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In the dialogues where Plato ex professo develops his Political Philosophy
(IToAtteia, TloAttikoc, Nouot) there is apparent difference of analysis for State-
“fundamentals”. Following the pattern of the Socratic — Platonic method of
inquiry, questions relating to such “fundamentals” of social structure and political
order can (indeed must) be grouped around the focal issues:

a) which is the ideal state;
and

b) what is the relationship of actual states to the ideal one.

Similarly, there is recurrent scholarly notice (with varying degrees of
emphasis) of distinguishable forms in the Platonic “Theory of Reality” (under
which rubric I subsume the convenient traditional terms Physics and Metaphysics
neutrally employed). A later theory of ideas is set against a former one, a final
phase of Platonic thinking separated from the middle period, questionable
unwritten doctrines contrasted to the written expositions; on top of all this, a
seemingly unstable Aristotelian testimony notoriously complicates matters.
Problems again are made to revolve around two pivotal points:

A) What are the ideas;
and

B) what is the relationship of particulars in this world to them.

Not only is the first set of questions (a, b) in itself a special case of the
second (A, B); more than that, Plato explicitly associated his political analyses to
accounts of reality through a system of identical themes and unmistakenly
intentional exogenous pointers interspersed in the relevant dialogues. The way is
thus opened to try, observing these interconnections, to gain an improved
understanding of variational forms in Platonic Politics by a correct appreciation of

the corresponding apparent differentiations in Platonic Physics and Metaphysics.



Thus this task must be tripartile, but will be executed very unevenly, in this paper:
following Platonic precept, I shall chiefly treat of the first section with the eyes set
on the second while in the end I shall quickly draw conclusions regarding the
third. Following Platonic practice I shall handle questions of political philosophy

by operating in the field of ontology.

The Republic contains (E, 471c-Z) its own theory of Reality and Knowledge
(the latter being founded on the former as is the ancient order of things): I have
argued elsewhere for the specific reason behind this inclusion. Reversely, the
Timaeus is embedded in a political context (27a-b): it points backward and forward
to discussions of political philosophy. The dialogue starts with a recapitulation of
the first part of the Republic [1] where the basic structure of the best polity is
described (B, 369a-e, 471b). What follows in the Republic (The Theory of Reality
and Knowledge) in Books E to Z is explicitly cut off (Timaeus 19a-b), evidently
substituted at least partly by the main body of Physics which follows in the latter dialogue.
The forward reference is to promised, future narrations which will show Socrates’
best Polity living and in real action, even in the intensest action of war (19c¢). Critias
undertakes to relate the predeluvian saving war of Athens against the invading
dark Power Atlantis: the Athenians of yonder time provide the exact realization
(tdAn0Oéc) of the best polity and its citizens, which were circumscribed (év
kepaAaiowc) in thought (év pvOw, obLg dievoov) by Socrates (26c-d) [2].
Hermocrates’ role is not specified, but we may reasonably surmise that his task
would concern experiences from novel foundations or re-foundations of cities in
Great Hellas and Sicily or wars between them exhibiting markedly the true

colours of their respective constitutional and legislative characters [3]: more flesh



would be added to the bones of the Socratic best Polity, and thus its realisability
further supported. I postpone examination of the question whether any actual
situation could possibly “fill” the structure of the Republic best state according to
Plato.

A living, full-bodied animal is clearly meant to be the State-organism of the
Laws, even if this, too, is constituted by reason (¢v A0yw) and is not claimed to
have existed as such (the animal is seen in picture or so to speak frozen, as it is put
in Timaeus, 19b). The “legal” system articulated is a full blueprint, but blueprint
nonetheless (vOv d¢ oxrjuatog évexka kat vmoyoadnc, tva mepatvntatl, mEOS TV
vopoOeoiav 6 Adyog (tw, 737d), for an actual vopoOeoia, detailed yet not
exhaustive. There is no pressing need to lay out immediately the complete system,
as it is not a case of present legislation (857e10-858b; 859c: vouoOétatr yao
Ywopeda dAA’ ovk éopév mov, Taxa 0¢ lowg av yevoilueOa). What is left out
concerns in principle the many trifling details (moAAx kat ouwcod, 843e; 772a-b;
Hvola kol OpKQX VOULpa 846b; opikoa Katl 0AadLx voua evplokety 957a), whose
determination one way or the other does not confer a great benefit or harm to the
city (000" av petatilOépeva évOa 1 évOa péya ) moAel képdog 1) (nuilav av
déoot, 835b), and which are best suited to be arranged by subordinate
functionaries (tovUg devtéoug 835b; Tov émiTvXOVTOS VoroOéTov 843e, , ot véol sc.
vopoOétat 845c; tolg vewtepols vopobétalg 855d; tov véov vopoOétnv 957a)
rather than the primary political moderator (T mowtw vopoOétn 835b; Tov pellw
mOAews koounTrv 844a; Yéoovtog vopoOétov 846¢; mpeoPutov vopobétov 957a).
In fact the supreme legislator knows very well that a lot of things should be left
undertermined in the initial and constitutive vopoOeoia, things which must be
checked in actual fact (amo 1nc xoelag pavOdvovtag tatteobar kal
¢nmavogBovpévoug kivetv) during a certain length of time (10 years) in the real

working of the sociopolitical order instituted, before being settled definitively



(dxivnta Oepévoug) by subsequent legislation (769d; 770b; 779¢-d; 920b-c; esp.
772b-d) [4].

The Laws, just as the Republic, partly contains its own Theory of Reality, but
also points expressly and elaborately in its conclusion to an external supplement
on wisdom and supreme reality. In Z, 817e-822c mathematical studies (in their
triple aspect, Arithmetic as Theory of Numbers, Geometry as Theory of
Magnitude and spatial measurement, and Astronomy as Theory of heavently
entities and movements) constitute essential knowledge indispensable in the
formation and functioning of the optimal state-constitutive legislation.
Mathematical necessity is indeed divine necessity, Oelax dvdykn, to which Gods
themselves succumb (818a-b: 10 d¢ avaykaiov avTWV 0V) 0OV Te ATOPAAAELY,
AAA’ €oucev O TOV OEOV MEWTOV TTAQOLUATAUEVOS €I TavTa aToPA&Pag elmtely
WG oVdE Be0g Avaykn ur mote pavi) Haxouevog, éoat Oelal ye, olpal, TV ye
avayxwv elotv. 818d: o0tw yao dvaykn Gvoel kateiAndev, 11 Gapev ovdéva
Oewv ovte paxeoOat T vov oUte paxetobal mote). Mathematical knowledge is
the prerequisite of all knowledge (818b: ...&mi t&dAAx OVTa TOUTWV 1)YyOLUEVWY
TV paOnuatwyv pavOavew); it is this which enables man to exercise tenderance
of the human flock like a god, a deamon or a hero (818b: which divine necessities
if someone will not learn and apply ovx &v mote yévorto avOowmolg Oeog ovde
dalpawv ovde fowg otog duvatog avOPWTWYV ETIpéAelv oLV oTtoLdT) TtotetoOat),
a situation answering to the optimal political leadership according to Politicus.
Crucially moreover, true Astronomy is conceived as the real natural (astral) Theology
(820e-822c). This theological Physics and natural Theology is further developed in
Book I. The Work is concluded (XII, 960b sqq.) by a general analysis of the Saving
Virtue (agetn) owtnotag, 969c) required for the preservation of the optimally
constituted state. This Saving Virtue, the Virtue in itself and common factor of all
virtues (963c-964c), consists in a certain single-mindedness, a permanent focusing in

all thinking and action of a unitary object; 962d: maoav doetnv €xetv: NG dpxet TO



un mAavaoBal mEog mMoAAx otoxalouevov, AN eic v BAémovTa TEOS TOVTO
ael T TavTa olov BEAN adreval. 963a: TEOG Yap £V EPapev detv ael VO MLy
T TV VoUWV BAETTIOVT  elval, TOUTO O’ AQETIV TTOL CLVEXWEOVUEV TIAVL 000wWS
AéyeoOat. Such constant aim and object of reference is an idea (965c: &’ ovv
axpeotéoa okéPig Oéa e v MEQL OTOVOLV OTWOLV YLYVOLTO 1) TO TEOG Wiy
Wéav &k TV MOAAQV kal dvopolwv duvvatov eival PAémery;), which may be
complex (965d: eimwuev Tl ot €otwv eilg 0 PAemtéov, €ite w¢ v elte O0Aov eite
dupotepa eite 6mwg mote mépukev). One such cardinal focal idea (¢v éx twv
kaAAlotwv, 966cl) is the idea of divinity (966¢). Supreme, saving Virtue is
unswerving concentration on supreme knowledge, knowledge of the divine, and thus true
piety (OeooéPewx 967d) deposited, as it were, in the Nocturnal Council of the Law-
Guardians. The idea of divinity involves two parameters: first, nature and
preminence of the soul in cosmic existence; and second astral order (966e). Thus
divine knowledge comprises two parts, the second being subdivided into three
sections (967d-e) [5]: (a) analysis of the nature, immortality, precedence among
things generated and dominance over bodily existence of the soul; (b1) account of
the intelligent order in astral being (tov év toic &otQOLS VOUV TV OvTtwv); (b2)
mathematical science as being necessarily presupposed by Astral Theology (t& te
mEO ToVTWV dvaykaia uadnuata); (bs) theory of the interconnection among
mathematical realities (t& te kata v povoav tovTolc TG Kovwviag; Ctf. 969b7).
This complex knowledge is the exacter learning (dxolpeotéoa madeix TNG
éumpooOev, 965b1), which has been already alluded to before in the previous
treatment of Mathematics (in Z, cf. 818al; e7). Obviously, such knowledge has not
been expounded in the Laws. In 818a what is promised is that at the end of the
work it will be explained who must be the bearers of the exact knowledge (obg d¢,
TOOLOVTEG €Tl T TéAel podoopeV) — just as it happens in the final section on the
vukTeQvog oVAAoYoc. The forward reference in 818e is indefinite, eigc dAAov, et

dokel, XOOVoVv dkoBéotepov av vopoOetnoatpeOa [6]. At any rate there is in



969a a definite pointr to a treatment outside the corpus of the Laws: éyw & Ouiv
OLYKLVOLVEVOW T PoAlelv te Kal eEnyelobat td ye dedoypéva Eol TeQl TNg
nadelag te Kal TooP1S NG VOV ol KEKLVNLEVTS TOLG AOYOLGC.

What we need in answer to a, b1 and b2 is a combination of,
correspondingly, a theory of Cosmos, Astronomy (not merely the empirical
account of celestial movements (cf. Republic 529d and 531a-c)) and, finally, Theory
of Mathematics as prerequisite of rational Astronomy.

To complete the picture we need to determine the real meaning of (bs)
“what pertains to the communion among them”: tovToLC in €2 is better taken to
refer to the immediately preceding two first parts — bi and b2 — of the second
gnostic requirement of piety, but can be easily also construed as covering both a
and bi, b2 since mathematicals pertain to everything (twv éni mavta tetvoviwy,
Republic, 522b9; 10 kowdv, 522c1). Now bs finds its exact analogue in Republic Z,
where, moreover, looking for the communion and affiliation among
mathematicals is the right way to search for the Idea of Goodness; 531c9: 1) TovT@WV
TAvTwV WV dleAnAvOauev (various branches of Mathematics) pé0odog éav pev
ETIL TNV AAANAWV Kovwviay apliknTal Kat ovyyévelay, Kat oVAAOYLoOT) TavTa 1)
E0TlV AAANAOLC OlKkela, Pépely TL aLTWV €lg & fovAdueOa TV TEoaypatelav kol
ovKk avovnta movetoOat, et 0¢ un avovnra. [7] That the mathematicals are
common and extended over the entire scope of natural existence (or in other
words that they essentially represent its structure and constitution) ensures that
their nexus provides also the intergrating factor for all physical being. Thus, 537c:
T& TE XVONV Habnuata maoty év ) madeia yevopeva tovtols (the select ones
above the twentieth year of age) cuvaxtéov eic ovvoyv oikelotnToC TE AAANAWY
TV padnuatwv kat ¢ 100 6vtoc ¢pvoewc. This bringing together under one view is
precisely the dialectic function, and the continual application of this principle till
the highest possible view is reached (the avvmo0Oetov) constitutes the dialectical

progression (dlaxAektikt) opeia, Republic 532b4). In fact mathematical expertise in



itself will not suffice (oV ydo mov dokovol Y€ oot ol TavTa devol dAAEKTIKOL
etvat); what is needed for that ascent is to combine mathematics with dialectics
(531d-532a) [8]. The call is, in effect, for a blending of (mathematical) Pythagoreanism [9]
with (logical) Eleatism (both of the developed 5% century types). Herein lies the key
to a correct understanding of the Platonic Problem [10].

For the Republic, therefore, the affiliative, communal nexus of
mathematicals points to the supreme Idea, which is also their origin. Such
dialectical treatment of mathematical sciences aims thus by its very nature to reach
beyond hypotheses to the avuvmdOetov. To search for communion and unity in
mathematics is attuned to an inquiry concerning first principles. The same must hold
for the Laws, since the dialectical principle holds good in this dialogue, too (965c)
[11].

The Epinomis (abstracting from the question of its authenticity) purports to,
and does convincingly enough, answer to the call of the final section of Laws IB for
some indication of the nature and content of supreme wisdom characterizing the
members of the Nocturnal Council. In responding to this demand, the Epinomis
presents an analogue to the discourse on higher education in Republic Z, 518b6 sqq. The
parallelism extends far and in detail. The various special sciences and arts are
excluded from true wisdom (Epinomis 974d3-976c6; Republic 521d4-522b7 referring
back to the basic education described in Book B, 376e sqq., and to LT, 495D);
arithmetic is the primary prima facie candidate for real knowledge (Epinomis
976c7-979e6; Republic 522b8 sqq.); mathematical studies are prerequisites and
propaedeutic for such knowledge (Epinomis 990c5; 991b6-c1; Republic 536d). The
need of combining mathematics with dialectics is also expressly stated in the Epinomis
(991c2): mEOG TovTOIS O TO KAB' &V T KAT €ld1 MEOCAKTEOV €V EKAOTALS TALG
ovVoLOLaLG, E0WTWVTA Te Kal EAEyxovTa Ta U KaAws onOévta. V. also 991e5.
Most important, common to both works is the emphasis on the fact that there is a

particular way of pursuing mathematical inquiries which elevates the student to



wisdom; and this way is to search for the unity of, and communion among, the
diverse kinds of mathematicals; Epinomis 991d8-992a3: 6 d¢ 100G 0 - AVAYKN)
Y& TO Ye tooovToV Goalewv [12] — mav dikyoappa aolOpov te ovoTnua Kal
aguoviag oLOTACLY ATACAV TG TE TWV ACTEWV TEQLPOQAS TV OpoAoyiav
ovoav Hlav Aamaviwv dvadpavelval del TQ KATX TEOTOV HavOdvovTy,
dbavrjoetal 0¢, av, 0 Aéyouev, 000wc TS €ic &v BAETwY pavOAavT - deoHOg Yo
MEPLUKWS MAVTWV TOUTWV €l¢ dvadavioetal OLavooLUEVOLS — €L O AAAwWG Ttwg
TAUTA peTAXEWQLETal TS, TOXNV el KaAely, omeQ kat Aéyouev. (Tovtwv in
992al is apparently not in mss AO. It is not needed. In fact, without it the style is
more terse and the thought of universal application). This is exactly what is taught
in the Republic: mathematics pursued with the dialectical method shows the
communion and unity intramathematical and extramathematical which exists
among its various parts and the whole of being. It is, of course, completely alien to
the passage to interpret deopog as proportion [13]: it is a unifying bond; it cannot
but be, or proceed from, a common principle.

That a theory of Principles is presupposed by the Epinomis is, further I
think, indicated in 977d5 sqq. It is necessary, the Athenian Stranger concludes
there, that number must be hypothesized; but the reason for this necessity is, we are
told, the subject of a lengthy discourse. The fact that, should arithmetic be
cancelled, no knowledge and no art would remain, cannot be that reason, for this
fact is explicitly considered as a correct, but not the ultimate explanation.
Evidently the real reason is an ontological datum; without number no being is
possible; or rather it is an ontological derivation: being is constituted by, or from,
number.

In conclusion, supreme knowledge postulated in Laws IB, 969d-e is
articulated as follows, adding the late dialogues where its corresponding written,
divided, version is meant to be supplied in its fundamentals. In the fourth column

notice is given of those parts of the Laws where such branches of knowledge are
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approached or handled. The same indication is provided in the last column with

regard to Republic:

a | Theory of Cosmos Timaeus | LawsI Republic Z (Myth of the Cave);
Republic IT (the Line)

b1 | Rational Astronomy = Epinomis | Laws [; Republic I

natural, Astral Theology Z,817e-822c | (Myth of Er)
bz | Theory of Mathematics Epinomis | Laws Z, Republic Z, 518b6-531c8
817e-822¢
bs | Theory of First Principles | Philebus - Republic XT, 506d8-509¢4;
[14] Republic T (the Line)

Republic Z, 531¢9-535al

The more complete account is provided for (a). The rest are markedly indicative,
“introductory”, protreptic, anagogic more or less.

It emerges that the Theory of Mathematics pursued with a view to first Principles
(the desideratum of both the Republic and the Laws) was precisely the subject matter
of Ilepi tayaOov and the fundamental content of the unwritten doctrines.

Regarding the written and published accounts, a cluster of dialogues
around the Laws expounds the later Theory of Reality. Much more flesh has been
added to the bones of the Republic, not merely regarding political analyses alone.

The Politicus falls in between the Republic and the Laws. It also both involves
internally, and points to an external treatment, of the Theory of Reality. Included
are: the Myth (268d-274d), the nature of Example (277a-279a) and the true Art of
Measurement (283b-287b). There is a backward reference to the Sophist (and,
indirectly, to the Theatetus and Parmenides) and a forward to the unwritten
Philosopher. The Statesman handles (relative) non-being by looking on the being.

The significance of the Sophist lies in the resolution (prepared by
Parmenides) of the tangled web of questions regarding one-ness and non-being.
Not only is each idea not any other, but it also is somehow many others. The

former view would consolidate a sort of Ideal Atomism, a Monadology of Ideas:
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many ideal units or “ones”, each one like the absolute Parmenidean being but for
the fact that it is not the only one (as Melissus suggested the many would be like if
they existed). However this is not the case: ideas are not atoms; they are
interrelated with one another, they exist in intercommunion among themselves.
This kxowwvawvia twv eidwv establishes the possibility of eidetic division into many,
and collection into one (of ascent to genera and descent to species). The kowvwvia
twv edwv renders possible the definition of being, and definition in general. The
interweaving of Forms makes articulate expression of reality possible 259e4-6:
TEAEWTATN TIAVIWV AOYWV €0TV APAVIOIS TO DAAVELY EKAOTOV ATIO TIAVTIWV.
dx yaQ TV AAANAwV TtV eld@wV oLUTAOKT)V 0 AdYog yéyovev Muiv. In the
Politicus it further provides the foundation for the dialectical use of examples.

Now any given system which is no mere set of unsociable entities but a
field exhibiting a nexus of interrelationships (and this is what “communion”
among the members means), does not simply stand by itself: it can be “reduced”
(dvayeoOat) to principle(s). In the Republic and the Laws we observed this
implication (indeed dialectical necessity) of communion to be called for in the
study of mathematics. In the Sophist there is an application of this operation in the
establishment of the five péyiwota yévn. The Politicus provides another example of
it, by defining example in terms of it. To give an example is to discover a common
element in two different things [15], as the example employed and illustrated of
the same letters occurring in different syllables and words makes clear. (And
elements are principles). Thus statesmanship is successfully defined as a sort of
weaving.

Furthermore. Not only is the dialectical necessity expounded in the two
major political dialogues also confirmed and concretely employed in (the Sophist
and) the Politicus; the ultimate theory of principles finds its first statement in the
seeming digression on Excess and Deficiency and the true Art of Measurement in

the latter dialogue. This genuine Art of Measurement is concerned not with the
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relativity of the more and less, but with the uétpiov (283c10) and the absolute
distance, so to speak, from it. (To the pétpiov belongs also 10 meémov, 6 kaEdG,
0 0éov kKal mavO’ omdoa eig 10 péoov amwkiodn twv éoxdtwv, 284e). The
uétowov in each domain is defined by a certain, privileged determination of a
given infinite determinability (of the underlying infinity or indeterminacy of a
particular kind). Such determination being stable represents the focal point of
absolute measurement. Its stability constitutes the “necessary substance of
becoming” (283d8: katx TV TG Yevéoews dvaykaiav ovolav); an expression
exactly answering to the definition of the third Philebean nature, the pewt) kat
yeyevnuévn ovoia (27b), the ékyovov of the two former ones (tépag and &mepov)
there being called yéveoic eic ovoiav (26d). The two kinds of measure, the relative
and the normative, go together, and the one is not possible without the other
(Politicus, 284d). The Pythagorean view that all physical things are subject to
measurement is endorsed: 6 yap éviote, @ Xkoateg, olopevol d1 TL 00PoV
doaletv mMoAAoL TV Koy Aéyovov, wc dpa LETPNTIKY TEPL MAVT E€0Ti TA
yLiyvoueva, tout avto to vOv AgxOev Ov tuyxdver (284e-285a). The Eleatic
philosopher is speaking somewhat condenscendingly of the Pythagoreans, and he
supplies their art with the anchor of fixedness and stability, to the extent possible
in the world of becoming. But the mathematization of the Cosmos (and in
particular of all arts and sciences) is maintained and enriched. The new dimension
added (absolute measurement) is proclaimed to be indispensable in the future
demonstration of true accuracy in dialectics: wg mote derjoel Tov vov AexOévtog
TPOC TNV TtEPL avTO TAKPLPEC dmoderlv (284d). A forward reference no doubt to
the projected Philosopher. Once again we meet with the necessity of blending
Eleatism and Pythagoreanism.

The prefigurement of the Philebus doctrine is ostensibly introduced as a
sort of apology for the preceding lengthy Myth and the extended account of the

detailed definition of weaving. As it is insisted that, in the cases concerned, the
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right length of time has been observed with regard to the purposes at hand, both
the Myth and the example of weaving, being lengthy, are thus declared vitally
important for the argument of the Dialogue. The former supplies a Theory of
Cosmos in mythical vehicle, similarly to the Myth of Er in the Republic. As to the
latter, the royal function of statesmanship consists in balancing within the state
vigour and prudence, in weaving warp-like strength and welf-like caution
together according to the right mixture, the pétolov (310e).

To the table above then, one more column may be added, reflecting the

intermediate position between Republic and Laws:

a Myth of Cosmic periodization (Politicus)

b -

b2 Measurement (Politicus)

bs Definition of Example; Normative Measurement (Politicus)
kowwvia eldwv and péywota yévn (Sophist); [Philosopher]

A closely knit system of interconnections among Platonic dialogues
emerges upon inquiry, based on doctrinal constants and definite pointers in
various relationships. It figures out as a highly intentional and thorough overall
design. Theory of Politics and Theory of Reality always appear in emphatically
deliberate conjugation. Summarizing the main divisions of the integrated whole
we have:

I. Purified, strengthened and expanded Socratism finds its expression in the
Republic: Zwkodtovg €0tt kKaAov kat véov yeyovortog (Second Epistle, 314c)
[16].

II. Transformed Eleatism of the Eleatic Stranger.

(Parmenides), (Theatetus) [17], Sophist, Politicus, [Philosopher]
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III. Transformed Pythagoreanism of Timaeus.
(Republic B-E, 471b), Timaeus, [Critias] [18], [Hermocrates (?)]
IV. Approximate Plato — the Athenian Stranger [19], (Timaeus, Socrates).
Laws,(Timaeus), {Epinomis}, (Philebus) [20]
III andIV really coalesce. Plato abandoned the project announced in the
Timaeus of carrying on the concretization of Republic B-E, 471b by Critias and

Hermocrates, and substituted in its place the Laws. In effect, therefore, we have:

III' Timaeus, Laws, {Epinomis}, Philebus.

The Theory of Reality involved in each one of the three dialogue-groups
identified, involves both Mathematics and Dialectics, both mathematicals and
Ideas.

The mathematical structure of the World (affirmed analytically in the Laws-
group and indirectly in the Politicus-group) is already presupposed in the Republic.
The continuity of the Line, and mathematicals as intermediates, make that clear. The
entire development in Book Z confirms the assumption. True philosophy consists
in the process of meguaxywyr), a turning round away from the darkness of
becoming toward the light of real being (cf. 518d sqq.; 521c: TovTo &1, W £0KkeV,
OUK OOTQAKOUL v &l 1eQLoTeodr), AAAX YuXNG mepLaywy) €K VUKTEQLVIG TLVOG
Nuéoag eig aAnOuwvnv Tov 6vtog ovoav Emdvodov, fv dn Pprlocodiav &ANOM
dnoopev eivat). The search is for an inquiry drawing the soul from becoming to

being; 521b: Tt &v o0V &ln) ... HAONUA PuxNS OAKOV ATIO TOV YLYVOUEVOL €Tl TO
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0v; The answer is given in the sequel. As has been analysed above, one starts with
the distinct mathematical sciences, deepens then his insight by concentrating into
their intercommunion, and, applying dialectical procedure to such thorough
apprehension of their underlying mutual cognation, he finally reaches the
principle(s) of being, the Idea of Goodness in particular. In this sense dialectics is
the supreme lesson, lying as coping-stone on top of mathematics; 534e: womeQ
Oolykog tolg padnuaoty 1] daAekTikn) ULV €mavw kelobal, kal ovkéT &AAO
TOUTOL HAON U AvwTéow 000ws av émutiBeoBat, AAA™ €xetv 1)ON TéAog T TV
uaOnuatwv. The avvmoOetov has been envisioned.

It has to do with a dialectical treatment of mathematics, especially of the inner
communion among its branches. Dialectics is foremost a process (532a-b: ov
LA EKTIKNV TAVTNV TNV TTopeiav KAAELS;); it is a method, as most clearly disclosed
in the Laws [21].

But a dialectical treatment of mathematics with a firm view of ascending to first
principles was precisely the content of the renowned Platonic discourse(s) on Goodness
[22].

Republic Z, therefore, outlines the general pattern of reasoning in the Ilept
tdyaBov [23]. As this lecture constitutes then the philosophical activity in actu
(and not merely foreshadowed and methodologically circumscribed), it would
answer to the projected dialogue Philosopher, should this have been meant as an
execution of the Republic blueprint [24]. But as leader in the projected inquiry
would be the Eleatic Stranger, we should rather expect an emphasis on the
dialectical, and thus on the methodological aspect of the undertaking. At any rate
the nonexistence of the Philosopher was felt in antiquity as a hiatus within the
Platonic system of dialogues. One view, understandably yet impossibly, identified
it with the Epinomis [25]: this work purportedly answers the call at the end of the

Laws for a treatment of supreme wisdom.
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Dialectics may be appropriately construed as a revised and methodological
interpretation of Eleatism. In any case, it bears, however, (in common with that
current of thought) heavy ontological committments. It has often been questioned
whether the Theory of Ideas (as such metaphysical commitment) has survived
under, and despite, the Pythagorean emphasis in late Plato. But as the
mathematical interpretation of reality exists already in the Republic, so conversely
Ideas are part of the final edifice.

The Aristotelian testimony is decisive. Aristotle, in his ex professo account
of the Platonic Philosophy (Metaphysics A6), combines as a matter of course the
Theory of Ideas with the revised Pythagoreanism of late Plato into one coherent,
organic whole. There is no sign of fracture in this wholeness. Scattered also
throughout his work are references and criticisms of the Theory of Ideas and of
that severe and complete mathematization of philosophy which he ascribes to the
Old Academy and strongly denounces. His published treatise Ilepi Toewv is
complemented by his account of the Platonic lecture(s) Ilept tayaBov. It is
inconceivable that Aristotle did not report and criticize the latest form of the
Platonic Philosophy [26], with which he was immediately familiar for a very long
time. (Without A6 and Ilepi tdyaBov, Spensippus, Xenocrates and the Old
Academy would further remain an incomprehensible development).

Moreover Aristotle’s statement in A6 that the Forms are the (ideal)
Numbers fits exactly with what should be anticipated given the methodological
description of the genuine philosophical endeavour from the Republic onwards.
The “communion” among the (intermediate) mathematicals consists precisely in
their presupposing eidetic or ideal numbers, incomparable (dovupBAnTol) to each
other: twoness, threeness, etc. rather than two, three, etc. In this respect ordinary
Arithmetic, with numbers consisting of comparable units or monads, is on a par
with Geometry, Stereometry etc. There are many units, and twos and threes etc.

[27]. Besides, e.g. a triangle stands to the Threeness in a relation similar to that
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which the (many) threes bear to it [28]. Thus the existence of the ideal, eidetic, “first”
numbers is the ontological presupposition involved in the dialectical treatment of the
mathematicals: in the Republic-programme.

Theory of (hypostatical) Ideas on the one hand, and mathematical Theory of
the World and First Principles on the other, go together, constituting the twin
aspects of a single vision of reality.

The general form of reality is represented by the (middle) Theory of Ideas: by the
side of a Cosmos in a continuous flux of becoming, there exist separately Ideas of
the various “communions” embedded in that flux, Forms of what appears in
common among different spatiotemporal segments of the flux identifying them as
the same or similar. Such Ideas are ontological and cognitive reference points, in
relationship to which the everchanging fabric of the World is woven and
comprehended.

The form of reality is filled with mathematical objects and structures as with its
true content. Timaeus explains how this is done in connection with the sensible
World, while ITept tayaOov would detail the constitution of mathematicals
(ordinary and ideal) especially as disclosing the principles of being. Thus middle
and later phases of Plato’s philosophy, written and unwritten doctrines, are in perfect
harmony. There is no need of artificial interpretations like assuming dramatic
changes in Plato’s mind, or wholesale athetization of late dialogues, or radical
invalidation of the Aristotelian testimony. The true account is elicited by a close
observation of what is going on in the written works of Plato and, primarily, by an
accurate appreciation of what is the purpose (avowed or hinted) of that which is
going on. Presumably, Plato obeyed his own sound dialectical maxim: in
everything that you think or do set unswervingly your eye and intention on a
tixed single object as end, and mould your every thought and action in terms of it.

Ideas are (ideal, incomparable, unitary) Numbers [29]. Their principles are the

One and the Great-and-Small, péya kat pukeov (also called the Indefinite Dyad).
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The second principle is the participatory one (petaAnmtucov) and, hence, matter
(bAn) [30]; its very name (péya xatl pkeov) confirms its dimensionality. Eidetic
Numbers therefore, involve the abstract determination of extendedness, without
themselves being extended in the normal way which entails repeatability [31].
When eidetic Numbers are (on a second level) conjugated to the Second Principle,
there is generated a multiplicity (= ordinary number) of shapes and movements
which constitutes the sensible world existing in, or rather with, space and
(consequently) time. This is the mechanism of instantiation of the Ideas in this World
[32].

Now every twos in the sensible and mathematical world participate in, or
imitate, Twoness in itself, the (ideal) Number. But there exists one specific kind of
twos which exemplifies (manifests) the ideal Twoness in such a way that the latter
exhausts the formal component of the former in its specific character. Such a specific
kind of two(ness) is length. Apart from abstract Twoness and indeterminate
extentionality, there exists nothing else in length. Any other kind of two(ness), say
a couple of colours or seing and intellecting (critically bifurcated between a
subjective and an objective pole and thus fundamentally dual), has not its total
formal aspect exhausted by the (eidetic) Twoness, since this leaves out other factors
in colour-dimension, sensing and conceiving correspondingly. Thus (ideal)
Twoness is the idea of Length, but not of colour-couples, sensation or intellection.
In the latter cases we need additional (ideal) Numbers to exhaust their formal
content. We have here the Platonic equivalent of the Theory of essence. When X is
the idea of x in the stricter sense defined, then x is an image of X. The shift from
péOe&ic — talk to ouoiwoic — talk in Plato has, I suggest, to do with an emphasis on
this stronger sense of instantiation which coheres with the recognition of the
existence of relatively stable centers in the flux of becoming.

One can further pursue this line of thought to sharper precision. The kind

of x imitating X is susceptible of more or less focusing. There is a point of highest
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resonance (which the true Art of Measurement discerns), and also, on the other
hand, various approximations to it [33]. E.g. the straight line of unit length may be
held to constitute the optimal manifestation of the (Ideal) Twoness in space [34].

This is the best imitation of (eidetic) Twoness; we may speak of an apiotn dvac.

To answer then briefly the initial pivotal questions:

A) Ideas are the (eidetic) Numbers produced from the conjugation of the
One with the Great-and-Small.

B) Particulars are produced from the conjugation of the (eidetic) Numbers
with the Great-and-Small. Particulars imitate their (ideal) Numbers by copying the
structure which these Numbers generate. There is an optimal likeness in each case;
this is achieved when the structure realized best resembles that implicated in the
(ideal) Number. In particular, with a given field of variation, optimal resonance
has to be discovered experientally if the Number of the field is not known. Should
it were known, the stable determination (the dvaykaia ovoia, or the yéveois eig
ovolav) could be established rationally [35].

The “infinite” multitude of x’s under an idea X is organized in a Continuum
of variability, an underlying field of indeterminacy. There exists an optimal
determination for every such field: this gives the best-x, most adequate
instantiation of X consistent with the structure of the actual World of Becoming. X
is projected on the entire field of variation, indeterminacy reverberates to the tune
of the projecting tonality, but focal resonance is achieved at the privileged poin, at

best-x.
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-1II -

The polity of the Republic is emphatically held to be realizable in actual life.
The anxiety not to be taken as a case of make-belief and wishful thinking (evxn) is
uppermost in Plato’s mind, esp. throught E (and the end of Z). What is designed is
possible (dvvatd), it can be actualized [36]. In fact, if the design is laid in
accordance with the nature of things, there can be no question of an utopia; 456b-c:
OVK &Qa AdLVATA YE OVDE eVXALS OO EVOHoOeTOVUEY, émMeimep KaTd QvoLY
ETiOeuey TOV VOUOVT AAAX T VOV TIAQX TAVTA YIYVOUEVA TTAQX GOV HAAAOV,
ws €owke, yiyvetat If what is a deviation from nature can obtain, a fortiori this is
possible for the thoroughly natural. It may be difficult, but it is not impossible [37].
Similarly in the conclusive conclusion of the middle body of books, at the end of Z
(540d).

The call is to show the feasibility of the polity and even the manner of its
realisability (wg dvvatov kat 1) dvvatdv, 471e). The way is to have power and
wisdom coincide in the same person(s) [38]. The main point in the developments
in the middle books of the Republic is exactly to provide an intimation of the
nature of philosophical wisdom required to effect (if coupled with power) the
actual institution of the right polity. The necessary wisdom is philosophical (ultimately
dialectical mathematics). The paradeigms of the World of Ideas will direct the
legislator possessing power and wisdom in the proper design for the polity (500d-
e). Following what he sees there (& éxet opa 500d4), he will undertake to picture
the polity [39], by first purifying the existing state of affairs in society (501a) and
then delineate the new design (501a9: peta tavta oy paoOaL &v TO oXNUa
¢ moAwtetlac). The paradeigms he would be looking at during this vital process
will be t0 PpvoeL dikalov kal KAAOV Kal cwdPEov kal tavta T tolavta, while his

task would be to harmoniously blend the characters around the dominant tone of
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true piety (501b-c). There is a clear distinction between the polity-design and the
ideal exemplars. In fact we seem to have an explicit acknowledgement of the
multiplicity of such designs: w¢ Towovtog éott moAitetwv Cwypddog 6V TOT
énmvovpev (501c5-6) [40].

The necessary condition for the realization of a best polity is the same in the
Laws as in Republic: greatest power and supreme wisdom must coincide. In fact,
then the task is easy and quick moving [41].

The Laws (739a-e) recognize a first best polity (dotlotn moAttela) and then
approximations to it (devtéoa kat toitn). The Laws provide the substance for the
second. It is an open option which one is to be followed, depending on the
obtaining state of society [42].

The best polity is not the polity of the Republic. It is one in which the unity
of the society is so overwhelming as to extend even to the thoughts and sentiments
of each individual: they all share the same attitudes, patterns of behavior, norms
of appreciation, ways of thinking. We have to do with an explicit intensification of
what is laid down in the Republic: the (dlov is completely eradicated from the Polis,
not only regarding women, children or external possessions, but even (so far as it
is possible) from the natural ©w, the senses and hands of a man, from what
naturally belongs to him, parts and faculties of his body and soul. For to pév yao
KOOV oLVl TO d¢ DoV daoTia Taxg TOAeLS (875a6-7). Goodness is Oneness [43].

This is a city of gods or children of gods (739d6). It corresponds to the
Saturnian life (713b-e) [44], which has been described in the Politicus myth (268d-
274d) in association with a Theory of Cosmic Periodization. This best polity is
characterized by the sovereignity of the wise leader over laws (874e-875d): for
ETUOTIUNG YAXQ OUTE VOHOG 0UTE TAELS 0Vdepin KQElTTWV, 0VOE BEUIS €0TiV VOUV
OVOEVOG VTIKOOV 00dE DOVAOV AAAX TTAVTWV doxovTa etval, €dvmeQ dANOvog
EAe00eQ0G Te OVTWGS 1) kKt puoty (875c6-d2) [45]. But this precondition is at best

only partly attainable by human nature, and therefore, in general, 70 6evTepov
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alpetéov, TAELY Te KAl VOOV, & O1) TO HEV WG ETTL TO TTOAL 00 kal BAETtel, TO O
et mav advvatel (875d3-4). Such second best design is offered in the Laws [46].
The polity of the Republic approaches more to the Saturnian type and the best
polity.

Any such type of polity, even the best one, is not the Idea of moAic. Two
senses of exemplariness (paradeigm) should be distinguished: one is ideal; the
other consists in the optimal determination of the variational field into which the
Idea is manifested. The Idea of Polis must be an (ideal) Number encompassing the
harmony of society, just as the soul in Timaeus was so integrated into its structured
system proceeding from an appropriate Number. If we do not know the social
Number (and the system of relationships that it generates and encompasses), then
we may identify the basic dimension(s) of variation in the social nexus and
discover its (their) essential, i.e. optimal, determination. And this is exactly what
Plato does (applying the Philebean processes) in the final section of the Politicus: the
Statesman’s function is to find the harmonious balance between security and
dynamism, weaving the social fabric from serenity and vigour, from the welft of
contentment and the warp of daring, from reasoned definiteness and impetuous
openness — in fact, generalizing, the statesman will endeavour to grasp that
combination of limiting Oneness and infinite Indeterminacy which constitutes the
Number of Society [47]. Other aspects or dimensions beside the one noticed in
Politicus may come into more or less prominent play as the history of human kind
unfolds itself. The weaving has to be done anew in each case. The design may, and
will, differ: but supreme wisdom and philosophical knowledge would for ever be
required, irreplaceable by any subordinate art and science of the various necessary
participants in the toAc-life (287b-290e), even by any superior expertise of higher
state-functionaries, politicians, military leaders, judicature (303d-305e).
Statemanship is impossible without mathematics; not even divine stewardship of

the human flock is possible without it; Laws Z, 818b9-c2: dokw pév, ag (sc. divine



23

necessities i.e. mathematical order) un tic moalag unde av pabwv o TagaTav
ovK Av Ttote Yévolto avOowmolg Beog ovde dalpwv ovdE 1PWS 0log dLVATOG
avOpwnwv EmpéAelav oLV omovdr) moleloBar TOAAOL O av Oerjoelev
avOowmog yve Oetog yevéoOau etc. Evidently dialectical mathematics is needed to
elevate a necessary condition to the sufficient one. Just as the Demiurge cannot order
the Koopog without mathematical structure emanating from Oneness-Goodnes.

To sum up:

a) The Idea of State is the Social (ideal) Number, i.e. the Number which
involves the structure of the Harmony in Society or, in other words, the system of
determinate proportions which define all social parts and functions in their
interrelationship.

b) Depending on the state of the material principle (as reflected in a given
historic human condition) that Number is expressed as various forms of social
order, all converging and approximating to the optimal resonance of the Saturnian
life. In effect these forms can be represented as a certain weaving of the social
fabric from the two basic threads of many names underlying the variational field
of human excellence: valorous spirit and ponderous weighting, fieriness and
energy-accumulating reserve, strength and prudence, decisiveness and
calculation, force and repose, drive and contentedness. One can easily discern the
same fundamental elements into their manifold contemporary shapes. Carried
through the entire complex mixture of actual dimensions of variation, that
weaving always aims to create, by an appropriate system of checks and balances, a
simultaneously stable and dynamic social order which maximizes man’s potential

and optimizes his activity.
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NOTES

Socrates was the leader in the exposition to which Timaeus refers back, and that discourse is
mentioned as td mepi trc moAiteiac (20b). Aristotle’s standing term of reference to the
Republic is ITAatwv év ) moArtela or 1) moArtela 1) [A&Ttwvoc.

NOV ovUv... Aéyewv elpl €TOLHOG, @ LWOKQATES, U HOVOV &V kepaAalolg AAA’ domeQ
Nrovoa kad’ Ekaotov: Tovg d¢ moAitag katl v moAw 1|v x0ec Uy wg v pvbw dujeloda
0V, VOV UETEVEYKOVTEC €L T dAnBéec debo Onoopev g Ekeivny TNvde ovoav, Kol ToLg
moAitag ov¢ Otevoov Pprjoopev ékeivoug Tovs dAnBivode elvat TEOYOVOUS TLU@V... TAVTWS
AQUOOOVLOL Kol OUK ATooeOa AEyovTeg avTOVC €lval TOUG €V T TOTE OVTAS XQOVQ.

C. Ritter suggested specifically structures and relationships “Krotons oder einer anderen
nach pythagoreischen Grundsaettzen aristokratisch eingerichteten Stadt Gross-
Griechenlands”; or the constitutional developments of Hermocrates’ fatherland, Syracuse, in
relationship to its external political history and as causative factor of it. V. Neue
Untersuchungen ueber Platon, pp. 178-9.

The later passage runs thus: avaykaiov d¢, ..., TEQL TX TOWADTA TIAVTO OOt OULKQX KAl
TMOAAX vopoOétny pév EiAeimery, tovg d¢ Eumelgovg del Kat €viavTov YLYVOREVOUS
avtwv, dno ¢ xpeiac pavOavovtag, tdtteobal Kol €mavopBovuévouvg Kivelv Kot
EVIVTOV, €we &V 6po¢ ikavog dOEN TV TOLOVTWYV VOUIHWY KAl ETTNOEVHATWY YEYOVEVAL
XOOVOG HEV OV HETOLOG Gt Kol kavog ylyvort” av The éumelgiag dekaetnois Ovotwv te
Kal X0Qelwv, Emi mavta kKat ékaota tax0eic, COvTog eV ToL taEavtog VOpoOEtou ko),
TEA0OG D¢ OXOVTOG, aVTAG EKACTAS TAG AQXAS €l TOUG VopopLAakac elodegovoag To
TIOQAAELTIOLEVOV THC VTV AQXNS émavogBovobat, péxolmeo av tédoc Exewv ékaotov
00&N 10U kaAwg E€epyaoOal, tote 0¢ dxivnta Ocuévovg, Non xonodat et v AAAwvV
VoUWV oU¢ €tafe kat aQxac O Oelg avTolc VOHOOETNG @V TEQL KLVELV HEV EKOVTAG
pundémote UNdév, el O€ TIc avaykn dO0LelE TOTE KATAAAPELY, MACAS HEV TAG AQOXAS XOT
ovpovAovg, mavta d& TOV dNHOV Kal maoag Bewv pavteiag EmeABovVTag, édv ovUPWVLoL
TIAvTES, 00T KIVELY, AAAWG & UNdEToTE UNOAUWS, AAAX TOV KWAVOVTA Ael KATA VOOV
koatetv. (Absolute jus probibendi belonging to any dissenting voice against a proposed
change).

This fundamental passage reads thus: ovk €otiv mote yevéoOau BePaiwe Oeooefn OvnTav
avOowmwV 0VdéVa WG av Un ta Aeydupeva tavTa vov 0vo AAPr), (a) Yuxn te wg oty
npeoPutatov andvtwv doa yovig peteiAndev, aOdvatov te, doxel te O CWUATWYV
TAVTV, €Tl 0& TovToLoL O, (b) TO VOV elpnpévov moAAdkLs, (bl) tov te eipnuévov év toig
AOTEOLC VOOV TV OvTwV, (b2) ta te MEod TovTwV avaykata padnuata [Aapn], (b3) ta te
KT T povoav touTolg TG Kowwviag ovvOeaoduevog etc. — The Movoa in bs is the
supreme Muse of true Philosophy; v. XT, 499D: 6tav abtn 11 Movoa moAewg €ykoatng
Yévntat.

The science in question is furthermore peculiar, difficult to be discovered and difficult to be
taught (968d: & del pavOavewv olte ebpelv QddOV oUTE NMUENKOTOS dAAoL padnTnV
vevéoDat), unexpectedly grasped (968e: ovde Yoo avtoig Tolg pavOdvovot dnAa yiyvort’
av OtL TEOG KAQOV pavOavetal, mELV EVTog TS PYuxng, EKAOTE TOL HaBrpHoaTog
eruotqunV yeyovévat), not really ineffable, yet unforetold (968e: amdoonta pév AexOévta
ovk av 000wc Aéyorto, amoogonta dO€), a result of teaching accompanied by frequent
intercourse (968c: dwax peta ovvovoiag mMOAANG). The correspondence with Epistle Z, 341c
is striking: ontov yoao ovdapws oty wg AAAa padnuata, dAA’ Ek TOAANG ovvovoing
YLYVOUEVNS TEQL TO MEAYHA avTO Kat Tov ovlnv éEaipvne olov amod muEoOg mndNoavTog
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eEadOev dag, év ) Yoyt yevopevov avto éavto 1d1 teédet. The education in question is
not really a proper object of legislation, but, once achieved, its starting condition (968c). Plato
is in possession of it: (968b) o TNV Tepl T TOLAVT EuTELpiaV TE Kal OKEYLY YEYOVVIAY UOL
Kal pdAa ovyviy.

“Where we want to lead the inquiry to” is the search for the good and beautiful (moog v
o0 kaAob te Kat ayabob oy, 531c¢6). Thorough and in depth treatment of
mathematics must tend to the spiritual vision of the Idea of Goodness: t0 d¢ TOAD avTg Kat
TIOEQWTEQW TQOLOV OKOTEloOAL OEl €l TL TTQOG €KELVO TELVEL, TIQOG TO TIOLELY KATIOELV QAOV
TV 1oL dyaOov déav.

As Julius Tomin correctly pointed out in the discussion, the intimate connection of
Mathematics with Dialectics (of such a nature that the latter draws the significant
conclusions from the facts established by the former science in thus ascending to their
principles) is already affirmed, in a rather matter of course way, in Euthydemus 290c: ol 0" a0
yewpéTpar kat ol dotpovouor kat ol Aoytotikol - OMQeVTIKOL YAQ €lOL Kal ovTor oV YaQ
TOLODOL T JAYQAHUHUATA EKAOTOL TOUTWV, AAAX Td OVTa AVELQRIOKOLOLWV - KTE OVV
xonoOat avtol avTolg OVK ETUOTAMEVOL AAAX ONEevoAL HOVOV, TTAAdLDOATL OT)TIOL TOLC
Otadextikoic kataxonoOat avtwv tolg eVENUAOcLY, 600l YE AUTWV HI] TAVIATAOLY
avonrot eiow. In fact we seem to have here the postulate of the intermediate mathematicals:
these are t& Ovta which the mathematicians do not invent, but discover. Yet the
Mathematicians, do not know what to do with the truths they reveal; it is to the Dialectician
that they turn over their discoveries in order to trace their presuppositions and
consequences — if they are not completely out of mind. For their expertise does not make
them dialecticians; v. Republic Z, 531d9 sqq.: o0 ydo mov dorovot ye ol tavta detvol (i.e.
accomplished mathematicians) diaAextucol etvat. — OV pa tov AL, €dn), el pn) HdAa yé tiveg
OALYOL OV €y EVTETUXTKAL.

Cf. 530d: ktvdvvevel, Ednv, WG TEOS AOTQOVORIAV OHHATA TETUYEV, (G TIQOG EVAQHOVIOV
dooav @ta maynvat, kat adtat AAANAwY adeAdal tveg al Emotnuat tval, wg ol te
ITvBayopetoi paot kat Nueis, @ 'Aavkwv, ovyxweoLUEV.

It is usually held that the dialectical (stricto sensu) treatment of quantity is just a branch of
the dialectics of nature, for middle Plato at least. But the mere fact that there is a single,
continuous Line in Republic ©T to represent the succession of orders of reality prefigures the
final solution.

Mathematics provides the necessary knowledge for the pursuit of the beautifulest knowledge;
Laws Z, 818d1-3: tadT’ oLV 1) MAvTa WG HEV OUK dvaykaid €0t pabnuata t pEAAOVTL
OoxXedOV 0TIOLY TV KaAdiotwv padnuatwy eloecdat, MOAAT kal pweia TOL dvVOTr|UATOG.
Mathematics lies at the start and leads the way in that pursuit (818d7: émi taAAa ovta
TOVTWV 1yovuévev v padnuatwv povodvew). The kaAAdiota padnuata concern divinity
and the Theory of Principles; their summit consists in the uéywrov uaOnua, the One-
Goodness.

There is obviously much more to be thought of.

Theon Smyrnaeus, citing the passage in question from the Epinomis (which work he ascribes,
as a matter of course, to Plato), thinks that the cohesive bond meant seems to be (£owkev)
proportionality; but then his text of the Epinomis passage has dvadoyiav in place of
ouoAoyiav and éupAénwy instead of eic év pAénwv (p. 84.7 sqq. Hiller). The view may go
back to Eratosthenes” [TAatwvixoc (cf. p. 82.22 sqq. Hiller; also p. 2. 3 sqq. Etc.).

In Philebus we possess the nearest written approximation to Plato’s Theory of Principles,
albeit applied to the basic constitution of this World. The fact was recognized in antiquity.
Porphyry proceeded to the articulation (dtxpOgovv avta émaryyeAduevoc) of the Platonic
Theory of Principles as expounded in the [lept tdyaBov (that the one and the indefinite
dyad are principles of sensible-things, that the indefinite dyad is also found in the intelligible
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world as the principle of infinity, that the principle of indeterminacy and infinity is the Great
and Small) in his Commendary on Philebus. The reason for this procedure is, as Simplicius
suggests, the consonance between the two works; In Phys. 453.25 — 454.19 = Aristotelis,
Fragmenta Selecta, Ross, pp. 117-8; n.b. the conclusion: tavta 6 Ilopdpvolog eimev avTn
oxedov 1) Aéfel (after a long quotation from Porphyry’s Commentary), dowxpOoovv
EMaryyelAdevog o €v TN megl tayafob ovvovoia altviypatwdws onoévta, kal (cwe 0Tt
ovupwva éxetva nv toic &v PiAnpw yeypaupévorc.

278c: mapavelypatog v €oti 10te Yéveols, omotav OV TavTov €V €T OLEOTIAOUEVQ
doalopevov 000 kal ovvaxBev mepl ékatepov kat (better than wg) ocvvaupw piav
&ANON doOEav ATtoTeAT.

The leader in each dialogue is, no doubt, meant as a hint and clue.

Parentheses indicate indirect or looser connection. Square brackets an unfulfilled promise.
The inclusion sign for Epinomis draws attention to its (perhaps) doubtful authenticity.

Critias is next to nonexistent for all meaningful purposes.

Already in antiquity some held the Athenian stranger to be specifically Plato’s literary
persona; Diogenes Laertius 11, 52: eiot O’ ot E€vol (sc. the Athenian and the Eleatic strangers)
ovy, w¢ Twec vmédapov, IAdtwv kait Iaouevidng etc.

Philebus’ inclusion in this final group need not be construed chronologically. It simply
represents the most complete written account of the Platonic Theory of Principles. This
dialogue’s true timing is, famously, a real puzzle. Its most natural position seems to be after
Politicus. It provides an illustration, drawn out in extenso, of how the Theory of Principles
presupposed by the “true art of Measurement” can be applied in solving a characteristically
Socratic problem: is phronesis or pleasure the ultimate human God? It corresponds to the
Politicus handling of the question concerning the true nature of regal statesmanship: we have
to do in this world with harmonies in mixtures as stabilizing factors in the universal flux.

IB, 965c: ao’ ovv dxgieotépa okéPig Oéa te av TeQL OTOLOVV OTWOLV YLYVOLTO T) TO TTPOS
piav idéav éx TV moAdwv kal avouoiwv dvvatov eivar fAéntew; - Tows. — Ovk {owg, AAA
OVTWGS, @ dALOVLE, TAVTNG OVK €0TLV oadeotépa éBodoc vOQWTWV 0VdEVL

The anecdote related by Aristoxenus highlights the contrast between the common notion of
goodness and Plato’s analysis of it. Aristoxenus further testifies (according to the
Aristotelian exposition of that lecture) that Plato started from a treatment of mathematics
and ended up with a definition of Goodness as Oneness; Elementa Harmonica B, 31-2, pp.
39.4-40.4 da Rios, esp. p. 39.13 sqq.: paveinoav ot AdyoL mepl pabnuatwy Kol &oLOuwv katl
Yewuetolag kat AoteoAoyiag (= astronomy) katl t0 mépag 0Tt ayaBov éotwv év. This is then
the structure of the discourse: and it answers exactly to the general formulations for such
procedure in the Republic and the Laws.

To the careful student of Plato this must come as no great surprise. The theory that goodness
and oneness or binding together (and so, correspondingly, badness and breaking up or
segregation) are essentially connected pervades his work. For instance, notice, in the former
part of Republic (E, 462a-b): éxopev ovv Tt Hellov KAkOV TOAELT) €KELVO O &V DTNV DXOTIA
Kkat o) ToOAAGG &vt pag; 1y peiCov dyaBov Tov 0 dv ovvon Te kKal 1ot piav;

It would be significant if, as it is perhaps possible, Aristotle’s account of I[lepi TdyaGov
formed the second book of his ITepi @iAocopiac (Cf. the passage from Syrianus in Arist.
Fragm. Selecta p. 78 Ross). This would explain the Aristotelian reference in de anima 404b16-
24, and the vacillating ancient tradition regarding the relationship between the two former
works.

The view goes back at least to Thrasyllus; Diogenes Laertius II, 61: 'ETttvopic 1} vukteotvog
oVAAoYOG 1) prAooopoc, moArtikods. The best (and oldest) manuscripts of the dialogue (A and
O) bear the title: [IA&twvoc Emwvoptic 1) @iAoocodoc. Cf. Suda s.v. prtAdoodoc.
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In Metaphysics, M, 4, Aristotle treats of an initial form of the Theory of (separate) Ideas
unconnected to the nature of number; 1078b9-12: mepl d¢ TV eV MOWOTOV AVTNV TNV KATX
TV Déav dofav EmokenTéov, PNOév OLVATITOVTAG TOOS TV TWV AQLOUOV GVOLY, AAA’
g VTéAaPov €€ doxne ol mowtol tag Wéac Prjoavtec eivat. From the sequel (in
comparison with A6) it follows that those first exponents of the initial Theory of Ideas must
be Plato (and maybe others in the Socratic circle like Eucleides). Phaedo is probably
considered to belong to this initial stage (1080a2 sqq.). The adherents are in all likelihood the
eldwv GlAot of the Sophist. We have to do, it seems, with the logical (Eleatic) Atomism which
I noticed above. We have then incontrovertible Aristotelian testimony for fwo phases of
Platonic Philosophy. The specific differential between them is the non-existence or existence
of (developed) Pythagoreanism as the foundation of the entire system.

M, 1083a31 sqq.: €l 0¢ €0l TO €v aQXM), avaykn uaAdov womeg [MAdtwv éAeyev €xev ta
TeEl TOUG APLOHOVG, Kkal elval dLAdA TPWTNY KAl TOWADdA, kal ov cvUBANTOVC eivan TOVC
dptOuovc mpoc aAAnAovc. So, M, 1018a4-5: kal oUtwg O dovpPArTOLS elval tag v
ERAOTW TQ TPpWTW dpLOuw (sc. povadag) mEoc AAANAac. The First Dyad and First Triad are
the ideal numbers, Dyad-in-itself and Triad-in-itself; M, 1080a25-30: eiot d¢ cvpBANTAL al év
EKAOTW AQOPQ povadeg (one possibility), olov at év 11 dvadt 1) TpwTn AvTALS, Kal At v
T1) TPLAOL T1) TIPWTT AVTALS, KAl 0UTw 1) €Tl TV AAAWV &QLOH@V al 0¢ ai &v T1) dvddL avTn
TEOG TAG &V T1) TpLddl avTh] AcVUPANTOL Opolwg d¢ Kal €ml TV AAAWV TV ePeng
aolOpav. Cf. M, 1081b30-1; 1083a24-30 (here the Speusippean position is criticized in favour
of the Platonic). The Platonic theory is evidently referred to in K, 1060b6-9: &t d¢ toig v
TEWTNV &QXNV TO €V Aéyovol kal touT’ ovoiav, ék 0¢ ToL £vog Kal T VANG Tov dptfuov
vevvwol ipwtov (perhaps we should read: <tov> mpwtov) xal tovtov ovoiav GdokovoLy
etvau etc. This use of mpwoc to refer to the ideal numbers (cf. 1080b22: Tov towTOV AQLOHOV
TOV TV €WV Eva elvat etc.) settles the meaning of £é£w TV MEWTwWV (sc. apOp@V) in A6,
987b34. - Aristotle employs «mo@wtoc» in general to signify a Platonic ideal entity;
Metaphysics, Z, 1032a4-6: 6tL ey o0V ETL TV TPp@TwV Kal ka@ adTd AeYOUEVWY TO EKAOTW
eivar kal &kaotov 1O avto Kal év éott, dnAov. Cf. De lineis insecabilibus 968a9: 1) 0" idéa
mEWTN TV ouvwvOuwv. Naturally, he also uses the term to refer to the (mathematical)
number, as first in order among beings according to Speusippus (Cf. N, 1092a22; M,
1080b14-16; M 1083a21-24; A, 1075b37 sqq.); this cretes no blurring or confusion. On the
other hand one must systematically distinguish between first x as the Idea (or ideal Number)
X and best x as the optimal instantiation of X. V. infra.

And here we have the answer why Plato was not troubled by any allerged necessity to
hypostasize ideas of magnitudes as something different from both ideal numbers and
mathematicals. (Aristotle worries about this; Metaphysics 992b13-18 and 1080b23-25. In the
second passage the reference to Plato is certain given the following mention of the
Speusippean and Xenocratean views. Aristotle holds that Plato is forced by the logic of his
position to accept quasi-ideal magnitudes, tx peta tag Wéag, 1080b25, distinct from the
mathematicals. The bias may have been operative under the earlier form of the Theory of
Ideas, (v. n. 26 supra), where for any x an avto-x (avtoékaotov) was mechanically posited
and hypostasized. But with the mathematical Dialectics of the later Theory of Ideas the
pressure disappears. Thus Aristotle is hesitant in N, 1900b24: dAAx TavTd Ye (sc. T peyéon
as derived from their principles) métegov éat Eéoovratl (since the formal principle of e.g.
lines is ideal 2) 1] Tic 6 tEOMOC avt@v etc.). The idea of, e.g., surface (two-dimensional
figures and their relationships) is for Plato the Ideal Number 3 and not an ideal surface. The
first actual, concrete (i.e. repeatable) trinity is surface — not a purely numerical triad of
comparable units. The progeny of the One is (ideal) Number. The offspring of (ideal)
numbers is extension and extended being. In common with the Pythagorean tradition units
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and (non-ideal) numbers have extension. Thus it is further understood why Plato was against
a geometry of points (V. Metaphysics A, 992a20-22).

The Idea of Living Organism (avto t0 C@ov) consists of the One and the Ideas of Length, of
Breadth and of Depth; Aristotle De anima 404b18-21: avto pev 1o Coov €€ avTng g ToL
EvOg 10€ag Kal TOL TEWTOL UNKOLS Kal TAdTOoLS Kkal Pdbovg, T 0’ AAAX OLOLOTEOTWG.
The first length is the Idea of Length, i.e. the Number of Length, namely 2. Cf. Metaphysics,
1090b20-24: toic 0¢ tac Wéac tBepévolg (sc. Plato who posited ideas as well as
mathematicals) Tovto pév ékdevyet (sc. an aforementioned difficulty affecting Speusippus’
theory of first principles) — tolovoL Y& tax peyéon & tg VAng (which is the petaAnmrikov
as space according to Timaeus, v. Aristotle’s definitive statement in Physics 209b11-16) kat
AQLOHOD, €K HEV TG DLADOC TA HIKN, €K TOLAdO0C O lows Ta ETTEdA, €K DE TN TETEADOC
@ otegea 1) kal €& dAAwv aglOpav dwadéoet yag ovOév - etc. The relative
nondefinitiveness (iowg, 1 kal ¢& dAAwv &Ouwv) is a generalization referring to any
holder of the basic view in question and not only to Plato.

But Plato is the main target here, and this confirms the Platonic ascription of the view in
the De Anima passage. Immediately preceding there, Plato’s constitution of the soul from
elements (otowxeia) in the Timaeus is referred to; while the view in question is introduced by
the sentence: opoiwg d¢ kat év toig meotl Pprhooodiac Aeyouévols dwweiodr). The ancient
interpretative tradition takes this mostly as a reference to Ilepi tdyaBov. Probably, indeed,
Aristotle means the Platonic concept of true Philosophy, i.e. dialectical mathematics with a
view to eliciting first principles — exactly what was done in [1epi tadyaBov. (Once again the
promised Philosopher seems in effect realized in the unwritten lecture(s)).

Cherniss (Aristotle’s Criticism of Plato and the Academy, Appendix IX, esp. pp. 567-70) argued
against a Platonic reference in the De Anima passage (and in favour of a Xenocratean one).
His main reasons are: 1) Metaphysics N, 1090b20-32 (where the same view with that of De
Anima 404b18-21 occurs) does not refer to Plato but to Xenocrates; and 2) In Metaphysics Z,
1036b13-15 Aristotle makes a distinction among those who assert the Theory of Ideas: some
of them make the dyad avtoyoapun while others make the form of line (eidog tng
YOAHUNC) avTOyQaun); since the latter position represents the “orthodox” theory of Ideas,
the former one could not be Plato’s.

Cherniss’ foundations are untenable.

As to the second: Aristotle’s point in Z, 1036a26-b20 is an aporematic treatment of the issue
how much from the being-determination in any given entity is due to its form, and what the
remainder is, which has to be accounted by its matter. Should flesh, bones and such
“material” parts of a man be included in his definition as parts of his form and Adyog?
Should extentionality and the continuum be considered as belonging to the form of lines and
figures? (Cf. 1043a34: xal yoapun motegov ovac &v unker 1) [6tl] oOvdag;). Aristotle
distinguishes the two logical alternative answers to this question about geometricals and
draws unlikely (from a commonsensical outlook) consequences from the negative answer.
The affirmative one belongs evidently to that original and simple form of the Theory of Ideas
(v. supra n. 26), which roughly consisted in hypostatizing over and above any and every x
the X as the avto-x or the idea of x (Cf. Metaphysics Z, 1040b30-4: mpooTtiOévtec TOIg
ailoOntoic o onua o «avTo». Cf. also B, 997b5-12 and the avtoékactov in Nic. Eth.
1096a35-b5). Cherniss’ “orthodox theory of Ideas” is this initial, rude form of it.

As to the first: Cherniss holds that Metaphysics N, 1090b20-32 refers to Xenocrates, since in
the sequel 1090b32-1091a12 Plato is certainly meant (1090b32: ot d¢ mp@toL dVO TOULG
&QLOHOLG MOMTAVTEG, TOV TE TV WV Kal TOV padnuatikov ete.). But in fact Aristotle (a)
starts with Speusippus (1090b13-20), proceeds (b) to Platonic doctrine (1090b20-27), criticizes
(c) the Xenocratean position identifying ideal and mathematical number [1090b27-32; there is
no theorem about the ideal number, unless, by confounding ideal and mathematical
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number, one gets the theory he needs but at the price of altering the proper mathematical
foundations of Mathematics and assuming some peculiar positions: dAAa prv o0d” DAEXeL
Ye kat avtv o0&V Oeconua, €av pun TIc BoVANTAL KIVELV Ta HatOnuaTuco Kol TToLeLy
Wiac tvag 06&ag etc. — a characteristic Xenocratean feat according to Aristotle (cf. 1086a5-
11; and for two characteristic unmathematical principles of Xenocratean mathematico-ideal
realities v. 1080b28-30]; finally Aristotle (d) returns to Plato (1090b32 sqq.).

(In De Anima 404b21-4 the quadruple division of apprehension in vovg, émiotun, d6&a,
aloOnoic can be easily reconciled to Platonic doctrine; still, the application here is more
likely Xenocratean. In any case it does not affect the ascription of the view in b18-21 one way
or another).

For Plato then the first Breadth = the Idea of surface = 3, and the first Depth = the Idea of
volume = 4. So clearly Themistius, Paraphrases Aristotelis, vol. I pp. 20.22-21.9 Spengel: o0
pHev oV avtolov, TOLTEOTL TOD KOOHUOL TOU VONTOU, OTOLXEIX T MOWTA EMOLOLY TWV
el TV AQLOUWY, TNV TOL éVOg WDEéav Kal TV TS TPRTNG Svddos KAl TV TNG TPWTNG
TOLADOG KAl TNV TNC MPWTNG TETEADOG ETELON Yap &V Tw VONT@ KOOUW OEl TTAVTWS TAG
dpyac mapeupaivecbar tov aloOntov, 6 d& aloONTOC €k UNKOLS 1O KAl TAATOLS Kal
Babovg, ToL pev upnkove WOéav eivar v mpwtny anepnvavto dvada: etc. (This was
Xenocrate’s explanation, as well, ibid.: taUtax 0¢ dmavta Aafetv €oTiv €k TV TeQl pvoewg
Eevokpatoug). Probably, therefore, the (ideal) number of the Animal-in-itself is 10 (=
1+2+3+4). The (eidetic) Decade is the Intelligible Paradeigm in creation, the idea of the
World, of the cosmic animal. Ideas of particular animals must be construed in a similar
manner (OHOLOTEOTWG): probably as number of decades. Thus Philoponus commenting on
the passage from de anima maintains (v. V. Rose, Aristoteles Pseudepigraphus p. 28): paoketv
Yoo avtovg Ot T €ldn AplOuol elotv, &QlOpoL D¢ dekadKOl EKXOTOV YAQ TV &V
dekada EAgyov.

Other examples of ideal numbers would be the Harmonic scale in the Timaean constitution
of the soul; and the Number in the Republic. The former amounted (according to a tradition,
going back probably at least to Crantor or Theodorus of Soloi, and explained in Timaeus
Locros §§208-212 (pp. 124-130 M. Baltes), and when all terms of the scale have been
normalized in the form of integers), to 114.695. For Proclus (Comm. In Tim. II p. 236 Diehl)
the sum is 105.947 (he omits the dmotopat — halftones from the series).

Aristotle’s locus classicus in Physics 209b11-16: d10 kai [TAdtwv v DANV Kol v xweov
Tavtd Gnowv eivat v @ Tipalw' 10 yap HETAANTITIKOV KAl TV XWoav €V Kal tadtov
(hence petaAnmrucov = UAN). &GAAoV O¢ TROTOV Ekel Te AEywWV TO HETAANTITIKOV KAl €V TOlg
AgyoéVols ayQAadols dOYUAOLY, GRS TOV TOTOV KAl TNV XWeav To avto anednvarto. In
the unwritten doctrines the petaAnmtucov is defined of course as to péya kat To puco (cf.
ibid. b33-210a2).

This answers the Aristotelian objection in Physics 209b33-210a2, why are not the Ideas
themselves in space. Ideas are unrepeatable, being unique, and thus exempt from space (and
time). Beings in the sensible world are repeatable, hence properly in space (and time). The
deeper reason for this difference is that while the participative (receptive) principle is the
same in the two cases, the formal cause in the former case is the One itself with its absolute
unifying potency, whereas it is (eidetic) Number in the other, with inferior power of holding
and bonding together, with less intense cohesive faculty.

The uniqueness of Ideas is emphasized by middle Plato; e.g. Republic 1, 597b-d, esp. 597c: 6
pev on Oedg, elte ovk EPoVAeto, eite TIc dvayxn énnv un mAéov N plav €év T dpvoel
amegydoaoOal avTov KAvNV, 00twg émolnoev piav pdvov adtv &keivny O €éotv KAV
dvo d¢ tolavTat 1) mAetlovg ovte EhuTevOnoav VIO ToL B0 oUTE UT) PLOOLV.

The reality of this mechanism of instantiation, and the underlying structure of ideal, ordinary
and material mathematics, constitutes mathematical truth as divine necessity, Ociac dvaryxn,
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which gods themselves cannot deflect (Laws Z, 818b sqq.). This (mathematical) divine
necessity binds by nature, 818d8: oUtw yao avaykn ¢pvoel kateiAndev, 1 dapev ovdEva
Oewv obte paxeobat T vov oUte paxetoOal ote. Just as mathematical is the way through
which the Demiurge orders the world in Timaeus, so similarly mathematical must be the way
the social human world is ordered, and proper care taken of man, by god, other divine being
or divine man (818b9 sqq.). The reason being that reality is throughout mathematical,
including divine reality (as C. Ritter correctly discerned the later point, Platos Gesetze-
Kommentar pp. 213-4; although he inconsistently hesitated to affirm the universal validity of
the principle, ibid. note to p. 213).

Here we meet the analysis in Philebus and the applications in Politicus.

Can the Xenocratean indivisible lines find here their forceful motivation?

Cf. the difference between empirical and rational Harmonics or Astronomy.

Cf. E, 450c-d; 471c sqq.

502c: ovpPaiver Nuiv mepl g vopoBeoiag &olota peEv elval & Aéyopev, el yévolto,
Xaldera 6¢ yevéoOat, 00 pévtor advvata ye.

473c sqq. Cf. 502b: €ig ikavog yevopevog, oAV Exwv metbopévny, mavt émteAéoat ta
vov amotovpeva. The definite statement occurs in XT, 499. Plato rebuffs the taunt of the
unscientific “realists”, in reality mere opportunists (cf. 500b), against his best polity: to
represent it as exemplary wishful thinking and utopian phantasizing (¢0x1)) one has to deny
the possibility of either the powerful becoming philosophic, or the genuine philosophers
assuming sovereign power in human society; but there is no reason in support of such
dogmatic position. 499c: tovtwv (sc. the two alternatives) d¢ mdteoa yevéoOar 1) apupoteoa
WG QA E0TLYV &XdVVATOV, £Yw eV oLdEVA Pl Exev Adyov. O0tw yaQ av fpels dikaiwg
katayeAoueda, wg AAAwG evxaic dpowa Aéyovtes. On the contrary it is certain that when
Philosophy reigns and the philosophers rule the best polity is realized whether in the past, in
the present at some unknown place, or in the future. (Notice the exquisite sophistication of
the formulations in 499c-d. Moreover, at the conclusion of the long sentence «et totvuv
axolc eig drlooodiav... £ykoatnc yévntaw, Plato uses a temporal clause in place of some
normally expected combined form of conditional; the apodosis is also emphatic: 6tav avt n
Movoa moAewe €ykoatng YEVNTaL YEYOVEY 1) EQNUEVT] TMOALTElR Kal ECTIV Kal yevnoeTal
ve. Whenever Philosophy gets the power, the best polity obtained and obtains and will
obtain). We do not know such instantiation, but reason shows that it is possible, although
difficult to obtain: oV yap ddVvatog yevéoDar, ovd’ Nueic advvata Aéyopev: xaAema d&
Kat o’ U@V opoAoyettat (499d).

Disbelief in this salutary and true view is caused not by the inability of the many to accept
the superiority of philosophy, but by the worthlessness of the actual pretenders at
philosophy (499e-500b). incapable leadership is the real trouble; it discredits genuine
philosophic guidance to the eyes of the many.
500e: ok Av TOTE AAAWC €VdALHOVIIOELE TIOALS, €L M) avTtnv dxypaeiav ol t@ Oeiw
napadelypatt xowpevol Cwyoadot.

At the end of Book ©, the polity of the Republic is denied by Glauco to exist anywhere upon
earth; it lies as a design of the philosopher’s own (591E: t1)v év a0t moAtteiav; 592A: év ye
) éavtov ToAel) in thought (tf) év Adyoig kewpévn, 592B) émel yRc ye ovdapov oipat
avT)V eivat Socrates seizes the opportunity for a nice jocular turn: dAA’, v O &yw, &v
00pav@ (0WS TORADELY X AVAKELTAL TQ BOVAOUEVE® OQAV KAl OQWVTL EXVTOV KATOLKICELY.
Socrates has been tired arguing again and again for the realisability of his best polity, which
he does not deny here. He strikes a jocular tone with his «év ovgav@» in replying, and then
adds: dixdégel de oVdEV, eite mov €0t elte €otar T YoQ TAUTNG HOVNG AV TIRALELEY,
AAANG d¢ ovdepag. For the philosopher it is irrelevant whether his best design exists or will
exist in sensible actuality: his actions will be guided by the best paradeigm (= example) of a
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state anyway. One inhabits it by behaving according to its tone and pattern, thereby
realizing it so far as depends on him. ITagdderypa here is exemplary design. “In heaven, as it
does not exist on earth. Besides, it is a heavenly design. The use of mapaderypa in 472¢-d is
also non-technical. Strictly speaking it refers to the optimal realization of an idea rather than to the
Idea itself. The variation of the actual approximations to such privileged optima has been
explained above: it is the Philebean doctrine of variational distancing from the pétoiov. The
reservation voiced provisionally and preemptively in 472b-473a regarding the realisability of
the best polity (which is going to be proven in the sequel) concerns the necessary enhanced
precision and truthfulness of Adyog as against deed and worked effect; 473a: &0’ otdv Té Tt
neaxOnvat wg Aéyetal 1 pvow Exet mpadv AéEewe NrTov aAnleiac épamtecdal, kv el
un tw Ookel... Tovto uév on un avaykalé pe, olax Tw Adyw OuAOopev, towxdTa
MAVTATIAOL KAl Tw E€pyw delv yryvopeva anodalvery: aAA’, éav olol Te yevwpeda evoety
WG av &yyvrata tov elpnuévay moAS olknoetey, Gphval Uas éEnuonkévat wsg duvata
tavta yiyveoOai, & ov erutdtteis. (Cf. the principle enunciated in Phaedo 99d-100a; 99e:
£€dofe 01 poL xonvat eic ToUg A0yovs katapuyovTa €V EKEVOLS OKOTIELV TV OVTWV TNV
aAnfewv. ...00 YaQ MAVL OVYXWOW TOV €V [Toic] A0y0Lc OKOTIOVLEVOV Tt OVTQ €V elkOOL
HaAAoOv okomelv 1) tov €v [toig] €pyoic. Thus Dialectics starts. Rational Harmonics and
Astronomy are contrasted in the Republic, Z to the inferior empirical corresponding studies.
And so the intelligible astral order (Tov €v T0OlG &OTEOLS VOUV TV OVTWV) is emphasized in
the Laws, 969e1).

The qualification therefore expressed in 472b-473a has nothing to do specifically with the
best polity of the Republic; it equally affects any design év Adyw of some appropriate
constitution, say that of the second best in the Laws, or any other. Every sensible reality
suffers from such unstable approximability to the norm, even the paradeigmatically divine
celestial movements (Republic Z, 530a-b) or the relationships of audible harmony (ibid., 531a-
c). (Notice 530b1-4, with reference to astronomical entities, measures and relationships: ovxk
atorov, olel, 1Mynoetat tov vopilovia yiyveoOal te tavta del woaLTWS Kal ovdAUN
ovdeV MaQAAAATTELY OWUA Te €Xovia Kal Opwpeva, kal Cntelv mavti Tteomw ThHv
aAnfewxv avtv Aafetv;). Realisability has nothing to do with the degree of detailedness in
the design in question, or to its grade of approximation to the best paradeigm-example
(instantiation) of the Idea of State.
712a: wg étav €lg TavTOV TQ POVELY Te Kal owdoovelv 1 peyiotn dvvauig év avOownw
OLUTTEDT), TOTE TOALTEIRG TNG AQLOTNG KAl VOUWY TWV TOLOVTWV PUETAL YEVEDLS, AAAWG D&
oV U1 mote yévntat Tavta pEV ovv kabamepel noOOC tic AexOelc kexonopdNobw, Katl
emudedelxOw TN HEV XaAeTOV OV TO TMOAV ebvopov yiveoOal T O elmep yévolto O
AEYOUEV, TAVTWY TAXIOTOV TE KAl PAOTOV UAKPQ.

The choice must depend on the human “matter” available. Thus the Laws enjoin private
ownership of house and land, instead of communal agriculture, ¢meidn to TolovTOV UeIlOV
1 KAt TV VoV YEVEOLV Kal ToodnV kait maidevoty elontat (739e8-740a2).

The identical understanding of what is “one’s own” (namely, their own) among the
guardians in the Republic extends over all of them a common (so far as this is possible)
response in terms of each one’s feelings of pleasure and pain; 464d: &AA’ évi ddyuaTL TOD
olielov TéQL €Ml TO AVTO TElvOvTAC TMAVTAC €lG TO duvatov Opomabels AVTNG Te Kal
Nndovng elvat. Still this (and the other attitudes and behavior) is conditioned by the residuum
of privacy, one’s own body (dux o pundév dlov éxtnobatl mANV 10 owpa, 464d), as well as
by the existence of other classes in society where the communal organization of the
guardians does not hold. In the best (first) polity of the Laws, such conditions are cancelled to
the uttermost extent possible: one compares with the Saturnian life.
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In fact it may be differentiated from it, in that the members of this society are men under the
immediate tutelage of divine beings (713d). In that case even the Saturnian society would be
a second best.

The same in Politicus 292a-300e.

Cf. 807b.

What strikes as excessive in Plato’s sense of social harmony is the apparent overdose of
bounding determinacy in his concrete weaving of the State-fabric. He seems to think in
terms of a world-era close enough to the initial stages of the World’s self-government
according to the Politicus myth. In fact he shares what I have called the “hybris of order”
which was committed in the classical age of antiquity. (Cf. A.L. Pierris, Hellenistic Philosophy:
Continuity and Reaction in an Oecumenical Age, in K. Boudouris (ed.), Hellenistic Philosophy pp.
133-135, esp. Excursus I: On the Hybris of Limitation and Order, ibid. pp. 144-152). The second
principle of the supreme bipolarity is conceived as evil.



