attention is

given to the Unwritten Doctrines, of whichwe have reports in the indi-
rect tradition, Plato’s writings will be fatally misunderstood. This thesis
is not proprietary to the Tiibingen School. Grote, in his Plato and the
Other CompanionsofSokrates (Aberdeen University Press, 1 885, 4 vols, 1:
360-61) takes note of a View of this sort held by Tennemann (Geschichte
derPhilosophie, 2: 205, 2 1 5, 22 1ff.). A version of the View was fairly fully
worked out by L. Robin in La thémie platonicienne des Idées et des Nombres
d’apres An'stote (Paris, 1908); see also J. Stenzel, Zahl und Gestalt bei
Platon undAristoteles (Leipzig-Berlin, 1924). In more recent times,]. N.
Findlay recalls having arrived at a similar conviction in 1926—27 (Plato:
The Written and Unwritten Doctrines [Routledge 8c Kegan Paul, 1978],
Preface, ix).
The modern phase of research based on this thesis was inaugurated

by HM] Kramer’s Arete bei Platon undAristoteles,which I mentioned in the
Preface. In addition to his numerous publications in German, Kramer,
in associationwith the Center for Research inMetaphysics at the Catho-
lic University in Milan, issued two significant Italian publications: Pla-
tone e ifondamenti dellametafisica (an American edition translated by]. R.
Catan and entitled Plato and the Foundations ofMetaphysics was published
by StateUniversity ofNewYork Press in 1 990) and La nuova immaginedi
Platone (Naples: Bibliopolis, 1986). The former had considerable suc-
cess and, despite a large print run, quickly sold out, making way for a
second edition (1987) and a third (1989). The latter takes up the earli-
er book’s central themes and puts them to furtherwork. In addition,
Kramer offered an updated version of an important discussion from
1966 on the Republic, and published an Italian version in 1989 entitled
Dialettica e definizione del Bene in Platone in the same series as the Italian

xxiii
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edition of the present volume. Finally, he presented an essay called “11

paradigma romantico nell’interpretazione di Platone” in Verso uno nua-
va immagine dz' Platone, edited by G. Reale (Naples: Suor Orsola Benin-
casa, 1991).
Of equal importance both for the new paradigm and for its dissemi-

nation in Italy was the late Konrad Gaiser, with whom I had a fruitful
and constructive relationship. His Platons ungeschn'ebene Lehre (Stuttgart,
1963) contains a crop of discoveries at the highest level, and can be
thought of as a reference point for subsequent developments. At my
invitation, Gaiser composed a volume entitled La metafisica della storia in
Platone (1988; 2d ed., 1991 ), which I translated and introduced. In this
work, Gaiser deals with the material in the second part of his 1963
book, adapting it and bringing it up to date. An Italian translation of
the first part of Platons ungeschn'ebene Lehre was also projected, but the
author felt that it needed rewriting and’revising. Unfortunately, his
unexpected death in 1988 put an end to this idea. However, I translated
and introduced one of his last works, L’om della sapz'enza, which was
published in 1990 in the same series as the present volume.
Gaiser had already published three articles and two books in Italy: “11

mosaico dei filosofia di Napoli: Una raffigurazione dell’Accademia di
Platone,” in Studifilosofici (1 979); “La teoria dei principi di Platone,” in
Elenchos (1980) (now reprinted as an appendix to La metafisicadella sto-
ria in Platone); “La biografia di Platone in filodemo,” in Cronache Erco-
lanesi (1983); Platone come sm’ttore filosofzco (Naples: Bibliopolis, 1984);
and Il paragone della cavema. Variazione da Platone a oggi (Naples: Biblio-
polis, 1985).
While I was putting the finishing touches to the second edition of

the present volume, there appeared Thomas Szlezak’s Platon und die
Schnftlichkeit der Philosophie. Interpmtationen zu den fn’lhen und mittleren
Dialogen (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1985). Starting from the traditional par-
adigm, Szlezak exactly reverses it, so as to show that it is necessary to
arrive at the same conclusions as the Tiibingen School, that is, that
Plato’s writings cannot be taken on their own. This book was translat-
ed and introduced by me in 1988 for the Center for Research in
Metaphysics, under the title Platone e la scrittura della filosofia, and was
so successful that a new edition was called for in 1989. At my invita-
tion and that of the publisher, Rusconi, Szlezak has also written a new
book, Come leggere Platone (1991), which clarifies themes in the earlier
work and adds new ideas. Szlezak’s thought is recapitulated in two
essays: “Struttura e finalita dei dialoghi platonici,” in Rivista di filosofza
neoscolastica (1989), and “Oralita e scrittura della filosofia,” in Verso 1m
nuova immag‘ine dz' Platone.
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I took the opportunity to bring about the printing of two works by-
well-known writers who were moving in the direction of the new para-
digm, even if they did not go all the way. P. Merlan’s From Platonism to
Neoplatonism (The Hague, 1953) was published in E. Perioli’s transla-
tion as Dal Platonismo al Neoplatonismo (1990), as was C. de Vogel’s
Rethinking Plato and Platonism under the title Ripensando Platone e il
Platonismo (1990), in each case with an introduction by me describing
their relation to the new paradigm.
Several other German scholars have also contributed to the publica-

tions of Vita e Pensiero. Michael Erler’s Der Sinn der Aporien in den
Dialogen Platons (Berlin and New York, 1987) appeared in 1991 as It
senso delle aporie nei dialoghi di Platone, translated by C. Mazzarelli and
introduced by me. See also Erler’s “I dialoghi aporetici di Platone alla
luce del nuova paradigma ermeneutica,” in Verso una nuova immagine di
Platone. Again K. Albert’s Uber Platons Beg'riff der Philosophie (Sankt Au-
gustin, 1989) was published in 1991 in the present series under the title
Sul concetto di filosofia di Platone, translated by P. Traverso and intro—
duced by me. See also Albert’s “Sul concetto di filosofia nel Fedro di
Platone,” in Rivista di filosofia neoscolastico (1989).
Before moving on from the German proponents of the new para-

digm, we may note some important collections of essays, including the
volumes edited by H. G. Gadamer and W. Schadewaldt, Idee und Zahl
(Heidelberg, 1968); K. Gaiser, Das Platonbild (Hildesheim, 1959); and
J. Wippern, Das Problem der Ungeschreibene Lehre Platons (Darmstadt,
1972); and also Gaiser’s bibliography in Platons ungeschreibene Lehre,
supplemented in Wippern (ed.).
Non-German-speaking readers may welcome G. Watson’s short but

helpful book Plato’s Unwritten Teaching (Dublin: Athlone Press, 1973
[actually 1975]). Less sympathetic accounts are to be found in W. D.
Ross, Plato’s Theory of Ideas (Oxford University Press, 1951, chap. 9ff.);
H. Chemiss, Aristotle’s Criticism of Plato and the Academy (Baltimore:
Johns Hopkins University Press, 1944; 3d ed., New York, 1963, ix—
Xxii); and W. K. C. Guthrie’s History of Greek Philosophy (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1978, 6 vols, 5: 7); K M. Sayre, Plato’s
Later Ontology (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1983), as well as
a review by Sayre of Plato and the Foundations ofMetaphysics by Kramer,
in Ancient Philosophy 13 (1993): 167—84.
Outside Italy, the need for a rereading of Plato’s dialogues has been

accepted in France by A. Solignac and P. Aubenque, “Une nouvelle
dimension du Platonisme. ‘La doctrine non écrite’,” Archives de Philo-
sophie (1965); byJ. Pepin, La rede’couverte de Platon Preuves (1968); and
most significantly, by M. D. Richard, L’enseignement oral de Platon (Paris:
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Les Editions du Cerf, 1986). Also in Spain, my former student Patrizia
Bonagura has followed this line of thought with great rigor in
Exterioridad y Interioridad (Pamplona: Ediciones Universidad de Navar—

ra, 1991).
I turn now to my own long-standing involvementwith Plato and to

the academic and publishing activities ofwhich this book is a part.
As noted in the Preface, I was studying in Germany, at Marburg and

Munich, while Kramer and Gaiser were putting together their first
works. I was writing a book on Aristotle, and it was at this time that I
learned both to understand and to use the important research tools
produced by German philology for the study of ancient philosophy,
sharply separating them from the so-called German metaphysics. It is
impossible to appraise the new interpretation of Plato without a thor-
ough knowledge of Aristotle’s Metaphysics, which is the key document
in the elaboration of the new picture of Plato.
At the time, I was engaged on a study ofAristotle using the methods

of internal criticism. For that reason, I was able to proceed indepen-
dently from the conclusions of the Tiibingen School. But many of the
conclusions I reached about Aristotle’s notion of first philosophy, on
the grounds of an internal analysis, are remarkably well supported if
one accepts the outlook of the Tiibingen School. I published my find—

ings in II concetto di filosofia prima e l’unita della metafisica (Milan: Vita e
Pensiero, 1 961), translated in 1 980 by]. R. Catan for State University of
New York Press as The Concept of First Philosophy and the Unity of the
Metaphysics ofAristotle; and in my translation and commentary on the
Metaphysics, La metafisica (2 vols.; Naples: Loffredo, 1968; augmented
and revised in 3 vols., 1993).
I have returned many times to Plato, preparing translations and

commentaries of several dialogues which have successfully gone into
many reprintings for La Scuola publishers: Crito (1961; 1984“), Meno
(1962; 198510), Euthyphro (1964; 19846), Gorgias (1966; 19857), Protago-
ras (1969; 19845), and Phaedo (1970; 198610). In 1991 Rusconi repub-
lished these translations,with my versions of five other dialogues (Ion,
Apology, Symposium, Phaedms, and Timaeus) in a collection of the whole
Platonic corpus, with the other dialogues translated by my coresearch-
ers and students R. Radice, C. Mazzarelli, M. L. Gatti, M. T. Liminta,
and M. Migliori.
Moreover, I prepared for the press a volume by Adolfo Levi, one of

Italy’s greatest scholarsof Plato,who, because he wasjewish,was exclud-
ed by the Fascists from university teaching and so unable to publish his
work. Rearranged by me, and with all the notes and references to Plato
carefullychecked, the posthumous Il pmblema dell ’errore nella metafisica e
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nella gnoseologia di Platone was published by Liviana Editrice, of Padua,
in 1970; a second enlarged edition appeared in 1971. I also wrote the
bibliographical chapter on Plato in Questioni di storiografia filosofica,
edited by V. Mathieu (Brescia: Editrice La Scuola, 1974).
Finally, I dealt with Plato in the second volume of the Storia della

filosofza antica (Milan: Vita e Pensiero, 1975; 19814; 1984, reprintof the
4th ed.); the series is being translated by]. R. Catan for State University
of New York Press (1985—94) under the titles: 1. From the Origins to
Socrates (1987); 2. Plato andAristotle (1991); 3. The Systemsof theHellenistic
Age (1985); 4. The ImperialAge ( 1990); 5. Lexicon, Bibliography, and Indi-
ces (in press). But it was exactly the exposition of Plato’s metaphysics
which caused the greatest struggle, given the difficulty of providing a
unified account of the matter. For the fifth edition (1987) , I rewrote the
part on Plato and have since had occasion to adjust it further. In addi-
tion, I contributed an article, “L’henologia nella Repubblica di Platone,”
to a volume edited by V. Melchiorre, L’Uno e i Molti (Milan: Vita e
Pensiero, 1990).
In conclusion, I would like to draw attention to the writings of two

Italian scholarswho are pursuing in detail the line of thought which is
outlined in the present book. Both M. Migliori’s Dialettica e Verita’. Com-
mentariofilosofico al Parmenide di Platone (1990) and G. Movia’sApparen—
za, Essere e Verita. Commentario storico-filosofico al Sofista di Platone (1991)
have been published by the Center for Research in Metaphysics of the
Catholic University in Milan, and together form the strongest proofof
the fertility of the new paradigm. These two scholars also contributed
pieces to the collection Verso uno nuova immagine di Platone, which we
have already mentioned. Migliori’s article is called “11 Parmenide e 1e
dottrine non scritte di Platone,” and Movia’s “Il Sofista e 1e dottrine
non scritte di Platone.” The collection presents the proceedings of an
international conference organized by A. Villani under my academic
direction and held at the Instituto Suor Orsola Benincasa, Naples, in
October 1991. In addition to the essays by Erler, Kramer, Migliori,
Movia, and Szlezak which we have already noted, W. Beierwaltes con-
tributed “Il paradigma neoplatonico nell’ interpretazione di Platone”;
E. Berti contributed “Le dottrine non scritte di Platone Intorno al Bene
nelle testimonianze di Aristotele”; and I contributed two pieces, “I tre
paradigmi storici nell’interpretazione di Platone e i fondamenti del
nuovo paradigma” and “Ruolo delle dottrine non scritte di Platone
Intorno al Bene nella Repubblica e nel Filebo. ”
It is hoped that the foregoing gives some impression of the state of

scholarship in continental Europe and of the progress which the new
paradigm is making in revolutionizing Plato studies. The collaborative
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efforts of the research program have aided me in the composition of
the present volume, which aims to bring together as best it can the
benefits of interpreting Plato in the light of the Unwritten Doctrines.

GiovanniReale



PART 1

Essential Methodological Groundwork

Each scientific revolution necessitated the community’s re-
jection of one time—honored scientific theory in favor of an-
other incompatiblewith it. Eachproduced a consequent shift
in the problems available for scientific scrutiny and in the
standards by which the profession determined what should
count as an admissible problem or as a legitimate problem-
solution.

T. S. Kuhn, The Structure ofScientific Revolutions, 6

The indirect tradition offers a significant supplement for
the construction of an overall picture of Plato. It reinforces
the philosophical message, broadening the range of Plato’s
thought beyond whatwe find in his writings. . . . In this way,
Plato gains as a philosopher without losing anything as a
literary author.

H. Kramer, Plato and the Foundations ofMetaphysics, 14o





l Kuhn’s EpistemologicalTheory: The Meaningof
Paradigms and the Nature of Scientific Revolutions

1. AN INTRODUCTORYQUESTION IN THE STUDY OF PLATOAND THE
HELPFULNESSOF KUHN’s EPISTEMOLOGYFOR ANSWERINGIT

In order to understand Plato’s philosophy in a new and fuller way, we
must first elucidate some matters of a methodological nature. These
matters take on great importance if we consider the conclusions
reached by some recent investigations as well as the fact that Plato
studies are going through an extremely critical and in many respects
delicate phase. Here is the basic problem.
It is well known that we possess all ofPlato’s writings. This result clear-

ly follows from the fact which scholars have long since settled, that all
the works which the philosophical literature of antiquity expressly and
reliably mentions as Platonic have come down to us. Nevertheless,we
are not in a position to draw from this very important fact a conclusion
which might seem perfectly Obvious, at least at first glance, and that is
that sincewe possess all the writings of Plato, we certainlyknow—onthe
basis of those writings—everythingabout what Plato thought.
The underlying reasons for our not being able to make this inference

are as follows.
First, a basic reason why we cannot draw that conclusion is that it

makes a very strong claim about Plato’s writings. In fact Plato expressly
says that he did not believe it was appropriate to express in writing
everything he thought, especially “the things Of the greatest value.”1
Consequently,Plato’s writings contain much Of his thought, but not all
of it; and, in particular, they do not contain the essential fulcrum. He
says so absolutelyexplicitly in some important passages Of the Phaedrus
and in the Seventh Lettew; which must be considered authentic self—testi-
monies and whichwe will discuss more fully in due course? Also, Plato’s
followers confirm this state Of affairs in the clearest possible terms, even
telling us that those things which Plato said but did not write were
generally known as the dygacpa Séyua'ca, Unwritten Doctrines?

1. Plato, Phaedrus 278D; Seventh Letter 341C.
2. See Chapter 3, pp. 51-74.
3. Aristotle,Physics A 2.2ogb1 5; see whatwe say further on pp. 28—29.
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Connected to the first important reason is a second, in some sense a
direct consequence of the first. This is the problematic form in which
the writings are presented. It is well known that the Platonic writings
were composed as dialogues,with Socrates generallyas the main charac-
ter (with the exceptionof the late dialogues). This in turn permits and
encourages an ironic playfulness which is frequently quite ambiguous
and complex, and sometimes, as is also well known, even obscure when
taken on its own, or at least very difficult to accurately assess.4
However, no dialogue offers a general summary of Plato’s written

thought. The Timaeus, whichmore than any of the other writings seems
to offer a vision of the whole of his thought, nevertheless considers its
various topics from the cosmologicalperspective, and moreover is com-
posed in a form which raises not a few difficultiesof its own.5
This being so, it is easy to understand why, from the earliest times,

there was a felt need for just such a summary of Plato. Actually, to
understand the writings of Plato it is necessary to discern the outlines of
the key doctrineswhich support them;iit is necessaryto have an overview
of these doctrines’ organic unity. The same problem which exercised the
ancients has reasserted itself even more sharply in the modern period.
The remark whichLeibnizmade about this, and whichhas recentlybeen
rightly emphasized,6 is very illuminating and in our opinion makesa fine
motto for thosewho undertake studies ofPlato: “If someone can reduce
Plato to a system, he will have performed a great service for mankind.”7
But how is it possible “to reduce to a system” a thinker whose writings

seem to make every effort not only not to be, but not even to appear,
“systematic”?

‘

This is the really profound “puzzle” which needs to be solved ifwe are
to get inside Plato’s thought and understand it fully.
At this point, we can see the need for two sorts of help. On the one

hand, we need some methodological basis for approaching our central
“puzzle,” and hence for picking out the most satisfactory solution to it.
On the other hand, we need some criteria to be able to take into
account and to assess some recent discoveries in Plato studies which

4. The emblematicwork in this regard is the Parmenides, as the historyof its interpre-
tations shows, which in the variety and categorical opposition which it presents demon-
strates exactly whatwe have been saying; see Chapter 1 2, 22 1—35.

5. See whatwe say in Part 2, 93-188.
6. H. Kramer, Platone e i fondamenti della metafisica. Saggio sulla teon'a dei principi e sulle

dottrine non scritte di Platone con una raccolta dei documentifondamentali in edizione bilingue e
bibliografia, Introduction and translation by G. Reale (Milan: Vita e Pensiero, 1982), 136
and note 1. Or see the Americanedition, Plato and the Foundations ofMetaphysics, trans].
R. Catan (Albany: State University of NewYork, 1990), 65 and 243—44, note 1.

7. G. W. Leibniz, Letter to Remand, in C. J. Gerhardt, DiephilosophischenSchn'ften von G.
W. Leibniz (Berlin, 1887; reprint, 1978), 3.637.
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have overturned many long-standingbeliefs. To meet these two needs it
seems necessary, or at least helpful, to broach some epistemological
problems. In particular, we shall pay attention to the diagnosis which
Thomas Kuhn proposed for the understanding of closely similar situa-
tions in his The Structure of Scientific. Revolutions, whose great insight has
made it a classic in the space ofjust a few years.8
Kuhn’s account will be immeasurablyhelpful in resolvinga large num-

ber of problems. Despite differing in manyways from the sort of natural
sciencewith whichKuhn is chieflyconcerned, Plato studies certainly do
make up a science. In any case, the laws governing the change of scien-
tific ideas which Kuhn has discovered fit our situation perfectly. So a
summary presentation ofKuhn’s epistemologicalviews may be an ideal
prelude which will ease the path we are to take.9

II. A NEW PICTURE OF SCIENCE AND ITs DEVELOPMENT

The View of science which is generally assumed today (and which
motivates the majorityof scholars) is one according to which a science is
made up of a unified body of theories, methods, and facts, typically
presentable in the compact format of the textbook. This formatrepre—
sents the form and content of each discipline as knowledge arrived at
gradually through the progress of science and so, in some sense, as a
permanent gain. It considers the disciplinesas knowledgeacquired, in a
sense inalterably fixed, having been achieved over time through the
progress of science.
These clusters of theories, methods, and matters of fact are generally

seen as built up bymeans of a unified and systematic process of augmen-
tation made up of progressive and continuous additions. The history of
a science, thus understood, is to be pieced together from the various
stages set out in a narrative of successive additions over time. In this way,
the historyof a sciencepicks out particular discoveries and their origina-
tors, as well as presenting the beliefs which, in various ways, misdirected
or slowed down the development of the science, and which have to be
recognized as errors and, as such, overcome. Kuhn writes: “Concerned

8. Thomas S. Kuhn, The Structure ofScientificRevolutions (Chicago: University of Chica-
go Press, 1962), hereinafter referred to as Revolutions.We refer throughout the notes to
the page numbers of the second enlarged edition of the International Encyclopediaof Uni—
fied Science (Chicago: University of ChicagoPress, 1970),Vol. 2, no. 2.

9. Also see Kuhn’s The CopernicanRevolution (Cambridge, Mass: Harvard University
Press, 1957) and The Essential Tension: Selected Studies in Scientific Tradition and Change
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1977). On scientific revolutions see also Scientific
Revolutions, ed. 1. Hockingworth (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1981), which con-tains contributions by P. K. Feyerabend, I. Hacking,T. S. Kuhn,L. Laudan, K. R. Popper,



6 TOWARD A NEW INTERPRETATIONOF PLATO

with scientific development, the historian then appears to have two
main tasks. On the one hand, he must determine by what man and at
what point in time each contemporary scientificfact, law, and theory was
discovered or invented. On the other, he must describe and explain the
congeries of error, myth, and superstition that have inhibited the more
rapid accumulation of the constituents of the modern scientific text.
Much research has been directed to these ends, and some still is.”10
But does science actually progress by an incremental process, that is,

by successive and convergent systematic accumulation of individual dis-
coveries and inventions?Are the beliefs of the past which have been
abandoned in the course of the evolution of the sciences only mere
errors and superstitions or,when considered in context, are they any less
scientific than what is believed today? Must the doctrines which have
been abandoned, just because they have been abandoned, be counted
as devoid of scientificvalue on principle?
Kuhn’s response is unequivocal and truly novel: science does not

develop by systematic additions and orderly accumulations, but rather
along different lines of development, bringing on the singular events
which are the real scientific revolutions.Thus, progress in science does
not follow an incremental process, but can take place through revolu-
tionary processes. The picture of science thus delineated is radically at
oddswith the conception whichpreviously dominated our thinking. As a
result,we are facedwith questions having to do with what a revolution is
ifwe are fully to grasp the new picture of the sciences. What exactly are
scientific revolutions?And what is their basic structure? How do they
come about? And, moreover, what attitudes does the scientific commu-
nity adopt in the face of revolutions?
Kuhn’s replies to these questions, from which the new image of sci-

ence emerges, centers around six fundamental concepts:
1. The concept of the basic structure of any scientificdiscoursewhich

is supported by its paradigms,which in turn furnish scientists with mod-
els for the formulation of questions and their solutions in different areas
of inquiry;

2. The concept of normal science,understood as the routine phase of
research, made up of systematic attempts to fit the various components
accessory to a finished science into the pigeonholes supplied by the
professional education undergone by the scientists, who take on board a
particular paradigm, which, at a given time, is accepted by general con-
sent of the scientists working in a given field;
H. Putnam, and D. Shapere. On the thought of Kuhn, the volume by B. Barnes, T. S.
Kuhn and SocialScience (London: MacmillanPress, 1982) is interesting.

10. Kuhn, Revolutions, 2.
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3. The concept of extraordinary science, understood as that point in its
development inwhichconfrontation ofvarious anomaliesand the impos—
sibility of making them conform to the dominant paradigm produces a
crisis in standing beliefs and foreshadowstheir being overturned;
4. The concept of scientific revolution, understood as a complex pro-

cession of the scientific community from theories early held to be basic
to new theories which are incompatible with them, that is, the concept
of scientific revolution as paradigm shift;
5. The notion that scientists accept new paradigms for reasons which

are in some sense beyond logic, that is, as a result of a kind of conver-
sion, “sustainedby faith,” in otherwords, by a pious expectation that the
new paradigm will be capable of solving the problems which the old
paradigms could not solve; and

6. The notion that scientific progress does not proceed toward some
predetermined goal, but develops by the choices most in harmony with
currently practiced techniques for the doing of science and for making
progress.
Wewill now proceed to explain these six basic concepts, an understand-

ingofwhichis essentialfor a graspof the various applicationswewill make
of them. In the course of this expositionwewillquote numerous passages
from Kuhn because, in our opinion, they contain ideas which are both
very powerful and multifariouslysuggestive.

III. PARADICMS AND THEIR REGULATIVE AND DYNAMIC FUNCTIONS
IN SCIENTIFICRESEARCH

A history of science carried out according to the most modern histo-
riographic standards no longer attempts to find any permanent contri-
butions which have been gradually achieved by incremental accumula-
tion, as we pointed out above, but must attempt to “display the historical
integrity of that science in its own time.”11
In a study ofGalileo, for example, the principal problem is not that of

inquiring into the relations between his ideas and those of the science
of our day; rather, it is one of bringing out the relations existing
between Galileo’s ideas and those of his community, that is, with those
“of his teachers, contemporaries, and immediate successors in the sci-
ences.”12 Furthermore, it is of basic importance to pick out specifically
those elements which give these opinions “the maximum internal co-
herence and the closest possible fit to nature.”13 Contrary to what might

11. Ibid., 3.
12. Ibid.
13. Ibid.
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be thought and to what is often actually believed,such elements as those
which give a science the coherence and solidity which it has at various
times in its development are not methodological guidelines. These, in
fact, can be shown to be insufficient “to dictate a unique substantive
conclusion to many sorts of scientific questions.”14
What sort of thing is an element on which the coherence and the

solidity of science is based?
Fundamentally,it consists in a specific way ofviewing the world and of

applying scientific methods according to the program that it implies.
Referring to the natural sciences, which offer the most salient and elo-
quent examples, Kuhn writes:

. . . [T]he early developmental stages of most science have been character-
ized by continual competition between a number of distinct views of nature,
each partiallyderived from, and roughly compatiblewith, the dictates of scien—
tific observation and method. What differentiated these various schoolswas not
one or another failure of method—~they were all scientific—butwhatwe shall
come to call their incommensurable ways of seeing the world and of practicing
science in it. Observation and experience can and must drastically restrict the
range of admissible scientific belief, else there would be no science. But they
cannot alone determine a particular body of such belief.15

These basic conceptions and beliefs are those that characterize a sci-
entific community. Consequently, they play a determining role in edu—

cating the young who join the community, and so they exert a strong
influence on the formation of the scientificmentality. Such ideas, there-
fore, furnish the conceptual boxes into which the results of scientific
research are put and without which the research could not advance.
Kuhn has chosen as a label for these essential elements the term “par-

adigm,” on whichwe had better tarry, at least briefly, because it denotes
the core of the new epistemology. This is, therefore, the point which has
aroused the most vigorous discussion. Moreover it is, in our Opinion,
Kuhn’s most original discovery. It is a notion which we accept and Of
whichwe shall make frequent use.16
Paradigms are those ideas and beliefs which make up the fixed points

of a science at a given moment, and which, with the lapse of time, supply
scientists in a given field with models for the formulation of problems
and their solutions. Kuhnwrites:

14. Ibid., 4.
15. Ibid.
16. Kuhn’s notion of “paradigm”has aroused the most vigorous discussions, but has

rapidly found wide agreement and various applications. In this book we will use it in an
analogical sense, but close to what Kuhn means by it when he applies it to the natural
sciences. It is possible to do this, for the reconstruction of the thought of a philosopher
on an historical and philological basis because that work has manyanalogieswith scien-
tific inquiries. Naturally,the notion of a paradigm is susceptiblealso of important exten-
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By choosing it, I mean to suggest that some accepted examples of actual
scientific practice—examples which include law, theory, application, and instru-
mentation together-provide models fromwhich spring particular coherent tra-
ditions of scientific research. These are the traditions historians describe . . . as
“Ptolemaicastronomy” (or “Copernican”), “Aristotelian” dynamics (or “Newto-
nian” , “corpuscular optics” (or “wave optics”), and so on. The study of para-
digms, including many that are far more specialized than those named illustra-
tively above, is what mainlyprepares the student for membership in the partic-
ular scientific community in which he will later practice. Because he there joins
men who learned the bases of their field from the same concrete models, his
subsequent practice will seldom evoke overt disagreement over fundamentals.
Men whose research is based on shared paradigms are committed to the same
rules and standards of scientific practice. That commitment and the apparent
consensus it produces are prerequisites for normal science, that is, for the gen—
esis and continuation of a particular research tradition.17

In the past, the business of setting out the basic shape of the para-
digms was carried out by classics, such as the Physics of Aristotle, the
Almagest ofPtolemy, the Principia and Opticks ofNewton, the Electricity of
Franklin, and so on. Today, as we have noted above, this role is per-
formed chiefly by textbookswhich present the body of theory accepted
as correct at the time they are written, together with applications, obser-
vations, and experiments considered illustrative of them.
The paradigm constitutes an authentic fundamental unit18 in scien-

tific research, because, as we have already pointed out, it is the stan-
dard against which problems are conceived as scientific problems and
againstwhich their development and solutions can be measured. Kuhn
writes: “. . . [O]ne of the things a scientific community acquires with a
paradigm is a criterion for choosing problems that . . . can be assumed
to have solutions. To a great extent, these are the only problems that
the community will admit as scientific or encourage its members to
undertake. Other problems, including many that had previously been
standard, are rejected as metaphysical,as the concern of another disci-
pline, or sometimes asjust too problematic to be worth the time.”19
The paradigm is a modeling activity,20 prior to, and not merely the

sum of, its parts, which are the various laws, rules, and theories which
can be abstracted from or found in it. Scientists do not learn laws and
rules in the abstract, but as a wholewith the paradigm from which they
then abstract them. Kuhn says:

sions, speakinganalogicallyof theoretical paradigms, into metaphysics, logic, ethics, aes-
thetics, and similar sciences. We will nevertheless use the term in its primary significa-
tion, which is illustrated in the following pageswith very few exceptions.

17. Ibid., 10—1 1.
18. Ibid.
19. Ibid., 37.
20. Ibid., 45.
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Scientists work from models acquired through education and through sub-
sequent exposure to the literature often without quite knowing or needing to
know what characteristics have given these models the status of community
paradigms. And because they do so, they need no full set of rules. The coher-
ence displayedby the research tradition . . . may not imply even the existence
of an underlying body of rules and assumptions that additional historical or
philosophical investigationmight uncover. That scientists do not usually ask or
debate what makes a particular problem or solution legitimate tempts us to
suppose that, at least intuitively, they know the answer. But it may only indicate
that neither the question nor the answer is felt to be relevant to their research.
Paradigmsmay be prior to, more binding, and more complete than any set of
rules for research that could be unequivocallyabstracted from them.21

Therefore, paradigms have a regulatory function in the sciences and
are the true dynamicpowerwhich determines their development?"2

IV. NORMALSCIENCE AS A UNIFIED AGGREGATE FOR THE SOLUTION
OF PUZZLES FOUND WITHIN A GIVEN PARADIGM

A paradigm is thus a model which animates the scientific community
and encourages particular forms of scientific research which have their
own coherence. The feature of the sort of research that ismade possible
and carried out through the acceptance Of a paradigm (and hence of its
regulative and dynamic role), Kuhn calls “normal science.”
Normal science is the attempt to fulfill the promises and to resolve

various problems which the scientific community recognizes as urgent
in the light Of the paradigm itself. Here is the account our author gives:
The success of a paradigm . . . is at the start largely a promise of success

discoverablein selected and still incomplete examples.Normal science consists
in the actualization of that promise, an actualization achievedby extending the
knowledgeof those facts that the paradigm displays as particularly revealing,by
increasing the extent of the match between those facts and the paradigm’spre-
dictions, and by the further articulation of the paradigm itself. Few people . . .

realize how much mop-up work Of this sort a paradigm leaves to be done or
quite how fascinating such work can prove in the execution. And these points
need to be understood. Mopping-up operations are what engage most scien-
tists throughout their careers. They constitute what I am here calling normal
science. Closely examined, whether historicallyor in the contemporary labora-
tory, that enterprise seems an attempt to force nature into the preformed and
relatively inflexible boxes that the paradigm supplies. No part of the aim of
normal science is to call forth new sorts of phenomena; indeed those that will
notfit the box are often not seen at all. Nor do scientists normallyaim to invent
new theories, and they are often intolerant of those invented by Others. In-

21. Ibid., 46.
22. Ibid., 43—51.
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stead, normal-scientific research is directed to the articulation of those phe-
nomena and theories that the paradigm already supplies.23

Naturally, the area of research in which normal science moves is re-
stricted, in that it develops wholly or for the mostpartwithin the limited
area of the paradigm. Yet, in this way, the paradigm directs scientists to
the detailed and deep investigationof the parts that it specifies, “. . . in a
detail and depth that would otherwise be unimaginable.”24 So, “during
the per-iod when the paradigm is successful, the profession will have
solved problems that its members could scarcely have imagined and
would never have undertaken without commitment to the paradigm.
And at least part of that achievement always proves to be permanent.”25
As noted in the passage above, the factors that make up normal sci-

ence, and that are structurallybased upon its paradigm, are, basically, of
three kinds,whichwe will now explain in greater detail.
Normal science tends to define which facts are to be taken as relevant,

asKuhnwrites: “First is that class of facts that the paradigm has shown to
be particularly revealing of the nature of things. By employing them in
solving problems the paradigm has made them worth determining both
with more precision and in a larger variety of situations.”6 Some scien-
tists have acquired great reputations not from any novelty in their dis-
coveries, but from the invention of highlyspecializedinstruments, from
the refined application of them in accurately determining previously
known facts, and from using them to achieve greater precision.
Normal science involves systematic comparison of factwith theory, of

the facts with the predictions drawn from the theory of the paradigm;
this work often demands immense effort and ingenuity. “That attempt
to demonstrate agreement [of the facts with the theory] is a second type
of normal experimental work, and it is even more obviously dependent
than the first upon a paradigm. The existence of the paradigm sets the
problem to be solved; often the paradigm theory is implicated directly in
the design of apparatus able to solve the problem.”7
The third type ofwork typical of normal science consists in the effort

to articulate the paradigm in order to overcome the ambiguities implicit
in it, and to solve the problems to which the paradigm had previously
merely called attention. “Often a paradigm,” says Kuhn, “developed for
one set of phenomena is ambiguous in its application to other closely

23. Ibid., 23—24.
24. Ibid., 24.
25. Ibid., 24—25.
26. Ibid., 25ff.
27. Ibid., 27.
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related ones. Then experiments are necessary to choose among the al-
ternative ways of applying the paradigm to the new area of interest.”28
The aim of this kind of experiment is to present a new application of the
paradigm within the field of inquiry or to increase the accuracyand pre-
cision of some known applications by clarification of the relevant logic.
Moreover, such experiments are at the same time both more theoretical
and more experimental than others; and those who perform them pro-
duce not only new information, but also consistencyin the paradigm, by
eliminating various implicit ambiguities.The phase Ofnormal activity in
many sciences is preciselyof this type.
These general characteristics show quite clearly in what sense normal

science does not aim at unforeseen novelties, but rather aims at obtain-
ing and presenting in a new way what is already contemplated by the
paradigm. The activity of normal science, says Kuhn, with a very illumi-
nating image, consists in solving puzzles, insofar as the problems that it
discusses and the way in which it solves them are precisely those that
emerge from and are defined by the paradigm.
Our author explains as follows:
Puzzles are, in the entirely standard meaning here employed, that special

category of problems that can serve to test ingenuity or skill in solution. Dic-
tionary illustrations are “jigsaw puzzle” and “crossword puzzle,” and it is char-
acteristics that these share with the problems of normal science that we now
need to isolate. One of them has just been mentioned. It is no criterion Of
goodness in a puzzle that its outcome be intrinsicallyinteresting or important.
On the contrary, the really pressing problems, e.g., a cure for cancer or the
design of a lasting peace, are often not puzzles at all, largelybecause theymay
not have any solution. Consider the jigsaw puzzlewhose pieces are selected at
random from each of two different puzzle boxes. Since that problem is likely
to defy (though it might not) even the most ingenious of men, it cannot serve
as a test of skill in solution. In any usual sense it is not a puzzle at all. Though
intrinsic value is not a criterion for a puzzle, the assured existence of a solu-
tion is.”
And again,
If it is to qualify as a puzzle, a problem must be characterized by more than

an assured solution. There must also be rules that limit both the nature of
acceptable solutions and the steps bywhich they are obtained. To solve a jigsaw
puzzle is not, for example, merely “to make a picture.” Either a child or a
contemporary artist could do that by scattering selected pieces, as abstract
shapes, upon some neutral ground. The picture thus produced might be far
better, and would certainly be more original, than the one from which the
puzzle had been made. Nevertheless,such a picture would not be a solution. To

28. Ibid., 29.
29. Ibid., 36—37 ff.
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achieve that all the piecesmust be used, their plain sides must be turned down,
and they must be interlocked without forcing until no holes remain. Those are
among the rules that governjigsaw-puzzle solution.30

Such, then, is the nature of normal science.
Granting the above description, whathappens when a normal science

in certain circumstances produces research from which there arise ex-
traordinary facts and problems that do not fit the paradigm and hence
are not solvable by puzzle-solving activity?Let us see how Kuhn responds
to this difficult question.

V. THE ARISING OF ANOMALIES, CRISIS IN THE RULING PARADIGM,
AND EXTRAORDINARY SCIENCE

As we have seen, normal science is of its nature cumulative in that it is
a puzzle-solving activity in the sense given. So far forth, it enhances the
cognitivespecificity of the phenomena it discusses and articulates preex-
isting theory. Therefore, it does not aim at novelties of fact or theory.
However, even by proceeding according to the rules of a puzzle, normal
scientific research uncovers new facts or new phenomena and gives
birth to new theories.
The discovery of new facts and phenomena beginswith the awareness

of anomalies, with the recognition that they cannot be located within
the confines of the puzzle, and hence fall outside considerations con-
nected to the paradigm, which is the axis upon which normal science
turns. The discovery ofwhichwe are speaking continueswith the careful
examination of the area of the anomaly and with the ascertaining of its
implications.A crisis then arises, which lasts until an adequate restruc-
turing of the paradigm itself is produced. Only in the perspective of the
new paradigm can the anomalous phenomenon, which is a kind of
counter-instance in the preceding paradigm, be considered a normal
scientificphenomenon.
The anomaly, therefore, paves the way for the discovery of novelties.

Kuhn concludes in this regard: “In science . . . novelty emerges only with
difficulty, manifested by resistance, against a background provided by
expectation. Initially, only the anticipated and usual are experienced
even under circumstances where anomaly is later to be observed. Fur-
ther acquaintance, however, does result in awareness of something
wrong or does relate the effect to something that has gone wrong
before. That awareness of anomaly opens a period in which conceptual

30. Ibid., 38.
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categories are adjusted until the initially anomalous has become the
anticipated. At this point the discovery has been completed.”31
Consequences similar to these, but of immense importance, derive

from the invention of new theories produced to solve particular prob-
lems which emerge in the sphere of normal science. The emergence of
these new theories is always preceded by a period of uncertainty and
crisis. “As one might expect, that insecurity is generated by the persis-
tent failure Of the puzzles of normal science to come out as they should.
Failure of existing rules is the prelude to a search for new ones.”32
A new theory is always presented as a direct response to crisis,33which

means that crises are “a necessary precondition for the emergence of
novel theories.”4 Kuhnwrites further: “All crises beginwith the blurring
of a paradigm and the consequent loosening of the rules for normal
research. In this respect research during crisis very much resembles
research during the pre—paradigmperiod, except that in the former the
locus of difference is both smaller and, more clearly defined. And all
crises close with the emergence of a new candidate for paradigm and
with the ensuing battle over its acceptance.”5
This is the phase of “extraordinary”science in which the passage from

the worn-out paradigm to a new paradigm, either partly or wholly in-
compatible with the preceding one, is prepared.

VI. THE NATURE OF SCIENTIFICREVOLUTIONS

Kuhn introduced the expression “scientific revolutions” to character-
ize, using an apt metaphor, the new image of science.As we saw above,
science does not develop only bymeans of cumulative accretions which
are limited to the phase of normal science, but also by means of epi-
sodesmarked by the substitution of paradigms.As we have also seen, the
new paradigm constitutes the true foundation supporting scientific
discourse. The nature of scientific revolutions, therefore, consists in the
change of paradigms and in the consequences that follow therefrom.

I. TheMetaphor ofRevolution
Is the metaphor of revolution beingcorrectly used to indicate the change

of paradigms? Kuhn’s response is quite clear. There are conspicuous
analogies between scientific change and political developments in the
course ofwhich some essentialmoments are called revolutions.

31. Ibid., 64.
32. Ibid., 68.
33. Ibid., 75.
34. Ibid., 77.
35. Ibid., 84.
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Here are the two essential aspects of the analogies existing between
political and scientific revolutions.
(a) First, “political revolutions are inaugurated by a growing sense,

often restricted to a segment of the political community, that existing
institutions have ceased adequately to meet the problems posed by an
environment that they have in part created. In much the same way,
scientific revolutions are inaugurated by a growing sense, again often
restricted to a narrow subdivision of the scientific community,that an
existing paradigm has ceased to function adequately in the exploration
of an aspect of nature to which that paradigm itself had previously led
the way. In both political and scientific development the sense of mal-
function that can lead to crisis is prerequisite to revolution.”36

(b) But there is a second level to the analogy. Political revolutions
have as their aim that of “changing political institutions in ways that
those institutions themselves prohibit.”37 The success of political revolu-
tions implies “the partial relinquishment of one set of institutions in
favor of another, and in the interim, society is not fully governed by
institutions at all.”38 In the beginning, it is only a crisis that weakens the
role of the political institutions; and the same happens with respect to
the crisis that weakens the role of the paradigm. Then, because'of the
crisis, an increasing number of individuals are alienated from political
life; and the same thing happens in the case of the crises within scientif-
ic paradigms. Furthermore, during a political crisis, some individuals
focus on concrete proposals for the construction of a newconstitutional
framework which will organize society better, and they thereby bring
about attempts by other groups to defend the old frameworks against
the new. At this point it is no longer a purely political struggle. Simply
because theyacknowledgeno suprainstitutional framework to judge the
revolutionary differences of the institutions, they must resort to other
techniques of persuasion, or even to force, and in general to extrapolit—
ical and extrainstitutional factors.
The same thing occurs in sciences that are undergoing a crisis. To get

out of the crisis, some scientists concentrate on ideas capable of impos-
ing a new paradigm, while others become isolated in defense of the old
paradigm. In particular,just as in the choice between incompatible po-.
litical institutions, “the choice is not and cannot be determined merely
by the valuative procedures characteristic of normal science, for these
depend in part upon a particular paradigm, and that paradigm is at
issue. . . . As in political revolutions, so in paradigm choice—there is no

36. Ibid., 92ff.
37. Ibid., 93.
38. Ibid.
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standard higher than the assent of the relevant community.”39 There-
fore, no less than political and social revolutions, scientific revolutions
occur not only for logical reasons but also through the intervention of
other components, and involve different techniques of persuasion.
Butbefore considering this issue, wewant to recall the other metaphors

Kuhn used in order to clarify the essence of scientific revolutions.

2. TheMetaphor ofPicking up the OtherEnd of the Stick
Referring to some reflections of Butterfield,40 Kuhn says that the

change of paradigms with its connected reorientation of the science is
like “picking up the other end of the stick,”41 insofar as it handles the
same bundle of data as before, but locates them “in a new system of
relations with one another by giving them a different framework.”42

3». TheMetaphor of the Gestalt Switch
Taking up an idea ofN. R. Hanson,43Kuhn emphasizes the analogyof

revolutionary changes of paradigms with the switch of Gestalt, that is,
with the switching of the figure seen in certain shapes on paper, which
are first seen by the observer as a particular shape or figure, and then as
a totally different one. This interesting metaphor runs the risk of being
misleading, especially because the subject of the Gestalt phenomena is
free to switch back and forth between ways of seeing while the scientist
has no such freedom. Notwithstanding this difficulty, because the no-
tion of Gestalt switching is now so familiar it “is a useful elementary
prototype for what occurs in a full-scale paradigm shift.”44

4. TheMetaphor of the Inverting Lens?"

Another metaphorical example given by Kuhn concerns the experi-
ment ofwearing eyeglasses with inverting lenses, that is, with lenses that
turn their image upside down. Anyone wearing these eyeglasses at first
sees the world upside down and is deeply disoriented and clearly in
difficulty. But, after an intermediate phase marked by confused Vision,
he returns to seeing things as before, although they are presented to
him upside down, and he therefore undergoes a genuine revolutionary
visual transformation. Then, says Kuhn, a scientist “who embraces a new
paradigm is like the man wearing inverting lenses. Confronting the
same constellation of objects as before and knowing that he does so, he

39. Ibid., g4ff.
40. H. Butterfield, The Origins ofModern Science (London, 1958).
41. Kuhn, Revolutions, 85.
42. Ibid., 85.
43. N. R. Hanson, Patterns ofDiscovery (Cambridge, 1958).
44. Kuhn, Revolutions, 85.
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nevertheless find them transformed through and through in many of
their details.”45 And again: “Paradigms are not corrigible by normal sci-
ence at all. Instead, as we have already seen, normal science ultimately
leads only to the recognition of anomalies and to crises. And these are
terminated, not by deliberation and interpretation, but by a relatively
sudden and unstructured event like the Gestalt switch.”46

VII. THE PROCESSES BYWHICH SCIENTIFICREVOLUTIONS OCCUR
AND PARADICMS CHANGE

In the great majority of cases, a new paradigm arises through the
intuition of an individual scientist, or of a few scientists. How, then, can
the allegiance of other scientists and specialists to the new paradigm be
brought about, since such an allegiance requires of them a complexGes-
talt switch?
The response to this problem is very interesting, because it throws a

lot of light on the psychology of the scientist. 47
The acceptance by research workers of the new paradigm does not

occur only for strictly rational reasons.This means that scientists are not
completely impartial observers. The options facing researchers in scien-
tific revolutions are largely conditioned by nonlogical and irrational
factors. Great influence is exercised by particular kinds of cultural for-
mation and education, aesthetic propensities or aversions, and other
elements of this kind which characterize the researchers. In addition,
much weight is given also to the reputation of the proponents of the new
paradigm and the benefits already reaped by them. Even the nationality
of the proponents takes on a certain importance.
In general, the shifting of the trust of specialists from a standing

paradigm to a new one encounters remarkable resistance from conser-
vative attitudes, which sociopsychological inquiries have shown to be
quite rigid in scientists. Scientists generally have an aversion to novelty
and cling strongly to the ideaswhich made up the fabric of their educa-
tion. All this is quite understandable, since the alignment with a new
model of research, with a new paradigm, has manydisruptive effects on
the psychology of the scientists, for reasons that restrict radical change
in their mode of thinking, with easily imagined consequences. For this
reason, then, new paradigms are accepted only with the changeover of
succeeding generations who organize and conduct research.

45. Ibid., 1 22
46.1bid.
47. The articleofB Barber to which Kuhnhas referred1s particularlyInteresting in this

regard. “Resistance by Scientists to ScientificDiscovery,” in Science 1 34 (1 961): 596—602.
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The strongest argument the proponents of a new paradigm can ad-
vance in favor of its acceptance, Kuhn correctly points out, consists in
emphasizing the possibility that it can solve the anomalieswhich caused
the crisis for the preceding paradigm.
More generally, the choice among alternative forms of inquiry and

the decision about what paradigm ought to be chosen to guide future
research depends on a kind of “conversion” motivated by “faith” in’the
possibilities that such a paradigm offers for solving a greater number of
problems. This is a trust supported by the fact that the old paradigm is
not able to solve certain problems, as well as by the expectation that
these problems can be solved by the new paradigm.
It is worthwhile to ponder carefully the following passages from Kuhn

which, in our opinion, are very important for the purposes of under-
standing the tenets that we shall uphold in this volume:
The transfer of allegiance from paradigm to paradigm is a conversion

experience that cannot be forced. Lifelong resistance, particularly from those
whose productive careers have committed them to an older tradition of normal
science, is not a Violation of scientific standards, but an index to the nature of
scientific research itself. The source of the resistance is the assurance that the
older paradigm will ultimately solve all its problems, that nature can be shoved
into the box the paradigm provides. Inevitably, at times of revolution, that
assurance seems stubborn and pigheaded, as indeed it sometimes becomes.
But it is also something more. That same assurance is what makes normal or
puzzle-solving science possible. And it is only through normal science that the
professional community of scientists succeeds, first, in exploiting the potential
scope and precision of the older paradigm, and then in isolating the difficulty
through the study of which a new paradigm may emerge.
Still, to say that resistance is inevitable and legitimate, that paradigm change

cannot bejustified by proof, is not to say that no arguments are relevant or that
scientists cannot be persuaded to change their minds. Though a generation is
sometimes required to effect the change, scientific communities have again
and again been converted to new paradigms. Furthermore, these conversions
occur not despite the fact that scientists are human but because they are.
Though some scientists, particularly the older and more experienced ones,
may resist indefinitely, most of them can be reached in one way or another.
Conversionswill occur a few at a time until, after the last holdout has died, the
whole profession will again be practicing under a single, but now a different,
paradigm.We must therefore ask how conversion is induced and how resisted.
What sort of answer to that question may we expect?Just because it is asked

about techniques of persuasion, or about argument and counter-argument in a
situation inwhich there can be no proof, our question is a new one, demanding
a sort of study that has not previously been undertaken. . . . Individual scientists
embrace a new paradigm for all sorts of reasons and usually for several at once.
Some of these reasons . . . lie outside the apparent sphere of science entirely.
Others must depend upon idiosyncrasies of autobiography and personality.
Even the nationality or the prior reputation of the innovator and his teachers
can sometimes play a significant role.
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Probably the single most prevalent claim advanced by the proponents of a
newparadigm is that they can solve the problems that have led the old one to a
crisis. When it can legitimatelybe made, this claim is often the most effective
one possible.
But paradigm debates are not really about relative problem-solvingability,

though for good reasons they are usually couched in those terms. Instead, the
issue is which paradigm should in the future guide research on problems many
of which neither competitor can yet claim to resolve completely. A decision
between alternative ways of practicing science is called for and, in the circum-
stances, that decision must be based less on past achievement than on future
promise. The man who embraces a new paradigm at an early stage must often
do so in defiance of the evidence provided by problem-solving.He must, that
is, have faith that the new paradigm will succeedwith the many large problems
that confront it, knowing only that the older paradigm has failed with a few. A
decision of that kind can only be made on faith.48

VIII. THE PROGRESS OF THE SCIENCES THROUGHREVOLUTIONS
AND CONCLUSIONS

Kuhn quite properly concludes his study by examining the progress Of
the sciences through revolutions.He denies that a change ofparadigm is
the result of somepredetermined and preestablished goal, and in partic-
ular he denies that such changes always achieve more of the truth,
understood in the ontological sense. Kuhn thinks that scientificprogress
is a form of evolution wholly analogous to what Darwin described as
typical of organisms, that is, without the support of any predetermined
goal. Just as, according to Darwin, natural selection derives from the
struggle of the organism for survival, SO also, through a conflict which
developswithin scientific communities, there emergeswhat is the fittest
and most appropriate way to practice future science.49We shall not go
further into this matter, because it concerns the natural sciences. Fur-
thermore, Kuhn’s discussion Of it is based on a series Of metaphysical
presuppositions which go beyond the purviewof our theme and which
raise much wider problems than wewant to consider here.50
Setting aside this point, the principal tenets concerning the other

themes which we analyzed are not only applicablewithin the area of our
interests, but are in themselves very illuminating and clarificatory.51

48. Kuhn, Revolutions, 152—58.
49. Ibid., 160—73.
50. The most outstanding presuppositions are the negation of teleology, but without

adequate ontological proof, and the acceptation of the evolutionary theory of Darwin
applied analogically to the process of the evolution of scientific ideas, also in this case
without adequate evidence,Obviously runs afoul of a metaphysicaloutline which carries
Kuhn outside his area of expertise.

5 1. Cf. Postfazione,Italian edition, pp. 713ff.



2o TOWARD A NEW INTERPRETATIONOF PLATO

The chapters which follow largely confirm our assertionsand theywill
make perfectly clear the reasons why we have given over such a large
amount of Space to these methodological premises.52

IX. KUHN’s EPISTEMOLOGICAL CANONs APPLIED TO PLATONIO RESEARCH

Let us anticipate by applyingKuhn’s epistemologicaldoctrines to Pla-
to studies, to clarify the following essential points:

1. On the basis of the theory of paradigms, understood as the founda-
tions supporting scientificinquiries, it is possible to reconstruct in a new
way and with a remarkable unity the centuries-long history of the inter-
pretations of Plato.“

2. In particular, the wide range of research which began in the early
nineteenth century and continues today is a rich and complex phase of

' normal science based on the paradigm created by Schleiermacher and
premised on the almost absolute preeminence of the Platonicwritings,
with practically total minimization of the influence and significance of
the Unwritten Doctrines transmitted through the indirect tradition.
3. The rather intricate and problematic developments which have

occurred in this phase of normal scienceinspired by the Schleiermacher
paradigm are greatly clarified ifwe Consider the precise characteristics
and the illuminating directives that Kuhn has shown belong to this
phase of research, as we shall see in detail.54
4. At present, the Schleiermacher paradigm has become utterly

blurred because of a set of anomalies which have emerged chiefly in
our century, and which are located within it. Either the paradigm
cannot fully explain the anomalies or it cannot explain them at all
within its parameters. We allude chiefly to those further difficulties
presently arising from the reemerging indirect tradition of Plato
(which point to the Unwritten Doctrines) and to the various attempts
to reassess the paradigm which have arisen With a view to trying to
explain the anomalies and which have resulted precisely in a remark-
able blurring of the paradigm itself.55

5. The new interpretation created by the Tubingen School aims at a
total reconstruction of the understanding of Plato on the basis of the
epistemological criterion examined above. It is a new paradigm intend-
ed as an alternative to the previous paradigm Of Schleiermacher. The

52. We ask the reader to linger over this basic chapter because it alone provides the
epistemological frameworkwithinwhose limits our discussion is conducted.

53. Consult below, pp. 2 3—49.
54. Consult below, pp. 26ff.
55. Consult especially, pp. Ioff.
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old paradigm, as we have already said, has become impotent and in
many respects is well on its way to complete sterility.56 1

6. The reaction that the theses of the Tiibingen School have aroused
among scholars is not the reaction that a new interpretation normally
arouseswhen it is locatedwithin the commonlyheld paradigm accepted
by the scientific community, but it corresponds exactly to those very
strong polemics and to those vigorous reactions whichKuhn has shown
are normally aroused among scholars by a new paradigm when it is
presented as an alternative or substitute for the preceding one?7

7. The paradigm of the Tiibingen School offers the most significant
guarantees that fruitful new paradigms can offer: it can solve exactly
those anomalieswhich the preceding paradigm cannot.58

8. The phase which Platonic research has reached in our day is not
that of normal science, but that of extraordinary science, with all the
characteristicswhichKuhn has shown to belong to it.59

9. In addition to the reasons mentioned above, the objections and
the polemics which have been aroused by the theses of the Tiibingen
School must be, in large measure, also due to the epistemological non-
comprehension of the fact that they present a new paradigm and not
simply particular attempts to solve puzzles within the old paradigm. In
otherwords, these theses are not reducible to an interpretation within
the traditional paradigm, and hence refutable with the categories deriv—
ing from it. They are in a dimension which is radically different.60

10. To the extent that the theses of the Tiibingen School present a
new paradigm, they open up numerous possibilities for the solution of
problems which have emerged and which continue to emerge in the
interpretation of Plato, but which had become insoluble within the pa-
rameters of the old paradigm.61
In this volume,we fully accept this new paradigm, and hence we agree

completelywith the Tiibingen School on numerous points. The differ-'
enceswhich emerge (or which at least may emerge) do not concern the
paradigm, but the rearrangement of some elements internal to the par-
adigm. Therefore, such differences as arise arise over matters about
which a researcher must have freedom to restructure the various puzzles

56. Consult pp. 41ff.
57. Consult Chapter 3, passim, 51—74, pp. 47ff.
58. Consult above, pp. 12ff.
59. We will demonstrate this thesis in the course of the whole volume.
60. In particular,we will demonstrate in the course of the next three chapters in what

measure the positions the School of Tiibingen actually constitutes a new paradigm, and
why it is not “unifiable”with the preceding interpretations, or able to be reinterpreted,
or refutable in function of the old paradigm.

61. Consult in particular the Chapter 4, passim, 75—91.
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which the paradigm throws up. Such matters are not few, especially
whenwe are dealingwith the scholarlyreconstruction of a philosopher’s
thought. And if anyone agreeswith us on this point he will understand
clearly that, on the basis of Kuhn’s epistemologicalView, the new para-
digm of the Tfibingen School offers bountiful results in advance of the
current state of research for the best and most productive general per-
spective of the new inquiries on Plato.



2 The Paradigms That Have Been Dominant
in Plato Studies

I. THREE PARADIGMS FOR THE INTERPRETATIONOF PLATO,
IN ADDITIONTO THAT USED AND APPROVEDBY HIS
FOLLOWERsWITHIN THE ACADEMY

The history of the interpretations of Plato is richer and more varied
than any other involving a philosopher; and reconstructing it is rather
problematic and very complicated.lBut, as we hinted above, Kuhn’s epi-
stemological account, if appropriately applied and adapted to meet the
needs of the historyof philosophical thought, as distinct from the histo-
ry of science, can significantly clarify and simplify matters.
With a view to clarifying the complex history of the interpretations of

Plato in the light of the Kuhnian epistemology, our first step is the
specification and determination of the basic models that the various
phases of research on Platonic thought have generated and character-
ized, and that have conferred unity and coherence upon his works. In
other words, it is necessary to discover what the paradigms are which
have made up the foundations of research in its different phases, and
which have regulated and directed the research itself.
Let us beginwith an overview ofPlatonic studies today, whichwill help

us to understand its differences from the interpretations of the past.
Hans-GeorgGadamer has written in this regard: “The general problem
ofPlatonic interpretation . . . today, arises from the obscure relationship
existing between the dialogues and Plato’s doctrines, as we know them

1. For a history of the interpretations of Plato, see H. von Stein, Sieben Biicher zur
Geschiehte des Platonismus (Géttingen, 1862—75; reprint, Frankfurt am Main, 1965); A.
Levi, Sulle interpretazione immanentistiehe dellafilosofia di Platone (Turin, n.d.); H. Leiseg-
ang, Die Platon-deutung der Gegenwait (Karlsruhe, 1929); M. F. Sciacca, Platone (Milan,
1945); E. M. Manasse, Biicher iiber Platon. Werke in deutscher Spraehe (Tfibingen, 1957),
Werke in englischerSprache (Tfibingen, 1961 ) , and Werke in franzb'sischerSpraehe (Tfibingen,
1976); E. Zeller and R. Mondolfo, Lafilosofia dei Greci nel suo sviluppo ston'co, Part 2, vols.
3.1 and 3.2, ed. M. Isnardi Parente (Florence, 1974); and E. N. Tigerstedt, Interpreting
Plato (Uppsala, 1977). The general bibliographywill be found up to 1925 in F. Ueber—
weg, gen. ed., Gmndn'ss der Gesehiehte der Philosophie, vol. 1, Die Philosophie des Altertums,
ed. K. Praechter (Leipzig, 1926). For later years, see W. Totok, Handbueh der Gesehiehte
derPhilosophie (Frankfurt amMain, 1964); H. Cherniss, “Plato 1950—1957,” Lustrum 4, 5
(1959—60); and L. Brisson, “Platon 1958—1975,” Lustrum 20 (1977), and “Platon 1975-
1980,” Lustmm 25 (1983).
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only through an indirect tradition.”2 In other words, the most basic
problem of Platonic interpretation today consists in the correct recon—
struction of the relations between the doctrines we read in the writings
of Plato and the Unwritten Doctrines which Plato wished to communi-
cate exclusively through the medium of oral dialectic, but which we
know about indirectly through the writings of his followers.
We shall discuss more fully in later chapters Plato’s exact ideas about

writing and orality, about their different significance for, and influence
on, the doctrinal content, and about their different effectiveness of
communication. We shall also see how to reconcile them. Here we
preempt some of the elements necessary for setting up the problem in a
preliminary way.
Let us recall the fact that the case of Plato is unique and unrepeat—

able, insofar as Plato is the only ancient author of whomwe possess all
the writings as well as an indirect doxographical tradition which discuss-
es doctrines not contained in the writings, and that are marginal or
parallel to those in the writings but concern the deepest problems in his
philosophy. For this reason, the determination of the relation between
Plato’s written works and the UnwrittenDoctrines is a matter of the
highest importance.
This sets the scene in a preliminary way about how and howmuch to

differentiate the two hermeneutic paradigms which now face each oth-
er. The first maintains (or at least for a long time has maintained) the
self-sufficiency or autarchy of the writings, by eliminating or minimiz-
ing the significance of the Unwritten Doctrines. The second upholds
the structural and essential correlation between the written works and
the Unwritten Doctrines, and hence the necessity of making reference
to the Unwritten Doctrines in order to understand the writings, as well
as the consequent need to reread the entire Corpus Platonicum with this
in mind so as to reconstruct an overall vision of Plato’s thought.
The former paradigm was introduced at the beginning of the nine-

teenth century, especially under Schleiermacher’s influence. This latter
paradigm emerged into the light only in the second half of our century,
in the late 1 950s, and hence is hardly more than a quarter-century old.3
We shall discuss later the slow progress of adjustmentswhich by now has
produced a very noticeable blurring of the original paradigm.

2. H.-G. Gadamer, Idee and Wirklichkeit in Platos Timaios (Heidelberg, 1974).
3. Kramer’s first book, Arete bei Platon and Aristoteles. Zum Wesen and zur Geschichte der

platonischen Ontologie (Heidelberg, 19672), was published in 1959. Gaiser’s principal
work is Platon Ungeschriebene Lehre. Studien zur systematischen und geschichtlichen Begmndung
der Wissenschaften in der Platonischen Schule; it has an important Appendix: Testimonia
Platonica. Quellentexte zur Schule und mundlichen LehrePlatons (Stuttgart, 19682). See also
in the Preface the BibliographicalNote on Research in the New Paradigm.
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What paradigms predominated before the nineteenth century—from
the beginning of Plato’s Academy in the fourth century B.C.E. until
modern times?
The response to this question is not difficult to make: for about a

millennium and a half interpretations based on the Middle Platonic
and Neoplatonic paradigms predominated. Beginning in the third cen-
tury C.E., the Neoplatonic interpretive criterion prevailed, preceded by
a remarkable Middle Platonic prelude which lasted from the end of the
pagan period through the first two centuries of the Christian period,
with various revivals, especially in the MiddleAges.
This paradigm centers, in its own way, on the Platonic writings with

an exclusively speculativefocus and with particular attention to allegory
as a primary interpretive principle. The Unwritten Doctrines were tak-
en into account by the Neoplatonists but, again, only as regards some of
the claims theymake, some of their systematic consequences, and some
of their important speculative implications, as we shall discuss later.
Indeed, it can be said that Neoplatonism would be unimaginable with-
out the content and influence of Plato’s Unwritten Doctrines.
During the Hellenistic period a form of skepticism prevailed in the

Academyitself and the fundamental metaphysicalinsights of Platonism
went into a sort of hibernation. Before the Middle- and Neoplatonist
revival a paradigm was dominant, one whichwas instituted by the imme-
diate followers of Plato, and whose roots were in the didactic activity of
Plato himself.
This paradigm gives a clear preeminence to the Unwritten Doctrines

with a heavy emphasis on the theoretical issues, as we shall see. The
Tiibingen School is in large measure re-creating this paradigm, because
it expresses the point of viewwhichwas canonical in the fourth century
B.C.E. Hence it is the paradigm underwritten by the great authority of
Plato himself and instituted by his immediate followers and contempo-
raries, who were initiated into the teachings of the Academy. Nonethe-
less, there is a considerable difference in historicity and scholarliness,
which gives to the Tubingen School’s paradigm a higher status than the
ancient version of the paradigm.
For present purposes, we must limit ourselves to giving examples of

these paradigms,4 with the exception of the Tiibingen’s School’s para-
digm, which we shall expound and fully discuss so that we may apply it
appropriately.5

4. We have alreadyemphasized in the Preface that we have chosen not to burden this
volumewith an excess of bibliographical baggage. The interested reader is directed to
the works cited in note 1 above and to our essay on Plato studies in Questionidi stm‘iografia
filosofica, ed. V. Mathieu (Brescia: La Scuola, 1975), 1: 139—246.

5. See Chapters 3 and 4, passim, 51—74; 75—91.
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II. THE PARADIGM USED AND APPROVEDBY THE IMMEDIATE
FOLLOWERS OF PLATO IN THE EARLY ACADEMY

As we have already pointed out, the first paradigm for interpreting
Plato arose among his immediate followers. Apart from Aristotle, Speu-
sippus, and Xenocrates, the second and third scholarchs of the Acade-
my, must have pride of place. This paradigm has its genesis not only in
the writings, but in Plato’s teaching and actual discussions. Consequent-
ly, it is the result of the direct impact of the teacher on his followers, and
hence represents an indispensable point of reference.
Today this paradigm can readily be reconstructed because of the re-

markable achievements of recent studies.6 Evaluation and judgment a-
bout the correctness and the objectivity of this paradigm are objects of
discussion because, as we shall see, the paradigm depends to a great
extent on the crucial matter of the interpretation of Plato’s Unwritten
Doctrines and on their relations to the writings.7 To help readers under-
stand the paradigm of Plato’s Academy, we will now outline some of its
essential features; a fuller discussionwill be offered later.

6. The old edition of the fragments of Speusippus,De SpeusippiAcademiciscriptis. Acce-
duntFragmenta, ed. P. Lang (Bonn, 191 1), has been replaced by two new editions with
commentary, and both are quite exceptional: M. Isnardi Parente, Speusippo, Frammenti.
Edizione, traduzione e commento (Naples: Bibliopolis, 1980), and L. Taran, Speusippus of
Athens: A Critical Study with a Collection of Related Texts and Commentmy (Leiden: Brill,
1981). The Old edition of R. Heinze of the fragments of Xenocrates, Xenokmtes. Darstel-
lung der Lehre und Sammlung der Fragmente (Leipzig, 1892), has also been replaced by a
modern edition by M. Isnardi Parente, Senocrate—Ennodoro, Frammenti. Edizione, traduzione
e commento (Naples: Bibliopolis, 1982).
In addition, the best reconstruction of the whole thought of the ancient Academyhas

been published by H. Kramer, Die Altere Akademie, in a new edition of Ueberweg, Die
PhilosophiederAntike (Basel and Stuttgart, 1983), 3: 1—174. Here the reader will also find
a complete listing of the literature on the subject.

7. We may recall in particular M. Isnardi Parente, Studi sull’Aecademiaplatonica an-
tica (Florence, 1979), and the commentary on Speusippus and Xenocrates by the same
author cited above. The interpretation of Isnardi Parente attempts to make as coherent
as possible the traditional paradigm and defends a position like that of Cherniss, but in
a more balanced fashion. Nevertheless,Isnardi Parente is firm on the claim “that Plato
must continue to be interpreted on the basis of the doctrine of Ideas which is the
foundation of the philosophyof the dialogues, and that the doctrine of the Principles is
contained in the late Plato only as a beginning of an uncompleted rethinking or a
deepening in an effort to go beyond himself to clarify further the ontological status of
the sensible. The speculative effort of the Academy begins from here: the differentia-
tion produced among the various Academic interpretations of Plato’s thought, which
together are hypotheses of a metaphysical interpretation of the real, turns essentially
on whether or not the doctrine of the Ideas is capable of being supported once the
research has been carried out on what are to count as the principles or if they are to be
totally rejected” (Speusippo, 57).We are of the opposite opinion, as we will fully demon-
strate; nevertheless,we judge the works of Isnardi Parente as an indispensable point of
reference.
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I. Aristotle’sPosition
Let us begin with Aristotle, with the sixth chapter of Book Alpha of

theMetaphysics, wherewe find the most concise and instructive reportof
the matters in hand.8 In this text, Aristotle executes three tasks: (a) he
presents the theory of Ideas in general; (b) he illustrates and discusses
the theory of the first Principles, from which the Ideas themselves, and
consequently everything else, are derived; and (c) he sketches the hier-
archical structure of the supersensible realities accepted by Plato.
(a) First, Aristotle says, Plato became familiar with the Heraclitean

Cratylus, and then pondered on and subsequently took up the view that
“all sensible things are in continuous flux and there is no scientific
knowledge possible about them.” Next, Plato accepted from Socrates
the method of inquiring into the universal and seeking definitions.
Socrates had applied this method only ethics, but Plato extended it to
the whole of reality, arrivingat the following conclusions: the objects of
sense perception are in continuous change; hence they cannot be what
definitions and universals are about; therefore, there must exist other
entities to which the definitions refer. Plato called these entities “Ideas,”
and postulated that the plurality of sensible things which bear the same
name as their corresponding Idea exist through participation in the
Idea itself. With this move, Aristotle points out, Plato tried to revive the
position of the Pythagoreanswho had spoken of the imitation of num-
bers; but he merely changed the name, and did not explain (as the
Pythagoreans had not explained either) what “participation”means.9
(b) The relation of participation between the Ideas and the corre-

sponding sensible things implies that the Ideas or Forms are the causes
of the sensibles. Nevertheless, the Ideas or Forms are not the primary
and ultimate causes. Aristotle says that Plato maintained that there were
constitutive elements of the Ideas themselves, and hence that there
were Principles higher than those Ideas. These highest Principles are
the One and the Dyad of the great-and-small, or the unlimited and
indefinite Dyad. The role of the One is likened byAristotle to form, and
the function of the Dyad to matter. Consequently, the Ideas are pro-
duced from the One as formal cause and from the Dyad of the great-
and-small asmaterial cause; the Ideas, in their turn, are the formal cause
of sensible things, and the Dyad of the great-and—smallfunction once
again (obviously on a different level) as the material cause.

8. We refer in this regard to our work Aristotele, LaMetafzsica, 2 vols. (Naples: Loffre-
do, 1968, 19782; in 3 vols. 19933), in which the reader can establish how far the new
paradigm of the Tfibingen School has brought about amajor clarification not only in the
interpretation of Plato but also in the interpretation of the relations between Plato and
Aristotle.

9. Aristotle, Metaphysics A 6.987a32—b14.
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Aristotle writes: “[I]t is clear that he [Plato] made use of only two
causes, the formal and the material cause. In fact, the Ideas are formal
causes of other things, and the One is formal cause of the Ideas. And it
is evident what the underlying matter is, of which the Forms are predi-
cated in the case of sensible things, and the One in the case of Forms,
namely, that this is a Dyad, the great and the small.”10
Aristotle concludes his chapter by specifying the ethical value of the

two supreme principles; to the One Plato attributed the cause of the
good, and to the opposed principle of the Dyad that of evil.11
(c) In addition to the sensibles, according to this interpretive para—

digm, there exists not only the sphere of the Ideas, but also the realm of
the highest Principles, the One and the Dyad. But Aristotle goes on to
tell us that Plato also admits an intermediate realm made up of the
objects of mathematics which lies between the sensibles and the Ideas:
“. . . [Plato] affirms that next to the sensibles and the Forms there are
mathematical entities ‘intermediate’ between them, which exist and
differ from sensibles, because they are immobile and eternal and they
differ from the Forms because there are many alike while each Form is
only one and individual.”12
Furthermore, Aristotle puts the Ideal numbers next to the Ideas, and

he says that Plato considered them the cause and substance of other
things.” In this, Aristotle explains, Plato is in agreement with the Pytha—

goreans, but he differs from them by placing numbers as separated
from the sensibles, that is, as transcendent, just as he differed from the
Pythagoreans-byplacing the mathematical entities as intermediates.“1
In the passage which we are discussing, Aristotle gives us to under-

stand that the Ideal numbers and the Ideas are not to be identified
totally and absolutely; and he seems to speak of the Ideal numbers as
the primary derivatives from the One and the Dyad.15
The hierarchy of supersensible realities is therefore the following,

going from the highest to the lowest:

The Principles of the One and the Dyad of the great-and-small;
Ideal numbers;
Ideas or Forms;
Mathematical intermediate entities.

99°99!"

10. Ibid., 988ag—14.
1 1. Ibid., a14—17.
12. Ibid., 987b14—18.
13. Ibid., b24ff.
14. Ibid., b27ff.
15. Ibid., 987b29—988a10.
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What immediately strikes the reader in considering this outline of
Plato’s thought as drawn by Aristotle is that more than two thirds of it
does not coincide with whatwe read in the dialogues. The main motor
of this interpretive paradigm is, therefore, not located within the writ-
ings, but outside them. Aristotle himself suggests that this is so in a
parallel passage of great importance from the Physics, where speaks of
Plato’s Unwritten Doctrines (é’zygacpocSéyuata) , from which he was also
clearly deriving the claims in the text of the Metaphysics that we have
presented here but which are not to be found in Plato’s dialogues.16
Setting aside for the moment a fuller discussion of this matter, to

whichwe shall return later}7 let us see how, judging from the surviving
fragments, Speusippus and Xenocrates, interpreted, discussed, and
tried to rearrange and repropose Plato’s philosophy in the early Acad-
emy within the paradigm we have sketched.

2. The Position ofSpeusippus
Speusippusworked exactly in accordance with this paradigm. As the

nephew and successorofPlato, he tended to set aside the central theme
of Plato’s writings, that is, the theory of Ideas, in favor of the theme
central to the Unwritten Doctrines, namely, the theory of the Princi-
ples, with all the consequences which flow from it. Among those conse-
quences was a reinterpretation of the Principles and a reconfiguration
of the hierarchical structure of supersensible realities.
In particular, Speusippus placed the Ideal realities (the universals,

both the Ideas and the Ideal numbers) on a lower level, and below them
the numbers and mathematical objects, which for Plato were, rather,
intermediates in the sense we explained above. He maintained, never—
theless, the structure of the transcendence of these numbers and math-
ematical entities, treating them as the unifying structuring key to the
sensible world.
This naturally required the reinterpretation of the Principles which

instead of being called the One and the Dyad of the great-and—small,are
now called the One and theMany, since Unityand Multiplicity are more
easily understood as the generative principles of mathematical num-
bers. And the preeminence of the quantitative over the qualitative also
required a different ethical evaluation of the Principles themselves. For
Speusippus the One is not identified with the Good (nor is the opposite
Principle identified with evil) because the good and the beautiful aremanifested in what is derived from the Principle and hence in the
conditioned.

16. Aristotle, Physics A 2.209b1 1-17.
17. Cf. Chapters 8 and 9, passim.
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It thus led to a different conception Of the hierarchy of realities,
whose various levels (mathematical numbers and extension, soul, sensi-
ble Objects) are not derived directly from the One and the Many, but
from principles which play a similar role to theirs.18

3. The Position ofXenocrates
Xenocrates, too, Operatedwith the same paradigm, but tried to bring

the Academy back to a greater fidelity to Plato. He defended the theory
of Ideas despite subordinating it to the theory of the Principles, which
he presented as the foundation of Plato’s thought.
Apart from someclarificationof the second Principle and an emphasis

on the connection between mathematical entities and Ideal numbers,
Xenocrates consistentlyremained faithful to the hierarchical structure of
supersensible realitieswhichAristotle attributed to Plato.19

4. Summary Conclusions on the InterpretiveParadigm Used and
Approved by the Academy

The interpretive paradigm of Plato’s followers is therefore clear: the
thoughtOf the founder of the Academy has its ultimate foundation in
the theory of the Principles,which is not contained in the dialogues.
And this theory is considered more important than the theory of

Ideas to such an extent that Plato’s first successor, his nephew to boot,
did not hesitate in rejecting the theory of Ideas to overcome a range of
aporias, but depended entirely on the theory of the Principles, which
was understood as the ultimate and essential teaching of Plato.20
In his account Of this version of PlatO’s thought, Aristotle criticizes

both the theory of Ideas and the theory of the Principles.But he devotes
his main energies to the theory Of the Principles and related matters;
and, throughoutthe Metaphysics, we find him drawing equal inspiration
from each to further his own interests.
Overall, the mathematical objects are of prime importance for all the

thinkers in this paradigm. Even if, in Speusippus, they take the place of
the Ideas, for the Others they are—with slight variations—intermedi-
ates. And although he denies their independentsubstantiality, Aristotle
makes use of them for his distinction among the theoretical sciences.21
Note that the hierarchical stepladder of supersensible realities is the

subject matter Of the famous Books M and N ofAristotle’s Metaphysics.

18. Speusippus, frags. 48—88, ed. Isnardi Parente.
19. Ibid., 92-122, ed. Isnardi Parente.
20. Ibid., 73—80, ed. Isnardi Parente.
21. This point has been worked out fully and accurately by P. Merlan in his From

Platonism to Neo-Platonism(The Hague, 1953).
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The steps go from the lowest to the highest, that is, from discussion of
the mathematical entities, passing through the discussion of Ideas, to
finally reach questions related to the Ideal numbers and the highest
Principles.” And the four levels are brought continuously into the fore-
ground very usefully for the reconstruction both of what the greatest
disciples of the Academy held to be the foundation of Plato’s thought
and of their own attitudes in relation to it.
This paradigm is very similar to the one that undergirds the thought

of the Tfibingen School, because the essential documents coming from
Aristotle and the Academics require us to distinguish the two cases:
a. Plato’s followers’ interest is in the teachings of their master and is

aimed at the construction of positive theory.
b. They gave overwhelmingweight to the Unwritten Doctrines.
c. They did not have the historical dimension and viewpoint depen-

dent on it, with all the methodological and scientificproblems connect-
ed to it, which the Tfibingen School has brought into the foreground.
d. ProbablyPlato’s followers were moved to undervalue the dialogues

or, at least, to twist them into accordance with the account given of the
Unwritten Doctrines.We can see this, for example, in the information
we have about their interpretation of the Timaeus, which (in an attenuat-
ed way) anticipates the allegorical interpretation instituted mainly by
the Neoplatonists.23

III. THE NEOPLATONICPARADIGM AND ITS INFLUENCE DURING MORE
THAN A MILLENIUMAND A HALF

As we have already hinted, the second interpretive paradigm arose in
conjunction with the rebirth of Platonismand developed in variousways
paralleling the development of Platonism itself. There are four phases
that can be separated in this complex trajectory.

I. The Phase Ushered in by MiddlePlatonism
The new paradigm was very roughly sketched by Middle Platonism,

from the last decades of the pagan era, and especially in the course ofthe second century after Christ.24

22. See what we have stressed on this point in our commentary to Metaphysics:G.
Reale, LaMetafisica, 2: 347ff.

23. See Aristotle, De caeloA 10.279b32if; Speusippus, frags. g4 and 95, ed. IsnardiParente; and Xenocrates, frags. 153—58, ed. Isnardi Parente.
24. Concerning MiddlePlatonism,see the Ganz bibliographywhich we cite in our His—

tory ofAncient Philosophy, Vol. 5: LexiconIndices Bibliography (in press, State University of
NewYork Press); and for the interpretation we give, see G. Reale, History ofAncient Philos-
ophy, Vol. 4: The ImperialAge (Albany: State University ofNewYork Press, 1990), 207—34.
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The most important formulation of this outline can be found in the
DidaskalikosofAlbinus, whichwas written around the middle of the sec—

ond century C.E. and which presents a significant synthesis?5
The distinctive features of this paradigm can be specified as follows:

a. The predominance of interest in a totalizing theory.
b. The strong influence of the notion that the supersensible and

divine realities are hierarchically structured and differentiated: the
First Intellect (or First God), Second Intellect, Soul of the World (or
Intellect of the World-Soul). The First Intellect wakens and draws to
itself the World-Soul, thus generating the Second Intellect. The Pla-
tonic Ideas thus become the Thoughts of God Who Thinks Himself,
and as such are the eternal paradigms of and standards for all things.
The Platonic conception of the realm of Ideas is brought into line
with the Aristotelian Divine Mind which thinks-itself; and the Platonic
conception of the transcendent Ideas is defended at the same time as
the Aristotelian notion of the immanent forms. The former are the
primary intelligibles, as causes, the latter are secondary intelligibles as
the effects of the former.
c. The identification of the First Intellect with the primary and high-

est reality explainswhy the One and the Dyad we find in Plato’s Unwrit-
ten Doctrines are peripheral: they are the foundations of the parallel
Neo—Pythagorean speculation; and the One will become the fundamen—
tal principle of all the Neoplatonists. The Middle Platonists do not
speak so much about Principles, which explain the whole reality at all
levels, as about those that explain the cosmos, and they reduce these to
three fundamental ones: God, Ideas, and matter.
d. The goal of man is assimilation to God.
e. The basic Platonic text whichAlbinusused is the Timaeus, although

he mentions several other dialogues. But what is useful for illustrating
the general paradigm we are discussing is the fact that it tends to find in
the Platonic dialogues theories which they do not express. Let us cite
only one particularly telling case. Plato, writes Albinus, displayed, in the
Parmenides and in other dialogues, the ten categories.26 In otherwords,
he thought that he could read into Plato a variety of later discoveries,
such asAristotelian doctrines in logic and metaphysics, not to mention
some ideas of Stoic origin.

25. The Didaskalikos has been edited by F. Hermann, in Platonis Dialogi (Leipzig,
18802), 6: 152-89, and by P. Louis, in Albinos, Epitome (Paris, 1945).

26. Albinus, Didaskalikos 6.10. For the documentation of the theses summarized
above, see our History of Ancient Philosophy, Vol. 4: The Imperial Age, at the pages men-
tioned at note 24 above.
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2. Formulation of the NeoplatonicParadigm at Its Height,fmm Plotinus
to Pmclus

With Plotinus the paradigm took on a more systematic and more
theoretical significance. It was broadened in parallel with the develop-
ment of Neoplatonism; in particular, itwas extended by Iamblichus and
especially by Proclus,with whom it reached its full culmination.
With Plotinus, the structure of reality, centering on the doctrine of

the three hypostases (One, Nous, Soul) whichproceed from each other in
accordance with the triadic circular movement of permanence, proces-
sion, and conversion, becomes prominent. Later Neoplatonists merely
developed the complexityof this structure, for theywere convinced of
finding it, in at least some measure, in the Platonic writings. In this
regard, the following passage of Plotinus is very illuminating:

. . . also Plato taught his three grades: The Whole—he says (meaning what is
first)—is about the King of All and the second is about the Second and the
third is about the Third. But he further affirms that the cause has a Father, that
causewhich—he says it himself—is the Spirit; the creator, in fact, for him is the
Spirit; It—he says—creates the soul in that vessel. And to the Father of the
cause—which is then the Spirit—he gives the name of the Good, and that
which is beyond the Spirit and beyond Beingand in manyplaces he calls beingand Spirit (Nous), undoubtedly Idea. Whence it is that Plato is aware that from
the Good the Spirit is derived (Nous) (Idea) and from Spirit (Nous) the Soul;
and thus it is that our reasonings are not novel nor date from today, but have
been around for a long time although not explicitly and our actual reasonings
are presented only as interpretations of those ancients, with texts which guar-antee that these doctrines are ancient and to be found in the writings of Plato
himself. 27

All the Neoplatonists share the same basic conviction,with different
nuances, that theywould find all the doctrines they professed in Plato’s
writings, when these are suitably interpreted.
Naturally, the Neoplatonists made considerable use of the Unwritten

Doctrines,which had been spread by the early Academics and by Aristo—
tle, and then taken over by the Neo-Pythagoreans.Without the Unwrit-
ten Doctrines, Neoplatonismwould not have grown as it did. In particu-
lar, the doctrine of the One conceived as supreme Principle and identi-
fied with the Good, understood as the-beyond-being—and—thought,and
the henology (theory of the One) which follows from it, is a radical
reinterpretation and development of the great Platonic doctrine. Also,
the indefinite Dyad was taken up again, but considered as itself pro-
ceeding from the One, as do all other realities. Moreover, Plotinus
revived the doctrine that the Ideas are produced by the conjunction of

27. Plotinus, Enneads 5.1.8.
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the One and the Dyad. Also, the theory of Ideal numbers was taken up
and developed in various ways. Nevertheless, these doctrines were un-
derstood to have a close connection with the dialogues.28
The end of man, the Platonic assimilation to the divine, was ex-

plained as “henosis, ”that is, a unification, a reunification with the One?9
The Timaeuswas a fundamental text. Proclus even considered it to be

Plato’s quintessential written work, worthy of being saved above all
others. But the Pamenides was for many Neoplatonists the writing con-
taining the framework of all metaphysics. Plotinus wrote: “. . . the Pla-
tonic Parmem'des speaks with more critical accuracy [than does Parmen-
ides own Poem] in distinguishing among the primordial One [the first
hypostasis], which is most properly One; the second, which he calls
One-Many [second hypostasis]; and the third, which is One-in-Many
[third hypostasis]. In this way, he supports the doctrine of the three
natures in just our sense.”30 If we read the parts we have of Proclus’s
imposing commentary on the Parmem'des, then we can get a clear idea of
how the Neoplatonists twist a Platonic text to draw from it their own
doctrines.31
Iamblichus began the process of codifying an allegorical interpreta-

tion of the Platonic writings. According to him, a Platonic dialogue
must be interpreted in terms of a single aim and goal. Not only the
dialogue as a whole but also its prologue and its subsections had to be
referred to this goal. According to Iamblichus, it is possible to read a
Platonic dialogue on various levels: he conceived metaphysics, mathe-
matics, physics, and ethics as closely linked together by the relation of
model and image. Metaphysics was the model and mathematics its im-
age; in its turn, mathematics was the model of which physics was the
image, and ethicswas taken to be closely connected to mathematics. On
the basis of this schema, in which allegoryfigures large, it was possible,
by passing from the image to the model, to interpret the dialogues on
different levels without infringing the requirement that there be a prin-
cipal aim. Thus, moving from a physical presentation to its mathemati-
cal model; and from the mathematical level, considered in its turn as
image, it became possible to pass to the metaphysicalmodel beyond it;
or it became possible to pass from the part to the whole.32

28. See our Histmy, 4: 341—43.
29. Ibid., 386—92.
30. Plotinus, Enneads 5.1.8.
31. See Proclus, Commentarium in Parmem'dem, ed. G. Stallbaum (Leipzig, 1889; re-

print, Frankfurt am Main, 1 976); also see Platonis Parmenides usque adfinem pn‘mae hypoth-
esis nec non Proclz' Commentarium in Parmem'dempars ultima ad huc inedita, interprete G. de
Moerbeka, ed. R. Klibansky and C. Labowsky (London, 1953).

32. On this issue, see K. Praechter, “Richtungund Schulen im Neuplatonismus,” in
Genethliakon Carl Robert (Berlin, 1910), 103—56, in particular 1 28ff. (now available in K.
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3. Weakening of the NeoplatonicParadigm during theMiddleAges
This paradigm was dominant during the MiddleAges, although in a

somewhat weakened form: with significant theoretical simplifications,
with features from Middle Platonism in the foreground, and with a verylimited direct access to Plato’s own texts.
This is quite understandable for various reasons.
The first Church Fathers drew on Middle Platonic sources; and the

later Fathers drew on Neoplatonic sources, simplifying them in the de-
sire to produce a compromise with Christian doctrine. But in its final
phase at Alexandria, Neoplatonism in general had already begun to
undergo a weakening in the direction of Middle Platonism.
In theWest, the translation of the Timaeus by Chalcidiuswas a turning

point, accompanied as it was by a commentary which in many respectsreturned to Middle Platonic positions. Likewise, Macrobius’s Commen-
tary to Cicero’s Dream ofScipio was inspired by a simplified Neoplatonism
(in addition to Plato, Macrobius cites Plotinus, but no Neoplatonists
later than Porphyry).33
St. Augustine also drew ideas in agreement with Christian doctrine

(and hence simplified) from the Neoplatonic texts which he read (he
called them libri Platonicorum); and he understood Platowithin the Neo-
platonic paradigm. For Augustine, the pure and limpid message of Pla-
to returned to life with Plotinus,who was so similar to the teacher as to
lead one to believe that Plato had been reincarnated in Plotinus.34
The Middle Ages was not in direct contact with Platonic texts. For

many centuries the Timaeus, in Chalcidius’s incomplete translation,35
was generally the only text read. Nor did things change much with the
translations of the Meno and the Phaedowhich Henry of Ghent made
toward the beginning of the second half of the twelfth century.
It is to be noted that, even in Proclus’s version of it, the Neoplatonic

paradigm was subject to external influences, particularly the rearticula—
tion in accordance with Christian doctrines offered by Pseudo-Diony-
sius the Areopagite in works that began to be translated into Latin from
the ninth century. It was only toward the end of the thirteenth centurythat Proclus’s own Commentary to the Parmenideswas translated; and so

Praechter, KleineSchn'ften [NewYork: Olms, 1973], 165—2 16) ; B. DalsgaardLarsen,jam-
bliquede Chalcis. Exe’géteet philosophe(Aarhus, 1972);]. M. Dillon, Iamblichi Chalcidensis in
Platonis dialogoscommentariorumfragmenta (Leiden:Brill, 1973); and I. Hadot, Leproblémedu ne’oplatonisme alexandrin: Hiéroclés et Simplicius (Paris: EtudesAugustiniennes, 1978).

33. See j. H. Waszink and P. J. Jensen, Timaeus a Calcidio translatus commentarioqueinstructus (Leiden:Brill, 1962, 19752), and].Willis, Ambrosii Theodosii Macrobii commentar-
ii in Somnium Scipionis (Leipzig, 1963, 19702).

34. In the Contra Academicos 3. 18.41.
35. Timaeus 17A—53C.
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only from this time could some scholarshave had an immediate, even if
partial, contact with a reading of Plato according to the Neoplatonic
paradigm in its most complex formulation.36
In general, therefore, the Middle- and Neoplatonic paradigm during

the Middle Ages served as the indirect means for the reception of a
Plato viewed exclusively as a metaphysician, with predictable effects,
which modern scholars have been recognizing and recovering.

4. The Revival of the NeoplatonicParadigm in theModernPeriod
In the modern period, the great revival of Platonic writings was pro-

moted by the spiritual movement of humanism in Italy and by the Re-
naissance.All the dialogueswere translated into Latin during the four-
teenth century; but, once again, theywere read according to a Neopla-
tonic interpretive paradigm, whichwas brought to prominence in Italy
by Ficino and then spread throughout Europe. This state of affairs con-
tinued until the beginning of the nineteenth century, although the par-
adigm was dying of inanition, having exhausted its dynamic and regula-
tive powers in the course of the seventeenth century.”
The issue which causes greatest astonishment is this: How is it that,

despite immediate contact with Platonic texts, both in the original and
translated, the Neoplatonists’ paradigm, with its heavy theoretical in-
crustation, as well as the serious deformations it imposed on the dia-
logues, could continue to dominate Plato studies?
There are three principal reasons:
(a) When the Schools of Athens and Alexandria were closed, Byzan-

tium collected and kept alive Hellenic tradition, albeit slavishly; in
particular, it kept alive the Neoplatonic paradigm for the interpretation
of Plato. It was Byzantine scholarswho passed on to Italian humanism
the Neoplatonic way of reading Plato and of understanding Platonism.
And Byzantine scholars flocked to Italy in three successive waves: at the
beginning of the fourteenth century men like Immanuel Crisolora
were invited to Italy and founded the tradition of Greek studies; again
in 1439 a massive influx ofByzantine scholars arrived for the Council of
Ferrara—Florence, in which the reunification of the Orthodox and Cath-
olic Churcheswas discussed; finally in 1 453 a diaspora ofGreek scholars
was caused by the fall of Constantinople into the hands of the Turks. It

36. Proclus’s significant influence on the MiddleAges was exercised through Pseu-
do-Dionysius the Areopagite, who was an essential touchstone for the majority of the
thinkers of that period, and through the Liber de causis, which is an extract from the
Proclinean Elements of Theology, but falsely attributed to Aristotle.

37. Concerning this point, see E. N. Tigerstedt, The Decline and Fall of the Neoplatonic
Interpretation ofPlato (Helsinki, 1974), passim.

pew-tam
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has been shown that the arrival in Italy of the Byzantine scholars in the
last wave did not generate the rebirth of Greek studies, which already
had very deep roots; nevertheless, it stimulated them anew, and, as in
the case of Platonism, it greatly inspired them.
(b) Keep in mind that the humanistic tradition of Latin studies had

achieved a high level of sophistication at least a century before the
Greek one. Its concrete interests stamped themselves equally on textual
philology and on the correct determination of chronology;whereas the
Greek tradition, being subject to philosophical and theological inter-
ests, was less bound to the specifics and to textual accuracy, and was
therefore less able to determine the philological and chronological
accuracy of ancient works.
(c) Finally, Ficino’s translation of Plato was completed in 1484, and

was followedin 1492 by the translation of the Enneads of Plotinus and by
other Neoplatonist works; these contributed hugely to the entrench-
ment of the Neoplatonic interpretive paradigm. For Ficino, Plotinus
was the quintessential interpreter of Plato, as Plotinus himself had
maintained that he was. Ficino emphasized, very pointedly, the follow-
ing claim: in the Enneads it is “Plato himselfwho speaks in the person of
Plotinus”; “Plato lived again in Plotinus”; the same spirit breathed in the
same way in the “Platonic and Plotinean mouth.”38And because Ficino’s
translation of Plato remained for a long time a reference point for
cultured men, so did its interpretive paradigm.
This Neoplatonic paradigm began to lose its value during the eigh-

teenth century. Not a few scholars leveled strong criticisms at it and
tried to refute it.39 But no alternative paradigm had yet been proposed.
Even Brucker, who in his well-known Historia critica philosophiaeattempt-
ed to do this very thing, succeeded only in confirming the Neoplatonic
paradigm in the Middle Platonic version ofAlbinus, whose Didaskalikos
he held to be the best arranged summary of Platonic philosophy.Thus,

38. In his “Introduction” (‘Exortatio”) to his translation and commentaryon the Enne-
ads, Marsilio Ficino writes as follows: “First of all, I wish to drawyour attention to the waythat in the divine Plotinus,whom you are about to hear, it is Plato himselfwho is speaking
in the person of Plotinus, as you will judge when you have heard him. For either the
erstwhilePlato lived again in Plotinus—as the Pythagoreanstell us can easily happen—or,
as no Platonist will deny, the Daemon that previously breathed in Plato later did so in
Plotinus, so that it inspired in the same way both the Platonic and the Plotinean mouth.
But whereas in Plato it suffused a more abundant spirit, in Plotinus it had the same
nobilityand, ifwe shall not say itwasmore noble, itwas at leastno less so, and was almost
as profound.” Ficino concludes:“But if the heavensare favorableand ifwe are successful
in translating Plotinus’ first book and in summarising its contents, then Plato himself
would call on you to judge Plotinus in the following terms: ‘This is my son in whom I am
well pleased: hearken unto him.’ ” See Marsilii Ficini, OperaOmnia (Basel, 1557), 2: 1548.

39. See Tigerstedt, Decline, 38—63.
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Brucker failed, in point of accuracy and scale, to produce the radical
change of interpretation at which he aimed.4O

IV. SCHLEIERMAOHER’S PARADIGM, THE SETS OF PROBLEMS THAT
DEVELOPED WITHIN IT, AND SOME FRAGMENTARY ANTICIPATIONS
OF A FURTHERALTERNATIVE PARADIGM

The new paradigm that was destined radically to replace the long-
standing Neoplatonic paradigm was clearly formulated by F. D. Schlei-
ermacher: it was established by the imposing translation of Plato’s
dialogues done to standards aimed at producing the most faithful
possiblereflection of the original.This labor of twenty-four years (1 804—
28)41 included a programmatic general Introduction and individual
introductions to the separate dialogues.42 This remarkable undertaking
presented a truly novel image of Plato, as scholars have since recog-
nized. Schleiermacher’s position becomes still clearer in the light of
Kuhn’s epistemologicalstandards. It can be considered on two levels: on
that of the formal structure of the paradigm which he proposed, and on
that of the solution of “puzzles” within this paradigm. The formal
structure of the new paradigm can be summarized in three points:
(a) In the Platonic dialogues that have come down to us, form and

content are indissolublymingled. So far forth, they are unrivaled ex-
pressions of philosophical communication. Therefore, to understand
the method and the content of Platonic philosophy is to understand the
Platonic dialogues.
(b) The Platonic dialogues have a doctrinal unity and express a pre-

cisely describable system presented according to a general plan of in-
struction which ascends through stages from an elementary level, pro-

40. Tigerstedt’sview on this matter is mistaken in supposing that the contribution of
Bruckerwas the “radical and final” rupture with a thousand-year—old tradition. See instead
the detailed presentation ofBrucker (with ample quotations of texts) made byM. Longo,
in Storia delle ston'e generali dellafilosofia, gen. ed. G. Santinello, vol. 2: Dall’etd cartesiana a
Brucker, ed. F. Bottin, M. Longo, and G. Piaia (Brescia: Editrice La Scuola, 1979), esp.
556ff. Here are some of Longo’s conclusions:“Notwithstandingthe purpose of giving a
picture of Plato different from that present in Neoplatonism, to which Brucker is some-
times close, because of the systematic preoccupation which directs his historiographic
work in this respect and becauseofhavingacceptedAlbinus as a guidewho, despite living
before Ammonius and Plotinus, expressed very similar exigencies . . .” (p. 558). And a
little before, Longo explains: “The text of the dialogues,which to Brucker seems privi-
leged, in reality is inserted in the unitary vision offered by the work ofAlbinus” (ibid).

41. F. D. E. Schleiermacher, Platons Werke (Berlin, 1804—28, 1817,2 18553).
42. The important general Einlez'tunghas been reissued in the volumeDas Platonbild.

Zehn Bez'tmge zum Platonverstandm's herausgegeben von K. Gaiser (Hildesheim:Georg Olms,
1969), 1-32. In English the introductions have been published by Arno Press of New
York in a reprint (1973) of the 1836 edition translated from the German by William
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ceeding to an intermediate constructive level, to reach, finally, an explic-
itly systematic and constructive level. Therefore, to reconstruct the plan
of each dialogue and the general plan that links the various dialogues is
to reconstruct the system of Plato.
(c) Read this way, the dialogues have a value taken on their own and

so are self-sufficient, in the sense that Plato’s thought is to be found in
them (this part of the Schleiermacher paradigm can be summed up in
the slogan “sola scriptura”). Consequently,the indirect tradition loses all
influence on the task of understanding Plato. Not only does the long
and complex Neoplatonic tradition lose its significance, but also the
indirect tradition which goes back to the immediate followers of Plato is
treated as nugatory.As to the reports we have from Aristotle,which go
beyond the dialogues and are the most important extant, Schleierma-
cher writes: “ [Aristotle] never appeals to other sources . . . he appeals in
every instance in the most unconstrained and simpleway to the surviv-
ing works”[!] .43 And straightaway, trying to justify this obviously inade-
quate and incorrect statement, he adds: “and even when, as is now and
then the case, other lost writings or perhaps oral lectures [I] are quot-
ed, these quotations in no way contain any thing unheard of in the
writings we possess, or completelydifferent from them.”44

Such are the key points of the paradigm which opened an epoch of
research lasting more than a century and a half.
When we speak of the “Schleiermacherparadigm”we are referring to

just these tenets, as distinct from the specificway in which Schleierma-
cher himself reconstructed the unity of Platonic thought, which he

'

based on a monistic, immanentistic, Idealistic, and romantic concep-
tion. This particular account is an attempt to resolve a puzzle internal to
the paradigm; it follows the paradigm, but must not be confusedwith it.
Schleiermacher’s paradigm arises from basic tenets of romantic and

Idealistic philosophy, in particular from some tenets of the Idealistic
philosophy of identity in which the form of art is identified with the
content, insofar as it reproduces the infinite in the finite by specifying
it, as Kramer has shown and documented at length.45Nevertheless, de-
spite these metaphysicalpresuppositions, the Schleiermacher paradigm

Dobson entitled Schleiermacher’s Introductions to the Dialogues of Plato (Cambridge and
London, 1836), 1-47; the page references will be made to this edition.

43. Schleiermacher, Einleitung, ed. Gaiser, g; Dobson translation, 12.
44. Ibid.
45. Kramer, Platone, 51—57; or see the American edition, 15—27. This chapter ofKra-

mer’s book,which carries the significant title “Schleiermacher’sPremisesInspired by the
IdealisticPhilosophyof Identity,” constitutes the most penetrating and well—documented
interpretation of Schleiermacher’saccount of Plato and its philosophical roots.
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has a wider message than the solution of puzzles proposed in terms
internal to it. In all of the sciences, many prominent paradigms have
metaphysical roots, so there is no call to linger over this matter.
Thus, the Schleiermacher paradigm initiated a phase of “normal sci-

ence,” to use Kuhn’s terminology;and this phase of “normal science” is
very significant because scholarly research on Plato, in this period, was
carried on using the most sophisticated philological techniques and
research tools. “Normal science,” let us recall, is a complex of special-
ized research which is made possible by the acceptance of a single
paradigm by a group of scientists. Yet a paradigm is not just an object to
be reproduced, “it is an object for furtherarticulation and specification
under new and more stringent conditions.”46
So three focal points are the center around which the various prob—

lems and attempts at their solutions in “normal science” rotate.47

I. The First Class ofInterpretivePmblems Dealt with by the
TraditionalParadigm

In the Schleiermacher paradigm, and the phase of normal science
inspired by it, the data that correspond to what in “normal science” is
thoughtof as essential, because definitive of the subject of research, are
the Platonic dialogues considered as self-sufficient and basic, insofar as
the dialogues are taken to reveal the whole of the authentic thoughtof
Plato. Consequently, Schleiermacherianism set out to broaden and
deepen knowledge of the dialogues themselves, their significance, and
their self-sufficiency, in the following basic ways:

a. First, especially in the last century, Schleiermacherianism tried to
test the authenticity of the Platonicwritings.
b. Second, it tried to establish the chronology of the dialogues.
c. Third, it studied in depth the form and structure of the dialogues,

arriving, especially in our century, at notable and subtle results.
d. Finally, Schleiermacherianism tried to neutralize, in a variety of

ways, all counter-instances to the paradigm, and in particular it tried to
discount or eliminate the counter-instances offered above all by the in-
direct tradition by trying to interpret them as the result of misunder-
standings and adaptations of Plato’s followers.48

46. T. S. Kuhn, Revolution,2 3.
47. See above, loff.
48. The most significant position from the epistemologicalviewpoint in the attempt

to eliminate the counterevidence of the indirect tradition is that maintained with great
ability and intelligence by H. Cherniss in Aristotle’s CriticismofPlato and the Academy (Bal-
timore, 1 944; NewYork, 1 962 2); also see The Riddle of the EarlyAcademy (Berkeley and Los
Angeles, 1945, 19622).
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2. The Second Class ofInterpretiveProblems Taken up by the
Traditional Paradigm

The second class of problems of “normal science” is made up of the
various attempts to wed, ever more subtly, the predictions of the para-
digmwith the data; in our case, these are the various attempts to discov-
er, by analysis, the “unity” of the dialogues.
In the first place, such attempts were in large measure informed by

the various theoretical systems of the scholarswho discussedthe Platon-
ic texts and who, in various ways, surreptitiouslyadded to the texts more
than can be drawn from them. We might recall in particular the inter-
pretations of Hegel and the Hegelians, the Neo—Kantians, the positiv-
ists, the existentialists, the problematicists, and many others of various
inspirations, but all marked in the same way.
Again, giving up on the possibility of recovering anything unified in

the dialogues,many scholars looked for an evolution in Plato’s thought,
raising such a hypothesis to the level of an interpretive canon. The unity
of Plato’s writings would be sought within the evolutionary trajectory of
which thosewritings wouldbe the trace; and some authors thought they
had found a unitary picture of Plato in the theoretical development
itself as expressed in the order of the dialogues.
Yet other scholars have sought the unity expressed by the dialogues

not so much in the products themselves as in their author, Plato, and, in
particular, in his political interests; again psychoanalytic and Freudian
interpretations have not been lacking.

3. The Third Class ofInterpretive Problems Tackled by the
Traditional Paradigm

In the phase of normal science, the third class of problems is con-
cerned with anomalies that arise from the application of the paradigm
to facts which had not been at the center of inquiry. In our case, these
are the various problems arising from the contact of the Schleiermach-
er paradigm with the indirect tradition, as well as various attempts to
articulate the paradigm itself in a manner capable of subsuming the
indirect tradition and thus seeking to preserve the greatest possible self-
sufficiencyfor the dialogues.
Overall, it is within this class of problems that the most‘significant

“anomalies” arise which have slowly contributed to blurring the para-
digm and precipitating a crisis. As indicated in the Preface, the develop-
ment of the present writer’s thought followed this path, so we may be
excused for focusing on this issue in some detail.
In the first half of the nineteenth century, parallel with the rise and

establishment of the Schleiermacher paradigm, some scholars called
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attention to the “indirect tradition” and argued for taking it into ac-
count fully to understand Plato. In a review of Schleiermacher, a philol-
ogist of the standing of Boeckh pointed out the necessity of taking the
Unwritten Doctrines into account, since Plato himself had explained
his writings within the Academy. Boeckh expressly said: “. . . Plato put in
his oral teachings the culmination of and the key to what he had not
fully developed in his writings.” 49 Likewise, Brandis accepted and com—
mented 0n the evidence concerning the Unwritten Doctrines of Plato.50
And such scholars as Trendelenburg 5‘ and Weisse 52 insisted on the
necessity of taking account of this evidence. These were very visible
interventions aimed at bringing out a very significant fact that does not
fit into the Schleiermacher paradigm, which gave exclusive importance
to the Platonic writings; consequently they exhibited, albeit tentatively,
the necessity of spelling out the paradigm more clearly.
The first articulation of the paradigm, for all its modest scale, had

considerable success. It was offered by Zellerwho, with his Greek Philoso-
phy, propagated what became the commonly accepted opinion. In
Zeller’s view, Plato’s Unwritten Doctrines date to the end of Plato’s life
(contemporary with the composition of the Laws), and hence they are
not of much use in understanding most of Plato’s writings. In addition,
the evidence for the Unwritten Doctrines is subject to misunderstand-
ing and introduces variationswhich should not be regarded as authen-
tic. In short, the Unwritten Doctrines are looked at askance as regards
their theoretical and philosophical value not only because of their
misunderstandings, but also because of their deriving from Plato’s old
age. Clearly, this is a very limited spelling out of the paradigm because it
depends on a glib displacement of the counter-instance, or at least of
the aspects capable of causing a crisis for the paradigm.53
At the beginning of the twentieth century somewriters began to offer

much more complex articulations of the paradigm. In 1908 L. Robin
presented a book which became a classic, La the’orieplatonicienne des Ide’es
et des Nombres d’aprés Aristote, 54 with an exhaustive systematic interpreta-

49. A. Boeckh, Gesammeltekleinere Sehriften (Leipzig, 1872), 7: 1-38 (the review of
Schleiermacher’s translation was published in 1808).

50. C. A. Brandis,Deperditis Aristotelis lion's de ideis et de bono (Bonn, 1 823).
51. F. A. Trendelenburg, De Platonis de ideis et numeris doetrina ex An’stotele illustrata

(Leipzig, 1826).
52. C. H. Weisse, De Platonis et An’stotelis in constituendis summis philosophiae principiis

dijferentia (Leipzig, 1 828). Concerning the authors we have cited and the significanceof
their writings, see Kramer,Plato and the Foundations ofMetaphysics,trans]. Catan (Albany,
1990), 29—40.

53. Zeller, Die PhilosophieGn’echen (19636), 2.1.484ff.; also see 572ff. and 951.
54. L. Robin, La the’orie platonicienne des Idées et des Nombres d’aprésAristote (Paris, 1 908;

Hildesheim, 1963).
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tion of the testimony ofAristotle about his teacher’s doctrines. Robin’s
proposal was to try to understand Plato by means of a systematic sifting
of the indirect ancient tradition. The passage in which Robin presents
his project is worth reading:

I have therefore come to believe that itwouldbe possible to understand what
Platonism was by asking the Greek thinkers about it, and having recourse to
them alone. Undoubtedly,what they say includes a good deal of interpretation,
since the critical originality of some and the constructiveness of others imply
more or less significant input from their personal and independent reflection.
But in this interpretation we do not have to fear the deformations which Carte-
sianism, Leibnizianism, or Kantianism, or the influence of scientific methods
could inflict on us, in the interpretation of the ideas of a Greek of the fourth
century B.C.E. By taking the ancients as our guides,we at least do not risk seeing
Plato as the forerunner of modern philosophy. I have therefore attempted to
go back to Platonic philosophy by studying it in Aristotle and the Peripatetics,
in the Academy, and in the Neoplatonists.
The plan of the present work is (1) to expound Platonism . . . by these

guides, that is, as they understand, accepted, or criticized it; (2) to try to
discoverwhatwas added to it by their doctrinal or polemical aims, based on an
internal study of the evidence they offer; (3) to evaluate their additions and
criticisms so as to pick out what . . . was dictated by external conditions and
what . . . was either in conflict with the Platonic doctrine which had been
received or a sign of our witness’s difficulties in freeing himself from the
influences which he seeks to oppose; and, finally (4) to compare the upshot of
the foregoing phaseswith Plato’s writings themselves, and thus to put to work
the interpretation supplied by the tradition of the Greek schools.55

It is evident that the full execution of this plan, if it were realized,
would have led not merely to an articulation of the Schleiermacher par—
adigm, but to the formulation of a real alternative paradigm, denying
the self-sufficiency of the dialogues. But Robin did not proceed much
beyond his examination ofAristotle’s testimony. Among Plato’s writings
he interpretedonly the Timaeussystematically in the light of the Unwrit-
ten Doctrines, with excellent results.56 But he stopped there. The time
was not ripe for a revolution of this kind in Plato studies.
julius Stenzel published two studies in 1917 and in 1924 which had

considerable influence, bringing about a significant widening of the
traditional paradigm.57 In the 1924 book, Stenzel asserted that by ex-

55. L. Robin, La théorie, 4ff.
56. L. Robin, “Etudes sur la signification et la place de la philosophic physique dans

la de Platon,” in Revuephilosophiquede la France et de l’Etranger43 (1918): 177—220; 370—
415 (now also in L. Robin, La pense’e hellénique des origenes a Epicure, ed. P. M. Schuhl
[Paris, 1942; 19672], 231-336).

57. ]. Stenzel, Studien zurEntwicklung derplatonischen Dialektikvon Sokrates zu Aristoteles.
Arete undDiaeresis (Breslau, 1 9 1 7; Leipzig, 1 93 1 2; Darmstadt, 1 96 1 3) [translated into En-
glish by D. J. Allan as Plato’s Method ofDialectic (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1940)], and
Zahl und Gestaltbei Platon undAristoteles (Leipzig, 1924, 19332; Darmstadt, 19593).
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plaining the relations between the last phase of Plato’s philosophy and
the parallel phase inAristotle’s evolution it can be understood how “the
decisive development of Aristotle is necessary and easy.”58 Therefore,
Stenzel pointed out, “the traditional image of Plato’s evolution must be
fundamentally enlarged and it must be drawn from the final period of
his philosophizing.”59 From the writings of the two philosophers of that
time, we need to go back to a precise source; we need, therefore, to
bring up for discussion all the remnants of Plato’s lecture 0n the Good,
and so also the theory of the Principles of the One and the Dyad, and
the question of the Ideas and Numbers and their connections with the
Principles. The upshot of this articulation of the traditional paradigm
was a rereading of Plato’s dialectical dialogues in a new and fruitful
perspective, of which the more attentive scholars have taken notice.60
And in 1949 P. Wilpert confirmed in another way the fertility of this

trend by reconstructing two of Aristotle’s juvenilia on the theory of
Ideas. He brought to the fore the significant benefits of Plato’s Unwrit-
ten Doctrines for interpreting these Aristotelianwritings and his Views
were given a warm reception by scholars.61
A significant alteration of the traditional paradigm was brought about

with the recognition by Wilamowitz Mollendorff of the authenticity of
the Seventh Letter in his famous monograph on Plato in 1919.62 He
undertook to reread Plato in a politicalvein, taking into account all the
complexity that politics had in the spiritual world of the Greeks.Jaeger

58. Stenzel, Zahl und Gestalt, v.
59. Ibid.
60. It is worth bearing in mind that Stenzel presents a very strong rearticulation of

the traditional paradigm and introduces important innovations in the reinterpretation
of Plato’s dialectical dialogues. Nevertheless, his views were accepted without strong
counter-arguments precisely because theymaintained the correctness of the traditional
paradigm, limiting the novelties to the dialectical dialogues of the late Plato.

61. P. Wilpert, Zwei cm'stotelisehe Friihschn'fien iiber die Ideenlehre (Regensburg, 1949).
Whatwe said in the previous note about Stenzel’s position goes also for Wilpert’sbook.
Given the importance of the indirect tradition and the recOvery of some important theses
of the Unwritten Doctrines of Plato, Wilpert ought to have roused even more polemical
responses. Instead, careful scholarsregarded his contributionswith great respect because
Wilpert points out that the doctrines arise from the late period of Plato; and hence his
conclusionsfitwell into the traditional paradigm as an articulation of that very paradigm.
Among scholarswho have contributed to an articulation of the traditional paradigm,

three merit special mention:W. D. Ross, Plato’s Theory ofIdeas (Oxford, 1951, 19532); P.
Merlan, From Platonism to Neoplatonism (The Hague, 1953, 19683; reprint 1975) and his
numerous articles now collected in KleinephilosophischeSchriften (Hildesheim and New
York, 1976); and C]. De Vogel, whose numerous works are collected in Philosophia, Part
1: Studies in Greek Philosophy (Assen: Van Gorcum, 1970), 153—292; see also De Vogel’s
RethinkingPlato andPlatonism (Leiden, 1 98 5) . These areworks that providevery interesting
results and mustbe read very attentivelyin the light of the new paradigm.

62. U. von Wilamowitz-Mollendorff, Platon. Sein Leben und seine Werke (Berlin 1919,
19595)-
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wrote in 1 944 in this regard that“. . . we muSt recognize as the true Plato
the man who, in the Seventh Letter; speaks of his own spiritual develop-
ment and the aims of his life, and whose attitude to his own philosophy
is determined by his career; his entire philosophy is the expression of his
life, and his life is his philosophy.”63Jaeger says that he had achieved a
political understanding of Plato by himself on the basis of a painstaking
analysis of the dialogues, but he admits that he found in the Seventh
Letter the full confirmation of that interpretation, and so the great
fertility of the way opened up byWilamowitz.
But the Seventh Letter has some surprises in store, to which only the

Tubingen School has done full justice. In it, Plato reveals the essence of
the Unwritten Doctrines, and in addition he explains his reasons for
notwanting to write them down. An understanding of the Seventh Letter;
together with the coda of the Phaedrus, becomes a necessary starting
point for the understanding of Plato’s writings. But we shall return to
this idea in detail, since such a discovery brings about not just a reartic—
ulation but a genuine revolution of the Schleiermacher paradigm.64
As frequently happens in the course of research, so also in the domi-

nant Schleiermacher paradigm, the outlines of an alternative paradigm
were discernible before the contributions of the Tiibingen School; nev-
ertheless, such contributions were sporadic because presented only as
sketches.
K. F. Hermann did not write a second volume to his great work on

Plato, published in 1 839.Nevertheless,in the same year he gave a paper,
published ten years later, in which he made use of the self-testimony of
Plato. There he gave weight to the Unwritten Doctrines about the Prin-
ciples (the whole of the theory of Ideas and their foundations), which
are only fleetingly visible in Plato’s writings and mostly in relation to
problems with the sensible world.65 In particular, the dialogues of the
last period were illuminated by the explicit theorizing of the Unwritten
Doctrines. Hermann did not further develop any of these views, which
were not, therefore, taken up for discussion by Zeller.66
An even more explicit outline, unfortunately compressed into a very

few pages, was presented by H. Gomperz to an International Congress

63. W. Jaeger, Paideia. Die Formung des griechischen Menschen (Berlin 1 942), 2: 1 38
[English translation by Gilbert Highet, Paideia: The Ideals of Greek Culture: In Search of the
Divine Centre (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1957), 83]. .

64. See Chapter 3, 62—69, below.
65. K F. Hermann, “UeberPlato’s schriftstellerischeMotive,” in GesammelteAbhandlun-

gen and Beitra'ge zur classichenLiteratur und Altertumskunde (Géttingen, 184g), 28 1-305;
now also to be found in the volumeof Gaisercited above, Das Platonbild, 33—57 and note
42; see also Hermann, Geschichte and System derPlatonischenPhilosophie(Heidelberg, 1 839).66. See E. Zeller, Die Philosophieder Griechen, 2.1.484ff., note 3.
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held at London in 193 1.67 Gomperz recognized that what is said in the
Seventh Letter refers to the lectures 0n the Good, which presented “the
philosophical system of Plato” as consisting in the deduction from the
principles of the One and the Dyad, of Numbers, and of Ideas and all
realities. Gomperz drew these conclusions: “The philosophical system
of Plato is not expressly developed in the dialogues, but is found only, at
least from the Republic onwards, behind them. This system is a deduc-
tive system, and a dualistic system because it refers ‘all things’ to two
original factors essentially different from each other.”68
Finally, Findlay’s Plato: The Written and Unwritten Doctrines must be

mentioned. This volume was published in 1974, after the Tiibingen
School had presented the new paradigm in a complete and systematic
way; nevertheless, it had been in the process of gestation for a long
time, since the 19205,which is a telling fact. Often, new paradigms are
fostered by more than one researcher, even if their definitive formula-
tion comes from someone who knows how to present what is novel in
them, as well as what adds to the dominant theories, revolutionizing
them. Findlaypicks out the new paradigm, in the following passage:

My first and most fundamental conviction is that the Platonic Dialogues are
not, taken by themselves, the sort of works in which anyone’s Views on any
matter could be clearly set forth: they point beyond themselves, and without
going beyond them they are not to be understood. Plato’s deepest insights are
of course present in them, but, like the Sea-God Glaucus, these insights re-
quire to be freed from a vast incrustation of barnacles and manneristic reflex-
es, as well as from a vast number of deliberate literary, historical, polemical,
and other disguises. The historical sequence of the Dialogues, painstakingly
arrived at by stylistic investigations, is also no clear document of the develop-
ment of Plato’s thought. It rather documents, on the View to which I came,
Plato’s ever-changingwillingness to divulge parts of a long-held, profound pro-
gram, unclear as regards both goal and method, to which he felt ever varying
attitudes of confidence and criticism, of impassioned defense and despairing
retreat, all inspired by the vivid controversies in the Academy of whichwe can
have only the dimmest imagination. A study of Plato which confines itself to
the letter of the Dialogues, such as has been attempted bymost scholarly inter-
preters in the past two centuries, has ended by stripping Plato of his philosoph-
ical dignity and interest, has set him before us as a brilliant, but basically frivo-
lous, player-about with half—formed, inconsistent notions and methods, and
has failed to explain the persistent, historical sense of him as a deeply engaged

67. H. Gomperz, “Plato’s System ofPhilosophy,” first published in the Proceedingsof the
Seventh International Congress ofPhilosophy (London, 1 93 1 ) : 426—3 1; and since reprinted in
H. Gomperz,PhilosophicalStudies (Boston, 1953), 1 19—24, and in a German redaction as
Platons philosophischesSystem, in Das Problem der ungeschreibenenLehrePlatons. Beitra'ge zum
Versta'ndnisderplatonischen Prinzipienphilosophieherausgegeben vonj. Wippern, ed].Wippern
(Darmstadt, 1 972) , 1 59—65 (the German-languageedition has been quoted from and the
citations are also taken from it).

68. H. Gomperz, Platons, 165.



The Paradigms That Have Been Dominant in Plato Studies 47

thinker, to whomwe owe one of the most important, most coherently elaborat-
ed, most immenselyilluminating ways of regarding the world.69

Thus, we are in the presence of the new paradigm.

