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This paper will be tripartite in structure. In a short first part I
shall indicate what appears to be Aristotle’s idea of Platonic
development. In the main middle section, Pythagorean factors in the
Meno will be detected and analyzed. And then the question as to the
“meaning” of this dialogue will be addressed in the final part, what
main point, namely, if anything, Plato wanted to bring to his readers’
awareness by writing and publishing this work. The intimate
connection among these three parts will become manifest as they are
unfolded.

I

In his critical history of philosophy (Metaphysics A, and further
M and N), Aristotle clearly and unmistakeably (however we may
interpret or account for it) considers Plato (just as his immediate
successors in the Old Academy) a sort of Pythagorean. By
Pythagoreanism in this paper I shall mean basically what Aristotle
signified, when he described the proper and peculiar characteristic of
that “school” of thought: ot d¢ TTuBaydpeiloL dVO pEV TAS AOXAS KATX
TOV aUTOV elpnkaot tomov (i.e. one év UAng eidel, the other v 60ev N
kivnows - this being Aristotle’s reduction (ocvvdyewv) of what the
previous thinkers expressed popuyxwtepov, to his systematic theory
of causality), tocovtov 6¢ mpooenéBecav 6 kai OV ot avT@V, GTL TO
TIETMEQAOUEVOV KAl TO ATEQOV Kal TO €V oVX €Tépag Tvag q@nonoav
elval PUOELS, olov TV 1) YNV 1] TL TOLOVTOV E€TEQOV, AAA" AUTO TO ATtELQOV
Kat a0TO TO €V ovoiav elval TOUTWV WV KATNY0QoLVTAL D0 Kat &QLOpoOv

elvar v ovolav mavtov (Met. 987a13-19). Aristotle furthermore



associates to this, let us say, “mathematization” of reality, the
beginning of the systematic search for definitions of the essential
nature of things (kai mepl ToU ti €oTv TjgEavto pév Aéyewv kal
ootleoBay, 987a20-21), although their treatment was simplified (Aiav
d' amAwg émpaypatevOnoav, ibid.). The simplicity of their definitional
procedure consisted, according to Aristotle, first in that their
definitions were touching superficially the real essence of things, and
secondly, and particularly, in that they took the first term of a series
as the essence of the common character of the series (Formulaicly
put, the essence of F, or of F-ness, in the F-series F1, F2, Fs, ..., Fn, ... is
F1): wotlovto te yap émmoAaiwg, kat @ Mt Vmapielev 6 AexOeig
000¢, TOLT elval TV oVOlAV TOU MEAYHATOS EVOULlov, oTeQ &l TIg
oloLto TavToV eivat OIMAACIOV Kal TV duAdA DIOTL TTEWTOV VTTAXQXEL TOLG
dLOL TO ATMAACLOV. AAA" OV TAVTOV (0WG €07TL TO elvat DIMAATIW KAt dDLADdL
(987a22-26). The bearing of this on the theory of forms, esp. in
connection with the difficulty of explaining their relationship to
existents in space and time, is evident. As it is its relevance to the
Aristotelian notion of mpog év AéyeoBal, as a means of avoiding such
difficulties in some appropriate cases.

By employing here the above Aristotelian understanding of
fundamental Pythagoreanism, I accept the implication that this was
the relevant and dominant form of Pythagorean Philosophy in the 5%
century, although I have argued elsewhere that such a construal is
inapplicable to (or, at least, seriously misleading for), 6% century
Pythagoreanism (and also explained how the transformation came

about).



In his account of the PrePlatonic (and not Presocratic)
philosophy, Aristotle lays the leading emphasis on the Pythagoreans.
The Eleatic singularity is fully acknowledged (986b8 — 987a2): but he
highlights the fact that Parmenides, the more penetrating Eleatic
(naAAov BAémwv 986b 28), was obliged to postulate himself dualism in
his theory of the sensible world (avaykalduevog d' akoAovBetv toig
dawvopévorg 986b  31). Aristotle recapitulates the point and
significance of Pythagoreanism (987a2-28) just before he turns his
analytic attention to what he clearly considers as a new phase in
philosophy, Plato (and his Academy).

Meta 0¢ tag elonpévac Pprocodiag 1) INAdtwvog €meyéveto
noaypateia, T pev MOAAX Tovtolg dkoAovBovoa, T O¢ kal O Tapa
™mv v Ttadwov éxovoa drocodiav (987a29-31). Who the “Italics”
are is clear from what follows. Aristotle seems to ascribe implicitly to
the Platonic “systematic treatment of things”, (moayupateta is
significantly used in this connection to differentiate the Platonic
“system” from the preceding philosophical endeavours), a certain
eclecticity. Many characteristics of it were taken up, we are told, or
were elaborate follow ups, from those previous philosophies, while
its peculiar tenets came from the “Italics”. These Italics are identified
afterwards as Pythagoreans (987b11; b23; b31; and, definitively,
988a26, where the “Italics” are credited with making the amewoov
principle of reality). For one reason or another, and probably because
he did not thought of it as such a cardinal contribution to the history

of philosophy, Aristotle discounts, in this respect, too, the Eleatics.



The peculiar identity (ta idw) of Platonism is, then, according to
Aristotle, its Pythagoreanism. Furthermore, Aristotle is crystal clear
about the basic structure of that system, as well as of its historical
genesis: here again the essence of the system and its origination
(growth) reveal the same reality from alternative points of view, one
systematical, the other historical; both points of view combine in the
concept of ¢pvoic.

The general structure of the Platonic system is described by
Aristotle in two fundamental doctrines (with one substantial
corollary):

1) There are separate ideas of particular things exhibiting a
common character (“Theory of Forms”). In terms of the series-model
that I used above, there is an F per se for every series Fi, F2, ..., Fn, ...,
and this F (not Fi) is the essence of all F’s. (There are certain
qualifications to this general proposition, but they do not affect its
fundamental significance).

2) The ideas are (ideal) numbers. The principles of numbers
are the principles of reality. Pythagorean Dualism provides these
two principles, with a Platonic qualification (the second principle is
itself dual rather than unitary) and a complication (the “matter” of
the sensible things is the same second principle as the substratum for
the ideas, 988a11-14; ct. Physica 209b11-16).

The significant corollary from (1) and (2) is that the numbers
as causes of being cannot for Plato be the mathematical numbers, for
these are many of a kind. Thus in between ideas = ideal numbers and

material reality, there lie the mathematicals (through which ideas



shape the sensible world by imposing form and order on “matter” =
on the second principle of being). The necessity for the existence of
these intermediate entities is clear: ét1 d¢ mapa & aloONTX KAl T €(dON
TA HAONUATIKA TWV TOAYHATWV elval ¢not petald, duadégovia TV
HEV aloONTOV TQ KD Kal akivita eival, TV O¢ eV TQ Tt HEV TTOAA'
atta Gpowx etvat to d¢ €ldog avto v ékaotov povov, 987b14-18.

To this structural account of the Platonic system, there exactly
corresponds its genetic explanation. This is also basically binary:

1*) Heracleitianism + Socratic quest for definition, which
means for the common universal (to kaB6Aov), = theory of forms
[987a32-987b1: Heracleitean influence via Cratylus. 987b1-9: Socratic
contribution].

2*) Pythagoreanism explains the identification of ideas with
(ideal) numbers and the theory of first principles (987b18-25).

There is in fact such an explicit nexus of cross-inferences in
Aristotle’s account of the Platonic system, that his reconstruction
appears thoroughly deliberate. Thus, because of (1), and,
correspondingly, (1*), numbers and their principles are separate
from things, unlike what is the case according to the Pythagorean
theory. To pév ovv 0 €v kat Tovg APLOUOVS TARA T TIEAYHATA TIONOTAL
(sc. Plato), kat pr comep ot [TuBaydpetol, kal 1) TV DOV eloaywyn) dx
TV €V tolg Aoyolg €yéveto oképv (ol yaQ MQOTEQOL DIAAEKTIKNG OV
peteiyov), 987b29-33. And, conversely, we may add, because of (2),
and (2¥), the essence of things and their sensible cosntitution, have
ultimately to be interpreted mathematically, as in Timaeus. Finally,

(1*) and (2¥) lead to:



3*) The conjuction, and synthesis, of Heracleiticism +
Socratism on the one hand and Pythagoreanism on the other leads to
the Platonic peculiarity of mathematical intemmediacy, a doctrine
which introduces into the system heavy additional complications
according to Aristotle, and which, significantly was abandoned by
Speusippus (ot Aéyovteg apOuov mpwtov tov pabnuaticov, 1075b37).
The Old Academy reverted then to purer Pythagoreanism after
Plato.

Now the crucial (for our purpose here) question in Aristotle’s
account of the Platonic system is whether he understood (1*) and (2¥)
as two distinct temporal phases in the formation of the system, or
rather as two steps in the logical construction of the system, two
“steps” reflecting the two moments (1) and (2). And the answer to
this question depends heavily on Aristotle’s meaning in the passage
where he critically re-examines the Theory of Forms in M, 4-5. He
starts this inquiry in the following way: meot ¢ TV eV TEWTOV
avTnV TV Kata v Wéav dofav emiokemtéov, pUNOEv ovvAamTovTag
TIEOG TV TV AQLOHWV POOLV, AAA' g VTEAAPOV €€ AOXTC OL TTEWTOL TAG
wéag dnoavteg eivar (1078b9-12). Who are these mowtol tag idéag
dnoavteg etvat unbev cuvATTOVTEG TEOC TV TV aQOpv Gvow? [
think Plato (and not, e.g., some other Socratic ¢pidot TV edWV).

In support of this thesis I shall simply mention here that the
argumentation in M parallels closely the corresponding one in A,
where Plato is obviously the object of inquiry. In particular, the role
of the Socratic quest for definition of the essential kaO@oAov is

highlighted, again in the context of dominant Heracleitianism.



Socrates is here, moreover, explicitly denied the patronage of the
Theory of Forms: aAA' 6 pév Zwkoatng té kaBdAov ov xwolota €molet
0VOE TOUG OQLOMOVS" Ol O' €xwELoav, KAl T TolxvTa TV OVIwVv Oéag
npoonyopevoav (1078b30-32). In fact, Socrates is equally explicitly
credited with two things (dvo yao éotwv & Tic av amodon LwkodTel
dikaiwg, 1078b27-8), tovg T é€maxtucoLs Adyovs kai TO OpileoBal
kaBoAov (1078b28-29), both pertaining to scientific knowledge (tavta
Yo éotwv apdw meol aoxnv émotiung, 1078b29). And Socrates’
interest was restricted even in this respect to the moral excellences
(virtues), meot tag NOWKAS agetag mpayuatevopévov (1078b17-18); cf.
987b1-2: Lwkodtoug d¢ meQL HEV T NOKX TOAYHUATEVOUEVOL TIEQL OE
S OANG pvoews ovOEV etc.

That Plato is primarily meant in this criticism of the Theory of
Ideas in M, 4-5, is further evidenced by the fact that near the end of
the entire argumentation the Phaedo is mentioned by name (1080a2).
And this again replicates what is said about the same Phaedonian
point in A, 991b3 sqgq.

Finally, on a different count, that Plato actually underwent a
fundamental evolution in thinking according to Aristotle, seems also
to be suggested by the way in which he temporalises his account of
the constitutive influences on Plato’s formation, in the very
introduction of his examination of Platonic philosophy. Thus Plato
&k véov te yap ovvnong yevouevoc mpwtov KoatiAw xat taig
HoakAertelog d0Eais (987b32-33), inferred that there can be no
science of the sensible reality as this is found in continuous flux.

Tavta pév kat totepov oVtws VTéAaPev (987a34-bl): i.e. he retained



this Heracleitean influence in the latter and maturer phases of his
thinking. Then comes the Socratic factor, and finally Pythagoreanism
is introduced. The sequence is of course repeated in the latter
treatment (M, 4-5).

In conclusion, therefore, Aristotle provides us with an
analytical and genetic description of the fundamental structure of the
Platonic system, which admits of a two-stage pattern in Platonic
development: the stage before and the stage after some decisive
exercise of Pythagorean influence. The stage before is dominated by
Heracleiteanism (sensible reality is in permanent flux) and Socratism
(definition and science is of the universal). These parameters
continued to operate into the second phase of Pythagorean
Platonism, but now under the overarching influence of
Pythagoreanism, which in effect gave the key to the knowledge logically
demanded, but not discoverable, within the framework of the first phase.
But more on this, in the third section below.

Let me mention here (what will be elaborated in an Appendix)
that Aristotle’s account of Platonic development, also squares nicely
with the historical evidence, as this can be elicited from the critical
shifting of our sources.

I

Pythagoreanism in the Meno will be analysed here under the
following seven headings:

1) Socrates” example of a proper definition: shape, colour and their

intimate connection (74b4-76e€9).



2) The doctrine of reincarnation (specifically in its Pindaric form).
Who are the avdoec kat yuvaikeg codot mept tax Oela meaypata?
(81ab-c4).

3) Avauvnoic (81c5 sqq.).

4) The kinship of nature and the cohesion of knowledge (81c9-d4).

5) The mathematical demonstration with the slave and inferences
from it concerning avapvnois (82b9-86¢c2). The meaning of aei 1
aAnBeiax twv dvtwv €otiv év ) Yuxn (86b1-2).

6) Argumentum ex hypothesi (86d3-87c2).

7) Aoylouog aitiag (98a3-4).

1) Wanting to give an example of what he means by a proper
definition of the essence of a thing, Socrates proposes shape as object
of investigation (ti éotwv oxnua; 74b5). A mathematical entity is thus
focused upon. And in immediate succession to the question, colour
(xowpa) is introduced (74c5). Then without much ado (apart from
generalities that do not relate directly to the particular case under
discussion), the following statement is given as an answer to the t(
¢otv question: éotw yaQ On MUV TOUTO OXNUA, O HOVOV TV OVIWV
Toyxavel xoopatt aet émopevov (75b9-11). Now that the existence of
colour entails the existence of a (coloured) surface is an important
point that could be developed philosophically in important ways.
One should expect here pregnant explanatory analyses on the
relationship of surface, boundary of a solid thing and colouration.
Nothing, however, of the sort is being attempted here. The
development is blocked by Meno’s objection that this is to define

unknowns by things more unknown (75c2-7). On the other hand, it
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was a characteristic Pythagorean tenet to essentially associate surface
with colour; in fact, Aristotle seems to indicate that the Pythagoreans
identified surface and colour: to y&o xooua 1) év 1@ méoati €0ty N
riépag (610 xal oi [TvBayodpetor v émpaveiav xpoav éxadovv), Parva
Naturalia, 439a30-31 = 58DK B42. (Doxographic attestation in -
Plut.Epit. 1, 15, 2 = Stobaeus Ecl. I, 16, 2 = Diels DG p. 313.6-7: ot
[TuBaydoetot xootv €xdAovy v émudpavelav o0 owpatos, where it is
made explicit that a surface is the boundary of a body. And so
Psellus, de omnit. Doctr. 64: xooua éotv o0gaty MOWOTNG TAS TV
cwpatwv érupaveing, where the force of the Pythagorean conception
is rather scholastically lost or diluted). In the Theolog. Arithm. the
doctrine (p. 22.5 de Falco) appears in conjunction with the
Pythagorean emphasis on the surface as fundamental element in the
geometry of space (and, thus, in the constitution of solids
mathematical or physical is the same thing for the Pythagoreans). As
Aristotle mentioned with reference to some thinkers (including the
Pythagoreans), boundaries and limits of bodies are substances, and
more so than bodies and solids (Met. 1028b16 = 58 DK B23). — X0,
xooux (and xowc) meant also the skin esp. of the human body and its
complexion, as well as colour. The essential association of bounding
surface and colour was felt even in the prephilosophical
understanding of the world reflected in language and common
thinking.

Furthermore. We know something about how, according to
the Pythagoreans, colour entered into the very first cosmogonical

step. Aristotle comments on what he deems a difficulty on their part
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to account for the generation of the first one from the ultimate dual
principles of reality, méoag kat amewoov. This first one is an extended
unit by means of which space (in itself an infinity) is organized into
finite order. But 6mwc d¢ 10 mowrtov &v ouvéotn éxov néyebog, amnogelv
¢otkaowy (Met. 1080b20-21 = 58 DK B9). An intimation of the different
approaches which the Pythagoreans utilised to overcome this
difficulty in effecting the first step towards the world creation, is
given by Aristotle: pavepds yao Aéyovowv wg tov évog ovataBévtog,
elt’ & érumédwy it éx xpoiac eit’ éx omépuatoc eit’ ¢ wv dnopovoty
eimev, eVOLS TO €yyLoTa TOL ATElEOL OTL €iAKETO Kal €meQatveto VMO
tovu Tépartog (Met. 1091a 15-18 = 58DK B26). Cf. Philolaus (44DK B7):
TO TEATOV AQUOCOEV, TO €V, &V T Héow TAg odalpag é0tia KaAettal
And so Theolog. Arithmeticae p. 6.17 (de Falco): v povaducnv dpvowv
‘Eotiag todmov év péow wovabat. More informatively, Philolaus 44DK
B17: 6 xoopog eig éotwv, fjoato d¢ yiyveoOal Amo 100 HéoOL KAl ATO
TOU HEOOV €IS TO AV DX TWV AVTWV TOIG KATW.

[[The passage continues: &ott <yag> T &vw TOL péOOL
UTEVAVTIOS KElPEVA TOIC KATW. TOIG YAQ KATWTATW T HéOox E0TLV
WOTEQY TA AVWTATW KAl TAX AAAX WOAVTWS. TEOG YXQ TO HETOV KAT
TaUTh €0ty ékatepa, 6oa pr petevivektat This idea is explicitly
mentioned (without organic need) in Socrates’ description of the
underworld (inside the “real earth” which is vastly larger than what
we think “our earth” and extends to the heaven, is, in fact, the entire
world) in Phaedo’s myth (112d6-e3). Philolaus held that the moon
was Yewdng and inhabited kaBameo v map’ nuiv ynv (44DK A20).

He also called ‘'OAvumov 10 avwtdtw péQog Tov TeQLEXOVTOGS, €V (@ TV
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elAoivelav etvar tov otoixelowv (44 DK A16) — of all elements
presumable and, of earth above all, just as in the Phaedonian myth
(109b4-c2; 109d6-110b2; cf. 110b sqq.; 114b6-c2). This extremely
characteristic conception of a World-Earth is ascribed by Plato to
someone specifically: eiotv d¢ moAAol kat Bavpaotol TG YNg TOTOL, Kal
avT) ovte ola ovte Bom dofaletat VTO TWV TEQL YNG elwBOTwV Aéyery,
w¢ éyw vno twvoc németopar (Phaedo, 108c5-8). This “one” must have
been then Philolaus, who is also mentioned explicitly in the dialogue
(6le), in connection with the prohibition of self-slaying resulting
from the doctrine of the soul's incarceration in the bodily life of this
world (cf. 44DK A15 and A14).

[The idea of World-Earth, with its multitude of deeper or
shallower, broader or narrower, interconnected cavities (¢éyxoia,
Phaedo 111c5), one of which is our otkovuévn, this idea goes back in
all likelihood to Phyrecydes (v. 7DK B6; cf. A10). The Philolaean
lengthy and elaborate recension of the idea (6 piog pot doket 0 éuog, @
Lippia, @ prket tob Adyov ovk éEagketv, Phaedo 108d8-9) must have
been impressive and influential. Clearchus (the Peripatetic) seems to
have wused it in recounting the death-experience (Er-like) of
Cleonymus (Fr. 8, p. 11.35 sqq. Wehrli): mv puév odv avtov Ppuxnv
davar aga tov Oavatov olov €k deou@y dOEAL TIVWV APELUEVTV TOD
owpatog mape0évtog petéwpov apbnvat, kat agbetoav vTEpP yNc eV
TOTIOVG €V aDTI] TAVTOOATIOUS KAl TOIG OXTUACL KAL TOIS XPWUAOLY KAl
PEVUATA TOTAPWV ATIROCOTTA AvOQWTOLS. Kal TéAog adkéoOar eig Tiva

x@oov tepov g Eotiac etc., where the souls undergo punishment
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and purification (as in the Acherusian lake of the Phaedonian
myth)].

