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Plato’s Rejection of Naturalism






CHAPTER 1

Introduction

Some forty years ago, the late Richard Rorty wrote a provocative book
titled Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature." In that book, and in many subse-
quent books and essays, Rorty advanced the astonishing thesis that Plato-
nism and philosophy are more or less identical. The point of insisting on
this identification is the edifying inference Rorty thinks is to be drawn from
it: If you find Platonism unacceptable, then you ought to abandon philoso-
phy or, to put it slightly less starkly, you ought to abandon philosophy as it
has been practiced for some 2,500 years. This is not, of course, to say that
those trained in philosophy have nothing to contribute to our culture or
society. It is just that they have no specific knowledge to contribute, knowl-
edge of a distinct subject matter. What I and many others initially found to
be incredible about the thesis that Platonism and philosophy are identi-
cal is that almost all critics of Plato and Platonism, from Aristotle onward,
made their criticisms from a philosophical perspective. For example, to re-
ject Plato’s Forms was to do so on the basis of another, putatively superior,
account of predication. How, then, could Rorty maintain that the rejection
of Platonism is necessarily at the same time the rejection of philosophy?
Rorty’s insightful response to this question is that those who rejected Plato-
nism did so from what we ought to recognize as a fundamentally Platonic
perspective. That is, they shared with Plato basic assumptions or principles,
the questioning of which was never the starting point of any objection. Ac-
cording to Rorty’s approach, Platonism should not, therefore, be identified

1. See Rorty 1979, esp. pt. 3.
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with a particular philosophical position that is taken to follow from these
principles, but more generally with the principles themselves. Hence, a re-
jection of Platonism is really a rejection of the principles shared by most
philosophers up to the present. It is from these principles, Rorty thought,
that numerous pernicious distinctions arose. As he puts it in the introduc-
tion to his collection of essays entitled Philosophy and Social Hope (published
in 2000), “Most of what I have written in the last decade consists of attempts
to tie my social hopes—hopes for a global, cosmopolitan, democratic, egali-
tarian, classless, casteless society—with my antagonism towards Platonism.”
By “Platonism” Rorty means the “set of philosophical distinctions (appear-
ance/reality, matter/mind, made/found, sensible/intellectual, etc.)” that
he thinks continue to bedevil the thinking of philosophers as well as those
who look to philosophy for some proprietary knowledge. Other important
Platonic dualisms elsewhere rejected by Rorty are knowledge/belief, cog-
nitional/volitional, and subject/object. These distinctions (among others)
are the consequences inferred from the principles that together constitute
Platonism.

Rorty maintained that the fundamental divide between Platonists
(whether self-declared or not) and anti-Platonists is that the former believe
that it is possible to represent truth in language and thought whereas the
latter do not.? Rorty’s antirepresentationalism thus extends far beyond a
putative subject matter for philosophy. It leads him to reject the possibility
of achieving the goal of truthful representations in the natural and social
sciences generally.? Hence, his argument is basically an epistemological
one, or anti-epistemological, if you will. The manner in which Rorty has
posed the problem facing any anti-antirepresentationalist makes its solu-
tion impossible—for Plato or for anyone else. If all our encounters with the

2. See Rorty 2001, 2.

3. Cf.ibid, 8, “anti-representationalists [of which Rorty is one] see no sense in which phys-
ics is more independent of our human peculiarities than astrology or literary criticism.” See
also Price (2011, 12-16), whose antirepresentationalism is mainly a refinement of Rorty’s view,
although Price has a more optimistic view of philosophy than does Rorty. In chap. 9, Price
distinguishes “object naturalism” and “subject naturalism,” the former (mistakenly) commit-
ted to representationalism and the latter not. Price’s wish to detach Naturalism from repre-
sentationalism is ultimately a consequence of his adherence to the Humean claim that human
beings are part of the natural world, in which case our capacity for (accurate) representations
is at least compromised or endangered by advances in integrating human beings into the
natural world scientifically. The position for which he argues he dubs “global expressivism.”
Price wants to treat claims to representation as a subject for “linguistic anthropology” which
I take it is very close to what he regards as the sole subject matter of philosophy. As for natural
science, Price wants to cast this in a rigorously nonrepresentationalist framework, meaning
roughly that the deliverances of natural science can aspire to be nothing more than accounts
of a linguistic community’s engagement with our environment nonrepresentationally speak-
ing. He calls his Naturalism “subject naturalism” as opposed to “object naturalism,” which is in
one way or another committed to a criterion for distinguishing better and worse representa-
tions of nature. See also Price 2008.
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putative external reality are representational—whether these representa-
tions be conceptual or linguistic—then there is no neutral, nonrelativistic
conceptual or linguistic perspective from which to ascertain the accuracy
of our original representations. Rorty is so confident that the entire history
of epistemology is wedded to some form of representationalism thus con-
strued that he thinks that the unsolvable problem for representationalism
can provide an inscription for epistemology’s tombstone.* On Rorty’s ac-
count, the differences among philosophers (and scientists) are far less sig-
nificant than their shared commitment to representationalism. Hence, to
identify Platonism and philosophy is not to fail to acknowledge that there
are people who have called themselves philosophers and anti- or non-
Platonists. It is, rather, to claim that what binds them together is a shared
error in principle, an error that is most egregiously and fundamentally
found in Plato and all those who follow in his path. Overcoming this error
is tantamount to overcoming the enchantment of Platonism, that is, of
philosophy.

Rorty’s rejection of all types of representationalism does not permit him
to distinguish the sciences from philosophy in any clear way. But his insist-
ence on the dualisms that bedevil Platonism does suggest a subject matter
for philosophy, broadly speaking. By “philosophy” Rorty means “systematic”
thought as opposed to what he calls “edifying” thought.” The manner in
which Rorty uses the word “systematic” is broader than the use according
to which one might say that Hegel is a systematic philosopher and Hume is
not. By “systematic” he means “having a distinct content or subject matter.”
Thus, anyone who thinks that it is possible for a philosopher to discover a
single truth about the world requiring one or more of the above dualisms
is embracing a distinctive or special type of error. She is entrapped by the
lure of the systematic, that is, of a distinctive content or subject matter for
philosophy.

Most of those who would reject a distinct subject matter for philosophy
do not share Rorty’s disdain for the sciences as a locus of truth about the
world. The terms “Naturalist” and “Naturalism” are today embraced mainly

4. See Rorty 1979, esp. pt. 2. Many critics of Rorty, generally sympathetic to his approach,
have struggled mightily to express Rorty’s insights in a way that does not blatantly and un-
equivocally make the extramental world drop out of the epistemological equation. See, e.g.,
McDowell 2000, 109-124; M. Williams 2000, 191-213; Putnam 2000, 81-87; and Gutting 2003,
41-60.

5. See Rorty 1979, 5, 365-372, on the distinction between “systematic” and “edifying” phi-
losophy. It is the former that Rorty wants to reject. Insofar as virtually all systematic philoso-
phy has had recourse to some or all of the above dualisms, they can be said to be inheritors
of Platonism or collaborators in a hopelessly corrupt intellectual project. For Rorty, natural
science since the seventeenth century has been the largely misguided inheritor of the fun-
damental Greek philosophical error of thinking that accurate representations of the world
are possible or even that meaningful content can even be given to the concept of “accurate
representation.”
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by those who in general have no compunctions or guilt feelings about their
promotion of certain representations over others, especially in the natural
sciences. But self-declared Naturalists divide over whether philosophy has
a distinct subject matter. Nevertheless, even among those Naturalists who
insist that philosophy is not replaceable by the natural sciences, there is no
one who thinks that this subject matter is as Plato conceives of it.® Plato tells
us in his Republicin a clear and unambiguous way that the subject matter of
philosophy is “that which is perfectly or completely real (10 navtehdg 6v),”
that is, the intelligible world and all that it contains, namely, immaterial
Forms or essences, souls, intellect, and a superordinate first principle of
all, the Idea of the Good.” If Rorty is right, then the denial of the existence
of this content is the rejection of philosophy.® Any form of Naturalism that
does not endorse Rorty’s strictures against representationalism is still going
to insist that if there is, indeed, a subject matter for philosophy, it cannot be
Plato’s. In fact, the most consistent form of Naturalism in my opinion will
hold that with the abandonment of the Platonic subject matter must go the
abandonment of a distinct subject matter for philosophy. Indicative of what

6. Quine (1981, 21) takes philosophy as continuous with science, by which I take him to
mean that the subject matter of philosophy is not different from that of science. For Quine,
this is the result of the rejection of the analytic/synthetic distinction. See Morris 2018, 403-411.
See also the famous gnomic utterance of Sellars (1963, 173): “Science is the measure of all
things, of what is that it is, and of what is not that it is not.” Sellars thought that making science
the measure inverted Protagoras’s point about humans being the measure. But, of course,
it does no such thing since science is no less of a human product than are the ethical and
political ideas that Protagoras had in mind. Sellars’s Naturalism is rooted in what he calls
“psychological nominalism,” the view that all awareness of “abstract entities” is “a linguistic
affair.” See 1997, §29.

7. See Rep. 476A—480B. Cf. Soph. 254A8-10. I shall have much more to say about the Re-
public passage in chap. 3. My use of the loaded word “world” here is not intended to prejudge
the contested matters regarding the separation of Forms. It is, however, intended to denote a
distinct subject matter as is indicated by the use of the word “world” in “the musical world” or
“the business world” or “the football world.” See Phd. 79A6: &bo &{dn tdv dvtwv (two kinds of
beings); Rep. 508C1, 517B3: vontog tomog (intelligible place), 509D1-3. I am glad to echo the
caution of Reale (1997, 130) that “two worlds” should not be taken to suggest that the intel-
ligible world contains “superthings” that are somehow physically separate from the sensible
world. The primary meaning of “separate” for the intelligible world is “ontological independ-
ence.” That is, the intelligible world could exist without the sensible world, but not vice versa.
Here, “separate” is synonymous with prior in “nature or substance (@vcwv koi odsiov).” See
Aristotle, Meta. A11, 1019a1-4.

8. See Rorty 1979, introduction, where he distinguishes Philosophy (with a capital “P”)
from philosophy, the former indicating a distinctive subject matter and the latter having sev-
eral uses, including probably work on the theoretical foundations of a science. But Rorty is
skeptical even about “philosophy” used in this way on the grounds that it presumes an illicit
notion of representationalism according to which “good” or “correct” science achieves good
or correct representations of reality. For Rorty, what is left is the philosopher as cultural critic
or “all-purpose intellectual.” Is it churlish to point out that this criticism logically entails objec-
tive standards, without which such criticism is indistinguishable from personal taste? Why is
the “casteless society, etc.” for which Rorty hopes superior to a totalitarian class society?
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is at least the unclear putative non-Platonic subject matter for philosophy
is the fact that there is virtually no agreement about its identity. How
can there be a real subject matter for philosophy if no one agrees on
exactly what it is? Even if, for example, one maintains that metaphysics—
Naturalistically conceived—has a subject matter, it is doubtful that, say, any
moral or political philosopher would identify philosophy with that. The
disunity of subject matters among those who believe that philosophy has
a subject matter but that it is not Plato’s is, as I will try to show below, one
reason for thinking, with Rorty, that there is no real non-Platonic subject
matter for philosophy and so no subject about which philosophers strive to
acquire knowledge.

The inclination to dismiss this view is, one might suppose, easily support-
ed by adducing, for example, the philosophy of physics or of biology. There
is, it will be said, nothing necessarily Platonic about their content, though
the content is distinctly philosophical. The use of the word “philosophy” for
the theoretical foundation of a natural science in fact goes back to Aristo-
tle. He distinguishes “first philosophy (nmpwt ¢ihocoeia)” and (implicitly)
“second philosophy.” The former is in line with Plato’s position regarding
knowledge of the intelligible world, the latter with the theoretical founda-
tion of natural science.? Aristotle argues that the science of immovable be-
ing is the science of being qua being, that is, the science of all being. How
exactly this is so remains a fundamental crux in Aristotelian scholarship.
Here, I only wish to emphasize that Aristotle does not seem to suppose that
the distinctness of the subject matter of first philosophy, namely, immobile
being, means that the science of immobile being will have nothing to say
about mobile being, among other things. In this, Aristotle is following Plato
in his sketch of what philosophy is. Plato says that not only is the philoso-
pher devoted to the intelligible world or to perfect being, but he is also able
to see the things that participate in it for what they are.'’ I take it that this
is just an application of the general principle ubiquitous throughout the
dialogues that philosophy is relevant to our understanding of the sensible
world, even though it is a different sort of study (pébnoig) with a different
subject matter.

Stoicism provides an illuminating perspective on the Aristotelian claim.
Since Stoics deny in principle the existence of anything not composed by
physical nature, they would have to face the Aristotelian challenge that, for
them, physics must be first philosophy. And though Stoics conceive of the
principles of physics differently from Aristotle, it is indeed the case that
they do not recognize a science distinct from the science of nature. Stoic

9. See Aristotle, Meta. E 1, 1026a15-32, and chap. 7, sec. 7.1.
10. See Rep. 476C7-D2. The point is that he knows sensibles as participants in the intel-
ligible world in contrast to the lovers of sights and sounds who do not know this, rather taking
sensibles as if they were the locus of true being.
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metaphysics is just Stoic physics; they do not recognize a science of being
qua being or of the intelligible as opposed to natural world. Is Stoicism,
then, merely edifying philosophy? I would say that the history of Stoicism
divides between those who, like the early Stoics, examined the principles
of nature and those who, like the Roman Stoics, aimed to be edifying. The
former were in principle doing nothing different from the theoreticians of
early natural science like Aristoxenus and Eratosthenes and the latter were
doing nothing different from psychotherapy. These are not intended to be
pejorative comparisons. I aim only to offer some confirmation for Rorty’s
hypothesis that Platonism is philosophy and anti-Platonism is antiphiloso-
phy. This ultrasharp division will have its most interesting results, I think,
when, keeping it in mind, we consider various attempts by half-hearted
Platonists to make strategic concessions to Naturalism and, mostly in our
times, attempts by half-hearted Naturalists to make strategic concessions to
Platonism.

Rorty’s division of philosophy into the systematic and the edifying is, ac-
cordingly, a useful one so long as we understand that only the former claims
to have a distinct subject matter. Edifying philosophy as methodological or
substantive criticism refers to something entirely different both from what
Plato and Platonists had in mind and from what Naturalists who reject Pla-
tonism have in mind, too.

Rorty’s rejection of Platonism, identified with systematic philosophy,
rests firmly upon his antirepresentationalist stance. He takes the contrast
between antirepresentationalism and representationalism as even more
fundamental than that between antirealism and realism, a contrast, he
adds, that only arises for the representationalist.'' What the antirepresen-
tationalist “denies is that it is explanatorily useful to pick out and choose
among the contents of our minds or our language and say that this or that
item ‘corresponds to’ or ‘represents’ the environment in a way that some
other item does not.”*? The reason for insisting on the uselessness or ex-
planatory irrelevance of such supposed representations is evidently that, in
order for representations to be of any help, we must be able to understand
what it means for them to be good, accurate, or true representations. For a
putatively useful representation is not just any representation, but one that
successfully represents. Yet, as Rorty argues, there is “no way of formulat-
ing an independent test of the accuracy of representation—of reference or
correspondence to an ‘antecedently determinant’ reality—no test distinct
from the success which is supposedly explained by this accuracy.”” Once
the futility of laying down criteria for accurate representation is recog-
nized, the tendency to postulate a form of antirealism as an antidote to the

11. See Rorty 2001, 2.
12. Ibid., 5.
13. Ibid., 6. Cf. Rorty, 1979, 170.
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pseudo-problems of realism is rendered nugatory. Antirepresentationalism
is thus not to be thought of as a form of antirealism or idealism in disguise
but as a way of seeing why the whole debate between realism and antireal-
ism has been utterly fruitless.

It would be facile in the extreme to maintain that Plato’s epistemology
is nonrepresentationalist and that therefore Rorty’s criticisms do not touch
it. Linguistic and conceptual representations in fact play a central role in
Plato’s thinking about cognition in general. Indeed, it is not too far off the
mark to say that not only is Plato’s epistemology in some sense representa-
tionalist but that his metaphysics is representationalist as well. What I aim
to show, however, is that his metaphysical representationalism rests upon a
nonrepresentational encounter with the external world. To put this claim
another way, we could say that, for Plato, mental content is not primarily rep-
resentational; representations themselves arise from nonrepresentational
mental content. Thus, the tertium quid between representations and ex-
ternal reality that Rorty refuses to recognize is nonrepresentational mental
content. This mental content is nonrepresentational, but its content is the
content of reality. Representations, whether to someone else or to oneself,
are expressions of that mental content. Thus, the supposed divide between
epistemology and metaphysics, making the latter unattainable and the for-
mer useless, does not even arise.

Rorty’s attack on representationalism encompasses the natural and so-
cial sciences, too. Most Naturalists or anti-Platonists throughout history
do not share Rorty’s antipathy to representationalism. Whether it be the
Naturalism of Democritus or Hume or any from among dozens of contem-
poraries, the representational capacity of modern science is more or less
unquestioned. It is, of course, possible for anti-Platonists to try to recon-
cile a consistent antirepresentationalism that does not see any difference in
principle between astronomy and astrology and a representationalism that
insists on the difference but not in realistic terms. Rorty’s pragmatism or
the nuanced antirealism of, say, Bas van Fraassen are only two from among
many possibilities. It seems to me, however, that the Platonic response to
antirepresentationalist and representationalist Naturalists is different in
each case. Thus, Plato’s response to Protagoras is strategically different
from his response to Anaxagoras. I shall in the course of this book address
both types of response in various places. But despite the different strategies,
the responses share the attempt to vindicate a distinct subject matter for
philosophy, namely, the intelligible world.

Rorty is in a way right to make his attack on epistemology the epitome
of his attack on philosophy. Part of my task is to show that an effective
response to this attack amounts not merely to a defense of the possibility
of philosophy but of Platonism as well. Or, to put the point tendentiously,
the defense of philosophy and of Platonism is one complex defense, with a
number of interrelated parts. Philosophy, understood as having a distinct
subject matter, begins with a distinction between appearance and reality,
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one of Rorty’s fundamental rejected dualisms. Stated otherwise, this is the
distinction between epistemic and nonepistemic appearances. For if reality
is just as it appears, or if things do not appear otherwise than as they are,
a distinct subject matter disappears. At this elementary stage, philosophy is
indistinguishable from any other explanatory discipline. And, indeed, the
indistinctness of philosophy and natural science among the pre-Socratics
has always been remarked upon by historians of ancient philosophy.'* Rorty
is correct that if the grounds for a distinction between appearance and re-
ality are not established or are undercut, then natural science can fare no
better than philosophy. As we shall see in the third chapter, Plato in his
Phaedo takes the decisive step of separating the subject matter of philosophy
from natural science by critically examining the explanatory model preva-
lent among his most illustrious Naturalist predecessors.

The initial reply to Rorty is, accordingly, one to be made both by philoso-
phy and by natural science prior to their division. It is a reply that seeks to
defend the cogency of explanation in general and whatever form of repre-
sentationalism is required for explanation. Suppose that someone offers
an explanation for a natural phenomenon, say, a volcanic eruption. Apart
from the acceptance of this explanation, one may reject it in favor of an-
other explanation or, like Rorty, reject it on the grounds that any explana-
tion requires an illicit representationalism. Rorty is obviously in no position
to reject any explanation on the basis of a better one; he must reject all
explanations, whether the explanans falls within the realm of natural sci-
ence or the realm of philosophy. His rejection, springing from his critique
of representationalism, leads him at various times into quietism, relativism,
skepticism, or pragmatism. I take it that the quietism is equivalent to dis-
engagement from all philosophical and scientific discussion, which simply
places him among the vast majority of people in the world for whom this
book and any other even remotely like it is not written. As for the relativism
and skepticism, I shall have much more to say in later chapters. That leaves
the pragmatism to be dealt with here.

Many critics of Rorty, ultimately sympathetic to his overall approach,
have struggled to express his insights in a way that does not blatantly and
unequivocally make the extramental world drop out of the epistemological
equation. Their convolutions in trying to do this while at the same time ac-
knowledging Rorty’s Davidsonian and Quinean insights into language and
thought are a consequence of their sharing with Rorty the assumption that
all that the extramental world could be is that which is representable by
language and thought. These representations do not bear the marks of re-
ality and reality does not bear the marks of representations. Thus, pragma-
tism becomes the mode of commensuration, the only means by which any

14. See, e.g., Cornford 1912, chap. 4; 1952, chap. 1.
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linguistic or conceptual interaction with the world is possible." Pragmatism
is, for Rorty, essentially like an animal’s response to changes in the environ-
ment.'® Adaptability and “coping” replace representation.

The Platonic response to the affirmation of pragmatism on the basis of a
rejection of representationalism is that the criteria for evaluating practical
solutions require a mode of cognition unavailable to the antirepresenta-
tionalist. It is a mode of cognition that is not representational, because it is
presumed by all representation. Plato’s response to Rorty’s pragmatism will
deny his assertion that there is no difference between “it works because it is
true” and “it is true because it works.” As I have formulated this response,
it is open to the charge of being far too hasty. I will, though, try to show
that this mode of cognition is both ubiquitous and is, in fact, only possible
if there is an intelligible world really distinct from the sensible world. In
other words, the Platonic response to pragmatic Naturalism is to be sharply
distinguished from any response rooted in representational Empiricism.
The Platonic response to Rorty’s version of Naturalism will also be the lever
for the distinction of philosophy from the natural sciences.

I have argued in a previous book that Plato was a Platonist.'” By this
I mean that, according to our best evidence taken from the dialogues, the
testimony of Aristotle, and the indirect tradition, Plato had a distinctive
systematic philosophical position. The position was built on the foundation
of his rejection or correction of the philosophical positions of most of his
predecessors. On the basis of this rejection, Plato argued, broadly speaking,
for radically different answers to the questions that constituted his philo-
sophical inheritance. First and foremost, this required the postulation of
and argument for a distinct subject matter for philosophy, one that all his
Naturalist predecessors either did not recognize or incorrectly conceptual-
ized. Second, this required a systematization of the postulated subject mat-
ter.’® At the apex of the system is a superordinate first principle of all, the
Idea of the Good, whose essential explanatory role in philosophy is explic-
itly affirmed by Plato.!” The explanatory function of this principle and the
difficulties encountered in expressing this are one of the central themes of
this book. Third, although the system did not need a rationale other than
that knowledge of it was intrinsically desirable, still indispensable support
for the truth of the system had to be sought in its explanatory role in solv-
ing this-worldly problems. It goes without saying, I think, that much of the

15. Cf. Davidson (1984, xviii), who denies that mind or language can be made to “corre-
spond” to the world. Such correspondence would entail commensuration.

16. See Rorty 1982, 1995. By contrast, Quine ([1951] 1980, 44), sets his explicit pragma-
tism within a representationalist scientific viewpoint.

17. See Gerson 2013a. My claim that Plato had a philosophical system is not intended to
deny the distinctive systematic efforts of, among others, the so-called Middle Platonists.

18. In the next chapter, I shall have more to say about what I mean by “systematization.”

19. See, e.g., Rep. 511B2-C2.
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material in the dialogues is concerned with human problems the solutions
to which do not necessarily or obviously require recourse to the above sys-
tem. So much would any honest Naturalist hold. It is a commonplace in
both Plato and Aristotle that in practical affairs what is of primary concern
is getting the right answer. Understanding why the right answer is so is sec-
ondary. But as Plato so vividly shows in book 10 of Republic, getting the right
answer without knowing why it is the right answer, that is, being virtuous
without philosophy, is likely ultimately to be disastrous. Even if most cannot
ever attain to knowledge of why the right answers are so, there must exist
such knowledge, and a well-ordered society must contain someone or other
who has it.

The project of constructing Platonism, which Plato probably thought
was identical to the project of doing philosophy, was an immense task.
I suppose that the dialogues are records of the state of the art of the ongo-
ing collaborative project initiated in the Academy. The history of Platonism
in antiquity is the history of the contributions to this ongoing project. Un-
questionably, that history includes deep disagreements among self-declared
Platonists as well as fellow travelers. One simple reason for this—and the
reason why these disagreements sometimes appear more serious than they
actually are—is that the principles of Platonism are underdetermining for
the solution to may specific philosophical problems. To take one simple
example, the proof for the immortality of the soul, which is a proof that
the soul in some way inhabits the intelligible world, does not yield a clear
answer to the question of whether the soul when inhabiting that world has
or does not have parts. Or if it does have parts, in what sense does it do so.
Indeed, embracing Platonic principles does not entail anything about the
identity of a person and his soul. In this book, I am not going to be much
concerned with these disagreements. I do not intend to write a history of
Platonism in antiquity. I am much more concerned with the disagreements
insofar as they reflect on the principles themselves, that is, on how to con-
ceive the architecture of the intelligible world and on the basic inventory of
its inhabitants. In this regard, I am more than happy to call upon members
of the Old Academy and all those Platonists up to Damascius to reap the
benefits of their reflection upon Platonic principles. But I am going to fo-
cus especially on the contributions of Aristotle and Plotinus simply because
their contributions to the project are immense and indispensable. Along
the way, several others, in particular Proclus, will make what I hope will be
timely guest appearances.

At the beginning of this introduction, I posed the opposition between
Platonism and Naturalism as the opposition between philosophy and an-
tiphilosophy. The latter opposition is obviously more contentious than
the former since most Naturalists believe that there is room for philoso-
phy within a Naturalist framework. I emphasize again that I am using the
term “philosophy” as Plato uses it in Republic and am taking that as equiv-
alent to what Rorty calls “systematic philosophy” and Aristotle calls “first
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philosophy.” It is the existence of this that all Naturalists deny. Those who
wish to preserve a subject matter for philosophy without identifying that
with the intelligible world may want to argue that there is distinct work for,
say, metaphysics or epistemology or ethics, without necessarily committing
to anti-Naturalism. That is exactly what the Platonist denies is possible. In
a number of places in the dialogues, Plato produces reductio arguments
against relativists and materialists who take such an approach. His strategy,
as we shall see, is to show that it is their implicit Naturalism that makes their
position unsustainable.

In this book, I shall frequently make ancient Naturalists serve as proxies
for contemporary Naturalists. I recognize that this approach is contentious
because, among other things, it does not allow the Naturalist recourse to
the spectacular achievements of modern science. It will be said that par-
ticularly with regard to human beings, quantum mechanics, evolution, mi-
crobiology, genetics, and neuroscience, to say the least, are necessary for
the Naturalist to make the most forceful possible case against the putative
Platonic alternative. A contemporary Naturalist no longer needs to rely on
ancient, outdated science. This would seem to be undeniable. And to the
extent that it is true, this book could only be part of a larger project. Nev-
ertheless, I have discovered that time and again the anti-Naturalist argu-
ments of Platonists are made at a sufficiently high level of generality so as
to preclude dismissal based solely upon the scientific discoveries that they
could not have anticipated. In any case, it is my hope that the account of
Platonism that emerges from these pages will serve to sharpen the debate
among contemporary proponents of Platonism and Naturalism.*

Contemporary Naturalists are legion; contemporary Platonists are some-
what fewer in number. The often stellar work of members of both these
groups frequently suffer, I think, from a piecemeal approach to the issues
addressed here. For example, many contemporary Naturalists argue in vari-
ous ways that materialism or nominalism is false, but seldom try to show
that antimaterialism and antinominalism are connected to each other and
to antiskepticism. Conversely, an argument for materialism is only rarely
connected to a defense of some positive epistemological doctrine. Rorty’s
legitimate complaint that Naturalists do not appreciate the consequence of
their Naturalism needs to be recognized and addressed. Similarly, a benign
appeal to antinominalism is seldom acknowledged to entail some form of

20. Rorty himself liked to say that in the dispute between Plato and Protagoras he, Rorty, was
on Protagoras’s side. I would expect that in this spirit contemporary Naturalists would, in the
dispute between Plato and Anaxagoras, gladly take the latter’s side, always with the proviso that
it is a very long way indeed from homoiomeres to electrons. Cf. Fodor 2002, 21: “Lots of us think
that, details aside, Lucretius had things about right. What there really is is atoms-and-the-void
and there’s really nothing else.”
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antimaterialism.?! I think Platonism is a comprehensive worldview as is Nat-
uralism and each should be treated as such. Of course, the Naturalist only
needs to embrace a methodological Naturalism, thus turning over the en-
tire intellectual enterprise to natural science. For the self-proclaimed Natu-
ralist philosopher who thinks that there are real philosophical questions
and answers to be asked and answered within a methodological Naturalist
framework, success or failure of comprehensiveness is probably going to
track plausibility in their conclusions.?? For example, a defense of nomi-
nalism needs to be not just a defense of the claim that things do not really
have properties, but it must also include a defense of how the thinking that
appears to have universals as objects can occur. That is, not only does ma-
terialism entail nominalism, but materialism needs to be part and parcel of
the defense of nominalism.

In this book, I aim to show that the fundamental question in philosophy
today is whether or not there is a legitimate and distinct subject matter that
can be usefully called philosophy. This fundamental question is not most
perspicuously posed for the select group of thinkers who share the assump-
tion that the existence of the subject matter is a foregone conclusion, and
that only the details need to be addressed. It is best posed for those who dis-
pute the very existence of the subject matter, that is, for Naturalists and for
those who reject Naturalism, all of whom, I shall argue, are Platonists in one
form or another. Those who want just enough Platonism or just enough
Naturalism to defend a particular account of some phenomenon while at
the same time remaining for the most part in the other camp are the main
targets of this book. If I am unable to succeed in persuading anyone that
Platonism is true or at least more plausible than they had hitherto thought,
perhaps I can persuade some that to abandon Platonism is to abandon what
Rorty calls “systematic philosophy” and what Aristotle calls “first philoso-
phy” and what Plato calls simply “philosophy.” Just as the possibility of a
science of parapsychology hinges upon the question of the reality of para-
psychological phenomena, so the possibility of philosophy rests upon the
question of the reality of the intelligible world.

21. See Armstrong 1979 for an effort to join materialism and antinominalism. This effort,
as I shall try to show, has very little chance of being successful.
22. See, e.g., Strawson 2012 on the rationale for panpsychism.
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Platonism vs. Naturalism

2.1. What Is Platonism?

“‘Platonism’ is said in many ways.” Aristotle certainly did not say these words.
Nevertheless, judging from his extensive criticisms of Plato and other mem-
bers of the “Old” Academy, he might well have done so. Of course, Aris-
totle does not use the words “Platonism” or “Platonist,” terms belonging
to a time considerably far removed from the middle of the fourth century
BCE.! He does, though, identify and attribute to Plato a philosophical posi-
tion that, as I shall try to show, is in an important sense a systematic one.
He also attributes, at least to Speusippus and Xenocrates, variations on this
philosophical position. These facts alone justify us in asking whether we
can find in the dialogues its lineaments. My reason for raising this histori-
cal question is frankly nonhistorical. That is, many contemporary philoso-
phers embrace an opposing position, widely labeled “Naturalism.” Strik-
ingly, many of the arguments for this position are in fact arguments against
elements of Platonism. Perhaps even more strikingly, these arguments are
typically taken to lead to the conclusion that philosophy as traditionally un-
derstood is more or less a dead letter.? That is, philosophy does not rule over
a subject matter that is distinct from the natural sciences, broadly speak-
ing. I do not find anything ironic much less self-contradictory in a philo-
sophical position that maintains the impossibility of philosophy. Ludwig

1. See Gerson 2013a, 4, on the (Roman) origin of the term Platonicus.
2. See http://www.telegraph.co.uk/technology/google/8520033/Stephen-Hawking-tells-
Google-philosophy-is-dead.html.


http://www.telegraph.co.uk/technology/google/8520033/Stephen-Hawking-tells-Google-philosophy-is-dead.html.
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/technology/google/8520033/Stephen-Hawking-tells-Google-philosophy-is-dead.html.
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Wittgenstein provided one rationale for the use of philosophy for its ulti-
mate self-eradication. Similarly, it is not prima facie absurd to offer a politi-
cal argument for the illegitimacy of the state, and hence for the illegitimacy
of political doctrines as they are usually understood, that is, assuming the
state’s legitimacy.

If, in fact, we see Platonism and Naturalism as contradictory positions,
we can deploy the analysis of arguments on each side in order to better
understand the other. It is here, I believe, that the best argument for the
relevance of the history of philosophy to philosophy itself can be found.
For understanding Platonism is impossible without historical investigation.
This claim seems easy to support on the basis of the staggeringly large num-
ber of manifestly false statements that are made about Plato’s doctrines
especially by those who seem to make it a personal principle to treat the
history of philosophy cavalierly. It is a sobering thought that even among
many who are very far from being disdainful of the history of philosophy,
Platonism is often written about in such a way that the opposition between
Platonism and Naturalism cannot but seem to be analogous to the opposi-
tion between astrology and astronomy.

A historical investigation of Platonism will typically focus largely on the
variety of doctrines of soi-disant Platonists.” That these Platonists say con-
tradictory things about what Plato believed is hardly a modern discovery.*
As Sextus Empiricus tells us, one of the delightful tasks of Pyrrhonian Skep-
ticism is to point out the contradictions found among the dogmatists, in-
cluding, of course, Platonists.” It is possible, however, as I shall try to show,
that the divisions among Platonists occur under the umbrella of shared
principles, that these principles are found in the dialogues, and that these
principles, not the putative inferences from them, are the elements of true
Platonism. It seems to me that these principles taken together are underde-
termining for the solution to many problems, problems that at least used to
be thought of as philosophical in nature.® I do not think, for example, that
the embrace of Platonism entails that one be committed to a particular an-
swer to the question of how an immaterial mind can be related to a material
body. More broadly, I do not think that Platonism has any specific religious

3. See, e.g., Bonazzi 2015, for an excellent and concise survey of the history of Platonism
which, however, spends very little time on the arguments found in the dialogues.

4. See, e.g., Proclus (In Parm. 1.630-645), who records a number of radically different
interpretations of Plato’s Parmenides by Platonists.

5. See Sextus Empiricus, PH 1.79-91, for the trope based upon differences among people,
including their beliefs.

6. The cosmology of Plato’s Timaeus, “a likely story,” provides the stellar example of un-
derdetermination from primary principles. Plato’s detailed cosmological explanations are
never presented as entailed by first principles. On the contrary, given the strictly unintelligible
Receptacle, underdetermination is endemic to any application of Platonic principles to the
sensible world.
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or even political implications. In saying this I do not mean to suggest that
Plato did not have views about religion and politics. I mean only that these
views do not follow from a commitment to Platonism. Thus, I think that
the answers to contemporary political problems follow from principles that
stand outside of Platonism.

Just as historical Platonism can be articulated in such a way that its op-
position to contemporary Naturalism is clear, so contemporary Naturalism
has its historical roots in the philosophical positions that Plato explicitly
rejects in the dialogues. I believe that if we reconstruct Platonism at the
requisite level of generality, we are in a far better position to see its histori-
cal scope. And as a result, we can see why, for example, Aristotle is most
definitely a Platonist despite his rejection of Plato’s positions on many mat-
ters.” Accordingly, I feel justified in helping myself to corrections Aristotle
makes to Plato, not the least of which is the introduction of new technical
terms.®

As for Plotinus, it certainly does not need emphasizing that he wished
to be nothing but an accurate exegete of Plato. Many, however, including
scholars of late Platonism, would vigorously dispute the claim that Plotinus
is a reliable guide to Plato’s Platonism. In a previous book, I hope to have
shown that this charge is very much exaggerated, especially if Platonism is
properly understood.’ In any case, I am going to use Plotinus selectively as
a source for crucial arguments that are, at least, only implicit in Plato. In-
deed, Platonism properly understood makes possible the constructive use
of genuinely Platonic material found in Plotinus’s successors. In particular,
Proclus, Damascius, and others have important roles to play as supporting
characters. I forbear from going beyond pagan antiquity in this regard, not
because I do not think there are important contributions to be made to
Platonism there, but because I aim to stay within a strictly philosophical
ambit, leaving to others the question of whether or to what extent Jew-
ish, Christian, and Islamic theological ideas are compatible with Platonism.
I should add, however, that I think that, for example, Thomas Aquinas is as
obviously a Platonist as is Aristotle, even though I see his theological posi-
tion as quite independent of that fact.'

I'have elsewhere argued for the position that Plato’s Platonism rests upon
the foundation of his rejection of many, though not all, of the doctrines of

7. See Gerson 2005b.

8. Rorty (2000, 1) insisted, rightly in my view, that his rejection of Platonism must be
understood equally as a rejection of Aristotelianism.

9. See Gerson 2013a. Also Yount 2014.

10. See O’Rourke 1992. Craig (2016) argues that Platonism is incompatible with Christi-
anity. His reason is that Platonism posits multiple necessary and eternal entities, the Forms,
whereas Christianity must maintain the uniqueness of the necessity and eternity of God. This
is mistaken as an account of Platonism in many ways, as we shall see.
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his major predecessors.! These include materialism, mechanism, nominal-
ism, relativism, and skepticism. In subsequent chapters, I shall go into some
detail regarding the particular arguments found in the dialogues against
those who were thought by Plato to hold these positions. Here, I want to
stress that Plato’s rejections of these positions—making him, for example,
an antimaterialist—are offered only as the foundational considerations for
Plato’s systematic construct. I have no idea if there was a specific moment
in time when Plato moved from being a critic of philosophers in his own
history to being a constructive metaphysician in his own right. Indeed, it
is possible that his intellectual movement went the other way. Although
it is not an essential part of my argument, I suspect that by the time Plato
wrote any dialogues, he was settled both in his criticisms and at least in the
outlines of his positive construct. In short, I see no evidence that there is
any dialogue in which Plato held views other than those that make up what
I and the later ancient tradition call “Platonism.” In saying this, I definitely
mean to include those so-called Socratic dialogues that are supposedly in-
nocent of metaphysical pretensions.

Let me briefly offer operational definitions of the five “antis” just men-
tioned. Although the terminology (with the exception of materialism) is
modern, all of these pertain to identifiable and distinct philosophical posi-
tions maintained by certain interlocutors in the dialogues. These are posi-
tions that are decisively rejected on the basis of explicit arguments. Those
who think that these arguments are not ones which Plato himself endorses
may suppose that I must be referring to “Plato” not Plato, and to “Plato-
nism” not Platonism. I do not believe that this baseless conceit serves phi-
losophy or its history. But there it is.

By “nominalism” I mean the view that if two or more things are the same,
then they must be identical. In other words, there is no conceptual space
for sameness that is not identity. Thus, two or more things, just because they
are numerically distinct, cannot be the same. Alternatively, nominalism may
be understood to be the view that there is no grounding for true predicative
judgments, since such judgments suppose—incoherently—that predicates
are and are not identical with their subjects.

By “materialism” I mean the view that the only things that exist are bod-
ies, that is, three-dimensional solids, and whatever supervenes on or is epi-
phenomenal to these bodies. Alternately, materialism may be understood
as the view that there do not exist any immaterial entities, that is, entities
that are not ontologically dependent on bodies in some way. Materialists,
beginning with Plato’s predecessors, attempt to finesse the apparent rele-
vance of the immaterial to our ordinary discourse in a variety of ways. All of
these share the view that the putatively immaterial can have no explanatory

11. See Gerson 2013a, chap.1.



PLATONISM VS. NATURALISM 19

relevance. Given this, it is not surprising that Plato will attack materialism
for its inadequate notion of explanation.

By “mechanism” I mean adherence to the principle of causal closure.
That is, the view that all causal explanations available to us are found within
a Naturalistic framework. Roughly, for an adherent of mechanism, natural
science is the sole locus of causal explanations.

By “relativism” I mean the view that there exists no normativity inde-
pendent of the interests or beliefs or desires of one or more human beings.
Nothing can be said to be good or bad, right or wrong independently of
individual or collective human perspectives.

By “skepticism” I mean the view that there exists no infallible cognition.
Accordingly, the ne plus ultra of cognition, whatever it may turn out to be,
is fallible. This is so because all cognition is representational and there can
be no guarantee that representations are accurate. Indeed, a skeptic of this
sort may deny the possibility of accurate representation altogether. This ap-
proach generally leads to a pragmatic criterion for determining the ne plus
ultra of cognition. Among contemporary philosophers, the rejection of the
possibility of infallible cognition usually does not entail an explicit embrace
of skepticism. For example, varieties of reliabilism maintain that fidelity to a
reliable process of knowledge acquisition usually does result in knowledge,
but not always or necessarily. The very idea of reliability as a criterion of
knowledge is essentially pragmatic.'”” According to Plato, however, such an
approach commits one to the deeply obscure notion of nonentailing evi-
dence and to a conflation of knowledge and rational belief.

Plato rejects all these views with arguments, sometimes very elaborate
and sometimes quite concise. As we shall see, the arguments for the rejec-
tion of one view often support and are supported by arguments for the
rejection of another view. These arguments are the regular business of the
quotidian world of Platonism as found in the dialogues and as reported in
the oral tradition. All these negative arguments make up the foundation of
Platonism.