V. THE REVOLUTIONARY TENOR OF THE PARADIGM OFFEREDBY
THE Ti'IBINGENSCHOOLAND THE PERIOD OF “EXTRAORDINARY
SCIENCE” IT HAS INITIATED

The outline we have presented above could give the impression that a
systematic and scientific formulation of the new alternative paradigm
would simply bring attention to it and its acceptance by scholars. The
fact of the matter is somewhatdifferent. As Kuhn has shown quite clear-
ly, commonly such a thing does not happen. The new paradigm, by rea-
son of its revolutionary tenor, produces the most vigorous reaction and
resistance. Kuhn writes: “History shows that the way towards a lasting
consensus in the field Of research is extraordinarily arduous.”70
We have already spoken above about the various psychological and

sociological consequences Of scientific revolutions, and here we shall
have a great deal of material for their further confirmation in a particu-
lar case. But we wish to pause on the revolutionary aspect of the para-
digm proposed by the Tiibingen School, and hence on the way it has
dictated the battle lines among scholars.
On the basis Of the epistemological criteria which we presented

above,71 the new alternative paradigm implies the following:
1. It subverts the main claims of the traditional paradigm, and hence

it involves a “revolution.”
2. It implies (to use a metaphor of Butterfield and Kuhn) taking the

other end of the “stick” insofar as “it handles a system of data already
handled before,” that is, both the direct and indirect traditions, but 10-
cating them “in a new system Of mutual relations and hence giving to
them a different structure,” and starting from the Unwritten Doctrines
rather than from the writings, with all that entails.72

3. To use another metaphor, the new paradigm of the Tiibingen
School implies a “Gestalt switch,” that is, a change of the pattern (Ge-
stalt) in which the data are viewed. From being a mere (more or less
important) appendix, the Unwritten Doctrines handed down by the

69. J. N. Findlay, Plato andPlatonism:An Introduction (NewYork, I 968), ixf.; see also de
Vogel’s Rethinking Plato and Platonism (Leiden, 1986).

70. T. S. Kuhn, Revolution, 15.
71. See Chapter 1 , passim.
72. See above, I5ff.
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indirect tradition become the framework of and the foundation sup-
porting the dialogues.73
4. Finally, to use another metaphor, the new paradigm produces an ef-

fect like an inverting lense, objects are seen upside down, upsetting us.
The new paradigm reverses the relations within the traditional para-
digm of the writings and the Unwritten Doctrines,with easily imagined
consequences.74

The phase which the Tiibingen School paradigm has started is there-
fore what Kuhn calls “extraordinary science.” Today the Plato scholar
finds himself facedwith the choice of a new research paradigm because
the articulations carried out in the old paradigm have blurred it and the
last-ditch defenses of it are no longer achieving their desired effect.
Nothing is to be gained by insisting here on these claims. But the

Tiibingen School has not assessed systematically its interpretation in
terms of the epistemological theory of Kuhn.75 Such an assessment is
the main innovation of the present work; nevertheless, both Gaiser and
Kramer have agreed in the main with the outline we have traced.
Kramer refers to Kuhn, writing:

A change of paradigm in science often depends, as we know from T. S.
Kuhn, on contingent influences and on extra-scientific factors. In research
into Plato, at the moment, therefore, there are still strong antagonistic forces
and difficultieswhich are obstacles to a final overcoming of Schleiermacheri-
anism. However, the school of researchers who aim at the recovery and revival
of the indirect tradition has strong arguments in its favor that justify such a
change of paradigm, to wit: the greater capacity for clarification and in general
the greater fruitfulness that the new paradigm can bring to Platonic research,
and, in general, to the history of ancient philosophy.76

Recently, Kramer accepted and confirmed the epistemological ac—

count of the present book.77 Szlezak even used the “paradigm” in the
title of the Italian translation of his Plato book.78 Generally, the term is
gradually gaining acceptance in the sense which we have given to it.

73. Ibid.
74. Ibid.
75. Cf. Reale, Per una nuova intevpretazionedi Platone, Postfazione,714. In the Italian,

Reale mentions that he has corresponded with Kuhn on this matter. [Translator’snote]
76. Kramer, Platone, 134. See the American edition Plato and the Foundations ofMeta—

physics (Albany: State University of New York Press, 1990), 63ff.
77. See also what Kramer says in “Mutamento di paradigma nelle ricerche su Pla-

tone,” in Rivista di Filosofia neoscolastz'ca 78 (1986), 341ff. See also Kramer’s La nuova
immagine dz'Platone (Naples, 1986), and his “Fichte, Schlegelund der Infinitismus in der
Platondeutung,” in DeutscheWefieljahrsschn'ftffir Literatunuissenschaft und Geistesgeschichte
62 (1988): 583—621 (esp. 583—85).

78. T. A. Szlezak, Platon und die Schnftlichkez’t Philosophie. Interpretationen zu denfrfihen
und mittlere (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1 985); the Italian edition was entitled Platone e la
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The greater clarity which the new paradigm allows for the reconstruc-
tion of a Platonic “system,” that is, for seeing the unity of his thought,
without recourse to theoretical perspectives extraneous to Platonism,
much less to any political ideologyor to psychoanalysis, but referring to
a tradition which beginswith Plato’s spoken words, that is, with the oral
dialectic in which he delivered his final teaching.
The fruitfulness of the new paradigm consists in its capacity to show

how the Unwritten Doctrines can bring great help to the understanding
of key themes in the major dialogues,which have long been obscure or
problematic.
Furthermore, Szlezak has shown that the new paradigm can be used

to reinterpretnotjust some passages of some dialogues, but the whole
of all the dialogues in a genuinely stimulating and fruitful way.79
Also, the fruitfulness of the new paradigm is of the greatest impor—

tance for a more precise reconstruction of the history of ancient philos-
ophy, in particular for a much enhanced understanding of Aristotle’s
Metaphysics,80not to mention the development of Neoplatonism, whose
henology has its roots in Plato’s Unwritten Doctrines,81 and would not
have been possible without Plato’s Unwritten Doctrines.
In this volume we shall be especially concerned with the reconstruc—

tion of the underlying unity of Plato’s thought and with reading the
metaphysics of the major dialogues in the light of the new paradigm.
But first, it is necessary to sketch more fully the general structure of

the new alternative paradigm of which we have indicated only some of
the essential traits, to document its historical foundations,82 and finally
to bring out its interpretive advantages.83

scrittura dellafilosofia. Analisi di struttura dei dialoghi della giovinezzae della maturita alla luce
di un nuovo paradigma ermeneutico, trans. G. Reale (Milan: Vita e Pensiero, 1988, 19892).

79. Szlezak demonstrates that the “assistance to the writings” also constitutes the true '

supporting structure for the comprehension of the Platonicwritings in general at differ-
ent levels, as we explain below.

80. WhatW. Jaeger wrote in a work early in his career, Studien zurEntstehungs geschich-
te der Metaphysik des An'stoteles (Berlin, 191 2), 140, has since been substantiallyverified,
namely, that the philosophyofPlatowhich Aristotle had aimed atwas precisely that of the
oral teaching. In fact, only in that perspective is it possible to give a unified account of all
the passages in which Aristotle sets out and discusses Plato on the theoretical level.
Unfortunately,Jaeger did not develop this basic intuition, but went in other directions.

81. See, for example, our work “L’estremo messaggio spirituale del mondo antico
nel pensiero metafisico e teurgico di Proclo,” in Prado, IManual: I testi magico-teurgici
(Milan: Rusconi, 1985), i-ccxxxiii, esp. lxxviff., xciiff., ciiff.

82. Cf. Chapters 3 and 4.
83. See what we say and document in Parts 3 and 4, below.





3 The Starting Points of the New Paradigm: Plato’s
Self-Testimoniesand the Testimonies ofHis Followers

1. PLATo’s DENIAL IN THE SELF-TESTIMONIESOF THE PHAEDRUS ON
THE AUTONOMY OF THE WRITINGS

The preponderance of Plato studies in the traditional paradigm de-
pend on the claim that Plato’s writings are self-sufficient and that exclu-
sive attention should be paid to his writings. This consensus is exploded
by attentive and close analysis of what Plato himself says by way of “self-
testimony” both in the Phaedms and in the Seventh Lette1; whose authen-
ticity is no longer in doubt. In these “self-testimonies” Plato says, clearly
what he thinks of written works and notes specifically that they are not
able to communicate to the reader either method or content.
There have been many discussions of the self—testimonies in the Phae-

dms since the time of Schleiermacher, and in the Seventh Letter in the
present century, and rightly so. Because they deny the self-sufficiency
and autonomy of Plato’s writings, the paradigm initiated by Schleierma-
cher and maintaining the opposite was facedwith a “counter-instance,”
an “anomaly” of such importance as to undermine the paradigm itself.
For this reason, variousways were tried to interpret the self-testimonies
in order to include them in a general outline, and Plato’s words were
pulled and twisted to produce harmony between them and the para-
digm. Epistemologically, we might say that this remarkable “counter-
instance” has with great ability and ingenuity been refashioned into
something artificial. However, the general blurring of the traditionalpar-
adigm, noted in the previous chapter, now enables the real meaning of
the self-testimonies to reemerge and allows full sway to their disruptive
power against the beliefs of the past. Thus, the self-testimonies play the
role of basic facts on whiCh the new alternative paradigm is founded,
and are a crucial reference point for the understanding of Plato.
We may begin with the self-testimonies of the Phaedrus; given their

great importance, we will examine them in detail.1 Plato advancesa very
compact and sharp-edged case, which can be articulated in six stages:

1. On this theme, see: H. Kréimer, “Die grundsatzlichen Fragen der indirekten Pla-
tonfiberlieferung,” in Ideen und Zahl. Studien platonischen Philosophie (Heidelberg 1963),

51
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1.Writing does not increase the wisdom of human beings,but increas-
es only the appearance of wisdom (that is, mere opinion): in addi-
tion, it does not reinforce memory, but offers only a means to recall to
memory what is already known.

2. Writing is soulless, and incapable of speaking as a living thing; it is
unable to help or defend itself against criticisms, but requires the active
intervention of its author.

3. Much better and much more powerful than a discussionentombed
in writing is the animated and living oral discussionby means of which
knowledge is impressed on the soul of him who learns; written dis-
course is like an image or a copy ofwhat happens in spoken discussion.
4. Writing carries with it a great deal of “playfulness,” while orality

implies a deep “seriousness.” Although the playfulness of somewritings
can be quite beautiful, much more beautiful is the obligation that oral
dialectic demands about the same subject matter that writings are con-
cerned with and much more powerful are the results it achieves.
5. Writing, inasmuch as it proceeds in accordance with the rules of

art, implies a knowledge of dialectically well-founded discussions and,
at the same time, a knowledge of the souls of those to whom it is
addressed, and hence the consequent structuring of the discussion
(which may be either simple or complex, according to the capacities of
the soul at which it is aimed). Nevertheless, the writer must take into
account that there cannot be great solidity or permanence in writing
because it is marked by playfulness. Writingcannot teach or assist genu-
ine learning, but can only be of assistance in recalling to memory
(recollection) what already has been learned. Thus, only in oral dialec—
tic is there any clarity, perfection, and seriousness.
6. The writer-philosopher is one who has writtenworks knowingwhat

the truth is and, so far forth, can help and defend his works when
necessary, and he can hence explain how writings are of “lesser value”
relative to the things of “greater value” which he knows, but which he
has not entrusted and does not intend to entrust to writing because he
reserves them exclusively for orality.
Given the great importance of these six tenets, we will proceed to

examine them in detail.

106—50 (esp. 1 25ff.) and Platone, 36-50 [American edition, trans]. R. Catan,Plato and the
Foundations ofMetaphysics(Albany: State University ofNewYork Press, 199 1), 3—13 ]; T. A.
Szlezak “Dialogform und Esoterik. Zur Deutung des platonischen Dialogs Phaidros,” in
MuseumHelveticum35 (1 978): 1 8—32, and especially the new volume,Platone, 7-48, which
contains detailed analyses of the positions of the Phaedrus that are of interest to us here,
and with which we fully agree. See also K. Gaiser, Platone come sm'ttorefilosofico. Saggio
sull ’ermeneutz'ca dei dialoghz' platonici (Naples: Bibliopolis, 1 984) , 77— 1o 1.
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I. WritingDoesNot Increase Either the Wisdom or the Memory
ofHumanBeings 2

The first claim in this wide-ranging discussion is introduced by a
famous story, set in Egypt, which tells of the discovery made by the God
Theuth and presented by him to King Thamus,who lived in a great city
on the Nile (Egyptian Thebes). Theuth, after having discovered many
arts—arithmetic, geometry, astronomy, the games of draughts and dice,
and in particular writing—presented them to King Thamus, claiming
that he ought to teach them to the Egyptians since they would be of
great benefit to them. To shed light on the usefulness of writing,
Theuth affirmed the following:
Here, 0 king, is a branch of learning that willmake the people ofEgypt wiser

and improve their memories; my discovery provides a recipe for memory and
wisdom.3

The response ofKing Thamus,whichexpressesPlato’s primarybeliefs
on this matter and the very important issue of the complex relations (a)
between writing and wisdom and (b) betweenwriting and memory, is as
follows.

(a) Instead of truth and, a fortiori, wisdom, writing is able to produce
only the appearance of truth, that is, opinion, because writing falls
short of teaching, which is the unique function of oral discussion. Writ-
ing offers to make the reader learned, as amatter of belief, but in reality

‘

he accepts this from writing only as mere opinion, and hence without
really knowing, because writing falls short of being a true instrument
for the communication of knowledge,namely, teaching.Writing, there—
fore, risks producing not men ofwisdom nor bearers of knowledge,but
merely “opinionated people” or “opinion-mongers.”
(b) Here are the conclusionsPlato draws about the relations between

writing and memory:
Phaedrus:I deserve your rebuke, and I agree that the king of Thebes is right

in what he said about writing.
Socrates: Then anyone who leaves behind him a written manual and likewise

anyone who takes it over from him, on the supposition that such writing will
provide something reliable and permanent, must be exceedingly simple-
minded; he must really be ignorant ofAmmon’s utterance if he imagines that
written words can do anything more than remind one who knows what the
writing is concerned with.

Phaedrus: Very true.4

2. Phaedrus274B-275D.
3. Ibid.,E4—7.
4. Ibid.,C3—D3.
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2. WritingIs Incapable ofHelping andDefendingItselfon Its Own and
Needs the Intervention ofItsAuthor 5

The limited capacity to communicate knowledgewhich is characteris-
tic of writing is further explained by the following considerations.
Writing is like a painting. The images in a painting may seem to be

alive, but in reality they are lifeless, silent, unresponsive.And so it is
with writing: no matter how many times it is questioned, it can do
nothing but repeat itself, always in the same way.
But something worse happens to writings. Writings fall into the hands

of all. Consequently they come into contact with people who are com-
petent concerning the thingswhich they discuss and who are really able
to think about them. In addition, they turn up among people who are
incompetent and do not have the adequate capacities and interests.
Therefore, writing is not able to discriminate and to choose between
those to whom it is possible and appropriate to speak, and those with
whom it is impossible and hence not appropriate to speak.
Writing is unable to defend itself against those who criticize it and

offend against it: it needs assistance and help from its author because it
cannot give this help to itself.
And this establishes a very basic feature about writing: writing needs

the help of its author, and hence is organically dependent on oral
discussion and the oral is not limited to repeating the same things
which writing repeats, and therefore it goes beyond writing.

Socrates: You know, Phaedrus, that’s the strange thing about writing, which
makes it truly analogous to painting. The painter’s products stand before us as
though they were alive, but if you question them, they maintain a most majes-
tic silence. It is the same with writtenwords; they seem to talk to you as though
theywere intelligent, but ifyou ask them anything about what they say . . . they
go on telling you just the same thing forever. And once a thing is put in
writing, the composition, whatever it may be, drifts all over the place, gettinginto the hands not only of those who understand it, but equally of those who
have no businesswith it; it doesn’t know how to address the right people and
not address the wrong. And when it is ill-treated and unfairly abused it always
needs its parent to come to its help, being unable to defend or help itself.
Phaedrus: Once again you are perfectly right.6

3. The Reasonsfor the Superiority ofOralDiscourse over Writing7
Oral discourse,when compared with written discourse, despite being

its legitimate brother, turns out to be “better and more powerful” and is
able to make precise whatwritten discourse cannot.

5. Ibid.,275D4E.
6. Ibid.,D4—E6.
7. Ibid.,276A.
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While a written discourse lacks life and is inert, oral discussion is
“living and animated”; the written is like an image or a copy of the oral,
and consequently it is inferior in the way a copy is to the original.
In addition, while written discourse is fixed on pieces of paper, and

hence on an external thing, oral discussion is written in the very soul of
him who learns by means of knowledge and the process which that
demands; and because of the immediate contact which it sets up with
the soul of himwho learns.A teacher knows with whom it is appropriate
to speak, and with whomhe ought not to speak, and he acts accordingly.
Finally, oral discussion is able to defend itself because it goes far

beyond the single chance that writing has (which can only continually
repeat itself), insofar as it is discourse conducted face to face “by one
who knows.” Plato will reveal at the end of the passage the way in which
the speech of “one who knows” can help the written. These reasons
concern, in addition to methodological rules of oral teaching, the very
content of the discourse. Here is the text of Plato:

Socrates: But now tell me, is there another sort of discoursewhich is brother
of written speech, but of unquestioned legitimacy? Can we see how it origi-
nates, and how much better and more effective it is than the other?
Phaedrus: What sort of discourse have you now in mind, and what is its

origin?
Socrates: The sort that goes together with knowledge, and is written in the

soul of the learner, that can defend itself, and knows to whom it should speak
and to whomit should say nothing.
Phaedrus: You mean no dead discourse, but the living speech, the original of

which the written discoursemay fairly be called a kind of image.
Socrates: Precisely.8

4. The “Playfulness” ofWritten Discourse and the “Seriousness”
ofOralDiscussion9

To clarify further the respectiveaptnesses and bearings ofwritten dis-
course and oral dialectic, Platomakes use of a new and significant simi-
le. On the feast ofAdonis (which fell in the hottest part of the summer),
the Greeks used to plant seeds in shells and in small pots, the so—called
gardens of Adoniswhich, because theywere planted in the late heat of
summer and kept in an artificial environment, grew in only eight days;
but they could not bear fruit, and died quickly (thus symbolizing the
premature death of Adonis himself).
The farmer who hasjudgment (a) when he plants the seeds he cares

, about and fromwhich he wants fruit, will not plant them in the “Adonis-

8. Ibid.,A1—B1.
9. Ibid., 276B—277A.
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garden,” or if he does so, it is only for amusement and because of the
feast. (b) On the other hand, seeds planted seriously will be planted in
the appropriate place according to the precise rules of the science of
agriculture, so that the farmer will be content that these seeds bear fruit
not in eight days, as in the “Adonis-gardens,” but in eight months.
The difference between (a) the farmer who plants for fun in the

“Adonis-gardens” to obtain rapid growth of the seeds and (b) the farm-
er who plants with seriousness in the right place and with the correct
method and allows for the length of time necessary, is analogous to the
difference among those who possess reliable knowledge between (a)
those who crystallize it in writing and (b) those who entrust it to oral
discussion, making use of the art of dialectic, in accordance with the
methods and times it requires.
(a) He who possesses knowledge cannot be working with “serious-

ness” when, writingwith pen and ink on a sheaf of paper he fixes the
things which he cares about, precisely because a written work, as we
know, cannot defend itselfwith respect to its content, orcommunicate
the truth adequately (because this is the prerogative of oral teaching).
Consequently, the possessor of knowledge, when he writes, writes

only “for amusement.” And he goes in for such “amusement” not only
for the pleasure of seeing what is put in writing rapidly grow, but also
with a mnemonic aim, that is, to be able to recall those things from
memory for himselfwhen he is old, and for those who follow after him.
In this way it is a remedy against forgetfulness. While other men are
occupied with other amusements (drinking and the like), he who writes
delights instead in these noble amusements.
(b) Writing, hence, is a “most beautiful amusement,” elevated in

dignity compared with other amusements, which are of no importance
at all. But the dialectical art in verbal discourse is more beautiful still
because it is characterized by “seriousness” (like the farmer who plants
seeds seriously). So discussions with serious purposes are planted in the
right soul (that is, not in artificial places, which are the sheaves of paper,but in the right place, which is the soul), and in accordance with the
necessary and appropriate method for teaching and the communica-
tion of knowledge. Discourses entrusted to the spoken word can help
themselves and produce reliable results. Indeed, they create other dis-
courses in the souls of other men, and in this way the seed becomes
immortal and gives true happiness to whoever possesses it in that way.
(c) Plato says this generally, and particularlywith reference to himself

by alluding to his greatest written work, the Republic.-10

1 0. Ibid., 276, 276E4ff. See also W. Luther, “Die Schwache des geschriebenen Logos,”in Gymnasium68 (1969): 526—48, esp. 536ff.
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This dialogue beginswith the basic theme ofjustice,11 to arrive at the
high point which is the Idea of the Good.12 In particular, Plato refers to
justice, the beautiful, and the Good, and treats them as closely intercon-
nected,” and, speaking of the guardians of the ideal city-state, he ex-
plains that in order to be adequately trained, they must know what
justice and beauty are. In two passages of the Republic 1“ Plato calls his
own discourse a mythologein, in the wide sense of “narration” or “story-
telling.”15Therefore it is not conducted in a strictly dialectical fashion.
So it is understandable both why the passage of the Phaedms on which

we have been commenting speaks of those who possess knowledge “of
just, beautiful, and good things,”16 and also why Plato clearly says that
when such people write they proceed by “mythologizing,”l7 that is, by
narrating or telling a story about “justice” and the other things connect-
ed to it. On the otherhand, in the oral realm, such persons make use of
the art of dialectic,18 and they write discourses on just, beautiful, and
good things on the soul.19
The meaning of the proviso that Plato makes about his own master-

piece is evident: insofar as it “mythologizes” (in the wide sense) about
justice, beauty, and the good, it does not write aboutjustice, beauty, and
the good on the souls of those to whom it is addressed, because this can
only really occur by means of oral dialectic?O This does not mean that
Plato denied that his work had any value at all, just because itwas “play”
and “myth” (narration and exposition); in fact, in the Phaedrus, he de-
scribes this “play” as “very beautiful,” in the sense explained above; but
he redresses the importance and value of his written work relative to
oral dialectic which is presented as “serious” and “much more beauti-
ful” compared with writing. ,

From all this, we conclude that Plato judged his masterpiece to be
“very beautiful,” but he was profoundly convinced that his commitment

1 1. From Book 1 onward;of course, “Onjustice” is the Republic’5 subtitle.
1 2. Especially Books 6 and 7.
1 3. In any case, there is a structural relation among the three concepts: the Beautiful

is one way of unpacking the Good; insofar as justice imposes order on disorder (and so
unity on multiplicity),it too is a form of the Good.

14. Republic2.376D9—E4,6.501E2—5.
1 5. In the two passages cited in the previousnote Platohimselfdescribeshis operation

as mythologizing; likewise, the most famous moves in the Republic are known by the
imageswith which Plato expressed them: the Sun, the Line, and the Cave.

1 6. Phaedrus 2 76C 1-9, 276E 1—277A4.
1 7. Note how Phaedms 276E1—3 connects “play” with “myth,” thus strengthening the

equation “play” = “myth” = “writing.” Cf. 276(33 and 278A3.
1 8. Phaedrus 276E4.
19. The concept ofwritingon the soul returns at Phaedrus 278A3.
2o. Phaedms 278A1-5 places the Republicamong the best ofwritings which “are capa-ble of reminding thosewho alreadyknow”; cf. Phaedrus 277D10—E3.
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to the realm of oral dialectic (that is, in the teaching which he under-
took in the Academy) was the real commitment to “seriousness” and
that this teaching was “much more beautiful.” Let us read the whole of
this fundamental text:

Socrates: Now tell me this. Would a sensible husbandman, who has seeds
which he cares for and which he wishes to bear fruit, plant them with serious
purpose in the heat of summer in some garden of Adonis, and delight in
seeing them appear in beauty in eight days, or would he do that sort of thing,
when he did it at all, only in play and for amusement?Would he not . . . follow
the rules of husbandry, plant his seeds in fitting ground, and be pleased when
those which he had sowed reached their perfection in the eighth month?
Phaedrus: Yes, Socrates, he would, as you say act in that way when in earnest

and in the other way only for amusement.
Socrates: And are we to maintain that he who has knowledge of what is just,

honorable, and good has less sense than the farmer in dealing with his seeds?
Phaedrus: Of course not.
Socrates: Then it won’t be with serious intent that he “writes them in water”

or that black fluid we call ink, using his pen to sow words that can’t either
speak in their own defense or present the truth adequately.
Phaedrus: It certainly isn’t likely.
Socrates: No, it is not. He will sow his seed in literary gardens, I take it, and

write when he does write by way of pastime, collecting a store of refreshment
both for his own memory, against the day “when age oblivious comes,” and for
all such as tread in his footsteps, and he will take pleasure in watching the
tender plants grow up. Andwhen other men resort to other pastimes, regaling
themselves with drinking parties and suchlike, he will doubtless prefer to
indulge in the recreation I refer to.
Phaedrus: And what an excellent one it is, Socrates!
Socrates: Yes indeed, dear Phaedrus. But far more excellent, I think, is the

serious treatment of them, which employs the art of dialectic. The dialectician
selects a soul of the right type, and in it he plants and sows his words founded
on knowledge, words which can defend themselves and him who planted
them, words which instead of remaining barren contain a seed whence new
words group up in new characters, wherebythe seed is vouchsafed immortality,
and its possessor the fullest measure of blessedness that man can attain.21

5. The Clarity and Completeness That Belong to Oral Discussionbut
Not to Written Discourses 22 '

Having set this out, Plato draws his conclusions about the overall is-
sue, by connecting them with the basic theme with which the dialogue
began. Writing, to conform to the rules of art, must respect three clear
conditions.
First, a writer must know the truth, be able to define, and distinguish

and subdivide it into kinds by means of the dialecticalmethod.

2 1. Phaedrus 276B1-277A5.
22. Ibid.,277A—278B.
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Second, he must know the souls of thoseWhom he addresses and must
be able to establishwhat is appropriate to the nature of those souls, to
the specific tendencies, interests, and capacities of those souls.
Finally, and consequently,he must structure the writing in such a way

as to produce an adequate correspondence between the contents of the
discussions and the souls to which they are to be delivered. To simple
souls he must know how to offer simple discussions, while to the sophis-
ticated he must offer sufficientlynuanced discussions.
In any case, thosewho write on private or public matters, and present

laws or political works, are mistaken if they think that there can be
found any “great reliabilityor clarity” in these writings.23 Indeed, knowl—
edge of the foundations concerning the just and the unjust, good and
evil cannot be found in written works.
In written works there is a great deal of “play,” and so they cannot

contain “great seriousness.” Even the best ofwritings are simply “means
for helping the memory of those who know already.”24
Consequently, only in oral discussions aimed at learning and teach-

ing, which write in the soul “just things, beautiful and good,” is the
“clarity,” “completeness,” and “seriousness” contained which is not
found in the written works.
Here is the key point of the text:
But the man who thinks that in the written word there is necessarilymuch

that is playful, and that no written discourse . . . deserves to be treated very
seriously (and this applies also to the recitations of the rhapsodies, delivered
to sway people’s minds, without opportunity for questioning and teaching),
but that the best of them really serve only to remind us of whatwe know; and
who thinks that only words about justice and beauty and goodness spoken by
teachers for the sake of instruction and really written in a soul is clearness and
perfection, and seriousvalue, that suchwords should be considered the speak-
er’s own legitimate offspring,first the wordwithin himself, if it be found there,
and secondly its descendants or brothers whichmay have sprung up in worthy
manner in the souls of others, —that man, Phaedrus, is likely to be such as you
and I might pray that we ourselves may become.

By all means that is what I wish and pray for.25

6. The PhilosophicalWriter Does Not Entrust to Written Works
“the Things ofGreatest Value” 26

From these conclusions on writing and its relations with orality, Plato
draws the characterization of the “philosopher.”A “philosopher” is one

23. Ibid.,277Dg.
24. Ibid.,278A1.
25. Ibid.,277E5—278B6.
26. Ibid.,B—E.
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who has composed written works as long as he has composed them
knowing the truth and is able to help and defend what he has written,
and can show how “weak” written things are (relative to other things
that he has not put into writing, but which he can defend orally). This
honorific does not derive from the things he has written (which is an
“amusement”), but from what he has done in all “seriousness.” But he
who does not possess “things of the greatest value” relative to the writ—

ten works should be given a name deriving from the contents and the
characteristics of his writings: poet, legislator, speech writer, and the
like. The essence of the philosopher, Plato states, is realized not in the
sphere of the “written,” but rather in that of the “oral.”

Socrates: Then we may regard our literary pastimes as having reached a
satisfactory conclusion.Do you now go and tell Lysias that we twowent down to
the stream where is the holy place of the nymphs, and there listened to words
which charged us to deliver a message, first to Lysias and all other composers
of discourses, secondly to Homer and all others who have written poetrywhether to be read or sung, and thirdly to Solon and all such as are authors of
political compositions under the name of laws—to wit, that if any of them has
done his work with a knowledge of the truth, can defend his statements when
challenged, and can demonstrate the inferiority of his written works out Of his
own mouth, he ought not to be designated by a name drawn from those
written works, but by one that indicates his serious pursuit.

Phaedrus: Then what names would you assign him?
Socrates: To call him wise, Phaedrus, would, I think, be going too far; the

epithet is proper only to a god. A name that would fit him better, and have
more seemliness,would be “lover of wisdom,” or something similar.
Phaedrus: Yes, that would be quite in keeping. '

Socrates: On the other hand, one who has nothing to show of more value
than the literary works on whose phrases he spends hours, twisting them this
way and that, pasting them together and pulling them apart, will rightly, I
suggest, be called a poet or speech writer or law writer.
Phaedrus: Of course.”7

Plato spells out in the Seventh Letterwhat exactly these “things of the
greatest value” consist in; but, in the Phaedrus, it is clear that these
“things of the greatest value” are those that bring aid to writing. They
are things which go back to the very foundations of what has been
written and so give it its “reliability,” “clarity,” and “completeness.”
These foundations, according to the different themes discussed in
written works, can be found on different levels; but, because in our
passages Plato speaks several times about those matters which concern
“just, beautiful, and good things,” evidently the “things of the greatest
value” are, clearly, the primary and highest Principles.28

27. Ibid.,B7—E2.
28. See Szlezak’s observationson this issue, in Platon, 20—23.
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7. Conclusions 0n the Self-Testimonies in thePhaedrus
Before going on to the Seventh Lettev; we may recall a statement made

at the beginning, to round off our discussion of the self-testimonies in
the Phaedrus.
We said that these self-testimonies are a massive “counter-instance”

for the traditional interpretive paradigm, and that scholars have tried to
blunt and attenuate them in various ways in order to fit them into that
paradigm. The attempts made are reducible to three chief ones.
(a) Since the time of Schleiermacher, there have been efforts to see

in these self-testimonies an attempt to account for the Platonic dia-
logues, inasmuch as the writings are spoken of as an eiookov (image) of
the oral discussion, in which one can see the scheme Plato followed in
his dialogues,whichwere aimed at faithfully reproducing in writing his
oral teaching. But it has long been recognized that the text uses 8i80kov
in the sense of “copy” or “image,” and hence in a pejorative sense, that
is, as a shadowof the original.‘29And so this attempt is unmasked as quite
arbitrary and unfounded.
(b) Another way which has been tried to force the self-testimonies of

the Phaedms to fit the traditional paradigm is the attempt to show that
Plato did not include his own dialogues in his criticism of writing. But
even this attempt does not stand up, because Plato speaks of the “writ—
ten” and of “writings” in general, that is, using a language which does
not admit any exceptions. This objection goes through even if one does
not accept that the criticism of written discourse in the Phaedrus makes
specific reference to the Republic. Nor can arguments be accepted that
are based on the attempt to show that the type of writing that Plato
rejects is ofiyypduuoc, meaning a “treatise” or a doctrinal “compendi-
um,” and that the dialogues are obviously not treatises or doctrinal
compendia. In fact, attentive examination of the term’s use, in both
classical and in later Greek, has shown that the term indicates a work in
prose, as distinct from verse, and that the Platonic dialogues themselves
were called ouyypduuaw.3°
Therefore, this way of squeezing the self-testimonies of the Phaedrus

to make them fit into the traditional paradigm is not a real option.
(c) A third way which has been tried is the attempt to restrict the

“serious” things and those of “greatestvalue” to the form and not to the

29. See whatKramer says in this respect in Platone, 37ff. and notes 9 and 2 5 [Am. ed.,
5, note 9, p. 219 and note 25, p. 222]. Cf. Szlezak, Platon, 1 1ff.

30. See Szlezak, Platon, and in particular Chapter 2: Die Bedeutung von ouyygauua,
376—85. Also see 37gff. where seven documents are cited in which the dialoguesof Plato
are named oéyygauua (taken from Isocrates, the pseudo-Platonic author of the Second
Letter, DiogenesLaertius, Themistius,Proclus, Marcellinus,and Philo ofAlexandria).
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content. Oral discussion possesses a different vital charge with all that
entails, and in this sense it would possess a purely formal superiority to
writing, although not in doctrinal content. But this too is a blind alley,
because from beginning to end Plato’s argument is aimed at showing
how, unlike writing which repeats only one thing, orality says different
things, and hence new things.Moreover, the goal of the self-testimonies
makes sense only if those “things of the greatest value,” which are not
written, are understood as having “doctrinal content” insofar as it is
only because of that that a writer should be called a “philosopher,”
irrespective of the nature of the things which can be put into writing as
either poetry or prose.
As recent studies have shown on the basis of detailed documentation,

the sort of “help” which the writer brings to his writing, according to
Plato, concerns the content, and justifies and grounds the conclusions
of the writing by bringing them to a higher plane as to their content.31
We shall not linger over attempts to save the traditional paradigm

because from the epistemological viewpoint they are already obsolete
and they have lost a great deal of their significancewith the blurring of
the paradigm which theywere intended to support.

II. THE SUPREME PRINCIPLESARE THE “MOST SERIOUS” THINGS WHICH
THE PHILOSOPHERDOES NOT ENTRUST TO WRITING

In the excursus of the Seventh Letter, 32 Plato takes up again the doc—
trine we examined in the Phaedrus to explain his personal relations with
the tyrant DiOnysius of Syracuse concerning writing.
The exposition of these self-testimonies is well composed and spelled

out in four points:
1. Plato first explainswhat the “test” is that he subjects thosewho wish

to study philosophy to ascertain whether they are able to pursue it.
2. He then lays out Dionysius’s terrible results relative to the “test”

insofar as he thought that, after having only one oral presentation by
Plato, he could put into writing what is concerned with “the most im-
portant things,” things about which, giving reasons, Plato firmly denies,
there can be appropriate and usefulwriting.

3. In order to explain his position, Plato presents some basic episte-
mological arguments. If a writer is “serious,” the things which he en-

3 1 . On these points consult the excellent documentation of Szlezak, Platon, passim.
32. On the SeventhLetter the work of Kramer is fundamental; see Arete, 22f}; 4ooff.,

457ff.; Die gmndsatzlichen Fragen, 1 1 5—24; and Platone, 99—107 [Am. ed. 42—46] , 1 2 1—30
[Am. ed. 56-6 1], with directions for further study on 99, note 69. See also Szlezak, Platon,
Chapter 3: “Zum Siebenten Brief,” 386-405.
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trusts to writingare not “the most serious things,” since the writer-philos-
opher keeps these things in the best part of himself (in his own soul).
4. Consequently, Dionysius and those who have written about the

things which, for Plato, are the “highest things” are not right to have
done so, but have bad reasons for doing so.

I. The Great “Test” to Which Those WhoApproachPhilosophy
Must Submit33

The “test”34which thosewho mean to adopt philosophymust undergo
is a preliminary presentation of philosophy and the exemplification of
what it entails, especially its difficulties. Thosewho undergo this “test” in
general assume either of two opposed attitudes, each of which fully
reveals whether they have a nature suited to philosophy.
(a) If those who undergo the “test” have a nature suited to philoso-

phy, they judge wholly favorably the way peculiar to philosophy and
want to set off immediately on it. Theyjoin their efforts with those of
their guide until they achieve the objective, or at least until they have
matured the powers to allow them to proceed alone along the way of
philosophy.Consequently,they arrange and conduct the affairs of their
private lives so as to make them coherent with the philosophical life.
(b) If, on the other hand, thosewho are “tested” do not have a nature

suited to philoSophy, and their knowledgeboils down to personal opin—
ion, they react against the great number of things to be learnt, against
the labor involved, and against the severe daily discipline which they
must impose on their life to practice philosophy authentically. Conse-
quently, they are convinced immediately that they have heard enough
about the whole subject, and have no need of further commitment.

2. “The Greatest Things”Must BeEntrusted to OralDiscussionand
Not to Written Discourse 35

The immediate reaction of Dionysius, when subjected to the “test,”
was of the second type. He pretended immediately that he knew these
things, because he had heard them from others as well as “the most
important things,” and then he put in writing the things he heard from
Plato,just like others who decided to write about the same things said,
but notwritten, by Plato.
Here are the drastic conclusionswhich Plato draws: anyonewho puts

in writing those things entrusted by him only to oral discussion under-

33. SeventhLetter34oB—341A.
34. The term used by Plato is neiga (340B5).
35. Seventh Letter34 1 B—E.
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stands nothing about them; so much so that awritten text by Plato him-
self on those things does not exist, nor will such a thing ever exist.
The text has become quite well known because it is wholly baffling in

the context of the traditional paradigm, while it is the foundation sup-
porting the alternative paradigm:
One statement at any rate I can make in regard to all who have written or

who may write with a claim to knowledge of the subjects to which I devote
myself—no matter how they pretend to have acquired it, whether from my
instruction or from others or by their own discovery. Such writers can in my
opinion have no real acquaintance with the subject. I certainly have composed
no work in regard to it, nor shall I ever do so in the future.36

Plato explains his reasons for not wishing to entrust “the most impor-
tant things” and the “things of the greatest value” to written works, re-
serving them to oral dialectic, as follows.
In the first place, the knowledgeof these things cannot be communi—

cated like other things, because it requires a long series of discussions
between teacher and learner living together until there is born in the
very soul of the learner a sparkwhich lights up the truth. Here are Pla-
to’s words:

The knowledge of these things is not at all communicable like other knowl-
edges, but acquaintance with it must come rather after a long period of atten—
dance on instruction in the subject itself and of close companionship, when,
suddenly, like a blaze kindled by a leaping spark, it is generated in the soul and
at once becomes self—sustaining.37

What is at issue here, then, is not knowledge which is intrinsically
incommunicable or ineffable, as some, perhaps mistaking Platonic for
Neoplatonic doctrines, have thought. Rather, this knowledge is not
communicable as other knowledge is because, to be acquired, it de-
mands not just special gifts but a long initiation.
Plato stresses that, if it were appropriate to put these things into writ-

ing, then he would be the one to do it “in the best possible way”; howev-
er, this could not happen, since these things cannot be “communicated
in an adequate way to the many.”38
Once more, then, Plato denies that the things are not sayable or writ-

able at all. Rather they cannot be said or written for the many, because
such people would not get the point, as we shall see below.
Some men could undoubtedly get some benefit from writings on

these things, but theywould be the few “who are capable of discovering

36. Ibid.,B7—C5.
37. Ibid.,34IC5—D2.
38. Ibid.,D4—6.
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the truth for themselveswith a little guidance.”9 On the otherhand, the
majority of men would not understand, and would unjustifiablybe con-
temned; or they would be puffed up with pride, convinced of having
learned great things, which they had not really understood. Therefore,
writing about these things is useless and completelyunprofitable.40

3. The Epistemological Reasons Why “theMost Serious Things” Should
NotBeEntrusted to Written Works 41

In this discussion Plato goes still further by indicating the epistemo-
logical foundations of his rejection ofwriting.
We use (1) names, (2) definitions, and (3) images to achieve (4)

knowledge which brings us (5) to grasp the intelligible itself. Knowl-
edge includes the first three things and carries us to the fifth. Of all
these things, the most like the fifth, the intelligible, is intellectual intu-
ition which is the basis of knowledgewhile the others are proportional-
ly further removed from it.
Thus, the images, since they are sensibles, are full of things contrary

to the intelligible (to which knowledge tends); and names and defini-
tions contain instabilitiesand obscurities of various kinds, and they also
evidently limit knowledge.Here is the focal point of the argument:
One might, however, speak forever about the inaccurate character of each of

the four! The important thing is that . . . there are two things, the essential
reality and the particular quality, and when the mind is in quest of knowledge
not of the qualitybut of the essence, each of the four confronts the mind with
the unsought particulars, whether in verbal or bodily form. Each of the four
makes the reality that is expressed in words or illustrated in objects liable to
easy refutation by the evidence of the senses. The result of this is to make
practicallyevery man a prey to complete perplexity and uncertainty.42

In particular, those who possess the art of refutation can appear to
conquer those who espouse doctrines in discourse or in writing by
appealing to the first four things, which by their nature are weak and
hence liable to be attacked in various ways. Consequently, those who
possess the art of refutation can make those who speak or write appear
as though they were ignorant about the things about which they write
or speak. The four things can be a way which brings us to knowledge of
the fifth (which is reality intelligible in and of itself); but they can also
constitute an impediment to the achievement of that aim because of
their nature. Only those few who possess a good nature “going up and

39. Ibid.,E2—3.
4o. Cf. Ibid., E3—6.
41. Cf. Ibid.,342A—344D.
42. Cf. Ibid.,343B6—C5.
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down each of them” and with much labor can achieve the knowledge of
“that which has a good nature.”43 Instead, most men, because of their
unsuitable natures, get lost among the four things (individually or col-
lectively) and do not achieve knowledge of “that which has a good
nature.” And for men of exactly this kind (who, as we have seen, are the
majority) writtenworks about such things of a superior nature would be
of no use, because not even Lynceus could make such a man see.
Here, in summary, are Plato’s conclusions alongwith the basic mean-

ing of his self-testimonies:

To sum it all up . . . , natural intelligence and a good memory are equally
powerless to aid the man who has not an inborn affinity with the subject.With-
out such endowments there is of course not the slightest possibility. Hence all
who have no natural aptitude for and affinity with justice and all the other
noble ideals, though in the study of other matters theymay be both intelligent
and retentive—all those too who have affinitybut are stupid and unretentive—
such will never any of them attain to an understanding of the most complete
truth in regard to moral concepts. The study of virtue and vice must be accom-
panied by an inquiry into what is false and true of existence in general and
must be carried on by constant practice through a long period. . . . Hardly after
practicing detailed comparisons of names and definitions and visual and other
sense perceptions, after scrutinizing them in benevolent disputation by the
use of question and answer withoutjealousy, at last in a flash understanding of
each blazes up, and the mind, as it exerts all its powers to the limit of human
capacity, is flooded with light. For this reason no serious man will ever think of
writing about serious realities for the general public so as to make them a prey
to envy and perplexity. In a word, it is an inevitable conclusion from this that
when anyone sees anywhere the written work of anyone, whether that of a law-
giver in his laws or whatever it may be in some other form, the subject dis-
cussed cannot have been his most serious concern—that is, if he is himself a
serious man. His most serious interests have their abode somewhere in the
noblest region of the field of his activity. If, however, he really was seriously
concerned with these matters and put them in writing, “then surely” not the
gods, but mortals “have utterly blasted his wits.”44

4. Those Who Write about the Highest ThingsDo NotDo So

for Good Reasons 45

Returning to the conduct of Dionysius and others who have written
about “the first and highest Principles of reality,” Plato claims unwaver-
ingly that anyone who has done so has not done so for good reasons.

a. He cannot have done it for use, that is, to help his own memory, 4

because anyone who has correctly understood these ultimate things
(that is, the things which are the “first and highest Principles”) 46 and

43. Cf. Ibid., Eiff.
44. Ibid., 344A2—D2.The final part of this passage refers to Iliad, 7.360 and 1 2.234.
45. Ibid.,344D—345C. \ , , \46. Ibid.,D4—5: to: Tregt cpuoetoc; (’1an am Tcgtfira.
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has had them impressed on his soul could not forget them, since they
can be put into the “very briefest statements.”47
b. He may, on the other hand, have done it for personal ambition

(either to pass these things off as his own, or to show that he is a follow-
er Of a teacher who makes one famous).
c. Anyonewho has so written has done so without adequate training,

and Dionysius in particular did it on the basis of a single lesson.

5. Conclusions 0n the Self-Testimonies in the Seventh Letter
As the reader will easily appreciate, the themes of the self-testimonies

of the Seventh Letterare the same as those in the Phaedrus but they make
more explicit the characteristics of those matters about which Plato re-
fused to write. By way of recapitulation, we may list the terms and ex-
pressions Plato uses to characterize the matters with which the Unwrit-
ten Doctrines are concerned:

. the whole, or, the all;48

. the greatest;49

. nature, that is, reality as its foundation;50

. the good;51

. the truth about virtue and vice;52

. the false and the true about the whole of being; 53

. the most serious things; 54

. the first and highest Principles of reality. 55
OO\T
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As can be seen, they form a series of steps leading up to the evidence
for the theory of the first and highest Principles whichwe shall discuss
fully later, and whichwe shall see is the very basis of Plato’s thought.
Given whatwe have said so far, it is clear how these self-testimoniesin

which Plato says with absolute definiteness that on these matters, there
never has and never shall be any ouy'ygauua56written work by him,
constitute a most significant “counter-instance” which confronts the
traditional paradigm, even more than does what was said in the self-
testimonies in the Phaedrus.

47. Ibid., E2: év Boaxurdrorg.
48. Ibid., 341A2: To Show
49. Ibid., B 1: rd uéytora.
50. Ibid., D7: (p661;
51. Ibid., 342D4: dyaeév.
52. Ibid., 344A8ff.: dlfieatadgetfig eig to Suvarov and naming.
53. Ibid., B2: to tbefifioc; éiua xai dknBég Tfig 59mg ofioiag.
54. Ibid., C6: rd onoufiatérata.
55. Ibid., D4—-5: rd TCSQl cpéoewg finger and nocfira.
56. Ibid.,341C4—5.
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In order to try to overcome or, at the least, to contain the crisis the
anomaly raises for the paradigm which claims the autonomy and self-
sufficiencyof the Platonicwritings, basically two approaches have been
tried: (a) rejection of the authenticity of the Seventh Letterand (b) more
prudently, the attempt to interpret the “writing” (ofiy'ygauua) which
Plato rejected by limiting its meaning to the sense of “treatise,” “com-
pendium,” or “systematic exposition,” thus trying to distinguish it from
the “dialogues,” as if Plato wanted in some way to specify that what he
had to say, he meant to say only in the dialogue form.

(a) The claim about the inauthenticity of the Seventh Letter falls into a
Vicious circle: we must reject the authenticity of this written work be-
cause we do not accept what it says about written works insofar as that
does not fit into our interpretive paradigm. Cherniss’s position is typi—

cal of this sort of strategy. 57 It is to be noted that only a very few scholars
now claim that the Seventh Letteris not authentic, and its authenticity has
become a'commonly held opinion.58

(b) Nor is the second position sustainable, for the reason given in the
discussion in the Phaedrus: all the historical documents that are at our
disposal forbid us to interpret the term “ouyygauua” in a restrictive
sense, whereas the dialogues themselves are to be considered and have
been considered “ounyduuaTa,” insofar as they are works in prose and
not in verse. Rather, it can be directlydemonstrated that, far from being
used in a restrictive sense, the term “ouyygauua” to mean not a work in
prose generally but only a work in prose of a specifically systematic
character or a textbook as opposed to a dialogue, Plato used the term in
the Opposite Sense, in his final writings, to indicate also written poetical
works.59 Thus, we discover the very opposite of the restriction which
would be necessary to eliminate the Seventh Letteras a counter-instance.
Thus the traditional paradigm’sescape hatch is closed off.
In conclusion: from the self-testimonies it is very clear that the dia-

logues do not contain those things which for Plato are of maximum
“seriousness”; for our philosopher such things are not communicable
in writingbut only bymeans of oral communication.60
Moreover, we shall see how, in several dialogues, at points at which it

is necessary to approach the things of “greatest value,” Plato not only

57. Thiswouldbe the only wayof eliminating the most embarrassingcounterevidence
for the traditional paradigm, given that Plato’s claim that he wouldneverwrite down his
primaryand highestPrinciplescategorically denies the autonomyand self-sufficiency ofthe
dialogues. In any case, therewould stillremainuntouched the“self-testimonies” ofthePhaedrus.

58. Even Cherniss’s followers do not think it possible to deny the authenticity of the
SeventhLetter.

59. Laws 1 1.858C10.
60. Seventh Letter341D2—342A1.
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does not reveal them, but puts them off to another time and another
treatment, that is, to the Unwritten Doctrines, not to mention the over-
whelming confirmations from the indirect tradition.

,
First, however, we ought to tackle a serious difficultywhich has been

put forward by the upholders of the traditional paradigm: Should some-
one in the past have written, and should others continue to write about
those things which Plato intended to limit to oral discussion? This is the
difficult problem that we must now solve.

III. WHY WAS IT POSSIBLEFOR PLATo’S FOLLOWERS ToWRITE ABOUT
THE “UNWRITTEN” IN SPITE or THE PROHIBITIONS OF THEIR
TEACHER, AND WHY IS IT NECESSARY FOR Us?

In the face of these self—testimonies two seriousdoubts can arise: (I) Is
it not an absurd contradiction that the followers of Plato thought that
they could and should write about the doctrines about which Plato not
only did not wish to write but did not wish anyone else to write? (2)
Does not a writer of today risk falling into a double contradiction by
doing the proscribed thing about prohibited things?
To raise these questions is equivalent to asking the question about the

legitimacyofwriting about Plato’s Unwritten Doctrines. In otherwords:
(1) How can the legitimacy of the indirect tradition be maintained if it
arises from the contravention of that proscription? (2) How can the
claim of the modern historian be legitimate Since he begins from writ-
ings arising from a prohibition, and he himselfwrites about those writ-
ings, thus twice contravening the prohibition?
At first glance, such questions seem impressive, but with a careful

evaluation of the facts they turn out to be completely solvable.
Actually, Plato did not say that it was impossible to write about the

"‘things of the greatest value,” that is, about the “most serious things,”
because itwas impossible to write about them, but because itwas useless
and moreover because it was damaging to place these doctrines within
reach of the many. Plato depends chiefly on reasons of an ethical and
pedagogical-dialecticalcharacter, as we have seen at length.
In other words, Plato never said that the doctrines that he did not

want to entrust to writing were in incapable of being written, that is,
absolutely not susceptible of being fixed in discourses put on paper.
Rather, Plato says quite clearly that if it had been worthwhile to do it, he
would have been able to do it “in the best way.” And he explains his not
having done it for no other reasons than for the ethical, pedagogic, and
didactic reasons which we have noted above. Plato believed that this
would be useful for only those few men who are capable, with a little
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guidance, Offinding for themselves the ultimate truths in the context Of
oral discussions; but to write it only for those few would be in itself
useless. On the other hand, it would have been damaging for the
greater part of mankind, who would not be able to understand them;
either theywould be contemptuous and deride what they do not under-
stand Or theywould be filled with illusorypride believing that they had
learned things which in reality theywere incapable of understanding.
Here is Plato’s text in which he declares himself clearly:
Besides, this at any rate I know, that if there were to be a treatise or a lecture

on this subject, I could do it best. I am also sure for that matter that I should be
very sorry to see such a treatise poorly written. If I thought it possible to deal
adequately with the subject in a treatise or a lecture for the general public,
what finer achievement would there have been in my life than to write a work
of great benefit to mankind and to bring the nature of things to light for all
men? I do not, however, think the attempt to tell mankind of these matters a
good thing, except in the case of some few who are capable of discovering the
truth for themselves with a little guidance. In the case of the rest to do so
would excite in some an unjustified contempt . . . , in others certain lofty and
vain hopes, as if they had acquired some awesome lore.61

In addition, Plato explains that to write on these things would not
even be useful as a “memory-aid,” insofar as “the most serious things”
are summarized in a few very brief statements which, as we have seen,
those who have grasped them have impressed on their souls and can no
longer forget.
Nor did he put the doctrine in writing to aid his own memory, for there is no

danger of anyone’s forgetting it, once his soul grasps it, since it is contained in
the very briefest statements.62

This being so, the followers who wrote were not trying to do what
Plato believedwas objectively and logically impossible, but simply what
he held to be ineffective, useless, and dangerous, for ethical and educa-
tional reasons.
But Plato held this Opinion chiefly because he was the immediate

follower of Socrates. He still upheld the Socratic claims to the spiritual
supremacy of oral dialectic over those of the written, although he had
conceded a great deal to writings at least as regards the ultimate
realities: the highest and first Principles. But the followers of Platowere
sufficientlydistant from Socratesas not to feel so utterly bound by those
ethical convictions, and so to believe that the whole of philosophy
could be put into writing without the restrictions and limitations on

61. Ibid.,344D9—E2.
62. Ibid.,A8.
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form being operative.Whatwas important for them was to carry through
the line of thought opened up by Plato when he decided to write: and
this entailed the transgression, at leastwithin the School, of the precept
and practice of Socrates.
Therefore, the prohibition in Plato againstwriting about certain mat-

ters depends only on a theory of teaching and learning bound up with
an archaic cultural background, that is, to the radical conviction of the
communicative superiority of the oral over the written.
The modern scholar can well understand these things historicallyor

objectively and without being in any way bound by them. In Other
words, understanding why Plato did not wish any writing about the
ultimate truths does not at all imply that no one ought to write about
such things, nor that one ought to adopt his views about the material
handed down to us by the indirect tradition and justified as above. On
the contrary, the objective historian, when he understands the reasons
and the motives internal to the archaic mind-set for the belief in the
primacy of the oral over the written, is set free by that understanding.
In conclusion, Kramer is absolutely right about this when he writes,
To say it in another way, we people of today, after two millennia of experi-

ence with the culture of the written word, in regard to the Platonic method of
teaching, find ourselves inevitably at a critical distance that cannot be over-
come and that takes us as historians away from the Platonic norms concerned
with the limitations ofwrittenwork. The situation of Socrates and other philos-
ophers who carried on their activity only orally (Pyrrho,Arcesilaus, Carneades,
Ammonius) is instructive, for modern historians have at all timeswritten about
them without any hesitation. But, the thesis of the superiority of “oral dis-
course” maintained by Plato had its origin precisely in Socrates. 63

IV. THE INDIRECTTRADITION AS A BASIC SOURCE FOR THE
RECONSTRUCTIONOF THE UNWRITTEN DOCTRINES OF PLATO

It might be objected that the pretensions of the new paradigm would
seem to contradict at least the verdict expressed by Plato against all
writing both past and future about his doctrines concerning the ulti-
mate truths, which were entrusted by him entirely to oral communica-
tion. How can we justify and preserve his students’writings about these
matters, from whose remaining fragments we draw our inspiration?
In the Seventh Letterwe find the following:
I do know, however, that some others have written on these same subjects,but those who have done so, do not know themselves.64

63. Kramer, Platone, 131 [Am. ed., 61].
64. SeventhLetter341 35—7: yeygacpétagneg‘t 16v aim-(7w 1:013va.
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One who has followed my account of realityand of the deviationsfrom itwill
be assured of the fact that, whether Dionysius has written anything on the first
and highest principles of reality, or anyone else great or small, that man in my
opinion has neither received any sound instruction nor profited by it in the
subject ofwhich he wrote. For if he had, he would have felt the same reverence
for the subject that I do and would not boldly have cast it out unbecomingly
and unfittingly.65

But it is important to note that among thosewho have notunderstood
anything about these things we ought not to include his own followers,
from whomwe have receivedwritings and testimonies. Plato gives us a
clear and straightforward positive judgment about them, saying that
they have understood quite well the doctrines at issue. Again in the
Seventh Letterwe read:

Then, if [Dionysius] believed them to be puerilities, then truly it is in con-
trastwith many testimonieswhichmaintained the contrary, and which on these
things could judge much more authoritatively than Dionysius.66

This being so, the consequences to be drawnare inevitable: the extant
testimonies of the ancient Academy on Plato’s Unwritten Doctrines are
to be taken into very serious consideration; in any case, it is incorrect to
set them aside or not to give them due attention in the interpretation of
Plato. In sum, the indirect tradition must be considered a source of
fundamental importance alongside and together with the dialogues in-
sofar as it goes back to his followers, whom Plato himself acknowledged
to be goodjudges and witnesses about the matters whichwe find in that
tradition.

7

On the other hand, the scholars who adhere to the old paradigm
have insisted in various ways on the “misunderstandings”and “deforma-
tions” on the part of Plato’s students who transmitted reports concern—
ing the Unwritten Doctrines, and consequently these scholars have vig-
orously contested the credibilityOf those reports. In a quite extraordi-
nary way, they have insisted on the untrustworthiness of what Aristotle
says, claiming that he often misleads us about Plato, especially when he
is arguing with him.
It is true that Plato does notmention the names of those who under-

stood him properly; but Aristotle was part of the circle of the followers
closest to Plato and what he wrote was certainly subject to check by the
entire School; so it is totally unacceptable to say that he invented the
Unwritten Doctrines, and so was the author of a sensational forgery.
But since Aristotle is our source of greatest importance, it is worth-

while giving some further explanation.
65. Ibid., 344D3—g.
66. Ibid., 345B5-7.
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It is true, as many have complained, that Aristotlevery often presents
the authors he discusses in terms of his own categories and technical
language, and it is also true that he presents the doctrines of Plato in a
onesided way that allows him to refute them or at least to criticize them,
in order to propose the superiority of his own views. But it is also true
(and a crushing set of examples could be brought to bear) that what
Aristotle says atworst always has some objective basis. So the work of the
historian is to distinguish on a case-by-case basis between the objective
facts and what is, rather, the interpretation of the facts.
For example, Aristotle presents Plato’s theory of Ideas in a very ques-

tionable format (as can be easily seen by a simple comparison with the
Platonic dialogues which also present that doctrine), often hedging it
in so as to make it easier for him to show its weaknesses, and using
language which is for the most part not Plato’s own. But from this it is
not correct to conclude that Aristotle invented everything that he says
and is thus absolutelylacking in credibility. After all, the theory of Ideas
is a Platonic doctrine, and furthermore, seen from a certain perspec-
tive, it can be theoretically interpreted (although in great part incor-
rectly) as it was interpreted by Aristotle.
Here are the key points to consider.
a. Aristotle never invented what he presented as a matter of fact or as

a historical circumstance. Consequently,it must be admitted that when
Aristotle states that Plato placed above the doctrine of Ideas a further
doctrine of the Principles, he is correct. For this is a pure matter of fact
and not a theoretical interpretation, a truth which is fully confirmed by
parallel testimonies as well as in Plato’s Seventh Letter
b. It is true that the exposition of the doctrine of the Principles—like

that of the doctrine of Ideas—was carried out in polemically advanta-
geous language and using categorieswhich to some extent deform the
original doctrine; nevertheless, it is possible to calculate—so to speak—
the refractive index which Aristotle interposes between us and the orig-
inal doctrines and to compensate plausibly for it, transposing the terms
of the theory.
c. This task of criticism can be performed with the aid of other paral-

lel testimonies in addition to the criticism internal to Aristotle.
d. Those who radically contest the credibility of Aristotle’s testimo-

nies concerning the Unwritten Doctrines of Plato use Aristotle himself
as an unimpeachable source for the reconstruction of the doctrines of
other philosophers and, in particular, for the reconstruction of the
doctrines of other Platonists, and hence they condemn themselvesand
their methods as inconsistent.67

67. See Kramer,Platone, 1 13 [Am. ed., 51].
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We must conclude that the indirect tradition, centered especially but
not wholly on Aristotle, is to be upheld and is well founded, especially
as testimony about that “extra” which it contains by way of testimony
about what is absent from the Platonic dialogues, but to which Plato
himself Often refers.



4 The AdvantagesofRereading Plato’s Dialogues in the
Light of the Unwritten Doctrines That Have Come
Down to Us in the Indirect Tradition

I. THE SIGNIFICANCE,PURPOSE, AND INFLUENCE OF PLATo’s WRITINGS
IN THE NEW INTERPRETIVEPARADIGM

On the basis of what has been said, it is evident both that we must
return to the Platonic writings with a new vision, and that, in response
to the ancient problem “of the nature and significance of the Platonic
writings,” various solutions offer themselves which are more articulat-
ed, complex, and constructive than the old paradigm allowed.1
First, we may recall that the dialogue form in which almost all the

writings of Plato were composed had its origin in Socrates’ way of phi-
losophizing. For Socrates, to philosophize meant to examine, to test, to
cure and purify the soul; and this, in his opinion, could happen only
through a living dialogue, in the direct confrontation of two souls,
which sets the ironic-maieutic method going.
Plato believed in the possibility of a via media between, on the one

hand, Socrates’ outright rejection ofwriting and his exclusive emphasis
on oral dialectic, and, on the other, the Naturalists’ systematic treatises
and the Sophists’ rhetorical writings. He envisaged a waywhich could,
despite its sketchiness and the constraints on it noted, respond ade-
quately to the situation. What was needed was a way of writing in prose
oéyygauua which, without the rigidities of dogmatic exposition and the
full-dress speeches of the Sophists and Rhetoricians, could aim at repro-
ducing the Socratic spirit without sacrificing it entirely.
It was a matter of trying to reproduce in writing Socratic conversation,

and of imitating its specialness. Thus we find the alternating and inces-

1. For an analysis of the structure of Plato’s writingwithin the traditional paradigm,
see H. Gundert, Dialog und Dialektik. Zur Struktur des platonischen Dialogs (Amsterdam,
1971). For an outline of the traditional paradigm, see Szlezak, Platon, Appendix 1: “Die
modemeTheorie derDialogform,”33 1—75. For the new paradigm, see K. Gaiser, Protreptikund
Pardnese beiPlaton. UntersuchungenzurForm desplatonischenDialogs (Stuttgart, 1 959) and his
Platone come sm’ttorefilosoflco,passim; Kramer, Platone, 14off. [Am. ed., 68ff.]; Szlezak,
Platon, passim. Also of great interest is E. Schmalzriedt, Platon. Die Schnflsteller und die
Wahrheit (Munich, 1969),which takes the new paradigm into (partial) consideration.

75
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sant questioning, with all its bristling doubts. Sudden breaks direct us
maieutically toward the truth, without revealing its overall systematic
sense, and attract the soul to find truth in the dramatic ruptures which
Open further lines of inquiry. Thus, all the typically Socratic ploys are
set to work. In this way, the Socratic dialogue was born, becoming a
literary genre taken up by Socrates’ followers and by later philosophers.
It is a form that Plato can be said to have invented, and ofwhich he was
certainly by far the greatest exponent, and even its only true practitio-
ner, for it is only in Plato’s dialogues that we find the authentic and
unrepeatable voice of Socratic philosophizing.
But Plato’s assessmentofwriting, in the Phaedrus, applies even to the

dialogue conceived thusly. This means that, for Plato, the supreme
truths of philosophy—the things of greatest value—cannot be entrust-
ed to writing in any form, even to written dialogues, but only to oral
dialectic. Written dialogues serve some purposes, but not all, and cer-
tainly not the highest at which Plato aimed as a philosopher, especially
not those of the communication of the first and highest Principles.
What are the goals of the written dialogues, and how effectively are

they achieved? We may answer summarily in the following six claims:

1. In the earliest dialogues, which are closest in spirit to Socrates,
Plato sets himself protreptic, educative, and moral goals like those
which Socrates set in his moral philosophizing. The purification of the
soul from false opinions, the maieutic preparation for the truth, and
educative discussion are some of the constants that we find again and
again in all the Platonic writings. In the early dialogues they are very
prominent and the principal Objective. In later dialogues their role is
somewhat diminished, but they remain as fixtures. Consequently, the
reader’s role in the dialogues of the first period is very important: so
much so as to be, in acertain sense, identified with that of a genuine
interlocutor alongwith the characters within the dialogue. These works
generally end without any explicit conclusion (or ratherwith a kind of
aporetic solution), and leave the reader the task of taking the last step
and of maieuticallydrawing from himself the solution of the problems
discussed, the solution having been set up or, at least indicated by, the
flow of the dialogue.2

2. The Platonic dialogues never aim at reflecting actual conversa-
tions, but instead represent models of ideal conversations,or models of

2. It has been seen how important it is to read the Socratic-aporeticdialogues in terms
of the capacityof Socrates’ interlocutor to understand the lessons to be learned from the
various apon'az'. See Szlezak’s book cited above and Erler’s Il senso delle aporz'e nez' dialoghz' dz'
Platone [Italian ed., Milan, 1991; German original Berlin-New York, 1987] and I dialoghz'
aporeticz' di Platone alla luce del nuovoparadigma ermeneutz'co (Naples, 1991).
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philosophical communication crowned by success or issuing in failure.
This idealization of conversation always carries with it an ever more
exact outline of the methodology that comes to play a regulative role,
and which is probably a response to the discussions then taking place in
the Academy. The dialogues present well orchestrated dialectical dis-
cussions, in which we are shown the full resources of the elenchus: the
method of inquiring about the truth by the refutation of adversaries.
In this way, the methodological models of the dialogues, reflecting

the discussions held in the Academy, probably were themselves mir-
rored in those discussions as prime examples ofmethod. Kramerwrites:
“ [S]uch ideal schemata of dialogue can only prepare for concrete appli-
cation in a real dialogue, and cannot replace it. The process of genuine
intellectual formation [for Plato] is inextricably bound to its concrete
actualization in the development of real dialogue.”3

3. In our exposition of the doctrines contained in the self-testimonies
of the Phaedrus and the Seventh Letter, we saw that Plato gave a precise
mnemonic role to writing.4Writing ought to secure and make available to
its author and others the ideas arrived at by other means, namely, in
previous conversations, in the realm of the oral, which is prior to writ-
ing. This mnemonic role comes to the fore as the Platonic dialogues
carry more doctrinal weight, as in the dialogues which run from the
Phaedo and the Republic (and in part also from the dialogues immediate-
ly preceding them) to the Laws.
We may recall that writingmay be useful for calling to mind a range

of doctrines; but, for the reasons that we explained above, these do not
include the ultimate doctrines concerning the highest Principles of real-
ity.5These are destined to remain unwritten because they have no need
of memory aids, insofar as they are summarized in very brief statements
which,when fully understood, will never be forgotten. Nevertheless,the
writings make precise reference to them, at least with various pointers
and hints. Such allusions can be called mnemonic allusions, and may be
helpful for those who know the teaching but nothingmore.6
4. Plato denies to writing the capacity to really communicatedoctrine,

reserving this capacity for oral discourse. Nevertheless, the protreptic,
pedagogical, methodological roles and the mnemonic role itself obvi-
ouslywould not be possible if the communicative ability ofwritingwere

3. Cf. Kramer,Platone, 147ff. [Am. ed., 72—73].
4. See above, pp. 51ff. and 55—56.
5. See above, pp. 63ff. and 70—71.
6. There are very many such allusions.Here we simply call the reader’s attention to

elevenof the most important, collectedbyKramerin the Appendix of his Platone, 358—69
[Am. ed., 1 99—202], as Plato’s own written references to his UnwrittenDoctrines:Protago-
ras 356E8—357C1; Meno76E—77B1; Phaedo 1 o7B4—1 0; Republic506D2—507A2, 509C 1—1 1;
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utterly nonexistent. Despite the resounding denials in the Phaedrus, it is
clear that Platonic writing is also, and often powerfully, a means of
philosophical communication.
Even if its author denies it in so manywords, at least insofar as he did

write and given the way he wrote, he ends up admitting, and even
proving, that writing communicates.

5. Makinguse of some remarks of Schmalzriedt,7 Kramer has clarified
this point. In his writings, Plato used philosophical themes as occasions
for literary creation in which he sets on foot a truth-oriented process
which proceeds “towardthe central unwritten nucleus of the Platonic
philosophy without ever revealing it.” This procedure remains unfin-
ished because it uses literary means, and refers us back to the sphere of
the oral for its ultimate completion. “The dialectical procedure of Plato-
the-writer begins a cognitive process which culminates not in the writ-
ings, but in the activity of oral teaching in the Academy.”8
The dialogues set this cognitive process on foot, and do so at the

highest level, even though as a matter of principle they do not take it
upon themselves to finish it. And the histOry of the interpretation of
Plato in general and of the individual dialogues fully confirms that the
dialogues are not the end of the story.
Therefore, as Gaiser points out, we “can understand the Platonic

dialogues in their totality only ifwe take into account their dependence
in particular and in general on a justification of profound importance
which is not explained in the written work, but which is presupposed
throughout it.” 9

The circle in which Plato seems to enclose the reader with the written
word often directs the reader along its radii to an unwritten word that is
like a wider circle which encloses the circle of the written and limits it
altogether.10

6. A noteworthy corroboration of this point of view comes from the
recent contribution of Szlezak. He begins with an examination of the
dialogues and keeps his attention on them, without discussing the Un-
written Doctrines handed down by the indirect tradition. He demon-
strates that the oral help which is to be brought to the writings, and to
which the Phaedrus refers, is the structure supporting all the Platonic
writings, including those of his youth. Plato, as Szlezak says, “conceives

Parmenz'des 1 36D4—E3 ; Sophist 254B7-D3; Statesman 284A1—E4; Timaeus48C2—E1 , 5 3C4—
D7; Laws 894A1—5. We shall take up manyof these passages below.

7. Schmalzriedt,Platon, cited in note 1 above.
8. Kramer, Platone, 148 [Am. ed., 73—74].
9. Gaiser, Platone come scrittore, 46.
10. See note 6 above.
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philosophicalwritingright from the beginning as not self-sufficient, that
is, aswritingwhich, as regards content, has to be transcended if it is to be
fully understood. The ultimate justification of the arguments of the
philosopher’s written work must come from beyond the written work
itself.” 11

The detailed accounts furnished by Szlezak are very interesting since
they indicate how this help must be furnished at different levels and in
very different contexts.12 At some levels, this help means a doctrine
which is found in another dialogue,while, at the highest level, this help
involves doctrines which Plato did not put into writing at all. Szlezak
shows how, even beginning from the Schleiermacher interpretation
and without presupposing the Unwritten Doctrines, a close examina-
tion of the dialogues, including the very earliest ones, can overturn that
very paradigm. “ [I]n everythinghe wrote, [Plato] allowed room for the
help of the oral; writing cannot replace the orality of philosophy. But
he shows what the philosophical help amounts to by imitating dialogue
in the written works. In them, there is a scale of the sorts of help
required: one section of a dialogue can be of assistance to another, just
as one dialogue can be of assistance to another; with this gradation, we
can understand by analogyhow oral philosophizing helps written philo-
sophical works.”13 But the help which brings us to the ultimate founda-
tions is not found in the dialogues, and it is exactly what Plato did not
wish to put into writing, and what the indirect tradition has handed
down to us. Therefore, Szlezak concludes: “The dialogues themselves
force us to take the indirect tradition of Plato seriously.”14
And so we reach the heart of our problem, that is, the help that we

cannot forego, butwhich the indirect tradition can bring to the Platon-
ic dialogues and to which we can now turn.

II. THE UNWRITTEN DOCTRINESOF THE INDIRECTTRADITIONARE
ABLE To BRING TO THEWRITINGS THE HELP THEY NEED

Beginning with Robin, various scholars have begun to admit that
some assistance can be had from the indirect tradition.15 Nevertheless,
this admissionwas limited to the very last dialogues, and was applied to
a very narrow chronological range, encouraging attempts at articulation
of the traditional paradigm discussed above.

1 1. See Szlezak, Platon, 66.
1 2. Ibid., passim.
1 3. Ibid.,41 7.
14. Ibid.,419.
15. See above, pp. 52—53ff.
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The central feature of the new paradigm is that it decisively shifts the
chronology.16
The Unwritten Doctrines about the first Principles have their origin,

if not in the period of the first dialogues, certainly in the middle period,
that is, in the period of the composition of the doctrinal writings, and
hence at the time of the foundation of the Academy. Consequently, all
the most important dialogues of Plato, which have always been seen to
be essential for the reconstruction of his thought, presuppose the doc-
trine of the Principles.
In the Seventh Letter (written about 353 B.C.E.) Plato tells us not only

that the doctrine on the supreme Principles of reality was heard by
Dionysius at the time of Plato’s third visit to Sicily in 361 B.C.E., but that
he could have heard it at the time of the second visit in 366B.C.E.Hence
it must be concluded that over a period of twenty years, from the second
visit to Sicily (366 B.C.E.) to Plato’s death (347 B.C.E.), the Unwritten
Doctrines must have remained substantiallyunchanged. Several impor-
tant hints concerning the Unwritten Doctrines are to be found in the
central books of the Republic (ofwhich more later), and the references
in the Phaedrus to the Republic all indicate that the Unwritten Doctrines
about the supreme Principles of reality go back to a period which can
be fixed approximately around the middle of the 3705, the period
which many scholars agree to be the date of the composition of the
central books of the Republic.17
Central parts ofmanyof Plato doctrinal writings, which have hitherto

resisted full, clear, and natural explanation, can be accounted for
against the background of the Unwritten Doctrines insofar as the indi-
rect tradition provides a key to setting them in historical context.
The extra, which was unwritten and not to be found in any dialogue,

gives help to the understanding of even some early dialogues, and
certainly of the dialogues from the Republic and Phaedo onward, and is
to some extent available to us by means of the indirect tradition.18
Although this tradition has all the defects and limitations which gen-

erally afflict doxography, this does not subtract from its importance. As
Gaiser correctly observes,

Undoubtedly the information handed down to us is dead from the literary
point of view and much overlaid from the doxographical. The poverty of

1 6. The mere readjustment of the traditional paradigm is put into crisis by this shift of
chronology parameters. See above pp. 42ff., and further on, pp. 84ff.

17. See Kramer, Platone, 106 [Am. ed., 46], and K. Gaiser, “La teoria dei Principi in
Platone,” in Elenchos 1 (1 980): 45-75, esp. 6g.

1 8. Forsomeof the dialoguesprior to theRepublz'c, see, for example,Kramer,Arete, 57ff.
On the Gorgias, see K. Gaiser, “Platons Menonund dieAkademie,”inArchivffirGeschichte der
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writing, frequently explained by Plato, is powerfully underlined in the formally
unyielding reports, which are easy to misunderstand. We have before us, so to
speak, only a skeletal and petrified copy Of a living reality. Nevertheless, this is
insufficient for thinking it implausible to try . . . to reconstruct and clarify the
information we have, just as itis not implausible to collect and restore the
separate remains. And why should it be impossible in our case, to find in these
accounts something Of their original meaning, just as the paleontologist, on
the basis of mere petrified remains or parts of skeletons, can still make some
statements about the life once contained in his preserved forms? 19

III. THE GREATNESS AND VALUE OF THE DIALOGUES Is INCREASED BY
THE CORRECT INTERPRETATIONOF THE INDIRECT TRADITION

Scholars within the Old paradigm Often think that the widespread
appeal to the indirect tradition, and the radical reevaluation which
results from the alternative paradigm, is a diminution of the dialogues;
they see, moreover, two hundred years’ worth Ofwork set at naught.
The new interpretive paradigm does not imply any Of this. Kramer has

explained the situation quite clearly as follows:

a. The indirect tradition, far from diminishing the dialogues, brings
about their reevaluation by making their meaning comprehensible.
b. In terms Of content, the dialogues are endowedwith an incompara-

bly greater richness of material.
c. The dialogues are full Of information about the articulation and

development Of Plato’s thought than does the indirect tradition.
d. The tasks of examining the dialogues and interpreting their con-

tent continue tO have the value they always had because the dialogues
were written for a public that was wholly or partially ignorant Of the
unwritten teachings, and, in any case, the analysis Of the dialogues
cannot be replaced by the exclusive study of the indirect tradition?0
The new paradigm merely implies the philosophical priority Of the

indirect tradition as to content, because it contains that extra not given
to us in the dialogues. That extra coincides with the things of greatest
value which, according tO the Phaedrus, the philosopher gives in oral
conversation alone. As Kramer Observes:

. . . [I]n the case of Plato, it is of considerable importance that . . . the
tradition of oral teaching is indirect is compensated for by the fact that it has a

Philosophie46 ( 1 964) : 24 1—92 , now published inDasProblem derungeschriebenenLehrePlatons
(cited in Chapter 2, note 67), 329-93; also see his Name and Saehe in Platons “Kratylos”
(Heidelberg, 1974).

19. Gaiser,Platons, 585.
20. See Kramer, Platone, Iggff. [Am. ed., 67ff.].
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precedence with respect to the content Of Plato’s philosophy. Unlike what we
observe concerning many other authors, the indirect tradition of Plato is not
made up of some ancillarydoctrine which may add . . . to our understanding.
Rather, it is at the heart of Platonic philosophy: it concerns the theory Of
principles, and it determines . . . the structure Of the system which is derived
from it. Anyone who wants to understand the historical Plato cannot ignore
the reports on his . . . Unwritten Doctrines, and could not ignore them even if
they had been handed down in a much worse state than they actually were?1

Since this feature Of the new paradigm has been misunderstood, we
may quote Gaiser’s very clear statement, which emphasizes that the new
reconstruction OfPlato’s thought

. . . cannot lead to a depreciationOf the literary dialogues.What is at issue is
the attempt to regain an important perspective for understanding those very
writings, after it had been for centuries lost to View. Every claim about an
esoteric doctrine which lies behind the dialogues should be accepted as useful
only when it facilitates understanding the written works, and when what is in
the dialogues demands it—especially when that appears fragmentary, aporetic
or playful. It must also be understood that the singularity and significance Of
Plato’s philosophizing as a Whole can be seen anew by placing it in the context
of the additional material.22

Such claims do not imply a shiftingOf the monopoly from the written
tradition to the oral. Rather, they indicate the necessity Of bringing
about the summation and synthesis Of the two traditions, and the clarify-
ing as fully as possible Of the one by means Of the other.
In the new paradigm, the loss of the dialogues’ self-sufficiency as a

result of acceptance Of the indirect tradition does notmean any loss in
their value; rather, it increases their value, because their shadowy areas
are illuminated. The dialogues are thus shown to be clearer, richer in
content, and directed toward wider concerns. Further, the extra given
by the indirect tradition is a very brief report. The report is like the final
ascent tO a summit,which is the shortest stage but, at the same time, the
most demanding. The Platonicwritings help us tO climbmountains, but
not to their summits; the indirect tradition gets us tO the very summit.

IV. THE RADICAL MODULATIONOF MEANINGAND THE ROLE OF IRONY
IN PLATONIC PHILOSOPHIZING WITHIN THE NEW PARADIGM

Plato also had to embrace the irony of Socratic dialogue and to inte—
grate it into his writings as an essential ingredient. In the new paradigm,
irony tOO is radicallyreinterpreted.

21. Kramer,Platone, 120 [Am. ed., 54—55].
22. Gaiser,Platons,3.
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For Socrates, irony is a skillful game played using, above all, the pre-
tense of ignorance in all its multiform and multicolored variants,with a
View to revealing the real ignorance of his pompous interlocutors. In the
kaleidoscopic game of dissembling, Socrates pretended to take up his
opponents’ ideas and methods as if they were his own and he took to
extremes so that points in their positions would come out more easily
and theywould be refuted by their own logic.
Both of these uses of irony are to be found in Plato. The former,

rathermore marked in the early dialogues, is gradually reined in as to
its bite and influence as the dialogues are enriched in their doctrinal
content and as the positive constructive drive takes over from the
aporetic and negative drives. The latter sort of irony, on the other
hand, tends to widen and become more complex, reaching its apex in
the most important dialogues, such as the Parmenides. This aspect of
Platonic irony makes some dialogues difficult to interpret, because the
philosopher does not openly acknowledge the ironic fiction as such
and keeps changing masks without ever letting us see his true face.
Platonic irony has profound methodological significance with its

roots in Socratic maieutic. The reader of the dialogues is involved in
the inventions and in the play of these fictions in such a way as to obtain
his total commitment, which itself aimed at lighting within him the
sparks of truth.
Therefore, as Jaspers points out, Platonic irony has nothing in com-

mon with the nihilisticvision which is simply negative, using destructive
ridicule. The irony which is inspired by the nihilistic position “follows
the principle of Gorgias: answer the ridiculous with seriousness, the
seriouswith ridicule. This irony discloses nothing but nothingness. It is
not the self-effacing language of the Eros, but a weapon serving the
power of nothingness.”?3
On the contrary, Platonic irony implies the occupation of a positive

position which cannot be directly expressed if it is to avoid the misun-
derstanding of those for whom it is not intended. “Philosophical irony,”
writes Jaspers again, “on the other hand, expresses the certainty of a
fundamental meaning. Perplexed by the discrepancy between the sim-
plicity of rational discourse and the ambivalence of appearances, it
strives to attain the truth, not by saying it but by awakening it. It strives
to give an intimation of the hidden truth, whereas nihilistic irony is
empty. In the whirl of appearances, philosophical irony strives to lead,
by true disclosure, to the ineffable presence of the truth, whereas empty
irony leads from the whirl of appearances to nothingness. Philosophi-

2 3. K.]aspers,Diegrossen Philosophen(Munich, 1 957) , 267; trans. RalphMannheim, The
GreatPhilosophers(NewYork: Harcourt, Brace &World, 1 962), 1 37.
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cal irony is a diffident fear of directness, a safeguard against the direct
misunderstanding that is total.”24 “With his irony Plato seems to say: Let
those who cannot understand misunderstand.”25 Because of this, the
plea of Goethe becomes unavoidable: “Certainly, anyone who can ex-
plain what men like Plato state seriously, in ajoking or in a semi—joking
way, and what they say through conviction or simply by their way of
saying it, would render an extraordinary service and would make an
infinitely great contribution to our culture.”6
Ifwe accept the new interpretive paradigm, many dialogues cease to

be mysterious,and what Plato said seriously and from conviction can be
understood. The precise indications whichwe can glean from the indi-
rect tradition throw a great deal of light on many dialogues, and more
particularly on the enigmatic parts of some dialogues. They offer the
key both to understanding the ironic play and thus make the mask fall,
and to the effective identification of Plato’s philosophical views. In any
case, the panironic interpretation of Plato’s dialogues, according to
which irony in the end overflows everything, even itself, can no longer
be sustained in the light of the reevaluation of the indirect tradition,
while ironic play finally reveals its philosophical seriousness and con-
structivepurposes.27

V. THE REEVALUATION IN THE NEW PARADIGM OF THE CRUCIAL ISSUE
OF THE EVOLUTIONOF PLATONIO THOUGHT

Within the traditional paradigm, an important stage began with Her-
mann’s significantlyentitled book Geschichte und System der platonischen
Philosophie [The History and System of Platonic Philosophy ],28 which intro-
duced the notion of the evolutionof Platonic thought and attempted to
reconstruct its trajectory.
This claim met with widespread agreement such that the notion of

the evolution of Platonic thought became a maxim for the interpreta-
tion of his texts, from which it received considerable confirmation by
way of the application of stylistic analysis and statistical studies of texts
using the most advanced methods ofmodern philology. Such studies
begin with the Laws,whichwe know for certain to have been Plato’s last
writing. Careful identification of this work’s stylistic characteristics led
to the attempt to establishwhich of the other writings share them.

24. Ibid.
25. Ibid.
26. Goethes Werke (in the series Deutsche National-Litteratur historisch kritischeAus-

gabe), 32: 140.
27. See whatwe said above about the self-testimoniesof the Phaedrus, pp. 59-70.28. K. F. Hermnn, Geschz'chteand System derplatom'schenPhilosophie(Heidelberg, 1839).
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With due consideration given to collateral evidence ofvariouskinds it
was determined that the writings of the latest period were very probably
composed in the following order: Theaetetus, Parmenides, Sophist, States-
man, Philebus, Timaeus, Cm'tz'as, and the Laws. It could further be estab-
lished that the Republic belongs to the middle period of Plato’s author-
ship, preceded by the Phaedo and the Symposium, and followed by the
Phaedrus.
It could likewise be ascertained that there is a group of dialogues

which corresponds to the period of Plato’s maturation and the passage
from a youthful phase to the phase of his greatest originality. The Gor-
glas belongs probably to the period immediatelybefore the first Visit to
Italy and the Meno to that immediately following it. The Cratylusproba-
bly also dates from the period of maturation.
The Protagoras is perhaps the high point of the early activity. The

other dialogues, especially the short ones, were certainlywritten in his
youth, as is confirmed by the distinctively Socratic themes which are
discussedin them. Some of them were certainly retouched and partially
rewritten in the period of Plato’s maturity.
The conclusions that can be drawn about Plato’s theory and doctrine,

and which exemplify the schema once entertained by the present au-
thor, can be summarized as follows.
At the beginning of his career Plato was chiefly concerned with ethi-

cal (ethic-political) problems, taking up where Socrates had left off.
Later, by deepening his ethic-political thought in all its ramifications,
he understood the necessity for reconsidering the questions of physis:
he grasped that the ultimate underpinningof ethics could not come
from ethics itself, but only from a knowledge of being and the cosmos
of which man is part.
But the recovery of the cosmological reflections of the Physicists

came about in an utterly novel way, revolutionizing thought by the
discovery of the supersensible realm (of superphysical being).
The discovery of supersensible being and its categories started the

revision of a set of ancient problems and it raised a whole set of new
ones on which Plato commented, and to which he devoted himself
tirelessly in the dialogues of his maturity and old age.
The achievement of the concept of the supersensible gave a fresh

meaning to the Socratic psyche and to the Socratic notion tending the
soul; it gave new meaning to man’s nature and to his destiny, as well as
to the divine, to the cosmos, and to truth.
From the position arrived at by the discovery of the supersensible,

Plato could settle the differences between Heraclitus and Parmenides,
could ground Anaxagoras’s teleological intuition, could solve many of
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the aporias ofEleaticism, and could give a new meaning to Pythagorean-
ism. In the mature period, the Eleatic challenge became so pressing that
it not only inspired entire dialogues, such as the Parmenides, but it
brought about the replacement of Socrates as the principal figure: in
the Sophist and in the Statesman the main character is the Eleatic Strang-
er. And in the period of his old age, Pythagorean considerations, which
had been present and atwork since the Gorgias, come to the fore to such
an extent that, in the final great cosmological synthesis, the Timaeus,
Plato chose the Pythagorean Timaeus as the principal figure.
In short, according to the majorityof scholars, including some schol-

ars who had reconsidered them, the Unwritten Doctrinesmark the final
stage of Plato’s evolutionary trajectory. Different interpreters some-
times have given markedly diverse versions of this sort of trajectory.29
In particular, we may note that many scholars have believed that they

can perceive in the dialogues after the Republic the expression of a
crisis, of an overcoming of his earlier preoccupations by various kinds
of self-criticism and self-correction particularly regarding the central
doctrine: the theory of Ideas. The question of the relative weights to be
given to evolution and to systematicity was resolved in various ways, with
an overall tendency to favor evolution as the interpretive maxim at the
expense of systematicity and of the unity of Plato’s thought.30
Accepting the Tiibingen School’s paradigm forecloses on the project

of reconstructing the development of Plato’s thought, with all that it
presupposes. We may, hence, set out the advantages of the new para-
digm’s approach to the central issues and to their possible outcomes.

1. First, a genetic study of Plato’s dialogues can achieve reliable re-
sults about Plato as awriter, but not about Plato as a thinker. As we shall
soon be able to show, Plato the writer is far from coinciding systemati-
cally or point for point with Plato the thinker.

2. The genetic interpretation applies, without any proofoffered, the
principle that Plato only possesses no more than the doctrines and

29. We may remember that, together with Hermann, L. Campbellwas among the first
to employ the genetic method by introducing stylometricanalysis into his Sophistes and
Politicus ofPlato (Oxford, 1 867).

30. W. Lutoslawski, in The Origin and Growth ofPlato ’5 Style and Chronology ofHis Writings
(London, 1 897, 19052), used the genetic method in an historicallyradicalwaymaintain-
ing that after the crisis of the ParmenidesPlato moved from an ontological conception of
the Ideas to a kind of nominalisticconception of them. Since his work, this approach has
been twisted in various directions, so that some have even believed that Plato can be
presented only by summarizingdialogue after dialogue. Among the numerous works in
this direction, there is the very curious way of reading Plato’s development taken by
Gilbert Ryle in his Plato’s Progress (Cambridge, England, 1966). See also H. Thesleff,
Studies in Platonic Chronology (Helsinki, 1982), and more recently, L. Brandwood, The
Chronology ofPlato ’sDialogues (Cambridge, 1 990).
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speculations which, at any given stage, he expresses in the dialogues.
But—as Kramer points out—such a principle could only be confirmed
if “Plato had tried in each of his writings clearly to show the totality of
his philosophy. Only in this case could the progress be unearthed from
the differences between one writingand another, by subtracting the old
from the new. But this condition for the application of the genetic
principle is not met, because of the differences in theme among the
individualwritten works.”31

3. For purely formal reasons, the different aims and objectives of the
different dialogues call for treatment on different doctrinal levels. The
fact that we find greater or lesser, better or worse expressions of doc-
trine defeats the expectations of those who draw the inferences on
which the genetic method is based. Some dialogues offer less doctrinal
content because they aim at more limited ends than other dialogues or
because they are adapted to the abilities of the people involved.”
4. Also, as we saw above, Plato clearly says in the Phaedrus that the

stage of oral elaboration of doctrine comes first, and only in a second
stage do at least some of the doctrines arrived at by oral discussion
become fixed, for mnemonic purposes, in writing, stopping short only
at the “things of greatest value,” that is, at the doctrines which, for the
reasons given above, would have to remain forever “unwritten.”
5. In addition, he gives many hints regarding the Unwritten Doc—

trines which, in many dialogues, are unmistakable for readers who are
not unduly biased.33
6. The conclusions are therefore evident:
a. In composing the various dialogues,Platowas taking into account a

wider range of thought than that presented on any given occasion.
b. A proper estimate of the indirect tradition to some extent enables

the reconstruction of this range of thought.
c. Once it is determined that the core of the Unwritten Doctrines

dates from a much earlier period than was previously thought, it follows
that the question of the evolution of Plato’s thought has to be put in a
wholly new way, namely, in terms of the relations between the written
and oral teaching, that is, the two extant traditions, taking into account
all the circumstances indicated above.

7. It is necessary, in any case, to distinguish the different levels of the
evolutionary trajectory:

3 1. Kramer,Platone, 1 80 [Am. ed., 93-94]; also consult Szlezak, Platon, passim.
3 2. This is the pointwhich emergesfromSzlezak’s close analysis of the early and middle

dialogues in his Platon.
33. See note 6, above.
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a. that of Plato the thinker;
b. that of Plato the writer in general; and
c. that of the evolution Of the relation between the writings and the

oral teachings, which to some extent converge.
8. Stylistic analysis and lexical statistics must be given a clear primacy

in the discussionof this matter.34

VI. THE NEW POSSIBILITIES FOR SOLVING THE PUZZLES OF THE
PLATONIc SYSTEM ON OBJECTIVE AND HISTORICAL GROUNDS

In addition to a radical reinterpretation of the question of the devel-
opment of Plato’s thought, the reevaluation of the indirect tradition
reveals an equally or more radical reinterpretation which, for many
scholars, poses a genuine dilemma: the question of the unity or disunity
of Plato’s thought, that is, whether it was systematic or nonsystematic
(problematic) .
The indirect tradition fills that gap in the dialogues by revealingwhat

were for Plato the supreme and fundamental Principles of reality, the
fundamental connections binding all realities to the first Principles.
From what has been elicited from the testimonies, there is no doubt

that Plato aimed at presenting a unified vision which could embrace
reality in its entirety and in its parts. Although these testimonies are
incomplete, they nevertheless permit us to reconstruct the essential
features and fundamental connections.
Since this discovery immediately renders obsolete many interpreta-

tions Of Plato, and particularly those which attribute to him Skeptical,
aporetic, existential, or antimetaphysical concerns, it is worthwhile
pausing over some of the Tiibingen School’s systematicity of Plato’s
thought, as well as its Openness to various developments. Kramerwrites:
The claim to correctness of the unitarian understanding of Plato’s philoso-

phymust be settled bymaking a series of distinctions. It is hardly likely that the
dogmatic claim to a definitive correctness of the system was united with the
claim that the system was not in need of any revision; this much can be in-
ferred from the dynamic concept of philosophy (love Of wisdom taken in its
Strong sense), as well as from the divergence which was permitted in the
Academy, both with respect to Plato and with respect to each other. Nor was
the claim made that the system exhausted all the matters of philosophical
interest; the project was held to be rather elastic and flexible and was basically
open to growth both as a whole and in its parts. The system can therefore be
said to involve not a dogmatic but, rather, an heuristic stance which, on some
matters, remained merely Sketchy, and so an open system but certainly not an

34. See also Szlezak, Platon, 32g.
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antisystemmade up of fragments of theory not held together by precise con-
nections. Rather, we must take full account of the totalizing tendency towards
a coherent and consistent overall project. This is corroborated by the theory of
the Principles, by the elaboration of the general concepts of the relations and
functions, and also by the agreement of all the followers about the exact
purpose of constructing a system. Therefore, in the evaluation of these ques-tionswe must be careful to distinguish twomatters: the degree of coherence of
a given doctrine and the degree of its cogencyf"5

Similarly Gaiser notes:
In describing this theory as systematic I mean that it was a wholesale amal-

gamation, a universal synthesis, a synoptic and speculativegathering of all the
specific knowledge acquired in all possible realms of reality. This description,
how-ever, does notmean it is a rigidly closed complex of propositions, scholas-
tic and established once and for all. We find this sort of living and dynamic
system today in the various sciences, which are open-ended as they try to repre-
sent reality in a way which is always and only hypothetical and dialectical; the
same goes for ontology as a whole. The Platonic system . . . therefore does not
exclude . . . ceaseless further development: even if its fundamental concep-tion, like the nucleus of crystallization, remained unchanged for a long time, it
was always possible to integrate new knowledge into the overall system.36

Aword or twomore may be in order. Systemneed not be understood in
the Hegelian or Neoidealistic sense, as some sort of Ableitungssytem, but
rather in the sense that, from the Presocratics onward,was the charac-
teristic mark of Greek philosophical thought: here, the emphasis is on
the notion of explanation in the terms of a unified vision focused on
certain key conceptswhich, in turn, derive from some single underlying
concept. As we shall see, this does not imply dogmatic c10Sure or system-
atic and deductive rigidity.
What we mean by Plato’s system, or by his thought’s having unitari—

ness or a basic unity, can be neatly expressed by Bergson’s remark,
which, in our View, is pithily provocative, that “a philosopher worthy of
the name has only ever said one thing.” 37

VII. THE SENSE IN WHICH THE UNWRITTEN DOCTRINES CAN
PROPERLY BE CALLED ESOTERIC

To conclude our critical and methodological considerations we Wish
to focus on the question of the so-called esoteric Plato.
Long since, scholars introduced the distinction between an exoteric

Plato and. an esoteric Plato. By exoteric is meant the thought which Plato

35. Kramer, Platone, 177ff. [Am. ed. goff.]
36. Gaiser, La teon'a, 48.
37. M. Bergson,La penséeet le mouvant (Paris, 1934), 122ff.
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directed through his writings to those who were outside of the School
(exoteric derives from Ego), meaning outside). Esoten'c means the thoughtwhich
Plato reserved only for the circle of followers within the School (esoteric
derives from 5cm), meaning inside). But in the past esoteric was under-
stood in a vague way, and it indicated indeterminately any doctrine that
remained covered in secrecy, a sort of metaphilosophy for initiates.38
Against this way of understanding the esoteric Plato, Hegel seems to

us to have got it right once and for all in this passage:
One . . . difficultywouldbe born from the distinctionwhich is made between

the esoteric and the exoteric. Tennemann says: “Plato availed himself of the
right, which belongs to every thinker, of communicating only that part of his
discoveries which he thought opportune, and of communicating them only to
those whom he believe able to receive them. Aristotle also had an esoteric and
an exoteric philosophy, but with this difference, that in him the distinction was
a matter of form, in Plato of content.” Nonsense! It would seem almost as if the
philosopher owned his thought as he owns external things: on the contrary a
philosophical idea is something totally different, and is what owns the man. As
soon as philosophers talk about philosophical matters, theymust express them-
selves according to their ideas and not try to keep them to themselves. Even if
they express them in a way alien to some, nevertheless the idea is always con~
tained in what they say, howeverlittle content the things they discuss have. To
hand over an external object is not much, but to communicate an idea de—

mands skill, and this always remains something esoteric, so that we never have
the philosopher’s purely exoteric thought. 39

The Plato of the Unwritten Doctrines is an esoteric Plato, but in a
wholly different sense. Gaiser explains: “[C]alling . . . the theory of the
principles of Plato esoteric means that Plato aimed to speak about these
things only in the restricted circle to his followers, who, after a long and
intense mathematico-dialectical education, were capable of correctly
understanding them. No artificial secrecy should be inferred of the sort
to be encountered in the conclaves of religious cults, or in sectarian
communities, or in elite groups.”40Kramer would rather eliminate so
ambiguous a term and substitute for it the German term innerakademisch
(within the Academy). In English the disputed term can only be ren—
dered with the periphrasis doctrines professed within the Academy (unless
one wishes to coin the neologism intro-Academic). At least it gives the
meaning of the term esoteric when it is applied to Plato.41

38. This notion was spread by W. G. Tennemann, System der Platonischen Philosophie
(Leipzig, 1 792—95) , which Hegel himself tried to refute in the passage which we go on to
quote.

39. Hegel, Lectureson the History ofPhilosophy, vol. 2.
4o. Gaiser, La teoria, 48.
41. Rightfrom the start, both Kramerand Gaiserhave tried to make clear exactly what

ismeant by the term esoteric.The critics have misunderstood them; in particular, see the two
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The term esoteric is used commonly to refer to those of Aristotle’s
writings addressed to the pupils of his school, the Peripatos. So far
forth, with all the qualifications entered above, it can be also used for
Plato.
Thus, the distinctive sense of the esoteric aspect of Plato’s thought is

the same as what is picked out by the choice of oral dialectic to express
the doctrine of the first Principles.The access to the esoteric is identical
with the very demanding educational apprenticeship which the Repub-
lic 42 and the Laws 43 pointedly discuss. As we shall see, the Republic pro-
pounds an apprenticeship which continues until fifty years of age. The
supreme Principles which express the ultimate meaning of things are
truly accessible to man as a result of a very long apprenticeship, by
traversing the longway of being without wishing to find easy shortcuts.
Thus the term esoteric can take on its hidden connotation and an

allusive meaning all its own, but, for all that, one which, as we saw from
the passage from Gaiser quoted above, and as Szlezak has spelt out, 44 is
to be distinguished from any connection with the restrictions of certain
religious cults, with the secrecy of sectarian leagues connected to pow-
er, and with the rules of elite groups of various kinds.

volumes of Tigerstedt, cited above, in Chapter 2, notes 1 and 37, which illustrate the
reactions, fully described by Kuhn, of some of the upholders of the traditional paradigm
against the proposals of the alternative paradigm.

42. Cf. Republic6 and 7, passim.
43. Cf. Laws 1 2 from 960B to the end.
44. For a careful account of the distribution between the esoteric and the secret, see

Szlezak, Platon, 484-88; for related topics, see 101ff., 2 1 2ff., 283ff., and esp. 452—57.





PART 2

The SecondVoyage and the
Two Levels ofPlato’s Metaphysics

. . . do youwish me to show you, O Cebes, the second voyage,
which is undertaken in order to inquire into this cause (the
true cause)?
I should like it very much indeed.

Plato, Phaedo, ggC—D





5 The SecondVoyage as the Decisive Move from the Level
of the Physical Inquiries of the Presocratics to the Level
ofMetaphysicalInquiry into Supersensible Realities
(Phaedo 96A—102A)

I. THE GREAT TRANSITION TOWARD A NEW KIND OF RESEARCH
DESCRIBEDBY PLATO IN THE PHAEDO AND ITs IMPORTANCE

One of the most famous and magnificent passages that Plato has left
us in his writings is without doubt Phaedo 96A—102A.1 For a long time
scholars have recognized it as the first description in European litera-
ture Of a mental history traced through its various phases, and as the
first clear, if tentative, statement of the teleologicalView or ideal;2 but it
could moreover be said that it is the first rational search for and demon-
stration of the existence of a transcendent and supersensible reality. In
our opinion, it could even be said that this passage is, for reasons to be
explained, the Magna Carta OfWesternmetaphysics.
Unfortunately the passage, though very clear in some of its essential

ideas, it is ratherdifficult to understand a its inferential movements and
its theoretical connections. It is still more difficult tO understand the
underlying trends, which interweave in variousways, tO trace the whole
map Of the metaphysical project, in part explicitly, but in part only;
together with implicit hints which are repeated appropriately and
stronglyenough, although with a certain allusivenessf” It is, consequent—
ly, not difficult to understand the reasons why many interpreters have
left many problems unresolved and have not attempted tO give an
overall interpretation. This is preciselywhat we wish tO provide in this

1 . Information can be found on all secondaryliterature on the Phaedo in H. Cherniss,
“Plato 1950-1957,” Lustrum 4 (1959): 127—32; and in L. Brisson, “Platon 1958—1975,”
Lustrum 20 (1977): 274—76 and “Platon 1975—1980,” Lustrum 25 (1983): 287ff. [In this
American edition, we used the translation of R. S. Bluck, The Phaedo ofPlato Translated
with Introduction, Notes, andAppendices (London: Routledge 8c Kegan Paul, 1955; reprint,
New York: LiberalArts Press, n.d.); all references are to the LiberalArts Press reprint.]

2. W. Goodrich, “On Phaedo 96A—102Aand on the 586178909 nkofig 99D,” Classical
Review 17 (1903): 381—84and 18 (1904): 5-1 1 (the statement cited is on page 381).

3. We speakof the whole map of the metaphysicalproject because in it Plato developsthree fundamental parts of his metaphysics: the theory of Ideas, the theory of Principles,and the doctrine of the Demiurge, as we shall show in detail.
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chapter, while later we shall show how the map of the metaphysical
project presented in the Phaedo, 96A—102A, is perfectly comprehensi-
ble and can be reconstructed if viewed from within the new paradigm.4
We should say straightaway that the purely or chiefly historical ques-

tions, those having to do with the problem of establishingwhich among
the things that Plato puts in his mouth in our passage actually come
from Socrates and which are-uniquelyPlatonic, are at this point second-
ary to our purposes. We may recall, nevertheless, that the various re-
sponses to such questions can be boiled down to the following three:
(1) what Plato put in Socrates’ mouth wholly reflects Socrates’ experi—
ence, at least in its central drive; (2) what Plato put in Socrates’ mouth
in reality reflects the experience of Plato himself; and (3) Plato presents
some elements which come from Socrates’ experience, but harmonizes
them with elements from his own experience. This third response is the
most common in the secondary literature. In any case, what is impor-
tant for our present concerns is to understand the illustrative signifi-
cance which Plato wishes to give to his narrative by showing through
concrete exemplification the nature of the ideal history or ideal jour-
neywhich the human mind must enact in the search for truth.
In describing and explaining this ideal journey, Plato distinguishes

two essential phases: the physical and the metaphysical; the first follows
the ways trodden by the Naturalist philosophers; the second follows a
new waywhich he calls, with an imagewhich has become distinctive, the
Second Voyage. (A) The first phase (the First Voyage) proceeds in two
stages: (a) that inspired by the doctrines of the Physicists in general, and
(b) that inspired by Anaxagoras,who gives the highest expression of
the naturalistic outlook. With the SecondVoyage the second phase (B)
begins which in its turn is in two steps: (a) the theory of Ideas and (b)
the theory of supreme and ultimate Principles.

II. THE FIRST ENCOUNTERWITH THE PHYSICISTSAND THE DISCOVERY
OF THE IMPOSSIBILITYOF EXPLAININGTHE CAUSES OF GENERATION
AND CORRUPTIONWITH THEIR METHODS5

The most important metaphysical questions and the possibility of
their solution are connected with the great problem of the generation
and corruption of things, and of the being of things, and in particular
with the specification of the cause underlying them. The basic problem,
hence, is the following: Why are things generated, why are they corrupt-

4. Here we treat specifically only two parts, the theory of Ideas and the theory of
Principles;we Shall consider the Demiurge in our Part 4.

5. Phaedo 95E-97B.
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ed, why do they exist? Plato says (through Socrates) that he began as a
youth from these fundamental problems trying to acquire wisdom
about the inquiry into nature pursued by the first philosophers,6 by
frequently examining at length the answers that these philosophers had
given to such questions.
In this kind of inquiry, the answers to these questions are purely

physical. For example, life is generated by processes produced by the
hot and the cold; similarly, thought is produced from blood (as Empe-
docles believed), or from air (as was believed byAnaximenes and Dio-
genes of Apollonia), or from fire (as Heraclitus believed), or by the
brain understood as a physical organ (as Alcmaeon believed). All the
answers the Physicists gave to the various problems about corruption
and, in general, about the various phenomena of heaven and earth,
are of the same kind.
But, according to Plato, repeated examination of the kinds of answers

given to these problems produces the following result. What was first
believed to be clearly known is obscured and obstructed by such inquir-
ies. With this method, commonly held opinions not only do not grow
but become confused.
On this point, Plato shows a truly extraordinary subtletyof analysis. In

fact, he clearly tells us that common or prephilosophical opinions
(both his own and those of others),7 have in general a physical and
naturalistic character which the first philosophers simply brought out
on the level of theory and carried over to methodology. But here is the
most interesting point: merely turning common opinions into a theory
precipitates a crisis for them. We might explain Plato’s thought in this
way: the philosophers of Nature made ever clearer the inconsistency of
the naturalistic foundation of common opinions.
Here are some examples. It is commonly believed that a man growsbecause he eats and drinks. Physical research explains that from bread

comesflesh which isjoined to flesh, bones to bones, and the other partswhich arejoined to other parts of the bodywhich have the same nature.
In this way, the bulk of the body increases from small to large. But this
bringing together and addition of parts to parts (each ofwhich is small)
does not explain but instead obscures the understanding of the cause of
becoming large.8
It is said, for example, that a man (or a horse) placed next to a small

one is larger by a head (which is, however, a small thing). Or it is said
that ten compared with eight is larger, because it is more by two (which

6.. Ibid.,96A8.
7. Ibid., C4.
8. Ibid., C—D.
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is, however, less); or that two cubits are more than one cubit, because it
is more by a half (which is, however, smaller). Evidently, the cause of
being greater and larger is not explained, but is actually obscured.9
Likewise, on the level of the Physicists’ inquiries, it is not possible to

explain either the two or the one. In fact, it is said that by adding one
unit to another unit, that is, by bringing them together and adding one
to the other, two are produced; or it is also said that by dividinga unit in
half, two are obtained. But these procedures of addition (bringing to-

'

gether and adding) and division (removing and separating) are each
opposed to the other; therefore, as such, theycannot be the cause of the
same effect. Still less is it possible, with these physico—mechanicalproce-
dures, to explain how one is generated, and in particular for what
reason a thing preciselybecomes or is one; and consequently, it is not
possible to explain the cause of the generation, of the corruption, and
of the being of things.10
Thus, Plato concentrates his first critical analysis of the Naturalists on

the notion of two and one, and he concludes by focusing his attention
on one:
Nor can I now persuade myself that I understand how it is that things be-

come one, nor, in short, why anything else comes or ceases or continues to be,
according to this method of inquiry. So I reject it altogether, and muddle out a
haphazard method of my own.11

Later, we shall give an account of the doctrines to which Plato is
clearly alluding in this passage. For now, it is sufficient to point out that
the large and small and especially the two and one of which Plato
frequently speaks are not limited to geometry or mathematics, but have
an ontological and metaphysicalsense connected to the problem of the
generation of the one (iv) and so, by way of a skillful maneuvering of
the linguistic expression for one (évi léyog), to the great issue of the
cause of the generation and corruption of things.12
We may recall, however, how this problem is solved by the Unwritten

Doctrines. How, then, is the one generated, that is, why does a thing
exist and become one? Alexander of Aphrodisias, drawing on the dis-
cussion of Aristotle’s treatise 0n the Good, which refers to the oral doc-
trines of Plato, has preserved the exact answer: “[Each] thing in fact is
one, insofar as it is something definite and determinate.”13

9. Ibid., D—E.
1 0. See Phaedo 96E—97B.
1 1. Ibid., g7B3—7 (trans. H. Treddennick, which we follow unless otherwisenoted).
1 2. Ibid., 4—5 (quoted above).
1 3. Alexander ofAphrodisias,InAn’st. Metaph. 56. goff. Hayduck.
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As we shall see, this is exactly the activity discharged by the first Princi-
ple, that is, by the absolute One, which delimits and determines the
indefinite Dyad. And Plato’s insistence on the one and on the two,
which in our passage of the Phaedo cannot but allude to this doctrine of
the Principles, can be understood only in relation to it.

III. THE ENCOUNTERWITH ANAXAOORAS: THE THEORYOF THE MIND
Is VITIATED BY THE METHOD OF INQUIRYOF THE PHYSIOISTs14

Anaxagoraswas right to affirm that Mind is the cause of everything,
but he failed tojustify or explain this statement because he was Obstruct-
ed by the Naturalists’ method Of inquiry.
Here are the very important reasons adduced by Plato in this regard.
To affirm that Mind orders and causes all things is to affirm that it

disposes all things in the best possible fashion. This means that Mind
and the Good are essentially connected, and that the first cannot be
spoken about without invokingthe second. To posit the Mind as a cause
implies ipso facto to posit the Best (the Good) as a condition for the
generation and the corruption, and for the being of things. Plato goes
beyond these allusions, and explains that those who embrace this per-
spective must know, as well as the perfect and the best, also the worst,
because knowledgeof the best and the worst is one. And this is true for
all phenomena quite generally. This is a strong allusion to the polarity
Of the first and supreme Principleswhich we shall discuss later.
Believing in the ordering Mind, Anaxagoras should have explained

its Operation in terms of the best; and in those terms, he should have
explained the acting, undergoing, and being of the earth, the sun, the
moon, and the stars, their movements, and the relations of those move-
ments, and, in sum, how the various phenomena are structured by the
best, and hence with a precise understanding of the best and the worst.
It never entered my head that a man who asserted that the ordering of thingsis due to Mind [Intelligence] wouldOffer any other explanation for them that it

is best for them to be as they are. I thought by assigning a cause to each
phenomenon separatelyand to the universe as a whole he wouldmake perfect-
ly clear what is best for each and what is the universal good. I would not have
parted from my hopes for a great sum ofmoney. I lost no time in procuring the
books, and began to read them as quickly as I possibly could, so that I mightknow as soon as possible about the best and the worst.15

But Anaxagoras did not do this. He introduced Mind, but did not
apply it in the way shown above; he continued to assign the role of cause

1 4. See Phaedo g7C—99D.
15. Ibid., 98A6—B6 [with minor changes].
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to the physical elements (air, aither, water, etc.) instead of to the best.
But even if these physical elements are necessary to produce the consti-
tution of the phenomena, they are not the true cause and theymust not
be confused with it.
This is a matter to which we shall return; here we limit ourselves to

recalling Plato’s quite famous example. The confusion in question cor-
responds exactly to the confusion of those who maintained that SO-
crates does all the things he does as a result ofMind,but then wanted to
Offer the cause Ofwhy he was and remained in prison by referring to his
organs of local motion, to his bones, to his sinews, and so on, and not to
the true cause whichwas his choice Of the just and the best as a result of
Mind. Clearly if Socrates did not have physical organs he could not do
the things that he wished to do; nevertheless, he acts by means of his
organs, but not as a result of his organs. The true or real cause (1:5
a’i'rtov 11:) EVIL) , is his MindwhichOperates in accordance with the best.
Therefore, Mind and the physical elements are not sufficient for

joining things or for holding them together. SO we need another level
on which to understand the true cause (16 a’inov 161') (NH), that is, the
that to which Mind refers.
And this is the level of the Intelligible,which can only be arrived at by

means of a method quite other than that of the Physicists, of which
Plato speaks at the end of the last quoted passage and which he picks
out with the great metaphor of the Second Voyage, which is the most
outstanding emblem of Plato’s philosophizing:
But to say that it is because of them [to join mind with the physical elements

and not with the best] that I do what I am doing, and not through choice of
what is best—althoughmy actions are controlled bymind—wouldbe a very lax
and inaccurate form of expression. Fancy being unable to distinguish between
the cause of a thing and the condition without which it could not be a cause! It
is this latter, as it seems to me, that most people, groping in the dark, call a
cause—attaching to it a name to which it has no right. That is why one person
surrounds the earth with a vortex, and so keeps it in place by means Of the
heavens, and another props it up on a pedestal of air, as though it were a wide
platter. As for a powerwhich keeps things disposed at any given moment, they
neither look for it nor believe that it has any supernatural force. They imagine
that they will someday find a more mighty and immortal and all-sustaining
Atlas, and they do not think that anything is really bound and held together by
goodness or moral obligation. For my part, I should be delighted to learn
about the workings Of such a cause from anyone, but since I have been denied
knowledge of it, and have been unable either to discover it myself or learn
about from another. DO youwish me to show you, O Cebes, the second voyage
which is undertaken in order to inquire into this cause (the true cause)?
—I should like it very much indeed.16

1 6. Phaedo 99322-D3.



The Second Voyage as the Decisive Move to Supersensible Realities 1 O 1

IV. THE GREATMETAPHOROF THE SECOND VOYAGE AS SYMBOL OF THE
ASCENT TO THE SUPERSENSIBLE AND ITS IMPORTANCE IN THE
HISTORY OF WESTERNTHOUGHT 17

The Second Voyage is a nautical metaphor, and its most Obvious
meaning seems to be that given by Eustachius,who, referring to Pausa—
nius, explains that “secondvoyage is a term for the voyage plied by one
who, leftwithoutwind, uses his oars.” ‘8And this explanation, as scholars
have long since pointed out, is confirmed also by Cicero, who contrasts
the method ofpandere vela orationis [Spreadingthe sails Of eloquence] to
going on using the dialecticorum remix [oars of dialectic]~1.9 The First
Voyage is made with the wind in the sails and corresponds to the Natu-
ralists’ method; the Second Voyage is plied using the oars, and so is
much more tiring and laborious: it corresponds to a new kind ofmethod
which leads to the conquest of the realm of the supersensible.
The sails of the Physicists were the senses and sensations; the oars of

the Second‘Voyage are reasoning and hypotheses on which the new
method is based.
Here is the passage in which Plato introduces the notion:
Well . . . said Socrates, when Iwasworn out with my physical investigations,it

occurred to me that I must guard against the same sort of risk whichpeople run
when they watch and study an eclipse of the sun; they really do sometimes
injure their eyes, unless they study its reflection in water or some other medi-
um. I conceived of something like this happening to myself, and I was afraid
that by observing Objects with my eyes and trying to comprehend them with
each of my other senses I might blind my soul altogether. So I decided that I
must have recourse to theories, and use them in trying to discover the truth of
things. Perhaps my illustration is not quite apt, because I do not at all admit
that an inquiry by means of theory employs “images” any more than one which
confines itself to facts. But . . . I started off in this way, and in every case I first
lay down the theorywhich I judge to be the soundest, and then whateverseems
to agree with it—with regard either to causes or to anything else—I assume to
be true, and whatever does not I assume not to be true.20

The images Plato employs are very difficult and call for a great deal of
attention to be properly understood.
The eclipse of the sun indicates sensible realities. Some pages earlier

than this,21 Plato explains that the sensible realities are inadequate and
inferior to other realities, to which they are Similar but in a defective
way. And this is preciselysymbolized by the eclipsed sun. Evidently, the

17. Ibid.,ggD4—1OOA7.
18. Eustachius,In Odyss. 1453.20.
19. Cicero, Tusc. disp. 4.5; LCL 337.
20. Phaedo99D4—1OOA7.
2 1. Ibid., 74Aff.
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sun not eclipsed and considered in itself would symbolize these other
nonsensible realities, about which Platowill speak again.22
The eyes are to be understood not only literally, but as symbols of all

the senses, as Plato himself explicitly says.
The images reflected in water, by means of which the eclipsed sun is

grasped, indicate reasoning and hypotheses which are more secure
than sensations.
And this is the most delicate point to understand, so much so that

Plato himself, speaking of the reflected image in water, adds “or some.
othermedium”23 to indicate a passage to the vision of the eclipsed sun,
which is more secure than the senses. Furthermore, he explains that the
illustration could be misleading, insofar as it could make us believe that
just as the reflection in the water catches an image of the eclipsed sun,
so it is not the senses but reasoning, symbolized by the reflection in
water, that catches images of the real. To be properly understood, the
exemplification seems to have to be taken in the opposite sense from
what at first glance it would seem to suggest, as Plato himself indicates:24
he who sees things in the logoi sees them as they really are, while he who
sees them directlywith the senses sees them by means of their images,
since the sensible things are copies of the intelligibles.
The blinding of the soul, brought about by looking directly at the

eclipsed sun, symbolizes, as Plato clearly says?5 the deceptive effect that
the senses produce for the understanding. For they do not clarify but
instead obscure things, as he has already pointed out using the same
terminology.26
Thus, PlatO’s message is clear: the Naturalists’ method based on the

senses does not clarify but obscures understanding; the new type of
method, therefore, must be based on logoz', and by means of them it
must try to grasp the truth of things:
But I should like to expressmy meaning more clearly, because at present I

don’t think that you understand.
No, indeed I don’t, said Cebes, not a bit.
Well what I mean is this, and there is nothing new about it. I have always said

it; in fact I have never stopped saying it, especially in the earlier part of this
discussion. As I am going to try to explain to you the theory of causation which
I have worked out myself, I propose to make a fresh start from those principles
of mine which you know so well—that is, I am assuming the existence of
absolute beauty and goodness and magnitude and all the rest of them. . . .

22. Ibid., 103Eff.
2 3. Ibid., 99E1 (consult the text referred to in n. 20).
24. Ibid., 6-100A3 (consult the text referred to in n. 20).
25. Ibid., Elff.
26. Ibid., 66A—E, esp. 96C5.
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Then consider the next step, and see whether you share my opinion. It
seems to me that whatever else is beautiful apart from absolute beauty is beau-
tiful because it partakes of that absolute beauty, and for no other reason. Do
you accept this kind of causality?

Yes, I do. ,

7

Well, now, that is as far as my mind goes; I cannot understand these other
ingenious theories of causation. If someone tells me that the reason why a
given object is beautiful is that it has a gorgeous color or shape or any other
such attribute, I disregard all these other explanations—I find them confus-
ing—and I cling simply and straightforwardlyand no doubt foolishly to the
explanation that the one thing that makes that object beautiful is the presencein it or associationwith it, in whateverway the relation comes about, of abso-
lute beauty. I do not go so far as to insist upon the precise details—onlyuponthe fact that it is by beauty that beautiful things are beautiful. This, I feel, is the
safest answer for me or for anyone else to give, and I believe that while I 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. Don’t you agree?

Yes, I do.
Then it is by largeness that large things are large and larger things larger,

and by smallness that smaller things are smaller?
Yes.
So you too, like myself, would refuse to accept the statement that one man is

taller than another “by a head,” and that the shorter man is shorter by the
same. You would protest that the only Viewwhich you yourself can hold is that
whatever is taller than something else is so simply by tallness—that is, because
of tallness—and that what is shorter is so simply by shortness, that is, because
of shortness.You would be afraid . . . that ifyou said that one man is taller than
another by a head, you would be faced by a logical objection—first that the
taller should be taller and the shorter by the same thing, and secondly that the
taller person should be taller by a head, which is a short thing, and that it is
unnatural that a man should be made tall by something short. Isn’t that so?

Cebes laughed and said, Yes, it is.
Then you would be afraid to say that ten is more than eight “by two,” or that

two is the cause of its excess over eight, instead of saying that it is more than
eight by, or because of, being a larger number, and you would be afraid to saythat a length of two feet is greater than one foot by a half, instead of saying that
it is greater by its larger size—because there is the same danger here too?
Quite so.
Suppose next that we add one to one.You would surely avoid saying that the

cause of our getting two is the addition, or in the case of the divided unit, the
division. You would loudly proclaim that you know of no other way in which
any given object can come into being except by participation in the reality
peculiar to its appropriate universal, and that in the cases which I have men-
tioned you recognize no other cause for the coming into being of two than
participation in duality, and that whatever is to become two must participate in
this, and whatever is to become one must participate in unity. You would
dismiss these divisions and additions and other such niceties, leaving them for
persons wiser than yourself to use in their explanations, while you, being
nervous of your own shadow . . . and of your inexperience, would hold fast to
the security of your hypothesis and make your answers accordingly? 27

27. Cf. Phaedo looA7—101D2.
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The SecondVoyage, then, has led Plato to recognize the existence of
two levels of being: one phenomenal and visible, and the other meta—
phenomenal, graspable only with the logoi and hence purely intelligi-
ble, as we shall see later.28 We can, however, summarize the theoretical
core of the Second Voyage as follows: the passage from the sensible to
the supersensible, the introduction of a nonphysical and, hence, meta-
physical cause, is necessary tO explain the sensible and to free it from
the contradictions in which it is involved if left to itself.
Thus, Plato’s Second Voyage is an achievement which signals the

most important stage in the history of metaphysics. The whole ofWest-
ern thought, indeed, will be deeply marked by this distinction, both
insofar as it has been accepted (as is obvious), and also insofar as it has
been rejected. In the later case, argument must be given to justify the
refusal of the distinction; and the whole ofWestern thought continues
to be marked by the give-and-take of such arguments.
After, and only after, the Platonic SecondVoyage can we speak about

the corporeal and the incorporeal, the sensible and the supersensible,
the empirical and the metaempirical, the physical and the superphysi—
cal. And it is in the light of these categories (and only in their light)
that the earlier Naturalists can be seen to be materialists, and that
nature and the cosmos no longer make up the totalityof the things that
are, but only the totality of things that appear. Philosophy has gained
the intelligibleworld, the realm of the realities which are not sensibles
but only knowables. Against all his predecessors and many contempo-
raries, Plato did not relent throughout his life from expressing this
fundamental'and truly revolutionary discovery: there are more things
in heaven and earth than are dreamt of in your (physical) philosophy.

V. THE Two STAGES OF THE SECOND VOYAGE: THE THEORY OF IDEAS
AND PLATO’s ALLUSIONS To THE THEORY OF THE PRINCIPLES29

In the passage presented above, Plato says clearly that the things
which bring the Second Voyage to an end are the things which he has
continued to repeat always, on other occasions, as well as in the preced-
ing reasoning of the Phaedo, and so are things about which he has
spoken many times.30 These things concern the whole realm of the su-
persensible. In the first place,we have the theory of Ideas, and, beyond
them, the theory of the first and highest Principles. As is well known,
Plato discusses the theory of the Ideas in many places other than in our

28. See Chapter 6, section II, 1 14-17.
29. Phaedo lOOB—102A.
30. Ibid., looB1—3; the passages of the Phaedo referred to are 65fo. and 78Cff.
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text and in the rest of the Phaedo.But he makes only hints and referenc-
es to the theory of the Principles in his writings, although in the passage
we are looking at these references are very clear, repeated, and emphat-
ic, as we find in few other dialogues. The references to the writings and
the oral discussions, and in particular to the latter, are very obvious, as
we shall show in detail in the light of the new paradigm proposed by the
Tiibingen School, which on this point is very fruitful.
Following the plan traced in the Phaedo, the Second Voyage is in two

stages: in the first, it achieves the realm of the Ideas; in the second, it
achieves the realm of the Principleswhich is the highest level.
Before discussingin detail the content of these doctrines, we wish to

clarify Plato’s repeated allusions to the Unwritten Doctrines.
The completion of the Second Voyage is the discovery of a new type

of cause consisting in purely intelligible realities. What follows from the
postulation of the existence of these realities is the explanation of all
things in terms of them, and the denial that the physical and sensible
can be counted as a true cause, and hence the demotion of the sensible
to the status of a means or instrument bywhich the true cause acts.
Consequently, beautiful things would be explained not by physical

elements (color, shape, etc.), but in terms of the beautiful-in—itself.
Large things and small things would be explained not by comparisons
of size, but in terms of the large-in—itself and the small-in-itself. Ten
would be explained as greater than eight not by two, but by plurality;
and the ways in which two and one are obtained wouldbe explained not
by the physical operations of division and addition, but by participation
in Duality and Unity, as we saw above.
The first stage of the Second Voyage consists in taking as a basis the

most solid hypothesis,which is that intelligible realities are true causes,
and in taking as true the things that agree with this hypothesis and as
false the things that do not (and so, in rejecting all those physical
realities which have mistakenlybeen thought to be true causes).
What we have called the first stage of the SecondVoyage ends with a

definite allusion to the One in the new dimension31 (just as the first
stage of the First Voyage in the wake of the Naturalists ended with a
reference to the One, which is not and cannot be explained within that
inquiry) .32 This is a repeated gesture towardwhatwe shall see is the focal
point of the Unwritten Doctrines.
But Plato makes a much clearer reference to the protology in the

discussionwhich immediately follows the passage above. What must be
done if someone attacks the hypothesis on which the theory of Ideas

31. Ibid., 101C.
32. Ibid.,g7B.
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rests? Before answering, all the consequences that derive from the hy-
pothesis must be examined, to discover whether they are consistent or
not. And in order to justify the hypothesis, it is necessary to look for a
still higher hypothesis, and we must proceed in this way until we have
reached a self-sufficient hypothesis,one that has no need of any further
hypothesis. Here is the text:
If anyone should fasten upon the hypothesis itself, youwould disregard him

and refuse to answer until you could consider whether its consequences were
mutually consistent or not. And when you had to substantiate the hypothesis
itself, you would proceed in the same way, assuming whatever more ultimate
hypothesis commended itself most to you, until you reached one which was
satisfactory.”

The indirect tradition states that, above the Ideas, Plato placed the
first and highest Principles. Plato himself, in the passage which immedi-
ately follows what we have just quoted, uses the very word Principle
(agxfi), although only by allusion and within the constraints of his
choice not to put this doctrine in writing; he thus gives the discussion a
very general sense, but nevertheless a suggestive one. Moreover, the
text we are discussing speaks unreservedly about the theory of Ideas,
without using the term (which occurs only further on); but to allude to
the doctrine of the Principles, it uses the word arche (agxfi).
You would not mix the two things together by discussingboth the principle

and its consequences, like one of these destructivecritics—thatis, ifyouwanted
to discover any part of the truth. They presumably have no concern or care
whatever for such an object, because their cleverness enables them to muddle
everything up'without disturbing their own self-complacence,but you, I imag-
ine, if you are a philosopher, will follow the course which I describe.34

And if that were not enough, the entire argumentative procedure of
the dialogue, which is based on the postulation of the Ideas, ends by
impressively pointing out the following:

As a matter of fact, said Simmias, I have no doubts myself either now, in View
ofwhatyou have just been saying. All the same, the subject is so vast, and I have
such a poor opinion of our weak human nature, that I can’t help still feeling
some misgivings.
Quite right, Simmias, said Socrates . . . even if you find our original hypoth-

eses convincing, they still need more accurate consideration. If you and yourfriends examine them closely enough, I believe that you will arrive at the truth
of the matter, insofar as it is possible for the human mind to attain it, and if
you are sure that you have done this, you will not need to inquire further.35

33. Ibid.,101D3-E1.
34. Ibid.,E1—102A1.
35. Ibid.,1o7A8—Bio.
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Evidently only the highest Principles can constitute what, once
achieved, does not require a search for anything higher.
Scholars have been very embarrassed by these passages. Many have

seen a reference to the Republic, where Plato deploys a fuller version of
the same reasoning and points to the pinnacle of metaphysicsas reach-
ing the unhypothetical or unconditioned.36But since, in the Republic,
Plato also does not present the explicit determination and definition
of this unconditioned, it has been believed that we must see in all this
the gesture at a purely unrealizable ideal, or at least at one not realized
by him.
It is here that the new paradigm shows one of its greatest powers in

solving long-standing puzzles. In the last three passages cited Plato indi-
cates just what level it is that, because of his pedagogical and moral
choice, he wanted to set aside for oral discussions; for these are the
things of greatest value which the philosopher, as such, does not put
into writing. The last but one of the quoted passages, after speaking of
the Principle and of how it is to be discussed, ends with an elucidation
of the term philosopheig saying very revealingly: “But you, I imagine, if
you are a philosopher, will follow the course which I describe.”37
In short, the necessity of finding hypotheses which are higher than

those that bring us to the Vision of the theory of Ideas, and which are,
therefore, the last stage of metaphysical discourse, is a necessity af-
firmed immediately after Plato has named the One.38 Later he con-
cludeswith the word Principle,39 and seals it with the term philosophy.40
Beyond doubt, in the very passage of the Phaedo in which Plato intro-

duces the theory of Ideas most systematically, he tells us that they are
not the first and highest causes. Sextus Empiricusbacks up whatwe find
in the Phaedo:

Let us take, for example, how the Ideas, which for Plato are incorporeal, are
prior to bodies and how everythingwhich comes to be comes to be in relation
to them. All the same, they are not the first principles of things.41

We can conclude that the UnwrittenDoctrines are alreadypresent and
employed at the core of the Phaedoand that todayPlato must be read in
accordance with them ifwewish to give his writings the meaning thathe
aimed to give to them.

36. See Chapter 1 1, sectionVIII, 2 18—20.
37. Phaed0101E1—102A1.
38. Ibid., 101C6—7.
39. Ibid.,El.
40. Ibid., D6; consult above, n. 34, at the end.
41. Sextus Empiricus,ContraMathematicosX 258.





6 The Achievementsof the First Stage of the Second
Voyage:The Ideas, Their Essential Properties,
and the Protological Problems They Pose

I. THE ROLE AND CHARACTEROF THE THEORY OF IDEAS

Of all Plato’s speculative conceptions, the Ideas have received the
greatest attention, have undergone the largest number of reworkings,
and have animated the central themes of the greatest philosophers.1
Aristotle began with the presentation of his interpretation of Plato’s

theory of Ideas as a reification or hypostatization of abstract concepts,
in conjunctionwith a powerful theoretical criticism, which claimed that
it was necessary to treat them as immanent, and represented them as
form—in-matter. Aristotle’s View has been very successful and continues
to be held even today, at least implicitly.
Then came the Middle Platonists, who codified the interpretation of

the Ideas as thoughts in the divine mind; they also tried to overcome
the Aristotelian criticism by distinguishing between the transcendent
Ideas (understood as divine thoughts, “first intelligibles”) and the im-
manent forms dependent on them (“second intelligibles”).
The Neoplatonists deepened and developed this tendency, placing

the Ideas in the realm of the hypostasis ofNous and developing some of
the implications that this involved.
The Fathers of the Church and the Scholastics affirmed the concep-

tion of the Ideas, understood as divine thoughts, developing some as-
pects of them in connection with the theory of creation, and following
up with various reflections of the way which Philo of Alexandria had
already opened.
There is also the interesting connection which medieval thinkers

made between the Platonic notion of Ideas and the knotty question of
universals. They identified the Platonic position with an “exaggerated
realism” which gives an ontological importance to universals and hence
interprets the Platonic Ideas along the same lines as did Aristotle.

1. For the modern secondary literature on the theory of Ideas, see the complete
information furnished by H. Cherniss, Lustrum (1959): 261-308 and Lustrum (1960):
323—40; and by Brisson, Lustrum (1977): 259—61 and Lustrum (1983): 276ff.
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With the rationalists and the empiricists of the modern period the
Ideas come to be identified with concepts or with the contents of the
human mind; thisIs the meaning that the term “Idea” hasIn common
usage (and which is still dominant at all levels).
With Kant, the Ideas become the three forms of reason, and their

“regulative” function is emphasized in a waywhich is now well known.
The doctrine of the Ideas is given an impressive turn by the new

dialectic ofHegel,who does not hesitate to write that Plato’s true specula-
tive grandeurlies in the formulation of the doctrine of the Ideas “thanks
to which he marks a milestone in the history of philosophy and hence
in general in universalhistory.”2
The Neo-Kantians and the School of Marburg gave new life to the

doctrine, understanding the Ideas as laws and as structural methods of
thought.
The theory of Ideas was seriously weakened by the positivists, and

some even went so far as to identify them with the primitive conception
of the “animists.”
The situation is more complex in contemporary philosophy, which

faces this matter in the light of some significant results of philological
Plato studies and with a clear distinction between an historical-philo-
sophical reading and an historical reading of Plato. Nevertheless, the
influence of their theoretical presuppositions in the interpretation of
Plato’s theory of Ideas is very strong; in particular, among the most
important influences those exercised by the philosophy of value, by
phenomenology, by existentialist ontology, and by analytic philosophy.
It could be said that a history of the interpretation of the theory of

Ideas would include most of the core of the history ofWestern philoso-
phy. Nevertheless,we ought also to say that a detailed exposition of this
complex theme would clarify the development of Platonism, but it
would not add to the better understanding of Plato himself, or it would
add only indirectly to such an understanding as regards his significance
and theoretical fruitfulness, that is, in a Verungsgeschz’chte—a history of
the effects his works have had on others.
The kaleidoscopic presentations Plato gives of the Ideas across many

dialogues interweavein heterogeneous ways concepts and images, logos
and myth, making things difficult for his readers. Likewise the purely
theoretical demonstrations in various dialogues reveal a variety and
nimbleness of thought which make them difficult to interpret. Never-
theless, the fact remains that it is a sheer illusion to believe that the
various reworkings of the doctrine we have reviewed can help to pro-

2. G. Hegel, Lectureson the History ofPhilosophy.
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Vide a historicallywell-foundedresolution of the problems raised by the
Ideas, which in any case must be explained and resolved if we are to
read and understand Plato.
On the other hand, we claim that the new interpretive paradigm of

the Tiibingen School recoversjust such an historical foundation, and so
allows us to solve a set of difficultieswhich flow from this doctrine.
But first we must set aside a very widespread but ungroundedpreju-

dice. Kréimer and Gaiser have been little concerned with the theory of
Ideas, because they have concentrated all their energies on the theory
of the Principles. In this way, they have radically transformed the funda-
mental premises of the traditional paradigm, which is focused on the
theory of Ideas.
There are three sources of controversy concerning the relations be-

tween the theory of the Ideas and the theory of the Principles. On each
of them we take the side of the Tiibingen School against the traditional
paradigm in what follows.
No one denies that the theory of Ideas is one of the fundamental

notions in Plato’s writings. But we are concerned with a basis whose
support is to be found outside the writings, or, at least, which can only
be glimpsed in part in the writings. The “self-testimonies” of the Phae-
dms and the Seventh Letter have fully shown this much. And with all the
clarity that we could wish from Plato (given his reservations about writ-
ings) we have also seen it in the metaphysicalmap of the Phaedo: the
theory of Ideas corresponds to the first stage of the Second Voyage,
while the theory of Principles is the second and final stage. The Ideas
are arrived at by the hypotheseswhich Plato introduces to overcome the
position of the Physicists. However, the theory of Ideas cannot be ade-
quately defended solely with the resources of that theory itself (that is,
by analyzing only the consequences which follow from it). Rather, we
must rise to higher hypotheses until we reach the self-sufficient hypoth-
esis (which is the hypothesis of the “first and highest Principles”).
In addition, we shall see that this will be fully confirmed not only in

the Republic,3 but also in the Parmenides,which follows this schema: (a) it
first sets out the criticisms of the theory of Ideas and then (b) it presents
one of the clearest meeting points with the theory of Principles, from
which alone the ultimate response can be derived.4 Again, the Philebus
will provide a further confirmation.5And all this is consistent with the
proposals contained in Plato’s Unwritten Doctrines.6

3. Republi66.510A—51 1C.
4. See Chapter 12.
5. See Chapters 14 and 17.
6. See Chapter 7 and following.



1 1 2 TOWARD A NEW INTERPRETATIONOF PLATO

All this not only does not diminish the theory of Ideas, as some have
thought, but, on the contrary, strengthens it by providing all the objec-
tive supports that are missing from the writings, gathering these sup-
ports from genuine historical sources and not from theoretical systems
which are foreign to Plato.
The connection of the theory of Ideas with the theory of the Princi-

ples recasts all the interpretations which—to solve the many problemsraised by the theory of Ideas—use the presumed evolution of Platonic
thought as an interpretive tool, without achieving any reliable results
about the fundamental problems.
In connection with the different themes Plato tackles, we shall see

that, at least from the Phaedoand the Republicon, although the theory of
Ideas is handled time and again from different perspectives, according
to the nature of the themes under discussion, Plato increasinglymakes
allusions to the Unwritten Doctrines and frequent reference to the
doctrine of the Principles.7
Thus in the Republic, where Plato’s theme in the central books is the

doctrine of the Good (that is, that doctrine which can be understood as
the principal manifestation and expression of the first Principle), we
find the most important connections and references to the theory of
Principles (for example, the great claim that the Principle from which
are derived all the Ideas, which in their totality are being par excel-
lence, is itself beyond-being); indeed, the fact that the central theme of
the Republic is the Good explains these strong allusions to the basic
theme of the Unwritten Doctrines.8 In the Parmenides, Plato does not
criticize his own doctrine of Ideas, but sets out some of the principal
criticisms offered by thosewho contested it. He then immediately after-
ward presents a perspective that leads to the higher hypothesis,which in
turn leads to the Principles, in accordance with the schema explicitly
presented in the Phaedo, as discussed above.9 The Sophist changes per—
spective because the problem discussed in that dialogue calls for refer-
ence only to some great Ideas and not to all of them, and hence not to
the first Principles.10The Statesman“ tackles deep axiologicalissues, and
presents a set of references to the Unwritten Doctrines; and the Phile-
bus, by connecting axiologicaland ontological themes, also offers some
of the most prominent protological connections between the Ideas and
the Principleswhich Plato presented in his writings.12

7. See Chapter 1 1 and following.
8. See Chapter 1 1 , passim.
9. See Chapter 5, above, and Chapter 1 2, below.
10. See Chapter 13, section I, 237—49.
1 1. See Chapter 13, section II, 249—53.
1 2. See Chapters 14 and 17.
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In the new paradigm, the theory of Ideas reveals a coherence far
superior to whatwe find ifwe restrict ourselves to the traditional para-
digm and if Plato’s writings continue to be regarded as self-sufficient.
We are in perfect agreement with Kramer and Gaiser as to the pres-

ence and influence of the theory of the Principles already in the dia-
logues of the middle period.
Nevertheless,we leave it as an open question whether Plato began

from the theory of Ideas or from the theory of Principles.Personally, we
would be more inclined to think (as a conjecture) that Plato began
from the theory of Ideas; but to reach any certainty on this point, it
would be necessary to conduct a fundamental and detailed reexamina-
tion of all the dialogues of Plato’s youth, which it is not the aim of the
present work to provide. We may, however, point out that, once one
accepts the preceding point, this is not a problem which affects the
substance of the paradigm but a problem which, in Kuhn’s terms, un-
covers a big puzzle internal to the paradigm itself, and which therefore
is not a problem of primary importance for our present purposes.
So, it is necessary to point out that if, from the Phaedoand the Republic

on, the presence of and allusions to the theory of Principles are very
noticeable, then we can also find hints in dialogues like the Channz'des,13
the Gorgias,14and the Meno15 which can be read in the sameway. Not to
mention that Protagoras16 refers to an axiologicalmetric which only the
relatively late Statesmandiscusses and which in turn refers for the prob-
lem’s ultimate answer to doctrines which fall outside the dialogues, and
thus the dialogue makes clear reference to the Unwritten Doctrines.17
In the coming pages, we shall proceed as follows: first,we shall recon—

struct the most important features of the Ideas, basing our account on
Plato’s texts, as we have done hitherto;18 then we shall go on to the
theory of the Principles;19 finally, we shall show the considerable advan—

tages which accrue from the Unwritten Doctrines about the first Princi-
ples for the understanding of the central claims of the great dialogues,
and the way that the face of Platonic metaphysics takes on a much
plainer and clearer complexion.20

1 3. Charmides1 69A—D.
14. Cf. Kramer,Arete, 57ff.
1 5. Cf. Gaiser, Platons Menon, passim.
1 6. Protagoras 357B.
1 7. Cf. Statesman262 C, 263B, 284D.
18. Of course,we shall concentrate on Plato’s texts, without entering into polemical

discussions, for the reasons alreadygiven in the Preface.
19. In handling this matter we shall concentrate on the texts of the indirect tradition,

as well asmobilizingthe achievementsof the Tiibingen School, likewise not entering into
polemical discussions with adversaries.

20. See also all the Chapters from 1 1 to 2 1.
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To begin with, we wish to consider the essential features and nature of
the Ideas to dispel the doubts of those who fear that the new paradigm,
if it does not eliminate the Ideas, at the very least degrades and impover-
ishes them in favor of the Principles, as well as the doubts of those who
claim that the transcendence of the Ideas is inconsistent with the deduc-
tive system of the theory of the Principles.
The basic characteristicsof the Ideas can be summed up under the six

followingpoints which are referred to repeatedly in manywritings, and
are points of reference which cannot be given up:

1. Intelligibility (an Idea is par excellence the object of the mind or
intellect and is graspable only by it);

2. Incorporeality (an Idea belongs to a realm totally different from
the sensible corporeal world);
3. Being in the full sense (Ideas are the beings that are really real);
4. Unchangeability (Ideas are exempt from all kinds of change as well

as from generation and corruption);
5. Self-identity (Ideas are in and of themselves absolutelyobjective);
6. Unity (each Idea is a unity, unifying a multiplicityof things which

participate in it).
In addition to helping us to grasp the metaphysicalstatus of the Ideas,

a brief review of these six attributes will help us to understand some of
the basic reasons why, despite offering an explanation of sensible reali-
ties at a high level, the Ideas still require a further justification and
hence an ultimate explanation.

II. THE IDEAS As INTELLIGIBLEAND INCORPOREAL REALITIES

The first defining attribute of the metaphysical status of the Ideas is
their intelligibility, which is connected to their incorporeality, with
which it is identified. The new method characteristic of the Second
Voyage, which Plato opposed to the sense-basedmethod of the Natural-
ists, is founded on reasoning and on the reality which is grasped
through reasoning, and this is the intelligible reality of the Ideas.
Intelligibility, therefore, is an essential characteristic of the Ideas, in

contrast to the sensibles, that reveals the realm of reality existing be-
yond the sensibles themselves. It is graspable only by the intelligence,
which is able to disengage itself from the senses. Let us read the most
important passage of the Phaedo in this regard:

Is it not in the course of reflection,if at all, that the soul gets a clear Viewof facts?
Yes.
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Surely the soul can best reflect when it is free of all distractions such as
hearing or sight or pain or pleasure of any kind—that is, when it ignores the
body and becomes as far as possible independent, avoiding all physical con-
tacts and associationsas much as it can, in its search for reality?
That is so.
Then here too—in despising the body and avoiding it, and endeavoring to

become independent—the philosopher’s soul is ahead of all the rest.
It seems so.
Here are some more questions, Simmias. Do we recognize such a thing as

absolute uprightness?
Indeed we do.
And absolute beauty and goodness too?
Of course.
Have you ever seen any of these things with your eyes?
Certainly not, said he.
Well, have you ever apprehended them with any other bodily sense? By them

I mean not only absolute tallness or health or strength, but the real nature of
any given thing—whatit actually is. Is it through the body that we get the truest
perception of them? Isn’t it true that in any inquiry you are likely to attain
more nearly to knowledgeof your object in proportion to the care and accura-
cy with which you have prepared yourself to understand that object in itself?
Certainly.
Don’t you think that the person who is likely to succeed in this attempt most

perfectly is the one who approaches each object, as far as possible, with the
unaided intellect, without taking account of any sense of sight in his thinking,
or dragging any other sense into his reckoning—the man who pursues the
truth by applying his pure and unadulterated thought to the pure and unadul-
terated object, cutting himself off as much as possible from his eyes and ears
and virtually all the rest of his body, as an impediment which by its presence
prevents the soul from attaining to truth and clear thinking? Is not this the
person, Simmias, who will reach the goal of reality, if anybody can?
What you say is absolutely true, Socrates, said Simmias.21

Plato introduces, therefore, a sharp distinction between two levels of
reality: the intelligible and the sensible (or as he also says in the Repub-
lic, the placeor the region of the intelligible from the placeor region of the
sensible). Thus is the critical distinction of the metaphysical level from
the physical level sharplymade for the first time in the history ofWest-
ern thought.
The distinction of the two levels of reality is the high road of all

Platonic thought; therefore, it is no wonder that all the writings make
reference to it, implicitly or explicitly, as we shall repeatedly find.
Precisely insofar as it is not perceivable by the senses, which can only

perceive the bodily, the intelligible can only be grasped by the intelli-
gence which transcends the physical and bodily level, and which is of its
nature incorporeal. Here is a very explicit passage from the Statesman:

21. Phaedo 65C2—66A10.
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In fact incorporeal things,which are the most beautiful and the greatest, are
clearly manifested only through reasoning and in no other way, and in view of
this are said to be the things about which we spoke.22

Thus, with Plato, the term incorporeal takes on that meaning and con-
ceptual value which to this day we attribute to it. And it is the Second
Voyage which made possible the discovery of this dimension of being.
Because it is a point little emphasized and not often recognized, it is

worth noting that the term incorporeal had been used by thinkers before
Plato, but from a different perspective, that is, in the naturalistic realm
of the First Voyage.We are told that Anaximenes said that air (which for
him was the principle of all things) was close to incorporeal because it is an
unlimited and rich source which is never depleted.23 In addition, an Orphic
fragment says Adrasteia—Ananke (the goddess representing Necessity) is
like the incorporeal since she extends throughout the entire cosmos, and reaches
to the ends of it?4 There is also the especially interesting Fragment 9 of
Melissus, reported by Simplicius, who writes:

That he wants what is to be incorporeal he makes clear when he says: “If,
then, itwere, it must be one; and being one, it must not have body. But if it had
solidity, it would have parts and be no longer one.”25

Then, as Heinrich Gomperz has shown among the Presocratics (or,
for present purposes, we should say the Pre—Platonists) the term incorpo-
realmeans not having any determinate physical form, so much so that
the incorporeal is connected with the unlimited, which does not have
limits, or borders, or determination, and therefore lacks any form.26
Originally in Greek, for example, in Homer, otfiua (body) meant

cadaver: Then the semantic range of the term came to include animated
bodies in general. Finally, it extended to inanimate objects which have
in common with the body two properties: perceptibility (visibility) and
being enclosed within more or less strict determinate limits. It is to this
meaning of the term body that the more advanced sense of the term
incorporeal is connected in Presocratic thought: incorporeal means what
cannot be touched, what cannot be seen, what lacks obvious materiality,
limits, and precise edges; and hence what is unlimited.27

22. Statesman286A5.
23. Anaximenes frag. 3 Diels-Kranz, DerFragmente die Vorsokratiker, hereinafter we will

use the abbreviationDK.
24. Orpheus frag. 13 DK (frag. 54 Kern).
25. Simplicius, In Arist. Phys. 109. 34 Diels. Also 87.6. On the interpretation of this

latter fragment, see our book on Melissus cited in note 27 below.
26. H. Gomperz,“AZQMATOZ,”Hermes 67 (1932): 155-67.
27. Ibid., 154—57. See in addition G. Reale, Melissa. Testimonianze e frammenti (Flo-

rence: La Nuova Italia, 1970), 1 93—225.
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Plato radically remodeled this meaning: for him the incorporeal goes
beyond not only the characteristics of the physical body, but the very
source ofmaterial bodies; and hence it goes beyond the one-all-unlimit-
ed itself of Melissus; and is identical with the nonphysical cause of
physical things. In this way, the incorporeal becomes an intelligible
form and hence a determined being which acts as determining cause,
that is, the real and true cause.28

III. THE IDEAS AS PURE BEING

As we have already seen from the Phaedo, another defining character-
istic of the metaphysicalstatus of the Ideas concerns being. The Ideas are
repeatedly described by Plato as true being, as being in the fullest sense,
and as being-in-itself, as really real, stable, and eternal being, and as
being on a wholly different plane from the sensibleworld.
This attribute indicates the Ideas as that reality which is neither gen—

erated nor corrupted, which neither grows nor diminishes, which nei-
ther changes nor becomes in any fashion, and which has an essential
relationship With the two attributes already noted.
In addition to the passage cited above, here are some others which

are particularly important. We read in the Symposium:

Whoever has been initiated so far in the mysteries of Love and has viewed all
these aspects of the beautiful in due succession is at last drawingnear the final
revelation. And now, Socrates, there bursts upon him that wondrous Vision
which is the very soul of the beauty he has toiled so long for. It is an everlasting
loveliness which neither comes nor goes, which neither flowers nor fades, for
such beauty is the same on every hand, the same then as now, here as there,
this way as that way, the same to everyworshipper as it is to every other. Nor will
his vision of the beautiful take the fOrm of a face, or of hands, or of anything
that is of the flesh. It will be neither words, not knowledge, nor a something
that exists in something else, such as a living creature, or the earth, or the
heavens, or anything that is—but subsistingof itself and by itself in an eternal
oneness,while every lovely thing partakes of it in such sort that, howevermuch
the parts may wax and wane, it will be neither more nor less, but still the same
inviolablewhole.29

And in the Phaedo it is also clear:

. . . [D]oes that absolute reality which we define in our discussions remain
always constant and invariable, or not? Does absolute equality or beauty or any
other independent entity which really exists ever admit change of any kind?

28. The passages in which Plato uses the term asomatosare the following: Phaedo 85E;
Philebus 64B; Sophist 246B and 247C; and Statesman 286A (see also Epinomis98 1B5).

29. Symposium 2 1 oE2—2 1 135.
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Or does each one of these uniform and independent entities remain always
constant and invariable, never admitting any alteration1n any respect or in any
sense?
They must be constant and invariable, Socrates, said Cebes.
Well, what about the concrete instances of beauty—such as men, horses,

clothes,. .-—or of equality, or any other members of a class corresponding to
an absolute entity? Are they constant, or are they, on the contrary, scarcely
even in the same relation1n any sense either to themselves or to one another?
With them. .it is just the opposite; they are never free from variation.
And these concrete objects you can touch and see and perceive by yourother senses, but those constant entities you cannot possibly apprehend ex-

cept by thinking; they are invisible to our sight.
That is perfectly true, said Cebes.
So you think that we should assume two classes of things, one visible and the

other invisible?
Yes, we should.
The invisible things invariable, and the visible never being the same?
Yes, we should assume that too.3°

And also here, as above,31 the precise affirmations Of the existence of
two levels of being are particularly interesting: physical being (visible or
sensible), and superphysical or metaphysical (neither visible nor sensi-
ble) which is “eternal” and “permanent.”
There is another very interesting passage of the Phaedo in which Plato

presents the attribute of being as the hallmark that characterizes the
Ideas and expresses their ontological absoluteness:
Our present argument applies no more to equality than it does to absolute

beauty, goodness, uprightness, holiness, and, as I maintain, all those charac-
teristicswhichWe designate in our discussionby the term absolute.”

We may refer also to the famous passage of the Phaedruswhich speaks
of the realm of Ideas as a Hype'roumnios, whichwe shall discuss further
on,” and which is perfectly in harmony with whatwe have been saying.
Finally, let us recall that the Republic gives the theme of being an

absolutely central role in its focus on its epistemological role, for only
true being is truly knowable; the sensibleworld, which is a mixture Of
being and nonbeing, is the Object Ofmere opinion, while there is only
absolute ignorance about nonbeing.34
It is, therefore, no surprise that Plato describes the philosopher’s

inquiry as a yeamingforbeing, 35 as a study capable of showing that being

30. Phaedo78D 1—79A1 1.
3 1. See above pp. 1 17ff.
32. Phaedo75C10—D3.
33. See below pp. 130—32 and note 65.
34. See in particular Republic5.476Eff.
35. Phaedo66C2.



The Achievements of the First Stage of the Second Voyage 1 1 g

which is always and does not stray through generation and corruption,36 and
like a conversion of the soul from a day which is night to a true day,37 and
like a true ascent to being.38 He describes the sciences which prepare the
soul for dialectic (and so for true philosophy) as a winch which draws the
soulfrom becoming to being,39 not to mention the other famous images and
similes of the Republic which we shall have occasion to discuss further
on, such as the simile of the Line and the Myth of the Cave.40
The property of absolute being as belonging to Ideas is clarified by a

straightforward argument. To truly explain becoming, Ideas cannot
themselves be in becoming, but must have their own being which
becoming does not have as its own, but must change and receive.
Becoming as such is not being but only has being; in fact, it always
implies nonbeing, and, therefore, insofar as it has being, it must have it
through participation with another.41
With this, the way is open for a recovery both of Heraclitus and of

Parmenides, and for a mediation between Heracliteanism and Eleati-
cism. The world of becoming is the sensibleworld, the world of being
and immobility is the intelligible world. The world of sensible things
has the characteristicswhich Heraclitus and the Heracliteans attributed
to the whole of reality; the world of the Ideas has the characteristics
which Parmenides and the Eleatics attributed to the whole of reality.
Plato conciliated the two schools with the distinction of the two levels of
reality: the Heracliteans do not cover the whole of reality, but only
sensible reality; and likewise the Eleatics do not cover the whole of
reality, but only intelligible reality, the Ideas. The realm of being (prop-
erly understood) ofwhich Parmenides Spoke is the cause (the true cause);
the becoming of which the Heracliteans Spoke is the caused.

IV. THE IDEAS AS IMMUTABLES EXISTING IN AND OF THEMSELVES

We now come to the characteristicsof the immutabilityand self-iden-
tity of the Ideas, which further explain and specify pure being.
For Plato, these two features are closely connected and each is very

important for understanding his thought.
It was against these features, especially self-identity, that some ofAris-

totle’s most severe criticisms were leveled, and are still being repeated
today, albeit in a different register.

36. See Republic 6.485A1 o—Bg.
37. Ibid., 52 1C3—6.
38. Ibid.,C7.
39. Ibid., D3—8.
40. See Chapter 1 1.
41. See Republic Books 6 and 7, passim.
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In citing Aristotle as an influential critic of the theory of Ideas, we
wish to call the reader’s attention to the following very curious fact:
Aristotle is not taken seriously when he informs us about matters of fact
concerning Plato’s doctrines, especially concerning an Unwritten Doc-
trine of the Principles; but he is taken absolutely seriously when he
criticizes Plato’s doctrine. In modern terms, there is a tendency not to
take Aristotle into serious consideration when he offers us historical
material because it is said that it is only his interpretation. When, on the
other hand, he makes some criticism of Plato’s theories, then he is
taken very seriously and is even used to interpret Plato. Instead, the
proper attitude of the modern historian ought to be exactly opposite:
Aristotle should be taken seriously when he offers us information and
material which is not wholly attributable to his own theorizing, while
his criticisms of Plato help us to understand his own thought more than
they help us to understand Plato’s thought.
We have brought up these considerations here to complete what we

earlier noted42 that within the old interpretive paradigm Aristotle tend-
ed to be treated wholly on his own terms as a speculative thinker.
Many scholars have judged (and still judge) the things Aristotle says

about the theory of Principles as speculative developments of Plato’s
thought, and as such they have not accepted them; and contrariwise,
they have accepted (and partly continue to accept) in full manyspecula-
tive criticisms that Aristotle directs against the theory of Ideas.We, by
contrast, reverse this position, and hold that the acceptance ofAristot-
le’s criticisms of the theory of Ideas puts one in the least propitious
position for a properly objective understanding of Plato’s thought.“
Plato says the Idea is in itself and of itself (auto kath’auto), and he uses

the expression in itselfas a synonym of Idea: instead of saying the Idea of
Beauty, the Idea of Good, he speaks of the Beautiful-itself: of the Good-
itselfi and so on. This characteristic of Ideas,which is connected by Plato
with their immobility, has often been understood hypostatically, as if it
stated that an Idea is nothing other than the ontologizing of the con-
cept or the reification of the abstract, or, the hypostatization of the
universal.Aristotlewas the first to give this reading.
Here are some passages of the Metaphysics which influenced the inter-

pretation of Plato for a long time:

While the theory presents difficulties in many ways, the most paradoxical
thing of all is the statement that there are certain things besides those in the
material universe, and that these are the same as sensible things except that

42. See pp. 72ff. above.
43. We have tried to justify this claim in our commentary on Aristotle’s Metaphysics.
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they are eternal while the latter are perishable. For they say there is a man-
himself and a horse-itself and health-itself, with no further qualification—a
procedure like that of the people who said there are gods, but in human form.
For theywere positing nothing but eternal men, nor are the Platonistsmaking
the Forms anything other than eternal sensible things.44
Now regarding the Ideas, we must first examine the theory itself, not con-

necting it in any way with the nature of numbers, but discussingit in the form
in which it was originally understood by those who first maintained the exist-
ence of the Ideas.
The supporters of the theory of the Ideaswere led to it because concerning

the question about the truth of things they accepted the Heraclitean sayings
which describe all sensible things as always passing away, so that if knowledge
or thought is to have an object, there must be some other and permanent

'

entities apart from those things which are sensible; for there could be no
knowledge of things which were in a constant state of flux.
But when Socrateswas occupying himselfwith the excellences of character

and in connection with them he became the first to raise the problem of
universal definition (for the physicists Democritus only touched on the subject
to a small extent and defined, after a fashion, the hot and the cold, while the
Pythagoreans had before this discussed a few things whose definitions—for
example, those of opportunity, justice, or marriage—they connected with
numbers; but it was natural that Socrates should be seeking the essence, for he
was seeking to syllogize, and what a thing is is the starting-point of syllogisms;
for there was as yet none of the dialectical power which enables people even
without know-ledge of the essence to speculate about contraries and inquire
whether the same science deals with contraries; for two things may fairly be
ascribed to Socrates—inductivearguments and universal definition, both of
which are concerned with the starting-point of science).

But- Socrates did not make the universals or definitions exist apart; they,
however, gave them separate existence, and this was the kind of thing they call
Ideas. Therefore it followed for them, almost by the same argument, that there
must be Ideas of all things that are spoken of universally and it was almost as if
a man wished to count certain things and, while they were few, thought he
would not be able to count them, but made more of them and then counted
them; for the Forms are, one may say, more numerous than the particular
sensible things, yet it was in seeking the causes of these that they proceeded
from them to the Forms. For to each thing there answers an entity which has
the same name and exists apart from the substances, and so also in the case of
all other groups there is one over many, whether these be of this world or
eternal.45 .

44. Aristotle, MetaphysicsB 2.997b5—12.
45. Ibid., M 4.1078bg—1079a4. Here is also an interesting parallel passage which is

found in A 6.987a29—b10: “After the systems we have named came the philosophy of
Plato, which in most respects followed these thinkers, but had peculiarities that distin-
guished it from the philosophy of the Italians. For, having in his youth first become
familiar with Cratylus and with the Heraclitean’s doctrines (that all sensible things are
ever in a state offlux and there is no knowledgeabout them), these views he held even in
later years. Socrates, however, was busying himself about ethical matters and neglecting
the world of nature as a whole but seeking the universal in these ethical matters, and
fixed thought for the first time on definitions; Plato accepted his teachings,but held that
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The absolute objectivity of Ideas in the Platonic context has, in fact, a
much more complex and theoretically deeper meaning. Plato devel-
oped and fixed his theory of Ideas in opposition to two forms of relativ-
ism whichwere closely connected to each other.
The first form of relativism is that of Heraclitean origin (to which

Aristotle himself refers in passing),46 which proclaimed the perennial
flux and the radical mobility of all things, and added, as a matter both
of fact and of necessity, that the flux disperses everything in an irreduc-
ible multiplicity of mobile states, thereby making them elusive, un-
knowable, and unintelligible.
The second form of relativism is Sophistic-Protagorean, which re-

duced every reality and every value to something purely subjective and
made of the subject itself the measure, that is, the criterion of the truth
of all things.47
We shall seek to explain the characteristics of immobility and self-iden-

tity of the Ideas on the basis of Platonic texts.
Individual beautiful things, that is, the experiential and particular

sensible things, change and alter but the Beautiful-itselfdoes not and
cannot change. The change of an Idea would mean an absurd distanc-
ing of itself from itself and its becoming other than itself. Sensible
things can go from being beautiful to being ugly, butjust insofar as they
are experiential and sensible; on the other hand, Beauty-itself, which is
the cause (the true cause) of the beautiful sensible things, cannot be—

come ugly at all. A change of the Idea itself ofBeauty, its becoming not-
beautiful, would imply the total destruction also of every beautiful thing
which participates in it, and hence the disappearance also of every
empirical, beautiful thing. If the cause is compromised, so too is the
effect.
By describing the Ideas as immutable, Plato affirmed that the true

cause which explains what changes cannot itself change, otherwise it
would not be the true cause, or the ultimate ground.
The Ideaswere expressly introduced as the hypothesiswhich is neces-

sary to overcome the contradictions into which fall explanations of the
sensible by the sensible, and of the changeable by the changeable.

the problem applied not to sensible things but entities of another kind—for this reason,
that the common definition could not be a definition of any sensible thing, as theywere
always changing. Things of this sort, then, he called Ideas, and sensible things, he said,
were all named after these, and in virtue of a relation to these; for the many existed by
‘participation’ in the Ideas that have the same name as they.”

46. See the passages quoted above in the text and in note 45.
47. Thispoint is wholly neglected byAristotle, but ifhe had taken it into consideration

it probablywouldhave forced him to change, at least in part, his criticism of the Platonic
theory of Ideas, since he was perfectly aware that man is not the measure of all things. ‘
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Here is how immobility and self-identity arise within the context of
the argument against Heracliteanism that Plato conducts in the
Cratylus:

Socrates: There is another point. I should not like us to be imposed upon by
the appearance of such a multitude of names, all tending in the same direc-
tion. I myself do not deny that the givers of names did really give them under
the idea that all things were in motion and flux, which was their sincere, I
think, mistaken opinion. And having fallen into a kind of whirlpool them-
selves, they are carried around, and want to drag us in after them. There is a
matter, master Cratylus, about which I often dream, and should like to ask
your opinion. Tell me whether there is or is not any absolute beauty or good,
or any other absolute beings?

Cratylus: Certainly, Socrates, I think so.
Socrates: Then let us seek the true beauty, not askingwhether a face is fair, or

anything of that sort, for all such things appear to be in a flux, but let us ask
whether the true beauty is not always beautiful.

Cratylus: Certainly.
Socrates: And can we rightly speak of a beauty which is always passing away,

and is first this and then that? Must not the same thing be born and retire and
vanishwhile the word is in our mouths?

Cratylus: Undoubtedly.
Socrates: Then how can that be a real thing which is never in the same state?

For obviously things which are the same cannot change while they remain the
same, and if they are always the same and in the same state, and never depart
from their original form, they can never change or be moved.

Cratylus:Certainly they cannot.
Socrates: Nor yet can they be known by anyone, for at the moment that the

observer approaches, then they become other and of another nature, so that
you cannot get any further in knowing their nature or state, for you cannot
know that which has no state.

Cratylus: True.‘18

This reprises whatwe have seen clearly stated in the Phaedo.
Here is how self-identity in the sense of the solidity and stability of the

Ideas, arises in the argument against Sophistic—Protagorean relativism
(which Plato associates also with its opposite, Eleaticism, which holds
that all things are always together in the same way, and hence they are
not objectively differentiated):

Socrates: Butwould you say, Hermogenes, that the things differ as the names
differ? And are they relative to individuals, as Protagoras tells us? For he says
that man is the measure of all things, and that things are to me as they appear
to me, and that they are to you as they appear to you. Do you agreewith him, or
would you say that things have a permanent essence of their own?

Hermogenes: There have been times, Socrates, when I have driven in my
perplexity to take refuge with Protagoras, not that I agree with him at all.

48. Cratylus439B 1 o—44oA5.
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Socrates: What! Have you ever been driven to admit that there was no such
thing as a bad man?

Hermogenes: No, indeed, but I have often had reason to think that there are
very bad men, and a good many of them.

Socrates: Well, and have you ever found any very good ones?
Hennogenes:Not many.
Socrates: Still you have found them?
Hermogenes: Yes.
Socrates: And would you hold that the very good were the very wise, and the

very evil very foolish? Would that be your View?
Hermogenes: It would.
Socrates: But if Protagoras is right, and the truth is that things are as they

appear to anyone, how can some of us be wise and some of us foolish?
Hermogenes: Impossible.
Socrates: And if, on the other hand, wisdom and folly are really distinguish-

able you will allow, I think, that the assertion of Protagoras can hardly be
correct. For if what appears to each man is true to him, one man cannot in
reality be wiser than another.

Hermogenes: He cannot.
Socrates: Nor will you be disposed to say with Euthydemus that all things

equally belong to all men at the same moment and always, for neither on his
View can there be some good and other bad if virtue and Vice are always equally
to be attributed to all.

Hermogenes: There cannot.
Socrates: But if neither is right, and things are not relative to individuals, and

all things do not equally belong to all at the same moment and always, they
must be supposed to have their own proper and permanent being; they are not
in relation to us, or influenced by us, fluctuating according to our fancy, but
they are independent, and maintain to their own being the relation prescribed
by nature.49

By pondering these two forms of relativism, Plato conceivedand fixed
the fundamental characteristics of the Ideas, their immutability, their
self-identity, and their objective stability. Thus, it is clear what is meant
by affirming that Ideas are immutables and in and of themselves. It means
that they have a reality that is not enmeshed in becoming and is not
relative to the subject, a reality that does not always undergo constant
change and is not manipulable at the caprice of the subject, but that
implies structural solidity and stability. If it were not so, our knowledge
and judgment (and in particular our moral judgment) as well as our
speech would be meaningless.
In a word, the immutabilityand self-identity of the Ideas display their

objectivity and absoluteness and allow for the possibility of moral know—
ledge that will be safe from the vagaries of the constantly changing
conditions of the world of flux.

49. Ibid., 385E4-386E4.
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V. THE IDEAS AS UNITIES

A last characteristic of the Ideas to which it is worth giving special
attention is their unity, because it is of truly exceptional importance
despite the fact that in the studies inspired by the traditional paradigm
it has been ignored, or at least undervalued.
Each Idea is a unity, and as such it explains the sensible things that

participate in it, thus constituting a unified multiplicity. For this reason,
true knowledge is knowing how to unify the multiplicity in a synoptic
vision, bringing together the sensible multiplicity into the unity of the
Idea on which it depends.
For Plato, the very nature of the philosopher is demonstrated in his

knowing how to grasp and hold to this unity, as he says in the Republic:

Whom do you mean, then, by the true philosopher?
Those for whom the truth is the spectacle ofwhich they are enamored, said 1.

Right again, said he, but what sense do you mean it?
It would be by no means easy to explain it to another, I said, but I think that

you will grant me this.
What?
That since the fair and honorable is the opposite of the base and ugly, they

are two.
Of course.
And since they are two, each is one.
That also.
And in respect of the just and the unjust, the good and the bad, and all the

Ideas or Forms, the same statement holds, that in itself each is one, but that byvirtue of their participation with actions and bodies and with one another as
they present themselves everywhere, each has a multiplicityof aspects.50
This is what distinguishes the ordinary man, who is limited to the

sensible, from the philosopher: the former aims at multiplicity and
even clings to it, thus rejecting unity. As Plato says of him: “he would in
no way be supported, if he were to say that one is the beautiful, the just
and so on of other things. . . .51 Thus men who remain attached to the
sensible suffer the consequence ofwandering in multiplicity: “they wan-
der in multiplicity, and are not philosophers.”52
The philosopher, on the other hand, is one who can see the whole

and can grasp the unity in the multiplicity. Plato summarizes his
thought in this striking dictum: “He who can see the Whole is a
dialectician; he who cannot, is not.”53

50. Republic5.475E3—476A7.
51. Ibid.,47gA4ff.
52. Ibid.,6.484B5ff.
5g. Ibid.,7.537C7.
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In the dialogues that follow the Republic this theme is fullyworked out;
in the PhilebusIdeas are even calledmonads (or unities),54 and the notion
of the Ideas is closely connected to the investigationof the One and the
Many: “That the many is one and that one is many is a marvelous asser-
tion.”55
And Plato says that this problem arises notwith reference to sensible

things on the physical level, but with reference to the Ideas themselves:
Socrates: The one that is taken, my dear boy, may be something that comes

into being and perishes, as it was in the cases we have just been speaking of;
with such cases, with a one like that, it is admitted, as we said a moment ago,
that there is not need to thrash the matter out. But suppose you venture to take
as your one such things as man, ox, the beautiful, the good; then you have the
sort of unities that involve you in dispute if you give them your serious atten-
tion and subject them to division.
Protarchus:What sort of dispute?
Socrates: First, whether we ought to believe in the real existence of monads

of this sort; secondly, how are we to conceive that each of them, being always
one and the same and subject neither to generation nor destruction, neverthe-
less is, to begin with, most assuredly this single unity and yet subsequently
comes to be in the infinite number of things that come into being—an identi-
cal unity being thus found simultaneously in unity and plurality. Is it torn in
pieces, or does the whole of it, and this would seem the extreme of impossibil-
ity, get apart from itself? It is not your questions, Protarchus, but these ques-
tions, where the one and many are of another kind, that cause all manner of
dissatisfactionif they are not properly settled and satisfactionif they are.56

We shall return to this problem and its solution,which can be proper-
ly understood only in relation to the protology.57It is worth emphasizing
that this characteristic of the Ideaswas so important that the Academics
in formulating one of the arguments to demonstrate the existence of
the Ideas called it theprooffmm the one-over-many.58The argument follows:
if there are many men and each of them is a man, and if there is
something which is predicated of each and every man without being
identical in each of them, then it is necessary that there be something
beyond them, separate from them and eternal and which can be predi—
cated in the same way of all the numerically distinct men. This one which
is beyond the many is the Idea which transcends them and is eternal.59

54. Philebus 15A6.
55. Ibid., 14C8—10.
56. Ibid., 15A1—B8.
57. See Chapter 7, passim.
58. Cf.Aristotle,MetaphysicsA 9.990b13; Alexander ofAphrodisias,In An’st. Metaphys-

ica 80.9— 1 5 Hayduck (De ideis frag. 3 Ross).
59. For an analysis of this argument, see E. Berti, Lafilosofia delpn'moAristotele (Padua,

1 962), 208ff.; andW. Leszl, 11 “De ideis”di An'stotele e la teoria platonica delle idee (Florence,
1975), 141ff.
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VI. PLATONIc DUALISM AND THE GREATMYTH OF THE
HYPEROURANIOSAS A SYMBOLIC IMAGE OF TRANSCENDENCE

From what has been said, it would seem inevitable to talk of Plato’s
dualistic conception of reality. Experiential realities are sensible things,
while Ideas are intelligible things. Physical realities are mixedwith non-
being, while the Ideas are purely and wholly being. Sensible realities
are corporeal, while the Ideas are incorporeal. Sensible realities are
corruptible, while the Ideas are stable and eternal realities. Sensible
things are relative, while the Ideas are absolute. Sensible things are
multiple, while the Ideas are unities.Many scholars, repeating and vari-
'ously developingAristotle’s criticisms (especially those contained in the
passages above), fiercely attack this dualism, claiming that the separation
of the Ideas from sensible realities, their transcendence, compromises
their role as causes.60
As amatter of fact this is a purely theoretical prejudice, whichmust be

given a wide berth ifwe are to understand Plato.
First of all, the Ideas are as immanent as they are transcendent, a fact

which is frequently obscured or neglected. For Plato, the transcen-
dence of the Ideas is the ground or foundation of their immanence.
The Ideas could not be the cause of sensible things (i.e., the true cause) if
they did not transcend the sensible things. It is by transcending them
ontologicallythat they can support the immanent ontological structure
of the sensibles. The transcendence of the Ideas is what allows them to
be the true cause. To confound these two aspects, or even to treat them
on the same level, is totally to forget the SecondVoyage and its results.
It is, in any case, interesting to note that the first feature of the Ideas

which Plato stresses is their immanence. The early dialogues present
the Ideas aswhat remains identical in things, aswhat makes each thing
be what it is and nothing else, aswhat fixes the nature of things and thus
renders them intelligible. Subsequently, beginningwith the Phaedo, where
he focuses on the Second Voyage and its results, Plato develops, in
addition to immanence, the aspect of the Ideas which, suitably under-
stood, can properly be called transcendence.61 If the Ideas are opposed to

60. We may recall what is frequently forgotten, that Aristotle does not criticize tran-
scendence as such, but rather the way Plato conceives it. Aristotleheld that the supreme
Intelligence is transcendent (as are the Intelligenceswhich move the celestial spheres)
but that the Intelligiblesare not. And the supreme Intelligence thinks itself, but not the
totality of the Forms immanent in the sensibles. See in this regard the interpretation of
Aristotelianmetaphysicswhich we give in ourHistory ofAncientPhilosophy,Vol. 2: Plato and
Aristotle (Albany: State University ofNew York Press, 1990), translated by J. R. Catan.

61. Ross presents (in Plato’s Theory ofForms, 228ff. [hereinafter Plato ’sForms]) a schema
in which he rightly lists the expressionswith which Plato indicates the immanence of the
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experiential things as the intelligible to the sensible,being to becoming,
incorporeal to corporeal, immobile to mObile, absolute to relative, unity
to multiplicity, then it is clear that they represent a different dimension
of reality, a new and higher level of reality itself.

Ideas and the expressionswith which he indicates their transcendence, and the principal
places in which theyare to be found. Unfortunately it has been neglected by the majority
of scholars, and for this reason we present it here in its entirety.

(I) (II)
(1) év,eivat év,éveivat,éyyiyve06at (a) nago’tfiatyua.

XSIGGQL év (b) 011316 xae’afité.
(2) xextfioeat, Exetv, ’ioxew, Egtg (c) Boékeoeou, (39537869011,

Séxeoeat nooGuueioGat
(3) ue'téxew,usro’toxemg, uéeefitg, (d) éomévat, nooosomévat, sixdw,

usrakaufidvaw. eideSOOat, drremdfiaoeat
(4) nagayiyvaoeamwgeivat, (e) tdxe'i.

nagouoia (f) Ouoimuafltpouorofion,
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(7) éneivauémyiyvaoeat.
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Laches
(1) 191E10, 192A2, B6.
(2) 192A4.
Euthyphro
(2) 5D3. (a) 6E4.
Gorgias
(3) 467E7-
(4) 506D1.
Hippias Major
(2) 298B4,3OOA9.
(4) 293E1 1, 294A1, (34,6.
(5) 289D4, 8, E5, 292D1.
(6) 300A10.
(7) 300A10, 303A5.
Lysis
(4) 217B6, D4, 5, 8.
Euthydemus
(4) 28OB2, 301A4.
Meno
(1) 72E1, 7.
(2) 72(37-
(8) 74D8-
Cratylus
(1) 390A1, B2, 41303.
(2) 389B10.
Symposium
(2) 204C6. (b) 211B1.
(3) 21 1B2.
Phaedo
(2) 103E4, 104B9, D2, E8,9, 105A2, 5, 7, (b) 78D5, IOOB6.
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Plato is clear about the existence of two different levels of reality, as we
have seen,62 and he states categorically it in the Timaeus in an admirable
passage:

Is there such a thing as “first just in itself” or any other things whichwe are
always describing in such terms, as things that “are just in themselves”? Or are
the things we see or otherwise perceive by the bodily senses the only things
that have such reality, and has nothing else, over and above these, any sort of
being at all? Are we talking idlywheneverwe say that there is such a thing as an
intelligible Form of anything? Is this nothing more than a word?
Now it does not become either of us either to dismiss the present questionwithout trial or verdict, simply asseverating that it is so, nor yet to insert a

lengthy digression into a discourse that is already long. Ifwe could see our way

B1, D1 1—106D4, (c) 74D9, 75B1, 7.
(3) 100C5, 101C3, 4, 5, 102B2. (d) 74E3.
(4) looD5.
(5) 100D6.
(6) looD6.
(8) 104D1.
Republic
(1) 402C5,434D6—435C1. (a) 5ooE3.
(3) 476D1, 2. A (d) 510B4, 8, D7, E3, 51 1A6.
(6) 476A7-
(9) 434%-
Phaedms
(1) 237D6. (d) 250B4, 5.
(6) 265E4. (e) 25oA2,6.

(f) 25oA6,B3.
Parmem'des
(1) 15oA1, 2, 3.
(2) 149135, 159E5.
(3) 158B6—C4, 160A2.
Theaetetus
(2) 203E4. (a) 176E3.
Sophist
(2) 247A5-
(3) 228C1.
(4) 247A5,8-
(6) 252Bg, 260E2.
Timaeus

(a) 28A7, 29B4, 39E7, 48E5, 49A1.
(b) 51C1.
(d) 29B2, 3, C1, 2, 52C2, 92C7.
(f) 5oD1,51A2.
(g) 39E2,48E6, 5oC5.

Philebus
(1) 16D2.
(2) 25B6.

Naturally this schema could be considerablyamplified, but for our purposes it abun-dantly verifies whatwe have said.
62. See above pp. 1 17ff.
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' to draw a distinction of great importance in few words, that would best suit the
occasion.—My own verdict, then, is this.
If intelligence and true belief are two different kinds, then these things—

Forms that we cannot perceive but only think of—certainlyexist in themselves;
but if, as some hold, true belief in no way differs from intelligence, then all the
things we perceive through the bodily senses must be taken as the most certain
reality. Now we must affirm that they are two different things, for they are
distinct in origin and unlike in nature. The one is produced in us by instruc-
tion, the other by persuasion; the one can always give a true account of itself,
the other can give none; the one cannot be shaken by persuasion, whereas the
other can be won over; and true belief, we must allow, is shared by all mankind,
intelligence only by the gods and a small number of men.
This being so, we must agree that there is, first, the unchanging Form,

ungenerated and indestructible, which neither receives anything else into
itself from elsewhere nor itself enters into anything else anywhere, invisible
and otherwise imperceptible; that, in fact, which thinking has for its object. . . .

Second is that which bears the same name and is like that Form; is sensible;
becomes, is perpetually moving, becoming in a certain place and again vanish-
ing out of it; and it is to be apprehended by belief involving perception.63

Thus, Plato holds an unchanging position about the existence of the
two levels of being and consistently focuses his philosophical message
on it. But the error of many interpreters is to have mistaken this dis-
tinction of levels and the differences between them, for an absurd and
unwarranted “separation,” taking the Ideas to be, “superthings” separat-
ed physically, rather than metaphysically, from things, as if theywere sim-
ply invisible sensibles to be contrasted with sensibles.
The elements are now in place to draw some conclusions about the

real meaning of the theory of Ideas, which is the first and most notewor-
thy achievement of the SecondVoyage.With the Ideas Plato discovered
the realm of the intelligible as the incorporeal and metaempirical di—

mension of being. It is true that this world of the incorporeal intelligi-
ble transcends the sensible, but not in the absurd sense of “separation,”
but as a meta-empirical cause as true cause, and as the true ground of
the sensible. Plato’s dualism is nothing but the dualism of one who
admits the existence of a supersensible cause as a ground of the sensi-
ble, and who holds that the sensible, because of its self-contradictory
nature, cannot be the whole of its own ground. Hence, Plato’s so—called
metaphysical“dualism” has absolutelynothing to do with the ridiculous
dualism which involves the hypostatization of abstractions, conceived as
the exact opposites of the sensibles.
Plato also presents another form of dualism, having to do with the

supreme Principles ofwhich there are two; because of its complexity.64

63. Timaeus5 1 B7—52A7.
64. See below, pp. 154ff.
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Reverting to the “dualism” understood as an expression of transcen-
dence, we may consider an issue having to do with the famous great
myth of the Hyperouranios, which has given rise to much misunder-
standing. The “myth” is not simply an abstract logos, but it is to be
understood for what it is, as a metaphorical or symbolic expression,
speaking through images.
There is a famous passage in the Phaedrus, in which Plato speaks

about the Hyperouranios:
Of that place beyond the heavens [hyperouranios] none of our earthly poets

has yet sung, and none shall sing worthily. But this is the manner of it, for
assuredlywe must be bold to speakwhat is true, above all when our discourse is
upon truth. It is there that true being dwells, without color or shape, that
cannot be touched; reason alone, the soul’s pilot, can behold it, and all true
knowledge is knowledge thereof. Now even as the mind of a god is nourished
by reason and knowledge, so also is it with every soul that has a care to receive
her proper food; wherefore when at least she has beheld being she is well
content, and contemplating truth she is nourished and prospers, until theheaven’s revolution bring her back full circle. And while she is borne round
she discernsJustice, its very self, and likewise temperance, and knowledge,not
the knowledge that is neighbor to becoming and varies with the various objects
to which we commonly ascribe being [phenomenal being], but the veritable
knowledge of being that veritably is. And when she has contemplated likewise
and feasted upon all else that has true being, she descends again within the
heavens and comes back home.65

“The Hyperouranios”means the “place above heaven.” It is an image
which indicates a place which is not at all a place in the usual physical
sense, but rather a metaphysical“place,” the realm of the supersensible.
The Republic speaks of the “intelligibleplace” in just this sense, and in

a too often overlooked passage it employs, with poetic irony, the same
image, but concerning a matter which, in the myth of the Hyperouran-
ios, was not expressed, but only strongly implied. Plato associates the
term for heaven (ofioavég) with that for seeing (696m)) and hence the
region of heaven with that of the visible, and writes:

Consider then . . . that there are two realities [. . . ] and the one rules over the
intelligible realm and region, the other over the eyeball, to avoid saying over
the sky-ball but pardon my wordplay. You surely grasp these two forms, the
visible and the intelligible?—I do grasp them.66

The connection between the two passages is clear: the “heaven” is the
“visible,” the “above—the—heaven” (imagouodeg) is “that which is
above-the-visible,” meaning the “intelligible.”

65. Phaedrus 247C3—E4.
66. Republic6.509D 1—5.
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In order to avoid misunderstanding the Hyperouranios, the Ideas
which occupy the “realm” are immediately described as having features
that have nothing to do with what can be seen: they are without shape,
without color, invisible, and the like, and are graspable by us only with
that partwhich rules the soul, namely, the intelligence.
In conclusion, with the theory of Ideas, Plato wanted to say this: the

sensiblesare explained only by the supersensible realm, the corruptible
only by the incorruptible, the mobile by the immobile, the relative by
the absolute, the multiple by the one.67

VII. THE ISSUE OF THE ONE AND THE MANY RELATIVE To THE IDEAS
THEMSELVES AND THE RELATIONS OF THE IDEAS To EACH OTHER
AND To THE FIRST PRINCIPLE

The Ideas solve a group of serious problems, but themselves set other
and more complex ones. A first group of these problems is raised by the
fact of the multiplicity of the Ideas. Each Idea is “one,” but in the
aggregate they are “many.” If so, what relations are there among them?
Is there a principle on which they all depend?
We have seen that the Phaedo contains the first overall metaphysical

map which Plato presents in his writings. There, he discusses the exact
relations of inclusion and exclusion which the existence of structural
links among the Ideas implies. In accordance with his rule of introduc-
ing in his written works only what is indispensable for discussing the
matter in hand, and of adjusting appropriately to the interlocutor’s
willingness and ability to understand, Plato introduces in the Phaedo
only what is necessary for demonstrating the immortality (deathless—
ness) of the soul.
With these provisos, Plato draws attention to the following points.

What is ruled by the Idea of three (and hence the Idea itself of three)
also necessarilyimplies the odd, precisely because the Idea of the odd is
the cause of three, and is therefore fundamentally linked to it. The Idea
of the odd excludes the Idea of the even, because it is contrary to it.
Three as well as all the odd numbers exclude the even. Similarly, five
never embraces the Idea of even, or ten that of odd; double never
embraces the Idea of odd; nor the part the Idea of the whole.
Some Ideas exclude Others just as the sensible things that participate

in them imply corresponding exclusions. On the other hand, some
Ideas necessarily include other Ideas, and the sensible things that par-

67. The explanation of the sensible by the sensible will not do because it falls into
insuperable contradictions so long as it stays within the realm of the sensible itself: it
remains entirely in the sphere of the First Voyage, the project of the Naturalists.

9'.
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ticipate in these Ideas include the other things connected to those
Ideas.
These relations of exclusion are not limited to the contraries them-

selves (as, for example, the odd and the even), but extend to all that is
connected to any contrary relative to the other, and vice versa (three is
contrary to the even and to what is connected to the even): and this
goes for the Ideas, as well as for the things that participate in them.
Likewise, the relations of inclusion can be set out: just as an Idea implies
a structural connection with another (or with others), so the presence
of an Idea in the sensible things which participate in it implies the
presence in them also ofwhat is necessarily connected to it (or them).
For example, it can be said that a thing is heated by the presence of

heat, or that a person becomes ill by the presence of illness; neverthe-
less, it can also be correctly said that a thing is heated by the presence of
fire, and that a person becomes ill by the presence of fever. The first
type of response refers directly to the corresponding Idea as cause (the
Idea of heat, the Idea of illness), whereas the second type of response
goes back to an Idea, which, though not the corresponding Idea, never-
theless necessarily implies a connection with it.
Here are the conclusions that Plato draws about the matter for which

he introduced the whole question of the mutual inclusions and exclu-
sions of the Ideas. What must come to be produced in a body for it to be
a living body? As an instance of the first kind of response, it could be
said that a body produces life if the body participates in the Idea of life.
But as an instance of the second kind of responsewemust refer to what,
though it is not the Idea of life, implies an intimate connection with life,
and so to what is a bearer of life (just as fever is a bearer of sickness and
fire is a bearer of heat);”and this is the “soul,” which is a cause of life
(just as fever is a cause of sickness and fire is a cause of heat). In general,
life has death as its contrary and the one necessarily excludes the other,
preciselybecause each is the other’s contrary.But, because of the inclu-
sions which subsist among some of the Ideas, also what is not identical
with life, but necessarily includes it, excludes death; and this is the soul.
Thus, soul excludes death, just as snow excludeswarmth, three excludes
even, two excludes odd, and so on.
We may now turn our attention to a long passage from the dialogue

the Phaedo which is fundamental for understanding the power of the
interpretive paradigm which we are employing.Many scholars have not
understood that in this passage Plato does not at all take the Ideas to be
realities totally independent of each other and he certainly does not
speak of the only possible combination of Ideas as simultaneouslypres-
ent in sensible things. On the contrary, Plato turns the whole discussion
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on the bonds of conjunction and opposition among the Ideas in such a
way that the argument is made to apply to the soul, which is a reality
closely akin to the Ideas. Here is the passage:
Well, then, pay careful attention to the point which I want to make, which is

this. It seems clear that the opposites themselves do not admit one another,
but it looks as though any things which, though not themselves opposites,
always have opposites in them, similarly do not admit the opposite form to that
which is in them, but on its approach either cease to exist or retire before it.
Surely we must assert that three will sooner cease to exist or suffer any other
fate than submit to become even while it is still three?

Certainly, said Cebes.
And yet two and three are not opposites.
No, they are not.
So it is not only the opposite forms that cannot face one another’s approach;

there are other things too which cannot face the approach of opposites.
That is quite true.
Shall we try, ifwe can, to define what sort of things these are?
By all means.

,

Well, then, Cebes, would this describe them—that they are things which are
compelled by some form which takes possessionof them to assume not only its
own form but invariably also that of some other form which is an opposite?
What do you mean?
Just whatwe were saying a minute ago. You realize, I suppose, that when theform of three takes possessionof any group of objects, it compels them to be

odd as well as three.
Certainly.
Then I maintain that into such a group the opposite form to the one which

has this effect can never enter.
No, it cannot.
And it was the form of odd that had this effect?
Yes.
And the opposite of this is the form of even?
Yes.
So the form of even will never enter into three?
No, never.
In other words three is incompatible with evenness.
Quite.
SO the number three is uneven.
Yes.
I proposed just now to define what sort of things they are which, although

they are not themselves directly opposed to a given opposite, nevertheless do
not admit it, as in the present example, three, although not the opposite of
even, nevertheless does not admit it, because three is always accompanied by
the opposite of even—and similarly with two and odd, or fire and cold, and
hosts of others.Well, see, whether you accept this definition. Not only does an
opposite not admit its opposite, but if anything is accompanied by a form
which has an opposite, and meets that opposite, then the thing which is ac
companied never admits the opposite of the form by which it is accompanied.
Let me refresh your memory; there is no harm in hearing a thing several times.
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Fivewill not admit the form of even, nor will ten, which is double five, admit the
form of odd. Double has an opposite of its own, but at the same time itwill not
admit the form of odd. Norwill one and a half, or other fractions such as one half
or three quarters and so on, admit the form ofwhole. I assume that you followme
and agree.

I follow and agree perfectly, said Cebes.
Then run over the same ground with me from the beginning, and don’t

answer in the exact terms of the question, but follow my example. I say this
because besides the “safe answer” that I described at first, as the result of this
discussion I now see another means of safety. Suppose, for instance, that you
ask me whatmust be present in a body to make it hot. I shall not return the safe
but ingenuous answer that it is heat, but a more sophisticated one, based on
the results of our discussion—namelythat it is fire. And ifyou ask whatmust be
present in a body to make it diseased, I shall say not disease but fever. Similarly
if you ask what must be present in a number to make it odd, I shall say not
oddness but unity, and so on. See whether you have sufficient grasp now of
what I want from you.
Quite sufficient.
Then tell me, what must be present in a body to make it alive?
SouL
Is this always so?
Of course.
So whenever soul takes possession of a body, it always brings life with it?
Yes, it does.
Is there an opposite to life, or not?
Yes, there is.
What?
Death.
Does it follow, then, from our earlier agreement, that soul will never admit

the opposite of that which accompanies it?
Most definitely, said Cebes.68

Ross sees the importance of the passage on which we have focused
and he writes: “The interest of the passage lies in the fact that in it Plato,
apparently for the first time, notices the existence of pairs of Ideas
related as genus and species. The passage is thus a prelude to the later
problem of division (Staigsotg)69 and to the discussionof the communi-
ty of the genera (7cowmvia TEN yen/03v)70 of the Sophist. ”71
We also find a clear reference to the whole problem of the bonds

among the Ideas in the Republic, in a passage already noted, in which
the Ideas are identified with “one” (the one-beautiful, the one-ugly, the
one-good, etc.) ; moreover, in this passage each Idea is specified as
“one” and nevertheless “is presented everywhere in community with

68. Phaedo 104B6—105D12.
69. See the passages of the Phaedrus and the Sophistwhich we are about to quote.
70. See Chapter 13.
7 1. Ross, Plato’sForms, 3 3.
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action, bodies, and other <Ideas> as, each of which appears multi-
plied.”72
This passage causes grave problems for many scholars because it

implies, at least for the interpretations integrated in the traditional
paradigm, a pretty sizable “anomaly.” Each Idea is of itself a “unity,” but
it appears as “many” not only in the sensible realm but also in the ideal
realm in its association with other Ideas. For example, there is the
relation between the Idea of animal in general and the Ideas of the
various species of animalswith which it is associated and by which it is
shown to be multiple. Plato clearly speaks of the generic Idea and of the
specific Ideas into which it is articulated and subdivided.Thus he clear-
ly already has in hand the doctrine which he will unpack more fully in
the later dialogues.
Naturally, under the influence of the old paradigm, some scholars

have tried to amend the text, to eliminate the “anomaly.” That is, some
have believed that Plato could only have at his disposal those theories
which he sets out at length and at the times and in the ways he presents
them. But Ross, while trying to remain within the traditional paradigm,
writes as follows: “But we have already in the Phaedo found Plato saying
that the Idea of three imports into particular groups of three the Idea of
oddness, and this it can do only because it shares in that Idea itself, so
that the notion of the participation of one Idea in another is no new
one to Plato.”73
In a well-known passage of the Phaedrus, Plato further clarifies the

problem, because the issues discussed in this dialogue call for it, even if
its full exposition is found only in the later dialogues,which had greater
call for it and in which the characters were competent to grasp these
explications and explanations.

Socrates: For the most part I think our festal hymn has really been just a
festive entertainment, but we did casually allude to a certain pair of proce-
dures, and it would be very agreeable if we could seize their significance in a
scientific fashion.
Phaedrus: What procedures do you mean?
Socrates: The first is that in which we bring a dispersed plurality under a

single form, seeing it all together—the purpose being to define so-and—so, and
thus to make plain whatevermay be chosen as the topic for exposition . . .
Phaedrus: And what is the second procedure you speak of, Socrates?
Socrates: The reverse of the other, whereby we are enabled to divide into

forms, following the objective articulation; we are not to attempt to hack off
parts like a clumsy butcher . . .
Phaedrus: That is perfectly true.

72. See note 50, above.
73. Ross, Plato’sForms, 37.
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Socrates: Believe me, Phaedrus, I am myself a lover of these divisions and
collections, that I may gain the power to speak and to think, and whenever I
deem another man able to discern an objective unity and plurality, I follow in
his footsteps where he leads as a god.74

The complementary procedures of dialectic are thus two: the general-
izingprocedure [synagoge] which consists in grasping in a synopticvision
many scattered particular Ideas in a broader and unifying single Idea;
and the procedure of distinction or division [diairesis] in accordance
with the arrangement naturally implicit in the Idea.
In the Sophist, Plato goes still further, and specifies the twofold proce-

dure of dialectic as follows:

Stranger: Dividing according to kinds, not taking the same form for a differ—
ent one or a different one for the same—is not that the business of the science
of dialectic?

Theaetetus:Most certainly.
Stranger:And the man who can do that discerns clearly [1 a] the Idea every-

where extended throughout many, where each remains a separated unity, and
in addition [1 b] many <Ideas> as different from one another, embraced from
without by one <Idea>; [2a] and again one single <Idea> connected in a unity
through manywholes; and in addition [2b] many <Ideas> as entirely marked
off apart. That means knowing how to distinguish, kind by kind, in what ways
the several kinds can or cannot combine.75

The passage has aroused spirited discussion, and has recently been
reexamined in detail; however, it is ought to be said that the correct
approach seems to be that spelled out by Stenzel and those who have
followed his lead.76 Let us quote one of the clearest explanations, given
by Cornford and arrived at by way of Stenzel’s line of thought:
The structure of the Forms is conceived as a hierarchy of genera and species

amenable to the methods of Collection and Division. This first half of the sen-
tence refers especially to the preliminary process of Collection described in
the Phaedrus as “taking a survey ofwidely scattered Forms (species) and bring-
ing them into a single (genus) Form.” So here there are at first a definite
number of Forms (nokld) “each one lying apart.” These are the scattered
species to} be collected, including the specific Form (or Forms) that we wish
ultimately to define. The Dialectician surveys the collection and “clearly dis-
cerns” by intuition the common (generic) character “extended throughout”
them all. So he divines the generic Form, that he will take for division. This

74. Phaedrus265C—266B7.
75. Sophist253D1—E2.
76. J. Stenzel, Studien zur Entwicklung der platonischen Dialetik, 62-71. Among the de—

tailed studies of these passages, we should draw attention to A. Gomez—Lobo, “Plato’s
Description of Dialectic in the Sophist, 253D1-E2,” in Phronesis 22 (1977): 29—47, which
follows exactly the method which we do not share, and in our view does not shift the
vision Stenzelhad proposed.
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generic Form he now sees as a unitywhich is complex, “embracing”a number
of different Forms, which will figure in the subsequent Division as specific
differences, or as specific Forms characterized by their differences.
The second half of the sentence is less easy to interpret. As the first half

described the results of Collection, this second half appears to describe the
results of the subsequent Division. The many Forms, which after Collection
were to seen to be embraced by a single generic Form, are now seen “entirely
marked off apart.” Division has brought to light all the differences which
distinguish them. The indivisible species in which Division terminates are
“entirely separated,” in the sense that they are mutually exclusive and incom-
patible: Man cannot blend with Ox, as both blend with Animal or as Man
blends with Biped, Ox with Quadruped. With these many Forms is contrasted
the “one Form connected in unity through many wholes” (Std Slaw Trol-
MBV). The term “wholes” is applied to the many (specific) Forms because,
now that they have been completely defined, they are seen as a complexes:
each is a whole whose parts are enumeratedin the defining formula, such as
“Man is the rational biped Animal.” Finally, through all these subordinate
wholes—Man, Ox, Horse, etc.—the single generic Form Animal is, as it were,
dispersed. It blends with each specificForm, and yet in virtue of its own nature
it is “connected in a unity” traversing them all.”77

Here is an interesting parallel passage from the Statesman:

Young Socrates: Each of the subdivisions you have named is very extensive,and the one differs vastly from the other.
Stranger: Does not the statement . . . turn out to be preciselywhat many of

our “erudite” friends [the Pythagoreans] say from time to time—and say with
the air of men uttering a profound truth?We say like them that measurement
is involved in all that is brought into being, for all activities directed by arts
involve measurement in some form or other. But our friends, for all their
erudition, haVe not been trained to study things by dividing them into real
classes. As a result here we find them confusing these two types of measure-
ment, which are in fact so different, just because they have judged them to be
of like nature. There are other classes of things about which they commit the
opposite error; they distinguish them but fail to distinguish according to the
real distinctions.Now the following would be the right method. Whenever it is“
the essential affinity between a given group of Ideas which the philosopher
perceives on first inspection, he ought not to forsake his task until he sees
clearly as many true differences as exist within the whole complex unity—the
differences which exist in reality and constitute the several species.78

Finally, the Philebus presents this problem with a clarification of the
underlying logical relations between the One and the Many.

Socrates: We get this identity of the one and the many cropping up every-where as the result of the sentences we utter; in every single sentence ever
uttered . . . there it is. Whatwe are dealingwith is a problem that will assuredly

77. F. M. Cornford, Plato’s Theory ofKnowledge (London, 1935) , 267ff.
78. Statesman 284E9—2 8536.
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never cease to exist; this is not its first appearance. Rather it is in my View,
something incidental to sentences themselves, never to pass, never to fade.79

To properly understand the implications of these claims, we must
bring them into relation with the protology of the Unwritten Doctrines,
which are more visible in this dialogue than in any other (though still
notwholly so), and so we should discuss them first.
What we have said hitherto clearly implies that the Ideas form a

hierarchical order which, going from low to high, ascends toward ever
more universal Ideas (just as, going from high to low, it descends to-
ward ever more particular Ideas). Nevertheless, Plato does not say in a
systematic fashion what these general Ideas are, he only offers discus-
sions of some of them, as in the Sophist, or in another way, in the
Philebus. But what is more striking is the fact that only in the Republic
does Plato speak clearly (albeit partially) of the highest Idea, which is
the Idea of the Good. But he does not present it at all as some kind of
summumgenus (highest genus) ofwhich the subordinate Ideaswould be
the articulations. Rather, he presents it as beyond-being, and as the
cause of the very being and essence of the Ideas. But he does not
explain how this type of causality is to be interpreted or how and why
the Idea of the Good grounds being, knowledge, and all moral values.
It is this point which has sparked the greatest number of discussions

and arguments to which the Unwritten Doctrines brings decisive aid. If
the Unwritten Doctrines are neglected, then there are two ways which
have been followed to solve these problems and explain the key points
of these dialogues: one is to make surreptitious use of speculativedevel-
opments from systems later than Plato; and the other is to treat the
crucial passages as intuitive leaps and undeveloped fragments (as the
present author once believed).
But there is yet another problem which the metaphysicalmap of the

Phaedo raises, that is, the intervention of a universal Intelligence in
explaining the relations that hold between the Ideas and the many
sensible things. This problem is frequently taken up and discussed in
the writings, and Plato supplies high-level solutions to it. Nevertheless,
the ultimate solution of this problem involves relating it to the protolo-
gy of the Unwritten Doctrines. Therefore, before going on to the pro-
tology, we ought to conclude our discussiOn of the theory of Ideas by
specifying the basic conditions of the-question in such a way as to
complete the outline of the metaphysical problems raised in Plato’s
writings that must be connected with the protology if they are to be fully
resolved.

79. Philebus 1 5D4—8.
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VIII. THE ONE AND THE MANY, THE RELATIONBETWEEN THE IDEAS
AND THE SENSIBLE WORLD, AND THE MEDIATINGWORK
OF THE DEMIURGE

The problem of the relation between the One and the Many which
arises when we try to understand the relations among the various Ideas
and to explain their derivation from a first Principle, recurs for the
explanation of the relations between the Ideas and sensible things.
Accounting for the relations between the world of the Ideas and the

sensible worldwas subject to misunderstanding by some of Plato’s con-
temporaries including even some of his followers, so much so that, in
the Pamenides, Plato takes aim at, and in part refutes, interpretations
which recall some of those maintained byAristotle in the Metaphysics.
In his writings, Plato offers different perspectives on this matter, say-

ing that between the sensible and the intelligible spheres there is (a) a
relation of mimesz’s or imitation, (b) or of methexis or participation, or (c)
of koinom’a or community, ((1) or again of pamusz’a or presence.80 And
these words have provoked an excessive amount of debate. But in the
Phaedo Plato explicitly says that these term must be understood as mere
suggestions, not to be insisted on and not to be thought of as final
answers; what he is concerned with is simply to establish that Ideas are
the true causes of the sensible, that they are the principles of these
things, their ratio essendi (reason for being), their metaphysical ground
and condition for being.81 He means to stop at the first level of the first
stage of the SecondVoyage. To arrive at the final answer, he would have
had to call upon the protology of the Unwritten Doctrines, and the
perspective of the highest Principles.
Bearing all this in mind, we may clarify the Platonic terms to whichwe

have referred While staying at the level of the first stage of the Second
Voyage, and leaving open a serious problem to which we shall return:

a. The sensible is a mimesz's of the intelligible because it imitates it,
without ever becoming its equal; in its continual becoming, it ap-
proaches asymptotically, and then it retreats from it as it corrupts.
b. The sensible, insofar as it realizes its essence, participates, that is, it

~ has a part of the intelligible; in particular, it is through its having a partin the Idea that it is and is knowable.
c. It can be said that the sensible is in communion with, that is, has a

contact with the intelligible, since the latter is the cause and foundation
80. See Phaedo i ooC-E. In this passage Plato speaks expressly of the second, third, andfourth type of relations; but at 74D and 75B he is clearly talking about the relation of

imitation.
81. Cf. Phaedo iooD.
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of the former: Whatever the sensible has of being and knowability is
derived from the intelligible, and, insofar as it has this being and this
intelligibility, it has “communion”with the intelligible.

(1. Finally, it can also be said that the intelligible is present in the
sensible insofar as the cause is in the effect, the principle is in that which
is principled, the condition in that which is conditioned.

In this way the Platonic terminology becomes clear. So too does the
famous term “paradigm,” or “model,” which Plato uses for the role of
the Ideas in relation to the sensibles which “imitate” them and of
which the sensibles are like “copies.”82 Plato expresses with the word
“paradigm” what, in modern terms, could be called the “ontological
normativeness” of the Ideas, that is, how things ought to be, or the
imperative of a thing’s being. The Idea of the pious is a “paradigm”
because it expresses how things or actions ought to be and be to be
called pious; the Idea of beauty is a “paradigm” because it expresses
how things ought to be formally structured to be and be called beauti-
ful, and so on.83
In addition to the protological problems of the relation of the One to

the Many this conception leaves open also the problem which the meta-
physical map of the Phaedo presents as basic (from which the Second
Voyage itself begins), but which it then left unresolved: the relation
between things and the Ideas cannot be conceived as unmediated, and
therefore a mediator is called for, that is, a principle which produces
the imitation, underwrites the participation, actualizes the presence,
and grounds the communion between the Ideas and things.
This is the enormous problem of the ordering Intelligence and its

role. As we shall see below, Plato had a complete solution to the prob-
lem when he wrote the Phaedo, so much so that he foreshadows it in
several dialogues written immediately after the Phaedo, beginning with
the Republic,84 but he formulates it at length, in its classic form, in the
Timaeus. The mediation between the sensible and the intelligible is the
work of a supreme Intelligence, which is associatedwith the figure of
the “Demiurge,” that is, the figure of an Artisan or Craftsman who
molds the chora (the undetermined space, a kind of substrate or un—
formed receptacle), in accordance with the “model” of the Ideas, mak-
ing each thing as perfectly similar to, as close an imitation of, the “ideal
paradigms or Ideas” as possible. But, unless due account is taken of a

82. We shall speak about the concept of “paradigm” in Chapter 18, while discussing
the Timaeus.

83. See, for example, Euthyphro6D.
84. See Chapter 16, passim.
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large protological contribution, the ultimate solution to this problem
will not be achieved. Particularly in the Philebus, Plato will make use of
the metaphysical categories of limit, unlimited, their mixture, and the
cause of their mixture to explain the Ideas’ Operation on the undeter-
mined chom and hence to explain the things that emerge from this
“mixture,” as a result of the Demiurgic Intelligence operating as the
cause on the mixture. And this operation is the determining action of
the One on the undetermined Many as a result of Intelligence; and the
“mixture” from which “unity-in-multiplicity” derives.
At a certain point in the Timaeus Plato says:

Divinity has knowledge and power sufficient to blend the many into one
and to resolve the one into many, but no man is now, or ever will be, equal to
either task.85

Liberated from the Old paradigm, we can now see that to solve the
various problems that the theory of Ideas throws up we need to con-
front and decide once and for allwhat to do about the great issue of the
Platonic protology as reconstructed by the School of Tiibingen, which
is the most advanced account of it so far contributed to the interpreta-
tion of Plato’s philosophy and especially to his unwritten metaphysics.

85. Timaeus68D4—7.



7 The Completion of the SecondVoyage:The Theory
of the Highest Principles (the One and the
Indefinite Dyad) and Its Structure and Role

1. FROM THE THEORY OF IDEAS TO THE PROTOLOGY

The time has now arrived to come to termswith the highest “hypothe-
ses” Plato speaks about in tracing the metaphysicalmap of the Phaedo
which describes the Second Voyage.1 These are the “things of greatest
value” the Phaedrus speaks about} namely, the first and highest Princi-
ples set aside for oral dialectic.3 We have already referred to Unwritten
Doctrines about these and here we aim to trace their outlines, because
it is only with their help that the ontology of the Ideas (and thus the
whole of Plato’s thought) can be given its unity and full meaning.
Despite its being unpalatable to many scholars of Plato, we must

begin with a general remark about a characteristic mode of thoughtof
the ancient Greeks.
It is a basic conviction animating all the philosophy preceding Plato

that to explain means to unify.
This conviction underlay the discussions of all the Naturalists, who

proceeded to explain the variety of phenomena in the cosmos by reduc-
ing them to the unity of a single principle or to a few principles, con-
ceived in a unifyingway. This tendency reached its extreme expression
in Eleaticism, which resolved the whole of being into unity, issuing in
radical monism.
Just such a conviction also underlies Socrates? inquiries, centered as

they are on the question “What is it?” which carrieswith it the systematic
reduction of the subject of discussion to unity. The tendency to which
we are alluding is most evident in Socrates’ chosen sphere: ethics. All
the complex affairs making up moral and political life are reduced to
the unity of the virtueswhich is then reduced to knowledge (the many
virtues are explained by being reduced to a single essence, consisting in
the unity of true knowledge).

1. See Chapter 5.
2. See Chapter 3, section I, pp. 51—62 above.
3. See Chapter 3, pp. 59—60 and 63—64.
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The whole of Plato’s doctrine of the Ideas arose—as we saw above“—
from such a conviction and from a significant increase in the impor-
tance of the synoptic vision, which steers the methodical procedure of
“unifying” the multiplicitywhich it is meant to explain. The plurality of
sensible things is explained precisely by reducing it to the synoptic
unity of the relevant Idea.
But the theory of Ideas shows up a further plurality, this time on the

new metaphysical level of the intelligible.5 If the many sensiblemen are
unified and explained by the relevant Idea of Man, the many trees by
the Idea of Tree, the many manifestations of beauty by the Idea of
Beauty, and so on for all the experiential realities to which we give a
single name, then it is evident that sensiblemultiplicityis simplified and
resolved by the unity of the intelligible Ideas; but the intelligible multi-
plicity in its turn is not itself resolved. Plato also admits Ideas not only
for the things whichwe call substantial realities (like man, animals, and
vegetables), but also for all qualities and all aspects of things which can
be grouped together (Beauty, Great, Double, etc.), so that the plurality
to be found in the world of Ideas is an outstanding feature of it—as
Aristotle stressed in a passage already quoted.6
It follows that the theory of Ideas could not provide the ultimate

level of explanation. The sensible “multiplicity” is explained by Ideas
which are “unities,” but which taken together form an intelligible “mul-
tiplicity”; therefore, this “multiplicity” demands a further explanation.
Thus we see the necessity of moving to a second level of metaphysical
grounding.
In his dialogues and for those readers who restrict themselvesto read-

ing the dialogues, Plato held that the first level of metaphysicalground
would be sufficient. For, once the theory of Ideas is arrived at, the
various teachings that he entrusted to the writings would be adequately
justified. But with his followers within the Academy, he focused his at-
tention closely on the second level of justification, so as to solve the
problems to which the theory of Ideas itselfgave rise.
In this way the final stage of the SecondVoyage is completed in accor-

dance with the plan set out in the metaphysicalmap of the Phaedo.
Just as the sphere of the sensible multiplicitydepends on the sphere

of the Ideas, so the sphere of the multiplicityof the Ideas depends on a
further sphere of reality, from which the Ideas are derived, and this is
absolutely the first and highest sphere.

4. See in particular pp. 1 25ff. above.
5. See pp. 132E. above.
6. Republic5.475E3-476A7.See also the Aristotelian texts cited in Chapter 6, note 50.
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This is the sphere of the first Principles. Plato explicitly calls them the
highest and primary realities (rd é’mga xai ngfita), and it is for this
reason that we propose to use the name “protology” for the teachings
which deal with the study of the first Principles.
These teachings contain the ultimate foundation because they ex-

plain what the Principles are from which the Ideas arise (which in turn
explain everything else), and therefore give the explanation of the
totality of the things that exist.
Thus,we have a clear sense in which the ontologyof the Ideas and the

protology or the theory of Principles make up two distinct levels of
grounding, two successive levels of metaphysical inquiry, that is, two
stages of the Second Voyage.

II. THE MOST IMPORTANTEVIDENCE FOR Two LEVELS OF
METAPHYSICALFOUNDATION

To get a quick grasp ofwhat the absolutelyprimary Principles are for
Plato,we may beginwith a review of the central texts.7The Principles are
(1) the supreme One, which is the principle of formal determination,
and (2) the indeterminate (indefinite or infinite) Dyad or the Dyad of
the great-and-small,which is the Principle Of indefinite variability. We
shall discuss later the exact meaning of these Principles; for the present
whatwe wish to focus on is the historical evidence for Plato’s separation
between two levels of metaphysicalfoundation and for the One and the
Dyad as the culmination of the theory of the Principles.
After giving a brief explanation of the origin of the doctrine of Ideas,

Aristotlewrites in the Metaphysics:

Since the Forms [= Ideas] were the causes of all other things [on the first
level], he thought their elements were the elements of all things. As the mate-

7. On this issue, see Kramer, Arete, 249—318, and Platone, 153-78 [Am. ed., 77—91];
and Gaiser, Platons, 41—172. For information on all the important critical literature
concerning this protological issue and the Unwritten Doctrines of Plato in general, see
Kramer, Platone, 418—32 [Am. ed., 287—300] (which cites the works from 1742 to 1982),
and G.Wippern, Das Problem der ungeschriebenenLehrePlatons, 449—64 (which cites critical
literature of the twentieth century and corresponding reviews). The collection of the
testimoniesof the indirect tradition concerning the UnwrittenDoctrinesofPlatowhich is
the principal point of reference is Gaiser’s “Testimonia Platonica. Quellentexte zur
Schule und mundlichen Lehre Platons,” published as an appendix to the volumePlatons
ungeschriebene Lehre, 441—557. Kramer has presented the principal testimonies in Appen-
dix 3 of his Platone, 370—417 [Am. ed., 203-17]. For the convenience of the reader we
shall give the references using the numbering which the testimonies are quoted by in
both collections. [We shall also give, where appropriate, the numbering used by J. N.
Findlayin Plato: The Written andUnwrittenDoctrines(NewYork: Humanities Press, 1 974) , so
the name Findlay followed by a page number and then the number of the testimony
refers to the Humanities Press reprint. We have followed Findlay’s translations. (Eds.)]
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rial element of the Forms [Ideas] he posited the Great-and—small,and as formal
cause the One [the second level].8

And a little further on, while comparing the teachings of Plato with
his own doctrine on the causes, Aristotle states very clearly that Plato
employed the material cause and the formal cause in two senses, that is to
say, on two levels: .

Plato, then, declared himself thus on the points in question; it is evident
from what has been said that he has used only two causes, that of the formal
and the material cause. In fact the Ideas are formal causes of the other things
[first level], and the One is formal cause of the other Ideas [second level]. And
to the question what is the matter having the function of substrate, of which
the Ideas are predicated in the sensible realm [first level], and Of which the
One in the sphere Of the Ideas [second level] are predicated, he replied that it
is the Dyad, that is, the great-and-small.9

Theophrastus for his part confirms this, with similarObservations:
Now Plato also, in reducing things’ links to the ruling principles [first level],

might seem to be treating Of the other things in linking them up with the Ideasand thesewith the numbers, and in proceeding from the numbers to the ruling
principles [second level], and then, following the order of generation, down as
far as the things we have named.10

The following passage from Sextus Empiricus touches on some re-
ports about the Unwritten Doctrines Of Plato:
It is . . . clear from what has been said that the principles of bodies which are

graspable only by thought must be incorporeal. But if there are incorporeals
which exist priOr to bodies it does not follow that these are necessarily ele-
ments of existing things and primary principles. For we may consider how the
Ideas, which are for Plato incorporeal, exist prior to bodies, and how every-
thing which comes tO be does so in virtue of its relation tO them [first level];
yet they are not the first principles of existing things since each Idea taken
separately is said to be a unit, but when taken in conjunction with one or more
Others it is said to be two or three or four, so that there is something which
transcends their substance, namely number, by participation in which the
terms one or two or three or a still higher number than these is predicated Of
them. . . . Thus there are two principles Of being: the primary units, by partic-
ipation in which all the unities are counted as one; and the indefinite Dyad, by
participation in which all the dualities are specified as two [second level] .”
Depending on Aristotle’s reports of Plato’s teaching, Alexander of

Aphrodisias writes:
8. Aristotle,MetaphysicsA6.987b18-2 1 (Gaiser, 22A; Kramer, 111.9; Findlay, 415.3).
9. Aristotle,Metaphysics, A 6.988a7—14 (Gaiser, 22A; Kramer, 111.9; Findlay, 416.3).
1 O. Theophrastus Metaphysics6b1 1 -1 6 (Gaiser, 30; Kramer, 111.8, trans. Ross 8c Fobes).
1 1. SextusEmpiricus,Adv. math. 10.258 and 262 (Gaiser, 32; Kramer, III. 1 2; Findlay,

427.1 7).
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In addition, the Ideas are principles of other things, and since the Ideas are
numbers, their principles are the principles of numbers; and the principles of
numbers he said are the One and the Dyad.12

We also learn from Aristotle:

Further, he assigned the cause of good and that of evil to the elements, one
to each of the two, as we say some of his predecessors sought to do, for exam-
ple, Empedocles and Anaxagoras.”
Of those who maintain the existence of the immobile substances some say

the One itself is the good itself; but they thought its substance laymainly in the
One.14

Faced with such teachings, many scholars at first feel a reaction of
repulsion. This is the reaction of scholars who find that they are in
conflictwith the dialogues, and, being unable to account for them, look
for ways of rejecting or condemning them. But it is also the reaction of
many of Plato’s contemporaries who failed to understand the meaning
of these statements. In fact, we are explicitly told that on at least one
occasion Plato himself tried to take these doctrines outside of the Acad-
emy, not in writing, but in a public lecture (or a series of lectures). But
the resultswere as follows:

Aristotlewas wont to relate that most of those who heard Plato’s Discourse
[akmsz’s] 0n the Good had the following experience. Each came thinking that
he would be told something about one of the recognized human goods, such
as Wealth, Health or Strength, or, in sum, some marvelous Happiness. But
when it appeared that Plato was to talk on Mathematics and Numbers and
Geometry and Astronomy, leading up to the statement that the Good was
unity. Theywere overwhelmedby the paradox of the wholematter. Some then
pooh-poohed the whole thing and others were outraged by it.15

Therefore, we must not fall into the error into which those hearers
fell (and many modern scholarswith them). But to avoid this errorwe
must try hard to understand what Plato meant by speaking about the
One and the indefinite Dyad as the highest and first Principles (rd fixga
xa‘t 7129510), and by giving great importance to Numbers, that is, in
some sense reducing the Ideas to Numbers, and finally by identifying
the Good with the One.
Let us begin with seeing why the protology, in the first place, posits

two Principles at the apex of reality and notjust a single Principle as we
might anticipate.

1 2. Alexander ofAphrodisias,InAn’st. Metaph. 56.6—9 Hayduck (Gaiser, 2 2B; Kramer,
111.10; Findlay, 417.5).

1 3. Aristotle,MetaphysicsA 6.988a 1 4—1 7 (Gaiser, 2 2A; Kramer, 111.9; Findlay, 4 1 6 .3).
14. Ibid., N 4. 1 09 1 b1 3—15 (Gaiser, 5 1; Kramer, 111.24; Findlay, 440.28).
15. Aristoxenus,Harm. elem. 2.39—40 (Gaiser, 7; Kramer, 111.1; Findlay, 413.2).
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III. WHY PLATO ADMITS TWO PRINCIPLESAS PRIMORDIALAND
DOES NOT REFER TO A SINGLE PRINCIPLE

The fundamental metaphysicalproblem for the ancient Greeks was:
“Why are there many?” or “Why and how are the many derived from the
One?”
We know that the problem came to occupy center stage and took on

its most acute form after the radical experience of Eleatic thought,
which, denying every form of nonbeing, had thereby denied every form
ofmultiplicity, and had reduced all being to unity [5v] (understood as a
thoroughgoing henology, or radical mom'sm).
The Pluralists had tried to overcome the difficulty, by taking as pri-

mordial various multiplicities (the four Roots of Empedocles, the H0—
moiome'riesof Anaxagoras, the Atoms of Democritus).
On the protological level, rather than that of the ontology of Ideas

(on which the multiplicity of sensibles is explained by another multi-
plicity, that of the Ideas), Plato’s innovation lay in the attempt to use the
Principles of the One and the indefinite Dyad to give an exhaustiveand
ultimate “justification” of multiplicity itself.
Proclus attests that:

They [viz., Plato and Speusippus] held that the One is better than Being and
is the source of Being, and they separated it from the usual understanding of
what a Principle is. Maintaining that if the One itself is taken by itself and
considered alone without other things, nothing else being added to it, it would
not be able to produce any other thing, they introduced the principle of the
indefinite Dyad [besides the One].16

Setting out the theory of the Principles of the One and the indefinite
Dyad Aristotle confirms this thought as follows:

[ . . . ] they held that all things would have to be reduced to the One, that is
to being itself unless they encountered and refuted the saying of Parmenides
“For never will this be proved, that things that are not, are.” They thought it
necessary to prove that which is, is; for only thus—of that which is [One] and
something else—could things that are be composed, if they are many.17

Thus the indefinite Dyad is obviously not the number two, just as the
One, in the sense of the Principle, is not the number one. Both of these
Principles have a metaphysical status, and hence are metamathemati-
cals. It ought to be stressed that the “indefinite Dyad” is the Principle
and root of the multiplicityof beings. It is conceived as the Dyad of the
great-and-smallin the sense that it is indefinite greatness and indefinite

1 6. Proclus, In Plat. Parmenidem (translated byWilliam ofMoerbeke), 38ff., ed. Kliban—
sky-Labowsky (Gaiser, 5O).

1 7. Aristotle,MetaphysicsN 2.1089a2—6.
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smallness, insofar as it is the potentiality of the infinitely great and the
infinitely small. It is in virtue of this twofold directionality that it is
called the “infinite (or indefinite) Dyad” and it is also defined as the
Dyad of the great-and-small, of the more-and—less, of the greater-and-
1esser, and as structural inequality. 18

Alexander writes:

He [Plato] also tried to show that the equal and unequal were the principles
of all things and of their opposites. [Plato] attributed equality to the One, and
inequality to excess and defect. For inequality is to be found in two things, that
is, in the great and the small, which are respectively that which is through
excess and that which is through defect. For this reason he called it an indefi-
nite Dyad, being as such neither one nor the other, that is, neither that which
exceeds nor that which is excessive, insofar as it is not determined but indeter-
minate and indefinite.19

Referring to a book of Dercyllidas which cites Hermodorus, follower
and friend of Plato, Simplicius reports:
Since Aristotle frequently says that Plato spoke of Matter as the Great and

Small, one must note what, according to Porphyry, Dercyllidas wrote in the
eleventh Book of his Philosophy of Plato, where Matter is under discussion.
Dercyllidas, Porphyry says, cited a statement from a book on Plato by one
Hermodorus, Plato’s friend, from which it is clear that Plato putMatter in the
class of the Infinite and Indefinite, and showed it to be one of the things
that admit of the More and the Less, among which the Great and the Small
are to be reckoned.20

Adopting somejargon not used by Plato, we may say that at the high—
est level the Dyad is a sort of “intelligiblematter,”whereas at the lowest
level it is a sort of “sensible matter.” It is an indeterminate and indefinite
multiplicitywhich functions as substrate for the action of the One, pro-
ducing the multiplicityof things in all their forms. Thus, besides being
the Principle of plurality at any given level, it is also the Principle of the
plurality of levels of the real.
We can, thus, resolve our original problem as follows: Plurality, differ-

ence, and gradation of entities arise from the action of the One deter-
mining the opposite Principle of the Dyad, which is an indeterminate
multiplicity. The two Principles are therefore equally primordial. The
One has no power to produce without the Dyad, even though it is
hierarchically superior to it.

18. See further Kramer, Platone, 154ff. [Am. ed. 77ff.].
19. Alexander ofAphrodisias, In An’st. Metaph. 56.13—20Hayduck (Gaiser, 22B; Kra-

mer, 111.10; Findlay, 417.5).
20. Simplicius, InAn’st. Phys., 247. 30—2482 Diels (Gaiser, 3 1; Kramer, 111.1 3; Findlay,

425.1 6).
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It is not entirely accurate to speak of two Principles, if the two is
understood arithmetically.Since numbers are subsequent to the Princi-
ples and derived from them, they cannot be applied to them except
metaphorically. Therefore, we ought to speak of two Principles under-
standing that we are using “two” in a prototypical sense. It would be
certainly more exact to say not that the Principles constitute a dualism
(since this term has generated and continues to generate numerous
ambiguities and inappropriate theoretical and polemical inferences),
but rather a “polarity” insofar as each Principle depends on the other
structurally or necessarily.”1

IV. BEING AS THE SYNTHESIS OF THE Two HIGHEST PRINCIPLES
AND ITS BIPOLARSTRUCTURE

The action Of the One on the Dyad is a kind of delimitation, determi-
nation, and definition of the unlimited, of the indeterminate, and of
the indefinite, or, as Plato seems also to have said, an equalization of the
unequal.22 The entities deriving from the action of the One on-the Dyad
are a kind of synthesis which manifests itself as unity-in-multiplicity,
which defines and determines the indefinite and indeterminate. Alex—
anderwrites: “Each thing is one, insofar as it is something definite and
determined.”23
And this is the core of the Platonic protology: being is produced by

two primordial principles and hence is a synthesis, a mixtUre of unity
and multiplicity, of determination and indetermination, of limit and
unlimited. In the Philebus, Plato sets himself to give awritten synopsis of
this matter.24
Kramer has summed up this notion:
Of course this “generation” is not to be understood as a temporal process,but rather as a metaphor to exemplify an analysis of the ontological structure.

Its aim is to render the non-processiveand atemporal ordering of being com—
prehensible to the discursive understanding. Everythingwhich is, exists inso-
far as it is something limited, determined, distinct, identical, permanent, and,
so far forth, Shares in the primordial unity, which is the principle of everydetermination. A thing is not a something, unless it is in some measure one
thing. But it can be something and one and participate in unity only because it
participates at the same time in the opposed principle of unlimited multiplic-

2 1. See deVogel, RethinkingPlato andPlatonism, on the question “Was Plato a dualist?”
22. Of. Kramer,Platone, 1 55ff. and the documents on page 1 56, note 6 [Am. ed., 78ff.and 245, note 6].
2 3. Alexanderoprhrodisias, InArist. Metaph. 56.goff. Hayduck (Gaiser, 2 2B; Kramer,

III.10;Findlay, 417.5).
24. See Chapter 17.
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ity, and it is thus distinct from unity itself. Being, therefore, is essentially unity
within multiplicity. To that extent the role of the two principles is similar to
what we find in the Aristotelian distinction of formal and material principles.
Being is defined as that which is “generated” from two principles through the
limitation and determination of the material principle by the formal principle
and is thus in a certain respect like a mixture. This is the core of Plato’s basic
ontological conception. Consequently, the principles themselves are not be-
ing, but, insofar as they are make up every being, they are prior to being.
Therefore, unity as a principle of determination is above being, and the inde-
terminate material principle as not being is rather below being.25

The indirect tradition provides little information about the status of
the One conceived as above being. There is one testimonywhich says
that the One is “melz'us ente”26 [“better than being”]; but as we shall see,
Plato himself offers a flavor of his Views on this matter in the Republic.27
On the other hand, Simplicius discusses the status of the Dyad as not-

being or below being referring to the text, of Hermodorus at the end of
the passage read already cited:
In virtue of the negation of Being, it can be said to be unstable, shapeless,

boundless, and unreal. Neither Principle nor Essence has any role here, but it .

[the Dyad] rushes about unpredictably?8

We shall return to discuss the meaning of the metaphysical status of
the One, which is identified with the Good and is understood as above
being.‘29We shall try to account for what Plato says in the Republic, where
the Good is expressly defined as “above being,” and to say how impor-
tant this conception is in the light of the new interpretive paradigm.30

25. See Kramer,Platone, 156 [Am. ed., 78].
26. See the text quoted in note 16 above.
27. See Chapter 1 1 for the documents and variousrelated matters.
28. Simplicius, In Arist. Phys. 248.1 3—16 Diels (Gaiser, 3 1; Kramer, III. 1 3; Findlay,

42 5. 1 6 fin.) .
29. See note 27, above.
30. On this issue Kramer’s contribution is indispensable,“EHIKEINA THEOTZIAZ. Zu

Platon, Politeia 509B,” inArchivfiir Geschichte derth'losophie 5 1 (1 969): 1—30.





8 The Ideal Numbers and the Ideas, Mathematical
Numbers as Intermediates, and the Hierarchical
Structure of Reality

1. THE IDEAL NUMBERS AS THE FIRST ENTITIES CAUSED BY
THE HIGHEST PRINCIPLES

A point which has always been a serious obstacle to the understanding
of Plato’s protology arises from the doctrine of the Ideal numbers and
the Platonic reduction of the Ideas to numbers, in otherwords, from the
conception of the Ideas as Ideal numbers.We know that the connection
between the Ideas and the Ideal numbers was notmade at the same time
as the discovery of the theory of Ideas, but later than it.1 It probably
came about with the systematic and global formulation of the theory of
the Principles, when Plato was able to provide the protological founda-
tion of his ontology of the Ideas, as we Shall explain later on.2
A preliminary clarificationwill avoid many confusions and misunder-

standings.
The Ideal numbers With whichWe are concerned are notmathemati-

cal, butmetaphysical: they are, for example, Two as essence of twoness,
Three as essence of threeness, and so on. Thus, the Ideal numbers are
the essences of mathematical numbers, and as such cannot besubjected
to arithmetical operations. They have a metaphysical status different
from that of mathematical numbers because they do notmerely repre-
sent numbers, but are the essences of numbers. It therefore makes no
sense to add the essenceof two to the essence of three or to subtract the
one from the other, and so on. They are the highest Ideal models. ,

Moreover, the Ideal numbers are presented as “firstborn,” because
they represent primordially,or paradigmatically,the syntheticStructure
of unity-in-multiplicity that characterizes everything at all levels of real-
ity. The essence of an Ideal number consists in a specific determination
and delimitation performed by the One on the Dyad, which is an inde-
terminate and unlimited multiplicityof the great-and—small.3

1. Cf.Aristotle,MetaphysicsM7.1078b7—12.
2. Cf. pp. 158ff. below.
3. On this issue, see Gaiser, Platons, 107ff., and Kramer,Platone, 157ff. [Am. ed., 79].

153



154 TOWARD A NEW INTERPRETATIONOF PLATO

For example, Two, which is the first determination of the great and
small, is multiplicity-and—smallnessdefined relative to the One as double
and half. The Two implies an intrinsic relation between one quantity
which is double (Two) and another which is half (One), and the first is
determinately greater (twice greater) and the second is determinately
smaller (by a half). Subsequent determinations of the indeterminate
multiplicity give the subsequent numbers: Three, for example, will im-
ply the relations of great-small, excess-defect, determined according to
triple and a third, and so on. Here are three of the clearest testimonies
on the issue:
When given definition by the One, the Indefinite Dyad became the Numer-

ical Dyad. This Dyad was a single idea, and the first of the numbers. Its princi-
ples were the exceeding and the exceeded, since both double and half are
present in the first Dyad. The double and half are exceeding and exceeded . . .

but the exceeding and exceeded are not as yet double and half, and are there-
fore principles of the double. And since, when bounded, the exceeding and
exceeded become double and half (for these are not indefinite any more than
the triple and the third, or the quadruple and the quarter, or any other case of
definite excess), it must be the nature of unity which effects this bounding
(each thing being one since it is this definite thing). The elements of the
numerical Dyad are . . . the One and the great and small. But this dyad is the
first number, and so these are the elements of the dyad (and of every number).
Such, . . . are the reasonswhy Plato made unity and the Dyad the principles of
the numbers and of all realities, as Aristotle tells us in On the Good.4
But the first number is the Dyad, whose principles he said were the One and

the great and small. Being a Dyad, it holds both multitude and fewness in
itself. In so far as there is doubleness in it, it includes multitude—for the
double is a case of multitude and excess—and magnitude—and in so far as
halfness is in it, it includes fewness. Excess and defect and the great and the
small are accordingly in it. But, inasmuch as each of its parts is a unity, and it
itself is the single Eidos of duality, it shares in unity. He (Plato) therefore said
that One and the great and small were the principles of the Dyad. He called it
the indefinite Dyad in so far as it shared in the great and small, or the greaterand smaller, and so was more or less. For these go on expanding or contracting
unceasingly,and in progression towards the indefinitely infinite.5
From these principles the numberone arose and the Dyad which succeeded

it, from the prime Monad the number one, and from both prime Monad and
the indefinite Dyad the number two. Twice one is two, and since there was not
as yet a two or a twice among numbers, the number two arose out of the
indefinite Dyad, and so was the offspring of this Dyad and the Monad. In the
same way the other numbers were constructed . . . the One always setting
bounds, while the indefinite Dyad doubled and so extended numbers in infin-
itum.6

4. Alexander of Aphrodisias, In An'st. Metaph. 56.20-3 5 Hayduck (Gaiser, 22B; Kra-
mer, III.10; Findlay, 417.5).

5. Simplicius,InAn'st. Phys. 454—5 5 Diels (Gaiser 2 3B; Kramer III. 1 1; Findlay419—2o.7).
6. Sextus Empiricus,Adv. math. 1 0.276—77(Gaiser, 32; Kramer, III. 1 2; Findlay, 429.1 7).
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II. THE STRUCTURAL CONNECTIONBETWEEN THE IDEAS AND
THE IDEAL NUMBERS

Another noteworthy difficulty facing those who want to understand
Plato’s Unwritten Doctrines consists in trying to understand the mean-
ing and nature of the reduction of the Ideas to numbers.
One error whichwe ought to avoid is that of taking the “reduction” to

be an identification of the Ideaswith numbers. It is quite true that our
sources can seem to encourage this error, but this is only if they are
understood superficially, without seeking the deeper explanations
which they call for.
Aristotle, for example, continually conflates the two accounts, and so

do his commentators. Alexander ofAphrodisias claims that Plato spoke
of the number Ideas and so took the principles of the numbers to be the
principles of the Ideas. Nevertheless, in his critical accounts Aristotle
himself clearly distinguishes between the Ideal numbers and the Ideas
and he subjects each of them to quite distinct objections. Aristotle’s
interpreters take a similar position.7
Theophrastus clarifies every doubt on the issue, specifying how the

Ideas are distinguished from numbers, despite the derivation of the for-
mer from the latter. Theophrastus says that Plato proceeds by stages in
bringing back things to the principles: (a) connecting the sensible
things to the Ideas; (b) connecting these in their turn with numbers;
and finally (c) rising again “from these to the principles.”8
Thus, there is a close connection between the Ideas and the numbers

but not a complete ontological identification.
A second error to avoid is that of maintaining that Plato aimed at

reducing each Idea to a particular number, or of maintaining that in
some way his thought took an arithmological or arithmosophic turn.
Such a doctrine is to be found among the Pythagoreans, and especially
the Neo-Pythagoreans,while as we shall see Plato’s approach was wholly
different and strongly rationalistic in character.
A third error to avoid is to read into the Platonic doctrine the mo-

dern concept of the integer expressing a determinate quantity, as well
as being a pure conceptual abstraction. Instead, we must go back to
the ancient Greek conception of number, as clearly explained by O.

7. In the Introduction to his commentary on the Metaphysics(Aristotle’s Metaphysics, 1:
lxviff.) W. D. Ross accepted the thesis of the identification of the Ideaswith Numbers, but
in the volume Plato’s Theory ofIdeas he maintained the thesis of the subordination of the
Ideas to Numbers (cf. 2 1 6ff.). See, in this regard, whatRobin had already said (La théon'e,
268ff., 4541?).

8. Theophrastus, Metaphysics6b1 1ff.
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T(")plitz9 and beginning with Stenzel10 and Wilpert11 accepted by atten-
tive scholars.
TOplitz showed that, for the ancient Greeks, number is always con—

ceived not just as a whole number, or as a kind of compact quantity, but
as an articulated relation Ofquantity and of fractions of quantity,of logoz'
and analogiai. If so, the Greek logos is essentially linked to the numerical
sphere, and so has the fundamental meaning of “relation.” Hence, for
the ancient Greeks, it is quite natural to translate “relations” by “num-
bers,” and to indicate relations with numbers, on account of the con-
nection that holds between number and relation.12
Thus, we have the materials to solve our difficulty. Each Idea is locat-

ed in a position in the intelligible world, according to its greater or
lesser universality and according to the greater or lesser complexity of
the relations which it has with other Ideas. This web of relations, then,
can be reconstructed and specified by means of dialectic, and, given
that a number expresses a relation, it can be expressed “numerically.”
The conception of number as “relation” (logos) provides the key for

reading and understanding this extremely finely poised part of the
Unwritten Doctrines.
Moreover, Gaiser has shown that this interpretation of numbers as

“relations” should not be narrowly understood as referring only to
arithmetic, since it extends to geometrical relations, and thus is a
structurally very complex kind of relation.”
And Gaiser clearly specifies the respect in which we are not dealing

with a mere abstraction: “The reduction which, from concrete things
perceptible by the senses, rises to numbers, is not a process of abstrac-
tion, but an enrichment of the content Of reality. Numerical relations
are immutablypermanent, and so, for Plato, are the genuine being that
endures through every difference and change of each single thing.
Thus, the wholeworld is primordially contained in the harmony of the
first numbers.”14
A fourth error to be avoided is that of believing that Ideal numbers

willmultiply entities beyond believability, and without sufficient reason.

9. O. Téplitz, “DasVerhaltnis von Mathematik und Ideenlehre bei Plato,” in Quellen
und Studien zur Geschichte der Mathematik 1 (1929): 3—33, reprinted by 0. Becker in the
collection Zur Geschichte dergriechischen Mathematik (Darmstadt, 1 965), 45—75.

10. J. Stenzel, “Zur Theorie des Logos bei Aristoteles,” in Quellen und Studien zur
Geschichte derMathematik 1 (1929): 34ff., and reprinted now in Stenzel, KleineSchnften zur
g'n'echischen Philosophie(Darmstadt, 1 956) , 1 88—2 1 9.

1 1. P.Wilpert, Zwei aristotelischeFrfihschnflen fiber die Ideenlehre(Regensburg, 1 949).
1 2. Cf. O. TOplitz, “DasVerhaltnis,”passim.
1 3. Gaiser,Platons, 1 1 5-45.
14. Ibid., 124ff.
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Aristotle explicitly says that, in the generation of the Ideal numbers,
Plato “goes up to Ten [the Decad],”15 and that he subordinated the
deductive relations of all the other numbers to the Decad. Perhaps
Plato reduced whole numbers conceived as derivates of the One and
the Dyad to the Decad, and understood all the other numbers as logoz',
in the sense explained above. Gaiser’s account of this matter is highly
recommended.16 A numerical expression in terms of a numerical rela-
tion (logos) can be given of the diairetic procedure, by which a general
Idea is divided into the particular Ideas it includes, and thus permits us
to specify the features of each and its position in the whole structure.
And this, in turn, involves the notion that the general Ideas (the gen-
era) from which the division begins, are whole numbers, from which
are derived the succeeding numerical relations. The general Ideas pro-
bably must be referred to the ten numbers of the Decad of which the
various relations (logoi) are the leading members.
Gaiser summarizes this proposed interpretation as follows:

Considered as number, or rather as numerically determined logos, an indi-
vidual Idea can be determined only if the prior genus [the general Idea], from
which the division begins, is already a number. Thus we can see that the
diairetic division of the Ideas has its beginning with the first Ideal numbers
and hence within the Decad. The most clearly distinguished of the individual
Ideas must no longer be understood as pure numbers, but as logoz', which can
be referred to whole numbers. But in this way all the Ideas would be subordi-
nated to numbers, so that we might speak of the position of the Ideas on the
same level as numbers, as well as of the subordination of the common particu—
lar Ideas to pure numbers.17

And again:
The ten numbers of the Decad must count as the highest Ideas. In fact they

are unities which are constituted of a relation-logos and which are related to
each other in a determinate way so that each unity can be understood as a
pure whole number. Contrariwise,we must observe that further divisions of
each of the Ideas no longer occur at the level of the Idea-numbers. Diairetic
division . . . produces logoi that can be preciselydescribed, but that no longer
represent whole numbers.18

The highest Ideal numbers (those of the Decad) are analogous to
what we shall see the most general Ideas or Meta-Ideas to be; they
perform a regulative function, and, in conjunction with all the numeri-

15. Cf.Aristotle,MetaphysicsM8.1084a1 2—b2 and 1 3, 1073a18—22 (Gaiser, Test. Plat.,
61 and 62).

16. Gaiser,Platons, 1 18ff.
17. Ibid., 128.
18. Ibid., 137.
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cal logoi, they offer a metaphysicaldigest of the whole of reality accord-
ing to Plato’s Unwritten Doctrines.19
A final error to be avoided is misunderstanding the information that

Aristotle furnishes in the Metaphysics about the theory’s development.
Now, regarding the ideas, we must first examine the Ideal theory itself, not

connecting it in anyway with the nature of numbers, but discussing it in the
form in which it was originally understood by those who first maintained the
existence of the Ideas.20

In the traditional paradigm, this text indicated that the theory of
Ideal numbers and its connection with the theory of Ideas should be
placed to the end of Plato’s life. But, in fact, as Kramer has rightly
objected, Aristotle refers “originally” (éé dgxfi) to Plato’s activity at the
time at which the doctrine of the Ideas was not yet connected with the
doctrine of Ideal numbers; but he does not say more.21 If this is so, it is
arbitrary to suppose that something whose date is not fixed as “at the
beginning” must now be necessarily fixed “at the end,” since between
the beginning and the end there is a sweep of time, a series of succes-
sive moments. And Aristotle does not say in which of these moments
the two doctrines were brought into connection with each other.
In dialogues much earlier than those written during Plato’s old age,

we find many hints at the doctrine of the Ideal numbers. For example,
H.-G. Gadamer writes: “A dialogue such as the Hippias, which can be
considered authentic, clearly hints at the doctrine of the Ideal num-
bers. It would not do, therefore, to minimize the problem by attempt-
ing to eliminate it with an historical hypothesis.”22

III. THE DOCTRINE OF THE MATHEMATICAL ENTITIEs “INTERMEDIATE”
BETWEEN THE IDEAS AND SENSIBLE THINGS

We have noted that the Ideal numbers are very different from num-
bers and mathematical objects in general, which occupyan “intermedi-

1 9. Here are Kramer’s conclusions:“The theory of the Ideal-Numbersclearly expressesthe structure of the relations of the universals on a mathematical basis, and, consequent-
ly, ontologicallyreduces the universals to the level of the Ideal Numbers, of which they
participate in their determinateness and regularity. Amongthe universals, Ideal Numbers
therefore possess a privilegedstatus, and so are presented as the first to be ‘generated’ by
the Principles. They mediate in the hierarchy of being between the Principles and the
remaining Ideas, because they represent in paradigmatic form the characteristics of
being, viz., delimitation, determination, and order” (Kramer, Platone, 157ff. [Am. ed.,
79ff.] ). Also see Gaiser, Platons, 139.

20. Aristotle,MetaphysicsM 4. 1O78b7—1 2.
2 1. Cf. Kramer,Die gmndsc‘itzlichen Fragen, 1 Ioff., note 20; Arete, 35; Platone, 107, and

note 81 [Am. ed., 46 and note 81, pp. 237—38].
22. See Gadamer, Gesammelte Werke, 6: 243.
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ate” (ue'raéé) ontological position, midway between the Ideal entities
and the sensible entities. This is whatAristotle says about the matter:
In addition, Plato affirms that besides the sensibles and the Ideas

there are mathematicals intermediate between the former and the lat-
ter, which differ from the sensibles because they are unchanging and
eternal, and differ from the Ideas in that there are many of them alike,
while each Idea is only one and individual.23
This is, at first glance, a surprising doctrine, but in fact it fits neatly

into the general outline of Platonic thought. These mathematical enti-
ties are “intermediates” insofar as, on the one hand, they are unchang-
ing and eternal just like the Ideas (and the Ideal numbers), and, on the
other hand, there are many of the same kind. Thus, they have, at once,
a fundamental feature of the Ideas and a feature characteristic of sensi-
ble things, and so are “intermediates.”Hence they are also “intermedi-
ary” between intelligible realities and sensible realities, as we shall see
in the Philebusand above all in the Timaeus.
Plato introduced them for the following reasons:
(a) The numbers on which arithmetic operates—like the extension

on which geometry operates—are not sensibles, but intelligibles, as the
scienceswhich deal with them show.
(b) On the other hand, the numbers and the extension with which

arithmetic and geometry deal cannot be Ideal numbers, nor Ideal ex-
tension, because arithmetic operations presuppose many equal num-
bers and geometrical operations and demonstrations presuppose many
shapeswhich are instances of a single essence (for example, manyequal
triangles which all figure in one demonstration), while each of the
Ideal numbers is unique, just as each Ideal Figure is unique.
Bearing this in mind, it is easy to understand Plato’s conclusions about

mathematical entities as being “intermediates” between the intelligible
world and the sensibleworld.
The theoretical source of this doctrine is to be sought in Plato’s deep-

rooted belief about the perfect correspondence between knowledge
and being (“for that which it is possible to know is the same as that
which can be”),24 according to which any given level of knowledge of a
given type must refer to a corresponding level of being.
To the level ofmathematical knowledge,which is above sensibleknowl-

edge but below dialectical knowledge, there must correspond a level
having the appropriate ontological features. Thus we have the many

23. Aristotle, MetaphysicsA 6.987b14—18 [Gaiser, 22A; Kramer, 111.9; Findlay, 416-
17.3].

24. DK frag. 3, (Parmenides).
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equalnumbers calledforbyarithmetic, and the manyequalfigures—thus
manysquares,manytriangles,and so on—that are calledfor bygeometry.
We shall see that this Unwritten Doctrine is essential for understand-

ing Plato’s epistemologyas it is found in the dialogues (in particular in
the Republic and the Timaeus), in such a way that it is the fundamental
bedrock of the system.

IV. THE CONSISTENCY OF THE DISTINCTION BETWEEN THE IDEAL
NUMBERS AND MATHEMATICALNUMBERS WITH PLATO’S
THEORY OF IDEAS

Some scholars have rightly seen that the distinction between, on the
one hand, the Ideal numbers and Ideal extension and, on the other
hand, the intermediate mathematical numbers and extension, is a dis-
tinction dictated by the overall system of the theory of Ideas. Here are
the conclusions of a recent study of this issue, which round off the
remarks we have made:

[T]he Ideal numbers and figures are not quantities at all, but are rather
qualities such as squareness and triangularity, or twoness and threeness. Aris-
totle calls these entities (dofiuBkeror) “incomparables,”or in the case of num-
bers “inaddibles”; they are so, of course, because as squareness, or as twoness,
they have no determinate properties that are usable in mathematical opera-
tions. One does not inscribe triangularity inside circularity: the Ideal circle has
no area, no diameter, no circumference, no center; the Ideal square is not a
four-sided entity with an incommensurable diagonal. This is in a way obvious,
and in a way rather shocking; it is obvious when we consider analogous distinc-
tions, such as are made when we recognize that the idea of man possesses no
arms or legs or desires or thoughts; it is shocking because we are accustomed
to think, as do the modern critics, that for Plato the theorems of geometry and
kindred sciences are about, in a very simple sense of “about,” absolute being.
Now to think of the Ideal numbers as douuBASTOI [incomparables] . . . is
tantamount to the realization that the subject matter of the theorems of the
mathematical sciences must be somehow intermediate, provided of course
that one rejectsMill’s View of mathematics. Pythagoras’ theorem is not about,
in a simple sense, the Ideal triangle; for the idea of triangularity has no sides
and no hypotenuse. The theorem must then be about “intermediate” trian-
gles, which are neither merely drawn, normerely conceptual, nor which come
to be and pass away. For if it were about a drawn triangle it would be false, or
what is the same from a mathematical point of View, merely approximate; if it
were about a conceptual entity it would not be objectively true; if it were about
entities which come to be and pass away, and conceptual entities would be an
example of these, it would be sometimes true and sometimes Simplymeaning-
less (neither true nor false). Although the intermediates are imperfect, and
merely images, from the standpoint of the ideas, from the standpoint of “be-
coming” they have a sort of perfection, and can rightlybe called perfect partic-
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ulars. They participate in the ideas, but in a different way than drawn or wood-
en triangles participate. The latter “share in” triangularityjust insofar as they
possess the simple, intuitable quality “triangularity,” taken apart from their
determinate quantitative features. But whatevermay be the exact nature of anintermediate or of an idea, and of their relationship, it should be clear that
Plato’s “systematic approach” requires these two kinds of entities.”25

We need only add that the Eleatic postulate concerning the corre—
spondence between “knowledge” and “being,” to which we referred
above, supplies a historical and theoretical background for this Platonic
doctrine.

.

But it must also be emphasized how truly important is the “intermedi-
ate” position of the mathematicals. Insofar as they share some of the
characteristics of the Ideas and, at the same time, some of the character-
istics of the sensibles, they reflect, in a certain sense, characteristics
belonging to the whole of reality, and so offer a splendid route to an
understanding of reality itself. And this would explain the great cogni-
tive role that Plato attributed to mathematics in the Academy in the
preparation for dialectic.
Thus‘ Gaiser rightly notes that “just because mathematical realities in

the strict sense stand at the center of the structure of being and unite in
themselvesthe opposed properties ofwhat is subordinate and ofwhat is
superordinate, it is in the mathematical entities that we can see a model
of the whole of reality.”26
Naturally, it is a “model” in an analogical sense, insofar as mathemat—

ics and metaphysicsremain quite distinct.
Because, for Plato, the system of the mathematicals represents an ontologi-

cally inferior imitation, limited and special, but analogical, it is possible forhim to establish the laws of being by looking to the laws of the mathematicals
as a model. That is to say that, relative to a philosophical ontology,mathemat—
ics has an advantage from the point of View of inquiry and method, although itis subordinate from the point of View of content. The structure of being is notitself in any special way mathematical; taken together, the mathematical laws
do not have their foundation within mathematics, but, ultimately, in the gen-eral principles of being.27

In short: Plato did not mathematicize metaphysics, but, rather, he
grounded it metaphysically, and so employed mathematics analogically
to do metaphysics.28

25. J. A. Brentlinger, “The Divided Line and Plato’s Theory of Intermediates,” in
Phronesz's 7 (1963): 146—66; the passage quoted is on page 159ff.

26. Gaiser,Platons,89.
27. Ibid., 299.
28. On this point Gaisermade the most significant contributions in Platons, passim.
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V. THE HIERARCHICALSTRUCTUREOF REALITY AND THE BONDS
THAT CONNECT ITS VARIOUS LEVELS

It is thus clear that Plato thinks of the reality derived from the Princi-
ples not as a horizontal arrangement, but as structured vertically by a
series of successive levels, one subordinate to another, and all alike
dependenton the two highest Principles.

A

We may postpone until our discussion of the Timaeus questions about
the soul and its structure and connection to the mathematicals. Let us
concentrate instead on the general problem of the metaphysical rela-
tions existing among the levels we have noted. It goes almost without
saying that we speak of “levels” not in its literal, physical sense, but
merely as an image to refer to a metaphysicalstructure or an hierarchi-
cal arrangement.
The relation between levels is that of transitive, asymmetrical, and

irreflexive ontological dependence. The lower levels cannot be (or be
conceived) without the higher levels, but the higher levels can be (and
be conceived) without the lower. It is the relation of “priority” and
“posteriority” in respect of substance and nature (noérega xai borega,
rd 5%: 34de cpéow xai oboiav) to use an expression ofAristotle’s:
The attributes of prior things are called prior, for example, straightness is

prior to smoothness; for one is an attribute of a line as such, and the other of a
surface. Some things . . . are prior and posterior in this sense, others in respect
of nature and substance, that is, thosewhich can be without other things,while
the other cannot be without them—a distinction which Plato used.29

The technical Platonic formula was the following: “that which is de-
pendent can be destroyedwithout destroying that on which it depends
(ouvavatgeiv xai ufi ouvavatgeioeat) 3’30

Kramer has picked out this theoretical notion which specifies the kind
of relationship among the various levels as follows: “There exists, there-
fore, an asymmetricaland irreflexive relation of dependence, in which,
however, the higher level is only the necessary, but not sufficient condi-
tion for the lower.Just so, the Dyad of the great-and—small plays a funda-
mental role at all levels, as a material principle, even though differentia-
tion is not further grounded; therefore the categorical novum is not
explained.”31
This means that what we have is a kind of metaphysical dependence

of the successive levels of being each on the one above, which implies,
29. Aristotle,MetaphysicsA 1 1.1018b37—1019a4 (Gaiser, 33A; Kramer, 111.7).
30. As well as the Aristotelianpassage, see also Alexanderoprhrodisias, InAn'st. Met.,

pp. 55. 22ff. (Gaiser2 2B; Kramer, III 1 o; Findlay 5; and Iamblichus,Protreptic, pp. 38.1 off.;Gaiser34; Kramer III 26).
31. Kramer, Platone, 164 [Am. ed., 83].
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so to speak, an enrichment at each stage of the Dyadic Principle, which
is not deduced or systematically explained, but simply presented as
such. The cause which the higher level provides is necessary, but not
sufficient, because it explains only the metaphysical and formal aspect
of the lower level, not the difference in content, which depends on the
Dyadic Principle. This point is of enormous importance because it
wholly excludes the possibility of classifying Plato’s View as a sort of
pantheism or immanentism, as we shall see in Part 4.
We have seen that the Ideal numbers are derived from two supreme

principles (as are all the Ideas, because of their numerical structure),
through a process of limitation or equalization on the part of the One
operating on the indeterminate multiplicityof the Dyad.
Plato explains the level of the mathematicals as follows. The mathe-

matical numbers are deduced from monads (unities of individual enti-
ties) and from the plurality of the “many-and-few.”The geometrical and
stereometrical shapes are deduced from a particular kind of point that
Plato called the “indivisible line,” which is a mathematical point having
position, and acts as a formal principle, while he speaks of the “short-
and-long” as a material principle of the line of the “wide-and—narrow”
for surfaces and the “deep-and-shallow” for bodies. What is clearly at
issue are specific differentiations of the supreme principle of the Dyad
of the great—and-small,which comes to incorporate an enrichment in
intelligible materialityand multiplicityf”?
Passing to successive ontological levels we witness the birth of the

physical cosmos. Here the material principle is such solidity as to pro—
duce the realm of the sensibleand to generate theworldofbecoming.We
shall again pick up the cosmologicalthemes involved in this matter.33

VI. ARISTOTLE ON THE PLATONICORIGIN OF THE NOTION OF
THE STRUCTUREOF REALITY

Confronted with such a hierarchical conception of reality, the reader
who finds only traces of it in the dialogues might begin to think that we
are attributing to Plato the sort of hierarchical plurality that the Neopla-
tonists produced and that reached its culmination in Proclus, who en-
shrined it as a point of method: “The processions of beings . . . do not
tolerate any gaps, but everywhere there are intermediates between ex-
tremes which guarantee their mutual connection.”34

32. See also Gaiser, Platons, passim.
33. See also Chapters 1 8 and 20 for the role of the Demiurge as efficient cause.
34. Proclus, De Providentia 20.45.21—24 Isaac. See what we say in this regard in our

Proclo, lxxxix.
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It is not only in Plato that the hierarchical structure of the real is very
prominent, but also his followers were strongly influenced by it, as
Aristotle himself eloquently demonstrates. And it is not only when he is
reporting Plato that Aristotle refers to the principal levels of reality
which Plato admitted, but he introduces this conception into his own
theorizing as one of the basic notions of his metaphysics.
We discuss this point at length in our book on Aristotle, in which,

against Jaeger, we show how the unity of Aristotle’s metaphysics and
theology is based on just such a hierarchical conception.35
In addition to the famous unification of the various meanings of

being by reference to unity (To TEQOQ Ev Keyéueva [in the felicitous
phrase of G. E. L. Owen, “focal meaning”]), which is that of substance,
Aristotle speaks also of another form of unitywhich is of a successionor
a series: a unification of entities resulting from one being succeeded by
another (rd Tc?) étpeéfig). This sort of unity by succession occurs when
there is a series of entities in which one is prior to another in a hierar-
chical ordering, when the posterior depends on the prior (and notVice
versa), and when all depend on the first. In virtue of just this depen-
dence, all the terms that form the series fall under the one science that
has the first term of the series as its object. Aristotle employs first the
criterion of unification horizontally, to unify the various meanings of
being that are not substance, but that depend on and are referred to
substance. But, in its turn, substance does not have a univocalmeaning,
because there are sensible, celestial, and supersensible substances. This
being so, the substances, asAristotle conceived of them, form a precise
hierarchy1n which the lower grades depend on the higher (and not
vice versa), and all depend on the primary substance.36
Whereas, in the first case, the unity of a science follows from all the

meanings of being said in relation to a single reality (substance), in the
second, the unity of a science comes from the fact that by inquiring
about the first term of the series one thereby grasps the whole series,
insofar as the series depends on the first term; and thus given the struc-
ture of the hierarchy knowledge of the first term is universal.37

35. G. Reale, Il concetto difilosofia pn’ma e l’um'tddellaMetafisica di An’stotele (Milan: Vita
e Pensiero, 1961, 19854, 19935). The additions in the American edition, The Concept of
First Philosophyand the Unity of the MetaphysicsofAristotle, trans. ]. R. Catan (Albany: State
University of New York Press, 1980) were included1n the fourth Italian edition, but the
final Italian edition [the fifth] published1n 1993 was revised and now includes as appen-dices two previously published articles by Reale, “La dottrina aristotelica della potenza,
dell’ atto e dell’ entelechia nella Metafisica” and “L’ impossibilita di intendere univoca-
mente 1’essere e la "tavola dei significatidi esso secondoAristotele.”

36. G. Reale, Il concetto, 119ff.; [Am. ed., 129ff.]
37. Ibid., 149ff. [Am. ed., 17off.].

we
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For Aristotle, the hierarchy is not limited to distinguishing (1) super-
sensible realities, (2) incorruptible celestial realities, and (3) the cor-
ruptible realities of the sublunary realm; but it ramifies further, as schol-
ars sometimes forget. The supersensible realities, which for Aristotle
are pure Intelligences, can be distinguished into three different levels:
(1) the supreme Intelligence (the Immobile Movent); (2) the movent
Intelligences of the heavens; and (3) human Intelligences (the rational
part of the human soul).
Aristotle presents even the movent Intelligences, of which there are

fifty-five, in a hierarchy, as we have shown in our volume on Theophras-
tus,38 againstJaeger, according to whomAristotle could not admit fifty-
five movents for the following reasons: “If matter is the principle of
individuation as Aristotle teaches . . . either the movers of the spheres
cannot be immaterial, since they form a plurality of exemplars of a
genus, or Aristotle refutes himself by retaining his doctrine of immate-
riality, since this excludes individualmultiplicity. In either event he falls
into contradiction with the presuppositions of his own philosophy.”39
However, the conception of the hierarchy of reality easily solves these

difficulties. The fifty-five movents of the fifty-five celestial spheres not
only are not on the same level as the first Movent, but they are not even
the same as each other. Rather, they form a hierarchical order, as Aristo—
tle himselfsays, by affirming explicitly that one “comes first” and anoth-
er comes “after,” as is shown “by their order relative to the spheres of
the stars” which they move.40
Finally, let us also remember that in Metaphysics A, Aristotle speaks in

exactly the Platonic terms from which he got the idea of the categories
of being as themselves forming a series,41 clearly referring to their differ-
ent grades of being.42
As can be clearly seen, the invention of the hierarchical conception

of the real, which is one of Plato’s most significant contributions to
metaphysics, also influenced Aristotle to a truly extraordinary degree. It
is for this reason that we have fully discussedit at length here, as well as
to illustrate concretely how fruitful the new interpretive paradigm of
the Tiibingen School is for a fuller understanding not only of Plato, but
also of his powerful influence on Aristotle.

38. G. Reale, Teofmsto e la sua aporeticametafisz'ca. Saggio di n'costruzionee di interpretazione
ston’co—filosoficacon traduzione e commento dellaMetafisz'ca (Brescia: La ScuolaEditrice, 1 964).
The relevant part of Theophrastus is now in the fourth edition of II concetto, 379-473
[Am. ed., 364—423].

39. W.Jaeger, Aristoteles 481 ; Aristotle, trans. R. Robinson, 352.
4o. Aristotle,MetaphysicsA8.1073b1-3.
41. Ibid,A 1.1069a20ff.
42. See G. Reale, An'stotele, La Metafisica, 2: 256.





9 The Intrinsic Polyvalence of the Principles, the
CategoricalDivision of Reality, and the Twofold
Procedure of the Dialectical Method That
Leads to the Principles

1. THREE ASPECTS OF THE PRINCIPLES: ONTOLOGICAL,
EPISTEMOLOGICAL,AND AXIOLOGICAL

We have been gathering the elements to understand why these com-
plex protological doctrines were all included in the cycle of the lectures
that Plato gave in the Academy entitled 0n the Good (TESQl Tdyaeofi).
The One, the metaphysically supreme Principle, is (1) the foundation
of Being, (2) ofTruth, and (3) of the Good.
We may summarize reasons for these three aspects of the One as follows:
1. The One, acting on the unlimited multiplicity, determines, delim-

its, and hence unifies it, producing, in this way, entities on various
levels, as noted above.

2. But what is delimited, determined, and ordered is structurally
knowable. In this way, unity, limit, and order are the foundations of the
knowableness of things. Thus truth and knowableness (the cognitive
aspect of things) wholly depend on the first Principles.

3. But, by operating in this way on multiplicity, the One produces
order and stability, and hence produces value. What is ordered, harmo-
nious, and stable is good and beautiful. The Good is, the order pro-
duced by the One. Thus, the axiological aspect of the doctrine of the
Principles is fully explained. Virtue finds a role in this perspective as the
regulationofwhat tends to excess or defectas well as unity-in-multiplicity,
relative to what we find in all the other grades and spheres of being.
With this conception of the Principles, “Plato is revealed as the pre-

cursor of the medieval doctrine of the transcendentals ( “ens, unum,
bonum, verum convertuntur”; “omne ens est bonum”). . . . However, he
grounded it on a unitary conception of being, which is rooted in his
theory of the principles. The fundamental concept that functions as a
mediation between the various aspects is that of limit. ”1

1. Kramer, Platone, 171 [Am. ed., 86ff.].
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Moreover, we can recover Plato’s account of Unity as “measure,” as
“very accurate measure” of multiplicity, and more generally as “the
supreme measure of all things”? Such a measure is explicated, under its
three aspects as follows:

1. Under its ontological aspect, “measure” is limit and limiting principle;
2. Under its epistemological aspect, “measure” is knowledge based

on units of measurement, which are intimately connected with limited
things and so with what is measured;

3. Under its axiologicalaspect, “measure” is essentially the norm, the
“measure” of the multiplicitywhich it delimits.

Kramer writes: “In its relations with the world unity is the highest
measure of being, goodness (amte’), and truth, and it is as measure that it
refers to the world. Therefore the concept of unity as measure express-
es the correlation between being and the first Principle. And insofar as
it functions as an intermediary between them, it encapsulates Plato’s
underlying ontological conception.”3 This is one of the most significant
of Kramer’s contributions to the understanding of the speculative im-
portance of the theory of the Principles.4 This interpretation provides
an overall unification of the main lines pursued by Plato in his writings:
(1) the metaphysical, (2) the epistemological, and (3) the ethico-politi-
cal. We may also add a religious aspect: the assimilation to the Good
consists in assimilation to the One, or rather, in the approach to the
Supreme Intelligence which unifies the multiplicity and consummates
private and public life.
We may rOund off this point by looking at some important testimo-

nies which show up clearly the axiological, epistemological, and onto-
logical aspects of the Principles, and especially of the One.
Further, he [Plato] assigned to these two elements respectively the causation

of good and of evil; a matter which, as we have said, was investigatedby some of
the earlier philosophers, such as Empedocles and Anaxagoras.5
Of those who admit unchanging Substances some say that the One Itself is

the Good Itself. But they make its Essence consistmainly in its Unity.6
Also the propermethod of proving the AbsoluteGood is the contrary of themethod now adopted. At present it is from things not admitted to possess

goodness that they prove the things admitted to be good, for instance, they
prove from numbers that justice and health are good, because they are ar-

. Ibid., 172 and note 46 [Am. ed., 87 and 250, note 46].

. Ibid., 173 [Am. ed., 87—88].

. Also Kramer,Arete, passim.

. Aristotle,MetaphysicsA6.988a14—17 [Gaiser, 22A;Kramer, 111.9; Findlay, 416.4].

. Ibid., N 4.1091b13—15 [Gaiser, 5 1; Kramer, 111.24; Findlay, 440.28].
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rangements and numbers—on the assumption that goodness is a property of
numbers and monads because the Absolute Good is unity. But the proper
method is to start from things admitted to be good, for instance health,
strength, sobriety of mind, and prove that beauty is present even more in the
unchanging; for all these admitted goods consist in order and rest, and
therefore, if that is so, the things unchanging are good in an even greater
degree, for they possess order and rest in a greater degree.
And it is a hazardous way of proving that the Absolute Good is unity to say

that numbers aim at unity; for it is not clearly stated how they aim at it, but the
expression is used in too unqualified a manner; and how can one suppose that
things not possessing life can have appetition?7
It is easy to show that we are able to grasp the scienceswhich concern just

and correct things and in addition those that concern nature and the remain-
ing truths.
The prior things are alwaysmore knowable things than the posterior things

and likewise those which by nature are better relative to those which are worse.
There is more knowledge of the determined and ordered than of their oppo-
sites, and of the causes than of the consequences. For good things are more
definite and ordered than evil things,just as the virtuous man is more definite
and ordered than the vice-ridden man; the same difference must obtain in
each case. The prior things are greater causes than are the posterior things; if
the former are destroyed, so are the latter; which depend upon them; and if
numbers are destroyed so are the lines, and if lines, then also surfaces and
solids, and if letters . . . then so are those things which are called syllables.8

In the Republic we shall find the fullest confirmation of all this, at least
insofar as Plato believed it could be “written.”

11. THE CATEGORICAL DIVISION OF REALITY AND THE META-IDEAS
OR MOST GENERAL IDEAS

The Ideal numbers are derived from two supreme Principles in the
same ways as the Ideas, which have numerical structure in the sense
explained above, and so as a result are all things.
Nevertheless,Plato does not restrict himself to this deduction, and by

way of confirmation and as a fundamental prop, he also presents a
general scheme of the categorical division of the whole of realitywith a
View to showing that all beings can be referred to the two Principles,
insofar as they are derived from the mixing of them. This is an argu—
ment of the highest speculative and historical importance because, in
addition to clarifying the basic outlines of the Unwritten Doctrines, it
also provides the basic inspiration for Aristotle’s doctrine of the catego—

7

ries (despite the differences in the uses to which it is put).

7. Ibid., Eudemian Ethics I 8.1 2 l 8a1 5—28 [Kréimen 111.25].
8. Iamblichus,Protrepticus6.37.26ff.Pistelli [Gaiser, 34; Kramer, 111.26].
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This categorical division iswidely attested to by reliable sources, and it
also makes fairly overt appearances in the dialogues themselves. In the
present century, PaulWilpert has done most to bring this doctrine to the
attention of scholars,while the Tiibingen School has succeeded in set-
ting it against its properphilosophical background.9
In short, being can be divided into (1) self-sufficient beings (such as

a man, a horse, the Earth, water, etc.); (2) beings existing in relation to
other things, which can be further subdivided into the categories (2a)
contraries (as: even-odd, immobile-mobile, proper-improper, etc.);
(2b) correlatives (as big-small, high-low, right-left, etc.).
At first, the distinction between (2a) contraries and (2b) correlatives

might be surprising, since both are beings-in—relation-to—others.But the
first is clearly distinguished from the second: for contraries cannot
coexist, and the disappearance of one of the contraries coincides with
the appearance of the other (think, for example, of life and death, or
the mobile and the immobile); on the other hand, the correlatives are
characterized by coexistence and codisappearance (there is no high
without a low, there is no right without a left, etc.). Moreover, the
former do not admit a middle term (e.g., there is no middle state
between life and death, or between moving and not moving), whereas
the latter do admit a middle term (for example, between the great and the
small, the equal; between the more and the less, the sufficient; between the
sharp and the flat, the harmonious):

By way of opposition we conceive things in virtue of their opposition to one
another, suchpas good and bad, just and unjust, profitable and unprofitable,
holy and unholy, pious and impious,. . . and other similar cases. By way ofrelation we conceive things in relation to something else, such as right and
left, above and below, double and half. For the right is conceived in its relation
to the left, and the left in relation to the right, the below in relation to the
above and vice versa, and . . . other cases. They say things conceived in opposi-tion differ from things conceived in relation. For in the cases of opposites, the
destruction of one is the coming to be of the other, as in the case of health and
disease, motion and rest. For the arising of disease is the ceasing of health, the
arising of health the ceasing of disease, the existence of motion the destruc-
tion of rest and vice versa. The same argument holds of pain and painlessness,
good and bad, and in general of all that have an opposed nature. But relatives
involve the joint presence and removal of one another. For nothing is rightunless something is left of it, and every double presupposes a half of which it isthe double. . . . [T]here is in general no mean of opposites, for example ofhealth and disease, of life and death, of motion land rest. In the case of things

9. P. Wilpert, Zwez' aristotelische Friihschnfien, esp. 172—202; Kramer, Arete, 282—379,
438—42,and also Platone, 159ff. [Am. ed., 80ff.]; Gaiser, Platons, 24ff., 73—88, 177ff., and
also see “Quellenkritische Probleme der indirekten Platonfiberlieferung,” in Idee und
Zahl, 31—84, esp. 63ff.
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which have relative determination, there is such a mean. For the things deter-
mined as greater and less in relation to something may have a mean in what is
equal, and in the same way the sufficient is the mean of the more and less, and
the well-tuned of the sharp and flat.10

It is hardly necessaryto point out that, as in the case of Ideal numbers,
this categorical distinction, and hence these different categories, are
not purely logical and abstract distinctions, but uncover the very struc-
ture of being.Wilpert has emphasized,with reference to the first group
of categories, that they are self-sufficient beings, and that we are faced
with the archetypal “parallelism of knowledge and being,”11 and hence
with the internal relation between logico-epistemologyand ontology.
And the same obviously holds also for the relative opposites, both gener-
ally and particularly. Thuswe are presented with the most general Ideas,
which Kramer suggests should be called the Meta-Ideas.

III. THE STRUCTURAL DEPENDENCEOF THIS THREEFOLD CATEGORICAL
DISTINCTION ON THE FIRST PRINCIPLES

The aim of this categorical tripartition was to reduce or subsume all
things without exception, by successive stages of simplification, under
the Principles, which are the fundamental, simple, and absolute reali-
ties and the Principles of all things.12
The procedure of this categorical distinction of being is based on a

schema of relations characteristic of the Idealworld, rising from species
to genus, that is, toward the ever more universal. Here is how this
categorical distinction occurs in the concrete:

1. The “self-sufficient beings” (or substances) fall under the genus of
Unity. The self—existent beings or substances are beings which are per-
fectly differentiated, defined, and determined; and, as we have seen, a
thing is differentiated, defined, and determined exactly insofar as it is
one (a result of the action of the One).
AsWilpert correctly points out, the essence of “self-sufficient beings,”

that is, their substantiality, is unity: “ [T]he unity of the multiple explains
the essence of substantial beings. Substance is substance only insofar as
it is one.”13

10. Sextus Empiricus,Adv. math 10.264—68 [Gaiser, 32; Kramer, 111.1 2; Findlay, 427—
42.8.1 7).

1 1. P.Wilpert, Zwei an'stotelische Fn’ihschnfien,184.
12. In addition to the passage quoted above, see Simplicius, In Arist. Phys. 24.7.30-

24.8. 1 5 Diels [Gaiser, 3 1; Kramer,111.1 3; Findlay, 425 .1 6] and the relevantpassages from
the DivisionesAn'stoteleae [Gaiser, 43 and 44 AB; Kramer, III 27—3 1].

1 3. P.Wilpert, Zwez’ aristotelischeFriihschnfien, 187.
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2a. The beingswhich bear to each other the relation of “opposition of
contrariety,” that is, the contraries, fall under the genera of “equality”and “inequality” (different). The first member of this set is not subject
to “more or less,” while the second is so. For example, whereas what is
immobile cannot be more or less immobile and the suitable cannot be
more or less suitable, what is moved can be more or less moved and
what is unsuitable can be more or less unsuitable.
From these genera, it is easy to rise further toward the Principles. The

“equal” is subsumed under the One, because the One is the primary
representation of equality itself. On the otherhand, insofar as it implies
the more or less, the “unequal” implies excess or defect, and so is
referred to the Principle of indefinite Duality. ,

2b. The beingswhich form pairs of “correlatives” imply a reference to
“excess and defect,” in that their mutual relations are structurally indef-
inite, given that each term can increase or decrease, and so become
“more or less.” For example, in the pair “great and small” each term can
be “more or less” than it is at a given moment. The same holds for “high
and low” and for other correlatives. Indeed, this type of relation is
based on the indeterminateness of the two terms. These beings fall
under the genus of “excess and defect.” And “excess and defect” fall
under the Principle of the indefinite Dyad.

Of course, the reduction to Principles explained above does not imply
that some entities depend only on the first Principle and others depend
only on the second, because everythingwhich follows from the Princi-
ples implies a mixture and synthesis of both.
The reduction to Principles implies rather that in some entities the

action of the first Principle (of the One) is more important, while in
others the action of the second Principle (of the indeterminate Dyad) is
more significant.
In every case, unity is the fundamental ontological constituent, even

if-its importance varies relative to the opposed Principle. The following
text may be of use here:
But these three kinds of being, that of things that exist by themselves, of

things conceived as opposites, and of things conceived relatively, must have akind ranged above themselves, which is first in being since every genus existsprior to the species ranged under it. If this genus is destroyed, all its species goto destruction with it, but if a species is destroyed, the genus remains undis-mantled. The species depends on the genus and not vice versa. The followers
of Pythagorasthen placed the one in a position of transcendence over the classof things conceived by themselves. For it is through this one that this class has
self-existence, so that each distinct entity is a single thing and can be contem-
plated on its own. And over the things spoken of oppositely, they placed as
ruling genus the equality and inequality. In these the whole nature of all
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opposites displays itself; the nature of rest, for example, in an equalitywhich
admits neither of more or less, and of motion in inequality, since it admits
both of them. In the same manner what is natural is seen in equality—the
summit cannot be surpassed—whilewhat is unnatural is seen in inequality,
since it admits the more and less. The same rule applies to health and disease,
and to straightness and crookedness. Relatives, however, fall under the genus
of excess and defect. Great and greater, many and more, high and higher are
conceived by way of excess, whereas small and smaller, few and fewer, low and
lower are conceived by way of defect. But since thing, self-existent, opposite,
and relative are genera that have been found to be subordinate to other gen—
era, that is, to Unity or equality-inequalityor excess-defect, we must consider
whether those higher genera cannot be referred to yet higher ones. Plainly
equality is subsumed underunity—forunity is the prime case of self-equality—
while inequality is seen in excess and defect, since unequal things are those of
which one exceeds while the other is exceeded. But excess and defect are
ranged under the account of the indefinite dyad, since the prime excess and
defect occurs among two terms, the exceeding and the exceeded term.14 ~

IV. THE “DIVISION OF THE CONTRARIES”AS PART OF PLATo’s
CATEGORICALDIVISION OF ALL BEINGs

Here, we also encounter the “division of the contraries,” that is, the
systematic determination and division of the highest pairs of contraries,
which are related to (2a) above. In View of their universality and
generality, the Ideas that fall under these supreme pairs of contraries
can be calledMeta-Ideas. Here, by way of example, are four of the most
important pairs: Identity-Difference, Similarity-Dissimilarity, Motion—
Rest, and Odd—Even.
Such pairs of contraries interested Aristotle, who devoted a work to

them (unfortunately now lost) under the title of Division of the Contrar-
ies, in which, as Alexander attests, he reproduced material taken from
Plato’s lectures 0n the Good.
Clearly this distinction of very general Ideas was also made with the

same aim as that of the categorical division, ofwhich it forms a specific
and detailed part. That is, Plato aimed to subsume the general Ideas
which constitute the contraries under the two supreme Principles.15
The function of these Ideas must have been “normative” and similar

to the Ideal numbers.16
Each member of the pairs of contraries is already the synthetic result

of both of the two Principles, although the Principle of Unity is more

14. Sextus Empiricus,Adv. math. 1 0.269—7 5 [Gaiser, 32; Kramer, 111.1 2; Findlay, 428—
29. 1 7].

1 5. See the documents given in Gaiser, Test. Plat, 39A—42B, and in Kramer,Platone, III
1 4—2 1 (reproduced in part by Findlay, 63 1—32 [texts 1 9—2 3] ).

16. Cf. above pp. 1 55ff.
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important in the first Idea in each pair of contraries and the Dyad in the
second Idea of the pair. Identity, for example, is not the One, but is its
first qualification (it is the first determination of the indeterminate in
which Unity is dominant). Likewise, Difference is not pure indetermi-
nation, but it is the first determination of the indeterminate (in which
indeterminateness dominates the One), and so on.

V. THE Two ASPECTSOF THE DIALECTICALPROCESS: THE
REDUCTIONTo THE ELEMENTS AND GENERALIZATION

In the procedure which leads to the identification of the Ideas with
the numerical logoz', and from these to the highest principles, we find in
play a kind of method which is aimed at uncovering the simplest and
most elementary constituents and at specifying the primary “elements.”
On the other hand, in the procedure of the categorical division, a

greater role is given to a method which is directed toward ever more
universal genera, ending with the most universal.
Kramer summarizes the position as follows:

What is at issue is, substantially, two different forms of thought, which, onthe whole, complement each other, but which are sometimes in opposition or,rather, in competition with one another: (a) that process of reducing things totheir elements associatedwith the mathematical model which, analyzingevery-thing into smaller and smaller parts, refers them to their ultimate and simplest
principles; this form of thought is chiefly concerned with the reduction of the
number series and dimensions; (b) the process of generalization, of Socratic
origin, which rises from the particular to the ever more general; this form of
thinking refers [to the realm of the universals in the narrow sense, and especial-
ly to the Meta-Ideas mentioned above, of identity, equality, similarity and their
contraries. These categorical concepts, or concepts of reflection, as theywouldbe called today, have a normative role relative to the universal, similar to thatof the Ideal numbers. They stand to the principles in the same relation as the
species stand to the genera, in that, for example, identity and similarity are

_
species of unity, difference and dissimilarity are species of multiplicity. The

' categorical reduction or generalization, which has only been given closer at-tention since the work of Paul Wilpert, plays a role, in the Unwritten Doc-
trines, of equal weightwith the process of reducing things to their elements.
We must therefore bear in mind that Plato has at his disposal a plurality ofmethods, in consequence of which the principles acquire two aspects both as
primary element and most general genus (unity, therefore, means the sim-
plest and the most universal). Platowas clearly trying to use a variety of conver-
gent tools to grasp the whole of being, as far as possible fully and without gaps,and to guarantee thereby the greatest universalitypossible for the principles.(Such a methodological pluralism can be related, albeit distantly, with the
pluralism of perspectives to be found in the dialogues).17

1 7. Kramer, Platone, 161 ff. [Am. ed., 8 1ff.].
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This claim, for all it may be shocking to some scholars, turns out
however to be very helpful for explaining not only the general plan of
Platonic method, but also certain developments in the Academy, and
even some very controversial points of Aristotelian metaphysics.
Let us begin with a passage of Aristotle, in which he considers this

twofold method in the Academy:
How then is one the principle? Because it is not divisible, they say; but both

the universal, and the particular or the element, are indivisible. But they are
starting-points in different ways, one in definition and the other in time. In
which way, then, is one the principle? As has been said, the right angle is
thought to be prior to the acute, and the acute to the right, and each is one.
Accordingly they make one the principle in both ways. But this is impossible.
For the universal is one as form or substance,while the element is one as a part
or as matter. For each of the two is in a sense one—in truth each of the two
units exists potentially (at least if the number is a unity and not like a heap,
that is, if different numbers consist of differentiated units, as they say), but not
in complete reality.18

We may set aside questions about the elaborations and developments
of the two methods, which led someAcademics into conflict with each
other, and concentrate instead on how, quite apart from such criticisms,
Aristotle himself took them over to solve the truly radical problem of
his own metaphysics.
In BookE of the Metaphysics Aristotle tries to demonstrate the harmo-

ny of the ontology and theology, which, since Jaeger, scholars have
supposed to be an unsuccessful attempt to unify the two definitions of
metaphysicswhich the historical genetic interpretation has considered
logically irreconcilable,19 but which in the light of the new interpretive
paradigm of the Tubingen School can be seen to be, at least in large
measure, consistent, and in any case, not interpretable in Jaeger’s
terms. Here is the passage in question:
For one might raise the question whether first philosophy is universal, or

dealswith one genus, that is, some one kind of being; for not even the mathe-
matical sciences are all alike in this respect—geometry and astronomy each
deal with a certain particular kind of reality, while universal mathematics ap-
plies alike to all. We answer that if there is no substance other than those which
are formed by nature, natural sciencewill be the first science; but if there is an
immovable substance, the science of this must be prior to the other sciences
and must be first philosophy, and universal in this way, because it is first. And
it will belong to this to consider being qua being—both what it is and the
attributes which belong to it qua being?0

1 8. Aristotle,MetaphysicsM 8.1 o84b 1 3—23.
1 9. Jaeger, Aiistotle,2 1 7.
20. Aristotle,MetaphysicsE 1 .1026a23—32.
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Jaeger and many other scholars considered this passage as “a note
taken out of context,” “a later addition,” made byAristotle to reconcile
his “first,” Platonicallyinspired, conception ofmetaphysics, understood
as theology, with his later conception of metaphysics as the theory of
being qua being, wholly different in kind from the first, and fully Aristo-
telian (that is, no longer Platonic). But, Jaeger continues, the gloss not
only does not succeed in eliminating the contradiction, but it even
accentuates the gap which it is supposed to mediate between the two
positions that underlie the two conceptions ofmetaphysics.21
We have shown in our volume on The Concept ofFirst Philosophy 22 on

the basis of criticism internal to Aristotle’s text that far from being a
“gloss,” the passage ofBook E quoted above expressessuch basic Aristo-
telian convictions that it recurs in its entirety in Book F:

And there are as manyparts of philosophy as there are kinds of substance, sothat there must necessarily be among them a “first” philosophy, and one which
is “second.” For being is divided . . . into genera; and the sciences too will
correspond to these genera. For the philosopher is like the mathematician, as
that word is used; for mathematics also has parts, and there is a first and asecond science and other successive ones within the sphere of mathematics.”
But since there is one kind of thinker who is above even the natural philoso-

pher (for nature is only one . . . genus of being), the discussionof these truths
also will belong to him whose inquiry is universal and deals with primary sub-
stance. Physics also is one kind ofwisdom, but it is not the first wisdom?4

The science ofmathematics (firstmathematics) is universal, insofar as
it is concerned with numbers and their basic “elements,” and these are
the foundation and condition of all the other mathematical sciences,
which, despite the diversity of their objects, cannot advance except onthe basis of numbers.

2 1. Here arejaeger’s exactwords: “This gloss does not remove the contradiction. Onthe contrary, it only makes it more obvious. In attempting here to combine the twodefinitions he understands by a universalscience a science of the ‘first’ object, which is a
principle in a more comprehensive sense than are the other kinds of being; but in F1,and the beginning of E, universalmeant that which does not refer to any particular partof being at all, and Aristotlecould not and does not assert that the immaterial moversofthe stars are not ‘particular beings’ [5v 1'1] nor ‘one sort of being’ [cpuotg Tlg uia 1'06
Svrog]. One might perhaps be inclined to suspect that neither the problem [dnogia] orits solution [kéctg], which looks so much like an observation en passant, comes from‘Aristotle himself; but since it also appears in the other versionofK8, and since it express-es a contradiction that is really present, there is nothing for it but to admit that the
philosopher did not find the solution of the problem, or at any rate that it did not occurto him until after the two versions were already fused together” [An’stotla 2 18].

22. G. Reale, Il concetto, 14gff. [Am. ed., 17off.]. See also, ibid., 1 14—21 [Am. ed.,
1 2 5—3 1 ] .

23. Aristotle,Metaphysicsf‘2.1004a2—g.
24. Ibid.,3.1005a33—1005b2.
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“First philosophy,” or metaphysics, is universal in the same sense. If
there were no substance besides sensible substances, physics would be
the first of all the sciences, and as such it would be the most universal,
because the principles investigated by it would be the “principles of all
beings,” that is, of the whole of reality. If, on the other hand, there are
immobile, eternal, transcendent beings, the sciencewhich has this sub-
stance as its object of inquiry will be superior to the other sciences and
would be first because it investigates the first substance (the primary
principle); insofar as it is first, it will be also universal, insofar as the
principle of all things is a universal principle?5
We have presented this example to emphasize the fruitfulness which

the new interpretive paradigm of the Tiibingen School offers not only
for reading Plato, but also for deepening the interpretation ofAristotle
in relation to its most sensitive problems.As the passages whichwe have
quoted above show quite clearly, Aristotle too employed both of Plato’s
methods, of reduction to the elements (as his references to mathematics
show), and of generalizing (as his references to the universal show);
moreover, he considered them to be in harmony. And this fully con-
firms, with materials external to Aristotle’s text, whatwe showed at the
beginning of the 19608, restricting ourselves to materials internal to
Aristotle’s text.
Other themes in Aristotelian metaphysics would be illuminated if

theywere examined in the light of the methods of universalizingand of
reduction to elements, such as, for example, the complex question of
substance, which Aristotle discusses both horizontally and vertically,
continually crossing over the levels of the two methods.
Butwhatwe have said is more than sufficient to vindicate the position

which we are upholding in this volume and whose foundations we are
seeking to evince.

25. G. Reale, Il concetto, 1 lgff. [Am. ed., 129ff.].





10 Connections betweenAncient GreekAesthetics
and Spirituality, and the Theory of Ideas,
Numbers, and Principles

1. THE IDEAS AS OBJECTS OF INTELLECTUAL VISION ARE A

CHARACTERISTICINVENTIONOF THE ANCIENT GREEKSPIRIT

Let us begin by noting that the term “Idea” is the normal translation
of the Greek terms “i8éa” and “eifiog.”Unfortunately the translation (a
transliteration) is not the happiest because in modern usage “Idea” has
taken on a sense which is alien to the Platonic meaning. We shall indi-
catewhy “Form” wouldbe a more appropriate translation. By “Idea,” we
moderns understand a concept, a thought, a mental construct, a mental
representation, something at the psychological or noetic level; by con-
trast, by the notion of “Idea,” Plato understands something which, in a
certain sense, constitutes the specific object of thought, that is to say,
that on which thought is directly turned, that without which thought
would not be thought: in short, Platonic Ideas are not products of
thought. Rather, they are the things which are absolutely true beings.
The terms “ifiéa” and “Sioog” are derived from “ioeiv,” which means

“to see,” and in Greek before Plato theywere chiefly used to refer to the
Visible shape of a thing, that is, the exterior form and the shape which is
grasped by the eyes, hence the sensible “look” of the thing.
Later, idea and eidos were used by extension to refer to the internal

constitution, that is, the specific nature of the thing, the essence of the
thing. This second use, rare before Plato, comes to be fixed in the
metaphysical terminology of our philosOpher.
Thus Plato uses idea and eidos to refer to this internal constitution, this

metaphysicalstructure or essence of natural things,which is intrinsically
intelligible; he also uses as synonyms the terms “oficia,” that is, sub-
stance or essence, as well as “cpéotg,” meaning the nature of things, the
reality of things.1

1. On the genesis of the terms Idea and Eidos the following works are important: C.
Ritter, Neue Untersuchungen iiber Plato (Munich, 1910); A. E. Taylor, Van'a Socratica (Ox-
ford, 191 1); G. F. Else, “The Terminology of the Ideas,” in Harvard Studies in Classical
Philology48 (Cambridge,Mass., 1 936); K. von Fritz, Philosophieund sprachlicherAusdruck bei
Demokn't, Plato andAn'stoteles (NewYork, 1 938; reprint, Darmstadt, 1 963 ); andW. D. Ross,

179
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The issue whichwemust try to understand is this: How is it that a term
which originally meant the object of sight later came to mean the
highest metaphysical form of being? Fully to grasp the reasons which
brought Plato to invent the theory of Ideas is to understand the close
bond which, for the ancient Greeks, conceptually united the notions of
“sight,” “form,” and “being.”
Scholars have often articulated how the spiritual civilization of the

ancient Greekswas a civilization of “sight” and hence of “form” which is
the object of sight, and that in many respects it is opposed, for example,
to Hebraic civilization for which the predominant motif is “hearing”
and “listening” (to hear the “voice” and “word” of God and the pro—
phets). This account is correct and of the highest importance for the
historical-philosophical understanding of Plato’s theory of Ideas, since
that theory is, in a certain sense, the most important philosophical
expression of the general sensibility of the ancient Greeks.
Democritus used the term idea to refer to the atoms, meaning the

geometrical shape or form which was indivisible and taken to be invisi-
ble to physical eyes but graspable only by the mind.2 Democritus’satom
idea is, therefore, “the filled” which is quantitativelydifferentiated and
determined; it is visible only to the intellect, not to the senses; it is
nevertheless physical. The “form” of the Atomists is purely material,
insofar as it is determined and differentiated only quantitatively. Thus,
it can be said that before “the Platonic Idea, which is qualitative, imma-
terial, and purposeful, there is the Democritean idea which is quantita-
tive, material, and necessary.”3
Anaxagoras also followed a similar path, as is shown by his postula-

tion of the infinitely many seeds (homoiomeries). The totality of the
homoiomeries is a “formed” world, in which “every form is crystallized and
so to speak sublimated, in that the infinite differences of realitynot only
are justified in their innumerable variety, but even shown to be infinite-
ly more true than they seem. . . .”4 In a famous fragment, Anaxagoras
explicitly used the term idea, speaking of “seeds” which have “shapes
[ideas], colors, and tastes of every kind.”5 Even this “primordial qualita-
tiveness” can be grasped in its purity only by thought and not by the

Plato’s Theory ofIdeas (Oxford, 1951). Further bibliographical information is to be found
in the works of Brisson and Cherniss as indicated above, in Chapter 7, note 1.

2. For the signi¥cancewhich the term had in Democritus,V. E. Al¥eri’s Atomos Idea.
L’origine del concetto dell’atomo nel pensiero greco (Florence, 1953; reedited by CongedoEditore, Galatina, 1979) is fundamental.

3. A1¥eri, Atomos Idea, 54, 602.
4. G. Calogero, Storia della logica antica (Bari: Laterza, 1967), 268.
5. Anaxagoras, frag. 4 DK. See what we say in this regard in our History of Ancient

Philosophy, 1: 163ff.
'
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senses, though it does not extend beyond the sphere Of the physical.
Just as in the case ofAtomism, we are within the sphere Of the material.

Plato’s crucial move is made possible only by the SecondVoyage: the
Forms or Platonic Ideas are primordially immaterial qualitativeness,
and hence are realities of a nonphysical but metaphysical character.
Friedlander correctlywrites: “Plato possessed . . . the plastic eye Of the

Greeks, an eye akin to that bywhich Polykleitos perceived the canon . . . ;

and also to the eye by which Greek mathematicians looked at the pure
geometrical forms. Itwouldseemthat Platowouldhave been aware Of this
gift, which among all the thinkers it had fallen to his lot.”6 The evidence
for this awareness is the fact that Plato coined the expressions“thevision
Of the mind”and “thevision Of the soul” to refer to the intellect’s capacity
for thinking and for grasping essences.7
The analogy is clear: the things we grasp with bodily eyes are physi-

cal forms; the things we grasp with the “eye Of the soul” are, rather,
nonphysical forms: intellectual vision grasps intelligible forms, which
are pure essences. “Ideas” are the eternal essences Of goodness, truth,
beauty, justice, and the like whichwhen it is stretched to the limit Of its
capacities, and moves in the pure realm Of the intelligible, the intellect
succeeds in “discerning,”and “observing.”
For Plato, there is a metaphysicalconnection between the sight of the

eye of the soul and the cause to which we owe this sight. Intellectual
sight implies as its ground what the Intellect sees: the Ideas. Hence, the
Ideas depend upon a close bond, a unified structure linking sight, the-
Object-Of-sight, and being. In this way, with the theory of Ideas, Plato
expresses one Of the great spiritual motifs Of the ancient Greeks.
But if the theory of Ideas is so characteristic of the spiritualityOf the

ancient Greeks, what are we to say Of the theory of the Principles?Does
'

it jeopardize our account, or confirm it and fill it out?

II. THE ROOTS OF PLATO’S REDUCTIONOF THE IDEAS To NUMBERS IN
THE PLASTICARTS OF THE GREEKS AND IN THEIR “CANON”

The Platonic protology, by going beyond the theory of Ideas, has
been considered by some scholars as extremely abstract, and even con-
voluted, especially in the particular form in which it is reconstructed by

6. P. Friedlander, Platon (Berlin 1928, 19643) , 1:13.
7. On this important metaphor, see B. Schweitzer, Platon und die bildendeKunst der

Griechen (Tfibingen, 1953), 13ff.;G]. Classen, Spriichliche Deutung als Triebkmftplatonis-
chen und sokmtischenPhilosophierens(Munich, 1 959) , 43ff.; Friedlander, Platon, 1 :1 6ff. The
expressionsOf Plato quoted are: 1‘1 rfig Stavoiag511m; (Symposium 2 19A) and fi Tfic; tbuxfig
6'1th (Republic519B).
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the Tubingen School. In other words, this doctrine is taken to be an
impoverishment of the magnificent theory of Ideas, which is more in-
teresting, more beautiful, and much more stimulating.
It seems to us on the other hand that the Platonic protology recon-

structed according to the new paradigm is, like the theory of Ideas and
perhaps more so, an utterly genuine metaphysical expression of the
firmest and deepest roots of ancient Greek sensibilities, as theymanifest
themselves in art, in religion, and in great moral rules, as well as in
philosophy. 1

As evidence for this Viewwe shall develop two lines of thought about
two of the more debatable claims of the protology,which are also two
significant anomalies for the traditional paradigm. A first consideration
concerns the reduction of the Ideas to Numbers, while the second
concerns the two supreme Principles of the One and the indefinite
Dyad of the great-and-small.
What does it mean to reduce the Ideas to Numbers? If this doctrine is

certainly not an invention of Plato’s followers or a misunderstanding,
then, from the viewpoint of the balanced and sunny spirituality of the
Greeks, does it not perhaps signal a regression, or even a damaging
lapse in Plato’s speculation?
We may rework, in the present broader context, the response we

gave in the theoretical and philosophical context. The protology not
only does not signal a regression from the formulation of the theory of
Ideas to be found in the dialogues, but, rather, it is a logical and neces-
sary consequence of1t. To explain the theory of Ideas of the dialogues
and the “visual” dimension which it implies, Friedlander notes (as we
have already quoted) that “Plato possessed . . . an eye akin to that by
which Polykleitos perceived the canon . . . and also to the eye bywhich
Greek mathematicians looked at the pure geometrical forms.”8 Fried-
lander, who took very little account of the Unwritten Doctrines of Pla-
to, could not have imagined how widely this statement could be ap-
plied, nor how useful it could be for understanding the reduction of
the Ideas to Numbers.
We may pause briefly'over the plastic arts and the “canon,” which

offer an excellent cultural analogy for the theory of Ideal numbers in
ancient Greece. Architecture, sculpture, and even pottery were based
on a “canon” corresponding to a nomos (law), which regulated music.
This “canon,” unlike what we find in other civilizations, expressed an
essential “rule of perfection,” which the ancient Greeks specified by a
perfect proportion which was numerically expressible. Therefore, the

8. See note 6 above.
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“Form” (= Idea), which was variously embodied in the plastic arts, was
reducible by the ancient Greeks to a numerical ratio and to number.
Let us take some examples fromW. Tatarkiewicz’s History ofAesthetics.

Writing about architecture and in particular about temples, he says:

In a Greek temple each detail had its due proportion. If we take half the
width of a column as a module, then the Athenian Thesaeum has a six-column
facade of 27 modules: the six columns measure 1 2 modules, the three middle
aisles cover3.2 modules, the two side aisles 2.7 each—27 in all. The relation of
a column to the middle aisle is thus 2:3.2, or 5:8. The triglyph is one module
wide and the metope is 1.6 of this, so their relation again is 5:8. The same
numbers are to be found in manyDoric temples.9

In this connection, Tatarkiewicz adduces the following illustrative
passage ofVitruvius:
The module is the basis of all calculations.The diameter of a column should

equal 2 modules, the height of a column, with the capital, 14 modules. The
height of the capital should equal one module, its width 2 modules and V6. . . .

The architrave together with the tenia and the drops should be 1 module in
height. . . . Above the architrave should be placed the triglyphs and the me-
topes; the triglyphs should be V2 modules high and 1 module wide.10

In short, all the elements of the architectonic construction “were de-
termined numerically.”11
Sculpture is the same. “The canon of sculpture,” explains Tatark-

iewicz, “was also numerical and depended on a fixed proportion. As
Galen informs us, beauty resides ‘in the proportions . . . of the parts,
that is to say, of finger to finger and of all the fingers to the palm and
wrist, and of these to the forearm, and of the forearm to the upper arm,
and of all the parts to each other, as set forth in the Canon of Polykle-
itos.”12 It is clear, that the famous “canon” of Polyclitus expressed the
proportion of the parts as convertible into precise “numerical rela-
tions.” The perfection of shape and form portrayed in sculpture was
subsumed under geometrical shapes. Tatarkiewicz writes again: “Dur-
ing the Greek classical period the idea was also established that the
body of an ideally built man could be contained within the simple
geometric figures of the circle and the square. ‘If we lay a man on his
back with his legs and arms outstretched and draw a circle with its

9. W. Tatarkiewicz, HistoryofAesthetics, Vol. 1: AncientAesthetics (Paris, Warsaw, and The
Hague, 1970), 51.

10. Ibid.
1 1. Ibid.
12. Ibid., 55. The passage quoted from Galen is at De plac. Hipp. et Plat. V. Muller

5.42 5; this passage is collected among the testimonies of Polyclitus in DK 4oA3 (1.391).
On the “canon,” see H. Oppel, “KANQN,” Philologus (1937), Supplement.
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center in the man’s navel, the circumference of the circle will touch the
tips of the man’s fingers and his toes.’”13 So also, if we imagine a man
with arms and hands stretched out, and we trace a straight line from
hand to hand, and then a straight line from hand to foot on the right
and on the left and from foot to foot, we Obtain a square (which is
perfectly inscribed within the circle we described above) the diagonals
ofwhich intersect exactly at the navel. This is the now classic representa-
tion which is called the homo quadratus (in Greek dvég Tergo’tymvog).
Also in the art ofvase-makingthere were canons expressed by numer-

ical ratios, which regulated the relations between the height and the
width, and they go from the simplest (1:1) to the most complex, which
embody the ratio of the golden section, which was widely used in the
construction of buildings and statues.14
The plastic eye of Greece did not see Form or Shape (Idea) as ulti-

mate, but saw, beyond it: number and numerical relation.
Transferring all this onto the level achieved by Plato’s Second Voy—

age, we can see the clear correspondence on the metaphysical level of
what the ancient Greeks expressed with their artistic creations. The
Ideas, expressing the spiritual forms and the essences of things, are not
the ultimate grounds, but presuppose something further, which consists
in numbers and in numerical relations, and hence in the supreme
Principles from which the Numbers and numerical relations derive
(naturally, at the metaphysical level, as we have explained above).

III. THE PLATONIC THEORY OF THE Two OPPOSED SUPREME
PRINCIPLESMYTHICALLY EXPRESSED THE THEOLOGICAL
AND RELIGIOUS CONCEPTION OF THE ANCIENT GREEKS

We move to consider to what extent the theory of the two supreme
Principles, far from being marginal, illuminatingly represents a scheme
of thought that expresses the core of ancient Greek sensibility.
Ifwe look at the most complete expression of Greek theology, that is,

the Theogony of Hesiod, we can see that, from the very beginning, the
cosmic forces and gods are divided into two clearly opposed realms,
with Chaos and Gaia at their heads and characterized respectively by
“formlessness” and by “form,” which, with this opposition, epitomizes the
whole of reality.15

13. W. Tatarkiewicz, History ofAesthetics, 58ff.
14. Ibid., 5gff.
15. We call the attention of the reader to the interesting study of P. Philippson,

Genealogie als mythische Form: Studien zur Theogonie des Hesiod (a supplementary volume of
SymbalaeOsloeuses [0810, 1936]; reprinted with Thessalische Ulythologie in Untersuchungen



Connections betweenAncient Greek Aesthetics and Spirituality 1 85

In the second phase of the theogony, that is, with the advent of the
reign of Zeus and hence of the remaining Olympian gods, this basic
conception is still in evidence. The Titans defeated by Zeus were cast
down into Tartarus, which is the “counter-worldat the opposite pole”16
from Olympus. Each of the gods is like a mixture of forces having
opposed features. For example, Apollo has as his device the sweet-
sounding lyre and the bow and cruel arrows; Artemis is a virgin and at
the same time is the protectress of childbirth, and so on. In addition,
every divinity has another divinity as its polar opposite, as, for example,
Apollo has as his polar opposite Dionysus, Artemis has as her polar
opposite Aphrodite, and so on.17
Paula Philippson rightly observed that “the bipolar form” is the basic

structure of Greek theogony and of the Greekway of thinking in gener-
a1.18 Here is what she has to say on the matter, which eloquently under-
writes our own claims:

The bipolar form of thought sees, conceives, models and organizes the
world, as unities, pairs of contraries. They are the form in which the world is
presented to the Greek spirit, which transforms and conceives the multiplicity
of the world in and through an arrangement. These pairs of contraries or
polar opposites of thought are fundamentally different from pairs of contrar-
ies in monistic or dualistic thought, within which they are mutually exclusive,
if they are in contention with each other, they are destroyed, or if reconciled,
cease to exist as contraries. . . . In the form of polar thought the contraries in a
given pair are not only each indissolublyjoined to the other, as the poles of the
axis of a sphere, but they are so conditioned by their opposition in their most
intimate logical existence, that is, as polar, without the opposite pole, each
would also be deprived of its sense. Each, like its contrary—and like the axis
which separates them at the same time as joining them as contraries in the
same way as the axis which separates them—isa part of a greater unitywhich is
not exhaustively definable in terms of them: in geometrical terms, they are
points on the surface of a sphere which is complete in itself. This polar form of
thinking is essential to every embodiment of Greek thought. For that reason,
even the Greek View of the divine is also formed with its imprint.19

We are now in a position to see how this “bipolar form,” which
characterized ancient Greek thought in all its manifestations, is clearly
stamped on the theory of the highest Principles, namely, the One/Dyad
and the related theses,which Plato expressesin his Unwritten Doctrines
and to which he alludes also in his writings.

iiberdengriechischen Mythos [Zurich, 1 944]); the Italian translation ofboth works cited is by
A. Brelich, Origini eforme del mito g'reco (Turin: Boringhieri, 1 983).

16. Philippson, Origini, 5 1.
1 7. Ibid., 67.
1 8. Ibid., 65-68.
19. Ibid.,65—66.
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IV. PRESOORATIO PRECURSORS OF THE BIPOLARFORM
IN PLATO’s THEORY OF THE FIRST PRINCIPLES

The general tendency of the ancient Greeks to conceive reality as
deriving from a supreme pair of opposites (one positive and the other
negative) is recorded from the very beginning. Parmenides, for exam-
ple, says that “mortals” (that is, men) have posited two primordial real-
ities, represented by “light” and “obscure night,” as the principles from
which all things arise.20 Ifwe accept a new interpretation of this aspect
of Parmenides’ thought, the anticipation of the Platonic theory which
we are discussing becomes even more marked?1 Parmenides writes:
“They have made up their minds to name two forms, ofwhich theymust
not name (as many as) one—that is where they have gone astray.”22
Hence, “mortals” have erred because they have not understood that

the two forms are included in a higher necessaryunity, that is, the unity
of being. In Fragment 9, he writes:
But since all things are named Light and Night, and names have been given

to each class of things according to the power of one or the other (Light or
Night), everything is full equally of Light and invisible Night, as both are
equal, because to neither of them belongs any share (of the other) .23

Overcoming the error of mortals, Parmenides would unify within
being “Light,” “Night,” and their duality.24
Empedocles’ position is very interesting; he maintained that the mix-

ture and the separation of the four elements (water, air, fire, and earth)
which produce the generation and corruption of all things, are caused
by the two great cosmic powers, Love and Strife. So, Empedocles main-
tained a strongly bipolar conception of the global structure of reality.25
But the position closest to Plato’s is undoubtedly that of the Pythago-

reans, who not only maintained that numbers are the principles of all
things, but who also affirmed that, because numbers themselves are
derived from further elements, the elements from which they are de-
rived are the elements of all things. Here is one the most significant
testimonies, from Aristotle:

2o. Parmenides describes them in exactly these terms, while the later doxographers
will call these principles “hot” and “cold.”

2 1. See whatwe say in the update of Zeller: E. Zeller and R. Mondolfo, La £loso£a dez'
Grecz' nel suo sviluppo ston’co, Part 1, Vol. 3: Eleati, ed. G. Reale (Florence:La Nuova Italia
Editrice, 1 967) 246ff., 25off., 3 l 3ff.; see also Reale, Melissa. Testimonianze eframmenti,226—34.

22. Parmenides frag. 8.53ff. DK
23. Ibid., frag. 9 DK.
24. For the defense and documentation of this interpretation, see our works men-

tioned in note 2 1 above.
2 5. Cf. Empedocles frag. 1 7, W. 27ff. and frag. 26 DK.
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They [the Pythagoreans] were the first to take up mathematics, not only
advanced this study, but also having been brought up in it they thought its
principles were the principles of all things. Since these principles, numbers,
are by nature the first, and in numbers they seemed to see many resemblances
to the things that exist and come into being—more than in fire and earth and
water (such and such a modification of numbers being justice, another being
soul and reason, another being opportunity—and similarly almost all other
things being numerically expressible); since, again, they saw that the modifica-
tions and the ratios of the musical scales were expressible in numbers; —since,
then, all other things seemed in their whole nature to be modeled on num-
bers, and numbers seemed to be the first things in the whole of nature, they
supposed the elements of numbers to be the elements of all things, and the
whole heaven to be a musical scale and a number.26

This view closely prefigures Plato’s, in the following way. Numbers
are all divided into two species, odd and even, except the One, which is
an exception, being capable of generating the odd and the even. Inso-
far as each thing is reducible to number, it is an expression of an even
number or an odd number.27 But the odd and the even are not the
ultimate elements. Philolaus, propounding and elaborating a concep-,
tion which must have been present in the earliest Pythagoreanism, if
not in Pythagorashimself, speaks explicitly of the unlimited (or indeter-
minate or infinite) and of the limit (or limiting or determining) as the
first and highest principles of all things:
All things are necessarily either limiting or unlimited, or both limiting and

unlimited. But there could not be only unlimited [<otherwise nothing could
be known>].Because, then, it is clear that the things which exist could not be
constituted neither only of limiting elements nor only of limited elements, it is
evident that the universe and the things which are in it are constituted by the
harmony of the unlimited and limiting elements.28

The point of contact with the Platonic theory of the highest Princi-
ples is quite clear. And that the early Pythagoreans and Pythagoras
himself followed such a route is shown by the fact that they conceived
the unlimited as a void circumscribing the whole, and they represented
the universe as arising from a kind of “inspiration” of this void on the
part of the One. Numbers and things were generated precisely from
this breathing in of the unlimited void into the One.29
Thus, the bipolar conception we have discussed is one of the founda-

tions of ancient Greek thought, as Aristotle acknowledges explicitly:

26. Aristotle,MetaphysicsA5 .985b24—986a3.
27. See Philolaus frag. 5 DK.
28. Philolaus frag. 2 DK, with DK frag. 3 inserted in lacuna; see Kirk, Raven, and

Schofield, The PresocmticPhilosophers, (Cambridge, 19832), 325.
29. Cf.Aristotle,PhysicsA6.2 1 3b22ff. (58B30DK).
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The one side-list of opposites is privative, and all opposites are reduced to
being and non-being, and unity and multitude. The rest is a case of unity, and
movement of multitude. And . . . philosophers agree that existents and exist-
ence consists of opposites.All at least have opposing principles, some the odd
and even, the hot and the cold, the limit and the unlimited, love and strife.
And we may take it for granted that all other reductions are into unity and
multitude, since all the principles of other thinkers fall under these genera.30
Of course, in addition to philosophical thought, we could call atten-

tion to the moral thought of the ancient Greeks, especially as it is
expressed by the Seven Sages and the gnomic poets, in which this polar-
ity and structural synthesis of opposite principles is evident. The max-
ims “use a measure,” “nothing in excess, the better is in the mean,”
and “the measure is the best thing” essentially presuppose a “limit”
opposed to an “unlimited” (this latter being excess and defect), that is,
a synthetic polar Vision.
But we shall not dwell on the point, because it is so well known, as

Aristotle himself took it up and discussed it in his famous teaching on
the ethical virtues, which he presented as “mean,” that is, as a just
measure which reason imposes on emotions and actions which, of
themselves, tend to excess or defect. Aristotle goes on to clarify with
great perspicacity that the Virtues as “means,” far from being under-
stood horizontally, are to be understood in a vertical sense, because
they are the “highest point” (or extreme) in respect of the good and
best.31 And, in this way, Aristotle expresses, as well as the genius of
Greek moral wisdom, Plato’s great concept of “measure” and “just
measure”: and he ultimately accepts in ethics, if not in metaphysics, the
notion of a unity-in—multiplicity,of order in the midst of disorder.32
Of course our discussion could be extended, and would receive a

further collateral corroboration, if we were to examine the ideas of
ancient Greek music and medicine. But this is not the place to do so.
In short, the Platonic theory of the Principles certainly represents the

fullest philosophical expression of the deepest and most characteristic
way of thinking among the ancient Greeks, and of their imagination
and sensibility; so far forth, it expresses the crowningmotif of Hellenic
spirituality in its highest manifestation.

” ‘6

30. Aristotle,Metaphysicsl" 2.1004b27—1oo5a2 (Gaiser, 40A; Kramer, 111.16; Findlay,
43 1.20).

3 1. Aristotle,NicomacheanEthicsB 6.1 1 o7a6—8.
32. Cf. Chapter 13, section II, 24gff. below.



PART 3

The Structural Connections between
the Theory of Ideas and the Protology

What Heraclitus said of the God at Delphi can be applied to
the Platonic dialogues: “I neither speak nor conceal, but
indicate. . . .” There are texts whose significance is revealed
to the reader only by dint of interpretation and a personal
effort of assimilation.

K. Gaiser, Platone come scn'ttorefilosofico, 8

In the activity of oral teaching, in which Plato—in contrast
to the dialogues in which Socrates is imitated—reallyspeaks
for himself “seriously,” without concealing himself, we find
the Archimedean point which serves as a foundation for
the “philosophical seriousness” and from which the content
of the dialogues can be demonstrated and guaranteed. The
indirect tradition, therefore, does anything but lead to a
devaluation of Plato’s written works. On the contrary, it
brings us instead to reevaluate them, insofar as it demon-
strates that Plato spoke in his own voice also in the dialogues.

H. Kramer, Plato and the Foundations ofMetaphysics, 1 39





1 l The Nature and Solution of the MajorMetaphysical
Problems of the RepublicLeft Unsolved in the
Traditional Paradigm

I. THE BASIC TASK OF THE REPUBLIC, THE DEFINITION OF THE GOOD, IS
OFFERED BY PLATO AS THE REPAYMENT OF “INTEREST”ON A DEBT
WHOSE “CAPITAL” IS SET ASIDE FOR ORAL INSTRUCTION

I. The Republic as a Test Case for the New Paradigm
The Republic is a test case for the new alternative paradigm, whose

acceptability or Otherwise depends on the account we give Of Plato’s
masterpiece.
The Republic1 is the richest and most significant synthesis Of the activ-

ity Of Plato the writer (rather than the “thinker,” in the sense which we
have explained above) .2 It is to be dated to the middle period of his life,
between the two voyages tO Sicily around the mid-70$ of the fourth
century B.C.E. which was his greatest creative period. Moreover, it sum-
marizes all the results of the writings which preceded it, and constitutes
the basis Ofwhat followed. Therefore, if it can be shown that the Repub-
lie is inextricably linked to the Unwritten Doctrines, then that would
spell doom for various attempts to disparage the relations between the
written and the Unwritten Doctrines, and to limit the latter to the latest
stage Of Plato’s activity.Hence, it would Spell doom for every chance Of

1. Guides to the rich scholarlyliterature published on the Republicin our century canbe found in Praechter, DiePhilosophiedesAltertums,79ff.; Totok,Handbuch, 1 93—97; Cher-niss, Lustrum (1959): 153—77; and Brisson, Lustrum(1977): 279—83 and Lustrum (1983):
290—93. Somewhatold but still useful commentaries include B._]owett and L. Campbell,Plato’s Republic: The Greek Text, withNotes andEssays (Oxford, 1894), 3 vols.; and].Adam,The Republic of Plato. Edited with Critical Notes, Commentary, and Appendices (Cambridge
University Press, 1902, 19632; reprint, 1965), 2 vols. M. Untersteiner presented a veryinteresting commentary to Book 10 in which he began, although only partially, to acceptsome points of the new interpretive paradigm; see his Platone, Repubblica, libro X. Studio
introduttivo testo greco e commento, edited by M. Untersteiner (Naples: Loffredo Editore,
1 966). See also R. C. Cross and A. D. Woozley, Plato’sRepublic:A Philosophical Commentaiy(London and New York 1964); and Plato’s Republic, trans. G.M.A. Grube (Indianapolis:HackettPublishing Company, 1974) [the pagination from this English translation is usedin all the subsequent references]. Finally, see F. M. Cornford, The RepublicofPlato Trans-
lated with Introduction andNotes (OxfordUniversity Press, 1 941; reprint, 1 975).

2. See pp. 86—87, above.
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a last-ditch defense of the traditional paradigm. We can understand,
therefore, why Kramer has devoted his attention to this dialogue on
several occasionsf” We accept the results of his efforts, whose essential
points we shall recall while presenting some supporting material. By
way of novelty, we shall add an account of the protological principle
opposed to the One-Good which figures in our dialogue, providing a
contrapuntal background to the whole. We shall show that in the Repub-
lic there is present not only a close relation between the highest Princi-
ples and the Unwritten Doctrines, but a close connection with the doc-
trine of the Demiurge which emerges as already clearly formulated.
Therefore the metaphysical map traced out in the Phaedo is fully executed.
Given the complexityof the problems which all this involves, we shall

consider some relations between the metaphysical positions of the Re-
public and the Unwritten Doctrines in this chapter, while we shall take
up the views about the Demiurge, insofar as they are present and oper-
ative in our dialogue, in a later chapter.4

2. Plato ’s Declared Intention to Treat the Good Only Partially
The first matter we must tackle is the issue of what Plato has to say

about the doctrine of the Good, which is the pivot around which the
masterpiece turns, with particular reference to his determination to
present this doctrine only partiallyjust as the whole of Plato’s philoso-
phy revolves about it.
We are concerned with some genuinely programmatic declarations

that have caused serious embarrassment to past interpreters but whose
meaning and" importance can now be seen.
The longest, fullest, and most important passage in which he speaks

of the Good5 has become perhaps the most famous of Plato’s metaphys-
ical disclosures and is fundamental to the history of Platonism. It starts
with a preliminary methodological declaration6and it finisheswith sim-
ilar reaffirmations in which Plato takes account of the systematic limita-
tions in his treatment of this issue.7
The first part of the passage is as follows:

3. Kramer, EHEKEINA; also see his “Uber den Zusammenhang von Prinzipienlehre
und Dialektikbei Platon. Zur Definition des DialektikersPolitez'a 534B/C,” in Philologas
1 1 o (1 966): 35—70, reprinted in Das Problem der ungeschn'ebenen LehrePlatons. Beitra'ge zum
Versta'ndz's der platonischenPrinzipienphilosophie Wissenschafiliche Buchgesellschafi, ed. J. Wippem
(Darmstadt, 1972), 394—448, and his Platone, 184—98 [Am. ed., 96—103]. See also our
“Ruolo delle dottrine non scritte di Platone ‘Intorno a1 Bene’ nella Repubblz'cae nel Filebo”
(Naples, 1991).

4. See Chapter 16, section 111, 314—22 below.
5. Republic6.507A1-509C2.
6. Ibid., 506D2—507A6.
7. Ibid., 5ogC1—1 1.
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By Zeus, Socrates, said Glaucon, do not stand off as if you had come to the
end. We shall be satisfied if you discuss the Good in the same fashion as youdid justice, moderation, and the other things.
That, my friend, I said, would also quite satisfy me, but I fear I shall not be

able to do so, and that in my eagerness I shall disgracemyself and make myself
ridiculous. But, my excellent friends, let us for the moment abandon the questfor the nature of the Good itself, think is a larger question than whatwe started
on, whichwas to ascertain my present opinion about it. I am willing to tell youwhat appears to be the offspring of the Good and most like it, if that is agree-able to you. If not, we must let the question drop.
Well, he said, tell us. The story of the parents remains a debt which you will

pay us some other time.
I wish, I said, that I could pay it in full now, and you could exact it in full and

not, as now, only receive the interest. However, accept then this offspring and
child of the Good. Only be careful that I do not somehow deceive you unwill-
ingly by giving a counterfeit account of this offspring.
We shall be as careful as we can. Only tell us!8

We shall examine later the closingdeclarations, following the exposi-
tion of the doctrine of the Good, in terms of the simile of the Sun.
Glaucon was quite amused and said: By Apollo, a miraculous superiority!
It is your own fault, I said, you forced me to saywhat I thought about it.
Don’t you stop, he said, except for a moment, but continue to explain the

similarity to the Sun in case you are leaving something out.
I am certainly leaving out a good deal, I said.
Don’t omit the smallest point.
Much is omitted, I said. However, as far as the explanation can go at present,

I will not omit anything.
Don’t you.9

3. An AccountofPlato ’5 Important Statements aboutHis Presentation
of the Doctrine of the Good

These two programmatic passages draw to our attention some basic
concepts which we have already noted, especially in looking at Plato’s
self-testimonies in the Phaedo and at some of the indirect testimonies.10

1. Plato speaks clearly of having precise opinions on the Good itself,
that is, knowing its essence.11 But he adds that the furnishing of such a
definition would imply taking the conversation to a higher level than
that of the discussion in the dialogue, and so it would be out of place.‘2
Nevertheless,Plato assures us that he will not leave anything out that is

8. Ibid., 506D2-507A6 (Grube, 161).
9. Ibid., 509C1—1 1 (Grube, 163ff.).
10. See Chapter 3.
1 1. Note in particular what is said in lines 506D8—E3 and in lines 509C3ff., where

Plato affirmsbeyond any doubt his precise convictionson the nature of the Good.
12. See esp. lines 506E1ff.
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necessaryto the explanation as required for the dialogue’sdiscussion.13
This means that, given the ethico—political character of the issue, the
discussion of the Good will be limited to an explanation of what is
strictly necessaryfor the solution of the problem while remaining in the
sphere ofwriting.
We should bear in mind that the participants in the Republic are cul—

turally and spirituallyadvanced. Two of the principal participants in the
Republic, Glaucon and Adeimantus, were Plato’s brothers. But they are
not able to dealwith the “extra,” that is, with the effort indispensable for
coming to grips with the treatment of the essence of the Good. This
being so, the schema of the Phaedms, which outlines the conditions of
good writing, is fully applicable. One who writes must know exactly what
he is writing about and know the soul of those to whom it is addressed.
Consequently, Plato measures what he has to say against the capacities
for understanding of his listeners.14

2. Note that Plato clearly states that he does not wish to treat the
essence of the Good for fear of attracting derision by tackling this
question, that is, for fear of being ridiculed and disgraced.15
Now, for Plato, the essence of the Good was the One.16 In a series of

public lectures treating this matter, he went well beyond those things
which men commonly call goods, and maintained that the Good is the
One, and consequently some pooh-poohed it, and others were out-
raged by it.17

So, in the Republic, he aimed to demonstrate that the so-called goods18
ruin the philosophic nature, and that the true Good is a much higher
thing. But the choice Plato made in this book is precisely to avoid these
misunderstandings by being silent about what it is necessary to be silent
about with those with whom it is necessary to be silent, thus limiting the
discussion to what was strictly necessary and holding back everything
which ought to be held back in the way and from the people from
whom it ought to be held back.19

3. The things concerning the essence of the Good about which Plato
says in the Republic that he wishes to be silent are exactly the things of

1 3. As we can see from lines 5ogCgff.
14. On this problem and the issues connected to it, see especially the important

chapter of Szlezak, Platone e la scrittura, 27 1—326.
15. As we can see from lines 506D7ff.: dM’ 67mg pi] 013x oiév T’ éoopat, 1190901106-

uevog 5%. doxnuovfiv yékwra Ocpkfioco.
16. See what is said in this regard in Chapter 7 above, and below at pp. 203—4ff.
17. Consult above, p. 147 and n. 15.
1 8. Cf. Republic5.4g 1 C, 495A.
19. Cf. Phaedrus 276A. Refer to Chapter 3 for the Platonic self-testimoniescontained

in the Phaedius and the analyses of them.
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greatest value (rd nutdrteoa)with which, according to the Phaedrus, the
philosopher is well acquainted, but which must not be put into writing
and which the Republic itself presents as an essential feature of the phi-
losopher. Indeed, those who love reality in its entirety and do not leave
aside any part of it, whether great or small, or of greater or lesservalue,
are expressly called philosophers?0 ,

This is the highest knowledge, the knowledge of the Good, which is
par excellence the concern of the philosopher.21 But to achieve this
knowledge, the philosopher must travel the longer way and be commit-
ted to it no less intensely and strenuously than in athletic exercises.22
Plato conceived this way as extraordinarily long: the inquirer must

pass through the mathematical sciences, until he arrives at dialectic, to
rise up to the knowledge of the Good, which is reached at thirty-five
years of age, plus another fifteen years to complete the contemplation
and actualization of the practice of the Good?3 It is clear that this long
way required a long practice which, obviously, could not be achieved
entirely through writings, but only in the realm of oral dialectic.
4. Now we are in a position to interpret Plato’s putting off to “some

other time”24 the definition of the essence of the Good. In the tradition-
al paradigm, those commentators who noticed that Plato does not de—
fine the essence of the Good in any other dialogue were close to the
truth. Indeed, he does not pay the capital of what, in the Republic, he
only pays the interest on. Although perhaps there is an oblique refer-
ence to the Philosopher, a dialogue Plato announced but neverwritten in
which a full payment of the capitalwas to be made. Such an interpreta-
tion would be accurate if, instead of thinking about a dialogue prom—
ised but not written,we understand unwritten logos in the sensewe well
recognize by now: the logos entrusted to the realm of oral dialectic. For
it is only in this realm that we would be able to pass through all the
required stages towards the achievement of the highest knowledge.25
5. But, if Plato does not pay the principal in the Republic, by giving the

definition of the Good itself, but refers us to the Unwritten Doctrines,
nonetheless the payment of the interest of this debt is taken a long way.

20. Note in Republic6.48 5B6 the references to the allusive and technical expressionsof the Phaedrus 278D8: nuttb‘raga. In the passage of the Republiccited it is explained thatthe philosopher embraces reality in its entirety xai 01’31'8 outxoofi 0618 uSiCovog 061's
rtutm‘céoou 061-8 d‘ttutoréoou uéooug éxovregdcpisvrat and also seems to recall the oppo-sites tpafika—nutcfitegaof the Phaedrus.

2 1. Cf. Republic6. 504C—D.
22. Cf. Ibid., 5o4D1ff.
23. Cf. Ibid., Book 6, passim.
24. Note the reference in Republic6.506E6: Sic; (15019
25. On the unwritten dialogue the Philosopher, see the interpretation which we give in

Chapter 1 3, section III, 2 53—64 below.
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On this point Plato skillfully plays on the double meaning of the term
Toxog, which means both “interest” and “offspring,” and which then is
associatedwith éxyovog,whichmeans “son,” in order to say that what he
presents is interest-dividend,which as such is the offspring of the Good.
Instead of the original principal (or capital, as we might nowadays say)
or instead of the father, he wants to present the interest-offspringof that
principal, namely, the son of that father; and, in addition, he wants to
present this entirely properly, in its due proportion.26 Consequently, if
the text is not read and not interpreted in its due proportion, then its
significance and value will be wholly lost.
This fact undermines the foundations of the traditional paradigm,

which depends on the autonomy and self-sufficiency of the writings.
Plato presents his masterpiece only as the interest on, or as the off-
spring of, something he has not entrusted to writing, which therefore
lies outside what he has written. Plato’s Republic can be correctly inter-
preted only in this way. This being so, a satisfactory understanding of
this great piece ofwriting requires us to use the interest or the offspring
to calculate the original capital which is held back for oral dialectic.
And this maneuver requires, in turn, that we follow the only historically
reliable path, which is that offered by the indirect tradition.
Because the underlying theme of the Republic touches the core of his

philosophy, Plato was careful to provide clear hints and precise indica-
tions which, for anyone who knew about the Unwritten Doctrines,
made it not only possible, but even easy to move from the interest to the
original capital, from the son to the father, that is, to the essence, or at
least to some fundamental features of the essence of the Good.

II. Two CRUCIALPASSAGES ON THE Goon IN THE REPUBLIC

I. Analysis andReading of the First Text
The first passage contains a very important introduction to the prob-

lem of the Good and can be divided as follows.
a. In the early books of the Republic, the virtues (justice, temperance,

courage, and wisdom) were set out in terms of the tripartite division of
the soul (as concupiscible, irascible, and rational). It was argued that
each virtue stands in a particularly close relation to one or other part of
the soul, and that justice consists in the harmonious interrelation of the
parts. But, to reach full knowledgeof the virtues, it is necessary to travel
another, longer way?7 leading to a higher level ofjustification.

26. Republic6.507A1—5.
27. Ibid.,435D3, 6.504B3.
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b.What had been lacking in the earlier explanations was the ultimate
justification to which Plato refers here in terms of measure and preci-
sion,28 a terminology that, as we shall see furtheron, is highly allusive.29
The justification of the earlier teaching was only partial and therefore
unfinished. Consequently, it did not achieve the ultimate measure of
these things, insofar as what is unfinished cannot be the measure of
anything.30
c. The journey along this longer way which brings us to the “greatest

knowledge” involves a very serious effort, no less than does athletic
training which demands a long and constant commitment. And be-
cause, with the greatest knowledge,we reach something that is greater
than justice, and we arrive at the highest level, we must also achieve
maximum precision.31
d. The object of this greatest of the sciences is the Idea of the Good. It

is from the Idea of the Good that the virtues themselves derive their
usefulness and advantageousness,and it is from it that every axiological
value derives.32
e. If the knowledge of the Good is not reached, then no advantage

can accrue from the knowledge or possession of any other thing.33The
Good, therefore, is, above all, the Principle which gives meaning and
value to all things.

f. Plato, responding to the question about the object with which the
supreme science is concerned, emphasizes that the interlocutor has heard
(dxfixoag) it already several times from him. Plato is explicitly referring
to something heard, and he says it in a way that makes very clear the
reference to the Unwritten Doctrines: for the dialogues earlier than the
Republicdo not speak several times (06% ékwéxtg) or even many times
(Tcokkdmg) about the Idea of the Good.34 On the contrary, the theme of
the Idea of the Good in its precise metaphysical sense appears for the
very first time in this dialogue in the following text:
You remember, I said, that when we had distinguished three parts of the

soul, we discussedwith reference to these parts the nature of each of justice,
moderation, courage and wisdom.
If I did not remember that, he said, I should not deserve to hear the rest.
And also whatwe said before that?
What was that?

28. Ibid., B8—C4.
29. See pp. 204ff.
30. Republic6.5o4C2ff.
31. Ibid., D2, 4, 6, 7; E1—2.
32. Ibid., 505A; consult pp. 2o7ff.
33. Ibid.,A4—B1.
34. Ibid.,E6—505A4.
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We spoke as best we could at the time, and we said that to see these things
most clearly there was a longer way round which would make them plain to
anyone who traveled it, but that it was possible to deal with them on a level of
proof compatible with what had been said up to then. You said that this was
satisfactory; however, I thought that whatwas said then in that waywas lacking
in precision, but you might tell me if it satisfied you.

I thought you gave us good measure, he said, and so apparently did the
others.
Any measure, my friend, I said, which in these matters falls short of reality to

any degree, is not good measure. Nothing which is incomplete is a measure of
anything, though sometimes people think it is already enough and that there
is no need to search further.
They do this because they are lazy.
Laziness, however, is a quality that the guardian of a city and of laws can do

without.
Very likely.
That sort of man should go round the longer way, my friend, I said, and put

as much effort into his studies as into physical training; otherwise he will never
reach the end of the most important and most appropriate study.
Are these virtues then, he said, not the most important subject of study? Is

there anything still more important than justice and the things we discussed?
There is, I said. Also, we should not observe a mere outline of these things

themselves, as we are doing now, and neglect the most finished picture. Is it
not ridiculous to strain every nerve to have a most exact and pure picture of
other things of little value, and not to require the greatest accuracy for the
greatest subjects?
It certainly is, he said, but do you think that anyone is going to let you off

without askingyou what this greatest study is, and what you say it is about?
No indeed, I said, you too can ask me. You have certainly heard it often

enough, but now either you are not thinking or you again intend to make
trouble for me by your intervention. I rather think that the latter is the case,
for you have often heard it said that the Form of the Good is the greatest object
of study, and that it is by their relation to it that just actions and the other
things become useful and beneficial.You probably knew that I was about to say
this and, besides, that our knowledge of it is inadequate. Ifwe do not know it,
even the fullest possible knowledge of other things is no help to us, any more
than ifwe acquire any possessionwithout the Good.Do you think there is any
advantage to have acquired every kind of possession, if it is not good, or to
have every kind of knowledgewithout that of the Good, thus knowing nothing
beautiful or goOd? —No, by Zeus, I do not.35

2. Analysis and Reading of the Second Basic Text
The second passage is more important because Plato sets out the im-

age of the Good as the offspringof the Good.Thus Plato is committed to
paying the interest on the debt, whose balance is put off in the sense
already discussed.

35. Ibid., 504A4—505B4.
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The essential line of thought is as follows.
Plato starts from the theory of Ideas, which he has already discussed

in the Republic, and about which he claims to have spoken also many
times elsewhere. He presents the matter in terms of the one and the
many, about whichwe have already spoken.36There are many beautiful
things, many good things, and so on; but there is also the beautiful
itself, the good itself, and so on; and each of these realities is a single
Idea. Now, by consideration of the multiplicityof things in accordance
with their corresponding Idea and referring them to it, we can say of
each thing what it really is. So, the starting point is the overcoming of
the multiplicity of sensible things by reference to the unity of each
corresponding Idea, and to the bipolar schema ofmultiplicity-unity.37
The multiplicityof things about whichwe speak is perceivedwith the

senses (vision, hearing, etc.), while the Ideas and unity of each of them
are perceived by the intellect. Multiplicity, therefore, is found chiefly in
the realm of the sensible, and unity in that of the intelligible.
We ought not to forget that the Ideas make up their own sort of

intelligible multiplicity, not only when they are taken together, but also
inasmuch as each is multiplied by being associatedwith other Ideas.38
The Craftsman or Demiurge of the sensesf"9 has formed in the most

exquisite fashion the capacity of sight and, corresponding to it, the
visibility of things inasmuch as he has introduced a third element be-
tween sight and visibility to join them.
Each of the other senses is directly linked to its object,while sight and

the visible are joined by a bond of greater value,40 that is, by the light.
Now, the source of light is the Sun. But sight is not identical to the Sun;
nevertheless, among the sensory organs, it is the most similar to the
Sun, and from the Sun it derives its own capacitiesand its own power. In
addition, as the Sun produces the capacity to see what is proper to sight,
just so it is seen by means of it. Therefore, sight receives its capacity
from the Sun, and for this reason it can also see the Sun.41

36. Ibid., 5o7A7ff.; see pp. 1 24—25 and 131-32ff.
37. Ibid., B5ff.
38. Ibid., 5.475E9-476A7;see pp. 1 24—25ff.
39. See what is said on this argument in Chapter 16, section III, 3 14—22.
40. Republic6.508A1 : TtutmréoopCow?) ébenoav. Note the analogical reference to the

term that expresses the concept for the objectwhich the philosopher does not put into
writing in the Phaedrus; see note 20 above.

41. Republic 6. 508B9—10. This affirmation implies, in terms of the analogies which
Plato stresses between the Sun and the Good, that insofar as the intelligence receives the
power of knowingfrom the Good itself, for this reason it knows the Good,just as the eye,
insofar as it receives Vision from the Sun, also sees the Sun. And a little further on, at line
508E3ff., Platodetermines itjust as explicitly by affirming that the Good, being the cause
of knowledge, is also itselfknowable.
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In addition, the Good can be understood by analogywith the Sun,
which has been presented as the son of the Good. In the intelligible
realm the Good plays the same role in relation to the intelligible and
the intellect as the Sun plays in the sensible realm in relation to sight
and the visible. When the eyes look at things by night, they see little or
nothing; but, when they look at things in the light of the Sun, they see
them with clarity and sight takes on its proper role. And so it is also with
the soul, which, when it attends to things that are mixed with dark-
ness—that are born and that die—then it is capable only of opinion and
conjecture, and seems almost not to have an intellect. On the other
hand, when it contemplates things illuminated by truth and being, that
is, pure intelligibility, then it takes on its proper stature and role.
This, then, is how, by analogywith the Sun (the son), the Good (the

father) performs its essential function.
The Idea of the Good gives truth to things known and the capacity of

knowing the truth to him who knows them, and, given what it is, the
Idea of the Good is itself knowable.
And as sight and the seen are not the Sun, but are akin to the Sun, so

also knowledge and truth are not the Good, but are akin to the Good.
Moreover, as the Sun is above vision and the visible, so the Good is

above knowledge and truth. The Good is, therefore, an extraordinary
beauty, insofar as it exceeds the beauty of knowledge and truth.42
The comparison with the Sun carries further implications. The Sun

does notmerely give things the capacity to be seen, it also causes gener-
ation, growth, and nutrition, although it is not itself involved in genera-
tion. Likewise, the Good not only causes the knowability of things, but
also causes being and essence.43 But it is not itself ousia—being and
essence; it is above ousia and exceeds being and essence in importance
and power. Here is the text, which has become very famous:

I will, I said, after coming to an agreement with you and reminding you of
the things we said before, and also many times elsewhere.
What are these things?
We speak of many beautiful things and many good things, and we say that

they are so and so define them in speech.
We do.
And Beauty itself and Goodness itself, and so with all the things which we

then classed as many; we now class them again according to one Form of each,
which is one and which we in each case call that which is.

42. Republic6.508E—509A6.
43. The termswhich Plato uses here are aivat and oéoia (509B6ff.).The term oéoia

is very difficult to translate, insofar as it covers a vast conceptual and semantic space.
Essence and substance are termswhich can be used, provided that the term substance is not
given tooAristoteliana coloration.At line 509B9occurs the famousexpressionénénetva
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That is so.
And we say that the many things are the objects of sight but not of thought,

while the Forms are the objects of thought but not of sight.
'

Altogether true.
With what part of ourselves do we see the objects that are seen?
With our sight.
And so things heard are heard by our hearing, and all that is perceived is

perceived by our other senses?
Quite so.
Have you considered how very lavishly the maker of our senses made the

faculty of seeing and being seen?
I cannot say I have.
Look at it this way: do hearing and sound need another kind of thing for the

former to hear and the latter to be heard, and in the absence of this third
element the one will not hear and the other not be heard.
No, they need nothing else.
Neither do many other senses, if indeed any, need any such other thing, or

can you mention one?
Not I.
But do you not realize that the sense of sight and that which is seen do have

such a need?
How so?
Sightmay be in the eyes, and the man who has it may try to use it, and colors

may be present in the objects, but unless a third kind of thing is present, which
is by nature designed for this very purpose, you know that sight will see noth-
ing and the colors remain unseen.
What is this third kind of thing?
What you call light, I said.
Right.
So to no small extent the sense of sight and the power of being seen are

yoked together by a more honorable yoke than other things which are yoked
together, unless light is held in no honor.
That is far from being the case.
Which of the gods in the heavens can you hold responsible for this, whose

light causes our sight to see as beautifully as possible, and the objects of sight
to be seen?
The same as youwould, he said, and as others would; obviously the answer to

your question is the Sun.
And is not sight naturally related to the Sun in this way?
Which way?
Sight is not the Sun, neither itself nor that in which it occurs whichwe call

the eye.
No indeed.
But I think it is the most Sun-like of the organs of sense.
Very much so.
And it receives from the Sun the capacity to see as a kind of outflow.
Quite so.

rfig ofioiag, and in this context ofioia can be translated also as beingin the narrow sense.
Remember being, as Plato uses it, is always a determined and limited reality.
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The Sun is not sight, but is it not the cause of it, and is also seen by it?
Yes.
Say then, I said, that it is the Sun which I called the offspring of the Good,

which the Good begot as analogous to itself. What the Good itself is in the
world of thought in relation to the intelligence and things known, the Sun is in
the visible world, in relation to sight and things seen.
How? Explain further.
You know, I said, that when one turns one’s eye to those objects ofwhich the

color are no longer in the light of day but in the dimness of the night, the eyes
are dimmed and seem nearly blind, as if clear vision was no longer in them.
Quite so.
Yet whenever one’s eyes are turned upon objects brightened by sunshine,

they see clearly, and clear vision appears in those very same eyes?
Yes indeed.
So too understand the eye Of the soul: whenever it is fixed upon that uponwhich truth and reality shine, it understands and knows and seems to have

intelligence, but whenever it is fixed upon what is mixed with darkness—that
which is subject to birth and destruction—it opines and is dimmed, changes
opinions this way and that, and seems to have no intelligence.
That is so.
Say that what gives truth to the Objects of knowledge, and to the knowing

mind the power to know, is the Form of Good. As it is the cause of knowledge
and truth, think of it also as being the object of knowledge. Both knowledge
and truth are beautiful, but youwill be right to think of the Good as other and
more beautiful than they. As in the visible world light and sight are rightly
considered Sun-like, but it is wrong to think of them as the Sun, so here it is
right to think of knowledge and truth as Good-like, but wrong to think of
either as the Good, for the Good must be honored even more than they.
This is an extraordinary beauty you mention, he said, if it provides knowl-

edge and truth and is itself superior to them in beauty. You surely do notmean
this to be pleasure!
Hush! said I, rather examine the image of it in this way.
How?
You will say, I think, that the Sun not only gives to the objects of sight the

capacity to be seen, but also that it provides for their generation, increase, and
nurture, though it is not itself the process of generation.
How could it be?
And say that as for the objects of knowledge, not only is their being known

due to the Good, but also their being, though the Good is not being but
superior to and beyond being in dignity and power.
Glaucon was quite amused and said: By Apollo, a miraculous superiority!44

3. The Principal Problems Left Umesolved by the PassagesExamined
These two passages are of the greatest importance, but they leave

open a number of problems which can be solved by understanding
their true meaning. The solution of these problems directs us to the

44, Republic6.5o7A7—509C2.
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Unwritten Doctrines, whose basic claim Plato recalls at the end of the
latter passage with a very significant and allusive image.45
The major problems left unresolved in the passages reviewed are:
1. The essence itself of the Good, about which he speaks and which is

said to be knowableand which, moreover, Plato says he possesses, is not
revealed, and its definition is put off.

2. The causal and explanatory role of the Good is affirmed but not
explained.

a. The Good, in the first passage, is presented as the explanation
ofjustice (and ofvirtue in general) and of everythinguseful and
advantageous and valuable (that is, as the explanation of the
axiological realm), but a full explanation is not given.

b. In the second passage, the Good is presented both as the cause
that gives the intellect the capacity of knowingand as the cause
which gives knowability to the things known, and hence as the
cause of knowledgeand truth (that is, as the explanation of the
noetic realm), without the explanations being given.

c. Plato speaks of the Good as the cause of being and essence (that
is, as the explanation of the realm of being), but he does not
supply the reasons for this.

The two passages are limited to asserting that the Good is the cause of
_

value, truth, and being, but they do not explain why.
3. Finally, the Good is placed above being; again, Plato limits himself

to stating the fact, and does not explain the why or wherefore of it.
Such are the causes of scholars’ difficultiesand uncertainties as well as

of the differences and disagreements among their interpretations.
These problems are insoluble so long as we stay within the traditional
interpretive paradigm.
The new interpretive paradigm, on the other hand, is able to solve

quite satisfactorily all the difficulties related to these central passages of
the Republic by recourse not to speculations or to theoretical presuppo-
sitions foreign to Plato, but to the precise historical data offered by the
indirect tradition, which fills in the postponements and the references
that Plato repeatedly presents.
Considered in the light of this tradition, these passages of the Republic

represent, so to speak, the tip of the iceberg. That is to say, they are an
outcrop of the Unwritten Doctrines, which only peep out from the
writings, and whose importance and value can be extracted only with
the assistance of the indirect tradition.46

45. See pp. 204—5ff.
46. Cf. whatwe said above in Chapters 3 and 4, passim.
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Let us see, therefore, how these “assistances” from the indirect tradi-
tion solve these problems, and in addition are in full agreement with
the texts of the Republic.

111. THE ESSENCE OF THE Goon AS THE ONE AND AS THE SUPREME
MEASURE; THE EXPLANATORY CONNECTIONS IN AXIOLOGY,
EPISTEMOLOGY,AND ONTOLOGY

I. In the Republic, the Good Is NotDefined as the One, But StrongHints
Are Given 0f Such an Identification

The indirect tradition is very explicit about Plato’s determination of
the essence of the Good. Aristotlewrites that Plato attributed. the cause
of the Good to the first of his elements,47 namely, the One; he states that
for the Platonists the One is the Good, and that the essenceof the Good
is indeed the One.48 From Aristoxenus we learn that it was this very
definition that the Good is the One which aroused outrage and con-
tempt on the famous occasion when Plato gave a public lecture about
the content of his Unwritten Doctrines.49Andwe have already seen that
the various sources are in agreement on this very important matter.50
But the more delicate issue that concerns us here is the following:

What indications of this identification does Plato give in the Republic, so
that anyone who knew the oral teachings would be able to find his
bearings? Let us begin with Plato’s firm belief that the ultimate truths
are summarizable in brief propositions and have no need to be put into
writing, even .as a memory aid, because anyone who understands them
has them written in his soul and has made them his own so as not to
need any mnemonics to bring them to mind.51 Given that belief, we
would not expect to find in the Republic anything other than allusions of
various kinds and at different levels.
We shall show how these allusions are among the most effective and

most beautiful that could be imagined.
In the decisive passage about the Good, in which the interest and the

son of the Good is disclosed,52Plato introduces the theory of Ideas, on
the level on which one must move to reach the Good. He chooses, from
among their essential characteristics, that of unity.53 The sensible things

47. Aristotle,MetaphysicsA6.988a14ff. (Gaiser, 22A;Kramer, 111.9; Findlay 414.3).
48. Ibid., N 4.1 091 b1 3—15 (Gaiser, 5 1; Kramer, 111.24; Findlay440.28).
49. See note 17, above.
50. See Chapter 7, passim.
5 1. Seventh Letter344D-E.
52. See note 44, above.
53. See Chapter 6, passim.
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are many, while the Ideas are a unification of this multiplicity; each Idea
is an individual, and as such unifies the many sensibles. In the passage
in which he begins the discussion of the nature of the philosopher,
Plato directs us to the theme of the one-many, to which he also referred
in the passage on the Good. He plainly claims that each of the Ideas is
one, but, because each appears everywhere in associationwith actions,
and bodies, and with other Ideas, it appears to be many.54
Thus, the metaphysicaljourney proceeds from the many (sensibles)

to the unity of the Ideas; but these, in their turn, are many (many
unities), and hence, relative to each other, imply a plurality at the intel-
ligible level. So, in order to overcome this further plurality at the intel-
ligible level, we must proceed to a further level of unification. We must
place the absolute One at the head of the hierarchy.
In referring to the special yoke that only the seeing (= intelligence)

and the thing seen (= the intelligible) have received, that is, to the light
of the Sun (= Being), Plato uses the expression “with a yoke of greater
value” (Trutm’réotp Comma“ by allusion to the things of greatest value
which, according to the Phaedrus, the philosopher must not put into
writing.56And after going further than ought to be possible for him,
given the structural limitations he has imposed on writings, he uses the
most telling term he could in confirmation of these two assertions, that
is to say, the name of the Godwhich, for the ancients, stood for the One:
“Apollo, that divine superiority!”57
Note that the first passage on the Good ends with the expression “By

Zeus! ”;58 the second, on the otherhand, uses Apollo; and it is only in this
passage that Plato uses it in this way.59
Apollo was the symbolic name the Pythagoreans used for the One.

From the etymological viewpoint, we note that A-pollo might be, by a
verbal coincidence, understood as a privation of the multiple, playing
upon the privative aand NOE/16v = many (the not-many).
Here is a beautifuland interesting testimony from Plotinus on this issue:

Probably this name One does not have another meaning than that of aboli-
tion relative to plurality. Whence it is that the Pythagoreans also among them-

54. Republic5.476ff.
55. Ibid.,6.508A1.
56. See note 20, above.
57. Republic6.5ogCIff.; see the end of the passage referred to in note 44.
58. Ibid.W505B4
59. See the complete list of Platonic passages in which Apollo is mentioned in L.

Brandwood,A Word Index ofPlato (Leeds, 1 g76),104.1t1s to be noted thatit is only1n the
Republic that Plato uses “Apollo” as an exclamation.Even if, following R. Ferber, in Platos
Idee des Guten (SanktAugustin, 1 9892) , “Apollo” means (atmost) “notmany,” we proceed
to show that, in the Republic, Plato certainlymeant that the Good is One.
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selves symbolically called itApollo, as ifwishing to express the negation (a—) of
the many.60

It thus seems that readers of this passage of the Republic who were
aware of the Unwritten Doctrineswould have been able, albeit partially,
to grasp what the account is ofwhich Plato says he wishes to repay onlythe interest. They would have understood that the debt to be paid was
the definition of the Good, which is based on a systematic conjunction
with the One. They would also have known that, to grasp the meaningof the definition, which Plato recalls and to some extent explains, it is
necessary to travel the full distance of the longer way.
In the first of the two passages in the Republic in which Plato speaks of

the Good, dropping hints to the reader who knows about it from discus-
sion and oral dialectic, he alludes to the very concept of the most
accurate measure,61 or the supreme measure of each form of plurality,
which is the characteristic of the One, as we shall specify later.62
Discussing arithmetic as the science that prepares for dialectic, Plato

insists heavily on the One, with the clear aim of drawing the reader’s
attention to this term, at the level of analogy.
It is worth looking at the main claim of this passage:
This is what I was trying to express before when I said that some things call

upon thought, and other do not. Those which affect the senses in contrary
ways at the same time I defined as callingon thought, while those which do not
I described as not rousing the intelligence.
I understand now and I think that it is right.
Well then, to which of these two classes do number and the One seem to

belong?
7

I do not understand.
Reason it out from whatwas said before. If the One, . . . is adequately seen

or perceived by any other sense, as we were saying in the case of the fingers, itwould not draw one toward reality. If, however, something contrary to it is
always seen at the same time so that it does not appear to be one more than the
opposite, it would stand in need of a judge. The soul would as a result be at a
loss, search for an answer, stir up intelligence within itself, and ask what is the
nature of the One in itself, and so the study of the One would be one of thosewhich leads the soul and turns it toward the contemplation of reality.63
We may, lastly, draw the reader’s attention to a passage, the whole of

which we quote below, but whose core concept should be pointed out
now. If the Good is the One, then it follows that the greatest good for
the city is that which binds it and makes it one (6 (iv ouvfifi T8 xd‘t nonfi

6o. Plotinus,Enneads 5.5.6.
61. See notes 28—30, above.
62. See below 2 53ff.
63. Republic7.524D2—525A2. (cf.7.525A-E).
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uiav) while the worst evil is that which divides it and makes it many
instead of one (6 (iv norfi 110)»de dvri uto’ig) .54

2. The Good is Role as MetaphysicalExplanation
Havingspecified that the essence of the Good is the One, which is the

supreme measure, the second set of problems are easily solved.
The One is the cause ofjustice, of the other virtues, and of everything

useful and beneficial, insofar as it produces order and harmony; and
thus it is the ultimate explanation of the axiological sphere.65
In addition, the One is the cause of knowability and of truth insofar as

it determines things and their essences. It is in virtue of this capacity to
determine that it is the explanation of the noetic and alethic realms (for
only the determined is knowable) .66

Again, the oracular formulation of the Republic, that the Good gives
to the knower the faculty of knowing, can be spelt out by recourse to
the indirect tradition which has preserved the Unwritten Doctrines.
Indeed, the essential moment of human knowledge consists in the syn-
optic procedure, that is, in the essentially unifying procedure which
comes about in the progressivereduction of plurality to unity, and ends
up in the intellectual intuition of the One itself. This, evidently, is possi-
ble only if the nature of the intellect is unifying by its very structure.
Aristotlewrites as follows: “it was established that Mind is the One.”67
Finally, the One is the cause of being and essence, insofar as it func—

tions as the unifying principle of the multiple, and thus determines it
ontologicallyat all levels, and generates in this way the variety of beings.
It is in this sense that it explains the whole ontological sphere.

3. The Meaning of the Famous Claim That the Good Is above Being
To conclude the consideration of the metaphysics of the Republic, we

must go back to the claim that the Good is above being (énéxewa Tfig
oboiag),68 which became a famous term of art in Neoplatonism, al—

)

though the Neoplatonic meaning was already clearly anticipated in
Plato.
As we know, being is identified especially with the world of the Ideas,

and hence with the plurality of ideal entities; the Republic is perhaps the
dialogue whichmost stresses the equation of the world of the Ideaswith
true being. The Ideas have being insofar as they are generated by a

64. Ibid., 5.462A2—B3.
65. Ibid.
66. See Chapter 9, section I, pp. 167ff.
67. Aristotle,De animaA2.4o4b22: . . . vofiv uév To Ev.
68. Republic6.509B9.
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limitation and determination of an original plurality (the indefiniteDyad)
by the action of the One; they are a synthesis, a mixture of two Princi-
ples. Given these two claims, it follows that the One, which functions as
unifying cause and a limitation Of the indeterminate plurality, cannot
be merely an oboia, a substance or being (which involves a mixture Of
the two Principles), but must be located above substance insofar as it
does not imply synthesis or mixture. Therefore it must be superior in
dignity and power just because it is the supreme cause which deter-
mines, limits, and unifies the Opposed Principle. In this way it gives rise
to all essences and so to the whole of being.69
The various very complex affirmations of the Republic including this

last one, which is the most difficult, are therefore fully and satisfactorily
explicable on the basis Of the Platonic protology.
It is quite true that Aristotle does not confirm that Plato said that the

One is above Being. On the contrary, he frequently speaks of the Pla—
tonic One as the supreme Being 01‘ Being itself.70 But, apart from the
fact that Xenocrates and Proclus allude to this Platonic specification of
the first Principle as melius ente,71 the Eleatic vocabulary preferred by
Aristotle does not exclude it. Rather, it is confirmed by some parallel
expressions which are encountered in Plato’s own writings, for exam-
ple, in the Republic itself, he speaks of the Good using the expression
the brightest of beings72 and also the best among beings.”
This is simply a different way of designating the Good as the source of

Being. In the end, the claim that the Good (One) is above Beingmeans
that it is its supreme source or origin. Thus, to speak of the brightest Of
beings or of Being itself is to use the term “Being” in a prototypical
sense, and hence in a sense different from its common use. In the end,
the expression “brightest Of beings” means the same as the claim that
the Good is above Being.
It is worth remembering that there is a structural similarity between

mathematics and metaphysics in Plato, which throws further light on
this point.
As is well known, for the ancient Greeks, the One is not simply a

number, which is a unity of multiplicity, but it is the principle and
element of number as such, as Plato himself implies in the passage
quoted above in which he speaks of the One and number stressing the

69. Kramer,EHEKEINA, passim.
70. See Aristotle, Metaphysics B 3998ng, 181i; 4.1001agff,. 22E; K 2.1o6oa36ff.;

3.1 06 1 a1 5ff. ; N 2.1089a2fi;and numerous otherpassages.
71. Gaiser, Test. Plat., 50; see p. 148, above, and note 16.
72. Republic6. 5 1 8C9: “to 6v xai T05 (Smog To cpavéta'rov.”
73. The contemplation of the Good on the part of man is defined in Republic

7.532C5ff.as a vision of the best among beings.
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distinction between them,74 and as Aristotle claims, in a passage which
makes out a parallelism similar to the one we have been interpreting:
Therefore the one is not in itself a substance.And this is reasonable; for the

One means the measure of some plurality, and number means a measured
plurality and a plurality of measures. Therefore it is natural that One is not a
number, for the measure is not measureness, but both the measure and the
One are principles.75

Thus, just as the One, insofar as it is a condition of numbers, is not a
number, so likewise the One, insofar as it is a condition of being, is not
a being,76 in the sense that the conditioning entity is metaphysically
differentiated from what is conditioned.77

IV. THE PRINCIPLE OPPOSED TO THE ONE-GOOD, AND THE BIPOLAR
SYSTEM OF REALITY IN THE REPUBLIC

In the Republic there are no explicit or extended references to the
Principle opposed to the One: the indefinite Dyad about which the
Unwritten Doctrines speak. Nevertheless, it can hardly be concluded
from this that, at this stage, Plato had not yet discovered this Principle.
Indeed, in addition to precise reasons of a purely theoretical character
which necessarily presuppose this principle, we find in the Republic a1-
lusive references which are variously modulated, appropriately shaded,
and given a certain prominence, and which it is therefore impossible
to disregard.
Here are the theoretical reasons and the allusive references.
a. We ought to remember first that, in his dialogues, Plato explicitly

displayed only those metaphysical doctrines that are indispensable for
the development of the issues in question, avoiding every reference to
the teachings that would have implied large-scale digressions from the
line of the discussion. Consequently,in the development of the political
issues of the Republic and in the terms in which they are treated, the
question of the Principle of the indefinite Dyad, and the question of the
Ideal numbers and the Ideal-numbers, could very well be left in the

74. Republic7.524D7; here Plato clearly distinguishes“doteuég,” from “Ev.”
75. Aristotle,MetaphysicsN 1.1o88a3—8.
76. Note that the thesis is not merely implicit, as in the Aristotelian passage, but it

serves as the fulcrum of the argument. Naturally, Aristotle’s doctrine of categories is
operative here; but an analogical transposition of the Platonic categories seems-evident.
Of course, the fact that the Greeks placed the One above Numbers is a mere antecedent,
or prompt, which, when carried over into the context of the Platonic henology, takes on a
much profounder and wider ranging speculative significance.

77. Aristotle clearly claims at MetaphysicsB 3.990a17—19 that the principle and the
cause must be above and separate from the things ofwhich they are the principles.



2 10 TOWARD A NEW INTERPRETATIONOF PLATo

shade, because of the sharp line betweenwritten and oral doctrines that
Plato had set up and steadfastly observed.
b. In addition, if the Dyadic Principlewere thought to be absent from

the theoretical framework arrived at by Plato when composing the Re-
public, wewould have to accept the following result. The causality of the
Good, which is expressly specified as efficient, would necessarily be
absolute, a kind of creationism, and wholly processive in character. This
would run wholly counter to the theoretical and historical evidence
(given that it is agreed that such theories arrived in Western thought
only in the Christian epoch) and to all of Plato’s texts, as well as to the
indirect tradition.
c. If we look closely at the image of the Sun, which is said to be very

similar to what it is the image of, we see that it is based on the bipolar
relation which holds between the Sun and what it acts on, illuminating
and nourishing it. In any case Plato himself clearly claims the polarity of
the Principles, recalling the antithetical images of day and night, light
and shadow.78
d. The bipolar structure of reality is even more forcefullyreferred to

at the outset of the discussion of the true philosopher, where Plato
makes reference to the just and to the unjust, to Good and to Evil;79 and
this reference is repeated.80 It is under this guise that Plato also presents
the polar antitheses between measure and absence of measure,81 and
between unity and plurality.82
e. In order to remove any remaining doubt and to finish offwhatwe

have to say about the bipolar structure of the Principles, we wish to
direct attention to three very significant passages. Even if the bipolarity
is not given pride of place, as the One-Good is, we wish to indicate why,
despite the views of many scholars, that structure is of fundamental
importance throughout the Republic.
With the superb artistry he employs in other dialogues, Plato guides

his readers—those who are acquainted with his thought by other
routes—to a full understanding of his notion of the essence of the
Good, and therefore also of its opposite, Evil. He does not perform the
second part of this task at the place at which it might be most expected,
in the passage in which he presents his image of the Good. For, as we
have already noted, he is not paying the capital, but only the interest.

78. Republic6.508C—D.
79. Ibid., 5.476A.
80. Thus, in the similarly bipolar pairs justice—injustice and beautiful-ugly: 5.479A—B;

6.484A—B, 408C.
81. Republic6.486D.
82. Ibid., 5.476A, 47gA—B, 493E, 5o7B—C; 7.524Bff.
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Rather, he does so both before and after, surrounding and converging
on the focal point.
We may recall what Aristotle and other ancient sources tell us about

the essence of Good and Evil. Good is One, whereas Evil is Dyadic or
Plural. Applying this to the constructionof the state, we may ask ourselves
what, in henological terms, is the perfect state and what is its opposite?
There can only be one answer. If the Good is One, the perfect state is

the one that instantiates Unity. And if Evil is the Dyad of the great—and-
small and Plural, an imperfect state is one over which duality, division,
and plurality rule.
With all the clarity we could hope for in a written work, Plato tells us

all this in a passage which is properly separated from his imagistic
treatment of the Good.We find the following in Republic Book 4:
But how simple of you to think that the term State is applicable at all to any

but our own!
Why so?
You ought to speak of other States in the plural number; not one of them is

a city, but many cities, as they say in the game. Each will contain not less than
two [note the symbolic reference to the Dyadl] divisions, one the city of the
poor, the other of the rich, which are atwar with one another; and within each
there are many smaller divisions. You would be altogether beside the mark if
you treated these as one State; but if you deal with them as many, and give the
wealth or power or persons of the one to the others, you will always have a great
many friends and not many enemies. And your State, while the wise order
which has now been prescribed continues to prevail in her, will be the greatest
of States, I do not mean to say in reputation or appearance, but in deed and
truth, though she number not more than a thousand defenders. A single State
of that size you will hardly find, either among Hellenes or barbarians, though
many that appear to be as great and many times greater.
That is most true, he said.83

Then, in the following book, Plato offers us an allusion which is so
stark that the specificationsof the Good as One, and of Evil as Many, are
as good as stated:

Shall we try to find a common basis by asking of ourselves what ought to be the
chief aim of the legislator in making laws—what is the greatest good, and what is
the greatest evil, in the organization of a State; and then consider whether the
manner of life we have just described has the stamp of the good and that of
evil? ’

By all means.
Can we name anything more harmful for a State than a force, whatever it

may be, which causes distraction and pluralitywhere unity ought to reign? or
any greater good than the bond of unity? —We cannot. 84

83. Ibid.,4.422 E3-423B—C.
84. Ibid., 5.462 A2—B3.
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Lastly, we may look at a passage from Book 2 of the Republic. Here,
Plato clearly contrasts God, who is good by his nature and is therefore
the Good, with the opposite principle. The Good is the cause of all
good things, and cannot be in any way the cause of evil things. There-
fore, we must suppose another cause from which evil things flow.
It follows therefore that the good is not the cause of all things, but those

which are as they should be; and it is not to be blamed for evil.
Assuredly.
Then God, if he be good, is not the author of all things, as the many assert,but he is the cause of a few things only, and not of most things that occur to

men. For few are the goods of human life, and manyare the evils, and the good
is to be attributed to God alone; of the evils the causes are to be sought
elsewhere, and not in him.85

Even though, in a written work like the Republic, Platowants to repay
only the interest and not the capital, he could hardly have gone further
than these indications of his thought about the two Principles and the
bipolar structure of reality.

V. NUMERICALSTRUCTUREOF THE IDEAL WORLDAND IDEAL
NUMBERS IN THE REPUBLIC ‘

In the context of a passage quoted above86 on the importance of
arithmetic for arriving at dialectic, the discussion is broadened with a
play on “one” and on “two,” which brings the great-and-small to the
fore. It would be quite unrealistic to suppose that this text was not
meant to remind readers in the know of the issue of the Dyad of the
great-and—small.And it is hard to ignore the background doctrine of the
numerical structure of the ideal world.
We have already seen how, in the Phaedo, in drawing up the general

metaphysical plan, Plato depends heavily on the one and the two.87We
find the same in other dialogues, and Plato must have insisted on it to
such an extent that the comic poets used it to make fun of him.88 In the
passage which we have been discussing, the Republicgives us one of the
more characteristic examples.
Although he has not fully embraced the new paradigm, H.-G. Gada—

mer has understood this point clearly. We wish, therefore, to cite an
exemplary passage from him in order to convince those who hold

85. Ibid.,2.37gB15—C7.
86. Ibid., 7.5243—526B; cf. note 63, above.
87. Cf. Chapter 5, passim.
88. See the fragment of Theopompus quoted by DiogenesLaertius 3.26; LCL 1.301which is also cited by Gadamer.
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onto the traditional paradigm that the old interpretive schema can no
longer stand.
Gadamer stresses how, from the outset, the problem of plurality is

associatedwith that of the Dyad. This conception underlies the numer-
ical structure of the logos and hence of the Ideas in just the way that we
have been explaining. Plato understands the Good and the Beautiful as
number and asmeasure, and wemust understand them preciselyin that
way too ifwe are to read him correctly.
Setting out from the Hippias Major; after having quoted a fragment of

the comic poet Theopompus, and then going on to the Phaedo, this is
what Gadamer adds to the passage of the Republic:

. . . [T]he indivisible unity of the essence does not constitute the last word—
for his purpose is for number to serve as a model. The true enigma of number
lies in the following: that one plus one makes two, without either of them,
alone, being two, and without the two being one. Theopompus, a contempo-
rary of Aristophanes, makes fun of this Platonic idea in a comic verse: “For not
even the one is one. And two? The number two is hardly one according to Plato. ”If I getthe point, this riddle appears for the first time in the Hippias Major; without
any positive consequences being derived from it. It serves only to criticize an
attempted definition. Ought we not think that, with this particular structure of
number, Plato alludes to something which is very important in another con-
text.Was it not perhaps the structure of the arithmosof the logos which he then
had in mind? Obviously, mere participation in an Idea does not yet mean
knowledge. I think that a theory of the doctrine of Ideas, whichwas presented
as an atomistic Eleaticism, would have been always inadequate. And Plato
seems very quickly to have recognized that fact. What knowing is can be
grasped only when we understand how it is possible that one plus one makes
two and the two are one. The problem of the Dyad and its relations to the one
appears now more frequently in Plato, and always in reasoned contexts which
determine Plato’s thought from beginning to end. We may recall the puzzle of
how two comes from one, whether by addition or by division of the one, a
puzzle that in the Phaedo requires Socrates to change his mind and provokes
the famous flight into the logoi (Phaedo96ff.). In that dialogue, on the basis of
the inquiry about the nature of two, the hypothesis of the Idea is developed.
Likewise, the problem of the relativity of sense perception, which is of such a
fundamental importance for Plato, allows him to see a connection with the
problem of two. In the Phaedo (96 D—E) it appears in this context. In the
Seventh Book of the Republicthe problem is pursued of whether the great and
the small, which are attributed at the same time to the middle finger and the
pinkyfinger, are one or two. The reply is given that theymust be distinguished
in thought. For . . . each is itselfone, and together they are two (Republic 524B—
C). What a banality! Or do we have here a first hint of the structure of the one-
two, which later becomes the structure of the great-and-smallor the more—or-
less (uéya xai utuoév, udklov xai fi'm'ov)? The problem of relativity, which
here hints to the relation between the one and the two, likewise at the archai of
the Tév and 80619 is the famous “invitation to thought,” with which the whole
introduction of the Ideas begins.We can overcome the contradiction brought
about by the testimony of the senses only by thought, by distinguishing, in the

f
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same thing, the greatness and smallness. This implies not only that the co—
existence of various different aspects in the same Object does not involve a real
contradiction, but also, tacitly, that the aspects so distinguished by thought
alone, the Ideas, are inseparable one from the other, and so belong each to the
Other—a view which will be explicitly discussed in the Parmenides. It seems to
me a matter of fact not yet sufficiently highlighted by scholars, that the
relativity of sense perception already contains within it everything that was
later to be made explicit as the mutual participation of the Ideas and was to be
accomplished on the model of the arithmos, which we call the theory of Ideal
numbers.89

89. H.-G. Gadamer, “Platons ungeschreibene Dialektik,” in Idee und Zahl, 9—31. Giv-
en the technical importance of the passage of Republic6 to which Gadamer is referring,
we quote it here at length, putting the crucial terms (one, two; great, small) in italic to
help the reader. We may recall that this passage immediatelyprecedes that cited above,
in note 63. See also Stenzel, Zahl und Gestalt, 1 7511". Republic 7.523C4—524D2 (trans.
Grube, Plato’s Republic, 1 75—76).

You will understand mymeaning better if I put it this way: here, we say, are threefingers,
the smallest, the second, and the middle finger.

' Quite so.
Assume that I am talking about them as being seen quite close. Now examine this about

them.
What?
Each Of them equallyappears to be a finger and in this respect it makes no difference

whether it is seen to be at the end or in the middle, whether it is white or black, thick or
thin, and all that sort of thing. In all this the soul of the many is not compelled to ask the
intelligence whatfinger1s, for the sense of sight does not indicate to it that the fingeristhe Opposite of a finger.
Certainlynot.
Therefore this sense perceptionwould not be likely to call on the intelligence or arouse it.
Not likely.
What about their bigness or smallness?Does the sense of sight have sufficientperception

of them, and does it makeno difference to it whether the finger is in the middle or at one
end? or their thickness, their hardness, or softness in the case of the sense of touch?And
do our other senses not lack clearness in their perception of these qualities? Does not
each sense behave in the following way: in the first place the sense concerned with the
hard is of necessity also concerned with the soft and it declares to the soul that it perceives
the same object to be both hard and soft.
That is so.
Then in those cases the soul in turn is puzzled as to what this perception means by

hard, if it says that the same thing is also soft; and so with the perception of the light and
the heavy, the soul is puzzled as to what is the meaning of the light and the heavy, if sense
perception indicates that what is light is also heavy, and what is heavy, light.

Yes, he said, these indications are strange to the soul, and need investigation.
It is likely then, I said, that in these cases the soul will attempt, by calling upon

calculation and intelligence, to examine whethereach of the things announced to it is one or
two. —Ofcourse.

Then if they appear to be two, each appears as different and one. —Yes.
If each is one while both are two, itwill think of the two as separate, for if theywere not

separate, it would not think of them as two, but as one. —Correct.
Butwe say that the sense of sight saw bigand small not as separate but as commingled.

Is that not so?
SO in order to clarify this, intelligence is compelled to see bigand smallnot as commin-

gled but as separate, the oppositeway from sight. —True.
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The passage of the Republic we have been insisting on so much in the
foregoing pages, with its reference to the plurality that the Idea-One
itself takes on at the intelligible level in conjunction with other Ideas,
confirms the arithmos structure of the world of Ideas and the presence
of the theory of Ideal numbers in the Republic:

And of just and unjust, good and evil, and of every other idea, the same
remark holds: taken singly, each of them is one; but from the various combina-
tions of them with actions and bodies and with one another [the Ideas], they
are seen in all sorts of lights and appear many?90

And here is a reflection of the ontological structure of the arithmos
on moral life in the background of the following passage:
For Adeimantus, he whose mind is fixed upon true being, has surely no time

to look down upon the affairs of earth, or to be filled with malice and envy,
contending against men; his eye is ever directed towards things fixed and
immutable, which he sees neither injuring nor injured by one another, but all
in ordermovingaccording to reason; these he imitates, and to these he will, as
far as he can, conform himself. Can a man help imitating that with which he
holds reverential converse? —Impossib1e.
And the philosopher, holding conversewith the divine order, becomes or-

derly and divine as far as the nature of man allows.91

In this way, Plato draws attention to the things about which the
philosopher is concerned. He specifies them as the things that are
orderly (Terayuéva) , that exist always in the same way (XGTd raptor dei
éxovra), that, among themselves, neither do nor undergo injustice
(061’ dfimofivra 061’ détxofiueva I'm” dMfika), and that are all in
order (xéoutp) and in proportion (nomi kéyov ’éxovra). That is to say,
they are structured in accordance with a relation which is clearly arith-
metical (Mn/09 = thGuég, as described above) as is demanded of neces-
sity by reign; and noouog.
It is worth noting how the “imitation of the divine,” to whichwe shall

return, is thought of in terms of bringing order into one’s life and is put
forward as introducing this set of relations into ethics and politics. The
philosopher must imitate these things, that is, their metaphysical struc-
ture and become as much like them as he can (Tafita utueioflai T8 nai
5n udktora dcpouowfioeat).
And it is from some such circumstancesthat it first occurs to us to ask: What is the nature

of bigness, and again ofsmallness?
That is surely true.
And so we call the one intelligibleand the othervisible. —Quite correct.
That this passage, although frequently neglected by scholars, contains a clear refer-

ence to the indefinite Dyad, has been recognized by Stenzel; see Zahl und Gestalt, 17 5ff.
90. Republic5.476A4—7.
91. Ibid.,6.5ooB8-D1.
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The structure of logos-arithmos can bring about order-in-disorder,
measure-in—measurelessness, and unity—in-multiplicity.

VI. SOME OTHER KEY POINTS OF THE REPUBLIC CLARIFIEDBY THE
NEW PARADIGM

1. Let us recall the hints at the composite structure of the soul, which
referred not only to the soul in its tripartition into rational, irascible,
and concupiscible, but which also seemed to allude to the composite
structure of the rational soul itself.92 Such hints are inexplicable except
by reference to what is set out only in the Timaeus, with its complex
relations to the Unwritten Doctrines.93

2. Likewise, the famous, and in many respectsvery obscure, speech of
the Muses,94 in which the mysterious “nuptial number” is mentioned,95
can be most plausibly explained if it is read from the perspective of the
esoteric doctrines of the Idea—Numbers and their numerical relations,
as Gaiser has shown very clearly.96

3. We make considerable interpretive advances concerning the spec-
ification and interpretation of some passages and figures in the great
Myth of the Cave which had previously not been understood, such as
the shadows and images reflected in waterwhich stand for the interme-
diate position of the mathematical entities, and the stars which symbol-
ize the Meta-Ideas.97

VII. THE REGION OF THE INTERMEDIATE(Mat-0&6) IN THE REPUBLIC

But the problems which are of greatest interest to us are those
concerning the interpretation of the two most delicate points of the
famous Simile of the Divided Line,98 that of mathematical knowledge,
and more particularly that of dialectic; thus we shall focus on the last
two sections of the Divided Line.
As is well known, Plato describeshuman knowledgeand the parts into

which it is articulated in terms of the simile of a line divided into two

92. Ibid., 10.61 IB—C; also see 9.589 C—D, 590 C-D;Chapter 15, pp. 291-99.
93. See Chapter 20, pp. 391—415.
94. See ibid.,8.545D—547A.
95. See ibid., 546A—D.
96. K. Gaiser, “Die Rede der Musen fiber den Grund von Ordnung and Unordnung:

Platon Politez'a VIII, 545D-547A,”in Studia Platonica. Festschnflfu'rH. Gundm (Amsterdam,
1974) . 49-85- '

97. Cf. Kramer, Platone, 193, note 34, and 194 [Am. ed., 101 and 254-55, note 34].
See also K. Gaiser, Ilparagone della cavema (Naples, 1985).

98. “For the bibliographyon this issue, see the essentialguide which Kramer furnishes
us in Uber den Zusammenhang, 37, note 10 ([Ital. Ed., 398, note 10]).
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unequal parts, of which each half is subdivided into two parts. The first
and smaller part of the line represents sensible knowledge, the second
and larger part represents intelligible knowledge.Our philosopher says
that the first or lower segment of intelligible knowledge corresponds to
a less clear form of knowledge than the second, and he calls the lower
dianoia and the higher uoesis. Thus, since the forms of knowledge (as we
know) correspond to the forms of being, it follows that the intelligible
realm (to which all knowledge represented by the second part of the
line is referred) must be divided into two levels: a higher constituted by
pure Ideas, and a lower constituted by intelligible entities partly similar
to and partly different from pure Ideas.
Now, since Plato identifies dianoia with mathematical knowledge, it

follows that the corresponding intelligible entities called for by dianoia
are just those mathematical entities that the Unwritten Doctrines de-
scribe and that make up the level of the intermediate (usrafifi) which
lies between pure Ideas and sensible things.99
This account has been in the public realm for some time under

various guises, but it has been in various ways contested because Plato
does not speak openly of these “intermediates” in our dialogue. Howev-
er, in the light of the Unwritten Doctrines everything becomes clear.
Plato avoided speaking openly about them in the Republic, employing
his standard of doctrinal economy. Indeed, and most significantly, he
expressly says that he wishes to remain silent on this question, because it
would carry him far beyond the limits of his writing:
We pass over the proportions between the objects to which they apply,

and the division of either section, the opinable and the knowable, into two,
Glaucon, lest it involve us in a great many more arguments than those
which went before.100

But, as if that were not enough, Plato uses the term “intermediate” in
the Republic to refer to the type of knowledge that dianoia involves,
which is concerned with mathematical entities,just as, in the Unwritten
Doctrines, he calls the metaphysicalplace and status of the mathemati-
cal entities intermediate (ueraéé). Indeed, as the mathematical entities
are ontologically in between the Ideas and the sensibles, so diauoia, as
the noetic reality corresponding to mathematical entities, is in between
the intelligence or mind that grasps the Ideas and mere opinion, which
grasps the sensibles.
Here is the text:

99. Aristotle,MetaphysicsA 6.987b 1 4—16 (Gaiser, 22A;Kramer, 111.9; Findlay, 414. 3).See pp. 158—59, above.
1 00. Republic7.534A5-8.
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You seem to me to call the attitude ofmind of geometers and such reasoning
[Sto’wow] but not understanding, reasoning [Btévow] being midway [usraéu]
between opinion and understanding [vofig] .101

VIII. THE PINNACLE OF DIALECTICAND THE DEFINITION OF THE GOOD
IN THE REPUBLIC

The advantages of the new interpretive paradigm are even greater in
the interpretation of the last section of the simile of the Divided Line,
which corresponds to dialectic.102
The most important passages on dialectic are the following:
Consider now how the section of the intelligible is to be divided.
How?
In such a way that in one section the soul, using as images what before were

models, is compelled to investigate from hypotheses, proceeding from these
not to a first principle but to a conclusion. The other section which leads to a
first unhypothetical principle proceeding from the Forms themselves and pro—
ceeding through these.103
Understand also that by the other section of the intelligible I mean that

which reason itself grasps by the power of dialectic. It does not consider its
hypotheses as first principles, but as hypotheses in the true sense of stepping
stones and starting points, in order to reach that which is beyond hypothesis,
the first principle of all things. Having reached this and keeping hold of what
follows from it, it does come down to a conclusion without making use of
anything visible at all, but proceeding by means of Forms.104

These passages contain the two expressions that those who cling to
the traditional paradigm have most difficulty explaining: an unhypo-
thetical principle105 and a principle of all things,106 which refer to the
Good, and which Plato here does notwish to call an Idea, but rather a
Principle, and he insists on the term many times.
As the reader will have gathered, the account already given of the

metaphysicalmap of the Phaedo107 is notably enlarged but not resolved.
Once again, its solution is put Off.

101. Ibid., 6.51 1D2—5.
102. Although these passages have been much discussed, the discussion has been

unsatisfactorybecause it has been based on the supposition that everythingPlato thought
on the matter could be recovered from them. Butjust as he had done with respect to the
Good, Platowarns us, in introducing the concluding speech on dialectic,not only that the
issues are difficult, but that theymust be~heard not just in the present moment but they
must be gone over again frequently (“0113619 Trondmg énavwéov”), as is clear from the
passage cited in note 1 1 3.

103. Republic6.5 1OB2—9.

104. Ibid., 5 1 1B3—C2.
105. Ibid.,B6.: “dvonéeerov.”
1 06. Ibid., 7: “1'06 navrég dgxfi.”
107. See Chapter 5.
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This time, however, at the end of his discussion of the mathematical
sciences which lead to dialectic, Plato stresses that, in grasping the
essence of the Good,108 dialectic arrives at the goal and the end of the
voyage109 (at the conclusion of the SecondVoyage, wemight say), and he
offers some decisive references in the following passage:
And so you also call a dialectician the man who can give a reasoned account

of the reality of each thing? To the man who can give no such account, either
to himself or another, you will to that extent deny knowledge of his subject?
How could I say he had it?
And the same applies to the Good. The man who cannot by reason distin—

guish the Form of the Good from all others, who does not, as in a battle,
survive all refutations, eager to argue according to realityand not according to
opinion, and who does not come through all the tests without faltering in
reasoned discourse—such a man you will say does not know the Good itself,
nor any kind of good. If he gets hold of some image of it, it is by opinion, not
knowledge;he is dreaming and asleep throughout his present life, and, before
he wakes up here, he will arrive in Hades and go to sleep forever.110

In our century, Jaeger noted, but only in passing, the connection be-
tween the separation or abstraction of the Good from the other Ideas
about which our passage speaks, and the Aristotelian treatise 0n the
Good.111 But it was Kramerwho subjected this passage to careful analysis
and who displayedall its complex implications.112
We ought to bear in mind that a thinker who (1) maintains (as Plato

does in our passage) that only one who knows how to define the essence
of every individual thing is a dialectician; (2) adds that one who does
not know how to give definitions of them does not have knowledge; (3)
stresses that this applies in full force also to the Idea of the Good; and
(4) maintains specifically that one who is not capable of defining the
essence of the Good, separating it from all the other Ideas, after review-
ing them, does not know the Good, and both lives and will live as if
asleep; in short, one who affirms all these things that Plato affirms,
obviously can affirm them only if he is in secure possession of that
definition, that is, of the exact definition of the Good.
Actually, ifwe place the last passage in relation with the earlier ones,

the main lines that emerge are those we have uncovered from the
Unwritten Doctrines. There are some Ideaswhich follow very closely on

108. See the text to note 1 10, below.
109. Cf. note 1 10, below.
1 10. Republic 7.5 34B3—D1.
1 1 1. See W. Jaeger, “Review of P. Wilpert, Zwei aristotelische Frfihschriften fiber die

Ideenlehre,” in Gnomon 2 3 (1951): 242—52, in particular 252. (This review can also be
found in W.Jaeger, Scripta minora [Rome, 1960], 2:427.)

1 1 2. Jaeger’svague hint would have escaped everyoneif Kramer had not focused onthe problem in Uber den Zusammenhang.
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the first Principle: these are the most general Ideas, which, therefore,
are like go—betweens to the other Ideas. In the dialectical ascent, which
proceeds toward and through the Ideas, they constitute the final stage.
Just as it is necessary to rise synoptically from particular Ideas to more
general Ideas abstracting them from the particulars, so likewise, if we
start from these most general Ideas (identity, difference, equal-unequal,
similar-dissimilar, etc.), it is necessary to know how to perform the final
abstraction, which separates the One from its own highest determina-
tions, which are set out in the most general Ideas.
What, then, is the definition of the Good?
The indirect tradition tells us that the essence of the Good for Plato

was the One (just as the second passage on the Good in the Republic
indicateswith the emblematic ‘A-épollo” , and this was understood as the
most exact measure (as is stated in the first of the passages on the Good
in the Republic).
Hence, the conclusion is final and ultimate: the Good is the One, and

the One is the absolute measure of all things.
Having this definition, which does indeed sum up those very brief

propositions, or very few words to which, as Plato himself says, the
Unwritten Doctrines are reduced, can be a great benefit for the modern
reader; but only if the reader himself is prepared to take, on his own,
the longer way,which in the Republic Plato tries to account for fully; only
if he is able to perseverewith that SecondVoyage which Plato describes
in the Phaedo.
In any case, before concludingwith the great summarypassage which

we have seen above, Plato refers in a very distinctive way to the oral
realm, writing absolutelyclearly that these things: “we have not to hear
it at this time only, but are to repeat it often hereafter.”113 And in addi—
tion, he tells us that only in this way is it possible to arrive at that place:
“where a man may find rest from traveling and the end and purpose of
his journey.”114

1 1 3. Republic7.532D4—5.
1 14. Ibid., E2—3.



12 The Transposition from Physical to Metaphysical
Dialectic,Aporias Arising from the Theoryof Ideas,
and the Polarity of the Primary Principles in
the Parmenides

I. CONFLICTING INTERPRETATIONSOF THE PARMENIDES AND THE
POSSIBILITY OF A CONSTRUCTIVEREREADINGOF IT IN THE
LIGHT OF THE NEW PARADIGM

The Parmem'des is certainly a most enigmatic dialogue.1 In fact, the
history of the interpretations which have been given of it is the most
disconcerting and tortured.
As we have already noted, the Neoplatonists found in this dialogue

the highest expression of the greatest metaphysical and theological
truths, and consequently, from this viewpoint, they considered it the
most remarkable summa of Platonic metaphysics.
Hegel, and a succession of scholars in his footsteps, held our dialogue

to be the masterpiece of Platonic dialectic (which means, in the final
analysis, of all ancient dialectic).
Others, on the other hand, have interpreted it as a pure intellectual

game, or as some sort of sly scholastic exercise, or even as a work full of
logic-chopping, and therefore as a work of limited value.
Still others have understood our dialogue as an expression of the

spiritual crisis of Plato and as a noteworthy act of self-criticism.
Some scholars instead have interpreted the Parmenides as a work of a

fundamentally critical nature, aimed at demolishing Megaricizingand
Eleaticizing adversaries, and in general those thinkers who based their
views on Megaric attitudes to the theory of Ideas.
Finally, in the last century there were plenty of scholars who have

even denied that the dialogue could be authentic, or who at least have
cast doubt on its authenticity.2

1. For the bibliographyof the scholarlyliterature on the Parmem'despublished in the
present century, see Praechter, Die Philosophie des Altertums, 83; Totok, Handbuch, 198-
200; Cherniss,Lustrum (195g): 1 1 8—2 7; and Brisson, Lustrum (1977): 273ff. and Lustrum
(1 983): 287. More recently, there is awide-ranginganalytic bibliographyinM. Migliori’sDialettz'ca e ven'td. Commentariofilosoficoal “Parmem'de” di Platone (Milan, 1990).

2. See Milgiori, Dialettica, 43—68.
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In rereading this work, we find that even more than elsewhere refer-
ences to the indirect tradition and to the Unwritten Doctrines turn out
to be decisive in furnishing a correct interpretation.
In the first place, the new paradigm offers critical assistance in bring-

ing order into this thicket of conflicting interpretations. In fact, all the
interpretations to which we have alluded do not take any account of
Plato’s attitude tO writing, as expressed in his self-testimonies. There-
fore, they wholly run together the two spheres of playfulness and seri-
ousness, whose relations are essential to the underlying structure of the
whole of Plato’s work. If these two spheres are not carefully discriminat-
ed as such, we shall fatally misunderstand Plato’s authentic teachings.
We may also recall that Parmenides himself unequivocallypresents his
dialectical discourse as playing out this laborious game.3
It is worth noting how those who have believed that they could make

out Plato’s metaphysics concisely expressed in the dialogue with which
we are concerned have claimed to find in all of it the seriousness (hence
those “things of greatest value”) which Plato had firmly decided not to
entrust (except partly) to writtenworks; and they have distorted the way
in which to read this dialogue, like all of Plato’s other dialogues.
In addition, those who have seen an absolute and determinate value

in the dialectic of the Parmenides have not taken any account of the fact
that Plato himself says that the true art of dialectic, in the full and total
sense, is that which is only realized in the realm of oral discussion.
Therefore, the dialectic presented in the Parmenideswill necessarilybe
only a part of dialectic, and not the totality of what dialectic is, which
can only be fully expressed in oral discussions.
On the other hand, those who have belittled the Parmenides,judging

it as mostly empty sophistry, have not taken any account of the fact that
Plato, beyond any possibility of misunderstanding, counted writings ex-
ecuted according to the rules as certainlynot serious, but as very beauti-
ful; and this is not beauty in the modern aesthetic sense but in the
Greek sense of the term, as something good which has its own value.
Furthermore, we see no prospects for the views of those who have

believed that they can read in the Parmenides Plato’s self-criticism of his
own theory of Ideas, and hence can see in it an expression of a particu-
lar phase of his spiritual evolution. Indeed, for the reasons given above,
there is no historical or theoretical grounds for assuming a spiritual
evolution as an overall interpretive maxim.
In any case, even within the traditional paradigm, some scholars have

understood that the criticism Of the theory of Ideas in the Parmenides

3. Plato,Parmenides 137B2.
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depends, as we shall see, on mistaken interpretations of that theory.
Nevertheless, no one has given a full account of relation of the second
with the third part of the dialogue; indeed, as we shall show, this rela-
tion presupposes a structural connection set up in the Phaedo.
Finally, the denial of the authenticity of the Parmenideswas simply the

discounting of a recalcitrant fact, which for some scholars did not fit in
well with their interpretation of the traditional paradigm. Today, there
are no scholarswho support such a denial.
The correct framework for a rereading of the Parmenides is, instead,

as follows. In this dialogue Plato goes a long way toward speaking about
the apex ofmetaphysics, about the Principleswhose bipolar structure is
uncovered; nevertheless, he does not disclose the whole of dialectic;
and most importantly, he does not, except very partially, set out the
essence of these Principles and their underlying relations. In particular,
Plato is wholly silent about the underlying axiological relations (not
mentioning the Good at all). And this is completely consistent with his
choice of interlocutors (namely, the Eleatics) and their interests.
The guidelines followed by Plato in this work are exactly those set out

in the Phaedrus: anyone who writes has complete knowledge of what he
iswriting about, and presents the issues in the right proportions relative
to the souls of those involved in the dialogue: in this case, the Eleatics
Parmenides and Zeno, as well as Socrates and a very youngAristotle. In
addition, as we shall see, Plato limits the things he has to say to only a
few persons, to a circle of experts, who know the rules of the game.
In this sense the game of the Parmenides is indeed very beautiful: it

discusses the heights of metaphysics within a narrow group of people,
with a limited range of exemplification, and with a restricted ontologi-
cal-noetic perspective, especially in the last, third, great section, and
hence excluding the axiological realm, exactly because this was foreign
to Parmenides, who in this last section is the protagonist speakingwith
the youthful Aristotle. But, precisely within these limits, the heights of
metaphysics are effectively presented even though with all the amuse-
ments that go to make up a great and beautiful game.
If we examine carefully the theoretical framework of the dialogue

and if we reduce it to its outline, we can see that it follows the main
features of the metaphysicalmap of the Phaedo. The discussionbetween
Socrates and Zeno, which occupies the first section of the dialogue, is
conducted as part of the First Voyage, insofar as it discusses the issue of
the One and the Many and remains on the level of the philosophy of the
Physicists.4 The discussion of the theory of Ideas, which takes up the

4. Ibid., 1 26A—128E.
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second section of the dialogue, corresponds exactly to the first stage of
the Second Voyage: it prepares the way to the second stage. We may
recall that the move from the first to the second stage of the Second
Voyage must be accomplished purely by examining the consequences
of the theory of Ideas and the criticisms of those who attack it, with a
view to being able to proceed to the higher hypotheses up to the last
and fullest. Finally, in the third part of the dialogue, Parmenides him-
self, with the youthful Aristotle, develops a highly complex discussion
which, by approaching the bipolar structure of the real, focuses on the
hypotheses that the One exists and that the One does not exist. It
presents wide-ranginginsights into the first Principles, and thus carries
out that final stage, even if only bymeans of a partial dialectic, and with
various ironic masks; but, viewed in this way, the dualistic—polarthesis of
the first Principles stands out more clearly than in any other dialogue.5

II. THE FIRST PART OF THE PARMENIDES

Let us examine these three parts in detail, beginning with the first.
This section has become very famous because it sets out the interpreta-
tion and the general frameworkof Zeno’s dialectic.6 In brief, it explains
how the famous arguments of Zeno could be understood to be a proof
in support of the views of Parmenides. He affirmed that the All is One;
thus, he affirmed the unity and unicity of being. His adversaries drew
from the affirmation that the One is a set of absurd consequences
systematically opposed to the position, and hence destructive of it.
Thus, in his writing, Zeno gives tit for tat to the adversaries of

Parmenides by showing how the hypotheses of these adversaries,main-
tains the opposite position, that the many exist (and that the One is
not), involves consequences more absurd than those implied by that of
Parmenides. Consequently, the proofof the impossibility of the plural-
istic thesis, opposed to that of the monistic one of Parmenides, is a
dialectical confirmation of monism itself, as the following text shows:

I see, Parmenides . . . that Zeno’s intention is to associate himself with you
by means of his treatise no less intimately than by his personal attachment. In
a way, his book states the same position as your own; only by varying the form
he tries to delude us into thinking that his thesis is a different one. You assert,
in your poem, that the all is one, and for this you advance admirable proofs.
Zeno . . . asserts that it is not a plurality, and he too has manyweighty proofs to
bring forward.You assert unity; he asserts no plurality; each expresses himself

5. Ibid., 1 28A4—1 35C (second section),1 35—1660 (third section); cf.Milgiori,Dialettica,99.
6. For an account of the effect on Platonism of this reorientation in Eleaticism, see

Migliori, Dialettz'ca, 3 70—97.
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in such a way that your arguments seem to have nothing in common, though
really they come to very much the same thing. That is why your exposition and
his seem . . . rather over the heads of outsiders like ourselves.
Yes, Socrates, . . . but you have not quite seen the real character of my book.

True, you are as quick as a Spartan hound to pick up the scent and follow the
trail of the argument, but there is point you have missed at the outset. The
book makes no pretense of disguising from the public the fact that it was
written with the purpose you describe, as if such deception were something to
be proud of.What you pointed out is only incidental; the book is in fact a sort
of defense of Parmenides’ argument against those who try to make fun of it by
showing that his supposition, that there is a one, leads to many absurdities andcontradictions. This book . . . is a retort against those who assert a plurality. It
pays them back in the same coin with something to spare, and aims at showing
that, on a thorough examination, their own supposition that there is plurality
leads to even more absurd consequences than the hypothesis of the one.7

111. SOME OBJECTIONS TO THE THEORYOF IDEAS

In the second part, Socrates presents the theory of Ideas, which are
structurally multiple. The dialogue again defends plurality, but moving
to a different plane from that of the Pluralist adversariesof the Eleatics.
These latter, in fact, operate on the sensible plane, whereas Plato, in
our work, operates on the plane reached with the Second Voyage, that
is, on the intelligible plane. Now, as we already know, all the contradic-
tions of the multiple sensibles are solved and overcome bymeans of the
doctrine of the Ideas. The participation of things in the Ideas explains
all the contradictions encountered among the multiple sensibles. It
would be, therefore, a very seriousmatter if the contradictions revealed
within the sphere of the multiple sensibles reappeared in the same or a
similar form among the Ideas if those contradictions reappeared also in
the realm of the plural intelligibles. It is to this problem that Plato
finally calls our attention. Here is a very important passage:

I accept that . . . and I have no doubt it is as you say. But tell me this. Do you
not recognize that there exists . . . a Form of Likeness and again another
contrary Form, Unlikeness itself, and that of these two Formsyou and I and all
the things we speak of as many come to partake?Also, that things which come
to partake of Likeness come to be alike in that respect and just in so far as they
do come to partake of it, and those that come to partake of Unlikeness come to
be unlike, while those which come to partake of both come to be both? Even if
all things come to partake of both, contrary as they are, and by having a share
in both are at once like and unlike one another, what is there surprising in
that? If one could point to things which simply alike or unlike proving to be
unlike or alike, that no doubt would be a portent, but when things which have
a share in both are shown to have both characters, I see nothing strange in

7. Plato,Parmenidcs 1 28A4—D6.
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that, Zeno, nor yet in a proof that all things are one by having a share in unity
and at the same time many by sharing plurality. But if anyone can prove that
what is simply Unity itself is many or that Plurality itself is one, then I shall
begin to be surprised. . . . [I]f the kinds or Form themselves were shown to
have these contrary characters among themselves, there would be good
ground for astonishment, but what is there surprising in someone pointing
out that I am one thing and also many? When he wants to show that I am many
things, he can say that my right side is a different thing from my left, my front
from my back, my upper parts from my lower, since no doubt I do partake of
plurality. When he wants to prove that I am one thing, he will say that I am one
person among the seven of us, since I partake also of unity. So both statements
are true. . . . {I}f anyone sets out to show about things of this kind—sticks and
stones, and so on—that the same thing is many and one, we shall say that what
he is proving is that something is many and one, not that Unity is many or that
Plurality is one; he is not telling us anything wonderful, but only what we
should all admit. But . . . if he begins by distinguishing the Forms apart just by
themselves—Likeness, for instance, and Unlikeness, Plurality and Unity, Rest
and Motion, and all the rest—and then shows that these Forms amongthemselvescan be combined with, or separated from, one another, then, Zeno,
I should be filled with admiration. I am sure you have dealt with this subject
forcibly, but, as I say, my admiration would be much greater if anyone could
show that these same perplexities are everywhere involved in the Forms
themselves—among the objects we apprehend in reflection, just as you and
Parmenides have shown them to be involved in the things we see.8

This Socratic challenge calls forth the intervention of Parmenides
himself,who takes up the burden of refutation. We may observe that, at
this point, Eleatic dialectic is moved, by a genuine transposition, to the
level reached by the Platonic Second Voyage. Nevertheless, at first,
Parmenides’dialectic limits itself to revealing apon'ae, that is, difficulties
and contradictions contained in the theory of Ideas itself, while in the
third section it opens up all its power and significance, pushing itselfup
to the level of the supreme Principles.
The Parmenidean apon'aeagainst the theory of Ideas are seven,9 and,

clearly, some of them were already very widespread at the time of the
composition of this dialogue (some of the most important also return
in Aristotle’s Metaphysics and so have become very well known) .10
It will be useful to make a list of them and summarize them briefly,

because some of them are very important to demonstrate that Plato was
8. Plato,Parmenides 1 28E5—1 30A2.
9. These apon'az' all turn in their various and complexways on the conception of the

intelligible Ideas as separate from sensible things. But it must be remembered that the
separation which is here in play involves scarcely any understanding of the results of the
Second Voyage. Therefore these are not criticisms that Plato is making of his own doc-
trine, but are criticisms directed at those thinkers who object to the theory of Ideas
without havingunderstood the level atwhich it is pitched.

10. Aristotle, Metaphysics A 9. See Migliori’s discrimination of the so-called seven apon'ai
and his accountofSocrates’ debt to the Eleatics (Dialettica, 1 32—60 and 164—67, respectively).
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fully aware both that his theory ran into a set of difficulties and also of
how to resolve them.
The first set of problems Parmenides raises do not, strictly speaking,

amount to a real difficulty; indeed, they lead to a statement of general
significance. They turn on the necessity of establishingwhether or not
the Ideas exist (naturally taking the Ideas as transcendent of sensible
things). Socrates says (a) that he is very certain of the existence of the
Ideas corresponding to ethical values; (b) that he has had some difficul-
ty in admitting Ideas for natural objects (as man, water, fire, etc.); (c)
that he does not admit Ideas of hair, mud, dirt, and in general trivial
and undignified things.
Parmenides observes that this limitation is unjustified, and that it is

only because he is still young and inexpert that Socrates thinks in this
way. When Socrates grows up and philosophy has taken him over fully,
and when he has learned not to pay attention to the common opinions
of men, he will know how not to despise any object, and hence to admit
Ideas for everything.
It is clear that in this way Plato is telling us what is the right attitude to

adopt: once embarked on a journey, it is necessary to have the courage
to push on to its conclusion, with consistency and consecutiveness.
Hence, nothing is to be excluded from the ideal world. The remaining
discussion follows from the implicit admission of this thesis.11
The second aporia, like the next one, tries to undermine the theory of

Ideas by bringing to the fore the difficulties inherent in the relation of
participation between sensible {things and Ideas. Indeed, sensible ob-
jects do not participate in their corresponding Ideas entirely (that is, in
the entire Idea) because we could not see how it could remain one and
identical in each and every object which participates in it, except by
being broken up, that is, bymultiplying itself. But if this is admitted, we
would be led to equally absurd consequences: for example, we would
have to admit that large sensible things participate in a fraction of the
Idea of largeness, and hence of a part of the Idea of largeness,which is
obviously smaller (as a fraction) than Largeness itself (that is, than the
Idea in its totality). But this also will not do.12
The third aporia is aimed at showing that the logico—methodological

relation which leads to the theory of Ideas ought to lead us beyond the
Ideas, transcending them in a kind of infinite regression as follows.
The Ideas are introduced as the unity of a plurality: for example, the

plurality of large things and various types of sensible largeness are ex-
1 1. Plato,Parmenides 1 goB—E.
1 2. Ibid., 1 30E—13 1E.
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plained by supposing that there exists a single Idea of largeness itself, by
participation in which the large things are large. But Parmenides Ob-
jects that, by applying this very logical procedure I can maintain that
between many large sensible things, on the one hand, and the Idea of
large, on the other, it is necessary to have a third thing which unifies
them, that is, the existence of the third largeness.But then, once again,
for the same reasons, it is necessary to introduce a further ideal large-
ness to unify the others, and so on to infinity.13
The argument has become very famousunder the tag the “ThirdMan

Argument,” which was used by Aristotle. In order to explain the many
sensible men, in terms of the logic on which the theory of Ideas seems
to be based, it is necessary to introduce the Idea of man conceived as
(intelligible) unity of (sensible) plurality. But between sensible men
and the Idea of man, it is necessary to establish a further unification,
that is, to introduce a further Idea unifying sensible men with the Idea
of man, and hence a third man would be introduced; and then, once
again, along the same lines, it would be necessary to introduce a fourth
man, and a fifth, and so on to infinity. This argument, of course, was
one ofAristotle’s warhorses against Plato’s theory of Ideas.14
Socrates tries to avoid the foregoing apon'aeby proposing to under-

stand the Ideas as thoughts or concepts (vénua), thus transposing the
doctrine from the ontological to the noetic plane, and so reducing it to
a mere dimensionOf the soul, or the intellect. In this case, each thought-
Ideawould be one thing, and therefore all the objections would disappear.
But Parmenides responds that a thought is always a thought of some-

thing real, and that this something must be supposed as present in all
the things which are thought of by means of the Ideas. But then we
would have the following consequences: (a) all things, being formed by
thoughts, are thinking; or (b) even though formed of thoughts, they
would be thoughts which do not think. These consequences are Obvi-
ously absurd and unsustainable.15
The fifth aporz'a, returns to the issue of the relation of the participa-

tion of things in Ideas, seeking to understand it as imitation. The Ideas
are like models, the sensible things are like copies and images, and the
relation of the latter with the former is that of similarity.
But we shall again encounter the difficulty which came up with the

Third Man. Indeed, if, in order to explain the similarity among various '

sensible things,we postulate a single Idea ofwhich they are copies, and
to which therefore they have a common similarity, it is necessaryin turn

1 3. Ibid., 1 32A—B.
14. Aristotle,MetaphysicsAg.ggob15ff. See our commentary, 1. 193E. (5th ed.,3: 78—81).
1 5. Plato,Parmenides 1 32B—C.
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to introduce a further archetype-Idea which explains the similarity be-
tween things and the first Idea introduced, and then for the same rea-
sons, a further Idea with a similar role and so on to infinity.16
The sixth apon'a is the first of the two which Parmenides thinks the

most important. It plays on the total separation of the world of Ideas
from the world of sensible things, as a consequence of the previous
aporia. The Ideas are in and of themselves and not in us. Therefore,
they depend exclusively on themselvesand on the relations which they
have among themselves, whereas, on the other hand, the things of this
world, having the same name as the Idea, do not depend on the Ideas,
but on themselves. In sum, the two worlds do notmutually interact from
the ontological viewpoint.
A conclusion of this kind is reached, by similar reasoning, also from

the epistemologicalviewpoint. The idea of knowledge is not our knowl-
edge. The knowledge of truth is, obviously, just the former; on the
other hand, our knowledge, that which is present in us men here on
earth, could not therefore be knowledge of the truth, or knowledge of
the Ideas. Therefore, for us men, the Ideas are unknowable.17
The seventh aporia is the sixth run backward. If each of the twoworlds

(sensible and intelligible) has relations only with itself, the perfect pow-
er and the true knowledge that God possesses is operative in the sphere
of the world of Ideas, but does not affect us and our world. God knows
the Idea of man and the Ideas of things and acts on them, but he does
not know real sensible men, and does not act on their behalf.18
These are the aporiaewhich form the subject matter of the text which

we are analyzing, but it is explicitly said that there are also others.
Obviously, already at the point at which Plato was writing this dialogue,
an array of objections was in circulation, of whichAristotle has handed
down a very full list.19
For those who properly understand the theory of Ideas, a reading of

these criticisms is an intellectual diversion.Plato behaves toward his ad-
versaries like a cat with a mouse: he does not deliver the fatal blow, but
instead plays with the mouse, pretending to let it go, waiting for the
right moment to give it the coup de grace.
We can already say that these criticisms in general, and specifically

those which appear to be the most damaging, really arise from a funda-
mental mistake: they treat the Ideas, which are introduced by Plato as
causes, as on the same level as the things ofwhich they are the causes,

16. Ibid., 1320—1338.
1 7. Ibid., B— 1 34C.
1 8. Ibid., C-E.
1 9. Ibid., 1 35A; see also Aristotle,MetaphysicsA g.
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that is, they demote the cause to the same ontological level as the effect,
with all the consequences that this error implies.
But Plato prefers not to take this shortcut but the longer way, which,

for him, is the only certain one in philosophy. His overall response,
serves to bring the second section to a close and to open the third, is the
following. Plato makes Parmenides say that it takes exceptional gifts to
understand the theory of Ideas (that is, it is far from being known by the
many) and that it involves still greater specialgifts to know how to teach
it and to communicate it to others. Plato puts into Socrates’ mouth the
followingconclusion: the theory of Ideas raises apon'ae, but if it is given
up, we should have to give up thought and dialectic; and, if so, philosophy
would be done for. The following is a very important statement:
And yet, Socrates, Parmenides went on, these difficulties and many morebesides are inevitably involved in the forms, if these characters of things really

exist and one is going to distinguish each form as a thing just by itself. The
result is that the hearer is perplexed and inclined either to question their
existence, or to contend that if they do exist, they must certainly be unknow-
able by our human nature. Moreover, there seems to be some weight in these
objections, and, as we were saying, it is extraordinarily difficult to convert the
objector. Only a man with exceptional gifts will be able to see that a form, or
essencejust by itself, does exist in each case, and it will require someone still
more remarkable to discover it and to instruct another who has thoroughly
examined all these difficulties.

I am in agreement with you, Parmenides, said Socrates, in fact you certainly
speak my thought.
Therefore, Socrates, Parmenides continued, if, in view of all these difficul-

ties and others like them, a man refuses to admit that Ideas of things exist or to
distinguish a definite Idea in every case, he will have nothing on which to fix
his thought, so long as he will not allow that each thing has a character which
is always the same, and in so doing he will completely destroy the significance
of all discourse. But of that consequence I think you are only too well aware.20

It is clear, therefore, that the theory of Ideasmust be upheld. How it is
possible to free it from the apon'aewill emerge from the doctrine on the
Principles which is to be introduced in the third section.

IV. THE DIALECTICALMETHOD TRANSPOSED FROM THE PHYSICAL
PLANE To THE METAPHYSICALPLANE WITH THE SECOND VOYAGE

Thus begins the third part of the dialogue, which is the longest and
most complicated part.21 There is a kind of methodological and pro-
grammatic prologue setting out most of the aims pursued by Plato. It

20. Ibid.,E9—135C3.
21. Ibid.,C—166C.
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says that the condition for not falling into the apmiae which we have
examined and so for solving them, is exercise in dialectic, the exercise
of long duration and great commitment which Plato prescribed within
the Academy. It will certainly not be the old exercise of dialectic con-
ducted by the Eleatics on the physical plane, but a new exercise on the
plane reached bywhat the Phaedo calls the SecondVoyage: dialectic on
the level of the intelligibleworld. Zeno’s dichotomous dialectic is thus
reapplied to a new plane, producing a genuine transposition.22
The procedural framework formulated by Zeno and applied to the

new metaphysical plane is as follows. The existence of an Idea must be
hypothesized, and then we must see what follows from considering it in
relation to itselfand in relation to its contrary. Next, the hypothesis that
the Idea does not exist must also be posited and we must likewise find
outwhat follows from that hypothesis by considering it in relation to
itself and in relation to its opposite. This must be done not only for
the One and for the Many, but likewise for the Ideas of similar and
dissimilar, move-ment and rest, of being and nonbeing, and so on
for all the Meta—Ideas.23
In order to call the reader’s attention to the fact that the matters he

will be discussing are connected with the Unwritten Doctrines reserved
for a narrow circle of colleagues, Plato makes Zeno make the following
significant affirmation: if those present were more numerous, it would
not be appropriate to ask Parmenides to speak, because most people do
not realize the necessity of undertaking that long journey through the
totality of things. And a little further on Parmenides himself takes up
the point, saying that he is ready to oblige, preciselybecause we are, as
Zeno says, alone, that is, in a narrow circle of chosen men, just as Plato
required for his lectures in the Academy about the teachings that must
not be written. Here is the passage which contains the leading method-
ological doctrine of the dialogue:
What are you going to do about philosophy, then? Where will you turn while

the answers to these questions remain unknown?
I can see no way out at the present moment.
That is because you are undertaking to define beautiful, just, good, and

other particular Ideas too soon, before you had a preliminary training. I no-
ticed that the other day when I heard you talking here with Aristotle. Believe
me, there is something noble and inspired in your passion for argument, but
you must make an effort and submit yourself, while you are still young, to a
severer training in what the world calls idle talk and condemns as useless.
Otherwise, the truth will escape you.

22. Ibid., 135D—E.
23. Ibid., 136A—C.
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What Idea, then, should this exercise take, Parmenides?
The Idea that Zeno used in the treatise you have been listening to. With this

exception—there was one thing you said to him which impressed me very
much—youwould not allow the survey to be confined to visible things or to
range only over that field; it was to extend to those objectswhich are specially
apprehended by discourse and can be regarded as Ideas.

Yes, because in that other field there seems to be no difficultyabout showing
that things are both like and unlike and have any other character you please.
You are right. But there is one thing more you must do. If you want to be

thoroughly exercised, you must not merely make the supposition that such
and such a thing is and then consider the consequences; you must also take
the supposition that that same thing is not.
How do you mean?
Take, if you like, the supposition that Zeno made—~if there is a plurality of

things.Youmust considerWhat consequences must follow both for those many
things with reference to one another and to the one, and also for the one with
reference to itself, and to the many. Then again, on the supposition that there
is not a plurality, you must consider what will follow both for the one and for
the many, with reference to themselves and to each other. Or, once more, if
you suppose that likeness exists, or does not exist, what will follow on the
supposition both for the terms supposed and for other things, with reference
to themselves and to each other. And so again with unlikeness, motion, and
rest, coming-to—be and perishing, and being and not-being themselves. In a
word, whenever you suppose that anything whatsoeverexists or does not exist
or has any other character, you ought to consider the consequences with refer-
ence to itself and to any one of the other things that you may select, several of
them, or all of them together, and again you must study these others with
reference both to one another and to any one thing you may select, whether
you have assumed the thing to exist or not to exist, if you are really going to
make out the truth after a complete course of discipline.
There would be no end to such an undertaking, Parmenides, and I don’t

altogether understand. Why not enlighten me by illustrating the method on
some supposition of your own choice?
That is a heavy task, Socrates, to lay on a man of my age.
But you, Zeno, said Socrates, why don’t you give us the illustration? Zeno

laughed and replied, Let us beg Parmenides himself to do it, Socrates.What
he means is no light matter, I am afraid. You must see what a task you are
setting. If we were a larger company, it would not be fair to ask him. Such a
discoursewould be unsuitable before a large audience, particularly in a man of
his age, because most people are unaware that you cannot hit upon truth and
gain understanding without ranging in this way over the whole field. So, Par-
menides, I join with Socrates in his request, in the hope of sitting at your feet
again myself after all these years.
After these words from Zeno, Pythodorusjoinedwith Aristotle and the rest

in begging Parmenides not to disappoint them, but to demonstrate the meth-
od he had in mind.
Parmenides replied, I cannot refuse, although I feel like the old race horse

in Ibycus, who trembles at the start of the chariot race, knowing from long
experience what is in store for him. The poet compares his own reluctance on
finding himself, so late in life, forced into the lists of love, and my memories
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too make me frightened of setting out, at my age, to traverse so vast and
hazardous a sea. However, I must do as you wish, for after all, as Zeno says, we
are all friends here. Where shall we begin, then? What supposition shall we
start with? Would you like me, since we are committed to play out this labori-
ous game, to begin with myself and my own original supposition? Shall I take
the one itself and consider the consequences of assuming that there is, or
there is not, a one? ——By all means, said Zeno.
Then who will answer the questions I shall put? Shall it be the youngest?He

will be less likely to give the least trouble and to be the most ready to saywhat
he thinks, and I shall get a moment’s rest while he is answering.
The youngest means me, Parmenides, said Aristotle, and I am ready. Put

your questions and I will answer them.24

V. THE GREAT DISCUSSIONOF THE SUPREME PRINCIPLES (THE
ONE AND THE OTHER THAN THE ONE) AND THE DIALECTICAL
DEMONSTRATIONOF THE BIPOLARSTRUCTUREOF REALITY

Accepting the request, Parmenides begins from the hypothesis on
which his own rigidly monistic philosophy is based as Plato understands
it.25 The hypothesis is that the One exists. Parmenides will analyze the
dialectical consequences Of this hypothesis, concerning the One itself
and the Other itself than the One. He will then proceed to the conse-
quences which derive from each Of them, considered both in itself and
in relation to other things. Next, he will examine the contrary hypothe-
ses, following the same logical procedure. In this way, he will arrive at
eight hypotheses (or rather eight horns Of four pairs of antinomies) .26
Dialecticalexamination of these eight theses involves alternating pos-

itive and negative results; concerning the One nothing can be said and
everything can be said; likewise, Of the Other than the One, nothing
can be said and everythingcan be said. It would seem that this exhaust-
ing exercise must conclude negatively with a resounding zero.
Actually, this is not the case. The group Of the last four hypotheses,

which draw out the general negative proposition if the One does not
exist, expresses a counter-argument to the first four. The first Of these,
which takes the One as absolutelyand in every case unique, turns out to
be bluntly unacceptable.27 Then we have the second28 and third hy-

24. Ibid., 1 35C5—1 37C3.
2 5. The stronglymonistic bent is to be found more in his followers Zeno and Melissus

than in Parmenides himself.
26. The distinction of nine hypotheseswhich some scholarsmake is inaccurate. The

majorityof scholarsadmit eight hypotheses.After all, this is the way that Parmenides sets
up the issue, for all that the workingout of it might appear wayward and inconclusive (cf.
Migliori,Dialettica, 364 and 4 1 9—33).

27. Plato, Parmenides 142A6—8. This is the sole case in the third part of the dialogue in
which the result is clearly condemned.

28. Ibid., I42B—1 57B.
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potheses,29 which suppose the One as having predicates, and thus rela-
tions with the Other-than-itself, and the Other from the One as having
relations of participation to the One. These two hypotheses are to be
accepted as basic to the fundamentals of Platonic metaphysics, that is,
to the bipolar structure. For some time, some scholars have recognized
the presence in the second and especially in the third hypotheses of
some basic concepts which return in the Philebus. But the interpretation
of the Philebus is in certain respects problematic; the most reliable
point of comparison and reference is still the Unwritten Doctrines
handed down by the indirect tradition, which confirm that, in the third
hypothesis, Plato shows at least one of his most significant cards, by
speaking of the One which participates in the Other, understood as
infinite plurality, and by alluding to the limiting function of the One.30
Traditionally, the fourth hypothesiswas taken to refer to a plurality

posited independently of the One. We are now indebted to Maurizio
Migliori for having emphasized the fact that such an understanding fits
better with the hypotheses of the second group. After all, these latter
are premised on the negation of the One, and not on its being merely
separated, as is the case here. It seems therefore possible to read this
argument as directed not only or so much at pure plurality, but at the
corresponding term of the original dichotomy, as a revealingglimpse of
the nature of the Dyad of the large-and-small.31
The theoretical core of the dialogue therefore is the following: the

monistic conception of the Eleatics does not stand up, because it fallsinto insuperable apon'ae; nor does a purely pluralistic position, such as
that of the atomists, stand up. But between monism and pluralism there
exists a synthesizingmiddle way,which admits a polar or, rather, bipolar
structure of reality, and which is headed by two Principles—the One
and indefinite Plurality—such that neither can exist without the other,
that is to say, the Principles are indissolublyconnected.
This conception of the two highest Principles and their structural

participation throws a wholly different light on the theory of Ideas. The
relation between Ideas and sensible things ought to be reexamined in
the light of the general bipolar structure of Unity and Plurality. By
means of this conception, the basis of the apon'ae in the second part ofthe dialogue is wholly overthrown.

29. Ibid., 157B—160B.
30. For example, at the beginning of the third hypothesis, tackling the problem of

what follows from the other than the One, if the One exists, there is the idea of participa-tion of the Others in the One (1570). But at 158A and following the discussion is
deepened, and appeal is made to the concepts of limit and unlimited, of whichwe will
speak in our account of the Philebus.

3 1. See Migliori, Dialettz'ca, 3 1 8—2 1.
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Two final points are worth stressing.
As we have already noted, Plato refers to the Meta-Ideas several

times, and makes full use of them: identity-difference, equal-unequal,
similar-dissimilar?"2 In addition, numbers are also frequently referred
to, especially in discussions linked to the supreme Principles, even
though under an ironic mask, which, after all, is the key trait of the
whole dialogue.33
Overall, therefore, in addition to the different arguments with the

various philosophical schools, the Parmenides says this: We must move
from the dialectical plane of the Eleatics, who were Naturalists, to the
dialectic of the theory of Ideas, on the plane reached by the Second
Voyage; but the theory of Ideas raises numerous difficulties,which can
be untangled only if the protological problems concerning the first and
highest Principles are solved. But the Parmenidesgives us only a glimpse
of the core of this theory; as Parmenides himself says, the dialogue
offers only an illustration of it. The theory as a whole corresponds to
the final stage of the SecondVoyage;34 but the dialogue consigns to the
realm of oral dialectic a full working out of what is involved.35

32. See in particular Parmenides 1 2gDif., 136Aif., 145Eff., 147C, 149D, 158Bff.,
1 58Eff., 1 59Eff.

33. See E. Berti, “Struttura e significato del Parmenide di Platone,” in his Studi Aristo-
telici (L’Aquila, 1975),323—25.

34. Cf. Chapter 5, passim.
35. For the fascinating discussions in the Parmenides of becoming, of movement, and of

the instantas an extratemporal dimension (1 56C—157B), see Migliori, Dialettica, 45 1 -88.





13 The Trilogy Sophist, Statesman, and Philosopher
Elucidated in Terms of the NewParadigm

I. THE ONTOLOGY OF THE SUPREME GENERA OF THE SOPHIST UNDER-
STOOD AGAINST THE BACKGROUND OF THE UNWRITTEN DOCTRINES

1. The SophistDoes NotDiscuss the First Principles, but Only
a Limited Set ofMeta-Ideas

The interpretation of the great metaphysicalpassages of the Sophist1
would seem at first glance less complex, but this is only an illusion
stemming from the outlook of the traditional paradigm. In fact, unless
the dialogue is seen against the theoretical background of the Unwrit-
ten Doctrines, it is very easy to fall into a set ofmisunderstandings, as
has happened to not a few scholars. Therefore, the contribution which
the new paradigm brings is truly decisive for the understanding of the
great metaphysicalpassages of the Sophist.
On the other hand, since the Sophist treats of the concepts of being

and nonbeing, which, for many sorts of ontological metaphysics, are
the highest ultimate concepts, it is easy to think that Plato, insofar as he
is here concerned with these concepts, is giving a foundation to his
protology, and therefore is presenting a final treatment of all the su-
preme genera. But this is not so, as can be seen from Plato’s own
explicit statements; at least twice, he goes out of his way to tell us that he
is not discussing the highest Ideas and the highest genera as a whole,
but only a chosen set from among them.
Therefore, Plato chooses appropriately among the most general

Ideas, on the basis of their relevance to the issue which is the subject of
discussion in the dialogue, namely, the definition of the sophist.
Here is the most important text in which this choice is indicated:
Stranger:Now that we are agreed . . . that some of the kindswill combine with

one another and some will not, and that some combine to a small extent,

1 . Bibliographiesconcerning the scholarlyliterature published in our century on the
Sophist can be found in Praechter, Die Philosophie des Altenums, 83E; Totok, Handbuch,
2o2ff.; Cherniss, Lustrum (1959): 177-89; and Brisson, Lustrum (1977): 283ff. and Lus-
tmm(1983): 293ff. See also G. Movia, Apparenze,essere, e veritd. Commentariostorico-filosofico
al “Sofista” di Platone (Milan, 1991).
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others with a large number, while some pervade all and there is nothing
against their being combined with everything, let us next follow up the argu-ment in this way. We will not take all the forms, for fear of getting confused in
such a multitude, but choose out some of those that are recognized as most . . .
important, and consider first their several natures and then how they stand in
respect of being capable of combination with one another. In this way, though
we may not be able to conceiveBeing and nonbeing with perfect clearness,we
may at least give as satisfactory an account of them as we can under the condi-
tions of our present inquiry, and see if there is any opening allowing us to
assert that what is not, really is what is not, and to escape unscathed?

Shortlyafterward, havingmade some preliminary distinctions amongthe five Ideas, Plato repeats what he intends to discuss:

Stranger: Then we must call the nature of Difference a fifth among the
Formswe are singling out.

Theaetetus:Yes.3

Here, therefore, it is not the highest Principles (the One and the
indefinite Dyad) that are being referred to, but rather a chosen groupofMeta-Ideas, and the aim is to see how they can combine in reciprocal
relations of positive and negative participation.
We have here the claim that the logical interlacing of all the Forms is

outside the purview of the dialogue. The aim is to clarify everything
necessaryfor establishingwithout contradiction that there is nonbeing,
a claim which is essential for the explanation of the art, deception, and
error of the sophist, all of which presuppose nonbeing. Let us here set
aside the definition of the sophist, which does not directly interest us,
and concentrate on the metaphysical affirmations of the dialogue.
Kramer has insistedwith great energy and effectiveness on the thesis

that, in this work, Plato does not discuss the supreme foundations, but
only some of the most general Ideas.4
This had already been noted by some of the more careful scholars of

the traditional paradigm. Taylor, for example, wrote: “It is never said
[in the Sophist] that the list of the universalia universalissima is complete,
though later Platonists, like Plotinus in Ennead 6.1—3, discuss them as a
complete list of Platonic highest universals, or categories.”5
After stressing that the supreme genera which the Sop/list discusses

are a limited selection,A. Levi writes: “In the Sophist there is no mention
of the unconditioned principle of the Republic and there is no attempt

2. Sophist 2 54B7—D2.
3. Ibid.,255Dg—E2.
4. Cf. Kramer,Platone, 2o5ff [Am. ed., 108ff.] and Movia, Apparenze,319-2 1.
5. A. E. Taylor, Plato: The Man and His Work (London, 19466), 389. The edition wehave used is Meridian Books’s third printing (1957) of the sixth edition (Humanities

Press, 1952).
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to apply the procedure of division to the highest genera ofBeing, which
are investigated in a special way (nor can it be said that the five genera
in play are the only ones, because it is clear that at least two others, unity
and plurality, have a right to the same title).”6 And again: “. . . [I]t does
not mention a first principle of the Ideas; and since we are told that they
are insofar as they participate in Being, it seems that the thesis of the
Republic, which affirms that Being and essence are derived from the
Idea of Good, has been abandoned. It is inadmissible to think that Plato
would have turned against seeing in the Good the first principle be-
cause it reappears in the Philebus and in the theory of the Number-
Ideas. . . .”7 Nevertheless,Levi complains that he cannot see how, in the
Sophist, Plato could relate the Idea of Being to the Good.
The problem is clarified ifwe remember how, as Kramer has clearly

explained, the Unwritten Doctrines consider Being as a mixture de-
rived from the One-Being (and from the Dyad) given that the Good is
above-beingand not a mere being,8 or at least not a being in the usual
sense. The Being of which the Sophist speaks, therefore, is already a
definite but very general Idea, and therefore it has the supreme Princi-
ples above itself.
Some have thought that the hierarchy of the highest kinds of which

the Sophist speaks could be represented in the following way.
This frameworkwould be an adequate representation, only if, in the

Sophist, Plato had presented all the highest genera, and had not limited
himself to a selection of a group from among the highest genera which
were relevant to the theme of the dialogue. This is why the selection is
very partial. This schema would have to be corrected as follows, if we
take into account the Unwritten Doctrines,which are present notmere-
ly in the background, but openly referred to, as we shall see.
Naturally, in this schema we leave out the relations of positive and

negative communion which each of these Ideas further implies, and
whichwe shall discuss later.
But before going on to the treatment of this issue, let us recall that no

map of the Meta-Ideas is given in any dialogue nor even transmitted
within the indirect tradition, except partially.
This is worth remembering, the Pythagoreans had already thought

very important, and their arrangement of a list of ten in contrary pairs
had become well known and has been handed down to us by Aristotle.9
Here are the ten supreme contraries arranged by the Pythagoreans:

6. A. Levi, Il problemadell ’errore nella metafzsica e nella gnoseologia di Platone, 1 oo.
7. Ibid., 102.
8. See above pp. 2o7—8ff.
9. Aristotle relates it at MetaphysicsA 5.986a22ff.
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. limit—unlimit

. odd—even

. one—plurality

. right—left

. male—female

. rest—movement

. straight—curved

. light—darkness

. good—bad
. square—oblong
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It is probable, or at least possible, that Plato had also drawn up a
complete table of the great Meta-Ideas as contrary pairs. So it is worth
pointing out how the arrangement derived of necessity from the dualis-
tic-polar structure of the first and highest Principles, and from the polar
structure which extends through the whole of reality. Aristotle himself,
as we have already seen above, even wrote a treatise on this subject.10
Consequently, it is possible to trace, at least in rough form, a list of

the most significant of these Meta-Ideas following ontological-meta-
physical and axiologicaldistinctions. Here is such a table:

One Dyad
1. unity multiplicity
2. being nonbeing
3. in itself relative
4. identity difference

'

5. equal unequal
6. similar dissimilar
7.- limit unlimited
8. determination indetermination
9. form privation of form
10. indivisibility divisibility
1 1. immobile mobile
12. immutable mutable
13. order disorder
14. odd even
15. good evil
16. virtue vice

Naturally, the list could be extended if it were to include pairs of
Ideas of an arithmetical, geometrical, or epistemological nature.11 Nev-

10. On this problem, see E. Berti, “La ‘riduzione dei contrari’ in Aristotele,”in Berti,
Studi an'stotelz'cz', 209-3 1 .

1 1. See, for example, a similar list put together by Gaiser, in Platons, 19.
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ertheless, this is more than enough to indicate how limited was the
selection for the treatment of the subject of the Sophist. The five high-
est Ideas discussed are exactly those to which it is indispensable to
refer in order to reform Eleaticism, insofar as this is necessary to ex-
plain the matters with which the sophist deals, matters which amount
to mere appearance. And the study of the relations of communion is
limited to what is necessary for the exploration of this theme.
On this point, there can remain little room for doubt: in the Phaedo

and in the Republic, Plato speaks about the relations existing among the
Ideas;12 in the Sophist, he furtherexplains them, always with relevance to
the theme with which he is concerned, and always in a perspective
limited by the requirements of written discourse.

2. The DialecticalRelations of the Five Meta-IdeasSelected to Solve
the Problem of the Definition of the Sophist

We may proceed to consider the nature of the dialectical relations
which connect the most general genera (or Meta-Ideas) selected in the
Sophist to pursue its specific discussion. Plato begins from the three
following Ideas: Being, Rest, and Motion. Between the last two of these
there is a negative relation, because they do not participate in each
other. But the Idea of Being has positive relations with both of them,
insofar as Rest is and Movement also is. But these three Ideas, simply by
being three, must be each different from the others, and, at the same
time, each must be identical with itself. Consequently, there are two
other general Ideas: Identity and Difference.
In this way we have obtained five of the most general Ideas. Here is

how Taylor summarizes the dialectical relation that connects them:

Motion is not rest, nor rest motion. But both are and are identical with
themselves,and thus partake (ue'réxetv) of Being and identity, . . . since each
is different from the other, of difference. Thus we can say, . . . that motion is—-—

it is motion; but also is not—it is not rest. But . . . we can say that motion
partakes of Being and so is—there is such a thing as motion; but motion is not
identical with being, and in that sense we may say that it is not, that is, it is
nonbeing. The same line of thought shows that nonbeing may be asserted of
all the five forms already enumerated, even of Being itself, since each of them
is different from any of the others, and thus is not any of the others.13

We thus speak of nonbeing in two very different senses: (a) one in
which we understand it as the contradiction of Being, as a negation of
Being; and another (b) in whichwe understand it as other than Being,

1 2. See pp. 131—36, above.
13. See A. E. Taylor, Plato: The Man andHis Work, 389, and Movia’s close analysis in

Apparenze,267-42 1.
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that is, we understand it not as the contrary of, but as different from,
Being.
(a) In the first sense nonbeing cannot exist (because the negation of

Being cannot be); (b) on the other hand, in the second sense, it can
exist, because it possesses its own specific nature (the nature of other-
ness and of difference).

I

3. The Panicide ofParmenides and Its Meaning
(the Admission ofNonbeing)

In this way, Plato carries out what he himself calls the parricide of
Parmenides. Indeed, Plato disguises himself in this dialogue as the
Eleatic Stranger in order to strike out along Parmenides’ forbidden
second path, according to which nonbeing is. But Plato-Eleatic Strang-
er says in so manywords that nonbeing is, if it is understood in the sense
of Otherness.
Here is the passage in which Plato presents us with the parricide of

Parmenides:

Stranger:Then I have another still more pressing request?
Theaetetus:What is that?
Stranger:That you will not think that I am turning into a sort of parricide.
Theaetetus:In what way?
Stranger:We shall find it necessary in self-defense to put to the question that

pronouncement of father Parmenides, and establish by main force that what is
not in some respect has being, and conversely that what is, in a way is not.

Theaetetus:It is plain that the course of the argument requires us to maintain
that at all costs.
Stranger:Plain enough for the blind to see, as they say. Unless these proposi-tions are either refuted or accepted, anyone who talks of false statements or

false judgmentas being images or likenesses or copies or semblances, or of anyof the arts concerned with such things, can hardly escape becoming a laughingstock by being forced to contradict himself.
Theaetetus:Quite true.
Stranger: That is why we must now dare to lay unfilial hands on the pro-

nouncement, or else, if some scruple holds us back, drop the matter entirely.
Theaetetus:As for that, we must let no scruple hinder us!14

Here is the passage that has become famous in the history of ontology
in which the parricide of Parmenides takes place on the ontological
plane:

Stranger: So, it seems, when a part of the nature of the different and a part ofthe nature of a being are set in contrast to one another, the contrast is, if it be
permissible to say so, as much a reality as Being itself; it does not mean what is
contrary to a being, but only what is different from that being.

14. Sophist241D 1-242A4.
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Theaetetus:That is quite clear.
Stranger:What name are we to give it, then?
Theaetetus:Obviously this is just that what-is-not which we were seeking for

the sake of the Sophist.
Stranger: Has it then, as you say, a Being inferior to none of the rest in

reality? May we now be bold to say that that which is not unquestionably is a
thing that has a nature of its own—just as the tall was tall and the beautiful was
beautiful, so too with the not-tall and the not-beautiful—and in that sense that
which is not also, on the same principle, both was and is what is not, a single
form to be reckoned among the many realities? Or have we any further doubts
with regard to it, Theaetetus?

Theaetetus:None at all.
Stranger: You see, then, that in our disobedience to Parmenides we have

trespassed far beyond the limits of his prohibition.
Theaetetus:In what way?
Stranger: In pushing forward on our quest, we have shown him results in a

field which he forbade us even to explore.
Theaetetus:How?
Stranger:He says, remember, never shall this be proved, that things that are

not, are, but keep back your thought from this way of inquiry.
Theaetetus:Yes, he does say that.
Stranger:Whereaswe have not merely shown that things that are not, are, but

we have brought to light the real character of nonbeing. We have shown that
the nature of the different has Being and is parceled out over the whole field
of a being things with reference to one another, and of every part of it that is
set in contrast to that which is we have dared to say that precisely that is really
that which is not.

Theaetetus:Yes, sir, and I think whatwe have said is perfectly true.
Stranger:Then let no one say that it is the contrary of the Being that we mean

by what is not, when we make bold to say that what is not exists. So far as any
contrary of the Being is concerned, we have long ago said good-by to the
question whether there is such a thing or not and whether any account can be
given of it or none whatsoever. Butwith respect to the what-is-not that we have
now asserted to exist, an opponent must either convince us that our account is
wrong by refuting it, or, so long as he proves unable to do that, he must accept
our statements that the kinds blend with one another, that Being and differ-
ence pervade them all, and pervade one another, that difference [or differ-
ent] , by partaking of Being, is by virtue of that participation, but on the other
hand is not that Being ofwhich it partakes, but is different, since it is different
from Being [or a being], quite clearly it must be possible that it should be a
thing that is not, and again, being, having a part in difference,will be different
from all the rest of the kinds, and, because it is different from them all, it is not
any one of them nor yet all of the others put together, but is only itself, with the
consequence, again indisputable, that existence is not myriads upon myriads
of things, and that all the other kinds in the same way, whether taken severally
or all together, in many respects are and in many respects are not.

Theaetetus:True.15

1 5. Ibid., 258A] 1—259B7 andMovia, Apparenze,Chapter 22.
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4. Further Theoretical Implications of the Pam'cide ofParmenides
(the Admission ofPlurality)

Contrary to the normal view, the parricide ofParmenides is not com-
mitted only on the ontological level, in terms of the concepts of being
and nonbeing, particularly by the admission of this latter. Indeed Plato
also refers to the henological issue of the One and the first Principles,
and moreover confronts the necessity of allowing Being to have a hier-
archical structure.

‘

In any case, we have already seen how Plato puts into Parmenides’
mouth, in the dialogue which bears his name, the highlighting of the
dialectical-polar structure Of reality. Plato thus makes Parmenides kill
himself by admitting a polarity which radically conflicts with Eleatic
monism.16
But here is how, immediately after speaking of the parricide of Par-

menides, Plato subjects the conclusions of the father to further attack.
It ought to be noted that this attack is not part of the discussionabout

nonbeing, but rather arises from the discussion about Being itself and
its structure, and in particular about the incoherence of the concept of
the Being-One taken in the monistic-Eleaticsense:

Theaetetus:Tell me more plainlywhat you mean.
Stranger: It strikes me that Parmenides and everyone else who has set out todetermine how many real things there are and what they are like, have dis-

coursed to us in rather an offhand fashion.17

Plato tells us that unclear and contradictory things have been said on
this issue: some have said that beings are two, Others that they are three;
instead the Eleatics maintained that Being is a unity, a one-whole (a
unique one); others instead tried to reconcile these two positions,
maintaining that Being is one and multiple. But all these positions
involve insuperable difficulties, showing not only that the understand-
ing of nonbeing is difficult, but that the understanding of Being in-
volves serious problems. Here are the most serious of these difficulties
deriving from the responses offered by the Presocratic philosophers.

1. Let us take, for example, those who admit two highest Principles
(naturally, in terms of Presocratic physics), such as the hot and the cold
(or the like). What is being for them? (a) Either it is a third term which
is added to the first and to the second Principle; but, then, the whole is
not two, but ratherbecomes three (the two Principles, plus Beingwhich
includes them both). (b) Or it is understood as being both the one and
the other principle; but, in this way, Being absorbs both of them (inso-

16. See Chapter 1 2, above.
1 7. Sophist242C3-6.
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far as both are identified with Being). Consequently, they will not be
two, because the two elements resolve into the unity of being, and thus
the two will become one.

2. Let us consider the Eleatic position which held that Being is One.
(a) If so, Being and One are two names; but it is incoherent to admit

two names, since only the One and nothing else is admitted. But it will
become totally absurd to admit that a name is, because if it is different
(insofar as it is a name) from the thing that it expresses, together they
will add up to two (one thing is the name and a second thing is that
which the name names). Consequently, in order to be coherent, abso-
lute monism must also include the name in its unity.
(b) But the Eleatic position involves further complications, insofar as

the One is thought of as identical with the Whole. In fact, Parmenides
identified the Wholewith a sphere, and in consequence attributed to it
a center and a circumference, and therefore parts. Yet what has parts
may participate in the One, but cannot be the One itself. Indeed, the
One as such is indivisible, and hence is above having parts. Nor can we
follow Parmenides and identify Being, One, and Whole, because each
of them has its own distinct nature: Being participates in the One, and
hence is not the One; and the Whole is something more than the One,
insofar as it embraces both Being and the One.18
Here is a passage in which, even if purely dialectically and in the

context of a lively polemical discussionin which he refutes Parmenides,
Plato calls on some elements of his protology, albeit through the Vari-
ously painted masks of irony which he enjoys using in such cases, but
which however do not hide more than partiallysome salient traits of the
Unwritten Doctrines:

Stranger:And what of the whole? Will they say that this is other than their
real one thing or the same?
Theaetetus:Certainly that it is the same. In fact they do say so.
Stranger:Then if it is a whole—as indeed Parmenides says, Every way like the

mass of a well-rounded sphere, evenly balanced from the midst in every direc-
tion, for there must not be something more nor something less here than
there—if being is like that, it has a middle and extremities, and consequently
it must have parts, must it not?

Theaetetus: It must.
Stranger: Well, if a thing is divided into parts, there is nothing against its

having the property of unity as applied to the aggregate of all the parts and
being in the way one, as being a sum or whole.

Theaetetus:Of course.
Stranger:On the other hand, the things which have these properties cannot

be just unity itself, can it?

18. Ibid., 242D-245D.



246 TOWARD A NEW INTERPRETATIONOF PLATo

Theaetetus:Of course.
Stranger:On the other hand, the thing which has these properties cannot be

just unity itself, can it?
Theaetetus:Why not?
Stranger: Surely unity in the true sense and rightly defined must be altogeth-

er without parts.
Theaetetus:Yes, it must.
Stranger:Whereas a thing such as we described, consisting of several parts,

will not answer to that definition.
Theaetetus: I see.
Stranger:Then, is being one and a whole in the sense that it has the property

of unity, or are we to say that being is not a whole at all?
Theaetetus:That is a hard choice.
Stranger: Quite true. For if the being has the property of Being in a sense

one, it will evidently not be the same thing as unity, and so all things will be
more than one.

Theaetetus:Yes.
Stranger:And again if Being is not a whole by virtue of having this property

of unity, while at the same time wholeness is real, it follows that being falls
short of itself. —Theaetetus: Certainly.

Stranger: So, on this line of argument too, Beingwill be deprived of reality
and will not be a thing that is. —Theaetetus:Yes.19

This text contains the parricide of Parmenides at the henological
level reached by Plato. It can be set out as follows:
a. The One in a primary sense is absolutely indivisible or simple.
b. That which has parts can have unity, only by sharing in the One.
c. Beingparticipates in the One, but is not identicalwith the One (the

One is above Being, and Being depends on the One).
(1. The Whole is not identicalwith the One norwith Being, but is, in a

certain sense, the realm which includes them.
e. And since Being is not identical with the Whole, because it implies

the One as external to itself, but in which it participates, Being is not of
itself complete and it includes nonbeing (in the sense clarified in our
dialogue, of difference: in particular, it is not One).
We can see that some of the most important protological notions are

in place, but Plato tones them down as playful, as is called for bywriting.

5. The Battle of the Giants and SomeFeatures of the Hierarchical
Structure ofBeing

In our dialogue, Plato explains that Being cannot be fully grasped
unless we understand its hierarchical structure and specifically the two
planes of the sensible and the supersensible, which are brought into

19. Ibid., 244D14—245CIO. Also see Movia, Apparenze,Chapter 1 7.
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play in a very original way and presented in the brilliant metaphor of
the Battle of the Giants, the great struggle of the Giants against the
Gods.20 In modern terms this is the struggle between materialists and
immaterialists, between those who maintain that Being is bodily, that
the sensible is bodily, and those who hold that true Being is in the
dimension of the intelligible, the transempirical, and the immaterial.
Let us read this passage which, although it refers to the determinate

historical conditions of Plato’s age, expresses a truth which remains
valid, under different forms, but with the same content, today:

Stranger: Somuch, then, for those who give an exact account ofwhat is Being
or nonbeing. We have not gone through them all, but let this suffice. Now we
must turn to look at those who put the matter in a different way, so that, from
a complete review of all, we may see that Being is just as hard to define as
nonbeing.

Theaetetus:We had better go on then, to their position.
Stranger:What we shall say is something like a battle of Gods and Giants

going on between them over their quarrel about Being.
Theaetetus:How so?
Stranger:One party is trying to drag everything down to earth out of heaven

and the unseen, literally grasping rocks and trees in their hands, for they lay
hold upon every stick and stone and strenuously affirm that real Being belongs
only to that which can be handled and offers resistance to the touch. They
define Being as the same thing as body, and as soon as one of the opposite
party asserts that anything without a bodyis a being, they are utterly contemp-
tuous and will not listen to a word.

Theaetetus.The people you describe are certainly a formidable crew. I have
met quite a number of them before now.

Stranger:Yes, and accordingly their adversaries are very wary in defending
their positions somewhere in the heights of the unseen, maintaining with all
their force that true Being consists in certain intelligible and bodiless Ideas. In
the clash of arguments they shatter and pulverize those bodies which their
opponents wield, and what those others allege to be true Being they call, not
real being, but a sort of movingprocess of becoming. On this issue an intermi-
nable battle is always going on between the two camps.21

We are not concerned to enter into the particular arguments that
Plato employs to treat this problem, even if they are of great intrinsic
interest. It is more to our purpose to point out the line he takes, which
is very revealingof the underlying structure of his system. Here, too, the
polar structure of the real is brought decisively to the fore.
Plato does not oppose his own theory of Ideas to that of the material-

ists, since the theory of the “friends of the Ideas” represent the extreme
opposite position of the materialists. It is not at all easy to work out who

20. See Hesiod, Theogony, 674ff. and 62gff.
2 1. Sophist 245E6—246C4.



248 TOWARD A NEW INTERPRETATIONOF PLATO

these “friends Of the Ideas” might be. Many scholars thought that they
might be Megarians or thinkers of a Megaricizing tendency (or even
Pythagoreans). But it is certainly amistake to think that Plato is present-
ing his own earlier conception Of the Ideas, with a view to criticizing it;
even if we want to allow the Old paradigm, this suggestion does not
stand up, because none of the writings prior to the Sophist show Plato
maintaining the views which are ascribed to the friends Of the Ideas, nor
the manner in which they are presented.22 Whoever they might be, it is
certain that their position is just an extreme case characterized by an
Eleaticizingreduction of the theory of Ideas and of incorporeal beings,
which aims at the total and absolute immobilityof the whole of Being.
Plato asserts the structural polarity of the real in the followingway.
The materialists hold that Being is only body and that the bodily is

characterized by overall mobility; the friends of the Ideas maintain the
exactly Opposite position, that true Being is nonbodily and that it is
characterized by total immobility.
Thus the materialists are mistaken in maintaining that Being is only

bodily (that is to say,what can be grasped in the hands), therefore they
are correct in including movement in Being; the Eleaticizers are cor-
rect in upholding that true Being is nonbodily, but they are mistaken in
excluding from Being every form Ofmovement.
Here is what Plato Offers of his pluralistic conception ofBeing, which

involves communicative relations and a hierarchical structure.
Knowledge itself, from which the Eleaticizing friends of the Ideas

begin, implies a knower who acts and a known which undergoes this
action, and hence an active and a passive movement. Therefore, Being
in its totality (navrekfig 5v)23 is not to be regarded as immutable in
solemn aloofness, devoid Of intelligence,24 but it is to be conceived as
necessarily including change, life, soul, and understanding.25Indeed,
understanding involves life and soul, and hence mobility; therefore the
sphere of Being must include all these. This does notmean taking the
whole of Being (each and every Idea) as having these characteristics,
but it means attributing a structural polarity to the sphere of ideal
reality: movement (at least one form of movement) has to be admitted

22. Naturally, it is hardly necessary to emphasize that there is little point in trying to
find antecedents by extrapolating from this or that phrase or expression in dialogues
written prior to the Sophist. What counts is the entire vision that is here presented, which
is not found in any corresponding way in any Platonicwritings prior to the Sophist. In any
case, at Sophist 249C10-D4, cited at note 27, Plato associates the position of Parmenides
with that of somefriends of the Ideas, showing clearly that these latter are EleaticiZers.

23. Ibid., 248D7ff.
24. Ibid., 249A1ff.
25. Ibid., 248E6ff.
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in order to explain intellectual undersanding, and hence life and soul
immobility is admitted as a precondition of understanding. If we take
away immobilitywe also take away, for example, the Ideas of Identity,
Similarity, and Relation and other such Ideas that obviously do not
imply mobility, life, or animation.26
Therefore, we must admit the polarity of Being at every level.
The two great Meta-Ideas of Immobility and Movement and their

relations of positive and negative participation are a fundamental con-
sequence of this conception. And here is the concluding passage of this
discussion,which sheds a good deal of light on the bipolar conception:

Stranger: On these grounds, then, its seems that only one course is open to
the philosopher who values these things above all else. He must refuse to
accept from the champions either of the One or of the many Forms the doc-
trine that all Being is changeless, and he must turn a deaf ear to the other party
who represent Being as everywhere changing. Like a child begging for both,
he must declare that Being or the Whole is both at once—all that is unchange—
able and all that is in change.‘27

We shall return later to the bringing into the foreground the Intellect
in the discussionwith the Eleaticizers, because this issue implies a con—
sideration of the complex question of the Demiurge and his role.

II. THE THEORY OF DUE MEASURE IN THE STATESMANAND ITS
RELATIONSWITH THE HIGHEST PRINCIPLESAS THE
MOST ACCURATE MEASURE

I. The Problem ofoz'ological Measurement
In the Protagoms,which is counted among the writings of Plato’s early

period, he speaks ofmensuration, that is, an art and scienceofmeasure-
ment which is different from the purelymathematical one?8His reason-
ing was the following: assuming that the Good is pleasure, as almost all
men believe (a hypothesiswhich Plato offers, but does not affirm), the

26. This passage of the Sophist has receivedwholly contradictory interpretations, pre-
cisely because of inexact readings of flaws-:16); (iv. (a) Some have understood it as a
reference to the Ideas and to the being which belongs to them; (b) others have under-
stood it as referring to the cosmos; and (c) still others understand it as referring to the
Demiurge. In fact, the context requires that the meaning of the expressionpantelw'"o[n
be that being as a whole in its entirety and totality. It is within this entirety and totalityof
being that we find life, soul, intellect, and motion, as partsor moments of this whole,just as
within this entirety must be admitted also the contraries of these, with the general
relations of union and nonunion. Cf. Movia, Apparenze, 257 and notelo.

27. Sophist249010-D4 and Movia, Apparenze,2 57—63.
28. Cf. our translation of and commentary on the Protagoras (356E-7B) (Brescia: La

ScuolaEditrice, 1969).
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Good would not be pleasure as such, but rather it would be correct
choice among pleasures and pains. But correct choice presupposes a
science and an art. What science and what art? (a) If our living well
depended on the correct choice of the greater rather than the smaller,
it would be a science which would help us to choose what is good and
not to fall into errors of perspective and it would allow us not to be
tricked by mere appearances. This knowledgewould be geometry with
its related art of measurement which preserves us from error.
(b) Similarly, if our living well were to depend on the correct choice

of the odd and the even, of the more or less numerous, there would be
another science of measurement, arithmetic, to preserve us from error.
(c) So, since our life depends on a complex evaluation of pleasures,

and hence on the calculation of excess and defect and mutual equality
regarding them, it is clear that what can guarantee these evaluations
and these calculations cannot be anything but the science and art of
moral measurement.
In the Protagoras, Plato shows an acquaintance with this science; but

he does not reveal it and writes: “What science and what art it is, we will
take up another time.”29
Within Plato’s written works this question is taken up only in the late

dialogue the Statesman.30 Here Plato shows his hand, but only partially,
with a view to supplying the metaphysical grounding for the political
discussion under way in the dialogue. As to the ultimate protological
foundation, he puts it offwith the usual formulae to anotherplace (or
rather to another moment), committing himself .to a full discussion
only of the matters relevant to the theme of the dialogue. In this work,
too, he does not go on to pay off the debt, or principal, but still limits
himself to paying off only the interest on it.
To calculate the capital or principal, we shall have to refer to what the

indirect tradition has handed down to us, as well as to the hints given in
other dialogues. Some interpreters have thought that Plato may be
referring to the dialogue entitled The Philosopher, whichwas planned but
notwritten. In fact, the reference is not to a dialogue which remained
unwritten for contingent reasons, but to the Unwritten Doctrines.

2. The UnderlyingMetaphysicalText of the Statesman
Let us begin, therefore with what the Statesman says in a fundamental

passage:

29. Protagoras 357B5ff.
30. The scholarly literature published in our century on the Statesman is listed in

Praechter, Die Philosophie des Altertums, 84; Totok, Handbuch, 203E; Chemiss, Lustmm
(1959): 146-49; and Brisson, Lustrum (1977): 278 and Lustrum (1983): 290.
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Stranger: If a man refuses to admit the possibility of a greater except in
relation to a lesser he will rule out the possibility of relating it to a due mea—
sure, will he not?—YoungSocrates: He will.

Stranger:Are we really prepared for the consequences of this refusal? Are we
going to abolish the arts and all their products? In particular, shall we deprive
statecraft, which we are trying to define, and weaving, which we have just
defined, of their very existence? For it seems clear to me that all such arts
guard against exceeding the due measure or falling short of it. Certainly they
do not discuss such excess or defect as meaningless—on the contrary, they
shun it as a very real peril. In fact it is precisely by this effort they make to
maintain the due measure that they achieve effectiveness and beauty in all that
they produce. ‘

Young Socrates: That is very true.
Stranger: But you must admit that ifwe dismiss statecraft as unreal, we shall

have blocked all means of approach to any subsequent study of the science of
kingly rule?

Young Socrates: Obviously.
Stranger: Must we not do now whatwe had to do when discussing the Soph-

ist? We had to insist then on the admission of an additional postulate, that
what is not—x nevertheless exists. We had to introduce this postulate because
the only alternative to asserting it which our argument left us was to allow the
Sophist to escape definition altogether. In our present discussion too there is
an additional postulate on which we must insist, and it is this. Excess and
deficiency are measurable not only in relative terms but also in respect of
attainment of a norm or due measure. For ifwe cannot first gain assent to this
postulate, we are bound to fail if we advance the claim that a man possesses
statecraft, or indeed that a man possesses any other of the special forms of
knowledge that function in human society. -

Young Socrates: In that case we must certainly follow the precedent and admit
the additional postulate in our present discussiOn.

Stranger:Our present task is greater than the previous one, Socrates, and we
can hardly have forgotten what a very long time that took us. However, while
discussing these problems, there is one thing to be said at the outset that it is
perfectly right and proper to say.

Young Socrates: What is that?
Stranger:That when one day we come to give a full exposition of true accura-

cy in dialectic method, we shall find the need of this postulate concerning the
due measure which we have just enunciated. However, the statement in the
form that we have made it and with the demonstration—adequate for present
purposes—whichwe have given it, is a very great help to us, or so it seems to
me. For it shows that two propositions stand or fall together. The first is that
the arts exist; the second is that excess and defect are measurable not only
relatively but in terms of the realization of a norm or due measure. Thus if
measure in this second sense exists, so do the arts, and, . . . if there are arts,
then there is a second kind of measurement. To deny either is to deny both.

Young Socrates: So much is fully established, but what follows?
Stranger: Clearly we should divide the art of measurement into two on the

principle enunciated by dividing it at this point. One section will comprise all
arts of measuring number, length, depth, breadth, or velocity of objects by
relative standards. The other section comprises arts concerned with due occa-
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sion, due time, due performance, and all such standards as have removed their
abode from the extremes and are now settled about the mean.31

This distinction, says Plato, has a precise ontological and epistemo-
logical foundation, that is, its roots are grounded in the very structure
ofBeing.
The first type of relationship is quantitative or mathematical,while the

second is qualitative or axiological. It is by means of this latter kind of
relationship thatwe have the measure ofBeingnecessaryfor generation,
for the ontological structure of reality. And this is how men distinguish
good from evil become good or evil and acquire virtues or vices.
All the arts and their productions (including, of course, the art of

statecraft) depend on the second kind ofmeasurement, and, by relating
to due measure, produce beautiful and good things and avoid What is
excessive or deficient of the mean.

3. Revolutionizing the Way of Thinking of the Pythagoreans
The foregoing admission of a precise art, measuring the more and

the less by reference to the due mean, revolutionizes the way of think-
ing begun and worked out by the Pythagoreans, according to which the
more and less are only measurable against each other (in the mathe-
matical sense). This is similar to the revolution achieved in the Sophist
concerning the mode of thinking set up by the Eleatics with the admis-
sion of nonbeing in the sense of Otherness. Plato was fully aware of
having raised himself above the thought of the Pythagoreans,just as he
was aware of having raised himself above that of Eleatic discourse.32
The founding of the art of ontological-axiologicalmeasurement is,

however, said to be a task still greater than the other, and as such is put
off to another time and hence to the Unwritten Doctrines.33
Clearly, Plato follows his usual pattern of maximum economy by rea-

soning in the following way. It is impossible to deny the existence of a
measurement in relation to the due mean. Indeed, the arts undeniably
exist; but the arts exist insofar as they are based on that type ofmeasure.
Hence, in order to deny the axiologicalmeasure it would be necessary
to reject the arts, which is clearly impossible.34

3 1. Statesman 284A1—E8.
32. It is evident that if, instead of assumingthe mask of the Stranger from Elea, Plato

had taken on the mask of a Pythagorean, he would have had to speak of a panicide of
Pythagoras, because the introduction of the axiological art of measuring overturns the
doctrines of the Pythagoreans,as can be clearly seen from the passage quoted above.

33. It calls for the entire map of the protologicalproblemsof the UnwrittenDoctrines.
34. By basinghimselfon art, Platoavoids makingan appeal to the protological founda-

tion; note, however, how, with the economy of the dialogue, this partial grounding is
sufficient to solve the problem of the definition of the statesman.
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4. The Good as the MostPerfect Measure
The protological foundation of the issue would imply a discussion of

the whole categorical division and the related reduction to the Princi-
ples. As we know, the value of things derives from the orderwhich unity
imposes on plurality. Now, the due measure, that is, the mean between
the extremes of defect and excess, consists precisely in a limitation of
the too little and the too much, and it is therefore a kind of unity-in-
multiplicity, as we can see from the general protological framework.35
As to the demonstration of absolute accuracy, to which Plato refers in

our dialogue, it is clear that the definition of the absolutely primary
Principle is the issue. It is the One, as measure or the most accurate
measure, which is the bulk of the iceberg ofwhich the discussion in the
Statesman of the due measure and the due mean is the visible tip.
The discussionof the Good in the Republic began with an emblematic

and very Significant hint at perfect measure.36
In a dialogue which is unfortunately lost, except for fragments, enti-

tled Statesman and hence inspired by this Platonic dialogue, Aristotle
says the following: “the Good is the most perfect measure of all things.”37
Again, in the Metaphysics, Aristotle says that the One (bearing in mind
that the One corresponds to the Good) is Principle and Measure.38
The One is the principle and measure, first of the Ideal numbers,

hence of the Ideas, and, at various levels, of all the rest. The positive en-
countered on various levels is constituted by unity-in-multiplicity. And
this holds for the moral life of man, for political life and the life of the
state, and the entire cosmos and for all the things contained in it.
And it is this capacity for producing unity-in-multiplicitywhich per-

mits the statesman to bring about the great fabric of society, mixing the
extremes, and tying them up in bonds, in relation to the Good and the
Beautiful, in relation to due measure, and, therefore, in terms of the
most perfect measure. And it is this message that closes the dialogue.

III. THE PROGRAMMED DISCUSSIONor THE PHILOSOPHER AND WHY IT
COULDNOT BE COMMITTEDTo WRITING BUT To ORAL DIALECTIC

I. The Prologueof the Sophist and the ProgramforDiscussing the
Sophist, the Statesman, and the Philosopher

The Sophist opens with some important statements about the person
who is to be central to the dialogue and about the issues to be discussed.

35. See Chapters 7, 8, and 9.
36. See Chapter I 1 , section III, 204—9.
37. Aristotle,Politics frag. 2 Ross.
38. See the full documentation presented in Kramer, Uber den Zusammenhang, 63.
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The person is a stranger who comes from Elea. He is presented as
connected to the circle of the followers of Parmenides and Zeno, and is
characterized as a man who is totally committed to philosophy and
divine like all philosophers.
The connection between that dialogue and the Parmenides, in which

Parmenides himself and Zeno play an essential role, is made clear by
the reference to their names and by the close connection of the main
character of the Sophist with the Eleatic School. Nevertheless, in the
Sophist, the protagonist is presented as connected to the Eleatics, but is
not given a name, because it is Plato himself hiding under the mask of
the Eleatic Stranger, insofar as (a) he wishes to acknowledge his own
links with Eleaticism; and at the same time, (b) he wishes to set out
clearly and unmistakably the differences that separate him from Eleati-
cism, executing with extraordinary artistic effectiveness the famous par-
ricide of Parmenides.
The topic under consideration concerns the three figures of the

sophist, the statesman, and the philosopher, whose precise nature is to
be discovered.The dialoguewith which the discussion begins considers
the sophist and bears that title; the dialogue immediately following it
treats the statesman, and bears that title. But why, having so precisely
programmed an examination of the philosopher, did Plato not write a
dialogue with that title?
Scholars have tormented themselves to give a solution to this vexing

problem.39 However, within the Old paradigm no one has succeeded,
while it seems to us that, within the conceptual space provided by the
new paradigm, the solution is quite simple, and even rather.Obvious.
Let us first look at the important prologue to the Sophist:

Theodorus:Here we are, Socrates, faithful to our appointment of yesterday,
and, what is more, we have brought a Stranger with us. Our friend here is a
native of Elea; he belongs to the school of Parmenides and Zeno, and is
devoted to philosophy.

Socrates: Perhaps, Theodorus, it is no ordinary stranger but some god that
you have brought us unawares. Homer tells us that gods attend upon the
goings of men of mercy and justice, and not least among them the god of
strangers comes to mark the orderly or lawless doings of mankind. Your com-
panion may be one of those higher powers, who intends to Observe and expose
our weakness in philosophical discourse, like a very spirit of refutation.

Theodorus:That is not our friend’sway, Socrates; he is more reasonable than
the devotees of verbal dispute. I should not call him a god by any means, but
there is something divine about him. I would say that of any philosopher.

Socrates: And rightly, my friend, but one might almost say that the type you
mention is hardly easier to discern than the god. Such men—the genuine, not

39. Recent studies on the problem are to be found in Cherniss,Lustrum (1959): 146;
and in Brisson, Lustrum (1977): 278 and Lustrum (1983): 289.
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the sham philosophers—as they go from city to city surveying from a height
the life beneath them, appear, owing to the world’s blindness, to wear all sorts
of shapes. To some they seem of no account, to others above all worth; now
theywear the guise of statesmen, now of sophists, and sometimes theymay give
the impression of simply being mad. But if our guest will allow me, I should
like to ask him what his countrymen thought and how they used these names.

Theodorus:What names?
Socrates: Sophist, Statesman, Philosopher.
Theodorus:What is your question exactly? What sort of difficultyabout these

names have you in mind?
Socrates: . . . Did they think of all these as a single type, or as two, or did they

distinguish three types and attach . . . three corresponding names to each?
Theodorus: I imagine you are quite welcome to the information. Is not that

so, sir?
Stranger:Yes, Theodorus, perfectly welcome, and the answer is not difficult.

They thought of them as three different types, but it is not so short and easy a
task to define each one of them clearly.

Theodorus: . . . Socrates, you have hit upon a subject closely allied to one on
which we were pressing him with questions before we came here. He tried to
put us offwith the same excuse he has justmade to you, though he admits he
has been thoroughly instructed and has not forgotten what he heard.40

2. The Reproposal of the Discussion of the Philosopherin the Prologue
of the Statesman

As can be easily seen, all the necessaryformal conditions are fulfilled
for a complete treatment of this problem: indeed, the protagonist is an
authentic philosopher, and hence is perfectly aware of what a philoso-
pher is; in addition, the questioners, who are concerned with mathe-
matics and geometry, are up to the task of receiving the message. And
Plato wrote the Statesman immediately after the Sophist, using the same
Eleatic Stranger as the main character with the same circle of hearers;
moreover we find the following at the beginning of the Statesman:

Socrates: Theodorus, I am really very much indebted to you for my introduc-
tion to Theaetetus and to our guest from Elea.

Theodorus:Good, but you are likely to be three times as much in my debt,
Socrates, when they have done their task and defined the Statesman and the
Philosopher as well as the Sophist for you.

Socrates: Three times as much? Really my dear Theodorus, must it go on
record that we heard our greatest mathematician and geometer say that?

Theodorus:What do you mean, Socrates?
Socrates: Are we to say that we heard you reckoning all these three as of equal

value when their real values differ to an extent that defies all your mathemati-
cal expressions of proportion?

Theodorus:By Ammon, god of Libya, well said, Socrates, and a fair hit! Your
dropping on my blunder in calculation like this show that you have really

40. See Sophist2 1 6A1—2 1 7B8 and Movia, Apparenze,38—49.
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remembered your mathematics! But I will have my revenge for this some other
time. Now, . . . Pray do not tire of favoring us with your assistance but go on to
define the statesman or the philosopher, whicheveryou prefer to seek.

Stranger:Yes, we must do that, Theodorus. We have set ourselves to the task
and now we must not withdrawfrom it till all our definitions are complete.41

The dialogue then proceeds to the replacement of the interlocutor.
Socrates chooses a school companion of Theaetetus himself, a youth by
the name of Socrates, and he explains that while Theaetetus is like him
in some traits, the young Socrates has instead a certain family bond with
him through his name (and perhaps Plato chose a young Socrates,
because the Statesmanwill touch on the question of the Good, which is
the central theme that Socrates himself introduced into philosophy).
The Stranger, after having defined the sophist, chooses to consider

the statesman: “Stranger: . . . Therefore, after the sophist, it seems to me,
it is necessary that we seek the statesman.”42
Butwhy are we not given the third treatment, when everythingwould

lead us to believe that there must be one, all the more so given that the
Stranger says that it is necessary to get to the end?

3. The Essence of the PhilosopherCan Be Fully Grasped Only
in Oral Dialectic

There is no discussion of the philosopher in writing because there
could not be such a thing on the grounds that to be adequate such a
discussion would call not for the realm of writing, but rather for the
realm of oral dialectic.
Here is how all the indications, given by Plato himself in the writings

preceding the Sophist, point unmistakably to this conclusion.
(a) In the Phaedo, in giving the metaphysical outline where the Sec-

ond Voyage is discussed, Plato writes all that is necessary about the
theory of Ideas; but he only makes hints at the theory of the Principles,
and he explains as follows: “But, ifyou are a philosopher, I imagine you
will follow the course which I describe. And from this it clearly follows
that Plato is referring to a realm different from the written for the
enquiry which leads to the highest Principles, that, when reached, leave
nothing more besides to be sought.”43
(b) In the Republic, the metaphysical outline is taken up again and

explained in detail from the end of Book 5 and through Books 6 and 7,
which are concerned with the nature of the philosopher. Nevertheless,
once more, the ultimate object of the philosopher, and the method by

4 1. Statesman 2 57A1—C4.
42. Ibid., 258B2ff.
43. See Chapter 5, passim.
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which he achieves it, is broadly hinted at but not spelt out. The discus-
sion is presented as interest paid on an account to be settled at some
other time, in the sphere of oral dialectic.We may observe that not only
the highest knowledge and its object are represented as interest, but
also “the long way” itself, the method, which brings us to them, is
presented in the sameway, without reaching any ultimate conclusions.
The philosopher is defined as essentially a dialectician, as someone

who knows how to pass from hypotheses to what lies beyond them. But
exactly how this passage ought to take place is not explained, but is only
alluded to, in terms with a strong conceptual charge. For example, it is
referred to as synopsis—the procedure which can systematically bring
multiplicity into unity—and as aphairesis or diairesis——the separation or
abstraction, by means of which one can separate or abstract the idea of
the Good from all the others, according to a determinate procedure,
and hence arrive at a definition of the essence of the Good itself.44
(c) The Parmenides contains the most esoteric written treatment that

Plato left insofar as it offers a discussion conducted among a few
individualswithin a circle of great philosophers, who present us with a
magnificent dialectical exercise. In this dialogue, the discussion re-
mains closedwithin a partial vision, as we explained above.45
(d) Finally, in the great self-testimonies contained in the Phaedrus,

Plato says that the philosopher is only he who “possesses things of great-
est value” relative to What he has composed and written. And he ex-
plains how more beautiful than a commitment to writing is the commit-
ment which employs the art of dialectic, and with it selects a soul of the
right type, and in it plants and sows his words founded on knowledge,
words that can defend both themselves and him who planted them.46
Clearly, this must be kept in mind to understand the passages quoted

from the Sophist and the Statesman: the philosopher is he who fully
possesses the science of dialectic, the highest science and which allows
him to reach the truth. However, it is impossible to learn this science
from writing. It is only possible to acquire it through oral discussion.
And it is just for this reason that it cannot be put wholly into writing.“

4. The Passage of the Sophist in Which Plato Defines the Philosopheras
a Dialectician, with StrongAllusions to the UnwrittenDoctrines

We must admit, therefore, the existence of a discussionof the philos-
opher, similar to those written about the sophist and the statesman, but

44. See Chapter 1 1 , passim.
45. See Chapter 1 2, passim.
46. Phaedrus 276E5ff.; see above pp. 54—59.
47. See Chapter 3, passim.
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it could not and ought not to be put in writing, but presented only in
oral discussion.
For those who could understand (and for those, who, in the light of

the new paradigm, can understand), Plato says, by means of a splendid
artistic fiction, that the philosopher was discovered while the sophist
was being sought.We are offered an allusive and emblematic picture of
the philosopher, which may be the fullestwhich can be put into writing:

Stranger: Well, now that we have agreed that the kinds stand toward one
another in the same way as regards blending, is not some science needed as a
guide on the voyage of discourse, if one is to succeed in pointing out which
kinds are consonant, and which are incompatible with one another—also,
whether there are certain kinds that pervade them all and connect them so
that they can blend, and again, where there are divisions, whether there are
certain others that traverse wholes and are responsible for the division?

Theaetetus: Surely some science is needed—perhaps the most important
of all.

Stranger:And what name shall we give to this science? Or—good gracious,
Theaetetus, have we stumbled unawares upon the free man’s knowledge and,
in seeking for the sophist, chanced to find the philosopher first?

Theaetetus:How do you mean?
Stranger: Dividing according to kinds, not taking the same form for a differ-

ent one or a different one for the same—is not that the task of the science of
dialectic?—Theaetetus:Yes.

Stranger:And the man who can do that discerns clearly one form everywhere
extended throughout many, where each one lies apart, and many forms, differ-
ent from one another, embraced fromwithout by one form, . . . again one form
connected in a unity through manywholes, and many forms, entirely marked
off apart. That means knowing how to distinguish, kind by kind, in what ways
the several kinds can or cannot combine.—Theaetetus: Most certainly.

Stranger: And the only person, I imagine, to whom you would allow this
mastery of dialectic is the pure and rightful lover of wisdom.

Theaetetus:To whom else could it be allowed?
Stranger: It is, then, in some such region as this that we shall find the philos-

opher now or later, ifwe should look for him. He may be difficult to see clearly,
but the difficulty in his case is not the same as in the sophists’.

Theaetetus:What is the difference?
Stranger:The sophist takes refuge in the darkness of non-being, where he is

at home and has the knack of feeling his way, and it is the darkness of the place
that makes him so hard to perceive.

Theaetetus:That may well be.
Stranger:Whereas the philosopher, whose thoughts constantly dwell upon

the nature of reality, is difficult to see because his region is so bright, for the
eye of the vulgar soul cannot endure to keep its gaze fixed on the divine.

Theaetetus:That may well be no less true.
Stranger: Then we will look more closely at the philosopher presently, if we

are still in the mind to do so; . . .48

48. See Sophist 2 5 3B8—254B4 and Movia, Apparenze,299—327.
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As the reader will have noticed, this passage contains the remarks on
dialectical method which, together with a parallel passage in the States-
man, we have already had occasion to consider, remembering that it has
inspired considerable debate and that scholars have expended much
energy in trying to understand it.49 In fact, it gives a shorthand summary
of the remarkable dialectical method, which is the procedure that, ac-
cording to Plato, brings us to a perfect understanding of the relations
between the One and the Many, and that, as such, carries with it the
knowledge of the real in its totality and essential structure. The central
point in our passage remains obscure, because it merely alludes to a
whole set of complex problems, and hence is far from being exhaustive.
But if synopsis and diairesis are understood as connected with the

method of generalization and reduction, then the text becomes much
clearer. And if it is read against the background of the numerical char-
acter of metaphysicalstructure, taken as logos-number, then it is clearer
still, as Plato himselfwill say still more explicitly in the Philebus.50
Consequently, the way in which the Sophist and the Statesman were

read in the past, as dialectical dialogues in the full sense, has to be
utterly rethought. They are undoubtedly dialectical dialogues in a very
strong sense; nevertheless, they present only a partial and incomplete
view of Platonic dialectic, and not his entire vision, except by way of
hints; for the entirety of this Vision is kept back for oral discussion.

5. PartialDialectic and Total Dialectic
The reader may have the impression that these conclusions can only

be drawn within the new paradigm and that they in some way compro-
mise and devalue these dialogueswhich, since Hegel, have been given
pride of place because of the dialecticwhich theydiscuss, and which has
attracted the attention of many scholars. To limit this impression we
may refer to a passage by A. Levi, who, working within the old para-
digm, fully understood that the Sop/list and the dialectical dialogues tell
only half the story, and leave many things undecided. Two of the
passages which we have alreadycited in part are repeated in these pagesfrom Levi. But it does no harm to see them again because they demon-
strate how a scholar who devoted all his life to Plato began to_depart,
albeit partially, from the terms that the traditional paradigm imposed
on these dialogues,while hanging onto much of that paradigm:
In order to eliminate error it is necessary to use dialectic,which mustjustifyand ground judgment on the ideal realities on which it depends and then

49. See above pp. 137ff.
50. In the next chapter we shall try to make good on this claim.
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progressively derive it from them. In the Sophist there is no mention of the
unconditioned principle of the Republic, and there is no attempt even to apply
the procedure of division to the highest genera of being that are given specific
attention (it cannot be said that the five genera mentioned are the only ones,
because it is clear at least that two Others, unity and multiplicity, have a right to
the same status). The dialogue in question aims to define the activity of the
sophist; and in order to show how we must proceed in this search, it begins
with an example of a commonly experienced object, the angler, whose genera
are dichotomously divided into species. Since his is certainly an art, we begin
with the division of art in general (a) into two species (b and c) which exclude
each other, and we include this art in one of the species (c); then we go on in
the same way, until we achieve a complete determination of his activity.
So the angling is defined by putting together the successive subdivisionsof

art in general; it is the art of acquiring with stealthy capture living things,
which live in a fluid, not birds but fish, it is a capture by strikingwhich is done
in daylight by means of a blow given from below (Sophist 218C—221E). Then,
using this dichotomous model, the definition of the art of the sophist is at-
tempted, from which six definitions are displayed (Sophist 22 1 C—231 E); one of
them is then taken and developed and finally is allowed to be sufficient. The
dichotomous division follows the general procedure of eliminating progres-
sively everything that the object studied has in common with other similar
things, until we are left with only its own nature (Sophist 264E).
It is clear that both the genera and the species and sub—species have already

to be known by the inductive-intuitiveprocedure frequently spoken of, so that
the division does not function in the abstract but makes use of empirical data,
which are the condition for intuiting Form or Idea, and which must be repeat-
ed in distinguishing the species within a genus, by participations of species in
that genus. There is the further requirement of an intuitive act to recognize at
the beginning that the ultimate species to be defined (which presents difficul-
ties because Of its complex nature) belongs to a certain genus, or participates
in it. Someone who has grasped all the relations of participation into which
the Ideas can enter and those which they exclude, will never fall into error,
because he would never put together incompatible Ideas. It is when the task is
to establish relations between terms separated by a long series of intermediates
that error becomes possible. . . .

Although it offers an addition which may be said to be permanent in the
development of Plato’s thought about the problem of error and the account of
Non-Being as the different, and although it determines more fully the mutual
participations of the Ideas, it is undeniable that the Sophistpresents, alongside
notions more hinted at than stated, Obscurities and difficulties which cannot
be overlooked. Too little is said about error concerning empirical objects, and
the nature and function of the imagination are scarcely referred to. The Phile-
bus will return to these points with greater specificity. In addition, as we have
observed, it does not mention a first principle of the Ideas; since the Ideas are
said to be insofar as they partake of Being, it seems that the View of the Republic
according to which being and essence derive from the Idea of the Good has
been abandoned. It is unacceptable to think that Plato gives up viewing the
Idea of the Good as the first principle, because it reappears in the Philebus and
in the theory of Idea-Numbers; but it is hard to see how, when he wrote the
Sophist, he could relate it to the Idea of Being. Moreover, by placing it on the
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same level as the other four studied, by not alluding to the relations which
holds between them and the Ideas of the One and Plurality, and by not show-
ing how we ought to think about the relations between them and the lower
Ideas, Plato raises difficultieswhose solution it is hard to see. . . .51

Anyone following us so far will have understood how in the new
paradigm all the problems which Levi raises are completely resolved by
setting them against the background of the Unwritten Doctrines.
Wewish to point out another very important element, which needs to

be properly understood.
The dichotomous dialectic, on which the argument of the Sophist and

the Statesman largely hinges, must be placed within a context wider than
is usually supposed. In particular, the following must be borne in mind.
First, the method of diairetic-reduction to the elements is the con—

stant counterpoint of the method of synoptic-generalization, as Plato
frequently repeats.
The dyadic division is linked in twoways to the first Principles, that is,

(i) to their bipolar structure, and (ii), at least in part, to the important
role of the principle antithetical to the One, namely, the Dyad, and
consequently to the dyadic function which can be derived from it.
The dyadic division is a basic but not absolutely exclusive model of

dialectic. Plato tells us clearly in the Statesman that in some cases it is
impossible to make a division into two, and in such cases it is necessary
to divide so far as possible into the number closest to two,” and this
obviously broadens the range of dialectic.
On the basis of Gaiser’s research, diairesis is explained by relations

similar to the division of surfaces and lines, and consequently it can
likewise be represented in a geometrical-arithmetic manner.”
This helps us to understand how the complex diaireticweb (ofwhich

in the passage cited above from Levi is only a partial illustration, and, in
any case, one offered by Platowith at least a pinch of irony, given that he
is aiming at defining the sophist), ought to be considered an articula-
tion of the complex metaphysical-numericalweb of reality. And here, as
Gaiser has again correctly pointed out, what counts is not so much the
enumeration of parts, as the individuation of the relations of the Ideas
among themselves and to their highest genus: it is precisely this that
makes the position of a part within the whole understandable.54

51. A. Levi, Ilproblema, 100—103.
52. Statesman 287C.
53. K. Gaiser, Platons, 1 26-31. See in particular the useful figures with which Gaiser

illustrates his interpretations (pp. 1 27, 1 29, 130). We may recall the analogical relation
which holds between these mathematico—geometrical representations and the dialectic-
metaphysicalplane. See also Movia, Apparenze,54- 1 79, 1 89-200, 3 1 8—2 2, 461—7 1.

54. See Gaiser, Platons, 1 2 5ff.
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In this way, the logos-number structure of every Idea is the key to the
whole of dialectic. We can see, therefore, how a dialectic of this kind
(which is the art or science that defines the philosopher and his role)
could be truly explained only in oral discourse.

6. Conclusions on the Philosopher
The trilogy of the Sophist, Statesman, and Philosopherwas promised by

Plato, and has been carried out: Sophist and Statesman are two written
logoi; the Philosopherremains instead a logos reserved for oral discussion.
In otherwords, the first two dialogues are written on paper; but the

third Plato wanted to write in the soul.55 The following summary may
dispel any remaining doubts.

1. Plato sets the treatment in the Sophist (and the Statesman which
immediately follows) after a discussion already begun between the
Eleatic Stranger and Theodorus, before meeting Socrates, on similar
themes; hence the Sophist presupposes a preliminary oral preparation.56
Socrates asks the Stranger what his friends from Elea think about the

issue of distinguishing the sophist-statesman-philosopher,and whether
they are one or three. The Stranger replies that there are three distinct
figures. Nevertheless, he explains that to define them clearly is not so
short and easy a task.57 And Theodorus says that similar excuses had
been given to them earlier; all the same the Stranger had said that he
was thoroughly instructed in the views of the Eleatic philosophers and
furthermore had not forgotten what he had heard.58
It is clear that the references to orality, to hearing, and to not forget-

ting are strongly suggestive.
2. The definition of the philosopher applies to him who possesses

and practices dialectic,which is the most important science of all.59 And
this definition is presented in a very telling fashion: “have we stumbled
unawares upon the free man’s knowledge and, in seeking for the soph-
ist, chanced to find the philosopher first?”60

3. This is followed by the definition of dialectic in terms of its twofold
method of synoptic-generalization and diairetic—reduction and of the
importance of the relations, positive and negative,which hold among
the genera by combination and separation, and hence stress the struc-
tural relations within the whole realm of being.61

55. Cf. Phaedrus 276A.5ff; 276E5—277A4; 278A2—B2.
56. Cf. Sophist2 1 7B3ff.
57. Ibid., B1—3.
58. Ibid., B7ff; cf. Movia,Apparenze, 38—49.
59. Ibid., 25304ff.
60. Ibid., 7—9; cf. Movia, Apparenze,307.
6 1. Ibid.,D5ff.
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4. It is difficult to find the philosopher in this place;62 but the difficul-
ty is the opposite of that involved in finding the sophist.
Indeed, the sophist is difficult to specify because he is knee-deep in

appearances, which are nonbeing; therefore it is difficult to see him by
reason of the darkness proper to nonbeing. On the other hand, the
philosopher is linked to the Idea of Being; and he is difficult to discern
not because he is dark, but because he is light; thus the philosopher is
difficult to grasp because of the brightness of the place in which he
moves. And the eyes of the greater part of mankind, says Plato, cannot
endure to keep their gaze fixed on the divine.63 This is an astonishing
image whichAristotle takes up and applies to truth in order to explain
the most important reason why it causes difficulties. The eyes of man-
kind, says the Stagirite, are like those of bats, who do not see when there
is daylight by reason of the brightness.64 Plato does not, however, ex-
tend the image to all mankind considered as such, but to the majority:
only a few men look at the light and can stand it; most people are
capable neither of looking at it nor of standing it.
But this is what one must do if one is to understand and explain the

nature of the philosopher himself. To Plato’s way of thinking, this can-
not be done in writing nor be offered to the many, but only in oral
dialogue and to the few who are capable of it, as the Phaedrus says.
5. Concerning the philosopher, concludes Plato, “we will look more

closely at the philosopher presently, ifwe are still of a mind to do so.”65
But the entrance to the unwritten lies just here, in the willingness to
accept the conditions, the desire to tackle the difficulties, that learning
about the first Principles implies. Nevertheless, it is only in this way that
research will be properly executed.
6. And if that does not suffice, Plato refers to Theodorus’s declaration

at the beginning of the Statesman, that Socrates ought to be grateful
three times over to the Stranger when he has been presented with the
definitions of the sophist, the statesman, and the philosopher. Through
Socrates, Plato reproaches Theodorus for his error of calculation, say-,
ing that Socrates ought to be three times more grateful if the Stranger
will speak of the sophist, the statesman, and the philosopher. Plato is
indicating that Theodorus’s reasoning implies giving equal value to the

62. Ibid.,E8.
63. Ibid., 254A1ff; cf. Movia, Apparenze, 3 1 7.
64. Aristotle,Metaphysicsa1.993b6ff: “The fact that we can have awhole truth and not

the particular part we aim at shows the difficulty of it. Perhaps, too, as difficulties are of
two kinds, the cause of the present difficultyis not in the facts but in us. For as the eyes ofbats are to the blaze of day, so is the reason in our soul to the thingswhich are by nature
most evident of all.” This image is taken up again by Theophrastus, Metaphysicsgbl 1 —1 3.

65. Sophist254B3-5.
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three figures, while in reality the three figures are not of equal value,
but their real values differ more widely than any mathematical expres-
sion of proportion.66
Hence, there is no geometrical proportion (dvakoyia) between the

sophist, the statesman, and the philosopher; between the first pair and
the last there is a much greater distance than that.
For the first two the written logos in geometrical proportion will be

sufficient,while for the third, the logos cannot be in a simple geometri-
cal proportion to them; hence the realm of the unwritten is required to
correspond to the value of the object
Thus, the trilogy Sophist, Statesman, and Philosopherinvolves written

logoz' in correct proportion, and a third logos, which cannot stand to
them in a simple geometrical proportion because of the difference in
value of its object, and which therefore can be spelt out only in oral
dialectic. Hence, this logOsmust not be written on scrolls of paper, but
must be written directly on the souls of men, because it is in such
writing on souls through oral discussion that the logos achieves the
correct proportion with its object.

66. Statesman 257A6-8.



l4 Protological Themes in the Philebus concerning
the General Structure of Reality

1. THE IMPORTANCE OF THE PHILEBUS AS SEEN BY THE EARLY COMMEN-

TATORS AND AS CONNECTEDTo THE UNWRITTEN DOCTRINES

The Philelms1 is a dialogue which does not pose any particular prob-
lems for the new paradigm, for two basic reasons. In the first place, as
we are told by Simplicius, Porphyry had closely connected this dialogue
with Plato’s lectures 0n the Good, and had used the Unwritten Doctrines
in his commentary on the Philebus. In the second place, the various
attempts to adjust and restructure the traditional paradigm, and espe-
cially those which brought about the distortions described in Chapter 2
(section IV), were prompted by consideration of the Philebus itself.
Here are the important testimonies of Porphyry and Simplicius:

. . . Porphyry, expounding their reports, has this to say about them [by Plato
in his lectures 0n the Good] in his writing on the Philebus:Plato made the more
and the less, and the strong and the weak, of the nature of the infinite. For,
wherever they are present, and become intensified or reduced, they do not
stand still nor set bounds to what shares in them, but progress into the indefi-
nitely infinite. The same is true of the greater and the smaller, or, as Plato calls
them, the great and small. Let us take a limited magnitude like a cubit and
divide it into two parts, leaving the one half-cubit undivided, and dividing the
other and adding it bit by bit to the undivided portion: we shall then have two
parts of the cubit, one proceeding infinitely towards increased smallness, and
one towards increased bigness. Forwe shall never reach the indivisible by such
partial division, since a cubit is continuous, and a continuum always divides
into divisibles. This gapless segmentation reveals a certain infinite nature lock—
ed up in the cubit, or rather more than one such nature, the one proceeding
towards the great, the other towards the small. In these the indefinite dyad
shows up as constituted by a factor which tends towards the great and a factor
which tends towards the small.

These properties are found both in continuous bodies and in numbers.
The first number is the even number two, and in the nature of the even both
double and half are embraced, the double being in excess and the half in
defect. Excess and defect are therefore present in the eide. The Dyad is the first
among even numbers, but in itself is indefinite, and receives bounds by partici-

1. A bibliography of the literature published in our century on the Philebus can be
found in Praechter, Die Philosophiedes Altertums, 84ff.; Totok, Handbuch, 204; Cherniss,
Lustrum (1959): 141—45; and Brisson, Lustrum (1977): 277ff. and Lustrum (1983): 289.
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pating in unity. For the Dyad is limited in so far as it becomes a single eidos.
Unity and the Dyad are therefore the elements of number, the one limitingand formative, the other indefinite in its excess and defect.
This is more or less what Porphyry says in the cited work, setting forth in

order the enigmatic utterances made [by Plato] at the seminar (ouvouoiq) 0n
the Good, and maintaining that these were perhaps in accord with what was
written down in the Philebus?’

Awhole book would be needed to account for the adjustments which
have been made within the Schleiermacherian paradigm. For present
purposes, itwill be sufficient to record the outstanding contributions of
Stenzel to demonstrate that the numerical structure of the Ideal world
and hence the theory of Idea-Numbers, can be found in no small mea-
sure also in Plato’s writings.3
We may here bring out three fundamental notions to be found in the

Philebus. (1) The first of these regards the general bipolar structure of
the real explained chiefly on the basis of the Meta-Ideas of limit and
unlimited (which are, moreover, closely connected to the issue of the
One and the Many). (2) The second consists in unpacking the implica-
tions of that structure for cosmology and anthropology, as well as for
ontology; and, in connection with this, Plato makes significant use of
the theory of the Demiurge. (3) The third involves returning to the
question of the definition of the Good and determining the scale of
values with Measure at the summit.
In this chapter we shall discuss the first and the third of these notions,

while we shall make only brief remarks about the second, putting off
explanations to later chapters (see Part 4), in whichwe tackle the issue
of the Demiurge head-on.

II. THE METAPHYSICAL-NUMERICALSTRUCTUREOF REALITY

Once he has asserted the importance of the question of the relations
' between the One and the Many, and has clearly emphasized that the
connection between the One and the Many established by that argu-
ment is found always and everywhere in everythingwe can speak about,
Plato explains that, to get over the difficulties which this involves, we
must follow the same path which led to all the discoveries of the arts.
This knowledge of the relations between the One and the many, says

Plato, is, in effect, a divine revelation,4 which the ancients have handed
down to us and according to which all the things which are said “always

2. Simplicius, InAn’st. Phys. 453.30—454. 1 g [Gaiser, 2 3B; Kramer, 111.1 1; Findlay 4 1 8—
19.7].

3. Stenzelpresented important contributions in the first edition of his Studien (1 g 17).
4. Philebus IGCff.
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to be” are always constituted of the One and the Many, and contain in
themselves limit and unlimitedness.5
This is what the revelation or rather this gift of the Gods to mankind

consists in: being as such contains within itself the limit and the unlim-
ited (the paras and the apez'mn), as equally essential ingredients. This
statement holds for every being, beginning with the Ideas themselves,
as follows from the context and as careful schOlars now agree.
Nevertheless, Plato does not develop the theoretical implications of

these claims, which would bring him directly to the treatment of the
first Principles, reserved for oral discussion. Instead, he moves to the
dialectical consequences which interest him for the purposes of provid-
ing a theoretical grounding for the methodology employed in the dia-
logue, although he allows some significant glimpses of the metaphysi-
cal-numerical structure of reality. Indeed, Plato explains that, in view of
the foregoing, dialectic should be understood in the following way.
Whatever might be the object of inquiry, it is necessary to find in it

the unity of the Idea;wemust carefully examine this Idea, to see wheth-
er it contains, in turn, two or more Ideas, and then, further, if each of
these Ideas is subdivided into other Ideas, until we reach Ideas that are
not further divisible. So long as we are dealing with Ideas, the number
of the Ideas contained in a given general Idea is always determinate. But
when we reach the Ideas that are no longer divisible we can go no
furtherwith dialectical division, and then we encounter the indetermi-
nate plurality of individuals.
Thus, the division of an Idea always gives rise to a limited numberof

Ideas included within it. The task specific to dialectic is that of establish—
ing which and how many these are.
And the most outstanding innovation in the Philebushas been clearly

seen, since the work of Stenzel, to be the connection of the diairetic
structure of the Ideas with number. The doctrine of the Idea-Numbers
thus emerges as we explained it above. It is possible to establish the
structure of every general Idea by separating the subdivisions into
which the Idea breaks up, and thus transposing this diairetic structure
into a number; this adds up to establishingwhich and how many Ideas
are contained in a Idea-genus.
Finally, after this procedure, itwill be possible to go on to the indeter-

minate plurality of individuals. This means it is not possible to move
immediatelyfrom a general Idea (unity) to the multiplicityof empirical
individuals,which form an indeterminate plurality, except by means of
the ontological and logical decomposition of the Idea into the various

5. Ibid., C—D.
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Ideas of which it is constituted, and the determination of their number
and nature. Once the indivisible Ideas are reached will the move to the
corresponding innumerable empirical individuals be possible.
As Stenzel has pointed out, the following thought unexpressed, but

clearly implied: “The final Idea is conceived by logos, the sensible ob-
ject is the object of doxa which can become true only by reference to
this eidos. Insofar, . . . as the sensible individual is not conceived in the
Idea, it is an apez'ron, and therefore is non-being in the sense explained
above. . . .”5 Below the lowest Idea, which is not further divisible, is the
sensible apez'ron. Hence, as we shall see, the Idea, in its turn, has a
determinative function of unitywith respect to the sensibles.
Before moving on, we will present an important passage, in which

Plato sets out concisely but boldly the concepts we are discussing:
Socrates: Very well. Now what is to be our first move in the great battle of all

arms that rages on this issue? Here’s a suggestion.
Protarchus: Yes?
Socrates: Well put the thing like this. We get this identity of the one and the

many cropping up everywhere as the result of the sentences we utter; in every
single sentence ever uttered, in the past and in the present, there it is. Whatwe
are dealing with is a problem that will assuredlynever cease to exist; this is not
its first appearance. Rather it is, in my view, something incidental to sentences
themselves,never to pass, never to fade. As soon as a young man gets wind of it,he is as delighted as if he had discovered an intellectual gold mine; he is
beside himselfwith delight, and loves to try every move in the game. First herolls the stuff to one side and jumbles it into one; then he undoes it again andtakes it to pieces, to the confusion first and foremost of himself, next of his
neighbors at the moment, whether they be younger or older or of his own age.He has no mercy on his father or mother or anyone else listening to him—a
little more and he would victimize even animals, and not just human beings,
including foreigners, to whom of course he would never show mercy providedhe could get hold of an interpreter.
Protarchus: Let me call your attention, Socrates, to the fact that there are

plenty of us here, all young people. Aren’t you afraid that we shall join with
Philebus in an assault on you, if you keep abusing us? Well, well, we realize
what you mean. Perhaps there is someway, some device for getting this bother-
some business to oblige us by removing itself from our discussion, and we
might discover some more attractive method of approach to the subject; if so,
pray do your best about it, and we will keep you company—to the best of our
power, that is, for we have a big subject in front of us, Socrates.

Socrates: Big indeed, my boys, if I may adopt Philebus’ style of addressing
you. Nevertheless there is not, and cannot be, a more attractive method than
that to which I have always been devoted, though often in the past it haseluded me so that I was left desolate and helpless.
Protarchus: Do tell us what it is.
Socrates: It is a method quite easy to indicate, but very far from easy to

employ. It is . . . the instrumentation through which every discovery ever made
6. Stenzel, Studien, 105.
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in the sphere of the arts and sciences has been brought to light. Let me de-
scribe it for your consideration.
Protarchus: Please do.
Socrates: There is a gift of the Gods—so at least it seems evident to me—

which they let fall from their abode, and it was through Prometheus, or one
like him, that it reached mankind, together with a fire exceeding bright. The
men of old, who were better than ourselves and dwelt nearer the Gods, passed
on this gift in the form of a saying. All things, so it ran, that are ever said to be
consist of a one and a many, and have in their nature a conjunction of limit
and unlimitedness. This then being the ordering of things, we ought, they
said, whatever it be that we are dealing with, to assume a single form and
search for it, for we shall find it there contained; then, ifwe have laid hold of
that, we must go on from one form to look for two, if the case admits of there
being two, otherwise for three or some other number of forms. And we must
do the same againwith each of the ones thus reached, until we come to see not
merely that the one that we started with is a one and an unlimited many, but
also just how many it is. Butwe are not to apply the character of unlimitedness
to our plurality until we have discerned the total number of forms the thing in
question has intermediate between its one and its unlimited number. It is only
then, when we have done that, that we may let each one of all these intermedi—
ate forms pass away into the unlimited and cease bothering about them.
There, then, that is how the Gods, as I told you, have committed to us the task
of inquiry, of learning, and of teaching one another, but your clever modern
man, while making his one-—-or his many, as the case may be—more quickly or
more slowly than is proper, when he has got his one proceeds to his unlimited
number straightaway, allowing the intermediates to escape him, whereas it is
the recognition of those intermediates that makes all the difference between a
philosophical and a contentious discussion.7

In order to clarify the very difficult concept of the One’s being con-
ceived in relation to the unlimited, not immediately, but through the
mediation of number, Plato brings forward two admirable examples
borrowed from the arts, since, as he says, these are based on the dialec-
tical method.
Sound is a single Idea, but it is also an unlimited plurality in all its

single cases. So, the mediation between the unity of the Idea and the
unlimited plurality of sounds comes about through the distinction of
the quality and quantity of sounds, which are low, high, and intermedi-
ate; and then through the furtherdistinction of the qualityand number
of the intervals of the voice and of low and high pitch, as well as their
combinations, namely, their accords and harmonies.We thus arrive at a
logical—ontological system, expressible numerically, which permits us to
move, then, to the individual sensible sounds.
The example drawn from grammar may be clearer still. The sounds

of the voice are distinguished into vowels and consonants, and these, in

7. Philebus 1 5D 1— 1 7A5.
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turn, into voiced and unvoiced. Then, the individual vowels can be
distinguished and the individual unvoiced consonants and the individu-
al voiced consonants. In this way, the enumeration of all the letters of
the alphabet is obtained. It is not possible to proceed in the division
beyond this point, and from the indivisible Idea of the letter a or b (and
so on) we may move to the individual sensible sounds, that is, to the
individual letters a and b (and so on) pronounced by each and every
individual, which are unlimited in number.8
The numerical structure of reality, in the strongly metaphysical

sense, is clear, and could not be understood except in connection with
the Unwritten Doctrines and specifically with the theory of Idea-Numbers.
Between giving the two examples set out above, Plato adds a further

point to make himself fully understood:
Socrates: . . . When you have got your one, you remember, whateverit may be,

you must not immediately turn your eyes to the unlimited, but to a number;
now the same applies when it is the unlimited that you are compelled to start
with. You must not immediately turn your eyes to the one, but must discern
this or that number embracing the multitude, whatever it may be; reaching the
one must be the last step of all.9

III. THE BROADENING OF THE METAPHYSICALACCOUNT TO A
VARIETY OF LEVELS

Afterfirst applying these concepts to the main subject of the dialogue,
Plato takes up these metaphysicalarguments and from them draws con-
clusions of great importance. The concepts of (1) unlimited and (2)
limited are taken under their ontological-cosmological aspects. The
claim is made that what exists in the universe systematically involves just
these two factors. But it is pointed out that in order to take in the
ontological structure of physical reality, we need to add to these two
genera: (3) the mixture of limit and unlimited, as a third genus; and
finally (4), most importantly, the further cause ofmixture. To summerize:

1. The unlimited in sensible things is everything that appears, from
many points of View, to vary in respect Of the more and less, and in this
sense is indeterminate.

2. The limit consists, on the other hand, in everything that implies
number, numerical relation, measure, and determination.

3. The mixture is a product of limit acting on the unlimited, produc-
ing completion, proportion, order, and regularity.

8. Ibid., C-18D.
9. Ibid.,18A7—B3.
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4. But, in the case of the sensible world, which is in becoming, we
need an efficient or productive cause of the mixture. This cause is
explicitly identified with intelligence. The particular mixtures related
to the arts and to human activities involve human intelligence, but the
mixtures of the cosmos in general and of the particular things of the
cosmos, which do not depend on the intelligence of man, involve a
cosmic intelligence: the Demiurge.
The Demiurge does not appear in the first metaphysical discussion,

while he is involved in the second. There is a precise reason for this. In
the first discussion the Demiurge is not mentioned on purpose, be-
cause what is at issue is the reality of the eternal Ideas, which, as such,
are not generated and do not change. On the other hand, physical
beings are generated and do come into being, and the Demiurge is the
necessary cause to explain beings which come into being. Therefore,
the cosmos and the things of the cosmos (that is, all sensible beings)
are unaccountable without the Demiurge, that is, without Mind.10
This is an issue to which we shall return and ofwhichwe give a fuller

account in Part 4.

IV. THREE TRANSCENDENTAL ASPECTSOF THE Goon, AND ITS
ESSENCE AS ONE AND MEASURE

The general conclusion about the human good, which the dialogue
was aimed at finding, can be picked out in terms of the metaphysical,
ontological, and cosmologicalframework, of which the driving notion
is that of the mixture of limited and unlimited. According to Plato, the
human good must have a Structure similar to that of reality in general; it
must be a mixture of knowledge and pleasure. This mixture must be
based on the measure and on the proportion between too much and
too little, or on the limitation of the unlimited (which is a kind of unity-
in-multiplicity).
Toward the end of the dialogue, Plato describes the Good as an Idea

which breaks up into three, explaining that, at the anthropological
level in the life of mankind, it reflects that fabricwhich, at the ontolog-
ical level, involves Being, Truth, and Beauty (order, harmony). Thus we
find again a clear sign of those transcendental aspects by which, as we
explained above,11 the One is unpacked under a variety of guises.

Socrates: But there is still a certain thing we must have, and nothing in the
world could come into being without it.

10. Ibid., 23C—31A.
1 1. See also pp. 167ff. above, and Kramer,Platone, 206ff. [Am. ed., 109ff.].
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Protarchus:What is that?
Socrates: Reality, for a thing with which we don’t mean to mix reality will

never really come into being, and if it ever did it wouldn’t continue in being.
Protarchus: No, of course not.
Socrates: No indeed. And now you and Philebus should tell me if there are

any additional ingredients required. To me it appears that in our presentdiscussionwe have created what might be called an incorporeal ordered sys-tem for the rightful control of a corporeal subject in which dwells a soul.
Protarchus:You may assure yourself . . . that my own conclusion is the same.
Socrates: Then perhaps we should be more or less right in saying that we now

stand upon the threshold of the good and of that habitation where all that is
like thereto resides?
Protarchus: I at least think so.
Socrates: And what, may I ask, shall we regard as the most valuable thing in

our mixture, that which makes an arrangement of this sort commend itself to
us all? If we discover that, we can go on to consider whether this factor in the
whole scheme of things is closer and more akin to pleasure, or to reason.
Protarchus: Very good, what you propose will do much to help us toward our

decision.
Socrates: As a matter of fact, it is easy enough to see the cause that makes anymixture, be it what it may, possess high value or no value whatever.
Protarchus: How so?
Socrates: Surely anyone in the world can recognize that.
Protarchus: Recognizewhat?
Socrates: That any compound, whateverit be, that does not by somemeans orother exhibit measure and proportion, is the ruin both of its ingredients and,

first and foremost, of itself; what you are bound to get in'such cases is no real
mixture, but literally a miserable mass of unmixed messiness.
Protarchus: Very true.
Socrates: So now we find that the good has taken refuge in the character of

the beautiful, for the qualities of measure and proportion invariably, I imag-
ine, constitute beauty and excellence.
Protarchus: Yes, indeed.
Socrates: And of course we said that truth was included along with these

qualities in the mixture. —-Protarchus: Quite so.
Socrates: Then ifwe cannot hunt down the Good under a single form, let us

secure it by the conjunction of three, Beauty, Proportion, and Truth, and then,
regarding these three as one, let us assert that they may most properly be held
to determine the qualities of the mixture, and the mixture as being Good by
reason of the infusion of them.
Protarchus: Yes that is quite proper.12

It is superfluous to repeat whatwe have already said about the three
transcendental dimensions because the present text is perfectly clear.
On the other hand, it is worth pursuing some thoughts which this
passage, if read between the lines, clearly reveals as its background and
which are startling references to the underlying claims of the Unwritten
Doctrines.

1 2. Philebus64A7—6 5A6.
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To beginwith, note the extraordinarylivelinessof the unveiled irony with
which Plato sets his message before us. What sense can we make of his
saying that the Good has taken refuge in the character of the Beautiful?
With great playfulness, Plato is trying to tell us what is of the greatest

importance to him while pretending to say the opposite. Indeed, the
Good and the Beautiful are the very same thing, as we shall show in
greater detail below.13 When he tells us that the Beautiful is measure
and proportion, he is indicating, as we shall shortlyargue, that it has the
same nature as the One, and therefore as the Good.14 Thus, far from
being made to take refuge and to be hidden in the Beautiful, the Good
is offered as understandable in terms of the Beautiful. For Plato, the
Beautiful does not hide the Good, but displays it.
So, we can well understand how, in the guise of an ironic game of

pretending to hide so as to reveal, Plato expresses the highest truths of his
protology, in a way he has never before done in writing.
Immediately after saying that he is at the threshold of the habitation

of the Good, Plato refers to the principal cause which makes every
mixture dear to all, using the term with whichwe are familiar, 1111103101-

TOV,15 the “thing of greatest value,” the very term with which, in the
Phaedrus, he indicated those thingswhich the philosopher must not put
into writing. Near the end of the discussion, he plays on the claim that
we cannot seize the Good with a single Idea (ind i5éqc),16 and says that
we can grasp it with three (613v Totoi),17 that is, as beauty, proportion,
and truth. Then Plato has his biggest surprise in store for us, with the
claim that the Good, simply considered as a one (6x; Tofiro oiov é’v) 18; is
c0rrect1y thought to be cause of the mixture, that is, the cause which he
had earlier referred to as the thing of greatest value (rtutérarov).19
Moreover, he says flatly that it is because of it, insofar as it is good (61g

dyaeév) ,20 that the mixture becomes such.
Therefore, the passages tell us as clearly as could be (from a Plato

who is writing about the unwritten) that the thing of greatest value is
the One insofar as it is the Good: to Ttuw'n'ocrov = dyaeév = 5v.
Moreover, Plato calls on the concepts of measure and proportion

(ue’tgtorngxai ouuuergia), and, as we shall see, finds that the greatest
value resides in measure (uéroov), since the connections among the

1 3. See Chapter 15, sectionVII, 299—302.
14. See 274—76, below.
15. Philebus64C5.
16. Ibid.,65A1.
1 7. Ibid.,A2.
1 8. Ibid.,A3.
19. Ibid.,64C5.
20. Ibid., 65A4.
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concepts of the Good, the One, and Measure go to the very heart of the
Unwritten Doctrines. It is quite extraordinary to find these daring
claims made by Plato in his writings, and they can only be fully under-
stood ifwe abandon the old paradigm and embrace the new.

V. THE HIERARCHYOF VALUES SET OUT BY PLATO AT THE END OF
THE PHILEBUS AND MEASURE AS ITs SUMMIT

The basic theme of the Philebus is the issue of pleasure, which is
discussed in order to establish whether or not it can be considered a
good and to what degree.
We might take Plato’s discussion of it furtherand consider the impor-

tance of his solution on the basis of the bipolar structure of the whole of
reality, and show how that is the ground on which Plato based his
marvelous solution of the problem. Man does not achieve happiness by
aiming exclusively and one-sidedlyat one component (the intelligence
and its correlates) and less so by aiming at the opposite component towhich pleasure is bound (which is unlimited and disordered) but by a
synthesis of the two polar opposites and by respecting the dominant
and determining role of the intelligence.
But instead of giving such ethical and anthropological explanations,

we prefer to quote a passage from Max Pohlenz, who has glimpsed the
correct solution, and who arrived at the conclusion that for Plato the
measure is the Absolute:

So, what is the nature of this eudaimom’a and the sense ijoyousness which
man experiences? The ancient problem of the relation between the good and
pleasure here arises again. In his early Protagoms, recognizing that the goodand pleasure are distinguished by common Opinion, Plato contested this andlooked for a way to unite them, so that the highest good would be constituted
by the pleasure arising from moral behavior. But he soon had to give up this
attempt, and when, in the embittered climate of the Gorgias, he faced man withthe alternatives of aiming with the brutal egoism of the superman towards
external success, power, and wealth, and of being a member of the communityand exercisingjustice and morality, placing the health of the soul above exter-nal things, he exacerbated the terms of the discussion, showing that in the one
case we take pleasure to be the ultimate goal and in the other, the good, andthus treating pleasure and the good as two antithetical principles of life be-
tween which man must choose. Between the two terms there is an irreducible
opposition: the first style of life, despite its glittering attractiveness, bringsboth the individual and the collectivity to ruin; the other, even when it is
accompanied by apparent suffering, leads to eudaimonia. Plato cleaved to this
opinion for a long time. Nevertheless, in the Republic, the sensuous pleasuresof lower parts of the soul, which arise from the satisfactionof a want and hence
presuppose pain, are opposed to the pure pleasure, genuine and veracious,which arises from inquiry and knowledge. When the morally irreproachable
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astronomer Eudoxus entered the Academy and concluded from the fact that
all living beings aim at pleasure that pleasure must be recognized as the su-
preme good, lively debates sprang up in the school on the nature and value of
pleasure. These debates inspired Plato to review his position and to expound
the results he had reached in a work designed just for that purpose, the Phile-
bus. Although he holds unconditionally to the principle that pleasure cannot
represent the true goal of human life, Plato admits that a complete life cannot
be made up only of thought and knowledge, but also of some sensations of
pleasure. These are the sensations produced by learning and by knowing, but
also by the perception of beauty: therefore, in the list of values proposed by
Plato at the end of the work, we find these pure sensations of pleasure placed
after thought and the sciences. But because what counts above all is the exact
mixture, the former and the latter are preceded by a higher value, proportion,
the beautiful, and this in turn is founded on absolute measure, which governs
all and establishes the exact limits of everything. This measure rises . . . to the
place of the‘supreme value. Hence for Plato the perfect eudaimom'anow con-
sists also in pure pleasure: the joys taken in sensible beauty, first among which
he places the geometric forms (whereas the works of Phidias or Polygnotus
mean almost nothing) and the enjoyment which comes from spiritual activity.
If, . . . the actual practice of morality is passed over in silence, the reason for
this can be traced both to the way in which Plato sets up the problem in the
Philebus, offering spirit and pleasure as straight alternatives, and to the person-
al proclivities of the author, who found more satisfactionin scientific inquiries
than in practical activity. To us, the importance given to measure, as heading
the scale of values, may seem strange: but, in fact, Plato meant by measure the
absolute, and chose this name because the absolute includes not only the good
understood in the sense of purpose but as the beautiful, and hence a principle
of order and proportion, and constituting the first cause of their concrete
existence and the regulation of their exact mixture.21

It is noteworthy that even operating within the old paradigm, Poh-
lenz succeeded in specifying this point so well, because it is a basic claim
of the Unwritten Doctrines that the Good is the most perfect measure,
as we have seen from reading between the lines of a famous passage of
the Republic.22 It is a claim which emerges in various ways also in the
writings, but which the traditional paradigm tended to obscure, or at
the least treat as of marginal interest.
Here is the table of values, subdivided into five levels, which Plato

presents at the end of the dialogue:
1. measure, the measured, and fitness,23
2. proportion and beauty, completeness and sufficiency?4
3. intelligence and wisdom,25

2 1. M. Pohlenz,Der hellenische Mensch (Gottingen, 1 947 ).
22. Cf. pp. 196—ggff. and 203-4ff. above.
23. Philebus66A6ff.
24. Ibid.,B 1 3.
25. Ibid., B5ff.
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4. the sciences and arts and true beliefs,26
5. the pure pleasures.27

As we can see, just by a rapid reading of the termswhich make up this
table, not only is measure the absolutely first of the values, but also all
those that follow, including pure pleasures, are intimately linked to
measure.
And we know that measure is the very essence of the One?8
What is more, Aristotlehimself took over this claim when he writes, as

we have already quoted: “to be one means to be indivisible . . . but
especially to be the first measure [ . . . ].”29And, as he says in the Politics,
“the Good is the most exact measure of all things” (Trav'rcovydg detBé-
own-0v uétgov Tdyaeév éoTtv).3°And this helps us understand how
Plato arrived, in the Laws, at the claim that “God, for us, is above all
things the measure.” 31

We have reached a point from which it might be appropriate to
consider what Plato has to say about the Demiurge, which is his God.
For it is he who perfectly knows and brings about measure, and he who
is the ideal to whichman ought to aspire. But, in order to round off the
issue we have been considering, it is worth first exploring the question
of Platonic love and its connections with the protology.

26. Ibid.,Bg.
27. Ibid.,C4ff.
28. See pp. 249—53ff. and 203—4ff., above.
29. Aristotle, Metaphysics 1.1.1052b15—18. Also see the following: Metaphysics A

6.1016b17ff.; l" -1o21a12; I 1.1.1052b15ff.;I 1053b4ff.; A 7.1072a33;M 1.1087b33; N
1.1088a4.

30. See the passage cited in Chapter 13, 253 note 37 above.
3 1. Plato, Laws,4.7 1 6C4ff.



15 Eros and the Protology in the Lysis, Symposium,
and Phaedrus

I. MOTIVATIONSFOR DISCUSSINGPHILIAAND EROS

Some readers of earlier Italian editions of this book, although con-
Vinced by the greater coherence and depth to be found in Plato’s
thought in the light of the new paradigm, raised a doubt about the
possibility of finding a place for the puzzle about the doctrine of Philia
and Eros within this framework.
The impression that had been made is the following: whereas the

doctrine of the primary and highest Principles seems to be very effec—
tive at clarifying problems in metaphysics, epistemology, ethics, and
politics, on account of its ontological, cognitive, and axiological intent,
it does not seem to play an important role in Plato’s account of Eros.
Rather, if the protology takes Plato’s rationalism to its extreme conse-
quences, his account of Eros would seem to go in the opposite direc-
tion. So, if the protology tends in the direction of logos, then the erotic
would seem to move in an alogical realm, with all its implications.
As a matter of fact, we shall see that the truth is exactly the contrary.
For our part, we havealways been very interested in the conception

of Platonic love, as well as its connection with the Christian notion of
agape. Though we have not published any specific studies on this issue,
we sponsored and edited the Italian translation of L. Robin’s book on
the doctrine of Eros,1 and we have recently translated two of the dia-
logues which are specifically concerned with Plato’s doctrine of Eros,
the Symposium and the Phaedrus.2
It seemsworthwhile to include a chapter on this problem, whichwill

attempt to settle the doubts we have mentioned, and, to round off the
theme of our third part, to illustrate one of its important implications.

1. See L. Robin, La Théon’eplatonicienue de l’amour (1908; reprinted, 1933; and edited
afresh by P. M. Schuhl, 1964). Robin also wrote a substantial introductory essay for his
edition and translation of the Symposium, in the “Belles Lettres” series (Paris, 1929;
reedited by P. Vicaire, 1989); as he did likewise with the Phaedrus (1933; reprinted,
1985). For a bibliography, see Cherniss, Lustrum (1960): 377—82; and Brisson, Lustrum
(1977): 292 and Lustrum (1983): 299ff.

2. Our translations appear in our collection Tutti glz' scrittz' (Milan, 1991).
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In line with the aims of our book, we shall not discuss the full com-
plexity of Philia and Eros, but only those points and specific implica-
tions which bear directly on the theory Of the Principles. These, howev-
er, add up to the basic outline of Plato’s account of Eros.

II. FIRST INDICATION OF THE STRUCTURAL CONNECTIONBETWEEN
FRIENDSHIP (PHILIA) AND THE PRIMARY PRINCIPLE IN THE LYSIS

The question of friendship (cptlia) is discussed for the first time by
Plato in the Lysis, where he explicitly points to its ultimate explanation
by the primary and highest Principle of the Good, with clear allusions
to the Unwritten Doctrines or, at least, with anticipations of them. In
the Lysis, Plato wants to go decisively beyond two opposed doctrines
held by his predecessors and contemporaries. Some thought that the
foundation of friendship is similarity, so that like always seeks like (a
claim to be found in Empedocles). Others held instead that friendship
is based on the reciprocal attraction of opposites (a claim to be found in
Heraclitus). Friendship, according to Plato, arises always in a subject
who is intermediate between opposed extremes, that is, who is neither
entirely good nor entirely bad. In particular, we humans, who are mid-
way between good and bad, love the good in order to eliminate evil.
Nevertheless, despite the dialectical function of evil, understood as

part of the bipolar structure, it is clearly a mistake to say that we lovebecause of evil. SO much so that if every evil were entirely to vanish,
nothing which is loved would vanish, in that the goods, as such, would
remain dear.
The motivating reason for friendship and love is desire, and desire is

always directed at what is lacking. Hence, what is lacking is dear to him
who lacks it.3Whateverwe lack is always a good, and, at each level, it is
an ever higher good. But the details and development of this tendencyof friendship to move toward a good at a higher level can be explained
only by supposing a first friend, a first and highest Good from which all
other goods derive and of which they are only images.
The search for the Good is what underlies every friendship; it is the

true source and foundation of love.And the desire of the primary loved
thing, which is the highest Good, is that for the sake ofwhich one lovesall particular things. The aim of Plato’s whole discussion has been iden-
tified by various scholars. In particular, it is worthwhile rereading the
apposite remarks of W. Jaeger, who, though working outside the new
paradigm, was moving in the right direction. “That idea of the Good

3. Lysis221E1.
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which appears, in the other Socratic dialogues, as a secure point of
reference, turns out to be the absolute measure and final issue also with
respect to the problem of friendship.”4
But let us read the following passage which contains the core of

Plato’s argument, with the marked allusion to the first loved object, the
highest Good:

. . . Medicine, as we were saying, is a friend, or dear to one for the sake of
health?

Yes.
And health is also dear?
Certainly.
And if dear, then dear for the sake of something?
Yes.
And surely this object must also be dear, as is implied in our previous

argument?
Yes.
And that something dear involves something else dear?
Yes.
But then, must we not either continue in this way until we are weary, orarrive at some first principle of friendship which is not capable of being re-

ferred to any other, for which, as we maintain, all other things are dear?
We must.
My fear is that all those other things, which, as we say, are for the sake of

another, are illusions and deceptions only because of that first principle,
which is the true ideal of friendship.5

. . . And may not the same be said of the friend? That which is dear to us for
the sake of something else is improperly dear, but the truly dear is that in
which all these friendships terminate.6

Kramerwas the first to detect in this well-known passage the presence
of terminology typical of the Unwritten Doctrines.7 Rather than speak
of the Idea of the first friend (the Idea of the Good) it speaks straight-
forwardly of “Principle” (dgxfi),8 as we have seen in the Phaedo and in
the Republic. In addition, it expressly refers the highest “first,” using the
term 7chTn'ov,9 which recalls those “highest and first realities” (rd é’mga
xai fiQfiTa) referred to in the Seventh Letter;10 which was our basis for
coining the term “protology” to indicate as suggestively as possible the
Unwritten Doctrines.11

4. Jaeger, Paidez'a, 2:302.
. Lysis 2 1901-D5.
. Ibid., 22oA7—B3.
. Cf. Kramer,Arete, 4ggff.
. Lysis 2 1 9C6.
. Ibid., D 1.

1 0. Seventh Letter344D4—5.
1 1. The term is based on Plato’s own usage.

LDOOQOfiU‘l
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Kramer is right, therefore, in concluding that “in the central point of
the Lysis (2 18C—22OB) there is no reference, as has been thoughthith-
erto, to the theory of Ideas, but to the foundation of being,”12that is, to
the primary Principle of the protology. In this way, Jaeger’s references
to absolute Measure lead to precise consequences within the protology.
Hence, this first or primary friend is the highest Good, which is the

One as highest Measure. But in the Lysis, we are not given explicit and
clear directions to this enological meaning; but, surprisingly, they are
given in just those words in the Symposium.

III. THE COSMIC ASPECT OF FRIENDSHIP (Cbtkia) AND EROS IS PRESENT
IN THE LYSIS AND THE GORGIAS, AND IS CENTRAL TO THE SYMPOSIUM

We would miss the overall meaning of the connection between, on
the one hand, Philia and Eros, and on the other, the primary and
highest Principle, which is the Good and the absolute Measure, if we
were to limit the meaning of friendship and love tO the human realm.
In fact, from the first occasion when he speaks about Philia and Eros,
Plato imparts to it a radically cosmic aspect, and only ifwe View it in this
light will we understand his thought on this subject.
jaeger pointed out that the first or primary friend, of which Plato

Speaks in the Lysis, and which is the Good and the supreme value or
highest Measure, refers to the norm or law that not only connects men
to each other and regulates their behavior, but that holds everything
and the wholeworld together.Jaeger writes: “Already in the Lysis. . . the
force of the first principle of every love extends beyond the human
world: it is the good to which all things tend and which all things desire,
not only us. Similarly, also in the Gorgias, the problem of human society
is inserted, through an energetic rejection Of the law Of the Strongest,
within a picture of a supreme cosmic order, that is to say, in the harmo-
ny Of all things with an ultimate measure whose essence and whose
value, however, are not in that dialogue, very precisely determined.”13
jaeger is absolutely correct, except in the last claim, since in the

Gorgias Plato refers to geometrical or proportional equality. And this
proposes the most fruitful way Of bringing order out of disorder, and
hence Of producing unity in multiplicity. This is clearly connected tO
the highest measure, which is the One, that by binding the multiplicity
and unfolding itself in it grounds the cosmic order.
After Showing that to live in the best way, happily, man must avoid

dissoluteness (nkeovegia) and exercise temperance (owcpgoofivn) Plato writes:

I 2. Kramer,Arete, 500.
13. jaeger, Paideia, 2:302.
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This appears to me to be the aim which a man ought to have and towards
which he ought to direct all the energies of himself and of the state, acting so
that he may have temperance and justice present with him and be happy, not
allowing himself to be dissolute and in the never-ending desire to satisfy lead-
ing a robber’s life. Such a one is friend neither to god nor man, for he is
incapable of communion, and he who is incapable of communion is also
incapable of friendship. And philosophers, Callicles, state that communion
and friendship, and order and temperance and justice, bind together heaven
and earth and Gods and men, and that this universe is therefore called cosmos
or order, not disorder or misrule, my friend. But for all your cleverness you
seem to me never to notice this: you have perceived the power of geometrical
equality, both among Gods and men; you think that you ought to cultivate
geometrical inequality because you do not care about geometry.14

It is hardly necessary to recall some of the reactions aroused by Pla-
to’s public lecture Concerning the Good, in which, in order to define the
Good, he talked about mathematical objects, numbers, geometry (magi
uaenudrmvxai dQLOumv xai yewuergiag), to conclude finallywith the
characterization of the Good as unity (év). 15
And the passage quoted from the GorgiasIS, in many ways, the first

explicit reference to the mathematical sphere offering a way into the
Unwritten Doctrines. The passage's reference to geometrical equality
presupposes a theoretical background that Plato either had already
sketched or was in the process of filling in. Human friendship and, by
extension, love are nothing but reflections, on the human level, of the
metaphysicalstructure of all realityand its grounding interconnections.
Our topic leads us to the discussions in the Symposium, and to the

speech of the physicianEryximachus.16 Following on from what Pausa—
nius has said, he distinguishes two forms of Eros, one good, founded on
order, harmony, and temperance, and one evil, founded on excess and
disorder. Thus, positive Eros is the ground of the positive things in the
whole universe, as is shown by the various arts, from medicine to gym-
nastics, from agriculture to music, from astronomy to prophecy.Just as
medicine, for example, mediates and harmonizes opposed elements in
the human body and produces health, and just as music makes opposed
sounds consonant and produces harmony, so, likewise, well-disposed
love, including temperance and concord in all things, general and par-
ticular, produces a mediation between contrariesand harmonizesthem.

14. Gorgias 5o7D6—508A8.
15. See the passage from Aristoxenus’s Elements of Harmony quoted in Chapter 7,

section II, 147 and note 15 (Findlay p. 413, 2).
16. Symposium 18 5E6—188E4. For a bibliographyconcerning this dialogue, see Cher-

niss, Lustrum (1959): 189—97, and Brisson, Lustrum (1977): 284ff. and Lustrum (1983):
294ff. We would like to draw special attention to G. Kruger’ sEinsicht undLeidenschaft.Das
Wesen des platonischenDenkens (Frankfort-am—Main, 1939).
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The opening and closing passages of Eryximachus’s speech express
programmatically the conception of the cosmic dimension of Eros:
His [Pausanias’s] division of Eros into two kinds seems a good one; but the

art of medicinehas taughtme that Eros is notjust thatwhich impels human souls
towards beautiful men, but that which drives all things towards all manner of
others and which operates on all animals, on all things growing on earth, and
on virtually everythingthat is; and I have learned how great, wonderful and all-
embracing is the power of this god over all affairs human and divine.17

Thus Eros, taken as a whole, has a broad and great, even total, power;
but that which is directed at the good by means of temperance and
justice, both among us and among the gods, has the greatest power of
all and provides us with a perfect happiness, so that we may commune
and be friends with each other and with the gods who are above us.18
Of course, the cosmic conception of Eros goes back to Hesiod,19 and

as well as Parmenides20 and Empedocles.‘21 But with Plato it takes on a
wholly new metaphysicalsignificance and the statements of these earli-
er authors, to whomPlato himself refers in the Symposium,22are nothing
but embryonic flashes of it. Nor ought we to be distracted by echoes of
Heraclitean thought in the speech of Eryximachus.Robin writes:

. . . [I]t was through the influence of Heraclitus that, by using his theory
of contraries, without infringing the principle of non—contradiction,Plato
softened his teacher’s intransigent intellectualism. It is no surprise, then,
that a trace of the Heraclitean theory appears in the Platonic theory of
Love. Undoubtedly, he had in the Lysis (2 15C—2 16B) turned away from the
Heraclitean conception of friendship. Undoubtedly, the speech of Eryxi-
machus, whiCh no more represents Plato’s views than do the others, is
inspired, . . . by the ideas ofHeraclitus: it is not enough to say that Love is,
in a universal sense, the harmony of contraries; we must also define the
nature and function of this harmony; we must say what Love is love of; we
must indicate in what way Love will achieve its object. It is therefore true
that Heraclitus’ view on Love is superficial and incomplete.23

Now, if Eryximachus’s speech does not represent Plato’s own
thought, it does not simply present Heraclitus either. Eryximachus’s
speech takes a few small steps toward Plato’s View; in any case in the
speech, Heraclitus is cited, his mistakes are pointed out, and

17. Symposium 186A2—B2.
1 8. Ibid., D4—9.
19. Hesiod, Theogony 1 16ff.
2o. Parmenides, DK frag. 13.
21. Cf. Empedocles, DK frags. 17 and 27, as well as 19, 2o, 21, 35, 58, and 59, from

which it emerges that Eros understood as (ptké'cng (as opposed to vsi'xog) is basic.
22. Hesiod and Parmenides are cited in Symposium 1783.
23. Cf. Robin, La Théon'e platonicienne.
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indications are offered as to how to give a global sense to the doctrine
of Love by making limited reference to the One (To i—fv).24 Indeed,
Plato, with exquisite artistry, makes Eryximachusvoice a rather clumsy
criticism of Heraclitus, thus reminding us that, as a physician,
Eryximachus certainly could not, on his own, reach the decisive point
concerning the One; nevertheless, allusions to it are put in his mouth:
Not only is all medicine governed, as I say, by this god [Eros], but so are

gymnastics and agriculture. Music, also, as is obvious to the cursory observer, is
in just the same position as they are; perhaps this is what Heraclitus means by
his saying, for all that the words are perplexed, that the One agrees with itself
by being at variance, as in the stringing of a bow or lyre. It is, of course, quite
illogical to speak of a harmony being in discord, or of its arising from factors
which are still at varience. But probablywhat he meant to saywas that harmony
arises from factorswhichwere previously in discord, namely the treble and the
bass, but which were subsequently in concord.25

Plato employs an unexpected quotation that goes beyond Heracli-
tus’s text and is addressed to those readers capable of understanding it,
to tell us that by making harmony out of discord, the producer of
harmony, and hence also Eros, must be a Principle, namely, the One,
which mediates and founds the synthesis of Dyadically divided contrar-
ies. The conclusion to be drawn would be this: there can never be a
synthetic mediation of contraries without a higher term of reference.
Though Eryximachus is the uncomprehending mouthpiece of a view

addressed to those in the know, Plato reinforces the ultimatefoundation of
Eros in the next speech of the Symposiumwith a splendidjeu d’esprit by the
great Aristophanes. Before considering that speech, it is a good idea to
examine the core of the problem and get clear about the nature of Eros,
which Plato discusses fully in the form of a well-known myth.

IV. MYTHIC PRESENTATIONOF THE PROTOLOGICALNATURE OF
SOCRATIC ERos IN THE SYMPOSIUM

The theoretical heights of the Symposium are reached by Plato in
Socrates’ speech,26which, to distinguish it from the others, is presented
by Socrates himself as a teaching received from Diotima ofMantinea.27

24. Symposium 187A4—5.
25. Ibid., 186E4—187A2. See DK frag. 5 1 and Bywater frag. 45.
26. Ibid., 198A—212C. Socrates’ report of his conversation with Diotima begins at201D. [On whether Diotima is an invention, consult A History ofWomen Philosophers,ed.

Mary EllenWaithe (Dordrecht/ Boston/Lancaster:MartinusNijhoff, 1987), 1 :8 3— 1 1 6.]
27. For a philosophical analysis of Socrates’ speech, see]. Wippern, “Eros and Unster—

blichkeit in der Diotima-Rede des Symposions,” in Synusia, Festgabe fiir W. Schadewaldt
(Pfullingen, 1965), 1 23—59.
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The near-perfect logical structure of the speech is as follows.
Eros is always desire for what is felt to be lacking. This desire, and the

lack which is essential to it, refers to beautiful and good things. But if
Eros is the absence of beautiful and good things, it cannot of itself be
beautiful and good, nor can it be ugly and evil, since if it were such it
could not desire,the good and the beautiful. Eros is an intermediate
between beautiful and ugly, between good and evil.
Plato develops this intermediate characteristic in two directions, us-

ing two explanatory images, one vertical, the other horizontal. .

Eros is intermediate in the former sense insofar as it is not identifi-
able with an immortal god, with the purely intelligible, or with what is
totally metaempirical, and even less so with anything purely mortal and
sensible; but as a mediator between the two realities, it completes the
whole of realityin such a way that the whole is connected with itself.28 In
this sense, Eros is a daimon, an intermediary and mediator between God
and man. On the other hand, it is horizontally intermediate in a variety
of respects insofar as it unifies in itself and synthesizes contrary traits:
privation and acquisition, want and resourcefulness, poverty and
wealth; for this purpose, Plato presents Eros as born of Penia [Want],
goddess of Lack, and Poros [Plenty], god of resourcefulness.
Eros is like the lover-of-wisdom (philo-sophos), intermediate between

ignorance and wisdom; never wholly ignorant nor wholly wise, but
always in search of an increase of learning and of knowledge.
Thus, like Eryximachus in his speech, Socrates clearly refers to the

cosmic aspect of Eros, presenting the concept of Eros aswhat connects
all things to itself, as the bond of being. But here Plato goes further,
exhibiting an extraordinary reflection of the universality of Eros also in
the human dimension, so as to include every human activity under the
rule of Eros. Indeed, he says that everything that man does, he does to
reach the Good and to satisfy his essential and structural tendency to-
ward it. Plato points out that it is only because of a linguistic restriction
that only the tendency to the Good with respect to the love of the
beautiful is called Eros. But this is an improper restriction of the mean-
ing of Eros, just as has happened with poetry. The term poiesz's, meaning
“creation,” can be applied to all forms of production both human and
divine; but, because of a linguistic restriction, he wants to call poetry a
poiesz's, which is only one particular form of literary creation?9 But the
limitation of the meaning of a term to only a part of the whole does not
change the truth of the matter.

28. Symposium 202E6ff.
29. See Chapter 16, section IV, 322—25.
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Hence, Eros, understood in its widest sense, is the tendency to the
Good, and, indeed, the tendency to possess the Good forever.
In particular, then, Eros realizes its tendency toward the Good largely

throughpmcmation in Beauty (which itself is nothing but an aspect of the
Good), by which it is always attracted. Beauty excites the desire to pro-
create; and, thus, mortal nature tries to make itself immortal, always
replacing by procreation an old beingwith a new one. And this goes not
only for bodies, but also for souls. It is, in fact, Beauty itselfwhich brings
the soul to activate its greatest virtues and perform its bestworks. Initia-
tion into matters of love proceeds on an ascending scale, by degrees.
Eros moves from the visible beauty of one body, passing to the beauty
that is realized in other bodies, thence to understanding how there is a
single identical beauty that shines through all bodies.30 But from this
beauty the way of Eros leads to the higher beauty of souls, and it teaches
how to love them more than the beauty of bodies. And, moving from this
beauty, the way of love, proceeding aright, will reach the beauty of human
activities and ways of living and that of the laws, as well as the beauty of the
sciences, and, finally the science of beauty—itself, in which the Beautiful will
be manifest in itself, for itself, with itself as a single eternal Form.31
This is the concludingpassage of the speech of Socrates-Diotima:
He who setting out from these earthly things passes through the love of

young boys in the right way and begins to perceive that beauty, is not far from
the end. And the true order of going, or being led by another, to the things of
love is to begin from the beauties of the earth and to mount upwards for the
sake of that other beauty, using these as steps, and from one going on to'two,
and from two to all fair bodily forms, and from fair bodilyforms to fair practic-
es, and from fair practices to fair sciences, until from fair sciences he arrives at
the science ofwhich I have spoken, the sciencewhich has no otherobject than
absolute beauty, and at last knows that which is beautiful by itself alone. This,
my dear Socrates, said the stranger of Mantinea, is that state of life above all
others which man should live, in the contemplation of absolute beauty. . . .
Butwhat if a man chances to see the true beauty, I mean, pure and clear and

unalloyed, not infected with the flesh and all the colors and vanities of mortal
life and could contemplate the true beauty simple and divine? Do you think it
a sorry life for a man to lead, to look on and to contemplate that beauty
through that which makes it accessible, and to have it always with him?

yOr perhaps you suppose, she said, that, by looking at the beautiful through
that which makes it visible, such a man will give birth not to mere images of
virtue but to true virtue since he is in contact not with an image of the beautiful
but with the truly beautiful?By giving birth to and raising true virtue, he will be
loved by the gods and he will be, if any man was, immortal.32

30. Symposium 2 1 oBgff.
31. Ibid., 2 1 1B 1ff.
32. Ibid., B5-2 1 2A7.
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This is the nub of the speech of Socrates-Diotima, which offers a set of
elements of especial interest for the understanding of Platonic thought
as a whole. But, for the specific metaphysical themes of this book, we
must limit ourselves to a few essential points, and in particular to the
specific connections with the protology. Earlier, in the speech of Eryxi-
machus, Eros was presented as a harmony of opposed forces,with hints
taken from Heraclitus’s thought, which is nevertheless found to be
incomplete and therefore needs to be surpassed. In Socrates’ speech,
the concept of Eros as mediation and synthesis of opposed forces be-
comes central, setting out all the implications and foundations that
were absent from the speech of Eryximachus.
The two opposed forces are represented metaphorically by Penia

(Lack), poverty, and by Poros (Resourcefulness), who is rich in
possibilities and who always finds a way to acquire and get what he
seeks. On Aphrodite's birthday on which the gods sit down to celebrate,
Penia is at the door begging. And she lies with Poros (who, drunk on
nectar, goes to sleep in the Gardens of Zeus) and has a son by him, Eros.
So there is unified in Eros the double nature of his mother and father.
From the mother he takes the trait of being always accompanied by
poverty and need. From his father he takes instead inexhaustible
energy and resources which continually drive him to pursue, plot, and
possess. And since he was conceived on the birthday ofAphrodite, he is
a follower of Aphrodite herself and a lover of beauty, because Aphro-
dite is beautiful. Let us read this beautiful passage of Plato:

On the day when Aphrodite was born there was a feast of all the gods,
among them the God Poros or Plenty, son ofMetis or Cunning. When the feast
was over, Penia or Poverty, as her custom is on such occasions, came about the
doors to beg. Now Plenty, who was the worse for nectar (there was no wine in
those days), went into the garden of Zeus and fell into a deep sleep; and
Poverty considering that for her there was no plenty, plotted to have a child by
him, and accordingly lay down at his side and conceived Eros, who partly
because he is naturally a lover of the beautiful, and because Aphrodite is
herself beautiful, and also because he was begotten during her birthday feast,
is her follower and attendant. And as his parentage is, so also are his fortunes.
In the first place he is always poor, and anything but tender and fair, as most

imagine him; rather, he is rough and squalid, and has no shoes, nor a house to
dwell in, but takes his rest in the streets, or at the doors of houses; and like his
mother he is always in distress. Like his father too, whom he also resembles, he
is always plotting against the fair and good; he is bold, enterprising, strong, a
mighty hunter, always weaving some intrigue or other, keen in the pursuit of
wisdom, fertile in resources; a philosopher at all times, terrible as an enchant-
er, sorcerer, sophist.
He is by nature neither mortal nor immortal, but alive and flourishing at

one moment when he is in plenty, and dead at another moment in the same
day, and again alive by reason of his father’s nature. But thatwhich is always
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flowing into him is always flowing out, and so he is never in want and never
in wealth.”

Plato could not have expressed more beautifully, in mythical form,
what we have been calling the bipolar structure of all reality. But the
conception of Eros that is expressed in this myth brings out clearly the
specific and defining characteristic which distinguishes the bipolar
structure of Eros, namely, its dynamism.
Bipolar nature, understood dynamically, expresses the tendency of

the material principle to receive the formal principle, and thus fertil-
ized to rise toward the first Principle and the highest Good. Both in its
perennial self-reproduction, and in its continual realization at various
levels, in this dynamic—bipolardimension, Eros guarantees the stability
of the permanence of being. What then do Penia and Poros mean?
Penia symbolizes the material Principle; Poros (son of Metis, Cun-

ning) symbolizes the principle antithetical to matter, not in itself and
for itself, but in one of its typical workings-out, as the power to attract to
itself, which is stamped on all reality. As we shall see fully later,34 this
point picks out the essence of Plato’s thought: the conception of the
primary Principles turns out to be structurally bipolar, insofar as they,
while Opposed to each other, imply one another, and their functions
cannot be explicated without each other. In the Timaeus, the material
Principle is presented as having in itself traces of the intelligible world,
and because of that, as allowing itself to be ruled, persuaded, or con-
vinced by the Intelligence.35 AndAristotle, inspired by Plato, says explic-
itly that although matter is contrary to the divine and to the Good, it
aspires and stretches toward it, by its very naturef"6 And this expresses
conceptually what, in mythical form, with the metaphor of Penia who
seeks Poros and is impregnated by him, Plato tells us in the Symposium.
Therefore, these two Principles are the Dyad and a particular aspect

of the One, or rather the power deriving from the One and leading to
the One. But it is Plato who makes unmistakable reference to them,
with great artistic effectiveness, in Aristophanes’ speech.

V. THE CONNECTIONS BETWEENEROS AND THE PRIMARY PRINCIPLES
ALLUDED To IN THE HUMOR OFARISTOPHANES’ SPEECH

For reasons we have already seen, references in the dialogues to the
key points of the Unwritten Doctrines are always made in the sometimes

33. Ibid., 2O3B2—E5.
34. See Chapter 19, section 11, 373—76.
35. See Timaeus47E3—48B3,discussedin Chapter 19, section 1, 369—73.
36. Aristotle,PhysicsA 9.192 a1 6-9.
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extreme form of play which, for Plato, is typical of writing. And this is
precisely what we find at its starkest in the Symposium. Repeatedly
throughouthis speech, and especially toward the end, Plato puts in the
mouth of the greatest Greekwriter of comedies, in the construction of a
wonderful jeu d’esprit, the strongest allusions to the primary Princi-
ples, by means of images that continually refer to the Two and the
dyadic cutting or division, as well as to the One, unity, and the whole.37
According to Aristophanes, humans were, in the beginning, of a

spherical shape, with four arms and four legs, and they moved by roll-
ing very rapidly. But their strength induced them to challenge the gods,
attempting to scale the heavens and assault them. Zeus, in council with
the other gods, decided to put a stop to humans in a drastic way, by
radically limiting their strength and their arrogance. He judged that
the best way to obtain this result would be to cut them in half, by
dividing into two the original unity. Eros, therefore, is that metaphysical
power that drives the two halves to rejoin each other into the original
unity, returning them to their ancient nature as wholes; and for this
reason it tries to make of the two one,38 so healing human nature.39
Therefore, Eros is that radical desire that pushes each of us to seek out
the otherhalf that corresponds to us, to achieve wholenesswe have lost.
But let us read the page that contains the philosophical kernel of

Aristophanes’ speech, which presents important allusions to the One
and the Dyad:
When one of them meets his other half, the actual half of himself, whether

he be a lover of youth or a lover of another sort, the pair are lost in amazement
of love and friendship and intimacy, and one will not be out of the other’s
sight, as we say, even for a moment: these are the people who pass their whole
lives together, and yet they could not explain what they desire of one another.
For the intense yearning which each of them has towards the other does not
appear to be the desire of lover’s intercourse, but of something else which the
soul of either evidently desires and cannot tell, only divining and darkly hint-
ing at what it wishes.
Suppose Hephaestus, . . . to come to the pair who are lying side by side and

to say to them, What do you mortals want of one another? they would be
unable to explain. And suppose further, that when he saw their perplexity he
said: Do you desire to be wholly one; always day and night in one another’s
company? For if this is what you desire, I am ready to mold and fuse you
together, so that from being two you shall become one, and while you live you
may share a common life as if you were a single man, and after your death in

37. Cf. Symposium 189D2—193C5; note the insistent use of the terminology of the
Unwritten Doctrines at 189E2, 190A2—3, 190E3—7, 191A5-6, 19182, and 191D2—5, as
well as in the text next cited at length (192 B5—1 93B2).

38. Ibid., 191D2.
39. Symposium 191D3.
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the world below still be one departed soul, instead of two—I ask whether this is
what you lovingly desire and whether you would be satisfied to attain this?
Neither of them, when he had heard this proposal, would deny or would not

acknowledge that this joining and melting into one another, this becoming
one instead of two, was the very expression of his ancient need.
And the reason is that human nature was originally one and we were a

whole, and the desire and pursuit of the whole is called love. There was a time,
I say, when we were one, but now because of the wickedness of mankind God
has dispersed us, as the Arcadianswere dispersed into villages by the Lacedae-
monians. And if we are not obedient to the Gods, there is a danger that we
shall be split up again and go about in bas—relief, like the profile figures on
tombs, showing only one half the nose, and that we shall be like tallies. Where-
fore let us exhort all men to piety in all things, that we may avoid evil and
obtain the good, taking Eros for our leader and commander.40

Plato could not express better, in a humorous vein, his esoteric con-
ception that evil is dyadic division or separation, while good is unity,
and hence Eros is the overcoming of every division and separation.
But there was the danger that an amusement, although thus loaded

with allusions to the Unwritten Doctrines, could mislead. In particular,
there was the danger that the beautiful and effective images would
overwhelm the concept they express. So Plato himself made appropri-
ate references to help the readers who had acquired in his School the
tools and the ability to understand the concept expressed not to make
such a mistake.
In the first place, we should note the diversion with which Plato

introduces the speech ofAristophanes.According to the order that has
been established among the participants, the comic writer would have
spoken and pronounced his eulogy of Eros before Eryximachus; instead,
he is presented as suddenly overcome by a strong hiccough that stops
him from speaking.41As it turns out, Eryximachus, who precedes him,
speaks of Eros as a harmonic composition of opposites, presenting a
basic concept, but in a very generic way and without arriving at the crux
because the vague hint at the One is extraneous and not fully grasped.42
Aristophanes, on the other hand, hits the nail on the head; Plato puts

into his mouth all the elements for resolving the question, with a
marked use of the relevant terminology.43 Accordingly, the speech of
Aristophanes had to come after that of Eryximachus for conceptual
reasons. Plato brings this to our attention by inverting the formal order
which the participants fixed on the basis of the places they occupied at
the banquet, so that the reader should understand that the new order is

40. Ibid., 192B5-193B2.
41. Compare Symposium 1 77D with 1 8 5C—1 86A.
42. See section 111, above.
43. See note 37, above.



290 TOWARD A NEW INTERPRETATIONOF PLATo

the true conceptual order to be followed, or the orderof determination
of the question.
It should also be noted that the figure of Aristophanes lends itself

perfectly to the humor with which Plato allows himself to speak in this
work about the Unwritten Doctrines which resolve the problem under
discussion. Therefore, the words of Aristophanes are to be taken as
metaphorical allusions, over and above the mere images they present.
Truly here Plato speaks-and—does—not—speak,just like the oracle at Del-
phi in her responses, speaking exclusively by allusion or, better still, he
acts in accordance with whatAeschylus puts in the mouth of the charac-
ter who opens his Agamemnon:

. . . my lips will open
With my good will, only to those who know.
To those who do not, I shall nothing show.44

It is to be noted that the overcomingof duality is not accomplished by
simply searching at the anthropological level for our other half, that is,
for another individual like ourselves, but by seeking out something
higher, namely, the Good in itself. Therefore, since what each seeks in
the other is the Good, it follows that seeking to possess the other forever
means seeking to have the Good forever.
At the beginning of the very beautiful passage just quoted Plato

makes Aristophanes observe, in the form of an intentionally generic
and vague presentiment, that lovers cannot tell what they wish to gain
from each other. Indeed, this something cannot be simply the pleasures
of love, but is something else. The soul of each of the lovers does not
know what to say, only divining and darkly hinting at what it wishes.45
And later Plato puts into Socrates’ mouth an explicit reference to

Aristophanes’ speech (and this is the only one of the other speeches
referred to in a definite way), reminding his readers of the things about
which we have spoken above. Here is the text:

You hear people say that lovers are seeking for their other half; but I say that
they are seeking neither for the half of themselves, nor for the whole, unless
these happen also to be a good; men will allow their own hands and feet to be
cut off, if they think them harmful. They do not, I imagine, each cling to what

44. Gaiserobserves that, with Plato’s dialogues in general, the reader has to make an
effort to grasp “the truth, no differently from the way he makes an effort to understand
the oracles.What Heraclitus says of the Delphic Oracle can be applied to the Platonic
dialogues: ‘it neither asserts, nor hides, but allows itself to be understood through
hints’”(Plat0ne come sm'ttore, 89; cf. Heraclitus, DK frag 93). The lines of Aeschylus’s
Agamemnon (38ff.) seem to us to makejust the same point even more strikingly, and we
quote them as one of this book’s epigraphs.

45. Symposium 129D1ff.
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is his own, unless there be someone who calls what belongs to him the good,
and what belongs to another the harmful; for there is nothing which men love
but the good.46

And what is here called Good is called One in Aristophanes’ speech
with splendid metaphorical play that reminds us of the terminology of
the Unwritten Doctrines.
And for anyone who is receptive to his thought, Plato makes a final

reference to Aristophanes immediately after Socrates’ speech:
When Socrates had done speaking, the company applauded, while Aristo-

phanes was trying to say something in answer to the allusion which Socrates
had made to his own speech. But suddenly there was a great knocking at the
door of the house, as of revellers, and the sound Of a flute-girlwas heard . . .47

Among the revellers is Alcibiades, already drunk. Plato cleverly pre-
sents the resulting confusion as preventing Aristophanes from speak-
ing. As a matter of fact, Alcibiades will be the next to speak but not to
present an eulogy ofEros, but Of his beloved Socrates.48Plato’s meaning
is very clear. Aristophanes does not have anything else to say or to add
on his own behalf. His words are to be understood in terms of Socrates’
speech reflecting the Unwritten Doctrines,which the terms cleverly put
in Aristophanes’ mouth might suggest, and which the reader who, by
othermeans, is aware of this doctrinal background could then (and can
now) understand and fill in.
What is manifested in human love is the aspiration to Unity of Duali-

ty, division and separation. Consequently, love is a longing for the One
and a desire to seek it out, which is explicated on various levels up to the
highest.

VI. THE ONTOLOGICALSTRUCTUREOF THE SOUL CONNECTEDTO
THE DOCTRINE OF EROS SEEN IN PROTOLOGICALTERMS

Embracing the whole of realityboth particular and general, manifest-
ing itself as that bond joining men to the gods, the sensible to the
supersensible, and the cosmos in its totality, Eros has its focal point in
the soul. The ontological, metaphysical status Of the soul correspondswell
to that of Eros, as Robin pointed out more clearly than anyone else.
In fact, just as Eros has a synthesizing nature, unifying contraries,

serving as an intermediary and mediator between the sensible and the
supersensible, so the same is true of the soul, as we shall see more fully

46. Ibid., 205Dio—206A1.
47. Ibid., 2 1 2C4—8.
48. Cf. Symposium 2 1 5A—222B.
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when we discuss the Timaeus. We shall see the complex synthetic struc-
ture of the soul, and how it has an intermediary function, just like that
of the mathematical objects.49
In this chapter, however, we shall discuss the issue of the soul by

reconsidering in terms of the new hermeneutic paradigm the famous
Myth of the Winged Chariot, by means of which it is presented in the
Phaedrus and connected with the question of Eros.50
As is well known, in this myth Plato portrays the soul as a winged

chariot drawn by two horses, one white and of good stock, and the other
black and of opposed stock, and driven by a charioteer.51
The souls of both the gods and of men are represented in this way,

with the sole difference that the horses and the charioteers of the gods
are wholly good, while those of men are mixed.52
The arrival of souls into physical bodies comes about because of the

loss of the wings that support the souls of men. But here is what Plato
says about the wings and the things that nourish and make them grow:
The wing is, among corporeal things, that which is most akin to the divine,

and which by nature tends to soar aloft and to carry that which gravitates
downwards up to the habitation of the Gods. The divine is what is beautiful,
wise, good, and everything of that sort; and by these the wings of the soul are
nourished, and they grow apace; but, when fed upon evil and foulness and the
opposite of good, theywaste and fall away.53

In the beyond, the winged chariots of human souls follow, in a heav-
enlyjourney, which takes place cyclically, twelve ordered ranks of gods
with Zeus at the head. And as they rise up to the vault of heaven to
achieve the vision and contemplationof unconditioned reality in the
hypemumnios (“the above the heavens”), the souls of the gods pro-
ceed with ease in the difficult ascent because they have balanced
chariots which are easy to drive; on the other hand, the winged
chariots of human souls proceed with labor, because the horse of
bad stock tends to be attracted to the earth, putting the charioteer
who has not trained it well in severe difficulties.
The souls that follow most closely and imitate the god who guides

them, albeitwith difficulty, because they are all to some extent troubled
by the horses, succeed in seeing the true realities. Others can some-
times lift their heads and sometimes fall short because of the violence of

49. See Chapter 20, sectionVIII, 405—13.
50. Althoughwe are here concerned specifically with Phaedrus 245 C—256E, more gen-

eral bibliographycan be found in Chemiss,Lustrum (1 g59) : 1 33—4 1 , and Brisson, Lustmm
(1977): 276ff. and Lustmm (1983): 288ff.

5 1. Cf. Phaedrus 246A—D, taken up again at 253C—2 54B.
52. Ibid., 246A7—B1.
53. Ibid., D6—E4.
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the horses; on this account, they succeed in seeing only some realities.
Other souls do not succeed in seeing any. Despite aspiring to the vision
of the true realities, some souls do not achieve it. at all, since they collide
with one another in their attempts to overtake each other, and pile-ups
result. Consequently, some are crippled, many feathers of their wings are
spoiled, and in this way they do not enjoy the contemplation of being,54
and thus they go away and feed upon opinion.55 Plato explains the aims
of this journeyand the souls’ commitment to it as follows:
The reason why the souls exhibit such eagerness to behold the Plain of

Truth is that pasturage is found there, which is suited to the highest part of the
soul; and the wing with which the soul flies is nourished with this.56

These, then, are the consequences which the human soul encoun-
ters. Those who, in the great journey in the heavens, succeed in con-
templating the Truth or at least some of the true realities in the hypemu-
mm'os, remain undamaged until the journey of the next cycle. And if
they succeed in the following journey in seeing some truths, they will
remain undamaged until the next. If, on the other hand, it so happens
that a soul does not follow the gods and does not succeed in seeing
some truths, “it becomes heavy, filled with a load of forgetfulness and
vice, its wings fall from it, and it drops to the ground.”57
The types of human life in which the fallen souls are embodied de-

pend on the number of the Ideas and Truths that they have seen before
falling. The soul that has contemplated a great many Truths will be
superior to all, and will give life to a type of man who is a lover of
knowledge, of beauty, and of the Muse. The other souls can be hierar-
chically ordered from the moralViewpoint, according to the increasing-
ly small degree of their vision of the Truth, as follows: second will come
the soul which gives life to a king who is respectful of the laws or to a
man capable of correct rule; third, the soul which gives life to a states—
man or to a financier or to a trader; fourth, the soul which cares for the
bodywith gymnastics or a physician; fifth, the soul of a soothsayer or of
an initiator into the mysteries; sixth, the soul of a poet or of one who is
dedicated to the imitative arts; seventh, the soul of a craftsman or of a
farmer; eighth, the soul of a sophist or of a demagogue or flatterer of
the people; and, lastly, ninth, the soul of a tyrant.
Each soul does not return to live close to the gods except after ten

thousand years, that is, after ten cycles of reincarnation in terrestrial

54. Ibid., 248B4.
55. Ibid.,248B5.
56. Ibid.,B5—C2.
57. Ibid., 07—8.
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lives, with the corresponding rewards or punishments according to the
types of life led, each of which lasts in total one thousand years. An
exception is made for souls who have philosophized and followedEros
philosophically.After the third cycle of one thousand years, and if for
three times consecutively they have practiced philosophy and philo-
sophical Eros, these souls regain their wings, fly away,58 and return to
live with the gods. The soul’s means for thus significantly shortening
the cycles Of terrestrial life and, throughout the time that it remains on
earth, Ofmaintaining a connection with the “hyperouranion” world of
Truth, is anamnesz's. This is the recollection which one may have—ifone
follows the philosophical method—Of the realities originally seen in
the hyperoumm'os. It is by the activation of recollection of the Beautiful,
that through Eros the wings in the soul grow anew.

For a man must have intelligence in accordance with what is called an Idea,
passing by the use of reason from the many particulars of sense to a unity. This
is the recollection of the things which our soul once saw while following a
God—when seeing from above what we now call being it raised its head up
towards what truly is. And therefore it is just that the mind of the philosopher
alone has wings, for so far as he is able he is always clinging in recollection to
those things in which God abides, the beholding of which also makes a God
divine. And he who makes proper use of these memories is alwaysbeing initiat-
ed into perfect mysteries and alone becomes truly perfect. But, as he leaves
behind earthly interests and turns toward the divine, the vulgar accuse him of
being mad, they do not see that he has been taken over by a God.
Thus far I have been speaking of the fourth and last kind of madness [in

which Eros shows himself] by which one who sees the beauty of earth, and,
with the recollection of the true beauty puts on wings anew; with his new wings
he would like to fly away, but he cannot; he is like a bird fluttering and looking
upward and careless of the world below; and he is therefore thought to be
mad. And I have shown this to be the best sort of inspiration to derive from the
highest things.59

The well-known metaphysical interpretation that Plato gives Of Beau-
ty, to which Eros is structurally connected by the capacity that it has to
make the wings of the soul grow again, consists in the privilege that it
has to be perceptible also by the sensible, physical eyes, and hence to
constitute a powerful intimation of the intelligible in the sensible. Plato
here carries to its extreme consequences the high value that ancient
Greek spiritualitygave to sight and to beauty:

Let this much, then, have been said in praise of reminiscence, of which,
because of our longing for things past, we have now spoken at sufficient
length. As for beauty, it shone as we have said among the things of true being

58. Ibid., 249A4ff.
59. Ibid.,B6—E2.
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and, when we come here below, we find it with the sharpest of our senses
because it shines most brightly. Indeed, for us, sight is the sharpest of the
bodily senses, but we do not see wisdom by means of1t. Wisdom wouldmspire
a terrible love if it offered some visible1mage of itself to sight. And we do not
see all the other things which are worthy of love by means of sight. But only
beauty has this role, to be the most clearly visible and the most lovely.5"

Just as the soul falls from the hyperoumnios into the sphere of the
sensible because of the ill-bred horse and because of the incapacity of
the charioteer to rein in and to balance the chariot, so it risks falling
also when it is in the here and now, likewise because of the ill-bred
horse.
At the vision of the beautiful every soul is inflamed with desire. And

while the well-bred horse is restrained by the whip, the other horse stamps
its feet, is violently dragged toward the loved object, and, overcoming
the brakes, it drags the other horse and the charioteer to that carnal
love which strikes strongest roots in what is terrestrial and mortal. But
the charioteer, with the recollection of Beauty and Temperance which
he has seen in the hyperoumnios, falls back, pulls on the reins with great
force, and thus undertakes a hard struggle,whichmay in the end bring
about the submission of the evil horse and take command of it. Plato
offers us awonderful passage in which this struggle between two lovesIS
sketched with great artistry. 61
We have come to the crux of the question that we set: canwe continue

to interpret the charioteer and the two horses as symbols of the three
kinds of soul, the intellective, the concupiscible, and the irascible, dis-
cussed in the Republicand, later, in the Timaeus?
This is the consensual interpretation offered in our century. But it

raises serious difficulties. First of all, the concupiscible and the irascible
souls are presented in the Timaeus as mortal souls bound only to the
physical dimension of man; on the other hand, the Phaedrus speaks of
the soul as immortal and supersensible. As a logical consequence, this
would exclude, or at least place in serious doubt, the notion that the
two horses represent the concupiscible and the irascible parts of the
soul. Furthermore, there is an equally decisive fact to undermine the
consensual view. In one of the passages quoted above, Plato tells us
clearly that the souls of the gods also are not simple, but are structured
in the sameway as the souls of men; they are metaphorically represent-
ed with the same image of the winged chariot, with the difference that
both the horses of the gods’ winged chariots are well bred, while those
of the souls of men are mixed. This means that the horses of the gods

60. Ibid.,25oC7—E1.
61. Ibid.,253E—256D.
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are perfectly submissive, while those of human souls are not, given their
mixed character. Clearly, the gods cannot have correlates, however
much purer and better bred theymay be, ofwhat in humans represents
the concupiscible and irascible soul, because the gods do not have the
tendencies, the needs, and the goals these parts determine.
Finally, if the concupiscible soul explains moral shortcomings Of this

world, it is hard to see how to explain the shortcomings of the other
world. The causes of the winged chariot’s losing its wings have very little
to do with the activity of the concupiscible soul in this world.
Therefore, the winged chariot symbolizes the rational soul or, at

least, the Idea of soul as a composite and unified nature in terms of the
doctrine of the Principles. This turns out to be the most coherent and
conSIStent interpretatlon.
At the beginning of our century, Robin raised this problem, and also

indicated a way to solve it, which, in our View, ought to be taken up
again today and set out systematically. Robin writes:

. . . [E]very difficulty disappears ifwe see in the two horses of the Phaedrus
the image of Difference and Necessity. Difference is the divisible essence. It is
therefore a multiplicity, and as Plato will say later, a Dyad of the great and the
small, or, . . . an inequality and a dissimilarity, a multiplicityconstituted by the
opposition of the more and the less. We have here a principle which defies the
same, but which the same can put in order, just as number imposes harmony
and proportion, which belong to the nature of the finite, or the contraries that
make up the infinite: it is necessity, the principle of the opposition of the
contraries, that causes what is disorderly and evil in things and is the founda-
tion of the constitution of the mortal soul. . . . the chariot of the soul, accord-
ing to the Phaedrus, alwayshas two horses, including divine souls (246A—B); but
this duality is not in itselfa danger, so long as the inequality is subject to order:
it does not become dangerous except in the souls in which this subordination
is destroyed, and that is, in mythic terms, when the charioteer no longer is in
control of his horses; the fall of the horses is therefore an effect of necessity,
insofar as necessity is a principle of disorder. Thus the two horses of the
Phaedrus seem to represent exactly the essence of difference and the necessary
cause, sometimes dominated by reason, sometimes defiant of it.62

Naturally, Robin’s sketchwould need to be filled in and corrected in
variousways. But it would take us too far afield to do so here. Butwe can
make some brief remarks. Certainly, it is excessive to interpret the two
horses as direct images of the Dyad; nevertheless, they do undoubtedly
express relations that go back to the Principles.
Also in the Timaeus, the Soul Of the universe, like every soul, has a

bipolar structure with a triadic conformation, as the image of the
winged chariot with two horses and a charioteer clearly suggests.”

62. Robin, La The’on'eplatonicienne, 1 84ff.
63. See below Chapter 20, sectionVIII, 405—13.
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In the Timaeus, between the Soul of the universe and the souls of men
there is, even within the underlying identity, a precise difference, as
Plato points out expressly:
He [the Demiurge] said these things once again into the hollowin which he

had previously mingled the soul of the universe, he poured the remains of the
elements, and mingled them in much the same manner; but they were not
pure as before, but diluted to the second and third degree.64

Whereas, in the Phaedrus, he says:

Now the horses and the charioteers of the Gods are all of them noble and of
noble descent, but those of other races are mixed. First, in us the charioteer
drives a pair, and one of his horses is noble and of noble breed, and the other
is ignoble and of ignoble breed.65

We must bear in mind that, in the Phaedrus, Plato says he is using
“myth” in the strongest sense of the term, and so is presenting mostly
pure metaphor, whereas in the Timaeus, though he is operating on the
plane of a “credible story” (and ofmyth, like all the writings), he goes a
long way in the direction of the Unwritten Doctrines. Since this is a very
delicate point, we should look also at the passage of the Timaeuswhich
speaks of the irascible and concupiscible souls as mortal souls in order
to show how, despite certain similarities, they cannot be identified with
the two horses of the winged chariot. -

After the Demiurge had created the imperishable beings, he set the
gods the task of creating the mortal beings, among which were the
irascible and concupiscible souls.,.Here is the text:
And he himselfwas the creator of the divine things, but the creation of the

mortal he committed to his creatures. And they, imitating him, received from
him the immortal principle of the soul; and around this they proceeded to
fashion a mortal body, and gave the soul the body as its vehicle, and construct-
ed within the body a soul of another nature which was mortal, subject to
terrible and irresistible affections—firstof all, pleasure the greatest incitement
to evil; then pain, which deters from good; also rashness and fear, two foolish
counsellors; anger which is hard to appease, and hope which is easily led
astray;—thesethey mingled with sensation, which is without reason, and with
love which will dare anything. Thus they put together, in accordance with
necessity, the human race. On account of all these features, and fearing to
pollute the divine any more than was absolutely unavoidable, they put themortal nature [soul] in a separate seat in another part of the body, placing the
neck between them to be the isthmus and boundary, which they constructed
between the head and breast, to keep them apart. Thus, in the breast, and in
what is termed the thorax, they bound up the mortal type of soul.

64. Timaeus4 1D4ff.
65. Phaedrus 246A7—B3.
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And as the one part of this was superior and the other inferior they divided
the cavity of the thorax into houses, as men’s quarters are divided from wom-
en’s and placed the diaphragm between them.
That part of the soul whichis endowed with courage and passion and loves

glory they settled nearer the head, midway between the diaphragm and the
neck, so that being able to hear reason, it might join with it in restraining the
desires when they are no longer willing of their own accord to obey the com-
mand of reason issuing from the Acropolis. . . .65

The part of the soul that desires food and drink and the other things that
bodily nature requires, they placed between the diaphragm and the boundary
of the navel, designing all this region as a sort of manger for feeding the body;
and there they bound it down like a wild animal which was chained up with
man, and must be nourished if man was to exist. They appointed this lower
creation its place here in order that it might be always feeding at the manger,
and have its dwelling as far as possible from the council-chamber,making as
little disturbance as possible, and permitting the best part to deliberate in
place for the good of the whole. But knowing that this lower principle in man
would not have understood reason, and that even if to some degree it was
capable of perception, it would never naturally care for rational notions, but
would be led by phantoms and visions at night and by images during the day,
planning to make this very weakness serve a purpose, the Gods combined with
it the liver, and placed it in the house of the lower nature.67

In conclusion, we can find some similarities between the function of
the horses of the winged chariot and the concupiscible and sensible
souls, but the gulf between them is clear and, to some extent, unbridge-
able: the horses of the winged chariot are immortal, while the concupi-
scible and irascible soul ofwhich the Timaeusspeaks are the mortal part
of the soul. Therefore, the similarities are indirect and not essential.
Further, the two horses in the metaphor of the winged chariot would

propose a paradigmatic structure in which the mortal parts of the soul
figure. But to explain the composite structure of the eternal soul itself,
that is, the structure of the model,wewould need to refer to the Unwrit-
ten Doctrines, and, without these, the account would not add up. The
trichotomy of the soul which is found in the Republic has complex impli-
cations that go far beyond what is said in that dialogue.68
Also, with regard to the soul, Plato has not committed all his thought

to wrltlng.
To round off this point, we may add what seems to be an important

further detail. Not only does the complexityof the rational soul’s struc-
66. Timaeus69C3—70A7.
67. Ibid.,D7—71B1.
68. See the account offered by T. Szlezak in “Unsterblichkeit und trichotomie der

Seele im zehnten Buch der Politez'a, ”in Phronesis 2 1 (1976): 3 1—58. Plato’s soul doctrine
deserves a full analytic and systematic reevaluation, especially with regard to its protolog—
ical aspects. After all, Plato clearly says that a full explanation of the idea of the soul
would, like the soul itself, be in every way divine, as well as long (cf. Phaedrus 246A4ff.).
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ture as presented in the later dialogue, the Timaeus, bear certain similar-
ities to the metaphorical image of the soul as awingedchariot presented
in the Phaedrus, but it is also allusively anticipated in the earlier work,
the Republic. We have already in part indicated that the doctrine of the
soul presented in this work, if reread in the light of the new paradigm,
discloses some essential ideas. As we can see from some precise allu-
sions, at the time of the Republic Plato already had a clear conception of
the rational soul, that is, of the soul “in its true nature” (’rfi dkneeord'rn
(péoet), as a mixture, that is, as “composed of many” (oquerév T8 éx
nokkfiv) , and, in particular, as a composite made up of “a most beautiful
synthesis” (rfi xakkio’m oquéoet). And, at that stage, he must have
thought that only under this aspect of rationality (and not the concupi—
scible and irascible soul), the soul was immortal, since it is this that he
considers as having a divine nature.69
In conclusion, the new paradigm can make more coherentand con-

sistent sense also of this very important point of Plato’s thought. It is no
longer possible to follow the traditional interpretation of the metaphor
of the winged chariot as an emblematic expression of the soul.

VII. BEAUTY THE AROUSEROF EROS AND ITs RELATIONS
WITH THE PROTOLOGY

There remains a question to which we wish to drawattention, in order
to show how the Platonic doctrine of Eros is of a piece with the Unwrit-
ten Doctrines. This concerns the relation between Beauty, from which
Eros is generated, and the highest and primary Principles.
As is now widely agreed, Beauty is identical with the Good, or at least

it is in the highest degree akin to it, and it differs only in its mode of
presentation. In any case, this was the basic conviction of Hellenic cul-
ture and is expressed in the Greek term kalokagathia, “beauty-goodness,”
which is in every way a keyword of that type of culture. We have already
seen what the essence of Beauty, in the strict sense, amounts to. In the
Hippias Majm; Plato had pointed out the definitional attributes of the
Beautiful as appropriateness or suitability (To Trgénov)70 to a thing’s
proper function, and this is a correct but still partial account. In the
Philebus he goes further and specifies, in relation to the issue of the
Good, that the Beautiful is measure and proportion:
And now the power of the Good [1'1 1'01”) dyaeofi 86vau1g] has taken refuge in

the nature of the beautiful [Sig Tfiv 1'01”) xakofi cpfiow]; for measureand symme-

69. We have in mind here Republic10.61 1B1 , B5—6; 10.589C—D;and 5goC—D.
7o. Cf. Hippias MajorzBSC—E,2goD-291B,293D—E.
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try [uetgtérng Kai ouuusrgia] are beauty and virtue [xéMog xai dosrfi] all
the world over.71

And again in the Timaeus he writes: “Everything that is good is beauti-
ful, and beauty does not lack proportion?”
But we have already seen how in the Philebus, with extraordinary

artistic ability and within the game ofwriting,Plato shows us the identity
of the Good and the Beautiful and the One:
Then, ifwe can not catch the goodwith one [oiov Ev] idea only, we may hunt

it with three: beauty, symmetry, truth; and we may regard these taken together
as the greatest single factor in mixture, and the mixture as being good [03g
dyaOOv 5v] by reason of them.73

Therefore, the Beautiful to which Eros brings us is the primary and
highest Principle. Like that highest Beauty which shines in the sensible
world to give the soul back its wings and to return it to the world of the
intelligibles, the summit of the scale of love of the Symposium is not one
particular Idea among others, but is the very same highest Idea of the
Good we find in the Republic, that is, the primary and highest Principle,
and therefore the One which is the highest and most perfect Measure.74
This explains why intelligible Beauty shines also in the sensible

world. For a long time Platonic Beauty has been characterized as a kind
of splendor or a sparkling brilliancewith which the Good is seen and by
which it attracts us. And this is the way we have read the claim in the
Phaedrus that only the Beautiful (which is an aspect of the Good) has the
privilege of being visible to the eyes in the physical sense. Gadamer has
pointed this Out, in the important concluding pages of his most impor-
tant work, claiming that Beauty as “a brilliance of something super-
terrestrial . . . present in the visible, turns out to be that which is of itself
the most manifest (To éxcpavéoratov) 3’75 On the basis of this, Gadamer
draws the following conclusions:
[T]he luminosityof the apparent is . . . not just one of the properties of the

beautiful, but it constitutes its true and proper essence. The characteristic of
beauty, by which it attracts immediately of itself the desire of the human soul,
is founded on its very being. Insofar as it is structured according to a measure,
the entity is not only that which it is, but allows to appear within itself a totality
in itself measured and harmonic. It is this unveiling (dkfiGSLa) of which Plato
speaks in the Philebus, which belongs to the essence of beauty. Beauty is not
simply symmetry, but the appearance itself of that on which it is founded. It

71. Philebus 64E5—7; see also Chapter 14, section IV, 271—74.
72. Timaeu587C4—5.
73. Philebus65A1—5.
74. See Robin, La Théorie platonicz'enne, 2 53, and Findlay, Plato, 14g.
75. H. G. Gadamer, Truth andMethod.
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has the nature of the resplendent. To be radiant means therefore to irradiate
something, as the sun, and hence to appear in its own way in that on which
light falls. Beauty has the same mode of being as light.76

\

We can make these already fairly distinct claims still more coherent
and consistent by placing them in the context of Plato’s thought as
expressed in the Unwritten Doctrines. Beauty is a mode of the self-
unfolding of the One in the sphere of being, or an unfolding of the
highest Measure, by means of multifarious and multicolored refraction
ofMeasure and Order into the different forms of the measured and the
ordered, and, in this respect, it is the One made visible. In otherwords,
Beauty makes us see the One in the proportional and numerical rela-
tions by which it unfolds in the physical dimension of the visible as well
as at the level of the intelligible. Therefore, it is the One which always
attracts us by making us see order and harmony in the relations of
proportion which are to be formed at various levels, starting from the
corporeal relations up to the highest Vision of Beauty itself.
This makes it even clearer why Plato set up a gradation ofBeauty and

Love which may seem surprising today: from the beauty of bodies to
that of souls, from that of the laws and human activities to that of the
sciences and the highest knowledge.Thus, according to Plato, we arrive
at the vision of the beautiful—in-itself after the vision of the highest
knowledgeand sciences, and hence ofmathematics, which is intermedi-
ate between the sensible world and the intelligible. And on this point
Aristotle himself, underwriting Plato’s thoughts, offers us a fine piece of
evidence in the Metaphysics:

. . . they are in error who assert that the mathematical sciencessay nothing of
the beautiful or the good. For these sciences discuss them and show them in
the highest degree even if they do not expressly mention them, but proveattributes which are their results or principles, it does not follow that they tell
us nothing about them. The chief forms of beauty are order and proportion
and definiteness, which the mathematical sciences exhibit in a unique degree.
And since these [for example, order and definiteness] are obviously causes of
many things, evidently these sciences must treat this sort of cause also which,
as the beautiful, is a cause.77

It should by now be clear in what sense the Platonic Eros, which is
nourished and watered by Beauty, is far from irrational and alogical, as
some seem to believe, and why a psychoanalytic inquiry into this Platon-
ic issue only touches its margins and not its foundations.

76. Ibid.
77. Aristotle,MetaphysicsM 3. 1 o78a33—1o78b5. For a fuller account of the Platonists’

accounts of the relation between the “beautiful” and the “mathematicals,”see P.Merlan’s
FromPlatonism to Neoplatom'sm (Leiden, 1 9683) , 1o7ff.
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Robin had fully understood the profoundly rational and intellectual
nature of the Platonic doctrine on Love and Beauty. In addition to
affirming the rational character of Plato’s conception of Eros, Robin
correctly explains in what respect the Ideas are in themselvesbeautiful
and the whole intelligible cosmos is beautiful in the highest sense, in
virtue of its globally unified and bipolar structure:

. . . [S]ince intelligence is the thing most similar to Measure, the cause of
Beauty, we ought not to be surprised at the intellectual character of Platonic
Love, whose goal is the contemplation of Beauty, nor at the parallels Plato
frequently draws between the Idea of Love and that of order and measure
(Gorgias, 507E; Symposium, 202E). On the other hand, the composite of which
measure is the cause itself possesses proportion, beauty, and truth; but these
are nothing but various aspects of the single Beauty, which is the ultimate
principle and highest cause of the composite (Philebus, 64D-65A). It seems
therefore that this composite, which being superior to intelligence is self-
sufficient, could not be other than each Idea taken individually, and above all,
the totality of Ideas, insofar as that totality makes up the intelligible world.
Indeed, each Idea taken by itself is a composite, since it is a synthesis of the
Same and the Other. The totality of these syntheses is in turn itself a synthesis
of relations and of an ordered cosmos; reuniting in itself the totality of possi-
ble syntheses, it alone is absolutely perfect and absolutely capable of ground-
ing self-sufficiency.”78

Thus, in the light of the developments that have grown out ofsome of
his basic ideas and led to the formulation Of the new interpretive para-
digm, the observationswith whichRobin ends his work on Platonic love
seem all the more vivid: “Love is therefore an expression of the dynam-
ic and compositive character of Plato’s doctrines, as well as of its intel-
lectualistic and mathematical tendencies.”79
And we would add that Eros is thus a truly emblematic expression of

the ultimate protological concepts.80

78. Robin, La Théon'eplatonicienne,248ff.
79. Ibid., 255.
80. As we have now reached the level of the protology, we may again recommend

Krfiger’s Einsicht und Leidenschaft,cited above in note 16, in which Eros figures as the
essence of Plato’s philosophical enterprise.



PART 4

The Doctrine of the Demiurgic Intelligence
and Its Relationswith the Protology

All that becomes necessarily becomes by the agency of some
cause; for without a cause nothing can come to be.

Plato, Timaeus 28A

But again, that which becomes, we say, must necessarilybe-
come by the agency of some cause. The maker and father of
this universe is hard to find, and it is impossible to discuss
him with all mankind.

Plato, Timaeus 28C





16 The Account of the Demiurge in the Phaedo,
Republic, Sophist, and Statesman, and Its
Protological Consequences

I. SETTING UP THE ISSUE OF THE DEMIURGE IN TERMS
OF THE NEW PARADIGM

In the fourth part of this book, we raise one of the most complex
issues in Plato’s thought and seek to go beyond not just the traditional
paradigm, but also the work of the Tfibingen School. It is therefore
worthwhile to begin with some preliminary clarifications.
The Tiibingen School has not taken special notice of the doctrine of

the Demiurge because its principal work has been the reconstruction of
the Unwritten Doctrines. Since the theory of the Demiurge appears in
Plato’s writings, some scholars have been misled into thinking that it
would have to be inconsistent with the Platonic protology uncovered by ,

Kramer and Gaiser. For the deductive format of that protology, with its
close connection with so-called German metaphysics, seems to lead to a
form of immanentism which is quite at oddswith the transcendentalism
of the doctrine of the Demiurge. Thus, it seems that the Tiibingen
School reduces the Demiurge to a purely or principally symbolic role.
Yet this reading of the situation is wholly unfounded; and, as we shall

now try to Show, it involves an epistemologicalmistake.
First, most scholars have believed that the interpretation proposed by

the Tiibingen School shouldbe, or at least couldbe, discussed andjudged
on the same level as that on which earlier views were founded, that is, in
terms of the traditional paradigm; they have not understood that the
interpretation falls within a new scientific paradigm. And, as such, it
cannot be reduced to a lowest common denominator with the tradition-
a1 one, and it would be arbitrary to subsume it under the hermeneutic
categories of the traditional paradigm.1
Consequently, many have not grasped the fact that insofar as we are

dealing with a new scientific paradigm, we must distinguish the matters
that concern the paradigmatic schema from those that concern the
complex reconstructions that can be made within the paradigm itself,

1. See Chapter 2, sectionV, 47-49.
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that is, those having to do with the problems arising from solutions to
the various puzzles within the paradigm.2
Thus, the doctrine of the Demiurge does not concern matters funda-

mental to the interpretation proposed by the School of Tfibingen
(which consists in the overall relations between the written and the
unwritten, and between the direct tradition and the indirect tradition) .3

Hence it does not affect the interpretive paradigm. Rather, since Plato
put the doctrine of the Demiurge into writing, and the indirect tradi-
tion which gives us the Unwritten Doctrines does not speak of it, that
doctrine is concerned with only one, albeit an important one, of the
various issues which arise within that paradigm, and which therefore
are susceptible, as they stand, of solutions that can be set out in different
ways even by scholarsworkingwithin the new paradigm.
Such differences as there might be between our attempts to solve this

problem and the Tiibingen School’s attempts to solve it would not
involve any essential restructuring of the paradigm itself, or at least
would not involve any conflict over the basic framework of the para-
digm, insofar as the various solutions concern structurings only of de-
tails of the design within the overall picture.
In any case, we have already said that, for the unprejudiced reader,

the new paradigm opens a new epoch for Plato studies, posing “among
other things” a number of problems that can be given various solutions
within the new framework,which, as such, uncovers new and different
possibilities for research on Plato.
Thesemethodologicaland epistemological remarks are directed chiefly

against the objection that since the foregoing interpretation of Plato
depends on the theory of transcendence (arrived at by the Second
Voyage) and points to the Demiurge as essential to the theory, it cannot
be consistentwith the views of the Tubingen School. As we shall see, the
interpretation of Kramer and Gaiser is far from being immanentistic,
and hence is far from excluding the figure of the Demiurge.
It has been said, for example, that the reconstruction of the Unwrit-

ten Doctrines given by the Tiibingen School is deeply rooted in Ger-
man metaphysics, and that it reduces Platonic metaphysics to a rigor—
ously deductive system, to an Ableitungssystem: to a form of sophisticated
emanationism.
This is what Kramer has to say in this regard, wholly denying this

inaccurate and unfounded conjecture. After discussing Plato’s View of
the graduated structure of reality which includes some principal grada-

2. See Chapter 1, section IV, 10-13.
3. See Chapter 2, 48ff.
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tions, each of them furtherdistinguished and differentiated into succes-
sive steps in accordance with precise hierarchical relations as Kramer
clearly explains:
In general, what is at issue is an ontological relation of derivation whereby

the higher degree always possesses an ontological priority overwhat is below it
(Tcgo'rerv—iio'tsgov (pfioet) and whereby, in Plato’s terms, the former can be
or can be conceivedwithout the latter, but not vice versa the latter without the
former (ouvavatgeiv xai ufi ouvavatgeioeat). There is, therefore, an irrevers-
ible asymmetrical relation of dependence in which, however, the higher level
is the necessary but not the sufficient condition of the next level down. In-
deed, the Dyad of the great-and-the-smallis foundational to all levels as their
material principle, but without its differentiation being further grounded;
therefore the categorical novelty remains unexplained.”4

Denying the presence in Plato of an immanentistic Ableitungssystem,
Kramer clearly states the following: Plato’s philosophy is a type of sys-
tem whichwe can define more closely. “It is a type of system which spells
out hierarchically arranged and differentiated explanatory structures
and so is expressed in metaphors of generation. Nevertheless,we can-
not describe it, in this regard, as involving a strictly deductive method
or derivation (in particular, we cannot describe it as involving emana-
tion). This is because the dependence relation is not conceived in the
radical way needed for such a purpose; instead of furnishing necessary
and sufficient conditions, it gives only necessary conditions.”5 Without
doubt, such statements necessarilyexclude any form of immanentism.
Thus, this interpretation, which has been successful in explaining the

extant documents on the Unwritten Doctrines, leaves plenty of room
for the figure of the Demiurge. Indeed, the Demiurge has the role of
mediator between the intelligible level and the sensible level, since the
intelligible is necessary but not sufficient to generate the sensible. But
more of this later.6
Gaiser is also quite explicit on this matter. The Demiurge is not, as

some had thought, the Idea of the Good, nor is it, as others suppose, to
be confused with the intellect which the Soul of the world possesses.
The Demiurge is to be understood, Gaiser properly observes, as..~“a
transcendent Nous.”7 In particular, he explains, it is clear that the Demi-
urge “acts like the Idea of the Good, but is nevertheless subordinated to
it, and that, on the other hand, he is above the Soul of the world, which
he originally produced.”8

. Kramer, Platone, 164 [Am. ed., 83].

. Ibid., 176ff. [Am. ed., 89ff.].

. See the following chapters.

. Gaiser,Platons, 389, note 166.

. Ibid., 194.
ooq
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II. THE DOCTRINES OF THE UNIVERSALINTELLIGENCE
PRESENTEDIN THE PHAEDO

I. The Demiurge Was Not a Late Addition to Plato ’3 Thought
A first advantage for the theory of the Demiurgewithin the new para-

digm derives from the radical reappraisal of the evolution of Plato’s
thought, as discussed above.9 The writings that Plato made public at
successive stages do not outline his evolutionaryprogress as a thinkeigbut
as a wiiter. The moment of Plato’s putting a doctrine, within specified
limits, into writing is not identicalwith the moment of his discovery and
assimilationof that doctrine. Andwe may recallwith Gadamer that “this
type Of naive chronological evaluationof the dialoguesof Plato . . . must
be definitivelyabandoned.”10
But we are even better Off in the present issue, because, from the

moment when Plato decided to give hints about the Demiurge in his
writings, he makes that conception clear, even though he discusses it at
length only in the Timaeus. This has misledmany scholars into thinking
that the Demiurge is a late development, and therefore into neglecting
passages of dialogues earlier than the Timaeusin which he discusses it.
The first time that Plato speaks openly and fully about the cosmic

intelligence is in the passage about the SecondVoyage contained in the
Phaedo, the crucial point of the great metaphysicalmap discussed above,
and which it is worth takingup again, in order to complete our examina-
tion of it and to understand its twofold significance.11
Plato’s reasoning can be divided into the following four maneuvers:
a. First, he considers the effectOfAnaxagoras’s claim that Intelligence

(Nofig) orders all things, and explains the fundamental significance that
this claim has for all things and for mankind in particular.
b. Second, he specifies what consequenceswewould expect to follow

from the Intelligence as cause of all things, in particular as regards the
explanation of the structure Of the cosmos and cosmological phenome-
na (with which Anaxagoraswas particularly concerned).
c. Next comes the demonstration of the failure Of Anaxagoras’s at-

tempt. Indeed, in Plato’s view, he did not know how to use the Intelli-
gence coherently tO explain the various phenomena (nor would he
have been able tO since he remained on the naturalistic level), as is
proved by some cosmo—ontologicaland ethico-axiological examples.

9. See Chapter 4, sectionV, 84—88.
I o. H. G. Gadamer,Die Idee des Guten zwischen Plato undAristoteles (Heidelberg, l 978)

[The Idea of the Good in Platonic-Aristotelian Philosophy, trans. P. Christopher Smith (New
Haven, Conn.:Yale University Press, 1986)].

1 1. See Chapter 5.
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d. Finally, employing a distinction between physical explanation and
metaphysical explanation, and showing that the doctrine of the Intelli-
gence is necessarilyof the latter sort, Plato draws his conclusion.

2. The Doctrine of the Cosmic Intelligence and Its Implications
We ought to assume the general correctness and great importance of

Anaxagoras’s claim that Intelligence is the ordering principle of things
and hence their cause.
But there is another claim that must be connected to this: Intelli-

gence acts and works in virtue of the Good, that is to say, by disposing
and ordering each thing in the best way, both overall and in particular.
Proposing Intelligence as the principle of order and as cause means
therefore bringing to the fore the paradigmatic criterion of the best,
namely, the concept of the Good in the primary and absolute sense,
both with regard to things in general and to mankind in particular.
Plato goes further, specifying that knowledge must include, in addi-

tion to the best, its contrary, namely, the worst, because there is one
science of both of them. This is a cross—referenceto the first Principles’s
bipolar structure, which Plato here presents for the first time so openly
in his writings.12
It is clear what basic claim Plato is driving at: Intelligence acquires its

full and proper meaning only if it is structurally connected with the
Good; or, rather, with the Best and theWorst, that is, in the terms of the
Unwritten Doctrines,with the two Principles. Here is the text:

However, I once heard someone reading from a book, as he said, by Anaxag—
oras, and asserting that it is mind that produces order and is the cause of
everything. This explanation pleased me. Somehowit seemed right that mind
should be the cause of everything, and I reflected that if this is so, mind in
producing order sets everything in order and arranges each individual thing
in the way that is best for it. Therefore if anyone wished to discover the reason
why any given thing came or ceased or continued to be, he must find out how
it was best for that thing to be, or to act or be acted upon in any other way. On
this view there was only one thing for a man to consider,with regard both to
himself and to anything else, namely the best and the highest good, although
this would necessarily imply knowing what is less good, since both were cov—
ered by the same knowledge.13

3. The Structural Connection between Intelligence and the Good

Anyonewho introduces Intelligence as the cause of things must pro-
ceed on the basis of this structural connection between the doctrine of
Intelligence and the Principle of the Good. This is what Anaxagoras

1 2. See Chapter 5, section III, 99-100.
1 3. Phaedo g7B8—D 5.
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ought to have done in citing Intelligence as the cause of things. In
particular, he ought to have established whether the earth is flat or
round and where it is placed not in terms of other causes, but solely in
terms of the Good, showng that its shape and place are the best possi—
ble. Anaxagoras ought to have offered similar explanations of the sun,
moon, and stars and of their movements and speeds: he ought to have
supplied a reason by employing the criterion of the best.
In short, the introduction of Intelligence to explain the full range of

phenomena requires us to explain the Good which is common to all
things, and, more specifically, the best which is in each of them and the
ways in which the Good is made concrete. Therefore, Anaxagoras
ought to have aimed at knowledge of the Good or rather, as Plato says,
hinting at the Principles, the knowledge of the best and the worst,
which are the first Principles. Here is the text:

These reflections made me suppose, to my delight, that in Anaxagoras I had
found an authority on causationwho was after my own heart. I assumed that he
would begin by informing us whether the earth is flat or round, and would
then proceed to explain in detail the reason and logical necessity for this by
stating how and why it was better that it should be so. I thought that if he
asserted that the earth was in the center, he would explain in detail that it was
better for it to be there; and if he made this clear, I was prepared to give up
hankering after any other kind of cause. I was prepared also in the sameway to
receive instruction about the sun and moon and the other heavenly bodies,
about their relative velocities and their orbits and all the other phenomena
connected with them in whatway it is better for each one of them to act or to
be acted upon as it is. It never entered my head that a man who asserted that
the ordering Of things is due to Mind would offer any other explanation for
them than that it is best for them to be as they are. I thought that by assigning
a cause to each phenomenon separately and to the universe as a whole he
wouldmake perfectlyclearwhat is best for each and what is the universal good.
I would not have parted with my hopes for a great sum ofmoney. I lost no time
in procuring the books, and began to read them as quickly as I possibly could
so that I might know as soon as possible about the best and the less good.14

4. Intelligence and PhysicalFactors Are Insufiicient to Explain Reality
Unless They Are Connected to the Good

Anaxagoras’s book shows that he utterly failed to grasp this funda-
mental connection. To explain the arrangement of things, he does not
appeal to what is structurally connected to Intelligence, that is, to the
Good; he appeals rather to what of itself is, at least in the Physicists’ View
of it, foreign to Intelligence; that is, he continually refers to physical
elements, to corporeal realities.

14. Ibid.,D5—98B6.
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Instead of getting into cosmo—ontological questions, Plato chooses
more effective examples to show the inadequacy of merely physical
explanation. He takes them from the sphere of ethical and axiological
reality, focusing on Socrates’ specific predicament, as we said earlier.15
If we restrict ourselves to physical factors, we can correctly explain

only the manner and the means by which Socrateswent to prison and
remains there, in terms of his organs of locomotion (bones, nerves,
joints, etc.) and their functioning; but this completely fails to give the
reason why he went to prison and remains there despite the real possi-
bilities that he had not to go to prison or to have fled from it. But reason
3 “the true cause,” which consists not simply in the functions of the
organs of the body, but in the values ofjustice and beauty—in the moral
Good. Therefore, we cannot say that it is in virtue of his organs that
Socrates acts with Intelligence, but in virtue of his choice of the best;
therefore, his organs served only as instruments for putting into effect
the choice of the best, but not as a true cause.
It was a wonderful hope, my friend, but it was quickly dashed. As I read on I

discovered that the fellow made no use of Mind and assigned to it no causality
for the order of the world, but adduced causes like air and aither and water
and many other absurdities. It seemed to me that he was just about as inconsis-
tent as if someone were to say, The cause of everything that Socrates does is
Mind—and then, in trying to account for my several actions, said first that the
reason why I am lying here now is that my body is composed of bones and
sinews, and that the bones are rigid and separated at the joints, but the sinews
are capable of contraction and relaxation, and form an envelope for the bones
with the help of the flesh and skin, and with the latter holding all together, and
since the bones move freely in their joints the sinews by relaxing and contract-
ing enable me somehow to bend my limbs, and that is the cause of my sitting
here in a bent position. Or . . . if he tried to account in the same way for my
conversingwith you, adducing causes such as sound and air and hearing and a
thousand others, and never troubled to mention the real reasons, which are
that sinceAthens has thought it better to condemn me, therefore I for my part
have thought it better to sit here, and more right to stay and submit to whatev-
er penalty she orders. Because, . . . I fancy that these sinews and bones would
have been in the neighborhood of Megara or Boeotia long ago—impelled by a
conviction of what is bestl—if I did not think that it was more right and
honorable to submit to whateverpenaltymy country orders rather than take to
my heels and run away. But to call things like that causes is too absurd. If it
were said that without such bones and sinews and all the rest of them I should
not be able to do what I think is right, it would be true. But to say that it is
because of them that I do what I am doing, and not through choice of what is
best “although my actions are controlled by Mind” would be a very lax and
inaccurate form of expression.16

1 5. See Chapter 5, section 111,99—100
16. Phaedog8B7—99B2.
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5. Primary Cause andAuxiliary Causes
All this implies the distinction between the cause and that through

which the cause is put into effect or the means necessaryto realize it, the
latter ofwhich we can call the subordinate causes or co-causes.
This holds not only for the explanation of Socrates’ case and of all

moral realities, but also for the explanation at all cosmological and
ontological levels. The heaven and earth occupy the positions they do
not because they are held together by physical forces, but because they
are held together by the divine force Of the Good and the suitable.
Therefore, in the various ways in which it unfolds at different levels, it

is the Good that binds and holds all things together.
Those who seek the true cause must look for exactly this because it is

on the basis of it that Intelligence operates, as we can see from a passage
we have already cited:

Fancy being unable to distinguish between the cause of a thing and the
condition without which it could not be a cause! It is this latter, as it seems to
me, that most people, groping in the dark, call a cause, attaching to it a name
to which it has no right. That is why one person surrounds the earth with a
vortex, and so keeps it in place by means of the heavens, and another props it
up on a pedestal of air, as though it were a wide platter. As for a power which
keeps things disposed at any given moment in the best possible way, they
neither look for it nor believe that it has any supernatural force. They imagine
that they will someday find a more mighty and immortal and all-sustaining
Atlas, and they do not think that anything is really bound and held together by
goodness or moral suitability. Formy part, I should be delighted to learn about
the workings of such a cause from anyone, but since I have been denied
knowledge of it, and have been unable either to discover it myself or to learn
about it from another, I have worked out my own makeshift approach to the
problem of causation. Would you like me to give you a demonstration of it,
Cebes? ——I should like that very much.”

And here is a passage from the Timaeusin which Plato again takes up
this concept of the twofold order of causes, that of the true cause (the
Good) and that of the secondary or subordinate causes (the means for
the fulfillment Of the true cause); it is a text of particular interest be-
cause, besides clarifying what is said in the Phaedo, it shows the system-
atic character of Plato’s thought:
Now all these things are among the accessory causes which the God uses as

subservient in achieving the best result that is possible. But the great mass of
mankind regard them, not as accessories, but as the sole causes of all things,
producing effects by cooling and heating, compacting or rarefying, and all
such processes. But such things are incapable of any plan or intelligence for
any purpose. For we must declare that the only existing thing which properly

17. Ibid., 132—133.
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possesses intelligence is soul, and this is an invisible thing, whereas fire, water,
earth, and air are all visible bodies; and a lover of intelligence and knowledge
must necessarily seek first for the causation that belongs to the intelligent
nature, and only1n the second place for that which belongs to things that are
moved by others and of necessity set yet others in motion. We too, then, must
proceed on this principle: we must speak of both kinds of cause, but distin-
guish causes that work with intelligence to produce what is good and desirable,
from those which, being destitute of reason, produce their sundry effects at
random and without order.18

6. Conclusions on the Doctrine of the DemiurgicIntelligence
as Set out in the Phaedo

From the passages of the Phaedo we have analyzedwe can draw the
following three conclusions:

a. The doctrine of Intelligence as a cause of things does not hold only
on the physical level, thatIS, simply placing Intelligence alongside the
factors and forces of physical nature;
b. intelligence18 structurally connected to the Good and it is in the

Good that we find an indispensable reference point for explaining the
generation, becoming, and being of things;
c. as the end of the final passage from the Phaedo indicates, it is

necessary if we are to reach this viewpoint to embark on the Second
Voyage, that is, to reach the plane of the intelligible, whose summit is
the Good; indeed, Plato says clearly that wemust acquire the knowledge
of the best and the worst, that is, the knowledgeof the bipolar structure
of the Principles.
In other words, it is very clear that the theory of the intelligible

culminating in the Good is the crucial point for the understanding of
Intelligence and its functions.
We may observe, in particular, how in the three passages Plato makes

sixteen references to the Good or to its direct consequences, which is
more than twice as many as the number of references to Intelligence.
He does so in order to emphasize as clearly as possible the structural
connection that indissolublybinds Intelligence to the Good.
Thus, the underlying message can be summarized: the Physicists too

had arrived at the discovery of Intelligence as the cause of things; how-
ever, so long as it remained on the purely sensible plane, the causal role
of Intelligence was deprived of its usefulness; only with the realization
of the metaphysical pyramid and its pinnacle (the Good) can Intelli-
gence come to have its meaning and its ontological importance.

1 8. Timaeus46C7—E6.
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III. REFERENCES To THE THEORYOF THE DEMIURGE IN THE REPUBLIC

AND ITS RELATIONS WITH THE ARTS

I. Hints at the Demiurge in Books 6 and 7 0f the Republic
In most of the dialogues after the Phaedo, beginning with the Republic,

the theory of the cosmic Intelligence and the Demiurge reemerges
according to the needs of the various contexts.
In the earliest passage in which he figures, in a context discussed

above, the Demiurge appears incidentally as “Craftsman of the senses,”
who has made the faculty of seeing and being seen as the most valued.19
He is then mentioned more distinctly as the arranger of celestial

bodies, in relation to the consideration of astronomy as one of the
sciences necessary for preparing the philosopher, the state’s proper
ruler, for dialectic. Here too, however, we see it only in an incidental,
but quite interesting, role, because it shows that Plato had already con-
ceived the Demiurge in full as “Him who ordered the heavens and the
celestial bodies in the best manner possible.”20

2. The Demiurge in Book IO 0f the Republic
But it is above all in the tenth book Of the Republic that Plato focuses

on some features of the Demiurge to which he does not return in his
later writings, and which, as we shall see, are of the greatest interest.
Our philosopher is trying to solve the problem of the arts and their

ethico—politicaland educative function, and in order to do this he must
specify what place they have in an overall vision of reality, and, in partic-
ular, at what ontological level of being and truth art objects are to be
placed.
In order to achieve these objectives, he tackles the great problem of

the metaphysical structure of reality from a viewpoint which permits
him to solve the question as set.
True being, that is, being at its highest level, is the Idea; and, because

techne is here the subject of discussion, Plato refers to the Ideas which are
connected to the human arts in general, and in particular to the Ideas of
artifacts, that is, to the Ideas of things produced by human arts.
The things man constructs and produces have being at a lower level

similar to that of the Ideas, but not true being like the Ideas.
But there is a even lower level with respect to true being, which is that

of the reproduction of mere appearances of things, such as the repro-
duction which the painter makes of things.

19. Republic 6.507C5-8.
2o. Ibid.,7.530A3—B4.
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Here is the hierarchical scale of being viewed from this perspective:
a. there is a being which is such by nature, that is, as truth;
b. there is a weak being, which is a reproduction of true being;
c. there is a being of mere appearance, which is the third level down

from true being, because it is a copy of a copy, an imitation of an
imitation, a reproduction of a reproduction.

3. The Human Craftsman and HowHe Creates

Following the method of the earlier books of the Republicmentioned
above, Plato appeals to the synoptic procedure, which is the dialectical
reduction of a sensible plurality to the unity of an Idea. Using this
method, many tables and many beds are reduced to the unity of an
Idea. But in this case there are two Ideas not one, namely, the Idea of
bed and that of table.
It is scarcely necessary to repeat the motifs on which Plato insists in

the earlier books of the Republic,21 that is to say, the play based on one
and on two, clearly alluding to the protology of the Unwritten Doc-
trines, to remind us that each of the Ideas is a unity, but that there are
more than one of them. And the twowhich is mentioned here is chosen
to recall metaphorically the Dyad which is the Principle that explains
the plurality of the Ideas themselves, and in general their numerical
structure. Hitherto, no interpretation has been found to explain the
play on one/ two on which Plato insists.”
So the craftsman produces beds and tables, looking to the Ideas in

themselves, and he tries to realize them in full. Butwhat the craftsman
creates is a copy of the Idea, not the Idea itself, which, in order to be
able to work, he has to presuppose as such.

Here is the text:
Shall we, then, start the inquiry at this point by our customary procedure?

We are in the habit, I take it, of positing a single idea or form in the case of the
various multiplicities to which we give the same name. Do you understand?

I do.
In the present case, then, let us take any multiplicityyou please; for exam-

ple, there are many beds and tables.
Of course.
But these implements imply, I suppose, only two ideas or forms, one of a bed

and one of a table.
Yes.
And are we not also in the habit of saying that the craftsman who produces

either of them fixes his eyes on the idea or form, and so makes in the one case

2 1. Cf. above pp. 2 14ff., note 89; also see pp. 1 24—25 and 13 1—32.
22. See the citations from Gadamer in Chapter 1 1, sectionV, 2 1 2—16.
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beds and in the other case tables that we use, and similarly of other things? For
surely no craftsman makes the idea itself. How could he?

By no means.23

This passage takes up a concept more fully discussed in a passage in
the Cratylus, which is it is worth recalling because it throws a very gener-
al light on the figure of the Demiurge and on his function; and it is well
to keep it in mind in order to avoid misunderstanding Plato’s concept
of this figure, which he exploits in his theoretical construction.
The passage of the Republic refers to examples of furniture; in the

aforementioned passage of the Cratylus examples of tools or instruments
are used to illustrate analogieswith language, which is understood as an
instrument for grasping and communicating things. When we wish to
weave something, we make use of a shuttle, which has the capacity to
separate and weave the threads. Andwhenwewish to pierce something,
we use an awl. Likewise, ifwe want to distinguish things and communi-
cate them and teach them to others,wemust use an instrument, a name,
that separates and communicates the essences of things. In addition,
Plato explains, in order for the shuttle to function properly and hence
to be used properly, it must be constructed by someone who possesses
the art ofmaking these things, namely, ajoiner. And the same is true for
the awl, for the same reasons, must be constructed by one who possesses
the relevant art, namely, a blacksmith. The same thing holds for names:
to be suitable, these must be coined by those who possess the art of
names, and these are the rarest of craftsmen (Snutougyoi) and the most
difficult to find among mankind.
Where do the craftsmen (Snutougyoi) find the criteria they use in

making the instruments they produce? (a) First, they must look to the
corresponding Idea, to that which is in itself, and is the nature itself of
the thing at which they aim. (b) Also, they must carefully attend to the
consideration of the material they need to use to make the instrument
and to choose what is suitable for the job: suitablewood for the shuttle,
suitable iron for the awl, appropriate syllables for the coining of names
which must express the nature of things most suitably.

Socrates: Let us consider where the legislator looks when making names.
Think about it in the light of the previous instances.Where does the carpenter
look in making the shuttle? Does he not look to what is naturally fitted to
weave? —Herm0genes:Certainly.

Socrates: And suppose the shuttle is broken in the making. Will he make
another, looking to the broken one? Or will he look to the Idea which he was
looking at when he made the other?

23. Republic 10.596A5—B11.
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Hermogenes: To the latter, I should imagine.
Socrates: Might not that be justly said to be what it is to be a shuttle?
Hermogenes: I think so.
Socrates: And whatever shuttles need to be made, for the manufacture of

garments, thin or thick, of linen, wool, or other material, ought all of them to
involve the Idea of shuttle, and whatever is the shuttle best adapted to each
kind ofwork, that ought to be the formwhich the maker produces in each case?
Hermogenes: Yes.
Socrates: And the same holds of other instruments. When a man has discov-

ered the instrument which is naturally adapted to each task, he must express
its natural form, and not others which he fancies, in the material, whatever it
may be, which he employs. For example, he ought to know how to make an awl
of iron, which is adapted by nature to the particular purpose?

Hermogenes: Certainly.
Socrates: And how to make a shuttle of wood, which is adapted by nature to

the purpose?
Hermogenes: True.
Socrates: For the several forms of shuttles naturally answer to the various

kinds ofweaves, and this is true of instruments in general.
Hermogenes: Yes?4

Since we are not directly interested in the complex question of the
demiurge of language, we shall leave it aside here. Nor are we interest-
ed in the question of the suitablematerial that each craftsmanmust use.
But we are concerned to fix our attention on the role that the Ideas
have in the activity of the craftsmen (demiurges): craftsmen create by
reference to the Idea as a model; they do not, however, create the Idea,
but presuppose its being.

4. The Pseudocraftsman as a Reproducer ofMere Appearances
We may turn to the passage of the tenth book of the Republic from

whichwe started, and pursue our previous line of thought. Plato wants
to lead us to a precise hierarchical distinction of the demiurges, and to
this end he employs an approach which is in one way provocative,
beginning with the lowest level, and not with the craftsman at the high-
est level norwith the craftsman at a lower level, but with the craftsman
who is a mere imitator (a kind of pseudodemiurge).
Plato’s provocation begins by presenting this pseudodemiurge as the

craftsman of everything.He knows how to present all the things which
the other craftsmen produce, and also vegetables, animals, and himself,
as well as everything that is in heaven and in Hades.
He can very easily be imitated by anyone: all you need is to take a

mirror and turn it around, so that it takes in and reflects everything; in
this way you can reproduce everything in the mirror.

24. Cratylus389A5—D3.
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Now, he who can so easily reproduce everything has not really pro-
duced anything at all, but merely reproduced appearances or images.
Here is the text:
But now consider what name youwould give to this craftsman.
What one?
Him who makes all the things that all craftsman severally produce.
A truly clever and wondrous man you tell of.
Ah, but wait, and you say so, indeed, for this same artisan is not only able to

make all implements, but he produces all plants and animals, including him-
self, and thereto earth and heaven and the Gods and all things in heaven and
in Hades under the earth.
A most marvelously wise man, he said. ,

Are you incredulous? said I, Tell me, do you deny altogether the possibility
of such a craftsman, or do you admit that in a sense there could be such a
creator of all these things, and in another sense not? Or do you not perceive
that you yourselfwould be able to make all these things in a way?
There is no difficulty, said I, but it is something the craftsman can make

everywhere and quickly. You could do it most quickly if you should choose to
take a mirror and carry it about everywhere. You will quickly produce the sun
and all the things in the sky, and quickly the earth and yourself and the other
animals and implements and plants and all the objects ofwhich we just spoke.

Yes, he said, the appearance of them, but not the reality and the truth.
Excellent, said I, and you come to the aid of the argument opportunely. For

I take it that the painter too belongs to this class of producers, does he not?
Of course.
But you will say, I suppose, that his creations are not real and true. And yet,

after a fashion, the painter too makes a bed, does he not?
Yes, he said, the appearance of one, he too?5

5. TheDivineCraftsman orPhutourgos asProducer of the Ideas ofArtifacts
In the first passage it was said that a joiner makes a bed, but not the

Idea of a bed; the second discussed him who produces a mere appear-
ance of a bed, a mere image ofone. ’

Consequently,we may distinguish three different ontological levels:
a. that of the Idea, which is the level of being itself;
b. thatof the objectsproduced by the variousartswhich do not consti-

tute being itself, but resemble being, and have a weak sort of being
compared with true being;

c. that of mere imitation by images (pictorial or poetical), which is a
mere appearance of being.
If we take as our example a bed, we can understand the three levels

and the roles of those who operate on each of them, as follows:

25. Republic 10.596312—E1 1
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a. at first level, there is the bed which is by nature produced by God;
b. at second level there is the ordinary bed, produced by the joiner;
c. at third level there is the bed as image, produced by the work of the

painter or poet.
Let us read Plato’s text:

What of the joiner? Were you not just now saying that he does not make the
idea or form which we say is the real bed, the bed in itself, but only some
particular bed?
Yes I was.
Then if he does not make that which really is, he could not be said to make

real being but something that resembles real being but is not that. But if
anyone should say that being in the complete sense belongs to the work of the
joiner or to that of any other artisan, it seems that he would saywhat is not true.That would be the View, he said, of those who are versed in this kind of
reasoning.
We must not be surprised, then, if this too is only a dim adumbration in

comparison with reality.
No we must not.
Shall we, then, use these very examples in our quest for the true nature of

this imitator?
If you please, he said.
We get, then, these three beds, one, that in nature, which, I take it, we would

say that God produces, or who else?
No one, I think.
And then there is the one the joiner made.
Yes, he said. '

And one which the painter. Is not that so?
So be it.
The painter, then, the joiner, and God, there are these three presiding over

three kinds of beds.
Yes, three.26

The point in this passage which needs most delicate handling is that
in which Plato claims in no uncertain terms that a bed by nature, or the
Idea itself of bed, is produced by God. This claim raises complex prob—
lems that most scholars have preferred to slide over or at least not to
g1ve serlous attention.
But Plato insists on this very clearly.
First, he picks up the issue of the One and the Many, claiming that for

every class of objects to which we give a particular name, God has
created a single Idea: one and not more than one. Indeed, he offers an
argument deriving from the issue arising in the Parmenides,which there
sets on foot a series of complex and lively debates?7

26. Ibid., 597A1—B15.
27. See whatwe said in this regard in Chapter 1 2, section III, 227—28.
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God made one bed in nature, and thus it will be forever. Indeed, if
there had been two, a third would have been necessary, for those two to
refer to; but in that case, the true bed by nature would be this third one.
If, instead of taking this argument in its ontological sense, we were to

read it henologically, it would be fairly straightforward: to explain al~
ways means to unify; so the supposition of two divinely made ideal beds
would imply a third to unify the twowhich had been supposed. Indeed,
the two beds, if theywere to be understood as such, would imply not an
irreducible duality, but a single and identical thing whichwas contained
in each of them, even if differentiated from one another.
But for someone who has trouble understanding what Plato means by

a productive God (a Demiurge) of the bed which is by nature (the Idea
of Bed), our philosopher makes use of the term phutourgos (cpuroug-
yog), which in ordinary Greek means a planter (also father, or beget-
ter), but is chosen for its specific reference to (puotg (nature) to express
the concept of the Producer of nature, and to claim that He not only
produced the nature of bed, but also made, in accordance with their
nature, all the other things He created. Here is the relevant text:
Now God," whether because he so willed it or because some compulsion was

laid upon him not to make more than one bed in nature, so wrought and
created one only, the bed which really and in itself is. But two or more such
were never created by God and never will come into being.

How so, I said.
Because, said I, if he should make only two, there would again appear one ofwhich theyboth would possess the form or idea, and that would be the bed that

really is in and of itself, and not the other two.
Right, he said.
God, then, I take it, knowing this and wishing to be the real author of the

bed that has real being and not of some particular bed, nor yet a particular
joiner, produced it in nature unique.

So it seems.
Shall we, then, call him its true and natural begetter, or somethingof the kind?
That would certainlybe right, he said, since it is by and in nature that he has

made this and all other things.28

6. The Hierarchy of the Demiurges
The hierarchy of the demiurges should by now be clear: at the summit

there is the Demiurge or divine Craftsman, who is also called Phut—
ourgos, the begetter of things in their true nature and true being; after
him there follow the demiurges or human craftsmen, the producers of
all the objects of the human skills; in order to produce the things they
produce, the human craftsmen need what the divine Craftsman has

28. Republic1 0.597C1—D8.
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created; on the third level, finally, there are not any genuine craftsmen,
but only those who produce images, mere imitators or pseudocrafts—
men. Here are Plato’s conclusions:
Andwhat of thejoiner? Shall we not call him the creator of a bed? By no means.
What will you say he is in relation to the bed?
This, said he, seems to me the reasonable designation for him, that he is the

imitator of the thing which those others produce.
Very good, said I. The producer of the product, at three removes from

nature, you call the imitator?
By all means, he said.29

7. God as the True Good and the Reference to the Bipolarity of the
Principles to Explain Goods and Evils

We shall return to the theoretical implications of this issue at the end
of the chapter. Let us record a final passage in which Plato tells us what
are the characteristics of God, who is the very God-Craftsmanor Phu-t-
ourgos, and should not be confused with the Idea of the Good.
In this dialogue, Plato affirms what is spelt out in the Timaens, that

God is the good (dyaeég) (in modern terms, we would say the good in
the personal sense), not Goodness (To dyaBév) in the impersonalsense:

Something like this, I said. The true quality of God we must always surely
attribute to him whether we compose in epic, lyric, or tragic verse.
We must.
And is not God of course good in realityand always to be spoken of as such?
Certainly.
But further, no good thing is harmful is it?
I think not.
Can what is not harmful harm?
By no means.
Can that which does not harm do any evil?
Not that either.
But that which does no evil would not be the cause of any evil either?
How could it?
Once more, is the good beneficent?
Yes.
Then the good is not the cause of all things, but of things that are well it is

the cause—of things that are ill it is blameless.
Entirely so, he said.
Neither, then, could God, said 1, since he is good, be, as the multitude say,

the cause of all things, but for mankind he is the cause of few things, but of
many things not the cause. For good things are far fewer with us than evil, and
for the good we must assume no other cause than God, but we must look for
the cause of evil in other things and not in God.30

29. Ibid., D9—E5.
30. Ibid., 2.379A7—C7.
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Evidently, just as God is the cause of good things, because he is the
Intelligence that actualizes the various forms of the Good to the highest
possible degree and the Good is the principle of every form of good,
the Principle of evil is the Principle antithetical to the Good, especially
in its sensible form, as can be seen clearly from this parallel passage of
the Theaetetus:

Socrates: Evils, Theodorus, can never be done away with, for the good must
always have its contrary; nor have they any place in the divine world, but they
must haunt this region of our mortal nature. This is why we should try to
escape from this world . . ., and that means becoming like the divine so far as
we can, and that again is to become just and holy with the help of wisdom.31

This is a very telling reference to the bipolar Principles in order to
explain goods and evils, that is, to the Principle of the Good and to the
Principle opposed to the Good.We shall return to this issue at the end
of the chapter.

IV. THE FIGURE AND ACTIVITY or THE DEMIURGE IN THE SOPHIST

I. Divine Arts and HumanArts
Plato gives further important information about the Demiurge to-

ward the end of the Sophist. Butmost scholarshave preferred to skip this
material, or at least to put it wholly or partially in brackets, and not to
give it the overall structural importance it deserves.
In seeking an account of the sophist and of the ontological status of

the sophist’s concerns, Plato traces a general outline of productive activ-
ities (the arts), following the diairetic—dichotomousframework, which, as
we have seen, is one of the master themes of the dialogue. In the
dichotomizing, Plato follows a twofold arrangement: one whichwe may
call vertical, and the other horizontal. In the vertical, diairesisbrings to
the fore the difference between (1) the divine productive arts and (2)
the human productive arts; and, for each of these, it also brings out (1)
the production of real things and (2) the production of images.
It is necessary to stress, however, that this arrangement could be

reconstructed also mathematically and geometrically;of course, such a
reconstruction would be analogical, as Plato himself explicitly indi-
cates, and as Gaiser has tried to show very clearly.32
To try to illustrate this arrangement in full would bring in matters

irrelevant to our present purpose; therefore we shall concentrate only

3 1. Theaetetus1 76A5—B3.
32. See Gaiser, Platons, 127, who provides vastly better graphic figures than have

previously been offered; see also Movia, Apparenze,464-48.
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on the central point, which concerns the art of divine production in
creation.

2. The ProductiveArts andDemiurgicCreation as Bringing
Nonbeing into Being

In the Symposium Plato is very definite about the concept of the pro-
ductive arts (noinotg). “Poiesis” is a term that embraces every form of
productive activity which is able to bring forth “being from nonbeing”
(éx 1'01”) ufi 5vrog sic; to 5v).
Yet, remarks Plato, it is customary to call poets (nomrai) or creators

only those concerned with poetry and music, even if in reality the term
poiesis applies to all the productive arts. In ordinary language, the term
is applied to only some of them: the word is used for a part of the whole.
We may bear in mind that the passage of the Symposium cannot be

translated while retaining all the lexical polyvalence of the term poiesis:
English has no word to cover the entire semantic field which is included
in the Greek word. Philologically, “poetry” renders the term noinotg
fairly well; but, for the modern English reader, the term “poetry” calls
to mind only a limited range of things; specifically, the term has lost its
connection with the verb poiein, “to do or make,” and generally to
produce. It is less inadequate to translate poiesis by creativity, because,
also for us modems, poetry is creative; and every kind of productive
activity is commonly considered a form of creativity: even in economics
and commerce, creativity has this sense today.
Nevertheless, translating the term poiesis (noinotg) as “creativity” be-

comes rather problematic for philosophical purposes because of the
general definition Plato gives to it: as a bringing into being from nonbe-
ing, a definition which to the modern ear sounds like something bibli-
cal or religious, and echoeswith the doctrine of creation from nothing,
though this is not its exact meaning for Plato. In fact, Plato goes much
further on this matter than any other ancient Greek thinker, either
before or after him, while remaining Hellenic (how could he not?).
The Platonic doctrine of poiesis is the most advanced notion of cre-

ationism to be found in Hellenic thought; yet it remains a quasi-cre-
ationism if it is measured against the concept of creation at whichWest-
ern thoughtarrived under the influence of the Bible.
Having got that straight, we may now present the relevant passage of

the Symposium by translating the term poiesis as “creation,”which is the
only one that gives it a plausible sense. On the other hand, in translat-
ing passages of the Sophist we shall render cognate terms chiefly by
“production,” both because this appropriately reflects Plato’s thought
and because the Sophist does not involve the difficulties that are present
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in the Symposium by reason of the latter’s specific reference to poets.
Here is the text of the Symposium:

,

. . . You know that creation [poetry] is something multiple. In fact, the
whole cause by which anything passes from non-being to being is always cre-
ation [poetry]; so that the productions which depend on all the arts are cre-
ations, and all the craftsmen [demiurges] of these are creators. —True, he
said.
All the same, you know that they are not called creators [poets], but they

have other names, and that a distinct part within the whole of creativity [poet-
ry], concerning music and verses, comes to be given the name of the whole.
Only this is said to be creation [poetry] and those who possess this part ofcreation [poetry] are said to be creators [poets]. —That is true, I said.33

Therefore, the productive arts (creation) are all activities involving a
bringing forth of being from nonbeing (éx 1:013 ufi (’Swog Sig 16 5V).
This is the concept which Plato takes up at the beginning of the

Sophist:

Stranger: He who brings into being something that did not exist before is
said to be the producer, and that which is brought into being is said to be the
produced. --Theaetetus: True.34

3. The Divine Demiurge, Producer ofAllNatural Objects
The whole of the closing sequence of the Sop/list revolves around the

concept of bringing forth being from nonbeing. We now proceed to
examine this more closely. .

Productive (creative) arts, then, are all the powers and capacities that
can ontologically generate things which previously were not (rd ufi
ngéreoov Owe: {Soreoov ’YI’YVSGGGI).35 But we have seen that some of
these arts are divine and some human, and in particular that there is a
divine art that produces real things and one which is human that pro-
duces real things but on a different level.
The real objects produced by the divine demiurgic activity are the

following: all animals, plants, and inanimate bodies to be found on
Earth. In short, the divine Demiurge produces the whole realm of natural
objects. -

Therefore, Plato points out, it is an error to hold that all these objects
are generated spontaneously, and that they are not produced by an
Intelligence and by God’s knowledge.
All natural objects and the very elements fromwhich they are derived

(water, air, earth, and fire) are produced by art and by the divine Intelli-

33. Symposium 205B8—C 1 o.
34. Sophist219B4—7.
35. Ibid., 265Bloff.
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gence; on the other hand, everything which is obtained using these
objects, by combining and working on them in various ways, is pro-
duced by human art.

Stranger: Production to recall what we said at the outset we defined as any
power that can bring into being what did not exist before.

Theaetetus:We remember.
Stranger: Now take all animals and also all plants that grow above the earth

from seeds and roots, and lifeless bodies formed within the earth, whether
fusible or not fusible. Shall we say that their coming-into—being, when they
were not before, came about by divine craftsmanship and nothing else? Or
shall we hold the belief that is commonly expressed?

Theaetetus:What belief do you mean?
Stranger: That nature gives birth to them as a result of some spontaneous

cause that generates without intelligence. Or shall we say that they come from a
causewhich, workingwith reason and art, is divine and proceeds from God?

Theaetetus:Perhaps because I am young, I often shift from one belief to the
other, but at this moment, looking at your face and believingyou to hold that
these things have a divine origin, I too am convinced.
Stranger:Well said, Theaetetus. If I thought you were the sort of person that

might believe otherwise in the future, I should now try by force of persuasion to
make you accept that account. . . . without any arguments of mine, your naturewill come of itself to the conclusion which you tell me attracts you at this
moment. So I will let that pass; I should be wasting time. I will only lay it down
that the products of nature . . . are works of divine art, whereas things made out
of them by man are works of human art. Accordingly there are two kinds of
productions, one human, the other divine.

Theaetetus:Right.36

And here is the conclusion:
Stranger: We can be sure that we ourselves, and all other animals, and the

elements of natural things, fire, water, and their like, are all the offspring and
creations of God, can we not? '

Theaetetus:Yes.37

V. REFERENCES To THE DOCTRINE or THE DEMIURGE IN THE STATESMAN

The first part of the Statesmanpresents a myth, meant to shed light on
the history of the cosmos and of man. It depends on the idea that in
alternating periods the world turns in opposing directions, and it devel-
ops the mythical working—out of this idea.38 The myth is not merely a
plausible story like that in the Timaeus: rather, it offers the genuine
features of a fable?’9 taken from various sources and bearing allegorical

36. Ibid., BS-E7.
37. Ibid., 266B2—5
38. See Statesman 268D—2 74D.
39. Note that Plato himself says as much in the Statesman 269B3—7.
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meanings.To understand what Plato says, wemust distinguish two sets of
features: those that provide the conceptual supporting structure and
those that are poetic-imaginativeand purely mythical.
Gaiser’s close study of this issue has produced some useful results for

establishingcontactwith the Unwritten Doctrines, and these far outstrip
the interpretations which had hitherto been given.40We cannot here go
into this interpretation of the great myth of the Statesman;but it is useful
now to drawattention to the supporting structure of the myth, focusing
on the Demiurge and his works.
Throughout his retelling of the myth, Plato refers to the Demiurge,

using terms and allusionswhich very closely echo the Timaeus:

(a) The cosmos is a living thing (and being endowed with life, it is
endowed with soul) and it has intelligence, which is given to it by him
who put it together in the beginning.41

(b) The cosmos has received many and worthy things from him who
generated it;42 indeed, from the one who generated it, it received all the
beautiful things“ it possesses. ,

(c) The cosmos has immortality given to it by the Demiurge.44
(d) The Demiurge is the helmsman of the universe,45 insofar as it is

he who put it in order.46
(e) Finally, as in the Timaeus, the Demiurge is said to be Father47 of

the world. '

When we come to present and interpret the Timaeus, we shall see how
and to what extent these expressions anticipate, albeit by hints, almost
the whole of the doctrine of the Demiurge in that dialogue.48
But it is worth looking more closely at the reference to the bipolar

structure which, just as it explains the sphere of intelligible being, like-
wise explains cosmic reality in its totality and the history of the cosmos
and ofman. Plato insists many times on this bipolar structure, and it is in

40. Gaiser, Platons, passim. Gaiserdiscusses the problem in the volumePlaton and die
Geschz'chte (Stuttgart, 196 1). For an outline of the interpretations of the great myth of the
Statesman, see the discussion by Isnardi Parente, “Ilmito delPolitico, ”in Zeller and Isnardi
Parente, 228—37. Interesting developments of the concepts connected with this theme
are found in V. Hosle, Warheit and Geschichte (Stuttgart and Bad Cannstatt, 1 984) in
relation to the new interpretive paradigm of the Tubingen School; see esp. 489ff.

4 1. Statesman 269D 1 ff.
42. Ibid., 8ff.
43. Ibid., 273B6ff.
44. Ibid., 27oA3—5.
45. Ibid., 272E3ff.
46. Ibid., 273D4.
47. Ibid., 2733 1ff.
48. Cf. Chapter 18, section 1, 359—61.
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terms of it that he presents the inversion of the movement of the world
and the twomovementswhich it executes at different times in opposing
directions.49 But the most interesting and most beautiful reference is at
the end of the myth, where the cosmos is compared to a ship that
proceeds flounderingly across “the unboundedsea of diversity” (gig Tov
rfig (ivouoxérnrog é’metgov (’Svra néwov) in which it would risk being
sunk and racked by confusion, if the Godwho made it did not retake the
helm and save it, and did not restore it to order, and thus prevented it
from following the opposed tendency and being broken up. Here the
great unboundedsea of diversity is a splendid metaphor for the indefi-
nite Dyad (in its sensible manifestation); and the God’s works and his
ordering of things, the intervention by which he restores order and
takes the rudder again, express the great demiurgic work which over-
rules disorder with order, structuring both in general and in particular
the indefinite Dyadic Principle by reference to the intelligibleworld and
its nature, which depends on the Good (or the One and Measure, as is
revealed in the conclusion of the same dialogue).
Here the great unboundedsea of diversity is a splendid metaphor for

the indefinite Dyad (in its sensiblemanifestation); and the God’s works
and his ordering of things, the intervention by which he restores order
and takes the rudder again, express the great demiurgic work which
overrules disorder with order, structuring both in general and in partic-
ular the indefinite Dyadic Principle by reference to the intelligibleworld
and its nature, which depends on the Good (or the One and Measure, as
is revealed in the conclusion of the same dialogue).
Here is the admirable conclusion of the great myth, where the bipolar

structure of reality is put in the limelight:
Stranger: . . . It remembered the teachings of the Demiurge and Father at first

more clearly, but, as time went, more dimly. The material element in its consti-
tution was responsible for this because it belonged to it [the world] in its most
primeval nature, for, before it came into its present order, it was party to the _.

chaos of disorder. It is from God who composed it that the world received all
the good things it possesses, while it is from the previouschaotic condition that
it retained all the wrongs and injustices in it and it engendered them in turn in
living creatures. So long as it was guided by the divine pilot, it produced much
good and little evil in the creatures it raises and sustains. When itwas separatedfrom him, things go well enough in the period immediately after he aban-
doned control, but as time went on and forgetfulness grew, the ancient condi-tion of chaos also began to prevail. At a certain point this disorder comes to ahead. And the universe mingles little good with much of its opposite and
hovers on the brink of destruction, both of itself and of the creatures in it. The
God who had first set it in order looked upon it again and perceived it in its

49. Cf. Statesman 269Eff.
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troubles: and, anxious that it might sink racked by storms of confusion, and
flounder in the unbounded sea of diversity, he took control of the helm once
more, reversing the things that had gone to wrack and ruin in the preceding
period, restoring order and making it immortal and ageless.50

This ordering of the ancient condition Of chaos which is party to
much disorder, and from which the cosmos arises, is carried out by the
Demiurge by referring to the One; and it is from the One that immunity
to old age and sickness derives, as Plato shows at length in the Timaeus.

VI. SOME IMPLICATIONSOF THESE DOCTRINES

The texts we have cited above and the explanations that we have given
have philosophical implications whichwe have already in part pointed
out, and whichwe wish now to summarize and complete.

1. If we reread the Phaedo highlighting Plato’s claims in the great
metaphysicalmap of the SecondVoyage, it emerges that the Good (the
better, the best) and Intelligence are not ontologically identical, and
that the former is hierarchically superior to the latter, because it lays
down rules for it. And the Republicvery clearly confirms this result.
One widespread interpretation was defended by Zeller in his workDie

Philosophie der Gn'echen. Zeller held that the unity of Plato’s system could
be defended only by admitting that he did not distinguish, but rather
identified, God with the Idea Of the Good, the efficient cause with the
formal cause.51 But this interpretation does not stand up because it has
all the texts against it. As a matter of fact, the Idea of the Good is TO

GSIOV, that is, the Divine, not 6 0869, that is, the God or Divinity who is
identical with Intelligence.
In order to understand this doctrine, which can the cause serious

difficulties or interpretive embarrassments for a philosopher of the
Christian period, we must refer to two key points of ancient Greek
spiritualityand thought.
First, we must remember that for the Greeks a rule, that is, a norm or

a law, was not thought of as dependenton God and subordinate to him;
it was not held to be promulgated by him. For the ancient Greeks, God
was not a lawgiver. Consequently, the law was considered as a point of
reference which God himself has to Obey and thus as something hierar-
chically superior to him. When transferred from the generically reli-
gious level to the properly philosophical level, this conviction became
the precise conception expressed by Plato from the Phaedo onward and

50. Ibid., 273B1—E4.
5 1. Cf. E. Zeller, DiePhilosophieder Gn'echen, 1.2:709—1 8, esp. 71 2.
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emphatically in the Republic and the Timaeus; to say nothing of the dia-
logues, such as the Euthyphm,which express the same View, albeit partial-
ly, with the thesis that the pious is not such because it is pleasing to the
gods; on the contrary, the pious is pleasing to the gods because it is
pious (it is imposed on the gods by reason of its ontological nature).
Second, and perhaps of greater theoretical importance, we must

identify in the background of this Platonic doctrine the Parmenidean
conception, that in manyways formed the basis of the Greek mentality,
namely, the exact relation between thought and underlying condition
for thinking, the indissoluble relation between Intelligence and Being.
Only that which is can be thought; and hence thinking is connected

to being (“thatwhich it is possible to think is the same as that which can
be”) .52 Thinking has its own importance within being, in the sense that
being is the foundation of thinking, the cause and the sine qua non of
thinking (“Thinking and the condition of thinking are the same”).53
Thinking is expressed always and only in being (“for you will not find
thinking without [that which] is”).54 Thus, being is the condition of
thinking, it is the determining and founding reason for thinking.
Bearing all this in mind, the unity of Platonic thought in its Hellenic

context becomes clear within the new paradigm. The Good, the su—

preme Principle, together with its antithetical Principle and the whole
structure of the ideal world, are the object to which the divine Intelli-
gence is directed. And so far as it is capable, bymeans of philosophy and
its core, dialectic, the intelligence of man must aim at this object.

2. The Platonic God, therefore, is not the impersonal Good, but Intel-
ligencewhich grasps it and replicates it in the most perfect fashion.And
it is in this way that God is the cause of all good things.
The Principle opposed to the Good (the indefinite Dyad) acts on God

(Intelligence) only by differentiating it from all other beings, of which,
as we shall see from the Timaeus, God is the summit.
This ,broaches a complex question, which we shall be able to resolve

only after having read the Timaeus. Nevertheless, to a large extent the
passage of the Republic we cited, with the passage from the Theaetetus,
already offer whatwe need. God is the cause of every good thing and is

52. Parmenides, frag. 3 DK. On the different readings, see our “Nota sulle interpre-
tazione del fr. 3 e dei versi 34 sgg. del fr. 8,” in E. Zeller and R. Mondolfo,Lafilosofia dei
Greci nel suo soiluppo storico Parte prima, Vol. 3: Eleati, ed. G. Reale (Florence: La Nuova
Italia, 1967), 2 18ff. (We will indicate this work in the following notes with the abbrevia-
tion Zeller-Reale. [The translation of the fragment is that of J. Owens, A History ofAncient
Greek Philosophy(New York, 1959), 61, note 9.]

53. Parmenides, frag. 8, v. 34 DK.On the different readings, see our “Nota sulle inter-
pretazione” in Zeller-Reale, 224ff.

54. Ibid., v. 35ff. DK. On the different readings, see our “Nota sulle interpretazione”
in Zeller-Reale, 224—3 1.
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the highest expression of the Good; on the other hand, something else
causes evil, something set against the Good. The indirect tradition tells
us that Plato found in the Dyad the source ofEvil. Nevertheless,it would
be inaccurate, for reasons to whichwe shall return, to claim that at all
levels the Dyad had that role for Plato. Indeed, the principle opposed to
the One manifests itselfat different levels; and if at the highest levels the
Dyad operates as the condition of plurality, of difference, and of the
degrees of being, it is only at the sensible level, the hierarchically lowest
level, that it becomes a genuine Principle of Evil. In the Theaetetus, Plato
says that it is impossible that evil have a place near the gods, that is, in the
ideal realm, insofar as they haunt this region ofour mortal nature. This is a
point to which we shall return in discussing the Timaeus.

3. We can also respond to the two main questions raised by the pas-
sages from the tenth book of the Republic on the Ideas of artifacts.
(a) The first question arises from the fact that Plato makes the God-

Craftsman the creator of the Idea of bed, and hence of the Ideas of
things produced by the arts, but not of all Ideas.
(b) The second derives from the indirect tradition which informs us

that Plato (or at least many Platonists) admitted Ideas of natural kinds,
but not Ideas of things produced by the arts.55 Hence the indirect tradi-
tion would be in some kind of opposition to the texts we have read.
These two problems have received the mostwidely varying responses

within the traditional paradigm. For example, Platonic irony has been
appealed to in order to explain the first;56 and, in order to explain the
second, reference has been made to the interpretive ploy of the evolu-
tion of Plato’s thought and a genetic hypothesis, for which there is no
foundation in the Platonic texts.57
The thesis that Plato posits a hierarchical structure at different levels

of reality offers the best chance of solving these two serious problems.
(a) Clearly Plato did not place the Ideas of things produced by the arts

among the genuine Ideas (the Meta-Ideas and the Ideas of natural
kinds), but rather among the intermediates, where we find also the
mathematical objects, the Soul of the world, and the various rational

55. Cf. Aristotle, MetaphysicsA 9.991b3—7, H 3.1043b18ff., and A 3.107oa13ff. Also
see Proclus, In Plat. Farm. 691 , Stallbaum (Xenocrates frag. 30 Heinze; frag. g4 Isnardi
Parente).

56. See, to cite only one example, the baffling argument of P. Natorp, Platons Ideenle—
hre (Leipzig, 1903), 212ff. Natorp maintains that the hypothesis of the creation of the
Ideas is “just an ironic conclusion” [“nur ironisches Eingehen”] in opposition to his
adversary’s line of thought, which raised such objections to the theory of Ideas as the
“third man,” which in the text of the Republic in question is refuted by appeal to the
creator God.

57. See note 60, below.



The Account of the Demiurge and Its ProtologicalConsequences 33 1

souls. In the Timaeus, Plato says that the Demiurge created the world-
Soul and rational souls, and he explains the mathematical forms the
Demiurge consulted in this activity. It is certainly not difficult to bring
together these two theses: the Demiurge created the Ideas of artifacts
following a similarmodel to what he consulted in creating the soul, even
if, itwas a simpler one. It is not difficult to conclude that these Ideas are
located in the same realm as the soul (if not in the soul). Moreover, the
Demiurge has some productive relation with mathematical objects, as
we shall see in discussing the Timaeus. In short: the Demiurge has a
major role in the production of the intermediates, as he has in the
sensible realm.
Hence we agree broadlywith the interpretation of Gaiser, who writes:

“Now, as to the soul, it is reasonable to suppose that the Ideas produced
by means of [human] art have their ontological place in the soul, and
that they are therefore of the same sort as the soul. This is an under—
standable feature ofPlato’s ontology, once it has been shown that he saw
the objects of mathematics as objectivizations of the soul. It is plausible
that, for Plato, these artistic—productive Ideas are mathematical struc-
tures, produced in the soul. . . 3’58

In any case, if we see both (a) that the Ideas of artifacts are to be
located at the same ontological level as the soul (if not actually in the
soul); and (b) that their structure is of a mathematical and geometrical
nature (the Ideas of bed and of table referred to in the Republicinvolve
exact structural relations with geometrical figures and mathematical
ratios); then we have a much better explanation than was hitherto avail-
able. For it is the only one which solves all the difficulties; and it also
makes it understandable why an explicit connection of the Ideas of
artifactswith the soul was widespread among Platonists.59
(b) Also the second problem can be nicely solved in this way. Plato

did not believe in Ideas of artifactsonly at a certain stage of his thought,
but he always admitted them; indeed he mentions them in the late
Seventh Letter and hints at them in the Laws.60 But these are Ideas on a
much lower level than the Ideas of natural kinds, and they cannot be
located within their same sphere. We can thus easily explain what has
been handed down by the indirect tradition, insofar as there are no
absolute Ideas of artifacts, but only Ideas of them produced by the

58. Gaiser, Platons,1o5.
59. See in this regard F. Steckerl’s “On the Problem:Artefacta and Idea,” in Classical

Philology37 (1942): 288—98, which cites interesting passages ofAlbinus and Syrianus.
60. Seventh Letter 342D5: xa‘t neoi oo’iuarog éinavrog oxeuaorofi . . .; also Laws

1 2.965B7—16,where it is said that the craftsman must tend toward the one, thus taking
the Idea in a henological sense. In speaking of the craftsman as he who exercisesan art,
Plato is obviously referring also to artifacts.
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Demiurge; they therefore are not Ideas in the primary sense, which isthat of the natural kinds, though they have precise relations with them.
Consequently, it is understandable why many Platonists assume a nega-tive position toward them, and why the matter provoked differences of
opinion.61
Here we have an ontologicalfoundation for the ancient Greek distinc-tion between physisand techne, with all its ramifications,
4. We come, then, to the conclusions to be drawn from what welooked at from the Sophist and the Statesman: that Plato had arrived atthe most advanced expression of creationism in the Hellenic world.Here it seems the new paradigm solves the problem better than old.This problem has produced and still produces strong reactions andprejudices in many interpreters, who are in various ways conditionedagainst the issue of divine creation. These prejudices have generatedplenty of confusions, or at least they have led to a bracketing or mar-ginalizing of the issue. We may take as an example whatWilamowitz-Méllendorff himself wrote on the problem of creation in general inrelation to the ancient Greek mode of thought. Discussing Xenophon’sMemorabilia 1.4, which speaks of the demiurgic Intelligence’s creatingmen, he writes: “From this we cannot deduce a Zeus creator of menand the earth, nor this God creator, nor the concept of a creation ofheaven and earth. Even in jest the Hellenes rarely said anything of thiskind. The crude representation (plumpe Vorstellung) of a creation from

nothing clashes with ancient traditional pieties,which never saw natureas the uncreated revelation of God, and hence the divinity in it, so longas they remained true Hellenes.”62
Thus, for some scholars, it is not possible to speak of creation in anysense, in reference to Greek authors, unless by going against the verymode of thought characteristic of the Hellenes.
Nevertheless, Plato speaks of a demiurgic activity in the sense ofbringing forth being from nonbeing (53% 1'05 ufi 5VTog 8’19 16 5V)63 and,as we have seen,64 he says quite clearly that the Demiurge produces theuniverse, living things, vegetables, minerals, and not only the thingswhich are generated, but also the things from which the things which
61. On this issue, see M. Isnardi Parente, Techne. Momenti delpensierogrew daPlatone, aEpicure (Florence, 1966),esp. 7—96; this book is an essentialpoint of reference within thetraditional paradigm.
62. U. von Wilamowitz-Méllendorff,Der Glaube der Hellenen (Darmstadt, 19593),1:342fi".
63. See Symposium 205B8ff. (cf., above, note 33) and Sophist 219B4—7 (cf., above,note 34), 265B8—E7 (cf., above, note 36), and 266B2—5 (cf., above, note 37). Thesepassages have already been discussedin this chapter.64. See section IV. 2 in this chapter, 323—24.
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are generated are derived,65 that is, the elements (water, air, earth, and
fire).
The conception of being that is opened up by the new paradigm, in

our opinion, solves all the difficulties.
Being for Plato is a mixture, and consequently the creation of the

Demiurge is the creation of a mixture, that is, a passage from disorder
to order, because being is this ordering of disorder, a unification of
unlimited plurality.
Plato pursues this line of thought to an astonishing extent. He ad-

vances to a position far ahead of all the Greeks before and after him,
while remaining a Hellenic thinker.
In fact, he does not restrict himself to saying that the Demiurge

combines in the mixture preconstituted elements; he even claims in no
uncertain terms that he makes those very elements. In otherwords, the
Demiurge produces both the material elements from which things are
derived, and the formal elements which permit the realization in the
sensibleworld of the idealworld, and thus the actualization of the Good
(the One) in all possible forms, specifically, by means of numbers,
mathematical, and geometrical structures.
In order to understand these complex doctrines fully, we must now

tackle the key texts of the Philebusand the Timaeus, which confront and
explore these fundamental issues.66

65. Sophist 266B2—5 (cf., above, note 37).
66. In the Symposium, Erixymachusexplains Eros in terms of demiurgic activity (cf.

Kramer, Arete, 2335.).
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17 The Four Highest Kinds of Reality: The Unlimited,
the Limit, the Mixture, and the Demiurgic
Intelligent Cause of the Mixture (Philebus 23C—3 1A)

1. THE FOUR HIGHEST KINDS OF REALITY

We pointed out above in regard to the three metaphysicalpassages of
the Philebus (a) that the first concerns the whole of reality, explicitly
indicating reference to beings which always are, namely, all the Ideas;
(b) that the second includes cosmic reality; and (c) that the third takes
up issues of value.1
Plato says eternal beings arise from unity and plurality, and therefore

are structured in terms of the limit and the unlimited. If the eternal
beings necessarily presuppose the limit and the unlimited, then they
are a mixture of them. Recall that this is not a thesis exclusive to the new
paradigm, because careful scholars had already grasped the point and
tried to modify the traditional paradigm so as to solve some anomalies
and counter-instances that the dialectical dialogues presented.
However, Plato speaks openly of mixture only in the second meta-

physical passage, where he introduces it as a third kind, as unitywhich is
derived from the union of the limited and the unlimited.2
Two reasons can be given to explain this. (a) First, ontological mix-

ture is cosmologically quite comprehensible, as we saw from the exam-
ples Plato adduces to clarify this doctrine. (b) Second, simply by mobi-
lizing the concept of mixture, which gives rise to all realities, especially
to cosmological and anthropological realities (both physical and those
connected with the soul), Plato makes room for the introduction of a
fourth kind, which is the cause of the mixture, namely, Intelligence.
Therefore, the highest kinds are the following four:
1. unlimited;
2. limit;

1. See Chapter 14.
2. Within the traditional interpretive paradigm, N. I. Boussoulas’s L’étre et la composi-

tion des mixtes dans le Philébe de Platon (Paris, 1952) is the classic account. It is a very
accurate book, but would need to be restructured to take on board the new paradigm. For
the scholarlyliterature concerning the Philebus, see Chapter 1 3, note 1.
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3. mixture of the unlimited and the limit;
4. cause of the mixture.

Indeed, being at all levels is amixture of unlimited and limit, which in
modern terms we could describe as a synthesis of limit delimiting the
unlimited; on the level of the Ideas it is a form of apriori synthesis (in the
metaphysical sense); on the other hand, with all other forms of being
which are not pure Ideas, it is a synthesis produced by the Intelligence
on different levels. It is precisely for this latter type of synthesis that a
cause of the mixture is called for, that is, a fourth kind.
Since this point is not very clear to many of the followers of the

traditional paradigm, or is even contested by some of them, we provide
some explanations. In the first decades of our century Levi wrote: “It is
then necessary to stress that between the pews and the apeiron of the
Ideas and those of the sensible things there can only be an analogy of
function, not an identity of nature.”3 Levi later underscored this con-
cept and, in his major work in the forties, he wrote: “. . . the pems and
the apeimn of things in their primitive nature . . . have a nature which is
not identical, but only similar to that of the Ideas.”4And he stressed this
point: “The general theory of pems (négag) and apeiron (duetgov) as
factors of every reality, which is a mixture (utx‘rov) , has an exact scientif—
ic value, because it is grounded on the certitude of the intelligible
world, which the world of becoming reflects. But the study of the latter
has a different character, since the treatment of it is, as the Timaeussays,
following the same line of thought, an SixtTJg ufieog, a plausible story,
which does not go beyond probability or doxa. Because we are dealing
with the world of becoming, the mixture, which is the product of the
first two kinds, is called a coming—into—being of reality (yéveotg sic;
ofioiav), a generated reality (yeyevnuévn ofioiav): these expressions
designate the process by which becoming, subject to the determining
action of the pews, that related reality ofwhich it is capable. . . .”5
We have quoted these passages from Levi not only for their objective

importance, but also because, as a matter of the present author’s per-
sonal history, it was the concepts they expresswhich long ago persuad-
ed us that, unless we take the Unwritten Doctrines as its background,
the Philebus cannot be properly understood.
It might be objected that the view in which we follow Levi does not

agree with the interpretation proposed by the Tiibingen School. For
the latter presents the metaphysics of Plato in terms of an Ableitungssys—

3. A. Levi, Il concetto del tempo nei suoz' rappom' coi problemz' del divenire e dell’essere nella
filosofia di Platone (Turin, 1920), 79.

4. A. Levi, Ilproblema dell ’errore, 1 18.
5. Ibid., 1 19.
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tem, a deductive system, which implies identity and not analogy. We have
alreadyoffered some explanation on this issue.6We may recall that even
ifwe suppose (which we do not concede) that the scholars of the Tubin-
gen School would reject analogy, such a thesis would not in any case
affect the paradigmatic categories, but only the viewswhich are up for
grabswithin the paradigm.

.,

Let us read the text in which Plato presents the four kinds:
Socrates: Let us try to be very careful what starting point we take.
Protarchus: Starting point?
Socrates: Of all that now exists in the universe, let us make a twofold division,

or rather, if you don’t mind, a threefold.
Protarchus: On what principle, may I ask?
Socrates: We might use some of whatwe were saying a while ago.
Protarchus: Which?
Socrates: We said, did we not, that God has revealed two elements of things,

the unlimited and the limit. '

Protarchus: Certainly.
Socrates: Then let us take these as two of our classes, and, as the third,

something arising out of the mixture of them both, though I make myself a
ridiculous sort of person with my sortings of things into classes and my enu-
merations.
'Protarchus:What do you mean, my good sir?
Socrates: It appears to me that I now need a fourth kind as well.
Protarchus: Tell me what it is.
Socrates: Consider the cause of the mixing of the first two with each other,

and treat that, please, as a fourth to be added to the other three.
Protarchus: Are you sure you won’t need a fifth to effect separation?
Socrates: Possibly, but not, I think, at the moment. But should the need arise,

I expect you will forgive me if I go chasing after a fifth.
Protarchus: Yes, to be sure.7

II. THE GENUS OF THE UNLIMITED AND ITs UNITY AND PLURALITY

The first of the genera of which the Philebus offers a conceptual
characterization is the unlimited (éircetoov). Unless the reader bears in
mind both that dialectic has two moments or directions (the synoptic-
generalizing and the diairetic-reductive), and the use of analogyamong
the relations, he will fall into insoluble problems from the very outset.
Plato begins from the first two kinds, the unlimited and the limit,

saying that each of these needs to be divided into many (diairesis) and
then brought back to unity (synopsis) .8

6. See Chapter 16, section I, 305—6.
7. Philebus 23C1—E2.
8. See whatwe said on this issue above in Chapter 9, section V, 174-77 and in Chap-

ter 16, passim.
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1. Plato is particularly insistent about the double procedure necessary
to understand these kinds, especially unlimited and limit. We must split
each of them into many9 and then collect them into a unity,10 thus trying
to understand in what way each was one and many.11 As to the unlimit-
ed, Plato first explains the sense in which it is manyusing examples; and
second, he stresses the kind of unlimited as unity,12 claiming that we
ought to collect all such dispersed kinds, and do our best to stamp a
single character on them,13 a point to which he returns many times.

2. Perhaps surprisinglyPlato refers to a concept, source of the unlim-
ited's unity.
The bipolar structure of Platonic ontology radically centered on the

One-Manywould seem to indicate that by its nature the unlimited im-
plies plurality (indeterminate and unlimited), opposed to limit, which
implies unity. But here is how the new paradigm solves this difficulty.
The Principle of the Dyad of the great—and—small, antithetical to the

One in all its differentiations, implies a certain determination. Hence,
we must go on into various subdivisions in order to grasp its different
particular manifestations. The table of the Meta—Ideas, traced above
according to relations of Opposition,14places in the righthand column
Meta-Ideas in which there prevails the Dyadic Principle opposed to the
One, and to some extent determined by the One, despite its prevalence.
In the lefthand column instead, in which the One prevails, the differen-
tiations, gradations, and graduations of the Meta-Ideas also imply the
Opposite Principle. Here, in the Philebus, Plato does not bring into play
(except implicitly) the supreme Meta-Ideas that refer to the Opposed
Principle. Rather he calls chiefly on its cosmological manifestations,
which are more closely related to the theme of the dialogue.
But the question which at first glance arouses widespread embarrass—

ment is the following: When Plato asserts the unlimited as a unity, how
is this unity to be understood?
Here, Plato is clearly speaking of unity in the sense of the unity of a

Principle: the unity of the Principle opposite to the absolute One, or
the Principle considered as a unit, which we must admit in order to
explain the multiplicity, in fact, he is speaking Of a single nature15 in the
sense of a class that unites the more and the less.16

9. Philebus 2 3E4.
10. Ibid.,E5.
1 1. Ibid.,E6.
12. Ibid.,25A1.
13. Ibid.,1-4.
14. See Chapter 13, section 1, 237—49.
1 5. Philebus 2 5A4.
16. Ibid.,C loff.
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But Plato is almost overgenerous in this textwith hints and references
to the Unwritten Doctrines, despite saying that he wants to avoid going
over all the details.17
All the same, apeimn is a term of art insofar as it means indeterminate,

indefinite, unlimited, and thus expresses the absence of unity. So it is
clear that unity of this antithetical Principle is preciselynonunity at the
level of the Principles.
This indeterminate or indefinite or unlimited consists in a procedure

always advancing in the two opposed directions, and not remaining
still,18 as can be seen from the example of the hot and cold, involving an
unceasing change toward the hotter, and an unceasing change toward
the colder in the opposite direction. But the choice of more and less as
the distinctivecharacteristic of the unlimited is particularly telling: Pla-
to understands a ceaseless change toward the more and a ceaseless
change (in the opposite direction) toward the less, that is, an unending
process toward the two opposed extremes, taken Dyadically.
This is a clear reference to the principle of the Dyad of the great-and-

small of the Unwritten Doctrines; it expresses unlimitedness in the
twofold sense of a progress toward an indefinite greatness and toward
an indefinite smallness.
In any case, among the many other hints in this passage, Plato explic-

itly uses the greater and the smaller as the final illustrative example,
clearly referring to the indefinite Dyad of the greater-and—smaller.19
There is a further interesting point. In the passage we are accounting

for, Plato makes a very strong allusion to the cosmologico—sensible doc-
trine of the antithetical Principle by using the terms “abode” (559a)20
and “place” (xt'BQa),2‘ which he discusses at length in the Timaeus. The
purpose of this is to remind thosewho are initiated that theywill be able
to follow his reasonings about the overall function of the antithetical
Principle at various levels.”
Finally, Plato points out that the Principle of the more and the less is

the antithesis of quantity and of the due measure, and that these latter,
if they entered into more or less in the abode of the more and the less,
would banish it from the place (xtfiga) in which it resides; this means
that they would determine and delimit the more and the less because
quantity stays still and puts an end to process.

17. Ibid.,E5.
18. Ibid., 24D4—5.
19. Ibid., 25Cgff.
20. Ibid., 24D1.
2 1. Ibid.,D2.
22. See Chapter 19.
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This is the text in'which Plato develops this line of reasoning:
Socrates: Well then, let us confine our attention in the first place to three out

of these four, and let us take two of these three, observing how each of them is
split into many and scattered, and then collecting each of them into one again,
and so try to discern in what possibleway each of them is in fact both a one and
a many.
Protarchus: Could you make it all a little clearer still? If so, I dare say I could

follow you. .

Socrates: Well, in putting forward two of the three I mean just what I men-
tioned a while ago, the unlimited, and that which has limit. I shall try to
explain that in a sense the unlimited is many; the limited may await our later
attention.
Protarchus: It will.
Socrates: Your attention now, please. The matter which I ask you to attend to

is difficult and controversial, but I ask you nonetheless. Take hotter and colder
to begin with, and consider whether you can ever observe any sort of limit
attaching to them, or whether these kinds of thing have more and less actually
resident in them, so that for the period of that residence there can be no
question of suffering any bounds to be set. Set a term, and it means the term of
their own existence.
Protarchus: That is perfectly true.
Socrates: And in point of factmore and less are always,we may assert, found in

hotter and colder.
Protarchus: To be sure.
Socrates: Our argument then demonstrates that this pair is always without

bounds, and being boundless means . . . that theymust be absolutelyunlimited.
Protarchus: I feel that strongly, Socrates.
Socrates: Ah yes, a good answer, my dear Protarchus, which reminds me that

this strongly that you have just mentioned, and slightly too, have the same
property as more and less.When they are present in a thing they never permit
it to be of a definite quantity, but introduced into anythingwe do the character
of being strongly so-and-so as compared with mildly so—and-so, or the otherway
round. They bring about a more or a less, and obliterate definite quantity. For,
as we were saying just now, if they didn’t obliterate definite quantity, but per-
mitted definite and measured quantity to find an abode where more and less
and strongly and slightly reside, these latter would find themselves turned out
of their own quarters. Once you give definite quantity to hotter and colder
they cease to be; hotter never stops where it is but is always going a point
further, and the same applies to colder, whereas definite quantity is something
that has stopped going on and is fixed. It follows therefore from what I say that
hotter, and its opposite with it, must be unlimited.
Protarchus: It certainly looks like it, Socrates, though, as you said, these

matters are not easy to follow. Still, if things are said again and yet again, there
is some prospect of the two parties to a discussionbeing brought to a tolerable
agreement.

Socrates: Quite right. That’s whatwe must try to do. However, for the present,
to avoid going over into detail, see whether we can accept what I shall say as a
mark of the nature of the unlimited. ‘

Protarchus:What is it then?
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Socrates: When we find things becoming more or less so-and-so, or admitting
of terms like strongly, slightly, very, and so forth, we ought to reckon them all
as belonging to a single kind, namely that of the unlimited; that will conform
to our previousstatement, which was, ifyou remember, that we ought to do our
best to collect all such kinds as are torn or split apart, and stamp a single
character on them.
Protarchus: I remember.23

After saying that he will explain how the unlimitedis many, Plato
refers only to three of these “many”: hot and cold, strong and gentle,
and excess. Thus, he pays little attention to the diairetic—reductive pro-
cedure; on the other hand, right from the beginning, he insists on the
procedure in the synoptic-generalizing direction so as to clarify the
hallmark of the nature of the unlimited.
It seems that Plato has done this on purpose, playingon two senses of

the many; he means to point out not so much the plurality of the ways in
which the apeiron is manifested, as indeterminate plurality, or the plu-
rality which is the very nature of the antithetical Principle. So much so
that Plato turns the same move round, to arrive at the opposite conclu-
sion about pems. Plato refers to just as many types of the unlimited a
little further on, when he introduces the third kind (the mixture): dry
and wet, more or less numerous, faster and slower, and then ends with a
reference to the greater and the smaller,24 and in the subsequent pages
he also mentions the treble and the bass?5
In short, the more and less,which is the distinctive mark of the nature

of the unlimited, is manifested in the following forms:

. hot and cold

. strong and gentle

. excess (too much and too little)

. dry and wet

. more and less numerous

. fast and slow

. treble and bass

. larger and smaller.
OO\T
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III. THE FUNDAMENTAL FEATURE 0F LIMIT

We have seen the play bywhich Plato links the apeironwith the plural
(the principle of plurality) and with the Dyad of the great-and-small;
and we said that a similar move is executed with regard to pems, this

23. Ibid.,23E3—25A5.
24. Ibid.,C8—10.
25. Ibid.,26A2.
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time, predictably enough, to connect it with the One. But, whereas for
the apeironhe made us see, by referring to unity, that the issue was the
unity of the nature of the more and the less and ofwhat is connected to
it, Plato makes a complicated maneuver relative to the pems, so as to
introduce the One after building up a calculated tension, resolving it
only at the end after teasing interruptions and elaborate delays.
First, Plato tackles the genus of the pera, giving us only a very brief

and compressed characterization, without coming to its definition.
Here is the text:

Socrates: Then things that don’t admit of these terms, but admit of all their
opposites like equal and equality in the first place, and then double and anyterm expressing a ratio of one number to another or one unit of measurement
to another, all these things we may set apart and reckon—I think properly—as
coming under the limit. What do you say?
Protarchus: Excellent, Socrates.26

Presumably, Plato wants to provoke those readers who are already
acquainted with his doctrines some other way, and to force them to
concentrate on the things that are going to be stressed. It is to be noted
how, in presenting the apeiron he went straight to the heart of the
problem, which was that of explaining how the apeiron is many, as well
as showing how this plurality reduces to a unity of nature; he did not
insist on the plurality of the forms of the apeiron in order to arrive at the
unity of nature of such kinds which consist in the more and the less.
But, we can see how in the passage we have just read, he proceeds in

exactly the opposite way and insists on the many manifestations of the
paras—on the things which are contrary to the various forms of the
apeiron, specifically on the equal, on the double, on number, and on
measure—and he does not explicitly say what the nature of the paras is.
What is Plato aiming at here?
He is aiming to put the reader’s mind in check to force him to under-

stand that the unity of nature of the pews just is the One, the explana-
tion of which has to be waited for, since he clearly thinks it is necessary
to do this with regard to his much maligned and disputed doctrine.
But here is how, by placing his claims in the context of the discussion

of the third kind (mixture), Plato unveils much of his game. The thirdkind is born of the mixture of, on the one hand, the unlimited or the
things which are stamped with nature, which accepts the more and less,
with, on the other hand, the limit, or rather with everything that be-
longs to that “Breed” (yévva),27 to the family of the limit:

26. Ibid.,A6—B4.
27. Ibid., 25D3.
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Socrates: Yes, and now, as the next step, mix with the latter [the nature of the
more and the less or the unlimited] the Breed of the limit.
Protarchus:What is that?
Socrates: The one we omitted to collect into unityjust now; just as we collect-

ed the family of the unlimited together, so we ought to have collected that
family which shows the character of limit, but did not. Perhaps it will still come
to the same thing if in collecting these two kinds, the family we have spoken of
will become plain to ViCW.28

And immediately afterward, going back and developing the initial
move in the passage cited, Plato explains that it is the nature of the limit
to accept the equal, the double, to put an end to the conflict of oppo-
sites29 characteristic of contraries, and to make them well proportioned
and harmonious by introducing number;30 in addition, he explains that
it removes what is excessive and unlimited, and creates measure and
proportion.31
After ending his discussion of the third kind, he also mentions the

second, the paras: the unlimited is one in the sense of the unity of a
kind; One is limit; and a unit is mixture of these two kinds. The apairon
includes many types, which are nevertheless reducible to unity insofar
as they bear the distinguishingmark of the more and the less; mixture
too includes many species, but all are a unity, insofar as they result from
unions (of various sorts) of the apairon and the paras. In what does the
unity of the paras consist? Here is Plato’s reply: “Then againwe were not
worried about the limit, neither that it does not have many [manykinds
in which it is manifested], nor that it was a real unity.”32
We can say that this is the most that Plato could put in writing on this

issue, together with frequent references to the One (23v) which he scat-
ters throughout this discussion, though these refer to the One in vari-
ous senses and at various levels. This is done in such a way that anyone
who can understand will succeed in graspingwhat Platowanted to say.”
To quell any remaining doubts, we may refer to the ironic playfulness

in which our philosopher indulges in the last passage quoted, where,
carrying his joke to extremes, he says that, while the unlimited has
many kinds, the limit does not have many, and that for this reason it is
difficult to understand how it was a real unity.34 '

28. Ibid.,D2—g.
29. Ibid.,D1 1E.
30. Ibid., 25E1ff.
31. Ibid., 26A7ff.
32. Ibid.,D4—5.
33. See, for example, Ibid., 23E5,6; 25A1; C11; D6, 26C5,6; D2, 5, 7;E8.
4. Ibid, 25E7ff. It is hardly necessary to repeat that we do not have in mind any

simple, and therefore static, identification of the négagwith the One (or of the é’mergov
with the Dyad). We hope already to have made it clear that the intended relation is
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In fact, Plato refers to at least as manyforms or ways of explicating the
paras as he does for the apairon.
Here is a list, which sets out whatwe claim about his way of explicat-

ing the paras:
. quantity;
. due measure;
. equality;
. double;
. numbers in relation to numbers;
. measure in relation to a measure;
. what removes the relations of contrariety by introducing number,
and making them well-proportioned and harmonious;

. what eliminates excess and creates measure and proportion.00

\TQOTr-POONH

And what is manifested in all these forms is the nature of the One.
Unless we remember the relations between these claims and the Un-
written Doctrines, it is hard to see how all these forms of paras can be
real unities. But, ifwe read the text in View of the Unwritten Doctrines,
and in terms of Plato’s distinction between writing and oral discussion,
we can see no difficulty in understanding how paras is a real unity.
In conclusion, the nature of the paras is in the One and in the various

ways in which at different levels the One performs its regulative, deter-
mining, and grounding function.

IV. THE MIXTURE OF UNLIMITED AND LIMIT AT DIFFERENT LEVELS

We have already had something to say about the third kind, the mix-
ture of the limitwith the unlimited because, for the reasons given, Plato
runs together his explanation of the mixture with that of paras. The
scheme Plato follows is again the same. The basic characteristic of the
mixture is referred to at the beginning and at the end of the passage inwhich it is discussed, while in the middle we are given cosmological,
physico-anthropological, and ontological examples of it.
The distinctivemark of the mixture ofparas and apaz'ronconsists in the

synthetic composition of the contraries by means of number, and thus
in the measure and the proportion which derive from it.
The examples given are those of health and of physical strength

(which involve harmonious composition of contraries and of excesses),
music (a proportional composition of treble and bass, and of slow and

dynamic. In this respect, Ferber has misunderstood our View (cf. Platos, 292), since he
appears to be opposed to any esoteric reading.
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fast tempi), the seasons (which derive from the proportional composi-
tion of excesses of hot and cold), and in general all beautiful things
(which are measure and proportion), as well as the positive states of
souls (forms of harmonious overcoming of excesses and of opposites).
Here Plato also moves with great skill to direct us to what, in the

context, needs to be highlighted, to wit, generation. Indeed everything
generated and every kind of generation is a form of mixture.
At the beginning, Socrates says clearly that the mixture produces spe-

cific generations.35 At the end, in order to stress generation, he jokingly
says to his interlocutor that he is confused by the multiplicity which
springs up in that third kind.36 It is clear that this multiplicityof genera-
tion to which he refers was not to be found in the explanation or
exemplifications he gives, since these are about as multiple as those
given of the other two kinds. Hence, this reference is made to provoke
and carry the reader to see for himself what Plato wants to draw his
attention to, and which a few lines further on he emphasizeswith the
expression “generation toward being” (yéveotgSig ouoiav).37
Here is a list of the connotations and the exampleswhich Plato used

to illustrate the mixture:

. what is well proportioned and harmonious;

. health;

. physical strength;

. music;

. the seasons;

. all things beautiful to us;

. the many and beautiful things which are in the soul;

. the generation toward being which derives from the coming to-
gether of the limit and the unlimited.

OO\T
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The distinctive mark of the mixture is the syntheticunity generated by
the limit and the unlimited. Here is the text:

Socrates: All right. Now what description are we going to give of number
three, the mixture of these two.
Protarchus: That, I think, will be for you to tell me.
Socrates: Or rather for a God to tell us, if one comes to listen to my prayer.
Protarchus: Then offer your prayer, and look to see if he does.
Socrates: I am looking, and I fancy, Protarchus, that one of them has be-

friended us for some little time.
Protarchus: Really?What makes you believe that?

35. Ibid.,25E4.
36. Ibid., 26C8ff.
37. Ibid., D8 to p. 368.
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Socrates: I’ll explain, of course. Please follow what I say.
Protarchus: Go on.
Socrates: We spokejust now, I believe, of hotter and colder, did we not?
Protarchus: Yes.
Socrates: Now add to these drier and wetter, more and less numerous, quickerand slower, greater and smaller, and everythingwe brought together a while

ago as belonging to that kind of being which admits of the more and the less.
Protarchus: You mean the kind that is unlimited?
Socrates: Yes. And now, as the next step, mix with it the breed of the limit.
Protarchus:What is that?
Socrates: The one we omitted to collect just now; just as we collected the

family of the unlimited together, so we ought to have collected that family
which shows the character of limit, but we didn’t. Still perhaps it will come tothe same thing in spite of that, if in the process of collecting these two kinds
the family we have spoken of is going to become plain to View.
Protarchus:What family? Please explain.
Socrates: That of equal and double, and any other that puts an end to the

conflict of opposites with one another, making them well proportioned and
harmonious by the introduction of number.
Protarchus: I see; By mixing in these you mean, apparently, that we find

various products arising as they are respectively mixed.
Socrates: You take my meaning aright.
Protarchus: Then continue.
Socrates: In cases of sickness does not the right association of these factors

bring about health?
_

Protarchus: Unquestionably.
Socrates: And in the case of treble and bass, or of swift and slow, which are

unlimited, does not the introduction of these same elements at once producelimit and establish the whole art of music in its full perfection?
Protarchus: Admirablyput.
Socrates: And then again, if they are introduced where there is severe cold

and stifling heat, they remove all that is excessive and unlimited, and create
measure and balance.
Protarchus: Certainly.
Socrates: Then it is here that we find the source of fair weather and all other

beautiful things, namely in a mixture of the unlimited with that which has
limit.
Protarchus: Of course.
Socrates: And indeed there are countless more things which I may omit to

enumerate, such as beauty and strength along with health, besides a whole
host of fair things found in our souls. For this Goddess of ours, fair Philebus,
must have observed the lawlessness and utter wickedness of mankind due to anabsence of limit in men’s pleasures and appetites, and therefore established
among them a law and order that are marked by limit. You maintain that she
thereby did harm. I assert that on the contrary she performed a service. What
do you think about it, Protarchus?
Protarchus: I am thoroughly satisfied, Socrates.
Socrates: Well, there are the three things I have spoken of, if you follow me.
Protarchus:Yes, I think I see whatyou mean. I think you are saying that one is

the unlimited one, and the second is the limit of things. But I can’t altogether
grasp what you mean by the third thing that you mention.
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Socrates: The reason for that, my dear good sir, is that you are confused by the
multiplicitywhich springs up in the third kind. And yet a plurality of formswas
presented by the unlimited too, and in spite of having stamped on them the
distinguishing mark of the more and its opposite, we saw them as a unity.
Protarchus: True.
Socrates: Then againwe were not worried about the limit, neither that it does

not have many, nor that it is a real unity. .

Protarchus: No, there was no reason to do so.
Socrates: None whatever. And now as to the third kind, I am reckoning all this

progeny of our two factors as a unity, and you may mean a generation toward
being resulting from those measures that are achievedwith the aid of limit. —
Protarchus: I understand.38

The expression “generation toward being” (yéveotgeig ofioidv) with
which Plato ends this passage, has confused many scholars. But it is fully
clarified ifwe connect itwith the unity spoken of in the preceding line.
Therefore, Kramer’s interpretation seems right: “. . . the meaning of the
world, in the infinite enrichment through a 'yéveotg gig ouoiav . . . is a
tendency of plurality toward unity.”9

V. THE FOURTH HIGHEST KIND: THE CAUSE OF THE MIXTURE

Plato insists on the term and the concept of generation because he
uses it to introduce the fourth highest kind, the cause of the mixture.
Everything that is generated necessarily requires a cause. Plato immedi-
ately makes five points, as follows:

a. what produces and the cause are the same thing;
b. what is produced and caused and what is generated are the same
thing;

c. what produces, or is the cause, always precedes what is produced or
is the effect, and what is produced always follows the cause;

d. the cause is quite distinct and different from the things that it uses
for generation;

e. what produces and what functions as a cause is posited as a fourth
kind, because it is structurally differentiated from the other three.

The passage is very compressed, because it aims merely to introduce
the cause as a fourth kind, whereas Plato will take up the issue of its
nature immediately afterward.

Socrates: And now to continue. We said that besides the three kinds there is a
fourth kind into whichwe should inquire together. Now I expect you to regard

38. Ibid., 25B5-26D10.
39. Kramer,Arete, 144.
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it as necessary that all things that come to be should come to be because of
some cause.
Protarchus: Yes, I do. Without that how could they come to be?
Socrates: Well, is there anything more than a verbal difference between a

cause and a creator?Wouldn’tit be proper to call that which creates things andthat which causes them one and the same thing?
Protarchus: Quite proper.
Socrates: And further, shall we find that between that which is created and

that which comes to be there is, once again, a mere verbal difference?
Protarchus: Yes.
Socrates: And isn’t it natural that the creator should lead while the creation

follows it in coming into being?
Protarchus: Certainly.
Socrates: Hence a cause and that which subserves the cause Of creation are

not the same.
Protarchus: Of course.
Socrates: Now our three kinds gave us all things that come to be, and the

constituents from which they come to be, did they not?
Protarchus: Quite so.
Socrates: And this fourth kind that we are speaking of, which fashions all

these things, this cause, is pretty clearly different from them?
Protarchus: Yes, different certainly.
Socrates: But now that the four kinds have been discriminated it will do noharm to enumerate them in order, so that we may remember each Of them.
Protarchus: I agree.
Socrates: The first, then, I call the unlimited, the second the limit, and the

third what is generated by the mixture of these two; as to the fourth, I hope I
shall not be misled in calling it the cause of the mixture and of generation.40

VI. THE DETERMINATIONOF THE NATURE OF THE FOURTH KIND

Plato goes further in discussing the fourth kind than he doeswith the
first three because, in the Philebus, he aims to establish the clear superi-
ority Of Intelligence and wisdom over pleasure, and tO give a place to
pleasure (although at a lower level) in a mixed life, one based on a
mixture of intelligence and pleasure. Thus, we ought to explain not
only mixture in general, but also highlight the overall role Of the Intel-
ligence.We are helped in this direction by the argument for the claim
that Intelligence is the essential characteristic of the fourth kind, as the
cause Of every generation.
The discussionof the fourth kind is the hardest to understand, for the

following reasons. Plato refers to complex doctrines, but only so far as is
necessaryfor solving the problems he is considering. He Operates with
his usual theoretical economy, according to which he only appeals in
his writings to those indispensable metaphysical concepts that are re-

40. Philebus26E 1—2 7C2.
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quired for the matter in hand and only so far as they are strictly
necessary.
But, in our case, the problem is made even more complex, since Plato

touches on a fundamental issue which had occupied much of the history
of philosophy which preceded him: Is everything, the whole universe,
produced by an irrational and wholly random power, or mustwe admit
Intelligence and Wisdom as a productive and ordering cause?
Plato clearly recognizes that this is the basic problem which man

must confront when he is faced with the issue of the whole of what
exists. Tackling the parallel metaphysical question of the existence or
nonexistence of supersensible beings in addition to the corporeal in
the Sophist, he describes the great struggle of the Giants, using a splen—
did mythical metaphor.41 Here, in the Philebus, he reuses very similar
concepts, but transfers them from the battle of the Giants to a touching
image which affects not only men of his day, but those of all times.
He says that his predecessors had fully grasped that there is an Intelli-

gence who rules the cosmos; but it is inadequate to merely pick up what
they say, which, if repeated parrot-fashion, would remain the opinions
of others. Rather, we must run the same risk as them, and share the
blame with them. Plato is referring to the risk of being refuted and
derided by the learned and the experts, that is, by the clever persons,
who reject the cosmic Intelligence and the order which depends on it,
because they maintain an opposed thesis. Here is the text:

Socrates: I must do as you say, Protarchus; as a matter of fact it is not a difficult
task. But did I really cause you alarm as Philebus said, by my playful glorifica-tion when I asked you to which kind mind and knowledge belong?
Protarchus: Very much so, Socrates.
Socrates: But really it’s an easy question. For all the wise agree, thereby really

glorifying themselves, that mind is the king of heaven and earth. And I fancy
they are right. But I should like us, if you don’t mind, to make a longer inquiryinto the kind in question.
Protarchus: Proceed as you like, Socrates, and please feel no concern about

being lengthy;we shan’t quarrel with you.
Socrates: Thank you. Then let us begin, shall we, by putting the following

question.
Protarchus:What is it?
Socrates: Are we to say, Protarchus, that the sum of things and what we call

this universe is controlled by a power that is irrational and blind, and by mere
chance, or on the contrary to follow our predecessors in saying that it is gov-erned by mind and a wondrous regulating intelligence?
Protarchus: A very different matter, my dear good Socrates. What you are

suggesting now seems to me sheer blasphemy. To maintain that mind orders it
all doesjustice to the spectacle of the ordered universe, of the sun, the moon,

41. See Chapter 13, section 1.5, 246—49.
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the stars, and the revolution of the whole heaven, and for myself I should never
express nor conceive any contrary view on the matter.

Socrates: Then are you willing that we should assent to what earlier thinkers
agree upon, that this is the truth? And ought we not merely to repeat the
opinions of other people without any risk to ourselves, but to share in the risk
and the blame if some clever person asserts that the world is not as we think it,
but is without order? —Protarchus: I am certainlywilling to do so.

Socrates: Come then, and direct your attention to the point that confronts us
next. ———Protarchus:What is it, please.“‘2

One might ask, who are the predecessors to whom Plato is referring?
Chiefly, he is referring to Anaxagoras,43 as we know from what is said in
the Phaedo.44And besidesAnaxagoras, he is surely alluding to Diogenes
ofApollonia,45 who on this point is a close follower of Anaxagoras and
combines him eclectically with Anaximenes. This is well-known to scho-
lars. However, they too Often forget that Plato is speaking here through
Socrates’ mouth, and that the historical Socratesmaintained this View;46
so much so that Xenophon attributes an argument to Socrates that is
taken up in detail in the Philebus.After putting into Socrates’ mouth the
great thesis that living things and all things which tend to a goal are not
produced by chance (1690]), but by knowledge (dirt) yvcfiung), Xeno-
phon makes him say the following, in conversationwith Aristodemus:
Do you think you have any wisdom yourself?
Oh! Ask me a question and judge from my answer.
And do you suppose that wisdom is nowhere else to be found, although you

know that you have a mere speck of all the earth in your body and a mere drop
of all the water, and that of all the other mighty elements you received,just a
tiny portion for the fashioning of your body? But as for intelligence, do youthink that you snapped it up by a lucky accident, that it alone is to be found
nowhere else and that the orderly ranks of all these huge masses, infinite in
number, are due, to a sort of absurdity?

Yes; for I don’t see the ruler of it whereas I see the makers of things in this
world.
Neither do you see your own soul, which rules your body; so that . . . youmay

say that you do nothing by design, but everythingby chance.47

This is the key point from which Plato develops his own argument,
adding to and deepening it, and setting it in a cosmic and metaphysical
context. The amplification of Plato’s argument centrally concerns the
.cosmic soul in line with the cosmological turn of the discussion.

42. Philebus28C1-29A8.
43. On this theme, see Reale, The History, 1:1 13-15.
44. See Chapter 5, section III, and Chapter 16, section II.
45. Reale, The History, 1:128—30.
46. On this important issue, see whatwe said in Reale, The History, 1:225—37, and the

documents and references there.
47. Xenophon, Memorabilia, 1.4.8ff.
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Each of the four elements ofwhich we are made up is only present in
each of us in a tiny dose and has scarcely any power relative to the whole
which makes up the universe. It follows that the elements in us derive
from those spread through the universe, and can be replaced from that
store and not vice versa.
The elements which make us up are coordinated and fixed in a unit

to form our body. So, the elements as a whole, coordinated in the uni-
verse, likewise make up a body, a large body.
As tiny quantities of elements in us derivefrom and Can be replaced by

those in the cosmos, so our body, a unitary aggregate of those elements,
must be derived from and nourished by the body of the cosmos.
So, because the salient characteristic of our bodies is its possessionof

a soul, the same characteristic must be found also in the body of the
universe: indeed, in the same way that we cannot explain the beautiful
things that are in us without reference to the soul, so it would be even
more difficult to explain the much more beautiful properties present in
the cosmos, if it were inanimate.
In particular, it would be inexplicable how the fourth kind, the cause

of every mixture, could have furnished human bodies with souls, and
not have done the same for the cosmos, which as a whole is more
valuable. Here is the text:

Socrates: We can discern certain constituents of the corporeal nature of all
living beings, namely, fire, water, breath, and earth too as storm-tossed sailors
say; these are all present in their composition.

Protarchus: Quite so, and storm—tossed in truth we are by difficulty in our
present discussion.

Socrates: Well now, let me point out to you something that applies to each of
these elements in our make-up.
Protarchus: What?
Socrates: In each case it is only an inconsiderable fragment that is in us, and

that too very far from being pure in quality or possessing a powerworthyof its
nature. Let me explain to you in one instance, which you must regard as
applying to them all. There is fire, is there not, within ourselves, and also fire
in the universe?
Protarchus: Of course.
Socrates: And isn’t the fire that belongs to ourselves small in quantity and

weak and inconsiderable, whereas the fire in the universe is wonderful in
respect of its mass, its beauty, and all the powers that belong to fire?
Protarchus:What you say is perfectly true.
Socrates: Well, is the universal fire sustained and produced and increased by

the fire that belongs to us, or is the opposite true, that my fire and yours and
that of all other creatures owe all this to that other?
Protarchus: That question doesn’t even merit an answer.
Socrates: You are right; indeed I imagine you will say the same about the

earth that we have here in creatures and the earth in the universe, and in fact
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about all the elements that I mentioned in my question a moment ago. Will
your answer be as I suppose?

Protarchus: Could anyone giving a different answer be thought right in his
head?

Socrates: I hardly think anyone could. But let’s move to the next point. Ifwe
regard all these elements that I have been speaking of as gathered into a unit
we call them a body, don’t we? -—Protarchus: Of course.

Socrates: Well, let me point out that the same holds good of whatwe call the
ordered universe; on the same showing it will bea body, will it not, since it is
composed of the same elements?
Protarchus: You are quite right.
Socrates: Then, to put it generally, is the body that belongs to us sustained by

the body of the universe, has it derived and obtained therefrom all that I
referred to just now, or is the converse true?
Protarchus: That is another question, Socrates, that doesn’t deserve to be put.
Socrates: Well, does this one then? I wonder what you will say.
Protarchus: Tell me what it is.
Socrates: Shall we not admit that the body belonging to us has a soul?
Protarchus: Plainly we shall.
Socrates: And where, dear Protarchus, could it have got it from, unless the

body of the universe, which has elements the same as our own though is
superior in every respect, had a soul?
Protarchus: Plainly there can be no other source, Socrates.
Socrates: No, for surely we cannot suppose . . . that those four kinds, limit,

unlimited, mixture, and the cause which is present in all things as a fourth
kind—we cannot suppose that this last-named,while on the one hand it fur-
nishes our bodies with soul, maintains our physique and cures a diseased body
and provides all sorts of arrangements and remedial measures, in Virtue of all
whichwe recognize it as the sum ofwisdom, has nevertheless failed in the case
of the elements of the universe—although they are these same elements that
pervade the whole heaven on a great scale, and are, moreover fair and pure—
failed, I say, to ensure that these include what is fairest and most precious.
Protarchus: No, to suppose that would be utterly unreasonable.48

Clearly, Plato is speaking about the Intelligence of the Demiurge, that
he will treat directly in the Timaeus, about the intelligence of the cosmic
soul, also discussed at length in the Timaeus, and about the intelligence
of human souls, which is widely discussed in his writings.
This is not surprising, because the discussion of all four kinds is

carried out by embracing all the types of things that enter into each Of
them, that is, everything that belongs to each breed or family.49
Moreover, in our text we find not only yéwa, discussed above, but

yévog (genus), and as a few scholars have properly pointed out, it is
taken in the ordinary sense of “parental group” or “family.”50

48. Philebus29A9—3OC1.
49. Ibid., 25D3.
50. C. Diano, “Il problema della materia in Platone dal Parmenide a1 Filebo,” in

Giornale critico dellafilosofia italiana49 (970): 29.
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Evidently, Plato plays on the broad sense of “kind” for all it is worth.
And what he has already said several times about the other kinds, that

' they include a plurality, unmistakablygoes also for the fourth kind.
Starting with the supreme intelligence, from which the cosmic soul’s

intelligence is derived and to which human intelligence is related, all
forms of intelligence are to be located in the fourth kind.
The passage whichwe are looking at concludes by making reference

above all to'the soul of the world, to which, very probably, the “nature of
Zeus” alludes in which is found “royal soul and royal person.” Naturally,
the image of Zeus endowedwith kingly soul and intelligence could very
well refer also to the highest demiurgic Intellect. Nevertheless, in our
context, placed as he is among the other gods, it seems to represent the
first and highest generated God, which is the soul of the cosmos.
In any case, the general conclusion at which Plato is aiming is the

thesis that Intellect belongs to the genus of cause, which is called the
cause of all things.

Here is the text:
Socrates: If that is not so, then, we should do better to follow the otherView

and say, as we have said many times already, that there exist in the universe
plenty of unlimited and enough limit, and a cause of no mean power, which
orders and regulates the years, the seasons, and the months, and can properly
be called wisdom and mind.
Protarchus: Quite properly.
Socrates: Butwisdom and mind cannot come into existence without soul.
Protarchus: They cannot.
Socrates: Hence you will say that in the nature of Zeus a royal soul and a royal

reason come to dwell by virtue of the power of the cause, while in other Gods
other perfections dwell, according to which they get the names by which they
are pleased to be called.
Protarchus: Quite so.
Socrates: Now don’t suppose, Protarchus, that we have spoken of this matter

purposelessly; on the contrary it supports those ancient thinkers who declared
that mind always rules the universe.
Protarchus: Yes indeed it does.
Socrates: And what’s more, it has provided an answer to my inquiry, to the

effect that mind belongs to the family ofwhatwe called the cause of all things.
By this time, I imagine, you have our answer.
Protarchus: Yes, I have it and it is complete, and yet I could not tell that you

were giving it.
Socrates: Well, Protarchus, playfulness is sometimes a relief from seriousness.
Protarchus: You are right.
Socrates: I think, my friend, that we have now arrived at a fairly satisfactory

demonstration of what kind reason belongs to, and what function it possesses.
Protarchus: I am sure of it.51

5 1. Philebus30C2—3 1A4.
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This complex discussion, to us, is one of the clearest examples of how
Plato’s writing calls for assistance. The assistance-structure,which Szle-
Zak has shown to be indispensable in interpreting the dialogues of
Plato’s early and the middle periods,52 is not merely confirmed, but
actuallybroadened when we consider the dialectical dialogues.
The discussion which we have been commenting on could not be

properly understood without appeal to the assistance provided by the
other dialogues, particularly the Timaeus; but we would misunderstand
it even worse without the assistance of the Unwritten Doctrines.
In this case, it is Plato himselfwho reminds us of this fact.
As we have seen, in the Phaedrus, he presents a defense of oral dialec-

tic and a reconsideration of the value ofwriting. These are based on his
concepts of seriousnessand playfulness, and he tells us that the philoso-
pher keeps the most serious things for oral dialectic, while what is
entrusted to writing are not the most serious issues, because writing is
an amusement, even if a very beautiful one. In the Philebus, bringing to
an end the great discussion of the four kinds and especially of the
fourth, he says that he has given the answer for which the dialogue was
looking. And Plato reminds his interlocutor Protarchus (and hence the
reader), who admits that this response had escaped him, of the relation
between seriousness and playfulness in a surprising way, Socrates says,
“Well, Protarchus, playfulness is sometimes a relief from seriousness.”53
We proceed to reconstruct the realm of seriousness,fromwhich Plato

takes relief in the game we have been reading.

VII. CONNECTIONSBETWEEN THE DOCTRINE OF THE FOURKINDS
AND THE UNWRITTEN DOCTRINES

We have already had occasion to refer to the relations which run
between the metaphysicalvistas of the Philebusand the Unwritten Doc—

trines and here we shall limit ourselves to recalling some of the things
said, in order to focus on a final point whichwe must still clarify.
In the first metaphysicalvista of the structure of all beings, and specif-

ically of the Ideas, there is a correspondence between the claim that
they are derived from mixture of the limit with the unlimited and the
theses of the Unwritten Doctrines, according to which they result from
the mixture of the One with the indefinite Dyad.
In this way, the Ideas each turn out to be a mixture of limit and

unlimited; but Plato prefers to use this term for sensible things, con-

52. Szlezak, Plato, passim.
53. Philebus 30E6ff.
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necting it with the concepts of generation, generated, and cause of
generation. It is hardly necessary to recall that the Ideas can be said to
be produced by the first Principles and so are generated from them;
but, in this case, talk of generation and production is only metaphori-
cal, since what is at issue is a sphere of being wholly outside time and
becoming. So, the metaphor here indicates simply their metaphysical
structure as conditioned beings or derivative of the two highest Princi-
ples.54 In the Philebus, Plato states that the third kind, taken as awhole, is
not any mixture of things, but is constituted by all the “unlimiteds”
bound by limits: it is constituted by the Dyad in all its manifestations
and at all levels, limited by the One.55 It is because the metaphysical
structure of the Ideas is not the result of a process that there is no need
for a specific cause to determine the connection of limit and unlimited
which constitutes it. It is the nature of the highest Principles, we have
often called polar or bipolar, that implies their structural connection.
This bipolar combinatorial relation of limit-unlimited (One—Many)

involves by its very nature a metaphysical, numerical reading. It is this
metaphysicalnumber that not only expresses the structure of the Ideas,
but offers as a consequence the possibility of mediating between the
intelligible and the sensible, that is, of molding the unlimited Principle
into conformitywith the intelligible world also at the sensible level.
The second metaphysicalvista in the Philebusopens onto the ontolog-

ical structure of the sensible realm. If the introduction of the genus of
mixture in addition to the limit and the unlimited is only the explana-
tion of something that, of itself, holds also for the intelligibleworld, but
which Plato did not need to introduce into the dialogue, then the
fourth genus, the productive or demiurgic cause, constitutes a novelty
necessarilyrequired by the realm of sensible reality.
We may observe that the text of the Philebus tells us only that, to

explain reality at this level, we need this fourth kind. The reason is not
explained, but can be clearly understood from the allusions.
The genus of the indeterminate has many forms: involving different

levels in which the more and less, or too much and too little, or excess
and deficiency are manifested. If we stick to the metaphysical distinc-
tion, we shall be able to speak of the more and less at the level of the
intelligible and of the more and less at the sensible level. Thus, the
more and less at the sensible level involves a sort of thickening that
requires an Intelligence as the mediator and producer of the synthesis
of the limit and unlimited, that the unlimited will accept limits.

54. See Kramer,Platone, 156 [Am. ed., 78].
55. Philebus27D7-1 1.
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Likewise, number functions as an intermediary. As the numerical-
metaphysicalschema characterizes the world of the Ideas, bymediating
the One and the Indefinite, so also in the sensible realm, number
resolves the relation of opposition of contraries, and it is by means of
number that the contraries can be made commensurable.
The most important point arising from the introduction of the fourth

kind is this: the demiurgic cause or Intelligence brings about this nu-
merical mediation, by producing in this way the mixture of (intelligi-
ble) limit and the (sensible) unlimited and thus constitutes the cosmos.
It is clear that even at the highest level, Intelligence does not, for

Plato, create ex nihilo as we pointed out above; but it is creative in the
Hellenic sense of molding a formless reality in accordance with numer-
ical relations. Plato’s claims are therefore to be understood in this way.
Here are the four principal ones:
1. A cause is not only distinct from the effect, but always precedes it.56
2. A cause is different from what it uses to produce the generation.57
3. Whatever is used subserves the cause (16 BOOASBOV).5S

4. The cause produces all these things, not only the things which are
generated, but also those from which they are generated.59

The first is obvious as it stands and has no need of comment.We have
already discussed the second and third, relative to Plato’s views as ex-
pressed both in the Phaedo, and in a parallel passage in the Timaeus.6°
The fourth is the most delicate point; and it can easily be misunder-

stood if taken out of context. In one sense, the cause of the mixture and
of generation produces also the things it mixes, insofar as it works
demiurgically (Snutouoyai) on them. Nevertheless, this does notmean
that it creates from nothing, but only that it works on them with a View
to obtaining what it aims at. And this sort of activity indicates that the
activity of the demiurgic Intelligence is far from being a purely mechan-
ical combinational activity. Indeed, the demiurgic Intelligence must
work asmuch on the unlimited as on the limit so far as is necessary, so as
to be able to bring about the synthesis or “generation toward being.”
But this issue is discussed fully in the Timaeus.
The goal the demiurgic Intelligence constantly pursues is that of

drawing determinate unity from unlimited plurality. If anyone should

56. Ibid., 27A5ff.
57. Ibid.,A8ff.
58. Ibid.
59. Ibid., 31—2: 16 5%. 81‘] no’wm wfiw (sc., 1:6: uév ywvéuevuxai é}: (5v yiyvarm ndvra,

ofwhich he speaks at line 27A1 1) Snutouoyofiv Aéyouev Té‘taQ‘L‘OV, Tfiv airiav.
60. See Chapter 16, section 11.5.
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think that our conclusions are a mere product of the newparadigm and
not supported by the texts, it is worth citing a passage from Levi, who
uses only the kind of terminology available in the old paradigm to say
the same thing:
Becauseof the quantitative determinations that the pews introduces into the

unlimited, generated reality can itself reflect the qualitative variations of the
apeiron; and because of the action of a cause, which is the Demiurge acting to
make its work as perfect as its nature allows and including in itself the unlimit-
ed a factor of irregularity and disorder, generated reality can itself reflect the
order of the ideal world. The Demiurge, as his name suggests, is a craftsman,
who acts like every craftsman, regulating his work by reference to a model,
which is the higher reality of the Ideas. And this higher reality in turn must
find its foundation in an ultimate principle, the Good. This is just what the
end of the dialogue discusses, and the few hints that are given there allow us to
understand why the perfection of generated reality follows from the quantita-
tive determination of the unlimited.61

We have already discussedthe finale of the Philebusat length, showing
how it touches on the summit of Plato’s thought, referring to the su-
preme Measure as the absolute value; but we have also seen that the
whole discussion of the four highest kinds of the real revolves around
the essence of the Good, that is, the One.

‘

Therefore, what Levi said turns out right if we use the Unwritten
Doctrines as its background and interpret the Good as One and Mea-
sure (the Good is the One, and the One is the Measure of all things) , as
Plato meant them in oral dialectic, and as continually crops up in the
Philebus.
And the conclusion of the discussion of mixture (which is the point

of departure for understanding the fourth genus) is truly emblematic:
mixture is “generation toward being” (yévsotg 8i; ofioiav) and it is a
one (év) which derives from measures (éx uérgmv).62 This is the su-
preme task of the Intelligence: to bring about unity wherever and how-
ever possible by means of measure; and this means to bring about the
Good.

61. A. Levi, Ilproblemadell’errore, 1 2off.
62. Philebus26D7—9.





18 The Metaphysical Basis of the Timaeus:The
Creative Intelligence That Explains theWorld
of Becoming; and Methodological Features of
the Account’s Presentation

1. THE STRUCTUREOF THE TIMEAUS AND How THE
NEW PARADIGM REREADS IT

We have reached the Timaeus, the most read of Plato’s dialogues and
in many respects the most influential in the history ofWestern philo-
sophical and theological thought.1 Aristotle, generally, rarely quotes
Platonic dialogues,makes frequent reference to it.2Within the ancient
Academy this workwas the focus of heated discussions and the subject
of far-reaching theoretical interpretations; the Middle Platonists drew
from it the essential structures for summing up Plato’s thought; and the
Neoplatonists also gave it great prominence,3 so much so that Proclus
thought of it, along with the Chaldean Oracles, as the basic text of
Hellenism.4 Philo of Alexandria used it for a philosophical account of
Genesis.5With the Fathers of the Church it became a reference point
and, as is well known, the Timaeus, which remained for many centuries
the only available text of classical philosophy, provided medieval think-
ers with their image of Platonic philosophy and with some fundamental
theoretical insights,6 until at least the twelfth century, when Aristotelian
texts began to be translated and put into circulation.7 During the

1. All the significant modern literature on the Timaeus is listed in Praechter, Die
Philosophiedes Altertum, 84ff.*; Totok, Handbuch, 205—7; Cherniss, Lustrum (1960): 208—
27; and Brisson, Lustrum (1979): 286E. and Lustrum (1983): 2g5ff. Isnardi Parente
presents the status quaestionis of many of the specific problems in the Timaeus, in Zeller
and Isnardi Parente, La filosofia dei greci, 3: 1, passim.

2. Cf. H. Bonitz, IndexAn'stotelious, 761b55—60. See in addition G. S. Claghorn,Aristot-
le’s CriticismofPlato ’sTimaeus (The Hague, 1954).

3. M. Baltes, Die Weltentstehung des platonischen Timaios nach den Antiken Interpreten
(Leiden: Brill, 1976—1978), 2 vols. [the first volume includes the ancient Academy and
the NeoplatonistsSyrianus and Hierocles; the second is concerned entirelywith Proclus].

4. Marinus,Life ofProclus, 38.
5. Cf. D. T. Ruina, Philo of Alexandria and the Timaeus of Plato (Amsterdam, 1983;

Leiden, 19862).
6. Mostly based on the translation and commentary of Chalcidius; see Chapter 2,

section 111.3.
7. Cf. A. E. Taylor, Plato: TheMan andHis Work, 436.
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Renaissance, it still occupied a very prominent position, so much so
that, in his emblematic School of Athens, Raphael expresses pictorially
the thought of the philosophers and the learned of his own times, by
depicting the Timaeusunder Plato’s arm, as the text containing his most
important message.
In modern times, it has been more thoroughly translated and com—

mented upon than any of the other dialogues and many individual
critical studies of it have been published.8
In 1918, Robin began a reconstruction of the central points of the

dialogue making systematic use of the Unwritten Doctrines.9 By begin-
ning his book with an account of how the Demiurge creates the soul, in
the light of the Unwritten Doctrines, Gaiser gave this line of thought a
major step forward.10 In 1970, H. Happ presented the most interesting
and perspicuous interpretation of the doctrine of the material Principle
in the Timaeus, succeeding in picking out its relationswith the theory of
the Dyad referred to by the Unwritten Doctrines.11
In View of these summary indications, however, it is easy to see how

complex the interpretation is of a text that has behind it a perhaps
unrivalled tradition. Given the specificsubjectmatter of the Timaeus,we
can offer a particularly rich and articulated interpretation today with
the new paradigm, since the metaphysical teachings entrusted by Plato
to the written works and those reserved to the unwritten are here more
intertwined than in earlier dialogues. We may distinguish two major
metaphysical currents in the Timaeus.
One concerns the issue of the Demiurge (and its implications), which

leads to a set of conclusions already foreshadowed in the preceding
dialogues starting with the Phaedo; this being so, Plato makes no further
references to the unwritten teachings on this matter, on the supposition
that he has set out in writing everything that he had to say about it.
The other concerns the material Principle, which at least from the

cosmologicalviewpoint, is more prominent in the Timaeus than in any
of the otherwritings,simply because it is called for by the cosmological
problem under consideration; nevertheless, this issue is not taken to its
ultimate conclusions; consequently Plato explicitly refers to the Unwrit-
ten Doctrines by the same means as in other dialogues and, as we shall

8. The most useful commentaries on the Timaeus are those written by A. E. Taylor,
Commentaryon Plato’sTimaeus (Oxford, 1928) and F. M. Comford, Plato’s Cosmology: 0n
theTimaeus ofPlato, Translated with a RunningCommentary (London, 1937).

9. L. Robin,Etudes sur la signification et la place de la physiquedans la philosophiede Platon;
Chapter 2, section IV.3, 41—47 esp. 43 and note 56.

10. K. Gaiser, Platons, 41—106.
1 1. H. Happ, Hyle. Studien zum an'stotelischenMaterie—Begn'fi‘ (Berlin and New York,

197 1), 82—277.
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see, with some even more telling indications. The question of the stand—

ing of mathematics is more fully connected with this currentof thought
than in any otherwriting.
An adequate interpretive procedure, thus, must follow each current

with the logic appropriate to them without suppressing either one.
Fortunately, the Timaeus is Plato’s most systematic work, insofar as we

can speak of systematicity consistent with the restrictions we have al-
ready reviewed; and the strength of its basic structure can easily be seen.
Naturally, a summary would emphasize the general outline and es-

sential metaphysicalmoves. But it would be easy to show how the vari-
ous specific themes are distributed and orchestrated with great preci-
sion. In the first part of Timaeus’s speech, issues concerning the realm
of the Intelligence come to the fore: the reasons for the beauty and
unity of the cosmos, the generation and structure of the soul and its
various harmonic movements, time, the planets and the stars, animals
and man. In the second part, which is given over to the material Princi-
ple, there are explanations concerning the origin of the four elements
and of their variousforms and characteristics;and there is an account of
the various impressions and sensations, and of the causes which pro—
duce them. In the third part, various problems of an anatomical, physi-
ological, and medical character are discussed; this part concludes by
highlighting the rational soul placed in man by God as tutelary spirit,
with some hints of an eschatological character.
Only the great metaphysical themes and their relations with the Un-

written Doctrines can be taken into account here. We shall analyze the
metaphysical prelude, whose every sentence is of great theoretical im-
portance.12 We shall then discuss the material Principle and the com—
plex issues connected to it.13Nextwe shall take up the creativeactivity Of
the Demiurge in general, with specific reference to the production of
the four material elements and the soul.14 Finally, we shall consider the
Demiurge and the way this important figure is connected—in our view,
consistently—with the first Principles of the Unwritten Doctrines.15

II. THE METAPHYSICALAXIOMSPOSITED BY PLATO IN THE TIMAEUS

AS FOUNDATIONSOF THE WHOLE COSMOLOGIOAL DISCUSSION

The cosmological account which Plato puts in the mouth of the
Pythagorean Timaeus begins with a solemn “prelude”; it is giventhis

1 2. See the remainder of the present chapter. Cf. pp. 361—67.
I 3. See Chapter 19.
14. See Chapter 20.
15. See Chapter 2 l.
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title in an intervention from Socrates,16who, in this way, aims at giving it
the greatest prominence.
The prelude is purely theoretical and clarifies some of the metaphys-

ical and epistemological axioms which serve as the foundations of the
whole discussion of the dialogue. It has been rightly observed that the
axioms in this prelude provide premiseswhich are perfectly intelligible
in the sense of the logos.17Hence, these are not doctrines to be taken at
the level of plausibility, as we find in much of the dialogue, but at the
level of absolute truth. Rather, the justification of the very possibility of
a plausible story and the metaphysicalfoundations of that sort of plausi-
bility are contained in this splendid theoretical prelude.
Four metaphysical axioms are put forward. They give an exact and

effective summary of the doctrines spread through numerous dialogues
prior to the Timaeus.
The first two axioms concern the structural differences between be-

ing and becoming, and the different forms of knowledgebywhich they
are grasped and defined; these are matters on which many other dia-
logues, especially the Phaedo and the Republic, insist.

1. Being, which is always (intelligible being) is not subject to genera-
tion and becoming, because it remains always the same; it is grasped by
the intelligence with reasoning.

2. Becoming, which is continually generated, is never true being,
because it is continually changing; it is the object of opinion, that is, it is
grasped by sensory perception which is distinct from reason.
On the otherhand, the other two axioms concern the cause required

by becoming, that is, the demiurgic Intelligence, and that to which
Intelligence makes reference.

3. Everything that is subject to the process of generation requires a
cause, because in order to be generated every thing needs a cause that
brings about its generation. This cause is a Demiurge or Craftsman: an
efficient cause.
4. The Craftsman produces something, always by having already

looked to something as a point of reference, taking it as a model.
The Craftsman could refer to either of two different kinds of models:

(a) to what exists always and in the same way, to the type of being
referred to in the first axiom; or (b) to a thing that is subject to genera—
tion, the type of object with which the second axiom is concerned.
If the Craftsman takes eternal being as a model, what he produces is

beautiful; if, instead, he takes something generated as a model, what he
produces is not beautiful.

1 6. Timaeus29D.
1 7. Gadamer, “Idea und Wirklichkeitin Platos Timaz'os,” in Studi platonici, 2:93.
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The object of the Demiurge’s prior consideration is, therefore, the
determining condition. Gadamer properly says of the Craftsman’s con-
sideration that on it depends whether what is produced “is or is not
beautiful, permanent or perishable. . . . Ifwhat comes to be is beautiful,
the prior consideration must also have been directed at the beautiful.
And obviously, the beautiful always implies constancy as well.”18
We must, then, in my judgment, first make the followingdistinctions:

’

[1] what is that which is always real and has no becoming, and
[2] what is that which is always becoming and is never real?
[1] That which is graspable by thought with a rational account is the thing

that is always unchangeably real,
[2] whereaswhat is the object of belief together with unreasoning sensation

is the thing that comes to be and passes away, but never has real being.
[3] Again, all that comes to be must come to be by the agencyof some cause,

for without a cause nothing can come to be.
[4] Now whenever the maker of anything looks to that which is always

unchanging and uses a model of that description is fashioning the form and
quality of his work, all that he thus accomplishesmust be beautiful. If he looks
to something that has come to be and uses a generated model, it will not be
beautiful.19

On the basis of these four axioms, Plato constructs the metaphysical
and cosmo—ontological groundwork of the entire discussion of the dia—

logue, and, at the same time, sets out the epistemological structure and
the justification of the methodology he adopts.
Because the object under discussion in the dialogue is the heaven

and the earth, that is, the cosmos, it is necessary first to establishwheth-
er it is a being which is always, and a being of the first type, or if it is a
generated object, and of the second type.
Everything that makes up this world is graspable by the senses. But

everythinggraspable by the senses is an object of opinion, as the second
axiom establishes, and in its nature is generated and comes to be.
Moreover, on the basis of the third axiom, this world, insofar as it is

generated, must be generated by a cause. But it is hard to find this cause
of the universe, and when it is found, it is hard to understand it.
Finally, on the basis of the fourth axiom, we can determine what sort

of model the Demiurge looked to when he constructed this world. If
this world is beautiful, the Demiurge must have looked to an eternal
model in constructing it; on the other hand, if (and only if) it were not
beautiful, the Demiurge would have used a generated model.20But] it is

18. Ibid.,2:92.
1 g. Timaeus27D5-2832.
20. It clearly makes no sense to ask, as some have done, what, in the concrete, would

be the “generated being” to which the Demiurge could look, if everythingthat is generat-
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clearly demonstrable that the world is beautiful; hence the Demiurge
must have looked to an eternal model.
Rather, since the world is the most beautiful of generated objects, its”

Demiurge is consequently the best of craftsmen, or the Craftsmanwho
has imitated and realized the Good in the greatest possible degree.
Here is the text of Plato: '

It has come to be; for it can be seen and touched and it has body, and all
such things are sensible; and, as we saw, sensible things, that are to be appre-hendedby opinion together with sensation, are things that become and can be
generated. But again, that which becomes,we say, must necessarilybecome by
the agency of some cause. The maker and father of this universe it is a hard
task to find, and having found him it would be impossible to declare him to all
mankind. . . . [W]e must go back to this question about the world: After which
of the two models did its builder frame it—after that which is always in the
same unchanging state, or after that which has come to be? Now if this world is
good and its maker is good, clearly he looked to the eternal; on the contrary
supposition (which cannot be spoken without blasphemy), to that which has
come to be. Everyone, then, must see that he looked to the eternal; for the
world is the best of things that have become, and he is the best of causes.21

Hence, there is a pure being graspable only by intelligence, and it is
to this that the Demiurge looks for a model, so as to bring about the
sensible and changing world. Therefore, the sensible cosmos is an im-
age executed by the Demiurge of a metasensible reality. This is the
cardinal point of Plato’s metaphysics. Here is the text:

Having come to be, then, in this way, the world has been fashioned on the
model of that which is comprehensible by rational discourse and understand-
ing and is always in the same state.
Again, these things being so, our world must necessarily be an image of

something.22

This conception of pure being as the model and of becoming as the
image of that model and the need for an efficient cause (the Demiurge
or Craftsman) to ground and justify this relation, is the core of Plato’s
written doctrine, which is given its most mature and complete expres-
sion in the Timaeus.

ed depends on the divine Demiurge. Here Plato gives an absolutelygeneral argumentwhich can be fully understood ifwe bear in mind everythingwe said in Chapter 1 6. Plato
here is speaking in an abstract structural sense about the Artificer and his mode of
activity, and hence of the abstract possibilitiesthat an Artificer can have. It is obvious that
onlya human craftsman can look to a generated model (and, in fact, a human craftsman
of a lower grade). The aim of the argument here is simply to exclude this posSibility for
the divineDemiurge.

2 l. Timaeus2832—29A6.
22. Ibid.,A6-B2.
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The epistemological groundwork of the entire cosmological treat-
ment is based on this metaphysical system, as we shall see now.

III. THE EPISTEMOLOGICALAND METHODOLOGICALFEATURES
OF THE WHOLE ACCOUNT SET OUT IN THE PRELUDE

The cosmos, insofar as it is continually generated or perpetually be-
coming, is not knowable by pure intelligence or pure reasoning, but is
graspable by sensory perception and cognizable by Opinion.
Plato furtherexplains that there is a structural affinitybetween know-

ledge and the things ofwhichwe have knowledge.Arguments and lines
of thought that concern abiding and stable being are likewise abiding
and stable and grasp the unvamished pure truth; on the other hand,
arguments and lines Of thought that concern realities which are gener-
ated are only probable and grounded on belief.
This is the point that demands proper attention: in the respect that

the cosmos of changing things is an image of pure being, which is its
original model, it is knowable; and it is on the fact of its being an image
that its epistemological difference from the model is founded.
The proportions which Plato establishes are the following:

being: generation—= truth: opinion
Here is the text,whichIS of fundamental importance:
Now in every matter it is of great moment to startwith what is naturally prior.

Concerning a likeness, then, and its model we must make this distinction: an
account has an affinitywith the things which it sets forth—an account of that
what is abiding and stable and discoverable by the aid of reason will itself be
abiding and unchangeable (so far as it is possible and it lies in the nature of an
account to be incontrovertible and irrefutable, there must be no falling short
of that); while an account ofwhat is made in the image of that other, but is only
a likeness,will itself be but plausible, standing to accounts of the former kind
in a proportion: as being is to becoming, so is truth to belief.23

Plato’s conclusions are therefore the following: it is not possible to
give a true account in the absolute sense about the origin of the uni-
verse; it is only possible to give some “plausible accounts.” In these
matters, human nature must be satisfied with myth, understood as a
plausible story, because we cannot go further1n Virtue of the nature of
the object ofInquiry.
If then, Socrates, after saying many things about the gods and the generation

of the universe, we prove unable to render an account at all points entirely
consistent with itself and exact, you must not be surprised. If we can furnish

2 3. Ibid.,B2—C3.
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accounts no less plausible than any other, we must be satisfied, rememberingthat I who speak and you my judges are only human, and consequently it is
fitting that we should in the matter accept the plausible story and look for
nothing further.24

Gadamer sums up Plato’s doctrine frequently misunderstood by mis—

taking myth of which Plato here speaks for a pure fable.
[T] he possibility of knowing something about the world as an ordered

whole is dependent on the structure of becoming, on its being referred to astable noetic order. Indeed, the universe as a whole and characterized by
becoming is in itself accessible only to the sensible experience of seeing.
However, given that, since it is becoming, it must be understood in the light of

. its cause, and given that, in View of the beauty of the cosmic order, there is
no doubt that the constructor of the world looks to the permanent and the
identical, it follows that what we perceive, far from being a mere gignovme-
non, that is, an always-other from itself, is the copy of something determinate.
Therefore, the possibility of our really knowing something about the world of
becoming depends on the structure of the copy. Naturally this knowledge ofwhat is in becoming can have the status only of probable hypotheses (28C8),which have a certain plausibility. The cosmic order revealed to the senses canbe reproduced only by a plausible story or account. A knowledge,which goesbeyond this story, would be in conflict with human nature (29D1).25

Plato does not at all say, as many believe, that the doctrine of the
Demiurge is a myth in the sense of a probable story. On the contrary,
the thesis of the necessary existence of a demiurgic Intelligence is one
of the four great metaphysical axioms which are incontrovertibly true.
He claims, rather, that it is the very nature of becoming which requires
a kind of accOunt that cannot be necessary or incontrovertible, unlike
the account to be given of eternal beings.
Plato says exactly the opposite of what has long been thought as a

consequence of the scientific revolution of the modern age, before the
epistemologistsbegan to question anew the very structure of science. In
otherwords, for our philosopher, only a metaphysicalargument can be
necessary; by contrast, a physical-scientific argument can only be plausi-
ble given the different structures of the beings that each is about.
With pungent irony, Plato returns later in the Timaeus to claim that

physical phenomena are explained plausibly. He goes so far as to say
that physical discussions are like recreation that one can take as a pas-
time, temporarily, laying aside the consideration of etemal things.
It would be no intricate task to enumerate the other substances of this kind

[the particular physical elements and their structure, as discussed in the pas-

24. Ibid., C4—D3.
25. H.-G. Gadamer, “Idee und Wirklichkeit,” 2:93.
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sage’s context] following the method of a plausible account. When a man, for
the sake of recreation, sets aside discourse about eternal things and gets inno—

cent pleasure from the consideration of such plausible accounts of becoming,
he will add to his life a sober and reasonable pastime.26

Contrary to what many continue to believe on this point, perhaps
_misled byJaeger’s interpretation which is at oddswith the texts,27Aristo-
tle says the same thing in Metaphysics A 8.
In our volume on Theophmstuswe have shown that Aristotle main-

tained that physical-astronomicaldiscussions, and hence astronomy it-
self, were pursued “for the sake of an idea in general” (évvoidg xdotv);
and he thought “reasonable” (efikoyov) also those discussions which
were based on them. By contrast, he maintained that discussions of the
metaphysicalprinciples were necessary (dvayxofiov) , as he claims many
times in Metaphysics A 8.28

We have recalled this not only to point out once again the enormous
general influence of Plato on Aristotle, which is much more substantial
than manywish to admit, but for the purpose of recalling the reader’s
attention to the theoretical or epistemological support which underlies
the Timaeus, and which turns out to be also the basic frameworkwithin
Plato’s own School. Unfortunately, many modern scholars have forgot-
ten much of this; but it is necessary to recover it if one wishes to under-
stand the meaning of the great masterpiece which the Timaeus is, and to
recover it from among the materials he put into the dialogue, while he
taking his recreation and incorporating into his life a sober and reason-
able pastime.

26. Timaeus59C5—D2.
27. Cf.]aeger, Aristotle, 35off.
28. Reale, Teofmsto, 1 16ff. This part of the volume is now to be found in the fourth

edition of our Il Concetta, 44off., as well as in the American edition, The Concept, 373ff.
There [p. 374] the reader can find (a) specific documentation for the insistence with
which, in a single sentence (A 8.1073a23—b1), Aristotlefour times uses the termsdvdyxn
and dvayxofiov to assert the necessary structure of the argument concerning metaphysical
Principles;as well as (b) the demonstration ofhow the expressionévvoiag xdqtv is limited
to astronomical demonstrations and to their conclusions, while the term efikoyov is
referred both to the astronomical argument itself and to the philosophical reasoning
which is based on the astronomical. In the very formulation of the two metaphysical
axiomswhich concern the Demiurge and the demiurgic Intelligence, Plato uses exactly
the expression 53% dvdyxng to underline the incontrovertible nature of the claim (cf.
Timaeus, 28A4ff., 8, quoted at 19, above).





19 The CosmologicalPrinciple ofMatter onWhich the
Demiurge of the TimaeusActs and Its Relation to the
Indefinite Dyad of the Unwritten Doctrines

I. How TO TACKLE THE PROBLEM OF THE MATERIALPRINCIPLE
PRESENTED IN THE TIA/MEUS

The cosmos, says the Timaeus, is a mixture, as is every being at every
level, as we have seen from the Philebus; consequently, in its nature it
requires a principle that is the polar opposite of the Intelligible and
Intelligence, which Plato introduces under the name of “necessity,”
taking this term in the sense of the absence of order and the absence of
everything involved in Intelligence, and so in the sense of a disteleolog—
ical Principle or errant cause.1 This Principle is subordinate to Intelli-
gence, bywhich it is “persuaded” and profoundly dominated. The mix-
ture which derives from it consists in the bending of necessity to the
supreme rule of Intelligence, that is to say, to the Good and the best.
Here is the text with which Plato opens the second section of Tim-

aeus’s great speech, which is entirely devoted to this Principle:
Now our foregoing discourse, save for a few matters, has set forth the works

produced by the craftsman of Reason; but we must now set beside them the
things that come about of Necessity.
For the generation of this universe was a mixed result by combination of

Necessity and Reason. Reason overruled Necessity by persuading her to guide
the greatest part of the things that become towards what is best; in that way and
on that principle this universewas fashioned in the beginning by the victoryof
reasonable persuasion over Necessity.
If, then, we are really to tell how it came into being on this principle, we

must mix in also the Errant Cause—in that its nature is to cause motion. So we
must return upon our steps, and taking, in its turn, a second principle con-

1. On the various aspects of this problem M. Isnardi Parente gives a very full status
quaestiom'sin Zeller and Isnardi Parente, Lafilosofia dez' greei. The reader should read it in
parallelwith our discussionin the following order: “I problemi dellamateria nel Timeo,” in
Zeller and Isnardi Parente, ibid., 5 5—75; “I principi e la diade indefinita,” in Zeller and
Isnardi Parente, 109—31; “11 ragionamento bastardo,” in Zeller and Isnardi Parente,
ibid., 84—86; “L’interpretazione di Timeo 49Cff.,” in Zeller and Isnardi Parente, ibid.,
19—24; and “La causa del male,” in Zeller and Isnardi Parente, ibid., 17 1-79. A full and
detailed treatment of this theme from within the traditional paradigm can be found in
D. J. Schulz, Das Problem derMaten'e in Platons “Timaios” (Bonn, 1966). It will be useful to
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cerned in the origin of these same things, start once more upon our presenttheme of our earlier discourses.2

This is, of course, the Principle which the naturalist philosophers
identified with one of the material elements, and which Empedocles, in
accordance with the common View, specifically identified with the four
elements (water, air, earth, and fire).
Plato brought about one of his most remarkable theoretical revolu-

tions on this matter: water, air, earth, and fire are not primary elements,
comparable, for example, with the letters of the alphabet which are
primary and to which Greek referswith the term ororxeia, “elements.”
Instead, they are not even primary composites, and hence are compara-
ble neitherwith letters nor even with syllables.
In short: they are not Principles, but are themselves subject to the

Principles; nor are they subjects at the first level of derivation.
We shall return to this problem. Whatwe are here interested in high-

lighting are Plato’s warnings about the handling of this issue. We are
told that the procedure is one of “plausible reasoning”which underlies
the whole dialogue. In addition, with an explicit reference to the gener-
al theory of the Principles (the Unwritten Doctrines), Plato claims that
“for now,” in the writtenwork, it ought not to be spoken about because,
with the method adopted, he cannot express his thought in full. The
ultimate determination of the Principles and in particular of the materi-
al Principle here at issue is again put off to another realm or dimension
which cannot be any thing but oral dialectic.
Underlyingthis reference, there is the conception of writing Plato

had set out in the Phaedms. He is telling us that, for now, he will stick to
plausible reasonings which, at the beginning of the Timaeus, are called
myth (a plausible account) in the sense that we find operative in the
Republic itself, and in all the Platonicwritings. Here is the crucial text:
We must . . . consider in itself the nature of fire and water, air and earth,

before the generation of the Heaven, and their condition before the Heaven
was. For to this day no one has explained their generation, but we speak as if
men knew what fire and each of the others is, positing them as principles,elements as it were, letters of the universe;whereas one who has ever so little
intelligence should not rank them in this analogy on the same level as sylla—
bles. On this occasion, however, our contribution is to be limited as follows. We
are not for now to speak of the first principle or principles—orwhatever name
men choose to employ—of all things, if only on account of the difficulty of
explaining whatwe think by our present method of exposition.You, then, must
refer to the volume cited earlier, H. Happ, Hyle, 88—277, which accepts the new para-digm and draws from it important consequenceswith which we are in large measure in
agreement.

2. Timaeus 47E3—48B3.
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not demand the explanation from me; nor could I persuade myself that I
should be right in taking upon myself so great a task; but holding fast to what
I said at the outset—the worth of a probable account—I will try to give an
explanation of all these matters in detail, no less plausible than another, but
more so, starting from the beginning in the same manner as before. So now
once again at the outset of our discourse let us call upon a protecting deity to
grant us safe passage through a strange and unfamiliar exposition to the con-
clusion that plausibilitydictates; and so let us begin once more.3

This basic text has often been neglected, consequently, it is claimed
that from the following plausible discourse, for all its rich complexity,
Plato’s ultimate concepts on this matter are to be garnered. But by
making this claim, manyscholarshave fallen into a series ofmistakes by
arbitrarily isolating some claims in Timaeus’s speech, and even calling
on concepts from modern science to clarify what he says.
Following the procedure of plausible reasoning, Plato characterizes

the material Principle in terms of its epistemological and ontological
connotations and he adds a set of analogical images, some ofwhich are
very beautiful; but he does not reach final conclusions.Following Plato’s
basic line of reasoning we can distinguish at least twenty-six usages of
which ten are similes:

a. First Group of Connotations:
1. necessity;4
2. errant (or wandering) cause.5

b. Second Group of Connotations:
. receptacle of everythingwhich is generated;6
. that in which is generated everythingwhich is generated;7
. powerwhich is not exhausted in the reception of the various
things which it receives;8

. nature always identical with itself in its foundation;9

. the amorphous;10

. what participates in a complexwaywith the intelligible;11
9. what is hard to understand, obscure, incomprehensible;12

OO\TC3

thOO

3. Ibid., 48B3—E1.
4. dvdyxn; cf. Timaeus 47E5, 68E1ff.
5. nkavmuévng eiéog airiag cf. Timaeus48A7ff.
6. bnofioxfi yevéoewg, cpéotg rd Tcévra Sexouévn (Sonata, To rd Ttévm éxéafiéuevov,

navoexég; cf. Timaeus49A6, 5oB6ff., 50E5, 51A5, 51A7ff., etc.
7. To év (if); cf. Timaeus49E7, 5oD1, 5oD6.
8. Timaeus 5oB6ff.: 1016th aé'cfiv de‘t nooognréov éx ydg Tfig éam'fig To nagémow 06x

ééiorarat Sovéuemg.
9. Timaeus 5oB6; also 4gE5.
1 o. apoocpov; cf. Timaeus 5oB8ff., 5oD7, 5 1A1—7; névrmv éxrog eiSGiv, Timaeus 50E4ff.
1 1. usrakaufidvov 8%; dnogcfiraro’z 1m 1:01”) vonrofi, Timaeus 51A7—B 1.
1 2. xakenov xa‘t@05va eléog, Timaeus 49A3ff.; Suoakwrétarov, Timaeus 5 1B1.
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10. that which is in itself invisible, but visible in its effects;13
1 1 . that which is comparable to a nurse;14
1 2. that which is comparable to a mother,15
13. that which1s a recipient of1mpressions;16
14. that which1s comparable to gold1n being ductile into various

shapes;17
15. that which is comparable to a'soft malleable material;18
16. that which is comparable to an odorless liquid which receives

various odors.19
c. Third Group of Connotations:

17. space;20
18. place;21
19. place but understood as that inWhich the things that are gen-

erated are generated?2
20. that which is eternal and indestructible;23
21. that which is graspable without sense perception, butwith a

bastard or spurious reasoning;24
22. that which it is hard to believe.25

d. Fourth Group of Connotations:
23. principle of generation;26
24. a chaotic bundle of rudimentary shapes and powers;27
25. a totally disordered movement;28
26. a sieve or instrument for shaking.29

Let us try, then, to clarify these very complex connotations of the
material Principle, which Plato has entrusted to writing.
By way of preliminaries, we ought to remember that the term “mat-

ter,” which can be used to indicate this Principle, becomes technical
i

. dvéga'rovetfiog, szaeus 5 1A7; but consult 30A, 46D—E, 52D.

. 119nm, Timaeus 49A6, 52D5, 190mm;and 171611121] 106 Travrég, Timaeus88D6.

. untnq, Timaeus5 1A4ff.

. éxuayetov, Timaeus5oC2.

. xguoég, Timaeus 5oA6ff.

. T0 uakax6v, Timaeus5oE8ff.
.61'1udxtota 6687] 1'0: 88§6uevauyoa Tag 601169, Timaeus 5oE7.

. x0396, Timaeus 52A8ff.

. 161mg, Timaeus 52B4.

. 6696, Timaeus52B1.

. ov .6ei, (pl-logo'tv of) ngoofiex6uevov, Timaeus 52A8ff.

.
1181' dvatoflnoiagomrov koytouq) 1'tv1 V69(p, Timaeus52B2.

. u6ytgmo1'6v, szaeus52B2

. yévaotg, Timaeus52D3.

. uogcpai, 8uvo’1uatg, Timaeus52D—E.

. See Timaeus 30A, and 52D-53B,passim.
29. (DONEQ 1'01 UTCO TOJV TEAOXGVCOV T8 X01. OQ'YGVQV 101v 117891 TTIV TOD OLTOU XGGGQGLV

oetéueva. .Timaeus52E6ff.

+1?
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only with Aristotle, who makes use of kyle as a basic ontological doc-
trine.30At the beginning of the third section of the Timaeus, Plato does
indeed use this term, but in the generic sense which it had in Greek to
mean the woodwith which woodcutters deal (in Greek film commonly
means forest, timber, lumber, firewood). Therefore, we too shall use
the noun “matter”; but when necessarywe shall also use the adjective
“material” to summarize the Principle which has this function.31

II. THE FIRST SPECIFICATIONSOF THE MATERIALPRINCIPLE AS
NECESSITYAND AS ERRANT CAUSE

The determinations of the Principle first as necessity and then as
errant cause are certainly among the most difficult to understand. “Ne-
cessity” is a term which carries a variety ofmeanings; and at first glance,
the modern reader would be inclined to give it a meaning connected
with that of the necessity of natural law, and hence to connect it to the
rational order. The expression “errant cause” isjust as obscure; in order
to understand it, we shall have to appeal to an image which the Greek
term draws from astronomy.
Taylor refuted some errors which arise unless the term “necessity” is

given the sense that it takes on in this context; but he too is mistaken in
the opposite way to the one which he refuted, but at the same level. He
understood necessity as a sort of residue that is bound to be left over
from the process of rationalization of the natural world. It is worth
quoting the passage in which he summarizeshis interpretation:

We must be careful not to confuse the necessity of which Plato is speaking
with the principle of order and law. Law and order are preciselythe features of
the worldwhich he assigns to intelligence as their source;we are carefully toldthat necessity is something disorderly and irregular, the nkavmuévn aitia, a
name probably derived, . . . from the use of the disrespectful name Tclowfi'rat,
tramps, vagabonds, for the heavenly bodies which seem at first sight to roamabout the Sky with no settled abode. Thus the Necessity of the Timaeus is
something quite different from the Necessity of the myth of Er, or of the Stoics,
which are personifications of the principle of rational law and order. On the
other hand, Necessity is plainly not meant to be an independent, evil princi-
ple, for it is plastic to intelligence; mind for the most part is said to persuade it;
its function is to be instrumental to the purposes of vofig. The reason for
introducing it into the story seems to be Simply that it is impossible in science
to resolve physical reality into a complex of rational lawsWithout remainder. In

30. On this issue Happ’s Hyle is fundamental.
31. In general, it is possible to use the word “matter,”which has become indispens-

able, so long as it is separated from its Aristotelian overtones. Nevertheless, given the
variety and richness of the Platonic doctrine in this regard, it is worthwhile being cau-tious about choice ofwords. The passage in which Plato uses SM] is Timaeus 69A6.
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the real world there is always,over and above law, a factor of the simply given or
brute fact, not accounted for and to be accepted simply as given. It is the
business of science never to acquiesce in the merely given, to seek to explain it
as the consequence, in Virtue of rational law, of some simpler initial given. But,
howeverfar sciencemay carry this procedure, it is always forced to retain some
element of brute fact, a given, in its account of things. It is the presence in
nature of this element of the given, this surd or irrational as it has sometimes
been called, which Timaeus appears to be personifying in his language about
Necessity. That mind persuades necessity is just an imaginativeway of saying
that by the analysis of the given datum we always can rationalize it further; we
never come to a point at which the possibility of explanation actually ceases.”32

But it is evident that a sophisticated modern conception of science
has been slipped in here which is not present in Plato.
Cornford, on the other hand, specified the meaning of necessity in

the Timaeus as the contrary of finality; in support ofwhich he correctly
referred to a parallel passage of Aristotle, where he speaks of nature’s
acting of necessity, meaning by this action without goal and not in View
of the best, and hence as the antithesis of finality and the Good.33 Corn-
ford concludes with an interesting reference to GrOte, who had already
well grasped this idea:
That Necessity in Platowas the very antithesis of natural law was clearly seen

by Grote. This word [necessity], “he wrote,” is now usually understood as
denoting what is fixed, permanent, unalterable, knowable beforehand. In the
Platonic Timaeus it means the very reverse: the indeterminate, the inconstant,
the anomalous, that which can be neither understood nor predicted. . . 3’34

It is Plato himselfwho associates necessity or the material Principle of
which he speaks in our dialogue with chance or lack of order:
And a lover of intelligence and knowledge must necessarily seek first for

the causation that belongs to the intelligent nature, and in the second place
for that which belongs to things that are moved by others and of necessity
(éé dvdyxng) set yet others in motion. We too, then, must proceed on this
principle and speak of both kinds of cause, but distinguish causes that work
with intelligence to produce what is good and desirable, from those which,
being destitute of reason, produce their various effects at random and with-
out order.35

Further on, he says that God brought the things which were in disor-
der into due proportion, both with themselves and with each other, so

32. A. E. Taylor, Plato, 454—55ff.;see also his Commentary, 299.
33. Aristotle, Physics B 8.198b16—32.
34. Cornford, Plato’s Cosmology, 1 71ff. (Thework of Grotewhich Cornford cites is the

classic Plato and the Other Companions of Sokrates [London, 1865], vol. 3, chap. 36). Seealso Happ, Hyle, 107 and 135ff.
35. Timaeus 46D7—E6.
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as to render them symmetrical and proportionate whereas previously
they had been “by chance” (Téxn).36
Necessity is not mere disteleology, or absolute chance and irrational-

ity, understood as the total contradiction of rationality in an almost
Manichean way; for in that case, necessity could not properly accept
rationality. But by its nature, necessity allows itself to be dominated and
“persuaded” by Intelligence, and therefore, to a considerable extent, it
allows itself to be convinced by Intelligence.37
The bipolar structure of the Principles is hereby fully represented. H.

Happ puts in the light whatwe have been saying as follows: “. . . only he
who, notwithstanding many differenceswith his partner, is nevertheless
to some extent in agreement with him can be persuaded. Here, there-
fore, is manifestlyan allusion to the fact that both the Principles (vofig—
dvo’ryxn), while being in fundamental opposition, can nevertheless be
referred to each other, if in general they are to act together.”38
Probably this bipolar commonality resides in the fact that the Princi-

ple of necessity has some tendency toward order, even if it is a mere and
very partial tendency; or, rather it possesses a capacity or possibility or
readiness to acept order, so much so that Plato speaks of a trace (ixvn)
of form and power included in the material Principle.39
Therefore, the disteleologicalPrinciple has some potential tendency

to allow itself to be convinced by Intelligence to collaborate, as one of a
bipolar pair, in the formation of the cosmos.40
Aristotle started with this conception in formulating his famous claim

which definitely confirms our explanation of the problem:
[F] or ifwe admitted that there is something divine, good, and desirable, we

might hold that on the one hand [matter] is contrary to it, and on the other,
such as of its own nature to desire and yearn for it.41

We must still clarify the meaning of the expression “errant cause”
(nkavmuévn airia). Some scholars have suggested the hypothesis, in
our opinion the most plausible hitherto offered, that here Plato is meta-
phorically recalling the image of the planets, in Greek, TEXOIVfiTOlL, mean-
ing wanderers or vagabonds, because to all appearances theywandered
and roamed across the heavens, without any clear regularity.
We may quote Burnet, who is quite helpful in this regard:

36. Ibid., 69B, in particular line 6.
37. Cf. Timaeus48A2.
38. Happ, Hyle, 107.
39. See Timaeus53B; discussed by Happ, Hyle, 107, note 141.
40. See Happ, Hyle, 756.
41. Aristotle, PhysicsA 9.192a16—19.
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The great problem of the day was that of the planetary motions. For the
senses these are hopelessly irregular, and that is probably why we hear in the
Timaeus of the errant cause (nkavmuévn aiTia). In the first place, since the
paths of the planets are oblique to the equator, their apparent courses are
spirals (Mxeg), not circles. In the next place, Mercury and Venus at one time
travel faster than the Sun, so that they get in front of it and appear as morning
stars; at another time they lag behind it and appear as evening stars. In fact,
these three bodies are always overtaking and being overtaken by one another
(38D). The other planets behave even more strangely. Sometimes they seem
to accelerate their velocity so as to appear stationary among the fixed stars or
even to get some way ahead of them; at other times, they are retarded and
seem to have a retrograde motion. There is further irregularity in the Sun’s
annual course. The solstices and equinoxes do not divide it into four equal
segments as we should expect them to do.“

What we have here is a sort of cosmological expression which Plato
puts into the mouth of Timaeus vividly to illustrate the irregularity of
the necessary cause.

III. THE SECOND GROUPOF CONNOTATIONSOF THE MATERIAL
PRINCIPLE FOCUSED ON THE NOTION OF THE RECEPTACLE

The second group of conceptual connotations and analogical similes
concerning our Principle focus on the underlying notion of “recepta-
cle” (Onofioxfi, nav8exég) which is very hard to interpret because it
lends itself to opposite interpretations.
Some scholars have understood the receptacle in a sense analogous

to Aristotle’s notion Of matter (kyle); others have cOntested this inter-
pretation, pointing out that Plato did not mean the receptacle as that
out ofwhich things are made (and hence as hyle, which is precisely that
out ofwhich things are made), but as that in which they are made or
generated. Hence there is no justification for calling the receptacle
“matter,” a term which is not used by Plato.43
It is easy to be misled unless we bear in mind that Plato sets out his

doctrine in accordance with “plausible reasoning,” that is, in a manner
which does not arrive at the ultimate foundation by means of the most
rigorous dialectical method. Therefore it is necessary to guard against
confusing the two standards.
To try to understand what Platowrites on this issue, we must concen-

trate on what, by its nature, the receptacle is meant to accept. The
things which the receptacle receives are the “images of things which are

42. J. Bumet, Greek Philosophy (London, 1914), 345ff.; also see Comford, Plato’s Cos-
mology, 161ff., and Taylor, Plato, 455 and note 1.

43. See, for example, Comford, Plato’s Cosmology, 1 81.
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always,”44 “imitationsof eternal beings,”45 and hence imagesor “appear-
ances of other things,”46 that is to say, of the Ideas. Consequently, the
receptacle is the ontological component of the mixture, which Plato
discusses not only in the Philebus,but to which he draws our attention at
the beginning of the treatment of this Principle.47
The two passages which make up the beginning and the end of the

speech in which Plato presents the receptacle liken it to the relation of
imitation between Ideas and sensible objects. These passages introduce
the receptacle to give a metaphysicalexplanation of this imitation as a
necessarymove in the ontological grounding of imitation. Let us begin
with the first of these passages:
Our new starting-point in describing the universe must, however, be a fuller

classification than we made before.We then distinguished two things; but now
a third must be pointed out. For our earlier discourse the two were sufficient:
one postulated as model, intelligible and always unchangingly real; second, a
copy of this model, which becomes and is visible. A third we did not then
distinguish, thinking that the two would suffice; but now, it seems, the argu-ment compels us to attempt to bring to light and describe a kind which is
difficult and obscure.
What nature mustwe, then, conceive it to possess and what part does it play?This, more than anything else: that it is the Receptacle—as it were, the

nurse—of all Becoming.48

To explain the ontological importance of the receptacle, Plato again
recalls water, air, earth, and fire, to show that these things are not
ontologically permanent elements and realities, but phenomenal be-
ings dragged into the flux of becoming. They alter from one state to
another, continually changing like all sensible phenomena. Conse-
quently, we cannot definitely claim that “this” is fire, or “this” is water,
and so on; but we can only say such a thing is fire, such a thing is
water, and so on. Therefore, to be exact, we should use each name not
for a single phenomenon, but only for the characteristics that always
remain in the same way in such phenomena, characteristics which are
reflections in the sensibleworld of the Ideas.
In the phenomenal world, in a strong sense, what picks out some-

thing ontologicallysubstantial, can be used only to refer to the “that in
which” each of these mutable things generated appears and from which
it then disappears. This entails that in the sensibleworld, the “this,” in a
sense involving ontological stability, can refer only to the receptacle.

44. Timaeus 5oC4—5.
45. Ibid., 51A1—8.
46. Ibid.,52C.
47. Ibid., 47E5—48A2.
48. Ibid., 48E2—49A6.
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We may conclude by saying with Cherniss that “[I]f at any time any-where one tries to distinguish any phase of the phenomenal flux from
any other by saying this, one always in fact points to the permanent,
unchanging, and characterless receptacle in which are constantly oc-
curring transient and indeterminable manifestations of the determi-
nate characteristics just mentioned [the characteristics which repro-duce the Ideas in the sensibleworld] 3’49

The example Plato uses to illustrate this thought is very clear. Sup-
pose that someone molds some gold into a variety of shapes and gradu-
ally changes each into the other, and that an observer, pointing to one
of the shapes, asks: What is it? In such a case, the right answer would
certainlynot be tO say that the thing is a triangle, or that it is some other
shape the gold has been molded into because all these shapes are not
but are becoming: while they are molded, they change. Therefore we
ought to say not that they are “this” or “that,” but rather that they are
“thus and such,” that they have certain characteristics. The correct an-
swer tO the question “What is it?” would be to say “This is gold.”
An argument of this kind holds also for the receptacle, which remains

always identical with itself. It receives all things and is malleable and
capable of being formed variously, because it is amorphous, lacking a
formal structure of its own, and does not take on definitely the forms it
assumes at various times.
It is comparable to a plastic material, which can take on different

shapes at different times and appears in those shapes. The things that
enter and leave the receptacle are images of eternal realities, imitations
of the paradigms of the Ideas. When they enter it they form it and
impress a mark on it just as the gold and the impressionable material
are molded by the shapes they receive. Here is Plato’s text:
Suppose a man had molded figures of all sorts out of gold, and were unceas-

ingly to remold each into all the rest: then, if you should point to one of themand ask what it was, much the safest answer in respect of truth would be to saygold, and never to speak of a triangle or any of the other figures that were
coming to be in it as things that have being, since they are changing even while
one is asserting their existence. Rather one should be content if they so much
as consent to accept the description what is of such and such a qualitywith anycertainty. Now the same thing must be said of that nature which receives all
bodies. It must be called always the same; for it never departs at all from its own
character; since it is always receiving all things, and never in any waywhatsoev-er takes on any character that is like any of the things that enter it: by nature it
is there as a matrix for everything, changed and diversified by the things that

49. H. Cherniss, “A Much MisreadPassage of the Timaeus (Timaeus 4gC7—B 5),” Amer-
ican journal of Philology 75 (1954): 1 13—30; also in H. Cherniss, Selected Papers (Leiden,
1977), 346—63; the passage quoted is at 128 and 361, respectively.
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enter it, and on their account it appears to have different qualities at different
times; while the things that pass in and out are to be called copies of the
eternal things, impressions taken from them in a strange manner that is hard
to express: we will follow it up on another occasion.50

To get to his conclusionsabout the receptacle, Plato adduces a further
set of specificationsand similes as follows.
In the first passage we have cited he distinguishes three kinds of

realities: (a) eternal exemplars, (b) generated things which imitate the
exemplars, and (c) the receptacle. He now reproposes this distinction in
other terms and illustrates it with a telling simile: (a) there is that by
similarity to which what is generated is generated; (b) there is that
which is generated; and (c) there is that in which what is generated is
generated. (a) The first kind is comparable to a father; (b) the second
kind is comparable to an offspring; (c) the third kind is comparable to
a mother.
It has long been recognized that the comparison with the mother

reflects the ancient Greek way of understanding her function, as the
field which gives birth and nourishment to the seed sown in it. Likewise,
the nurse has the function of accepting in her arms and bringing up,
and hence of receiving and feeding the child.
But what Plato insists on is the unformedness of the receptacle. What

receives the imprint, the receptacle, is suitably prepared only if it lacks
every form, because if it had any form, it could not wholly receive and
reproduce forms opposite to those which it had. So as to be able fully to
accept any form whatever, the receptacle must be devoid of all.
Plato presents two more examples to clarify his thought.
When perfumes are produced, the perfume makers try to prepare an

inert base, a liquid which is as free as possible of odor and which can
accept the desired scents. So also, when figures are to be imprinted on a
soft substance, one tries to eliminate from it all forms whatever, by
making the surface as smooth as possible, so that it can receive the
figures which one wishes to impress on it:

Be that as it may, for the present we must conceive three things: that which
becomes; that in which it becomes; and the model in whose likeness that which
becomes is born. Indeed we may fittingly compare the Recipient to a mother,
the model to a father, and the nature that arises between them to their off-
spring. Further we must observe that, if there is to be an impress presenting all
diversities of aspect, the thing itself in which the impress comes to be situated
cannot have been duly prepared unless it is free from all those characters
which it is to receive from elsewhere. For if it were like any one of the things
that come in upon it, then, when things of contrary or entirely different nature

50. Timaeus 50A5—C6.
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came, in receiving them it would reproduce them badly, intruding its own
features alongside. Hence that which is to receive in itself all kinds must be
free from all characters; just like the base which the makers of scented oint-
ments skillfully contrive to start with: they make the liquids that are to receive
the scents as odorless as possible. . . . [A] nyone who sets about taking impres-
sions of shapes in some soft substance, allows no shape to show itself there
beforehand, but begins by making the surfaCe as smooth and level as he can.51

Therefore, if it is to receive any of the forms, the receptacle must be
extraneous in its own nature to all of them; it must be unformed; and
hence it has the capacity to accept all forms and not to be worn out by
receiving them all over time. But exactly because it is unformed, it is
obscure, difficult to understand and to grasp, for comprehensibility
presupposes formal determination.
Moreover, the receptacle participates “in a very complicated way”

(dnogo’rratd 7m) in the intelligible, because this participation, which
consists in the reception of the imprint of the imagesOf the Ideas, takes
place “in a way which is ineffable and marvelous” (Tgénov Ttvd 860'-
cpgaorov xa‘t GauuaOTOV) , bymeans of complex numerical and geomet-
rical mediation, as Plato later explains in connection with the constitu-
tion of the four elements. This complex participation implies the inter-
mediate realm of mathematical entities and the soul and all that that
involves. Finally, it is invisible because of its lack Of form, since that
which does not have form cannot be seen, becausewhat can be seen is'in
some way determined and formed. Nevertheless, it continually makes
itself visible under the appearance of the things which it from time to
time receives.” This is the text in which Plato draws these conclusions:
In the same way, that which is duly to receive over its whole extent and many

times over all the likenesses of the intelligible and eternal things ought in its
own nature to be free of all the characters. For this reason, then, the mother
and Receptacle of what has come to be Visible and otherwise sensiblemust not
be called earth or air or fire or water, nor any of their compounds or compo-
nents; but we shall not be deceived ifwe call it a nature invisible and character-
less, all-receiving, partaking in some very puzzling way of the intelligible and
very hard to apprehend. So far as its nature can be arrived at from what has
already been said, the most correct account of it would be this: that part of it
which has been made fiery appears at any time as fire; the part that is liquefied
as water; and as earth or air such parts as receive likenessesof these.“3

51. Ibid.,C7—51A1.
52. It is a mistake to find blatant contradiction between Timaeus 30A3, which speci-

fies the material Principle as éga'cév, and 5 1A7,which specifies it as dvégatov. As Happ
has properly pointed out, there is no contradiction for the following reason: “[T]he
material Principle ‘shows’ itself outwardly in manyways . . . , but ‘in itself’ it is invisible”
(Hyle, 104, note 1 18).

53. Timaeus 51A1—B6.
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IV. THE THIRD GROUP OF CHARACTERIZATIONSOF THE MATERIAL
PRINCIPLE, FOCUSED ON THE NOTION OF SPACE

As represented by Plato, as the nature that receives bodies, the recep-tacle involves two distinguishable aspects: (a) that which highlights its
function as the material that, acting as a substrate, receives impressions;
and (b) that which highlights its function as the inert spatial base in
which are generated the things that are generated. The third group ofcharacterizations are meant to illustrate the second aspect.
To explain the necessity of introducing the receptacle, Plato appeals

to the models of the Ideas and to their images (the sensible things), and
he notes that to explain the image of a model we need the recipient of
the imagewhich reflects the model. He proceeds injust the sameway in
setting out the spatial aspect of the material Principle.
There are two different kinds of beings, the intelligible beings and

the sensible beings (similar to the former and bearing corresponding
names), as seen from the two opposed forms ofknowledgewe have: the
intelligible and the sensible. In the Timaeus Plato makes this claim,
summarizing what he says in other dialogues in a passage we have
quoted with a View to illustrating the distinction between two kinds of
reality (the so-called Platonic dualism) .54 Plato emphasizes that intelligi-
ble being, which because of its ontological structure is always the same,
ungenerated, and imperishable, does not receive anything else into
itself from elsewhere,nor itselfpasses into anything else anywhere.And
conversely he claims that sensible beings, generated and in continuous
movement, come to be in a certain place and again pass out of it.
Consequently, we have to allow another kind of reality: spatiality or
chom, which furnishes the place or the seat to all the beings which are
born and perish, because what is born and perishes is born in some
place, in which it then perishes. Here is Plato’s text:
This being so, we must agree that there is, first, the unchanging Form,

ungenerated and indestructible, which neither receives anything else intoitself from elsewhere nor itself enters into anything else anywhere, invisibleand otherwise imperceptible; . . . which only thinking has for its object.Second is that which bears the same name and is like that Form; is sensible;is brought into existence; is perpetually in motion, coming to be in a certain
place [Ténog] and again passing away out of it; and is to be apprehended bybelief involving perception.
Third is Space [x690], which is everlasting, indestructable; providing a

place [£55900 for all things that come into being, but itself apprehended with-
out the senses by a sort of bastard reasoning, and hardly an object of belief.55

54. See Chapter 6, sectionVI, 1 27—32.
55. Timaeus 51E6—52B2.
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Plato further asserts that we tend to give this third being greater
importance, applying it to all beings and mistakenlyattributing to it an
all-inclusive role. Indeed, we are apt to think that to be a thing must be
in some place,56 and that what is not on earth or in some place in heaven
is nothing.57
We have already discussed this point at length; and Plato here makes

a mere reference to what he has shown in full in his earlier writings; and
he also says clearly that he does not wish to digress, as would be inevita-
ble if he were to go further into the issue. What he does explain with
greater clarity than in the earlier dialogues is as follows.
The things that occupy space are only the generated sensible things,

and so not intelligible realities in and of themselves. Therefore, the
things that occupy space are only the imitations or images of the Ideas,
not the Ideas themselves.
Therefore, the ontological status of the images is identical with that

of the mixture discussedin the Philebus, to which Plato also refers in the
Timaeus. This involves a two-old relation: (a) with that of which it is an
image and (b) with that in which it is realized. Thus, an image involves
(a) that ofwhich it is the appearance or manifestation and to which it is
referred as a model; and (b) a substrate on which it is supported, which
is the spatiality of whichwe are speaking, and which is necessaryas the
place ofwhat comes to be. As such, the chom is always and is not subject
to corruption, insofar as it is the necessary condition of the being of
every generated thing: without it all generation would be eliminated.58
It is clear also why Plato says that this Principle is not grasped by the

senses, nor genuinely by the intellect, but only by specious account (a
“bastard reasoning”), and that it is scarcely a subject of persuasion.
Insofar as it is formless, it is not perceptible to the senses nor is it

intelligible: thus the senses and the intelligence grasp only what implies
determination. But the chom can be understood by bastard reasoning
since, on the basis of the reasoning which we have exhibited, it can to
some extent be grasped, despite its lack of determination, as that which
is necessaryfor shape to be realized for sensation; therefore, we can be
persuaded about it with some effort, by means of a complex procedure
of abstraction.59

56. Ibid., 52B4.
57. Ibid., B5.
58. See Timaeus 52C. On this passage of our dialogue the contribution ofH. Cherniss

is fundamental; see his “Timaeus 52C2—5,” in Mélanges de PhilosophieGrecque offerts d Mgr.
Dies (Paris, 1956), 49—60 (now also available in Cherniss, Selected Papers, 364—75); cf. also
Taylor, Commentmy, 345ff.

59. On this point, see Cornford, Plato’s Cosmology, 194.
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V. THE FOURTH GROUP OF CHARACTERIZATIONS OF THE
MATERIALPRINCIPLE FOCUSED ON THE NOTION OF
DISORDEREDAND UNREGULATEDMOVEMENT

We said the notion of the receptacle involves, in addition to being
inert spatial substance, that Of a material which receives impressions,
and, before moving on to the constitution Of the four elements, Plato
concludes his discussionof the material Principle in general by explain-
ing some features of this latter function. This is the text:
Let this, then, be given as the account summed up according to my judg-

ment: that there were Being, Space, Becoming—three distinct things—even
before the Heaven came into being.
Now the nurse of Becoming, being made watery and fiery and receiving the

characters of earth and air, and qualified by all the other affections that go with
these, had every sort Of diverse appearance to the sight; but because it was
filled with powers that were neither alike nor evenly balanced, there was no
equipoise in any region Of it; but it was everywhere swayed unevenly and
shaken by those things, and by its motion it shook them in turn. And they,
being thus moved, were perpetually being separated and carried in different
directions; just as when things are shaken and winnowedby means Ofwinnow-
ing—baskets and other instruments for cleaning com, the dense and heavy
things go one way, while the rare and light are carried to another place and
settle there. In the same way at the same time the four kinds were shaken by
the Recipient, which itselfwas in motion like an instrument for shaking, and it
separated the most unlike kinds farthest apart from one another, and thrust
the most alike closest together; whereby the different kinds came to have
different regions, even before the ordered whole consisting Of them became.
Before that, all these things were without proportion or measure. Fire, wa-

ter, earth, and air possessed indeed some traces [Txvn] Of their own nature, but
were altogether in such a condition as we should expect for anything when
deity is absent from it. . . .

60

It has been recognized that Plato is spelling out what he put in the
mouth Of Timaeus at the beginning Of the discussion, claiming that
what God acted on in producing the universe,was (a) what was visible;
and (b) whatwas moved and in a disordered and unregulated way.
(a) In the passage just cited it is said that the principle of generation,

which is what is contained in the primitive space, bore rudimentary
characteristics ofwater, fire, air, and earth, or traces Of them, and hence
the powers and dispositions connected to them, but without any order
or balance. These are visible and perceptible characteristics only from
the viewpoint of a hypothetical Observer, as Cornford correctly Obser-
ves.61 But they are such by their very nature.

60. Timaeus 52D2—53B4.
61. See Cornford, Plato’s Cosmology, 199.
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(b) In addition, Plato says that these things oscillate unevenly and
shake the receptacle which contains them; and, since the receptacle
moves, as well as receiving, it inflicts blows on them too.‘52
The image of the winnowingbaskets Plato uses is a telling one. The

receptacle moves and the movement of what it contains is compared
with basket-sieves which are shaken and the movements of what they
contain, insofar as the movement separates the dense and heavy parts
from the rare and light ones.63
Therefore even in the primitive state, movement, the dense and the

rare, the heavy and the light involved a determination of some trace of
the elements, but wholly without order or reason.
Scholars have long sought parallels between this conception and

what we find in some Presocratics, who offer similar pictures of the
derivation of the universe.64 But for all their intrinsic interest, they
clarify only a marginal point, and are far from offering a solution to the
fundamental problem which we have been considering.
The problem is this: What is the underlying conception, which Plato

indicates that he does not wish to set out openly, given the standard of
plausible reasoning here adopted? Can we find it out and, if so, how?

VI. THE MATERIALPRINCIPLE or THE TIMAEUS AND THE INDEFINITE
DYAD OF THE UNWRITTEN DOCTRINES

From whatwe have seen, it will be apparent that Platowas notjoking
when he said that he would not speak about the Principle of all things,
or about the Principles, “for now,” “meaning” in writing—becausewith
the present mode of inquiry, with the form of “plausible reasoning,” it

62. On the connection betweenmovement and the material Principle of the Timaeus,
see H. Herter, “Bewegung der Materei bei Platon,”RheinisehesMuseum 100 (1957): 327—

‘ 47. It is well wide of the mark to deny the credibilityof this connection between chow and
movement on the grounds that movement (as we shall see) is imposed by the soul.
Indeed, the soul does not produce movementabsolutely, but determines it, orders it, and
hence makesit rational (or, rather, the Demiurgemakes it rational bymeans of the soul).

63. This simile is likely to be alien to the modern reader, so much so that some have
mistaken the basket for a sieve. By chance, the present author, when very young, played
with these instrumentsat our grandparents’ home; they were soon replaced bymechani-
cal and subsequently electrical machines. Cornford helpfully provides a picture (Plato’s
Cosmology, 201 ) , and describesitwell. We ought to bear in mind that Plato’s image is only
partial, because in shaking the seeds, those who do the shaking work with intelligence
and shrewdness,and thus introduce a rational component. Nevertheless,also by moving
the seeds by chance and without order, the movement of the basket provokes a mass
movement of light things in one direction and of heavy things in the other.

64. Taylor, for example,writes correctly: “ [1] ts general character is exactly that of the
boundary of Anaximander, agitated by eternal motionbefore the opposites had been sifted
out and a kosmos formed. This is, in fact, pretty clearly the historical starting point from
which Pythagorean cosmology takes its departure” (Plato, 457). Anaxagoras also main-
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would not be possible to present his convictions. Indeed, the account in
the Timaeus is one of the richest and most wide-ranging of his writings
devoted to a specific theme; all the same, he does not reach his ultimate
conclusions and he clearly says that he will not.
Plato certainly means to refer to the Unwritten Doctrines which, by

means of the appropriate scientific method of pure dialectic, could
reach the Principle of all things and the primary Principles.
The four great concepts that are shorthand for the twenty-six conno-

tations listed above point to various aspects and different manifestations
of the material Principle, no one of which gives its overall meaning:

1. necessity (disteleology);
2. receptacle;
3. spatiality;
4. movement and chaotic powers.
It is arbitrary to concentrate on one or the other of these concepts as

many interpreters have done. Any attempts of this kind run counter to
Plato’s explicit warnings that he will not here reach the Principle and
the first Principles, and will not express his ultimate thought.
Fortunately, the indirect tradition has handed down some documents

that, despite being somewhat skimpy, furnish us with some essential
information. ‘

The three basic texts are by Aristotle. Here is what he says in two
important passages from the Physics:

For this reason Plato identified matter and space in the Timaeus. For the
participating principle and space were one and the same. He talked in a
different manner regarding the participating principle in the so—called Un-
written Doctrines, but none the less identified place and space. For all philos-
ophers say that place is something, but what it is he alone understood to say.65
Plato, of course, . . . ought to tell us why the Ideas and the Numbers are notin place, if the participant is place—whetherwhat participates is the Great and

the Small or matter, as he called it in writing in the Timaeus.66

Scholars have taken these texts in a variety of ways and some have
used them to attack the reliability ofAristotle, who, as we shall see, is
reporting accurately. The receptacle is identicalwith spatiality, and does
participate (in a complex way) in the intelligible world. Aristotle, who
had presumably heard itwith his own ears, points out that Plato said so,
in different terms, in the Unwritten Doctrines. In the second text, he

tained that originallyall things were mixed together (consult Taylor, Commentary, 357;consult also Cornford, Plato’s Cosmology, 202).
65. Aristotle, PhysicsA 2.2ogb1 1—17 (Gaiser, 54A; Kramer, 111.4).
66. Ibid., b33—210a2 (Kramer, III).
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claims that in the Unwritten Doctrines Plato clearly calls the great and
small “the participating principle,” whereas in the Timaeus he calls it
“matter.”
As we explained above, “matter” is a term used by Plato in the Timaeus,

but not as a technical term. However, it would be absurd to grasp at this
fact as a way of discrediting the testimony of Aristotle, since he was—
with good reason—perfectly convinced that what he called matter was
exactly what, in the final analysis, Plato meant in the Timaeus. After all,
since Aristotle, everyone has used the term “matter” (film). In the Meta-
physics Aristotle says:
It is plain from what has been said that he made use of only two causes, the

cause of essential nature and the cause which is material—for the Ideas cause
the essential natures of other things, and the One causes the Ideas. And as to
the nature of the underlying matter of which the Ideas are predicated in the
case of sensible things, but of which the One is predicated in the case of the
Ideas, it is plain that this is a Dyad, the Great and Small.67

Another important text is offered by Theophrastus who speaks gener-
ically of the Platonists, evidently meaning to include Plato, who is re-
ferred to by name shortly afterward, as party to their line of thought:
But now, most philosophers only go to a certain point, and there they halt; as

do those who set up the One and the indefinite Dyad. For, after generating
numbers, surfaces, and solids, they neglect almost everything else and they
make an effort to make clear only this: that some things arise from the indefi-
nite Dyad—for example, place, the void, the infinite—and that others arise
from numbers and the One,—for example, soul and certain other things—;
and they generate simultaneously time, the heavens, and many other things,
but of the heavens and the remaining things in the universe, then, they make
no further mention.68

The details of Theophrastus’s text do not interest us, but only the
underlying idea of it. In particular, we are interested in his saying, by
way of example, of the role of the indefinite or indeterminate Dyad,
that it is place, the void, the infinite.
It is undeniable that Plato used the terms Dyad of the great-and-small

or Indefinite Dyad for the Principle antithetical to the One at all levels
and that he thus revealed the highest level of esoteric abstraction.
The passages we have cited mostly betray some connection with the

Timaeus. But there is a text of Hermodorus, friend of Plato, which was
handed down via Dercyllidas and is quoted by Simplicius; it connects
the great-and—small (that is, the Dyad) also with the concepts which, in

67. Ibid., MetaphysicsA 6.988a8-14 (Gaiser, 22A; Kramer, 111.9; Findlay, 416.4).
68. Theophrastus, Metaphysics 6a23—b5 Ross and Fobes (Gaiser, 30; Kramer, 111.8;

Findlay, 441 .3 1).
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the Philebus, are related to the material Principle (the unlimited or
infinite), and which, among other things, include the chaotic move-
ment of the Timaeus. Here is this important text:
He [Hermodorus] continues: the things that are called great in comparison

with the small, all involve the more and the less. For it is possible to be yet
greater and yet smaller in infinitum. In the same way being broader or narrow-
er, or heavier and lighter, and all such comparativeswill go on infinitely. But
what is said to be equal and abiding and harmonized has nothing of the moreand the less in it, but rather their opposites. For one case of inequality is more
unequal than another, one case of motion more mobility than another, one
case of discord more discordant than another, so that all, with the exception of
one element, that falls on either side of such relations, admits of the more and
the less. All this, in virtue of a negation of being, can be said to be unstable,
shapeless, boundless, and unreal. For such negativity there is neither principle
nor essence, but it rushes about in a certain unjudgeable condition. . . .

59

The most significant connection between the Dyad of the great-and-
small and the chaotic movement to which the Timaeus refers is fully
testified to by Eudemus, by Alexander, and by Simplicius who, in his
Commentary on Aristotle’s Physics, refers to the claim of those who under-
stand movement as alteriety or “otherness” (érsgérnta), inequality
(dvmérnra), and nonbeing (To 117‘] 6v); and Simplicius cites Eudemus
(as well as Alexander) to explain that this is Plato’s claim. Here is the
text of Simplicius quoting the very valuable fragment of Eudemus:
Eudemus, before Alexander, examining Plato’s opinion about movement,and opposing it writes: Plato says that movement is the great—and—small, non-

being, the anomalous and everythingwhich amounts to the same as these. But
to say that this is movement, seems absurd: indeed, when there is movement, it
seems that that in which there is movement moves. But it is ridiculous to saythat, given the unequal and the anomalous, it is necessary that they move.
Indeed, it is better to say that these things are causes, as Archytas says. And alittle after he adds: the Pythagoreans and Plato trace movement back, with
good reason, to the indefinite (in fact, no one else has spoken of this). . . .70

If, in the light of these testimonies,we read what Porphyry says in his
commentary on the th'lebus,71 the doctrine of the indefinite Dyad of the
great-and—small as a concise expression of the nature of the material
Principle becomes very clear. The great-and-small, or the more and less,
in every sense tends to move toward infinity. This holds for everything,

69. Simplicius, In Arist. Phys. 248.5—16 Diels (Gaiser, 31; Kramer, 111.13; Findlay,
425.16).

70. The passage ofAristotle is Physics I‘ 2.201b1 6—26; that of Simplicius which discuss-
es this specific point is In Arist. Phys. 43034—431 .16 Diels, quoted in Gaiser, Test. Plat.
5 5A—B (Findlay, 441—2, secs., 35—86, respectively.) Also see Eudemus, frag. 60 Wehrli.

71. See Porphyry, In An'st. Phys. 453.3off. (Gaiser, 2 3B; Kramer, 111.1 1; Findlay, 418—
419-7 )-
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at all levels, that tends to the more and to the less, to excess and to
defect, and to disorder in opposite directions.
Thus, the chom of the Timaeus, and everything said in that dialogue

about the material Principle, represents only a part or aspect of the
Dyad, or, to speakmore accurately, its lowest level. The chomenters into
the Dyad, but does not exhaust its meaning or function.
Evidently, the theory we find in the Timaeusmust have occupied an

important place also in Plato’s lectures, perhaps with all four of the traits
we have examined. Nevertheless, it was restricted to dealing with sensi-
ble phenomena, and hence must have been only a part of the overall
picture. The Dyad embraces a much broader framework,since it figures
in the explanation of the whole of reality at all levels. In conclusion, we
can safely say that what Plato tells us about the material Principle, in the
Timaeus and elsewhere, is not exhaustive, and that, therefore, we must
seek the heights of metaphysical abstraction reached in the Unwritten
Doctrines, whose essential features are conserved by the indirect tradi—
tion. Happ properly observes: “The things which Plato expresses in
individual dialogues cannot be regarded as absolute, but they are as-
pects which, each in its own way, directs us to an overall unity, whose
fundamental traits appear in the De Bono [On the Good]. Seen in thisway,
the navéaxég of the Timaeus [the recipient of all] is a particularization
Of the second Principle in the realm of (physical) spatiality. . . 3’72

It is now not news that the Principle antithetical to the One, namely,
the great-and-small,is differentiated at the various levels ofbeing. Here
we are attending to the differentiation into which it enters in the three
great realms: (1) ideal, (2) the intermediate, and (3) sensible (the
other planes and levels of being are distributed among these realms).
The Dyad presents a novum from realm to realm. But, for our pur-

poses, it is most worth emphasizing the novum of the Dyad in the cos-
mological realm, namely, its significant difference relative to the role
Of the Dyad in the first and second realms. This novum consists in the
dimension of the sensible, compared with the dimensions of the intelli-
gible which characterize the Dyad in the other two realms.
Here, again, it is Aristotlewho denies to the upholders of the tradi-

tional paradigm any possibility Of rejecting this view. In the Metaphysics
he frequently mentions the problem of the existence of intelligible
matter in addition to sensiblematter, and he associates intelligible mat-
ter with the Ideas and with mathematical objects. Clearly, this essential
point of the Unwritten Doctrines had a remarkable impact on him, to

72. Happ, Hyle, 130. See the two schemata presented on pp. 185 and 193 ofHapp.
See also H6sle, Warhez't und Geschichte, 453ff.
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such an extent that he felt called on to discuss it more than once.73 Here
are the passages:
But matter is unknowable in itself. And somematter is perceptible and some

intelligible, perceptible matter being for instance bronze and wood and all
matter that is changeable, and intelligible matter being that which is present
in perceptible things not qua perceptible, i.e., the mathematical objects.74
It is clear also that the soul is the primary substance and the body is matter,

and man or animal is the compound of both taken universally; and Socrates or
Coriscus, if even the soul of Socratesmay be called Socrates, has two meanings
(for some mean by such a term the soul, and others mean the concrete thing),
but if Socratesor Coriscus means simply this particular soul and this particular
body, the individual is analogous to the universal in its composition. Whether
there is, apart from the matter of such substances, another kind of matter, and
one should look for some substance other than these, e.g., numbers or some-
thing of the sort, must be considered later.75
Of matter some is intelligible, some perceptible, and in a formula there is

always an element of matter as well as one of actuality; e.g., the circle is a plane
figure.76
In general one might raise the question, to what kind of science it belongs

to discuss the difficulties about the matter of the objects of mathematics.
Neither to physics (because the whole inquiry of the physicist is about the
things that have in themselves a principle of movement and rest), nor yet to
the science which inquires into demonstration and science; for this is just the
subject which it investigates. It remains then that it is the philosophywhichwe
have set before ourselves that treats of those subjects.77

In the second of the passages cited, Aristotle clearly tells us that it is
necessary to ask whether, besides sensible matter, there is also intelligi-
ble matter, which is referred to numbers and to other realities,which are
presumably the Ideas. If the material Dyad, both in the realm of the
Ideas and in that of the mathematical objects, were intelligible, the Dyad
of the objects of the senses would be sensible too and in just this respect
it would be differentiated from them. Thus, the various modes and
explications of the Dyad are matters of analogyand not of identity.
It seemspossible to draw another conclusion, as follows. The indirect

tradition tells us that Plato traced the cause of the Good to the One and
that of Evil to the Dyad. However, we are not told that the Dyad is
regarded in this way at all levels. After all, it would be hard to explain
how it could be a cause of evil on the intelligible level, where the Dyad
acts as principle of plurality, of difference, and gradation; what kind of
evil would this be? Rather, the only way in which the Dyad can be

73. The fullest treatment of this issue is Happ, Hyle, 581—615.
74. Aristotle,MetaphysicsZ 10.1036ag—12.
75. Ibid., Z 1 1.1037a5—13.
76. Ibid., H 6.1045a33-35.
77. Ibid., K 1.1059b14—21.
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considered as the cause of evil in the realm of the intelligible is thor-
oughly general, insofar as the negative Ideas of the various pairs of
contraries dependon it. In this realm, the Dyad is the cause of the Ideas
listed in the right-hand column of the synoptic table of the principal
pairs of Meta-Ideas; it is predominant in these, relative to the One,
which is predominant in all the Meta-Ideas of the left-hand column.
Therefore, at the intelligible level, the Dyad is the cause of what is
negative (and in this sense of evil) only in the paradigmatic and abstract
sense of the term.
On the other hand, it is easy to understand how the sensible Dyad

must be considered the cause of concrete evil, as Plato explains in the
Timaeus. Now what he says in the Theaetetus is made plain, namely, that
evil cannot have a place near the gods (that is, in the realm of the
intelligible) but rather it roams around in mortal nature, in this world.78
Thus, the Principle antithetical to the One-Good is cause of specific

and concrete evil only at its lowest level,79 that is, as sensibleDyad. In this
way, Plato’s thought becomes absolutely clear: at the sensible level, the
Dyad is not totally dominated by the intelligible and the rational, and so
it leaves open gaps for disorder and lack of measure which are much
wider than those to be found at the level of the intelligible, where the
Dyad is the cause chiefly of difference, plurality, and the metaphysical
declension of levels. In the sensible realm, the Dyad holds open the
negative consequences of becoming: ontological shortfall, epistemo-
logical inadequacy, and axiologicaluncertainty.

78. Theaetetus' 176A—B. See also above, p. 32 2, note 31
79. On the complex problem of the cause of evil, see Isnardi Parente’s status quaes-

tiom's: La causa del male, in Zeller and Isnardi Parente, La filosofia dei grecz', 1 71—79.



20 The Activity of the Demiurge: The Production of
Unity-in-Multiplicity and the Creation of the
Elements and Souls in the Timaeus

I. THE ROLE OF THE DEMIURGIC INTELLIGENCE

It should by now be clearwhat, for Plato, is the role of the demiurgic
Intelligence.‘ The Ideas are formal but not efficient causes of the sensi-
ble world, and, in general, of all things connected with generation and
becoming. If the formal cause is the Intelligible, the efficient cause is
Intelligence, with all the dynamic functions connected to it, and in
particular with the structuring and rational coordination of movement.
As we saw from the passage quoted at the beginning of the preceding

chapter, the Demiurge works on the sensible material Principle, which
of itself shakes in an unregulated, disorderlyway; and his work consists
in bringing this unformed mass from disorder to order.
Now, the most delicate point to understand is the leading from disor-

der to order, the conducting of the unformed to form, or of guiding
sensible matter to accept structure from the intelligible, and so the
producing of a copy, a sensible image of the intelligible reality. Under—
standing this will help us to grasp what Plato means by bringing nonbe-
ing into being, by bringing what was not into being, into ousia. Plato
reminds us that the participation of the sensible Principle in the intelli—

gible is difficult, problematic, and complex. He tells us that sensible
things, considered ontologically as images of the intelligible, are the
imprints of eternal realities (namely, the paradigms of the Ideas), which
come about in a difficult and marvelousway.2
This mediation, so difficult, ineffable, and marvelous, comes about

through mathematical and geometrical dimensions and operations,
thanks to the connections of the intermediate mathematicals with the
Idea-Numbers and the primary Principles. Thus, the passage from dis-
order to order comes about in virtue of the structures of the forms and
the numbersf‘And the indirect tradition sums up Plato’s thought about

1. For the issues at stake, see Isnardi Parente, “Il problema del Demiurgo,” in Zeller
and Isnardi Parente, Lafilosofia dez' grecz', 94—1 06.

2. Timaeus 50C; Cf. above, p. 379, note 50.
3. Ibid., 53B4ff.
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the operation of the demiurgic Intelligence, by telling us that Plato
claimed that God always does geometry (dei yemue‘cgsfiv TOV Geév).4
After all, the Timaeus says that the absence of God and of the Intelli—
gence implies that the material Principle remains in disorder and un-
measured; his presence implies order and measure, through the forms
and numbers. And this involves beauty and goodness, insofar as beauty
and goodness are order and measure. This is Plato's text:
Before that, all these kindswerewithout proportion or measure. Fire, water,

earth, and air possessed indeed some traces of their natures, but were altogeth-
er in such a condition as we should expect for anything when God is absent
from it. Such being their nature at the time when the ordering of the universe
was taken in hand, God then began by giving them a distinct configuration by
means of shapes and numbers.
That God framed them with the greatest possible perfection, which they had

not before, must be taken, above all, as a principle we constantly assert.5

II. THE DEMIURGE PRODUCES THE FOUR ELEMENTS (WATER, AIR,
EARTH, AND FIRE) BY MEANS OF GEOMETRIO FORMS AND
NUMBERS,WHICH DEPEND ON THE FIRST PRINCIPLES

Plato says clearly in the Sophist that all Living Things and all things
that are generated and also all the things derived from the things that
are generated, namely, fire, water, and the other things related to these,
are produced by the demiurgic Intelligence, and which hence are
works of God.6 Moreover, in the Laws he flatly condemns the opposite
claim of those who say that fire, water, earth, and air are all derived by
nature and by chance and that none of these things arise from art.7
In the Timaeus, Plato explains how the four elements are produced by

the demiurgic Intelligence. At the beginning of the discussion about
the material Principle, he has already said that no earlier thinker had
explained this matter. Everyone had made use of water, of air, of fire,
and Of earth as if theywere the primary Principles or elements, as if they
were, for example, like the letters of the alphabet, while they are not
only not like letters (elements), but not even like syllables. In other
words, they are not Principles, but rather subject to principle and not
even at the first level of derivation.8 What, then, is their origin?
The text of the Timaeuson this point is tightly packed and has been

made very complicated by the wide variety Of views that interpreters
. Plutarch, Quaest. 607211., 8.2.
. Timaeus53A7—B7.
. See pp. 324—25.
. Laws 10.889B1—3.
. See pp. 369-73.
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have offered of it. In our opinion, Plato’s View can be clarified ifwe start
with his overall conception of the bipolarity of the whole of reality, the
conception of every sort of being, at all levels, as a form of mixture. His
View becomes clear ifwe bear in mind that sensible reality is not reduc-
ible to a simple deduction from intelligible reality in a pure Ableitungs—
system. The two spheres of reality have an analogical structure; in the
sensible realm the material Principle is an addition, which is not always
merely deducible from the dyadic Principle at the level above it.
Viewed this way, Plato’s meaning becomes clear when he speaks of

water, air, earth, and fire “before the production of the world arose
from them.”9 In the beginning, water, air, earth, and fire have only some
traces of their nature within the tangle of the material Principle, and
are in total disorder. God produces them, creates them, in the Hellenic
sense, and constitutes them beautifully and well, working through
forms and numbers.
The elements presuppose a bipolar structure and so are mixtures. In

addition to a formal Principle, they have a material Principle similar to
but not identical with the corresponding material Principle of the level
above. If this is so, there can be no doubt that the activity of the demiur—
gic Intelligence consists in producing this mixture of the material Prin-
ciple through numbers and geometrical figures.
Faced with the need to tackle an argument about the geometrical

forms and numbers, Plato goes further than the “plausible account,”
which is the dominant mode of the dialogue, except in the prelude to
Timaeus’s speech and the frequent references which are made to it.
Rather, he puts himself in a position near, but just one step down from,
the protological level of the Unwritten Doctrines. And he says straight
out that he will tackle an “unusual” argument, meaning unusual for the
writings, which requires appropriate knowledge of the scientific meth—
od, even ifwe cannot here arrive at the first and highest Principles:
What I must now attempt to explain to you is the distinct formation of each

and their origin. The account will be unusual; but you know the methods of
learning which my explanations require, and so will follow me. In the first
place, then, it is of course obvious to anyone that fire, earth, water, and air are
bodies; and all body has depth. Depth, moreover, must be bounded by sur-
face; and every surface that is rectilinear is composed of triangles. Now all
triangles are derived from two, each having one right angle and the other
angles acute. Of these triangles, one has on either side the half of a right
angle, the division of which is determined by equal sides (the right-angled
isosceles); the other has unequal parts of a right angle allotted to unequal
sides (the right-angled scalene). Let us then assume this as the first begin-
ning of fire and of the other bodies, following the account which combines

9. Timaeus 53A7. Cf. also 48B3—5.
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plausibility with necessity; the higher principles than these are known to
Heaven and to such men as Heaven favors.10

Therefore, in explaining the production (the creation) of the ele-
ments by the Demiurge, Plato stops short at the level of the intermedi—
ate Principles, of triangles, numbers, and regular geometrical solids.
He starts with the two most beautiful forms of triangle: the right—

angled isosceles triangle and the one obtained by dividing into two an
equilateral triangle with a perpendicular, or by dividing the same trian-
gle into six triangles, tracing a perpendicular from each pinnacle to the
opposite side. Here is the famous text:
Now, the question to be determined is this: What are the most perfect

bodies that can be constructed, four in number, unlike one another, but such
that some can be generated out of one another by resolution? If we can hit
upon the answer to this, we have the truth concerning the generation of earth
and fire and of the bodies which stand as proportionals between them. For we
shall concede to no one that there are visible bodies more perfect than these,
each corresponding to a single type. We must do our best, then, to construct
the four types of body that are most perfect and declare that we have grasped
the constitution of these things sufficientlyfor our purpose.
Now, of the two triangles, the isosceles is of one type only; the scalene, of an

endless number. Of this unlimited multitude we must choose the best, if we
are to make a beginning on our own principles.Accordingly, if anyone can tell
us of a better kind that he has chosen for the construction of these bodies, his
will be the victory, not of an enemy, but of a friend. For ourselves, however, we
postulate as the best of these many triangles one kind, passing over all the
other; namely, a pair of which compose the equilateral triangle. The reason is
too long a story; but if anyone should put the matter to the test and discover
that it is not so, he shall have our friendship as a reward. Somuch, then, for the
choice of the two triangles, of which the bodies of fire and of the rest have
been wrought: the one isosceles (the half-square), the other having the greater
side triple in square of the lesser (the half-equilateral).11

By combining six triangles of the second type, we obtain an equilater-
al triangle, which, appropriately multiplied and combined (in a way to
which Plato refers, but of whichwe cannot here give the details), gives
rise (a) to the tetrahedron (a regular pyramid on a equilateral base),
which constitutes the structure of fire; (b) to the octahedron, which
constitutes the structure of the air; and (c) to the icosahedron, which
constitutes the structure ofwater.
On the other hand, using the isosceles triangle, the Demiurge makes

only one of the four elements. Coordinating four right-angle isosceles
triangles,joined about a center, we obtain a square; and appropriately

10. Ibid.,B7-D7.
1 1. Ibid., 53D7—54B5.
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combining six squares we produce a cube; and this constitutes the
atomic structure of earth. ‘

Plato hints at a fifth regular solid: the dodecahedron and its corre-
sponding element, the ether, of which little further is said. On this
theory, the earth cannot be transformed into the otherelements, where-
as they can transform into each other because they are structured out of
regular geometrical solids which derive from the same triangles.
Plato was workingwith concepts that had been elaborated within the

Academy. Cornford reminds us that “[T]he theoretical construction of
the regular solids had been completed by Theaetetus at the Academy.
So far as we know, the assignment of these figures to the primary bodies
is due to Plato, and had not been anticipated by any earlier thinker.”l2
Here is the text of the Timaeus which gives Plato’s reason the corre-

spondence of each material element with a regular geometrical body:
Let us next distribute the figures whose formation we have now described,

among fire, earth, water, and air.
To earth let us assign the cubical figure; for of the four kinds it is the most

immobile and the most plastic of bodies. The figure whose bases are the most
stable must best answer that description; . . . if we take the triangles we as-
sumed at the outset, the face of the triangle with equal sides is by nature more
stable than that of the triangle whose sides are unequal; . . . of the two equilat—
eral surfaces respectively composed of the two triangles, the square is necessar-
ily a more stable base than the triangle, both in its parts and as a whole. . . .
[W]e shall preserve the plausibility of our account, if we assign this figure to
earth; and of the remainder the least mobile to water, the most mobile to fire,
and the intermediate figure to air. . . . [W]e shall assign the smallest body to
fire, the largest to water, and the intermediate to air; and again the bodywith
the sharpest angles to fire, the next to air, the third to water.
Now, taking all these figures, the one with the fewest faces (tetrahedron)

must be the most mobile, since it has the sharpest cutting edges and the
sharpest points in every direction, and moreover the lightest, as being com-
posed of the smallest number of similar parts; the second (octahedron) must
stand second in these respects, the third (icosahedron), third. Hence, in ac-
cordance with genuine reasoning as well as plausibility, among the solid fig-
ures we have constructed, we may take the pyramid as the element or seed of
fire; the second in order of generation (octahedron) as that of air; the third
(icosahedron) as that of water.13

Clearly, these regular geometrical solids constituting the four ele-
ments are not of themselves visible because they are too small, but they
become visible when theyjoin together in large numbers.

1 2. Cornford, Plato’s Cosmology, 2 10. See also the very clear geometrical explanation
of how the four elements (except the third) transform each into the others (2 10—39) Cf.
Taylor, Commentary, 358ff. Within the traditional paradigm, E. Sachs’s Diefiinfplatonis—
chen Ko'rper (Berlin, 1914) is still fundamental on this issue.

1 3. Timaeus55D6—56B6.
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Now we must think of all these bodies as so small that a single body of any
one of these kinds is invisible to us because of its smallness; though when a
number are aggregated the masses of them can be seen.14

From the foregoing it should be clear that in producing the four
elements, the Demiurge mediates between the unformed Principle and
geometrical form.
For the sake of clarity, Plato begins his discussionby saying explicitly

that God modeled the things that were previously in total disorder (the
unformed Principle and the traces of the four elements which it con-
tained) with forms and numbers; and then he explains that these forms
and numbers are the triangles and that their making up regular solids
comes about in precise numerical relations.
He then firmly restates the concept: the constitution of the four ele-

ments is identical with the “persuasion”of necessity (of the disteleolog—
ical sensible Principle) so far as possible in accordance with the Intelli-
gible, fixing in it proportion and harmony (unity in plurality, unifica-
tion of the disordered plurality):
And with regard to their numbers, their motions, and their powers in gen-

eral, we must suppose that God adjusted them in due proportion, when he
had brought them in every detail to the most exact perfection permitted by
Necessity willingly complyingwith persuasion.15

At the beginning of the third passage, Plato puts this concept into
Timaeus’s mouth:

As was said at the outset, these things were in disorder and God introduced
into them all every kind of measure in every respect in which itwas possible for
each one to be in harmonious proportion both with itself and with all the rest.
For at first they were without any such proportion, save by mere chance, nor
was there anything deserving to be called by the names we now use—fire,
water, and the rest; but all these he first set in order, and then framed out of
them this universe, a single living creature containing within itself all living
creatures, mortal and immortal.16

The rationality of sensiblebodies and sensible corporeality in general
depends on their geometrical and mathematical structures. Physical-
sensible bodiliness reflects the structure of the geometrically intelligi—
ble bodiliness, being “the mixture of a combination of necessity and
intelligence.”17 Points, lines, surfaces, and three-dimensional structures
are purely intelligible at the level of the intermediate and ideal entities;

14. Ibid.,B7—C3.
15. Ibid., 3—7.
16. Ibid.,69B2—C3.
17. Ibid.,47E5—48A2.
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on the otherhand, when they are combined or mixedwith the sensible
material Principle, they give rise to the bodies we see and touch, as a
result of a subtle capillary penetration which channels the intrinsically
chaotic sensible material Principle down to the smallestdetails in accor-
dance with the atomic structure given by the regular geometrical solids.
Some scholars have thought that the two triangleswe have referred to

and from which the regular geometrical bodies are derived are the
ultimate elements in the Timaeus. But this claim, literally, can lead to a
serious mistake. Plato says that there are higher Principles,18 and that
here in the Timaeus he stops at a certain limit. Moreover, he says that
water, air, earth, and fire not only are not letters (elments), but are not
even syllables, as we have already noted.19The syllables are the triangles
and the geometrical bodies derived from them; stretching the image,
water, air, earth, and fire would be words built out of the syllables.
What, then, are the ultimate elements, the higher Principles?
We have already said that these are the protological principles of the

Unwritten Doctrines,with the One at the summit: and it is precisely this
that God knows as do the men favored by him.20
Some scholars within the traditional paradigm had begun to head in

this direction. Cornford, for example, properly notes that, as the surface
contained in the minimum number of lines, the triangle is not ultimate,
for all that it is an element of all the figures: “Plato indicates that there is
something arbitrary in starting from this assumption. If lines can be
constructed of triangles, triangles themselves can be constructed of
lines, and lines can be expressed as numbers.We have alreadyhad a hint
of this in the phrase giving them a distinct configuration by means of
geometrical shapes and number. Thissuggests that the remoter princi-
ples, known to mathematicians, are lines and numbers”?1 Some have
thought of indivisible lines: points, as Plato interpreted them. But,
clearly, the Demiurge is not a mere mathematician; he rises to the
primary and highest Principles, from which the mathematical entities
themselvesare derived, and thence to the One.
Happ has picked out this issue clearly, observing that the limit and

therefore the delimitation of bodies in terms of elementary surfaces
requires a further reduction, which can be performed “certainly as far
as the numbers (considered as néga’ca) and to the One (i—fv), which is the
highest limit (Ttégag).”22 And in any case, we saw above the respect in

18. Ibid., 53D6.
19. See above, 369—7off,and 392—93ff.
20. Ibid., 53D6ff.
2 1 . Cornford, Plato’s Cosmology, 2 1 2.
22. Happ, Hyle, 1 18.
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which the geometrical and mathematical entities derive from the first
and highest Principles.
Therefore, the Principles that are “further above” the triangles point

to various Principles, which carry the Ideal numbers from the realm of
the intermediate mathematical entities dialectically upward to reach, in
the end, the One and the Dyad.
But here we have touched on the most delicate doctrines, whichi‘we

must now confirm by showing how the demiurgic Intelligence aims all
its activity at the One, at that Goodwhose essence is the One as supreme
Measure of all things. Here, of course, we must take the One in all its
most important senses at the various levels: absolute unity, identity,
unitariness, and uniqueness.

III. THE WORLDWAS PRODUCED BY THE DEMIURGEAs
ONE AND UNIQUE

In his desire to construct the best and most beautiful thing, and
guiding himself by the intelligible Model, which is the Living Thing
itself, which is one and encompasses the totality of ideal Living Things,
the Demiurge creates a single and unique universe, endowed with life
and intelligence, which encompasses unitarily' all sensible Living
Things, which reflect the intelligibles. Here is the text:

Taking thought, therefore, he found that, among things that are by nature
visible, no work that is without intelligence will ever be better than one that
has intelligence, . . . and moreover that intelligence cannot be present in
anything apart from soul. In virtue of this reasoning, when he framed the
universe, he fashioned reason within soul and soul within body, so that the
work he accomplished might be by nature as excellent and perfect as possible.
This, then, is how we must say, according to the plausible account, that this
world came to be, by God’s providence, a living creature with soul.
This being premised, we have now to state what follows next: What was the

living creature in whose likeness he framed the world? We must not suppose
that it was any creature that ranks only as a‘ species; for no copy of that which is
incomplete can ever be good. Let us rather say that the world is like, above all
things, to that Living Creature ofwhich all other living creatures, severally and
in their families, are parts. For that embraces and contains within itself all the
intelligible living creatures, just as this world contains ourselves and all other
creatures that have been formed as things Visible. For God, wishing to make
this world most nearly like the intelligible thing which is best and in every way
complete, fashioned it as a single visible living creature, containing within
itself all Living Things whose nature is of the same order.23

This is how the issue of the One is brought to the fore.

23. Timaeus30B1-31A1.
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Is it correct to say that the world is one and unique? Could those who
say that there are infinitely manyworlds not be correct?
Plato’s reply is based on the type of argument we recognize from the

Republicand the Parmem'des, and which has passed into history, chiefly
because of the disputes it prompted, like the Third Man Argument. It is
scarcely necessary to remember that the disputes to which the Third
Man Argument has given rise have been misunderstandings of Plato’s
henology; we have thought it worthwhile to recall them only for the
purposes of noting the importance that this outlook had for Plato and
the lively interest which it has aroused pro and contra.24
If the world is made in accordance with one ideal model, then it is

only one because its model is only one. Two models are not possible
because, within the henological perspective, the supposition that there
were two models would involve their necessaryunification, that is, the
existence of a third Living-thing—itselfwhich would contain (unify) the
alleged duality. But, in that case, the worldwould have been created by
the Demiurge, on this third model.
Therefore, the supreme model is one. And the Demiurge, to produce

the Living Thing as similar as possible to the perfect Living Thing (Idea
of Living), could not make two or an infinite number ofworlds, but had
to make only one alone, because only one alone can be perfectly simi-
lar to the perfect Living Thing (to the Idea ofworld) which is one:
Have we, then, been right to call it one Universe, or would it have been true

rather to speak of many and indeed of an indefinite number? One we must call
it, if we are to hold that it was made according to its pattern. For that which
embraces all the intelligible living creatures that there are, cannot be one of a
pair; for then there would have to be yet another Living Creature embracing
those two, and they would be parts of it; and thus our world would be more
truly described as a likeness, not of them, but of that other which would
embrace them. Accordingly, to the end that this world may be like the com-
plete Living Creaure in respect of its uniqueness, for that reason its maker did
not make two worlds nor yet an indefinite number; but this Universe has come
to be and is and shall be hereafter one and unique?5

Moreover, Aristotle,referring to the UnwrittenDoctrines ofPlato, says:
. . . the Living Thing itself is derived from the Idea itselfof the One, with the

primary Length, Breadth, and Depth, and other things similarly constituted.26

It has long been recognized that the Living Thing in itself referred to
here is the Living Thing itself of the Timaeus, that is, the Idea of living

24. See above, 227—28ff.;319.
25. Timaeus3 1A2—Bg.
26. Aristotle,De anima A 2.4o4b2off. (Gaiser, 25A; Findlay 42 1.10.).
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or perfect Living Thing; likewise, it has been recognized that the One is
the summit. A. Levi, for example, wrote:
The am) To Cofiov must be identified with the auto 8 féon C(IIOV of the

Timaeus, the perfect and intelligible Living Thing, which includes all the intel-
ligibles, just as our universe contains all visible things and constitutes the
model the Demiurge contemplates when forming the sensible world, which is
likewise a living being.We are dealing, therefore, not with the Ideal World as a
complete system of ideal realities, in the usual sense, but with the Idea ofworld
constituted, according to Aristotle, by ideal spatiality and by a formal princi-
ple. The Idea of the One of which he speaks must be understood as a formal
principle of the Ideal Shapes; that is, it must be identified with the principle of
the line, which, by determining the material principle of spatiality (the ex-
tended great and small), generates these quantities.27

And again Levi remarks:
It must be noted that the living-in-itself does not include soul [which, as we

shall see, is created by the Demiurge, by reference to this model], and in fact
Plato does not speak of it in the Timaeus and Aristotle is silent in this report;
consequently, since the intellect can exist only in the soul, the autozob'n can be
only the object, and not the subject of knowledge.As for the “other things” (rd
fillet) constituted in the same way, we may suppose that they are the Living
intelligibles included in that totality, which thus appear as particular determi-
nations of the intelligible spatiality: thus they will be constituted by Ideal
dimensions.28

The Idea of the One as a formal principle of the line is dependenton
the highest One; therefore, in the final analysis, the Idea that the world
(including the sensibleworld) is one, depends on the highest One.

IV. THE DEMIURGEBROUGHT TOGETHER THE SENSIBLE CORPOREAL
ELEMENTS WITH A BOND THAT MAKES ITSELF AND THE THINGS
CONNECTEDBY IT INTO A UNITY OF THE HIGHEST ORDER

The generated world is not a purely intelligible body, but a sensible
corporeal body (a mixture of the corporeal intelligible which is. mathe—
matico—geometrical and the sensible material Principle). The sensible
corporeal is (a) Visible and (b) tangible. But (a) being visible depends
on fire, while (b) being tangible depends on the solidity of the earth. In
general, two things, if they are to be connected, imply a third which acts
as a mediator, in such a way that the mediator stands to the final term, as

27. A. Levi, Il problema dell’more, 145ff. In note 96 Levi adds: “The living Creature
itself, because it is constituted by Ideal space, does not include more than some of the
Ideas; suffice it to observe that not even the Idea—Number can be found in it, although
some penetrate it mediately, insofar as they make up the model of the Ideal Shapes.”

28. Ibid., 146.
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the first stands to the mediator; and the mediator stands to the first as
the final stands to the middle.
The proportion Plato is referring to is geometrical, such as this:

2 : 4 = 4 : 8
This proportion implies that bymultiplying the extremes (2 X 8 = 16)

and the mediator (4 X 4 = 16) we obtain equal products; consequently
the middle can take the place of the extremes, and maintain the same
proportion:

4 : 2 = 8 : 4
In this way, Plato says, all proportions become the same, and there-

fore all the things become a unity.
But since the world had to have the three dimensions of a solid body,

only one mediator is not enough, but two are required, which stand to
each other in an appropriate proportion, so that the following equation
can be formed:

fire : air = air : water = water : earth
This is not the place to enter'into the mathematical complications of

this issue;‘29 yet we may note the way in which Plato based the highest
unity of the cosmos on proportion, that is, on the friendship which
unites the cosmos with itself, and in this way he bound it in indissoluble
unity. Here is how, in the Gorgias, Plato had earlier expressed this:
Wise men, Callicles, say that the heavens, the earth, gods and men, are

bound together by fellowship and friendship, and order and temperance and
justice, and for this reason they call the sum of things the cosmos, my friend,
not the world of disorder or riot. But it seems to me that you pay no attention
to these things in spite of your wisdom, but you are unaware that geometric
equality is of greatest importance among gods and men alikef"0

Geometrical equality is proportional equalization. But here is the
text of the Timaeus:

Now that which comes to be must be bodily, and so visible and tangible; and
nothing can be visible without fire, or tangible without something solid, and
nothing is solid without earth. Hence God, when he began to put together the
body of the universe, set about making it of fire and earth.
But two things alone cannot be satisfactorily united without a third; for

there must be some bond between them drawing them together. And of all
bonds the best is that which makes itself and the terms it connects a unity in
the fullest sense; and it is of the nature of a continued geometrical proportion
to effect this most perfectly. For whenever, of three numbers, the middle one
between any two that are either solids or squares is such that, as the first is to it,
so is it to the last, and conversely as the last is to the middle, so is the middle to
the first, then since the middle becomes first and last, and again the last and

29. See in this regard Taylor, Commentary, g5ff., and Cornford, Plato’s Cosmology, 45ff.
30. Gorgias 5o7E6—508A7.
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first become middle, in that way all will necessarily come to play the same part
towards one another, and by so doing theywill all make a unity.
Now if it had been required that the body of the universe should be a plane

surface with no depth, a single mean would have been enough to connect its
companions and itself; but in fact the worldwas to be solid in form, and solids
are always conjoined, not by one mean, but by two. Accordingly the god set
water and air between fire and earth, and made them, so far as was possible,
proportional to one another, so that as fire is to air, so is air to water, and as air
is to water, so is water to earth, and thus he bound together the frame of a
world visible and tangible.
For these reasons and from such constituents, four in number, the body of

the universewas brought into being, coming into concord bymeans of propor-
tion, and from these it acquired Amity, so that coming into unity with itself it
became indissoluble by any other save him who bound it together.31

V. THE DEMIUIRGE CONTRIVEDTHE COSMOS AS A UNIQUE WHOLE
MADE OF THE TOTALITY OF NATURALTHINGS

So as fully to realize the One in the cosmos, the Demiurge absorbed
everything in it, not leaving any material over, for two reasons.
(a) First, he did not leave any residual material, lest there remain the

possibility that another world Similar to the first could be generated
from it. In otherwords, the Demiurge dominated all the sensiblemate-
rial and employed the whole Of it to construct the cosmos; this is a
further guarantee of its unity.

(b) Second, he did not leave any residual material to eliminate all
possibility that the forces and powers remaining in it might act nega-
tively, producing Sickness and dissolution in the cosmos.
In this way, the One guarantees the goodness of the cosmos, insofar

as he makes it a perfect whole immune to decomposition, precisely by
reducing all the forces to unity and harmonizing them. Here is the text:
Now the frame of the world took up the whole of each of these four; he who

put it together made it consist of all the fire and water and air and earth,
leaving no part or power of any one of them outside. This was his intent: first,
that it might be in the fullest measure a living being whole and complete, of
complete parts; next, that it might be single, nothing being left over, out of
which such another might come into being; and moreover that it might be free
from age and Sickness. For be perceived that, if a bodybe composite,when hot
things and cold and all things that have strong powers beset that body and
attack it from without, they bring it to untimely dissolution and cause it to
waste away by bringing upon it sickness and age. For this reason and so consid-
ering, he fashioned it as a single whole consistingof all these wholes, complete
and free from age and sickness.32

31. Timaeus31B4—32C4.
32. Ibid., C5-33B1.
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VI. THE DEMIURGESTRUCTURED THE COSMOS IN ACCORDANCE

WITH A SINGLE FORM WHICH INCLUDES IN ITSELF ALL THE
FORMS AND GUARANTEES UNITY

The Demiurge brings about unity by the overall physico—geometrical
form which he gives to the cosmos, the Sphere, a form containing all the
forms, in which the extremes are all equally distant from the center. It is
the form most similar to itself and the most symmetrical.
And for shape he gave it that which is fitting and akin to its nature. For the

living creature that was to embrace all living creatures within itself, the fitting
shape would be the figure that comprehends in itself all the figures there are;
accordingly, he turned its shape rounded and Spherical, equidistant every way
from center to extremity—afigure the most perfect and uniform of all; for he
judged uniformity to be immeasurablybetter than its opposite.”

Finally, the cosmos instantiates unity also in its movement since it
rotates in place but it is immobile in every other way.
And all round on the outside he made it perfectly smooth, for several rea-

sons. It had no need of eyes, for nothing visible was left outside; nor of hearing,
for there was nothing outside to be heard. There was no surrounding air to
require breathing, nor yet was it in need of any organ bywhich to receive food
into itself or to discharge it again when drained of its juices. For nothing went
out or came into it from anywhere, Since there was nothing: it was designed to
feed itself on its own waste and to act and be acted upon entirely by itself and
within itself; because its framer thought that it would be better self-sufficient,
rather than dependentupon anything else.
It had no need of hands to grasp with or to defend itself, nor yet of feet or

anything that would serve to stand upon; so he saw no need to attach to it these
limbs to no purpose. For he assigned to it the motion proper to its bodily form,
namely that one of the seven which above all belongs to reason and intelli—
gence; accordingly,he caused it to turn about uniformly in the same place and
within its own limits and made it revolve round and round; he took from it all
the other six motions and gave it no part in their wanderings. And Since for
this revolution it needed no feet, he made it without feet or legs.34

VII. THE DEMIURCE CREATED TIME AS AN IMAGE THAT ELAPSES
IN ACCORDANCE WITH NUMBER, IMITATINC ETERNITY,
WHICH REMAINS IN UNITY

Plato underlines the determining role of the One in the creative
activity of the demiurgic Intelligence as well as in the creation of time.35

33. Ibid., 333 1—7.
34. Ibid., B7—34A7.
35. For an overview of the main interpretations which have been given to this prob-

lem, see Isnardi Parente, “La concezione del tempo nel Timeo,” in Zeller and Isnardi
Parente, Lafilosofia dei greci, 31 8-22.
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The exemplar to which the Demiurge refers in the creation of the
cosmos is eternal. The eternal is a permanence in unity (év évi). How,
then, can it imitate this permanence in unity, which is the essential trait
of eternity?
Once again, the mediation of number makes an answer possible. The

image of eternity is the flow of eternity, that is, the flow of unity articu-
lated by numbers, and actualized by day and night, by month and year;
and it moves cyclically by number. From this numerically specified cycli-
cal movement there arise the “was” and the “will be” of time. And this is
why the “was” and the “will be” do not really refer to eternal beings, of
which it can only be said that they “are”; for “was” and “will be” are
nothing but the numbered and movingcopy of the eternal “is,” which is
in the One. Here is the text:
When the Father who had begotten it saw it set in motion and alive, a shrine

brought into being for the everlastinggods, he rejoiced and being well pleased
he took thought to make it yet more like its pattern. So as that pattern is the
Living Being that is for ever existent, he sought to make this universe also like
it, so far as might be, in that respect. Now the nature of that Living Beingwas
eternal, and this character it was impossible to confer in full completeness on
the generated thing. But he took thought to make, as it were, a moving like-
ness of eternity; and, at the same time that he ordered the Heaven, he made, of
eternity that abides in unity, an everlasting likeness moving according to num-
ber—that to which we have given the name Time.
For there were no days and nights, months and years, before the Heaven

came into being; but he planned that they should now come to be at the same
time that the Heaven was framed. All these are parts of Time, and was and will
be are forms of time that have come to be; we are wrong to transfer them
unthinkingly to eternal being.We say that it was and is and will be; but is alone
really belongs to it and describes it truly; was and will be are properly used of
becoming which proceeds in time, for they are motions. But that which is for
ever in the same state immovably cannot be becoming older or younger by
lapse of time, nor can it ever become so; neither can it now have been, norwillit be in the future; and in general nothing belongs to it of all that becoming
attaches to the moving things of sense; but these have come into being as
forms of time, which images eternity and revolves according to number.36

Thus, for Plato, time was “generated together with the heaven,” and
“according to a model”;37 and by reproducing this model, time and the
heaven, being made together, are and will be always (time would cease
with the heaven, if the heaven were to cease to be and vice versa).
In this, Plato proposes a very upsetting View, one which his own fol-

lowers did not know how to handle, taking it as allegorical or rejecting
it, as Aristotle did. The sharp distinction between the eternal and the

36. Timaeus37C6—3 8A8.
37. Ibid., B6—8. “XQévog. . . ust’ oéoavofi yéyovev . . . xomi we) nago’zéewua.”
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temporal, and the claim that it is wrong to use “was” and “will be” of
eternity, solve from the outset difficulties,which have arisen in various
ways and at various times throughout subsequent Western thought.
Plato explains the making of the sun, moon, and other stars connect-

ed with the creation of time, to guarantee the numerical distinction and
the conservation of the numbers of time, and he concludes as follows:
Thus and for these reasons day and night came into being, the period of the

single and most intelligent revolution.
The month is out when the Moon completes her own circle and overtakes

the Sun; the year, when the Sun has gone round his own circle. The periods of
the rest have not been observed by men, save for a few; and men have no
names for them, nor do they measure one against another by numerical
reckoning. They barely know that the wanderings of these others are time at
all, bewildering as they are in number and of surprisingly intricate pattern.
Nonetheless it is possible to grasp that the perfect number of time fulfills the
perfect year at the moment when the relative speeds of all the eight revolu-
tions have accomplished their courses together and reached their consumma-
tion, as measured by the circle of the Same and uniformlymoving.
In this way, then, and for these ends were brought into being all those stars

that have turnings on their journey through the Heaven; in order that this
worldmay be as like as possible to the perfect and intelligent living creature, in
respect of imitating its ever-enduring nature.38

But the way in which the Demiurge brings about the unity-in-multi—
plicity through the mediation of number is most fully expressed in the
creation of the soul, to which we now briefly turn.

VIII. THE DEMIURGEAND CREATION OF THE SOUL IN ACCORDANCE
WITH A GEOMETRICALAND NUMERICALSTRUCTURE

I. The Soul as Mixture
As to the crucial and complex question of the creation of the soul,39

the Demiurge produces it by mixing three types of things, and by mak-
ing one single Idea (Sig uiocv ifiéav). Thisway, the Demiurge creates the
most important thing in the realm of the intermediates, standing be-
tween the Intelligibles and the sensibles. As we shall see, its role is to be
synthetic and mediating. Let us begin with the most important passage:
Now God did not make the soul after the body, although we are speaking of

them in this order, for when he put them together he would not have allowed
that the elder should be ruled by the younger. But this is a random manner of
speaking which we have, because somehowwe too are very much under the

38. Ibid., 39C1—E2.
39. For an account of the status questionis, see Isnardi Parente, “L’interpretazione di

Timeo 3 5 Aff.,” in Zeller and Isnardi Parente, Lafilosofia dei greci , 197—203.
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dominion of chance. Whereas he made the soul by birth and excellence prior
to and older than the body, to be the ruler and mistress, ofwhom the bodywas
to be the subject.
And he made her out of the following elements and in this say.He put together out of the indivisible being which is always the same andthe divisible which comes to be in bodies, a third sort of being between them

both. And again he made out of the natures of the same and the other a kind
in the middle of the indivisible and Of that which is divided among the bodies.And taking all three, he mixed them so as to make a single idea, bringing
together the nature of the other, against its desire not to mix, with that of the
same, and mixing them both with being. After making the three into one, bedivided again this unity into as many parts as were needed each of which was
made up of the same, the other and being.40

The first part of this passage does not present serious difficulties.
The priority of the creation of the soul relative to the body obviously is
not to be interpreted in a chronological sense, since time is created
together with the sensible body, and hence is born with it. The soul is
prior and more ancient (TEQOTéQOl xa‘t ngeoBuTéQa) because it rules
(dioxin) the body, and therefore is hierarchically prior in terms of its
ontological status.
The second part of the passage does, however, present serious diffi-

culties, and has been the subject ofmuch misunderstanding; and only a
few experts in the traditional paradigm got the point; while, as we shall
see, the new paradigm affords a fuller and more satisfying account.
G. M. A. Grube made the first steps,41 which Cornford took over and

developed in his commentary on the Timaeus,“ and which scholars like
Cherniss then made acceptable, at least among specialists.43 In render-
ing the passage cited, we have tried to take account of these scholars’
contributions.
The mixture from which the soul derives is notjust one, but in two

stages and at different levels: (1) first, the Demiurge produces three
intermediates between three pairs of extremes; (2) then, he performs a
mixture of these three intermediates to create the soul. Here is how
Cherniss read the text:

Correctly construed, the passage assumes, . . . an indivisible same and anindivisible other parallel to the indivisible being and, . . . a divisible same and
a divisible other parallel to the divisible being. The first three are clearly the
ideas of sameness, otherness, and being which figure in the discussion of the
intercommunication of ideas at Sophist 254D—259D; the second three are the

40. Ibid., 34Blo—35B3.
41. G. M. A. Grube, “The Compositionof theWorld-Soul in Timaeus3 5 A-B,” Classical

Philology27 (1932):80—82. .

42. Cornford, Plato’s Cosmology, 60ff.
43. H. Cherniss, Aristotle’s CriticismofPlato and the Academy, 408ff.
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dispersions or, in other words, the utufiudrd of these ideas in space (cf. Ti-
maeus 52A—C). Between each of these three pairs the demiurge constructs an
intermediate, a third kind of being, sameness, and otherness; and it is these
three intermediates which are blended into a unity to form the soul. It should
be observed, moreover, that the preliminary blending of a third kind of being
(rgirov ouoiag eifiog) between the indivisible and divisible being—and so of a
third kind of sameness and difference between their indivisible and divisible
kinds—is simply the Platonic figure expressing the construction of a mean
between two extremes. . . . Grube (op. cit., p. 81) remarks that the first compo-
nents are not used up in the mixing, whereas the whole of the intermediates
go to make the soul of the world. This really means that neither of the ex-
tremes is in the composition but the soul is a unity of various factors, each . . .

a mean between the extremes of the ideal and the phenomenal.44

2. The IntermediateStatus of the Soul and Its Analogieal Structure
Therefore, (1) the first mixture gives rise to three intermediates: (a)

a Being intermediate between indivisible Being and divisible Being,
(b) a Same intermediate between indivisible Same and divisible Same,
and (c) an Other intermediate between indivisible Other and divisible
Other. (2) The second mixture takes place among the three intermedi-
ates—intermediate Being, intermediate Same, and intermediate Oth-
er—so as to form a unity of three components which will be appro-
priately mathematically structured.
As can readily be seen, two pairs of opposites meet in the mixture, so

to speak, vertically and horizontally, and so are unified. The pair of the
Indivisible and the Divisible, which stand for the supersensible and the
sensible, respectively, show the two vertical levels which enter into the
structuring of the soul; and the composition of the same, the other, and
being, being already vertically mediated, stand for the horizontal mix-
ture and the harmony of opposites. Plato wanted to use this to express
fully the intermediate aspect of the soul, which in someway reflects the
whole of reality.
This twofold crossed mixture helps us to understand the overall

metaphysical arrangement of Plato’s system. There are three great
realms of reality that include all the further subdivisions: ideal, interme-
diate, and sensible. The being (ofioia) that the Demiurge composes by
mixing indivisible Being and divisible Being, provides the structure of
intermediate Being, which, by being synthesized, mediates indivisible
Being (the Being of the first realm) and divisible Being (the Being of
the lower realm).
This explains very wellwhatAristotle tells us about the intermediates

in general, which are such preciselybecause they differ from the sensi-

44. Ibid., 409, note 337.
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bles insofar as they are immobile and eternal, and from the Ideas be-
cause they are many alike, while each Idea is one and individual. In fact,
the soul of the world is single (uia ifiéa, év), but as an intermediate,
insofar as it is out of the same components and a very similar mixture
that the Demiurge draws all rational souls, those of the stars and celes-
tial bodies as well as of men, and so many souls alike.
It is true that Aristotle speaks of intermediate mathematical entities;

but the soul is closely connected to mathematical entities and has an
essentially geometrical and mathematical structure. Moreover, it has in-
telligence, and as such it is more perfect; it is possible that the entire
realm of mathematical entities is contained in some way (at least in
part) within the realm of the soul. But this is an issue into which we
cannot delve further here.
Thus, the third form of being is an intermediate synthesis of the

other two forms of being. And, as every other form of being involves a
bipolar structure, so the soul has a bipolar structure, which is the result
of a cross, and from this derives its intermediate structure.
But what we wish to focus on is what is involved in the fact that the

Demiurge does not mix the primary components, but only the interme-
diate ones resulting from the first mixture.
From this we can infer that the structure of the three realms of being

is not a matter of identity, but of analogy. Hence, we are not confronted
with a pure deductive system. Even if the variousforms of the One (and
so of the same at various levels) can be deduced by way of explication of
the first One at different stages, as unifications of pluralitywhich gradu-
ally broadens out, this cannot be done for multiplicity (the Dyad), the
Principle opposite to the One. Indeed, just as in other dialogues, in the
Timaeus, Plato demonstrates the existence of a Principle opposed to the
sensible,which has an ontological solidity that does not depend in any
way on the opposite intelligible Principle.
In short, all the forms of the One are derivable from the primary

One; but the various forms of the material Principle are not deducible
from the Primary intelligible material Principle. Specifically, the sensi-
ble material «Principle cannot be derived from it by mere deduction
because the two are related only analogically. Plato uses every means to
tell us that the sensible world is not born simply from a differentiated
gradation of the unification and determination of the opposite Princi-
ple, which remains qualitatively unchanged, but takes on only differen-
tiated quantitative solidity. On the contrary, the sensible world arises
from a Principle which has it own (sensible) nature that shows itself in a
variety of ways, and that refers back to the Dyad analogically.
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To return to the original issue, it would seem that most of the realm
of intermediate reality is the work of the‘Demiurge and that he pro-
duced it in order to bring the intelligible world down to the sensible,
and to shape the material sensible Principle in accordance with the
intelligible Ideas. The Demiurge interposes not only numbers and nu-
merical relations in the intermediate stage but also the dimensions and
the dimensional relations, which are the conditions of passage from the
intelligible to the sensible and hence they ground the rational structure
which the sensible must have.

3. The Geometrical Structure of the Soul, Its NumericalDetermination,
and Its Capacity to Move Itself

As we said above, the soul has special geometrical features.
Robin, who was the first to study our dialogue systematically in the

light of the indirect tradition, stressed this point: “The terms of Indivis-
ible and Divisible and the very representation of the soul as a geometric
configuration suggest the idea, offered intentionally to baffle, that the
soul, for Plato, is amagnitude. In fact, after placing the soul of the world
at the center of the spherical body of the world, God stretches it in all
directions out to the edges of this body, and wholly covers it. Now,
Aristotle clearly says that the soul is interlaced with the body and that it
is a magnitude.”45 Here is what Platowrites in the Timaeus:

All this, then, was the plan of the God who is for ever for the God who was
sometime to be. According to this plan he made a smooth and uniform body,
everywhere equidistant from its center, whole and complete, with complete
bodies for its parts. And in the center he set a soul and caused it to extend
throughout the whole and also covered its body round with soul on the out-
side; and so he established one world alone, round and revolving in a circle,
solitary but able by reason of its excellence to keep itself company, needing no
other acquaintance or friend but sufficient to itself. On all these accounts the
world which he brought into being was a blessed God.46

And a little further on he writes:
When the whole fabric of the soul had been finished to its maker’smind, he

next began to fashion within the soul all that is bodily, and brought the two
together, fitting them center to center. And the soul, being everywhere in‘
woven from the center to the outermost heaven and enveloping the heaven all
round on the outside, revolving within its own limit, made a divine beginning
of ceaseless and intelligent life for all time.47

His followers, led by Speusippus, pursued this thought as follows:

45. Robin,Etudes sur la signification et la place de la physique, 3 1 2.
46. Timaeus34A8-B9.
47. Ibid., 36D8—E5.
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After these things he treated of thosewho extend mathematical substance to
the substance of the soul. . . . [S]hape is its genus, being a limit of extension,
and it is itselfextension. Among themselves, the Platonist Severus and Speusip—
pus would use the formula “Idea of extension in all directions.”48

Plato stresses not only the dimensional structure of the soul, but also
its numerically complex structure, and he is unequivocal that the nu-
merical structure is identical with the soul’s musical structure, and thus
that the movements the soul imprints on the world are harmonious.
The text, which is very important for all that it is very complex, in

which Plato explains how the Demiurge divided the mixture by endow-
ing the soul with self-movementand a numerical structure:
And he began the division as follows. First he took one part (1) from the

whole, and then a portion (2) the double of the first; the third (3) half as
much again as the second, and three times the first; the fourth (4) double of
the second; the fifth (9) three times the third; the sixth (8) eight times the
first; and the seventh (27) twenty-seven times the first.
Next, he went on to fill up both the double and the triple intervals, cutting

off yet more parts from the original mixture and placing them between the
terms, so that Within each interval there were two means, the one (harmonic)
exceeding the one extreme and being exceeded by the other by the same
fraction of the extremes, the other (arithmetic) exceeding the one extreme by
the same number whereby it was exceeded by the other.
These relations gave rise to intervals of 3/2 and 4/3 and 9/8 within the

original intervals. And he filled up all the intervalsof 4/3 (that is, fourths) with
the interval 9/8 (the tone), leaving over in each a fraction. This remaininginterval of the fraction had its terms in the numerical proportion of 256 to 243
(semitone).
By this time the mixture from which he was excisingthese parts was used up.This whole fabric, then, he split lengthwise into two halves; and making the

two cross one another at their centers in the form of the letter X, he bent each
round into a circle and joined it up, making each meet itselfand the other at a
point opposite to that where they had been brought into contact.
He then encircled them with the motion that is carried round uniformly in

the same place, and made the one the outer, the other the inner circle. The
outer movement he named the movement of the same; the inner, the move-
ment of the other. The movement of the same he caused to revolve to the right
by way of the side; the movement of the other to the left by way of the diagonal.
And he gave the supremacy to the revolution of the same and uniform; for

he left that single and undivided; but the inner revolution he split in six places
into seven unequal circles, severally corresponding with the double and triple
intervals, of each ofwhich there were three. And he appointed that the circles
should move in opposite senses to one another; while in speed three should be
similar, but the other four should differ in speed from one another and from
the three, though moving according to ratio.49

48. Iamblichus apud Stobaeus, Ecl. 1.4g, 363.26ff. Wachsmuth; Speusippus frag. 4o
Lang; frag. 96 Isnardi Parente.

4g. Timaeus35B4—36D7.
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Plato’s disciples took this line further, and Xenocrates would even
call the soul a self-moving number.50

4. Aristotle’s Comments on This Matter and the UnwrittenDoctrines
Scholars have for sometime recognized the complex numerical out-

line traced here by Plato, and the reader can find it well presented in
Cornford’s commentary to the Timaeus, which sets out the correspon-
dence with the musical intervals.51
But this is not the point that most interests us here.Wewant to specify

some of the fundamental relations between this passage and the Un—

written Doctrines, which to a small but significant extent Aristotle
records for us in the following passage.52 After stating that Empedocles
held that the soul is made up of all the elements, Aristotlewrites:

In the same way Plato in the Timaeusmakes the soul out of the elements. For
like is known by like, and things arise from their principles. In the same way in
the discourse On Philosophy it was laid down that the living creature itself came
from the idea of One together with the first length, breadth, and depth, and
other things in similar fashion. And in yet another fashion they make mind or
intuition be the One, knowledge the Dyad (since it proceeds in a single line to
one point), opinion the number of the surface, and sensation the number of
the solid. For numbers are said to be the Ideas themselves and the Principles
and arise out of these elements. Things are judged by intuition, knowledge,
opinion, and sensation, and these numbers are the forms of things.53

So the elements of the soul are connected with those of the Living
Creature itself, of which we have spoken above: unity, length, breadth,
and depth. As for the Living Creature itself, so also for the soul, this
dimensional structure represents the model, which, being actualized in
the sensible, gives them bodily form. The soul is therefore the dimen—
sion of line and surface which molds and shapes the body. It is what
limits and determines, and therefore has the role of peras, or limit.
Gaiser provides the most advanced results of research into this issue

and his conclusions are essential points of reference.54 In particular, he
underlines the exact parallelism and analogical intersections among
(a) the (ideal) Numbers: 1, 2, 3, 4; (b) the spatial dimensions: point,
line, surface, solidity; and (c) the cognitive capacities: intellect, science,
opinion, sensation;which notably clarifies the text ofAristotle.55

5o. Cf. Xenocrates, frag. 60 Heinze; frags. 165-87 Isnardi Parente.
5 1. Cornford, Plato’s Cosmology, 67ff.
52. For the status quaestionisaroused by this fact, Isnardi Parente, “La testimonianzadi

Aristotele inDe Anima 4o4b1 8ff.,” in Zeller—Isnardi Parente, Lafilosofia dei greci , 1 5 3—64.
53. Aristotle,De Anima A 2.404b1 6—27 (Gaiser, 25A; Findlay, 42 1.1 o).
54. See Gaiser, Platons, 41—66.
55. Ibid., 46-47 for Gaiser‘s diagrams.
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These correspondences between the cognitive facultiesand the meta-
physical and mathematico-geometrical dimensions can be explained as
follows.

(a) Intellective intuition is said to be One, because it is a kind of
unification with the Object intuited. The synoptic-unifying process is
characteristic of intellective intuition, and leads to the grasping of the
unity of the Idea, by making itself one with it (as we saw from the
Republic).
(b) Knowledge is the Dyad (two), the number of the straight line

(which has a dyadic structure), in that it begins from premises and
arrives linearly at a unitary conclusion (the unity of the Object), by
proceeding straightaway from a point of departure to a point of arrival.
(c) Opinion is the Triad, that is, the number three, characteristic of

surfaces (which have a triadic structure), insofar as, being able to be
either true or false, it deviates from a linear trajectory, moving toward a
third point away from the straight line that unites the points of depar-
ture and arrival and unifies pure knowledge.

((1) Finally, sensation is the number four and hence the number of
the solid which has a cubic structure, because it has to dowith solids and
so possesses by analogy a similar structure.
This much has long been clear. As a whole, the Aristotle passage

indicates that the first four numbers determine the whole of reality, and
by analogy, the soul and knowledge.As to knowledge,we could define
the analogical numerical-mathematical conception as an abstract, eso-
teric way of expressing the underlying concept that like knows like.
We must remember that on this rereading of Plato, these relations

are analogies and not of identity. Here is how Gaisermakes this point:
Plato’s basic thought seems to consist in this, that the same structure is pres-

ent everywhere in an analogicalmanner: it determines the construction of the
world of the Ideas, the compounding of the soul and the connection of all
things in general. Thus, we can explain how the soul can take in and distin-
guish all things in itself. The various workings-outof the underlying structure
probably ought to be separated in their ordered stages just as we find in the
corresponding spheres of being. In the world of the Ideas, the dimensions
appear, according to Aristotle, wholly ideal and generative; in the soul, they
probably appear in wholly subordinate form and secondary rank; and amongbodies, they appear concretely and visibly.56

Gaiser further clarifies this point:
Thus, for Plato, the composition of being . . . both in particular and in

general, is determined by a single structure, a structure which can be fully
articulated in geometrico-mathematical terms. We turn now to see more

56. Ibid.,45.
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clearly how the soul stands in relation with every being and how it brings
together within itself everythinganalogically: the internal structure of the soul
corresponds to the overall structure of reality as a whole. So often does the
geometrico—mathematical sequence appear in the testimonies about Plato’s
doctrine that we here must accept it as a part of his esoteric ontology. The
coordination of the dimensional sequence (number-line-surface-body)with
the realm of being (Ideas-soul-phenomena)was a way for Plato to make clear
the methexz's [participation] and charisma; [separation] obtaining between the
world of Ideas and the world of sensible perceptible and bodily things. Never-
theless the testimonies also show clearly that Plato took the dimensional
sequence not only formally, but also as ontologically real.57

The reader who wishes to pursue these issues further should consult
Gaiser’s book.58
The soul considered as geometrical extension (line—surface),numer-

ically determined and structured, is the intermediary par excellence: it
is the linkjoining the metaphysicalworldwith the physical world. Only
the Unwritten Doctrines allow us fully to see all this, because only they
give us the overall sense of the importance of this joining link. In the
Renaissance, soul came to be called copula mundz’ [world joiner]. And
the expression renders the conception that Plato had invented.

IX. THE ONE AS THE FIGURE OF THE ACTIVITY AND WORKS OF
THE DEMIURGIC INTELLIGENCE

From what we have seen, Plato himself revealed the structural rela-
tion between the demiurgic Intelligence and the One, and, using this
relation, he fully explained how the Demiurge brings about the Good
and the Best in all senses.
At the beginning and in the middle of each of the three sections of

Timaeus’s great speech of Plato insists on just this point.
(a) Being good and actualizing the Good and the Best both consist in

bringing order out of disorder, because the former is wholly better than
the latter. And he who is best cannot but do what is most admirable, that
is, produce perfect order. And in this is rooted the will that moves the
demiurgic Intelligence and motivates him to make all things become as
like himself as possible: to want to make all things orderly.59
(b) This is what the mixture that produces the generation of things

amounts to. The mixture is the combination of necessity and intelli-
gence, the “persuasion”of necessity; bringing order out of disorder.60

57. Ibid.,47.
58. Cf. note 54, above.
59. Cf. Timaeus 30A.
60. Cf. ibid., 48A—B, 53A—B, 69A—B.
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(c) But Plato is stillmore definite: without the intervention of God, all
things which fall under the material Principle are “without order and
without measure” (dké'ymg xai duérgmg). And the ordering of the uni-
verse consists in the production Of the logoi, the numerical relations, and
measure, and hence in molding and modeling “in accordance with
forms and number” (e’t'SSOLxai thGuOTg). It is this which produces “the
most beautiful and best things” (xdkktora xai éiQLOTa). Persuasion
exercised on necessity is a good which is infused into it “numerical
proportion” (dvakoyia), and through “the proportioning of disorderly
things in accordance with numerical proportion” (ouvnguéoeat Tafi'coz
dvaké’yov). As Plato clearly says, the activity Of the God-Demiurge con-
sists in bringing to the things which are “disorderly” (dro’cxrwg) mea-
sure Or “commensuration” (ouuusrgia), and in bringing order and
proportion, both general and particular, to them, so as “to set them in
an appropriate relation with measure” (61m Suvarév fiv dvdloya xai
ouuuarga Sivan). And a few lines before Plato says that the knowledge
and power OfGod consist in mixing “the many into one” (rd ROAM} Sig
é’v) and in separating “the one into many” (522‘; évOg eig HOMO)“
But it is exactly by reference tO the One that Plato characterizes in

general and particular the activity and works of the Demiurge.
‘ We may summarize Plato’s insistence on the One as characteristic of
the activity and works of the demiurgic Intelligence.

1. The world is perfect, because it is one (5v). And to be perfect it
must be one, because the model is one as such; and the cosmos is the
copy of this model (one copy of one model).62

2. The unity of the cosmos is guaranteed by the particular relation
that the Demiurge has set up among the four elements, which makes
the relata into a “unit of a higher level” (an uo’thora i—fv). The Demi-
urge establishes “friendship” (cptkia) or the communion of all things,
on this numerical proportion (dvakoyia), which brings all things to
unity (Ev Tcdvroc).53

3. The cosmos is constituted as a “one-whole” (év OAOV), because it is
based on a numerical calculation, which encompasses in a one-whole
the totalityOfwhole things, and does not leave anything out.64
4. The spherical shape of the cosmos is also a perfectly realized unity,

because the sphere is a “shape that includes in itself all shapes” (oxfiua
To negtetknchg év 0261(1) névra énéoa oxfiuara), producing the maxi-
mum similarity. And the same goes for the circular movement in the

61. Cf. Ibid., 53A—B, 56C, 69A—B.
62. See above, pp. 397—98.
63. See above, pp. 400—401.
64. See above, pp. 401—2.
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same place and in the same direction, which is imposed on it. And this
holds also for the self-sufficiency that makes the world one, insofar as it
has no need of anything else.65
5. Time, which was created together with the cosmos, instantiates a

unity as it flows, insofar as time imitates eternity which is a permanence
of unity (év évi). And this imitation of the unity of eternity comes about
through number (xar’ dgteuov).66
6. But in creating (producing) the four sensiblematerial elements to

make the image of the ideal models actual, the Demiurge makes use of
a complex articulation of “forms and numbers” (eifieot xai doteuoig)
which delimit the sensible material Principle. And this is a perfect way
of making unity-in-multiplicity actual. Here, as we have seen, Plato
makes explicit reference to the first and highest Principles.67

7. Finally the soul itself, which the demiurgic Intelligence creates
fully to realize the model of the intelligible in the sensible, is one, one
Idea (uia ifiéa) more specifically, it is “a unity made up of three individ-
uals” (éx TQLEW Tév), and is “a whole” (67km!) structured in accordance
with geometrical dimensions and harmonic numerals, which fully real-
ize the Good, Unity, the Measure, and Order.68
At this point, having seen how, Plato uses the One as central to the

activity and works of the demiurgic Intelligence, we could bring our
discussion to a close. All the same, it seems worthwhile to add a sort of
bird’s-eye View of the fourth part of the book, to bring together and
finish off some of the difficult matters which may have caused most
problems.

65. See above, p. 402.
66. See above, p. 403.
67. See above, pp. 392—98.
68. See above, pp. 405—1 1.





21 Conclusions about the Figure of the Demiurge and
Its Relations to the Protology

I. THE CENTRALITYOF THE DEMIURGETO THE PLATONIC SYSTEM

To set out on our rereading of the most significant passages of Plato’s
main dialogues,we will begin with a reinterpretation of the metaphysi-
cal map of the Phaedo. With its far-reaching metaphor of the Second
Voyage, this map presents the whole journey of Plato’s speculative in-
quiry into the reasons and» the causes of the generation, becoming, and
being of things, so as to arrive at an understanding of the supreme
Principles.
We have shown that this map draws a very precise division between

the realm ofphysical reality and that of metaphysical reality. All maneu-
vers in the physical realm make up the First Voyage, which is connected
with the senses and to the sensible. The overcoming and transcending
of this realm is the great enterprise of the Second Voyage.
Within the Second Voyage Plato distinguishes two levels and two

paths. The first level consists in discovering the theory of Ideas; the
second level in discovering the highest Principles, that are beyond the
Ideas, and that ground and justify postulates that lead us to the Ideas.
The first path shows the way that leads from physical things to the
Ideas and from the Ideas to the Principles. The second path, which is
parallel to the first and structurally connected to it, consists of the
doctrine of the Intelligence and specifically of the doctrine of the
cosmic Intelligence, or of demiurgic activity as the cause of everything
in the world of becoming.
In the third part of this work we followed the steps of the first path;

and hitherto in this final part, we have followed the second, which has
often been neglected by scholars, or, at least, has not been connected
with the first, as is called for not only by the metaphysical map of the
Phaedo, but by the whole of Plato’s thought in the light of the docu-
ments which we have reported.Having now reached the end of the
latter path, it remains for us to drawour conclusions about it, especially
about its close connection with the first path and about the protological
portion of it. In this way, we can round off our discussionof the whole of
Plato’s thought.

417
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This inquiry is also more important than the earlier ones, insofar as
solving the problems the Demiurge raises requires us to consider two
deeply conflicting Views; and some have thought that matters are made
more complex by the interpretive strategy of the Tfibingen School, for
reasons we have already given.
The first View goes back to Fathers of the Church (and, to some

limited extent, also to the Middle Platonists),who placed the Demiurge
at the summit of the Platonic system, interpreting the Ideas as his
Thoughts, and understanding the activity of the Demiurge in the cre-
ationistic sense offered by the Bible. The Platonic Demiurge was under-
stood largely as a God who is omnipotent, absolute, and the creator at
all levels.
The second View has been widespread in modern times, as a clear

antithesis of the foregoing.Various attempts have been made to reduce
the Demiurge to a wholly or mainly mythological figure and hence to
empty it of any large-scale function and theoretical importance. The
description offered by Wilamowitz-Mollendorffof Plato’s creationism
as a plumpe Vorstellung (crude representation) is just one example,
which could be supported by numerous others from many sources,
frequently linked to idealismor immanentism.
In short, Plato’s thought about the Demiurge has been either over- or

underestimated by many scholars as a result of their idiosyncratic pre-
dispositions. But the modern Views have had more damaging effects,
because they come from scholarswhose research tools and philological
techniques were wholly unknown in the past. Thus they have created
and sustained objectively mistaken judgments that have seemed to be
well-founded and supported.
Without doubt, Patristic and, later, Scholastic philosophy loaded the

figure of the Demiurge with significances not present in Plato’s texts;
but the immanentistic views of many modern writers have fallen into
the exactly opposite but more seriousmistake, sincemany scholars have
tried either to eliminate almost all of what Plato unequivocally and
repeatedly says about the Demiurge, or at least drastically to limit its
significance.
It seems that we can find in the new paradigm a solid basis for a more

balanced and satisfactory solution to this issue, one which lies in the
correct mean relative to the extremes into which earlier attempts fell. It
seems to us, in otherwords, that, far from denying all importance to the
figure of the Demiurge, the new paradigm offers the most powerful and
effective instruments for the theoretical rehabilitation of the figure of
the Demiurge in the most adequate way.
Let us try to summarize in brief some basic concepts.



Conclusionsabout the Figure of the Demiurge 4 1 9

II. THE DEMIURGEAS SUPREME INTELLIGENCEAND SUPREME GOD

Plato says repeatedly, and not only in the Timaeus, that the Demiurge
is identical with the supreme God, as the texts we have quoted show.
Therefore, the denial of this matter of fact runs against all the docu-
ments, as well as against the overall Platonic system. Moreover, this
denial is inspired by various implicit or explicit forms of atheism, as well
as by the widespread and insidious supposition that the problem of God
has no place in scientific inquiries, and consequently falls outside the
competence of the scholar in his professional capacity. This supposition
has led to the relegation of the figure of the Demiurge to the sphere of
the mythical, bringing with it a dismembering of the Platonic system.
In fact, Plato clearly distinguishes the Ideas and the Principles from

the Demiurge, that is, from the Intelligence that based the construction
of the world on them. After writing his excellent commentary on the
Timaeus and with his profound understanding of the dialogues of Plato,
A. E. Taylor observed:

It may naturally be asked how much of this can be conceived to be serious
Platonic teaching and how much is mere imaginative symbolism? No one, of
course, could answer the question precisely; possibly Plato himself could nothave made a hard-and-fast distinction between philosophical content and myth-ical form. But one or two points are important. It would stultify the whole storyto follow the example of some interpreters, who wish to find something like
the philosophy of Spinoza in Plato, by making the artisan a mythical symbol of
his model, the vom‘ov Céov. This may or may not be good philosophy and
theology, but it is not the thought of Plato. . . . God and the forms have to be
kept distinct in Plato for the reason that the activity of God as produCing aworld like the forms is the one explanation Plato ever offers of the way in whichthe participation of things in forms is effected. If God simply meant the same
thing as the forms, or as a supreme form, it would remain a mystery why thereshould be anything but the forms, why there should be any becoming at all.1

In our View, these claims are just; but we think that the interpretive
paradigm of the Tfibingen School allows us to go much further and to
ascertain much better how Plato understood the relations between God
and the Ideas: what the relations are between the highest Intelligence,
God, and the Idea of the Good,which is the first and highest Principle.

III. THE RELATIONS BETWEEN THE DEMIURGIC INTELLIGENCE
AND THE Goon

We may again recall that the point from whichwe must begin to solve
this problem is the Phaedo, in which Plato attributes toAnaxagoras the

1. Taylor,Plato, 442.
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great merit of having introduced Intelligence to explain the cosmos.
But he criticizes him for not having been able to apply this great discov-
ery in the concrete, because he did not know how to supply the basis on
whichwhat is above it can stand up, namely, the fundamental structural
connection between Intelligence and the Good. The Intelligence and
its work cannot be explained without the Good.
In the Republic, where he speaks most fully about the Good, Plato not

only does not call the Good God, but he clearly distinguishes God from
the Good, saying that God is good essentially; and so distinguishing the
impersonal Good (To Gsiov) from Him who is good in the personal
sense and in the highest degree ((3 6869).
We may recall, finally, that two essential components of ancient

Greek thought have given us the exact general context in which alone
Plato’s thought can be understood.
(a) For the Greeks, Godhas above him in the hierarchy a supreme rule

or rules, to which he must refer and which he must obey. In this sense,
Plato’sGod too,who is the supreme Intelligence, hashierarchicallyabove
him a rule or some rules which he must obey and by which he must
regulate his activity. In this way, the Good is the supreme rule (and the
world of the Ideas as a wholemakes up the set of rules) bywhich God is
regulated and which he obeys in his every action. For this reason He is
Good and Best in the highest degree by being the entity closest to the
Good.
(b) Parmenides introduced into Greek thought the conception that

the Intelligence18 possible only ifIt is based on being andIS expressed
in and through being. Thus, for the ancient Greeks, even a supreme
Intelligence, qua intelligence, does not produce its own basis, but pre-
supposes it. Also for Plato, the supreme Intelligence involves the Good
as its basis (and, more generally, the existence of the Ideas and the first
and highest Principles).
So even those who in the past gave some importance to the Demiurge

did not sufficientlyexplain in what sense the Demiurge is in the highest
degree the Good and in what sense or way He actualizes the Good for
the greatest possible good.
In our View, the new paradigm offers a clear and full response to the

problem in all its details. As we now know from the Unwritten Doctrines
and from what can be gathered about them from the dialogues, the
Good is the supreme One and Measure.
Therefore, God is Good in the highest degree because he operates by

virtue of the One and the supreme Measure, actualizing them as per-
fectly as possible.
Hence, the Intelligence acts in the bestway by ordering and commen-
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surating the disorder that arises from the antithetical material Principle,
within the bipolar structure with which we are now familiar: he acts by
unifying the multiple. This too is a quintessentially Greek conception,
which is also found in Greek nonphilosophical religious thought and in
pre—Platonicphilosophy.The great answer whichAnaxagoraswas unable
to give but which is needed is this: we can explain how andWhyeverything
is generated, becomes, and is by reference to the One and to the way it
unpacks itself, bringing disorder into order, which is unity-in—multiplicity.
God wills that all things should become as similar to him as possible,

impressing on them unity, measure, and order. Thus the fundamental
systematic relation in Plato’s thought becomes clear: the demiurgic
Intelligence and its structural relationswith the Good, the One, and the
supreme Measure form the foundation for grasping how reality is con-
stituted at all levels below the Ideas,which make up the first level above
the realm of the sensible.
In this, we are obviously far from pure mythology.
But what is the meaning of Plato’s claim that the demiurgic Intelli-

gence creates some entities in the realm of the intermediates and all the
entities in the realm of the sensible cosmos?

IV. THE ACTIVITY or PLATo's DEMIURGE Is A SEMI-CREATIONISM:
THE HIGHEST FORM OF CREATIONISM IN HELLENIC THOUGHT

The question of creation that the figure of the Demiurge raises is one
which has aroused the most conflicting interpretations and the greatest
disagreements, so that many scholars have preferred to put the issue on
hold, or at least to recast it in a strongly reductive fashion.
To understand Plato on this we must have a properunderstanding of

the meaning of nonbeing and of being in this context. By “being” Plato
means a mixture, anything indeterminate that comes to be determined,
a commensurated excess, a harmonized more-and—less, an ordered dis-
order, all in accord with the familiar bipolar structure. At all levels
being is a mixture in the sense given in the Philebusand the Timaeusand
whichwe can fully grasp in the light of the Unwritten Doctrines.
Nonbeing is not, for Plato, absolute, but the material Principle of

excess, of the more-and-less, and of disorder; and this needs an opposed
Principle with which to mix itself, so as to become being in the sense
just given. In any case, speaking in the Sophist of nonbeing as different
(in his particular sense of it), Plato says he had already said good-bye to
nonbeing in the sense of absolute nothingness?

2. Cf. Sophist, 2 58Eff.
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Moreover, we must give proper prominence to the fourth kind, that
is, the intelligent demiurgic cause, which Plato describes as necessary
for explaining any mixture outside of the realm of the eternal beings, to
wit, all the mixtures in the cosmological realm as well as those in the
anthropological realm, and especially everything having to do with the
soul. This claim is central in the Timaeusand is presented in one of the
four metaphysical axioms with which Timaeus’s great speech begins:
“[A]ll that becomes must become by the agency Of some cause, for
without a cause nothing can come to be.”3
Thus, the passage from nonbeing to being is a passage from an un-

formed subsistence to a structuring of reality by reference to an eternal
model. But this passage cannot be explained without an intelligent
causewhich acts.
The “semicreationism”of whichwe have spoken, creationism within

the Hellenic worldview, involves this: the productive Intelligence pre-
supposes, in order to produce, the existence of two realities which are
related in a metaphysical bipolarity: (1) what is eternally the same in
every respect, and functions as an exemplar; and (2) the material
Principle characterized by more-and—less, by disorder, and excess. The
bringing of this disorderly reality into order is the bringing of nonbe-
ing to being, or the creating Of a generated thing, which sensibly
actualizes ungenerated being in the best possible way.
But if we were to stop short with these considerations, which many

scholars have recognized, albeit in slightly differingways, we would lose
sight of many important points.
First, we must bring to the fore the creative role of the demiurgic

Intelligence in the realm of the intermediates: Of the soul, the mathe-
matical entities (at least to some degree), and the Ideas of the artifacts.
The mediation between the realm of eternal being and sensible things
and hence creation (the passage from nonbeing to being), involves,
according to Plato, a complex numerical and geometrical articulation,
because only through this is it possible to bring the intelligible down
into the sensible.
But this very complex play of numerical and geometrical articula-

tions would be incomprehensible unlesswe bore in mind the metaphys-
ical-numerical structure of the Platonic Ideas and the numerical rela-
tions (dQLGuoi, Aé'yOL) that connect each Idea with all the others. This is
the complex issue of the Idea-Numbers, which the new interpretive
paradigm has brought into the limelight and has fully clarified. As a
matter of pure theory, this complex metaphysical-numericalsystem in-
volves an intermediate mediating realm. The mathematical entities,

3. Timaeus 28A.
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together with the numerical and geometrical system they reproduce,
make up the mediating structure (and so are intermediates) between
the Ideal numbers, the Ideas or eternal Forms, and, on the other, sensi-
ble things. Aristotle’s testimony becomes even clearer now:
In addition he [Plato] placed the objects of mathematics beyond sensibles

and Ideas, and in between them, differing from sensibles in being eternal and
immovable, and from Ideas in being many alike, whereas each Idea is one
alone.4

The mathematical objects are the necessarymediation between each
Form or Idea, which is a single one (év Exaotov uévov), and the multi-
plication of it in a plurality. Forjust this reason, the intermediate math-
ematicals are immobile and eternal like the Forms; but there are many
alike of them. The passage from the Ideas to the corresponding things,
a passage from One (éfv) to Many (nokkd), is explained by introducing
many eternal things alike among themselves (d’i’fitaxai dxivn'ta—ném.’
éi't'ta 5u0ta) , in such a way that between, on the one hand, the ungener-
ated and incorruptible One-Idea and, on the other, the corresponding
generated and corruptible many-alike, there are set as intermediates
the ungenerated and eternal many-alike, namely, the mathematicals.
This is what explains the unpacking of the bipolar structure of the

real in general, including the complex foundational relations that hold
between the transcendent world of Ideas and the sensible world, and
the participation of the latter in the former.
We may again appeal to the ancient Greek notion of a “canon” in the

arts as the geometrical and mathematical measure of forms. As follows
from whatwe have already said, it becomes in Plato a supremely meta—
physical canon in the full sense.
We may also round off what we have said about the mathematical-

geometrical structure of the soul and its intermediate function. If the
mathematical structure of the ideal entities and mathematical interme-
diates is formallyand ontologicallynecessary for the bipolar mediation
of the One-Many, it is not sufficient as an efficient cause: it is insufficient
for the realization and the actualization of the mediation. For this, the
demiurgic Intelligence is necessary. just as the demiurgic Intelligence is
often given inadequate importance, likewise no emphasis is given to the
hierarchy of the Intelligences that Plato introduces. Indeed, just as in
the case of the Intelligible, in this case too Plato echoes the’hierarchical
structure of reality, which is so basic a theme in his thought.

A

Since He is supreme, and with a View to leading what is shaken in an

4. Aristotle,MetaphysicsA 6.987b1 4—1 8 [Gaiser, 2 2A; Kramer, III. 9; Findlay, 4 1 5.4].
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unregulated fashion (the material Principle) from disorder to order, so
as to produce a very beautiful thing, according to a precise plan (ko-
ytoo’mavog), the Demiurge found (niiotoxev) that the most beautiful
thing, in order to be so, must have intelligence and so he produced the
intelligence of the world. He produced it in the soul of the world,
because, to have intelligence, a thing must also have a soul. And so He
created the best and most beautiful thing. Here is central text again.
Taking thought, therefore, he found that, among things that are by nature

visible, no work that is without intelligence will ever be better than one that
has intelligence, when each is taken as a whole, and moreover that intelligence
cannot be present in anything without soul. In virtue of this reasoning, when
he framed the universe, he fashioned reason within soul and soul within body,
so that the work he accomplished might be by nature as excellent and perfect
as possible. This, then, is how we must say, according to the plausible account,
that this world came to be, by God’s providence, in very truth a living creature
endowed with intelligence.5

The intelligence of the world-soul has the function of concretely
realizing the Demiurge’s great design, and through the Demiurge it
participates in the ideal world.
Therefore, the world-soul is the most beautiful of generated things6

and it has been generated by the Intelligence of Him who produced it,
who is the most perfect of intelligible entities,7 and so the highest of
intelligible beings.
The Demiurge creates also all the stars and the heavenly bodies as

divine and eternal living creatures, with spherical bodies mostly made
of fire, all endowed with intelligent souls and closely connected to the
intelligence of the world soul. Here is the text in which Plato speaks of
the visible and generated Gods:

He made the greater part of the Idea of the divine out of fire, so that it
might be very bright and very beautiful to behold, and he rendered it the
universe round in shape and set it in the intelligence of the supreme circuit
and he distributed it over the whole circumference of heaven, so that it would
be an ornament to it and multifarious as a whole.
And he gave to each two movements—thefirst, a movement in its own place

and in the same way, whereby each thinks always the same thoughts about the
same things; the second, a forwardmovement, in which they are controlled by
the circular motion of the same and the like. Relative to the other five motions
he left them unmoved, so that each might attain the highest perfection. And
by this cause the unwandering stars were made, to be divine and eternal living
beings, who stay ever revolving in the same way and in the same place. But

5. Timaeus30B 1—C1.
6. Ibid., 37A2: dgiornyevouévn TEN yawaeévrwv.
7. Ibid., A1: . . . 16v vonrc’fiv dei 1:8 Svrcov {mo 1'06 dgioroo.
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those which revolve and follow a wondering path were produced in the way
already described.8

In addition to the intelligent souls of the stars and the heavenly
bodies, the Demiurge creates the rational souls of men in a closely
similar way. Into the bowl (the poetic image for the container of the
mixture with which he had composed the soul of the Universe), the
Demiurge places what remained of the elements with which he had
made the soul of the Universe, and mixes them almost in the sameway.
Hence, the first mixture is identical with that from which the Demi-

urge produces the intermediate Same, Other, and Being (as the inter—
mediates between their respective Indivisible and Divisible), since He
employs what remains after having made the soul of the Universe and
the celestial souls. The second mixture, then, is made in almost the
same way, but of the second and third grade of purity: the second for
men and the third for women. (It is curious that, after the great victories
for absolute equality of the sexes in the Republic, Plato returns in the
Timaeus to the traditional View of his time.) Here is the relevant text:
Thus he spoke, and again into the bowl in which he had previously mixed

the soul of the universe he poured the remains of the elements, and mixed
them in much the same way; but they were not as pure as before, but of the
second and third grade of purity. And having made it he divided the whole
mixture into souls equal in number to the stars and assigned each soul to a
star, and having placed them there as in a chariot he showed them the nature
of the universe and declared to them the laws of destiny, according to which
the first generation would be one and the same for all so that none should be
at a disadvantage because of him; and being distributed in each of the organs
of time as was adapted to each, they ought to have produced the most religious
of animals.9

It is rare to find in books on Plato’s metaphysicsa fair account of this
doctrine, although very important not only for a proper understanding
of Plato but also of Aristotle, who took over much of it despite not
admitting the demiurgic side of the creative activity of the highest Intel-
ligence.
In fact, Aristotle did not accept the hierarchical structure of the intel-

ligible because he treated the structure of the intelligible as inherent
in the sensible; nevertheless, he did admit the existence of the Intelli-
gences as transcendent substances, and he accepted the hierarchy of
the Intelligences and the underlying conception supporting it.
It is a point of scholarly knowledge that in the De Caelo, Aristotle

clearly admits the animateness of the heavens, stating openly that the

8. Ibid., 4oA2—B8.
9. Ibid., 41D4—42A1.
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heaven is animated ('éutbuxog) and possesses a principle ofmovement.10
He notes, moreover, that some astronomical difficulties can be best
explained by admitting that the stars participate in activity and life
(ngdgtg xai Com,“ and he likens the activity of the stars to that of
animals and plants.12
In the Metaphysics, Aristotle does not discuss the celestial souls, nor

does he deny them. Yet, given the logic presupposed in his argument,
since he admits the Intelligences which move the heavens, celestial
souls would seem to be necessary to explain why and how the heavens
can be inspired to move by the Intelligences.
Here, then, is the hierarchy which follows from Aristotle’s account:

the highest Intelligence, prime Movent;
the fifty-five movent intelligences of the fifty-five celestial spheres;
the celestial souls of the various spheres and stars;
the rational souls of men.

"F‘WPE‘

We can now see how important is the issue of the ontological hierar-
chy of the Intelligences as it appears in Plato, not only to understand
the Neoplatonists and their extraordinary elaboration of this hierar-
chical structure, but also to understand Plato’s own followers, begin-
ning with Aristotle.
The feature that distinguishes Plato’s hierarchical conception of the

Intelligences from those of the other Greek thinkers is the creative
activity of the supreme Intelligence or Demiurge relative to all the
other Intelligences. This conception would never again be proposed in
Hellenic culture.
To conclude our discussion of Plato’s creationism, we ought to make

two further points.
First, the creationism of the Platonic Demiurge is operative also on

the Ideas of artifacts, as we saw from the passage from the Republic.
These particular Ideas are to be found in the realm of the intermedi-
ates, and therefore remain distinct from the Ideas of the first realm.
If this location of the Ideas of the artifacts is accepted, which is possi—

ble ifwe also accept the new interpretive paradigm, we can explain how
and why the indirect tradition tells us about disagreements among the
Platonists on this matter, and how some, such as Aristotle, maintained
that Plato admitted only Ideas of natural things and not of artifacts.
Gaiser has offered the very plausible conjecture “that not only the
1 o. Aristotle,De caelo B 2.285a27—31.
1 1. Ibid., B 1 2.292a20—21.
1 2. Cf.Aristotle,De caelo B 1 2.292b1-2. See also Reale, Teofrasto, 46ff., wherewe show

how this issue was important also in Theophrastus’sMetaphysics.
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specific mathematical numbers and figures are born in the soul . . . but
also the Ideas of the things produced by techne have their place in this
intermediate psycho-mathematicalrealm.”‘3We can thus explain the fact
thatAristOtleheld that Platoadmitted only IdeasOfnatural things, though
in his dialogues Plato clearly and repeatedly claims that there are also
IdeasOfartifacts. Whatwe have, then, are Ideasat twodifferent levels; and
the IdeasOfartifactsfound among the intermediates are notnatural Ideas
like those found in the first realm; therefore, they are not genuine (or
absolute) Ideas.
Finally, Platonic creationism is at its fullest in the claim about, and the

attempted demonstration of, the Demiurge’s production Of the four
elements (water, air, fire, and earth) from the mixture from which every
form of being originates. In this way, the Demiurge produces the that-
Out-Of-Which things are made by the geometrical means we examined
above. The creative activity of the Demiurge acts only partially on the
mathematicals. Butwe do not have sufficient information tO be certain
about this.14

V. THE PLATONIC CONCEPTION OF THE DEMIURGEAS SHOWING THE
DRIVE TOWARD MONOTHEISMWITHIN ANCIENT GREEK THOUGHT

We have Often seen that Plato calls the Intelligence the supreme God;
but he also says that many other beings are gods. HOW are we to
understand this theological pluralism?Dies makes the following Obser-
vations:

A reading Of the dialogues almost inevitably leaves one in a certain uneasi-
ness. Everything is God or Divine in this tOO divine Plato: the Ideas or intelligi-
ble Forms—the Idea Of the Good—the Idea of the Beautiful—the Intellect—
the Soul—the World—the stars—our intellect and our soulto say nothing of
the mythologicalgods which the Timaeusmentions immediately after the heav-
enly bodies, with undisguised irony. We are led tO ask with a little impatience:
which among all these is Plato’s God? 15

Dies states the problem but does not use the right method to solve it.
As we have Often seen, God should not be confused with the divine

norwith the first Principle (the Good, the One, and the supreme Mea-

13. Gaiser,Plat0ns,26.
14. Certainlythe Demiurgegreatlymultiplies the mathematical entities; for example,

in the constitution of the material elements, he must produce triangles and regular
geometrical bodies in great quantities to mix them with the material Principle. Likewise,
he works on the mixturewith which he produces theWorld—Souland the varioussouls Of
stars and Of celestial bodies as well as of human beings. And the examples could be
multiplied.

1 5. A. Diés, Autour du Platon. Essaz's du critiqueet d’hz'stoire, 2 vols. (Paris, 1927), 2: 555.
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sure), which is the rule and that to which the Intelligence refers. Nor
should he ever be confusedwith the wholeOf being. Plato conceiveshis
God as personal, attributing to Him both supreme Intelligence and also
Will. The activity of Plato’s God is not simply that of Intelligence on the
Intelligible, but rather a willing of the realization of the Intelligible.
And Plato tells us so absolutelyclearly, so that only someone who refus-
es the text could misunderstand. He writes:
He was good; and in the good no jealousy can ever arise. SO, being without

jealousy, He desired that all things should come as near as possible to being
like Himself.16

And the other Gods?
Given whatwe have already said, there cannot be any doubt as to how

to respond to this question. Ifwe take seriously the concept of creation,
even as semicreation, the other gods all depend on the first.
This was a revolution for Greek polytheism, one which expresses a

deep drive in Plato’s style of thought, although at a distance, toward a
monotheistic conception of God. A. E. Taylor is largely right to say:
“Thus, in the scheme of the Timaeus, we see that the efficient cause Of
the world is thought of definitely as a personal God, and this creator or
maker is, strictly speaking, the only God, in our sense of the word, the
dialogue recognizes.”17
If Plato also used the name God for the world and for parts of the

world or the things found in them, this ought not to mislead us. Indeed,
“These 980i are all “created”; their mison d ’ étre is the will of the Smu-
ougyég (29e, 41 b), who is thus distinguished from them as God is from
“creatures in Christian theology.”18
Undoubtedly Taylor goes too far in claiming that in Plato God is

distinct from creatures as in Christian theology. To be exact, one ought
to speak of no more than an analogy, because the creation in the Hel-
lenic sense which Plato supports is different from that of Christian
theology. Nevertheless,with this caveat, what Taylor says is sound and
the discussions that it has aroused are motivated by ideological preju-
dices which are not based on the facts. Here are the famous words the
Demiurge addresses to the created gods:

Gods, children of Gods, I am the artificer and father ofworks, which, by my
efforts are indissoluble, unless I wish it. Everythingwhich is put together maybe undone, but it would be evil to wish to undo what is harmoniously and
happily put together. For this reason, and because you are but creatures, you

16. Timaeus2gE1-3.
1 7. Taylor, Plato, 441-42.
18. Ibid.,442.
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are notwholly indissoluble, but youwill not be dissolved, nor undergo the fate
of death, because you have my will on your side, a greater and mightier bond
than those with which you were put together when you were born. . . . Three
types of mortal beings remain to be produced. If they are not produced, the
universewill be incomplete, for it will not contain all living kinds.Yet it ought
to contain them, if it is to be perfect. But if they were created by me and
received life through my work, they would be equal to the gods. So that they
may be mortal, and this universemay be truly complete, you are to undertakethe formation of these living beings, in accordance with nature, imitating the
power which I used in creating you. The part of them worthy of the name
immortal, which is called divine and is the guiding principle of those who are
willing to follow justice and you—ofthat divine part I will myself sow the seed,
and having made a beginning, I will hand the work over to you. . . . [Y]ou shall
interweave the mortal with the immortal and produce and beget them and
bring them up giving them food and when they die receive them again.19

VI. THE DEMIURGEAND THE PROTOLOGY

If the Demiurge is the supreme Intelligence, which has hierarchically
above it the rule according to which it acts, and on which it depends; if
this supreme rule is the Good, the One and supreme Measure; if this,
through the bipolar structure of the real, involves a system of dialectical
relations in accordance with numerical distinctions, and in this way
maps out the entire realm of the intelligible: then, it is clear that since
the sphere of the intelligible is that in and through which the Intelli-
gence is grounded, the protology offers an exact reconstruction of the
intelligible world to which the divine Intelligence essentially refers.
The thesis that the world of the Ideas is the noetic cosmos, created by

the divine Intelligence itself in its thinking, is a thesis to which Plato
himself did not subscribe. Moves in this direction were beginning to
develop, very probably, alreadywithin the Academy;20nevertheless, it is
only in Philo of Alexandria and to some extent also in the Didaskalikos
ofAlbinus that we find a real spelling out of this thesis.
Consequently, the protology is paradigmatically and primarily the

knowledge of the divine things, which the divine Intellect possesses in
the highest degree, and which the philosopher must try to reach.
Here is the text of the Timaeus, which we have already quoted:
The Principles yet more remote than these [above the geometric principles

from which the four elements are derived] are known to Heaven and to such
men as Heaven favors.21

1 g. Timaeus 41A7—D3.
20. See H. Kramer’s groundbreaking Der Ursprung der Geistmetaphysik. Untersuchungen

zurGeschz'chtedes Platonismus zwischen Platon undPlotz'n (Amsterdam, 1964, 1 96 72).
2 1. Timaeus 53D6ff.
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This concept is also set out byAristotle at the beginning of his Meta-
physics; for him first philosophy is the science of divine things, and it is
likewise the kind of sciencewhich God possesses either exclusively or in
the highest degree.22Therefore, we now fully graspwhat Plato means by
the phrase “the assimilation to God,” to which many dialogues refer.
In the Republic, for example, Plato says that man must practice justice

and the virtues, so far as it is possible for a man to make himself like
God (611010669011 98(5).23 In the Theactetus, he refers to the same con-
cept, in affirming that the “flight from the world” (from the evil of the
world) consists in an assimilation to God (ouoimotg 086)) so far as this is
possible, and that the assimilation to God is justice and sanctity in accor-
dance with wisdom?4 And in the Laws, Plato indicates by “the right
measure” the condition of being dear to God, whereas the things which
“lack right measure” (&HSTQU) are friends neither among themselves
nor to Him who preserves them; and hence:
God is the measure of all things for us, muCh more than any man is, as some

people think. And he who would be dear to God must, as far as possible,
become like Him.25

Within the new interpretive paradigm, the highest Measure of all
things is the One, and therefore the Good, and this, however, is not
God, but is divine, the supreme rule to which God (the Demiurge)
conforms. God is He who perfectly realizes the Measure and the One,
and in this sense, He is also Measure, so to say, in the personal sense.
And God (who is thebest of eternal beings and the best of causes),

insofar asHe brings about the highest Measure, brings about unity-mul-
tiplicity, that is, He perfectlybinds the One to the Many and the Many to
the One. Indeed, the Timaeusrepeatedly tells us so and openly states the
conceptual point very fully in a passage that we have alreadyquoted, but
which serves as a final flourish:
God has sufficient knowledge and also power to be able to combine many

things into one and again to resolve the one into many. But no man either is or
everwill be able to accomplish either the one or the other operation.26

Naturally there is no human being who, on his own, taking man as
the measure of all things (in the maxim of Protagoras) , knows how or is
able to do (even in a different way) anything remotely close to what
God does.

22. Aristotle,MetaphysicsA2.983a1—1o.
23. Republic 1 0.61 3B1.
24. Theaetetus1 67B 1—3.
25. Laws4. 7 1 6C4—6.
26. Timaeu368D4—7.
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Men, therefore, if theywish to act well, must do what, after creating
the gods, God illustrated to them as a model, namely, to imitate this
power in the creation of things, and to bring about unity-in-multiplicity,
thus to produce harmony and order.
To try to bring about the justmeasure, and so to act as He who brings

about the Measure of all things perfectly, and thus to try to assimilate
oneself to God insofar as is possible for a man, means to bring the unity-
into-multiplicity and so to bring order and produce harmony in all
things that depend on man in ethics, and in politics (in private and
public life), as well as in all technical and artistic works.27
And this is the way in which Plato understood justice and Virtue, as

manifestations of that metaphysical connection that unifies the whole
of reality. Within ancient Greek culture, it is the highest interpretation
of what binds together all things.
It is a message that still has much to recommend it to modern man.

27. See above, 2 15-16.
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