It is significant that the Phaedonian myth lays extraordinary
stress on the colouration of the real earth and its parts, as it is seen
from the purity of the celestial sphere: 110b7-e2. The emphasis on
colour as a fundamental cosmogonical factor may have been
characteristic of Philolaus. It was remarkably reflected in Zeno the
Stoic: Znvov 6 L1wikog T XQWHATA TRWTOVS elvat OXNUATIOUOUS THG
UAnG Plut. Epit. 1, 15, 6 = Stobaeus 1, 16.6 = Diels DG p. 313.19-20).]]

Aristotle, we saw, mentions planes, colour-surfaces and semen as
ways which different groups of Pythagoreans endeavoured to
invoke in order to explain the beginning of the world-ordering, the
genesis of the first extended monad out of the two principles of
reality. I have argued elsewhere [Origin and Nature of Early
Pythagorean Cosmogony, in K. Boudouris (ed.), Pythagorean Philosophy,
1992, pp. 126-162, esp. pp. 135 sq. with notes] in favour of an original
form of Pythagoreanism that would employ biological symbolism
(semen) in its cosmogonical processes. Planes, on the other hand and
at the other end, seem to refer to a construction of (regular
geometrical) solids out of plane figures, like the elementary triangles
in Plato’s Timaeus. Colour-surfaces (in between the two extremes
conceptually and chronologically), may well reflect the idea that it is
the boundaries of bodies which constitute them as distinct entities,
with unorganized space or the vacuum separating them one from
another: etvai d' épaoav kat ot [TvBaydEeloL KEVOV, Kal EMelTEVAL AVTQ

T OVEAVQ €K TOL ATIEIQOV TVEVHA TE WS AVATIVEOVTL KAl TO KEVOV, 0
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OtopiCel Tac pvoels, g OVTOG TOL KEVOD XWELOUOU TIVOS TV EPe&ng Kkal
[tnc] dopioews: kat TovT” elvar TpawTov €V Tolc dpLtOuoic TO yap KeVOV
dtopiCewv v ¢vow avtwv (numbers being extended entities for the
Pythagoreans), Phys. 213b22 = 58 DK B30.

According to such a construal, it is boundaries of things that
we perceive as shapes and as colours. These colour-surfaces even
have a certain metaphysical priority over their bodies: they define
them as existing, distinct and separate entities. This account would
fit well to the Orphic doctrine of Protogonos-Eros’ birth (with its
portentous light-imagery that accompanies him right from the
beginning, as in Aristophanes’” Aves). Light (of Phanes, according to
Orphism) brings to existential “appearance” the multifarious hues
which constitute the variegated spectacle of reality. This could also
explain the apparent definitional precedence of colour over surface
in both the Pythagorean and the Menonian accounts: ot ITvBaydoetot
™V €mpaveiav xooav ékaAovv. And: oxnua éotv 6 HévVov TV OVTWV
toyxavet xowpatt aet érmopevov. (This would come from a phase of
Pythagoreanism preceding the fully mathematicised one, with its
stress on surfaces, Timaeus-like, in the constitution of sensible
reality).

[Such an Orphic connection would square with the
cosmogonical content of (the reputed Philolaus’) Baxyat (44DK B17-
19). We should always bear seriously in mind the Herodotean
pronouncement (even if it is given with reference to a particular
observance): opoAoyéovot d¢ tavta totot Opdukolot kaAeopévolot kat

Bakxwolot, €00 d¢ Atyvntiowot kat ITuBayopeiowot (II 81). Maybe the
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Phaedonian myth comes from the Philolaean system of cosmology
and eschatology].

After the repudiation by Meno of the proposed definition,
Socrates agrees that in a dialectical encounter perhaps one should
state only what the person questioned admits of knowing. There
follows then the geometrical definition of shape: otegeov mépac
oxnua etvar (76a7). Meno presses on for a definition of colour.
Socrates obliges with the Gorgean (basically Empedoclean”) account:
E0TLV YOO XQO ATIOQQOT] OXNUHATWV OPel OVUUETEOG Kal aloOntdg
(76d4-5). If oxnuatwv is right, we probably have a Platonic
elaboration of Empedocles — Gorgias view. Xonudtwv is attested as
a variant in T, while cwpdtwv is read in Alexander de sensu p. 24.8
(Wendland). If the definition is Gorgias’, xonuatwv should be
probably restituted, as Diels-Kraunz saw. Ilogot played an
important generally role, it seems, in Gorgian Physics, cf. 82 DK B5.

Socrates makes clear that he is not satisfied with this definition
of colour (76e6-9). He ascribes Menon’s enthousiastic endorsement of
it to the fact that he is accustomed to it (76d8) or that it is framed
grandiloquently (e3-4) in Gorgian rhetorical manner. Socrates means
probably to object that it does not give the essence of colour, but
only, at most, supplies an account of the mechanism through which

colour is seen. (This is exactly what he clarifies in the methodological

Theophrastus (de sensibus_§7 = Diels DG p. 500.19 sqq.) ascribes the view to
Empedocles. Aristotle ascribes to him variation of opinion (de sensu, 437b23 —

438a5: EpmedokAic &' €oike vopiovTl OTE pév £€10vTog 10U QWTOG, WOTEP €ipnTal
TIPOTEPOV, BAETIEIV ... OTE pév olv oUTwE Opdv @naiv, 0T 8¢ Talg ATToppoiaIg assigns

TAIG ATTO TV OPWUEVWV).
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passage of Phaedo). Besides, the Pythagorean factor operating here
would demand definitions of shape and colour exhibiting the
necessary coimplication, if not virtual identity, of their respective

objective essences.

2) The doctrine of transmigration and reincarnation of the
souls was peculiarly Pythagorean. Furthermore, here we have to do
with a specific form of it encapsulated in the Pindaric passage (Fr.
133 Maehler). According to this, the incarnated souls are giving
penance for wrongs done of old, for ancient mourning and “pristine
woe” (mowav madawov mévOeog). The primeval grief is Persephone’s
(as Rhode saw) primarily — her is the mévOocg, and therefore she is
entitled to receive, accept or refuse, atonement. In the Pindaric text
we meet therefore by implication with the abominable deeds of the
Titans committed upon Zagreus, the Mysteric Dionysus, son of
Persephone. The full Orphic account of the story of this Original Sin
had the Titans struck by Zeus’ lightning. From their ashes came the
human race, Titavucov oréoua. In the Pindaric fragment we see also
part of the Orphic-Pythagorean eschatology. It concerns those that
are relieved from the bondage of necessity: kiUkAov d' é&émtav
PaoumevOéoc apyaAéoto, as the gold leafs of the dead had it. They are
the evoepeic and 6ABow of Fr. 129. (The Orphic tenor of the doctrine is
confirmed by Fr. 131a: 6ABoL d' Gnavteg aioa Avarmovwv tedetav). In
Fr. 130 we encounter the damned souls, the ones condemned to the
Tartarean Erebus. There remains the third part of souls, of the

middling life on earth, who, chastised for their defects for a set
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period of time, are thrown back to the cycle of innerworldly
necessity to prove whether the chastisement was really atonement
and purgation. This triple destiny is paralleled in Olymp. II 56-78.

Now the structure of this Pindaric (Orphico-Pythagorean)
Eschatology is identical with that of the Phaedonian myth. And, so
far as we can judge, the cosmology that goes with such Eschatology
is also very similar. (See, e.g., the motapot in Fr. 130). We saw reason
above to suport a Philolaean source for Phaedo’s myth. But the
Pindaric eschatology, (which is by no fortuitous accident that Plato
invokes in the Meno) leads us way back, to 6% century Orphico-
Pythagorean doctrine.

It cannot be without significance that relatively minor, but
charateristic, details appear in common among these various
cosmologico-eschatological accounts, strengthening thereby the case
for a single, definite source, esp. as they form an interlapping net like
“family resemblances”. In the second OAvumovikne (addressed
appositely to a Sicelian victor), Pindar holds that to those souls is
salvation delivered who would live a life of purity three consecutive
times on earth and three in the realm of ded: Ol II 68: 6ool d
ETOAMAOLY &G TOIC EKaTéQwOL HelvavTes ATO MAPTAV AdikwV EXeLV
Yuyxav etc. Now thrice must they choose to live the pure life those
that will be transferred to the Islands of the Blessed, beyond the hold
of the Cycle of Necessity, in the cognate to the Phaedonian
_Phadrus_ myh, 249a: ¢xv éwvtal toic épe&ng tov Biov tovtov etc.

The Orphic version emphasised the specific primeval atrocity

perpetrated. We can well imagine that the philosophical
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Pythagoreans would generalize the delict involved to any violation
of cosmic order committed when the soul lives its independent,
purely spiritual, life. In Empedocles we have probably both an
allusion to the Titanic abominations (31 DK B124:

@ TOTOL, @ DELAOV BVNTQWYV YEVOGS, @ dDLTAVOABOV

tolwv €k T' €0dwV €k Te oTovaxwv £yéveoDe)
and to the general principle (B115). Once fallen, the souls enter the
cycle of transmigration (cf. B127), where they should lead a life of
purification (vnotevoatr kakétmrog, B 144) and wisdom (B 132) in
order, at the end of an ascending ladder of transformation, that they
might finally become what they were before the fall (B146). The same
pattern, more philosophically expressed, we see in Phaedrus 248a-
249d, esp. 248c-d. Very appropriately DK append to Empedocles the
Phaedrus passage as C. Anklang. [Notice that if the toic pvowat @oat
of Empedocles B 115.6 refer to seasons, and if we accept the early
reckoning of three seasons in the year, the grand period of
transmigration is the same in Empedocles and Plato (Phaedrus: 248e9,
gtV Holwv)].

But whatever the possibilities open, and whatever the
significance of an outlook which would emphasise that
imprisonment protects (as well as punishes) the culprit from his
worst predictable excesses (on which more in a moment), the
corporeal “dressing” of the soul, to which she is bound, is a serious
“testaceous” impediment to its diine function: initially souls were by

themselves following the litany of Zeus and the other gods, kabaoot
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OvTee kal donfuavtor tovtov O VOV cwua TeQudpéQovtes OVopAlouey,
0oteéov teoToVv dedeopevuévor (Phaedrus, 250c).

Incarnated souls are here for a punishment. This World is part
of the purification procedure, as much as Hades. In fact, according to
the Phaedonian myth, our inhabited earth is just one of the cavities
of the world-earth, others (more awsome) being the Acherusian lake
and Tartarus itself, all bound in a network of communications. The
ideas could within such an outlook naturally arise of the soul, first,
really dying when being incarnated (being removed from the
fullness of its true and divine life); and, second, of the soul being
incarcerated in the body of its worldly existence. The former idea we
discover, I think, in Empedocles (B 125):

&K eV yoo Cwwv etifel vekoa elde' apelPav
(which fragment follows immediately upon B118:

KAQUOA T€ kal KOKLoA DV &dovvnOéa xwoov).
Both ideas are connected especially with Philolaus, who also draw
the corollary that, as a consequence of that state of affairs, self-dying
is a wrong which aggravates the condition of the soul. And this
corollary is explicitly ascribed to Philolaus in Phaedo, 61d7; €7. The
secret reason given is that we are here somehow incarcerated: o év
amoppnTolc Aeyopevog mepl avTwV AdYOS, s €V TVL ppovpa €0UEV Ol
avOowror (62b2-6). V. 44 DK B15. These views were ascribed by
Clearchus to some Pythagorean Euxitheus (Fr. 38 Wehrli): éAeyev
vdedéoBal 1 owpatt kat @ mde Piw TaC amdviwv Yuxag Tiuwpiac
xXaowv, kat dielimacOatl tov Oeov g el ) pevovoy €Tt TovTols, g av

gV avTovg AvoT), TAeloot kat pellove éumeocovvtat tote Avpaig etc.
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Cicero goes back to Pythagoras himself (de senect. 20): vetat
Pythagoras injussu imperatoris, id est Dei, de praesidio et vitae
statione discendere. (But on ¢poOpa& as praesidium see in a
moment). Philolaus meant probably to ascribe the doctrine to
Orpheus when he wrote (B14): pagtvpéovtar d¢ kai ot maAaiot
OeoAdyol Te Kkal HAVTLEG, WG DA TVAS TIHWEIAS & PuXA T CwWHATL
ovvélevktat kat kaBamep €v oapatt tovtw téOamtar. Plato in Gorgias
assigns the owpa - onua theory to some unspecified wise men:
NKOLOA TWV COPWYV WG VUV MUES TEOVAUEV KAL TO HEV OWHA E0TLV 1)ULV
onua (493a2-3). What follows has significant implications regarding
the true upholder of these views: tg d¢ Ppuxnc Tovto év @ émbvuial
elol Tuyxavel ov oiov avamel@eoOal Kal HeTATUNTEY AVEL KATW, KAl
TOUTO & TG pvboAoywv koupos avnp, lows ZikeAoc tic 1 Ttadikoc,
TIAQAYWYV TQ OVOHATL DX TO TOaVOV Te Kal TEWOTIKOV WVOpaoe mibov,
TOUG d& AVONTOUG AULTTOVS, TV O' AVONTwV TOLTO TS Puxns oL atl
erbvpial eloi, 1O AKOAAOCTOV AVTOL KAl OV OTEYAVOV, WG TETONHUEVOS €l
niBog, dwx TV AamAnotiav amewdoas. Tovvavtiov d1 obtog col,
KaAAlkAeg, evdetkvutat wg twv €v Adov -1t0 &idég 01 Aéywv -oltol
abAwwtatoL av etev, ol dpovnTol, kal GoEoLeV €lg TOV TeTENHEVOV TOOV
VOWQ €TEQW TOLOVTW TETONHEVQW KooK Ivw. To de kOoKIVOV &par Aéyel, we
&pn 0 mpoc éue Aéywv, v Puxnv etvar v d¢ PuxnVv Kookivw
ATMKATEV TV TOV AVONTWV WG TETONUEVTV, ATE OV DUVAEVIV OTEYELY
Ol amotiav te kat ANOnv (493a3-c3). If we substract from this passage
the implication of some elaborate theory of the division of soul in
distinct parts or faculties (émBvpuntucot etc.), what remains ought to
be ascribed to some one “Westerner”, a definite one, who is

explained metaphorically (allegorizing) by Plato’s immediate
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informant. (He, the author of these views, says, wc édn 0 mpog éue
Aéyowv. Cf. also the oUtog in b3 etc.). Furthermore, in the formula
koppog avno, iows LikeAds tic 1) TtaAkds, the XikeAoc koupoc avijp is
proverbial, as forming a verse in a poem of Timochares the Rhodian
(Fr. 4 Diehl). Hence, Plato means in all probability someone from
Magna Graecia (ITtaAwoc). Now it was part of the Orphic symbolic
imagery to picture the damned souls as exerting themselves in
something miserably self-defeating. Carrying water in a sieve is
exemplary in this respect. So Musaeus and Orpheus (according to
Plato, Rep. 363c-e) toug avooiovg €0 kai adikovg eig MNAOV Tva
KAToQUTTOLOLY €V AIdOUL Kal kookivw Dowp dvayrkdalovol pépev €Tl te
Cavtag eig kakag dofag ayovtec. Differing pictures could have been
used to convey the same meaning: Polygnotus painted in the Delphic
Aéoxn two women ¢épovoat UdwE €V KATeaydoLv O0TOAKOLS, OVer
which he wrote an inscription to the effect eivat opac twv ov
pnepvnuévov (Paus. X, 31). To aggravate the force of the initial
similitude by making the unjust and unholy ones carry water in a
sieve to a perforated jar (tetonuévog miBoc) is natural to the
multidynamism of symbolic thinking. This picture may well have
occurred in Philolaus” description of the Earth-World and its
eschatological dimensions, not improbably in his Bakyika (where
they his in fact). And Philolaus is presumably meant in the Gorgias
just before this passage on miOog and wkdéokivov and auvntol =
avontol — where Plato mentions the coua - onua theory.

To the negative emphasis on incarnation as incarceration

according to the owpa - onua theory, there corresponded
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complementarily the more positive outlook involved in the coua -
odlw account. The body, like prison, protects the culprit from
exhausting his depravity and thus aggravating his condition beyond
remedy, if he is left unprotected and unbound to himself. The
daemonic nature running, so to speak, amok, needs the restrictive
bounds of corporeal existence to limit its (self-)wrongdoing. This
more constructive attitude to incarnation does not alter the basic
metaphysical and eschatological structures of the general theory, as
is evident from Plato’s testimony: dokovot pévtot pot paAota O€oBat
ot audt Opdéa tovTo TO dvopa (SC. ocwHa) we dikny dtdovone TNc Yvx1c,
wv O0n évexa Oidwoy, tovTOV d& meQ(PoAov Exewv, va o@lntat,
deopwtnolov  elkdva. elvat odv TG PuxNG TOLVTO, WOTEQ AVTO
ovoudletal, éwc av ékteion 1a OdetAdueva, owpa, Kat oLdEV delv
napayew ovde &v yoauua (Cratylus, 400b-c). The reference is to
Zagreus’' passion, the Titanic descent of man, atonement for old
abominations and all. That Plato here ascribes this aspect of the
common basic theory to Orphism, while differentiating it from the
more regular one (kat yap onua twvég Gpaotv avtod elvat (sc. 1O oOpQ)
e Yuxne, @¢ tebaupévng év @ vov madvty), may indicate a
fundamental bifurcation of life-attitudes: a sterner, cathartic, ascetic
Pythagorean one contrasted to a more life-accepting, mysteric-therapeutic
(perhaps popular) Orphic one, the latter in the spirit of what Plato
condemns in Rep. 364e (= 1DK B5). Such a spirit had also respectable
philosophical exponents: see eps. Olympiodorus in Phaed. B, 3; B, ¢,
B, 3; and A, 3 (pp. 2.30-3.5 Norvin). But Plato, his source (Philolaus)

and mainstream, orthodox doctrine, conceived of ¢poovod as a place
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of chastisement even if for the prisoner’s benefit as well. Gorgias,
525a6-b4: dwv (sc. Rhadamanthes) d¢ atipws tavv (sc. the vicious
soul) amémeppev VOV TG Ppovpac, oi péAder éABovoa dvtAnvar ta
TpoonKovTa TaOn. MEOONKEL O& MAVTL T &V Tl Ovtl, VTt &AAoL
000w¢  TwEoLpévw, T PeAtiot  ylyveoOatr kai  ovivacBar 1)
ntapadelypatt Toig dAAoLs yiyveoOay, tva dAAAoL 6pwvTteg maaxovTa & oV
niaoxn ¢popPovpevol BeAtiol yiyvwvtat.

To conclude then this part of the inquiry. Who are the &vdoeg
Kal yuvvaikeg codot mept tx Oela moaypata in Meno, 8la? Socrates
explains that they are t@v lepéwv te kal v Ltegewwv 600G pepéAnice
TeQl @V petaxepllovtat Adyov oiowg T’ eivar dtdovar (ibid.). Xodot thus
concerning divine things are those who are able to explain them, to
reason about them. They make an advance upon the peutyuévor
theologians of Aristotle (Met. 1091b8-9), who merely do not employ
the pure mythological way alone (such as Pherecydes). Given an
Orphic-Pythagorean framework, these sacred persons who are able
to reason concerning the mythoritualistic apparatus of religion (and
we may well assume, particularly the mytho-logical symbolism of its
mysteric aspect), must be Pythagoreans. The emphasis (twice) on
men and women points in the same direction. Tepeic and tépetont need
not be taken strictly in the connotations of modern priests and
priestesses. The rites of ancient religion were open to private citizens,
public administrators functionaries of religious or other associations,
prophets and soothsayers, holy men, itinerant, even vagabond,

initiators and so on.
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On the other hand, the doulbe occurrence of the male/female
antithesis (one of the cardinal Pythagorean opposites), may allude to
the wultimately prophetic descent of Pythagorean wisdom.
Aristoxenus maintained that Pythagoras took his doctrines (or, at
least, the “moral” ones) from Themistoclea from Delphi: D.L. VIII,
21: 6 3" avtog Pnowv (sc. Aristoxenus), ...kat T doypata Aafetv avTOvV
QA toig €v AeAdoic OepotokAeiag. And §8: dnot d¢ kai AgrotdEevog
@@ mAglota TV NOkwv doypatwv Aafetv tov TTuOayooav maoa
Oc¢potorAeiag g €v AeAdois. Themistocleia is another, and

“previous”, Diotima.

3) In Orphism, the religious significance of remembrance
(Mvnuoovtvn) is heavy, esp. in an eschatological context. In general,
as in every doctrinal religion, salvation depends on truth and
knowledge of truth. Such knowledge has to be actual, in order to be
active, not merely potential. And this condition is expressed by
memory: one knows the truth, when one recognises it in being, and,
thus, when one remembers 1. Recognition is of the essence of
knowledge, and this is why remembrance is the criterion of its
possession. (This is, in fact, the source of the Phaedonian development
of the doctrine of avapvnoi).

This experience of remembrance as constitutive of the
knowledge of truth is found symbolised in Orphism within the
context of the powerful imagery regarding what happens to the soul
upon the death of man. We possess a few variants of this

representation in the gold leaves discovered appended to the corpses



25

in burials from various places in Italy and Greece. These gold leaves
provide the ritualistic confession of a soul on the process of
divinization. When she leaves the light of sun (AAA" omotap buxn
TEOALTT) p&og AeAloo, A4 1 (Zuntz)) and comes before the palaces of
Hades, she will find (B1 and B2 Zuntz and cf. B3-8) two sources of
water, one to the left by a white cypress, the other further on to the
right, coming from the Lake of Remembrance. (There is a
complication in that B2 from Pharsalus seems to locate the first
spring to the right as well - évdéEwx —, but I think the basic pattern
should be the one I indicated above). The initiated soul should
refrain from drinking water from the former source. But the soul is
dry from death and suffers having been cut off from the juices of life.
Before the right source there stand Guardians who ask her to
identify herself. They want one answer: “I'|c maic eipt kat OvEavoD
A0TEQOEVTOG AVTAQ EUOL YEVOG 0VRAVIOV: TOde D' (ote kal avtol”. The
Zagreus story is implicitly contained here, as is evidenced by the
entire extant corpus of similar leaves. Drinking from the water of
Mnemosyne the soul clears her intellectual vision, sees truth in its
wholeness and is saved: she escapes from the cycle of necessity and
enters divine Elysium. She is free from the bondage of rebirth and
redeath.

The Pythagoreans elaborated this basic religious,
eschatological experience into their systematic and “logical”
treatment of reality.

First, it is memory of previous reincarnations that comes into

the picture, closer to the religious domain. To remember one’s
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previous lifes on earth, is a titanic feat of remembrance. Pythagoras
was conscious of them. There are two known chief accounts of
Pythagoras’” preincarnations. One was given by a group of
Pythagoreans and writers on Pythagoreanism: Androcydes,
Eubulides, Aristoxenus, Hippobotus and Neanthes. Theol.
Arithmeticae, pp. 52.8-53.10 = 14DK AS8. They held that the
reincarnations of Pythagoras’ soul were observing a period of 216
years = 63, a number expressing psychogonic revitalization. They
further reckoned that this fits well with the widespread notion that
Pythagoras had lived before as Euphorbus during the Trojan war.
The other account, reported by Heracleides Ponticus (Fr. 89 Wehrli -
followed probably by Dicaearchus (Fr. 36 Wehrli) and Clearchus (Fr.
10 Wehrli)), gives a more continuous series of multiple incarnations,
starting with Aethalides, the son of Mercury. The god of Adyog
granted him memory of all things acquainted with: tov ' ‘Eounv
elmely avt@ éAéo0aL Ot av PovAntat mANV dbavaoiag. aitjoacdat ovv
Covta Kol TEAELTOVTA PVIIUNV EXELV TV CLUPALVOVTWY. €V HEV 0DV )
Cown) mMavtov dlapvnuovevoatl, et d¢ amoOdvol, tnenoat v avt)v
uviiunv. The soul of Aethalides thus knew wg meglemoAnOn kat eig
6oa puta kat Coa (notice the plant-incarnations as in Empedocles)
nageyéveto Kal 6ca 1 Puxn &v 1t Awn énabe kat ai Aowmal tiva
vmopévovowv. After a stated sequence of transmigrations, the soul
vevéoOat ITuBaydoav kal mavtwv twv eipnpévov pepvnobat. Here we
have the initial formulation of the cruder idea, memory of all
particular things and events with which the soul had been

acquainted on Earth and in Hades: &te o0v 1 Yuxn aBavatog te ovoa
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Kat TOAAAKIS Yeyovula, kal éwpakvia kal T évOAde kal t& €v Aov kal
mavta Xopata, ovk €otv Ot oL pepaOnkev, Meno, 81c5-7. (The
particularity of the memory and reminiscence in this first Platonic
formulation of the doctrine is, therefore, explicable).

Second, such particularism in knowledge was early sublated,
within the framework of the Pythagorean systematic and
“principled’ thinking, to more general formulations. “The whole
truth about souls” was a first step towards such generalizations. So,
again Heracleides Ponticus reports the story of Empedotimus, of
whom it is said that Onowvta pet' dAAwv év peonupoia otabeoa kata
TIVA XWEOV aLTOV €Qnuov amoAetpOévta Aéywv g te oL ITAovTwvog
rudaveiag tuxovta kat g Iepoedpovng katarapdOnvat pev 1O TOL
bwTOg TOL TEQLOE0VTOG KUKAW TOLG Oe0Vg, DELV OE Ol AVTOL ATV TV
meol Puxwv aAnBeiav év avtomrtorg Oeapaowy  (Fr. 93 Wehrli).
Empedotimus gave a cosmology as well to suit his revealed
psychology; cf. Fr. 95-96 Wehrli. (No wonder the soul-light theory
was Heracleides’).

Third. Particularism in memorizing was cultivated to a
phenomenal degree, and systematized, by specific practices. Such a
method consisted in trying to remember every morning, before
rising from the bed of sleep, what exactly happened the day before
in the sequence in which every singular event occurred. And the
same endeavour was attempted for the serial happenings of the
previous day, and the one before, and so on. Iamblichus Vita Pyth.
§165 (= 58DK D1 p. 467.23 sqq.): ITuOarydoetog avno ov mpoTepov €k

¢ koltng aviotato 1 T X0&g yevopeva mEdteQov avapvnoOein.



28

ETOLELTO O& TNV AVARVNOLV TOVOE TOV TQOTIOV. ETEIQATO AVAAAUPAVELY
) dlavola, T TEWTOV elTeV 1) TKOLOEV 1) TEOOETAEE TOLG EVOOV AVATTAG
Kat Tl devTEQOV Kal T TOlToV, Kal TteQl TV E00HEVWVY O avTOS AdYOoG: Kal
TAALY ab €LV Tive MEWTw €véTuxe Kal Tivi devtéow, kal Adyol tiveg
EAEXONoav mowTol kat devTeQol Katl TOlToL, Kal TeQl TV AAAwvV d¢ 6
avTOG AOYOC. MAVTIA YAXQ EMERATO AVaAapPavewy T1) davola Ta
ovuPBdva &v 0An ) Nuéoq, oVtw 1) TAfel TEOOVLHOVUEVOS
avappvnokeoBal, g mote oLvéPN yevéoDal €kaotov avTv. el O
mAelw OXOANV ayolr €v T Oeyelpeobal, xal Ta <katx Thv>TEiTNnV
NUéQAaV CLUPAVTA TOV AVTOV TEOTIOV EMEeRATO avadauBavewv. In this
mnemonic technique the temporal connectedness of the events helps
the faculty of memory to recall them in their particularity.
Pythagoreans laid primary stress on the power of memory. Its
exercise was pursued through various techniques. They considered
it the greatest asset for scientific knowledge and expertise and
practical wisdom (applied knowledge). Op. cit., §166: kai émt mAéov
ETELQWVTO TNV UVNUNV YUUVACELY: OVDEV YAQ HEWLOV TQEOG ETULOTIUNV
Kal éumelav kat Gpeovnow tobv dvvacbat pvnuovevew. They soon
would develop a theoretical account for such an emphasis on
memory and mnemonic techniques in the pursuit of higher science.
The main point was the recognition on the part of the thinking
subject that it is one and the same faculty in man which possesses
knowledge and keeps right judgement on the one hand, and which learns
and remembers on the other. By cultivating therefore the power of
remembrance you ipso facto cultivate the power of knowing and
judging correctly. Op. cit. 164: ovto d¢ detv katéxewy Kal dxowlewy &v

TN UVIUT) TTAVTA T ddATKOMEVA Te kal poalopeva, Kal HéxoL ToVTov
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ovokevaleoDat Tas e HabNOoELS KAl TAG AKQOATELS, uéxpL 6Tov dvvatal
napadéxeoOar to uavOavov xai Olauvnuovevov, 0Tl EKEWO E0TIV @ Ol
YIYVOOKEW Kal &v @ yvounv ¢uAdcooew. €Tipwv yovv ododoa Tnv
VTNV KAl TTOAAT)V aUTG €MOLovVTO Yupvaoiav te Kal EmpéAeway, év
Te T@ pavOavewy o0 Tpotepov  adiévtec To  Odaockouevov, Ewg
neptdaPorev BePaivc ta €mi e mpatne pabnoews. Knowledge was
intimately associated to learning. They secured knowledge as
permanent possession in human soul by (in the words of Iamblichus
they would not leave the object of learning till they have achieved)
the firm and certain comprehension of what exactly constituted the
initial learning of it. (This was speculatively extended to the
vicissitudes of soul in her eternal life).

Iamblichus testimony stems from Aristoxenus’ Pythagorean
works  (ITvBayopikat  anopaceic  and  Ilept  IMvBayopikov  (or
[TvBayopeiov) Biov).

Fourth. Finally, in the theorization of mnemonic particularism
which the Pythagoreans cultivated as a way to certain knowledge,
there was a last stage which was grounded on the ultimate bringing
together of the two most characteristic tenets of Pythagoreanism.
Thus Porphyry (drawing from Dicaearchus): paAiota pévrot yvaoupa
QA TIAOLYV €YEVETO TMEWTOV HEV WG dOavatov eival ¢not v Ppuxny,
elta petaPaArovoav eic dAAa yévn Cowv, Ttpog 0¢ TovTolC OTL KATA
TEPLOOOVS TIVAG T YEVOUEVE TIOTE TIAALY YiveTal, véov O ovdev amAwg
£oTL, kal 6Tt MAvTa T yvopeva Eppuxa opoyevr) Ot vouiCetv. patvetat
vao eig v ‘EAAGda tax doypata mowtog koploat tavta [Tubaydoag
(Porphyry, Vita Pyth., 18 = DK 14 A 8a. In Wehrli’s Dikaearchos there

appears §18 of Porphyry’s Vita Pyth. as Fr. 33, but unaccountably the



30

following passage §19 is ommitted). The doctrine of the eternal
recurrence of identical world-cycles is early Pythagorean on good
evidence. Besides Dicaearchus, Eudemus also elaborates on it, Fr. 88
Wehrli (from Simplicius quoting verbatim the old Peripatetic: et 0¢ Tic
motevoete ol [TvOayopelog, wote MAAWY T avta doOU@, KAYwW
nvboAoynow 1o oafdiov éxwv vuv kabnuévols oltw, Kal ta AAAx
TTavta Opolwg €EeL, Kat TOV xoOvov eDAOYOV €0TL TOV avTOV eivar etc.
Theopompus and Eudemus ascribed to the idea a Magian origin
(Eudemus Fr. 89 Wehrli): 6¢ (ss. ®@edmoumnog) kat avapidoeodat kata
toUg Mdyovg Pnot tovg dvOpwmovg kat dBavatovg éoeoBal, kal ta
OvIa Tl aLTWV TEQLKUVKATOEOL dapevely: tavta 0¢ kal Evdnuoc o
Podlog otopel. (avt@v megukvkAnjoeot rather than avtav émucAnoeot as
in Jacobi Fr.Gr.H. 115 F64). Temporal sequence is not accidental: it
repeats itself in its entirety sempiternally, and this must be for some
reason. We are here moving into the archaic antecedens of Stoicism.
Elsewhere I have proposed a candidate for the
Pythagoreo/Heracleteian fusion required to generate the conception
of a World unfolding itself according to a fixed law of development
constituting a cyclic pattern. (A.L. Pierris, The Origin of Stoic Fatalism,
esp. pp- 27-30, in Chypre et les Origines du Stoicism, Actes du Colloque
Paris 12-13 Mai 1995, Publications du Centre Cultural Hellénique de
Paris, 1996, pp. 21-30).

4) We have reached, in the previous section, the stage, where
it appears that the idea of an ordered pattern of things is indeed

implicated in the Pythagorean “Memorism”. But there is much more
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in Pythagoreanism by way of cohesiveness and systematicalness
than this rather loose implication. In the midst of Socrates’
application of the doctrine of transmigration to the question of the
possibility of learning (and thus of the possibility of real knowledge),
we meet an unprepared, strong statement of the “kinship of nature”:
dte yap e ¢pvoewe anaonc ovyyevove ovone etc. (Meno, 81c¢9-d1). The
statement is a crucial link in the demonstration that there can be
learning and scientific knowledge of diverse things. For the fact that
all truth is implicit in the soul (because through the eternal recycling
she has “seen” visually and mentally everything of this and the other
world) is not by itself sufficient to establish the real possibility of
actual knowledge. What Socrates achieves by his invocation of the
“kinship of all nature” doctrine is to show that once a single
individual truth has been secured, all truth can in principle be
obtained: dte yxo g PvOEwg AMAONG OLYYEVOLS OVOTG, Kal
HepaOniviag g Puxng anavia, 00dév kKwAvel &v dvauvnoOévta -0 o
HAONoW kKaAovowy avOowToL -TAAAX TTAVTA ADTOV AVEVLQELY, €AV TIC
AVOQELOG 1) Kal U1 ATIOKAUT) (NTVv: TO Yo CNTely doa kKal to pavOavewy
avapvnoiwg 6Aov éotiv (81c9 — d5). It is now only a question of
perseverance — and time, if not one life’s then of more. The point is of
immense consequence: either no actual knowledge, or, in principle, absolute
knowledge of reality.

[The thesis is made the object of a brilliant burlesque in the
Euthydemus. 293b1-297b1. The two sophist-brothrs engage in an
exhibition of negative dialectics, or eristics, the offspring of Eleatism.

Plato wants to show what havoc “strict thinking” can effect in the
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human quest of truth, if strictly pursued and applied. Euthydemus
and Dionysiodorus argue on eristical grounds that eimep év
¢miotapal, drnavta émiotapar (293d5); moreover, that mavteg mavta
¢nlotavtal, eimep kat év (294al0); furthermore, that not only one
knows everything, if he knows anything, but also he always (kai daet)
knew everything (294e8; 295a8); and finally we reach in this crescendo
the remarkable view that kat moiv avtog yevéoBatl, kat moiv oveavov
Kal ynv yevéoOay Nriotw &mavta, elneg del émlotaoat. kat vat pa Ala,
€1, aLTOG Ael EMOTNON KAl ATIAvVTR, &V £Yw PovAwpat (296d1-4).

Eristics is founded on Eleatic thinking absolutism, giving the
wrong turn to it. the general pattern of inference can be put thus: if x
is A, x is. If x is, x is Y (where Y is any (putatively) real content of
being). Socrates repeatedly intimates the error of this procedure, in
the course of the above argument. But he also explains the point of
such eristics: it is preliminary preparation of the ground for the
serious and important thing (277d1-278el). This projected estimate
on the part of Socrates, is offered after another show of “logical”
derivations of puzzling absurdities, earlier in the dialogue, by the
expert brothers. Interestingly enough, among that set of &torna is the
demonstration that one has to negate both alternatives to the
question moteQov ol pavOdvovtes pavlavovowy & EmloTavtat | & Wi
¢niotavtay (276d7-8 and sqq.).]

The cohesion of knowledge is clearly grounded on the kinship
of nature: &te yap g Ppvoews ATaong ovyyevoug ovong etc. - because
nature is in its entirety kindred etc. Now kinship connotes common

progeny, the same (pro)genitors. That the natural world has all of it
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the same “ancestors”, means philosophically that it proceeds from
the same ultimate duality of principles, which function in biological
terms as the primeval conjugation of male and female. This all
assumes its most forceful significance in connection with the
Pythagorean theory of world-formation out of the conjunction of the
two primary opposites, méoag and amnewpov. Thus, e.g., in Philolaus,
44DK Bl: & ¢voic d' év tw kéopw aopoxon €€ amelpwv te Kal
TEQAVOVTWY, Kal 6A0g <0> KOOUOG Kal T év avte mavta. Philolaus
explained that the dissimilar and alien natures of the two principles
needed a supervening harmonious mixture or conjugation in order
to bring forth the k6opoc, ordered existence: émet d¢ tat apxat
VTAQXOV OvY OpotaL ovd' ouopvAor Eéooat, 101N AdBVLVATOV TG KA AVTALG
KoounOnvai, el U] aouUovict EMEYEVETO @ TIVIQV AdE TEOTIW E€YEVETO. T
HEV @V OpOlX KAl OHOPULAa dQuoviag ovdev Emedéovto, T d& Avouolx
unde  OopOPLAa  pndE  lootayn Avdyka Tt  TOlUTQ  AQMOVIX
ovykekAetoBay, ola puéAAovtL v koouw katéxeoBar (44 DK B6). This
harmonious conjugation brings integration and unity into the
outcome: £0TL YO agpovia TOAVULYEéwV Evwols kat dixa poovedvtwy
ovupodvnoig (B10). Number (the carrier of harmony) makes things
related (kindred) to each other and knowable. Kinship and
knowability of reality go hand in hand in Pythagoreanism: yvwpuca
Yoo a PUOIKC & TE AQOU@ Kol TYEHOVIKX Kal OWaoKaAKA T@
ATIOQOVIEV@ TIAVTOS KAl AyVOOUREVW TavTi. oL yaQ 1)g dnAov ovdevi
OVOEV TWV TMRAYUATWV 0UTE aLTWV To0" avtax oUte AAAW TEOG AAAO, el
U1 1S &QLOOG Kl & ToUTW ovLTla. VOV d¢ 00TOG KaTTaV PuxAv AQUOLwV
aloOnoeL mavta yvwota kal motdyopa dAAdAolc kKata Yyvwpovog Gpuoty

amegyaletal cwpatwv Kat oxXlCwv tovg AOYoUs XWOIS EKAOTOVS TV
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TRAYUATWYV TV Te amnelpwv kal twv menepaopévwv (B11, which see,
the whole of it). Thus number is the conquering and self-subsisting
cohesion of the eternal stay of things temporal and this-worldly
alike:  a&oBuov  elvar TG TOV  KOOUIKOV — alwviag  dapovig
Koatotevowoav kat avtoyevyy ouvvoxnv, B23 (deemed spurious by
Diels-Kranz, but which sounds Philolaean in substance if not in
phrazing). Avtoyevi) may even here mean kindred, as in Aeschylus,
Suppl. 8, if indeed this is the right reading there. The idea finds a
similar, in fact parallel, expression in another reputedly spurious
fragment (B21), which again, however, seems to preserve, in the
relevant part at least, sound Philolaean doctrine: the world is
indestructible and eternal; aAA’ v 6de O kOOUOG €€ aiwvog kal €lg
alwva dlapevel, €ig VMO €VOG TQ OUYYEVEOS KAl KpaTioTw Kal
avurepBétw kvPeovpevoc. This kindred and most powerful
principle is immanent in it, the principle of harmony, that is divine
number.

Talk of kindredness refers to the biological (“hylozoistic”)
model of conceiving reality in protorationality. Thus male and
female form indeed one of the ten fundamental expressions of the
primal contrariety in the list of Pythagorean syzygies according to
Aristotle (Met. 986a22-26).

Plato utilises the same biological terminology to clarify the
constitution of this world of becoming from its principles: év d' ovv
TG TAXQOVTL XO1) YEVN dlavonOnvat TOITTA, TO HeV YLIYVOUEVOV, TO O' €V @
yiyvetat, o 0" 60ev adopoovpevov pvetar o yryvopevov. Kat dn kat

TIQOOEKATAL TIRETIEL TO eV deXOUevoV UNtEl, T0 O' 60ev matEl, v 0
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Hetald tovtwv Quoy éxydve etc. Timaeus, 50c-d. Nature that grows
out of its principles is like the offspring of its parents. All (natural)
existence is thus kindred: it comes from the common couple of
ancestors, épag and amnewpov, directly or through intermediation. In
Philebus, similarly, natural reality is described as an offspring of
niépac and amewov, the becoming into substance (i.e. the pvoIS) of
things: aAA& toitov padL pe Aéyewy, v tovto TBévta O tovTwV (Sc. of
miépac and amelgov) ékyovov Amav, yéveaty €ic oDoIaV €K TWV HET TOL
TEQATOG ATEQYATUEVWV péTOwV (26d7-9).
Behind, and at the root of, all this lies as usual a religiously

formulated experience. Thus Pindar (again) Nem. VI, 1-7:

&v avdowv, &v Bewv Yévog: €k LG O TTvEopEeV

HATQEOG ApPOTEQOL dleyelpeL D& MATK KEKQLUEVA

dUVAUIS, WS TO eV OLDEV, O O

XAAKEOS ATPaAEG atév €dog

HEVELOVEAVOG. AAAL TL TROODEQOUEV EUTTay 1) HéYaV

voov fjtot pvov dbavdartolg etc.
Common maternal parenthood between gods and men, means the
origin of both from Earth (and Heavens). We meet once more in
these ideas of kindrednesses the account of the Titanic origin of

manhood, i.e. OrphicoPythagorean wisdom.

5) But the real point of all this context — analysis is what
bearing it has on Platonic dialectics. The Pythagorean “kinship of
nature” doctrine is founded on the “mathematical” derivation of all

reality from the dual principles of mépag and amewgov. On its turn,
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the doctrine grounds the “cohesion of knowledge” conception. This
again entails that truth can, in principle, be unfolded methodically in
its entirety, once a single piece of certain knowledge has been
established. But the paradigm case of indubitable knowledge is
mathematics. Hence the process of philosophical learning (i.e. of
dialectis as the road to absolute truth) must start at mathematical
theory. This is why Socrates in the Meno provides and example of
proper essential definition (and as an example it was explicitly
adduced: ...meww eimely, va kat yévntal oot peAéTn mEog v meQl g
agetng (and of everything else) anokoiow, Meno, 75a8-9) by asking
the ti ¢otv question of shape (and, furthermore, associates with it the
apparently non-mathematical concept of colour, which, however,
was somehow reduced in Pythagoreanism to, (or, alternatively, was
the reduction-basis of, or, at any rate, was essentially connected to)
surface bounding a solid form, i.e. to shape). And this is, more
importantly, why Socrates here gives an example of learning by
“demonstrating” a mathematical theorem — and one in fact which is
directly related to the (in)famous Pythagorean discovery of the
incommensurability of the diagonal of a square with its side.
Demonstration consisting in the eliciting of truth out of the learner’s
mind through an appropriate framework of questioning. Thus we
have in effect the essence according to Plato of the Socratic probing.
Elenchus consists in the methodical way of rendering knowledge
explicit, of activating truth out of its slumbering status in human
mind. In this elenctic process, the mind of the learner passes from a

condition in which it thinks it knows but in reality is ignorant, to a
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state of amopila in which it recognizes its ignorance. Then elenchus
turns positive, the mind having been cleared from its false beliefs
and rendered receptive to truth: now truth can be recognized as such
and the state of knowledge achieved (84a3-d2). Certainly, in order
for such truth to be stabilized as an exact and permanent possession
of mind, repeated and systematic testing is necessary: kat vov pév ye
avt@ (i.e. in this first awakening of truth in the slave-boy’s mind)
WOoTEQ OvaQ AQTL dvakekivvrat at dofat aldtar el 0&¢ avUTOV TIG
AVEQNOETAL TTOAALKIS TO ALTA TALTA KAl TMOAAaXn, olo0' dTL TeAevtv
0VdeVOG ftTovakpipwe émothoetar mept tovtwv (85¢9-d1). This is very
close to the Pythagorean insistence on repeated checking with a view
to secure comprehension of what was involved in the first awaking
of (a given) truth in the mind: év te t@ pavBavew ov mEdTEQOV
APLEVTEG TO OWDAOTKOUEVOV, €wg TteptAdforev fePaiwe Ta Emi TNG TTPATNG
pabnoewe (88 DK, D1 [from Aristoxenus] p. 467.21-2). Through the
positive questioning, what the mind contained as latent knowledge
and, at most, actual true belief (&An6rc d6&a), becomes scientific
knowledge: évéoovtar avt® (sc. @ avOowmnw) aAndeic dofal, al
épwtnoetl éneyepBOeioar émotnuar yiyvovtan (86a7-8). This rousing of
truth in the mind by means of appropriate examination implies that
the truth of being exists always in the soul: aet 1) aAfBewax ULV TOV OVTWYV
¢otiv év 1 Youxn (86b1-2). [Which again can be used to prove the
immortality of the soul (86b2), - something announced in
anticipation to the full development of the idea in the Phaedo, a
dialogue to which Meno is clearly meant to serve in this respect as a

preliminary].
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Having now reached this stage, we may drop, if we feel
inclined to do so, the ladder by which we ascended as far: the
religious roots and formulations of these doctrines can be left out of
the picture on suspension: kai T pév ye &AAa ovk &v T&VL VTTEQ TOL
Adyov diioxvotoaiunv (86b6-7). So much, however, is clear: with
secure anchorage in mathematics, all truth of being can in principle

be revealed (in substance, b7-c2).

6) Mathematical truth is not only the best starting point from
which to elicit the entire truth of being. It also provides the
methodology to do this. In the Meno (86d3-87c2), the pattern is taken
from the mathematical solution of geometrical problems. The
question is to determine whether a given, particular object has the
property A. And one shows that x will be A if x is B. This procedure
depends on establishing the relationship B 2 A. In the Phaedo it is
this drawing of conclusions from premises which are taken for
granted in the given connection, that is called argument ex
hypothesi. In this respect Phaedo stands to Meno in the same
relationship as regards this systematically ambiguous employment
of the terminology “hypothetical reasoning”, as with the utilization
of the doctrine of avauvnouwc: here it is coloured by particularism,
while in the Phaedo it is refined into the recollection of the idea of
things which we perceive as (more or less) determined by the idea
(as instances of the idea).

Hypothetical argument in the generalized sense relies on the

principle of logical (and ontological) coherence. Phaedo 100a3-7: wat



39

Vo0 épevog EkAotoTe AdYOoV OV &V KOIVW €Q0QWUEVEDTATOV Elval, & HEV
A&V 1oL DOKT) TOVTW oVUP@VE TIONUL WG AANOT dvTa, Kal Tepl alTiag Kot
TeQl TV dAAwV amaviov [ovtwv], & ' av ur, wg ovk aAnon. The
hypothesis of one argument, may become the conclusion of another,
which goes more deeply into the nature of reality. But one should
exhaust first all relevant inferences from the given hypothesis
(Phaedo, 101d1-e3): ...éxopevog éxeivov T00 aohaiovg g Vmobéoews,
oUtwg amokpivato av. el dé Tig avtg ¢ vmobéoews €xolto, Xalpewy
£QMNG AV Kal oK AToKQIvalo €wg av tax art' ékelvng dpunOévta orkéato
el oot dAAnAoic ovudwvetl 1j dtapwver émeldn) de €kelvng avtg déot o
otoovar Adyov, woavTwe v doing, dAANV av VTOBeov VTOOEpEVOC
Ntic twv avwlev BeAtiotn Gaitvorto, éwg €mt Tt ikavov €A0olg, &ua d¢
oVK &V GUEOLO WOTEQ Ol AVTIAOYLKOL TteQL Te TNG AQXTS dlaxAeyouevog
Kal TV €€ €xelvng wounuévay, elmeg PovAoLd Tt twv Ovtwv evety. Of
course, one should test again and again to clarify the (logical)
relationships, and make them certain (Phaedo, 107b).

The hypothetical argumentation is, however, described by
Socrates in the renowned methodological excursus of Phaedo as
devtepog mAovg (99¢9-d1), something one embarks at having failed to
comprehend the causal working of the principle of Goodness (10
ayaBov) in the world. Since this arqumentation involves also the
postulation of the full-blown ideas, it follows that the theory of ideas cannot
be Plato’s ultimate explanation of reality. In the Republic, we are told in
detail what is missing. First, it is a question of moving in the reverse
direction from that of a genuinely philosophical (i.e. dialectical)

investigation: instead of drawing conclusions from premised
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hypotheses, one must ascend the ladder of logical and ontological
presupposition towards the absolutely avunéBetov. LT, 510b4-9: 1} O
HEV avTOL TOlC TOTE pUNOelow g eooty xowuévn Puxrn Cntetv
avayrkdCetar €€ vmobéoewv, ovK &M AQXT)V TOQEVOUEVN AAA" €mi
teAevTr)v, TO O' av €teQOV - TO €m' APXMNV dvuTdOeTov - €€ VoOéoewg
lOLOA KAL AVEL TV TEQL EKELVO ELKOVWYV, ALTOLS £1deat dU' avT@V TNV
néBodov mowovpévn. The conjuncton of downwards inferential
movement with the use of images is not necessary, as I have
indicated above; and similarly with the upwards movement and
pure thought. On the other hand “dialectics” cannot essentially
utilize exemplification and instantiation. In fact dialectics consists in
the thought-process through which one ascends to the avuné6etov
principle of being and then descends orderly in all articulate
variation of reality: ...0 Adyog dmtetatl ) o0 daAéyeaBar duvapet (sc.
the intelligible in strict sense), tag VOOEoelc MOLOVLUEVOS OVK GOXAC
AAAx T OvtL VToBéoels, olov EmBaoels te Kat OQUds, tva péxpt tov
dvomoBétov Emi TNV TOD TavToc dpxnv iwv, SPpAREVOS avTNG, TTAALY oD
EXOMEVOS TV EKelvNG €XOpéVwV, 0oVTWS €ml TeAevtnv KataPaivy,
Aot MAVIATAOLY 0VdEVL TEOOXQWHEVOS, AAA' eldeowv avtolg Ot
AVTOV €lg AT, kat teAevta eig €idn, 511b3-c2 (cf. c4-d2).

Secondly, and chiefly, in book Z, Plato offers a first level
description of dialectics. The foundation is provided by the
mathematical “sciences” (not strictly science, é¢rotrjun, yet not mere
true belief, 0pOn d6&a, but intelligence in between, duavowx). This is
developed in 525a-531c. One should then concentrate on what is

common to the various mathematical branches (531c9-d4). If this is
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done with a view to reaching to the avuméOetov, we have dialectics
(cf. 531d5-532a5) esp. 532a5-b4: oUtw xai 6tav T @ dxAéyeobal
ETILXELQN) AVEVL TIAOWV TWV aloOnoewv dx ToL Adyov €' avTo O €0tV
EKaoToV OQUAV, KAl W) ATOO0T TELV &v avTto O €otv ayabov avt)
vonjoet Adf), €ém' avt ylyvetal T@ ToL vONnToL TéAel, (0OTEQ  €KELVOG
tote émi @ tov Opatov (referring back to 507c10-509¢2). -
[Mavtanaow pév ovv, €Pn. -Tt o0V; 0V dXAEKTIKTV TAVTNV TNV TopEiay
kaAelg; Mathematics becomes dialectical when it searches for first
principles (533bl-e2); esp. 533c7-d7: ..n dwxAextikny pnéBodog pdvN
TavT) ToQEvETAL, TG VMoBéoels dvatpovoa, €Tt aOTNV TNV dpxny va
Pepawwontar ... &g (sc. mathematical disciplines) émotipag pev
TMOAAAKIG TEooelmopey dwx tOo €00g, déovtar d& Ovopatog A&AAov,
EVAQYEOTEQOL HEV T DOENG, AMLOEOTEQOL O 1) ETOTNUNG -Oldvolay dE
avTnV €v ye @ medobev mov wetodpeda etc. Once the avumdOetov has
been reached and the idea of goodness made the pivot of
mathematics, elenchus takes up its positive aspect: 6¢ av pn &xn
droploacBat T Adyw ATO TV AAAWV TIAVTWV dPpeAwVv TNV TOL dyaBov
éav, Kal WOoTeQ €V HAXT) Dl MAVTWV EAEYXWV dleElav, un kxata d0éav
dAAa kat’ ovolav mpoBvuovuevoc EAEYxe, év maoL TOVTOIC ATTWTL T
Aoyw dtamopevntat, etc. (534b8-c3). Thus dialectics is the Borykog toig
uabnuaow and their téAog (534e2-535al).

I have maintained and argued for elsewhere the essential
coherence between the programatic description of higher philosophy
in the Republic and the Laws on the one hand, and between that
programme and the reputed carrying it out in the Unwritten
Doctrines (and in the discourse mepi tov ayabov) on the other,. [V.

A.L. Pierris, The Metaphysics of Politics in the Politeia, Politikos and
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Nomoi Dialogue Groups, in A. Havlicek — F. Karfik (eds.) The Republic
and the Laws of Plato, Proceedings of the First Symposium Platonicum

Pragense, pp. 117-145, esp. pp. 120-126, 130 sqq.].

7) In the final section of the Meno we have the inimitable
daedalic similitude: true beliefs exist side by side with false ones in
the soul of the unphilosophical (= undialectic) vulgar. For as long as
they are entertained by the mind (for as long as they lay hold of it),
no harm is being done by the fact that they do not still constitute
proper scientific knowledge: kat yao ai d6&at at aAnbeic, 6oov pév av
X0OVOV TIQAUEVWOLY, KAAOV TO xonNHa kKat mavt ayaba éoydlovtat
(97e6-98al. Cf. 97a9-c10). [It is a different matter, whether the
condition of true belief is empirically distinguishable from the state
of real knowledge. The answer lies, for Plato, in the affirmative. For
true beliefs lack the systematical cohesion and ultimate dependence
on first principles that scientific knowledge possesses].

True belief, however, is not permanent possession of mind,
being intrinsically unstable — exactly by virtue of its lack of
systematic cohesiveness in a “body” of knowledge organized in
ramified articulation with a single (or dual) dependence on ultimate
“beginning(s)”, on aoxn (or agxai): This is how the point is being
put in the relevant Menonian passage: true beliefs do not last for
long in the mind, but tend to flee in time away from it, and so are not
of great value, dote o0 MoAAOL d&iai eiow, éwc dv Tic avtac Onon
aitiac Aoytouw. Tovto d' €otlv, @ Mévwv étaige, avauvnolc, ws €v Tolg

TEOO0OEV MUV WHOAGYNTAL ETEDAV D& dEOWOLV, TTIEWTOV UEV ETUOTNHAL
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yiyvovtay Emerta HOVIHOL Kol Ol TavTa O TIULWTEQOV ETTLOTI T 0QONC
dOENG éotlv, kal Odwapépel deauw Emiotnun opOnc 66énc (98a3-8). True
beliefs become permanent scientific acquisitions of mind by being
“bound” to it. And this fixation is being effected by adducing the
Aoywopog aitiag, the thought-connection to the cause, the calculus
which starts with principles. Now the transformation of true belief
into knowledge has been affirmed before (év tg medoBev tuiv
wpoAoyntat) to be the work of avapvnowc (as essential learning).
“Before” refers to 86a7-8: ...évéoovtat avt@ (sc. to man) aAnbeig ddEay,
a'l épwtnoer éneyepBOeioar éruotnuar yiyvovtar. The awakening of
what is lumbering in the soul, the arousing of what is latent, by
means of dialectical questioning, constitutes precisely the process of
avapvnows. Now at the end of the dlialogue this is identified with
Adyov dwovar and indeed Adyov trc aitiac. It is a step forward: to the
doctrine of the kinship of nature, and its conjugate tenet on the
cohesion of knowledge, it is here summarily but explicitly added
that kinship and cohesion, the systematic connectedness of reality
and truth, is due to the fact that being and intelligibility proceed
from principles (causes), and, ultimately, from ultimate principles
(causes). Aitia is left (deliberately) generally meant in the Meno: it
can refer to the (mediate) causality of the ideas, according to the
classical Theory of Ideas as in the Phaedo; it can also refer to the final
causality of the Idea of Goodness as in the Republic; it can further
refer, to the category of (efficient) causality as in the Philebus and the
Timaeus; and it can finally refer equally well to the ultimate causality

of the Principles of Being as in the Unwritten Doctrines, the meot
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tayaBbob seminar and the Aristotelian testimony. By introducing, as
if accidentally, this notion of aitia at the end of the dialogue, Plato
points to the reason of being’s cohesiveness and, ipso facto, to the
reason of the possibility of scientific knowledge: this reason
consisting in being’s (and thereby truth’s) dependence on - or
analysis in — first principles. Given the Pythagoreanism of the
setting, these principles have to be the principles of number, méoag
and amewov. On this reading, we have already here presupposed the
doctrine of the mathematical structure of reality, of the mathematical
constitution of being.

It is so very alluring, on closer analysis, to discover intriguing
traces, dispersed providentially by Plato, the creator of his own
work-world, all over the corpus, of a complete “system”, whose
differing aspects and parts are expressed in the various dialogues

according to a magisterial plan, a feat of calculativeness.

III

The Platonic dialogues appear to be pieces of a gigantic
teaching programme. They provide examples of what they profess to
illustrate, dialetical (philosophical) elenchus. Their interpretation is
greatly facilitated, if we will take Plato on his word: he handles
problems in the way he says they should be handled.

A Platonic dialogue is an act of teaching as Plato understood
it. This explains why he is dissatisfied with the written word
(Phaedrus, 274c-275¢-275d-278b), in favour of the oral, living and
ensouled word of him who knows (276a8-9; cf. 276a5-7). Plato is for
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the awakening-theory of learning, against the transmission-theory.
Knowledge involves the principle of its (theoretical and practical)
self-validation in all conceivable connections and circumstances; it is
not something that can be put in a code and fully expressed by a
mechanical rule incapable of “growing” responses in accordance
with the encountered situation.

Learning consisting in recollection, the teacher should simply
help methodically in the arousing of truth in the learner’s mind. This
method and process of awaking (on the higher level of truth in the
realm of scientific (= philosophical) knowledge) is dialectics. The
Platonic dialogue endeavours to reproduce the dynamic life of an
oral questioning, guided by the knowledge of the teacher but
attentive to the sensibilities of the learner: hence its employment of
(philosophical) symbolism, of (philosophical) rhetoric, of
(philosophical) artistry, of (philosophical) disputativeness, of
(philosophical) love, each and all of them according to the needs and
merits of the case.

A Platonic dialogue may restrict itself chiefly to the negative
results of elenchus (the early, “Socratic” dialogues) concentrate on
the road to genuine knowledge out of the state of amogia resulting
upon the application of negative dialectics (the “middle” dialogues),
or develop themes of positive dialectics (always on the lesser side of
ultimate sufficiency, even in the Ilatest works). Such an
understanding provides the rationale for the traditional division of

the Platonic corpus, without in the least invalidating the
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fundamental classification according to the existence, and the degree
of elaboration, of Pythagoreanism in a Platonic work.

In the Meno the awakening worked up has first of all to do
with awakening itself. We have the first written-word exposure of
the doctrine of avapvnowc. As to the proclaimed subject of the
dialogue (virtue and its teachability), important steps have been
taken in its proper understanding. First, excellence (virtue) is
intrinsically connected with the truth of things. Second, excellence
(virtue) appears to exist as moral and civic virtue unconnected to
proper scientific knowledge of reality, and hence unteachable. Third,
in such an empirically observable condition, excellence (virtue) can
only involve true belief (6061 d6&a) and be a matter of, in effect,
divine grace. Fourth, applying the recollectin-procedure to that
common excellene (virtue), we can transform its associated pattern
of true beliefs into real scientific knowledge. Fifth, this
transformation can only be ellected by going thoroughly and deeply
into the essential nature of excellence (virtue). (Which means
forming a coherent system dependent on first principles, in which
excellence (virtue) possesses its natural position).

So, clearly at the end of the dialogue: €k pév totvuv tovtoL TOD
Aoylopov, @ Mévwv Oela poipa ULV patveTat TaQaytyVOUEVT) 1] QETH)
olg av maaryltyvnTar to 0¢ oadeg meQl avTOL elodpeDa TOTE, OTAV TIQLV
TN TEOTIOW  TOLG  AVOQWTOLS  TAQAYLYVETAL AQETY, TQEOTEQOV
ETILXELONOWHEV aDTO KaO' a0to (ntetv T mot' €otv AQeTr). vov d' €pot
nev woa mot tévte ete. (100b2-7). The presumably promised enterprise

to define excellence (virtue) is carried out in the Republic.
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I have furthermore suggested above the preliminary character
of the Meno, vis-a-vis the Phaedo, not least with regard to the
development of the theory of avauvnow. Thus we discover a

learning Platonic triad: Meno — Phaedo - Republic.