The central pillar of the positive construct on the basis of this founda-
tion is clear and unambiguous. It is an “unhypothetical first principle of
all” called in Republic “the Idea of the Good” and, according to Aristotle’s
testimony, identified by Plato with “the One.”" I devote separate chapters

12. A hallmark of a criterion of knowledge is that employment of the criterion yields truth.
But the use of the criterion of reliability does not guarantee truth. Once a criterion is disen-
gaged from truth, the result is pragmatism of some ilk.

13. See Rep. 509B; Aristotle, Meta. A 6, 987a29-988al17, and N 4, 1091b13-15. Aristotle’s
identification of the Good with the One is supported by a wealth of evidence in the indirect
tradition. See Kramer 1990, 203-217, and Richard 1986, 250-355, for texts and translations of
the evidence. The indirect tradition refers to all the testimony about Plato’s philosophy that
does not come from those in personal contact with Plato, roughly the members of the Old
Academy. But the indirect tradition is important because it is based on those members of the
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to the Idea of the Good in the dialogues and to its central place in Plato’s
philosophy. Here, it suffices to point out that the claim for the systematic
nature of Plato’s philosophy rests principally on the very idea of there be-
ing a first principle of all. This can most easily be seen in Plato’s Phaedo
taken together with several specific points in Aristotle’s testimony. Briefly,
in Phaedo Plato provides Socrates with an autobiography, one that is very
likely in fact his own.™ In it, we see Socrates turning away from the sorts of
explanations—materialist and mechanistic, as I shall call them—offered by
Anaxagoras in favor of his own “simple hypothesis,” namely, the positing of
a Form or Forms to explain the teleological dimension of natural phenom-
ena. The positing of a Form may if necessary be superseded by the posit-
ing of a higher, presumably more comprehensive Form until one reaches
“something adequate (1t ikavov).” For a variety of textual and philosophi-
cal reasons, it is in all likelihood the unhypothetical first principle of all that
Plato has in mind here." If this is so, the explanatory path that the philoso-
pher is supposed to follow, while acknowledging material or mechanistic
conditions, and while passing through hypothesized Forms, always ends in
the identical unique place, namely, the Idea of the Good or the One.

The centrality of this “explanatory reductivism,” as I shall call it, is rein-
forced by Aristotle’s testimony to the effect that Plato derived Forms from
the One, via their initial reduction to Numbers.'® The possibility of reduc-
tion on the basis of the unity of the explananda is the basis for the system-
atic nature of explanation.!” That is, the “something” that is “adequate,”
the unhypothetical first principle of all, serves the identical function in all

Old Academy who had this personal contact. Some of it includes, for example, direct quota-
tions from Speusippus.

14. Aristotle, Meta. A 6, 987a32-b10, says that (a) Socrates was not interested in natural
philosophy, that (b) Plato, not he, separated the Forms, and that (c) Plato’s philosophy was
Pythagorean in shape. The autobiography has “Socrates” interested in both (a) and (b) and
(c) friends with Pythagoreans, Cebes, and Simmias. We should compare Parmenides 129Eff.,
where the “young Socrates” is represented as having a “theory of separate Forms.” This is pa-
tently a self-reference by Plato. It is implausible that in one dialogue Plato is representing the
real historical Socrates in his youth but that in another he is using Socrates to represent his
own youth. See Sedley 1995, 3-26, for detailed evidence from the dialogue indicating that the
autobiography is really that of Plato himself.

15. See chap. 5, sec. 5.1, on the meaning of “unhypothetical” here.

16. See Meta. A 6,978b18-22. Cf. A 5, 987a13-19; A 8, 990a29-32; Z 11, 1036b13-25; A 8,
1073a18-19; M 6, 1080b11-14; M 7, 1081a5-7; M 8, 1083a18, 1084a7-8; M 9, 1086a11-13; N 2,
1090a4-6; and N 3, 1090a16. At M 4, 1078b9-12, Aristotle distinguishes a mathematical and a
nonmathematical version of the theory of Forms. It is perhaps the case that at some point in
time, ascertainment of which is unavailable to us, members of the Academy hypothesized the
reduction of nonmathematical Forms to Numbers. If this is so, this fact in itself is evidence of
the systematizing tendency of Platonism.

17. See Plato, Men. 81C9-DI1: dte yap tijgc @Ocemg GmAcNG OvLYYeEvodg ovomng, Kol
pepadnkviog tiig yoyfig éravta (inasmuch as all nature is genetically connected and the soul
has learned everything [prior to embodiment]).
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philosophical explanations. The hallmark of a system is its complex unity
or, stated otherwise, the unificatory process of explaining any complex. The
sharp divide between those who insist on the systematic nature of Plato’s
philosophy and those who eschew any systematization of the multivoiced
dialogues rests almost entirely on whether or not one takes seriously what
is said in Phaedo and Republic and elsewhere about first principles and what
Aristotle reports about Plato’s philosophy, as that appears in the dialogues
and as it was apparently orally transmitted to Aristotle and others.

As will become increasingly clear throughout this book, my setting
Platonism and Naturalism in stark opposition follows from the exegetical
position I take regarding the Platonic system. For if Platonism is not a sys-
tematic unity, the foundational elements of that system as mentioned above
begin to fall apart. Each of Plato’s arguments against his predecessors re-
garding any one element supports and is supported by arguments for the
others. And all the elements are supported by the explanatory role of the
unhypothetical first principle of all. For example, it seems fairly clear that
Plato’s rejection of Anaxagorean explanations supports and is supported
by the positing of separate Forms. But Plato insists that the hypothesized
Forms are not adequate, or at least not adequate ultimately. Therefore, the
cogency of antimaterialism and antimechanism requires, by Plato’s own
admission, explanatory and unificatory reductivism.'”® What is true in this
example will be shown to be the case for every element of the foundation.

The all-or-nothing nature of the two opposing positions will be decried
by some Platonizing philosophers and welcomed by Naturalists. For it is
thought that at best only certain elements of the Platonic position are vi-
able. But if they all sink or swim together and if the latter only if there
is a systematic unifying principle for them all, then who can expect it to
withstand the juggernaut of Naturalism? To take a different example, if

18. The opposition between materialism and antimaterialism or immaterialism is some-
times eschewed by contemporary philosophers in favor of a distinction between the concrete
and the abstract. This is done on the grounds that there could be concrete things that are
immaterial, e.g., God, and abstract things that are material, e.g., certain properties of material
entities or propositions about material entities. The term “abstract” is worse than useless for
characterizing the Platonic position. This is so because abstraction assumes a derivative status
for the abstracted in relation to what it is abstracted from. Precisely because of the presumed
derivative status, the acausality of Forms is assumed. See Hale 1987. For Plato, this is backward.
Further, Platonism holds that everything in the intelligible realm is concrete if this term means
extramental existence. Accordingly, I prefer to stick with the materialism/immaterialism con-
trast, but within the larger framework of Naturalism vs. Platonism. I take Platonism and Natu-
ralism to be contradictory positions or at least I hypothesize that they are. See van Inwagen
(2006, 75), who denies that “opposition to naturalism is the constituting factor of any possible
community of intellectual interest.” Van Inwagen, however, does not identify non-Naturalism
with Platonism. He does, though, 82, identify one version of Naturalism with anti-Platonism,
that which does not countenance abstract (Platonic) objects of any sort, including proposi-
tions, properties, numbers, functions, tensors, etc.
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successfully arguing for objectivity or universality in ethics requires the
positing of immaterial entities and, ultimately, a superordinate Idea of the
Good, what exactly are the prospects for objectivity? Attempts to help one-
self to one or another element of the foundation of Platonism while leaving
the rest and ignoring the first principle of all are well documented already
in the Hellenistic period. Stoicism is the stellar case, the paradigm of a
philosophical position wanting to have a form of Platonism without the
metaphysics. I aim to show that the consistent Stoic materialist is ipso facto
denied the support of the other elements of the foundation along with
the explanatory power of the first principle of all. Much of the history of
philosophy since the seventeenth century has been a series of attempts to
take elements of Platonism and elements of the opposing Naturalism in
piecemeal fashion, seeking some sort of rapprochement among them. The
birth of the new physics in the seventeenth century was taken as an invita-
tion if not a demand to jettison as much Platonism as possible in the service
of enlightenment. The insipid dialectic of the claims and counterclaims
of Rationalism and Empiricism reveals much ingenuity on behalf of a de-
racinated and severely compromised Platonism. Only fairly recently have
some Naturalists had the courage to insist that a compromised Platonism
is not an acceptable substitute for the real thing. But it has been so long
since Naturalists have paid attention to the real thing, that refutations or,
more usually, outright summary rejections of the simulacra of Platonism
ring hollow."

2.2. What Is Naturalism?

“Naturalism” is obviously a term of art and so it is hardly surprising that it is
used in a variety of often incompatible ways. In contemporary discussions, it
refers to some sort of opposition to Platonism as described above.?’ Oddly,
in my view, it is sometimes used to refer to Aristotle’s philosophy, suppos-
edly indicating his opposition to Plato’s supernaturalism or transcendental-
ism.?! Based on the textual evidence alone, this view is difficult to sustain. Its

19. It is, I think, interesting that, whereas today Platonism generally gets about as much
serious attention as, say, Cartesian dualism, Platonism as a very sharply circumscribed math-
ematical doctrine is alive and well. But even among mathematical Platonists, full-blown Plato-
nism seems not even to be on the horizon.

20. At Parm. 132D1-2, Socrates refers to Forms as “mapadeiypata &v tf] gvoet (paradigms
in nature),” which might lead one to claim that Platonism should be placed under the um-
brella of Naturalism. But the use of “nature” here by Plato is meant in contrast to the artificial,
whereas Naturalism mostly assumes the impossibility of the existence of the nonphysical or
nonmaterialistic things that Plato embraces. I shall adhere to the use of “Naturalism” that sets
it firmly in opposition to Platonism, even if in other contexts Plato’s recognition of the reality
of the natural needs to be emphasized.

21. See Irwin 2007, 4-5, on “Aristotelian naturalism” referring to Aristotle’s view that hu-
man happiness is found in the fulfillment of human nature. This anodyne sense of “naturalism”
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fatal flaw is in failing to distinguish debates among Platonists from debates
between Platonists and their opponents. I will always use the terms “Natural-
ism” and “Naturalists” for the latter. As we shall see in a moment, this use
corresponds pretty well to that found in many contemporary self-described
Naturalists.*

In antiquity, the stellar example of explicit Naturalism is found among
Atomists, including Epicurus and Lucretius. We do not know if Democri-
tus was self-consciously anti-Platonic or not, though recent work on the
dialogues provides a reasonable amount of evidence that the Atomism of
Democritus has an implicit presence in Timaeus.®® If that is the case, then
he might well have seen his own philosophical position as anti-Platonic.
Even if this is not so, the Atomism of Epicurus seems to be a self-conscious
repudiation of Platonism in one crucial respect. The postulation of a fun-
damental multiplicity of atoms contradicts the necessity for positing an
unhypothetical first principle of all. Atomism contradicts Plato’s antimate-
rialism. The explanations for natural phenomena are exclusively mecha-
nistic (including chance as an explanation). A world of atoms and void is
not necessarily nominalistic since presumably one could claim that atoms
may have identical shapes and sizes. Nevertheless, there is no need for
the Epicurean not to embrace nominalism particularly if the only reason
to reject it requires the postulation of immaterial entities to explain the
phenomenon of sameness in difference. Furthermore, the hedonism of
Epicurus is essentially relativistic since the arbiter of pleasure is the one
experiencing it. Even if, as Epicurus says, the pursuit of some pleasures
under some circumstances is unwise, this cannot be a universal truth.
There are, after all, exceptions. And the individual is the final arbiter
of the pluses and minuses of, say, anxiety about overindulgence vs. forego-
ing the pleasure itself.

does not clearly set Aristotle apart from Naturalism as explained here, even though I think it
is obvious that Aristotle is an anti-Naturalist.

22. According to one approach to the understanding of contemporary philosophy, anti-
Naturalism should not be identified with Platonism. Rather, anti-Naturalists are those phi-
losophers, beginning with Frege, and including Russell, Wittgenstein, and Carnap, who want
to carve out a subject matter for philosophy that is neither a part of the natural sciences nor
Platonic, at least not Platonic in the sense in which I am using that term. This subject matter is
conceptual analysis or the clarification of thought. Insofar as the target of analysis is other than
the idiosyncratic thoughts or concepts of any one individual, it seems to me that either such
analysis just is the analysis of the foundations of the natural sciences, in which case it does not
constitute a distinct subject matter, or it is a sort of insincere Platonism, arguably attributable
to Frege and Russell, which declines to make explicit its ontological commitments. See Kitcher
1992 on anti-Naturalism understood as not identical with Platonism.

23. See Hermann 2005. G. Strawson (2012, 139-140) helpfully points out that genuine
Naturalism (which recognizes the reality of experience while insisting that it is wholly physical
in nature) has not advanced on the philosophy of Democritus. Obviously, I find this view to
be congenial in that it supports my claim that Anaxagoras and Democritus, among others, can
serve as proxies for contemporary Naturalists.
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In the matter of skepticism, we find the one area in which Epicurus sides
with Plato. It is instructive briefly to consider why. Epicurean science is sup-
posed to contribute to ataraxia, which is the way that Epicurus characterizes
happiness. Understanding the causes of things is supposed to eliminate the
fear of death and of divinity. Skepticism, that is, the denial of a ne plus ultra
mode of cognition, undercuts the motivation for the reductivist physics.**
Admittedly, the psychology of the true believer would seem to obviate the
need that this mode of cognition be infallible.” Nevertheless, skepticism
about sense-perception and prolepseis (basic grasps) is antithetical to the
so-called Cradle Argument, which seeks to show that the elementary ex-
perience of pleasure sought for by children is indicative of exactly what
happiness is. If it is not necessarily true that from the evident desire for
pleasure in children we can conclude to some form of hedonism, then the
basis and motivation for Epicurean science is lost. For if the existence of
the desire for pleasure does not entail the desirability of pleasure, then as
skeptics insisted, there is no reason to take the former as evidence for the
latter.?® Epicurus insists on a form of Empiricism that can yield knowledge,
not mere belief. The response to this seeming concession to Platonism is
that Epicurus is not entitled to his claim to knowledge precisely because
of his materialism.?” The conclusion is that, outside a Platonic framework,
antiskepticism is not sustainable.

Stoicism more closely resembles Platonism than does Epicureanism be-
cause, in addition to its embrace of antiskepticism, it also maintains a form
of antirelativism and, most importantly, a postulation of a first principle of
all. What is distinctive about Stoicism in antiquity is its attempt to combine
this postulation with an uncompromising corporealism and mechanism.
The Stoic first principle of all is active and hence radically different from any
incorporeal, the principle property of which is its irrelevance to any causal
explanation. For this reason it cannot be reduced to, say, a fundamental
differential equation. From the Platonic perspective, the impossibility of
there being a first principle of this sort resides in the fact that rationality
cannot be a property of bodies. It is true that bodies can manifest or serve
as a repository for the rationality of their producers, but the active principle
for the Stoics has no producer; it is the ultimate source of explanation.

24. See Plantinga 2006, 3-32.

25. Papineau (1993, chap. 5) argues, correctly, in my view, that if there is no such thing as
infallible cognition, then there is no motivation for first philosophy or, simply, philosophy as
understood by Plato. But it is only the possibility of infallible cognition that is relevant, not its
actuality in any particular instance.

26. Generally, a Pyrrhonian skeptic will argue against any Dogmatist that no sense-
experience can provide entailing evidence for any ampliative conclusion. Although Skepti-
cism is structured around its opposition to Stoic Empiricism, it is generally applicable to any
form of Dogmatism that proposes criteria of evidence.

27. See Morel 2016, 96-112.
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The commitment to the rationality of the universe on the part of the Stoics
is manifested in a multitude of ways, most prominently in its teleology.®
And with teleology comes normativity sewn into the fabric of the universe.
The Stoics see the connection between antirelativism and the existence of
a first principle of all. They do not see—say the Platonists—that this con-
nection must extend to antimaterialism and so to antimechanism. They
also do not see the connection between the rationality of the universe and
antinominalism since rationality is found exclusively in cognition of univer-
sality, even including, say, deliberation about particulars. Cognition without
universality is reserved for nonrational animals.

During the so-called period of Middle Platonism (roughly 80 BCE to
220 CE), the prominence of professional Stoicism was evidently a catalyst
for a number of self-declared Platonists to try to amalgamate Stoic prin-
ciples with Platonism. The mostly unimpressive results are available for
inspection, even if unfortunately by means of fragmentary material. A no-
table exception to this—as later Platonists recognized—was in the realm of
ethics and moral psychology. Platonists like Plotinus and Simplicius were,
for example, full of admiration for what the Stoics had to say about rational
living and even personal identity. As for Plotinus, his complaint was that
Stoic materialism could not provide the principled support for these con-
clusions.®

Contemporary Naturalists are frequently conflicted, expressing doubts
about whether a thoroughly consistent Naturalism can account for certain
undeniable phenomena, including thinking, consciousness, intentionality,
moral normativity, and subjectivity. It is helpful to have the uncompromis-
ing pronouncements of Naturalists, such as Alex Rosenberg, who strive for
consistency at all costs. Here is such a statement. In “Disenchanted Natural-
ism” Rosenberg writes,

Naturalism is the label for the thesis that the tools we should use in answering
philosophical problems are the methods and findings of the mature sciences—
from physics across to biology and increasingly neuroscience. It enables us
to rule out answers to philosophical questions that are incompatible with sci-
entific findings. It enables us to rule out epistemological pluralism—that the
house of knowledge has many mansions, as well as skepticism about the reach
of science. It bids us doubt that there are facts about reality that science can-
not grasp. It gives us confidence to assert that by now in the development
of science, absence of evidence is prima facie good grounds for evidence of
absence: this goes for God, and a great deal else.

I think naturalism is right, but I also think science forces upon us a very
disillusioned “take” on reality. It forces us to say “No” in response to many

28. See Bobzien 1998, 44-58; and Sedley 2002, 41-81.
29. See, e.g., Simplicius’s commentary on Epictetus’s Enchiridion. Also Annas 2007, on
foundations for Stoic ethics.
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questions to which most everyone hopes the answers are “Yes.” These are the
questions about purpose in nature, the meaning of life, the grounds of mo-
rality, the significance of consciousness, the character of thought, the free-
dom of the will, the limits of human self-understanding, and the trajectory
of human history. The negative answers to these questions that science pro-
vides are ones that most naturalists have sought to avoid, or at least qualify,
reinterpret, or recast to avoid science’s harsh conclusions. I dissent from the
consensus of these philosophers who have sought to reconcile science with
common sense or the manifest image or the wisdom of our culture. My ex-
cuse is that I stand on the shoulders of giants: the many heroic naturalists
who have tried vainly, I think, to find a more upbeat version of naturalism
than this one.*

It is not clear what Rosenberg means by philosophical problems if, as he
says, the tools for answering them are those of the mature sciences. What,
then, makes something a philosophical problem as opposed to a theoreti-
cal problem within one of those sciences? I take it that Rosenberg would
insist that what is perhaps a mere terminological distinction between a
philosophical problem and a problem within the theory of a mature sci-
ence is secondary to the claim that there is no distinct content over which
philosophy holds sway. I mean that, for Rosenberg, there is no objection
to philosophy if, say, one is talking about a problem in the philosophy of
biology, since the solution to this problem can only be successfully pursued
according to the principles of that science. Naturalism maintains that there
exists no realm or subject matter that is unreachable by the natural sci-
ences, specifically the realm of the immaterial.?!

30. Rosenberg 2015. Cf. Russell 1935, 243: “Whatever knowledge is attainable, must be
attained by scientific methods; and what science cannot discover, mankind cannot know.”
Also Quine 1953, 446: “Philosophy of science is philosophy enough.” Also Price 2011, 7,
draft for introduction to book. Price (2008, 9-12, in typescript), in contrast to Rosenberg,
thinks, like Rorty, that the “placement problems” that the Naturalist faces for explaining
putatively non-Naturalistic phenomena in natural terms should be avoided by eschewing
any pretense to representationalism, Naturalistic or otherwise. Thus, the question of how
to explain consciousness in Naturalistic terms can be seen to be only a badly formed one.
The real question is essentially the Wittgensteinian question of how discourse using lan-
guage that includes the term “consciousness” functions in our human interactions. Price
prefers a “subject naturalism over an object naturalism, the former of which has no rep-
resentationalist aspirations.” Cf. Kuhn 1970. Cf. van Inwagen (2006, 90-104), who defines
Naturalism (or physicalism) as the view which holds that the world consists of those enti-
ties that possess nonteleological, nonmental, quantifiable properties, and the entities com-
posed of these. The term “physicalism” seems to have been coined by Otto Neurath (1931,
620). He uses it in contrast to “philosophy as an independent system of definite doctrine
[which is] obsolete. What can not be regarded as unified science must be accepted as po-
etry or fiction.”

31. See Bealer 1996, 121-142, for a list of philosophical issues the addressing of which
philosophers and Naturalists would certainly dispute: substance, mind, intelligence, con-
sciousness, sensation, perception, knowledge, wisdom, truth, identity, infinity, divinity, time,
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The theoretical physicist David Deutsch, like Rosenberg, argues for a type
of Naturalism that is unapologetically representationalist.?® But Deutsch is
critical of Naturalists who think that Empiricism is the sole basis for arriving
at scientific truth.* In particular, Deutsch thinks that knowledge is paradig-
matically objective and universal, but that the epistemological criteria of
most Naturalists do not allow them to acknowledge this. From a Platonic or
anti-Naturalist perspective, the problem with Deutsch’s view is that it is not
possible to join universality with materialism, since a consistent materialism
must be nominalistic and nominalism precludes universality as opposed to
mere generality.** Deutsch, puzzlingly, insists on the “reality of abstractions”
but refuses to identify these with nonmaterial entities.*

explanation, causation, freedom, purpose, goodness, duty, the virtues, love, life, happiness,
and so forth. Sometimes, philosophers use the term “theological naturalism” for the view that
they embrace a full commitment to explanatory adequacy within a Naturalistic framework at
the same time as they affirm the relevance of the divine to the ontology of nature. I do not
find this term perspicuous; indeed, I think it is something of an oxymoron and I shall not use
it. If, however, and as I shall argue below, those who do use the term mean that Naturalism
cannot in principle provide sufficient explanations for what occurs in nature, then I think
that theological Naturalism is just Platonism and it is confusing and unhelpful to identify it
otherwise. Another term, rather infrequently used, is “metaphysical naturalism,” sometimes
associated with D. C. Williams. This is an attempt to base a science of first principles on a four-
dimensional Naturalistic framework. I find this term to be unhelpful also, ultimately because
it rejects the idea that metaphysics has a distinct subject matter, especially if it maintains that
the conclusions of metaphysical Naturalism are empirically confirmable. As such, it is insuf-
ficiently distinguished from a thoroughly Naturalistic, i.e., scientific, examination of the prin-
ciples of physics. I shall discuss this more fully in the next chapter.

32. See Deutsch 2011, 39: “Scientific truth consists of . . . correspondence between theo-
ries and physical reality.” See also Paul Churchland 2013, ix, for an entirely different sort of
neurochemical, that is, nonlinguistic, type of representationalism: “Our knowledge is richly
representational. . . . It’s just that the relevant representations are not remotely propositional
or linguaformal in character.” See 128-138 for Churchland’s reasons for resisting the antirep-
resentationalism of Rorty and others. Basically, he wants to defend a highly refined and up-to-
date neurophysiological account of cognition as a form of scientific realism. See 215-223. On
Churchland’s denial that “cognition is language-like at its core,” see chap. 5.

33. Deutsch 2011, 4-29, 311-312.

34. But see Armstrong (1978, 261), who says: “Naturalism, I define as the doctrine that
reality consists of nothing but a single all-embracing spatiotemporal system.” Yet Armstrong
rejects nominalism in favor of an account of “immanent universals,” an account that I find
difficult to connect with Armstrong’s materialism. See also Schaffer 2010a, 2010b for a rather
more sophisticated version of Armstrong’s position.

35. Armstrong 1978, chap. 5. The acceptance of abstract entities without a commitment
to Platonic ontology is perhaps most famously articulated by Carnap (1950, 205-206). By con-
trast, Burgess and Rosen (2005) embrace the reality of mathematical entities, thus rejecting
nominalism. They take mathematics as a legitimate science within a capacious Naturalism. So
J. Brown 2012. As I shall argue, Platonism is not content with the abandonment of nominal-
ism by Naturalism. The reason for this, briefly, is that the indispensable explanatory role of
mathematics cannot be fulfilled by mathematical truths alone; they must be embedded in a
richer intelligible framework.
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With respect to normativity, the Naturalist Brian Leiter states that, “for
naturalists, there is no real normativity, but normative judgment, and its
role in the lives of creatures like us, is easy enough to explain.”® The ex-
planation is this: “What we call normativity is simply an artifact of the psy-
chological properties of certain biological organisms, i.e., what they feel or
believe or desire (or are disposed to feel, believe or desire). As long as the posited
organisms are naturalistically respectable, and the mental states invoked
are as well, then that is the end of the naturalist’s story.”® It seems right for
Naturalism to make no pretense of giving an explanation for normativity
conceived as the realm of universal moral truth. The only real alternative to
denying its existence altogether is to provide some sort of genetic or evolu-
tionary account, which cannot possibly attain to the requisite universality.

It is evident that Plato wants to anchor moral normativity in the intel-
ligible world with the postulating of an Idea of the Good. But it is far from
evident why, though he seems to retain a Form of the Good that is coor-
dinate with other Forms, he explicitly posits a superordinate Idea of the
Good, identical with the first principle of all.?® It is Plato’s view, as I shall try
to show, that moral normativity is only accounted for by a unique first prin-
ciple of metaphysics and that the coordinate or subordinate Form of the
Good performs another task that, as Aristotle argues, cannot itself account
for the universality of moral normativity. Thus, if Plato is right that norma-
tivity requires metaphysics, that is, metaphysics conceived of as a science of
the intelligible world, then it would follow that without that metaphysics,
there can be no such thing as moral normativity. And that is exactly the
position of the consistent Naturalist.

I suppose it is reasonable for the Naturalist to claim that the Platonist has
concocted an exceedingly implausible metaphysics to explain moral nor-
mativity. It is equally reasonable for the Platonist to retort that the denial
of the existence of moral normativity rests entirely upon an unsupportable
commitment to Naturalism. For this reason, we may suppose that we hit
rock bottom when we realize the two diametrically opposed principled posi-
tions, Platonism and Naturalism.

36. See Leiter 2015; also, e.g., Blackburn 1984; and Papineau 1993, 98-203, on the non-
doxastic expressivism of moral statements.

37. Leiter 2015, 65. Also Rosenberg 2017, 24: “Nowadays, philosophical ‘naturalism’ pretty
much means philosophy drawn mainly by insights from Darwin.” And 35: “The one thing that
naturalists cannot do is seek another source of justification beyond science that could or does
underwrite core morality or some component of it or a moral theory that formalizes it. To
suppose otherwise is to surrender naturalism altogether.” Rosenberg, 36, believes that “nihil-
ism about moral norms” is what a consistent Naturalist must embrace. The Platonist will, of
course, agree.

38. On a possible explanation for the difference between the superordinate Idea of the
Good and a coordinate Form of the Good, see chap. 6, sec. 6.1.



PLATONISM VS. NATURALISM 29

2.3. Methodological, Philosophical Naturalism

A distinction is sometimes made between “Naturalism” as the name for the
methodology of the sciences, and “Naturalism” as the name for the denial
of the existence of causes or entities that are unavailable to this methodolo-
gy.* It is perhaps unhelpful to call the latter position “philosophical” since
it explicitly denies the existence of a subject matter distinct from that of the
sciences, namely, the subject matter of philosophy. In any case, someone
adhering to methodological Naturalism will typically appeal to this method-
ology as justification for the denial of a subject matter to philosophy inde-
pendent of the sciences. One may be tempted to say that it is a non sequitur
to hold that because a methodology rooted in the empirical can have in
principle no access to the nonempirical, the nonempirical does not exist.
I am not inclined to press this point, principally because I do not think that
Platonists embraced a distinct methodology irreducible to the methodolo-
gy of the empirical sciences. After all, logic is logic. Plato’s most extensively
explored account of methodology focuses on collection and division, which
on any interpretation of its precise content, is concerned with the classifica-
tion or taxonomical arrangement of given instances of a phenomenon. It
would be odd indeed to tie the method of collection and division itself to
an anti-Naturalist position.

A somewhat more serious point is made by Arthur Strahler, who claims
that the methodology of the sciences which seeks out causes precludes caus-
es that are in principle outside the ambit of the sciences. Thus,

a specific event of history in a specific time segment must fall into either
(a) divine causation or (b) natural causation. Our logic is as follows: “If a [divine,
supernatural causation], then not b [natural causation]. If 4, then not a.” To
follow with the proposal “Both « and " is therefore not logically possible.
Moreover, one cannot get out of this bind by proposing that God is the sole
causative agent of all natural causes, which in turn are the causative agents
of the observed event. This “First Cause/Secondary Cause” model, long a
standby of the eighteenth-century school of natural theology . . . adds up to
100 percent supernatural creation.

Consider the analogy of cosmic history as an unbroken chain [of causal
explanations] made from all possible combinations of two kinds of links, a
[supernatural cause, as in religion] and b [natural cause, as in science]. . . .
When a theist declares any link in the chain to be an alink (whereas all the
others are Alinks), an element of the science set has been replaced by an
element of the religion set. When this substitution has been accomplished,
the entire ensuing sequence is flawed by that single antecedent event of di-
vine creation and must be viewed as false science, or pseudoscience. The

39. See Quine 1969 as foundational for methodological Naturalism. See also, e.g., Rea
(2002, chap. 1), who takes methodological Naturalism to represent the core idea of Natural-
ism. Also see Kornblith 1994.
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reason that replacement of a single link changed the character of all ensuing
links is that each successor link is dependent upon its predecessor in a cause-
effect relationship . . . that a divine act can never be detected by the scientist
because, by definition, it is a supernatural act. There exists only the claim
that such an act occurred, and science cannot deal in such claims. By the
same token, science must reject revelation, as a means of obtaining empirical
knowledge.*

What is especially interesting about this passage is its assumption that the
natural and the supernatural are mutually exclusive putative causes. As we
shall see in the next chapter, Plato has anticipated this objection, arguing
that the empirical and the nonempirical are not alternative causes.*' Rath-
er, insofar as the latter can be shown to be necessary to explain certain
phenomena, the former do not disappear. They become either necessary
conditions or causes of a different sort.* This is the origin of the distinction
between first causes and secondary causes that Strahler mentions. The jus-
tification for the distinction among causes rests upon a distinction between
per accidens and per se causal series. A per accidens causal series, say, A, B, C,
is one in which the fact that A causes B is ontologically distinct from the fact
that B causes C. Ontological distinctness allow the possibility that A might
not even exist after it causes B, such that it can have no role in the causing
of C by B. By contrast, in a per se causal series, A causes C with the instru-
mentality of B. It could not cause C without B, but B is not the cause of C in
the sense that A is. It could not be a part of the causal explanation for C if
A did not exist. The causing of B by A and C by B are also per se causes but
it would be misleading to call these per se causal series, unless one were to
deny instrumental causality altogether. For if A is the per se cause of B, and

4o0. Strahler 1992, 345-346, quoted in Forrest 2000, 11.

41. Chalmers (2012) argues for what he calls “Fundamental Scrutability,” which holds
that all truths (including philosophical truths) are a priori entailed by fundamental empirical
truths concerning fundamental natural properties and laws. This form of Naturalism seems
implicitly to contradict Platonism, which holds that no philosophical truths are entailed by
anything empirical. And yet Plato would maintain that if “S is P” is an empirical truth, where
“P” stands for some natural kind, then this entails certain facts about the intelligible world. In
particular, it entails that there is a Form or intelligible entity in which S participates.

42. See O’Conaill 2018 on “grounding” as the name for an attempt to show that the physi-
cal necessitates the mental, e.g., phenomenal conscious states. There are two striking features
of the approach taken by O’Conaill and others. First, O’Conaill helps himself to the idea that
both physical and nonphysical states can have essential properties, which is something that
most Naturalists would wish to avoid. Second, he acknowledges that even if it can be shown
that a given set of physical conditions or states necessitates the phenomenal, this does not in
itself explain the phenomenal. That is, 726-727, there can remain an “explanatory gap” be-
tween the physical and that which supervenes upon it. As O’Conaill puts it, we might be able
to say or predict that the physical state necessitates the phenomenal state, but not be able to
say why it does so. As we shall see, it is such a gap that leads Plato to deny that the physical is an
explanation at all, as opposed to the condition or conditions for a true explanation.
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B is the per se cause of C, then if as above, B can cause C when A no longer
exists, there is no instrumentality. The denial of instrumental causality can
only be bought at an exceedingly high price. To deny instrumental causal-
ity is in effect to decompose such cases into per accidens series, the result of
which is a radical inability even to describe the use of a means to an end.
If I walk for the sake of health, then to decompose this event into two per
se causes (me causing the walking and the walking causing the health) is
to leave unexplained in principle the manifest purpose of the walking. We
are thus unable to distinguish walking for health and walking for any other
purpose or for no purpose at all.*

An obvious objection arises. If B could not cause C without A, it is no
less true that A could not cause C without B. If the key could not open the
door by itself, it is also true that I could not open the door without the key.
Generally, when there is this sort of mutual dependence, it is because the
type of causation occurring is the same kind for A and B. Thus, it is the mo-
tion or force A exerts on B that produces the motion or force that B exerts
on C. But in a genuine per se causal series, A’s doing something by means
of B is fundamentally different from what B does. If, for example, I intend
to insult you with words, my producing the intended effect is of a different
order from the immediate effect of the motion of the sound waves in the air
and the physiological effect they produce. It is simply false that an appeal
to a per se cause nullifies the causality of the instrument. The dichotomy
between the supernatural and the natural is a false one. Hence, we arrive
at the failure of the argument that methodological Naturalism requires the
exclusion of philosophy understood as the importation of nonnatural caus-
es into a per accidens causal series. The exclusion of philosophy from where
it does not belong in the first place cannot be derived from a commitment
to methodological Naturalism.

Further, it would be surprising if methodological Naturalism excluded in
principle the sorts of entities adduced by Platonists as per se causes. Consid-
er the unconscious adduced as an explanation for conscious desires or ac-
tions. Whether or not this is a good explanation, it is a putative explanation
in a process of abductive reasoning, that is, from effect to cause, sometimes
termed inference to the best explanation. This is in principle no different
from Plato’s hypothesizing Forms or an unhypothetical first principle of all
in his metaphysics.** Someone might object to the example of the uncon-
scious on the grounds that it is an aberrant use of abduction. It is unlike
neutrinos or quarks or other exotic hypothesized entities because it, unlike

438. It is helpful in avoiding confusion to distinguish instrumental causes from necessary
conditions by limiting the use of “instrumental cause” to actions. All instrumental causes may
be necessary conditions, but not all necessary conditions are instrumental causes since they
are not constituents of actions.

44. Hypothesizing the unhypothetical sounds paradoxical to say the least. But the first use
of the term is epistemological; the second indicates ontological ultimacy or primacy.
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these, is in principle not directly observable or measurable. The exclusion
of that which is in principle unobservable would have persuasive force only
if a more plausible, possibly observable, cause could be found. But this is
true for any putative cause.

Per se causes are introduced when the need for introducing instru-
mental causes arises. If per se and instrumental causes are irreducible one
to the other, and if instrumental causes are one kind of condition, then
at least in some circumstances, one type of cause is irreducible to a condi-
tion. But then reference to causes as necessary and sufficient conditions
is problematic. For the difference between a per se cause and the condi-
tion that is the instrumental cause must be retained if per se causality is
not to collapse into per accidens causality. Resistance to their conflation
is one useful way to understand the opposition between Platonism and
Naturalism.

2.4. A Rapprochement?

Many philosophers throughout the history of philosophy have found the
starkness of this opposition between Platonism and Naturalism to be intol-
erable. I mean intolerable in the sense that it is thought that neither posi-
tion taken in all its strictness gives a satisfying account of human beings
and the world we live in. That is why much of the history of philosophy,
beginning especially in the seventeenth century, comprises attempts by
Platonists to make some strategic concessions to Naturalism. In contempo-
rary philosophy, it is more often the case that some Naturalists have tried
to make strategic but closely circumscribed concessions to Platonism.*

45. See, e.g., De Caro and Volterini (2010, 69-86), who argue that the true contradic-
tory of Naturalism is Supernaturalism, principally the postulation of theological entities.
The authors think that introducing entities such as numbers does not violate Naturalism per
se because they are causally inefficacious. Thus, a sort of rapprochement may be achieved
between Naturalism and Platonism so long as mechanism or causal closure is observed. As
I'shall argue, liberal Naturalism is unsustainable not because of its introducing the possibility
of immaterial entities, but because the only reason for introducing such entities is a reason
for rejecting causal closure. See also Scanlon (2010, 7-22), who argues similarly for a liberal
Naturalism that allows the introduction of normativity since normative moral claims are not
causally relevant. Thus, if it is a fact that murder is morally wrong, this fact does not cause any-
thing including my acting in a certain wayj; it is only because I believe that murder is morally
wrong that I so act. McDowell (1994, 91) calls “naturalized Platonism” the view that there are
irreducible normative facts about the world. But he distinguishes this (77) from what he calls
“rampant Platonism” which he identifies with “supernaturalism.” If there are normative facts
about a world described by Naturalism of one sort or another, it is difficult to square this with
a Platonic account of normativity the ground for which is outside the sphere of Naturalism.
But fitting normativity within a Naturalistic framework is problematic, to say the least. This
is the point emphasized by Rosenberg and Leiter above. See also P. Strawson (1985), whose
“soft naturalism” is a pioneering effort of contemporary rapprochement with the interesting
feature that it is motivated by a desire to overcome skepticism, that is, the skepticism that the
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The introduction of the idea of empirical knowledge, understood as the
ne plus ultra of cognition, is a clear example of a strategic concession that
philosophers otherwise disposed to Platonism were prepared to make.
What, for Plato, is true belief as opposed to knowledge becomes, with suit-
able embellishments such as justification or evidential sufficiency, the phil-
osophical goal. But it is not merely the case that Plato bids up cognition
to include something more than empirical knowledge. He argues that the
true belief supposed to be the clay out of which knowledge is to be formed
is only possible if one already has nonempirical knowledge of the intel-
ligible world.*® Thus, the substitution of empirical knowledge for Platonic
émotun is for Plato tantamount to the abandonment of a search for the
wisdom that is thought by him to be the sole province of philosophy. With
such an abandonment, the path is open for a thoroughgoing Naturalism.
That is, there is no reason to think that in the search for empirical knowl-
edge anyone, including philosophers, is better situated for success than
any scientist is.

If knowledge has as its objects sensibles, it is clear that explanations
of empirical phenomena cannot in principle take us outside the sensible
world. For if the explanantia are intelligibles, that is, nonsensibles, then the
knowledge of them would be constitutive of the explanations and hence
not empirical. Therefore, the argument against materialism and mecha-
nism, which is that assuming these as principles one cannot explain empiri-
cal phenomena, misfires.

Similarly, the argument against nominalism, which is that there is evi-
dently a phenomenon of identity and difference that nominalism denies,
loses its point for these identities could not be cognized according to any
canon of empirical knowledge. Thus, I can see this color instance and I can
see that color instance, but I cannot see that they are identical in color. The
nominalist must insist that general terms are purely conceptual, serving
as ways to categorize phenomena according to localized interests. These
phenomena manifest no identity, but only similarity or resemblance or like-
ness.*” The Platonist will reply that theories of similarity or resemblance

hard Naturalist has about the existence of the various phenomena to which the anti-Naturalist
typically appeals.

46. Nonempirical knowledge provides the basis for the so-called Recollection Argument in
Phd. 72A3-78B3. Cf. Men. 81E-86C; and Phdr. 246A-253C. I do not propose to take up the con-
troversy regarding Plato’s doctrine of recollection. My central point—independent of whether
or not Plato means recollection literally—is that neither expressions of knowledge nor our
relation to expressions of knowledge (“propositional attitudes”) are knowledge; an expression
of knowledge rests upon the psychical state of knowing and knowledge as a propositional at-
titude is not what Plato means by émotmpun. There is only émotmpn of the intelligible world
which, teeming with content though it may be, has no propositions in it.

47. So Wittgenstein in Tractatus 5.5303: “Roughly speaking, to say of two things that they
are identical is nonsense, and to say of one thing that it is identical with itself is to say nothing
at all.” See, e.g., Rodriguez-Pereyra 2002 for a defense of resemblance nominalism, the view
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either presuppose nominalism or else they are dependent on the more
basic idea of identity. That is, either we assume that the world is a four-
dimensional matrix in which the inclusion of anything in it requires un-
qualified uniqueness and so the truth of nominalism, or else we hold that
if two things are similar or resemble each other that is because they have
one or more identical properties in common. If this is denied, then the
opaqueness of the putative relation of similarity or resemblance leaves us
wondering what makes one thing similar to or resemble another. Approxi-
mation will work no better. If the number of people in the lecture hall
today is approximately the number present last week, what is the criterion
of approximation? If there is none, then no definite claim is being made
in asserting approximation. If there is, then this would seem to be purely
subjective, and is therefore equivalent to making no definite claim about
reality.

Finally, the idea that knowledge of universal moral normativity could
be achieved empirically seems hopeless both because there is obviously no
empirical means of arriving at the conclusion of the impossibility of devi-
ance from adherence to a universal norm. But real universality requires
necessity, which is not even approached by a survey that discovers 100 per-
cent agreement on some norm. Even if every single person in the world
agrees that killing innocents is wrong, and that this fact accounts for, or,
better, explains the meaning of the wrongness of murder, this does not
show that it is not possible that murder is not wrong. The universality of
moral normativity is not accounted for by the pseudo-universality of
100 percent agreement. If the universality is knowable, it is not knowable
empirically. But if empirical knowledge is the highest type of knowledge,
then either there is no such thing as moral normativity and relativism is
true or else universal moral truths are inaccessible to us, which I suppose
is the same thing.

Many contemporary proponents of Naturalism concede the reality or
irreducibility of one or another phenomenon that the Platonist claims
is only explicable by Platonism. Examples of such phenomena are well
known. They include intentionality, subjectivity, consciousness, freedom,

that things are not called by the identical name because they share the identical property;
rather, they are so called because they resemble each other, where resemblance cannot be
determined objectively. If I claim that the baby resembles his father and you claim that he
resembles his mother, who is right? Is there a criterion for determining who is right? And if
there is not, what is the content of the claim in each case?

48. See Butchvarov (1966), who argues that there can be no such thing as a resemblance
relation since all relations must have finite relata whereas if A resembles B, this is either arbi-
trary and subjective or else it must be expanded into: A resembles B more than C does D. But
this again is either subjective or else it must be expanded into: the resemblance of A to B more
than C to D is more than E to F is more than G to H, and so on.
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and the truths of mathematics. This is only a partial list. There are basically
three possible strategies pursued by Naturalists in the face of the recogni-
tion of such intractable phenomena. The first is to claim that the inability
of Naturalism to account for such phenomena is an integral part of the
advance of science where ignorance is eventually in some unspecified fu-
ture replaced by knowledge. The second is to acknowledge what must be
in light of the principles of Naturalism a mystery and then to argue that
the mystery is unsolvable by finite minds. Third, and much more interest-
ing, is the attempt to expand the fundamental description of Naturalism
in such a way that it can account for these phenomena without recourse to
anything that is even remotely Platonic. Thus, for example, the Naturalist
who supports panpsychism seeks to show that consciousness is a ubiquitous
natural phenomenon, present in every individual in the physical world,
presumably down to the subatomic level. If this is true, then the Platonic
claim that consciousness can only be explained if materialism is false is
itself false.*

Both the first and second strategies naturally fail in light of a successful
Platonic argument that accounts for these thought-provoking phenomena.
The strategies cannot be maintained simply by reasserting the principles
of Naturalism. We should all acknowledge the wisdom of Sherlock Holmes
to the effect that when all the plausible alternatives are eliminated, the re-
maining one, no matter how implausible, must be true.

The third strategy opens up a new possibility, namely, that a revised Natu-
ralism is not Naturalism after all. Thus, if molecules of water have con-
sciousness, then either the evidence for consciousness in the first place,
namely, our introspection or self-reference, is very different from the sort
of evidence for the consciousness of H,O, or else Naturalism must appeal
to considerations outside those of the mature sciences for the attribution

49. See Skrbina 2005; G. Strawson et al., 2006. It is interesting to note that the analogous
strategy of Leibniz comes from the Platonic side, so to speak. I am here more interested in
the position that advertises itself as part of a rapprochement between Platonism and Natural-
ism than whether that position comes from the Platonist or the Naturalist. Also see Papineau
(1993, chaps. 1-2), who argues for supervenience and against epiphenomenalism on the
grounds that the former view acknowledges the causal efficacy of the mental, broadly speak-
ing, on the physical, whereas the latter does not. But this causal efficacy is only acceptable if
the mental is itself reducible to the physical. So, according to Papineau, Naturalism needs
to be expanded beyond the strictly physical to include the mental so long as the mental is
reduced to the physical. See also MacArthur (2004), who argues that the meaning of “natu-
ralism” needs to be recognized as sufficiently expansive to include, for example, the norma-
tive or “normative fact.” He calls this “liberal naturalism” and also “ontological pluralism,”
although the pluralism does not extend to a subject matter beyond the physical. I infer this
from his claim, 45, that “where philosophy and science clash, it is philosophy that ought to give
ground.” Such a clash arises when, for example, Plato argues in Phaedo against causal closure.
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of consciousness to these molecules. It is very hard to understand what
evidence for consciousness other than introspection there may be, apart
of course from second and third person testimonies which are themselves
based on introspection. The panpsychist Naturalist seeks to undercut the
anomalous nature of consciousness by gratuitously embracing an extra-
Naturalistic mode of reasoning. One suspects that what is really going on
here is a belief that conscious molecules of water are less absurd to contem-
plate than are immaterial human intellects. Intuitions will no doubt differ
on this score.

It may be supposed that a rapprochement between Platonism and Natu-
ralism should be sought in an assumption shared by both, namely, that the
universe, loosely speaking, is apt for explanation. Indeed, what sets Plato-
nism and Naturalism alongside each other is their opposition to the view
that the universe is inexplicable. Everything is a mystery and nothing is
perspicuous to our intellects. Viewed in this way, I suppose that Platonism
and Naturalism do have a potential basis for discussion based on questions
about the nature of explanation. Nevertheless, the Naturalist’s commit-
ment to causal closure and the Platonist’s insistence on the principled inad-
equacy of causal closure to achieve real explanations seem to me to indicate
a formidable impasse.

My working hypothesis is that there is no stable rapprochement between
Platonism and Naturalism. I am certainly not alone in thinking that this is
the case, though I suspect that I would have more support in this thought
from Naturalists than from Platonists. If I am right, then the possibility
of philosophy understood as a source of knowledge independent of the
natural sciences depends on a defense of Platonism. I should note here
that I do not take as a refutation of this position the existence of something
called “philosophy of science” broadly speaking. Insofar as the traditional
topics of the philosophy of science fall within the theoretical framework
of the natural sciences, they are not the preserve of philosophers and they
certainly do not constitute a distinct subject matter. That is, it is a mistake
to conflate philosophy with theory or theoretical activity. It is not merely
the case that a theoretical physicist is better placed than a philosopher to
give an account of say, time or motion, but that the philosopher’s theo-
retical efforts in this regard are entirely subservient to the evidence pro-
vided by the sciences themselves.”” A philosopher who speculates about
the theoretical foundations of physics or biology or chemistry is either an
incipient natural scientist herself or else entering into the house of Plato-
nism through a side door. Aristotle’s portentous remark that the ultimate
explanation for changeables qua changeable—the subject of physics or a
science of nature—lies outside nature at once distinguishes philosophy

50. John Locke’s correction of the medieval view of philosophy as “handmaid of theology”
to “handmaid of the sciences” is, of course, the inspiration for Naturalists here.
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from Naturalism and affirms their connection.®! Platonism and Naturalism
stand opposed, but they do so asymmetrically. That is, Platonism entails the
subordination of the mature sciences, not their elimination. Naturalism,
by contrast, entails the elimination of Platonism and so the elimination of
philosophy, in particular philosophy understood as having a distinct sub-
ject matter.

51. See Phys. A9, 192a30-192b1; Meta. A 7, 1072b13-15 is Aristotle’s version of the iden-
tical point made by Plato in Phaedo: “—éx towdng @po apyilc fipmrar 6 ovpovog kol 1
@Yoig (Heaven and nature depends on such a principle).”



CHAPTER g

Plato’s Critique of Naturalism

3.1. Some Hermeneutical Assumptions

Like everyone else who writes on Plato and Platonism, I bring certain as-
sumptions to my task. I shall just list them here and then go on to say a bit
about each, though I shall not attempt a full-scale defense of any of them
since I have attempted to do so elsewhere.

1. I reject the idea that a certain portion of the dialogues represents
the philosophy of Socrates as distinct from their author’s own phi-
losophy.! Thus, all the dialogues represent Plato’s own philosophy,
generally with Socrates as spokesman, but always with the principal
interlocutor the spokesman for that philosophy.

2. I reject the division of Plato’s philosophy into early, transitional, mid-
dle, and late phases represented by corresponding groups of dia-
logues.

3. Ireject the facile dilemma of unitarianism vs. developmentalism, opt-
ing instead for the position according to which there is constant or
perhaps periodic development across the dialogues within a unified
framework of principles.?

1. See Gerson 2014. Also Prior 1977.

2. See Gerson 2013a, 75-83. See N. Smith 2014 for a nuanced defense of developmental-
ism that rejects the attempt by Vlastos and others to isolate so-called Socratic ethics from the
metaphysics of the so-called middle period of Plato’s philosophy.



PLATO’S CRITIQUE OF NATURALISM 39

4. I reject the assumption that the manifest literary unity of each dia-
logue tracks a complete philosophical argument or position. The dia-
logues are a window on Plato’s philosophy, but that philosophy is not
the sum of the contents of the dialogues.?

5. Aristotle’s testimony about Plato’s philosophy (and the philosophy of
the historical Socrates) is largely accurate.*

Here, briefly, are a few remarks expanding on these assumptions.

Ad 1. There is no evidence whatsoever that in a certain group of
dialogues—called by some “Socratic” or “early”—PIlato is representing
the philosophical position of someone other than himself, namely,
that of the historical figure Socrates.” On the contrary, all the evidence
we have, both from Aristotle and from the indirect tradition, indicates
that everything Plato wrote is an expression of his own philosophical
position. This does not, of course, preclude the possibility that Plato
was deeply inspired to pursue certain lines of thought both by the
person of Socrates and by his teachings. Accordingly, the Plato of this
book is not exactly a Plato “ohne Sokrates,” as Walter Brocker once
put it. It is just that we do not know very much about the teachings of
Socrates; we certainly do not know what arguments, if any, Socrates
used in formulating them. According to Aristotle’s testimony, Plato’s
most characteristic metaphysical and epistemological doctrines began
to be embraced by him “starting from his youth (¢ véov),” that is,
probably well before Plato wrote his first dialogue.® If, therefore, we
adhere to what the historical evidence reveals, we shall not be tempted
to cleave Socratic ethics from Platonic metaphysics, thereby distorting
both as these are found in the dialogues. To try to isolate ethics from

3. See Gerson 2013a, 83-91.

4. See Gerson 2013a, chap. 4.

5. See Benson 1992, 3-6, for a concise expression of the position according to which a cer-
tain set of dialogues called “early” represent the philosophical position of Socrates, whether
“Socrates” refers to the historical figure or to a literary character. Irwin (1995, 251-254) argues
that Plato rejects Socratic ethics, which Irwin takes to be found in the early dialogues. Rowe
(2007, 15—20) argues, rightly in my view, that the character Socrates represents Plato’s own
philosophical position. I think that Rowe is mistaken, however, in identifying that philosophi-
cal position as belonging to the nonmetaphysical Socrates of the early dialogues.

6. See Aristotle, Meta. A 6, 987a29ff. Even those who most vociferously dispute Aristot-
le’s exegetical remarks concerning Plato’s philosophy seem disinclined to dispute the rath-
er straightforward historical claims made in this passage. This is probably the case because
what Aristotle says Plato believed “starting from his youth” is manifestly maintained in the
dialogues. It is arbitrary to assign what Plato believed as a young man only to a fictitious mid-
dle period. The only reason ever given for doing so is that assigning Plato’s metaphysics to the
carly period would contaminate the supposedly Socratic ethics of that period. For arguments
against the type of developmentalism that seeks to separate Socratic ethics from metaphysics,
see Prior 2004; and Fronterotta 2007.
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metaphysics in Plato is one sure path to the misconception of Plato-
nism. Or so I shall argue.”

Ad 2. The division of the dialogues into early, transitional, middle, and
late is motivated in part by the false assumption that the “Socratic”
dialogues are early and philosophically distinct from the rest. Further,
attempts to confirm the doctrinal division among the dialogues have
for the most part been a failure.® Though it is of course the case that
there is a fact of the matter concerning the relative chronology of
the dialogues, we do not know what that is. The spurious category of
“transitional” dialogues is the fatal flaw of doctrinal developmental-
ism. Any attempt to link early and middle dialogues by transitional
dialogues that split the difference between contrasting philosophical
positions is more imaginary than it is evidence based. The above long-
standing division of the dialogues has encouraged scholars to pick out
the bits of Plato’s philosophy they find congenial and discard the rest.
Ironically, and owing to the ideological, that is, nonhistorical, pre-
supposition of such approaches, scholars have drawn contradictory
conclusions about where the real Plato is to be found. All so-called
periods—early, middle, late—have had ardent proponents. The ar-
bitrariness of all this can only be appreciated by the construction of
a historically rooted account of the systematic nature of Plato’s phi-
losophy.

Ad 3. My rejection of facile developmentalism does not mean a commit-
ment to a rigid unitarianism.? I am more than ready to accept that
Plato’s thinking evolved or developed on countless matters during the
long course of discussions within the Academy. But this evolution or
development pertains to the articulation of his philosophical system,
to the appropriate vocabulary within which to express it, and to the
consequences of embracing that system. I take the dialogues to be, as
we may surmise Plato intends us to understand them to be, memo-
randa or dramatic records of the state-of-the-art ongoing discussions

7. See Brickhouse and Smith 2010, chap. 1, for a defense of the strategy of isolating So-
cratic philosophy—taken to be equivalent to moral psychology—from Platonism. Smith and
Brickhouse do not maintain that Plato, when representing Socratic philosophy, held a view dif-
ferent from that of Socrates. They are, in fact, agnostic regarding Plato’s view in the so-called
early dialogues. I agree that Plato is not in these dialogues in disagreement with what Socrates
says because I believe that what Socrates says is just what Plato believes. But he is not saying
everything that Plato believes.

8. See, e.g., Ledger 1989; Nails 1995; and Kahn 2002.

9. Typically, unitarianism is selective: the middle dialogues contain the real Plato; the early
dialogues contain intimations of the real doctrine; the late dialogues contain idle speculation
on matters unrelated to the real doctrine or the detritus of a failing mind. See Cherniss 1936
and Allen 1970 for a taste of this way of reading Plato.
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within the Academy.' In these dialogues, we witness the invention of a
technical and quasitechnical vocabulary to talk about the philosophi-
cal discoveries and arguments within a circle of thinkers at the center
of which was Plato himself. It would be incredible if Plato never re-
fined his views in any way. But all our evidence leads us to believe that
he did so within a framework of principles, the articulation of which
is just what Platonism is.

Ad 4. Recognizing, as everyone must, the literary integrity of each dia-
logue, we need not suppose that each dialogue is therefore intended
by Plato to be philosophically self-contained.!’ That is, it is licit to
appeal to one dialogue to help us understand another even under
the assumption that the former was written after the latter. In that
case, something like a proleptic reading of the putatively earlier claim
might be hypothesized.!? The dialogues are a window—perhaps our
best window—on Plato’s philosophy, but they are by no means the
only one. It bears emphasizing that everyone in antiquity who wrote
about Plato’s philosophy assumed that the literary integrity of each
dialogue did not preclude appeal to things said in different dialogues
as evidence for Plato’s views. It also should be noted that modern ef-
forts to construct a literary firewall around each dialogue have gener-
ally led to results that are philosophically nugatory at best. The legend
of the skeptical Plato has its roots in an arbitrary division of Plato’s
philosophy into literary units. There are no grounds for holding that
the so-called aporetic dialogues express their author’s own doubts.
Further, there are no grounds for maintaining that Parmenides rep-
resents Plato’s “honest perplexity” regarding his Forms, as Gregory
Vlastos put it. Finally, there are no grounds for holding that Sophist
reveals a Plato abandoning the Forms of the middle period in favor of
something like conceptual analysis.'?

10. See Gerson 2013a, 91-94, on Phdr. 274B6-278E3. I readily acknowledge that the dra-
matic situating of Plato’s philosophy in the dialogues is so extraordinarily accomplished that
a focus on it can seem to be irresistible. I am not, however, aware of anything in the very rich
literature on this that undermines the historical evidence regarding Plato’s systematic philoso-
phy. I should add that much of this evidence comes from those who were no less impressed
with Plato’s literary achievement than are today’s connoisseurs. It seems to me that much of
Plato’s literary art springs from the conclusions of his philosophical arguments about the na-
ture of knowledge and being and the challenge of conveying these to others.

11. See Grote 1865, 1:x: “Each [dialogue] represents the intellectual scope and impulse of
a peculiar moment, which may or may not be in harmony with the rest.” Grote’s view is taken
up, in a somewhat attenuated form, by Shorey (1933), and subsequently supported by many
others, both explicitly and implicitly.

12. See Kahn 1996, esp. 59-65, on the proleptic reading.

13. The so-called dialogical approach, according to which the literary integrity of each dia-
logue somehow guides the philosophy, is defended, e.g., in Frede 1992; and in various essays in
Press 1993; Gonzalez 1995; and Griswold 1999. The hermeneutical stance according to which
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Ad 5. Aristotle’s testimony concerns Plato’s philosophy, both as revealed
in the dialogues and as communicated orally.!* Aristotle himself dis-
tinguishes the dialogues from the oral testimony, but he does not
claim to be interpreting exclusively the former. Hence, the fact that
some of his testimony cannot be directly confirmed by anything in
the dialogues is not sufficient reason to disparage that testimony.
Nevertheless, Aristotle is certainly not a disinterested scholar dispas-
sionately recounting the history of philosophy. The testimony of his
that is not confirmed by the dialogues must be used critically and,
when possible, confirmed by the indirect tradition, which can often
be traced back to the Old Academy.” For those who find my reliance
on Aristotle’s testimony a bridge too far, I invite them to see my ac-
count of Platonism as only doubtfully attributable to Plato himself. In
my earlier book, I tried to make the case that these scruples are not
justified. In the present work, I am primarily focused on the system-
atic philosophical position that is Platonism and its polar opposite,
Naturalism. It hardly needs arguing that this position was shared in its
fundamentals by most Western philosophers until at least the seven-
teenth century. It seems to me than one reason for wishing to exempt
Plato from the class of Platonists is not at all dissimilar to the reason
for wishing to protect Socrates from Platonic metaphysical excesses.
I must admit that I find this reason anything but dispositive. And in
any case, it is irrelevant to the serious history of philosophy.’® On the

Plato practices authorial anonymity entailing that we can attribute no doctrines to Plato based
on the dialogues, has been defended by Edelstein 1962; Plass 1964; and various essays in Press
2000, including that of the editor. See next note.

14. For a brief survey of the huge literature on Aristotle’s testimony and on the oral teach-
ings of Plato, see Gerson 2013a, chap. 4. It should be emphasized that the frequent use of the
term “esoteric” to refer to the oral teachings is misleading, albeit justified. I do not maintain
that the oral teachings make up some secret doctrine unrelated to that which is found in the
dialogues. On the contrary, the dialogues give us ample evidence for the content of the oral
teachings as attested by Aristotle. The oral teaching is esoteric only in the sense that it was
not written down in detail and therefore was not available generally to those outside of the
Academy. Plato probably died while still working out the details of his philosophical vision.
Aristotle’s testimony alone is sufficient reason to reject authorial anonymity, although not
without an alternative satisfactory explanation for the motive for Plato writing dialogues rather
than treatises.

15. Later testimony about Speusippus and Xenocrates, Plato’s successors as heads of the
Academy—evidently based on written work now lost—can frequently confirm what Aristotle
says about Plato. Whether or to what extent Speusippus and Xenocrates held views that dif-
fered from Plato’s is, of course, another matter. But if their views were different, they were
always based on the shared principles of Platonism.

16. I heartily endorse the conclusion of Richard 2005, 237: “Or eu égard aux problémes
d’authenticité posé par la transmission de I’oeuvre littéraire de Platon, nous trouvons tout a
fait abusif d’absolutisser les Dialogues au point de les considérer comme l'unique voie d’accés
a la pensée platonicienne et ce, d’autant plus qu’il est trés difficile, voire impossible de met-
tre en doute 'existence et I’authenticité d’une tradition afférente a des agrapha dogmata de
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assumption of the veracity and accuracy of Aristotle’s testimony, I also
reject the so-called nondoctrinal interpretation of the dialogues. Ac-
cording to this view, since Plato does not speak explicitly in his own
voice in the dialogues, we cannot infer that he believes anything that
is said therein, including or especially the conclusions reached by
Socrates.!” But once we appreciate that Aristotle’s testimony includes
both the dialogues and the oral teaching under the rubric “Plato’s
philosophy” we have no reason to follow this extreme view.

These assumptions or principles of interpretation are not new; indeed,
they were the assumptions held by Platonists and interpreters of Plato up
until about the beginning of the nineteenth century.’® Still, the proof is in
the pudding. I aim to show that when these assumptions are applied to the
evidence of the dialogues themselves, we are plausibly led to a conception
of systematic Platonism, to the conclusion that Plato was himself a Platon-
ist in this sense, and to the reasons why it makes good sense to say that
Aristotle, among many others, was a Platonist, even though he and others
disagreed with Plato on a number of substantive matters. In addition, once
we have Platonism clearly in view, we can see why both Plato and Richard
Rorty believed that to abandon Platonism is to abandon systematic philoso-
phy, that is, philosophy with a distinct integral subject matter. Obviously,
the stark opposition between Platonism and Naturalism can only come into
focus when a comprehensive, historically based account of the former is
given.

3.2. The Turn from Naturalism to Metaphysics

According to the testimony of Aristotle,

After these philosophies [the Italian schools], came Plato’s system, which
though it follows these philosophies in many respects, has its own peculiari-
ties to distinguish it from the philosophy of the Italians.

For [Plato], starting from his youth, having become acquainted first with
Cratylus and with the Heraclitean doctrines that all sensibles are continu-
ously flowing and that there is no knowledge of these, even argued this way
later on. Whereas Socrates was working on ethical matters and not paying any

Platon: d’une part, cette tradition est bien attestée et, d’autre part, elle est issue de sources a la
fois indépendentes les unes des autres et concordantes entre elles sur les éléments doctrinaux
essentiels.”

17. See Beversluis 2006 for a good critical discussion of those who have tried to inoculate
Plato against philosophical criticism by maintaining that there is nothing to criticize in the
dialogues. Also Gerson 2013a, 34-39.

18. For valuable surveys of modern Plato interpretation before and after the seminal work
of Friedrich Schleiermacher, see Szlezak 1997a, 2004, 2010. See Findlay (1974, preface), who
articulates a set of methodological assumptions similar to my own.
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attention to the whole of nature, but seeking the universal in ethical matters
and was the first to fix his thought on definitions, [Plato], while accepting So-
crates’s [approach], for the above sort of reason [i.e., Heraclitean doctrines],
argued that this [the search for universals and definitions] is done not in
regard to sensibles, but in regard to other things; for it is impossible for there
to be a common definition for sensibles since they are always changing."

According to Aristotle’s testimony, Plato was committed to a “two-world”
metaphysics “starting from his youth (ék véov).”® This means that, to put
it minimally, Plato was oriented to the intelligible world even before writing
any dialogues. But in a number of so-called early or Socratic dialogues, Pla-
to does not explicitly introduce a realm of separate Forms or intelligibles
as the objects of the knowledge sought for by Socrates.?! One can without
doing serious violence to the text suppose that the effort to define piety
in Euthyphro or courage in Laches or self-control in Charmides may indicate
something like a distinctive philosophical methodology, but they do not
indicate a distinctive subject matter for philosophy. Although this view is
contradicted by Aristotle’s testimony, it is possible to insist on methodology
rather than content if one assumes that in these dialogues Plato is repre-
senting Socrates’s philosophy and not his own. There is in fact no evidence
that this is the case, though I do not want to insist on the point here.?

In Republic, however, a distinct subject matter for philosophy is explicitly
announced. Philosophers are distinguished from lovers of sights and sounds

19. Meta. A 6, 987a29-b7: Meta 8¢ tag eipnpévag @hocoeiog 1 IMAdtwvog Emeyéveto
mpaypoteio, T& pEV MOAAG TOUTOG GkolovBodoo, Ta O6¢ kal S mopa TV T@V Trodikdv
€xovoa  @llocopiov. €k Vvéov Te YOap ouviOng yevopevog mpdtov Kpotoho kol Toig
‘Hpardetteiog 80&ug, ®¢ ambviov tdv aicOntdv del Pedviov kol €motiung meplt ovTtdv
ovk obong, tadta pév kai Votepov oltwg Vmélafev Zokpdtovg ¢ mepi pev T MBka
TPAYLOTEVOUEVOL TePpL O¢ TR OANG @voemg ovbév, &v pévtor tovtolg T0 Kobolov nrodvtog
Kol mepl Oploudv  EmMOTHCOVTIOS TPAOTOL THV dldvowrv, €kelvov  amodefdpevog S TO
toodtov VméhaPev @¢ mepl £épmv TolTO Yyryvopevov koi o T@v oictnt®v- advvatov yop
£lvol TOV Kowov Spov TdV aicOtdv Tvég, del ye petofadléviov. See Steel 2012, 174-180,
on this passage. There are many interpretative issues with these lines, but for present purposes,
it is only essential to dwell on one. The words €k véov (“starting from his youth”) indicate that
what Plato later ({otepov) argued is continuous with his early view. The Greek grammar does
not imply that whereas Plato became acquainted with the Heracliteans early, it was only later that
he developed arguments for their position. This is supported by the words kai Botepov, which
the Oxford Aristotle correctly renders as “even in later years.” It is also supported by the fact
that the main verb vméhaBev must govern the first clause as well as the second.

20. A véog indicates a young man, most likely someone younger than thirty years old. Cf.
Xenophon, Mem. 1.2.35.

21. See N. Smith (2018), who provides a careful analysis of Aristotle’s testimony regarding
the historical Socrates and his differences from the Socrates of the dialogues. On this basis,
one may opt for various shades of developmentalism within the dialogues. I do not believe,
however, that Aristotle gives us arguments for the positions of the historical Socrates. Insofar as
Plato shares these positions, the only arguments we have are his.

22. See Gerson 2014. The occurrences of the word ¢ihocogia in these so-called early
dialogues do indicate, broadly speaking, a methodology and a serious approach to matters.
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by their love for and desire to know Forms.* Their desire is for knowledge
(émotnun) of the completely real or perfect being (16 novteddg 6v).?* The
characterization of philosophers and philosophy is variously expressed in
other dialogues, but nowhere so clearly. Yet this characterization raises a
host of issues, not the least of which is the apparent surprising implication
that if Forms or other intelligible entities do not exist, then neither does
philosophy understood as having a distinct subject matter. Stated somewhat
less drastically, if the completely real, understood to be that which is always
identically what it is, does not exist, then philosophy would at least have
to be conceived of in a radically different way. This apparent alternative is
actually closed off by Plato given his claim that the only mode of cognition
of the completely real is émotiun along with his insistence that émotun
is infallible (&vapdptntov).?® For as is shown in Theaetetus, there can be no
infallible cognition of anything other than the completely real.?® If Plato is
right to identify the subject matter of philosophy with the intelligible world,
then anyone who denies the existence of this subject matter would be abso-
lutely right to reject a distinct subject matter for philosophy. And insofar as
we recognize Platonism as essentially committed to the articulation of the
intelligible world and to its causal role in explaining all reality, Platonism
itself can hardly be expected to survive the banishment of the subject mat-
ter of philosophy as he conceives of it.

As we shall see in chapter 7, Aristotle agrees fundamentally with this
claim, although he makes a terminological adjustment, calling what Plato

Socrates’s claim that the “unexamined life is not livable for a human being (Ap. 38A5-6)”
refers to the previous claim that gilocogia is an examination of life (28E5-6). But there is
no suggestion that this indicates a distinct subject matter. For example, one could engage in
a serious examination of life by means of sacred texts or even historical precedents, all the
while eschewing philosophy. The Atlantis story in Timaeus asks us to imagine an ideal political
state of affairs that may serve as a template for the present. But this is not philosophy, as Plato
explains. Hadot (1995) viewed Platonism (and, indeed, all ancient philosophical schools with
the exception of Skepticism) as promoting a way of life, where the only distinct subject mat-
ter is wisdom about society and human beings. This view is further developed in Hadot 2002,
chaps. 4-5. See also Schur 2013, chap. 3.

23. Rep. 476A9-D6. At 484B4-7, Socrates clearly distinguishes between philosophers and
nonphilosophers by the subject matter with which they are concerned, namely, the intelligible
and the sensible worlds. Cf. Rep. 485A10-B3; Phd. 79A6-7; and Tim. 27D6-7, where a sharp
distinction between the sensible and the intelligible is made along with the mode of cognition
appropriate to each. Also 51D3-E6.

24. Rep. 477A2—4. Later, at 479E6-7 and at 484B5, the completely real is described as
things that are del katd TadTd GoavTmg 6vto (always identical). Also eilikpvidg (purely), 478D6,
479D5. The implicit superlative indicates that something might have being but not completely
or purely. And, indeed, it is the burden of the Republicargument to show that there are distinct
modes of cognition for what is purely and impurely cognizable. Most important, cf. Phd. 79A6:
&0o £idn T@v dvrov (two kinds of beings), one of which is sensible and the other is intelligible.

25. Rep. 477E6-7. See Kramer 2001 on the crucial role of infallibility in Plato’s epistemol-
ogy. Also Ferrari 2010, 605-608.

26. See chap. 4, sec. 4.4.
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calls “philosophy” “first philosophy,” thereby allowing for the possibility of
at least “second” philosophy.?” But second philosophy is just the theoretical
foundation for the natural sciences, something hardly anathema to Natu-
ralists. Indeed, there have been many attempts to make what Aristotle calls
second philosophy the real successor to what Aristotle calls first philosophy,
labeling the former “metaphysics” and thereby supposedly rescuing phi-
losophy from extinction.®

A metaphysics of the natural world as conceived of by Naturalists is quite
different from a metaphysics of the natural world conceived of by Platon-
ists.” For Naturalists, topics like identity, existence, cause, and time, all have
to be approached as principles exclusively for knowledge of entities in a
three or four-dimensional framework. A concrete example of the differ-
ence is that within a Naturalistic framework, “identity” is a term that can be
applied univocally to artifacts and nonartifactual entities. Indeed, artifacts
are frequently adduced as paradigms for a theory of identity. By contrast,
Plato assumes and Aristotle argues that identity is equivocally applied not
just to artifacts and to things that exist in nature, but also to that which is
immaterial. Because Aristotle thinks that “being” is an equivocal term with
a focal meaning, all the per se properties of being, including identity, are
analogously equivocal, always with the primary referent being in the intel-
ligible world. One may certainly object that if this is the case, then so much
the worse for Aristotelian metaphysics. My point, however, is that if this is
the case, then, from the perspective of the Naturalist, so much the worse
for the possibility of philosophy. For the analysis of terms in a putatively
Naturalistic metaphysics does not differ from the theoretical work of sci-
entists themselves. Quine’s account of ontological commitment makes this
clear: “A theory is committed to those and only those entities to which the
bound variables of the theory must be capable of referring in order that
the affirmations made in the theory be true.”® Ontological commitment is
the result of an account of what scientists in a particular field are prepared
to count as existing. The theory relativity of the ontological commitment

27. Alexander of Aphrodisias, In Meta. 251.36-37, goes further, introducing the notion
of “third” philosophy (tputn gihocogpia). This is his interpretation of Aristotle, Meta. A 1,
1069a30-b2, where Aristotle distinguishes three kinds of obcia, the immovable, i.e., Forms and
unmoved movers; the everlasting, i.e., the heavenly bodies; and sensible. “Third” philosophy
concerns the last. The ordinality of the subject matters is clear.

28. See Kornblith 1994, 40: “For the naturalist, there simply is no extra scientific route to
metaphysical understanding.”

29. See, e.g., Ladyman and Ross (2007, 1), who argue for metaphysics as continuous with
the natural sciences. They maintain that the aim of metaphysics is to unify the hypotheses and
theories of contemporary science. So, presumably, someone who discovered the differential
equation that unified gravity and electromagnetism and the weak and strong forces at the
subatomic level would be doing metaphysics. This presumption would no doubt come as a
surprise to working theoretical physicists and mathematicians.

30. See Quine 1948, 33.
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is explicit and the theory is primarily in the hands of the scientists who
formulate the theories. Of course, those trained in conceptual analysis can
provide a valuable service to the primary promulgators of physical theory.
But the former do not bring to the table a subject matter distinct from the
subject matter of the mature sciences unless it is supposed that the concep-
tual foundations of a science are distinct from the science itself.*’ I do not
have a clear idea of what that would mean, particularly if it is conceded,
as it must be, that the actual work of scientists can impinge on discussions
of the conceptual foundations of a science. If theorizing in quantum me-
chanics can affect putatively philosophical accounts of, say, identity, then
the distinctness of the philosophical subject matter appears to evanesce.
The philosophy of X, where X names a mature science does not indicate a
subject matter distinct from that which is indicated by X. It refers only to
the foundational issues within that science, principally, their axioms and
definitions.

Plato’s designation of the subject matter of philosophy as, roughly, “the
intelligible world,” obviously excludes an extension of the term “philoso-
phy” to that which is nonintelligible. But the sensible world, as Plato says
in Republic, “is and is not simultaneously, so to speak (olov éua dv & Kai
un &v).”* Therefore, it participates in the intelligible world in some way.
Accordingly, insofar as it does, it belongs to the subject matter of philoso-
phy. The difference between the natural scientist and the philosopher on
this account is, as Plato says, that the former “hypothesizes” its foundations,
while the latter grounds these in the “unhypothetical first principle.”® The
former cut themselves off from the recovery of émotun. However we char-
acterize the mode of cognition to which they aspire, it is not that which
characterizes the successful philosopher. Insisting that scientists seek em-
pirical knowledge and that this is the best that one can do is, from the
Platonist’s perspective, as much as to eliminate the possibility of philosophy.

In the case of Phaedo, however, separate Forms are explicitly introduced,
along with their relevance to answering the question about the immortality
of the soul. Moreover, their introduction is set within a wider framework
that rejects unequivocally the sorts of explanations offered by Anaxagoras
and others in favor of an entirely different explanatory path, that of phi-
losophy. The subject matter of philosophy is thereby firmly fixed, whatever
repercussions this may have for methodology.

31. See Papineau 1993, 3: “The task of the philosophers is to bring coherence and order to
the total set of assumptions we use to explain the empirical world.” Papineau then adds that all
philosophical theorizing is of this kind. Philosophy is thus entirely in the service of the natural
sciences which determine the subject matter(s) for investigation.

32. Rep. 478D5-9. Also Tht. 156A5; Tim. 52B3-5. Cf. Aristotle, Meta. ' 5, 1010al-4, where
he rejects the view of his predecessors that “the only things that exist are sensibles (té évta. . .
slvon To aicOnTé pévov).”

33. Rep. 511A4-C2. Cf. D1-2, 533B5-C6.
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3.3. Socrates’s “Autobiography” in Phaedo

In Phaedo 95A4-102A9, we find the famous account by Socrates of his own
intellectual history.** Our best evidence, including Aristotle’s testimony,
should lead us to suppose that this is in fact Plato’s own autobiographical
sketch on display.® It contains the most concise and complete statement of
the nature of Platonism from Plato himself, both its distinction and sepa-
ration from the philosophies of Plato’s predecessors and the outline of its
positive construct.

In this “autobiography,” Socrates rejects the explanations of the natu-
ral philosophers given for problematic scientific phenomena. Instead, he
posits separate Forms as the source of true explanation. The Naturalism of
Plato’s predecessors—explicitly here, that of Anaxagoras—presumes ma-
terialism and mechanism as the matrix for scientific explanation.*® Thus,
Anaxagoras is reported as explaining natural phenomena by, broadly speak-
ing, the elements.”” Socrates conjectures that Anaxagoras, if he were asked
to explain why Socrates is sitting in prison, or why he is talking to his friends
now, would give an explanation in terms of anatomical and physiological
features of Socrates’s body.” By contrast, Socrates had hoped for an expla-
nation that would invoke intellect or vodg, for with such an explanation it
would be possible to say why it was best for Socrates to remain in prison.*

34. Section 3.3 is a reworking of Gerson 2018.

35. See Sedley 1995.

36. At Phd. 96C4, Socrates says that Anaxagorean explanations, broadly speaking, were
commonly thought to be correct, by himself and by others. I take it that Naturalism as a de-
fault position is what Plato is challenging. We may add that, at 99E1-4, Socrates rejects using
his senses to arrive at explanations. So we can say that Plato is also rejecting empiricism. Cf.
Tht. 186A6-B9 where Socrates argues that sense-perception cannot itself yield knowledge. See
Furth 1991 on Anaxagoras’s philosophy as an attempt to respond to the fundamental chal-
lenge of Eleaticism. Furth thinks this attempt, which he sees as an early version of logical
atomism, fails. So, too, does Plato, who holds that any Naturalistic response to Parmenides
must fail in principle.

37. Phd. 98C1-2. Aristotle, GC B 9, 335b9-16, assumes that Socrates is seeking explana-
tions for sensible phenomena. Cf. Meta. A 9, 991b3-9, M 5, 1080a2-8. In calling Anaxagoras’s
explanations “mechanistic,” I mean to attribute to them the assumption of so-called causal clo-
sure, meaning roughly that nature is a self-enclosed system wherein all causality originates and
operates. Plato has Socrates disappointed in Anaxagoras’s book precisely because his evident
commitment to causal closure made volg otiose in his system. See Armstrong 1978, 263-265,
on causal closure as essential to Naturalism. Also Papineau 1993, chap.1, and appendix where
causal closure is glossed as “the completeness of physics”; Ladyman and Ross 2007, 27-38,
identify causal closure with the “principle of naturalistic closure.” It should be stressed that
causal closure is an assumption for which no evidence can in principle be provided.

38. Phd. 98C2-E1.

39. Phd. 98E2-99A4. Plato uses the terms aitio, oitiog, and aitov seemingly indifferent-
ly through this passage. Frede (1980) argued that Plato makes a distinction that only becomes
explicit in the Stoics, between a thing that is a cause (oitiog, aitiov) and the proposition that
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Socrates maintains that the sort of explanation offered by Anaxagoras is
notareal explanation or aitiov, but only “that without which the explanation
would not be an explanation (éxgivo &vev 00 10 aitov odk v mot’ &l
aitiov).” In the case of Socrates remaining in prison, he says that his
decision to do so because it is best to do so is the real explanation.* He
thus distinguishes between an explanation and a necessary condition.*

expresses this (aitio). Perhaps. The main focus of the argument is, at any rate, on the enti-
ties that explain, not the expression of their explanatory role.

40. Phd. 99B3—4. See Meixner 2009b, 41-45, for an argument very much in the spirit of
the Phaedo argument. Meixner argues that the Naturalist cannot coherently maintain causal
closure since the sum of all physical events, taken as putative causes, can never be more than
necessary conditions for the event that is supposed to be explained. To have true causal clo-
sure one must appeal to the intelligible world.

41. Phd. 99A8-B1.

42. At Phd. 99A4-5, Socrates says that it would be “exceedingly absurd (Aiov éitomov)” to
call the sorts of accounts given by Anaxagoras aition. And then a few lines later, C5-6, he says
that it is “the Good (10 &yabdv)” or “that which is fitting (10 6éov)” that is the real aitio.
At Men. 97E5-98A8, the words &wg v tig awtag dnon oitiog Aoyiopd are specifically identified
with avauvnoig of Forms. That is, the Forms are here again the aitioan of the truth of true be-
liefs. At Tim. 51D3-52A4, Plato says that frue belief, as opposed to knowledge, has no account
(6hoyov). I take it that this is the identical point since an account can only be given in Formal
terms. Thus, the cvuvaition of Timaeus, 46C7, D1, 76D6, which are understood to be “auxiliary
causes,” that is, parts of the causal framework, are rather “auxiliary to the true cause or expla-
nation.” This interpretation of cvvaition is derived from Phd. 99B3, 10 oitov 1@ dvu (the
true or real cause or explanation). At Tim. 46E3-6, Plato does distinguish between “two kinds
of aitiat,” one that operates with volg and one that does not. Cf. 68E4-7. The latter is iden-
tified with Necessity (avaykn). It is the “wandering cause (mAavopévn aitio, 47E3-48B2).”
Again, it is not a true or real cause or explanation just because it does not operate with vodg.
Menn (1995, 38) points out that here it is assumed that soul is required for employing vodg
and that the opponents Plato is rejecting—perhaps including Diogenes of Apollonia—are
rejected because they do not recognize the need for soul in order to instantiate the workings
of voiig. Also see Sts. 281E1-5, 287D3—4 with Kelsey’s comments, 2004, 26-28. It is not implau-
sible that the use of aitia in Timaeus for what are in effect instrumental causes as opposed
to mere necessary conditions is the result of intra-Academic discussions reflected in Aristotle’s
fourfold schema of causality in Physics. The functional relation of material cause to formal
cause in Aristotle is the explanatory successor to the functional relation of necessary condi-
tion turned instrumental cause to primary or true cause. See Meta. A 5, 1015a20-21, where
ovvaitiov and o) évev ovk are used synonymously. They are alternative ways of expressing
that which is necessary (évoykoiov) but only derivatively explanatory. Aristotle’s examples of
air and food as necessary for life are nicely parallel to Socrates’s examples in Phaedo: it would
be silly to take food and air as answers to a question seeking an explanation for why something
is alive. Yet, food and air can contribute to the explanation. See Johansen (2004, 103-106),
who distinguishes mere necessary conditions (Phaedo) from instrumental or contributory nec-
essary conditions (7%maeus). Presumably, the former would include counterfactuals. Cf. Phd.
95E8-96A1, 8-10; 97B3-7, C7.

It is perhaps the case that Plato mentions necessary conditions but leaves out sufficient
conditions because he thinks that “sufficiency” should only be used for what is a real cause or
explanation. So the putative necessary and sufficient conditions are really only a sum of neces-
sary conditions. This sum may be said to be sufficient only in the sense that the presence of the
conditions are sufficient for the true cause or explanation to operate.
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Unfortunately, the full appreciation of the claim made by Socrates is im-
peded for modern readers by the contemporary philosophical default defi-
nition of “cause” as a product or sum of necessary and sufficient conditions
and by assimilating explanation to cause.” By contrast, given the sort of
explanation that Socrates is going to advance, conflating conditions and
explanation by assimilating explanation to cause completely misses the new
sense of aitia that is introduced here.** Socrates expects the true expla-
nation to explain why it is best for something to be the way it is, including
presumably why it is best that it come to be and perish when it does. This
teleological dimension alone negates the possibility of assimilating aitia
to necessary conditions. When he proceeds to sketch an approach to such
an explanation, he has recourse to a method of hypothesis, hypothesizing
on “each occasion” an “account (Adéyov)” that seems to him to be strong-
est.® The hypothesis turns out in each case to be a Form.

The assimilation of cause to what is necessary or what is sufficient un-
der the general rubric “condition” is to beg the question against Platonism
from the start. The turn to metaphysics displayed in Socrates’s autobiog-
raphy should be taken to be a proclamation of the radical irreducibility of
cause to condition, even the weak reducibility present in postulating their
generic unity. As we shall see presently, arguing for this radical irreduc-
ibility is hampered by taking it out of its complete systematic context, in
particular the ultimate causal relevance of the superordinate first principle
of all. Forms may only be defended as irreducible causes if they are viewed
as instrumental causes of the first principle of all.

Socrates’s reason for rejecting Anaxagoras’s account of causality is that
his theory is in principle unable to eliminate the possibility that his explana-
tion would equally serve for a property or state contrary to the property or
state that he is trying to explain. The explanation is inadequate precisely

43. In logic or in mathematics, necessary and sufficient conditions indicate either logi-
cal connections between propositions or equivalency. According to Naturalism, causality in
the world must reduce to necessary and sufficient conditions. Plato’s separation of condition
from cause is a hallmark of his anti-Naturalism. It leaves him immune to the criticism that the
putative causality of Forms is otiose or redundant. In fact, there is no causality without Forms,
though necessary conditions may be multiplied ad lib. I might add in passing that, to the
extent that one conceives of causes as events, the tendency to conflate conditions and causes
increases. I shall say nothing here about the dispute regarding event vs. agent causality.

44. The phrase “necessary and sufficient condition” is hardly perspicuous, since a suffi-
cient condition is just a token of a necessary condition type. Henceforth, when referring to
Platonic causes I shall contrast these with necessary conditions alone, stipulating that, for
Plato, the necessary and sufficient conditions for the presence of a property are equivalent to
a sum of necessary conditions at the type level. The main point is that no true cause is reduc-
ible to any sum of conditions. Even when what the Naturalist would call the necessary and
sufficient conditions for some property are present, the cause, Platonically speaking, has not
yet been ascertained.

45. Phd. 100A2-7. See Benson 2015, chap. 7, for some detailed analysis on how the method
of hypothesis is supposed to work in Phaedo.
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because it cannot be causally sufficient or adequate.* Much here depends
on the descriptions of the terms of the Naturalist explanation. For example,
one avoids Socrates’s objection if one says that Helen’s beauty is explained
by, say, her shape arranged beautifully or that Socrates’s being seated in
prison is explained by the desire to stay, a desire which is itself nothing but
a neurological state of the brain. Neither of these pseudo-explanations are
satisfactory since it is open to Socrates to reply that at some level, Naturalis-
tic explanations must be discontinuous with Formal explanations whether
this be at the level of Anaxagorean homoiomeres or, in a modern version,
at the level of subatomic particles. Socrates’s preferred explanations must
stay at the level of Form.* For this reason, the contending Naturalist must
seek an explanation beneath the level of Form. This is where the necessary
conditions for instantiation are to be found. But as soon as one tries to pro-
mote a necessary condition or sufficient condition up to the level of cause
or explanation, either one reascends to Form or else one remains open to
the charge that the necessary conditions for A are equally necessary condi-
tions for non-A. If this were not the case—that is, if the necessary conditions
for A were uniquely necessary conditions for A—it is difficult to see how
any explanation has been provided at all. For if nature is so disposed that
the putative explanation for A is uniquely an explanation for A and not
any non-A, then it seems virtually impossible that there can be generaliza-
tions from any particular so-called explanation. But without generalization,
there is only description and in fact no explanation at all.*®

46. See Rosenberg (2018, 15, 23—-24), who allows that the Naturalist must account for the
possibility of “multiple mechanisms” realizing a property. He argues that this is not a problem
for singular events explained by a particular mechanism. Socrates’s objection to Anaxagoras
cuts deeper because he maintains that no Naturalistic explanation can suffice since, expressed
in purely Naturalistic terms, that explanation cannot but serve to explain the existence of a
contrary property.

47. They must do so not just at the level of Forms, but hierarchically among Forms. The
“cleverer hypothesis™ of Socrates, 105B5—C7, states that X is f not because it participates in
F-ness, but because it participates in G-ness and G-ness necessarily brings along with it F-ness.
Presumably, this is a better explanation because G-ness is more comprehensive than F-ness; it
explains more, that is, not only all that is implied by participating in F-ness but also all that is
implied by participating in G-ness. But the exigencies of explanations mean that they all must
stay within Formal confines.

48. Looking back to Phd. 74B7-9, sensible equals appear equal to one and unequal to
another. This raises the question of whether the unreliability or diminished intelligibility of
the sensible world means that no sensible ever has a definite property because it can always
be said to have the opposite property. It can hardly be Plato’s intention to deny the possibility
that something can have a property, since Forms are adduced to explain this possibility. The
question of whether that out of which an instance of a Form is constructed should be under-
stood as a type or a token of that material is unhelpful, for the difference between type and
token here presumes Forms that define types in the first place. See Irwin (1999), who thinks
that they must be types.
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Supposing that if the necessary conditions for some state of affairs are
discovered, one has then discovered the cause naturally suggests that any
appeal to a supernatural cause is superfluous.* The complaint has force,
but only if it is assumed that a cause must simply be reducible to a conjunc-
tion of necessary conditions, with the conjunction perhaps being dubbed
sufficient. I take it that Socrates’s autobiography is, minimally, challenging
this claim. As we shall see in the next chapter, Forms belong in the eter-
nal world and their putative causal relevance could never be deconstructed
into temporalized necessary and sufficient conditions. The Forms are, so to
speak, eternally present as causes; instances of or participants in them arise
in the sensible world when the relevant necessary and sufficient conditions
obtain. According to this approach, it is perfectly reasonable to say that this
is an owl because the necessary and sufficient conditions obtain for it par-
ticipating in the Form of Owl and it is not a warthog not because the Form
of Warthog is not eternally present but because the conditions for it being
a warthog do not obtain. The necessary and even sufficient conditions do
not preempt the causality. That is what the argument against Anaxagoras
aims to show.

One might raise the objection that the supposed distinction between
cause and condition depends entirely on the existence of these putative
immaterial causes. But once they are eliminated, that which was held to
be a mere condition can now be revealed as a cause.” Surely, the objector
maintains, we are not constrained from talking about explanations without
supposing both that there are Forms and that these Forms are the real
explanations. The Platonic reply is that there would be nothing to explain
without Forms, in particular, the truth-makers for predicative judgments,
especially those judgments that presume that there are identities and differ-
ences in the sensible world. For this reason, necessary conditions are not,
for Plato, explanations or causes waiting to do the job that Forms are shown
to fail to do, but in principle things that cannot explain anything.

What is of central importance here is that Socrates’s simple hypothesis
seems to diverge from the sort of explanation that Socrates wanted from
Anaxagoras but failed to get. For even if it is indeed the case that, say, Hel-
en’s beauty is explained by the Form of Beauty, nothing is thereby said
about why it is best that the state of affairs that consists in Helen being
beautiful obtains.” But among the examples of Forms, there is one that is

49. Aristotle, Meta. A9, 991a8-b1, argues broadly against the causal relevance of Forms.

50. See Field (1980), who unites nominalism with materialism and mechanism, 41-46,
and 68: “There are no causal connections between the entities in the platonic realm and our-
selves.” Thus, there would be no reason to sever cause from condition. This is essentially the
Stoic complaint against immaterial entities.

51. See Lennox 1985, 203: “Socrates had much grander hopes for a theory which used Notg
bringing about various arrangements because they were good. In each case, goodness ought
to account, not only for the goodness of a state of affairs, but also for that state of affairs itself.”
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mentioned, the Form of the Good, that might be thought to provide the
right sort of explanation.” This cannot be so, however, for several reasons.
First, this Form is listed among others including Beauty and Largeness
and if Good provided the requisite explanation, what about the others
which are adduced as each providing the sought-for explanation on its
own? More important, to say that something partakes of the Form of Good
does not even begin to explain why it is good that it should do so. It is true
that Socrates thinks that it is good that he remain in prison. But whether
it is in fact good and why this should be so is not explained by saying that
if it is good, that is because the act or decision partakes in the Form of
Good. The vacuity of the proposed explanations by Socrates felt by critics
from Aristotle to this day rests on the assumption that his explanations are
supposed to be complete or satisfactory explanations without a teleologi-
cal element.

With the hypothesizing of Forms—the simple hypothesis in each case—
we are left with the problem of how this is supposed to provide the sort of
explanation that Socrates failed to find in Anaxagoras and that he longed
to have given to him. Gregory Vlastos and others are mistaken in supposing
that when Socrates turns to his “second sailing (6e0tepov mhodv),” he rejects
as a goal explanations that tell us why it is good that things are the way they
are.”® For Socrates says explicitly that his second sailing has as its destina-
tion the soughtfor explanation.”* The second sailing is not a voyage to an

52. See Phd. 100B6. I am here distinguishing a coordinate Form of the Good from the
superordinate Idea of the Good. See chap. 6, sec. 1 for the basis for the distinction.

53. See Vlastos 1969, 297-298n15. Vlastos is followed by Burge 1971, 1-2n2, and Sharma
2015, 408n39, though in an earlier paper, 2009, 169, Sharma explicitly connects Socrates’s
rejection of materialism with teleology as necessary for adequate explanation. But this claim
seems to contradict what Sharma says earlier (142), when he endorses Vlastos’s interpreta-
tion. Vlastos himself followed Shorey 1933, 534, and Murphy 1951, 146. In all these works,
it is assumed that if the simple explanation makes no reference to teleology, then teleology
is not there. It must be insisted, however, that this self-imposed constraint on interpreting
any dialogue of Plato is itself an assumption. Plato’s arguments for a position seem to be like
that of a Supreme Court judge who in principle seeks to settle a case on the narrowest pos-
sible grounds, always assuming that a complete down-to-principles account could be given if
needed.

54. See Phd. 99D1. The words €ni ™yv ti|g aitiag Nmow at D1 refer to the aitio that
Socrates sought from Anaxagoras but did not provide at 97B8-C5, which is how voig is an
explanation for why things are in the best possible condition. See Vlastos 1969, 297-298n15.
Cf. Aristotle (Meta. A 3, 984b8-22, 4, 985a18-22), who agrees with Plato that volg is the ap-
propriate aitio for why things are arrayed in nature as they are. See Hackforth 1955, 127n5,
and Lennox 1985, 201n21, for additional supporting considerations. Crombie (1963, 161),
clearly sees the reference of the sought for aitio. However, he ignores the full description of
the hypothetical method, which ends with Tt ikavév and, accordingly, he is unable to give a
plausible account of how Socrates’s simple hypothesis has any teleological relevance. He says
that the teleology comes in only by adding the Aristotelian point that in defining something,
we thereby know its final cause because the formal cause and the final cause are in a way one.
Cf. Kelsey, 2004, 21-43, on the “fundamentally normative dimension to how the Socrates of
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alternative sort of explanation, that is, an alternative to a teleological expla-
nation; rather, it is an alternative method of attaining the type of explana-
tion that Anaxagoras could not give and that Socrates desired.” The goal is
to explain the operation of intellect on the cosmos and it is this that Anaxago-
ras promised, but failed, to deliver. This operation is intrinsically normative
since it is assumed that when intellect acts, it acts for the best. That is what
“best” means in the context of action. It seems to me to be philosophically
and dramatically maladroit to suppose that the characterization by Plato of
the young Socrates as an earnest seeker of wisdom devolves into the simple
hypothesis ignoring the sort of comprehensive metaphysical explanation
that turned Plato away from his Naturalist predecessors in the first place.*
So we need to keep before us the question: How are the sorts of explana-
tions that Socrates is going to provide in his second sailing a means to the
desired goal of a satisfying and true comprehensive and teleological ex-
planatory framework?*’

We do not have to wait long for some words that, at least, seem relevant
to the answer to this question. Socrates makes two points: first, the prof-
fered hypothesis should be examined to see if its consequences are con-
sistent.”® Second, the hypothesis itself should be examined, and if need be

Phaedo thinks about causality.” Politis (2010, 100-103), agrees that teleological and formal
explanations are conflated here. But he thinks that the latter are logically prior: something is
F because it partakes of F-ness and it is good insofar as it partakes of the kind of goodness that
F-ness has. Politis, however, thinks that the Idea of the Good in Republic is, too, an essence or
Form.

55. Cf. Sts. 300C; Phil. 19C. At Tim. 46E7-47C4, the appropriate explanation for the func-
tioning of the eye just is the explanation for its best possible functioning. The necessary condi-
tions for this functioning are called cvppetaitia. Aristotle makes the same point when he says
that the science of X is identical to the science of good X. As we shall see, teleology is inextri-
cably intertwined with scientific explanation in the Divided Line in Republic. Tempesta (2003)
provides an abundance of evidence to the effect that dedtepog mhodg almost certainly indicates
a second-best method, not merely a method different from that of Anaxagoras. But I disagree
with Tempesta who holds that the simple method of hypothesis is second best in relation to
direct intuition of Forms. Rather, it is second best in relation to the attainment of Tt ikavdv,
which I argue is the unhypothetical first principle of all, the Idea of the Good.

56. See Phd. 97D1: “On the basis of this explanation, indeed, a man should consider noth-
ing else but the best, the highest good.” Sedley (1990, 359-384) argues that the sought-for
teleological explanations are to be found in the myth at the end of the dialogue. Without de-
nying Sedley’s point that there are teleological elements in the myth, he nevertheless does not
explain how the dgvtepog mhodg is subordinate to the sort of teleology contained in the myth.
Indeed, if the afterlife has the features it has because it is better that way, this is not much of
an explanation.

57. See Tait (1986), who emphasizes the mathematical nature of the scientific explana-
tions sought by Socrates, although he does not connect these with an unhypothetical first
principle of all. See also Nef 2012.

58. Phd. 101C2-5. See Gallop (1975, 189), who plausibly suggests that the possible con-
tradictory consequences of the initial hypothesis of a Form are similar to those described in
Parmenides 131A-E with respect to the Form of Largeness and Smallness. Also see Benson
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another hypothesis should be offered.” Neither of these two methodological
comments are entirely clear, though the firstis clearer than the second. Pre-
sumably, the examination of consequences pertains to dilemmic reasoning
about the putative properties of that which participates in the hypothesized
Form. As for the second comment, there are two obvious possibilities. First,
Socrates may be alluding to what he will explain later when he offers as an
adumbration of his simple hypothesis a “cleverer” hypothesis, according
to which it is not the original hypothesized Form that is the true explana-
tion, but another Form which brings with it necessarily the original Form.*
The second possibility is that the additional hypothesis could be a generic
Form, for example, Virtue, offered instead of a specific Form, say, Temper-
ance. This would be necessary, for example, if it turned out that all the
Virtues were really identical. I do not see any reason to exclude either of
these possibilities. My main concern, though, is to point out that in neither
case would we have solved the problem about the kind of explanation that
Socrates originally desired.

We do, however, get from Socrates a third point. This is that the exami-
nation of the hypothesis will proceed upward until “something adequate
(Tt ikavov)” is reached.® And with this comes a warning, that once hav-
ing attained something adequate, one must not confuse the beginning
or starting point or principle (épyn) found with the consequences of that
explanation.®” The 1 ikavov is the apyn. Its consequences presumably in-
clude all the consequences of the hypothesizing of the Forms as well as the
consequences for the Forms themselves of having attained an adequate
principle.®

The best way to bring out the fundamental difference between the ex-
planatory analysis offered by Anaxagoras and others that adduces necessary
conditions for coming-to-be and passing away and the explanatory analysis
that rejects these as truly explanatory is to begin by reflecting on the fact
that no Form adduced by Socrates is the sought-for principle or apy.** The

2015, 195-204, on the relation between the hypothesizing of Forms and the explanations that
Forms are said to provide.

59. Phd. 101D5-7.

60. Phd. 105B5-C7.

61. Phd. 101E1. It is tempting to see the adequacy here as the causal or explanatory ad-
equacy that is in principle missing in the necessary and even sufficient conditions proposed by
Anaxagoras or by any other Naturalist.

62. Phd. 101E1-3.

63. Cf. Phd. 107A8-B10 where Socrates insists on the necessity for further clarifications.
Presumably, this includes a substantive discussion of the Tt ikavov. This suggests that Tt ikavov
does not just indicate another Form.

64. Phd. 95E8-96A1, 8-10; 97B3-7, C7. See Aristotle, Meta. A 6, 988al4-17 with N 4,
1091b13-15, which ties Plato’s rejection of Anaxagorean and Empedoclean explanations to
the alternative explanation which posits the Idea of the Good identified with the One. Aris-
totle assumes that a full picture of Plato’s account of explanatory adequacy over against the
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implicit contrast is threefold: (1) the necessary conditions that are in fact
“that without which the explanation would not be an explanation”; (2) the
explanatory role of Forms; (3) the dpyn or principle that is sufficient for
an explanation. It is the relation between (2) and (3) that reveals the sort
of explanatory path taken here by Plato, not the relation between (1) and
(2) or (1) and (3). How are the Forms supposed to be related to the épyn?

At this point in our examination of the autobiography, we reach a sort
of hermeneutical crossroads. On the one hand, if we resolve as a mat-
ter of principle to stay within the confines of Phaedo, we can insist that
this apyr| is not necessarily, as Burnet insisted, the dpyn dvonoéfetog of
Republic.”® In that case, it might be another hypothesis although it is quite
obscure what then “adequate” would mean. Presumably, it could only be
adequate either for the time being or so long as investigators can find no
contradictions flowing from it. But this alternative leaves us with no path
to the desired conclusion of the second sailing which was, we recall, an
explanation of why, broadly speaking, it is good that things are the way
they are.®

On the other hand, if we suppose that the dpyn that is adequate is the
“unhypothetical first principle of all” of Republic, every single one of the

deficiencies of materialists must conclude with the unhypothetical first principle of all. See
Reale 1997, 143-151, on the explanatory inadequacy of Forms alone. Reale aptly calls the
Socratic autobiography “the Magna Carta of Western metaphysics.”

65. See Rep. 510B7. See Burnet 1911, 101. Bluck (1955, 199) grants that “Plato may . . .
have believed that his Forms represented the best approach to a teleological explanation of
causation (by comparison with which Socrates’s Adyot were only a second-best), and that these
causes would be confirmed as correct and as truly teleological when the nature of the ultimate
principle became clearer to him.” Hackforth (1955, 141) says that “the injunction which So-
crates gives in a later passage (107B), that our first hypotheses, even if we are convinced of
them, ought to be further examined, does strongly suggest—inasmuch as the first hypotheses
there in question are simply the existences of this or that Form—the doctrine of the unhy-
pothetical first principle, identical with that Form of Good which is the source of all Being,
and itself ‘beyond Being’. Nevertheless, I do not believe that Plato is alluding to that doctrine
here, in the words 11 ikavov: for surely the phrase could not easily be understood as carrying
this vast implication; moreover Socrates is not envisioning a process of reasoning which will
satisfy a philosopher’s ultimate demand, but one which will serve the purpose of proving to
the satisfaction of an interlocutor some particular theorem.” The words “strongly suggest” and
“I do not believe that Plato is alluding to that doctrine here” do not present a coherent inter-
pretation. Further, when Hackforth says the words 1t ikavév “could not easily be understood as
carrying this vast implication,” he is assuming that the only intended readers are those igno-
rant of Plato’s intra-Academic teachings. Why assume that? And why could it not both be true
that some (Academics) would understand it perfectly well and some (non-Academics) would
not? Further, in the passage Hackforth cites, 107B4-9, Socrates does notjust say that we should
examine our first hypotheses, but that if we do this, “we will follow the argument to the furthest
point to which a human being can follow.”

66. Horn (1995, 141) eschews any speculation about what tt ikovév might signify, assuming
that it is not licit to go outside of Phaedo for any insight into its meaning.
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desiderata of the whole passage are met.”” For, first, in the superordinate
and absolutely incomposite Idea of the Good, we do have a logical stopping
point for the investigation. We have the true oitia of all.®® Second, as we
learn from the Divided Line passage, which follows immediately after the
introduction of the Idea of the Good, it is not possible to grasp the role in
explanation that the Forms have without recourse to this first principle of
all.* This means far more than: You cannot know if Justice is good without
knowing that it participates in the Idea of the Good. It must mean that you
cannot know what Justice is without knowing how the Idea of the Good
provides “existence and essence (givar ¢ kol odotav)” to all the Forms.
This is so because only the Idea of the Good makes the Forms knowable.
And without knowing the Forms, they obviously can provide nothing more
than a nominal explanation for anything. Without knowing what F-ness is,
adducing it as an explanation for why X is f would be no better than say-
ing that X is f'is explained by whatever it is that explains it. Third, with the
introduction of the Idea of the Good, we not only have the principle that
will serve to give Socrates the sort of explanation he desires, but we can
also remove from the postulation of Forms the false assumption that they
alone can provide the explanation. This does not mean that the Forms are,
with the introduction of the Idea of the Good, irrelevant; rather, it means
that they can only fill an instrumental role for the explanation that the Idea
of the Good provides.

The instrumental causality of Forms in an adequate explanation of the
“why” of coming-to-be and passing away does not preclude the explanatory
role of Forms in a more localized or specific context. Thus, it is true that
Helen is beautiful because she participates in Beauty and Simmias is tall

67. See Rep. 533C9 where the Good, the dpyn of all, is explicitly contrasted with “tag
vmoBéoeig (the hypotheses)” that dialectic “eliminates (évatpodoa).” See Stenzel 1924, 115-116;
Kramer 1966; Mueller 1989, 85.

68. See Rep. 517B9—C1: ndct névtmv abtn 0pOdV te Kai kahdv aitio (the explanation for all
that is good and beautiful in everything). Cf. 530A5-8 on a divine intellect as providing the
sort of teleological explanation that Anaxagoras advertised as providing but failed to provide.
C. C. W. Taylor (1969, 47) at least acknowledges that a reference to Republic would explain the
Tt ikavov, though he claims that this is “speculative.” Bostock (1986, 175) thinks that taking Tt
ikavov as referring to the unhypothetical first principle of all “receives no support from the
Phaedo.” But this is so only if de0tepog mhodg is, incorrectly, taken to be an alternative to the ex-
plicit goal of Socrates’s quest for teleological explanations.

69. At Rep. 511B2-C2, the necessity for an ascent to the unhypothetical first principle of
all is made explicit. Thus, the connection with being unhypothetical and being sufficient is
clear. So perhaps one can argue that in Phaedo Plato held that Tt ikavév could be something
other than that which is unhypothetical, but that in Republic he changed his mind and held
that only that which is unhypothetical could be ikavév, for the purposes of explanation. But in
doing this, one is committed to maintaining that either Plato did not know what he meant
himself by the words Tt ikavov or else he meant to refer to another hypothesis. Cf. the previous
words: fjtig Tdv dvbwev BeAtiom. This is what Crombie (1963, 2:541-545), for example, sup-
poses. So, too, Dancy (2004, 299). Either alternative seems quite implausible and gratuitous.
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because he participates in Tallness.” Focusing on this sort of explanation
is relevant to the answer to many questions, including the question of the
immortality of the soul, the central topic of Phaedo. But the global account
sought for by Socrates and found absent in Anaxagoras is one that adduces
the Forms as instrumental to the ultimate explanatory role of the first prin-
ciple of all, in Republic the Idea of the Good.

The attainment of the “unhypothetical first principle of all” is the elimi-
nation of all hypotheses. These are not, as Plato says, principles, but only
stepping-stones leading to a principle.” Therefore, it is very difficult to en-
vision the “something adequate” of Phaedo to be another hypothesis. The
transcending of all hypotheses is not their elimination but their reduction
to the status of instruments of the true explanation. The instrumentality of
the Forms to the operation of the Good is, so to speak, the converse of the
role of Forms as stepping-stones to the Good.

It is sometimes objected that whereas Forms might be thought to explain
the being of things, they cannot explain the coming-to-be and ceasing-to-be
of things—events and processes—that Socrates wanted to have explained
by Anaxagoras.” It is true that Socrates is mainly concerned with the why of
events and processes and not the Zow. It is generally the latter and not the
former that is supposed to be the locus of causality. But Socrates’s demo-
tion of Anaxagorean causes to the level of mere conditions allows him to
conclude that while the “how” is answered by Anaxagorean-type conditions,
these never amount to real explanations. Socrates does not, I think, main-
tain that conditions are irrelevant; indeed, they are necessary for participa-
tion to occur. He insists that any true predicative judgment about nature
is owing to participation in a Form, including those judgments about the
results of processes or events or, in general, changes. The changes them-
selves, insofar as they are becoming, are not susceptible to true predica-
tive judgment. In other words, they are not explicable. I take it that the
point is that pure becoming is unintelligible and that whatever measure of

70. A nominalist such as Sellars will insist that (a) “xis f” and (b) “x participates or exem-
plifies F-ness” are synonymous. See 1963, 247-281. Plato wants to maintain that (b) explains
(a). The need for an explanation depends entirely upon the claim that if “x is f” is true, then
it follows that it is at least possible that “y is f” is also true, where “f” indicates that x and y are
the same even though they are different. It is the sameness (or the possibility of sameness) that
calls for an explanation. The nominalist assumes that there can be no such thing, in which
case there is nothing to explain.

71. See Rep. 511B4-6. Plato is aware of the seeming paradox of hypothesizing an unhy-
pothetical first principle. The paradox disappears when we realize that anything but the first
principle (é&pyf}) cannot be a first principle. See 511B4. The unique épyn of all can be hypoth-
esized by us, but not as an instrumental cause; it is hypothesized as the logically necessary
explanatory terminus. It is the impossibility of anything but the first being a true dpyy that
explains why the hypotheses of mathematicians or, indeed, of dialecticians are merely hypo-
thetical in the sense of provisional.

72. See, e.g., Annas 1982, 318; and Mueller 1989, 77.
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intelligibility a change has, it is owing to temporary or transitory participa-
tion in Forms. Plato’s reason for rejecting radical Heracliteanism is pre-
cisely that it entails the utter unintelligibility of change per se.” By contrast,
insofar as a change is intelligible, participation in Form(s) is required.
Forms are the only source of intelligibility.™

There are several additional considerations that may be mentioned here
briefly in support of the claim that the autobiography of Socrates needs to
be set within the wider context of Plato’s overall systematic philosophy.

In Timaeus, the role of a divine intellect in explaining why the cosmos
is as it is, and ignored by Anaxagoras, is made explicit.”” The Demiurge
wanted the world to be “as beautiful as possible (kdAlotov).”” To do this
is to make it as close as possible to the “Living Animal (10 {®wv)” which is
comprised of all intelligible, living beings.”” That is, things are good insofar
as they resemble intelligible reality, this reality including both the Forms
and the Demiurge himself. Insofar as things deviate from their eternal
paradigms, they are defective or evil. The Demiurge performs the task of
making the cosmos like the Living Animal by imposing on it “shapes and
numbers,” that is, by using geometry and arithmetic.” The connection be-
tween the Republic passage and this account in Timaeus, that is, between the
Idea of the Good and the Demiurge and Forms, is alluded to later in the
dialogue where Timaeus declines to discuss “the first principle or princi-
ples” of all things owing to the difficulty of doing so within the framework
of the current method of exposition.” This passage is especially important
in indicating that not only does the explanatory role of the simple hypoth-
esis need to be set within the hierarchical framework with the Idea of the
Good at the head but also that a divine intellect is an inseparable part of
that explanatory framework. How exactly the Good, the Demiurge, and
the Forms are connected requires extensive investigation. Nevertheless, the
fact that they are evidently connected eliminates the worry that Plato is not
able or does not intend to associate teleology and the postulation of Forms.

73. See Tht. 181B-183C.

74. It might be objected that calculus shows that pure change is intelligible, at least math-
ematically. But the pure change postulated by radical Heracliteanism is not the ordered, e.g.,
constant rate of change assumed by calculus. A constant of any sort within a change negates
the absoluteness of radical Heracliteanism.

75. That the works of the Demiurge are the works of vodg is indicated at Tim. 47E4: 14 d1d
vod dednpovpynuéva.

76. Tim. 30A6-7.

77. Tim. 30C2-D1.

78. Tim. 53B5.

79. Tim. 48C2-6. Cf. 53D4-7. The reference to “principle or principles” perhaps suggests
that the question of whether the Indefinite Dyad is a principle separate from the One or re-
ducible to it is not yet settled in Plato’s mind.
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Further, in Philebus the Idea of the Good is said to be revealed in three
perspectives, that of beauty, commensurability, and truth.* This is the beau-
ty, expressed as commensurability, that is a property of the Good in Sym-
posium and that the Demiurge brought to the world by the imposition of
shapes and numbers.*! And itis the truth that the Idea of the Good provides
to the Forms in Republic.*

Finally, if we take Aristotle’s testimony seriously, we have a clear indica-
tion of why the unhypothetical first principle of all, the Idea of the Good,
must have the ultimate explanatory role for all Forms and, hence, for the
being of all things. Plato, Aristotle tells us, identified the Idea of the Good
with the One from which, along with the Indefinite Dyad or the Great and
Small, it produces the Form-Numbers.* As we shall see in chapter 5, the
identification of the Good with the One is not merely a gratuitous name
change. Unity or oneness, specifically integrated unity, will turn out to be
a substantive metaphysical and normative principle. The simple hypothesis
of Phaedo followed by the cleverer hypothesis can thus be set within the
larger framework that includes the Demiurge, all the Forms, and the Good
understood as the principle of integrated unity.

Now within such a hermeneutical framework, I think it is a fair question
to ask why we should favor the approach that in principle can explain noth-
ing over the approach that can explain everything? It seems to me that the
only possible reason for preferring the first approach is that one thinks that
there is no evidence to support the second approach and, given this fact, it
is another exegetically oriented simple hypothesis that Plato should only be
approached one dialogue at a time. But to take this approach is to suppose
that either Plato had no clear idea of what he meant when he wrote the
words Tt ikavév or that he simply meant “some other hypothesis.”* If the
latter, then the mistake is corrected in Republic; if the former, then we shall
be attributing to Plato what Vlastos called in another context his “honest
perplexity” about what would count as an adequate apyn. However, since we
do have evidence that before Plato wrote any dialogues at all he embraced
a “two-world metaphysics,” and since we do have evidence, albeit far from
conclusive, that in addition, probably before he wrote any dialogues, he

80. Phil. 656A1-5. See chap. 5 for further discussion of this passage.

81. See Symp. 204Eff. Beauty is the property of attractiveness that the Good possesses and
everything insofar as it is good possesses.

82. See Rep. 508C10. Truth is the property of intelligibility to an intellect possessed by all
Forms and provided to Forms by the Good. The principal reason why, as we shall see in the
next section, the subject matter of philosophy is the intelligible world is that the intelligible
world is the world of truth. See Rep. 475E4: tovg tiig dAndeiog gphodépovag (those lovers of the
sight of truth). Nagel 2012, 17, seems to endorse the Platonic position, labeling it “objective
idealism.”

83. See Aristotle, Meta. A 6, 988a8-14; cf. N 4, 1091b13-15.

84. If he meant this, one presumes he would have written the feminine Tig ikavog instead
of the neuter 1t ikavév. Or perhaps he would have written tig GAAn Vm60go1g instead of Tt ikavov.
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traveled to Megara, to Cyrene, and then to Italy to study with Philolaus and
Eurytus, it hardly seems defensible not to use it.*® This evidence makes the
principled position of agnosticism about what Plato thought T ikovov was
when writing Phaedo unattractive, especially given his Pythagorean interests.
Furthermore, this agnosticism is philosophically exiguous, given that the
Republic, Timaeus, and Philebus passages along with Aristotle’s testimony ob-
viously provide the content for 1 ikavov whether or not it was in his mind
when writing Phaedo.

The superordinate Idea of the Good is the obvious candidate for the
referent of 1t ikavév. But it does not serve its purpose without the instru-
mentality of the Forms and without a divine intellect, the Demiurge, whose
goal it is to make the cosmos as perfect as possible. But only if the Good
is the One and if Forms are Numbers does the explanation role of the
Good make any sense at all. This raises the following intriguing possibility.
The only reason anyone has ever given for categorizing Phaedo as a middle
dialogue and not an early dialogue is that it contains the “two-world meta-
physics” that is supposedly absent in the early dialogues. But on the basis of
Aristotle’s testimony, Plato embraced the two-world metaphysics at a young
age, almost certainly before he wrote any dialogues. This fact, coupled with
the fact that Phaedois a dramatic conclusion to the trilogy Apology, Crito, and
Phaedo suggests that either the first two dialogues are not early or that the
third one is. If the latter is the case—and I can see no reason for preferring
the former—then it would seem that Plato’s doctrine of an unhypothetical
first principle of all is not, as W. D. Ross and others have assumed, a late
development in his thinking, but on the contrary, something that is rooted
in his very early Pythagorean speculations.®® The positing of the Idea of the
Good seems to be of a piece with his very early rejection of natural philoso-
phy (i.e., natural science) as the path to true wisdom.

All our evidence regarding Plato’s philosophy tells us that Forms are in-
struments in a larger explanatory framework with the unhypothetical first
principle of all at the top. The rejection of the Naturalist framework of
Anaxagoras, and a fortiori that of lesser philosophers, is of a piece with the
positing of the metaphysical principles of explanation.’’” It is a profoundly
different approach to wisdom or comprehensive explanation. In addition,
the Forms, as participatable ovciot, can only fulfill their explanatory roles if
nominalism is false, that is, if it is false that the only things which exist are
unique individuals and their properties are uniquely possessed, for then

85. See Aristotle, Meta. A 6 and Diogenes Laertius (D.L.), 3.6.

86. See, e.g., Robin 1908; Stenzel 1924; W. D. Ross 1951, 239; and Szlezak 2011. It may be,
after all, that Plato did not first postulate an Idea of the Good and then at a later date identify
it with the One but rather vice versa. This is at least suggested by his Pythagorean inspiration.
See Huffman 1993, 21-25, on the early influence of Philolaus on Plato.

87. No doubt, other pre-Socratics such as Diogenes of Apollonia, Archelaus, Empedocles,
Heraclitus, and Alcmeon are included in the condemnation.
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participation is impossible. In that case, what Plato calls the “that without
which” could presumably turn into a primary cause. But this is so only at the
expense of foregoing, among other things, a distinction between true and
false predicative judgments. Plato announces in this passage his rejection of
materialism, mechanism, and nominalism. In addition, the focus on Forms
as explanatory entities is preceded by the argument that we already know
these Forms prior to embodiment. So the claim of pre-Socratic skeptics
that knowledge of the ultimate explanation of things is not available to us,
particularly if these explanations are nonsensible, is rejected, too, albeit in
a qualified way. Finally, insofar as the Forms fulfill an explanatory role, both
the epistemological and ethical relativism of Sophists like Protagoras is re-
jected. This is owing to the universality of Forms as well as their objectivity.

But it is the Idea of the Good or the One that is needed to connect the
antimaterialism, antimechanism, antinominalism, antiskepticism, and an-
tirelativism. For without this unhypothetical first principle of all, explana-
tory adequacy is lost, adequacy in the sense of completeness without need or
possibility of further steps. I take it that this is the main sense of T ikavov.
Of course, a Form could well be just enough or adequate for a localized
purpose, as in Phaedo itself, where the Forms are explicitly introduced for
the purpose of proving the immortality of the soul. But even for local pur-
poses, the Forms are explanatory only as shorthand for a more complete
explanation. This fact itself speaks to the cogency of the evidence for the
reduction of Forms to Numbers and their derivation from the One and the
Indefinite Dyad. For both the simple and cleverer hypotheses only explain
at all if the explanation can move beyond the barely nontautological claim
that “X is £ because there is F-ness in it. This is possible only if F-ness is a
name for an intelligible structure which is found in its instances, despite
the utter diversity of, say, perceptual beauty and Beauty itself. It is Plato’s
intuition that intelligible structure or simply intelligibility is essentially a
mathematical concept, not of course mathematical in the sense of arithme-
tic or geometry, but in the logically prior sense of ordering or structure.®
This intuition is shared, for example, by Descartes in his conception of a
Mathesis universalis and by Bertrand Russell and Alfred North Whitehead in
their Principia Mathematica, with the crucial difference that, for Plato, logic
is not independent of metaphysics but rather derived from it.%

We do not find anywhere in the dialogues or in the indirect tradition
an actual argument for the positing of a superordinate first principle of all
that is beyond existence and essence. It is, though, not difficult to discern
Plato’s reasons for doing so based upon four unquestionable philosophi-
cal assumptions held by him. First, he assumed that there were ultimate

88. See, e.g., Rodier 1902; A. E. Taylor 1926, 1927; Stenzel 1933; Findlay 1974, 54-80;
Bulmer-Thomas 1983; Pritchard 1995; Blyth 2000; Vuillemin 2001; and Winzenrieth 2018.
89. See Resnik 1981, 1982.
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explanations for things; the ways of the world, including their teleological
aspect, were not in the laps of inscrutable gods. Second, following along the
philosophical/scientific trajectory of all his predecessors—including those
whose views he rejected—Plato was an explanatory reductivist. That is, he
sought for explanations that were foundational and, therefore, as simple as
possible. Third, and related to the second assumption, the sought-for prin-
ciple must be fundamentally different from that of which it is a principle,
else the putative principle is always reducible to an explanandum rather
than an explanans. These three assumptions taken together led Plato in-
exorably to an utterly simple or incomposite first principle of all. A fourth
assumption, which perhaps is not found before Plato himself, is that the
first principle of all, if it is to explain the existence and essence of every-
thing else, must also be the explanation for the end or goal of everything
else. This is so because the essence of anything is to be understood as, in a
way, bipolar. That is, it is both an endowment and an achievement. One at-
tains one’s own good as far as possible by fulfilling one’s essence or nature.
For this reason, if the Good is the source of essence, it is also the goal, that
is, the fulfillment of essence. It is only the source if it provides somehow the
essence and existence of all that is intelligible.” The Idea of the Good is the
goal because it is the source. That things with different essences have dif-
ferent ends or goods is explained by the existence of a coordinate, generic
Form of Good, which includes all possible perfections.”" But the superor-
dinate Idea of the Good is additionally necessary both to satisfy reductive
exigency and to explain the cosmic integration of all specific goods.

These four assumptions seem to me to explain why Plato makes the first
principle of all the Idea of the Good. I have already alluded to the reason for
identifying this principle with the One. As the first principle of all, it must be
ultimately adduced to provide explanations for cosmic phenomena alterna-
tive to the unsatisfactory explanations provided by the philosophers whom
Plato repudiates. Without the Idea of the Good, the sorts of explanations that
the Forms might be thought to provide—whether in the simple or cleverer
hypothesis—could at best seem to be question-begging alternatives to the ex-
planations provided by materialists and mechanists. At worst, they could only
be incorporated into an explanatory framework that conflates formal cause
with a set of necessary conditions for a given event or process to occur. If this
is the route taken, the true place of Phaedo in the history of metaphysics and
its elegantly concise expression of Platonism are lost.

go. The core idea here is in fact pre-Socratic. It follows from the bipolarity of the term
@Vvo1g (nature), indicating both what something is when it is produced and what it is meant to
be in its maturity.

91. For a coordinate Form of Good, see Phd. 65D4-7, 75C10-D2, 76D7-9; Tht. 186A8,;
Parm. 130B7-9; Rep. 507B4—6, 608E6-609A4; Phil. 15A4-7. Cf. Epin. 978B3—4. This Good must
be sharply distinguished from the Idea of the Good since the former is an obcio and the latter
is émékewva tig ovoiac. See Gerson 2015.
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There are a number of factors that together have led many contempo-
rary scholars to the conclusion that the above interpretation—which is, in
its essential components, the interpretation of the entire Platonic tradition
up until the nineteenth century—is somehow outré or eccentric. The prin-
cipal factor I believe is the refusal to take seriously Aristotle’s testimony,
and the testimony of the indirect tradition. If, to be specific, one supposes
that Aristotle was, for whatever reason, mistaken in claiming that Plato re-
duced Forms to Numbers and that he derived these Numbers from the
One and the Indefinite Dyad, the former of which is identified with the
Idea of the Good, then perhaps one will, not surprisingly, also be unwill-
ing to take seriously Plato’s own words regarding the superordinate status
of the Good. For to take the Good as the cause of or explanation for the
existence and essence of the Forms makes little sense without the crucial
Aristotelian addition. And if one takes the approach that rejects Aristotle’s
testimony, then it is indeed difficult to see how the 1t ikavév could be any-
thing but another Form. Hence, it is also difficult to see the relevance of the
procedure sketched out by Socrates beginning with the simple hypothesis
to the answer to the question that he put to and failed to get a response to
from Anaxagoras. As a result, Vlastos and many, many others have found in
the simple and cleverer hypothesis a small bit of Platonic metaphysics com-
pletely stripped of the cosmic significance that both the philosophical and
dramatic setting of Socrates’s autobiography leads us to expect.

But first, it must be emphasized that writing off Aristotle’s testimony rests
upon the manifestly false assumption that that testimony is focused exclu-
sively on interpreting the dialogues. It is not, not by Aristotle’s own words
and not by any reasonable assumption regarding Aristotle’s personal con-
tact with Plato over a period of almost twenty years. Aristotle is interpreting
and arguing against philosophical claims made by Plato, not all of which
are found in the dialogues nor found in the dialogues in the same form that
they were transmitted orally to members of the Academy.”

Second, the unwillingness or even absolute refusal to use one dialogue
to interpret another seems to follow from an assumption that since each
dialogue is a dramatic unity, then that dialogue must be a philosophical
unity which is tracked by the dramatic structure. But this is merely an
unargued-for assumption, belied by the entire Platonic tradition which both
recognizes the dramatic unity of each dialogue and maintains that there is
a unified philosophical position behind all the dialogues that is variously
revealed in part in each. Indeed, virtually everyone who either explicitly or
implicitly assumes the self-constraint of interpreting a dialogue by the dra-
matic unity eventually appeals to other dialogues for illumination or at least
for confirmation. In the very few cases where such appeals are rigorously

92. See W. D. Ross (1951, 143-148), who cites nine passages in Aristotle that refer to views
of Plato that are not explicitly expressed in the dialogues.
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excluded, the result is never anything more than paraphrase and aporia.
But the licit use of one dialogue to help understand another implies that
Plato’s philosophy is not a collection of discrete units of philosophy, each
independent of the rest. If, for example, Philebus can be used to help under-
stand Symposium, then necessarily Plato’s philosophy must be approached
interdialogically. And once we overcome the groundless hermeneutic limi-
tation to discrete units of philosophy, another reason for the exclusion of
Aristotle’s testimony falls. For if Plato’s philosophy is, so to speak, behind the
dialogues and not just in them, it seems frankly absurd to maintain that this
philosophy was not transmitted orally within a community whose establish-
ment must have been focused primarily on the discussion, that is, the oral
transmission, of philosophy.

Our best, albeit inconclusive evidence, suggests that the dialogues are
dramatized memoranda of discussions within the Academy recording, above
all, Plato’s thinking about one issue or another at the time of writing. So-
crates speaks for Plato and his dramatic function is to allow Plato, through
him, to confront the major philosophical views against which he is reacting.
Plato’s positive construct springs from his rejection of the views of his pre-
decessors, including of course Anaxagoras. That positive construct is indeed
reflected in the dialogues, although incompletely. Aristotle’s testimony adds
a crucial set of claims to the dialogic evidence. Plato’s Phaedo, read in the
context of all the dialogues and all the testimony about the oral teachings,
provides an epitome of Platonism. If our goal is, after all, to understand criti-
cally what Platonism is, why in the world should we settle for “Plato lite”?"*

3.4. Republic on the Subject Matter of Philosophy

In book 5 of Republic, Plato claims that philosophers are the optimal rulers
of an ideal state. With a view to reaching this conclusion, he tries to show
us what a philosopher is. He does this by distinguishing the objects that
“lovers of wisdom (1Aéco@ot)” pursue from those objects pursued by their
counterfeits, namely, “lovers of sights and sounds (gioBedpoveg), lovers of
crafts (guotéyvol), and practical people (mpdxrtikor).” In the next phase

93. Craig (2016, introduction) distinguishes “heavyweight” Platonism from “lightweight”
Platonism. I do not see a tertium quid between Platonism and anti-Platonism or Naturalism, its
contradictory. Hence, there is no reason to distinguish between heavyweight and lightweight
Platonism. There is just Platonism and its contradictory. This is not to say, of course, that there
are not versions of Platonism whose claims may also be contradictory. But this always occurs
within the framework of shared principles. The contradictions arise from the fact that these
principles are underdetermining for the solutions to many specific problems.

94. Rep. 476A9-D6. Cf. 484B3—-6. That philosophy is associated with the truth is a claim
that is ubiquitous in the dialogues. See Ap. 29E1-2; Cr. 47C8-48A1; Phd. 65E2, 66D7, 67B1-2,
84A8-9, 99E6; Phdr. 249B5-C8; Rep. 475E2-4, 484C9, 485C3-D5, 490B5-6, 611E1-612A4;
Parm. 135D6, 136C5, E1-3; Tim. 90B6-C4; and Ep. 7, 344A8-B2. In Republic, we get the crucial
additional information that it is the Idea of the Good that provides truth to the Forms and
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of the argument, Plato focuses on the modes of cognition appropriate to
each, namely, knowledge (émotiun) and belief (56&0).”” In the last phase
of the argument, he focuses on a more detailed discussion of these modes
of cognition.” Philosophers long for knowledge of the intelligible world
and their counterfeits aim for belief about the sensible world. For example,
a philosopher wants to know the Form of Beauty whereas all others are
content to arrive at beliefs, perhaps preferably true beliefs, about beautiful
things. Thus are philosophers distinguished from philodoxers.

The above distinctions seem straightforward. The subject matter for phi-
losophy includes whatever belongs to the intelligible world, that is, “the
completely real (10 mavteddg 6v).” It also includes that which participates
in the intelligible world insofar as it does so0.”® By contrast, the subject mat-
ter for philodoxers includes whatever belongs to the sensible world, that is,
“that which is and is not real (givai te koi uf eivor).”® These two worlds
cannot be identical because the modes of cognition appropriate to each
are irreducible, like the irreducibility of sense modalities to each other.!®
There are many problems flowing from these distinctions, but Plato’s view
about the distinct subject matter of philosophy is not one of them. So if a
Naturalist, like a philodoxer, wants to deal a decisive blow to Platonism,
she need only deny the existence or reality of the subject matter that Plato
claims is exclusively the purview of philosophy.'"!

that dialectic, the name for philosophical methodology, must ascend to the cause of truth to
understand Forms.

95. Rep. 476D7-478E5.

96. Rep. 478E7-480A13.

97. Rep. 477A2—4. See Szlezak 2000 on the unambiguous meaning of the phrase odg pévovg
Gv 116 0pOdg Tpooeinol Pprhocopovg (those alone whom one would rightly call philosophers),
476B1-2. See Nightingale 1995, 14-20, on the use of the term ¢thocogio before Plato and
Plato’s originality in this regard. Nightingale (51-52) seems to agree that Plato has introduced
a distinctive subject matter for philosophy, though she stresses, rightly, its practical import. See
also Dixsaut 2016, chap. 1.

98. Rep. 476C7-9: 6 . . . T0OTOV yovpEVOG TE TL a)TO KOAOV Kol Suvipevog kabopdv kai adTo
Kai to 8keivov petéxovra (the one who thinks that there is a Beauty itself and is capable of seeing
itand the things that participate in it). Clearly, philodoxers can also see that which participates
in Forms, but they do not see these things as participants; they mistake them for that which
is really real. Cf. 479D10-E4, 484B4-7. Because philosophers alone know the participants as
participants and not as really real, they alone are fit to rule. Cf. 474C1-3, 487A7-8.

99. Rep. 477A9-B1; 478D5-9, which adds the word &pa (simultaneously), indicating that
“that which is and is not real” cannot mean “was not real, is now real, and will not be real some-
time later,” even though it is undoubtedly true that sensibles have contingent and ephemeral
being.

100. Rep. 478B1-2.

101. The Republic's separation of the philosopher from the lover of sights and sounds is
only an adumbration of the distinction found in Phaedo. Philosophers wish to separate from
their bodies because they alone long to dwell in the intelligible world. See 61C2-9, 66A1-2,
E1-2, and 67D7-8. So, too, Symp. 211D1-3, 212A1-2; and Phdr. 248D2-3, 249C4-5.
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The three salient issues in the above passages for my purposes are
(1) the inventory of the intelligible world; (2) the relation between the
intelligible world and the sensible world; (3) and the discontinuity between
the two modes of cognition appropriate to each world, namely, knowledge
and belief. Under (1) are found questions about the status of soul, the
Demiurge, the so-called intermediates or mathematical objects, the reduc-
tion of Forms to Numbers, and the superordinate Idea of the Good. Under
(2) are all those issues pertaining to the supposed explanatory inadequacy
of Naturalism as found in Phaedo. Under (3) are the issues pertaining to the
nature of knowledge and the reasons for limiting things knowable to intel-
ligibles. If, as many Naturalists insist, knowledge is a species of belief, then
it would follow that knowledge does not have a distinct subject matter. If
the Naturalist is correct, then Plato’s reasons for claiming that philosophy
does indeed have a distinct subject matter would be defeated. The most
widely held analysis of knowledge, the so-called Standard Analysis, is that
knowledge is justified true belief, where what turns belief into knowledge is
not a different subject matter, but the addition of some sort of justificatory
story. The origin of this story is found, ironically, among Academic skeptics,
those who rejected the very possibility of knowledge precisely because there
can in principle be no justificatory story that would turn belief into knowl-
edge.’” And as the Pyrrhonian Skeptic Sextus Empiricus astutely noted, to
defeat the dogmatic pretensions to the possibility of knowledge is to defeat
philosophy itself.”® Accordingly, the idea that knowledge can have sensibles
within its scope, even if it can also have as objects things that are only intel-
ligible, undermines Platonism. For the reason for positing a world separate
from sensibles is in the Republic passage derived from the fact that knowl-
edge and belief have ontologically different objects.'*

102. See Gerson 2009, 116-124.

103. See Sextus Empiricus, M. 9.13-14, where he identifies philosophy as the “knowledge
of things divine and human.” To show that such knowledge is not possible is to defeat any
and all claims to wisdom. Sextus’s condemnation includes Stoics and Epicureans as well as
Platonists. It is, therefore, a condemnation broader than that of Platonism; it pertains to all
forms of dogmatism. But the focus of Sextus’s criticism is the idea held among all dogmatists
that there is a ne plus ultra of cognition, an infallible grasp of the real. Plato maintains that
the only infallible cognition is of purely intelligible objects and is possible only if we possess
immaterial intellects.

104. See Szaif 2007. Contra: Fine 1978, 1990. Fine does not in these articles draw out the
implications for her claim that, for Plato, knowledge and belief do not have ontologically dis-
tinct objects. It is not unreasonable to infer that if in fact the intelligible world does not exist,
then that would not necessarily mean that philosophers would be out of work. But since Plato
thinks that knowledge is infallible and there can only be infallible cognition of the intelligible
world, the redescription of the knowledge that the philosopher seeks as fallible cognition of
the sensible world leaves quite obscure—and I would say entirely un-Platonic—the answer to
the question of how the philosopher differs from the theoretical empirical scientist. Harte
(2017) defends a position similar to that of Fine, denying that Rep. 478A11-13 means what it
says: that it is impossible that the objects of émotiun and d6&u be identical (1o avtd). Harte
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I shall have much more to say about (1)-(3) in subsequent chapters.
Here, I want to dwell on Plato’s account of philodoxers, surely at least first
cousins of Naturalists. These are people who, for example, believe that
there are many things correctly called “beautiful,” but deny that there is
one self-identical Form or Beauty.'” Further, those who believe in the many
beautiful things will agree that these will all appear ugly. More precisely,
their accounts of what justifies us in calling something beautiful will never
arrive at the true cause of the presence of Beauty, but only at conditions for
its presence. So, too, for things just, double, heavy, large, and so on. It is be-
cause the many things named “f” can appear as “notf” that such objects are
not the objects of knowledge and so not the subject matter of philosophy. It
seems clear that these philodoxers are akin to Naturalists like Anaxagoras
in that they are unable to give the explanation for why things are as they
are and why it is good that they be so. They can at best supply necessary
and sufficient conditions for the true explanations to operate. The trouble
with philodoxers is not that they do not know Forms, but that they do not
believe that Forms exist.'” Accordingly, they seek for the explanations for
things where no explanations are to be found. They believe that some con-
catenation of conditions will produce a cause.

The simultaneous possession of contrary properties seems to be either
inconsequential or impossible. If A is larger than B but smaller than C at
the same time, no one, including Plato, I suppose, thinks that this fact can
only be explained by introducing separate Forms. In addition, if A has a
nonrelative property £, then so long as f is clearly delineated, it is not pos-
sible for A simultaneously to have non-f. Plato’s reasons for thinking that
sensibles are only objects of belief and not knowledge is rather focused
on the diminished or compromised intelligibility in what is cognized when
one believes that A is f. Thus, the proposition “A is f” is asserted by some-
one who has some measure of understanding of what “f” stands for. If this
were not the case, then there would be no difference between asserting that

argues that knowledge and belief are “tasked” (by whom?) with working on separate, perhaps
even nonoverlapping domains, but it is nevertheless possible that either one of the two modes
of cognition can trespass on the domain of the other. Harte does not explain how there can be
“infallible (&vopdpmtov)” cognition of sensibles, which is what émomun must be. Nor does
she explain how there can be §6&u of Forms without reference to Forms, reference which would
just be the infallible cognition that émotiun is. N. Smith (2000), while distancing himself
from Fine’s view, argues that only the “powers (dvvaueig)” of belief and knowledge have differ-
ent objects while the states that arise from the use of these powers can have identical objects.
I think that Smith is correct that if one has émotiun of a Form, then one is cognitively better
placed than anyone else in relation to the images or instances of these Forms in the sensible
world. But Plato, when he is speaking precisely (see 533C8-534A1), limits émotiun to the top
section of the top half of the Divided Line. The philosopher’s belief about sensibles is backed
up by knowledge of Forms; she can be said to have knowledge of the former only equivocally.

105. Rep. 479A1-7. Cf. 480A4.

106. See Rep. 476C1-3.
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A'is f and asserting that A is non-f or g. But the understanding of what “t”
stands for, in the case of the lover of sights and sounds or nonphilosopher,
is necessarily constituted by what can be loosely termed the data of sense-
perception, that is, spatiotemporal tokens of sensible types. In other words,
the truth conditions for something being f must be understood in sensi-
ble terms. After all, the lover of sights and sounds or the Naturalist thinks
that there is nothing other than sensibilia that could provide the truth con-
ditions. But these sensibilia are in principle capable of being the truth
conditions for the contrary property. Thus, whatever it is that is the truth
condition for something being tall is the truth condition for it being short.!””

This claim works just as well for nonrelative properties as for relative
properties. If, to use Plato’s example, the proposition is that “this is a fin-
ger,” then the truth conditions for being a finger—the necessary conditions
in line with the argument in Socrates’s autobiography—will at some level,
say, the atomic, equally be the truth conditions for being something else.'®
But if the proposal for truth conditions aspires to escape this problem by
investing more and more intelligible content into them, then at some point
we get the tautologous “this is a finger because it fulfills all the necessary fin-
ger conditions.” To fall short of the tautologous is to introduce conditions
that are not uniquely necessary and jointly sufficient for being a finger. To
ascend from the tautologous to the truly explanatory is to advert to the sim-
ple hypothesis of the Phaedo. Alternatively, there is no truth-condition for
“this is a finger”; or else, the truth-condition is, “because I say it is.”

The belief that Helen is beautiful or that paying your debts is just re-
quires that we express the truth conditions for these propositions in sen-
sible terms. The belief is justified, to oneself or to another, on the basis of
these terms.!® It is because of her shape, or coloring say, that she is held
to be beautiful and it is because he handed over a sum of money in a time-
ly fashion that the deed was just. The reason why philosophy possesses a
distinct subject matter is exactly the reason Socrates eschewed Naturalistic
explanations in favor of his simple hypothesis. There is no adequate expla-
nation for the way things are here below unless we appeal to Forms.'°

107. It is worth mentioning that the argument which seeks to make causes irreducible to
conditions has a contemporary analogue in arguments against type-type and token-token iden-
tity theories of mental states, especially if it is assumed that mental states are functional states.

108. See Rep. 523BIff.

109. In the Pseudo-Platonic Definitions 414C3-4, 36&u is defined as DmOANYIG NETOMEIGTOG
v1o Adyov (a defeasible cognitive state) as opposed to émotun, 414B10, as vméAnyoig yoxilg
apetdmtmrog Vo Adyov (an indefeasible cognitive state of the soul). Belief is defeasible (by
A6yog) because it is unavoidably inferential, and the inference can always be challenged and
overturned. Typically, the inference is from a sense experience. By contrast, knowledge is di-
rect or noninferential and so indefeasible by Adyoc.

110. It is easy to construct an analogous argument against a contemporary Naturalist ac-
count for any number of contentious phenomena. For example, to account for the presence
of a mental state in neurophysiological terms is to face the challenge that at some level, say,
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Leaving aside for the moment the tendentious distinction between
knowledge and belief, why does Plato think that the assiduous pursuit of
belief relating to sensibles cannot substitute for philosophy? We have al-
ready seen the principal reason in the previous section. Insofar as one seeks
explanations for things or events or processes in nature, one cannot but fail
to achieve success if one does not have recourse to the intelligible world
and ultimately to the Idea of the Good. But there is more.

The fundamental distinction between €motun and 86&a and the par-
allel distinction of the subject matter of philosophy and that of philodoxers
does not lead Plato to maintain that the sensible world is of no use to the
philosopher. On the contrary, in Timaeus he says that philosophy itself is de-
rived from the study of nature.'"! But this does not in the slightest blur the
distinction between the subject matters of the two. Since philosophy pro-
vides the explanatory basis for a science of nature, we might suppose that
they are related analogous to the relation between a supposed scientific
image and a manifest image of nature, the former providing the explana-
tory basis for the latter. This analogy is itself not out of line with the Divided
Line in Republic and the analogous roles of the Idea of the Good and the
Sun. For Plato, however, Anaxagoras is a representative of those seeking the
scientific image of nature. The necessary conditions for the manifest image,
the contents of the science of nature, are distinguished from the causal role
of the intelligible world in relation to the sensible world."®

the subatomic, that account will work equally for a contrary mental state. The Platonic claim is
not that if a certain brain state is really a necessary and even sufficient condition for a certain
mental state, then that brain state could be present without the mental state being present.
Rather, the claim is that understanding what that mental state is requires recourse to separate
Forms and this recourse is not short-circuited by insisting on the conditions. This is so because,
since Forms are eternal causes, the presence of the necessary and sufficient conditions does
not attain to these true causes. It is only by conflating conditions and causes that one might
suppose that it is possible for the necessary conditions to be present without result because
other necessary conditions are missing. On this view, causes are the requisite sum of all neces-
sary (and hence jointly sufficient) conditions. As we shall see in the next chapter, the failure to
take into account the eternity of Forms and hence their ubiquity is fatal to an understanding
of their explanatory relevance.

111. Tim. 47A4-B1: nepi te T 10D maAvTOC phcems (RTnoy . . . €& OV Emapiodueda prhocopiag
vévog (regarding the investigation of all nature . . . from which we have derived philosophy).
Presumably, the words “from which” indicate that the philosophically inclined investigator of
nature is dissatisfied with something like causal closure and is thereby led to the subject matter
of philosophy. The investigator seeks explanations within nature and cannot find them there,
just like Socrates in Phaedo.

112. Fine (2016), writing about the “the two-world theory in Phaedo,” imagines that one
in possession of knowledge of Forms thereby has wisdom about the sensible world, though
she concedes (562, 564) that this inference is not supported in the text. It is just that, as she
maintains, the text is not incompatible with it. In fact, a successful philosopher will have well-
supported beliefs about sensibles and there is nothing in principle against calling this a sort of
wisdom. The crucial point, however, is that the subject matter of philosophy remains separate
from the subject matter that engages the lovers of sights and sounds. And that absent this very
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Philodoxers base their beliefs on their sense-experiences. But the senses
as such deliver to them tainted data, the colors and sounds and shapes that
are underdetermining as evidence for the presence of any formal property.
More than this, they are positively misleading since they are taken to pro-
vide evidence for a property when that identical putative evidence serves as
evidence for a contrary property. If one believes that there are no Forms that
unambiguously explain the presence of properties, then one will naturally
take the taintedness of the data to be a feature of philodoxia, not a bug. One
can happily proceed to seek out a supposedly stable cognitive end point set
forth in terms of approximations, generalizations, and so on, always with an
eye to a pragmatic heuristic. Plato’s criticism of the philodoxers is not sim-
ply that philosophy is more exacting or simply better at doing what it is that
the philodoxers want to do. Rather, his criticism is that in the very 6o that
constitute their achievement—even true beliefs, as Plato readily allows—
there must be a recognition or presupposition of a mode of cognition radi-
cally different from 66&a and objects for that mode of cognition radically
different from sensibles. As Parmenides says in his eponymous dialogue, if
Forms do not exist or if they exist and are completely cut off or separate
from the sensible world, then intelligible communication would be impos-
sible.’”® For that communication depends upon our cognizing the instantia-
tions of Forms among things and making judgments about the samenesses
and differences among things owing to Forms. But the philodoxer assumes
that intelligible communication is possible. It is not surprising that, ignor-
ing the condition for this possibility, he can, like Richard Rorty, be led even-
tually to abandon representationalism altogether. Without the explanatory
functioning of Forms, thought and language on one side and sensibles on
the other are, indeed, incommensurable.

3.5. Theaetetus and Sophist on the Subject Matter of Philosophy

In the famous digression in Theaetetus, Socrates contrasts philosophers with
orators.'* The subject matter that concerns the former includes the na-
ture of a human being, and the nature of justice and injustice.!" It is from
the world of the orator and to the world in which these are available for

specific and derivative wisdom about the sensible world, one is inevitably at sea intellectually.
One can also, I suppose, call it “knowledge,” as does Harte (2017, 157-159), but then this is
not émothun; rather, it is some sort of justified true belief with all the attendant difficulties of
providing a cogent account of justification.

113. See Parm. 135B5-C3.

114. Tht. 172C3-177C2. The contrast alludes to Gorgias, where Socrates compares orators
and philosophers in his discussion with Gorgias and Polus. There, the subject matter for phi-
losophy is primarily the nature of the soul and care for it.

115. See Thi. 174B4-5, and 175C2-3.
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our knowledge that Socrates urges Theaetetus to flee.''® This is just as phi-
losophy is described in Phaedo.!'” The “flight (puyn)” is described as “as-
similation to god as much as is possible (6poiwoig Be® katd TO dvvatov).”
And this is accomplished by the practice of justice and piety along with
wisdom (@pévnoig).''® The manifest otherworldliness of the philosopher in
comparison with his counterpart, the rhetorician, is another version of the
contrast in Republic between philosophers and lovers of sights and sounds.
It should be stressed that the practice of virtue with wisdom, that is, with
philosophical knowledge, is an instrument of the assimilation. This assimi-
lation, literally “making the same as,” is completed when we engage in the
divine activity of knowledge of the eternal world."?

The relevance of the digression to the main subject of the dialogue,
namely, the definition of knowledge (émotiun), is contentious and depends
on whether, to use Myles Burnyeat’s terminology, we opt for Reading A or
for Reading B.'** According to the former, Plato is presenting an elaborate
reductio argument, showing that knowledge cannot be sense-perception
(aicOnoig) or true belief (aAndng 86&n) or true belief with an account (Adyoc).
On this reading, it cannot be any of these because knowledge is only of the
intelligible world. On Reading B, though, like Reading A, it is admitted that
none of the definitions of knowledge are successful; it is held that Plato has
changed his view of knowledge in Republic such that he is now prepared to
countenance knowledge in some sense of the sensible world. I will not here
repeat arguments I have made elsewhere on behalf of Reading A." Here,
I'shall only point out that the plausibility of Reading B depends very much on
explaining why Theaetetus deviates from Republic which precedes it and from
Sophist which succeeds it. More particularly, it needs to show that Plato is will-
ing to allow either knowledge of contingent truths or that there is knowledge
of necessary truths that is other than the knowledge of Forms. Stated thus,
I can see no evidence for the former and no conceptual distance between
the latter and the knowledge of Forms sought for in dialectic. The exhorta-
tion to a “flight from here” is a reaffirmation of the distinct subject matter of
philosophy.

In Sophist, we find substantially the identical account of philosophy that
we find in Phaedo, Republic, and Theaetetus.

116. See Thi. 176A5-9.

117. See Phd. 64E8-65a2, C11-D2, D11ff. The principal point is that knowledge requires
separation from the body because the objects of knowledge are separate from the bodily. Inso-
far as we are embodied, the body is an impediment to this knowledge.

118. Cf. Rep. 500B8-C7, 619C8. See Lavecchia 2006, 271-272, on the connection between
ainbewa and @pévnoig. The latter is another name for the activity of vodg. See Phd. 656A9-C1,
66A6, D8-E4; Sts. 278D8-E2; and Phil. 58B9-D1, 59C2-D6.

119. See Lavecchia 2006, 270-273.

120. See Burnyeat 1990.

121. See Gerson 2003, 194-238; and Gerson 2009, 44-54.
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And what name shall we give to this knowledge (émotijun)? Or have we, by Zeus,
unknowingly hit upon the knowledge of free persons and, in seeking the soph-
ist, found the philosopher?

What do you mean?

Dividing according to Kinds, not taking the identical Form for a different
one nor a different one for the identical one—is that not dialectical knowl-
edge?

Yes.

And then, one who is able to see one Idea throughout many, where each
one is separate, and many Ideas, different from each other, encompassed ex-
ternally by one; and again, one connected into a unity through many wholes,
and many separately defined. This means knowing how to distinguish the
Kinds, that is, how they are associated and how they are not.

Definitely so.

And the only one to whom you would grant this dialectical ability, I think,
would be none other than the one who is purely and justly said to be doing
philosophy.'#?

The description here of dialectic is a slightly more detailed version of the
one we find in the Divided Line in Republic. The émotun that philoso-
phers seek is precisely of the Forms or Ideas or Kinds. Thereby, philoso-
phers are distinguished from sophists and, by implication, statesmen.'*

That this knowledge pertains to the identical distinct subject matter
found in Republic is clear from the Stranger’s pronouncement a few lines
later, contrasting the philosopher with the sophist:

But [contrary to the sophist] the philosopher who, by means of his reasoning,
always staying near to the Idea of Being, is difficult to see because that region
is so bright.'**

The region is the intelligible world and dialectic is the methodology that the
philosopher employs. It is not just the region within which the philosopher

122. Soph. 2563C6-E5: {ZE.} Ovkodv & ye todto duvarog dpdv piav idéav St moAADY, £vog
£KGOTOV KEWEVOL Yopig, ThvTn doTeTapévny IKovdg dtocbavetol, kol ToAAAG ETépag GAAMA@Y
0o il EEwPey mEpiEyopévag, Kai pioy ob S SAmV TOAAGY &V Vi cuvnuuévy, Kai TOALIS Yopic
TavTY Srwptopévac- TodTo 8 E0T, ) 1€ Kovevely Ekocta Shvatal kol 87y W, Stokpivety Kotd yévog
émictacOat. {@EAL} IMavtdmoact pgv odv. {ZE.} AAG uiv 16 Y& SIOAEKTIKOV 0VK GAA® SMOELC, MG
£yQuat, TV 10 kafapde Te Ko Stkaing GAocoPoiVTL.

123. The implication rests upon the projection of the trilogy, Sophist, Statesman, Philosopher,
each of which dialogue is supposed to discover the definition of its subject. At Soph. 217B1-4,
the Eleatic Stranger insists that the three are distinct. And it is he who inadvertently discovers
the philosopher as someone whose métier is different from that of the sophist and statesman.
I have no firm opinion on why Philosopher was not, so far as we know, ever written.

124. Soph. 254A8-10: 'O 3¢ ye P1AOG0OPOG, Ti] ToD SvTog Gel S Aoylopdv TPOoKeipevog idéq,
310, 10 hopmpdy ab g xdpog ovdaudg evmetig 0@0fvar The brightness of the region is a
clear reference to the Good, analogous to the sun in Republic. The Good generates the bright-
ness of the region.
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works that is difficult to see, but the philosopher himself because he is
working in that region. This is a curious claim, but presumably it means in
part that what philosophers do is not, like sophists, work with words or con-
cepts, both images of the really real. The only access that others have to this
activity, however, is via the words and concepts that the philosopher uses in
communication. One reason why the philosopher is difficult to distinguish
from the sophist is precisely that the latter uses the same sorts of verbal and
conceptual images that the philosopher uses. The direct implication of this
distinction between the philosopher and sophist is that if the subject mat-
ter of philosophy did not exist, then there would in fact be no difference
between philosophy and sophistry. The representations of both would be
on a par, just as Rorty insisted that the representations of astronomy and as-
trology are on a par, according to any putative criterion of representational
success.

The first of the above two passages raises problems about what it means
to distinguish Forms from each other and what it means for one Form to
encompass another. In an Aristotelian framework of genus, species, and dif-
ferentiae, where the species is the logical composite, the genus the logical
matter, and the differentia, the logical form, such an account of dialectic
makes good sense. It does not obviously make sense in a Platonic frame-
work. We shall see how Plato and Platonism deal with this problem in the
next chapter. There are no grounds for supposing that Kinds are not Forms
(or at least Forms in one aspect) or that dialectic is here being transformed
into something like conceptual analysis. For if concepts (vofjpata) were the
new subject matter for philosophy, then these would be as temporalized as
anything else in the sensible world and the mode of cognition pertaining to
them would be 66&a and not émotiun.

Missing from the description of the subject matter of philosophy here is
the Idea of the Good. Its absence seems to be easily accounted for by the
fact that it is not directly relevant to solving the problem set by this dia-
logue, namely, how to define the sophist. As we shall see, however, the uni-
fying activity of the philosopher presupposes the unificatory role of a first
ontological principle of all.’® It also presumes that the reductive analysis

125. This passage invites the following speculative remark. What distinguishes philosophi-
cal ability from all other abilities is being able to see unity where everyone else sees disarray
and being able to see distinctions where everyone else sees indistinctness. These are what we
today call imaginative and analytic skills. These do not seem to be mutually implicatory, but
without both not much good philosophy gets done. What sets Platonism apart from Natu-
ralism, wherein are found many with excellent philosophical ability, is that Platonists hold
that these abilities operate on an eternal and immutable subject matter whereas Naturalists
suppose that imagination and analysis operate within temporalized linguistic and conceptual
realms.
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leading back to a first principle of all is the mirror image of the generation
of the analysanda from the first principle.'#®

The dialogues Phaedo, Republic, Theaetetus, and Sophist, taken together
provide an unambiguous sketch of the subject matter of philosophy and of
the special mode of cognition pertaining to philosophy. The problems with
which these dialogues deal arise from the inadequacy of Naturalism to give
adequate explanations generally. The elements of Naturalism are variously
salient in these dialogues, but it is, I believe, more than just a guess that
these elements are mutually implicatory. The introduction of the superor-
dinate Idea of the Good explicitly in Republic and implicitly in Phaedounifies
the elements of Platonism and therefore those of its opposite.

126. Cf. Aristotle, Meta. H 4, 1044a23-25: dydg yap 168’ €k T000¢, 1) 611 PO 060D EoTOn T
6t avadvBévtooy gig v apyv (For one thing comes from another in two ways: either when
one is earlier than the other in generation or when it is analyzed into its principle); ENT 3,
1112b23-24: 10 &oyatov v 1§ dvardcet Tpdtov ivar &v Tff yevéoer (that which is last in analysis
is first in genesis).



CHAPTER 4

Plato on Being and Knowing

4.1. Forms as Explanatory Entities

The exegesis of the passage in Phaedoin which Plato announces a turn from
Naturalism to Platonism presumes the existence of Forms as explanatory
entities, albeit recognizing their instrumental role in ultimate explanation.
Without a defense of the antinominalism leading to the postulation of sep-
arate Forms, the entire project encapsulated in Socrates’s autobiography
does not even leave the starting gate. If my hypothesis about Platonism and
Naturalism is approximately correct, such a defense will have dimensions
that involve all the other “antis” of Ur-Platonism. All that I can do here is
offer a preface to a defense, aiming at least to focus on the elementary ana-
lytic features of Plato’s antinominalism that are easy to miss.

Let us begin with a distinction between two Greek words, 10 &g (“hav-
ing”) and 10 petéyew (“participating”). The latter word is formed from the
former, mundane Greek verb. But Plato uses the latter term to indicate the
fundamental relation between sensibles and intelligibles or Forms. Helen
participates in the Form of Beauty and the large table participates in the
Form of Largeness and three objects participate in the Form of Threeness,
and so on. The difference between “having” and “participating” may be
expressed as the difference between unique and nonunique predication.!
We define “S has f” as indicating that the predicate f is uniquely attribut-
able to S. Within a Naturalistic framework, whether this is conceived of as

1. See Fujisawa (1974, 30-34), who makes the same distinction in slightly different
language.
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four-dimensional or three-dimensional plus time, every f may be said to have
a unique identifier or ID. By definition, nothing else in the universe can
have an identical ID. I leave aside for the moment the evident problem of
S having f at t, and S having f at t,which would seem to require us to assign
unique and nonidentical IDs to the predicate f. One kind of Naturalism will
avoid the problem by confining predication within a three-dimensional ma-
trix, leaving time aside. Another type of Naturalism will embrace the conse-
quence of situating predication within a four-dimensional matrix, namely,
that any predication is an abstract and arbitrary snapshot of a continuously
flowing nature. Plato thinks that neither possibility is coherently sustain-
able. But Naturalism does not need to give up the constant variability of IDs
so long as it is prepared to reconceptualize what cognition of the sensible
world is supposed to or is able to be. In any event, by contrast, participating
indicates nonunique predication or at least the possibility of f being nonu-
niquely predicable of another subject. It is this possibility that the nominal-
ism of Naturalism must oppose.

The hypothesis of nonunique predication does not entail the rejection
of unique predication (“having”); indeed, if S participates in a Form, then
it logically follows that S uniquely has f. Stating the point this way should
make obvious the question of why a Form is needed in the first place if the
hypothesis of participating in Forms leaves us with unique predicates with
unique IDs. The identical question may be put otherwise: If S has f, then
what claim exactly is being made in saying that the name for f is identical
to the name for the Form in which S participates? If, for example, Helen
uniquely possesses the property which we may call “Helen’s beauty,” what
is being claimed in saying that the explanation for this fact is the Form of
Beauty in which Helen participates? Is not participation redundant to sim-
ple having?

In order to answer these questions, we need to recur to a previous dis-
tinction relied on by Plato ubiquitously and briefly mentioned earlier. This
is the distinction between “sense-perceiving (10 aic6évesOar)” and “think-
ing (10 vogiv).” The former is what we do with our five senses, whereas the
latter is what we do with our intellects.”? The point here is that in affirming
“S has (is) f” we make irreducible use of our intellects. No account of the
cognition of S or the cognition of f by any mechanism of sense-perception

2. See Phd. 65D9-10; Rep. 507B8-9, 524C13; Tim. 28A1-4, 51E6-52A7. All these passages
stress the distinction between what is sensible and what is intelligible. One is not reducible to
the other nor are they continuous as if thinking were a continuation of sense-perception, pre-
sumably only less vivid. Aristotle (DAT 3, 427a17-b6), criticizes Naturalists, here, Empedocles
and others, for conflating sense-perception and thinking. Their reason for doing so is their
supposition that both are corporeal (copatikév). They suppose this because they also believe
that the cognizer must be the same in substance as that which is cognized. So cognition of a
corporeal world requires corporeal cognitive equipment.
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alone can yield the thought or assertion that “S has (is) £.”> No sum of acts
of sense-perception amounts to a predicative thought even when, in cases
where “seeing” is cashed out as “seeing as,” the sense-perception and the
thinking temporally overlap or coincide. What I want to focus on is exactly
how nonperceptual cognition is involved here. To cognize that S has f, even
if it has f uniquely, is to transcend the unique in our cognition. The cogni-
tion of a sensible object with a unique ID is by an agent also with a unique
ID. Whether this sensible is S or f, the affirmation that S is f transcends the
uniqueness of S and of f, that is, the identity of each. The only way that this
is possible is if f, which does not have the identical ID as does S—otherwise,
there would be no difference between thinking S is S and thinking S is f—is
cognizable as being other than uniquely possessed by S. But this seems to
contradict the claim that f isunique, that it has a unique ID. How can think-
ing cognize that which is unique as nonunique?

The answer is found when we explore the fundamental and irreducible
difference between sense-perception and thinking. The object of thinking
is not a particular object of a particular sense modality, such as a smell or
sound or shape, but a form or structure or arrangement or order of whatev-
er it is that is also available to the senses.* The thinking of form, as opposed
to the sensing of form, is always and necessarily universal, not particular.
This is because form itself is neither universal nor particular. For example, if
“t” stands for a shape, that shape in itself is neither the particular shape of
that which is shaped nor is it universal. But the thinking of it is always done
universally. The object of thinking is distinct from the particular or unique
shape that is encountered in sense-perception. How could it not be? To
grasp that the object in front of me is circular and to affirm it to be so by
thinking that S is f is to cognize other than by sense-perception. We might
want to maintain that any shape can be an object of sight, of course, but in
claiming that S is fI am doing more than identifying S and identifying f. If I
were limited to sense modalities alone I could only identify S and f; even the
reidentification of S and f requires me to transcend my sense-perception. And
here I mean to indicate more than the reidentification that, for example, a
fingerprint sensor accomplishes. I mean the propositional claim that this S

3. This is why the d6&ot of philodoxers require a power over an above sense-perception.

4. The shapes and numbers that the Demiurge inserts into the precosmic chaos are at least
paradigmatic examples of form or order. This fact becomes even clearer if we recognize that,
on the Timaeus account, phenomenological properties or qualities as such stand outside the
framework of intelligibility or thinkability. Kahn (2013, 200-206) argues that the imposition
of mathematical order on the precosmic soup thereby producing a measure of intelligibility
in the sensible world is Plato’s final resolution to the problem of participation, that is, how
one separate and self-identical Form can be present in a multitude of perishable individuals.
The problem is solved by understanding intelligibility as mathematical structure so that things
are given their names according to Forms because they instantiate, for example, the truths
contained in Euclid’s Elements.
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in front of me now is the same as the S in front of me yesterday. Sameness
here is being cognized universally. There is no sense-perception of it. The
sameness is cognized universally because the identical form cognized in the
two things is in each case cognized universally.

Perhaps the idea here can be expressed differently. No analysis or de-
construction of a sense-perception can yield a predicative judgment of the
form “is £.” This is so precisely because in sense-perception only that which
possesses a unique ID is attainable. But a predicative judgment amounts to
a claim that subject and predicate are, in a sense, identical, even though
each has a unique ID. In thinking, what is sensed as unique is thought
universally. This universality is what makes the predicative judgment other
than a self-contradictory denial of a law of identity. It makes it a claim about
participating and not a claim about having.

The epistemological point that thinking and sense-perception each en-
counter the identical form in a different way must be distinguished from
the metaphysical point that a Form is a “one over many.” The two points
are different but they entail each other. Because the Form is in itself nei-
ther universal nor particular it is able to explain how many things can be
the same although they are numerically different. The universality is found
in the thinking; the particularity is found in the perceiving. That the Form
is “one” does not mean it is one in the identical way in which an instance
of a Form or the Form particularized is one and apt for a unique ID num-
ber. That there are different ways of being one that bear on the metaphysi-
cal superstructure of Platonism and that these different ways of being one
are connected with each other and with everything else is part of what the
second part of Parmenides shows. It is not the universality of a Form that
enables it to explain identity in difference or the sameness of two or more
things or the possibility of predication. Rather, it is the universality of think-
ing that enables us to understand that unless there exists one Form in itself
neither particular nor universal, no Form can explain these facts about the
sensible world.®

5. See Parm. 132A1-4: [Parmenides is speaking to the young Socrates] Oipai c¢ ék 10D
101008¢ &v EkaoTov €180 otecbar glvar: Stav mOAL drta peyého cot 36&n etvar, pia Tig Towg Sokel
i6éa 1 o etvor &mi mévra 186vTL, 80ev &v 10 péya My eivan (I think that you think that each Form
is one for this reason: whenever there seem to you to be many large things, it probably seems
to you that, looking at all of them, there is one Idea identical in all of them, for which reason
you think that Largeness is one). Also Rep. 476A5-7.

6. Aristotle, Meta. M 9, 1086a32-b11, attacks Academics for a theory that supposes that
universals (1o ka@6Aov) and particulars (ta €xoota) will be “practically (oxeddév)” the identical
nature. This criticism pertains justly to a noncontextualized or truncated postulation of Forms
that are both separate and are universally predicable of any “many.” But there are two crucial
additions to the theory that remove the sting of this criticism: (1) there is a distinction between
the entity that the Form is and its nature, that which its name names; and (2) the separability
of Forms is limited to separation from time and the sensible world. Forms are neither separate
from each other, nor from the Idea of the Good, nor from the intellect that the Demiurge
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The misconception of Forms as universals or as the subject of a realistic
theory of universals has been a misguided feature of much Platonic exege-
sis and, indeed, a sort of enduring urban myth in the history of philosophy
generally.” If a Form were a universal, then it could not be particularized
and be the identical Form.® But if the particularization of the Form were
not identical with Form, then the whole point of the theory of Forms, so to
speak, would be lost. For the theory is supposed to explain identity in dif-
ference or, alternatively, how numerically different things can be the same.
The theory explains how sameness among things not numerically identical
is possible, something that nominalism finds émpossible. If the Form were just
a universal, it could not be particularized, in which case there could be no
sameness which is explicable if and only if there is an identical Form “over
and above.” To say that a Form is supposed to be predicable of many things
is only misleadingly elliptical for: a Form is posited to explain how it is pos-
sible to make predicative judgments in which the predicate is univocally
used in multiple cases. To do this job, a separate Form does not need to be
a universal, which is only a hypostatization of the activity of thinking form
universally, the only way that form can be thought.

To try to maintain the claim that the Form is a universal when the Form’s
entire explanatory role is to show how two or more things can be the same,
that is, each has the identical property, leads one to maintain that the Form

is. These two points only emerge clearly in dialogues that, so far as we can tell, were written
when discussion of the theory of Forms was well advanced in the Academy. No doubt, Aristo-
tle is criticizing a view held by some members of the Academy, including Plato at some time.
The criticism is inoperative in light of later developments or refinements within that theory.
I take the word “practically” to indicate that Aristotle is doubtful that the above two distinc-
tions are defensible. As I shall try to show below, they are only defensible when taken together
and within the larger framework of the systematic expression of Platonism. See Shields 2011,
511-523, esp. 522, for support for (1) as an appropriate response by Plato to the reading of
Aristotle’s criticism as foisting a contradiction on Plato’s theory. For the evidence for (2), see
Gerson 2005a, chap. 7.

The question of how one Form can not be a particular is answered briefly by insisting on
grades of unity. A form is in a way more of a unity than a particular instance of it. The idea of
grades of unity will be developed further in chapter 5.

7. E.g., W.D. Ross 1951, 35: “Originally the doctrine [of Forms] was simply a belief in the
existence of universals as implied by the existence of individuals having qualities.” Virtually
every philosophy textbook that treats the so-called problem of universals asserts that Platonism
is wedded to a realistic theory of universals, meaning approximately what Aristotle means in
the above criticism.

8. See Allen (1965, 52-56), who rightly rejects the idea that Forms are “commutative”
universals, meaning that they are univocally predicable of their instances. The straightforward
reason for this rejection is that instances of Forms are deficient with respect to the Form itself
whereas instances of universals cannot be so with respect to the universal which is just exactly
and nothing but what all the instances have in common. Forms as universals are also rejected
by Patterson (1985b, 134-135). Someone who bases his nominalism on the rejection of a re-
alistic theory of universals misses the mark at least as far as Plato is concerned. See also Mohr
2005, chap. 12.
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is both a universal and a particular. But Plato no more than Aristotle coun-
tenances this absurdity. Rather, all the universality is in the cognitive rela-
tion of thinker to Form; all the particularity is in the “having” of an instance
of the Form. “Having” exclusively and “participating” nonexclusively are
mutually implicating, though not identical, because the Form is in itself
neither universal nor particular.’

It is easy to conflate the denial of the hypostatization of the objects of
universal thinking with a denial of the existence of separate entities whose
nature the Form’s name names. It is perhaps understandable that from
an argument concluding that universals should not be hypostasized, one
can conclude further that Forms do not exist. From a Platonic perspec-
tive, however, this would be a non sequitur. Stated otherwise, if I encounter
Forms in a cognitive modality, namely, universally, it does not follow from
a denial that the intentional object of the thinking does not exist on its
own that the Form does not exist on its own. Such a result would follow
only if there was no real distinction between the Form and the intentional
object. The closest Platonic term to indicate such an intentional object is
vonpa and Plato says as clearly as possible in his Parmenides, that Forms are
not vofjpata v Tf) Yoy, that is, the intentional objects that result from the
activity of thinking."” The principal justification for the real distinction is
that no intentional object can do the job that Forms are postulated to do,
namely, explain identity in difference or the possibility of predication. The
universality drops out of the ontological account of how two or more nu-
merically distinct things can be the same. The temptation to think that
the universality must have some relevance leads to conceptualism of some
sort, according to which what makes them the same is just my classifying
them under the identical concept. Plato emphatically and explicitly rejects

9. See Phd. 102D6-8: énoi yap gaivetotl ov povov adto to péyebog ovdémot €0EAeV Gpa puéya
KOl GUIKPOV glvar, ALY Kol TO &v Muiv péyebog 0vdémoTe TPOoGdEyechol TO GLUIKPOV 008 £0éAeV
vnepéxecbou (It seems to me that not only Largeness itself will never at the same time allow it-
self to be both large and small, but the largeness in us will never accept the small nor be willing
to be exceeded). Form and form-in-us are identical in nature. That is why neither one accepts
the contrary of largeness. The point is not that a universal and a particular are identical in na-
ture; rather, there is one nature whether it be particularized in the large thing or universalized
in being thought, whether by us or by an eternal Intellect. Thus, the deficiency in instances
of Forms, “lacking something with respect to sameness (1t é\Aginel koto v Opodmta, 74A6;
cf. 74D6, 74E4),” is not to be construed as contradicting the sameness in nature in instance
and Form. The deficiency is that of sensible equality with respect to intelligible Equality where
the emphasis is on the sensible not the equality. This is why we can speak of the presence
(mopovoia) of the Form in the instance, that is, its presence via the nature or essence that its
name names. See 100D5. Cf. Soph. 247A5-7. Contra: W. D. Ross 1951, 23-24; Nehemas 1975;
and Kelsey 2004, 34-35. See Svavarsson (2009, 71), who identifies the deficiency in “lack [of]
epistemic consistency.” The idea is that sensibles will appear differently to different people,
whereas Forms will not. This interpretation coheres with my own. I suggest here the reason for
the lack of epistemic consistency.

10. See Parm. 132B3-Cl1. See D. O’Brien 2013 on this argument and its import.
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conceptualism. Wishing to acknowledge that the phenomena that Plato
wants to explain are not reasonably rejected altogether, and thinking that
conceptualism is Platonism or a good substitute for Platonism produces a
host of disastrous results not the least of which is to conflate universality with
generalization. The main reason for resisting their conflation, a point to
which I shall return, is that generalizations are always in relation to a finite
data set, whereas universality transcends the finite.! That these are crucially
different seems clear, although in mathematical induction it is easy to blur
the difference.

Let us return to “having” and “participating.” The idea of nonexclusive
predication follows from the recognition that in predicative judgments
I cognize that which is in principle not uniquely possessed or at least not
necessarily uniquely possessed. This is so even though it is also necessarily
true that if S is f because S participates in a Form, then S’s f has a unique ID,
too. If this is so, then it also seems to follow that if S is f and f has a unique
ID, and we can cognize that S is f, this entails that S participates in a Form.
In other words, if participation entails unique having and unique having
entails participation, then these are extensionally equivalent, even though
they are different in meaning. But this cannot be quite right, for a nomi-
nalist will insist on unique having without seeing a reason to admit there
is participation in a Form as well. What we need to say is that the thinking
that S is f entails both unique having and nonunique participating, again
with these being extensionally equivalent yet distinct in our thinking. If
“Helen is beautiful” is true, then it is both true that Helen’s beauty uniquely
belongs to her and beauty does not uniquely belong to her. That is, some-
one else could be beautiful. The predicative judgment that S is f either
requires us to allow that S is not necessarily uniquely f, even though S’s f
has a unique ID or else it requires us to analyze away the relative though
not formal identity implicit in a predicative judgment. If that were the case,
then “S is f” would indicate a collocation of two things, not a predication. Is
there any reason why such a move would be thought to be unsatisfactory?

The main argument for thinking that it is unsatisfactory is that without
predication, the reidentification of S becomes impossible. This is the basis
for Plato’s rejection of extreme Heracliteanism.' If S at t, is to be reiden-
tified at t,, then this must be done by means of a predicative judgment
of one sort or another. Epistemological identification and reidentification
goes hand in hand with metaphysical identity. But the latter is possible
only because in the former there is identity of some sort between S and f."?

11. See McEvoy (2018), who makes a similar point within the context of a defense of a
priori mathematical knowledge.

12. See Tht. 182A4-E12.

13. Those who think that identity is just formal identity would resist the possibility that S
and f should be identical. See, e.g., Rea (1998), who argues that in such cases S and f are nu-
merically the same but not identical. Rea’s scruples about identity are not necessary, certainly
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The inability to provide a metaphysical foundation for predication will no
doubt trouble some Naturalists who believe that there are numerous well-
grounded predicative judgments in natural science. It will trouble neither
those who think that natural science needs no metaphysical foundations
nor those who, like Rorty, blithely accept the skeptical implications of for-
swearing the ability to reidentify anything.

Plato, however, does have another argument he used to try to move past
this threatened stalemate. The argument is that the possibility of false pre-
dicative judgments depends on our understanding what a true predicative
judgment is."* To understand what it is to believe falsely that Theaetetus is
sitting is to presume that one understands what it means to believe truly
that Theaetetus is, say, standing. Saying this does not amount to a claim
that in believing that S is f one is in fact believing truly. It only amounts
to the claim that false predicative judgments are only intelligible owing to the
intelligibility of true predicative judgments. So the Naturalist who wants to
resist this argument must say that she does not understand the difference
between “Sis f” is true and “S is f” is false. This is not equivalent to someone
who denies that there is no evidential basis for deciding whether S is f is
true or false. It is equivalent to saying that one does not even understood
what it could possibly mean to say that there is a difference between S is f
being true and S is f being false.

A denial of the ability to grasp this difference is curious because a mani-
festation of our ability to cognize difference comes to us merely with sense-
perception. Without such elementary discernment (kpicic) of differences,
cognition would not be possible. Our discernment, however, goes well be-
yond the discernment of animals in sense-perception and certainly beyond
the noncognitive discernment or discrimination in plants, enabling, for
example, phototropism. Our discernment naturally results in predicative
judgments of difference and of identity and so, derivatively, of sameness.
For Plato, the Naturalist faces an uncomfortable trilemma: either (a) deny
our cognitive ability altogether or (b) deny that it is different from that of
animals or (c) admit that we can tell the difference between true and false
predicative judgments. To embrace (a) is to deny what is evident, presum-
ably on the basis of an axiom that is significantly far less evident; to embrace
(b) amounts either to conflating it with (a) or to attributing to animals the
ability to make predicative judgments, something for which the empirical
evidence is meager at best; to embrace (c) is to admit the key premise for
an argument to the effect that only with the postulation of Forms will we be
able to explain how predicative judgments—judgments presupposing rela-
tive identity—are possible.

not for Aristotle whose position he is explicating and defending. For identity, like oneness, is
a property of being, and being is gradable, as is identity.
14. See Soph. 263B6-D4.
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Plato, of course, does not believe that all statements of the form S is f
indicate or presuppose there is a Form in which S participates even if he
does believe that our predicative judgments are a rough guide to what the
population of Forms is. As Plato puts it in Statesman, we should not postu-
late a Form of Barbarian even if we claim that a certain non-Greek is a bar-
barian." This is so because the term “barbarian” does not indicate a natural
kind, used as it is by Greeks for anyone who does not understand Greek or
perhaps is not conversant with Greek culture. Therefore, we should recog-
nize once and for all that there is nothing in the so-called theory of Forms
that allows us to deduce the population of the world of Forms a priori. It
is not the case, however, that the discovery of the true population is en-
tirely a posteriori as it is in the case of, say, the discovery of species in the
animal kingdom. There are some Forms that can be deduced a priori, like
the above Forms of Sameness or Identity or Difference. The postulation of
Forms as explanatory entities is an essential part of Platonism; the discovery
of the array of eternal and immutable intelligible entities is a research pro-
ject within Platonism.'®

The function of Forms is to explain the possibility of true nonexclusive
predication. Plato does not doubt this possibility. He rejects out of hand
the view of the so-called late learners who deny the cogency of predications
other than identity statements.'” It is not entirely clear what these late learn-
ers think, but it seems that what troubles them primarily is that any predica-
tion other than an identity statement contradicts such a statement. Thus, if
Sis S, then it cannot be true that S is f. If this is their complaint, then Plato’s
rejection of it is implicitly an endorsement of nonexclusive predication. For
the nominalist generally will insist that there can be no conceptual space
for nonexclusive predication. Such predication supposes a contradiction:
that two things are identical. In other words, there is no room for same-
ness that is not identity. Conversely, when there is not identity there is not
sameness. The late learner seems to long for consistency by insisting that
the only thing identical with S is S. To claim that S is f, where f is not identi-
cal with S would be to countenance the impossibility that something that
is S could also be somehow identified as f, since identity entails exclusivity
of predication alone. Alternatively, we could allow that S is f if and only if

15. See Sts. 262D-E.

16. See Shapiro 1997, 84-106, on the Platonic “ante rem structures,” e.g., of the natural
numbers. I am using the term “array” synonymously. See Balaguer (1998, 8), who argues that
“structures” must include “entities,” that is, individuals. This misconstrues Forms as putative
entities or particulars; rather, they are the natures of the entity that is Being. See sec. 4.2 in this
chapter and chap. 5, sec. 5.3.

17. See Soph. 251A5-C7. See Crivelli (2012, 103-109), who interprets the passage some-
what differently. See Meixner 2009a on the view of those who hold that simple predicative
judgments have no ontological import. I take it that this view is an extension of the claim of
the “late learners.”
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there could not be something other than S that is f. In this case, S is f would
only be a statement of what S is exclusively. This would be a statement of
S’s identity.

A nominalist who is not attracted to the extreme position of the late
learners will naturally want to explain predication differently. But all nomi-
nalists, I believe, want to reject nonexclusive predication. Since Plato, as
we have seen, believes that exclusive predication is a consequence of the
explanation for nonexclusive predication, the real issue is the explanatory
exigency supposedly met by Plato with Socrates’s simple hypothesis. This is,
again, an explanation for the truth of that proposition that S is f. The sort of
explanation that Anaxagoras offered and with which the nominalist in prin-
ciple agrees can only be an explanation if “f” stands for what is exclusively
possessed by what “S” stands for. Plato’s view that, minimally, it is possible
that S is f indicates nonexclusive predication is as much an epistemological
claim as a metaphysical one. Our belief that S is f nonexclusively rests upon
the different and irreducible cognitive encounters with S and f, that is, by
sense-perception and by thinking.

The way Forms explain the possibility of nonexclusive predication is
by the hypothesis of an entity whose nature is such that something can
have this nature nonexclusively. Without such an entity existing, the pri-
ma facie exclusive possession of f by S would be the end of the story since
f has a unique ID. But because the posited entity has a nature that is in
itself neither particular nor universal, there is nothing in principle to pre-
vent the presence of this nature nonexclusively in f. Therefore, Helen is
beautiful but not exclusively so, even though of course Helen’s beauty is
exclusively hers.

Suppose, then, that beauty is neither a universal nor a particular, but
must have an ontological foundation in order to account for predication.
This ontological foundation, however, does not make beauty into an eternal
perfect particular. Let me here anticipate in outline a more extensive an-
swer that I will develop later in this chapter and also in later chapters. The
one ontological foundation for the array of Forms is the Form of Being.
The oneness or unity of the Form of Being does not preclude absolutely its
multiplicity. The unicity of the first principle of all, the Good, requires us to
say that whatever is subordinate to this principle is in some way multiple.'®
The way that the specific unity-multiplicity of Being is accounted for is by
recourse to an elucidation of the Parmenidean dictum “for to think and
to be is the identical thing.”'® As we shall see, the Demiurge is the eternal

18. When Aristotle hypothesized that the first principle of all is ovcia, he was justified in
inferring that oneness is a property of ovsio because what is first must be one and everything is
one insofar as it has some share in the first. Aristotle is here evidently explicitly contradicting
Plato’s claim that the first is not ovsio; on the contrary, for Plato, the first is the cause of ovcia.

19. See Parmenides, fr. B3 DK: 10 yap adt0 vosiv 8otiv 1 kai givar. Cf. B 8, 34: tawtov & doti
VOELV T€ Kol oVvekev E0TLY VOO,
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intellect eternally thinking Being in its diversity or multiplicity. The Demi-
urge is Being viewed, so to speak, from the intellectual side as opposed to
the intelligible side. It is the Demiurge that is the ontological foundation
required.? But the Demiurge is not engaged in thinking Forms universally,
for if he were, then the Forms, once again distinct from the intentional
objects of the thinking, would need another ontological ground. The De-
miurge just is what Beauty and Circularity are. This bald statement of the
Platonic position is in serious need of exegetical and philosophical defense.

But for now, I note only in passing, again, that the theory of Forms as
explanatory entities cannot without irreparable distortion be ripped out of
its larger context which includes the Demiurge and, ultimately, the Idea of
the Good.

The conflict between Platonism and Naturalism can be usefully viewed
along the axis of explanatory adequacy. Naturalism is in principle commit-
ted to explanations within the mature sciences. These are explanations for
various phenomena. Herein, explanatory adequacy indicates an explanans
for which it would be a sort of category mistake to take as itself requiring
another explanans of the same sort as itself. Thus, the items proposed as
adequate explanations in biology may well require or admit of explanations
within chemistry or physics, but their claim of adequacy means that they
are foundational. In every case, the hallmark of explanatory adequacy is an
entity in nature whose nature it is, roughly, to cause the sort of phenomena
that are in need of explanation. A biological process like parturition is, ul-
timately, explained by the nature of cells whose activity it is that causes the
explanandum. From this perspective, the equations that comprise math-
ematical laws do not themselves ever explain; rather, they describe in quan-
titative terms the processes themselves whose real explanation is the nature
of the things causing or undergoing these processes.

It is the existence of phenomena that Naturalism seeks to explain by the
things that, owing to their natures, produce the phenomena. The existence
of these things themselves might be in need of explanation, but explana-
tory adequacy is only obtained if the new explanans is not the same sort of
thing as the explanandum. Thus, if the existence of organic entities on this
planet is in need of explanation, then the explanation cannot be found
in other organic entities. Presumably, the inorganic or nonorganic will be
needed to explain the organic by its operations. And of course if this expla-
nation is not to be empty, then there must be something about the nature

20. See Perl (1999, 352), who identifies the Form with “the common nature” and infers
from this that, since the common nature is the nature of many instances, the Form cannot
exist without instances. But this inference is a non sequitur since (a) a Form is distinct from
its “common nature” and (b) the common nature is not a generalization from instances. Plato
holds that this nature is found in the eternal intellect that is the Demiurge. It is true that all
Forms are instantiated owing to the goodness of the Demiurge, but this is not equivalent to
saying that the common nature is just what is found in the instances.
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of the inorganic that enables it to produce the organic by the manifestation
of that something. In principle, then, explanatory adequacy must end up
with one or more entities the existence of which cannot in principle be
explained. A singularity, say, either provides an ultimate Naturalistic expla-
nation or not. But if it does not, that cannot be because the true ultimate
explanation is another singularity™.

At this point, the proper Naturalistic position is to insist that the exist-
ence of the singularity cannot be explained because there is no possible
explanation for it.* There is no more an explanation for that than there is
for the nature of anything. Asking for an explanation for the existence of
anything is illicit just in the way that asking why anything has the nature it
has is illicit. But this position is vulnerable in a fairly obvious way. For ex-
planations are habitually sought for the existence of phenomena, whereas
in this case the existence of the explanans cannot be explained. But the
existence of some nature is only beyond explanation if its existence belongs
to its nature, that is, if it is a necessary existent. If this supposed necessity is
logical necessity, then there would have to be something about the nature
that made its nonexistence an impossibility. But whereas organic inorganic
molecules or viviparous ovipars seem to be impossibilities, it is very difficult
to see why the nonexistence of anything in nature would ever be thought to
be an impossibility. If the supposed necessity is physical necessity, then this
is because there is something about the nature that makes it impossible to
do or to be anything other than its nature allows. But this is not at all differ-
ent from implicit logical necessity.

If the existence of some nature explains the existence of a certain phe-
nomenon, one might consider asking why the claim that the explanans
does not require an explanation is not a violation of the principle that a
true explanation cannot explain if it is the same sort of phenomenon as the
explanandum. Perhaps the reply is that it is not the existence of the explan-
ans that does the explaining, but the nature of it. Accordingly, it does not
beg the question to hold that the existing explanans explains the existence
of the explanandum. Unfortunately, however, no nature as such explains
anything, since the nature is what it is whether it exists or not. It is only the
existing nature that can explain. Indeed, the putative explanation may be
described as the phenomenon consisting of the operation of an existing
nature producing the existing phenomenon that is the explanandum. In
short, explanatory adequacy within a Naturalistic framework guarantees
explanatory inadequacy. Of course, one might concede that such explana-
tory inadequacy is irrelevant to Naturalistic purposes. It is enough to ad-
duce such explanations as may be sought within the confines of the mature

21. E.g., Dennett (2006, 244) holds that the universe creates itself ex nihilo which, I take
it, is equivalent to saying that it needs no explanation other than itself.
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sciences and their elementary entities.? Is this, though, any different from
saying that the realm of ultimate explanatory adequacy is in principle closed
to Naturalism? If the answer is no, then the realm of ultimate explanatory
adequacy is, as Plato suggests in Phaedo, the realm of philosophy. Regarding
the existence of anything that does not exist necessarily, ultimate explana-
tory adequacy is in principle unavailable to the Naturalist insofar as she is
wedded to methodological Naturalism, the view that all explanantia must
be empirically available and so the sorts of things that cannot be necessarily
existent themselves.

4.2. Eternity and Time

The stark opposition between Platonism and Naturalism is nowhere more
evident than in the account that each gives of eternity and time. For a Nat-
uralist, eternity is at most a purely abstract conception. Whether time is
considered part of the four-dimensional complex that exhausts the world
entirely or whether time is considered a dimension independent of the oth-
er three, anything considered eternal is simply a temporal or temporalized
item abstracted from its temporal dimension. Thus, it might be conceded
that 5+3=8 is an eternal truth, but only in the anodyne sense that it is the hy-
postasized, detemporalized result of a temporal act or statement or proposi-
tion.”® It is trivially true that if all that exists is a four-dimensional matrix or
a three-dimensional matrix that is “in” time, then there could be no eternal
or atemporal entities that are the truth-makers for certain propositions.

By contrast, not only does Plato sharply distinguish temporal from atem-
poral being, but he asserts the ontological priority of the latter to the for-
mer. Indeed, it is a central tenet of Platonism that whatever is qualifiable by
a temporal predicate is in some way only an image of that which is eternal.
The existence of the eternal and its ontological priority is probably Plato’s
innovation, although it has been argued that Plato’s great predecessor Par-
menides had a notion of eternity.?* The clear announcement of both the

22. See Ritchie 2017 on the “causal joint problem,” that is, on the problem of how a super-
natural principle of all could interact causally with the natural world. The Platonic position
is not that the first principle explains physical regularities or natural laws generally. It is the
existence of these that it is needed to explain.

29. Presumably, the concession regarding mathematical truth is owing to the supposition
that such truth is acausal because the truth-makers for these truths are nonspatial and nontem-
poral. See, e.g., Balaguer 1998; Azzouni 2004; Leng 2010; and Colyvan 2010.

24. See Owen 1966a. The issue is whether Parmenides recognized pure atemporal be-
ing or whether he was only thinking of perpetual unchanging duration. Tardn (1979) argues
forcefully against Owen that he is wrong in thinking that Parmenides conceived of the former
rather than merely the latter. It does not matter for my purposes who is right here, though
I suspect that Taran is.
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existence and priority of eternal being to the temporalizable comes in the
famous passage in Timaeus on the generation of time itself.

When the father [i.e., Demiurge] who had generated [the cosmos] saw it in
motion and living, a representation of the everlasting gods, he was delighted
and considered how to make it even more like its model. Since the model was
itself an everlastingly Living Animal, he tried to make this universe like it as
much as was possible. The nature of the Living Animal was to be eternal, but
it was not possible to attach this property completely to that which was gener-
ated. Instead, he had the idea of making the cosmos a moving image of eter-
nity, and simultaneous to his arranging the heavens, he made of the eternity
that remains a unity an everlasting image proceeding according to number to
which, of course, we have given the name “time.”?

There are many things in this passage that deserve extended treatment.
First, however, there is the philological point about the vocabulary of time
and eternity. In this passage, Plato uses two words apparently synonymously.
The words are aidviog (“eternal”) and didiog (“everlasting”). Neither word
is used prior to Plato for that which is outside of time altogether. But here
Plato wants to make a distinction between that to which no temporal predi-
cate can literally apply and that which is everlasting, that is, without begin-
ning and without end. Both are implicitly distinguished from that which
does have a beginning and an end.?® The word dei (“always”) is used by
Plato in Timaeus and elsewhere for both that which is eternal (because it
is derivatively everlasting) and that which is primarily everlasting and so
temporal.27 Nothing that has a beginning, middle, and end can be dei. The

25. Tim. 37C6-D7: 'Qg 8¢ xwvnbev avtd kai (v évonoev tdv ddiov Oedv yeyovog Gyodpo O
yevvnoag matip, Nyacon te kol evepavOeig £t o1 pdAAov Spotov mpog TO TopddEypa ETEVONCEV
amepydoachat. kaBdmep odv adTOd TUYYAVEL (PoV @idlov dv, Kol TOde TO MV oBTmg £ig SHvapy
émeyeipnoe T010DToV AmoTEAEIV. 1) Pév 0DV Tod {Hov PUGIS EThyyovey 0DG 0idViog, kol ToDTo uév &
T YEVWINTP TAVTEADG TPOGATTELY OVK TV SUVATOV- EIK® & EmEVOEL KIVNTOV TIve, aidVOg TTotfjoat, Kol
Srakooudv Ga 00pavov Tolel HEVoVTog aidVog €V Evi kat' apBuov iodoav aidviov gikdva, Todtov dv
& xpovov ovopdropev. The ontological priority of the eternal to the temporal entails and is en-
tailed by the explanatory asymmetry of the eternal and the temporal. To consider the eternal
as abstracted from the temporal inverts this order. Forms can only be ultimate explanations if
they are eternal. If they are in time, they are subject to change and therefore unsuitable as the
sort of explanantia that Plato has in mind.

26. See Archer-Hind (1888, 121n6), who saw the distinction clearly. Also A. E. Taylor 1928,
186-187, who makes the important point that if something is eternal, then of course it can be
said to be everlasting in the sense that at any time, it can be said to exist. But if something is
everlasting, it does not follow that it is eternal; indeed, it follows that it is not outside of time.
So the sense in which the eternal is everlasting is derivative; since we cannot infer from the
fact that something is everlasting that it is eternal, we can infer the opposite. Also Cherniss
1962, 211-213.

27. See Tim. 27D6-28A4, 38A2; Phd. 78D5; Rep. 610E10-611A2, etc. Whittaker (1968,
135-138) cites a number of places in the dialogues where dei, aidviog, and @idiog are used for
that which is infinite in duration as opposed to being outside of time altogether including 7im.
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cosmos itself, though generated, can be said to be always because there is
no time at which it is not. Its generation is not “in time” since time was actu-
ally generated after it.

The philological disarray is, in my view, the result of the fact that the
fundamental distinction Plato wants to make is intended to exclude what
we might suppose is a real possibility, namely, that something should have
infinite duration without change. It seems entirely benign to say that even
if Beauty does not otherwise change, still it is temporalized in the sense that
it existed yesterday and that it will exist tomorrow. In short, it perdures,
perhaps without beginning and without end. What are Plato’s grounds for
denying this possibility?

The principal feature of intelligibles owing to which they are said to be
eternal is that they are unqualifiedly unchanging, where “unchanging” fol-
lows from being exempt from “becoming” altogether.”® The cosmic image
is ai®viog, but not perfectly (mavtehdc) so. This use of “perfectly” puts us
in mind of “perfect being (10 mavtekdg dv)” from Republic® By contrast,
the sensible is simultaneously “being and not being (givot e kai pf givat).”
Hence, the moving image has being in a diminished way just because it is
always changing or becoming in some respect. The things in the intelligible
world are typically described by Plato as dei katd tovta £xev (“always being
self-identical”).*® That is, even though they can be in some sense composite,
they do not have the compositeness of that which has parts outside of parts,
namely, the compositeness of bodies.?! Because sensibles are composed in
this way, they have scattered being (ckedoot ovoia) in contrast to the un-
divided being (dpepiotr ovoin) of Forms. Whatever is generated is neces-
sarily susceptible to change because its being is scattered.*® But why should

28A; Phd. 79A6-11; Rep. 611E2-3; Symp. 211A1, B1-2 (dei); Tim. 37D2, 7, (aidviog); and Tim.
37C6, 40B5 (Gidog).

28. See Tim. 27D5-28A1: 1i 10 dv del, yéveowv 8¢ ovk Eyov, kol Ti TO yryvopevov pév dei, dv 88
ovdénote (that which is always being, not having a generation and that which is always gener-
ated, never having being). There is a textual issue here, but little doubt I think about the
sense of the passage. See Cornford (1987, 98n1, 102), Whittaker (1968, 1969), and Robinson
(1979), all of whom argue that Plato does not in Timaeus clearly distinguish the unqualifiedly
atemporal from that which has infinite, changeless duration.

29. Rep. 477A3.

30. See, e.g., Phd. 78D1-3, 80B1-2; Rep. 479A2-3, E7-9; Phil. 58A2, 59C5; and Tim. 38A3—4,
52A1. Luchetti (2014, 199-237) has a penetrating discussion of the derivation of eternity from
unchangingness. See also Brisson 1998, 129-130. Aristotle, DC A 9, 279a18-22, thinks that it
is changelessness that merits the use of the term aidv, although his use of the term seems to
indicate limitless duration rather than atemporality.

31. See Tim. 38A5-6, B6-7 on the necessary connection between being in time and being
a body. On bodies as instruments of time, see 38C3-5, 42D5.

g2. Tim. 37A5, 35A1-2.

33. The conceptual link between having scattered being and being changeable is being
generated. What has scattered being is generated by being composed, parts outside of parts,
that is, parts affer parts in generation. Think of the product of a three-dimensional printer.
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we suppose that something cannot just be exempt from change except in
the innocent sense in which we can use a succession of temporal predicates
of it? That Plato does not mean this is clear from a later passage in Timaeus
where he distinguishes between that which is generated, that of which we
can say “was,” “is,” and “will be,” from that which is eternal of which we can
only say “is,” so long as we do not think this is the “is” that belongs with
“was” and “will be.”* If, indeed, Plato is in Timaeus using, perhaps for the
first time, a sense of “is” with no implication of “was” or “will be,” it is worth
trying to understand why.

We have already seen why Plato situates in the intelligible world the ulti-
mate explanatory framework for the sensible world. If the intelligible world
had duration such that “was” and “will be” could be correctly said of it, then
there must be some measure or reference point by which these predicates
can be correctly applied. If there were no such measure, then there would
be no way of telling the difference between “was” and “will be” which is as
much as to say that the “is” that implies these would not be applicable. But
for there to be a measure of duration for the intelligible world, this meas-
ure must be prior to that which it measures, prior in the sense in which a
determinable is prior to that which is determinant. Since there can be noth-
ing prior to the intelligible world, there can be no such measure. Of course,
we can use the measure by which we measure the passage of time in the sen-
sible world indirectly for the intelligible world.?® Thus, we say that yesterday
the Form of Beauty explained the beauty in Helen and this is exactly what it
will do tomorrow. But to do this is no more than to say that we need to ap-
peal to Being to explain becoming or the eternal to explain the temporal.
The intelligible world has duration only in the sense according to which
the sensible world which does have duration can be continuously related to
that which explains the being of that which is essentially becoming.*

This is why that which is outside of time completely cannot be older or younger than itself,
Tim. 38A2-3. Sensibles become older by leaving their past; they become younger by having
parts that come to be after other parts. Thus, it is younger than what it was owing to its
new parts. This is particularly evident if we include temporal predicates in the profile of any
sensible.

34. Tim. 37TE1-38B5. See A. E. Taylor 1924, 188-189; Patterson 1995a; and Patterson
1985b, 90-92. Patterson makes the important point that if the cosmos is an image of the Liv-
ing Animal, that means it is not a duplicate of its model. Since the cosmos is in time, the model
cannot be in time in any sense, including changeless duration.

35. The regular motion of the planets measures time. See Tim. 38E-39E. See Mohr 2005,
56-60, on the planets as “clocks.”

36. As Plotinus will show, this fact means that while the sensible world is really related to
the intelligible world, the reverse is not the case. See 6.8 [39], 17.25-27. Cf. 8.22, 11.32; 1.7
[54], 1.16-17. If the intelligible world were really related to the sensible, then participation
would be characterized by simultaneity. So when Helen participates in Beauty, Beauty is simul-
taneously being participated in. But if this is so, then “was” and “will be” can be predicated
of Beauty as indexed by the duration of Helen’s beauty. This is precisely what Plato seems to
want to deny.
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The only modalities applicable to the intelligible world are eternity and
necessity; by contrast, the sensible, changing world is temporal and con-
tingent. Necessity follows from “always being self<identical.” Contingency
follows from the applicability of “was,” “is,” and “will be.” Even if there is
something such that there never was nor never will be a time when we can-
not say of it that it “was,” “is,” and “will be,” contingency alone is the modal-
ity within which we are able to refer to it. This follows from the nature of
explanation laid out in Phaedo. For any sensible, the intelligible world will
be the locus of the explanation for its nature and existence. Thus, Plato’s
identification of the intelligible world as providing the subject matter for
philosophy, provides us with another way to demarcate Naturalism and Pla-
tonism. The former deals only with the contingent; the latter only with the
necessary.*’

Because the intelligible world is exclusively the realm of the necessary,
all relations among eternal entities are internal relations.* That is, no one
entity can exist without all the others, since all the others are constitutive
of what each is.* This eternal complexity sheds additional light on what it
means for an ultimate explanation to be ttikavov. No Form can by itself serve
as an ultimate explanation since it is intrinsically complex. The intercon-
nectedness of the elements of its complex nature are not self-explanatory.
The first principle of all must transcend such complexity. That is, in part,
why the Idea of the Good is the One. By contrast, all the relations in the sen-
sible world are external. It is true, of course, that the internal relatedness
of Forms is reflected in the sensible world such that, for example, anything
that is five is odd or anything that is crimson is darker than anything that is

37. See Bealer (1987), who argues that the boundary between philosophy and empirical
science is set by the distinction between the necessary and the contingent. As Bealer contends,
even if it is the case that empirical science is needed for us to understand the necessity that, say,
water is H20, if this is a necessary truth, it is because of the nature of water. And the nature of
water, according to Plato, is eternally what it is. The nature of water is like the nature of trian-
gularity, eternally unchangeable. To the extent that Plato wants to mathematize all Forms, the
analogy is of course strengthened. If it is indeed possible that eternal water appears phenom-
enologically different from the way it appears to us, this is a function of the factor outside of
the causal scope of the intelligible world, namely, the Receptacle and its contents prior to the
imposition of intelligibility on it by the Demiurge. See Turnbull 1988 for some useful remarks
on Forms understood as pure mathematical structures.

38. See Men. 81C9-D3 where the internal relatedness of all the Forms is already presup-
posed. See Luchetti 2014, 45—46.

39. See Shapiro 2000, 258: “The number 2 is no more and no less than the second posi-
tion in the natural number structure; and 6 is the sixth position. Neither of them has any
independence from the structure in which they are positions, and as positions in the structure,
neither number is independent of the other.” Note the implicit derivation of the cardinals
from ordinals here. This is a view congenial to the Platonic metaphysical account of the being
of numbers as hierarchically derivative.
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pink. But the derivative nature of this internal relatedness is evident in the
hypothetical nature of such claims when made about particular sensibles.*’

If the items in the intelligible world are unchanging in their identities,
how are they then supposed to enter into the explanations that Anaxagoras
failed to conceive of and Socrates resolved to pursue? A seductively simple
answer is provided by a straightforward reading of Timaeus itself. The De-
miurge infuses the precosmic chaos with intelligibility by using shapes and
numbers.* He does this because he wants the sensible world to be as good
as possible, that is, to be like the Living Animal which somehow contains all
that is intelligible. Either this means that the Demiurge is in time or it does
not answer the question. But the Demiurge cannot be in time—except in
the sense in which the eternal is in time, that is, at any time, it can be said
to exist—since he is the creator of time.* In that case, the operation of the
Demiurge is as much of a mystery as is the operation of the Forms on whose
eternity Plato insists.

What is required is a distinction between change (petoffoAr}) and motion
(kivnoig) and an argument that the latter does not entail the former.*® In

40. So Tim. 30D1-31A1: 1® yap T@V vOOLUEVOY KOAMGT® Kol KOTd ThvTo TEAED paMoTa odTOv
0 0e0¢ opowdcot Bovinbeig Ldov Ev opatdv, Tave™ doa avTod Kotd PUGY cuyyevi) {da Evtog Exov
£avtod, cuvéomnoe (For the god, wishing to make the world most nearly like that intelligible
thing which is the best and in every way complete, fashioned it as a single visible living animal,
containing within itself all living beings whose nature is of the same order). Aristotle’s so-called
Square of Opposition clearly demonstrates the point: An A proposition entails an I proposi-
tion just as an E proposition entails an O proposition. But I and O propositions are expressed
hypothetically or in terms of de dicto necessity, as opposed to de re necessity. See Post. An. A 24,
86al2. See Schaffer (2010b), who argues that all concrete things are internally related. What
he calls “priority monism” is the sum of all the things in the universe. These are internally re-
lated because they are integral parts of the whole. Schaffer argues for the internal relatedness
of all things in the sensible world, principally on the basis of their causal interconnectedness
and spatiotemporal relatedness. Schaffer (2010a, 344n3) rejects Platonism and so would reject
the defense of the internal relatedness of sensibles as derived from that of separate intelligi-
bles. For Plato, however, the nonintelligible Receptacle is the irremovable impediment to the
internal relatedness of the paradigms being unqualifiedly represented in their images. One
way of seeing the sharp divide between these two views is that Plato allows for chance (tvyn)
and Schaffer does not. Chance is a function of the nonintelligible receptacle. In Schaffer’s
monism, since everything is internally related, there can be no chance. The Stoics are the an-
cient Naturalists who come closest to this position. The permanent possibility of chance in the
sensible world is derived from a property of the imagistic nature of sensibles.

41. Tim. 53B5. As A. E. Taylor 1928, 358, notes, numbers (dpiBuoi) include ratios or formu-
las as well as integers. Geometrical shapes are determined by such numbers according to the
theorems of analytic geometry.

42. The disorderly motion in the Receptacle clearly exists independently of the Demiurge.
If that motion is taken to be in time or measurable by time, then in some sense the Demiurge
must also be in time. But since Plato wants to defend the existence of a sort of motion that is
apart from change and therefore not in time, it seems that the disorderly motion is another
sort of motion that is not in time, even though it is ceaselessly changing.

48. At Parm. 162C2, petaBolr is taken to be a species of kivnoig, leaving open the possibil-
ity that there should be another species of motion that does not involve change. Tim. 38A3
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addition, if only that which changed is temporalized, then the possibility
emerges that the atemporal and unchanging motion of the intelligible can
somehow be adduced to explain the presence in the sensible world of such
intelligibility that it has.** It might be thought that to infer the existence of
motion in the intelligible world on the basis of the thinking activity of the
Demiurge is a mistake since it is at least possible to interpret all these refer-
ences as mythological. But it is also possible to interpret these references
as mythological only in the sense that they represent atemporal activity as
temporalized, for example, when the text says that the Demiurge “having
calculated, he discovered (Loyioauevog odv nbpiokev).” The Demiurge acts
on the cosmos because of his goodness and his knowledge of the Living
Animal. These acts occur without the motion that is measured by time. But
to exclude these from motion altogether, that is, atemporal motion, is to be
committed to the view that the entirety of the description of the Demiurge
is mythological. This possibility, frequently embraced by scholars, dwindles
in plausibility in light of the famous passage in Sophist in which motion is
specifically attributed to the intelligible world. “Are we really going to be so
easily persuaded that motion, life, soul, and thought have no place in that
which is completely real; that it has neither life nor thinking, but stands
immovable, holy and solemn, devoid of intellect?”*® Here, I do not want
to dwell on the interpretative issue of whether “the completely real” refers
to the intelligible world—as it does in Republic—or whether Plato is now
extending its use to the sensible world such that the attribution to it of the
life, and so on, that it indubitably already has would seem to be entirely
pointless. Rather, I want to focus on the question of why Plato would want
to insist—if indeed that is what he is doing—on the cognitional life of the
intelligible world.

Briefly, the explanations provided by Forms in Phaedo are first, the simple
hypothesis that something is f because it participates in F-ness and second,
more elaborately, that something is f because it participates in G-ness and
G-ness always brings with it F-ness. Therefore, we can say that something
is hot because it participates in Hotness or, better, that it is hot because it
participates in Fire and Fire always brings with it hotness. The extremely im-
portant point of these homey examples is that somehow or other the Form
of Fire and the Form of Hotness must be necessarily connected or internally

describes intelligibles with the adverb dxwitog. This does not contradict the claim that there
is xivnoig in the intelligible world, for what is here being denied of intelligibles is that it has the
type of motion such that “was” and “is” and “will be” can be said of it.

44. As Scolnicov 2017 shows, Plato’s atemporal teleology is essentially hierarchically or-
dered and it is reflected in the sensible world insofar as that is possible.

45. Tim. 30B1, 4-5.

46. Soph. 248E6-249A2: Ti 8¢ npdg A1g; dg aAn0dG kivnow ko {omv Kol yuyiv Koi epdévnow 1
pading tewdnoouedo 1@ Tavtehds Gvt un mopeival, pnde Civ adtd Pnde epoveiv, AL GEUVOV Kol
dylov, vodv ovk Eyov, axivntov 010 ivar. See Perl 1998; and Gerson 2006.
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related such that whatever participates in the one necessarily participates in
the other. But the Forms are supposed to be “monads (povédeg)” and “in-
composites (dovvOeta).” How, then, is it possible for them to be eternally
necessarily connected? Plato returns to this puzzling fact again in Sophist
where he speaks about the “association of Forms (kowwvia t@v €d@®v),”
their “plaiting (cvmhokn),” and “their being mixed with each other neces-
sarily forever (cupperyvopévo unv éxeivorg €€ avaykng det).”*

It is not too difficult to see how cognitive motion has a role to play in
solving this puzzle. Indeed, it is very likely that in Sephist the introduction of
cognitive motion a few pages prior to the various descriptions of the Forms’
interconnectedness is intended at least to indicate this. The general point
is made by Aristotle. A and B can be one in being (givat) but two in essence
or account (Adyoc).* For example, teaching and learning. The relevant
point here is that accounts are cognitional activities. The important lesson
is that what is one in reality is multiple in the intellect.*® This is also true for
knowledge (émotun) in which one intellectually sees that the subject of a
proposition and its commensurately universal properties are one in real-
ity but multiple in their account.”” Along the same lines, the very idea of a
Aoyog of a Form implies complexity, though not in the Form in itself, but in
the one providing or grasping the A6yog.”

It seems clear that Plato needs an intellect to think that what is one in
reality is yet multiple. Therefore, Hotness and Fire are hypothesized as one
in reality but multiple in their intellection. Since Forms are unchangeable
in their identity and atemporal and so necessarily interconnected if they
are interconnected at all, the guarantor of their eternal interconnectedness
must be an intellect that is equally unchangeable and atemporal. For if it
were possible that the intellect were temporal and so changeable, it would
be possible that it should not think the necessary interconnectedness of the
Forms, in which case that interconnectedness would not be necessary.” On
this interpretation, what is “one in being” is intelligible Being itself. But it

47. See Soph. 254Dff. Also 245B7—C3 for Being as £&v-6dov (one-whole), meaning a whole
of parts.

48. See, e.g., Aristotle, Phys. I" 3, 202b16-22. Plato makes the identical pointat Lg. 895E5-8,
where the name of something and its definition have the identical referent.

49. It is important for Aristotle and Plato and for many other issues treated in this book
that the locus of “manyness” be an intellect, which is uniquely possessed by rational beings
and not in the senses, possessed by animals as well. For both Plato and Aristotle, a nonhuman
animal is incapable of thinking that teaching and learning are one in reality though two in
their account precisely because no animal is rational or has Adyog. Without Adyoc, it cannot
“externalize” its putative rationality in a Adyog.

50. On knowing as seeing, see Beierwaltes 1957, 65-66.

51. See Phd. 78D1: adt 1 ovoio fig Adyov didopev tod eivor (the essence itself of whose being
we give an account). Cf. Tim. 35B2; and Rep. 531C9-D4, 532A1-D4.

52. See Crat. 440B4—C1 which seems to be making this point or at least assuming it. Cf.
Phd. 7T6E5-7; and Phdr. 247E1-2.
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is also multiple in the eternal intellection of it. Here, we have yet another
reason why only that which is absolutely simple and “sufficient” for explana-
tion must be “above” ovsia or Being, that is, the Being with ovsio.” Being
is a “one-whole” or a “one-many.”* It has the unity of a whole or many. But
that wholeness or manyness is identical with the thinking or cognition of it.

In Aristotle’s example of two things being one in reality but two in Adyog,
there is a clear distinction between reality and thinking. But applying this
distinction to the Demiurge and his eternal cognitive identity with Forms is
more complicated.” For the thinking is, so to speak, both on the metaphys-
ics side and on the epistemological side. The reality, analogous to the real
identity of teaching and learning, is at the least a complex identity such that
we can say that the Demiurge is cognitively identical with the entire array
of Forms.’® And these Forms must be many, but not just quoad nos. I shall
return to what sense can be made out of a reality that is eternally one-many.
For now, I shall only point out that the cognitive identity of Demiurge and
Forms is not the same thing as our embodied thinking of intelligible reality.
This is something we do with Adyol. The “manyness” of the elements of a
proposition representing eternal reality is not the manyness of the Forms
eternally cognized by the Demiurge. Therefore, my account of a mathemat-
ical theorem represents as conceptually complex what is in reality unified,
although the unity is not and could not be unqualified unity. Eternal Being
has a unity, a minimally complex unity perhaps, that is distinct from the
absolute unity of the first principle of all.*”

On this interpretation, intellect and Forms are cognitively identical in
reality but distinguishable quoad nos. To be aware of our own intellect, as
when we are self-reflexively aware of a unity amid some diversity, is implic-
itly to be aware of the Forms that are in fact cognitively identical with that
intellect of which we are images. I would suggest that recollection may be
understood as our making actual this implicit awareness. But there is an
insuperable bar to our thereby having embodied knowledge. It is that we

53. See Halfwassen 2004.

54. Cf. Phil. 16C9-D7 where each single Form is shown in dialectic to be a many (moAAG).
Its oneness does not contradict its manyness for it is not many in the sense in which it is one.
What is true for each Form is true for the generic Form Being. See Cornford (1934, 263-273),
who makes some useful albeit misleading remarks on this, especially on the containment of
all Forms by the Kind Being.

55. The term “cognitive identity,” as distinct from “formal identity” indicates extensional
equivalence plus a real distinction between the thinking and the object thought.

56. See Halfwassen 2000, 50-62; Karfik 2004, 127-138; and Ferrari 2008, 98-102.

57. See Tim. 37D6 in reference to the Living Animal: pévovtog oidviog €v £vi (remaining
always in unity). This is so despite its manifest complexity, including Forms of all living things.
Again, the different sorts of unity are explored in the second part of Parmenides. In the second
hypothesis (142B5-143A1), the properties of a minimally complex unity are deduced. Here,
we get the a priori deduction of the most general or categorical Forms, such as Identity, Differ-
ence, Sameness, Number, and so on.
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can only think the identities-in-diversity representationally, in words, even
“mentalese” or in images. And to do this requires a temporalized existence.
To see that 5+3=8 is not to do what an eternal intellect does eternally. But
doing this in a temporalized manner does give us an intimation of eternity.
And the difference between, on the one hand, seeing 5+3=8 as an eternal
truth eternally cognized as a unity-in-diversity in an eternal intellect and, on
the other, seeing it as an abstraction from the temporal is that in the former
case we see that it is an eternal truth, whereas in the latter case its truth is
purely stipulative or tautologous. Therefore, it is only in the former case
that 5+3=8 could be an explanans since no tautology explains anything.*

Thus, the atemporal motion of an eternal intellect, what Plato calls
kivnoig vod (“motion of intellect”), is not the motion of any temporalized
being; it is, therefore, not subject to change.” It is exactly what Aristotle
describes by introducing the new term £vépysia (“activity”) to indicate what
the Unmoved Mover does, even though it is not so clear that the Unmoved
Mover is an eternal intellect.”” But even granting that the Demiurge must
be eternally active, we still have no explanation for his incursion into the
temporal, that is, for an activity that is not wholly removed from the tempo-
ral. In order to answer this question fully, we shall need to bring in the Good,
which I do in chapter 5. But here I briefly note the following. The Demi-
urge’s creation of time is posterior to the disorderly motion in the Recepta-
cle prior to the Demiurge’s intervention.® For this reason, the Demiurge’s
creative activity is circumscribed. In order to fully appreciate the causal role
of the Demiurge it will be necessary to see it as an instrument of the Good,
exactly in the way we saw earlier in this chapter how the Forms are instru-
mental to the ultimate explanatory role of the Good. The intellect of the
Demiurge is cognitively identical with the Forms, although what it is to be
an intellect is distinct from what it is to be a Form.

Naturalism cannot countenance eternity, especially the thought that that
which is eternal can have an explanatory role for the temporal. It is for this
reason, I suggest, that Naturalists are at best diffident about the patent suc-
cess of mathematics in explaining countless features of the sensible world.*
The diffidence is all the more egregious once we distinguish cause from
necessary condition and separate the latter from the causal explanation.

58. Those who hold that the truths of mathematics are analytic generally avoid the obvious
question of why mathematics works in the world, not just in the sense that we use it to make
predictions, but in the sense that we use it to explain. Analyticity is an antimetaphysical substi-
tute for necessity, indeed, for de re necessity.

59. See Lg. 897D3.

60. See Aristotle, Meta. A 7, 1072b26-27: 1| yap vob évépyeta {on, €kelvog 8¢ 1) évépyeta- (For
the activity of intellect is life, and [the Unmoved Mover] is that activity).

61. See Tim. 52D-53C on this disorderly motion which is a fact about the material on
which the Demiurge is constrained to operate.

62. See, e.g., Kitcher 1988.
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It is owing to eternal truths about mathematics, given physical conditions,
that things happen in nature in the only way they could happen as opposed
to the infinite number of ways they cannot. This is vividly evident in biology
and botany.” The eternal array of Forms expressed in the variety of nature
are not possibilia, but the eternal natures that explain possibilities, possibili-
ties actualized with the appropriate physical conditions. Since the Form of
Mouse is eternal, it is eternally present to the temporalized cosmos. When
the physical conditions for the evolution of a mouse allow, then a mouse
comes into existence. And it is no more plausible to deny that participation
in the Form of Mouse explains why this is a mouse than it is to deny that
mathematical laws explain aspects of organic morphology.

In this example, the Form of Mouse must be understood as a stand-in for
the paradigms of whatever real organic identities and differences there are.
If it turns out that, as many modern biologists hold, the notion of species
or biological essentialism is outmoded, then the Platonic paradigm is the
eternal explanation for the real irreducible possibilities in nature, whatever
these may be. That is, if it turns out that species are actually adventitious
collocations of simpler biological entities, say, protein molecules or amino
acids, then the Platonist will adduce Forms for these, the real explanations
for one protein molecule or one amino acid being irreducibly distinct from
another.

The causality of the eternal in relation to the temporal is best appreciat-
ed when we dwell on the omnipresence of the intelligible. Wherever there
is identity, sameness, and difference there is intelligibility. Thus, Being is
present everywhere and always. The immateriality and eternity of Being
means that it is not present at one time but not another nor present in one
place but not another. It is present and available to our cognitive powers
whenever and wherever there are the necessary conditions for its presence.
And the specificity of its presence—a mouse and not a rat—is determined
precisely by the presence of the necessary conditions for the one and not
the other. Assuming that the intelligibility in the sensible world is not an
arbitrary construct, it can only be explained by invoking eternal Being. The
omnipresence of eternal Being is as evident as is the omnipresence of math-
ematical truth. It is obviously question-begging to assert that the eternal has
no explanatory relevance to the temporal because causality is a temporal
phenomenon. The Platonic position is that, once that relevance is granted,
the intelligible must then inevitably become the focus in an explanatory
framework, reducing what was hitherto thought to be the sole locus of cau-
sality to the status of necessary condition.

Once the ubiquity of eternal complex Being is grasped, it is easy to un-
derstand why mathematics works, that is, why eternal mathematical truths

63. See Thompson 1945, 1094-1095, and the following epilogue; Denton 2016; and Wag-
ner 2017.
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explain why the sensible world is the way it is and not another way. These
mathematical truths are expressions or Adyor by embodied intellects of what
eternal Being is. Since, as Plato says, the eternal Being that is the array of
Forms owes its existence and variegated essence to the Good, understand-
ing eternal Being as derived from the Good is exactly what Socrates in his
autobiography longs to be able to do. With that understanding, it is possible
to have adequate explanations for the way the sensible world is. This is how
a mathematical explanation can be teleological.

4.3. Nominalism and Its Connection to Relativism

When Timaeus describes the composition of souls, including both the soul
of the universe and individual souls, he specifies their composition thus:

Between eternal being that is always in the identical condition and divisible be-
ing found in bodies, he compounded a third form of being from both. Again,
in the case of the nature of identity and difference, he followed the identical
procedure and made a compound midway between indivisible identity and
difference and divisible identity and difference found in bodies. Then, taking
the three, he compounded them into one form, forcefully mixing the nature
of difference with identity, hard as it was to make it be harmonious it, mixing
them with being and from the three making one.®

Setting aside for the moment the cosmological and even ethical significance
of this passage, I want to focus on the epistemological point that is being
made. As Timaeus goes on to explain, the soul’s composition enables it to
make judgments about being, identity, and difference among intelligibles
and among sensibles.” Thus, the theory about the soul’s composition is of-
fered to explain how it is that we are able to do what we manifestly are able
to do, namely, cognize identity, difference, and being. On the basis of this
cognition, we make further judgments about sameness and are thereby led

64. Tim. 35A1-8: Guepictov Kai Gel KoTd TadTe £r0VoNg ovoiag kai Tfg o mepl 6 cOHATA
YLyvouéving LEPIGTRG TPITOV £ GUQOTV &v HEGH GUVEKEPAGOTO OVGIOG £100C, Tfig TE TaDTOD PUGEMG [od
mépt] kai TG ToD £T€POV, Kol KATA TAVTO CUVEGTNGEY £V HEC® TOD TE AUEPODS AVTMV KoL TOD KOTO TOL
oopato peptotod- kol tpio Aafov avtd Svia cvvekephoato gig piav mavta id€av, v Batépov eHo
SvopeikTov 00Gav £ig ToNTOV GUVAPUOTTOVY Pigl.

65. See Tim. 37A2-B3. See Cornford 1937, 64-65n3, on the principle “like knows like.”
In Phd. 78B4-84B4, in the so-called affinity argument, Socrates argues that the soul is more
akin to immaterial Forms than it is to sensibles. I take “invisible (1dég)” as equivalent to “im-
material.” The argument, following the recollection argument, takes as proven that we have
knowledge, but that we could not have it unless our souls had a composition more akin to
Forms than to sensibles. And yet it is implicitly assumed that we can also have cognition of the
intelligible aspects of sensibles. The Timaeus description of the composition of the soul seems
to provide an explanation for the dual capacity of what is essentially immaterial.
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to posit separate Forms to account for the puzzling phenomenon of two or
more things being the same even though they are numerically different.®

The identity, difference, and being of the intelligible world are eternal
and they are a function of Being as necessarily a one (whole)-many. The
identity, difference, and being of the sensible world are temporalized and
are what we first encounter with our five senses and regarding which we
make predicative judgments. Because of the soul’s bipolar ability, it can
judge temporalized identity, difference, and being as deficient in relation
to intelligible paradigms.®” This deficiency, as we have seen, pertains to the
forms particularized in sensibles. The conditions for the manifestation of
Forms compromise the intelligibility of forms since these conditions suf-
fice for the manifestation of contrary forms. No combination of conditions
will amount to a cause or explanation for the truth of true predicative
judgments.

Plato makes substantial use of the ability we have to cognize identity,
difference, and being in the argument against Protagorean relativism in
his Theaetetus. He does this in the course of the larger examination of the
claim that knowledge (émotiun) is to be identified with sense-perception
(oioOnoig). The claim that knowledge is sense-perception has already been
shown to be in need of Protagorean relativism and Heraclitean flux theory
in order to meet the criteria laid down for knowledge at the beginning
of the argument: knowledge must (a) always be of what is and (b) it must
be inerrant (éyevdés).® In order for sense-perception to have a chance at
meeting these criteria, Plato adduces Protagoras and Heraclitus. Thus, only
if in sense-perception we attain what is and only if what is is what is always
becoming (for us), will sense-perception be knowledge.

Protagoras is represented as arguing that “human beings are the meas-
ure of all things, of what is that it is and of what is not that it is not.” But this
is only plausible if “what is and what is not” exist privately or subjectively
(ta 10war) . That is, this is only plausible if “what is” and “what is for me” are
identical. And this in turn is only plausible if “what is” is identical with the
result or product of an act of sense-perception (aicOnoic). Someone who
maintained that in sense-perception we attain to what is will no doubt agree

66. I take it that our ability to make predicative judgments is a variant on the judgments
of sameness among things that are different. If I judge that S is f, I am able to do this because
I can distinguish S from f, even though fis an aspect of the identity of S. From this, I can infer
that S that is f at t;is the same as S that is f at t, Judgments of sameness are always derived
from judgments of identity and difference.

67. This is the conclusion of the so-called recollection argument at Phd. 72E3-78B3.

68. Tht. 152C5-6. I translate ayevdég thus in order to be neutral between “true,” “incorrigi-
ble,” and “infallible.” In fact, in the course of the argument, all three senses will be deployed.
It will, however, turn out that only in the last sense can both criteria be met.

69. Tht. 166C4.
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that the objects of different sense modalities are different.” But then, no
sense modality is capable of making the judgment that both exist or have
being and that each is self-identical and different from the other.”™ The
strategy for the defeat of Protagoras is based on showing that we do make
judgments about the existence or being of the things we perceive and that
these things are self-identical and different from each other.” But these
judgments are not acts of sense-perception. And the objects of these judg-
ments are not, therefore, reducible to td i{dwx; rather, they are “common” or
“objective (t& kowd).”” For this reason, their being is not exhausted by the
result of any one act of sense-perception. That is the antirelativistic point.
Our ability to judge identity and difference is also the ability to judge
that two or more things are the same (6potov).™ But identity is not same-
ness. Thus, for example, the judgment of identity regarding a color or a
sound sensed is a judgment that the color or sound has an identity different
from any other but that on a different occasion, that identical color could
be found in another sense-experience which would be the same as the first
owing to the identical nature being encountered. Similarly, the judgment
of identity of any composite, say, something having a number of properties,
entails that we can make a judgment to the effect that those properties are
the same owing to the fact that they belong to the identical thing. To judge
that S at t is identical to S at t, entails that S-at-t, is the same as S-at-t, even

70. Thi. 184E8-185A2.

71. Contra: Aristotle, DAT 2, 426b14-15, says that we sense the difference (611 Stopépet)
between two sensibles of different sense modalities.

72. Thi. 185A4-12.

7%. Tht. 185E1. For reasons given above, I do not think that t& kowvé should be understood
to be universals. Universality occurs only in thinking. Universals are only a conceptual and
linguistic hypostatization of this activity. To understand t& kowé as universals is particularly
maladroit in the context of the argument, since the argument will conclude that any mode of
cognition, if it is going to be knowledge, must attain to extramental reality.

74. It is important that we do not understand 6powov (“same”) as “like” or “similar” or
“resembling” for these three terms do not and could not entail that there is some identical
nature or essence “over and above” them. If two things are merely like, nothing follows from
this; if they are like in a certain respect, then either they are merely like in that respect, in
which case still nothing follows since we do not know if they are more or less like two other
things that are like in the same respect or else their being like in some respect means that they
are the same in that respect, that is, the identical nature is present in them. Only in this case,
does the theory of Forms come in. So there are no grounds for understanding dpotov as “like”
in the first place. See Quine (1969, 69-90), who tries to explain sameness in terms of similar-
ity. The obvious problem with this is that similarity admits of degrees and since exact similarity,
i.e., sameness, is treated as a form of similarity not entailing identity, there is no criterion for
a degree of similarity. If, for example, we maintain that x is more similar to y than it is to z,
this must mean that it is more similar to y than is some w to y. But there can be no criterion
for determining whether or not this is so. Only if there is exact similarity that is equivalent to
sameness can degrees of similarity be scaled. And it is only exact similarity, synonymous with
sameness, that generates Forms. So we should understand Plato’s one-over-many argument to
start with the datum of sameness.
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though they cannot be identical since they have at least different temporal
properties. And their sameness entails that there be something identical in
virtue of which the claim to sameness can be made.

The main thrust of the argument is to the effect that thinking (Sidvota)
is different from sense-perception. If the proponent of the view that knowl-
edge is sense-perception must admit this, then it will turn out that relative
to sense-perception, only thinking attains to existence or being.” But it was
agreed that being must be attained if a candidate for knowledge is to be suc-
cessful for knowledge is of what has being. Note that even one who supports
the definition of knowledge as sense-perception must agree that knowledge
must attain being; but he is forced to equate being with becoming in sense-
perception in order to be able to claim that sense-perception is knowledge.

This simultaneous attack on nominalism and on relativism can be met
either by insisting that thinking is not different from sense-perception or by
insisting that it is not necessary or even possible to attain to being in order
to have knowledge where being is understood to be something kowvog and
not something i61o¢. The first alternative was, according to Aristotle, main-
tained by Empedocles, Parmenides, and Democritus.” Plato’s reason for
rejecting this view is, however, slightly different from Aristotle’s. Whereas
Aristotle argued that sense-perception is always true (dei 4An01g), while
thinking sometimes errs, Plato argued that judgments of identity and differ-
ence are implicit in claims to perceive anything and therefore the thinking
involved in judging cannot itself be sense-perception. For example, if one
judges that one is perceiving a sound and a color, it is not any sense that
makes this judgment. And surely it is possible to make such a judgment.
And the judgment assumes that the color and sound are different and that
each is self-identical.

What would it be like to deny that such judgments are even possible?
Presumably, the denial would amount to the claim that someone who says
he is making such a judgment is mistaken. But that would mean that the
two sensibles are not identical and not different and that they do not exist
or have being. But the intelligibility of such a denial presumes the possibil-
ity that the claim is not or could not be mistaken. Therefore, if it is possible
that someone is either mistaken or not mistaken in making a judgment
about sensibles, then thinking is not sense-perception.

This conclusion illuminates the response to the second objection. If one
does not need to attain being in order to have knowledge, then how are
we to assess the judgments of being, identity, and difference? Again, if it is

75. Tht. 186B11-C10.

76. See Aristotle, Meta. I' 5, 1009b12-28. Anaxagoras is in the same passage mentioned
as holding that things are as they are believed to be (bnordPwotv), which Aristotle perhaps
thinks is tantamount to the identification of sense-perception and thinking. Cf. DA T 3,
427a18-428a14, where Parmenides and Democritus are not mentioned.
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insisted that these judgments can be mistaken, then it is possible that they
are not, too. In either case, the judgment is true or false. And if this is so,
then it is difficult to see why a correct judgment is not to count as knowl-
edge. If it is admitted that true judgments do count as knowledge, then it is
also difficult to see how the word “knowledge” is being used when applied
both to sense-perception and to the true judgment. We have already seen
that the judgment is not an instance of sense-perception. Then, since sense-
perception is not a judgment, either sense-perception is knowledge for a
reason other than that it is a judgment or else it is not knowledge. The first
alternative would require that, although sense-perception does not attain
being, it is knowledge because it attains to something else, presumably be-
coming or nonbeing. It will be recalled that the original reason for propos-
ing that knowledge is sense-perception was that sense-perception attains to
becoming and being is just becoming. Therefore, if it is agreed that being is
not becoming, then sense-perception’s claim to be knowledge is completely
undermined. But it is obscure, to say the least, what it would mean to agree
that becoming is not being but that attaining to becoming is knowledge.
The triad identity-difference-being contains the primary constituents
of thinking. This includes thinking about intelligibles as well as about
sensibles. The nominalist refuses to acknowledge the possibility that two
or more things can be the same, thereby entailing both that they are dif-
ferent (at least numerically) and that there must be a self-identical nature
of some sort distinct from them to account for this.”” Plato’s response to
this refusal in the Theaetetus passage is to dwell on our capacity to think
with these primary constituents. To claim that it is impossible for two or
more things to be the same because they would then be different and
so not the same, rests upon an error analogous to the error of equating
sense-perception with thinking. For the reason for insisting that if two or
more things are the same, they then cannot be different is that if they are
the same, they are identical and therefore not different. Thus, sameness
and identity are conflated. But then the above example of diachronic
judgments regarding S at t and S at t, would not even be intelligible
much less true.”® Once identity is distinguished from sameness, the pos-
sibility of making true or false judgments about sameness in difference

77. See Parm. 132A1-4.

78. It seems that the real problem is in supposing that identity is always strict or formal
identity, whereas Platonists will want to argue that identity is gradable. Gradable identity re-
moves the force of the claim that there is no conceptual space for sameness that is not identity.
Identity other than formal identity entails difference. Short of embracing radical or extreme
Heracliteanism, we can hardly deny our ability to cognize identity and difference and therefore
sameness. But an embrace of radical Heracliteanism certainly does not appear to be a promis-
ing principle for Naturalism, whose very idea of nature or physical reality requires identities
and differences. For the Platonist, the acknowledgment of even a single case of sameness
opens a door to the eternal intelligible world.
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reemerges. And with that possibility the argument for the impossibility of
there being such judgments disappears.

Plato construes the relativism of Protagoras in such a way that the rela-
tivist is forced to concede that thinking is irreducible to sense-perception.
The reason for this is that sense-perception by definition only attains to
what is {610¢ whereas thinking attains to what is kow6c. I have interpreted
this distinction as between that which is private or personal or subjective
and that which is public or interpersonal or objective. But it might well be
maintained that the distinction between sense-perception and thinking can
be retained without granting that the latter has that which is public, and the
like, as its objects. For example, one might say the following. Thinking is
an activity the currency of which is concepts. And concepts are not public.
In fact, they are anything but that. The relativist need not insist that sense-
perception and thinking are identical in order to be able to maintain that
thinking is as nonpublic as are the concepts with which thinking is done.
Therefore, when Protagoras or any other Naturalist who embraces relativ-
ism says, “Man is the measure of all things, of what it is that it is and of
what is not that it is not,” he need not be committed to the apparently self-
contradictory position that man is the measure of that of which he cannot
be the measure, namely, that which is public, and so on.

The relativity of concepts (vorjpata), held to be irreducible to percepts,
which are themselves also relative, does not take into account Plato’s implic-
it distinction in the Theaetetus argument between concepts and the objects
of thinking. This is the distinction made above between form and universal.
The concept, or better, conceptualizing of form must be kept distinct from
form itself. Thus, to use Plato’s own example, hardness and softness are
cognized by the soul by touching something hard or soft.”” When someone
then says, “this is hard” and “this is soft,” she no doubt conceptualizes or
expresses with a concept the experience or the act of sense-perception. It is
possible to maintain that the expressions “this is hard” and “this is soft” are
as relativizable as are the experiences themselves. But in thinking or believ-
ing the proposition “this is hard” or “this is soft” one cognizes hardness or
softness. That is, one thinks the forms of hardness and softness universally.
This must be the case since “this is hard” goes beyond the sense-perception
of the hard thing; it goes beyond the mere report, “I am experiencing what
I am experiencing right now regardless of how I wish to characterize it.”
This is evident in my thinking that “this is hard” and “that is soft.” But these
expressions certainly involve universality or at least generality as distinct
from particularity. If, however, form is neither universal nor particular, the
form that is perceived by touch is identical to the form that is being thought
universally. The universality is expressed in a concept. But it is a mistake
to conflate the expression of the form universally with the form itself. The

79. Tht. 186B2—4.
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relativizing of concepts amounts to nothing more than the relativizing of
the expression of thinking. It is trivially true that concepts are relative be-
cause all thinking is by particular subjects and all thoughts or concepts are
properties of thinkers. But this does not entail that form is relative. And
that is what thinking is of, albeit always in a universal manner, a manner
whose expression can be legitimately held to be both distinct from sense-
perception and also private.®

Plato’s claim is in effect that whereas one’s concept or conceptual act can
be relative, the content of the concept is public. The reason why this claim
is rejected out of hand is that if concepts are relative, then conceptual con-
tent seems to be relative, too. This is because one assumes that the concept
occupies its own realm, namely, the realm of the personal or private. But
Plato maintains that conceptual content is just form cognized universally
and then hypostasized as if the mode of cognition had its own content be-
cause it is an independent or distinct entity. But that claim belies our con-
tact with the objects of sense-perception. For we do not just perceive them
but we think them as well. That is because in perceiving them, we perceive
form—particularized—and at the same time think form—universally. Even
if we insist that in saying “this is hard” and “this is soft” we are applying an-
tecedently acquired concepts, concepts that are private, to judge that “this
is hard” and “this is soft” is to think that the form we are experiencing falls
under those concepts or that these concepts apply to them. Only if we con-
flated thinking with perceiving could we maintain that thinking is relativ-
ized in its content. But maintaining that thinking is relativized in its content
is to confuse the expression of thinking with thinking itself, the content of
which is not the expression of the experience of that content.*’ One is only
tempted to do that if one thinks that content is particularized, as surely the
expression of the experience of content is. But if content is form, form is
neither particularized nor universal in itself. The content, therefore, could
not itself be particular.

Here is an experiment. Try to relativize the content of your concept of
circularity. Let us say that you do so by “personalizing” it, for example, by
endowing it with a unique location in your conceptual space via an ancient

80. The concept is a variation of the universal, the hypostasized act of thinking, which is
always cognition of form universally. Since this hypostatization is always expressed in language,
which is public, there is an almost irresistible tendency for us to move from “my concept of P”
to “the concept of P” where the latter is supposed thereby to attain some measure of objectivity.
Unfortunately, the passage from cognition of form universally to the objectivity of concepts
via language is fraught with difficulties, as Sellars, Davidson, and Quine, and many others have
noted. I am arguing that these difficulties are not Plato’s difficulties.

81. Plato says that thinking is internal speech or discourse. By “expression of thinking”
I mean an assertion or a doxastic state resulting from thinking. Whether one talks to oneself
silently or out loud, the expression is different from the thinking. See Duncombe 2016; and
Corcilius 2018.
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mnemonic technique. Say this is the particular printer on your desk. But in
doing this, all you succeed in doing is qualifying the universality of the con-
cept. You qualify the adverb “universally” so to speak. Thus, your concept of
circularity is stipulated to have its unique location in conceptual space. But
you have not succeeded in relativizing the form circularity, only the man-
ner in which you cognize it. What circularity is is independent of how we
cognize circularity even if it is necessarily true that we can never encounter
circularity except by cognizing it, universally in thinking and particularly in
sense-perception.

That form is neither particular nor universal in itself and that it is form
that we encounter in sense-perception is driven home in the continuation
of the argument. “But their being [hardness and softness] and the fact
that they exist and their contrariety and the being of their contrariety are
what the soul reveals itself as trying to judge altogether with respect to each
other.”® Plato is referring to judgments regarding the content of sense-
experience. Our ability to experience something as hard as opposed to soft
depends on our ability to think the forms of hardness and softness. And
it is only because these are forms that we can perceive them as particular-
ized and think them universally. Our ability to make judgments of their be-
ing, whether they exist as properties, and of what their contrariety consists
in depends on content belonging to form, not to concepts of form. One
might wish to conflate thinking with sense-perception, but that would be at
the cost of forgoing any sort of intersubjective communication, that is, any
dialogue. But insofar as thinking is, as Plato says, dialoguing with oneself,
the conflation of thinking with sense-perception is to forgo thinking, too.
Plato seems to assume that the only reason why one might even be remotely
tempted to take on this self-destructive position is that one is unable to
see that the particularization of form does not mean that form is particu-
lar. This inability to recognize the difference between form and form-as-
particularized is just what nominalism is. And nominalism’s twin is relativism.

Plato’s argument against relativism concludes with this line of reasoning:
we cannot attain the truth without attaining being; we cannot attain (tvygiv)
being by sense-perception; therefore, we cannot attain truth by sense-
perception. But if we cannot attain truth, we do not have knowledge.* I take it

82. Tht. 186B6-9: Trv 6¢ ye odoiav kai &tt €0TOV Kol THV EvavTiOTTA TPOG GAANA® KOl THV
ovcioy ab Tic &vavtidmrog ot 1) Woyn éraviodoa kol cupBdAiovsa mpdg SANAA Kpively Telpdital
TNHiv.

83. Tht. 186C7-D5. This interpretation is along the lines of Cooper 1970, though I do
not share Cooper’s conclusion that Plato in this argument intends to affirm the possibility of
knowledge of the sensible world. I assume that the referent of “being” in “attaining” being is
dialectical, meaning that can refer either to the intelligible world or to the sensible world so
long as cognition of being in the sensible world is infallible (cf. 152C5-6). But it turns out that
it cannot be so; attaining being means attaining to the intelligible world. See Gerson 2009,
44-55.
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that by this point in the argument, Plato already believes that he has shown
that sense-perception attains only to becoming, not being. But it is still
open to the relativist to insist that the connection between being and truth
is not unique. That is, there can be truth in sense-perception just insofar as
the perceiver reports her own sense-experience, or, what becomes for her.
Is not someone who says “this feels hard to me” saying something true?
I think Plato would reply that it is true as a report of how something appears
to me. But unless reality is reduced to appearance, the report does not at-
tain to the truth. The sense-perception itself is literally unintelligible.®* It is,
by definition, only of the particularized form with no separation from the
particularization. That is, the experience as such is nonrepeatable. Even to
consider its repetition is to bring in thought and to separate the form from
its particularization. I suspect that Plato’s connecting ovcio and dAnfeio is
because he is using the latter term in the sense of “ontological” truth. This
is what the Idea of the Good is said to provide to ovsiat in Republic.*> Truth
here is a relational property of intelligibles. It is that which makes them per-
spicuous or transparent to an intellect. It is what makes intelligibles “attain-
able.” By comparison, that which is unintelligible is that which is opaque to
an intellect. That is why, in Timaeus, the “Receptacle” is only graspable by a
sort of “bastard reasoning.”®® Therefore, without attaining to oVocia, there
is no cognition of anything intelligible. Without intelligibility, there can
be no thought. “Semantic” truth as a property of propositions is just the
expression of the ontological truth that is attained when being is attained.
Thought is the only way to attain being as opposed to becoming and so the
only way to attain truth.

The close connection between relativism and nominalism in Theaete-
tus is made evident in the argument against the claim that knowledge is
sense-perception.’” That is, if relativism is true, then knowledge could not
be possible since relativism only attains to what is id10g whereas knowledge
attains to what is kowég. If nominalism is true, then the judgments that have
been shown to be possible and to disqualify sense-perception from being

84. The term aicOnoig which like most -61¢ words in ancient Greek indicates a process of
some sort, can be used for what we would call the “raw sensation,” that is, the beginning of the
process or the result of the process where perceiving is usually conflated with “perceiving-as.”
I take it that Plato believes that only if Protagoras understands aicnoig in the former sense,
can his theory that knowledge is sense-perception have a chance of being defensible. So the
more the perceiver eschews contact with form that is kowvog, the more unintelligible the act of
sense-perception becomes.

85. See Rep. 508D10-E2.

86. See Tim. 52B2. The Receptacle is cognized even without sense-perception. This is be-
cause in sense-perception, there is a measure of intelligibility insofar as sensibles partake of
Forms.

87. Goodman (1978, 2-19) spells out the connection between his nominalism and “radical
relativism.” His idea of truth as relative to “world” and “world” as equivalent to “frame of refer-
ence” or “alternative descriptions” seems to be a close analogue to the position of Protagoras.
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knowledge would not be possible. Relativism, nominalism, and skepticism
understood as the denial of the possibility of knowledge are in this dialogue
mutually implicating. I take it that efforts to deny the mutual implication,
for example, by supporting nominalism and the possibility of knowledge
but denying relativism belong to the class of theories aiming at some sort of
rapprochement with Naturalism. It seems inevitable, however, that a stable
position can only be reached by discounting knowledge, that is, by denying
both that it is what Plato says it is and that it is possible for us to attain. In the
next section, I want to consider Plato’s arguments for holding that knowl-
edge is exactly what he says it is and that it is possible to attain.

4.4. The Nature and the Possibility of Knowledge

As we saw in the previous section, Plato gave us the criteria for knowl-
edge: knowledge must (a) always be of what is and (b) it must be inerrant
(yevdég). It might occur to one that it is somewhat suspicious that these
criteria are found in a dialogue that raises the question “What is knowl-
edge?” and ends by failing to find an answer to that question. The identical
criteria are, however, found in Republic.®® It will perhaps lessen the suspicion
to point out that these criteria may without distortion be taken hypotheti-
cally so that the three claimants to knowledge in the dialogue—sense-
perception, true belief, and true belief with an account (Adyog)—can be
examined and found wanting according to them. This would, of course, still
leave the criteria as hypothetical at the end of the dialogue, although since
the most obvious claimants to knowledge cannot meet them, the option of
finding knowledge elsewhere as opposed to amending the criteria seems
most promising. But the criteria are not adventitiously adduced, since they
are manifestly defining criteria, as are all the Adyot in the dialogues offered
by Socrates and his interlocutors.® If this were not so, then there would be
no basis for their being criticized. It is very difficult to see how, if (a) and
(b) above are defining criteria, they could be independently satisfied since
the unity of each object of definition precludes any “overlap.” And so if it
can be shown that either of the two criteria cannot be met without meeting
the other, then the possibility of amending the criteria seems even more

88. See Rep. 477B9-10 (knowledge is of what completely is, 10 navtedds 8v); and 477E6-7
(knowledge is infallible, avapdpntov).

89. That is, defining criteria for a real, as opposed to a stipulative, definition. Within the
context of “Socratic” definitions, the real criteria may be taken as a map for locating instances
of a Form. So if we had defining criteria for the Form of Piety, we could use this as a guide for
deciding whether or not a putative instance of Piety really was so. If multiple criteria were not
defining, then one could not tell from the presence of one criterion alone whether the Form
was present. It is surely not the case that with respect to eternal and immutable Forms that
are internally related, multiple defining criteria could be independently satisfied. What would
make such putative criteria defining rather than derived from the defining criteria?
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unattractive. For amending them would mean jettisoning both, with the
result that knowledge is of something other than what is and fallible or
capable of being errant.” But what fallible cognition of what is other than
what is would amount to, for Plato, fallible cognition of what is and what is
not simultaneously or becoming, in which case we return to supposing that
knowledge is true belief. But in that case we have to face Plato’s objection
that if knowledge just is true belief, then there is no difference between the
true belief adventitiously arrived at and the true belief with some sort of
justificatory basis.

Apart from the dialectical argument that the most plausible claimants to
knowledge cannot actually be knowledge according to the hypothesized cri-
teria, Plato does in fact offer a transcendental argument for the definition
of knowledge as the inerrant cognition of what is which is at the same time
an argument that we do in fact possess exactly this. This is the argument
from recollection, set forth most explicitly in Phaedo but also referenced
in Meno and Phaedrus.”* The argument is elegant and its basic structure is
simple. There is a certain cognitive activity that we could not perform un-
less we had knowledge (émiotiun); we can perform this activity; therefore,
we must possess knowledge. The cognitive activity Plato is referring to is the
identification of a group of items that (a) are correctly said to have a certain
predicate predicated of them and (b) are nevertheless deficient with regard
to the nature indicated by the predicate.” Therefore, equal sticks or stones
may be said to be equal at the same time that it is recognized that their
equality is deficient equality. The deficiency resides in the fact that any ac-
count (Adyog) of the attribute in them in virtue of which the predication is
made will be compromised because it must include information that would
necessarily be in the account of a contrary predicate. For example, in giving
an account of the equality of two or more equal things, I must necessarily

go. This is the position that Philo of Larissa (158-84 BCE) took, a position that became
easy prey for skeptics. See Brittain 2001. Philo apparently wanted to argue that there could
be fallible émotun, something that is precluded by the argument against the identification of
true belief with knowledge in Theaetetus. That is, the failure of true belief to be émotun turns
upon the fact that false belief is possible. But if there is no false émompn, then true belief can-
not be identical to émotun. In other words, for it to be possible to say “I know, but I might
have been mistaken” is to identify knowledge with true belief. But we have seen that this is not
possible. For if one knows, one cannot possibly have been mistaken. Modern versions of the
position that Philo takes vary, but they are all essentially reliabilist. That is, they take knowl-
edge to be a natural or physical state arising from a process of discovery that normally reliably
achieves a certain given practical result. This is also the default Naturalist position. See, e.g.,
Papineau 1993, 142-152.

91. See Phd. 72E3-78B3; Phdr. 249C; and Men. 82B.

92. As discussed in sec. 4.1, the predication is also indicated by the term petéyewv which
may be glossed as “nonexclusive having” as opposed to &yetwv, which is “exclusive having.” Every
subject has exclusively the numerically distinct attribute it has; it has nonexclusively the nature
or essence that is manifested in the numerically distinct attribute.
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include the quantity or magnitude of each sufficient to make it equal to the
other(s). But this quantity or magnitude would necessarily be included in
an account of why one or the other thing was unequal to any other.

The activity of judging something to be equal although deficiently so
is distinct from the activity of merely making the predicative judgment of
equality when that judgment implies no awareness of deficiency. If one
learns to apply the word “equal” to things as a result of having acquired the
concept of equality, there is in principle no conceptual space for deficiency.
This is so because the application of the concept requires the conceptual
exclusion of anything not relevant to the objects falling under this con-
cept. Thus, it is irrelevant to the conceptualization of a group of objects as
equal that they may be composed of material that would also be a part of
the account of their inequality. That is, concepts are primarily univocally
predicable of objects and whatever falls outside the univocal predication is
logically unrelated to it.

Because all thinking is of form universally, conceptual thinking is like
this, too. But the universality in conceptualizing does not, unfortunately,
guarantee the authenticity of the formal content, so to speak. To take a
simple and obvious example, one’s concept of a fish indicates a rule for
using the word “fish.” But that rule may be defective because one’s concept
is defective, for example, if it entails the use of the word “fish” for a whale.
Therefore, to have a concept of a fish is not automatically to cognize the
Form of Fish. Indeed, insofar as our concepts are generally formed from
our sense-perceptions, it is not just that our concepts do not guarantee au-
thentic formal content, but it seems actually impossible that our concepts
should attain to formal content. It is, though, possible to criticize or refine
our own concepts by means of the Forms which are deficiently instantiated.

There would seem to be a fine line between thinking that some objects
are equal and thinking that they are equal despite the fact that they are
deficient with respect to that which the Form of Equality’s name names.
Indeed, one might suppose that the latter thought is inconsistent or self-
contradictory since the claim of equality precludes the claim of deficiency.
But this is only the case if one confuses the concept of equality with Equal-
ity. It is the latter, not the former, that accounts for the equality in equal
things.” The concept of equality only describes our thinking and in fact
entails nothing about the objects. As the argument shows, the judgment
of deficient equality is a very particular sort of judgment, one which could
not be made unless one already knew that in relation to which the deficient
equals fall short. They are not equal and then, independently, deficient.
They are deficiently equal. Thus, if a property is deficiently f and therefore
F-ness cannot be identified with any f, we have a premise in an antimaterial-
ist argument.

93. See Parm. 132B2-C11.
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The knowledge that one must possess in order to make this judgment
is the knowledge of Equality. It is not the putative knowledge of a Adyog of
Equality. This is because such knowledge would not only be the knowledge
of the Form of Equality; it would also be the knowledge of the equality in
the equal objects insofar as they are equal. But our cognition of their equal-
ity would require an additional feature in our account, namely, that which
necessitates their being deficiently so. This point will be easier to see with
a brief thought-experiment. Suppose that I declare that there is an array of
things in my office labeled A, B, C, and D, two of which are equal in num-
ber, while two of which are equal in magnitude. If you had a true account
of equality, you could know independently of each pair of equals that that
account would apply to them. But if I asked you what makes A equal to that
to which it is equal and what makes C equal to that to which it is equal, you
could not say since you do not know if the equality is in number or mag-
nitude. Just so in the present case; even if you know that A is equal to B in
number and C is equal to D in magnitude, just by knowing that B is equal to
A, you could not know what it took to make B equal to A, and D equal to C.

In the argument discussed in the previous chapter, an argument that
occurs later in the dialogue, we saw that Socrates insisted that even that
without which something could not have the properties it has—a necessary
condition—could not serve as the explanation for the possession of the
property. Similarly, in the recollection argument, a stick would have to be
one meter long to be equal in magnitude to another stick one meter long.
That without which the one stick could not possess equality in relation
to the other is also not the explanation for the equality. The explanation
for the equality will be the Form of Equality and a A6yog of it could not in-
clude any mention of number or magnitude much less of a specific number
or magnitude. But the way to make one object equal to another thing—the
way to import that without which equality is not present—is to make the
object into a specific magnitude or number.

The knowledge of the Form of Equality that enables us to judge equals
to be deficient is, according to Plato, analogous to cases where sense-
perception (aicOnoig) of one object causes us to “think (évvonon)” of an-
other.”* What he thinks of is that of which he has “another knowledge (8AAn
émotiun).” The knowledge he has is thus not equivalent to the thinking of
that which he knows. Insofar as the thinking is equivalent to having recol-
lected, this is still not the original knowledge. The point is of some signifi-
cance in leaving open the possibility that no embodied thinking could be
equivalent to the knowledge of the Forms, a possibility that reinforces and
is reinforced by the distinction between the knowledge and the ability to

94. Phd. 73C4-D1.
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give a Adyoc.” One may well surmise that the searching for and the giving
and receiving of a Adyog belongs to the thinking that is recollecting but is
only asymptotically related to the knowing, as it were.

The knowledge of the Form, if it is to be had in a preembodied state,
cannot be propositional, at least if propositions are Adyot and so expressed
in language.” It is best described as mental seeing, analogous to the mental
seeing achieved when one, for example, sees some pattern and so is able
to continue it.”” And even in such cases, the seeing of the pattern is distinct
from the ability to express that pattern in a formula or, generally, in a Adyoc.
The representation of knowledge is not the knowledge. Far from thinking
that all knowledge is representational, when Plato considers émotiun, he
denies that it is representational altogether. This is at least part of the rea-
son why, in the so-called affinity argument, Socrates argues that in order for
us to have knowledge of Forms, our souls must be more like the immaterial
objects of knowledge than any body.”® If knowledge of Forms were repre-
sentational, there would be no such inference available since any represen-
tation would seem to be in need of a material medium.

We recall that the antirepresentationalism of Rorty or Price claims that
all representations whether linguistic or conceptual are, so to speak, incom-
mensurable with what they purportedly represent. The antirepresentation-
alists are right that the token “cat” doesn’t represent a cat. It only does so
indirectly when it is used to represent a cat by someone otherwise cognizing
that object. When representation occurs, this requires a three-term rela-
tion, including (a) the one who represents, (b) the representation, and
(c) that which is represented. In the recollection argument, Plato maintains
that the ability to cognize two or more things as equal albeit deficiently so
requires a nonrepresentational cognition of that in relation to which they are
deficient. The reason for this is quite simple. An account or representation

95. From Phd. 74B2-3 and 76B8-12 we can infer that everyone knows the Form but not
everyone can give an account of it. Knowing the Form is, then, necessary for being able to
give an account, but not sufficient. So the knowing cannot just be the account or the ability
to give it; otherwise, the one who received the account, even from the one who knows, would
then know it.

96. Sorabji (1982) strenuously objects to the possibility of nonpropositional thinking gen-
erally, a position which in my view does not take into account the claim for the infallibility of
émotun. But see Sorabji 2000, 298, where he retracts this view, agreeing that “there are no
propositions in the intelligible world.” Hence knowledge of the contents of the intelligible
world is not knowledge of propositions.

97. See, e.g., Rep. 524C6-8, 525A2, 527D8-E3 for such mental “seeing.” Mohr (2005,
248-250), lists some fifty passages over more than a dozen dialogues in which knowing is de-
scribed in terms of seeing. See Crombie 1963, 2:450—-451, on cognition as a unificatory process,
particularly his remarks on degrees of unification correlated with degrees of cognition and
being. “Seeing” is essentially how cognitional unification works. We see the unity in an appar-
ently random data array. Also Nagel 2012, 82-83; and Braine 1993, 435—-445. We can express
what we see propositionally, but the seeing is not of a proposition.

08. Phd. 79B16-17.
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of equality itself is logically and epistemologically posterior to the cognition
of equality.” These are accounts or representations of direct or unmedi-
ated cognition. Hence, the infallibility. Without this unmediated cognition,
we could not recognize the deficient equals. That we could ever recover
that unmediated cognition while embodied and constrained to represent
whatever we experience is doubtful. Or so Plato seems to think, perhaps
anticipating Aristotle’s insistence that imagination (govtacia), that is, im-
aginative representation of some sort, must accompany all thinking.

Plato’s doctrine of knowledge tends not to be taken seriously because it
is couched within an argument that the soul preexists embodiment. So, it
is supposed, if this is highly implausible, then the doctrine of knowledge
that underlies the argument must be suspect. More than that. If all cogni-
tion, even the highest form, is embodied, then the distinctions made above,
between knowledge and the ability to give a Adyog, between knowledge and
conceptualization, and between knowledge and representation, seem to be
unnecessary. But it is salutary to reflect on the fact that Aristotle, despite
denying the immortality of the soul, endorses the force of the above tran-
scendental argument.'®

If our embodied cognition of form is always qualified with the adverb
“universally,” and if the medium of this cognition is an image of some
sort—linguistic or otherwise—a problem remains regarding disembodied
cognition, presumably the cognition of the Demiurge and the cognition to
which we appeal in ourselves when we make judgments of deficient same-
ness in instances of Forms. Leaving aside the Demiurge for now, I want to
focus on how Plato can respond to the antirepresentationalist who seizes
upon the admitted presence of images as proof that nonrepresentational
thinking is impossible for us. The criticism is not deflected by insisting on
the distinction between thinking and the representation of thinking in,
say, a proposition. Rather, the criticism pertains to the thinking itself, apart
from its propositional representation, and the fact that representations of
some sort are intrinsic to it.

Plato’s response is that the reason why thinking must be distinguished
from the propositional representation of thinking is the identical reason
why thinking must be distinguished from the representational images in-
trinsic to it. Thinking is the presence of form in the intellect universally.
But every representational image is a particular, however one supposes that
particularity is to be analyzed. For this reason, if for no other, thinking is
not “having” a representational image, just as it is not the expression of the

99. Suppose that disembodied cognition of Forms is representational. How is the repre-
sentation of F supposed to differ from the representation of G? Presumably, the disembodied
person says, “My representation is of this not that.” The reference is a sort of acquaintance, that
is, it is nonpropositional. The expression or representation of the acquaintance in a proposi-
tion is a function of the acquaintance or the “seeing.”

100. See chap. 8, sec. 8.2.



114 CHAPTER 4

completion of a thought in the affirmation of a proposition. The principal
ground for denying this is, I believe, the Naturalist assumption that think-
ing must be identical with a brain state, that is, a particular brain state, a
token-token relation. This is what someone committed to materialism must
say. But if it is claimed that thinking is of form universally, and that this
is not possible unless the thinker is an immaterial intellect, it is question-
begging to dismiss the argument out of hand just because it turns on the
denial of materialism. And that is what the antirepresentationalism of Rorty
and Price does.

Why, then, should we accept that thinking universally would not be possi-
ble if the intellect were not an immaterial entity? Aristotle and Plotinus and,
in fact, the entire Platonic tradition thematize this subject to a far greater
extent than does Plato. And I shall return to it in chapters 7 and 8. Here,
I briefly discuss Plato’s intimation of the argument underlying the immate-
riality of the subject of universal thinking.

Once again in Theaetetus, part of the argument that true belief is not
knowledge turns upon showing that if it were, then false belief would
not be possible. But false belief is possible, for which reason true belief is
not knowledge. The reason for the first premise is that knowledge is a direct
seeing of something knowable, analogous to the actual seeing or sensing of
something sensible. This direct cognition is at least incorrigible, even if it is
not infallible. By way of defending the second premise, Socrates introduces
the metaphor of an aviary in which we possess, like birds, many pieces of
knowledge.'”* Suppose that one bit of knowledge is that 7+5=12. But know-
ing this, we sometimes think mistakenly that 7+5=11. There may be many
mundane and exotic explanations of how this is possible, but it is surely
beyond doubt that it is possible to make such a mistake. This is not the
mistake of someone who is learning math for the first time and does not an-
tecedently know that 7+5=12; it is the mistake of someone who in one sense
knows this, but in another sense fails to make occurrent the knowledge at
the moment when the question of the sum of 7+5 arises. If true belief were
knowledge, then the problem would not be with the possibility of making
the calculation error. Rather, the problem would be with occurrently know-
ing, that is, seeing that 7+5=12 and at the same time thinking that 7+5=11.
But this is impossible. The relevant point here is that the error is possible
despite our knowing, but not in the sense of occurrently knowing. This
error, therefore, requires us to distinguish the dispositional knowing and
the occurrent knowing.'”” This is a distinction that cannot, in principle, be

101. See Tht. 196D-199C.

102. See Tht. 197B-D. The distinction in Greek is between kexticfot (possessing) knowl-
edge and £yewv (having) knowledge, where the former is what we have when we learn some-
thing and the latter is what we have when what we have learned becomes occurrent. The
distinction is expressed by Aristotle as between first and second actuality (évteléygia).
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made within a material entity. The reason for this is that the disposition to
give the right answer in the material entity can only be defined in terms of
the necessary conditions required for that disposition to be realized. When
those conditions are met, the right answer must be given; if it is not, either
the conditions were not met or else there was no such disposition. By con-
trast, it seems extremely difficult to give the necessary conditions for real-
izing the disposition in a human being. To try to realize the disposition is
to try to add correctly. But adding is not a brain state, for adding requires
the cognition of form universally whereas all brain states are particular.'”

It will be replied that there is nothing easier than making a distinction
between the dispositional and the occurrent for a material entity. The cal-
culator has, dispositionally, the knowledge that 7+5=12, and occurrently the
knowledge that 7+5=12 when I ask it for the sum of the two numbers and
it gives the correct reply. But this is not exactly the distinction that Plato is
making. Plato is not distinguishing between a disposition and the use of
that disposition, where the latter can be defined operationally or behav-
iorally. The “having” as opposed to “possessing” is a state, not an action or
operation. It is a state (“having”) in which one is aware of the state (“pos-
sessing”) that one is already in. Without this self-reflexive awareness, there
is no difference between the having and the regurgitation of information.
When the calculator gives the right answer, it is more than implausible to
suppose that it is aware that that is the right answer. If one wants to simu-
late awareness, then one installs a self-checking mechanism that applies an
algorithm to the occurrent state. But then the self-checking mechanism
must, for a material entity, be really different from the mechanism that is
checked. In that case, there is no self-awareness, which requires that the
subject that possesses the knowledge be identical to the subject that is aware
that one has the knowledge.

The initial dispositional knowledge is the possession of a form, that is,
the form that is the sum of 7+5 in the intellect.!” The occurrent knowledge
is the awareness of the presence of that form in the intellect by the intellect
universally. The thrust of this line of thought is that only an immaterial in-
tellect can be the place of forms, as Aristotle puts it, and be self-aware that
itis the place of the form that is the subject of recall.

One not unreasonably supposes that there is a necessary connection be-
tween the immateriality of thinking and its universality. One reason for this
is that if the intellect is immaterial, then all the particularity of the form in
its material instantiation is eliminated. Instead, there is the particularity or
perhaps, less confusingly, the specificity of the form itself (not its instantia-
tion), cognized universally. To cognize the shape that is the sum of 7+5 is

103. See Ross 1992b.
104. All functions, e.g., x+y=z, are forms, particularized when values are inserted for the
variables, and universalized in an intellect.
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to cognize a form different from that which is the shape of 7+6. But in both
cases, the particularity of the material is irrelevant. Thinking is paradigmati-
cally self-reflexive and universalizing.

The above argument must be understood in its dialectical context. Plato
is not here claiming that the cognition that 7+5=12 is knowledge in the
sense of émotiun. He is denying that true belief can be knowledge because
if it were, then false belief would not be possible. This is so because knowl-
edge is a mental seeing of form and one either sees or fails to see, whereas
false belief is a complex cognitive state in which one cognizes a subject and
then fails to attribute the correct predicate to that subject. There is no false
knowledge precisely because this would require a similar complexity where-
in one cognized the subject and failed to attribute to it the correct predi-
cate. But to cognize the object of knowledge is to see it, where the question
of what exactly the “it” must be is left open here. But if what is known is a
Form and a Form is internally related to all the other Forms and these are
only knowable in light of the Idea of the Good, then the knowledge must
be comprehensive, either as comprehensive as the entire array of intelligi-
ble Forms or as comprehensive as a reductive heuristic would demand. In
other words, Plato’s rather elusive remarks about the immateriality of think-
ing should not be taken as evidence for anything like a commitment to
propositional knowledge.'” The difference between the dispositional and
the occurrent is strictly an embodied phenomenon where we should not
expect to find knowledge paradigmatically. If, however, we do have paradig-
matic knowledge dispositionally, then however we may describe the occur-
rent state, that state, although not knowledge, is better than a wild guess.
And if all embodied cognition requires images, then the ne plus ultra of
embodied cognition, though short of knowledge, is better than what any
material entity could do.

4.5. Some Exigencies of Knowledge and Belief

Our ability to make predicative judgments or to have propositional beliefs
depends upon our ability to cognize Form universally. When we do this, we
are able to see that two things—subject and predicate—are one, though
not unqualifiedly so. It is, of course, possible to represent the grasp of the
one-many in a sentence or other set of symbols. But it is in principle not
possible for the grasp to be reducible to the representation in the techni-
cal sense of “reducible” according to which A is reducible to B if, given B,
there is nothing left over to which A refers. I take the reductivism of, say,

105. Corcilius (2018) emphasizes the comprehensive or systematic nature of the cogni-
tion of the world soul, which he takes to be propositional. Whether or not the world soul may
be said to have propositional knowledge, the relevant point for my purposes is that there is a
system to be cognized, both in the intelligible world and in its sensible image.



PLATO ON BEING AND KNOWING 117

eliminative materialism, to be of this sort. Good examples of such reductiv-
ism would be the replacement of phlogiston with oxygen as the source of
combustion or the replacement of the retrograde motion of the planets
with the correct astronomical planetary motion. A more liberal sort of re-
ductivism according to which all intelligible content of A is in B, but the
term “A” still has a legitimate reference seems to me to be incoherent, but
nothing turns on this distinction here since Platonists want to argue that
if we were nothing but extended bodies, it would not be possible for us to
have beliefs, in which case no sort of reduction would be possible.

The cognition of the relative identity of that to which a subject term in a
sentence refers and the nonexclusively possessed property represented by
the predicate could not in principle be reduced to a state (say, a brain state)
of an entity describable exclusively in physicalistic terms. This is so because
no finite state could be the thinking of relative identity. It could, of course,
be a representation of that. But the brain state must have, expressed in
physicalistic terms, an unequivocal identity, not a relative identity. Call the
putative brain state B, and give it the appropriate electrochemical descrip-
tion. That description identifies the state. There is no room, as it were, for
relative identity. No particular brain state could be the thought that the
Morning Star is identical with the Evening Star. The cognition of nonfor-
mal identity, which entails difference, could not be one brain state because
if Ais A, and B is B, then A is not B. It would seem that the only way to con-
figure a state in which A is B, would entail the denial that A is A and B is B.
The identity conditions for A have to be different from those for B, in which
case A could not be B. If the identity conditions were not different, then it
would not be the case that A is B. The universality in the thought that Ais B
is found in the concept of relative identity, instantiated by A and B.

If we are persuaded that a material entity cannot have beliefs, we may
suppose that we have proven too much. Why should we think that an imma-
terial entity is any better at doing what we are supposed to be doing when
we make a predicative judgment? Recall that, in Republic, in the detailed
characterization of the philosopher and his counterfeit, the lover of sights
and sounds, Plato describes the objects of belief (56Z0) as “in a way being
and not being simultaneously (olov épa dv 1€ kol puf 6v).”'* The word oiov
(“in a way”) tells us two things. First, Plato is not here denying the law of
noncontradiction which he elsewhere in the same book strongly affirms.'"”
Second, he is pointing to the relative identity of S-under-one description
and S-under-its contrary, say, Helen who is beautiful in relation to Xanthip-
pe and ugly in relation to Aphrodite. The lovers of sights and sounds are
fixated on 66&a and ignore émotun. But even philosophers, who are lovers

106. Rep. 478D5-6.
107. See Rep. 439B-C.
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of émotiun, have beliefs and aspire to have only true beliefs. The ability to
have beliefs is part of our human endowment.

Only an immaterial entity can have beliefs about the sensible world,
namely, that which is in a way simultaneously being and not being because
of the cognition of a one-many requires self-reflexivity and, by definition,
only an immaterial entity can have that. Self-reflexivity occurs when a per-
son is in a cognitive state and is aware of being in that state. This is only
possible for an immaterial entity because the subject of the cognitive state
must be identical with the subject that is aware of the subject being in that
state. For example, I believe that Theaetetus is sitting or, what amounts
to the same thing, I believe that “Theaetetus is sitting” is true. To put the
core analysis of this crudely, I believe that Theaetetus is and is not identi-
cal with what the word “sitting” is taken by me to refer to. I have to be able
to decompose this belief into what I perceive and what I judge to be the
case regarding what I perceive. I perceive one thing and I judge that it is
relatively identical with another. But the judgment regards the perceptual
state I am in. It is not a judgment that Theaetetus is more than one thing.
Itis a judgment that the intentional object of my perception is a one-many.
This sort of judgment could not be made by a material entity because the
part of that entity consisting of the putative perceptual state would have to
be physically distinct from the part consisting of the judgment that what is
perceived is relatively identical with its property. No representation of the
belief, whether behavioral or symbolic, could be the reductive base for the
belief.

As Plato puts it in Phaedo, the theory of Forms and the immortality of the
soul stand or fall together. But the soul can only be immortal if it is immate-
rial as are the Forms. The need for an unhypothetical first principle of all
that provides the unity that is expressed in all beliefs thus provides the doc-
trine justifying Plato’s antinominalism and antimaterialism. Not only could
we not have beliefs if we were not immaterial entities, but there would be
nothing to believe if the unifying first principle of all did not exist. Thus,
the positive doctrine of a first principle of all lends support to the account
of what, according to Plato, is not possible if Naturalism is true. Beliefs are
not possible if knowledge is not possible and knowledge is not possible if
the immaterial world does not exist. But this world is necessarily a unified
world in which all the parts are internally related in relation to the Good
or One.

In this chapter, I have tried to sketch some of the arguments underly-
ing Plato’s anti-Naturalism. The rejection of skepticism, nominalism, and
relativism are interwoven with the rejection of the materialism and mecha-
nism of Anaxagoras. Plato’s antiskepticism is most vulnerable considering
his argument that in order to show that we can have knowledge, we must
show that we do have knowledge, but that this knowledge must have been
acquired in a preembodied state. Aristotle, despite his rejection of the im-
mortality of the soul, appeals to a strikingly similar argument to show that
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without an immortal and eternal agent intellect we could not think. With-
out the possibility of thought, understood as universalizing cognition of
form, Naturalism could no more be defended than anti-Naturalism could
be. With the possibility of thinking established, Aristotle is as firmly set
against Naturalism as is Plato. For this possibility depends on a rejection of
materialism, mechanism, nominalism, skepticism, and relativism.

The positive construct that is Platonism rests upon the need to postulate
a first principle of all without which there would be no such thing as explan-
atory adequacy. Illusions of explanatory adequacy attainable without such
a first principle arise generally from a confusion of empirical or predictive
adequacy and explanatory adequacy. The former is always situational; the
latter is unqualified. The exceedingly heavy demands made upon the latter
do not justify a kind of arbitrary or stipulative exclusion of the existence
of any given explanans from the ambit of explananda. If we start with the
existence of natural things (as Aristotle does in his Physics), surely we do not
thereby exclude the possibility of the explanation for the existence of such
things. This would only occur within a Naturalistic framework according to
which philosophy, as Plato understands it, would not be possible.



CHAPTER 5

The Centrality of the Idea of the Good
in the Platonic System (1)

5.1. The Idea of the Good, Unhypothetical
First Principle of All

All Platonists have acknowledged the need for a first unifying metaphysi-
cal principle of all. That the need for such a principle is recognized in
Plato’s dialogues, in Aristotle’s testimony, and in the indirect tradition was
never doubted. All this despite the fact that disputes regarding its nature
and its relation to everything else evidently existed even in the Old Acad-
emy itself.! As we saw in chapter 2, Plato does not provide arguments for
the existence of such a principle, although it is not difficult to construct
one on the basis of the assumptions with which he was most likely work-
ing. In fact, Aristotle and Plotinus focus on such arguments, arriving at
decidedly different conclusions about the nature of this principle. I shall
consider these later. In this chapter, I want to set out first the evidence
from the dialogues concerning a first principle of all. Then, I shall briefly
consider Aristotle’s account of the nature of this principle and the evi-
dence of the indirect tradition.

We begin with those passages in Republic referring unequivocally to a su-
perordinate first principle of all, the Idea of the Good (1} idéa T0d dyafod).>2

1. See, e.g., Kramer (1964) 1967; and Dillon 2003. See Fronterotta 2001, 137n38, for a
useful categorization of the major lines of interpretation of the Good in the twentieth century
along with their principal supporters. Fronterotta divides these into four: (1) the Good is the
Demiurge of Timaeus; (2) the Good is the ontological foundation of Forms; (3) the Good is the
source of axiology or teleology in the universe; (4) the Good must be understood historically
as identical with the One, as per Aristotle’s testimony.

2. The list is based in part on that of Szlezak 2003, 111-112.
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1. There is a “greatest study (péywotov pédnua)” for humankind. This
study is of something more important (1t peifov) than the study of the
Forms (504D2-E5).?

2. This study is of the Idea of the Good (505A6-7).*

3. The sun in its active causal role is analogous to the Idea of the Good.
Each is “overflowing (énipvttov)” (508B6-7).°

4. The analogy between the sun and the Idea of the Good is convoluted

so that the sun itself can be seen as the offspring of the Good (506E3,

508B13, 517C3).

The Idea of the Good is the end point of all striving (505D11-E1).

6. The Idea of the Good is the principle of knowledge (émiotun) and
intellection (vod¢) and truth (dAn0ewn) of things, especially Forms
(508E1—4 with 508A9-B7, 509B6, and 517C2-3).6

7. The Idea of the Good is the principle of the existence and essence
(etvan Te kai v ovciav) of Forms (509B9-10).

8. The Idea of the Good itself is “beyond essence in rank and power
(énékewva tiig ovoiag mpeoPeiq kol duvdpet drepéyovtog)” (509B9-10).7

9. The causal reach of the Idea of the Good extends beyond (or below)
the Forms (516B10, 517C1-2).

o

3. Cf. Plato, Ep. 7, 341C5-6: pnrov yap oddapds ot g dAka padfparta in reference to the
study of first principles. The sentence means minimally that the pédnua of the Good is not
like others. That is, it is not expressible or capable of being practiced like others, which would
follow from the fact that its subject is beyond essence. As we shall see in the next section on
Parmenides, part of the nébnpo of the Good, which must be absolutely simple since it transcends
ovoio, will consist in a logical or conceptual investigation of the senses of “one.” It is noteworthy
that the péyiotov padnua is introduced (Rep. 504E8, 505A3) as something Socrates has spoken
about many times (00K OAyaKic, moAAGkig) before. Yet there is no previous discussion in the
dialogues. The remarks end, 509A7, with Socrates saying cuyvé ye dmoleine (I am really leaving
outalot). Cf. 506D8-E3, expressing the same reticence. Those who regard Republic as a middle
dialogue in which Socrates is representing Plato’s own views, cannot I think give a plausible ac-
count of these words that does not indicate that it is Plato who spoke frequently about this first
principle of all. It is difficult to reconcile all these remarks with the unargued-for claim that the
Idea of the Good is not the subject of the unwritten or oral teachings of Plato. On the unwritten
teachings generally, there is a huge literature continuing to grow from the seminal writings of
Kramer (1959) and Gaiser (1963). Much of their further work on this topic and their responses
to criticism are collected in Kramer 2014 and Gaiser 2004. See also Wippern 1972; Szlezik 1985;
Kramer 1990; Halfwassen 1992a; Reale 1997; Richard 2005; and Nikulin 2012.

4. Independently of the fact that the Good is beyond ovcia, because the study of the Good
is more important than the study of the virtues, we should resist any attempt to make the Good
coordinate with Forms, that is, with a genus of the Forms of the Virtues.

5. This text suffices to refute the claim that the Idea of the Good can only be a final cause.
See Teloh 1981, 136-137, for the view that the Good is only a final cause, despite his recogni-
tion that “the Good creates Being.”

6. The Good makes Forms intelligible just as the sun makes objects visible. Truth is the
property of being in relation to an intellect.

7. That the Good is beyond essence in rank and power does not mean that the Good is an
essence of the greatest rank and power as, for example, Brisson (2002, 89-90) would have it.
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10. The Idea of the Good is “in a certain sense the cause of all things
(ékelvov GV 6OElG EOpmv TPOTOV TIVAL TAVTOV aitlog)” (516C1-2).8

11. Attaining to or grasping the Idea of the Good is necessary for know-
ing Forms (511B5-C2).°

12. The Idea of the Good is apprehensible (ytyvookopévnv)® itself and
an account (Adyog) of it can be given (508E4, 517B8-Cl1, 532B1,
534B3-D1).

13. Dialectic is the sole means of attaining knowledge of the Idea of the
Good, the unhypothetical (dvord0etov) first principle of all (510B6-7;
511B5-6; 533A8-9, C7-D4).!

8. This is inferred from the analogy of the sun which is the cause of all things in nature.
See Rep. 509B1-3. See Johansen 2013, 98. As Johansen points out, if the Good is the cause
of the sun and the sun is the cause of becoming in the sensible world, then in some sense
the Good is the cause of the latter. Santas (1980, 379n9) denies that the Good is a cause of
the being of things. But this seems to go against the text, including the words 10 lvor 1€
Kal Tv oboiov vn’ ékeivov ovtoig mpoceival (the existence and essence are present to them
[the Forms] by that [the Good]) which are one ordinary way of indicating causality as in the
preceding line 10 yryvookesdbau . . . vmo t0d dyabod mapeivar (knowability is present [to the
Forms] by the Good).

9. At Rep. 511B6-7, it is quite explicit that the Forms are deduced from the first prin-
ciple (t@v €xeivng éxopévov). I take this to imply that there is no émotiun of Forms without
ascending to the Good and then descending to the Forms themselves. This requirement
itself follows from sec. 5.1, 7. Deductions within the intelligible world depend on internal
relatedness and, ultimately, on the integrative unity of the parts of being proceeding from
the Good.

10. Reading yryvookopévnv with the manuscripts against S. R. Slings’s emendation to
yiyvookopévng. The reason for the emendation is so that the word should be taken with
ainBeiag and not with aitiav. But taking the words dg yryvmokopévng to mean something like
“insofar as truth is apprehensible” is grammatically and philosophically unpersuasive. See
Adam 1921, appendix to bk. 6, 2:83-84.

11. See Sayre (1995, chap. 6), who argues against the identity of the Idea of the Good and
the unhypothetical first principle of all. Sayre (174) is puzzled by how the Idea of the Good
could be the source of the existence and essence of Forms or the source of their knowability.
But he takes no account of the evidence for the identity of the Good with the One. At Rep.
509D2, the Good is said to rule (Baciievev) over the intelligible world. If it is not the unhypo-
thetical first principle of all, then the primacy that ruling implies is inexplicable. Sayre argues
(177-181), that the unhypothetical first principle of all is the “interconnected field of eternal
Forms.” It is true that the Forms are eternally interconnected, but as we shall see, that is ow-
ing to the first principle of all which causes this interconnectedness. Vegetti (1992, 282-283)
thinks that the Good (different from the One), makes the Forms knowable by making their
cognitive attainment good for humans. But if this were true, then the Good would just be the
cause of the fact that the Forms are good to know, not their being knowable at all. Vegetti’s
position conflates “desirable” and “knowable.” Baltzly (1996) seeks to identify the unhypo-
thetical first principle of all with a proposition, particularly, “a proposition is unhypothetical
if its contradictory could not even be formulated if its truth-conditions actually obtained.”
It seems to me implausible in the extreme that that which is the cause of existence and es-
sence to the Forms could be a proposition, including a proposition something like the princi-
ple of noncontradiction. Furthermore, one might well ask why we need to ascend to the first
principle of all, thus understood, to know the Forms and what “descent” from this principle
is supposed to mean. Sillitti (2005, 95) seems to hold the same position. Nails (2013) guesses
that the unhypothetical first principle of all is the principle of sufficient reason and/or the
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14. This dialectical knowledge of the Idea of the Good is the means to
the highest human happiness (498C3, 532E2-3, 540B6-C2).

The following are not separately listed by Thomas Szlezak:

15. TheIdeaofthe Good is the “happiest of that which is (evdapovéstatov
700 dvtog)” (526E4-5, referring to E2), the “brightest of that which is
(10D dvtog 10 pavotatov) (518CY),” and the “best among things that
are (v Tod dpicTov &v 10ic obot)” (532C6-7).'2

16. The Idea of the Good is “more beautiful (k¢AAov)” than knowledge
and truth (509A6).

17. The Idea of the Good is a source of exact measure (PETPoOV)
(504C1-4, E2-3).

18. The Idea of the Good is the explanation (aitia) for everything right
and beautiful (517C1).

19. Forms are “Good-like (dyafoe1d1}),” but not the Good itself (509A3-5).

20. No one can act wisely, either in private or in public, without seeing
the Good (517C3-4).

21. The Idea of the Good is a model (mapdderypo) to be used by
philosopher-rulers for ordering states and individuals (540A7-B1).

We should add, though the passages are found in Phaedo and Philebus and
not Republic, and do not obviously refer to the Idea of the Good,

22. That which is good (10 dyaB6v) or binding (déov) truly binds things
or holds them together (Phd. 99C5-6).

23. The Good cannot be captured in one idea (i6éa) but rather in
three ideas united. These are beauty, commensurability, and truth
(Phil. 6bA1-5).

These passages raise profoundly difficult problems, but they leave no
doubt whatsoever that the Idea of the Good, in Republic, is held by Plato to
be the focus of his philosophy. And because of its unique, superordinate,
and comprehensive causal scope, it is the focus of his systematic philosophy.

law of noncontradiction. She argues this because she thinks that the first principle of all must
have a wider scope than the Good which is “anthropocentric.” I believe her worries are ad-
dressed by the identification of the Good with the One as per the testimony of Aristotle and
the indirect tradition. See Kramer (1966) 2014, 36n10, on the abundance of evidence and
the overwhelming scholarly consensus on the identity of the Good with the unhypothetical
first principle of all.

12. Note that all these passages imply that the transcendence of the Good in relation
to ovcio does not mean its transcendence of existence or being altogether. See de Vogel
(1986, 45), who notes that the superlatives in these passages (e0daylovéstatov, avotatov,
Gipiotov) can be taken in a comparative sense, therefore not implying that the Good is on a
par with ovsiou.
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Here are just some of the obvious problems raised by these passages. How,
for example, can the Good exist or be in any way if it is beyond being or
essence? How, so conceived, can it be the cause of anything? What does
it mean for the Good to provide the knowability of Forms?'® Why cannot
Forms be known unless the Good is known? And, perhaps most puzzling,
why is the first principle of all identified as the Idea of the Good? These
are by no means the only problems or even the only serious ones, but they
can hardly be avoided if the dialogues are held to be primary data for the
systematic construction of Platonism.

It is no exaggeration to say that this evidence for the postulation of an
unhypothetical first principle of all has been increasingly dismissed or even
ignored in the last two generations or so in the English-speaking world
of Platonic scholarship. I shall not attempt here to provide a list of what
I take to be obviously false interpretations of the Idea of the Good or of
those scholars who profess Plato’s metaphysics and epistemology without
any mention of this principle. Suffice to say that if the Good is beyond es-
sence, it cannot have an essence, as it must if being an essence is a property
of Forms or if it is the sum of the essences that are Forms or if it a summum
genus of the Forms, the Form of Forms, so to speak. Nor can its being the
cause of the existence and essence of Forms amount only to its being the
explanation for why it is good that such entities exist, even though this is
true. Nor can it just be the Demiurge, who, among other things, has the
property of being good and who is, minimally, qualified by the essences
he cognizes.! In light of such interpretations, one can perhaps understand
the inclination to ignore the matter of the Idea of the Good altogether. I be-
lieve, however, that the correct lesson to learn from such efforts is the one
that undeniably meets anyone who examines the writings of Platonists and
Platonic scholarship prior to Friedrich Schleiermacher. The lesson is that
interpreting Plato and Platonism correctly requires that we do not confine
ourselves to the dialogues, much less to a disjointed set of dialogues each
one hermeneutically sealed off from all the rest.

In the remainder of this section, I want to address several technical is-
sues first on behalf of answering the above questions. These are issues the
clarification of which will be of assistance in arriving at a clearer picture of
the role of the Idea of the Good in Plato’s system.

First, the words 10 givou 1€ koi TV ovciav (sec. 5.1, 7). There are two re-
lated points here. First is whether Plato is using the words 1€ kai to indicate
redundancy so that givoir and odcia may be supposed to refer to the same

13. Less colloquially, the Good gives the power (dbvopig) of knowing to knowers. It makes
the Forms knowable.

14. See Kramer (1997) 2014, 194-200, for a brief survey of some relatively recent, though
unpersuasive, interpretations of the superordinate Idea of the Good.
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thing."” This seems highly unlikely in this case because while the Good is
said to be “beyond” oboia, it is not beyond having a form of the verb givot
said of it (sec. 5.1, 15). Thus, we should suppose that the Good is beyond
glvat only in the sense in which this is attributable to something with ovoio;
it is not beyond being or existing altogether. It is beyond the existence
of anything composed of existence and essence. Since the primary con-
notation of ovosia is that of limitedness or circumscription or “whatness,”
I translated the word in this context as “essence.” Thus, the Good is beyond
essence, but not beyond being or existence.'® The implication is that inso-
far as the Good can be said to have an essence at all, its essence is infinite
or unlimited. This point will be clarified in the second part of Parmenides
wherein we find a logical analysis of what follows for that which is without
essence or ovoia.

The second point is that the Good is itself said to be “apprehensible”
(sec. 5.1, 12) which might be thought to be problematic if what we
apprehend generally is an ovoio.'” But there is also a study (pdnoig) of

15. For examples of this, see Euthyd. 303C3: éni 10 énonvelv 1€ kol éykopalerv; Phd. 81Ch:
1 Opukio te kol ovvovsio; and Soph. 249D4: 10 dv te kai 1O wdv. At Rep. 508D4, 5, 6, 7, we have
repeated rhetorical uses of te xai which may well be taken as cases of hendiadys, although 10
Yryvopevov te kai amoAldpevov (D6) surely indicates some distinction. Hitchcock (1982, 69 with
n. 28), citing Rep. 479C7 (petofd odoiog 1€ koi tod p eivon), takes the phrase as a hendiadys.
Kramer ([1997] 2014, 195n9), followed by Ferrari (2003, 309), seems to take the kai as epex-
egetical, so that the phrase means something like “being in the sense of essentiality.” But I can
find no case in which 1€ kai can clearly be so understood.

16. See Baltes (1997), who shows with an abundance of evidence that the transcendence of
the Good does not mean that the Good does not exist or is beyond being altogether. Baltes’s
positive interpretation, however, according to which the Good is being itself or the sum of all
beings is based on no evidence. Aristotle, Meta. N 5, 1092A14, says that the One (= the Good)
is un &v, meaning, I take it, that the One does not have the being that anything with ovcia
has. See Irwin (1995, 272), who takes the words “beyond ovoia” to indicate that the Good
“is not independent of the totality of Forms whose goodness it explains.” This appears to be
the view of Gosling (1973, 67-68), too. See Ferber (2003), who argues against Baltes that the
being or existence of the Good does not negate its transcendence. As I shall try to show later
on (chap. 6, sec. 6.1), the supposed tension between a Good that is beyond being but never-
theless has being is owing to a confusion between the superordinate Idea of the Good and a
coordinate Form of the Good. Kahn ([1976] 2009) argues that existence does not emerge
as a distinct concept in Greek philosophy; rather, the primary use of givat is “veridical,” that
is, the verb indicates what is true or what is the case. If Kahn is correct, it would be wrong to
understand elvat as existence in sec. 5.1, 7. But it seems to me that Kahn’s blanket denial of
the existential use of eivau is actually contradicted by this passage as well as by Phil. 14B1-2
where the existence of “monads” (read: “Forms”) is the direct question. Kahn (72) mistakenly
believes that, for Plato, “to be” always means “to be something.” This is not so for the Good
which is not something, though the Good exists. In addition, even for things whose existence
entails that they exist as something, we can distinguish their existence from the nature they
must have if they are to exist. See Halfwassen 1992a, 259-261, for an argument for why &ivot
and ovoio must be distinct.

17. See Rep. 534A3: vonow 8¢ mepi ovsiov (thinking is related to essence). See Dixsaut 1991
on ovoio as the mode of being of Forms. Form is what is intelligible or vontov.
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the Good and that word does not necessarily indicate that only an essence
can be studied. The Good is apprehensible but only by inference as the nec-
essary unhypothetical first cause. “Apprehensible” should thus be taken to
have a wider scope than émotun which can only have essence as its object.
The Good can be known, but as a power, it can only be known by its effects
or what it does.!® