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CHAPTER 5

KNOWLEDGE AS THE ULTIMATE ASSET
OF POWER



Adyos SuvaoTns péyas éoTiv, 8s opkpoTdTew owuaTt Kal
ddaveordrw BetdéraTa é’p'yd amoTelel
[“Word (reason) is a great Master, who by the smallest and
most invisible body, accomplishes divine works”]

Gorgias, Laudation of Helen, 82B11§8 DK

kat omola éueAdev éoecbar kai omoia 7y, dooa viv ui)
€oTL, Kat 60a viv €07 kal 6moia éoTal, mdvTa diekbounoe
vols

[“And all things that were to be, all things that were but are
not now, all things that are now or that shall be, mind
formed them all”]

Anaxagoras, 59B12 DK

Kal TPADTOV eV 0 mepl PUotos TAV AmdvTwy eldws, TdHSs

ov duvaoelTal Tepl mavTwy 6plds kal mphoaev;

["And first of all, he who knows the nature of all things, how

will he be unable to act correctly with regard to all things?”]
doool Adyoe («Divided Theses»), 90, 8 § 2 DK

Aoxet 07) pou 76 pév abpmav Téyvm elvar 0bdepia odk éodoa
[“In truth, it seems to me that quite generally there is no art
(applied knowledge, reasoned craftmanship) which is not
really an art (i.e. applied knowledge capable of generating
systematically repeatable results)”]

[Hippocrates], /lep! Téyvrys, [«On the Art (of Medicin)»], 2
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he fifth century B.C. saw the classical flourishing of ancient

Greek culture, fierce hegemonial struggle within the bosom of a
bipolarised Greek world, and an unprecedented high level of
considerably internationalised economic activity. Developments in all
three fields (intellectual and artistic, foreign relationships, economic)
focused on one city-state: Athens, where meritocratic democracy and
creative prosperity also took hold in a very open and eminently
competitive environment.

The uncompromisingly (ant)agonistic spirit of the ancient Greek
form of life erupted in the classical age in full might permeating all
aspects of human activity, individual and collective, and all realms,
material and mental. Within the State, public political debates and
forensic litigation expressed what in philosophy emerged as
disputativeness, even eristical controversialism; Rhetoric and
Sophistics were the characteristic result -, veritable trademarks of the
era. More explicit standards of rationality were consequently reached
and set. A practically unregulated market system, and the Hesiodean
ayaly éois (beneficial strife) operating in full sway among all
economic agents, propelled the volume and rhythms of goods
produced and distributed, the variety and extent of services offered,
and the magnitude and operationality of the financial sector, to record
hights. Cultural products were now supplied for pay: poetic odes
(Pindaric and Simonidean, for example) as well as works of plastic art
[1], but, above all, education, knowledge, (the art of healing, of
course, for example, taught or applied, but also aesthetic criticism
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such as Homeric interpretation, or historical learning), especially the
teaching of the arts of argumentation and persuasion, of political
science and oratory [1a]. The Sophists, representatives of the new style
in Philosophy, were essentially characterised by this new commercial,
their opponents said mercenary, spirit [2]. Their scholarly and
scientific activity covered both research and instruction in all fields of
knowledge in a spirit of marked instrumentalism and pragmatism,
with capital emphasis on «practical» issues, questions political and
moral including economical [3]. Their teaching was divided between
private instruction and public lecturing, for both of which they asked,
and got, considerableilsometimes exorbitant, fees [4]. The Sophists
made of the spiritual goods, knowledge and education, commaodities,
which they produced and exchanged freely. In fact, Antiphon argued
that, if not appropriately priced, intellectual ware could be of no
value: a good idea should command a high price in the market of ideas
[5]. The marketization of intellectual products was also accompanied
by enhanced movement of ideas; the teachers of the new knowledge
moved freely around the Greek World, exhibiting their art and
merchandise, staying where opportunity presented itself in a business-
friendly environment for their line of profession. Naturally, the center

of intellectual gravity was the place of freedom, innovation and ,. |

power-hegemonic and democratic Athens [5a].

All human interaction involves action and counter-action,
«passion» and counter-«passion». Relationships between free agents
and without coercive violence naturally consist in a certain balancing
between action and counter-action. Without such balancing, one or
the other of the individuals will not participate and, thus, no
interaction will materialise. Should such distemper in human
relationships prevail, society would dissolve and man would regress
into isolationism. But human nature cannot be satisfied to its fullest
potential on such terms, and, hence, society is a natural necessity for
man. Human association is not the result of a social contract bur the
work of need. It is for this very reason that not any form of human
association is a free one. If the bond of a compact laid at the basis of
society, then all forms of society would be free, as one can freely agree
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to accept restrictions to his natural activity. The difference between
weak and strong regulation of human life could, then, be a matter of
degree and not of substance: even a system of absolute control might
be free, under such a construal of the nature of human association, if
endorsed by an aboriginal pact. The theory of the Social Contract,
despite appearances, undercuts individual freedom: it emasculates real
liberty by projecting it to the level of a speculative supposition; the
theory annuls it by absolutising it.

Human association is the consequence of human need - a work of
natural necessity in which freedom has no role to play. So much
greater can thus be freedom’s function within human association, once
established. Freedom is a practical factor, not an «ideal» assumption as
to the origin of human society. An association is free, if there obtains
in it a natural adjustment between action and counter-action in all
human intercourse. The spontaneous balancing of action and
counter-action in- human relationships is what constitutes the
associational-system as a nexus of free agents. A free system of human
interaction is required to have a proper market.

In a naturally ordered system of human coexistence every
interaction between its members is a transaction, a do ut des
relationship [6]. Such a natural system, if it remains uninterfered with,
will be stable, since there will be evolved spontaneously a general
pattern of balances between actions and counter-actions. The balance
struck at each individual transaction is quickly transmuted into a
general equilibrium [7]. What is required for such rapid transmutation
is (a) that the singular balancing adjustments are totally free, and (b)
that information concerning particular interactions moves
unimpededly within the system. A system with free and well-informed
agents will, after a relatively short period of spontaneous adjustement,
reach a stable condition. A free and transparent system of human
association is in self-sustainable general equilibrium. An unregulated
and fully diaphanous market, i.e. a genuine market, is inherently
stable.

Ancient Greek society was right from its inception market-oriented
in that human intercourse was felt and conceived on the pattern of a
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do ut des relationship, in which the balancing determination between
action and counter-action was constitutive. The Greek view of reality
is fundamentally polarised: what there is consists of entities (poles)
with marked identities, of individual essences (natures) whose highest
lawfulness is their most complete manifestation in concrete instances,
and of particular individuals whose ultimate finality is the most
perfect development of their intrinsic nature. Such stark ontological
individualism was naturally correlated to an ontological egoism as
general principle of activity in reality. Beings inherently crave for the
fullest realisation of their individual nature, for maximal self-
realisation. The individual’s highest duty is to its most perfect
fulfilment as the thing that it is, generically, specifically and
particularly. Under these auspices of sacred egoism, the intercourse of
individuals is necessarily polarised. Each being exercises its own
activity in pursuance of its own end (perfection); the intercourse
between beings is, consequently, a question of utility to each one’s
proper finality. The polarity in each intercourse is harmonious,
complementary and conjugal if the corresponding utilities are co-
ordinated. The nexus of interrelationships is grounded on such
coordination of mutual utilities, on the accurate balancing of what is
offered and what received by both poles of the do ut des relationship.
The sense of a fine-tuning in the balance necessary to keep the
polarity of the interacting forces together in each case of intercourse
was characteristic of the Greek experience of life and of the Greek
world-view. It was elevated to the grand principle of Universal Cosmic
Harmony pervading all reality. The balance was, furthermore,
spontaneous; the harmony self-adjustable. Natural adapration in the
solitary actions of the individuals constituting the world-system
reigned supreme. By the side of ontological individualism and
ontological egoism, ontological naturalism secured the objective
cooperation of different agents, differently constituted, differently
motivated and acting differently. Ontological automation safeguarded
the collective co-functioning of distinct and varied poles without their
individual purposing it. The courses of separate self-evolving
individualities were made spontaneously to converge towards their
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natural integral without having to be re-directed. The world-system
was in effect a cosmic whole without the endeavour of any or all of its
parts to that effect. Unity is never for the Greek mind a question of
choice; it is a matter of necessity: what exists forms a natural whole
despite the fact that the individual free agent can never accept its
- conjugation to others as a primary priority of its existence [7a].
Natural systems are self-regulatory. Integrations are always objective,
never subjective affairs. Individuals are necessarily free. In fact, the
more one interferes in the spontaneous fine-tunings and natural
adaptations of a system, with a view to their improvement and
towards the end of enhanced coordination among its members, the
more the system’s natural processes of integration are distorted, and
the less, as a result, the system is unified. The reason being that any
subjective interference reduces the self-fulfilling dynamism of the
individual members of the system in aggregation. For the optimal
dynamic distribution of roles and functions in a system is the natural
one. Furthermore, most patterns of interference aim or tend to
diminish the role and function of those in particular best adapted to
maximal self-fullfilment, an arangement severely compromising the
level of aggregate performance and the corresponding sum total of
result in the system manipulated along such lines. Thirdly, systematic
interference with the natural processes of self-regulation in a system,
create endogenous instability, which is bound to erupt at the
appropriate moment of time. Optimal regulation of a system is its
natural self-regulation, i.e. total un-regulation with regard to arbitrary
interference. We can also derive from the ontological analysis, the
general criterion of naturalness and arbitrariness: natural is the
purposed maximal self-realisation of every individual member of the
system; arbitrary is the inculcation in varying degrees to them of a
collective ethos and the introduction in the system of institutionalised
techniques aiming at the enforced inoculation into the individual
make-up of the alien purpose of collectivity.

What has been said finds its illuminating application in all
departments of ancient Greek culture and all fields of that reality. For
example, there has been clearly perceived in modern times how crucial
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it is the problem concerning unity and multiplicity in ancient Greek
experience and thought, the One-and-Many fundamental puzzle of
reality. The solution in a nutshell was that there is cause for the
objective convergence of subjectively divergent moments -
understanding «subjective» in an ontological sense signifying the inner
supreme law of every individual entity towards its own fullest
development. The fact of the convergence and unification was evident
to the Greek eye: reality is stable; it also allows for extreme self-
realisations and supreme perfections. The firm belief was in a natural
order regulating the functioning of any given system of reality, as well
as of the ultimate cosmic system: reality as a whole, the World art large
as the all-inclusive whole. The natural order emerges spontaneously
through mutual adjustments of opposite, partial and temporary,
disorders. The polarity of being, far from breaking up its existence, is
the other side of the harmony of being, indeed the latter’s very
constitution. Opposition creates and sustains integration:

ov fvvidoy Okws Sraepbpevor éwvrd Evudéperar malivrovos
appovin ckwomep Tofou kai Adprs.

[«The many do not understand how what is being brought apart
comes together with itself; (or: how being at variance it agrees with
itself) ‘there is a back-streched harmony like that of the bow and the
lyre»].‘

In this Heracleitean formulation we find the classic expression of
the idea that unity consists in the natural balance of the reaction
between opposites [8]. Being is dynamic; existence thrives in
opposition: it feeds itself on contrast. Within a thing and constitutive
of it, between things, among the parts of the world, strife is the law of
reality, resulting upon each individual entity’s overwhelming
determination to realise itself to the maximum potential of its nature.
The universal antagonism of self-seeking individuals in collision
courses is automatically sublated into unpurposed integrals of
harmony. Diverging, things converge.

The ancient Greek felt, perceived and intellected the World as both
an arena of opposition and a field of perfection. Things, internally and
externally torn by strife, manifested (despite, and, then, because of, it)
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existences marvel of unity and glory of beauty. Ionian Philosophy
deduced the unity of the World from the singleness of its principle:
Monism was the cause of integralism. At the turn of the centuries,
early in the fifth century B.C., Heracleitus proceeded further:
opposition, not only comes from a unitary cause, not only is not
inconsistent with unity, but constitutes it; strife yields harmonious
wholeness and perfection [9]. The intrinsic dynamism of being, and
of its excellence, is proclaimed magisterially at the beginning of the
age of Power for Greece.

What happens in the universal system, the cosmic whole, is
applicable necessarily to any system of reality whatsoever, for this has
to be a subsystem of the absolute one. In particular, societal order
reproduces the cosmic order [10]. Human association is an
aggregation of self-seeking individuals, whose ultimate finality is each
one’s maximal realisation of the potentialities inherent in their natures
under their individual constitutions. Thus, the projection of the
cosmic order onto the societal level results, also, in the weighting of
human membership according to individual merit (ability, excellence).
Each entity expands, and has the right to expand, to the limits of its
maximal self-realisation. But justice (i.e. conflict) sets the actual limits
through the adjustments naturally reached by the simultaneous
activity of all things towards their respective maximal manifestation.
Thus the more capable individual in political associations has the right
to exercise the deeper and broader influence as he actually does, and is
bound to do, in fact. For this is what the law of justice will
automatically enforce if the natural disposition of things prevails (i.e.
if it 1s not interfered with) [11].

Strife and changeableness in the World were early conceived as
multiple contrast of opposites. The combative character of the Greek
experience of life, joined to its fierce individualism, readily expressed
itself in a world picture where change issues from a ceaseless ongoing
series of duels between couples or contestants. Existence is polarised,
and herein consists the inherent dynamism of being. Viewing cosmic
processes as the result of tension between various pairs of opposites led
to the Pythagorean Dualism. Cosmic polarities are ultimately reduced
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into some few cardinal ones, out of which all the vast field of
multifarious opposition is constituted. Originally, such Dualism had a
religious undertone and a logicomythical foundation, being expressed
in terms of symbolic thought of high condensation and
comprehension [12]. When, however, being itself emerged as the very
tensionality of opposition, its constitution could not but be a certain
relationship between the opposites. Two correlated factors, one
speculative, the other experimental, pushed in the direction of the
well-known «mathematization» of Pythagoreanism [13]. On the
abstract level, all opposition was revealed as contrast between Limit
and Limitlessness: on the one side of every polarity there is some
definite determination, while on the other an open possibility of
determination. The antithesis is between definiteness and variableness
(possibility of diverse formation), as between the straight line and the
curvilinear. Such construal of the nature of existence by itself
underscores the doctrine of its mathematical constitution. On the
most general level, the limitation of limitlessness is a number.
Relationships between the fundamental polar opposites, or, in other
words, various determinations of the indefinite, are numbers. Parallel
to this philosophical insight, and in application of it, the concrete
development of a corresponding musical theory based on a system of
definite numerical ratios between opposing factors, impressively
confirmed the general idea [14].

The Heracleitean dynamism of being construed, in Pythagorean
fashion, as the tensionality of polarity underlying the existence of
every stable formation in the real world [15], led to the idea of a
certain proportionality in the mixture of elements (contrarieties of
distinguishability) as determinative of the essential character of things
[16]. Reality emerges as a system of proportions (ratios), and number
becomes the definitive and defining factor of beingness [17]. The
comprehensibility and intelligibility of reality is tantamount to 1ts§
numerical determination [18]. i

What was conceived to obtain universally in reality, and what was
discovered to operate constitutively in music, was further sought and
found as a guiding, effective, principle in all systematic endeavour and
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productive activity of man. Successful human agency is a matter of
expertise. In the handling of affairs and in the treatment of materials,
in coping with situations and in meeting needs, in reasoning and
persuasion, performing well means possessing a corresponding art. As
in magic so in science: knowledge is potent - one can effect things by
it. This is the case even with morality (and politics): Virtue is at
bottom cognitive, it amounts to knowing how to behave and act
effectively and successfully in the various categories of encounter [19].
As with what one man does, so with what he makes: there is an «aro
behind all kinds of human workmanship and service. Every craft
consists in a knowledge of how to achieve a given (type of) result [20].

True knowledge is always active and functional. The emphasis on it
at the great age of Greece went hand in hand with the proof of its
significance: by means of it the various occupations were becoming
real arts. One succeeded in his business not merely as a result of long
experience, some innate, acquired or trained dexterity or just good
luck and a happy turn of hand, not, least, haphazardly or occasionally
- but because he had penetrated into the nature of his object generally
as well as, consequently, in the specific case before him. Knowledge
secured repeatable, systematic success.

This “cognitivisation” of ability and dexterity, led also, naturally, to
the formation of several, separate, well-defined arts. Artisanship
became artistry, i.e. knowledge-how to effect results, which involves
applied knowledge-that, or rather what I have called pragmatic
knowledge. Medicine, for instance, evolved as a distinct department
~of science and “technology” precisely in the vibrant fifth century
[20a].

Since the structure of reality is polarised and its dynamics
contrarial (as construed in the Pythagorean - Heracleitean tradition
[21]), knowledge has to do with balances, symmetries and
oppositional equilibria: it is always in the last resort an insight and an
understanding of right mixture between constituent contraries. Thus
every art (just as every science) is mathematical in character. This
applies, e.g., to the art of statuary [22], as well as to oratory, the art of
effective speach and forceful persuasion [23].
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The key had been found to capture the pulsating rhythm of reality.
Heracleitus proclaimed that the cosmic order is uncreated and eternal,
«fire ever-living, kindled in measures and going out in measures» [24].
This order consisting in the measured progression of ultimate reality is
the very Logos of being, its intrinsic law of existence. It is the pattern
of connectedness and cohesion in things, their objective thythm. The
rhythm in the development of the world-substance produces the
diversified patterns in the form of reality, the spatial and temporal
rhythms of existence. Adyos, as thought and expression, is anchored
in the realm of being, coinsides somehow in its authenticity with the
principle of reality. Reason, and the reason of being and becoming, are
two aspects of the same order.

The key to reality is knowledge of the right measure, number,
proportion and this precisely because the constitution of being is
mathematical. Reason is quintessentially ratio. Being and excellence of
being consist in a proper measure and proportion in the mixture of
opposites, or, to say the same thing in a different way, they consist in
the optimal determination of a continuum of indefiniteness. Such
optimal determination, or right measure and proportion, makes
everything a question of high resonance. The existence, nature and
perfection of things, of states, of conditions, of actions and
productions, of all reality generically and specifically and individually
taken - all depends on fine adjustment in a field of variation, in an
appopriate coordination of contraries. So that success (in every sense
and application of the word) as a function of «frequency» may be
represented in the following schema (Fig. 1).

The category of success is meant here very abstractly as whatever
has Toiap eminent degree identity, stability and power. So that, on the
ontological plane it is well-defined being; in the axiological dimension
it is excellence, perfection, worth, merit; in doing and making it has
its proper and strict significance. Under the same heading falls the
idea of katpds, of the right timing, of the ripe moment, whether in
natural processes or human activity.

Reality is constituted mathematically. And since «number» and
measure gives determination to being, it gives intelligibility and knowl-
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A |

success

right measure(s) proportion(s)

Fig. 1

edgeability to things. Knowledge of the right «<number» unlocks the
secret of existence, it penetrates to the very essense of reality. This
means power. From magic to science, to know is to be in a position to
effect results. Understanding the inner nexus of existence makes
possible the formation of predictions as to the course of (future)
events, accurate within the limits of the knowledge achieved. One can
thus maximise the returns on his engagement with man and the world
by acting correctly. Appropriate activity, enlightened and guided by
knowledge of the past, present and future, ensures maximal benefits.
Knowing the reality of things and their nature entails knowing what
to do and what to make, how to act and how to construct, entails, in
short, the way man creates his cultural edifice, his spiritual,
intellectual and material universe. Right conduct (systematic and
coherent) is primarily a cognitive achievement. Moral and political
rectitude, no less than social justice and economic efficiency, just as
expertise, artistry and science, consist in knowledge, and knowledge of
facts - facts more basic and causal or more apparent and effectuated
[25]. Values are just facts of a certain kind, such as pertain to peaks of
existence, perfections of being, intensifications of reality [26]. It all
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amounts to the most thorough formulation of the Principle of
Rationality in all human action - and not merely in its application to
economic activity. Every question regarding choice of action asks for a
«technological», or «technocratic», answer: how to maximise returns
(benefit) through human endeavour, given a certain set of «assets»
(raw materials, means of production, level of command of goods and
services, expertise) [27].

Rationality (and rationality measurable, mathemarical, of choices
weighted according to the nature of things) is the rudder for the
direction of human action, just as it is (as principle of exquisite
balance and correct proportionality, of hidden harmony) the key to
understanding reality, and just because it constitutes the inner form
and structure of existence.

Rationality is man’s ultimate instrument and weapon; it is the
fundamental source of human power. Rationality theoretical and
practical knowledge of how things are and how do they evolve on the
- one hand, and knowledge of what to do, when and how, on the other,
are the two sides of one and the same wisdom. To comprehend reality
means to recognise a meaningful picture in the complex pattern of the
apparently disorderly appearances. The World, for the ancient Greek
mind, is not a continuous fluctuation of indefiniteness, but the
orderly display of determinate dynamism. Reality is the total field
compounded out of numliDerous fields consisting in the activity of
focuses of power representing specific essences and individual natures.
Seeming disorder is at bottom complicated rhythm, precise and
vibrant all the same. Disharmony on the level of phenomena hides
underlying multiple harmony. Outward imbalance is but intricate
symmetry, in nature and art alike. The proper superposition of
manifold rhythms creates an intricate pattern which may appear
superficially as jarring disarray. To know is to see through this pattern,
the complex «<number» of things. By knowing the «<numerical» identity
of things interrelated, one penetrates into the weaving of history, the
correlated web of their development: for change results upon the
coimplication of many fields of power, each affecting all others. Thus
the «numbers» and rhythms of processes of change are revealed. We
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unravel the «mathematical logic» of things and flows. Then, one can
chart one’s course through them in life with maximal profitability, ie.
with optimal self-realisation. Prudence is a corollary of knowledge —
wisdom applied.

Reason and knowledge is power. The Heracleitean Adyos expresses
on the ontological level the inner rhythm of reality, its measured
nature, the law and pattern of existence. It is the power that moulds
everything. It is, also, the power to comprehend everything: for to
understand is somehow to identify with the essential core of the reality
examined [28]. Aoyos for Gorgias, also, as thought - sequence and its
expression, both inseparably bound together, is most potent, in its
capacity of imposition upon men, as the analytical, argumentative
and oratorical instrument of persuasion [29]. In fact, there was a
strong tendency to subsume all fundamental cognitive expertises
under a single heading, that of reasoned wisdom, in short of Reason as
word - and thought - sequence unravelling the secret of reality. To
know the truth of reality means pragmatically to be able to teach
about the origin and nature of things, also to possess the arts of speech
as well as the technique of debate, to be capable of delivering
judgement as well as of exercising leadership in deliberations
concerning mighty matters of state, finally to act correctly (i.e.
effectively and successfully) in every encounter and under any
conditions regular or extraordinary [30].

Knowledge as a reasoned representation of reality disclosing the
essence of things, their reason of being, is the universal key to the
world, and all situations within it, in which man finds himself
involved. A key of understanding which is, therefore, the instrument
of optimal response based on (relatively) accurate penetration into the
secrets of the past and present, as well as on (relatively) safe prediction
with regard to the hidden courses of the future. Knowledge is also the
key to achievement and success, in making as well as in doing. It
enables man to optimally cater for his needs, by the artful production
of commodities and the expert offer of services apt to satisfy them.
Adyos, reason is, thus, power.



302 CHAPTER 5

In the surging, upbeat philosophical tradition of the 5th century,
namely the Sophistical movement, there is sharp emphasis on the
supreme potency of reason. Protagoras’ main work, for example, was
known and referred to, by a string of titles which manifest that basic
insight on the instrumentality, power and efficacity of knowledge.
The names were: (1) Ilept T0d dvros (Concerning being or On what
there is); (2) Méyas Abyos (the Great Discourse, the Mighty
Reason); (3) 'AMPea (Truth); and (4) Koarafaddovres (the
Overthrowers, or Overthrowing (arguments)) [31]. There is an inner
logic binding together these variant titles. Truth is the very
manifestation of reality, the revelation of being as rationality. Reason is
cosmic order and principle of though (as coherent representation of
reality identifying with the objective structure) and word. The Great
Reason - Word discloses the truth of things. And this grand revealer
overthrows all false opinion expressed in reasons-words (or arguments)
of inferior dynamism. In principium erat Verbum, év dpy# 7v 6 Aé-
yos, indeed.

In the age of high classicism power is the chief preoccupation in
man’s mind and this applies equally to the intellectual (including the
moral) realm. The truer view and argument is the more powerful one:
truth (and nor only right) is might. The Overtrhowers (reasons
overwhelming) establish the truth of reality. Being itself is highly
tensional. The fierce antagonism of existence is naturally reproduced
in the quest for truth: it is a question of settling who the conqueror is
in the field of bartling reasons, arguments, disquisitions, orations. In
this arena, the winner substantiates truth [32]. The strongest, in
principle, is the best. Nothing is more indicative of such a basic
power-oriented attitude of the Greek way of thought and life than the
grammatical fact that dpworos (best) and wodrioros (mightiest) are
both superlatives of good (dyafés), an adjective meaning a character
concretely useful, beneficial. Excellence combines the notions of
superlative quality and efficacius strength: it is difficult to differentiate
simply the two in the Greek language, so deeply rooted is the
experience of the functionality of perfection. There is a fundamental
pragmatism in the classical mentality.
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The preoccupation with power and its functionality in achieving
results and securing success, common to the intellectual atmosphere
of the fifth century, led the Sophists occasionally to extreme
formulations, which have to be properly understood in order to be
correctly appreciated in their energetic fullness of meaning. One such
climactic thesis was the doctrine thar right consists in the interest of
the mightier party [33]. Another consisted in the famous war-cry and
promotion-formula for their trade, thar the true art of discourse
(reasoning) can make the weaker position stronger: Tov 777w Adyov
" kpeirrew mowely [34]. Such provocative statements were really banners
meant on the one hand to emphasise the legitimacy of power in
claiming the jurisdiction naturally belonging to it, and on the other to
rally the widest possible interest in the value and efficacity of the artful
wisdom (évreyvos cogia) proclaimed as teachable by the new
spiritual movement [35]. Since everything - from skillful production
to moral goodness, and from adequate understanding to political
prudence up to religious correctness - is a question of cognitive
excellence, then the grand art of life consists in knowledge that can be
learnt in principle by every individual, given an environment of
appropriate opportunities. One can thus duly appreciate the
importance and relevance of two central questions in the Socratic
critique of the «New Reason», namely those concerning the unity of
the art of life and its teachability [36].

To interpret stimulating, even if excessive, formulations like the
two above-mentioned as entailing some fundamental form of
intellectual (and, hence, moral and political) relativism in the
dominant high-classical spiritual and cultural movement, is a
common enough error modern interpreters often committ. The fact
that there are opposing arguments and theses does not mean by itself
that there is no graduated approximation to the truth of reality, not
even that there is no absolute (scientific) knowledge of the world.
Indeed, there is necessarily absolute knowledge if reality has a
determinate nature and structure. The rationality of existence anchors
objectively the existence of subjective rationality, and thus safeguards
at the limir the conformation of the absolute order of things in the

i,
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reason of thought. In the process of discovering the real order, human
mind acquires knowledge of reality relative to its own condition
(individual or collective character, age and place); but such relative
knowledge is really partial knowledge of the objective situation. man'’s
complete (at any point) conditional knowledge of things is partially
unconditional knowledge. And it is in this spirit, as was well
appreciated in antiquity, that we should understand the Protagorean
subjectivism and relativism, encapsulated in his famous homo-
mensura dictum: man is the measure of all things, of what is with
regard to what it is, and of what it is not, with regard to what it is not
[37].

The significance and overwhelming emphasis on knowledge
(wisdom and art) as the veritable matrix of power in human affairs is
inherent and congenial to the ancient Greek mind. The ancient Greek
always behaved on the implicit conviction thar knowledge,
«technological» expertise, «artistic» capability and craftsmanship,
rational innovation, is the real motor of history [38]. It is the
domineering awareness of that importance which erupted, (with some
concomitant, understandable and justificable violence) in the spirit of
high classicism. The phenomenon was not restricted to the
intellectual milieu of the new philosophy (Sophistics), but extended
over the entire cultural and historical area. Pindar the poet adopts the
contestive and polemical metaphor of argumentative fights won by
the superior, conquering discourse (0 kparioTedwy Adyos) [39].

Consistent  with  the general cognitivism  (better than
intellectualism) of the Greek world- and life-experience, knowledge
and rationality was identified as the fundamental source of power
[40]. Power, quite generally, was apprehended as the pivot of
existence. Power, implies strength and force, hence, also, violence.
There is a certain violence manifested always where power exists and
exercises itself. Since reality is polarised, and all being and life is a
battling ring as in an athletic contest, there is victory and defeat in all
circumstances cosmic and human. The conqueror exercises violence
on the vanquished, be it in war, in games, in power-politics, or in
disputations and controverses. A4yos itself is menat to be a winner
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and master. There is violence in rationality, in every harmonious order
that subdues the indeterminacy of unformed subsistence. Reality is in
a permanent state of war, according to Heracleitus, generalising from,
and broadening, the common notion of military engagement.

The association of power, lawfulness or coherent order and force
(violence) was felt and acknowledged in the Golden Age of Greece. At
the inception of the classical Epoch, Pindar proclaimed it in
magisterial strains:

Népos 6 mavrwv BaciAeds

Bvardv re kai abavarwy

dyer Sucardv 16 PradraTov

UTmepTATA YeELpi.

[«(Cosmic) Law, the Lord of All,

mortals and immortals alike,

carrieth everything with a high hand, justifying the extreme
of (force and) violence» ] [41].

The philosophical counterpart, and probable archetype, of this
insight is found precisely in the sharpest statement of the Principle of
Power at the very inauguration of the Age of Power for Classical
Greece. The common law of all existence, proclaimed Heracleitus in
oracular and prophetic tones, is the rationality of being, Reason as law
of harmonious order. Following this universal law constitutes the
essence of empowerment; for it rules everything, so far as it wishes to
go according to its own lawfulness, with undiminished and
unexpendable might:

Hov véw Aéyovtas loyvpileabor ypn 70 Euvd mavTwy, CkwWoTEP
V(;,,L(LU TF(SALS, Kaz WOAID ZGXUPOTE,[)(US. ’TPé(ﬁOVTaL '}/(}.p WdVTES' OE
avBpdrmetor vépor vmo évds Tob Belov: kpaTel yap TooolTov okbaov
é0éNer kal é€aprel Ao Kal meprylveTal <TAVTWYS.

[«Speaking with sense (lit. with mind), we should strengthen
ourselves with that which is common to all (i.e. reason), as a polity
(lit. a city, sc. a State, a political society) gets strengthened with the
law, and much more forcibly. For all the laws of men are nourished by
one law, the divine law; for it holds sway to the extent that it will and
is sufficient for all and prevails over all» ] [42].
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The intensely dynamic experience of the (high classical) age will
also explain the appropriation of kpareiv (excell, hold sway, prevail
over, rule) by the philosophical thinking of the time as a principal,
significant and frequent technical term. Starting with the «mixed»
speculations of the sixth century, esp. of Oprhic origin [43], the idea
of power and forceful dominion as essential characteristic of the
cosmic principles of reality took animated hold of the philosophical
thought, and with Heracleitus [44] entered its mainstream
developments: the orphic-pythagorean eclectic Empedocles [45]; the
Eleatic Melissus [46]; the new Ionian School, Anaxagoras, Diogenes
from Apollonia, Archelaus, the Commentaror of the Derveni Papyrus
[47]; all testify to the captivating prominence of that experience and
idea. And similarly in fifth century Medicine: there is significantly
frequent and revealing use, as explanatory tool, in the Hippocratic
Collection, of the notions of prevailing (émixpareiv) and mastery (Sv-
vaoreveww). More than that: a character of existence (an essence,
quality or whatever determination of being defining a distinct
identity) is taken to consist in the potency of self-affirmation, in the
power to show itself up in reality and make a well-defining difference
in the world by the fact of its own dynamic existence [48].

Existence is power. Quality (determination) of being is specific
power. Value is intensity of power. Perfection, excellence is optimal
power, maximal functionality and officiency. It is thus in the nature of
reality that power holds sway. Moreover, at the core of power there lies |
rationality, intelligent order. This is why justice confirms the
prerogaives of power; why Pindar glorified force. Strength is
blameless. Might is right. What conduces to the efficacious exercise of
power is good (i.e. beneficial) to the power, but it is also good to the
weaker parties, whose unjust elevation to positions of leadership
would be detrimental first and foremost to themselves, then to the
entire system affected by that mishap. A reversal of the natural order
of subordination creates by itself an inherent instability [49].

Everything is reduced to the power-dynamics. There is even the
violence of reason. Persuasion itself consists in the mind being
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compelled to see things and act in a way induced by a discourse or
argument of superior force [50].

Amidst such universal prevalence of the power-dynamics in
classical culture, it is only natural that a preeminent position would be
held by power-politics proper, especially in the field of international
relations. Questions of balance of power, spheres of interest economic,
political and military, alliances and hegemonism, among others, were
clearly posed and articulately answered, both in the practical and in
the theoretical areas. The contemporary reality provided ample field
for such elaborate positions. Obvious major examples are respectively:
the equilibrium between Greek and Persian Power or berween Athens
and Sparta; the division of dominant trade and influence in a western
Corinthian and an eastern Athenian parts; the bipolarisation of the
Greek World in the Athenian and Spartan Leagues; the well-
conceived, but midway faulted and finally failed, bid for hegemony by
the Athenian democracy. In such fertile ground there thrived the
formation of Strategic Doctrines in the foreign policy of the main
players, as well as of Strategic Concepts expressing converging vital
interests of States entering into strong alliances under the
determinative leadership of one Great Power. The fascination with
power manifest in the cultural milieu of the age, both projected the
general reality of fierce antagonism then in place and guided its
analytical understanding. Significant events of the far past, even those
embedded and preserved in the world of myth and poetry, were
treated retrospectively in accordance with the prevailing norms of
realism. The War of Troy itself was interpreted in expressly
geopolitical terms: the position and domineering attitude of Troy in
northwestern Anatolia, by controlling the ever important Straits, as an
outpost of the great “Assyrian” Empire, threatened security, stability
and growth in the region of the western Aegean. In consequence of
this, the Achaean Greeks (themselves following, as we know, an
expansionary strategy in pursuit and support of their active internatio-
nal trading politics and commercial interests), declared war on Troy
which resulted in the downfall of the State of llium [51].
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But the fifth century presented the best example of power politics
in action, and also a truly classical piece of corresponding strategic
analysis. Athens embarked during its course into a bid for hegemony
unique in that it satisfied all at the same time conditions (a) of an
umprecedented intensity in economic activity, (b) in an environment
of unsurpassed economic freedom, (c) with the ideology of
uncompromising competitiveness (the agonistic ideal of life) (d)
under the political framework of extreme democracy, and (e) with the
strong arm of overwhelming (esp. naval) military might, which
sustained an integrative process over the entire Aegean sea area
directed by the values (economic and cultural) of the Athenian
success. Thucydides offers a penetrating history, and a masterful
analysis, of the power-political field in the age of high classicism,
focusing on the dynamics of the Athenian Imperium [52]. The
Athenian bid for hegemony and a unipolar order failed basically
because of a pacifist, consensual and compromising change of policy
midway towards its securely successful outcome, a change which was
again reversed when it was already too late [53]. But, nevertheless,
Athenian hegemonism ushered, supported and expressed an age
characterized by an umparalleled level of cultural achievement and an
exceptional degre of economic performance. The closely knit nexus of
the various power-capabilities which constitute the dynamic potential
of a thing’s being and the actual difference that its existence makes to
the world, the entity’s seal of identity, was symbolised in the
exemplary Athenian case by the goddess Athena, divine principle of
wisdom and practical efficacity, of spiritual as well as military prowess,
of intellectual grasping and immediate result, of arts creative and arts
productive, all at once according to their inner law of affinity [54].
The drive to extremes of human activity, and the vibrant spirit of
proud power sure of success, was represented in the Victories (Athenas
deified attribute of necessary achievement accompanying the might of
wisdom) which a self-conscious State devoted to its civil Goddess as
thanksgiving for its triumphs [55].
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[1]

NOTES

Eminent artists did get high prices for their works. Pheidias was a
conspicuous example. He did not avoid the accusation, and
condemnation on charges, of embezzlement with regard to the creation of
one of his masterpieces, the chryselephantine statue of Minerva in Athens;
but this probably had more to do with party-politics given his intimate
connection to Pericles, then starting to fall in disfavour with the people,
and with the fact that he was for too long artist-in-chief for the entire
programme of the Acropolis-development (building and decoration).
Plato refers to Pheidias as a foil in order to give an idea of how his artistic
earnings compared to those of the great Sophist Protagoras, an intellectual
and educator; Meno, 91d: olda yap dvépa éva [pwraybpav mhelw yp1-
HaTa KT??O'd[.L€VOV dﬂé '7'0.157"7]§ ’Tﬁg O‘Og[)lfas' 7") @ELS{GV TE, 89 O{}’T(U TeEPL-
pavds kaldd épya mpydlero, kal dAAovs Séko TV avdpLavTomoldv
[«for I know one man, Protagoras, having made more money from this
wisdom (namely Sophistics) than Pheidias, who so conspicuously has
produced beautiful works of art, and ten other sculptors»].

Poetic works were in the 5th century composed upon commission,
and sold for money. Pindar himself contrasts, in the beginning of his
second Isthmian Ode, the former times, when poets offered their efusions
to their loved ones, to the practice of his contemporaries, when the Muse
is fond of gain and actually hired (Isthmia, II, 1-11); v. esp. 6-8:

& Moioa yap o pidokepdis mws 767’ fv 008’ épydiris:

0vd’ émrépvavTo yAuvkeiar uekidpBéyyov wore Tepfnyidpas

apyvpwletoar mpdowma parbaxédwvor dodal.

[«For, in those days, the Muse was not fond of gain, no,
nor yet a hireling;
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nor did sweet warbling songs pass for sale, with their

silvered faces,
from out the hands of honey-voiced Terpsichore»]
(Sandys’ translation).

Pindar himself was reported to have received for a Dithyramb
honouring Athens the enormous amount of 10,000 drachmae from the
city, something in the order of $1,000,000 (if the reckoning is based on
the level of common wages). The specific reason for this unparalleled
magnificence on the part of the grateful city was that in the hymn Athens
was addressed as (Fr. 76):

*Q rou Murapal kal looTépavol kol Goldupot,

EANGSos dperopa, khewval *Abjrar, Sarubviov wrodiebpov.

[«Oh! the gleaming, and the violet-crowned, and the sung
in story;

the bulwark of Hellas, renowned Athens, city divine»].

The story about the Athenian munificence is told by Isocrates, De
antidosi (XV), 166. Later writers mention that the occasion for the city’s
extraordinary gesture was a fine of 1000 drachmae inflicted on Pindar by
his zealous countrymen for the Theban poet’s praise of Athens (Epistle
attributed to Aeschines IV, 3; Fustathius’ life of Pindar in W. Christ,
Pindari Carmina, p. CVL. 1-5; the fine, at the same amount, is also
mentioned by Tzetzes in his Hesiodic Scholia p. 224 Gaisford = on
Works and Days, 412). The Athenian indemnity is said to have been
cither twice («Aeschines») or e(iuat to the fine (Eustathius). This is much
more likely than the astronomical figure of 10.000 drachmae testified by
Isocrates. - Pindar asked 3.000 drachmae for the composition of a
Nemean Ode in honour of Lampon. The relatives of the victorious athlet
at first refused to pay such a price, retorting that with such an amount
they would better order a statue of the victor. They however changed their
mind subsequently. Pindar begun the Ode by claiming the superiority of
his poems over any works of plastic art (Scholia to Nemean QOdeV, la). -
The matter of the payment of fees for poetical compositions is taken for
granted by Pindar; v. Pythian Ode X1, 41-2; Simonides from Ceos (556-
468 B.C.) was considered the first to compose poems for pay. Suda s.v.;
Scholia to the Pindaric Isthmian Ode II, 9a. The épydris podoo. (hired
Muse) in Pindar’s Isthmian ode above quoted was taken to be addressed
principally to Simonides. Callimachus distinguishes his own practice on
the matter from that of Simonides specifically (Fr. 222 Pfeiffer) by using

the same expression:
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oV yap épyaTv Tpédw
v Motoav, s 6 Keios ‘YAiyov vémous.
[«...for T do not nourish a hireling Muse,
as the Cean descendant of Hylichus (sc. Simonides)»].
Callimachus could well appear condescending to the poetic market: he
was a royal pensioner in the Ptolemaic Court. For Simonides’ hire cf. the
(probably pseudo-Platonic) Hipparchus, 228¢c. He received payment for
his compositions as a matter of course. In a story reported by Cicero (De
Oratore, 11, 86 §352), he had been asked by Scopas, a man of rank and
fortune in the Thessalian Crannon, to recite a poem in his honour; when
Simonides incorporated in that eulogy (by way of embelishment in the
manner of the ancient poets) many particulars concerning the Dioscuri,
Castor and Pollux, Scopas told him that he would pay half the sum which
he had agreed to give for the poem, and, should the poet wish, he might
well ask the remainder from the Dioscure, whom he had equally praised.
His avarice in the exercise of his art was proverbial. Aristophanes
lampoons Sophocles for some gain-loving act of his old age by saying that
he became Simonides (Peace, 697-9). Simonides himself had the wit to
mock himself for his weakness: he was fond of saying that senility having
deprived him from all other pleasures, good that there was left one to
cherish him in the old age - aviarice; v. Plutarch, An seni respublica
gerenda sit, 786B (to which anecdote Thucydides seems to be referring in
I1, 44, 4). The association of old age with the desire to accumulate wealth
is repeated by Terence, Adelphi, 834-5. It is castigated by Cicero, de
Senectute, XVII1, §§65-6. The contemporary (slightly older) philosopher
Xenophanes (c. 570 - c. 475 B.C.) satirised his passion for money, calling
him «ipBié (niggard, skinflint); 21B21 DK. On this quality of his,
Chamaeleon’s work on Simonides seems to have expatiated; cf. Athenaeus
656c-¢: examples are given of what was considered as base covetousness:
he was traduced as niggard and sordidly greedy of gain. Stories were
circulating highliting his excessive love of money. To the question
whether he deemed better for someone to become rich or wise, he
answered «rich»; for, he added, he noticed that the wise attend to the
wealthy men’s doors, not the other way round; Aristotle, Rherorics, B,
1391a8-12. In the Socratic tradition an explanation was given of this
untoward - from the point of view of the philosophers - fact: the Socratic
Aristippus maintained that it was so because the wise men know what
they wanted, whereas the rich did not; Diogenes Laertius, II §69. Plato
indignantly denied the truth of the statement, in the natural order of
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[1a]

things (Republic, £T, 489b). - Another characteristic story was that when
Anaxilas, tyrant of Rhegium, won the mule race in the Olympic Games,
he asked Semonides to celebrate the victory with an ode specially
composed for the event, as it was customary; but the poet, being
disatisfied with the payment offered by the tyrant for his production,
replied that it was unfit to his genius to wiite poems for mules; when
however the tyrant raised the amount of the remuneration, Simonides
wrote the ode wihout mentioning the mules but calling them in a
grandiose style (Simonides fr. 10 = 515 Page):

Xaiper” deAomédwv Biyarpes brmrwv

[«Hail you daughters of storm-footed horses»] :

(Aristotle, Rhetoric, T, 1405b23-28; Scholia ad loc., Commentaria in
Aristotelem Graeca XX1 2 p. 174.4 Rabe; Heracleides Ponticus, Politeiae,
25, FHG, 11, 219). - In a third and revealing anecdote, Simonides is
reported to have been asked by someone to sing his praise in 2 laudatory
ode, saying that he would be grateful; but he did not mention a payment
for the work; whereupon Simonides informed him that he possessed two
chests, one of favours, the other of money; when he needs something, he
opens the former and finds it empty; useful is only the latter (Stobacus,
Florilegium, 10, 39; in a mutilated form, also Scholia in Aristophanes,
Pax, 697).

In the 5th century, the poet selling his compositions was as common
and normal, as the philosopher (the Sophist) receiving payment for his
intellectual services. The era of the market for the spiritual goods had
arrived for good. The poet in the business of marketing his own
productions is caricatured by Aristophanes, Birds, 903-59; Aristophanes
unleashes in his Clouds a vitriolic attack on the new intellectual order,
wholesale. He was a populist reactionary. His violent criticisms testify to
the fact that the new order had been established for good.

Physicians salaried for instruction must have been a commonplace; v,
Plato, Protagoras, 311b. Medicinal treatment was naturally paid for quite
early, as the exercise of any other art and craft. The recompence was, in
cases of eminent merit, quite handsome, as is shown by the story of
Democedes from Croton in Herodotus II, 126-132. Quite apart from
the astronomical munificence of the Great King, Democedes was
appointed public doctor in Acgina for one talent per year, then in Athens
with an annual salary of 1 2/3 talents, and the next year in Samos for two
talents (ibid. §131). Taking the calent of 6,000 attic drachmae, the
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recompense involved for his services is enormous: between $300,000 and
$600,000 per annum.

Considerable renumeration attended instruction on the Homeric
poems; teachers ex professo for this discipline were the Homerists,
rhapsodes who recited the epics on pay; v. Xenophon, Symposium I11, 6.

Herodotus is reported to have been recompensed for his public reading
of his Histories in Athens, with the enormous sum of ten talents
(Plutarch, de Herodoti Malignitate, 26).

The general expression for such sale of superior knowledge (beyond
that of the various artisanships and craftmanships) was épydZopa apyv-
piov dmé cogias (“earn money by exercising wisdom, by working from
wisdom”]; Plato, Hippias Major, 282d. The reference is to the Sophists,
as professors of wisdom par excellence.

In the Socratic tradition, especially by Plato, this feature of Sophistics
was raised to a crucial issue. Thus Plato, in his famous «hunting» of the
Sophist, begins with five successive preliminary definitions, in all but the
last of which the entrepreunerial attitude is central. Sophisr, 231d:
Lok pev yap, T TpdTOV nﬁpé@n véwv kal mAovolwy é’ppw@os 917-
pevris... To ye Sebrepov &umopds Tis mwepl 0. Ths Juytis pabiuara...
Tpirov 8¢ dpa ob mwepl adrd Tadra KdmnAos aveddvn; Nal. kal mérap-
TOV ye avTomdAns mwepl To. pabfuara fuiv <fv>. [“For I reckon, in the
first place, that he (sc. the Sophist) has been found a paid hunter of the
young and wealthy ... And, secondly, some merchant (trading abroad) of
spiritual goods (of knowledge in human soul) ... And, on a third count,
did he not emerge as a retail-trader (in the internal marker) of the same
things (sciences)? Indeed, and, fourthly, he was to us a vendor of his own
productions regarding the sciences»]. As a fifth definition it is offered the
wealth-getting function of the art of eristic disputation (or verbal
wrangling); ibid.-225¢: amo T@v Biwrikdy Epidwv ypmpariluevoy
[«making money from private contentions»]. The Sophist is now a
mercenary eristic  disputator. For the first definition see its full
formulation in 223a-b. For the following three, see, correspondingly,
224c-d; 224d; 224d-e. It is interesting to observe the successive
conceptual divisions by which Plato arrives at the second definition; the
full schema runs thus (Fig. 2).
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Téyvn kTt (or olkewwTik )
[art of getting things or of appropriation, possessive art]

"\

’réxvn XEPWTLRY) 'TEXV'T] aAAakTik)
[art of subduing, [art of exchangge]

or laying hands on/\

Téxvn dwpnTiKy TéXVTN GYyOopasTLKY)
[art of gift-exchange] [art of market-
exchange or of sale].

N\

TéxvT aUTOTWALKT) Téxvm peTafANTIKY
[art of selfselling, [art of commutation,
or art of sale by or art of selling what
the producer himself] one has bought]
Téxvm KaTNALKT) TéXVT) EULTTOPLKT)
[art of internal trade] [art of external trade]

N

Téyvn <owpaTeuTopikty | Téxvm fuxepmopLk)
[art of traficking in [art of traficking in
Fig. 2 utilities for the body] utilities for the soul]
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To this last mentioned trade of spiritual goods belongs, Socrates is
made to maintain, Sophistics (ibid. 223b-d). Alternatively, in the third
and fourth definitions, Sophistics is allocated to the méyvn kamryAucr and
réxvn adromwuct, respectively. It all depends on whether the spiritual
utilities traded by the Sophist are exclusively his own production, or wares
bought and sold in the internal or external market of arts and expertises.
The view is recapitulated in Protagoras, 313c: "Ap’ odv, & ‘Irmérpares, o
codLoTs TUYYAVEL WV EUTTOPsS TiS 1) KATTMAOS TRV dywylpwy, b’ dy
Juxn) Tpéperar [«And thus, oh Hippocrates, the Sophist turns to be a
commercialist or a retail-trader in such wares, as they provide
nourishment to the soul»]. These wares are the arts and sciences (7d pa-
Ouara, the various disciplines; ibid.). There follows a long-drawn
analogy between nourishment for the soul and nourishment for the body,
whose upshot is that just as the trader in the latter kind of commodities
sells his wares to anybody that is in demand of them irrespective of the
state and condition in which the buyer is found, and, therefore,
irrespective of whether, and to what degree, he will benefit from them or
will get harmed - so the trader in spiritual wares (the Sephist) supplies his
goods (his knowledge) inattentive to the appropriateness and adequacy or
otherwise of the receiver, and hence indifferent to their beneficial or
harmfull effect on him (ibid. 313d-314c).

The classificatory division-schema underlying the fifth definition is the
following (sc. C. Ritter, Neue Untersuchungen iiber Platon, 1910, table
opposite p. 1) (Fig. 3). (V. Plato, Sophistes, 2252-226a).

In Plato’s Socratic dialogues the payment of the Sophists in exchange
for their teaching is nearly a war-cry. Cf. Laches, 186¢; Apologia, 19e-20c¢;
Protagoras, 311b-e; 328b; 349a; Meno, 91b; Gorgias, 519¢; 520c;
Cratylos, 384b-c; 391b-c; Theaetetus, 167c-d; Republic, 337d; 493a;
Sophist, 223a; 233b; Alcibiades I, 119a. No doubt the point goes back to
Socrates himself, who exploited it to differentiate himself from the great
Sophistic movement, to which (as Aristophanes in his Clouds perceptively
proclaims) he naturally belonged. Socrates insisted on another main point
of difference: to the learned condensension of the Sophists, armed as they
were with amazing virtual omniscience, he opposed his permanently
searching attitude, (often exaggerated for the sake of argument, if not of
truth, to his meek confession of a self-avowed ignorance) and the irony
that went with it (it should be kept in mind that elpwvela in ancient
Greek meant understatement, purposeful diminution of status in one’s
statements). Both points were elaborated and articulated by Plato within
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' 7 Ve k] V4
Téxvn kT7TLRY ((OF OlKELWTIK) )

PN

TéXVT AAAAKTIKT) TEXVT) XELPWTLKT)

’TGIXV'T] H’r}pél)ﬂkﬁ 'TGIXV'Y) &,’VU)VLO'TLK'Y/]
[hunting art] [art of contest, combative art]

N

TéYVY GULAATTLK) TEXVT] AT
[art of competition] [art of fighting]

N

réyvn BlaoTirn ’T’GXVT] a,uquﬁ'r]’rmn
[art of enforcing] [argumentative art]

7\

TéEXVT) 8LKCLVLKT] TéXVY AVTLAOYLKT)
[forensic art] [art of disputation]

"\

elkf) mpaTTOUEYY TEXVY) EPLTTLKT)
[art of disputation without [art of eristic disputation]
eristic method, exercised
without principle]

TEéXVT) EPLOTIKT) TEXVT) EPLOTLKT)
xpnpaTopbopurt) XPILATIOTIKY
=dadoAeTyik] =00ohiaTiKT
[spendihrift art of [money-making art
eristic disputation of eristic disputation

Fig. 3 =art of idle talking] = Sophisties]




KNOWLEDGE - ULTIMATE ASSET OF POWER 317

the framework of his philosophy; see, preeminently, the progress of the
argument in his Sophist, after the preliminary discussion and the five
provisional definitions of the hunted «beast of prey»: 232a sqq.,
interrupted (in 237a) by the philosophical discussion on the reality of
non-being, and taken over again, after the resolution of the Eleatic knot
regarding p 6v, in 264b sqq. to the end of the dialogue, where the final
definition is proposed (268c-d); it bears on the ability of the Sophist to
create impressions of being instead of its true representation, to concoct
phantasms, and play upon human credulity to them, instead of giving the
rational structure of reality. Socrates, we know from Xenophon, had -
argued that the most expedient way to create impressions (to appear so-
and-so) is to creare realities (to really be so-and-so).

This, however, is Platonic interpretation. The fact of the matter is that
the Sophists took money (and often extraordinary amounts of money) for
their instruction, for the transmission of the knowledge which they
claimed to possess and which people (including the best) accepted that the
Sophists possessed.

The Platonic combination of the two characteristic traits to define
Sophistics (namely, that it constitutes apparent wisdom only and that it is
mercurial) is repeated by Aristotle; Sophistici Elenchi 165a21: éor yap
coproTiky) dawopdvrn copla odoa 8 ob, kal & codioTis yemuariorys
amod pawvopévns ooplas aAX’ ok olions [«for the Sophistics is seeming
wisdom, but not real; and the Sophist is one whose profession is money-
getting from seceming, but not real, wisdom»]. Aristotle however is
nowhere concerned to lay much stress on the point.

In the little trace On Chase, whose transmitted ascription to
Xenophon is dubious, there appears at its end (first part of Chapter XIII)
an attack on Sophistics, which is entirely out of context, and cannot stem
from Xenophon for a variety of reasons. The conclusion of the offensive
piece has thus (Cynegeticus, 13, 8-9): ot goduorai 8 émt 7& efamardv
Aéyovot kal ypddovow éml 7D éauTdy képdel kal ovdev wdelolaiv: odde
')/C\I,P UO¢)6§ al’)TCT)V E"}/éVETO 0138625‘ 068’ élO"TLV, dA}\d Kaz &PKEE E(Kd.O"T(Ll) go-
(l)LO"TLK?}]V K}\T)@ﬁVaL, 6’ E’O'TLV gVE'LSOS‘ Wap(i Y€ 66 ¢POVOGO'L. ‘T&, IJz%V 05V
7OV godioTOV Trapayyéluata mapawd durdrreclar, Ta 8¢ TOV pido-
obpwv évbuuipara pn drywalew: ol pev yap oodioral mhovalovs kal
véous Ompdvrar, ol 8¢ dtAdaodol maot kool kal dilor TUyas 8¢ avdpdv
olre Tudow ovre aryalovor. [«Now the Sophists speak in order to
deceive and produce their works for their own gain, while they benefit
nobody in nothing; for no one from them has become wise nor is there



318

CHAPTER 5 NOTES

anyone among them wise - in fact it is enough for each one of them to be
called a sophist, something that is a reproach for those that are in their
right wits. So that I advise to be on guard against the precepts of the
Sophists, whereas not to disrespect the reasonings of the Philosophers. For
the Sophists hunt the young and the wealthy, while the Philosophers offer
themselves to all in common as friends, without either honouring or
disesteeming their material fortunes»]. The style is unXenophontean
(indeed rhetorical) and the ideas rigid. The time must be supposed to be
that of the hight tide of Sophistics: for the Sophists we are told crave to be
just called by this honourific name - the profession therefore must have
been met with wide acceptance in the public at large. The «men in their
wits», consequently, must have been few. The passage, on the whole,
could be from such a figure as Aeschines the Socratic - provided we allow
at the time (so early) for the sharply defined contrast between the terms
Sophistics and Philosophy. For a parallel, both really oratorical and latter,
v. Isocrates 15, 235.

The common opinion, of course, found nothing strange or
reprehensible in the sale of knowledge. After all, there was consubstancial
continuity for the classical mind from constructive (productive or
effective) know-how (arts and crafts) to theoretical knowledge-that
(science and philosophy). Philostratus expresses the common view,
supplying as well one major reason for it: one appreciates more highly
what is not freely available; Vitae Sophistarum, 1, 10, 4 (= 80A2 §4 DK):
76 8¢ piofod Siaréyeabar mpiiTos ebpe, mpdTos 8¢ mapédwwev "EXAnat,
wpdypo ob pepumTév: & yap ovv damavy omovddlopev, udAdov acmald-
peba T&v mpoika [“and he (sc. Protagoras) was the first to conceive
holding discourses for pay - and he was the first to introduce this practice
among the Greeks, something not blameworthy. For we cling fondly to
those things that we study at a cost, rather than to those that we get
freely”].

Protagoras, the eldest Sophist, defined thus himself his task as a teacher

(Plato, Protagoras, 318e): 70 8¢ udbnud éorw edfovAio mepi 7dV olkei-

wv, Smws 4v dpwoTa TR avTod oikiav diotkol, kal mepl TAV THs TOAe-
ws, STrws 70 THs mTéAews SuvaTWTATOS GV €lm Kol TPATTEW Kal Aéyew
[«and, in fact, the lesson (that I teach) is soundness of judgement with
regard to things that are one’s own, how, that is, one may optimally
manage his household; and, also, (soundness of judgement) with regard to
questions of public interest, how, that is, one may be most powerful to
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handle in speech and deed State affairs»]. Notice that Pericles is
characterised by Thucydides in precisely the terms of the last clause
concerning political expertise (I, 139): dvmp kar’ éxelvov Tov ypovov
mpdros *Abmraiwy Myew Te kal mpdooew Svvarwraros [«a man (sc.
Pericles) who was in that time foremost among Athenians in the power of
word and action»]. Thucydides repeats also the formula regarding the
effective care of things private (of the household) and public (political);
(I1, 40, 2): ért Te Tols adrols ((sc. Nuiv ) oikeiwv dua kal TOMTIKOY Emi-
péleia. When Socrates is made (in the Platonic dialogue that carries the
great Sophist’s name as title) to ask (319a): &p’, by éyw, émopai oov 7%
Abyew; Sokels yap pou Aéyew v molruey Téyvny kal vmoyveiobo
mowelv dvdpas dyabovs moAiTas [«Am I, I then responded, following
your meaning’ For you seem to me to refer to the political art, and to
undertake (through your instruction) to form men into good citizens»),
he receives the answer (ibid.): Ad76 pév odv TOOTG 0TIy, €dm, & Lidrpa-
Tes, 7O émdyyelua, 6 émayyélopar [«Well then, this is precisely, he said,
oh Socrates, the profession which I profess»]. Similarly is the sophistic
activity (and especially Gorgias’) characterised in Gorgias, 520e and in
Meno, 91a. Such was the high educative role which Protagoras proudly
proclaimed for himself (Plato, Protagoras, 317b): opoloyd copioris
elvar kal mardebew dvbpdymous [«I confess that I am a sophist, and that I
educate men»]. And so Socrates, in the same dialogue, describes
Protagoras’ claims (348e-349a): 00 y’ dvadavdov oeavrov vmormpvldpe-
vos eis mavras Tods "EAAgvas godiorny émovopdoas, ceauTov dmépn-
vas radedoews Kkal dperis Siddoradov, mpdros TobTov wiolbov afiw-
cas &pvuobou [«while you by open proclamation to all Greeks drew
attention to yourself, self-styled a sophist, thereby declaring yourself a
teacher of learning and excellence, the first indeed to claim fees for thaw].
According to Xenophon this was the aspiration of the Socratic discipline
as well: Socrates endeavoured to instigate in his companions the desire for
the «most beautiful and magnificent excellence, that by which States and
households are in best conduct (i.g. are best managed)» (Memorabilia, 1,
2, 64: 775 8¢ kaAMoTns Kal peyadompemeaTdrns dpetis, 7| TOAes Te
kal olkot €U olkodiot, mpoTpémwv émbupeiv ). The pragmatist turn of the
Sophistic learning was also shared by Socrates, an eminent sophist himself
according to Aristophanes (notoriously in his Clouds) and; virtually, the
common opinion: he looked in the youths for qualities bespeaking a
desire for learning all knowledge instrumental in the establishment of
good functioning in household and State, and, generally, in the good
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management of men and of human affairs. Xenophon, op.cit., 1V, 1, 2:
Kol G’WLQU;,LEEV TOV p,aﬁ'r]y.éﬂ"wv TavTwy O’ OV E0TY oikiay Te KAADS

3 ~ A 4 3 A\ 3 4 3 ~ 3 4 ’
oikety xail woAw kal 76 6Aov avBpwrrois Te kol Tols avlpwrmrivots mpdy-

- paow e xpfiobou [«and to yearn for all the lessons by which it is possible

to manage efﬁciendfy household and State, and, in general, to handle well
(successfully) men and human matters»].

The word used no doubt by Protagoras himself to focus on the
pragmatism of his theoretical knowledge is effovAla (Plato, Proragoras,
318e, quoted above), soundness of judgement in practical matters, i.e. in
questions of action and the general conduct of life. Characteristically,
Thucydides often employs significantly the concept, and its opposite
afovAia ; cf. I, 32, 4; 78, 4; 11, 97, 6; 111, 42, 1; 44, 1. Isocrates speaks of
evfovlio mepl ras mpafeis [«sound judgement with respect to actions»],
Panathenaicus, 86. He couples edfovAia to edruyia (good fortune, luck):
the latter is the mightier thing that can happen to us not depending on
our faculties; the former mightier among the things in our power; To
Demonicus, 34: 1yyol kpdrioTov elvar pev 7@dv bedv edTvyiav, mapd de
nudv avTdv eofovAiav [«and consider good fortune as the mightiest
thing of those that come from the gods, but of those that come from
ourselves, sound judgement»]. He castigates the practice in his own time

* to call philosophy the study of nature in the archaic speculative way rather

than in a pragmatic vein; De permutatione bonorum, 285: ... dueAoa-
vres émouveiv Tods 10, TowadTa povfdvovras kal pederdvras é dv ral
7oV {Stov olkov kal T4 kowd T4 THS WoAeéws KAADs Oiotkoloovoiy,
Gvmep €vexo wal movmTéov kal PrhovodmyTéov kal wdvra wpakTéov
éariv [«..neglecting (sc. his contemporaries) to praise those who learn
and study such sciences, by means of which they will administer and
manage well both the concerns of their own household and the common
affairs of the State, for the sake of which end one should toil and
philosophise and do everything required»].

Since the household included all the property of the family, and was
considered as an economic unit as well, its good management referred to
criteria of economic success as well as of excellence. Thus the Protagorean
definition of the Sophist’s profession in effect covered expertise in matters
moral, political and economic. To this there corresponds the Aristotelian
tripartite division of justice in human society, as analysed in the two
previous chapters. The threads weaving the fabric of ancient Greek
thought run uninterruptedly through the succeeding periods, sometimes
appearing in paradoxical convolutions.
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Such diachronicity is also disclosed in tracing the origins of Sophistics.
Parallel to the development of speculative philosophy in the archaic
period,, and at its margin, there run a more pragmatic kind of reflexion on
issues moral and political, with a view to improving their successful actual
treatment. The mainstream theorising, born in Ionia and expanded to
Magna Graecia, (at the circumference, that is, of the Greek World), was
concerned with unravelling the secrets of nature, reaching at ultimate
explanations of reality, and thereby understanding profoundly the
phenomena of the cosmic and human order. On the other hand, the more
marginal pragmatic trend was particularly cultivated (for historical
reasons) at the very center of Greece, in Athens, where economic
pressures, a deliberate foreign power-politics and a self-conscious Kultus-
Politik combined to consolidate a way of resolving social tensions and
conflicts through synthesis - a way that led eventually to the development
of democratic processes and an exemplarily free and open economic
system. Under such conditions, the characteristic archaic Greek wisdom
was cultivated on a more systematic and professional way, was theorised
upon and articulated intellectually in order to enhance its penetrative,
forecasting and effective capability: it became an arr and a profession. Art,
in the ancient Greek acceptation of the term, meant an understanding of
how to do things, how to effect results, an efficient knowledge: it was
more practical than science, but more theoretical than drill and experience
in performance. The beginnings of this art in things human were ascribed
to Solon, the renowned statesman-poet who reflected on matters social,
economic, constitutional, political and moral as he undertook the first
reported experiment, on Greek soil and large scale, in conflict-resolution
within a society. Mnesiphilus, just before the Persian Wars, is known as
an important link in the chain of such sociopoliticoeconomic «artists» (L.e.
experts): he is reported to have influenced the great Themistocles.
Afterwards, with the Athenian explosion in might, economic
development and culture of the 5th century, the art was infused by the
argumentative and disputative spirit of strict reasoning that owed its
origin to Eleatism and, particularly, to Zeno’s negative dialectics; it was
also combined with the newly developed art of persuasion (Rhetoric)
whose elaboration was occasioned by the increasingly radical
democratisation of the Athenian political system and the emphasis on
public debate and judicial litigation that went with it. The net result of
these creative interminglings was, on the intellectual level, the sophistical
synthesis, the new form of philosophy characteristic of 5th century
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dynamism. So Plutarch, Themistocles, 2, 6: u@Aov odv &v 7is mpocéyor
Tols Mvnmq&)\ou 70V @epwmk}\ea 100 Ppeappiov Indwry yevéohou
Aéyovav, obre piiropos Svros olire TV duodv KAnBévrwy Proad-
$wv, AAAG. Ty TéTe Kadovpévyy codiav, oboav 8 dewdTyra moAirikny
Kkai dpaoripov clveoty, émridevpa memoimuévov kal diaadlovros
Womep ai‘pecrw éx 8&(180)(7’7‘; amo LoAwvos: v of petd. Tadra Sukavikais
p,afav*reg Téyvaus kal perayaybvres 4mo & mpdfewv Ty dorknow
émi 1ods Adyous, codioral mpooryopedbnoav [«One should rather pay
artention (in  ascertaining Themistocles’ formation) to those who
maintain that Themistocles became an emulator of Mnesiphilus the
Phrearrian (i.e. coming from the corresponding deme, or local division, of
Attica); Mnesiphilus was neither a rhetorician nor one of the so-called
natural philosophers; he rather made his calling what was then (in late
archaic times) termed wisdom, being in fact political shrewdness and
efficacious sagacity - this calling going back to Solon and being practised
by succession after him. This very wisdom is what its subsequent
praticioners called Sophistics having mixed with it the art of litigation,
and having transposed it from the plane of practical exercise in action to
that of theoretical reasoningy].

To such an account of the origin and descent of Sophistics is
essentially congruous what Protagoras himself claimed for his progeny.
He maintains that the profession is really very old, but the practicioners of
this applied wisdom (the possessors of pragmatic knowledge capable of
effecting results not least in the field of human persuasion), were
screening their power of reason, their scientific knowledge of reality and
their power to influence the course of things, behind various coverings.
They were well aware of the envy, enmity and ill-designs directed against
the man endowed with the power of knowledge. Consequently, some of
them took hiding behind poetry, other behind mystery cults, some
appeared as accomplished gymnasts, or physicians or musicians. This
tactics Protagoras considers counterproductive. He, in any case, proclaims
that he is a teacher of men, that he knows more than people do in things
that they believe there is nothing more to know. He has the arr of doing
things, he possesses the key to reality. This is the memorable passage from
Plato’s Protagoras, 316d-317b:

éyw 8¢ T godioTiky Téxvmy [“Now 1 maintain that the
Pnul pév elvar madadv, Tods 8¢ sophistic art is old, but its
petayeipilopévovs adriyy 7@V | practitioners of former times,
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madadv avdpdv, dofovuévous
16 émaxbés adTis, mwpéoxmua
moteiobar kal mpoxaddmrecha,
rovs pév moinaw, olov “Oumnpév
re kai ‘Holodov ral Zipwvidny,
Tovs 8¢ ad Tederds Te kal xpv-
opwdlas, Tovs dupl Te "Oppéa
kai Movaaiov: éviovs 8¢ Twas
fobnpar kal yvpvaoTiiy, olov
" Ikxos Te 6 Topavivos kal 6 viv
&ry Qv ovdevos TiTTwWY COPLOTS
‘Hpddikos 6 Zmivpfpravés, 70
8¢ dpyatov Meyapels: povoikny
8¢ *Ayabordijs Te ¢ vuérepos
wpboynpa érofoaro, péyas wv
copioTns, Ko IvBoreidns 6
Keios ral dAdot moAdoi.

<t 4 es 4

obrolL mavTes, Gomep Aéyw, do-
/ A / ~ 4
Bnbévres Tov Pbévov Tals Té-
XVALS TAUTOLS TOPATETATUATLY
éxphoavto éyw 8¢ TovTos dma-
ow kaTd TobTo elvar ov §uppépo-
pai fyofuar ydp avTovs ol Tt
Samrpdéacbar 6 éBovAifnaar: ov
yop Aabetv Tdv dvlpdmwy Tovs
Suvauévous év  Tals  mwéAeot
npdrrew, Gvmep éveko, TADT
doTiv TG, TPOoYNUATA" ETEL O Ve
\ e 114 9 -~ 2? \

oMol s €mos elmely ovdev

3 7 k] 3 3 N z
aloBdvovrai, AN’ drT’ av odTot
SuayyéAwot, TalTa vpvobaw.

b % 3 4 A, ’
76 ov drodidpdorovra ur dvva-
ofar dmodpdoar, GAAG KaTO-
davij elvat, modAn) pwpla kal Tod
émiyepuartos, kal moAU Suope-

being afraid of the burden of
indiviousness directed against it
which it carries with itself,
adopted a pretext and cover or
other - like poetry, for instance,
Homer and  Hesiod and
Semonides; and again initiations
and vaticination, as the circle of
Orpheus and  Mousaeus; 1
perceive some to have chosen the
art of athletic training, as Iccus
from Taras and our contemporary
Herodicus  the

formerly Megarian, a sophist no

Selymbrian,

less than anyone; music again was
made a pretext and screen of
wisdom by your
Agathocles, a great sophist, and
by Pythocleides the Cean and

many others.

compatriot

All these, as I say, fearing the envy
(attached to in-depth knowledge
of reality) used these arts as
coverings. Now to all of them in
this particular I do not agree.
Because I believe that they failed
to effect what they set out do do:
namely to escape the notice of
those who hold power in the
States, for the sake of which all
such disguises are instituted; for
as far as the common people are
concerned, they are inattentive to
these things and only praise what
they are being told to do by the
men of power in the State. Now
not to be able to escape while in
the act of escaping, but being
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veorépous mapéxeobar avaykm
Tovs avBpddymovs: wyolvrar yap
Tov TowolTov mpos Tols dAdois
kal mavoipyov elvai. éyw odv
AY 3 / [ 14 (33 9 /
T évavriov dmacav 68ov eAv-
o€ ~ \

Mba, kol opoloyd Te codiarns
kal madedeww avbpddmovs. kal
eOAdfetav TadTny olpar BeATiw
opoAoyeiv

b 14 3 A\
€kelvns  elvai, TO

w8Adov 1 é€aprov elvar

caught in it, makes it a 'mighty
stupid thing to attempt, while in
addition  necessarily  causing
people to be much more hostile;
for they think that he who does
that is on top of all else also
knavish. Now 1 walked the
entirely opposite road to all these,
admitting and declaring that I am
a sophist and that I am an

educator of men. And I reckon
this to be a better defence than

that former one, namely to
proclaim rather than to deny the
fact”].

The pragmatism of theoretical knowledge in Sophistics, which
crucially involved the cultivation of the art of right conduct based on
scientific analysis, are facts well-captured by Prodicus’ own
characterisation of the profession as lying in the boundaries between
politics and philosophy; 84B6 DK (from Plato, Euthydemus, 305c):
obrol yép elow uév, & Kpirwv, ofis Epn Ipddicos pebipia rooépou
TE a,,Vgpc\)s‘ K(Ii WOALTLKO{}, O;.IOVTG.L 8) GEVG/L WdVTUJV UO¢CbTaTOL dv@pa/)—
mwv [«For these are, oh Criton, the men whom Prodicus described as
borders berween the philosopher and the politician, and who in fact claim
to be wisest of all»]. Cf. the following discussion in the Platonic dialogue,
esp. 306a-c. Plato argues that this very borderline nature of the sophists
makes them both bad philosophers and bad politicians. The general
principle is standard Platonic doctrine, the argument is very interesting,
but the eminent sophist’s point is not so easily disposable. Basically Plato
reasons that of two different good things, which are good for different
ends, participation in both reduces the intensity of a single-minded
devotion to ecither of them. (Only participation in two bad things can
improve conditions, while participation in one good and one bad thing
makes the median line better than the exclusive association with the
inferior state but worse than the corresponding attachment to the superior
one). The argument is exploded by both Platonic and Aristotelian theory:

politics and philosophy are ultimately concerned in different ways with
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the same end: human excellence. One is practical, the other theoretical;
both must combine for the best result.

Private tuition was given normally in classes and involved a whole
course of studies. The demand for sophistical education was such chat
prospective students were enrolled in lists of attendance. Plato, Cratylus,
428b: éva v pabnrdv mwepl Splérmros SvoudTwy kal éue ypidov
{«write me down in the list of students for the course on word-
correctness»]. Plato himself, the archenemy of Sophistics, testifies to the
popularity of the enlightment it offered: people were so enamoured to the
wisdom and knowledge of great and less great Sophists, that they almost
carried them around in their public appearances shoulder-high; Republic,
I, 600c-d: adra [lpwraydpas pév dpa 6 *ABdypitns kai Ilpdducos 6
Keios xal dAot mdpmoldor Sbvavrar Tois €’ éavrdv mapiordvar tdig
Evyyiyvdpevol, ws oUre oikiov ovTe oA TRV avT®V Stoikelv oloi T
éoovrai, éav un odels abTdV émoTaTiowow Ths wawdelas, kal éml
ravTy T4 codla ovirw opddpa pdolvTar, WoTe pévov ovk €mri TalS Ke-
dadais mepipépovay avrovs ot éraipor [«But indeed Protagoras from
Abdera and Prodicus from Ceos and very many others are able to put into
the minds of those around them in the course of their private colloquies,
that they will be incapable of administering and managing their own
household and city-state, unless they (i.e. the Sophists) ate set in charge of
education; and on account of this wisdom they are so very eagerly wanted,
that their companions almost carry them about on their heads»]. Notice
the standing formula of what the Sophist promised to deliver: knowledge
and expertise how to manage onc’s private and public affairs for the
benefit of his household and the State (Cf. Protagoras 318e sqq.; Meno,
91a sqq.; n. [3] supra). (Plato treats ironically the sophistic claim. Yer, it is
precisely the same claim that he makes on behalf of his true philosopher-
rulers (including presumably himself): one will not be able to govern
successfully, unless he is turned into a philosopher, i.c. unless he acquires
in-depth knowledge and becomes possessor of truth. This is indicative of
the 5th-4th philosophical relationship, mediated by the Socratic turn).

No surprise that acceptance of those high claims of Sophistics,
commanded high recompense. Protagoras is reported to have been asking,
and receiving, astronomical fees. Diogenes Laertius, IX, 52: obros (sc.
Protagoras) mp&ros pobov eloempdéaro uvas ékarov [«Protagoras was
the first to receive a pay of one hundred mnae»]. Obviously, the charge
was for the participation in some class on an entire course of instruction.
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Even so it corresponds to the order of, say, $1,000,000 in purchasing
power. Probably it was meant as an adequate recompense for the ultimate
goal of education, i.e. being empowered to manage successfully household
and State. Similarly Gorgias is reported to have charged such astronomical
fees for, presumably, a full cycle of his courses (Diodorus Siculus,
Bibliotheca, XII, 53, 2 Vogel). The incredible level of payment required is
explained by Gorgias’ reputed decisive preeminence (by a long shoot) over
the other sophists and by the fact that he is considered to have invented
Rhetoric, the powerful art of persuasion (ibid.). The amount is therefore
absolutely exceptional. In fact it is suspect when one finds in the Platonic
Alcibiades 1, 119a, that the minor sophist Zeno charged the same amount
for his full courses of instruction. Considerably less than this, in fact 50
drachmae or half a mna (around $ 5,000), was charged individually by
Prodicus for, probably, a full cycle of lectures on a particular subjec,
correctness of names (a philosophical, grammatical and rhetorical inquiry
into the nature, appropriateness and exact use of words - a field of study
on which Prodicus was the acknowledged master); v. Plato, Cratylus,
384b: €i pév odv éy 170n drnrdn mapd Tlpodikov Tiw mevrniovrddpay-
pov émidefw, N droboavT vmdpyer wepl TodTo TeTardeboba, s Pn-
ow ekeivos, 008&y Qv ékdAvéy oe adrika pdda eidévar Ty adnfear
mept ovopdTwy 6pféryros [df, then, I had already attended the fifty-
drachmae course of Prodicus lectures - which enables one to be fully
instructed on the matter in question, as he himself maintains -, nothing
would hinder you to learn on the spot immediately the truth concerning
correctness of words (the issue at stake»]. - In the fourth century, the
ordinary teachers of wisdom (rhetorical, sophistical or philosophical)
asked for a much less renumeration, 3 or 4 mnae (Isocrates, De antidosi,
3). Isocrates himself asked at that time 10 mnae for his course of studies,
though he charged only foreign students (Plutarchean Lives of Ten
Orators, 838E-F). » v

There were also introductory lessons, lectures of a more popular
nature. In the passage just quoted from the Platonic Cratylus, the fifty-
drachmae course of full instruction is contrasted ironically to an one-
drachma demonstration: viv 8¢ odk dkixoa, GAAG Tiv Spayuiaiav.
otikouv olda 77 more 70 dAnbés Exer mepl 7@V TowoiTwy [«but in fact,
have attended not (the full course), but only the one-dracma instruction.
Therefore 1 do not know the truth of the matter concerning these
things»]. Single discourses were given in private houses; for instance,
Protagoras read his work Concerning Gods ({1epi @ecdv) for the first time




KNOWLEDGE - ULTIMATE ASSET OF POWER 327

(2 way of publishing it) in the house of either Euripides or Megacleides
(although some held that the event took place in the gymnasium Lyceion
(Diogenes Laertius, IX, 54). In the Lyceion happened a memorable
dialectical altercation of Prodicus with a youth who was exercising there,
an event which ended with the defeat of the great Sophist (Eryxias, 397d).
The discussions reputedly reported in the Platonic Protagoras took place
in the house of Callias, the most wealthy man in Athens, and probably of
Greece at that time: a great concourse of the most famous Sophists
enjoyed Callias” hospitality on the occasion, Protagoras, Hippias, Prodicus
(Protagoras, 311a; 314c). Bills of notice were issued in advance of such
sophistical «demonstrations»: Hippias himself advertised a lecture which
he would deliver in two days time at the (private) school of Phidostratus
(Plato, Hippias Major, 286b).

An entrance fee was paid by the attendants (hearers) in such public
recitations. Diogenes Laertius, IX, 50: obroe (sc./lpwraydpas ) kat ITpd-
dukos 0 Ketos Adyous avayiyvdorovtes fpavilovro [«He (Protagoras)
and Prodicus from Cea read lectures and collected contributions»]. In the
pseudo-Platonic Axiochos, 366¢, Prodicus is reported to have asked for
attendance to his lectures on various occasions fees of 1/2, 2 and 4
drachmae. We noticed before an entrance fee of one drachma by the same
Sophist. It is big money for a single lecture: we are talking abour a level of
$ 50-400.

The Sophistical fee-system was not rigid. Protagoras discloses his own
practice on the question of what constituted appropriate pay (Plato,
Protagoras, 328b-c). He charges a uniform amount; but on condition that
when the pupil finished his course of study, he had the option of either
paying the standard rate, or giving what he himself thought that the
lessons he received were truly worth, provided that he backed his estimate
by a formal oath in a sacred place to that effect. (Aristotle confirms the
information, NE, 1164a24-6). On the other hand, there was no distinct
legal obligation for a student to pay what the sophist was asking for his
institution. The phenomenon of non-payment, and consequent litigation,
must have been frequent enough (even if rather overplayed by the
opponents of the New Learning); cf. Plato, Gorgias, 519c-d. Playful
exchange of «sophistical» arguments between Protagoras and one of his
pupils (named Euathlus) regarding payment due and withheld have
anecdotal value (v. Diogenes Laertius IX, 56 and, in extenso, Aulus
Gellius, V, 10). The story is also related with reference to the Rhetorician
Corax; Zenobius, IV, 82).
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However considerable the revenues of the Sophists and educators
might have been, on the other hand, their expenses must have also been
particularly high, given their cosmopolitan way of life and the
international scene of their activities. Isocrates, in the next century,
clearing his name in a legal process implicating the amount of his
property, and using the appellation «sophist» in the old sense of signifying
the possessor of knowledge and expertise in general, claims that no sophist
has really accumulated great wealth out of his profession, appealing as a
telling example to the case of Gorgias, the reputedly most wealthy among
the famous ones. De antidosi, 155-6: 6 8¢ mAeloTa kTnOoduEVos DV Nuels
‘LV'T”.LOV€150,J/€V, FOP')/{GS‘ 6 A€OV’TZVOS', OSTOS' SLG«TP&/’O’S 'LLéV 7T€Pi @67‘7‘@‘
Mav, 877 eddaypovéoraror T@v ‘EAMvwv Hdoav, mAelorov ¢ ypovov
BLOI}S K(ll\/ 7T€pi 'T(\)V XP'Y”.LCLTLO'IJ:&V ToUTOV ')/GVO’I.LGVOS, 7T(5ALV 8’ 0686#1{(11/
kaTamaylws olkfoas ovde mepl Td kowa damavnbels ovd’ elopopav
eloeveyrely avayraobels, érL 8¢ mpds TovToLs oUTE yuvaika YNuas oUTe
Wafgas‘ 7TOLT]O‘0’4L€VOS‘ &AA, C’L'TGA'T\]S' ')/EV(;IJ«EVOS' Kal\, 'Tal;T'r)s T'ﬁs AGLTOUP‘
ylas Tis évdelexeoTdrns, TooobTov mpodafaw Tpds T6 wAelw KTNOA-
obar T&v dAAwv yidlous ubvovs oraripas kaTélmer [«and even he who
acquired the handsomest income among those (of the Sophists) that are in
our memory, namely Gorgias from Leontini (in Sicily), he spent
considerable time in Thessaly, when the Thessalians were the most
prosperous Greeks; he lived a very long life during which he exercised this
money-getting profession; he inhabited no single State permanently and
thus he contributed nothing to public expenses, nor was he obliged to
participate in levies of property-taxes; furthermore, he did not marry a
woman, nor had he begotten children, but he stayed exempt even from
this most uninterrupted obligatory setvice; he, then, with so many
advantages over his co-practitioners in the art with regard to greater
wealth-accumulation, left upon his death just one thousand staters»]. The
value mentioned amounts to 20 mnae, on the level of $ 200.000.

Enideiéis, exhibition, demonstration, manifestation, was the
technical term for the Sophistical lectures. Cf. e.g. Plato, Hippias Major,
286b; Euthydemus, 274a; Xenophon, Symposium, 3, 3. The word
expresses the assurance of knowledge and expertise on the part of the
Sophist; he was the first truly proffesional in intellectual matters: he made
an exhibition of his own ability and excellence as well as a manifestation
of truth. He advertised audaciously and sold proudly his worthy ware —
services and products of the mind.
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[5]

Antiphon is reported to have argued the point very clearly in a virile
attack upon Socrates during one of his debates. Xenophon, Memorabilia,
I, 6, 11-12: mdAw 8¢ more ¢ "Avripdv Sadeyduevos 7% ZwkpdTel
elmev: "8 Zrpares, éyw Tol ge Sirkatov peév vouilw, codov 8¢ odd’
omwoTioby- Sokels O¢ ot Kail avTOs TolTO YLyvdoKe: ovdéva yobv THs
cvvovalias apylpiov TpdrTel. kaiTot 76 ye ipdriov 1) THv oikiav 7 dAAo
7L v KkékTmoar voullwy dpyvpiov Géwov elvar oddevi v u) 6T wpoika
Soims, GAN” 00’ EdarTov s afias Aafdv. dfjAov &7 67 €l kal T ou-
vovoiav @ou Twos aflav elvau, kal TadTns av otk élatrov Tis dflas
apylpiov émpaTTov. Sikatos ey olv av eins, 6TL oUk efamaTds éml mAe-
ovetla, gopds 8¢ odr dv, undevds ye dfia émorduevos [«On another
occasion, Antiphon, in discussion with Socrates, said: Oh Socrates, I
certainly deem you a just man, but in no way a wise one; and in fact you
seem to me to be aware of this yourself: at all events, you do not exact
payment for your company (teaching). Although certainly, the cloak or
the house or whatever of your possessions you consider to be worthy of
money not only you do not give free of charge but not even for less than it
is worth. It is therefore evident that if you estimated that the intercourse
with you (i.e. your teaching) had some value, then for this too you would
exact money not less than its value. Therefore, you would then indeed be
just, in that you do not deceive people with a view to your own advantage
- but in no way can you count as wise, since you know nothing of value»].
- This is a formidable attack on Socrates, exposing also his ironic stance of
ignorance. Antiphon takes it at its face value; furthermore, he claims that
the Socratic practice of not asking fees for his (informal) seminars is a
confession of real, and not pretended, ignorance: or, at least, an
acknowledgement that his spiritual ware is of not much value.
Whereupon it follows, according to Antiphon, Socrates’ exemplary
justice: he is not asking for more than what he himself considers as right
price for his inquisitive company from his interlocutors, namely nothing.
His real ignorance, declared theoretically and shown in practice, proves
him just.

Socrates’ reply to this direct Sophistic attack consists actually in the
mere invocation of old habits and aristocratice cliches (ibid. §§13-14).
Spiritual goods, just as the blooming of youth, are not vendible things.
Venal wisdom is prostitution: the sophist is an intellectual catamite. ‘O 8¢
Lwrpdrns mwpos Tabra elmev: & "Avripdv, map’ fuiv vopilerar Try
wpav kal TN godiav opolws uev kaAdv, ouolws 8¢ aloypov diarifeolai
elvar. T Te yap dpav éav uév Tis Gpyvpilov mwAf T@d Povdouévew, mop-
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vov abTdv darokalobow, éav 8¢ Tis Ov Av yvd kaAdv Te kdyabov épa-
oty vra, ToiTov pidov éavTd mworfrar, owdpova vopiloper: kat TV
codloy woadTws Tovs wev Gpyupiov TG Bovdouéve mwlodvTas gopi-
oTds Womep wépvovs dmokalodaw, 6oTis 8¢ Ov Av yvd evdud GvTo, i
Sdokwy 8,1 &v &y dyaldv Pidov moweiTar, TobTov vopiloper @ 7O
KOAD Kd’ya@@ 'n'oMT"g 'n'pooﬁkei, rabra motetv etc. [«Socrates, then,
replied to these (points): oh Antiphon, the customary view in our country
is that one can dispose of the beauteous bloom of youth and of wisdom
similarly in a good or a shameful way. For if one sells his prime of life for
money to whomsoever is desirous of it, they call him a prostitute; but if
one befriends him whom he acknowledges as noble in person and in
character, this boy we deem temperate. And, similarly, those that sell
wisdom to him who wants it, they call sophists, that is to say prostitutes;
but of him who befriends a young man whom he discovers naturally well-
endowed and disposed, teaching him what good he knows, of such a man
we believe that he acts exactly as suits the man noble in body and mind;
etc.]. The point is, one may sell the services and products flowing from
all kinds of arts and expertises he may possess, but not such as are
generated by the exercise of the supreme excellence of man, wisdom; for
this parallels prostitution of corporeal bloom. Such an attitude is
characteristic of a certain societal ideology, and belongs to particular
peoples, places and times. It is a question of a given evaluative system,
expressing a specific life-style and pertaining to the traditional apparatus
of a certain society. But the Sophists, and Antiphon preeminently among
them, deny precisely the universal validity of such customary and, for
their time, already outdated codes. The repeated use of the verb vouilw in
the Xenophontean passage above quoted (... map’ Muiv vouilerar ... ow-
dpova voullopev ... Tobrov voulfopev) highlights the crux of the marter:
Antiphon sharply distinguished what is lawful (according to the law of
man, written and unwritten) from what is natural (according to (the law
of) nature). V. chiefly 87 B44 DK. The former refer always to particular
States and societal orders (ibid. 6-11 Hunt).

What follows in the Xenophontean relation of the Antiphon - Socrates
altercation, empbhasises the appeal to the old aristocratic sentiments and
ways of life inherent in Socrates’ rejoinder. The benefit from spiritual
wealth, Socrates maintains, accrues from the common inquisitiveness and
the friendly intercourse of people finding pleasure in each other, of the
kind, if more intense than that, which one finds in an excellent horse, or a
very special dog or a rare bird (ibid., §14). We have exactly the archaic
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ideal of happy life portrayed by Solon, on the borders of the transition
from the old to the new era at the beginning of sixth century B.C,, in the
characteristic elegiac verses (Fr. 13 Diehl):

0ABLos, @ matdés Te plAor kal pawuyes mmo

Ka,l\, K6V€§ &.'ypEUT(Il\. Ka(\' géVOS' &AAOSGW(SS.

[«Blest is he, for whom there are beloved youths and

horses with uncloven-hooves

and hounds and a guest from abroad»].

The old-style aristocratic disdain to selling one’s services surfaces also
in Memorabilia, 1, 2, 6. Socrates, Xenophon tells us there, considered that
his own attitude was meant to preserve his freedom. Taking fees for one’s
intercourse and teaching entailed the obligation to attend to them who
paid the fees: exaggeratedly Socrates called thus the Sophists slave-dealers
(enslavers) of themselves (avdpamodioras éavrdv) Cf. ibid. 1, 5, 6.
Socrates himself indeed never required money for his philosophical
company (I, 2, 60); and this consisted, as we know, in veritable, searching
seminars. '

Strong words were used in the confrontation of Socrates with the
Sophists. He was just but ignorant; they were prostitutes and slave-
dealers. The Antiphon - Socrates controversy in Xenophon is a battle in
the on-going war, the Kultur-Kampf of the fifth century. Only for
Aristophanes, Socrates is on the other side as well, the arch-sophist. The
chief argument used by the Xenophontean Socrates is an appeal to
tradition. It seems, however, to cut too far: what about other professions,
arts and expertises? Are they, being venal, similarly servile and cases of
harlotry? Stark reaction would no doubt stick to the ancient mores in this
respect, too. Socrates, however, wanted to differentiate the relevant issues.
The wonder was, he reasoned, that men who profess virtue and are in the
business of human excellence do not display trust in the efficacity of their
own profession. For if they basically claimed to be able to impart higher
excellence, i.e. wisdom, being themselves possessors of such excellence
(which meant science); then they should, consistently to their pretension,
trust that the recipients of their instruction will return the great favour
done to them by a significant recompense. Ibid. 1, 2, 7: é0adpale 8’ €l 7is
apeTy émayyeAduevos apyipiov mpdTToITo Kal juT) vopilol 70 puéyioTov
képdos éEewv pidov ayalov krnoduevos, aAAd dofoito pn 6 yevduevos
kaAos kayalds 73 Ta puéyioTa edepyeToaVTL U TNV peYiaTNY XApLY
é€ou [«And he (sc. Socrates) wondered how someone professing virtue and
excellence exacted money for his instruction and did not believe that he
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will secure maximal gain by gaining a good friend, but was afraid that he
who was to become eminent in human excellence might not acknowledge
the greatest obligation to his greatest benefactor»]. Socrates, on the
contrary, Xenophon continues, had faith in his selected companions,
trusting in the mutual benefit of their common intercourse. - With regard
to this argument why wisdom and the superior art of how to manage
optimally the affairs of houschold and State (matters pivate and public)
are not to be offered for sale unlike all other professions and artisanships,
it is interesting that the Xenophontean and Platonic picture of Socrates
coincide; cf. Plato, Gorgias, 520c-e. The reasoning, of course, in Plato is
more sophisticated. The gymnastic master, for example, need to exact a
fee for the training of the athlet, because he cannot rely on an active sense
of justice on the part of the latter in so far as their professional relationship
is concerned. He trains the pupil, say, to be a good runner in the races.
But it is not swiftness of feet in which justice consists, and, consequently,
people do not commit injustices by virtue of some respective slowness.
The trainer may, thus, be highly competent; his training of the athlet very
successful; and still he may not receive from the latter the counter-favour
to which the favour shown to him by the training offered to him entitles
the trainer. Hence in all cases but one goods and services have to be
marketed in order for a stable equilibrium to emerge. The one exemption
refers to the profession of wisdom and virtue (superior excellence): this
must be practised on the model of favour and counter-favours; the
receptor of favour is obligated in this case to answer with a counter-favour
bestowable to his benefactor, just because the initial favour consisted
exactly in the teaching of wisdom, virtue and superior excellence. The
beneficiary is bound to be intensely aware of the beneficence received,
and, by virtue of its imparted and cultivated wisdom, virtue and
excellence, he will necessarily activate in appropriate ways his sense of
gratitude. The model of favour and counter-favour should be sufficient
here to create and sustain stable equilibrium in human interactions. The
Gorgian passage runs thus: kal mpoéofar ye Sijmrov Ty ebepyeiav dvev
wiobod, ws 7O €irds, pbvois TobTos évexdpel, elmep dAnbi éAeyov.
XAy pév yap edepyeoiav Tis ebepyernbels, olov Tayds yevéuevos dua
roudorplfry, lows &v dmoaTeprioeie TV xbptv, € TPOOTO AT O TaL-
Sorpifins Kal i) ovvbépevos adrd polbdy S pdAwoTa dua peradidovs
T0b Thyous AapBdvol T6 dpydplov: ob yap 87 7§ BeaduriiTe olpar ddi-
koo of dvbBpwmot, AN ddikig ... Obkody €l Tis adTo ToiTo ddarpet,
v 48uclav, 0ddev Sewdv adrd prjmore d8umbf), AAAG povew dodadés
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TadTy TNV evepyeciav mpoéolar, elmep TG Svri dvawrd Tis dyabods
motetv... da TalT’ dpa, ws éoike, ToS pev dAAas oupPovAds cupBou-
Aevew AapPavovra dpyipiov, olov oikoBopias mépt 1) @V dAAwy Te-
xvdv, ovdev aloypdv... mepl 8¢ ye Tadrns Tis mpdlews, ovrw’ dv Tis
TPC;WOV C:)S‘ BG’)\TLU'TOS G;.'I'T] Kal\, (’JCPLO'TU, T'7\]V a-lSTOﬁ OZKI{G.V SLOLKOt 7,7\ ’)TO,}\LV,
aloxpov vevouaTal w1 pavar cupBovAedey, éav un Tis adTRd GpylpLov
38... AfjAov yap 8ri TodTo aiTiby éoTv, ST pubvn adry TV edepye-
ow@dv Tov €0 mabdvra émbupeiv moiel avr’ el motelv, WoTe kaAdy Sokel
76 omueiov elvat, el €) movjoas TavTnY TNV ebepyeciov avr’ eb meloe-
Tous €l 8¢ p1, ov. [«And in fact, it is plausible that they alone (sc. the
Sophists) of all people could afford to give freely and not for hire the
benefice of their services and goods (sc. education and knowledge), if
indeed they were saying the truth (sc. about the claims of their
profession). For if someone had benefited by receiving any other benefir,
(for example becoming swift through the good offices of a gymnastic
master), he might perhaps deprive his benefactor from the gratitude due
to him, in case that the physical trainer granted freely to him his services
and did not conclude with him an agreement regarding the fees to the
effect that simultaneously with the communication of swiftness to the
treainee he will receive the money stipulated. For it is not by virtue of
slowness, I reckon, that men commit injustice - but because of their
injustice... Surely then, if one takes away just this, namely injustice, there
is no fear that he may suffer injustice; on the contrary, he is the only one
who can safely grant freely his beneficent services, provided that he would
be truly able (to make good his claims and) turn men good... Hence it is
for this very reason, as it seems, that nothing dishonourable happens if
one gives advice on receipt of money, as for example in building or other
arts... But with regard to the matter at issue, namely in what manner one
may be in optimal state himself and may manage his own household or a
State in the best way, it is taken as dishonourable to maintain that he will
not advise (in his line of business, i.e. offer his services) unless one gives
him money... For, clearly, the reason for that (discrepancy) is that this
beneficial service alone renders the recipient desirous of returning the
favour received; so that it seems indeed to be an accurate criterion of such
a service being really granted that the benefactor receives in return a
counter-favour; should this not happen, the benefice had not been
actually given in the first place»]. Notice thar the simultaneous
interchange of a service or commodity with money is taken to constitute
the essence of sale or hire.
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In eftect, Socrates turns the tables against Antiphon on the very logic
of the larter’s argument. The Sophist reasoned from the nonmercurial
character of Socrates’ spiritual wares to their nonexistence, or
insignificance (valuelessness); contrariwise but similérly, Socrates infered
from the commercial character of Sophistic wares, their nonexistence or
insignificance (valuelessness). True, however, the Sophists could accept
ineffectiveness alone in their wisdom in cases of failure, something that
Socrates could not plausibly maintain. In fact, it was standard sophistic
doctrine that excellence depended both on sufficient predisposing
conditions and proper natural endowments as well as on cultivation and
teaching.

It is clear that the opposition is between an aristocratic milieu where
relationships between people on the same status are conditioned by the
principle of favour and counter-favour.on the one hand; and the new
order that has been emerged characterised by the full dominance of the
market. Now, a society based on gift-exchange never existed, nor could it
ever exist. Not even among nobility was it the main factor in the pattern
of their meaningful economic interchange, much less in their entire
economic activity. The concept is a utopian dream of some intellectuals
reacting to the more vital, but also indeed harsher, realities of such a
dynamic age as the 5th century B.C. And even so it is limited to_the
calling of higher excellences, in fact wisdom: it refers to spiritual goods
and educational services alone. How this idea of an aristocratic disdain
towards the marketing and sale of services and products connected to
superior excellence (wisdom) and its function (restricted in extent and
circumscribed in historical depth as it was) could be generalised as a
principle of gift-exchange, and taken as the basis for an analysis of the
entire system of ancient Greece economic activity, is something certainly
worthy to wonder and ponder about. A particularly confused account of
gift-exchange, «embedded» economy, politics and symbolism of exchange
and the rest, «supported» by an outrageously obfuscatory handling of the
ancient texts, can be found in S. von Reden, Exchange in Ancient Greece,
1995.

It should be noted that, after all, both according to the favour-
counterfavour model and in the market, there is a question of justice
involved regarding the transaction, something that is already explicit in
the SophisticoSocratic dispute, and was finaly elaborated by Aristotle as
we saw in the two preceding Chapters. But (as has been emphasised
above, Chapter 1, n. [3]) favour-exchange presupposes an extraneous
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determination of value-equivalences, hence, of (relative) prices. In other
words, and to reverse the fashionable talk about embeddedness, it is the
status form of exchange that is embedded in a proper economical, and
indeed market, framework, rather than the other way round. As Aristotle
clearly emphasised, the bond of political society is market-exchange: the
market is the foundation of State-organisation, not the State the basis of
market-structures.

The Socratic repugnance to the marketing of knowledge, thought and
ideas was practical: he explained that he could find whatever he wanted at
any time from or through his companions. Plato’s disdain was, on the
other hand, a different thing: it was traditionalist, aristocratic, and, in
effect, reactionary. In reality, however, it amounted to the same attitude:
he, too, not only turned to his powerful or affluent friends for his
mundane requirements, but also succeeded in creating for the first time an
Institute of Advanced and Basic Research and Instruction, while also
endowing it with such initial funds that secured its continuance after his
death. After all, he ranked the life of one engaged in financial transactions
together with that of one involved in economic management and with
that of a statesman to the third grade in his hierarchy of merit, after the
truly philosophical and “aesthetic” life (first grade) and that of a royal
man, a ruler or a general (second grade), but above, for example, the
producing life (seventh grade), the ordinary politician’s and thinker’s lifes
(eigth grade). Plato, Phaedrus, 248d.

Proof that the Socratic position on the matter was not ideological, is
supplied by the farc that the marketing of ideas was practised by several
Socratics. So, in general, Xenophon, Memorabilia, 1, 2, 60, castigating the
practice. Aristippus was the first to do this; Fr. 1 Giannantoni. His
justification appeals to Socratic example. Fr. 3 G. The ammount for his
courses was fixed to 1000 or 500 drachmae; Fr. 5 G. He maintained that

his easy attitude with money, was the result of his little valuing it (Fr.
17G). The price for wisdom fell, in the post high-classical time, or ratjer
the pragmatic value of later knowledge diminished:Alexinus (of the
Megaric-Socratic School) charged five mnae for his instruction; Fr. 2
Giannantoni. The amount (say, at the level of $§ 25,000) though
considerable, represents a marked devaluation of knowledge from what it
used to be at its heydays in High Classicism. Not a comparable
competitive differential was produced now by the available higher
knowledge.
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[5a]

In application of Antiphon’s dictum (v. supra, n. [5]), Hippias is made
by Plato to boast for this success in money-earning by his craft, superior
pragmatic knowledge; Plato, Hippias Major, 282d-e. In particular, during
his visit to Sicily, he made a handsome revenue of more than twenty mnae
from a small place there (ibid.). The great Sophists in Athens were all
foreigners. But the powerful and libertarian city attracted them, becoming
the “town-hall of wisdom” for the entire hellenic world. Athens as TTpu-
Taveiov oogias, Plato, Protagoras, 337d. in Athens there obtained
greatest freedom of speech; Plato, Gorgias, 461e: 06 71s ‘EANSos 7rAei-
orn éoriv éovoia Tob Aéyew. Exemplary in the praises of Athens in these
respects is Pericles’ funeracy oration as given by Thucydides.

In Roman jurisprudence, not every agreement between consenting
parties, with regard to the particular balancing of action and counter-
action struck by them, was legally binding initially. The Roman Law (jus
Quiritium) required the occurence of strict formalities, of very definite
specification, and punctually observed, in order to recognise an
agreement, or mutual promise, as a genuine contract. Only such
agreements as were accompanied by some striking and solemn formality
were primarily actionable before the law. By the nature of the case, aliens
could not, therefore, enter into meaningful interaction with Romans,
from a legal point of view. Besides, the increase in the magnitude and
intensity of transactions among the Romans themselves as well,
necessitated, together with the continually expanding foreign
relationships of Rome, the complementation of the jus Quiritium by a
more practical system of contractual obligations. With the passing of
time, the strict forms of ancient Roman tradition on the matter became
naturally obsolete, as Rome became first the Hegemonic power in the
then known and inhabited World (oixouuérn), and then was transformed
together with the world into a unified Empire. For all real purposes apart
from the antics of traditionalists, the complement supplanted in the end
the original.

Agreements which had not received the definite forms recognised by
the jus Quiritium, and which therefore were not perfect contracts creating
full legal obligation as such, were by extension considered as contracts of
sort actionable before the law in different ways. They are being called -
innominate or unnamed contracts, since they do not full under the strict
formulas of the initially recognised full contactual engagements.
Innominate contracts are formless contracts. They consist in a bilateral



KNOWLEDGE - ULTIMATE ASSET OF POWER 337

convention for reciprocal performances followed by execution on the part
of one of the contractors. Such execution constituted the basis of the
obligations on the other party created by these extended pacts between
appropriate agents. The obligation was, thus, said to be imposed «re», as
the contracts in question were held to be actionable merely in virtue of
delivery (a res) by one party to the other. A bilateral convention followed
by execution on the part of one of the contractors is therefore considered
real. By a further natural extension, however, the binding force of a pact
had to be acknowledged even in cases of non-performance on the part of
both contractors. Here surfaces at last the basic notion underlying all
along, that consenr is the essence of contract; and that specific forms or
partial execution are just proofs and manifestations of that essense rather
than its true substance. Bilateral conventions not followed by part-
execution are thus consesual. They are named, in that they fell into defi-
nite categories and were actionable as such under their name-titles (sale,
hire, partnership, agency).

Real and consensual contracts were extended to cover practically all
actual and signiﬁcaht interaction between agents forming a given societal
system. They were applicable to man as such, i.e. pertained primarily to
the jus gentium, and were hencefrom, introduced into Roman Law. What
remained outside their gambit (owing chiefly to the Roman legalistic
spirit) was considered to regard obligations arising quasi ex contractu. The
original formal contracts were simple side-stepped, by reason of the
necessities of a developed human intercourse, and finally discontinued.
Even so, at their root lied the idea that provides the dynamic matrix of all
human interaction and contractual engagement. The central, and
probably oldest, form of valid agreement with legal binding force
according to the strict fus Quiritium was nexum (the bond and obligation
pdr excellence), the negotium per aes et libram (the transaction or dealing
by means of the bronze ingot and the scales). The extent of the
employment of this peculiar procedure of highest authority is revealing:
slavery, patria potestas, manus and ownership fell within its competence,
besides contracts and wills. «So that there is no department of the
substantive law in which it fails to occupy a conspicuous place» (Hunter’s
Roman Law, p. 459, 3nd ed.). All legal change of principal relationships
in human intercourse is fundamentally a quasi-sale; not full sale, because
it is premonetary; but not still barter on the other hand, since there is the
same material that always is exchanged for any commodity or service,
measured by the scales. We meet here the quintessential balancing
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[7a]

involved in every orderly transaction between action and counter-action
in its literal sense. This appears, 100, as the fundamental form for contract
and conveyance.

The sense of reciprocity inherent in every contract (formal, real or
consesual) is explicitly formulated in a division of contractual obligations
by Paulus, as follows (Digesta, XIX, 5, 5 pr.): aut enim de tibi ut des, aut
do ut facias, aut facio ut des, aut facio ut facias: in quibus quaeritur, quae
obligatio nascatur [«There may be conveyance in consideration of
conveyance, or conveyance in consideration of performance, or
performance in consideration of conveyance, or performance in
consideration of performance. In which types the question emerges what
obligation is born out of them»] (Transl. by Poste, The Elements of
Roman Law-Gaius, 1875, p. 372). Conveyance and performance, do and
facio, refer to goods and services respectively.

Suppose that in a singular transaction involving (kinds of) articles X
and Y, X, is balanced to Y, when it transpires between individuals A and
B, while in another X, is balanced to Y, when C and D are the balancing
agents. Suppose that X = X, whereas Y > Y . If on a third occasion
individual N possessing utility X wants to enter into (X, Y)-relationship to
another individual, he would prefer B as his partner rather than D; or, to
be more exact, he would expect counter-action of the intensity of Y, rather
than of Y : provided, of course, information regarding human transactions
is freely moving around within the system. That expectation on the part
of every prospective «buyer» of Y would tend, ceteris paribus, to raise its
relative value up to the point where a general equivalence between X and

Y will be established.

Aristotle, Politica, B, 1263a15-6: 6Aws 8¢ 76 avlfjv kal kowvwvely TGV
avbpwmikdv mavrwv yaldemdy [“and in general, to live together and
associate with one another is in all human affairs a difficult thing”].

Heracleitus’ fragment is B51DK. Heracleitus represents the high
development of monistic Ionian Philosophy after the dualistic Italian
countermodel of Pythagoras. Monism is reaffirmed: there is one ultimate
reality, the everliving fire which incorporates the law of its transformation
(B30; B90). This law regulates reality’s measured progression; it
constitutes both the ontological reason of things, and its intellectual
conception - the common «thought of reality», to which each one
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participates in various degrees of clarity according to his alertness to the
truth of things (B1; B31; B2; B114). But dualism is also recognised as a
pervading feature of existence. On its face value, reallity is manifested as
thoroughly polarised; the natural harmony of things is hidden (B123;
B54; cf. B93). There is an underlying unity of opposites; polarity is the
other side of oneness (cf. B61; B60; B111; B68; B88). The same principle
of identity between unity and plurality applies to the cosmic whole as well
(B10; B67; B41l; B32). The cause of this identity lies in the very
dynamism of being: existence is constituted in its identity by the tension
of polarity (v. the before quoted fragment B51). An image of reality is the
river: it is the same in that other and other water follows an identical
course (B12; B91). Cosmic harmony emerges as the integral of particular
disharmonies. The just order is a result of universal strife: war reigns
supreme, and thus the balance that keeps things together is automatically
maintained (B80; B53).

eldévar xp7) Tov méhepov vTa Evvéy, kal Slkmy épw, Kal ywiopeva
mavra kot épw kail xpewv (B8O)

[It is necessary to know that war is common and right is strife and
that all things happen by strife and obligation»].

As Aristotle reports: kal “Hpdrderros émiripd T moujoavre “ws épis
2k e Bedv kal dvbpdrmewv dmrélotro” (= Homer, Ilias, 18, 107 ) od yap
&v elvar Gppoviav un dvros é¢éos kal PBapéos ovde Ta {Pa dvev thjAeos
kal dppevos évavriwv Svrwv. Ethica Eudemia, H1, 1235a25 sqq.
[«Heracleitus rebukes the author of the line «Would that strife might be
destroyed from among gods and men»: for there would be no (musical)
harmony unless high pitch and low pitch existed, nor living creatures
without female and male, which are opposites»]. Polarity and its
consequences (war, strife, antagonism) constitute and sustain the unifying
tension of things (here, too, are the preliminaries of Stoic doctrines), as
well as the sublime harmony of reality; B8: 76 dvrifouv cuppépov kal éx
TV Siadepbvrav kadMaTny dppoviav kal mdvra kot épw yivesta
[«the counter-thrust brings together (or, and the adverse is profitable) and
from things at variance comes the most perfect harmony and all things
come to pass through conflict].

The universal order, consisting in the natural balance of polars, is self-
sustainable: the harmony of the World is inviolable. For example (B94):

“H\wos ody mepfPrioerar pérpa- el 8¢ ), "Epwies pw Aikns émixov-
pou é€evprigovaw.
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[«Sun will not overstep his measures; otherwise the Erinyes, ministers
of Justice, will find him out»].

Heracleitus, it was acknowledged, articulated the common Greek
world-experience. Parmenides, in a manifest reference to Heracleitean
formulations, ascribes the view that the course of all processes is
backward-turning to the mindless multitude in strongest language; B6.4-
9:

avTap émert’ ard Ths, Ny 81 BpoTol elddTes 0DSy
mAaTToVTOL, Sikpavol Gunyaviy yap év adTdy
orifecw Bdver mAaykTov véov: of 8¢ dopodvrar
kweol ouds Tvdlol Te, TelnmiTes, drpira pdla,
ols 76 médew Te kal ok elvar TadTOV vevduioTal
KoU TAUTOV, TAVTWY 8¢ TaAlvTpomés éoTL KéNevBos.
[«And then (I hold you back) from the way also on which
mortals, knowing nothing,
two-headed, wander; for helplessness _
guides the wandering mind in their breasts; and they
' are carried along,
deaf as well as blind at once, altogether dazed - hordes devoid
of judgement,
who are persuaded that to be and not to be are the same,
yet not the same, too, and for whom the path of all things
is backward-turning»].

IHaAivrpomos answers pretty closely to the waAivrovos of Heracleitus
B51 as quoted in the text. In fact, it is itself a variant reading (though with
less authority) in the Heracleitean passage. For Parmenides, common
thinking is no doubt best expressed by Heracleitus.

Heracleitus developed, articulated and formulated in a highly
expressive manner. fundamental components of the Ionian world-view.
The idea of a stable cosmic order whose violation in any particular
instance s necessarily annuled by the opposite transgression in the course
of time, is powerfully stated (albeit poetically, says Simplicius who
preserves the quotation) by Anaximander in the single remaining
fragment of his work On the Nature of Things ({lep! gvoews). B1: é¢ v
8¢ 1) yéveols éori Tols obat, kal Ty Pplopv els TadTa yiveohar kard 76
xpewv: duddvar yop avTd Sikmy kal Tiow dAAGAos Ths Aduclas kaTd
v Tob ypovov Tafw, momTikwTépois olTws Svéuac adrd Aéywv
[«And indeed beings pass-away into that out of which they come-to-be
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according to indebtness; for they pay penalty and retribution to each
other for the injustice (they commit to one another) according to the
order of time, as he (sc. Anaximander) puts it in these rather poetical
terms»]. Anaximander meant his expressions, of course, not at all
«poetically», not at least in our sense of the word: What he meant was, (a)
that the world-order is inviolable on the whole and self-corrective; (b) that
there was an explanation for this absolute validity of the cosmic law; and
(c) that time constituted the modality, and provided the field, in which
the universal order maintained itself intact. This complex construal,
densely expressed, can be briefly analysed as follows. Amidst the flux of
phenomena there is permanence and stability. In a world of continual
change, the law of reality is unalterable. Every change consists in the
emergence of a new factor at a particular place and time. This new factor
substitutes some other(s) that are extinguished or reduced to the extend of
its (the new one’s) prevalence. That the new factor takes the place of the
old means that the old became the new: for being cannot disappear into
nothing, nor can it come out of nothing; it can only change, i.e. become
something else. The new has therefore the old within itself in some real
way. Which entails that the old may reemerge as the characteristic factor
of the situation in question. Upon such reemergence the relationship
between the old and the new is reversed: the older becomes the newer new
and the new becomes the old of the newer. We may schematise the
Anaximandrean underlying conception thus. Suppose that A became B,
A= B. In truth what happened was that a state of affairs in which A is the
characterising factor and B is ontologically implicit (in temporary
immersion within A), is succeeded by one in which B is the characterising
factor and A is implicit (in temporary immersion within B). One may
represent this so: A(B) = (A)B. Thus the reverse change B= A isin fact
of the form (A)B = A(B). The reality underlying these changes is AB. But
this reality cannot appear as such at the same subject and time. (I
disregard here the complication caused by the distinction between subject
and place):, A and B are inconsistent in the level of phenomena
(appearances) (given the polarised nature of existence, they, in the last
analysis, can be taken as opposites). There can be in the World (at one
place and time) either A(B) or (A)B. Since AB is the underlying reality,
A(B) is an injustice committed by A upon B; (A)B is the reverse injustice
committed by B upon A. Since AB is the underlying reality, and,
consequently, both A(B) and (A)B are inherently unstable, the injustice
committed by A upon B is bound to be redressed by the opposite injustice
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committed by B upon A. The pendulum between A(B) and (A)B
manifest, therefore, according to the succession of time the lawfulness
determined by the reality AB. Thus the cosmic order is maintained
automatically by means (and not despite) of (appropriate) perpetual
change. And this is where Time enters substantially into the picture.
What cannot be realised simultaneously (i.e. the underlying reality AB) is
realised successively (through the pendular movement between A(B) and
(A)B). Change, far from destroying the fundamental and eternal realities
of things, allows them to be manifested in actuality of appearance. Thus,
for instance, can the seed develop into the complete character of the full-
bodied entity whose germinating, embryonic existence it constitutes; thus,
can fruition in a plant occur afier, and from, flowering, which in turn
succeeds, and proceeds from, foliation. Change is, furthermore, possible
because of Time. Time is, then, the modability in which reality fully
unfolds itself. It represents the measure of such unfolding. So the necessity
of overall justice established through the mutual, but opposing and
balancing, particular injustices is encapsulated in the order of Time
(Anaximander, B1). The existence of Time entails that coming into being,
being and passing-away have a definite mode of realisation; their
determinate nexus is grounded upon, and rooted in, Time. The
doxography in 12 A11 §1 is very revealing: odros dpyiv ébn Tédv Svrwy
dtow Twa Toi dmelpov, é Hs yiyveabar Tols olpavods kal ToV év
abrois kéopov. radrny 8 atdov elvar kal dyTpw, v kal mavTas mepué-
yew Tobs Kkéapovs. Aéyet 8¢ ypdvov ws dpiopévys Tijs yevéoews Kal Ths
ovaias kal 77s $fopds [«He (sc. Anaximander) said that the principle of
beings is a certain nature (originating power) of the Limitless, from which
come into being the celestial realms and the ordered World in them. This
nature is eternal and unageing, and it also surrounds and controls (rules)
all the worlds. On the other hand he talks of Time, in the sense that (or,
as) coming-into-being, being and passing-away are determined»]. The
ultimate principle of reality is limitless, hence indeterminate; it is eternal,
never-ending. Eternity goes with indeterminacy. But things are limited
and derermined; they have a definite origin, being (kind of existence) and
end: they exist, that is, in time and are circumscribed in nature. Timeness
goes with determinateness. Time is he framework within which the
variation in being according to distinct being-determinations
(characteristic identities) is rendered possible. What is indeterminate as
inconsistent - the (AB) of AB - becomes realisable in succession, i.e. in

time, A(B) and (A)B.
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The doctrine of the opposites (i.e. the view of a polarised reality) was
central to the Anaximandrean speculations; v. 12A9; A10; A16 DK. He
further conceived a primary secretion from the ultimate principle of
reality (his Limitless, 76 dmewov) of the fundamental contrarieties
constitutive of the evolved world-form. Fven more, he described, for
example, a primary secretion from that principle of the procreative
potency of the warm and the cold. A10: ¢nol 8¢ 76 éx Tod didlov ybviyov
feppoti Te kai uypod kard v yéveow Todde Tob Kkbopov dmrokpilivar
etc. [«He (sc. Anaximander)says that from the Eternal (i.e. the Limitless)
the procreative faculty of the hot and the cold was secreted at the coming
into being of this world, etc.»]. This ferdlity generative of the warm and
the cold is precicely reality AB in the above used schema. In latter
formulation (e.g. in Classical Pythagoreanism and Platonism), it is the
polarised field of variation for temperature.

This constitutes a fundamental experience of ancient Greek spirit
reflecting its deep belief in man’s absolute immersion in the world. The
terminology of the archaic philosophers in particular is teaming with
expressions of transfered (we would say) applicability from one realm of
things to the other. These were not simple metaphors, but revealed the
underlying congruence of structures and identity of parameters (elements
and principles) in the respective fields. Thus, e.g., Anaximander utilised
biological conceptions, an éxkptais or amdkpiots, secretion, to describe
the generation, out of the Limitless, of the powers of the various basic
contrarieties (cf. supra, n. [9]). What is secreted out of the first principle
of reality is the ydvyuov To0 Oeppod kal 700 puypod, the fertile power of
the warm and the cold; the expression yévipos is meant no doubt to
parallel the yovm, animal semen. We noticed, furthermore, how
Anaximander expresses the cosmic order in terms of a stable justice
established by the mutual retributions correcting injustices committed
against each other by the operating factors of reality.

In Heracleitus we can observe the exact parallelism between lawfulness
in the world and in society. I have quoted above (n. [8]) the freagment in
which Justice, through her awful ministers, the Erinyes, will find out the
Sun, should he overstep the limits of his measured movement (B94). It is
Justice also that will catch up with (and correct) liers and perjurers;
B286:4ikm rxaralpberar fevddv rénrovas kai paprvpas [«Justice will
catch up with those who invent lies and those who swear to themv].
Justice is the objective law of reality intrinsic to the first principle of
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things; thus the general formularion of the point made particularly in the
two last mentioned cases is put in terms of fire; B66: wavra 76 nip émel-
0v kpwvel kal xaraAifperar [«Fire coming on will discern and catch up
with all things»]. Fire will deliver justice ontologically, for the law of its
measured change is objective justice. And this objective justice is the

balance spontaneously achieved through the opositions of polarities
(B80).

Thus Heracleitus forcefully endorses the rule of law in human society.
B44: pdyeabar xpn Tov Sfjuov vmép ye Tob vduov Skwamep Teiyeos
[«The people must fight for the law as for the city-wall>]. In fact the law of
political integration (human society organised in State) takes its substance
from the divine, i.e. the cosmic, Law, the Reason of Reality. B114:£0v
véw Aéyovras loyuplleaBar xp7) T Evvd mwdvTwy, SkwoTmep Vouw To-
Ais xkal mold loyuporépws. Tpépovrar yop wdvTes ol dvlpdrmetor vépol
5o évds Tob Pelov: kpatel yap TooobiTov oxboov ééAe kal ééaprel waoL
xai mepryiverar [«speaking with understanding they (sc. men) must hold
fast to what is common to all, as a city relies on its law, and even much
more firmly. For all human laws are nourished by one law, the divine one;
it prevails so far as it will and suffices for all and it ever is left over»]. Just
as, although there is one common reason for all thinking subjects (and
that is the law and order of reality); and although each one of them thinks
by virtue of its sharing in that common reasoning principle; still each one
participates to that in varying degrees of completeness; so, similarly,
although there is one divine - cosmic law of structure and process; and
although each human legislation (written and unwritten) is a law by virtue
of its reproducing and assimilating that divine law to the extent that it
does; nevertheless, human laws are determined by the divine law in
varying degree. The crucial thing to notice here is that according to
Heracleitus such variance is the result of the divine reason and cosmic law
enforcing or withholding their full manifestation in particular cases,
rather than of the relevant subjects (individuals or societal integrals
correspondingly) being empowered or failing to receive their full presence.
And this is as it should be with Heracleitean metaphysics (general theory
of reality). For it is the Ur-substance and its internal law of order (fire
endowed with reason) that generates the entire variety of things in the
world of reality: It constitutes world-structure and world-process by its
measured lighting and extinction, i.e. its orderly self-afticmation or self-
effacement (B30).
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The law of reality, the divine-cosmic world-order, reigns supreme. Its
apparent violations, like transgressions of physical lawfulness, do confirm
its validity in an appropriate long run. Violations are temporary disorders
enchained in a ineluctable process of self-correction. The Law is absolute
in integrals of reality. Similarly in human societies, systems of law
deviating from the natural rectitude of the divine ordinances are self-
curing aberrations.

The divinely sanctioned societal order (reproducing the cosmic code of
Reason) is weighted according to the individual value of its members.
Thus, in case of man of superlative excellence, the (right) law is to submit
the effective control of affairs to him; B33: véuos kai Bovlfj melfeoba
évos [«it is law, also, to obey the counsel of one (man)»]. For (B49): efs
€not uvpios, eav apioros 1 [«One man is (of the value of) ten thousand
for me, if he is the best»]. Heracleitus used to inveigh against the croud;
Timon from Phlia surnamed him oyAodoidopov, mob-reviler (Fr. 817
Supplementum Hellenisticum, p. 383). The mass of mankind have no
real understanding, not even right wit. B104: 7is yap adrdv véos 7
Ppnv; Suwy dowdolot metbovrar kal SudaokdAw ypelwrTar ouidw ovk
€ld6Tes 87 of moAAol kakol, oAlyol ¢ ayabol [«Whar intelligence or wit
do they have? They put their trust in (wandering) folk bards and take the
collective body as their teacher, not knowing that the many are worthless,
and only few are good»]. Heracleitus gives examples of his meritocratic
pronouncements. B39: ev Tlpujvy Blas éyévero 6 Tevrapew, ob wAéwy
Adyos 1) T@v aAAwv [«In Priene lived Bias, son of Teutames, who is of
more account than the rest»]. In fierce language he condemns his
compatriots for causing the exile of Hermodorus, the ablest and most
beneficial among them. It is important to notice and highlight the
precision of Heracleitus’ construal of such self-harming behavour on the
part of the Ephesians: nobody should excel, even, yes, nobody should be
of greatest advantage. B121: d€wov *Edeciows 1fndov amdyfactar wéo
Kkai Tols avnfois Ty wéAw kaTalmely, oitwes “Fpuddwpov dvdpa ew-
vT&Y SvjoTov éféfatov pdvres: Nuéwr undé els dvifioTos éoTw: €l ¢
p1, AAAY Te kai per’ dAAwv [«What the Ephesians deserve is to hang
themselves, every grown man of them, and leave the city to unfledged
boys; for they drove out Hermodorus, the most useful (the ablest) man
among them, saying: Let no one be the best (the most useful - or let no
one excel) among us; and if he is, let him be so elsewhere and among
others»]. .
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V. my analysis on the genesis of Pythagoreanism and its prime
character in A.L. Pierris, Origin and Nature of Early Pythagorean
Cosmogony, from K. Boudouris (ed.), Pythagorean Philosophy, 1992,
pp. 126-162.

For an account of the transition from a more symbolic to a more
mathematical construal of Pythagoreanism, v. my Excursus I: On the
Hybris of Limitation and Order, A. Symbolic and Mathematical
Pythagoreanism: Early History, from A.L. Pierris, Hellenistic Philosophy:
Continuity and Reaction in an Oecumenical Age, in K. Boudouris (ed.),

Hellenistic Philosophy, 1993, pp. 144-7.

It had naturally been a striking discovery that simple ratios in the
length or thickness of chords constitute the objective basis of consonance
in the sounds of stringed instruments. Furthermore, it was quickly sensed
that out of such simple ratios the entire system of musical harmony can be
readily constructed. The fundamentals of the corresponding theory
probably reached back to the 6th century B.C. A pitch relationship of 2:1
gives the octave; of 3:2 the fifth; and of 4:3 the fourth. Thus, the simplest
ratios give the basic consonances - and in fact the simper the ratio is, the
more consonant is the harmony. The interval by which the fifth exceeds
the fourth is specifically the tone; it follows that it is constituted by a ratio
of 9:8. Putting two tones in succession within the fourth, we get a
remainder of

256
243’
this, therefore, is the value of a «semitone», which is not exactly half a

tone. (To divide exactly into two the interval 9:8, one must find an x
satisfying the condition

M|\D

_X
3

Hence
x=3/8

and the mathematical semitone is

3 :
=1.060660172.
V8 /
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But

256_) 053497942,

243
slightly less than half a tone). Out of the three simple ratios, and the
resulting ones of 9:8 and 256:243, the whole natural octave is
constructed, as well as all the ancient and modern modes and scales.

According to the Pythagoreans, this discovery was of paramount
importance, for three main reasons.

a) The fact itself of the numerical constitution of harmony, as
supplying the objective foundation of sound sensation. (This fact, given
the general speculative and conceptual framework mentioned in the main
text above, was extrapolated to the structure of reality in its entirety).

b) In the constitution of the system of natural harmony there enter
primarily the three simple ratios, and, secondarily, by implication, two
specific other ratios, one of relative simplicity, the other very complex.
The fact that out of the innumerable possible complexities (and
corresponding dissonances), just one is required to complete the system of
harmony exemplified, for the Pythagoreans, a crucial point in the
structure of reality: that certain specific anomalies enter into the
lawfulness of being, and these are derivative upon natural regularities.

c) The necessary irregularities in the system of musical harmony (and,
generally, in the world of existence conceived as a system of cosmic
harmony) are «rational» (i.e. are represented by ratios of integers however
complex). It was of the uttermost significance for the Pythagoreans, that
not the «irrational» (i.e. incommensurate) mathematical half-tone

3

was playing a role in the construction of the system of natural harmony,
but rather a definite «rational» ratio, however complex (256:243). The full
transparence, and thorough knowledgeability of reality was thus secured.
For, to the ancient mind, such intelligibility involved sharp contours of
things and absolute definition of being, a limitation expressed in terms of
finite «constructive» steps. With the Pythagorean cosmogony we have the
genesis, adn the metaphysical foundation, of the idea that knowledge
implies ability to create.

The full expression of the fundamental harmonic theory as above
outlined occurs already in a fragment of Philolaus, the prominent
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Pythagorean of the early fifth century (Fr. 6a Huffman, pp. 145-165; cf.
44B6 DK). As early as Xenocrates (4th century B.C.) at least, the basic
conception was ascribed to Pythagoras himself (Xenocrates Fr. 9 Heinze).
Collateral evidence also points in the same direction. For the theory of the
three basic “means” was considered to be Pythagoras’ discovery, to whom
the introduction of the more «hidden» harmonic mean was specifically
assigned. (Cf. e.g. Philolaus, Testimonium A24 Huffman p. 167). They
are: a) the arithmetical means, where the last term exceeds the middle by
the same amount as the middle exceeds the first (e.g. 2-4-0), b) the
geometrical means, where the last term is to the middle as the middle is to
the first (c.g. 2-4-8), c) the harmonic means, where the part of the last
term by which it exceeds  the middle is the same as the part of the first
by which it is exceeded by the middle (e.g. 3-4-6). The octave, construed
as a system of overlapping fifths and fourths, is completed by the
‘ntroduction of the harmonic mean, as is shown in the following schema

| (Fig. 4).

Fig. 4

G -9 - 12 gives an arithmetical mean;
G - 8 - 12 gives a harmonic mean;
[(3) - 6 - 12 gives the geometrical mean].

The amalgamation of early Pythagoreanism and Heracleitianism was
most probably the work of the enigmatic Hippasus, a sort of «second
founder» for the Pythagorean current of Philosophy. V. for the character
and significance of his position, A.L. Pierris, Hellenistic Philosophy:
Continuity and Reaction in an Oecumenical Age, Excursus I A: Symbolic
and Mathematical Pythagoreanism: Early History, in K. Boudouris (ed.),
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Hellenistic Philosophy, vol. 1, 1993, pp. 145-7; and A.L. Pierris, The
Origin of Stoic Fatalism, in Chypre et Les Origines du Stoicisme, Actes
du Colloque Paris 12-13 Mai 1995, 1996, pp. 21-30 esp. p. 30.

In the Empedoclean, e.g., theory, everything is a mixture of the root-
elements (31B8 DK). A particular mixture defines the nature of a
corresponding substance, as, for instance, of bones (31B96 DK) or blood
and flesh (31B98 DK): it is a question of determinate proportion.

Number is the reality out of which the world is constituted (58B22 =
vol. I p. 456.35 DK. Cf. 58B9). The cosmic whole and the nature of
things is constituted by number (58B38). The universe exists by reason of
numbers and numerical ratios (esp. the three basic means); 44B22 (this is
a genuine Philolacan fragment, despite DK’s verdict). Numbers are the
causes of essence and existence (45A3 = vol. I p. 420. 13 DK). Farliest
Atomism (Leucippus) adhered to the view (67A15 = vol. I p. 75.36 DK).
There is a «<number» for every existing substance, for man, horse, plant
(45A2; 3 DK); for fire, water, the sun, the moon, each animal etc. (58B27
= vol. T p. 457.27 sqq.). Qualities or atcributes of number define the
nature of justice, opportunte time, soul, intelligence, opinion, daring,
blending etc. (58B4 = vol. I p. 452.:4 sqq. DK; 58B22 = vol. I p. 456.23
5qq.). As Gorgias put it in a rhetorical context, number is «the guardian of
things in their utility», i.e. the determinative factor of things as definite
substances capable of being grasped, conceived, handled and employed;
apibucs yppudrwr gvdag (82B11a §30 = vol. 11 p. 302.1 DK). Number
is equally determinative of essential characrer and constitutive of results in
human action and production (44B11 = vol. I p. 412.5 sqq.). Epicharmus
had expressed poetically the idea (23B56 DK):

o Bios avbpdimos Aoyiopod kapibuod Seirar v

{dpev [8¢] dpilBud kal Aoyoud: Tadra yap awle Bporovs.

[«Human life needs throughout calculation and number.

We live by reason of number and calculation; for these are
that keeps mortals in existence»].

Similarly, on the cosmic plane, number is «the overpowering and self-
generated holding together of the eternal continuance of things worldly»
according to Philolaus 44B23 (again a genuine passage in meaning if not
in vocabulary): @iAdAaos 8¢ ¢now aplbudv elvar Ths TAV Koouik@Y
alwvias dwapoviis kpaTioTebooav kal avToyevj ouvoyrdv. As for
presentation so for generation: number according to Hippasus is the
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archetype in cosmic creation (18A11) or, alternatively, and to the same
effect, an instrument of distinction in cosmic creation (ibid.). The nature
of things and structure of the world are, in other words, defined by
number. The empire of number is universal, permeating all spheres of
reality, and ruling both cosmic processes and human activity; 44B11:
1805 8¢ ko ob udvov év Tois datpovios kal Belots mpaypaot Tav &
apibud Pbow kal Tav Sdvapw loydovoav, dAXG kal év Tols avlpwrmi-
Kois épyots kal Adyois mlot mavTd, kol KaTa Tas dmuiovpylas TS Te-
yvikds mdoas kal katd Tov povowkdv [«You can see the nature of
number and its power prevailing not only in realities superior and divine,
but also everywhere in all human works and words, in all the arts of the
craftsman and in music»]. By number the soul is tied to the body (44B
22). In fact, the nature of the soul is consubstantial to that of number
(18A 11): the intelligibility of things is a matter of their subjection to
numerical determination. '

The Pythagorean Philolaus gives here, too, succinct formulations.
44B4 DK: kal mdvTa ya pov 1d yryvwoképevo awpducy éxovti: ob yap
oldv Te obdév olire vonlijuev olire yvwobijuey dvev TovTov [«And indeed
all the things that are known have number. For it is not possible that
anything whatsoever be intellected or known without this»]. And more
amply, B11 DK (which is, no doubt, genuine, in sense anyway, pace
Huffman, Philolaus of Croton, p. 349): yvwpuka yap a dpdois a 7@ apib-

- p@ kal fyepovird kal Sidagkadikd TG GTOPoUUévw TAVTOS KAl dyvo-

ovpévew mavti ob yap 1s 8AAov ovdevi obdeév TV mpayudTwy olTe
adrdv ol adrd. obre dAAw mpds EANo, € w1 s apfuds kal ¢ TodTw
obola. viv 8 obros karTav Yuydv dppélwy alobioe mavra yvword
kal wordyopa, GAMLAoLs KaTd Yvdpoves Plow dmepydleTar ovvamTwy
(Newbold; cwpardv Bockh, from the manuscript cwpdrwv) kai oxilwv
T0US Abyous ywpls EKAGTOUS TV TPayRATWY TAY TE drrelpwy kal TGV
mepawbvrwv [«For the nature of number is judgemental and
authoritative and didactic in every matter and for everyone, where there is
confusion or ignorance. For none of the existing things would be clear to
anyone either in relation to themselves or in relation to one another, if
number and its essence did not exist. But as it is, number fitting together
in the soul all things to perception makes them known and agreeable with
one another according to the nature of the gnomon, joining together and
separating the proportions of things, each separately, both of things
unlimited and of limiting things»].
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[19]

[20a]

(22]

For a sustained analysis of this position v. A.L. Pierris, Roads ro
Excellence: the Metaphysics of Education in Plato and Contemporary
Reality: Is Optimal Self-Realization metaphysically neutral? in: J. D.
Gericke and P. J. Maritz (eds.), Plato’s Philosophy of Education and its
Relevance to Contemporary Society, and Education in the Ancient
World, Proceedings of the First International Conference of the South
African Society of Greek Philosophy and the Humanities 29 April - 6
May 1997, Pretoria, 1998, vol. II pp. 329-373, cf. esp. n. 48, pp. 368-
372.

A tract of the 5th century B.C. belonging to the Hippocratic Corpus
argues for the existence of «artistry» in the various disciplines and
professions, in particular in the medical practice. The work entinted /Zep!
Téyvys («On Arv») represents thus, so to speak, an apology of the
physician’s art as a scientific discipline capable of systematically effecting
the relevant desired results. (V. Th. Gomperz® critical and commented
edition of the piece under the title Die Apologie der Heilkunst, Eine
Griechische Sophistenrede des Fiinften Vorchristlichen Jahrhunderts,
19102 He reasons correctly that it stems from the grand sophistical
movement of the golden age in classical Greece).

Celsus, de Medicina, pooemium §7: Hippocrates ... a studio sapientiae
disciplinam hanc separavit [“Hippocrates separated this (sc. medicinal)
discipline from the (general) study of wisdom”]. Sapientia here means
both the philosophical theory of reality and the more primitive integral
lore concerning it.

Heracleitus’ work /Zepi @Pvoews («On (the) Nature (of things)») was
probably composed towards the end of the first decade of the 5th century
B.C. About the same time, or little later, we should locate Hippasus’
researches, connected to the great Ephesian’s theory.

Proportionality emerged as the definite character of a good form. The
co-functionality of the parts of an organic whole resulted to, and was
manifested by, a particular system of proportions binding together all its
members into a unified totality. The successful integration of the multiple
constituents in a complex unity depends on their entering into the
compound according to an appropriate pattern of ratios. In the end,
beauty and strength are strictly coordinated conditions: what is well-built
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according to its own nature is also best suited to function most effectively
in the performance of its own proper work. In any case, every property of
a whole which refers to its good state and condition consists ultimately
and essentially in some proportionality of its structure. A thing fit, in
good condition (generally or for a specific purpose), is a respectively well-
tempered thing (generally or in some corresponding respect). Thus,
health in a living organism is fundamentally a question of some symmetry
(2 cerrain well-balanced proportion) in the blending of its constitutive
elements. While beauty reflects a due proportionality in the external
configuration of the whole’s members. So Chrysippus SVF III 472. As to
beauty, Chrysippus invoked the testimony of Polycleitus, the greatest
sculptor, together with Pheidias, of high classicism. Polycleitus, in pursuit
of perfection in the bodily shape of man, made a thorough study of
proportions among human members. He concluded that excellence in
form consists in a definite system of ratios binding together all parts of the
integral shape and rendering them all commensurable according to a
specific pattern: given the unit (standardly the thickness of a finger), the
entire form can be constructed which answers to the definite pattern in
question. Polycleitus specified the complex system of such «ideals
proportions for the case of an athletic adolescent, and made the
corresponding statue to embody that ideal: it is the famous dopvddpos
(«Spear-bearer») whom we know from several Roman copies. Pliny
(Historia Naturalis, XXXIV, 55) defines the type as viriliter puerum
[«virile-looking boy»]. Chrysippus’ philosophical description of the
principle of Polycleitus system of proportions for the sturdy, youthful
male human figure renders the point clear. Galen, De Placiris Hippocratis
et Platonis, V p. 449 Kuhn = pp. 425-6 Miiller: mv pév dylewav T0d od-
paTos év Beppols kai Juypols kai Enpols kail dypois cupperplay elval
¢mow (sc. Chrysippus), dmep 87 oToryela SnAovdr Tév swpdrwy ori,
70 &€ kdAAos ovk év TN TOV UTOLXEL'wV, aAla év TN TV ‘uop[cuv CUUpLE-
Tpla ovvioTacla VO[('.LIZGL, SarTiAov mpods ddkTulov SmAovédTi Kal ou-
PTAVTWY 0UT@V TPOS TE LETAKAPTIOV Kal KAPTOV Kai ToUTWY mTpds
XUV Kkal mixews mpos Ppayiova kal mdvTwy wpeds wavTa, kabdirep év
7 IodvkAeirov Kavdve yéypamrar. mboas yop ékxdidilas nuds év
E’KGKV(LU 7’(:;) O'U')/'ydeJ«G,TL ’T&S‘ UU‘.L[LETP[GS TOU O'U,)].L(ITOQ é HO)\leAGLTOS
épyw Tov Adyov éBeBaiwoe Snpovpytioas Grdpidvra katd T ToD Ad-
you mpooTdypaTa kal kadéoas &n kal adTov Tév dvdpudvrTa, kabdmep
kal 76 oUyypappa, Havdva [Bodily health he (sc. Chrysippus)
maintained to be a symmetry (a due proportion) between the warm and
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the cold and the dry and the liquid, what are in fact the elements of
corporeal nature. Whereas beauty he considers to consist not in the
symmetry of the elements, but in that of the members - in the symmetry
of finger to finger, that is to say, and of all fingers to the palm and the
wrist, and of those to the forearm, and of the forearm to the arm, and of
all (members) to all (members), as it is laid down in Polycleitus’ work
entiled «The Standard». For after teaching us in that treatise all
proportions of the human body, Polycleitus confirmed indeed his analysis
by creating a statue according to the theoretical precepts, and naming
indeed the statue, just as the book, the Standard». (By both «analysis» and
«theoretical» I render «Adyos», which term covers, as the latin «ratio»,
both the meanings of reason and numerical proportion)]. .

The static analogies of the human frame have to be seen dynamically
transformed when the figure is put into action. In fact this is what
enlivens the dead matter by making it resemble (or imitate) the living
form. Xenophon (Memorabilia, 111, 10, 6-7) has Socrates to explain in
this way the artist’s success in conversation with (an otherwise unknown)
sculptor Cleiton (a likely impersonation of the famous Polycleitus, whom
Socrates admired most among the statuaries; v. Xenophon op.cit. 1, 4, 3);
Socrates asks what makes statues to appear enlivened, in what way the
imitation and resemblance to the living kinds makes sculture more lively.
Obkodv 74 ¢ O TAV OYMUATWV KATATTDUEVE KOl TAVATTUEVR €V
rols ocdpact, kal 74 cvpmeldpeva kal 76 Sedxdpeva, kal Ta évreas-
[eva Kol TG AVIEUEVD, drmrewdlwv opotérepd. Te Tois aAnbvois kal miba-
vioTepo. motels pailveolar; mdvv pév odv €dy. [Surely then, it is by
representing the parts of the bodies that are drawn down and up as a result
of the figurements (taken by the body in various postures or actions), and
the parts compressed and extended, and those stretched and slackened - is
it not that by representing these you make (the statutes of the living
beings) appear more similar to the real thing and more true to nature?
Very much so, he said»].

An idea of the system of proportions regulating the (well-built) human
form is given by Vitruvius, the Roman architect. He specifies some basic
ratios of capital parts or characteristic details in man’s body (De
Architectura, 111, 1, 2-3), which in all likelihood stem from the
Polycleitean standard, albeit with modifications in the diverse symmetries
involved reflecting Hellenistic norms of taste. From the case of an organic
substance, the principle of the systematic proportionality and
commensurability was transferred to that of man-made works. Every
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artifact, in order to be well-constructed, had to «grow» according to that
organic principle of integration. Virtuvius, following the Greek theory,
explicitly draws the analogy in the realm of architecture, with regard to
buildings, and especially, buildings par excellence, i.e. temples as houses
of gods. He very clearly expounds the main point (op.cir. 1L, 1, 1):
Aedium compositio constat ex symmetria, cuius rationem diligentissime
architecti teneri debent. Ea autem paritur a proportione, quae graece ava-
Aoyla dicitur. Proportio est ratae partis membrorum in omni opere
totoque commodulatio, ex qua ratio efficitur symmetriarum. Namque
non potest aedis ulla sine symmetria atque proportione rationem habere
compositionis, nisi uti [ad] hominis bene figurati membrorum habuerit
exactam rationem. [«The composition (design) of a temple depends on
symmetry, the principles and analysis of which must be most carefully
observed by the architects. Symmetry, however, is an offspring of
proportion, what is called avadoyia in Greek. Now proportion is a
correspondence among the measures of the members of an entire work,
and of the whole to a certain part functioning as standard (modulus):
from this results the inner logic (the reason and principles) of the
symmetries. For without symmetry and proportion there can be no logic
(reason, principles) in the composition (design) of any temple; that is, if
there is no precise relation between its members, as in the case of those of
a well-shaped man»]. Vitruvius ascribes to the «ancients» the thorough
application of the Principle of Number from the constitution of the living
human form to the design of buildings (III, 1, 4). He repeatedly
emphasises what the Principle of Number consists in: (a) there is an exact
relationship between the measures of all members of the whole to each
other and to the whole; and (b) this exact relationship is based on a
commensurability of all significant measurements in the object to a
common unit, an appropriate basic member of the whole. Thus, again, in
I11, 1, 9: Ergo si convenit ex articulis hominis numerum inventum esse et
ex membris separatis ad universam corporis speciem ratae partis
commensus fieri responsum, relinquitur, ut suscipiamus €os, qui etiam
aedes deorum immortalium constituentes ita membra operum
ordinaverunt, ut proportionibus et symmetriis separatae atque universac
convenientes efficerentur eorum distributiones [«Therefore, if it is agreed
that (the principle of) number (i.e. numerical order) was found out from
the articulation of the human figure, and that there is a symmetrical
correspondence between the members separately and the entire form of
the body, in accordance with a certain part functioning as standard (unit
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of measure, the modulus), we can but applaud those who, in constructing
temples of the immortal gods, have so arranged the members of the works
that both their separate and integral distribution in the design may
harmonise by means of proportions and symmetries»]. The exactness and
complereness of the relationships involved is emphasised with reference to
Polycleitus’ Spearbearer or the Standard. So Galen, de temperamentis, 1, 9
p. 42.33 Helmreich: kal mod 7is avdpias émawveirar ILlodvkdeirov
Koavaw dvopaldpevos éx Tob mdvrwv 7@v poplwv axpySf Tiw mpos
dAAnAa ovpperpiav épew Svéparos Towobrov Tuxywv [«and, in fact, a
statute by Polycleitus called «the Standard» is applauded, having acquired
such a name by reason of the fact that it incorporates the exact symmetry
of all the members one to another].

The inner logic defining the patterned order of an entity, natural or
man-made, is mathematical. The articulation of this mathemartical order
is, on the other hand, highly complex. The meaningful complexity in the
harmonies of an artifact constitutes its excellence. Thus Polycleitus
declared (40B2 DK): 76 € mapd pixpov dia mwodAdv aplbudy yiveras
[«perfection is accomplished little by little by means of many numbers»
(i.e. through multiple proportions, balances, harmonies)]. The invisible
harmony is mightier than the obvious one (Heracleitus, 22B54 DK:
appovin ddavns davepijs rpelrrwv). Such secret, integral, underlying
harmony is produced as the accumulative result of many, coordinated
harmonies. The empbhasis in the significant detail implicit in the above
Polycleitean statement is rendered explicit by another dictum of his (40B1
DK): yademdrarov adrdv 76 €pyov, ols av év Svuxt 6 mmAds yévnTa
[«the work comes to its most difficult phase when the clay-model reaches
the nail stage», i.e. when the sculptor puts the finishing touches to the

~model with his nail]. There was a general awareness of the fact that
exactness in small things make all the difference especially in grand
purposes. Thus, Sextus’ Sentences I, 9.10 Elter: péypr rai 7@v élayi-
arwv drkptfds Plov o yap pukpdv év Blw 16 “mapd wikpév” [dive with
precision even down to the minimal matters; for it is no small thing in life
the litde by lictlew»]. Being and perfection, the dynamism of existence
and its fruition in excellence and success, the harmony of things, resides
in, and is activated by, acute resonances: such sharp precision is a question
of minute adjustment in the corresponding field of determination or
operation. Harmony is very sharp; dissonance is blurred and indefinitely
varied around the point of harmonious resonance.
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Pythagoreanism provided the theoretical key to a deeper
understanding of reality and, consequently, to a more thorough efficiency
in man’s action and production in it. The early Pythagoreans tried to
evolve a successful sacred science of matters moral and political, the
“mathematics” of human action. The endeavour met with a severe setback
in the political sphere. But the results in the field of operation of man’s
creative impulse were definitive and lasting. Proper art and artistry
(crafrmanship endowed with knowledge, competence grounded in
knowing how to do things and effect results) was born from their insights,
the applied wisdom of making things of superlative excellence, imitating
natural wonders of beauty. or, rather, and more than that, penetrating
into the intrinsic essential norms of nature herself. The Principle of
Number became the revealed secret of every art of significance. We hear
that (by a symbolic coincidence) the sculptor Pythagoras of Rhegion
(migrated in all likelihood from Samos; probably with a Aoruir at the first
half of the fifth century) was the first to aim at compositional rhythm and
commensurability of parts (Diogenes Laertius VIII, 47: wpdrov (sc.
Pythagoras) Sowxoivra pulluod kal ocvpuerplas éoroydobar). The
adjective numerosus (of manifold numbers) became a standard critical
category with application both to the representative arts and (as we shall
see) oratory. Thus of Myron (a rather earlier contempory of Polycleitus) it
was said that (Plinius, Naturalis Historia, XXXIV, §58) primus hic
multiplicasse veritatem videtur, numerosior in arte quam Polycleitus et in
symmetria diligentior [«he seems to have been the first to extend
(variegate) the representation of natural truth, making use of more
numbers in his art than Polycleitus and being more diligent over
proportion and symmetry»]. The painter Antidotus (a disciplé of
Euphranor, c. 400-330 B.C.) was reputedly (Plinius XXXV, §130):
diligentior quam numerosior et in coloribus severus [«(he was) more
diligent (in the representation of nature) than given to its mathematical
articulation (i.e. employing a variety of numbers in the structuring of his
work); he was also austere in his colour»]. - '

A characteristically modern example of a sustained analysis according
to the Principle of Number with regard to an ancient architectural edifice
(the so-called Basilica of Paestum) brought in chronological and
conceptual relation to the Pythagorean movement in southern Italy at the
last quarter of 6th century B.C., is supplied by Otto Hertwig, Uber
Geometrische  Gestaltungsgrundlagen  von  Kultbauten des VI
Jahrhunderts v. Chr. zu Paestum, 1968. The particular system of
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«numbers» displayed in this work may be far-fetched, imposed and rather
speculative and artificial, but something of the sort was clearly operating
consciously in the art-work of the time, since the end of the 6th century
B.C. A more factual example, with attention concentrating on the actual
reconstruction of the inner «<mathematical» form of the work is given in
Plate 4. (Compare and contrast the biased conformism of the analysis of
the same relief in the above cited work, Tafel IV reproduced here as Plate
5. It concerns the sculptural relief from a Parthenonian metope. The idea
is also applied to a siguificant specimen of such a calculated system and
principle of harmony (what I may call Pythagorean Art or Artistic
Pythagoreanism); a metope from the Hephaesteion at the Athenian Agora
(Plate 3). A similar analysis is given, indicatively, with regard to
Polycleitus’ Canon (Plate 6; cf . Plate 7). The dynamic harmony of the
male human figure in tensional repose here, presents the nartural
development of the study of perfect static proportionality as exhibited, for
a masterful example, by the late archaic Apollo from Peiracus (Plate 8). V.
the description of the Plates, infra, pp. 768-770. A fine architectural
illustration of the great principle of complex synthesis and multiple
balances integrated into a cohesive overall harmony («dua moAA&Y apif-

p@v» ) is supplied by the Erechtheion on the Acropolis (Platce 16).

It is significant that Gorgias himself, the great Sophist who first
instituted rhetoric as a systematic and arriculate art, was reputed to have
been a pupil of Empedocles, thus incorporated into the broader
Pythagorean tradition. V. Fragmente der Vorsokratiker, 31A1 §§58-59
DK and 82A3 DK. In fact Satyrus (in the passage referred to) and even,
before him, Aristotle (31A1 §57 DK and 31A19 DK; V. Rose, Aristoteles
Pseudepigraphus, IX Fr. 1 (48), p. 75 = Rose, Aristotelis Fragmenta, IX
Fr. 65 p. 74 = Ross, Aristotelis Fragmenta Selecta, p. 15 Fr. 1) considered
Empedocles himself as the inventor of rhetoric. Cf. for the full unified
account of both traditions Quintilianus I11, 1, 8 (in 31A19 DK). The fact

~that Aristotle wrote about Empedocles in a dialogue concerned with the

definition of the Sophist and the characteristic teaching of the Sophists
(and perhaps entitled The Sophist) is also revealing of the true lineage of
the movement which expressed the thinking and feeling of high
classicism. Sophistics was possible when Pythagoreanism established the
possibility of the knowledge, i.e. of effective knowledge capable of
predicting,effecting and making a difference in the world. The ultimate
connexion of rhetoric to Pythagoreanism was also explicitly entertained in
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antiquity; cf. Scholia in lamblichi Vita Pythagorica, p. 150.7-12
Deubner, also in 31A19 DK.

Heracleitus has spoken (22B 81 DK = Fr. 18 Marcovich) of someone
as being romidwv apynyos [“leader in (intellectual and verbal) knifery”].
Probably both hairsplitting in reasoned analysis or presentation and
inflicting wounds on the interlocutor is meant by these cutters (comides):
the connotation in thus of overt ingenuity in speech, and, by implication,
of deceptive persuasiveness of swindling,of bogus talk and fraudulent
dexterity in ~argumentation. The likely object of Heracleitus’
condemnation was Xenophanes, the originator of the Eleatic trend of
thought. Timaeus (F.Gr.H. 566 F132) turns the tables against
Heracleitus: for him neither Pythagoras nor he who was accused by
Heracleitus, but pretentious Heracleitus himself is the “leader of cutters”.
We are talking about the genesis of Rhetoric. All three main final currents
of late archaic philosophy dispute the disputably honourific claim of first
originator: Pythagoreanism, Eleatism, Heracleiteanism. Philodemus
(Rhetorica, I coll. 57 and 62 = Diogenes Babylonius SVF Il n. 105 = 22B
81 DK) contrasts something (ra pév) which has been held responsible for
the introduction of the art of oratorical persuasion, but is, in his opinion,
unfit to provide the required machinations of deceit on which rhetorics

~ depends; to something else (rofro) on which all theoretical foundation of

rhetorics depends. Probably 7td pév are mathematics: hence
Pythagoreanism is exempted from the accusation. The alternative
possibility (the Tofr0) may well refer to the Heracleitean unity of the
opposites, indeed the veritable source of dialectis. In which case
Philodemus would repeat Timaeus’ view very appropriately in view of his
Epicureanism and consequent opposition to Stoicism and Stoic
predilection for Heracleitus.

Just as the early Pythagoreans discovered that audible harmony
depends on an objective structured system of ratios in the pitch of the
sounds and in the physical configurations producing them, so the first
inventors of rhetoric understood that persuasion and the general effect of
a speech depends on the udlisation of patterned constructions in an
oration. Such patterned construction is codified in certain figures of
speech and results in rhythmical forms of expression. The rhythm in the
concatenated  word-sequences which  characterised poetry  was
transplanted in prose; and this was effected «scientifically» because one
possessed now the arr of speech. Speech was henceforth articulated in
periods exhibiting formal patterns and thus sustaining rthythmic
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movements. Number structured the periodication of discourse. As
Aristotle said (Ars Rhetorica, 1409b5): apilucv éxer 7 év meptodois Aéfis
[«petiodic diction has numben].

Discourse is conceived in its form sculpturally. Balance of contrasted
moments and equipoise and symmetry constitute its shape and formal
character. Speaking of word-choice and collocation (verborum copia et
eorum constructio et numerus) Cicero (Orator, 37-38) explains: Datur
etiam venia concinnitati sententiarum, et arguti certique et circumscripti
verborum ambitus conceduntur, de industriaque non ex insidiis, sed
apertac ac palam elaboratur, ut verba verbis quasi demensa et paria
respondeant ut crebro conferantur pugnantia compareruntque contraria
et ut pariter extrema terminentur eumdemque referant in cadendo sonum
[«For great indulgence is shown to neatly turned sentences; and
rhythmical, steady, well-circumscribed periods are always admissible. And
pains are taken purposely, not disguisedly, but openly and avowedly, to
make one word answer to another as if they had been measured rogether
and were equal to each other; so that words opposed to one another may
be frequently contrasted, and contrary words compared together; and that
sentences may be terminated in the same manner, and may give the same
sound at their conclusion»]. Cicero ascribes to Gorgias (and
Thrasymachus, another well-known Sophist) the origin and first
institution of this systematic science of composition (ibid. §39; and also
§40, where the two are said to be the first to have bound together words
by the rules of an art; primi traduntur arre quadam verba vinxisse). Such
balancing of equilibrated opposites created by itself rhythm and cadence:
the period appears as an orderly moving and growing entity closing up its
development, and thus integrated, at the end. Cicero, following the Greek
thetoricians, very clearly analyses the point (ibid. 164-166): Nec solum
componentur verba ratione, sed etiam finientur, quoniam id iudicium
esse alterum aurium diximus. Sed finiuntur aut compositione ipsa aut
quasi sua sponte et quodam genere verborum, in guibus ipsis concinnitas
inest; quae sive casus habent in exitu similes sive paribus paria redduntur
sive opponuntur contraria, suapte natura-numerosa sunt, etiamsi nihil est
factum de industria. In huius concinnitatis consectatione Gorgiam fuisse
principem accepimus; quo de genere illa nostra sunt in Miloniana: «Est
enim, iudices, haec non scripta, sed nata lex, quam non didicimus,
accepimus, legimus verum ex natura ipsa arripuimus, hausimus,
expressimus; ad quam non docti, sed facti, non instituti, sed imbuti
sumus». Haec enim talia sunt, ut, quia referuntur ad ea, ad quae debent



360

CHAPTER 5 NOTES

referri, intelligamus non quaesitum esse numerum, sed secutum. Quod fit
item in referendis contrariis, ut illa sunt, quibus non modo numerosa

“oratio, sed etiam versus efficitur:

Eam, quam nihil accusas, damnas
(Condemnas diceret, qui versum effugere vellet:)

Bene quam meritam esse autumnas, dicis male mereri.

1d, quod scis, prodest nihil: id, quod nescis, obest.
Versum efficit ipsa relatio contrariorum. Id esset in oratione numerosa:
«Quod scis, nihil prodest: quod nescis, multum obest». Semper haec, quae
Graeci dvrifera nominant, quum contrariis opponuntur contraria,
numerum oratorium necessitate ipsa efficiunt, etiam sine industria. Hoc
genere antiqui iam ante Isocratem delectabantur et maxime Gorgias, cuius
in oratione plerumque efficit numerum ipsa concinnitas. Nos etiam in
hoc genere frequentes, ut illa sunt in quarto accusationis: «Conferte hanc
pacem cum illo bello, huius praetoris adventum cum illius imperatoris
victoria, huius cohortem impuram cum illius exercitu invicto, huius
libidines cum illius continentia: ab illo, qui cepit, conditas, ab hoc, qui
constitutas accepit, captas dicetis Syracusas». Ergo et hi numeri sint
cogniti. [«Nor is it only that one’s words are to be arranged in a regular,
rational system, but the terminations of the sentences must be carefully
studied, since we have said that that is a second sort of judgement of the
cars [beside the first one referring to the intrinsic quality of the word-
sound]. But the harmonious end of a sentence depends cither on the
arrangement itself (of the word made on purpose) or on a spontaneous, so
to speak, effect (as something produced on its own accord) and on a
certain kind of words in which there inheres neat coadaprability; and
whether such words have cases the terminations of which are similar, or
whether one word is matched with another which resembles it, or whether
contrary words are opposed to one another, they are harmonious and
produce a measured effect of their own nature, even if nothing has been
done on purpose. In the pursuit of this sort of neatness Gorgas is reported
to have been the leader; and of this style there is an example in our speech
in defence of Milo: «For this law, O judges, is not a written one, but a
natural one; one which we have not learnt, or received or gathered but
which we have extracted, and pressed out, and imbibed from nature itself;
it is one in which we have not been educated but born; not been brought
up in it, but imbued with it». For these clauses are such that, because they
are referred to what they ought to be referred, we see plainly that
harmonious measure was not the thing that was sought in them, but that
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which followed. And this is also the case when contraries are opposed to
one another; as those phrases are by which not only measured (prose)
sentences, but even verses are made.
«Her, whom you accuse of nothing, you damn».
One would say «condemn» if he wished to avoid making a verse.
«Her, whom you esteem deserving well, you say that
she merits ill».
«That which you know, is of no help; that which you
ignore, harms.
The very relation of contraries makes a verse. That would be in measured
prose:
«What you know, is of no avail; what you ignore, is of much harmy.

These things, which the Greeks call avriflera, since in them contraries
are opposed to contraries, of sheer necessity produce always oratorical
measure and rhythm, and that, too, without any other specific more ado.

This was a kind of speaking in which the ancients used to take delight,
even before the time of Isocrates; and especially Gorgias; in whose -
oratorical manner his very neatness generally produces measure and
rhythm. We too frequently employ this style; as in the fourth book of our
impeachment of Verres: «Compare this peace with that war; the arrival of
this praetor with the victory of that general; the debauched retinue of this
man, with the unconquerable army of the other; the lust of this man with
the continence of that one; and you will say that Syracuse was founded by
the man who captured it; and was stormed by this one, who received it in
an ordered condition». These then numbers (measures of speech) must be
well understood »].

The crux of the matter as regards this style is well captured by Cicero.
Thus concisely in Orator, §175: Nam ..., paria paribus adiuncta et
similiter definita itemque contrariis relata contraria quae sua Sponte,
etiamsi id non agas, cadunt plerumque numerose, Gorgias primus invenit,
sed iis est usus intemperantius [«For ... the principle according to which
things like one another are placed side by side, as well as sentences
similarly shaped are collocated, and contraries are related to contraries,
which all create mostly a measured cadence of their own, even if one takes
no extra pains about it, was first discovered by Gorgias; but he used it
intemperately»]. Gorgias himself admitted to his predilection for this
technique (ibid.). The art consisted in the employment of figures of
speech, which gave it shape and form. These Gorgian oynuara (figures)
were the dvrifera (antithesis, opposites), the loékwda and wdpioa
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(sentences with exactly, or almost, equal clauses), the opotorédevra and
mapdpowa (clauses of a sentence with the same or similar cadence or
termination), the mwapovopacio (assonance and alliteration in the word
structure generally). Cf. e.g. Aristode, Ars Rhetorica, T, 1409b33 -
1410b5; Diodorus Siculus, XII, 53.

Speech and oratorical discourse wete conceived spatially. The sentence
was an object having members, and it was the balance and measure of its
members which constituted the rhythmical harmony of the whole. An
example from Gorgias’ own style will vividly exemplify the idea. It is a
fragment from his funeral speech in honour of Athenian war dead (82 B 6
DK). It is best set in space, displaying a prose structure parallel to poetic
verse layout, the architectonics of verbal conposition (Fig. 4).

Antitheses have been underlined. By themselves, as Cicero insists, they
create an oratorical rhythm. The number of syllables in the fractions
(kdpa) and members (clauses) of the sentences (indicated in the edited
text with: and / correspondingly) are as follows:

(1) - without Todrots - = (2) = 8

(3) = (4) - without &v - =8

(5) - without etmety - =7

©) =5
(7) =9
(8) =10
(10)=(11) =8

(12a) = (12b) = 11
(13a) - without moAAa 8é - = (13b) =6
(15b) = (15¢) = (15d) = (15¢) =3

(18) =(19)=6
(20)=13

(21) =12
(22)=(23)=8

(24a) =7

(240) =6

(25) = (26) = (27) = 8
(28) =6

(30) =7

(31)=9

(32b) = (32¢) = 8
(32d) = (32¢) =9
(33) =11
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(34) = 14

(35) =(36) =11
(37) =10
(38)=9

These measurements abundantly prove the overshadowing existence of
lookwAa and mapioa (exact and near equality of syllables in
corresponding members of the same and successive sentences). There are
higher order balances as well: for exampe (12) + (13) =37 = (14) + (15) =
(18) + (19) + (20) + (21); and (22) + (23) = (24) = (25) + (26) = 16 while
the concluding (27) + (28) = 15. As Ephorus rightly observed, it is the
numbers of syllables and their balance that conwibutes to the prose
rhythm in question, and not the number of tempi (insisting, that is, on
the count of long and short syllables considered in the musical and poetic
standard relationship of two to one). So Cicero, Orator, 194: Ephorus
vero ne spondaeum quidem, quem fugit, intelligit esse aequalem dactylo,
quem probat. Syllabis enim metiendos pedes, non intervallis existimat;
quod idem facit in trochaeo, qui temporibus et intervallis est par iambo
[«But Ephorus will not even admit that the spondee (the measure or foot
- -) which he condemns, is equivalent to the dactyl (-uu), which he
approves. For he thinks that feet ought to be measured by their syllables,
not by their time intervals (their quantity, their tempi); and he does the
same in regard to (i.e. disapproves of) the trochee (-u), which in its
quantity and tempus is in fact equivalent to an iamblic (u-) etc»]. And
similarly Plutarch castigates Isocrates for his meticulous care lest his io6-
kwlo. would be deficient by even a single spllable (De Gloria
Atheniensium, 350E). Prose rhythm is syllabic and, therefore, accentual,
rather than based on the succession of long and short tempi.

[I subjoin the felicitous German rendering of Gorgias’ passage in
Diels-Kranz:

«Was ging denn diesen Minnern ab von den Eigenschaften, die
Minnern zukommen sollen? Und was kam ihnen zu von denen, die nicht
zukommen sollen? Konnte ich doch ausdriicken, was ich wiinsche, und
wiinschte ich doch, was man soll, verborgen der gottlichen Vergeltung,
entronnen der menschlichen Missgunst! Denn gott-voll war die
Tiichtigkeit, die diese besassen, menschlich nur die Sterblichkeit: oftmals
zogen sie ja die milde Billigkeit dem schroffen Recht vor, oftmals auch der
peinlichen Genauigkeit des Gesetzes die Richtigkeit der Redeweise, denn
dies hielten sie fiir das gotdichste und all-gemeinste Gesetz, das
Notwendige in notwendigen Augenblick zu sagen oder zu verschweigen,
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zu tun oder zu lassen, und Zweierlei ubten sie vor allen von dem, was not
tut, Geist und Leib, jenem im Rat, diesen in der Tar, als Pfleger derer, die
ungerecht Ungliick erfuhren, als Ziichtiger derer, die ungerecht Gliick
erfuhren, voll Schroffheit zugunsten des Gemeinschaft, voll Leidenschaft
zugunsten der Schicklichkeit, durch die vernunft des Geistes stillend die
Unvernunft <des Leibes>, gewaltitig gegen die Gewalttitigen, voll

- Ordnung gegen die Ordentlichen, furchtlos gegen die Furchtlosen,

furchtbar in furchtbaren Lagen. Als Zeugnis dessen errichteten sie
Zeichen des Sieges uber die Feinde, Schmuckstiicke fiir Zeus,
Weihgeschenke von sich selbst, sie, die nicht unerfahren waren im
eingeborenen Kriegertum und in der erlaubten Liebe, im Streit, dem
Triger der Waffen, und im Frieden, dem Freunde der Schonheit,
chrfurchtsvoll gegen die Gotter durch ihre Gerechtigkeit, fromm gegen
die Eltern durch ihre Dienstwilligkeit, gerecht gegen die Mitbiirger durch
die Pflege der Gleichkeit, verehrungsvoll gegen die Freunde durch ihre
Treue. Darum ist nun, da sie gestorben, die Sehnsucht nach ihnen nicht
mitgestorben, sondern unsterblich in freilich nicht unsterblichen Leibern
lebt sie fort nach ihnen, die nicht mehr leben»].

The principle of antithetical symmetry, so manifest in the Gorgianic
style, was artfully employed in all Greek prose writing. (Cf. e.g. J.D.
Denniston, Greek Prose Style, pp. 60-77). It was simply later matured
and nuanced, remaining always dominant, just as the straight balance in
archaic sculpture developed into the complex symmetries of the classical
art without disappearing. The harmony from apparent became hidden,
but it was nonetheless a harmony of opposites. The overall balance was
the collective effect of many, articulated, «<numbers», according to the
pointed Polycleitean dictum, above mentioned.

The measured progression of speech constitutes the rhythm of oration.
Thus number is the essence of rhythm. Cicero, Orator, 67: Quidquid est
enim, quod sub aurium mensuram aliequam cadit ... numerus vocatur,
qui Graece pvfués dicitur. [«For whatever it is which offers the ears any
regular measure ... is called number (by us), which in Greek is called
thythm»]. Cf. ibid. 170. This is the rhythm (as Cicero nicely elucidates)
which is produced not by the deliberate introduction (sparing or
abundant) of poetic feet into the prose writing or speech, especially at the
termination of clauses and sentences, but by the kind of words used and
their formal arrangement: observance of balances in the collocation of
similars and in the contrast of opposites provides the key for such measure
and rhythm. Once more Cicero, Orator, 220: Formae vero quaedam sunt
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[24]

orationis, in quibus ea concinnitas est, ut sequatur numerus necessario.
Nam quum aut par pari refertur aut contrarium contrario opponitur aut,
quae similiter cadunt verba, verbis comparantur, quidquid ita
concluditur, plerumque fit ut numerose cadat. [«For there are some forms
of oratory in which there is so much neatness, that thythm unavoidably
follows. For when like is referred to like, or contrary opposed to contrary,
or when words which sound alike are compared to other words, whatever
sentence is wound up in that manner must usually sound rhythmically»].
In a sense this pattern of thythm is the fundamental one in prose, the one
which gives proper shape, form, light and «figure» to speech (ibid. 181).
For (selective and variant) employment of feet characterises the peculiar
rhythm of poetry (whose application to prose is the study of the last part
of Cicero’s Orator, §§204 sqq.). Such poetic embellishment of prose does
not constitute, nor is it essentially involved in, the latter’s proper
excellence.

Rhythm in general is created by the punctuation, so to speak, of a
given field through similarities and contrasts. A certain balance of parts
and members constitutes the specific thythm of the whole. This applies to
moving entities (like speech and dance) or to static ones (like the
representation of the body or an architectural design or the anatomy of an
organism or the structure of a societal order and a State). A poignant
philosophical formulation of this general concept of rhythm is evidenced
by the atomist doctrine that the shape of the being-elements is their
visible rhythm of integration. Form is a rhythm of being. V. for
Leucippus, 67 A6 (I 72.21) DK; A28 (II 78.21); and for Democritus
68A38 (II 94.7); A44 (I1 95.21); A125 (I 111.30); A33 (II 91.7) = B5i
(II 138.24); with reference to the prevailing societal order and formal
structure of polity, 7@ vov kabeordTe pvlud, B266 (11 200.5). See also
30A5 (1263, 975b29).

B30 DK = 51 Marcovich: kéopov 76v8e, 7ov adrdv dmdvrwy, olre
~ 3/ 3 £ 3 7 3 3 S N\ A4 AR /4 ~
Tis Oedv olre avlpdrmwy émoinoev, AAN Fv del kai éoTw kal €oTai wip
detlwov, amripevoy pérpa kail dmooPevvipevov pérpa. [«the cosmic
order, the same for all, no god nor man has made, but it ever was and is
and will be, fire everliving with an inherent measured progression (i.e. a
rhythm) of ignition and extinction»).

For the intellectual character of ancient Greek virtue, v. my paper cited

supra, n. [19].
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(26]

Refusal to categorially oppose values to facts has been termed the
«Naturalistic Fallacy». Thereby the entire ancient moral and political
philosophical tradition is indicted. But in truth, construing values as
something fundamentally alien in nature to the facts of reality is a
veritable Transcendentalistic Fallacy.

The metaphysical schism between value and fact has far-reaching
noxious consequences. Such an one is the alleged categorial difference
between means and ends, the fundamental bifurcation between
«technology» or technocratic treatment of problems on the one hand, and
ethics or politics on the other. The idea pervades (modern) European
thought, and appears even where least expected as a speculative burden
and prejudice. Weber, for instance (M. Weber, Economy and Society,
edd. G. Roth and Cl. Wittich, vol. I, pp. 65-67), contrasts the technique
of human actions to their ends as the means employed to accomplish an
aim vis-a-vis the meaning and purpose of the actions itself. Rationality for
him refers principally to the question of the choice of appropriate means
to an end - for example, it may consist in the principle of Least Effort.
Economic action, on the other hand, «is primarily oriented to the
problem of choosing the end to which a thing shall be applied» (ibid. p.
67). Weber is obliged, reluctantly and, so to speak, against the groin, to
utilise (albeit indirectly) the notion of «economic rationality», as
concerned with whether the employment of given means to an end is
«worthwhile», for instance what are the relacive merits of different
applications of the means available to different purposes, be it in market
or planned-economy terms (ibid. p. 66).

But the merit of the employment of given means to a certain end
consists ultimately in its (degree of) profitability, absolutely with reference
to the satisfaction of the hierarchised needs of human nature (universal
and individual), and relatively to the profitability of alternative
expenditures of the same means in pursuit of different possible ends. So
that economical rationality is a question of higher order «technology»
than the one involved in the mere adaptation of means to a given end: it
reflects superior (or more basic) facts concerning the Calculus of Wants
and Fulfilments of man’s nature. The pressure to acknowledge as much is

there in Weber’s analysis, but fails to be explicitly articulated because of

the dominance of the unhappy radical opposition between means and
ends, technical choice and moral (or political or economic) choice.
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(28]

This basic idea permeates ancient Greek experience and theory of
perception and understanding, of apprehension and comprehension: it is
expressed differently but congruently in the various currents of thought.
As Aristotle succinctly put the point (De Anima, 405b13-19): 6i0 kat ot
T® yryvdokew opuduevor adTiw (sc. Ty Yuxnv ) 7 oTowyeiov 1) éx TV

4 ~ 4 14 > 4 M € 7/ \
UTOLXGL(J)V TrOLoVCT L, AE'}/OV'TGS 7Tapa7TA7]O‘Lw5‘ GAA'T)AOLS‘, 7TA7]V €Vos” (f)aO'l,
yap ywdokesbar 70 Suotoy T opoiw: émedn yap 7 Juxn mavra yi-
YVOTKEL, CUVIGTACLY QUTTV €K TATOV TAV APYXDV. O0O0L [LeV 0DV piav Ti-
va Aéyovow ailriov kai oTotyeiov €v, kol v uxny ev Tilbéaow, ofov

-~ N 37/ € \ 14 4 A 3 \ \ \ \ 14

7TUP 7) (IEPG.' (011 8€ 77')\6‘.005 AG')/OVTGg TS apxas KOt 'T'nV S[‘UX')']V 7TA€LCU
mowodow [«Hence all who define soul by its capacity for knowledge either
make it an element or derive it from the elements, being on this point
with one exception, in general agreement. Like, they tell us, is known by
like; and therefore, since the soul knows all things, they say it consists of
all the ultimate principles. Thus, those thinkers who admit only one cause
and one element, such as fire or air, assume the soul also to be one
element; while those who admit a plurality of principles assume plurality
also in the soul»]. The exception meant refers to Anaxagoras, and his
theory of Intelligence as the ultimate principle of reality having nothing in
common with any (other and derivative) reality. Aristotle questions in the
sequel (405b19 sqq.) how can then the Intellect comprehend anything at
all, being radically different from all.

An explicit enunciation of the doctrine that like is known by like is
provided by Empedocles and Plato, as Aristotle testifies (ibid., 404b8

14 ? 3 \ Al 4 A by 2 7 ~ /4 \
$qq.): 6oor 8’ émt 75 ywdokew kal 76 alobdveslor Tdv dvrwv (sc. TO
)4 3 14 ? Y 4 A A AY k] 4 [4 )
eupvyov dméBAefav ), obTor 8¢ Aéyovor T Juyny Tas apxds, o pev
mAelovs mowobvTes, TavTas, of O¢ plav, TalTny, Womep FumedoxAds
pev éx TV oToryelwy mavTwy, elvar 8¢ kal ékaaTov YuxNy TOUTWY, Aé-
ywv olrws (B109 DK = 523 Bollack):

\ A \ ~ 3 F 4 Y e
yaly pév yap yaiav omwmape, vdatt 8 Udwp,
kYA A * ans ~ 3 A A -~ 3.4

aifépt 8° aibépa Stov, Grap mupl wip aidnov,

oTopyT) 0 aTOPYTV, veikos B¢ Te velkel Avypd.
Tov adrov 8¢ Tpdémov kat 6 INdrwv év 76 Twalw (34c sqq.; cf. esp.
37a-c; 45b-46c) Ty Juxny ék TV oTouxelwy ol ywwokeolar yap
7& opoiw TO Suotov, Td 8¢ wpdypaTa éx T@V apydv elvas etc. [«While
those who laid stress on the soul’s knowledge and perception of all that

-exists, identified the soul with the ultimate principles, if they recognised a

plurality of these making the soul these, if (they recognised) only one,
(making the soul) just that one - thus Empedocles. made the soul consist
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of all (primary) elements, holding also that each one of these is psychic.
His words are:

With earth we see earth, with water water,

with air bright air, but ravaging fire by fire,

love by love, and strife by gruesome strife.
In the same manner Plato in the Timaeus constructs the soul out of the
elements; for similar is known by similar and things are constituted by the
principles (of being).»]. Cf. also the doxography in Theophrastus, De
sensibus, §10 (= Empedocles A86, I p. 302.19 sqq.).

Not only understanding consists in somehow identifying with the
reality known. But as being consists in determinate proportionalities
between opposites (even as between elements and principles antithetical if
conjugative); and as the identity of every existent is marked and built by a
certain «number» (rhythm, pattern or configuration in the synthesis of
elements constituting it); so knowledge of a thing consists in the grasp of
its constitutive ratio, which again is effected through the moulding in the
subject of the same opposites and elements that enter into the
composition of the object, according to the same «number ot
proportion. So that knowledge is a sort of harmony, just as being is. The
view was very widespread and characteristic of 5th (and later)
Pythagoreanism. Aristotle criticises the form of it which made soul itself
such a harmony. So in De anima, 407b27-34: Kai dAAn 8¢ mis 86éa
mrapadédorar wepl Yuxs, mbavy pev woAdols ovdeptds NTTOV TAV Ae-
yopévwv, Adyov 8 domep edbivois dedwkuia kav Tols év kow®d yeyevn-
pévois Adyots. appoviav ydp Tiva avTny Aéyovot: Kal yap TV appoviay
kpdow kal otvleow évavriwv elvou, kal 76 odpo cvykeiobar €€ éva-
vriwv. kaiTot ye 1) pev dppovia Adyos Tis éort TOV puybévrwy 7 otvle-
ots, T ¢ Yuxmy obdérepov olév T’ elvaw TodTwv. [«There is yet another
view concerning soul which has come down to us, commending itself to
many minds as readily as any that is put forward, although it has been
criticised as before a body of judges even in the popular discussions of the
present day. The soul is asserted to be a kind of harmony, for harmony is
on this view a blending or combining of opposites, and the components
of the body are opposites. And yet this harmony must mean either a
certain proportion in the components or else the combining itself of
them; and the soul cannot possibly be either of them»]. The view of the
harmony of opposites as constitutive of being is widespread. Aristotle’s
criticism is articulated further down: the identities of things vary, and so
do their defining «harmonies»; the soul, then, would have to be many
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things together, if it had to be each one of the things known. Ibid. 408a5
sqq. (Harmony has two main senses: it is either the composition of given
clements, or the proportion subisisting between the components of a
mixture. And in neither case is it (Aristotle maintains) reasonable to call
soul a harmony. As for the former construal, what part is different in the
synthesis of elements which makes the soul different from bodies, or what
sort of peculiar constitution sets it apart?) As to the latter view, soul as
. . e v \ \ \ ’ ~ }oa
ratio, proportion: 408a13: opoiws 8¢ dromov kal <T6> TOV Abyov THs pei-
Eews elvar T Yoy od yap Tov adTov Exer Adyov 7 petéis TOV oToL-
? E I AY / A\ 2 0" bl ~ 4 N 4
yelwv kol fv odpé rai kaf® v doTodv: cuufroerar odv moAAds Te
Juyds Exew kal kaTd TGy TO COpA, elTep TAVTA pev €k TAY oToXElWY
peperypévav, 6 8¢ s peléews Adyos dppovia kal Py, dmovrioeie 8’
dv Tis Tob76 ye kol map’  EumeSoxAéovs: éxaoTov yap adTdv Adyw Tl
dmow elvar mwérepov odv 6 Adyos éoriv 7 duxm, 7 paAlov érepov Ti
oboa éyylverar Tois péleaw; etc. [«But it is equally absurd to regard the
soul as the proportion determining the mixture. For the elements are not
mixed according to the same proportion in flesh as in bone. Thus it will
follow that there are many souls, and that, too, all over the body, if we
assume that all members consist of the elements variously commingled
and that the proportion determining the mixture is a harmony, that is,
soul. This is a question we might ask Empedocles; who says that each of
the parts is determined by a certain proportion. Is the soul, then, this
proportion, or is it rather developed in the frame as something distinct.
Etcr]. In Aristotle’s criticism of the Empedoclean theory we find clear
expression of its two basic premises: thar being’s character resides in a
proportion of (opposite) elements; and that knowledge (and soul and
mind) is a sort of resonance to the constitutive «harmony» of the thing
known. V. further, op.cit. 409b23 - 410a13: Aelmerar 8 émoréfacbo
T@s Myerar 75 &k TV oTowyelwy adTy (sc. T fuxmy ) elvar. Aéyovat
pév ydp, W’ aloBdvyral Te Tdv BvTwy Kal ékaoTov yvwpily, dvaykaiov
8¢ cupBaiver moAAd kal adtvata 7d Adyw. Tibevrar yip yvwpilew &
Spolw T Suotov, Gomep dv € v Yuxy Ta mpdypara Thévres. olk
114 A I ~ \ \ \ Y ~ LA ? A\
dom 8¢ pdva Tadra, oA 8¢ Kal érepa, udAdov &’ lows dmepa Tov
dpfudy 76 & TovTwy. & dv pev odv éoiv ékaoTov TobTWY, E0TW Yi-
7 1 Al b 3 4 3 \ \ 4 7 -~ N
VWO KELY T'Y)V (/IUX'I?V Kot (ILO-BG/VGUHGL' aAAa TO U'UVOAOV TLVE ')/V(;OPLGL 7]
2 / ? 7 \ N v N 7 N ¢ ~ € ? \ A
alobfoerai, ofov 7i Beds 7 dvlpwmos 1 oépé 7 6oTodv; opoiws O¢ Kai
dM\o Srioty T@v cuvbérwy: ob ydp dmwaodv Eovra TA gToLyEla TOD-
(14 3 A 4 \ 4 / A AN
rwv EkaaTov, GAAG Adyw T kal ouvbéoe, kabdmep ¢moi kai "Epmre-

Sokfjs 76 corodtv (BI6 DK):
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7 8¢ xBwv émrinpos év edorépros yodvolow

T 80 TAV SkTw wepéwy Adye vioTidos alyAns,

réooapa 8’ “Hebaiorowo: 7a 8’ doréa Aevka yévovTo.
oUdev olv dpelos évelvar Ta aToryela év T vy, €l w1 kal ot Adyou €vé-
covrar kal 1) ovvleoist yvwptel yap ékaoTov TO Spotov, TO 0’ 6oTODY 7
1ov vbpwmov odbév, el ui rkal Tadra évéoTar. TobTo 8 OTL AdlvaTov,
ovbév Set AMéyew Tis yap Gv amopfioeier €l éveaTw év 7§ Yuyf Aiflos 7
dvlpwiros; Spolws 8¢ kal 70 dyalbov kai T6 pn ayaléy: Tév avrov 8é
Tpérrov Kkal mepl TV dAAwy [«It remains to consider what is meant by
saying that the soul is composed of the elements. Soul, we are told, is
composed of the elements in order that it may perceive and know each
several thing. But this theory necessarily involves many impossibilities.
For it is assumed that like is known by like; which implies that soul is
identical with the things that it knows. These elements, however, are not
all that exists: there are a great or perhaps we should say rather, an infinite
number of other things as well, namely, those which are compounded of
the elements. Granted, then, that it is possible for the soul to know and to
perceive the constituent elements of all these composite things, with what
will it know or perceive the compounds itself? I mean, what god or man
is; what flesh or bone is; and so likewise with regard to any other
composite thing. For it is not elements taken anyhow which constitute
this or that thing, but only those which are united in a given proportion
or combination, as Empedocles says of bone:

Then did the bounteous earth in broad-bosomed crucibles

win out of eight parts two from the sheen of moisture

and four from the fire-god; and the bones came into being

all white.

It is therefore of no use for the elements to be in the soul, unless it (the
soul) also contains their proportions and the mode of combining them.
For each element will know its like, but there will be nothing to know
bone or man, unless these also are to be present in the soul: which, I need
hardly say, is impossible. Who would ask if stone or man resides in the
soul? And similarly with that which is good and that which is not good:
and so for all the rest»].

Aristotle’s criticism, in fact, prepares the way for a more articulate
formulation of the doctrine, rather than being aimed against it. All that is
needed, «from a logical point of view», is to qualify the assertion as to the
conformation of knowledge to the object known (the famed scholastic
adaequatio rei et intellectu), so that it is the form alone, and not the entire
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substance, of reality which is carried over to its active knowledge. This is,
in effect, Aristotle’s own position; and, as usual, he consideres the theses
of earlier philosophers premonitions of his own analytical developments. I
shall not here follow the (otherwise well-known) Aristotelian analyses on
the matter, but rather stress the broader perspectives and mightier insights
of late archaic (6th century B.C.) and high classical (5th century)
philosophical speculation instead. It was, first of all, completely alien to
that mentality to start (as in modern European philosophy) with the
knowing subject, ontologically and categorially opposing the object
known, who posits the question, and critically examines the solution, of
truth and reality. On the contrary, the immediate datum was (objective)
being itself, in all the plenitude of its existence and power. Being involved
constitutively a principle of determinacy, which precisely gave it essence
and power, made it the defined being that in each case it is. Such
determinateness, consisting in limitation by «number», in measuredness
and proportion, in rhythm, pattern and order, conferred upon being
rationality i.e. intelligibility: the secret of existence is thus revealed by the
inner necessity of being itself, and not by an extraneous (subjective,
whether transcendent, transcendental or empirical) infusion of light. The
manifestation of being is being’s own very essential luminosity, not an
alien disclosure of its mystery. The light of rationality and intelligibility
comes from within being, and this radiance constitutes the realm of
awareness, of perception, intellection, knowledge. The subject is, so to
speak, the effulgence of the object, reality become gleaming and
transparent. Mind is but the shine of being: and this shine is inherent in
being as its own rationality. Intellect is being’s intelligibility manifested,
i.e. considered as the focal point of existence, and thus, in a sense, distinct
from it. Logos is the ontological principle of reality. And so mind and
intellection reason in being; or, better, reason is reasoned in and wichin
being, as Parmenides (B8.35-36 DK) with tremendous perspicacity put it:
od yap dvev Tob ébvros, év b mepaTiopévov éoTw, ebpiioels TO Voelv
[For you will not find thought without being, in which it is being
thought»]. Thought is reality, the being of things, thought out in its
intrinsic intelligibility.

These are powerful insights of great explanatory might. They explain,
inter alia, the marked absence in ancient Greek thought of qualms and
reservations as to the obtainability, and indeed the actual possession, of
ultimate and absolute knowledge even under full and explicit recognition
of the impeding conditions of human existence and comprehension.
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The view of rationality and thought as an ontological character of
being took one major form in Pythagoreanism (including the Platonic
Pythagoreanism of the Old Academy); here the reationality of being
consists in its mathematical constitution, specification and structure. Soul
and mind are, correspondingly, of a mathematical nature: so they can
reproduce, imitate and identify with the «<numbers» of reality. In this basic
version of the theory, the principles and elements themselves whose
«harmony» defines the essence of being are, ultimately, mathematical
«matter»: Finitude and Infinity, for example, or the One and the
Indefinite Dyad. Reality, for the Pythagorean conception of the World, is
«number»: the formal aspect of things is supplied by one mathematical
principle, not by «<number» as such; their material aspect comes from the
other, conjugate, mathematical principle, which also enters into the
constitution of numbers, namely the principle of indefiniteness (infinity).
If, on the other hand, one envisages an underlying substratum which
provides the matierial content for mathematical relationships to take hold
of, then one is led to the Empedoclean variation; there are four, in this
particular case, root-elements, and the varied proportion with which they
enter into composition with each other creates all differentiation of being,
constituting the several essences of things. Still further, the fundamental
insight about the inherent objectivity of understanding can work without
explicit reference to the Pythagorean world-view. Then mind (as the
principle of awareness, perception, comprehension, intellection,
knowledge and truth) coincides with the principle of being, the ultimate
cause(s) of reality. To the idea that thought is basically an attribute of
being (that thought is being thought in bcing); there accrues naturally the
notion that the principle of reality, by delivering reality to existence,
knows it: it is the cause which really knows its effect. So very clearly
expresses himself Aristotle in connection with Diogenes’ from Apollonia
theory; v. de Anima, 405a21-25: dioyévns 8 domep rai éTepol Tives dé-
pa (sc. Ty Yoy dmédafev elvar ), Tobrov oindels mavrwy Aemropepé-
oratov elva kal apxv: kal 8Ld ToDTO YwWoKkew Te Kal Kively TRV -
XNV, 1§ pév mpdTéy éoTi, Kkal ék TovTou T4 Aowmrd, ywdokew, 1) 0 Ae-
mréraTov, kwnTikov elvar [«Diogenes, however, as also some others,
identified soul with air. Air, they thought, is most fine in texture and is
the first principle (of all things): and this explains the fact thar the soul
knows and is a cause of motion, knowing by virtue of being the primary

being from which all else is derived, and causing motion by the extreme
fineness of its parts»]. Cf. chiefly 64B5 DK; and B4. To be noted that
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even with such physicalistic construal of existence, the measured structure
of reality is the object of intellection and the proof of intelligent order;
B3: ot yap dv, ¢noiv, oiév Te v olirw deddobou dvev vorjoros, dore md-
vrwv uérpa égew, yeydvis Te kal Bépovs Kal vuierds kal fuépas kal
Derdv kal Avépwy ral eddLdv: kal Ta dAAa, €l Tis PovAerar évvoeiobau,
elpiokol Gv oUTw Sakelpeva ws dvvoTov kdAdwora [«For, he says, it
would not be possible without intelligence for it (sc. the world) so to be
divided up (into things of distinct identities) that it possesses the measures
of all things — of winter and of summer and night and day and rains and
winds and fair weather. The other things, too, if one wishes to truly
understand them, one would find disposed in the best way realisable»].

The idea of the mathematical texture of reality was a common
dominator in the archaic and classical philosophy, whether in the
thorough metaphysical interpretation of Pythagoreanism or conjoined
with the requirement for some underlying stuff which is informed by the
ordering «mathematicals». Heracleitus boldly encapsulated the two
moments into his absolute reality (Ur-substance) - fire - which involves
(as its own pulsating rhythm of existence) the measures of everything into
which it is transformed. V. BK 30 DK. And cf. B31 for the idea of the
cosmic permanent measures consiéting in proportions: 7ypods Tpomalr
7Tp(;)TOV GdAaO‘Ua, 9(1)\(5,0’0’7]5‘ 8% T6 I.Lév ﬁ“bo’v 'yﬁ TC\) 8% ';iI.,LLO'U WPnUTﬁP...
<y Bddagoa Sayéerar, kat uerpéerac els Tov abTov Adyov okolos mps-
obev v 7 yevéobar v [«Fire’s turnings: first sea, and of sea the half
becomes sea and the other half «burner» (moist fire) ... <the earth> is
again dispersed as sea, and is measured according to the same proportion
as obtained before it became earth»]. Such measured transformation
produces everyting, ultimately according to the thythm of lighting and
extinguishing the Ur-fire. Thus (B90): mvpds re avrapoifn ra mavra
kal wlp AmdvTwy OkwoTep Xpuood xpRpaTa Kol XpudTwY XpUods
[«All things are an equal exchange for (so much) fire and fire for (so much
of) all things, just as (concrete) utilities (goods) are (an exchange) for gold
and gold for (concrete) utilities (goods)»].

Two basic insights emerge from the foregoing analysis: that to know
means somehow to identify with the object known and that what is
knowledgeable in reality (its «luminosity» and intellegibility) is its
mathematical structure, the measure of things consisting in rhythms,
patterns and proportions. The overwhelming importance of these
fundamental parameters can be seen in the way they can accomodate, and
even lead to, apparently contradictory positions. It has been seen above
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how, originally (and in Empedocles very explicitly), the identification
thesis was embedded in the doctrine of similar knowing similar. In
Anaxagoras, however, the same really thesis is articulated in the opposite
direction. The World is a mixture of everything with everything. This
universal intercomposition is, of course, not chaotic, but orderly, order
(the 8tarxbdopnots) consisting in the measures of universal blending which
shapes the world. The ultimate principle (apy”) of reality, that which
forms and rules (kparet) everything, is nothing entering into the global
mixture, as this must be necessarily part of the world. The principle is
simple, unmixed to everything else, pure (cf. Aristotle, de anima, 405a15-
17: wAny apynv ve 76V vodv Tiflera (sc. Anaxagoras ) pdAiora TAVTWY
pévov yodv ¢yoitv adrov 7dV Svrwy amlodv elvar kal duiyi Te kal Ko~
Bapév [«yet he (sc. Anaxagoras) takes preeminently mind as his first
principle; he says at any rate that mind alone of things that exist is simple,
unmixed, pure»]). These attributes of Intelligence secure to it absolute
dominance and knowledge of all being. Cf. ibid. 405217-19; esp. 429a18-
22. Here Aristotle argues that intellection must be totally impassible, yet
capable of receiving the form of the object thought, and really identical
with it (in form) potentially, though not actually identical with the full
reality of the object itself. This is standard Aristotelian formulation, to

-which (as habitual) he draws together Anaxagoras’ position: avdykn dpa,

émel mavTa voel (sc. the mind), duiyf elvar, domep dnoly *Avataydpas,
;.IV(L Kpa’Tﬁ, TOUTO 8, 6’0"7'21/ i’Va '}/V(J)plz'{]' 7Tap€[.L¢)aLVOIlL€VOV '}/C\l,p KU)Aljfl,
76 (}.)\}\OlTPLOV Kal‘, &VTL(#P&.TTGL' C;S(TTE IJ/Y]S’ Cu}TOﬁ GZV(IL d)éULV IJ/T]SG’L{(IV
aAX’ 7 TadTny, 67t SuvaTov [«The mind, then, since it thinks all things,
must needs, in the words of Anaxagoras, be unmixed with any, if it is to
rule, that is, to know. For by intruding its own essence it hinders and
obstructs that which is alien to it; hence it has no other nature than
precisely this, that it is a capacity (to identify with the form of any
thing)»]. Fortunately we in fact possess a relatively long fragment from
Anaxagoras’ work which abundantly articulates his position on the
question: 59B12 DK.

Empedocles and Anaxagoras, thanks to their contradictory stand
regarding the notion that similar knows the similar, evince the underlying
common ground, namely that knowledge is a kind of identification with
the object known. In its abstract power, the view had been expressed in
Eleatism, again at about the same fertile time of the transition from late
archaic to high classicism. Thus with pregnant conciseness Parmenides
28B3 DK: 76 ydp avro voeiv éoriv Te kal elvas [«for it is the same thing
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which is to be thought of as to be (literally: for it is the same thing which
is available for thinking and for being)»]. Cf. B 8. 34 DK.

Gorgias in his extant Laudation of Helen expatiates on the power of
reasoned word, spoken or written, whether in inquiries concerning the
nature of things or in matters forensic and deliberative or in philosophical
disputations. So 82B11 DK, §8: Adyos dvvaarys wéyas éotiv, 8s apui-
KPOTATW TWRATL Kal dpavesrdrw Oebrara Epya dmorelei- Svatar
vap Kol péPov madoar kal Amny dpeleiv kal yapav évepydoacfar xal
E\eov émavéfoar (there follows mention of the effects on man of poetry)
.. §13: 810 8’ 7 mwetbw mpoorotioa 7B Adyw Kal Ty Yuxy éTvTwoarTo
Smrws BotAero, xp) pabelv mpdTov pév Tobs TAV peTewpoddywy Ad-
'}/OUS, O;!TLVGS SO’SGV C’LVT{ 80/5718 ’T'}]V M%V d¢€A6MEVOL T’;}V 8’ €’V€P'ya’0'a/+lz€"
vou 78 drmioTa kal ddnla dalveabar Tois Tis 86éns Supacw émoinaar:
Sebrepov 8¢ Tods dvaykalovs 8ud Adywy dydvas, év ofs els Adyos moAvY
Sxdov Erepie kal Emeioe Téxvy ypadels, obr dAnbeia Aeybels: piTov
88> Prrocddwr Adywv duiddas, év als Selvurar kai yAoonss kal
yvuns Tdyos s ebuerdPolov morodv T s 86Ens miloTw. (there
follows comparison of the power of artful speech over psychic order to
that of medicinal substances over bodily condition) [«(§8) Reasoned word
(speech) is a great Lord, who effects most divine works through smallest
and most invisible body (corporeal substance). For he can terminate fear
and remove sorrow and produce joy and amplify compassion... (§13) And
in order to appreciate that persuasion adhering to speech can inform the
(recipient) soul at will, one should attend, firs, the reasoned word (i.e. the
theories) of the cosmologists, who by dislodging one belief and
substituting another, make apparent to the eys of thought things
(otherwise) incredible and concealed; secondly (one should attend to) the
battles fought by speeches of necessity in courts and assemblies, in which
cases one oration, composed artfully, would please and convince a Jarge
crowd, irrespectively of its keeping to truth; and, thirdly, (one should
attend) the contests of philosophical arguments, where the speed of
tongue and thought (judgement) renders changeable the belief of
opinion»]. In sum, Gorgias here emphasises the power of reasoned word
in the three great fields of argumentative persuasion (highly cultivated in
the age of classical rationalism): discourse on the structure of the world;
on moral, judicial and political right; and logical controverses.
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{30]

(31]

A strikingly provocative formulation of the idea is to be found in the

remarkable sophistical tract entitled Zioool Adyor (Divided or
Disagreeing Theses), 90, 8 §§1-13 DK. V. esp. §§1-2: (§1) «v& avTdO»
av8pos kal Tas adrds Téxvas voullw xara Bpayd Te Stvasbau Sradéye-
oBou, kol <rov> GAffeiar T@V wpaypdrwy érioTacba, xat Sikdoacbar
8pbids, xal Sapayopeiv oldy 7’ fuev, kal Abywv Téyvas émioraoar, kal
mepl Ppiotos OV AmdvTwy ds Te Exel kal ws éyévero, diddorev. (§2) Kal
mp&TOV eV 6 Tepl PioLos TOV amdvTwy eldds, mds ov duvaoelTat mepl
mwévrwv 6pbds kal mpdoaev; etc. [«(§1) L hold to belong to the same man
and to the same art the ability to conduct a dialectical debate (short and
precise questions and answers), and the knowledge of the truth of things,
and delivery of justice, and skill in public orations, and competence in the
arts of speech, and expertise in teaching the origin and nature of all things.
(§2) And first of all, he who knows the nature of everything, how will he
be unable to act correctly with regard to all things? etc.»].
- It is remarkable, that this passage comes from the end of the fract,
where the author embarks on positive statements and doctrines of his
own, after expounding in the former and larger part of the work
contradictory positions and arguments. The fact confirms in a minor way,
my view as to the positive nature of Sophistics; the proclivity to
disputational eristics evidenced by the movement, as well as standard
pretensions of this school of thought (and standard accusations of their
opponents correspondingly) that it can reverse the tables and make appear
the worse position as the better one - or rather the point of less
commanding validity as the one of superior and more effective merit -
such features were the extremer effects of the basic emphasis on the
overwhelming potency of reasoned word (thought and expression), as
noticed in the main text.

This major Protagorean work begun with the famous homo-mensura
theory of truth (80B1 DK). Plato (Theactetus, 161¢; cf. 151e; 152a) gives
it as belonging to a treatise entitled "4A7feia. Sextus Empiricus (Adversus
Mathematicos, VII, 60) quotes the statement in the same words as
coming from the beginning of the AarafdAdovres. The Overthrowing
(arguments) is evidently connected to the otherwise attested Méyas A6-
yos (the Great Word or Reason), a solitary fragment of which is quoted in
80B3 DK. And to the Truth we should further associate (probably as a
part) the work /leoi 7od "Ovros (Concerning Being) constituting a
sustained ciriticism of the Eleatic Monism; v. 80 B2 DK from Porphyry.
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It is not unlikely that another part of the same major work was Protagora’s
essay On Gods ({lepi Beciv); v. 80B4 DK. The evidence for this tract
comes (besides Diogenes Laertius IX, 51) from Eusebius, Praeparatio
Evangelica, X1V, 3, 7, and, hence, probably, proximately from Porphyry,
just as is the case for the other piece, Concerning Being, with reference to
which Eusebius draws explicitly from Porphyry. Protagora’s criticism of
geometry (from a real-figures point of view) reported by Aristotles
(Metaphysica, 997b32 sqq.), may have also belonged to the same
important work, even though it could have also been argued in the
context of a general discourse on mathematics, as the corresponding title
Llept 7év Mabpparicv (Concerning Mathematics) in Diogenes’ partial
list of Protagoras’ works suggests (80A1 DK, II p. 255.1). That could
then be another part of the great work. One may speculate whether still
other titles from Diogene’s list do not in effect consitute as many
subdivisions of the Truth; for instance the dissertation entitled /Zeol 775
év dpy7 karacrdoews (On the Origin of Human Society), 80B8b (= Al
II p. 255.2), on which the renowned Protagora’s myth in Plato’s
Protagoras, 320c sqq. is in all likelihood modelled.

The emphasis on the strength of reasoning as proof of truth is
evidenced by such titles of fifth century works as Protagoras’ The
Overthrowers . (of  KarafdAdovres), or Thrasymachus’ The
Overpowering (Words or Reasons), of ‘VmepfBallovres (85B7 DK), or
Diagoras’ the Levellers, oi "Amomypyilovres (Suda s.v. dioydpas). The
nown to which these participles are understood to be attributed is Adyot,
thought expressible in words, or words expressing reasoning. The sense of
Diagoras™ title is fixed by the signification of mvpydw, to raise up to
towering heights, to strengthen and magnify something. Cf. eg.
Bacchylides 3, 13 muvpywbévra mdobrov, wealth multiplied and
strengthened as tower; Aristophanes, Ranae, 1004; Euripides, Troades,
612; 844. — In the following fourth century, we find the Avprevwr (sc.
Abyos ) or Master Argument of Diodorus Cronos (Arrianus, Epicteti
Dissertationes, 11, 19, 1 sqq. = Stoicorum Veterum Fragmenta II 283; cf.
Plutarch, Symposiaca, 1, 1, 5 = 615A), a potent demonstration of the
incompatibility of three, apparently true, fundamental propositions.

So strong was the feeling of intellectual fight in the pursuit of truth,
that the terminology of wrestling (karafdAAew, throw down, karamra-
Aaiew, overthrow) was employed in spiritual rivalry. Euripides, Bacchae,
201-3; Iphigeneia in Aulidem, 1013: aAX’ oi Adyor ye karamadaiovoww
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(33]

Adyous [«but words (reasons) overthrow words (reasons)»]; Aristophanes,
Nubes, 1229 rov dkardBAnrov Adyov [«the reasoning not to be
overturned»]. Cf. Democritus 68B125 DK. A particularly apposite
illustration from the political controversies of firth century Athens is given
by Plutarch, Pericles, 8, 3: *Apy18duov 8¢ 100 Aaxedarpovinwy Laotdéws
mruvBavopévov mérepov adrods (sc. Thucydides, son of Melesias) 7 Iept-
kAfjs madaier BéAriov, “Orav” elmev “éyw karafdiw madalwy,
erelvos GrTiMéywy, s ol mémTwke, vikd kal peramelle Tods ocpdvras”
[«And when Archidamus the Lacedaemonian king inquired of him
(Thucydides the son of Melesias, oligarchic arch-opponent of Pericles)
whether he or Pericles fights (lit. wrestles) better, he replied: “When I
overthrow him in the wrestling match, he wins and changes the
persuasion of the very people present in the contest, by contradicting the
outcome, maintaining that he did not fall down”»]. The language
significantly is full of wrestling metaphors.

The doctrine is ascribed by Plato (Respublica, 338c¢) to Thrasymachus:
elvar 76 Sikatov odk dAXo Tu 1) TO Tol KpelTTovos oundépov. (85B6a
DK). Cf. ibid. 367c where this, as the real sense of justice, is assumed to
be what is conventionally taken to be unjust, since it benefits the stronger
party at the expense of the weaker one. That, moreover, conception is
claimed to constitute the natural definition of justice; Plato, Laws, 714c:

. kal Tov dboer Spov Tob Sikalov AMéyeobar kdAAol obrew. - Ilds; -
“Or, 76 700 kpelrTovos oupdépov éoriv. [«..and this is the best way of
expressing the natural definition of justice. - How? -Justice is the interest
of the stronger party»]. This notion was also applied to social and political
justice: just is what is to the benefit of the ruling class (or individual) in a
state. V. Respublica, 338-339b. In the oligarchic tract ‘Abppaiwy Lol
reta (The Constitution of the Athenians), the author begins the analysis
by stating unequivocally his disapproval of the (democratic) constitution
that the Athenians chose to politically structure their society, while on the
other hand fully acknowledging that they manage expertly the
preservation of that establishe system of governance. I, 1: mepi 3¢ s
*Abpvaiwy molvretas, o7t p&v eldovro TobTov TOV TRSTOV TS TroATelas
00K emaivd did T68e, ST Ta.d0’ éNpevor efhovTo Tovs ToVnPOUS dpetvov
mpdrraw 7 Tods xpnoTods: did pév odv ToiTo OUK émawd. émel &é
radra ESofev otrws oadrols, ws €b Saodlovrar T moliTelav Ko
78\ o, SwampdrTovTar & Sokoboty apopTavely TOlS aAdows “EAAnot,
robr’ dmodeléw [«Indeed, as to the constitution of the Athenians, I do
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not at all approve of their having chosen this form of constitution because
by making this choice they have given the advantages to the vulgar people
at the cost of the good. This is the reason for my disapproval, but what I
want to point out is that now that they have adopted this view, they in an
excellent way back up this form of constitution and manage the other
matters, which the other Greeks think that they are done wrongly by
them»). For the contrast between this «enlightened» view of justice and
the common peiception of it which associates the sophistical definition to
violence rather than lawfulness, v. Xenophon, Memorabilia, 1, 2, 40-46.

The expression may have been specifically Protagoras’. For the
formula, v. 80B6b DK (cf. 80A21), from Aristotle, Rhetorica, 1402a23.
Ct. Aristophanes, Nubes, 112 sqq.; 860 sqq. In the latter passage, the
entire scene with the confrontation of two opposing arguments and
discourses, one called the Just, the other the Unjust, is an exquisite
caricature of the combative «disputationes» cultivated in the then new
school of thought, and particularly associated with Protagoras, to whom
the Aristophanic expression dvridéywv (v. 869), contradicting, may
probably refer. Protagoras was the author of a renowned two-book treatise
entitled “Advriropilar or "Avridoyixol (Contradictions or Contradictory
sc. statements, reasons or arguments); 80BS DK; A1 II p. 255.4. This
should in all likelihood be identified to another title from his works, 7%
xvy Epworidy sc. Noywv (the Art of Eristic reasons or arguments); B6-
6b; A1Il p. 254.22. Protagoras was reported to have been the first to
maintain systematically that there are two opposing, contradictory theses,
reasons and arguments concerning every thing; B6a: mpdros &bn 8o Aé-
yous elvor mepl mavTds mpdypaTos dvrikeyévovs aAddros Cf. A20.
Contradicting (dvriAéyer) was viewed as a contest of arguments, an
aywv Adywv, (v. Plato, Protagoras, 335a); cf. Euripides, Antiope, fr. 189:

"Bk mavTos dv Tis mpdypaTos Staadv Adywy

aydva Oeir’ Gy, el AMyew eln ocopds.

[«On the occasion of everything one could institute a

battle of divided (or disagreeing arguments, if he is
wise in reasoning (speech)»].

I have already referred to the extant anonymous sophistical work
entitled dioool Adyor. For the dydves Adywv cf. Diogenes Laertius IX,
52, who ascribes the fatherhood of their systematic inclulcation and
practice to Protagoras. Significantly, aydv is preeminently applied to
athletic contests. The idea of combative reasoning occurs in non-
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philosophical contexts - so widespread a simile the battle of arguments
had been. V. Herodotus VII, 10a: yvduar dvriar (with reference to a
disputation regarding the optimal constitution); cf. Aristophanes, Nubes,
1037 dvrepets; 901. Euripides, utilising much of the sophistic spirit of
the age, often embarks in such contests of argumentation in his tragedies.
V. Medea 546 (GutAda Adywv between lason and Medea); Orestes, 491
sqq.; Phoinissae, 499 sq.; Hiketides, 195 sqq.; 403 sqq.; Antiope, frr. 183-
189. In the Herodotean passage the view is explicitly expressed that by the
encounter of competing, opposing opinions the best choice can be made:
82 Baoided, pi) Aexbeoéwy pév yrwpéwr avriéwr aAAAnot otk éoTi
TV apeive aipeduevoy eAéobal, aAla Oel T4 elpmuévy ypdobar, Aeyle-
oéwv 8¢ éort etc. [«Oh king, he said, it is impossible, if no opposing
opinions are uttered, to make choice of the best: a man is forced then to
follow the one view that has been propounded; but if (opposite
arguments) are delivered, then one can choose the best etc.»].

The public appeal of the new type of education, its wide-ranging
promises all focused on the ability its possessor would wield to overcome
every impediment and opposition, under any circumstances, in the course
of life, up to, finally, the claim that the beneficiary of this novel
instruction can even make an unjust thesis to overpower the just one -
these features are exhibited under the clearest light in Aristophanes’
Clouds, where they are targeted by the comic poet from the point of view
of the traditionalistic, indeed reactionary, old-fashioned paedeia. The
issue is masterfully presented there in all its potent breadth and depth: it is
about a basic attitude, on which simultaneously depend ways of life,
cultural values, political behaviour and policy agendas. What proves the
elementally combative, adversarial nature of ancient Greek mentality, is
that even such fundamental issue of over-arching significance is exhibited
in a neatly polarised from: a clear-cut division between the old and the
new embattled in a struggle with no holds barred. The Sophistic spirit of
High Classisicm blows even in the most virulent attack against it which
the fifth century ever produced.

Socrates belongs firmly, as Aristophanes clearly saw, to the great
Sophistical movement of high classicism. His criticism had to do with the
kind of knowledge consituting the wisdom of life: he wanted to both
further moralise and intellectualise the master art in the way evidenced by
the Platonic and the «lesser» Socratic schools.




KNOWLEDGE - ULTIMATE ASSET OF POWER 383

(37]

The renowned statement occured at the very beginning of Proragoras’
main work the Overthrowing (arguments). 80B1 DK: wédvrwy ypnud-
Twv pétpov éoTiv dvlpwros, TAV pév SvTwy ws €0TW, TOV 8¢ 0UK
Svrwv ws ovk éorw. [The literal translation would be: «of all objective
functionalities (i.e. of things as usables, utilities) man is the measure, of
those which are beings that (or how) they are, and of those which are not
beings that (or how) the are now]. The concise utterance has given rise to
an unending stream of diverging interpretations in modern times. Cf. e.g.
W. Nestle, Von Myhos zum Logos, pp. 268-77; H. Gomperz, Sophistic
und Rhetoric, 1912, pp. 232 sqq.; Th. Gomperz, Die Apologie der
Heilkunst, Eine Griechische Sophistenrede des Fiinften Vorchristlichen
Jahrhunderts, 1910, pp. 22 sqq.; F.M. Cornford, Plato’s Theory of
Knowledge, 1935, pp. 32 sqq.; B. Cassin, L’ Effet Sophistique, 1995, pp.
227-32.

Four points are chiefly in order concerning the homo-mensura
statement. First, man is used to signify, as the case may be, both the
species and every individual. The subject of the proposition denotes the
nature of man generally, as well as any particular human constitution
concretely. Second, instead of mpdyuara (things), Protagoras used the
term ypipara (utilities, commodities, goods, things as apt to be engaged
in certain uses, as capable of being used in definite ways). Xpnpara is
primarily an economc term, and even means, on a second level, money, or
goods valued in terms of money. Third, things as functional items are
measured {uérpov) according to man’s general and individual nature.
This is the archetype of the utility theory of value expanded to cover all
cognitive relationships of subject to object as well. Just as the value of a
utility (and its monetary value) consists in its power of satisfying human
(generic and particular) needs, so the quality of a thing (and its definite
character) is determined by its power of affecting human (generic and
particular) nature. Fourth, the ws in the last two clauses means both thar
and how. The differentiation between the two interpretations, of which so
much has been made in modern accounts, is fictional and depends on the
sharp distinction between the existential and the predicative being, a
distinction alien to the ancient patterns of thought. For that philosophical
awareness, to be is to be something or other, and vice versa, to be (really)
something is to exist.

Of major significance is the emphasis on economic terminology in
expressing the ground tenet of the Protagorean world-view. The near
contemporary Anaxagoras utilised the same novel term, xpfjuara, even at
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the beginning of his great work [Zeoi @oews (Concerning growth and
nature, or, concerning the origin and nature of things) as well as
elsewhere, to refer to what in the traditional philosophical manner would
be denoted by being(s), 76 8v, 7d dvra, or in an alternative rather later
acceptation would be conveyed by mpdypara, things (V. 59B1 DK, 11 p-
32.11; B4, 11 p.34.7; 19; I p. 35.5; B9, 11 p. 36.23; B12, II p. 37.19; 21;
24; 11 p. 38.2; B17, 11 p. 40.21; 1 p. 41.1).

The Sophists scem to have had a predilection for this term in its
ontological ‘application. So Gorgias (82B4 DK, II p. 283.21); and
Antiphon (87B 117 DK, where the broader use of the word to signify any
thing, person or discourse is mentioned). It appears also in the Atomists:
Leucippus (67B2 DK); and Democritus 68B182 DK. The first known
occurence in a philosophical context is in Pherecydes (7B2, I p.48.2), but
here the meaning wealth predominates. The use in Acusilaus (10B40, I p.
60.5) is superfluous, but it draws from the old, idiomatic and poetic
nonphilosophical employment as in Hesiod’s, Opera et Dies, 344 or
Homeric, Hymn to Mercury, 332. A similar idiomatic usage (uéya
xpiua = something important) marks the occurence of the word in
Empedocles, 31 B 113 DK. Cf. similarly, in a sophistical context, Critias
B 16.1, I p. 382.19: i ypijua;

The importance of free-market economic activity testified by the use of
xpfja to denote a being or real thing can also be observed at an even
carlier stage, at the beginning of the great Golden Age, in Heracleitus’
simile 22B90 DK: mvpés e dvrapolfy 76 mdvra kai 7lp amavrwy
SkwaTep ypuaol xprpata kal xpnudrov xpuods [«All things are an
equivalent exchange for fire and fire for all things, as goods (ypiuara) are
for gold and gold for goods»].

That the value (and monetary price) of a utility expresses its power of
satisfying human needs does not make it subjective in any sense implying
arbitrariness or indefiniteness or lack of objective determinative
foundation. The ability of something to fulfill man’s wants is an inherent
attribute of it dependent on its nature and structure, it is a determinate
property of it capable of definite measurement. Given the stability of
human nature as species (just as of any nature whatsoever) the valuation
of the thing is stable around a normative determination: oscillation in the
vicinity of the normal value takes account of the particular characteristics
of the individuals concretely engaged in relationship with the thing in
question, as well as of the particular circumstances under which this is
done, but does not alter the basic objective normalcy of a stable value ,
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possessed by the thing, which, furthermore, is expressed in the stable
market-price of the commodity, other things being equl (i.e. the amount
of goods and meney remaining the same or changing proportionally).
The price of a utility in the market does not depend ordinarily on
individual traits or idiosyncracies. And this is not, as has been analysed
above in an earlier chapter, a consequence of statistical averaging, but of a
coordination to the constants of human nature in general.

Similarly, that the quality of an object is specified through the effect it
has on the subject (human nature as species or as individual), does not
render it subjective. The quality is an inherent attribute of the object
which emerges to the subject’s consciousness (by perception or
intellection), which, in other words, appears to a subject constituted or
conditioned, so as to be sensitive and «tuned» to that property. Different
qualities of the same genus belonging to the same object may thus appear
to different subjects depending on their constitutional make-up or
temporary state being receptive, so to speak, of the many frequences
emitted by the object. The subject captures the message which its code-
structure can decipher, but the «message» is a property of the object, just
as all other messages emanating from it grasped by the several subjects.
The object possesses the intrinsic property to engender all various
appearances of it to the variously constituted or conditioned subjects. It is
all these appearances, their sum-total, or rather it is the essential principle
which may generate all its appearances. That subjects, or even a single
subject, in different states may receive radically divergent, even
contradictory appearances, does not invalidate this theory of objective
phenomenalism. The message conveyed with regard to objective reality by
the perception of honey-bitterness in an ailing and suffering palate is just
the same with the message conveyed by the partly opposite pereception of
honey-sweetness in a healthy sense organ. To express this state of affairs
by saying that the honey is both sweet and bitter is to give a misleading
picture of the underlying reality, although the statement is strictly and
abstractly correct.

Objects sound in a variety of frequencies, and every subject is by
nature, culture and condition capable of being attuned to some of them.
Such objective interpretation of Protagorean subjectivism was in place
also with ancient analyses. Thus Sextus Empiricus, Oudines of
Pyrrhonism, 1, 216-9 (= 80 A14 DK) explains: §216: Kai ¢ [lpwrayo-
pas 8¢ BovdeTar mdvrwy ypnudTwy elvar wérpov Tov avlpwmov, TV
pev dvrwv ws 0T, TAV 8¢ 0bK SvTwY ws ok éoTw. Kal Sid TobTo Ti-
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Ono ra pawdpeva éxdoTw pova, kal ovTws elodyer 76 mpbs Tu. (§217)
.. Daiv odv S dvnp T VAnw pevoTiy elvar, peotians 8¢ adTiis ovveyds
mpoobféoeis dvri T@v darodopiioewr ylyvealar kol Tas alobioes pera-
-~ 14 A | -~ 0 e e 14 \ \ \ 3
xoopeiofal Te kal dAAowodoblar mapd Te NAwkias kal mapd Tas dAAas
N o~ / ’ 1 b A} 4 7
karaokevas TV owudrTwv. (§218) Aéyer 8¢ kal Tods Adyovs wavTwy
- s ¢ ~ 3 ~ ¢ ’ v o e
oV dawopévwy vmokelabou év 7§ DAy, ws Svacbar oy SAny doov éd
4 ~ 4 2 J 24 ~ 7 AY A ks 7 3
éavr]] wavTa elvar coa maot daivesbar, Tovs 8¢ avlpwmovs aArore
dMwv dvTidauBdvector mapa Tas daddpovs adbTdv Sabéoets: Tov pev
LY N 2 ¥ 3 ~ ~ bl ¢/ I Ay ~ \
yap kard ¢pow Epovra ékeiva 7@V év Uy karalapBdvew ‘A Tois kaTd,
t4 b4 7 U Al A \ 4 «” ~ A 2
$ow Eyovar daiveabar Sbvarar, Tovs d¢ wapo, Pvow a Tois mapa Pu-
A4 A\ \ e 4 A \ e ~ N3 ?
ow. (§219) kai 119n mapd Tds fAwias kal kara 70 VTV 7 éypryopé-
vau kai kol Exaorov eldos T@v Srabéoewv 6 adTos Adyos. yiverar Tolvuy
xat’ abTOV TV SvTwv KpLTTpLov 6 Avlpwiros: wavTa yap Ta dawvdueva
-~ b rd N W A A \ ~ 3 ’ / QN
rois avbpdmrots kal éoTv, T 8¢ pndevi Tdv avbpwmwy dawdpeva ovde
doTiv. Spdpev odv 671 Kal mept ToD TIY UAnv pevarny elvar kal mepl Tod
rols Adyous TOV dawopévwv mavTwy év avT) vmoretolor Soyparile,
48wy Svrwv kal Nuiv épextdv [«Protagoras also holds that «man is the
measure of all (functional) things, of things which are that they are, and of
things that are not that they are not; and by «measure» he means the
criterion, and by «usable things» the objects, so that he is virtually
asserting that «man is the criterion of all objects, of those which are that
they are, and of those which are not, that they are not». And consequently
he posits only what appears to each individual, and thus he introduces
relativity... [this is not, however, Pyrrhonian relativism] (§217). ... What
he (sc. Protagoras) states then is this - that matter is in flux, and as it flows
additions are made continuously in the place of the effluxions, and the
senses are transformed and altered according to the times of life and to all
other conditions of the bodies. He says also that the reasons (or, the
essential forms) of all the appearances subsist in matter, so that matter, so
far as depends on itself, is capable of being all those things which appear
to all. And men, he says, apprehend different things at different times
owing to their differing dispositions; for he who is in a natural state
apprehends those qualities subsisting in matter which are able to appear to
those in a natural state, and those who are in a non-natural state the
qualities which can appear to those in a non-natural state. (§219)
Moreover, precisely the same account applies to the variations due to age,
and to the sleeping or waking state, and to each several kind of condition.
Thus, according to him, man becomes the criterion of being; for all things
that appear to men also exist, and things that appear to no man have no
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existence either. We see, then, that he dogmatizes about the fluidity of
matter and also about the subistence therein of the «reasons» (causal
explanations) of all appearances, these being nonevident matters
(according to us, Sceptics) about which we (consequently) suspend
judgement»]. _

Sextus” formulation of the underlying metaphysical theory to the
Protagorean homo-mensura doctrine is couched in Aristotelian (matter)
and Heracleitean (flux) terms. It would be doubtlessly more appropriate
to express it in HeracleitoPythagorean framework. Being is dynamic, and
its intrinsic tensional opposition is always resolved into a higher (and
more hidden) harmony of polarities fine-balancing the contrarieties
involved. Apprehension of one pole in a given situation means a partial
awareness of the full truth on the part of the subject finding itself in a
limired-viewpoint condition.

Just as Protagorean «subjectivism» is shown on closer view to be
grounded firmly in rigorous objectivism, so his «relativism» turns out to
rely on strong absolutism. Opinions differ among men concerning the
same matter, just as perceptions may differ regarding the same object. But
such appearances differ because of the condition (permanent or
temporary) of the subjects involved, which brings into apprehension the
one or the other of the objective aspects characterising the reality grasped.
Now the subjects are not «equal» in their apprehending faculties; nore are
all aspects of reality equal in revelatory power of its nature. Just as there
are distinguished in perceptual situations, for example, healthier or more
distempered states of the sense-organs, so the conceptual, and generally
understanding, apparatus of the wise man is mightily superior to that of a
weak and untrained intellect. The differences in both cases are
theoretically definable and empirically checkable. To them there answer
differences in truth-disclosing power among the corresponding
perceptions and comprehensions. The partial manifestations of reality are
strctured according to the degree of approximation to the complete truth
of the case. A full «opening» (revelation) of reality signifies the absolute
truth. It has to be posed, at least as a limiting, normative determination.

This is the substance of the famous Apology of Protagoras in the
Platonic Theaetetus, 166d sqq. (= 80A 21a DK):

Ey yap Pt pév Tv aAnbeav [«For I do indeed assert that the
éxeww ws yéypadar pérpov ydp truth is as I have written: each one
ékaoTov MUdY elvar TOV Te of us is measure both of what is
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and of what is not; but there is all
the differnce in  the world
between one man and another
just in the very fact that what is
and appears to one is different
from what is and appears to the
other. And as to wisdom and the
wise man, I am very far from
saying that they do not exist.
Indeed I call wise precisely that
man who can change appearances
- the man who in any case where
what is bad both appears and is to
one of us, works a change and
makes what is good (useful) apear
and be to him... For instance,
remember how it was put before,
namely, that to the sick man the
things he eats both appear and are
sour, while to the healthy man
they both appear and are the
opposite. Now what we have to
do is not to make one of these
two wiser than the other - nor is it
possible - nor is the sick man to
be pronounced ignorant for
judging as he does, or the healthy
man wise, because he judges
differently. What is wanted is a
change to the opposite condition,
because the other state is bertter.

And so, too, in education, a
change has to be effected from a
worse state into a better one; only,
whereas the physician brings
about the change by means of
drugs,  the  sophist  (the

professional teacher) does it by
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discourse. For it is never the case
that a man who previously |
thought what is false is made to
think what is true (for it is neither
possible to think what is not (the
non-being), nor to think anything
other than what one is
experiencing in relationship with

something - and all such
experiences are always true);
rather, I should say, when

someone by reason of a depraved
habirual condition of mind has
thoughts of an akin character, one
makes him, by reason of a sound
condition, think other and sound
things, which (novel) representa-
tions some people amateurishly
call true, whereas I should say that
the one kind is better than the
other, but in no way truer.

And as for the wise ... I call them,
when they have to do with the
body, physicians, and when they
have to do with plants,
husbandmen. For I maintain that
husbandmen too, when a plant is
in a sickly state, cause to be
produced in it sound and healthy
and (no less) true sensations in
place of the depraved ones; and,
similarly, moreover, that wise and
good (useful) public speakers
(politicians) make sound things
seen to be just to a city instead of
permicious ones. For whatever
seems just and worthy to any
particular city (State, society), this
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is really so to that city, for as long
as the city holds firm by it. But
the wise man substitutes corrupt
beliefs and attitudes by such ones
as are and appear sound. And
according to the same principle,
the sophist being able to educate
his pupils in this way, he is wise

and worth the handsome fees
which he exacts from them when
their  education has  been

accomplished.

wérpw: owlerar yap év TobTois o
Aéyos odros.

In chis
both some men are wiser than
others and no one judges what is
false; and you, too, whether you
like it or not, must put up with
being a measure. For by these
articulations my doctrine is saved
from collapse»].

way

The argument is crystal-clear, yet we should assume some Platonic
shifting of focus in the formulations of its expression. One should
concentrate attention on the meaning and inner logic of the view
expounded, not on their verbal form - exactly as Protagoras is made
repeatedly to urge Socrates to do, e.g. in the midst of the very passage
above quoted; 166d: Tov 8¢ Adyov al un 7d pnuari pov diwke, GAX" dde
ért gadéorepov pdbe T( Aéyw [«in this statement (doctrine) again, don't
set off in chase of words, but learn still more clearly by the following
explanations what I mean»]. - Now the essential import of the
Protagorean position is that what seems to be the case (in perception or
conception) to somebody, not only is the case to him, bur also is the case
simpliciter. We saw that truth is relative means truth is partial. But
partiality accepts of articulation and gradation. Thus, although all views
held are true (as the Protagorean defence maintains), truth is graduated.
The better view is not equally true with the worse one. The berter
representation of reality is more complete representation; its truth is
fuller. The norm (whether one possesses it or not, and whether one is
aware of its possession or rationally convinced of it) is provided by the
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limit of approximations, namely total correspondence to the complexity
of reality, i.e. absolute truth. Wisdom consists in fuller (in the limit,
complete) knowledge. For instance, an improved scientific theory is one
that incorporates less developed accounts as special cases under
simplifying conditions. The degree of completeness can be more clearly
evaluated in each case by the possessor of the superior (i.c. fuller)
knowledge. Those on lower levels of knowledge can normally appreciate
the overall results of variant degrees of truth: the common and general
(i.e. applicable to all individuals) criterion of truth-fullness is, therefore,
pragmatic, indeed pragmatist. Expertise (that is completer knowledge)
makes a huge difference in the world, evident to all, in the appropriate run
of time. The difference consists in the systematic success which is bound
to result upon an accurate diagnosis, penetrating prognosis and skilfull
handling of the means-end relationships - all consequences of fuller
knowledge of reality. /

Pragmatism is thus shown to be compatible with absolutism, and no
substitute for it in a relativistic field. And this captures the intensely
dynamic spirit of high Classicism, as it is manifested in all dimensions of
human (individual and collectibe) existence. It is important to empasise
everywhere the pragmatist factor of that spirit. (With regard to the
Protagorean Defence, it has been done, e.g. by F.C.S. Schiller, Studies in
Humanism, 1907, chap. II; id., Plato or Protagoras, 1908). But one
should always keep in mind the holistic nature of ancient mind as well;
the absolute and the pragmatic have to be kept indissolubly fused
together, just as the ideal and the real, value and fact, inherent perfection
and resulting success. (Cf. esp. on the latter issue, my paper referred to in
nn. [19], [25]).

As a footnote to the final part of the foregoing analysis let it be noticed
that what can be significantly objected to it is that I have to reinterpret the
explicit denial of «Protagoras» that any statement can be truer than
another one. Indeed, all apprehensions (beliefs and perceptions) are
(according to the homo-mensura doctrine) equally true to the subjects
apprehending them; they are even equally true ontologically, so far as each
one of them goes. Their truth is impregnable. But some of them go
further than others in capturing reality. We may say that fuller knowledge
is not more true than the less complete one. Or, we may clarify that in the
former there is more truth involved, and that, therefore, the more depth
provided in the representation of reality makes it more of a representation,
and, hence, more true, at least in a reformed notion of truth. One may
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[40]

expatiate on such verbal niceties; but these barely enhance the conceptual
clarification of the issue.

«Technological» is what pertains to the application of knowledge in
man’s life - literally, rational artistry. And «art» is to know how to do, act
or make things. Cf. supra, n. [27].

One should not use words in vain. Sometimes silence is most
persuasive. A conquering well-reasoned discourse, an overwhelming
argument, incites battles, perchance lingering resistance, despite victory.
Pindar Fr. 180 (Machler):

p7) mpds dmavras avappiéal Tov dypeiov Adyov:

¢’ 8re moréTaTal ovyds odol

kévTpov 8¢ pdyas o KpaTLoTEDWY AdY0S.

[«do not engage with everybody in futile argument;
there are times when the path of silence is most certain;
the conquering word spurs on to battling disputation»].

The point is that you argue when you are set to conquer. Useless
disquisition (for example, when the combatant is insensitive to the power
of reasoning, or when the argument is of inferior strength) should be
avoided. In such cases, the efficacy of meaningful silence should be
utilised.

It is typical the way Aristotle expresses himself (in commenting on the
Anaxagorean theory of the First Principle): the Mind (vods) must be pure
and unmixed to other things, {va kpatf), Tolro &’ éoriv va yvwplly [«in
order that it may master (all things), i.e. know them»], De anima, 429a19.

Pindar Fr. 169a1-4 (Machler). He went on to exemplify the general
pronouncement with the deeds of Hercules: rexpaipopar épyoiowv “Hpa-
kXéos [«This I infer from the labours of Heracles»], which he on the
sequel went on to describe. The Herculean labours were feats of prowess,
which highhandedly imposed order, law and justice on arbitrariness and
unnaturalness: they represented prime examples of beneficial violence, the
violence of harmony over dissonance.

It is significant that in the Platonic Gorgias the Pindaric passage is
appealed to by Callicles in his defence of the thesis that according to
nature the better and excelling man should rule and gain more than the
worse and weaker one. This reasoning falls into place with the general
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viewpoint that justice serves the interest of the more powerful (better
equipped, abler and more perfect) man. Callicles’ argument is presented
in 482¢-484c. He institutes the classic distinction between nature and
(human) law, and maintains that (483c-d): 7 8¢ ye oluar ois adra)
&WO(ISG.[V€L al,)’T(i, gTL SI{K(IL(;V G’O'TLV TC‘)V &.}LGZVCO T00 XG[POVOS 7TA€’OV gXGLV
Kal Tov Suvarwrepov Tob dduvaTwrépov. Aol 8¢ TabTa moAdayod St
oUTws €xet, kai év Tols dAdots {ots kal TV avbpdmwy &v Shaus Tais
WéAEUL Ka.i TOZS ')/él/éo'“/, g’TL O{;TCO 7‘6 SZKCLLOV KG,KPCTG,L, TaV KPE({'T’/'(U TobU
';;TTOVOS (’ll,pX€LV Kal\« 7TA€’OV gXGLV. é'/TEi 77'0‘{(;!) SLKGZ(;U Xpd)l.LGVOS' Ee’pé:”qg
émi Ty ‘EANSa éoTpdTevoer 7)o mrarnp avrod éml Zivbas; 7 dAa pi-
pLo. av Tis éxoL ToradTa Aéyew. AN’ ofuat obror kard dow TR Tob Si-
kalov Tadra wpdTrovow, kal val pud dia kard vépov ye ToV Tis dloe-
ws, ov pévrol lows kard Tobrov 8v fuels Tihéueda [«But, I think, nature
herself indeed declares this, that it is just for the better man to have the
advantage over the worse one, and for the more powerful over the more
impotent. And that it is so, is amply clear from many instances, both in
the case of animals and with respect to the cities (States, societies) and
clans of men, namely that justice is judged so that the superior (excelling,
mightier) have the upper hand and the advantage over the inferior (the
weaker party). For invoking what justice did Xerxes waged war on Greece,
or his father on the Scythians? And there are innumerable other such cases
one may appeal to. But I reckon, these men act in that way according to
the nature of justice, and indeed, by Jove, according to the law of nature,
even if not in the same sense according to the (positive) law that we
institute»]. — There follows the Pindaric testimony, with the example of
Hercules” carrying off Geryones’ oxen, and the inference (484c): ws rov-
ToU dvTos Tol dukalov Pioet, kal Bols katl TdAAa krijuara elvor TdvTa
700 feATiovds Te kal kpelrTovos T TAV yewpdvwv Te Kal NTTévewy [«as
such being really the just arrangements according to nature, namely that
oxen and other possessions of the worse and weaker men be all of the
better and stronger one»]. And again, with capital consiceness (ibid.
488b): ...mds ¢js 76 dikarov é’xew Kol ov Kkal H[VSapog TO KATA Prow;
dyew Big Tov kpeiTTw T, TAV TTéV0Y Kai dpyew TOV BedTiw TV Yet-
povwv Kkal mwAéov éxeiv ToV dueivew Tod davAorépou; [«...what do you and
Pindar hold to be natural justice (justice according to nature)? That the
superior carry off forcibly the assets of the inferiors, and that the better
rule the worse, and that the more perfect have the advantage over the
unfit?»]. The association of (cosmic) Law with what is according to nature
is glossematised by Hesychius s.v. Nouos* mdvrwv Baoideds kard 7oy
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dvow [«Law; king of all according to nature»]. Socrates is there (488b
sqq) made to question the presumed identity of superiority (70
KpetTTOV), excellence (16 BéAriov) and might (16 loyvpdrepov). What
Plato is driving at is his own position that excellence, efficacity and force
ultimately coincide in human perfection, fully functional and efficient,
which consists in knowledge and wisdom. Burt this offers a more careful
and masterfully deepened reformulation of the quintessential Greek
pragmatist insight (finding in the spirit of high classicism, and its
philosophical articulation in Sophistics, its most daring and provocative
proclamation) that power to effect things resides fundamentally in
cognitive excellence. Even from a less «ultimatist» and metaphysical point
of view, and in the light of a more empirical approach, the parameters of
superiority and power are essentially the same (whether for individuals,
groups or states), although bodily strength or military might seem more
appropriate lingiuistically to qualify the subject as powerful, while
significant intellectual competence or high educational and cultural
standards render in common acceptation it better, superior in excellence
and perfection. But such ordinary propensities cannot hide the
importance of the fact that the combination of more than one parameters
registering positive status for a subject, and a greater sum of their
calibrated weight, (for instance military strength and economic
achievement in the case of States), enhances simultaneously its excellence
and power. When, in fact the totality of relevant factors ate included in
the integral of capabilities, the distinction between goodness (excellence)
and power (active potential of effecting things) disappears.

Plato argues that the power of excellence is not a force of violence:
deep down, the inferior accepts willingly (as being also to its best interest)
the lead and ruling dominance of the ‘superior. (Cf. e.g. Laws, 690b-c,
where also the cognitive nature of the fundamental factor of excellence is
clearly expressed; to follow the expert and wise is natural and voluntary,
not natural and forcible (violent).

As the Law in the Pindaric passage is obviously the cosmic Law, Plato’s
association of it with the natural is valid. Herodotus, on the other hand,
writing in the midst of high Sophistics, operates on the assumption of a
strict opposition between (human) law and nature, and so makes the law a
human «position» in contradistiction to what is according to nature (III,
38, 4). Utilizing this standard dichotomy the Sophist Hippias in the
Platonic Protagoras, claims spontaneous adaptation in the case of natural
affinities, whereas (human) law, being a tyrant of men, forcefully coerces
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(42]

them in violation of nature (337d). For an extreme formulation of the law
- nature contrast and the preeminence of nature over law, v. Hippocrates,
de victu, 11 (with a strong Heracleitean influence); the natural is
associated to the divine order of things. On the other end, Euripides
(Hecuba, 779-801) makes of the Law govering the Gods equally a human
« position» .

Pindar’s imperial measures caught the mind of the ancients, so
frequent is the reference to them in extant classical literature. Cf. Plato,
Laws, 890a; 714e-715a; Chrysippus began his book Concerning the Law
with this Pindaric quotation, Fr. 314 SVF III p. 77.34 sqq.; Aelius
Aristeides, Oratio 2, 226 (I 208 Lenz-Behr); Plutarch, Ad Principem
Ineruditum, 780C; Demetrius, 42, 8; Dio Chrysostomus 75, 2; Clemens
Alexandrinus, Stromateis, I, 181, 4-5; 11, 19, 2; Origenes Contra Celsum
(quoting Herodotus above referred to), V, 34; Libanius, Declamationes,
1, 87 (V 62.11 Foerster); Olympiodorus, In Platonis Gorgiam, 26, 18 (p.
141.23 sqq. Westerink); Stobacus, 4, 5, 77.

Heracleitus 22B114 DK. There is a meaningful world-play between
£uv® (with what is common) and £0v v (with mind, sense - rationally).
The addition «mavrwrs is Diels’ proposal, in conformity with Plutarch,
De Iside et Osiride, 369A, where there occurs a Heracleitean imitation.
Without it, the sense of the final clause would be: «and is still left over».

The principle permeating all existence, the factor common to all, is,
for Heracleitus, reason, rational (harmonious but contrapunctual) order.
So 22B2: 615 det émeclor 7@ <«Evvd, TouTéoTi TB> KOwd: Euvds yap ©
kowds. To0 Adyou 8 édvros &uvol {wovow of moddol ws idlav éyovres
¢pévnow [«Therefore one must follow what is fvvév (common); for £u-
vév (common) is kowdy (common). [The first is a dialectic variant, indeed
Ionian]. But although the Logos (Reason) is common, the many live as if
they had a private understanding (a private principle of
comprehension)»]. The Logos is the principle of intellectionality and
intelligibility of being, as analysed above; in this sense thought is common
to all; 22B113: fuvov éom mdow 76 ppovéaw [«common is to all the
thougho].

The universal cosmic law of Reason, i.e. the divine law of the World, is
at the root of all lawfulness. This stands in no real contradiction to the
sophistic opposition between nature and («positive» human) law. What
Heracleitus and Pindar formulate is the normative aspect of «legality»:
man’s law should reproduce the cosmic order; it ought to be natural and
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[43]

not arbitrary or conventional. In fact, maximal functionality is atrained in
any system whatsoever when its ordering is natural. But, of course,
Heracleitus was acutely aware of the common, habitual inability of men
to follow the objective and common principle of coherence and cohesion
in things. Cf. 22B2 supra quoted. There is the striking formulation of
that painful experience of human subjectivism in 22B1: 706 8¢ Adyov
7'008’ E,O/VTOS‘ azez &féVETOL ')/l{VOVTaL G,CVBPU)’ITOL KO.E ’n'péO'@EV ';]\ dKOﬁUQL
Kol aroboavTes TO TPATOV: ywoudvawy yap TAVTWY KaTd TOV Adyov
T6Vv0e Areipoioty €oikaat, Tepuevor kal éméwy kal Epywv TowolTwWY
okolwy éya Sinyebpar kard dvow Swaipéwv éxaoTov kal ¢pdlwv Skws
éxerr Tovs 0¢ dAAovs avlpdimovs Aavbdver ordoa éyepbévres morotiaiy
okwoep okégo. evdovTes émAavfdvovrar. [«Of this word or reason,
eternally existent as it is, men prove to be uncomprehending, both before
they have heard it and when once they have heard it. For although all
things come to pass in accordance with this reason, men are like people
ignorant (or inexperienced, of it), even when they come across and
experience such words and deeds as I explain distinguishing each thing
according to nature and disclosing how it is. But the rest of men fail to
understand what they do after they wake up just as they forget whar they
dream while asleep»]. Men usually retreat from the common light of
objective reality dominated by the single principle of rationality, to the
dreamlike twilight of private (whether individual or collective) make-
belief, imagining various separate worlds of spectral arbitrariness and
illusion. Cf. 22B17; 19; 21; 89; 73. The human paradox consists precisely
in how man can miss what is never absent, but is allways before his eyes.
(22B16; cf. B72). Cf. B34; 78; 79; 83. The rarity of intelligent
understanding (true wisdom) is a common theme in Heracleitus: B49; 39;
56; 70; 71; 104; 121. He even goes in this awareness to audacious
extremes: B40; 42; 57; 106; 108. Heracleitus himself claims to identify his
mind with the eternal reason of existence; B50.

The expression «mixed» in this employment is Aristotelian. He speaks
of the «mixed» thinkers, in Metaphysics, 1091b8: ol ye peprypévor
avrdv [rkal] 7d pn pvbikds mavra Aéyew [«the mixed ones among
them (sc. among the initial speculative thinkers), in that they do not
express everything mythically»]. Pherecydes is specifically mentioned as an
example. Aristotle means the type of thinking which uses rational
articularion in fusion with powerful symbolic signification, as when one
speaks of Eros, the cosmogonic principle.
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Early cosmic theorizing naturally utilised the religious idea of divine
power and domination in characterising the status of the cosmogonical
and cosmological principles as causes of being. An example of such
emphasis in divine-cosmic omnipotence is given in an obscure Orphic
text preserved on a golden lamella from the area of Sybaris in Lower Italy.
The tablet, possibly of the 4th century B.C., carries a wildly corrupt text,
the result (as Diels assumed, Ein Orphischer Demeter-Hymnus,
Festschrift Theodor Gomperz, 1902, p. 1 sqq.) of a local Apulian enraver
with little knowledge of the Greek (who was furthermore copying from a
Greek original with various readings, Diels had to hypothetise, less
persuasively). The text must come from the hey-day of Orphism, the sixth
century. Diels” reconstruction, however, of the text in hexametric verses,
though ingenious, is highly speculative (1B21 DK; Kern, Orphicorum
Fragmenta, Fr. 47). Another less complete, more uncertain and equally
conjectural reconstruction is Murray’s in J. Harrison, Prolegomena to the
Study of Greek Religion, 1921°, pp. 664-6. For a radical criticism of any
attempt at such reconstructions, v. G. Zuntz, Persephone, 1971, pp. 344-
54; Zuntz gives also his own detailed transcript of the text, pp. 346-8; but
his work has to be taken cautiously, as he is preoccupied with some very
unlikely prejudicial assumptions regarding the nature of this and similar
texts.

Now, whatever the degree of credible restitution attached to the edited
forms of the text and even to its transcripts, it is practically certain that in
it some divinity (probably Helios, the Sun) is glorified as All-Subduer,
All-Confirmer, the Driver of the Thunder. So in v. 3 (of Diels
reconstruction, in the second of the tablet) we read "HMie IIop («Sun-

- Fire»), and, then, in v. 6 (fourth of the tablet): ...7lv wdvra dapacrd, 7d-
vra Kpatuvtd, éhaciBpovra 8¢ mdvra [«..to you all are subduable, all
overpowerable, they are drivable by thunder all»]. To the last praise we
should compare the Heracleitean (22B64): Ta 8¢ mdvra olaxiler we-
pavvos [«the thunderbolt steers all things»]. Again, Pindar, also, uses the
compound form éacifipovra, albeit in an active sense to signify Zeus as
thunder-hurling; Fr. 144: éAaoifBpovra mai Péas (for the word-
formation, cf. vepeAnyepéra). Cf. éxarnp Bpovrds for Zeus, Pindar
Olympian Odes, 4, 1.

From a different area, also of the sixth century, Xenophanes centralised
the notion of overpowering might in his theological radicalism vis-a-vis
customary religious belief. There is one supreme Godhead totally unlike

man both in body and in mind (21B23). This non-anthropomorphic
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deity holds universal sway, without exerting himself, by the sheer power
of mind; 21B26+25:
3N 23 -~ 4 4 3 4
alel 8 év TavTQ® pipvel kiwoluevos ovdév,
3 A ’ 4 3 14 3 ki
008¢ perépyeabal pv émarpémer AANoTe dANY,
3 3 3 14 /4 14 A 4 14
(1)\}\ a7TaV€U0€ TrOVOLO VOOU (ﬁpEVL TaAVTA KPaSaLVGL-
[«Always he remains in the same place, moving not at all;
nor is it fitting for him to go to different places at
different times,
but without toil he swings all things by the thought
of his mind»].

There is an elaboration of the Xenophanic position in the tract
ascribed to Aristotle and entitled On Melissus, Xenophanes, Gorgias. It is
a later Peripatetic composition; but the part of it devoted to Xenophanes
probably utilises material from Aristotle’s lost work ZJods 7d Hevogdrovs
(Against Xenophanes’ doctrines); Diogenes Laertius, V, 25 (no. 99).
(Evidence for this offers the fact that Theophrastus, in his doxography on
the physical theories of preceding philosophers, analyses along the same
lines the Xenophanean doctrines, v. infra). Xenophanes’ monotheism
(that there is one god), or, rather, henotheism (that there is one supreme
god), was deduced from the definition of godhead, as that which is
mightiest of all things. It is of the essence of divinity to hold sway overall
and not to be overpowered by anything. The passage is very illuminating
(977223-39; in 21A 28 DK): €l 8" éoTwv 6 feos amavrwv KpATIOTOV, EVa
dnoty adrdv mpoorjkew elvar. € yap 8bo ) mAelous elev, ol dv Erv Kkpd-
rioTov Kkai PéATIoTOV 0DTOV elvou mAvTWY. ékacTos yap wv Beds TOV
oM@V Spolws &v TololTos €. ToiTo yop Bedv kal feod Stvapw elvas,
KpO.TELY, GAAG W) kpaTelabal, kal maAVTWY kpdTioTOV €lval. WoTe koo
) kpelrTaw, Kord TooobTov obk elvar Oedv. mAebvwy odv SvTw, €l pev -

5 N A\ 3 / 7 \ \ 3 n 3 7
elev 76 v GAMHAwY kpelrTous Ta 8¢ FirTovs, ovk dv elvar Beols: medu-

/ % A ~ A\ ~ " \ 4 3 N Vv ~ A
Kévar yap 76 Betov pa) kpateiofar. lowv 8¢ Svrwv, ok &v éxew Beod pu-
o, ov Setv elvar kpdTioToV: TO O¢ OOV olire BéXTiov obite yeipov elvas
700 loov. &or’ elmep eln Te Kkai TowbTov eln feds, éva pévov elvar Tov
Bebv. odd yop 0b8¢ mavra Stvachar dv & Bobdorro [od yap dv dvva-
oBai] mheibvey Svrwv &va dpa elvar pdvov. éva 8 Svra Spotov elvor
wéyTn, SpdvTa Kal drolovTa Tas 1€ dAas alobioes éyovra mavTYy el

A 4 -~ IA) \ ~ 0 ¢ 3 ’AA IA \ 14 0 ~ "
yap ui, kpatelv dv kal kparetobar v’ dAAYAwY Ta uepn Ueol [évra],
Smep aSdvarov. [«And if, then, god is mightiest of all things, it is
appropriate, he (sc. Xenophanes) maintains, that god should be one. For
if there were two or more, he would not still be strongest and most
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excellent of all things; for each one of these many being god, he would be
similarly such an one. For this is to be god and divine power, namely to
master and not be mastered, indeed to be strongest of all. Thus to the
extent that something is not stronger, to that extent it is not god. Hence
(to return), in case that there are many (sc. gods), if they are in some
respects stronger and in some weaker among themselves, they are not
gods; for by nature divinity is not to be overcome (in any way). But if they
are equal, then they do not possess the divine nature, which (by
definition) consists in being mightiest; whereas what is equal is neither
better nor worse from its equal. So that if there is god, and he is of such a
nature, god is only one. For, were there more than one, he would not have
the power to do what he will; hence he is only one. And being one, he
must in all parts and respects be similar to himself, seeing and hearing and
enjoying all other perceptions in all parts and respects of his. For if not,
parts of god would overpower and be overpowered in turn among
themselves, which is impossible»]. The last inference has to do with the
well-known Xenophanean view that (21B24): odAos op@, obAos 0¢ voet,
odAos &8¢ 7’ awoder [«All of him (sc. the god) sees, all thinks, and all
‘hears»].

The same argumentation to that contained in the extant Peripatetic
tract was also to be found in Theophrastus’ philosophical history, @v-
owdv doédv (Theories of Natural Philosophy), Fr. 5 (Diels, Doxogrphi
Gracci, pp. 480-1 = 21A31 DK, esp. I p. 121.28-30 where the substance
of the matter is concisely formulated in the Simplicean precis: 76 yap v
TobTo kol mav Tov Oeov €Aeyev 6’561109{)&1/7’]5‘, ov éva pév Selkvvow éx
To0 TavTWY KpdTwoTOV €lvar mwAewbvwy ydp, ¢nolv, dvTwy ouoiws
dmapyew avdykn maoL TO KpaTely: TO 8¢ TAVTWY KPATIOTOV KOl Gpi-
orov feds [«this one and all-being (sc. the cosmic integral, the world as
whole) Xenophanes called godhead, whom he shows to be one by his very
definition, that he is mightiest of all; for, he argues, should there be more
than one, to overpower and hold sway must meeds essentially characterise
all of them; yet god is the strongest and best of all things»].

It is interesting to note that we encounter in Xenophanes’ position a
first form of the so-called ontological argument. This argument,
associated with St. Anselm of Canterbury, has been propounded as an
unassailable, logical proof of the existence and uniqueness of God. (V. e.g.
J. Hick - A. McGill (eds.), The Many-Faced Argument, Recent Studies
on the Ontological Argument for the Existence of God, 1968. A
translation of the relevant Latin texts is given there, pp. 3-32). Anselm’s
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reasoning turns around the notion of «something than which nothing
greater (maius) can be conceived», by which he defines godhead. The
argument then proceeds basically in three steps: 1) «omething than
which nothing greater can be conceived» stands in relation to
understanding (esse in intellectu), since we fully understand the
expression; 2) then, it must also exist in reality (esse in re): for if it did not
so exist, we could conceive of something greater, namely that same thing
existing; in which case we would have conceived of something greater
than «that than which nothing greater can be conceived», which
constitutes a palpable contradiction, hence an absolute impossibility
(Chapter II of Anselm’s Proslogion); 3) finally, it not only truly exists in
reality, but it also necessarily so exists as it is inconceivable that «that than
which nothing greater can be conceived» could be conceived not to exist;
for if this was conceivable, we coulds then conceive of it-as-existing, which
would be greater than «that than which nothing greater can be
conceived», once again a palpable impossibility (Chapter IIT of Anselm’s
Proslogion).

Alselm uses occassionally melius (better) instead of maius (greater), in
his definition of godhead. Greatness, as superlative power, excellence and
petfection cleatly coincide in his understanding of the essential divine
character, just as they did for the ancient mind: it is a question of
superiority, yet with emphasis laid on its overpowering eminence of
being.

Anselm’s argument is, of course, defective. It operates on the ground
of the sharp scholastic distinction between essense (esse essendi) and
existence (esse existendi), taking existence as an additional perfection
adjoined to the perfection of essence in order to render it existing. This is
a totally inadmissible way of construing reality. Existence is simply the
fact of being,without specification of its ever-present content: in saying
that something exists, one does not say something radically different from
saying that it is such and such, on the contrary one is saying the same
fundamentally thing by merely mentally bracketing the such-and-such
which forms a necessary part of the complete statement. Things do not
move, so to speak, from thought to reality by the superaddition of a novel
(fictional) attribute - existence - to them. As we have seen, thought
(rationality) is the very intelligibility of being, it is nothing categorially
different from it. Steps 2 and 3 of Anselm’s reasoning are, therefore,
vitiated.
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But it is the first step which hides the gravest expression of the
argument’s defective construction. Mind may well undertstand (in, at
least, the common acceptation of the word) what is impossible physically
or metaphysically, or what is of uncertain possibility - say, a chimaera, a
square circle or life as we know it in another planet, respectively. We may
mentally entertain a host of objects of understanding whose rational
coherence is manifestly nonexistnt or doubtful. (By rational coherence I
mean naturally the objective principle of order in reality, and not any
«analytical» logicality in the contemporary sense).

Anselm’s definition of godhead, by its very formulation, evinces
uncertainty as to its real coherence, in the above sense. We cannot
immediately and without argument see through the coherence of the
notion “that than which nothing greater can be conceived”: there may be
lurking a hidden inconsistency in it. More than that, one may plausibly
argue that one can always conceive of something greater than anyting
conceived at any given point; that the (theoretical) ascent to superiority is
unlimited, that it is a movement towards infinity. Of coutrse, no reality
need, and does, apply to such constructions. They are meant to show that
nothing determinate is conveyed by Anselm’s fundamental notion: the
argument cannot even start; there is no base for it. In fact, the strange
thing is that Anselm himself appears to have a premonition of this
devastating defect in his reasoning: he explicitly addresses the question
how, if God (as defined by him) cannot even be conceived not to exist,
the biblical fool said in his heart that there is no God (Chapter IV of
Anselm’s Proslogion). He superficially disposes of the very real crux he
diagnosed, claiming that the fool conceived what he maintained in the
trivial sense that he thought the words signifying the object without
understanding the true sense conveyed by them. That will hardly help
Anselm’s argument: the problem lies in what exactly is being conceived
when one thinks of «that thah which nothing greater can be conceived»; is
it an object coherent (satisfying the condition of objective rational
coherence)? Or, to put the point in other words to the same effect: does
god’s definition signify something possessing objective possibility? One
may perhaps grant to Anselm that if God (as defined by him) is truly an
objective possibility, then He does exist, and His existence is necessary.
But the premise is indefinite, hence unsupportable.

Remarkably enough, qualms pointing in the direction which I
analysed, have been formulated upon the appearance of Anselm’s proof.
An attack on the argument was unleashed by (probably) a monk of the
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Convent of Marmoutier near Tours by the name of Gaunilo (or Wenilo),
in his criticism entitled On Behalf of the Fool. V. for instance his §5 (J.
Hick - A. McGill, op.cic. p. 20); or §7 (ibid. p. 24). In a lengthy reply St.
Anselm virtually expands on what he has said in the Proslogion. Gaunilo
pushes in the direction of substituting from the indefinite «that than
which nothing greater can be conceived» to the determinate «that which is
greater than all things» (v. §1, ibid. pp. 29-30). Prejudiced by the
apparent formal logicality of his steps 2 and 3, Anselm counters (Reply V,
ibid. pp. 30-1) that the proof holds without further support only with his
definition as basis, whereas there is need of collateral support if it has to be
conducted on the ground of Gaunilo’s formula. In concluding his reply,
however, Anselm concedes that the argument is valid also in the latter
case, given the truth of the following, revealing additional premise (ibid.
p- 31): “For «that than which a greater cannot be conceived» can never be
understood except as that which alone is greater than all things”. This is as
complete a confession of the conceptual indefiniteness of the former
formula as one may wish from a scholastic. For it is obvious that the two
formulations do not mean the same thing.

Now «that which is greater than all things» is in effect the basis of
Xenophanes’ argument. For that which holds sway over everything («pa-
Telv amdvTwy) is that which is greater than all things and vice versa.
What Xenophanes’ argument proves is the uniqueness of godhead (in its
absolute definition as universal dominance) given its existence. For there
may conceivably be nothing answering to that strict definition of absolute
sway, as when there are two or more coordinated principles of reality. (A

possibility dear to, and often realised by, Greek mentality; cf. e.g. the

Pythagorean Dualism, or the Empedoclean sextuplicity of principles - the
four elementary roots and the two governing causes of being). There is -
indeed awareness of this constraint on the validity of Xenophanes’ proof,
in the very formulation of his argument in the Peripatetic essay above
quoted; (977a34-5): do1’ elmep ein Te kal TowodTov el Oeds, éva pdvov
elvar Tov Beév[«So that if there is god, and he is of such a nature (sc. as
defined absolutely), god is only one»]. This clear qulification will probably
have to do with the commentator’s interpretation, for the view is
expanded in the second part of the tract, where the criticism of
Xenophanes™ theory occurs. I quote from it to show the subtlety and
realism of ancient thought, esp. vis-a-vis the scholastic rigid and artificial
formalism (977b27 - 978a3): érv kparioTov Tov Oeov AauPdvel, ToiTo
duvarwraTov kal BéATIOTOV Aéywr: ob Sokel 8¢ TobTO KATA TOV VOV,
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AAAG moAAG kpelTTous elvan GAAfAwY of Beol. ok odv ék Toll dokolvTos
einee TadTy KkaTd Tol Beod T Spoloyiav. T Te kpdTIoTOV €lvar TOV
Bedv oy obTws dmrodaufdvew Myerat, s mpos dAo TL TowadTn 7) TOD
Beol Piats, dAAG mpds TV avTol Sabeoy, émel Tol ye mwpOS ETepov
008y &y kwAdor ) T abTod émieikelg kal pduy dmepéyew, aAra dud
v 7@V AAwv dobéveiav. Bédor 8’ dv oddels olirw Tov Bedv pavar kpd-
TioTOY €lval, GAN 7t adTds éyer ws oldy Te dpioTa, Kal 00OV éXdeimel
Kal € kal kaAds éxeww adTd* dua yap lows oUTwWs> €xovTe KAKEVO AV
UU’J«BG.{VOL. OﬁTC{) 8% BLGKGEUQCLL Kal‘« W}\E{OUS‘ al’)TOl\)g gVTaS' OI’JSéV KQ}AI}OL,
dmavras s oidy re dpiora Swakeyévovs, Kkal kpatioTovs TGV AAAWY,
oby adr@v vras. éoTi 8 s Eouxe, kal dAAa- kpdTioTov yap elvar ToV
O ¢mor, ToiTo 8¢ Twdv elvar Gvdykn. [«Moreover, he (sc.
Xenophanes) takes the godhead as mightiest, understanding this as
strongest and best (most excellent); yet this does not appear to be the
customary acceptation of divine essence, for gods are in various respects
superior one to another (e.g. Venus is more potent than the rest in matters
of attraction). Hence he did not take that attribution to godhead from
what seems to be the case (in common belief). Furtheremore, that god is
mightiest is not said in the sense that divine nature is such in its
relationship to others, but in respect to god’s inner disposition; for in the
opposite case, nothing would hinder that god were superior to other
things not by virtue of his own dignity and strength, but because of the
impotence on the part of the others. Yet nobody wants to maintain that
god is mightiest in this (derogatory) sense, but in that he himself is in the
best possible state, and is in want of nothing (in his perfection), and
everything is well and fine (is all-right) with him; for by being so, that also
(sc. dominion over other things) is perchance secured. But now nothing
hinders gods from so being, even though they are many, namely that they
all are in best disposition (each in himself) and strongest of the others, not
of, or among, themselves. For, as it seems, there are other things, too,
(besides gods); he (sc. Xenophanes) maintains that the godhead is
mightiest, but this (sc. mightiest) can only be in relation to some (other)
things»}].

It should be noted, finally, that Xenophanes (in tune with ancient
Greek thoroughly pragmatist ideality) did not argue on the basis of
vacuous abstractions and artificial conceptual chimaeras. His most
powerful, supreme God was the World as a whole involving the law of its
cohesion (cf. e.g. A.L. Pierris, Origin and Nature of Early Pythagorean
Cosmogony, in K. Boudouris (ed.), Pythagorean Philosophy, 1992, pp.
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126-162; v. p. 130 and nn. 18 and 19). Therefore, god’s existence was -
given as a martter of fact. Tt was his uniqueness and other essential
attributes (motionlessness, homogeneity with regard to his apprehensive
facutlties, etc.) that were to be deduced. Concerning them, Xenophanes’
emphasis laid in the fact that nothing could compare to the cosmic whole
in omnipotence and omniscience.

V. B 114 quoted above in the main text. The concomitant force and
violence necessarily conjoined to superlative cosmic (and divine) potency,
fully acknowledged and glorified in fifth century, is reformulated more
carefully and reinterpreted more modarately when the Age of High
Classicism passed to Late Classicism and the Hellenistic Epoch.

Such a titanic reconstruction of the Sophistic emphasis on the natural
claims of power, (proceeding hand in hand with a thorough refashioning
of Socrates and Sophistic Socratism) presents Plato’s monumental work.
Plato’s Republic was said in antiquity, on particularly trustworthy
evidence, to have been modelled on Protagora’s Contradicting Reasons
CAvridoyixol sc. Adyor); so 80B5 (from Diogenes Laertius III 37; 57):
(37) ..y IloAurelav *Apiorééevos [fr. 33 FHG I 282] ¢nov waoav
oxedov év rois Tlpwraydpov yeypadlar *Avridoyixols ... (57) Tlodirel-
as ... v kal evplorecar oyedov SAnv mapa Ipwraydpa év Tois "Avre-
Aoyikots ¢dmor Pafwptvos év [lavrodamfis toroplas devrépew [fr. 21
FHG III 580]. Aristoxenus’ testimony cannot by lightly disposed of.
Naturally, Plato reconfigured everything to suit his purposes (esp. the
metaphysical middle books contain thoroughly and characteristically
Platonic doctrine). But the resolute cognitivism and the justification of
excellence were features common to both.

The transition from the aggressively dynamic spirit of the firth century
to the cautiously restrained tonality of the late classic and post-
Alexandrian era is evident in Cleanthes” imitation of the Heracleitean
Logos - Fire doctrine. Heracleitus” divine empyrean Reason «dominates as
far as it will». The World, according to Cleanthe’s Hymn to Zeus, is
persuaded by Zeus and voluntarily accepts the sway of the supreme God
working in all things through the ever-living (1), fiery (2) thunderbolt (3),
the common (4) ordering principle of all. As many as four at least

distinctly characteristic Heracleitean tenets, but with persuasion and
willingness in place of force and coercion V. 22 C4 DK = SVF I, 537.4

$gq.:
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oot &7 s 68e kbopos édoodpevos mepl yaiay
melleras, 1) kev Ayys, kal ékwv Umd oelo kpaTeiTar etc.
[«Verily by you (sc. Zeus) this entire World revolving round
the Earth
is persuaded to follow where you lead, and willingly is
dominated by you; etc.»].
Nothing can be more telling. Or rather, even more immediately
revealing is the parallel transition observed in the representative arts, as we
shall notice in a while.

There are six Cosmic Principles: four radical elements (fire, air, earth
and water) and two causes of existence (Love, PuAétns and Strife,
Neikos). V. 31B6 and B17.6-8; cf. 31A28. These are the ultimate, eternal
realities; all else is a variable, temporary combination of the four
inherently distinct, indestrucible elements under the interplay of the two
causes of variance; change is in fact nothing but never-ending re-
arrangement. Hach state of the world at large and of any individual
conformation within it is a question of the prevailing of one or other of
those principles as existence unrolls itself in an identical cosmic cycle (v.
for the general description of the cyclic law of change B 17.1-13). For a
concise statement of the nature of the cosmic process, v. B.17.16-20; 27-
29 (Empedocles is writing magisterial poetic hexametres):

dimr A’ épéw- ToTe udv yap v nOéNOn pudvov elvau

éx TAebvwy, T6TE 8 ad diédu mAéov’ €€ évds elvau,
7ip Kkal Udwp Kkal yala kal fépos dmderov Hifios,
Netkds ° o0 Spevov Siya T@OV, dATdAavTov amravTy,
kat DiAdTs év Tolow, lon uiKkds Te wAGTos Te:

ralra yap lod Te mdvra kal HAwa yévvav éoot,
Tipdls 0° dAANs dAAo wéder, dpa 8 Hos éxdoTew,
év 8¢ péper kparéovot mepirdopévoro ypdroto.
[«a double tale will I tell: at one time it (sc. the cosmic whole)
grew to be one only
from many, at another it divided again to be many from one,
fire and water and earth and the vast height of air,
dread Strife too, apart from these, in all respects
equally balanced,
and Love in their midst, equal in length and breadth;
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[46]

For all these are equal and of like age,

but each has a different prerogative and its own character,

and in turn they prevail as time comes round»].
The significant last verse is repeated in B26.1, where there is given a
similar picture of the immutable circle of the ever-changing existential
process.

As with cosmic processes, so with human relationships. There is
domineering superiority in a true discourse, and in the man who can raise
himself to the apprehension of the natural order of reality. Inferior human
constitutions or conditions are recalcitrant to the light of true knowledge,
they are wont to disbelieve the prevailing reasons and men. B4.1:

dAAa kaxols pev kdpTa péler KpaTéovoty AmaTely
[«but good for nothing people (minds) care very much to
disbelieve the prevailing (arguments and men)»]. -

Having articulated a proof to the effect that being is only one,
ungenerated, immoveable and absolutely homogenous v. esp. 30B7 DK),
Melissus goes on to argue that the reasoning employed is so rigorous, that
even if there were multiplicity in being, each being then would have to
consist in a definite identity unalterble (B8): each one existent must have
been, on this (impossible) hypothesis, like the One-being which really for
Melissus is bound to exist. Beings then would be many, but eternal, of
definite specification, and possessing strength of existence. V. B8, I p.
274.14: ...elvou (sc. 76, Svra ) moAda kal aibia kal €ldn Te Kal ioydv éxo-
vra [«that beings be many and eternal and have (proper, specific) forms
and strength (of their own)»]. To exist is to have a definite being-content,
to possess a form of being (generic specific and particular) - and also to
hold the power to sustain oneself in existence as the determinate thing
that one is. In a thing’s being there is involved the potency of self-
preservaion and perseverance in its own identity. The identity of being is
full of power. Therefore, Melissus argues, if existence was divided and
segregated as it appears to be, each being would have to be immutable; for
its inherent power of being would resist any change to its definite identity.
There is no escape from the force of this argument, according to him, by
the assumption of some gradation in the definiteness and strength of
being. We could then explain that being has the power to safeguard its
particular identity up to a certain degree and point; and that, hence, it is
stable to the extent that its power to withstand change (internal or
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externally induced) goes. Such relativisation, however, of being -
rantamount to the idea of degrees of reality frequent in philosophical exit
strategies from logical impasses - will not go for the Eleatic absolutism.
True being, ie. genuine reality, has the absolute power of self-
sustainment. As Melissus forcefully puts it: nothing is stronger than true
reality. Genuine being has thus the might to withstand every change to its
identity, including its demise. Since what we experience in the world is
subject to perpetual change, generation and destruction, our perception
cannot lead to true being. V. B8, I p. 275.2-8: 8fAov Tolvuv, 671 ovk
SpOds éwpduev ovde éxeiva, TOAAG 5p9(3s Sokel elvai: o yap av perémi-
mrev, € GAn0F v GAN v oldy mep é8bker éxaaTov TowobToV. TOU Yap
édvros dAnbivoi wpeioov ovdév. v 8¢ peraméar, T pév éov amwlero,
76 8¢ obk €6y yéyover. olTws odv, €l ToAAG eln, Towabra xp1) elvat, oldéy
mep 7 & [t is clear, then, that all these things are many. They would
not change if they were (truly) real, but each thing would be just what we
believed it to be; for nothing is stronger than true reality. But if it has
changed, what is has passed away and what is not has come into being
(which are impossible). So then, if there were a plurality, things would
have to be of just the same nature as the one»]. We have, by the way, an
anticipation of the Atomistic logic in the point of B8 recapitulated in the
last clause.

We discover here another important aspect of the fundamental
classical experience concerning the dynamism of being, which has already
been emphasised and analysed above in connexion esp. with the
Pythagorean insight into reality. A general formulation of that experience
is provided, of all ancient philosophers, by Plato, Sophist, 247d-e: Aéyw
8% 6 kal Smotavoby Tiva kexTyévov Stvapw elr’ els TO motely Erepov
Sriodv medukds elr’ els 76 mabelv kal opukpéTaTov vmwd Tob pavAoTd-
Tov, K&V € pbvov els dmaf, mav TobiTo SvTws elvar: Tilepar ydp dpov
dpilew 7d Svra s éoriv obx dAAo T Ay Svvayus [« maintain indeed:
whatever possesses any kind of power, either so as to affect another thing,
or to be affected correspondingly, be it by the least thing in the most
trifling way, even if once, all that I maintain to exist really; for I pose a
definition, defining being, that it is nothing else but power» ]. Plato, of
course, reduces the stringency of the Eleatic conditions; there are many
kinds and degrees of power - that a thing suffers defeat does not mean that
it did not really exist. It is furthermore, important to notice Plato’s
acquiescence in, indeed endorsement of, fifth century power-mentality in
this crucial metaphysical issue concenring the nature of beingness. It sheds
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useful light on his external castigation of the Sophistical justifications of
the prerogatives of power in other fields, social and political: it amounts to
elaborate reformulations of a common underlying idea - ro be is to have
power; to be in perfect condition (to be fit) and to have value is to have
optimal power.

The technical formulation of the idea regarding the virtual
identification of being with power, seems to have originated in the
medicinal theory of the fifth century. Plato ascribes to Hippocrates the
methodical application of the idea. For it is by such inquiry into the
difference which a thing makes to the existential order that we may
approach the true (i.e. scientific) knowledge of it. So Phaedrus, 270c-d:
T rolvuv mepi pioews orbmer i moTe Aéyer “Irmokpdrns Te Kol 6
dAnbhs Myos. &p’ oby dde el Savoeiobar mepl orovoly Pioews;
mpdTOV pév, GTrAodv %) moAvetdés éoTw, ob mépL BovAnobuelda elvas
adTol Texvikol Kai GAAoY SvvaTol molely, Emera 8¢, & pév amAodv 1),
okomely Ty Sbvauw adrob, Tiva mpos T méfuev eis 76 Opdv Eyov 7 Ti-
va els 70 mabety 5o Tob; &w 8¢ mhelw €ldn éxy, TadTa dpfumnadpuevoy,
<5'7r€p e’qﬁ’ évéds, TobT dely éqﬂ’ EKAOTOU, T® 7{ oty adTo 7Te'q5v;<ev 7’7‘
1@ 7i mabelv vmo Tob; [«And now consider intently what not only
Hippocrates, but also the true reason, says concerning the nature of
things. Is it not that we should think about any given nature in the
following way? First, settle whether it is a simple or multiform thing that
of which we will want both to have scientific (expert) knowledge ourselves
and to be able to make another acquire the same. Then, if the thing is
simple, consider carefully its power, what power does it have to acr on
what thing, or what power to undergo the action of what. But if it
possesses many forms (or, is a composite quality), then, having first
numbered in order all of the constituent factors, apply on each of them
what was required in the case of the simple essence, what is it by its nature

~ capable of doing in virtue of which factor, or what capable of undergoing

on the part of what and in virtue of which factor»].

1) Anaxagoras’ causal Principle is the Nots (Mind, Intellect), the sole
substance that can, and does, exist by ‘itself without admixture of any
other existing thing. This fact gives to it the power of dominating all other
things, which, by being always commixed among themselves all with all,
are holding sway and are being ruled in rurn, according to whether they
predominate or are overpowered by some other constituent contained in
each particular entity. Mind thus prevails over, and rules, everything. We
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thus find here an elaborate articulation of the Xenophanean requirement
for godhead (i.e. the first principle of reality). An extent passage from
Anaxagoras’ work //epl @ioews (Concerning the Nature of Things) is
strikingly clear; 59B12: 7d uév dAAa mavros polpav peréyet, vois 8¢
€oTw dmepov kat avTokpaTés Kal péuekrar oddevl ypipar, dANG wé-
V0s QUTOS €7 €wuToD €0Tiv. €l ) yop éd’ éavTod v, dAANG Tew duéuer-
k70 AAAQ, peTelyey Av amdvTwy xpnpdTwy, €l éuéueakTd Tew: &v mavT
Yop TavTos frotpa éveoTiv, domep év Tois mpbolev pow Aéexrai xal Gy
exlver avTov Td ovpueueyuéva, doTe undevos xpiuaros KoaTely
oupolws ws kol wdvov éévra éd’ éavrod. €aTi yop AemrTdrardy Te md-
vrwy xpmpdTwv kat kablapdTaTov, kal yvduny Te mept TavTdS TECAY
loye kal oyve péyioror: kal 8oa ye Juyny Exet, kal 76, pellw kal 7o
éNdoow, mdvrwy vols kpatel. kol THs mepiywprioews s ovpmdons
vods éxpdTmoev, doTe wepiywpiioor T dpyiv. Kol TpdTov GTS Tob
oprpod fpfaro mepiywpetv, éml 8¢ mAéov mepuywpet, kai Tepiywprhoet
émrl mAéov, kal Ta CULUIOYOUEVE. Te Kol dTToKpWopEva kal Suakpbueva
mavTa €yvw vols. kal omoia EueAlev Eoeobar kal dmola v, dooa viv
p) o, kal 6oa viv €0t kal 6moia €oTat, TdvTO. Stexdounoe vods, etc.
[«All other things have a portion of everything, but Mind is infinite and
self-dominated, and is mixed with nothing, but is all alone by itself. For if
it was not by itself, but was mixed with anything else, it would have a
share of all things if it were mixed with any; for in everything there is a
portion of everything, as I said earlier; and the things that were mingled
with it would hinder it, so that it could dominate nothing in the same way
as it does now being alone by itself. For it is the finest of all things and the
purest, it has all effective knowledge abour everything and the greatest
power; and mind dominates all things, both the greater and the smaller,
that have soul (life). Mind dominated also the whole rotation, so that it
began to rotate in the beginning. And it began to rotate first in a small
area, but it now rotates over a wider, and will rotate over a still wider area.
And the things that are mingled and secreted and divided off, all are
known by Mind. And all things that were to be, all things that were but
are not now, all things that are now or thart shall be, Mind formed and
arranged them all, etc»]. Cf. Aristotle’s comment (quoted above), De
Anima, 429a18 (59A100, I, 29.32-4). Notice the ubiquitous presence of
the expression yp7uara, instead of the regularly expected dvra (beings)
or mpdypara (things). Existents are now “usables”, a thing is what is
being used in some connection ontological (or human). Beings must
make a difference to the order of reality, and they do so in so far as they



410

CHAPTER 5 NOTES

can be put into some use, primarily within the cosmic structure, and then
also with regard to man.

2) Diogenes of Apollonia (probably the Milesian foundation on the
Pontus, rather than Cretan Eleutherna) reacted to his contemporary
philosophical developments, by rehabilitating old Ionian «hylozoicy
monism, enriched by Anaxagorian Mind-metaphysics. The very perpetual
change in the world presupposes that there is a common underlying
substance to all reality (64B2; cf. A7). Furthermore, there is order in the
world, consisting in the observance of due measure in all things; and this
harmonious disposition has also an inherent finality: there is optimal
arrangement of everything in reality. Number and finality prove the work
of rationality, i.e. intelligence in the world (B3). This is not an outgrowth,
but pertains to the very nature of the common, underlying substance,
from which all being is derived as from its first and only principle. The
Ur-Substance is thus intrinsically intelligent as the source of intelligibility.
In fact, it is that which gives life and intelligence to animals and humans

(B4). This ultimate principle of reality is the air, which governs

everything. It is like having anew the Anaximenean Principle in a
Heracleitean structure while also satisfying the Xenophanean condition of
godhead and the Anaxagorean substitution of mind and intellection in
place of the Heracleitean Logos. A veritable cauldron of syncretistic
fusion. For the emphasis on the universal dominion of Air, v. B5: kal pot
Soxel 16 T vémow Eov elvar 6 anp kadobpevos vmd v avlpdmwy,
wai Sd TovTov wdvras xai kuBepviobas kal mdyTwy KpaTeiv: avTo yap
pov TodTo Oeds Sowel elvar xai émi miv dpiybas xal wdvra Swarilbévar xai
&y mavrd éveivau. kal orw 008é &v 8 T i) peréyer TovTour peTéyer B¢
0088 & Spolws 76 Erepov T érépw, GAAG moAAol Tpérot kol avTod ToD
dépos kal Tiis vofiouds elaw etc. [«And it seems to me that that which has
intelligence is what men call air, and that all men are steered by this and
that it holds sway over all things. For this very thing seems to me to be
god and to have reached everywhere and to dispose all things and to be in
everything. And there is no single thing that does not have a share of this;
yet nothing participates in a similar way to it, one with another, but there
are many fashions both of air itself and of intelligence, etc.»].

3) Archelaus pushed the eclectic tendency exhibited by the new lonian
School (excepting the groundbreaking thinking of Anaxagoras) to its
extremest, with less originality. The ground-form of his system is
provided by the Anaxagorean theory. The principles of reality are the
chomoiomeries» 60A5 (Anaxagoras) - absolutely homogeneous substances
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- whose mixture create the multiplicity of things in the world, each thing
being characterised by the «<homoiomery» dominating in its constitution.
Mind is mixed up right from the beginning in the chaotic medley of
homoiomeries (A4 §1; cf. A10). That indefinite Ur-state of the world
resembles the Indefinite (6 dmetpov) of Anaximander, but can also be
called air, proleptically, because air is the dominant substance in the
evolved world-systm (cf. A7). Mind in fact consists in the aerial substance,
A12; A17. The principle of cosmic formation from the original confusion
of all homoiomeries is the opposition of hot and cold (A8; Al §17, 11 p.
45.5; A4 §1), which probably was self-secreted from the original mixture
(like in Anaximander). But this opposition by itself would not lead to the
intelligent order of the fully developed world, if mind (= air) did not exist
as a constituent in the Ur-mixture (A14; cf. A18). So Air is God is Mind,
is not the World-Artificer (A12), but dominates the World once formed.
— The Roeper-Diels addition to the text A4§3 is thus proven correct:
«rov 8’ dépa kpaTeiv Tol mavTos» ékdedouévov ék Tis mupdioews [«The
air, produced by the conflagration (caused by the secretion of the hot),
dominates the universe»].

4) In the crucially important Derveni-Papyrus, there is fragmentarily
contained a late fifrth-century philosophical commentary on early Orphic
cosmogony. The system-evinced in it involves a development theory of
reality out of an Ur-mixture. Central is the position of air, which, when
manifested as a separate entity is equivalent to intelligence and Zeus. So
Col. XIII (Merkelbach, Zeirschrift fur Papyrologie und Epigraphik, 47,
1982 (separate numeration after p. 300)) = Col XVII (A. Laks - G.W.
Most, Studies on the Derveni Papyrus, 1997, p. 17): mpdrepov Hv mpiv
ovopaclijvar émeita wvoudaln.y yip kal wpbolbev 1) 1d viv évra ov-
orabfval dnp kai éoTar del* ob yap éyévero, AAAG TV ... yevéoBor 8¢
évouiolln émelm” wvopdotin Zels, womepel mpdrepov pr édv. [«it existed
before it was named. Then it was named. For air existed both before the
things that are now were set together and always will exist. For it was not
born, but existed... But it was thought that it was born, because it was
named Zeus, just as if it did not exist previously»]. From Col. XIV
(Metk.) = Col. XVIII (Laks-Most) we deduce that all things are in air
which permeates all. This is the divine Intelligence or (Orphically
speaking) Fate, which is the same thing with Zeus, i.e. air when
segregated, and collected up, as a separate existence. And this divine, aerial
mind dominates all things as far as it wishes. So, Col. XV (Merk.) = Col.

XIX (Lak-Most): ...év éxaorov kékAnrar amod ol émuwparoivros, Zeds
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mAvTa KaTe TOV adTOV Adyov ékAiln mavrals] yap o anp émnparel
rocobrov doov PBodderar... Pacidéa édn elvar 611 TOAADY <...> dp pia
dpx7 kpatel kai mdvra Telel [«each single thing has received its name
from what dominates in it. Zeus was called all things according to the
same principle. For the air dominates all things as far as it wishes... He (sc.
Orpheus) said that he (sc. Zeus) is king because (this is how we refer to
the case) of many (things) having one rule prevailing in them and
accomplishing everythingy]. Even in this aspect of the theory, there are
unmistakeable affinities to Archelaus’ construction. More on the
philosophical system of the P. Derveni, v. on my forthcoming essay The
Phalic Helios of the Derveni Papyrus and the Origin of Greek Solar
Theology. ‘

Starting with the philosophical foundations of medicine. Thus in the
[Iep! Pvodv (Breaths), air is proclaimed (in the manner of Diogenes or,
perhaps, Archelaus) the universal dominator; ibid. III 6-7 (Jones): obTos
8¢ (sc. 6 anp) péyworos &v Tolol mioL TAV TavTwy duvdoTrs EoTiv:
déov 8¢ avrol Betoacfour v Stvapw [t (sc. air) is the greatest
dominator of all and in all; it is worthwhile observing its power», which in
the rest of the chapter the author sets out to briefly describe]. Equally with
its cosmic potency, it is the key causal factor in everything pertaining to
the life of the organism; ibid. IV 1-3: Aibr pév odv év Tois Shois 6 anp
éppwrai, elpyrar Tois 8 ab Gymrolow obros alrios Tob Te Blov, kal T&V
vovowy Totot voaéovor [«How air, then, is strong in the universal realm,
has been said; and for morrals too this is the cause of life, and the cause of
disease in the sick»]. The tract goes then on to explain the theory in some
detail, concluding in XV; v. XV. 5-7: dmeoyduny 8¢ 7dv vovowv 1o
alriov ¢ppdoew, émédefa 8¢ 16 mredua kal év Tois SAos mprypaat dv-
vagrebov kal év Tolor owpact 7év {wwv [« promised to declare the
cause of diseases, and I have set forth how spirit is lord, not only in
universal nature, but also in the bodies of living things»].

In another perspective, we find in [Zeol "Apyains "Iyrpucis (Ancient
Medicine), the Melissean idea that each quality consists in the power to
affirm itself and to effect results like itself. If the power of anything is
greater, stronger than human nature, which, putting it in the reverse
sense, means that if the power of a given individual human nature in a
particular state or condition cannot overcome the power of the quality
with which it is confronted by assimilating its nature - then harm and
sickness ensues for the human organism in question. V. ibid. XIV (I p. 36
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Jones); cf. esp. p. 36.20-26: 00 ydp 76 Enpdv 0v8é TS Dypdv ovdé TS Dep-
pov 00de To Yuypov ovde Ao TodTwy fymoduevor 008y olre Avpaive-
ofar ovre mpoodeiofar 0bdevds TovTwy 1oV dvbpwmov, dAAXL 7O loyupdv
éxdaTov kal T0 kpéooov THs ¢loios Ths avlpwmelns, of p1) NdHvaTo
kpatety, TobTo BAamTew NyNnoavTo kal ToiTo éCﬁ'r“r;O'aV adaipeiv [«For
they (sc. the physicians working experimentally and not speculatively) did
not consider that the dry or the moist or the hot or the cold or anything
else of the kind injures man, or that he has need of any such thing, but
they considered that it is the strength of each thing, that which is stronger
than the human nature, that which human nature cannot overpower, that
this causes harm, and this they sought to take away»]. When on the
contrary there is a balanced mixture of the various qualities with noone
acutely predominating among them, man derives benefit from their
compound (ibid. XIV); cf. XIX, esp. ad fin., with a nice distinction
between the really significant qualities and that pair of opposites (hot -
cold), which is the darling of the speculatively preoccupied physicians.

In this connexion notice the formulation in XVI. 1-3: Juypéryra &’
éyw kal Bepuérnra macéwy MrioTa TdV Suvauiwy voullw SvwacTedew
& & odpart did 7dode Tas alrias etc. [«And I believe that of all the
powers (i.e. qualities) none holds less sway in the body than cold and heat
etc.»]. All characters of being, any quality is power, the power to exhibit
itself. In the philosophical language, esp. of the classical age, Sovauus is
equivalent to quality, anything with a definite identity of being; applied to
something, 7¢ 8varai, means what is its power, what is it capable of, and
thus, what is it, what is its nature. The preoccupation with power is so
stark that not only a single factor in a mix, but even a balanced
composition is said to dominate,/lep! "Aépcwy, Védrwy, T8mwv (Airs,
Waters, Places), X11, 3: (the analysis is of the natural human character in
connection to basic features of his physical environment) mjv 8¢ adiénow
Kal NuepdTnTa Tapéxe TAeloTov amdvTwy, okdTav undév 1) émuparé-
ov Buaiws, aAAa mavTos loopotpin duvaorely [«growth and absence of
wildness are most fostered when nothing is forcibly predominant, but
equality of share prevails»].

There is, of course, no incompatibility between this equilibrium in the
optimal constitution of a thing and the self-interested, so to speak,
propensity and power of self-affirmation as noticed repeatedly above. The
balance of being is dynamic. The harmony of equilibrium is itself highly
intense and «tensioned» (Heracleitus). Balance is a question of sharp
tuning, which hightens the potential of existence, by exactly determining
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its content. Fxistence and power is a question of fine-tuning and
precision-engineering so to speak.

Other examples of significant use of 8bvapus, Svvaocredew, (ém Jrpa-
refv in the Hippocratic corpus are numerous. (Cf. also Aphorisms, 111, 5
= TV 488.2; 5 Littre = 122, 15 and 19 Jones; Humours, 14 =V 496,2; 5
Littre = 86, 22 and 88, 5 Jones). There is clearly a predilection for the
applicability of the idea everywhere. V. for a further characteristic case,
[epi Dboros "Avbpcdmov (On the Nature of Man), 1 p. 349 Kiihn (VI p.
40 Littré). Philosophical arguments and counterarguments are described
in terms of combatants who prevail one or another in different
circumstances. Real knowledge, it is maintained, should be the winner
under any conditions: xai Tot Sicarby eori 7OV PpdvTa Spbdds yivwoKew
dudt T@v mpaypdTwv Tapéxew alel émuxparodvra TOV Abyov TOV éwv-
0B, € wep evra, ywdoke kal 6pfds dmrodaiverar [«Although it is only
right that he, who professes to possess a correct knowledge of things,
should show his word (discourse, reasoning, argument) always prevailing,
ifin fact he knows what there really is and expresses it correctly»]. In this
the physician differentiates himself from the sophist; Gorgias, in a similar
context, analyses the variable force of arguments in natural science,
oratory and philosophy without explicit reference to the normative
stnadard of truth (v. Gorgias’ presentation in n. [50] infra). But as I have
explained above, an appeal to the reality of things is implicit in the
Sophistic position generally: tru th pertains to the strongest reason.

The sophistical maxim according to which justice consists in the
interest of the mightiest has been noticed and commented upon above. V.
the Thrasymachean classic formulation, 85B Ga: ¢nul ... éyw (sc.
Thrasymachus) elvas 76 Slicatov ol GAXo 71 1) TS TOD KpelTTOVOS Supcpé-
pov. Similarly Gorgias, Helen’s Laudation, 82B11 §7 DX, I p. 290.1-3:
méduice yap ob TO KpeloTOV 16 T0b fogovos kwdeaar, GAAL T foTov
Smo Tob Kpelooovos dpyeobar Kal dyecbai, wkal 70 pév kpeiooov
nyeiadat, 76 8¢ Hooov émeaba [«for it is natural not that the mightier be
impeded by the weaker, but that the weaker be ruled and directed by the
mightier, and that the mightier Jead, while the weaker follow»].

The doctrine was not restricted solely to the broad Sophistical
movement. Democritus expresses the same idea in identical words;
68B267 DK: dicer 70 dpyew olxnov 7@ kpéoaowt [«According to nature
does rule belongs properly to the mightier]. In fact, violation of this
natural subordination of the inferior to the superior creates unbearable
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resentment and inherently destabilitizes any different arrangement in a
system. B49: yademdv dpyeobfar vmd yepelovos [«it is intolerable to be
ruled by a worse man»]. The very root of failing conduct in human
matter, of fault always pregnant with grave, untoward consequences, is
ignorance of what is mightier; B83: duaprins airin 7 duafin 7ol xpéo-
oovos [«cause of failure is ignorance of the better and stronger»]. I have
expatiated above on the equivalence for the classical experience of
goodness and power. Good is the useful and beneficial, and such cannot
be something impotent and weak. Moreover, power is built on rationality
(rational order); there is always a cognitive element involved one way or
nother in the scale of goodness and potency. So the worse and weaker are,
in human environment and resources, the feeble in understanding and the
ignorant: to these, a position of command is really harmful - sooner or
later. B75: kpéooov dpyecfar Tols dvorroiow 7 dpyew [«it is better for
the unintelligent to be ruled rather than to rule»].

Gorgias, in his extant Laudation of Helen, undertakes to exonerate
Helen the Beautiful from her misdemeanour that caused, according to the
standard mythic accounts, the Great Trojan War. He argues that she
acted as she did (falling in love with the Asian Prince and following him
back to his fatherland, thus dishonouring her husband Menelaus, the
great Achive king) for one or other (or, perhaps, more than one) of four
possible reasons and causes (82B11 §6): 1) It might have been Fortune’s
wheel or the preordained decree of Fate, some cosmic necessity or divine
will that made her embark on that disastrous course; 2) or she could have
been forcibly abducted; 3) or she might have been persuaded by moving
sermons; 4) or, finally, she could just have fell in love («have been
captured by love» the Greek expression tellingly has it). '

The, first, Gorgias goes on to reason, is a case of the weaker following
the direction and rule of the stronger (here we meet the characteristic
passage quoted in n. [49] supra).

The second consists in the exercise of violence, the sheer employment
of force (ibid. §7).

In the chird, we find the working of the mighty magic, the enthralling
net of poetry or rhetoric, the captivating power of arguments. «Word
(reason) is a great master, who by the smallest and most invisible body,
accomplishes divine works» (Adyos Suvdorns péyas éoTiv, o5 opupo-
rérw odupar kal dbaveordTe Peadbrara épya dmotele, the already
before quoted passage, ibid. §8). Word, discourse, speech, uttered
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thought is of three kinds: a) poetic §9; b) numinously incantantional
(spellbinding, enchanting), 810; and ¢) argumentative (scientific,
rhetorical or philosophical), §11. Word of any kind aims at persuasion
(passim). But persuasion, although in name and external appearance
being opposite to enforcement, is really in essence equally compelling.
§12: is ovv airia kwAde wopioaws kal Ty “EXévmy dmd Adyovs EBeiv
Spoiws av oly éxoboav damep el Puaripwy Plo Hprdobn; 5 yop TS
meablods €67y (delv ws Kparel, 1) dvdyrns eldos Eyer pév od, THy 8¢ Stva-
pw 1w avTy éxew (up to this point I follow Diels’ rendering of an
utterly corrupt passage). Adyos yap vy 6 meloas, fv &reicev, Hvdyka-
o€ kat mibéobou Tols Aeyopévois kal ovvawéoar Tois mowovpévors [«what
reason is then hindering to believe that Helen also fell under the spell of
words unwillingly, just as if she had been abducted violently by
strongmen? For it would be possible to see how the thing we call
persuasion prevails - persuasion which has indeed not the (external) form
of coercion (of necessity), but possesses the same power (with it). For the
word (uttered thought, speech articulate) which persuades the mind
(soul), forces the mind persuaded to believe what is being said and to
consent to what is being done»]. Gorgias elaborates further his analysis of
the working on mind of reason, dividing category (c) of discourse in that
of natural science, of oratory (forensic or political), and of philosophical
disputations (ibid. §13). He compares the working of rational persuasion
in the soul to that of medicines on the body - both drug and enchant
(§14).

- After this long disquisition, Gorgias returns to the remaining fourth
possible cause of Helen’s conduct, that he fell in love with the beauty of
Paris. The qualities of things impose on us the attitude naturally
appropriate to them. For instance, experiencing violent conflict, facing
war and finding ourselves in situations of imminent danger, the soul is
terrified to an extent that may drive the sense out of it (§§816-17).
Similarly, beauty by nature creates in soul the affection of love (§19): s €

A \ kA 3 -~ 4 8/ ~ "N € ¢/ ” -~
pev Beds «ov éxers Oedv Oelav Stvauw, mds av o Noowv €tm TolToV

arwoachal kal dudvaolar duvards; [«who (sc. Love), if he, being god,

‘has the divine power of gods, how could it be come to pass that the

weaker (human being) would be able to repulse and ward off him?»].
We see that the common theme in all four possibilities of explanation
for Helen’s action, is the natural constraint on her to act so. She was

compelled to do what she did - and this is the plea offered on her behalf

(8§20-21). Cosmic fate and divine decree, physical violence, persuasion,
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and love’s passion, are all behaviour-enforcing potencies. The basic point
is that of succumbing to some power, be it of the Law of the Universe or
of God, or of the strongman, or of word and argument, or of the affection
caused by an objective quality. The violence of reason typifies the
philosopher’s dream come true in the Age of Power.

The analysis occurs in Plato’s Laws, is set in a broader perspective, and
has wider implications. Plato studies developments in Greece following
the collapse of the Achaean (what we call Mycenean) power and the
subsequent Dorian invasion and conquest of Peloponnesus (V. Laws,
682d sqq.). He wants to explain the type of societal and constitutional
order established then in the three principal States formed as a result of
the Dorian dominance - Sparta, Argos and the Messenian kingdom. They
are claimed to have been instituted on a definite plan, as a tripartite close
league aimed at safeguarding external and internal security (ibid. 683e -
684b). The States were initially designed so as to have a common system
of social, legal and political order; but this system of laws proved
incapable of taking deep roots and was quickly corrupted in two of the
three, leaving Sparta alone in steadfastly adhering to the initial form and
purpose of the arrangement (685a).

The important thing in the present connexion is to notice the nature
of that initial plan in instituting the tripartite Dorian dominion in
Peloponnesus. Just before the collapse of the Achaean (= Mycenean)
Power - a power which was also centered in Peloponnesus and in fact,
chiefly on the Argive and Laconian plains -, an Achaean led Greek army
had destroyed Troy, the mighty and menacing power in norchwestern
Asia Minor, close to the ever, and all, important strategically Dardanelles.
Troy was, according to Plato, drawn into the powerful otbit of the great
Assyrian Empire, and thus the implications of its domineering behaviour
had very much wider significance, comparable to the geostrategic
consequences of the incorporation of Western Anatolia in the Persian
Empire at the classical period. The sack of Troy, opened, therefore,
Greece to a likely counter-offensive attempt by the not yet enfeebled
Assyrian power. Thus the Dorians divided Peloponnesian rule in
accordance with the Achaean pattern of power-centers in the peninsula
(Mycenae, and the rest of the Argolid - Sparta - Pylos in Messenia); they
instituted a sociopolitical order aimed principally at securing the highest
military might for the State; and they coimplicated the three new-old
states with strong ties of an effective alliance. V. ibid. 685b-e: ovxodv 67t
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€ dLevoodvTé ye ol Tére THY KaTackeviy TadTyw ob Iledomovviow
pévov éoeablos Bonbov ikaviiy, oxeddv 8fAov, dAAG kal Tois “EXAnpow
maot, €l Tis Tdv PapPapwy avTods aduol, kabdmep ol mept 76 Loy
olkolvTes TOTE, mIoTEbovTES T TV Aoaupiwy Svvduer 7 mepi Nivov
yevouévy, Gpaovviuevor Tov moleuov fyewpoy Tov émt Tpolav. v yop
Tt 70 THjs apxTs éxelvns oyfipa T6 owlbpevov ob oupdy kabdmep viv
Tov péyav Bacidéa pofodueda uels, kal Tére éxelvyy T ovorabeloav
otvrabw édédioav of Tére. péya yap EyrAnua mpds adrods 7 s Tpoi-
as dAwots 70 SedTepov éyeybver This dpyfs yap Tis éxelvawv Ty udpiov.
mpos O Talt’ Ny wavTa 1 Tob oTpaTomédou Tob TéTe Sraveunleioa els
Tpeis méAeis karackevy pia Hmo Pacidéwy adedddv, maidwv ‘HparAé-
ous, KaAds, ws é86keL, Avnupnuévy Kal KO.TAKEKOTUTLEVT) Kal Stadepd-
vrws Tis émt Ty Tpolav ddikopévns. mpdrov uév yap Tovs “HparAel-
das T@v Iledomddv dpelvous 7yodvro dpydvrwv dpyovras éyew,
émer’ ad 76 arparémedov TodTo Tob éml Tpolav ddiropévov Siapépew
TPOS GPETTV" VEVIKNKEVAL yap TovTous, nrTdchar 8 Umd TodTwy éxel-
vous, "Ayaiods dvras vmo dwpiddv. &p’ oby olirws oldueda kal T dia-
volg Towalry karaockevdleolar Tods 7ére; [«Can we doubt that the
people at that time intended these institutions (then grafted in the three
Dorian States with a dominantly military perspective) not only for the
protection of Peloponnesus, but of all Greeks, in case they were attacked
by the barbarians (a collective expression for non-Greeks)? For the
inhabitants of the region about Ilium (= Troy), when they provoked by
their insolence the Trojan war, relied upon the power of the Assyrians and
the Empire of Ninus (legendary king of Assyria). For the then still
remaining form and structure of that Imperium was not insignificant; just
as we now fear the Great King (i.e. the power of the Persian Empire), so
the people of those days were fearing the consolidated integration
centered on the Assyrian might. And the second capture of Troy (there
was another and previous, mythical, one reported) was a serious ground of
offence against them (sc. the Greeks), because Troy was a part of the
Assyrian Imperium. To meet the danger, the single army (which has
conqueted Peloponnesus overthrowing Achaean rule) was distributed
between three states, staying in a single coordination, by the royal
brothers, sons of Hercules, - a fair device, as it seemed, and a far better
arrangement than the one which produced the expedition against Troy.
For, firstly; the people of that day had, as they believed, in the Heracleidae
better leaders than the Pelopidae; in the next place, they considered that
their army was superior in valour to that which marched against Troy; for,
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although, the latter conquered the Trojans, they were themselves
conquered by the former - Achacans by Dorians. May we not suppose
chat this was the intention with which the men of those days framed the
constitution of their states?»]. That constitution aimed, as an absolute
priority, at strengthening the military capabilities of the State. As for the
historical points, the Pelopids were the leaders of the victorious Achaean-
led expedition against Troy, whereas the Heracleids were the leaders of
the Dorian conquest of Peloponnesus, the centrally important part of
main Greece dominated up to then by the Achaeans. More signiﬁcantly,
it is interesting to note that, according to Plato, it was the menacing
policies of Troy which provoked the Greek expedition against it - a clear
case, on this count, of preemptive strike and proleptic war.

Such is the Platonic, geostrategic interpretation of the renowned
Trojan War. As to the facts of the case, so far as they seem to be known at
present, the great Imperium of the East with which the Achaeans
(Myceneans) came into immediate contact was the Hittite Kingdom.
During the great Assyrian expansion at the beginning of the third
millennium B.C., Anatolia was deeply penetrated by Assyrian commercial
activity which led to the establishment of a trading colonial system with
its headquarters in Kanes (modern Kiiltepe); this operated by the side of
the political authority of local chiefs in the area. Since about the
seventheenth century B.C., the Hittites emerged as a new great power in
the world-scene, with their capital in Hattusa (modern Bogarkdy, to the
cast of Ankara). The kingdom lasted for five centuries. Its end occured
round 1200 BC, about the traditional Greek date for the fall of Troy, set
as follows by the corresponding sources: 1335 (Duris), 1270 (Life of
Homer and, approximately, Herodotus), 1266 (approximately,
Thucydides), 1234 (probably Timaeus), 1209 (Marmor Parium), 1184
(Dionysius), 1183 (Eratosthenes), 1171 (Sosibius), 1169 or 1149
(Ephorus), Phanias (1128), Callimachus (1127). The standardly accepted
epoch was Eratosthenes’ . The destruction of Chattusa is set at, about,

' 1196/4 B.C. (Fr. Cornelius, Gesehichte der Hethiter, 1979, p. 356) or c.
1176 B.C. (Tr. Bryce, The Kingdom of the Hittites, 1998, p. 382). The
£all of the Hittite Kingdom was the result of the universal upheaval that
destabilised the late-bronze Near and Middle Eastern World,
overthrowing the balance of power system, that was under increasing
strain towards the end of the second millennium B.C. The tumultuous
de-structuring is associated with the invasions of the famous «People of
the Sea» of the Pharanonic sources, which overturned the existing order of
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things in the wider area; only Egypt and, especially, Assyria came out of
the general turmoil as still incegral and powerful States. (On the «People
of the Sea» question, v. W. Helck, Die Beziehungen Agyptens und
Vorderasiens zur Agiis bis ins 7. Jahrhundert v. Chr., 1979, pp. 132-149;
Tr. Bryce, op. cit., pp. 367-74; 379-81). ‘

For a few centuries before the commotions that marked the collapse of
the second-millennium world-order, there is rtestified presence of the
Achaeans in Western Anatolia, initially round the area of Miletus. The
Hettite texts speak of the Ahhija or Ahhijawa, which cannot be but the
Achaeans (V. Helck, op. cit, p. 152). The Achaeans «were closely
involved in the political and military affairs of western Anatolia» (Bryce,
op.cit. p. 399). That involvement appears to have been expansionary,
widening the Achacan control and sphere of influence in Western Asia
Minor, starting with Miletus (Milawata in Hittite) as center. An
apparently crucial direction of expansion was towards the Straits, where
the realm of Wilusa (probably to be identified with Greek Ilion = Troy)
was located, a vassal state to the Hittite kingdom. Achaean expansionary
movement was both commercial and military. There must have been
brisk trade going on between the Aegean world and inner Asia. When
king Tudhaliya IV (c. 1237-1228 and 1227-1209) imposed economic
sanctions against Assyria he atctempted to enforce a trade-blockade against
it; he specifically enjoined the King of Amurru (in the Meditteranean
coastal area of Middle East) to intercept any ship-cargo from the land of
the Achaeans with destination to the Assyrian interior. In the course
however, of the thirteenth century B.C. there are simultaneously reported
repeated military engagements and temporary occupations of Wilusian
area by the Achaeans. To all this litterary evidence, the destruction of
Troy VIh fits well, as it happened at about that time. A few decades later,
the final Troy VIIb was destroyed and abandoned by its population for
good. The city was afterwards deserted (V. for all this Bryce, op. cit., pp.
392-404). So that the Greek poetic reports of the Trojan war are a
reminiscence of actual momentous events that happened at the time in
which they are approximately put by the Greek historiographic tradition.
The length of the Achaean expedition (it took a decade according to
Homer for the Greeks to capture Troy) may well reflect the fact that the
contest over Ilium was not a one-out attempt, but a long process of
Achaean consolidation of an expanding power-base in western Anatolia.
Shortly, however, after the final victory in Anatolia, Achaean power
collapsed at its very center in mainland Greck. The new order established
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there afterwards, caused an efflux of inhabitants from Greece to the
islands of East Aegean and the western coast of Anatolia, a veritable wave
of Greek colonisation of the area far exceeding in intensity the Mycenean
one: what were entrepots, trading stations, or military posts big or small,
were substituted by full-blown cities rapidly developing into powerful and
affluent States.

The Platonic analysis, compared to the realities of the case, is
remarkably within track, but for two points. One, the contest on the
Aegean shores of Anatolia was more than as much a question of Achacan
expansionism as of Hettitic imperial insolence. But the Anatolian
kingdom was a land-power, while the Achaeans were a sea-power with
strong trading mentality and connections. To such commercial states,
expansionism is tantamount to safeguarding security of trade against the
objective threat of an inward-looking, and more or less closed society.
Second, for Plato the Anatolian Power involved in the struggle of western
Asia Minor domination is the Assyrian Empire. In this he follows Cresias’
account, who wrote the history of Asia from the point of view of the
oriental dominant power in the continent. Cresias ascribed the
foundation of the Assyrian hegemony to 2182 B.C., and he considered it
to extend right from the beginning to all significantly inhabited Asia from
Asia Minor to Central Asia and from Caucasus to Nilus (Fr. Gr. H. 688
F1b §22.1-5). He extended the Assyrian hegemony down to the Median
rule, which he started at 876 B.C. In fact, he reported that Assyria
contributed to the defence of Ilium (a vassal kingdom of the Empire)
during the Trojan War by a military expedition involving a big army
(688F1b §22.1-5). Ctesias mentioned that he derived this information
from the royal archival annals of the Persian Empire (ibid. §22.5).
Herodotus, writing some half century before Cresias, restricts early
Assyrian hegemony to «upper Asia» (I, 95), i.e. the interior and higher
lands lying far from the sea. Similarly, and correctly, restrictive is
Dionysius Halicarnasensis, Antiquitates Romanae, 1, 2, 2. There was a
bias in the annalistic tradition of the great Persian Empire to set a
(chronological and articulate) framework for universal history in terms of
the succession of kings in a hegemonial center such as its own. This was
just an extrapolation of historiographical custom from local and regional
perspective to the interconnected, inhabited world at large, to the
significant and more or less integrated (at least commercially) olkovpév.
The sense of real integration (chiefly economic and intercultural)
supported the Persian imperial ideology of a continuous succession in



422

CHAPTER 5 NOTES

(53]

universal political centralisation, whose exponents appear to have been the
Babylonian chronologists and “astrologers”.

I shall cover this very important and revealing topic in the third
volume of this work (cf. n. 53). For a crucial piece of power-analysis v. the
famous dialogue of the Athenian ambassadors with the government of
Melus; V, Thucydides, V, 84-116.

Thucydides for the (unsuccessfull) Athenian hegemonic bid and
Polybius for the (successful) Roman one, are exemplary guides for an
objective, realistic and powerful analysis of Great- and Super-Power
strategies, respectively, in a balance of power (multipolar) and hegemonic
(unipolar) world-context.

The case of the Athenain imperium will be analysed, in extenso, in the
third volume of the present work, esp. from the point of view of the
interrelationship between cultural, political, military and economic
parameters. Meanwhile, v. (in Greek) A.L. Pierris, Space and History,
Chorological Causes of Historial Geopolitics and Geoculture, Vol. 1,
Universal Power Fields, Chorological Causes of Rhythms of Universal
Integration, 1998, pp. 158-176.

V. my book mentioned in the previous note, pp. 55-64. For the inner
cohesion of the trinity Power - Right - Justice, v. also there pp. 51-4.

V. A.A. Thompson, A Golden Nike from the Athenian Agora, in
Athenian Studies (presented to William Scott Ferguson), Harvard Studies
in Classical Philology, Supplementary Vol. I, 1940, pp. 183-210. One
can vividly see the point, in the following pictures.

Plate 10. The Victory-Athena in question, ¢.435 B.C.

Plate 11. Later copy of. (in all probability) Pheidias’ Athena Lemnia,
c. 450 B.C. '

(Head in Bologna, torso in Dresden)

By contrast, notice the complete change in attitude and expression
signalled by the Peiraeus Athena, c. 350 B.C. (Plates 14, 15). We observe
here the visual representation of Athen’s loss of imperium, and of her
timid, impotent and unsuccessful attempts to reconstruct it, in a much
narrower area, and on a «consensual» basis. The collapse of the Athenian
Empire as a result of her crushing defeat in the Peloponnesian War, left an
unremedied wound on the Athenian State and its people, cause of much
aching soul-searching on the part of her intellectual elite in the following

fourth century of late (and tired) classicism. On the whole, the effect was
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negative; we experience much impotent lamentation and ideologizing,
post-mortem condemnation. (There is a notable exception though;
Isocrates’ praize of the Athenian Imperium in glowing fifth-century terms:
Panegyricus, 29-31). The usual analysis of failure is also poor: reasons are
sought in the exactly opposite direction from that in which they are really
to be found. The strategy of uncompromising power superiority is cited as
the fundamental ground of ruin. This (Themistoclean) strategy directed
indeed Athenian policies at the first half of its ascent to superpower status
(c. 479-449 B.C.) and (on the whole and determinatively) the later phase,
during the state of war (431-404 B.C.). But there was a crucial interval in
between those periods when Pericles pursued a strategy of peace, relying
on the operations of economic forces to carry almost automatically the
day for Athens. But the economic factors can follow their course and
effect their work only when supported by military might, political will
and an appropriate cultural value-system cultivated, elaborated and
manifested in a grand scale on the intellectual arena. Athens failed to the
detriment of the entire associated world-field, because of unwise strategic
planning rather than a loss of heart at the critical juncture. A relatively
brief respite in her bid for hegemony not only lost for her the imperium,
but utterly destroyed her, while simultaneously regressing the state of the
whole Greek world.

A useful comparison may be further instituted of the Athenian
imperial representations of Athena and Victory, to previous expressions of
the spirit of Athena in early Classicism. The noble superiority of
knowledge and wise action, the ideal of excellence and efficiency, can be
seen there; but there is missing the stately self-affirmation of conscious
superiority, the majesty of wise potency, the loftiness of the power of
mind and knowledge, the sense of overwhelming, and self-justified
(because intellectually self-conscious and excelling), rightful might; all,
that is, which we observe in the Athenian examples.

Reliefs of Athena in the Temple of Aphaea, Aegina, c. 490-475 B.C.

Plate 9.

Hlustration 20. Western pediment

[Hlustration 21. Eastern 'pediment'

Reliefs of Athena from the temple of Zeus in Olympia c. 470-457 B.C.

Plares 12-13. '

Mluster. 26. Western Metope 1

Illustr. 27. Eastern Metope 4

Ilustr. 28-29. Eastern Metope 6.



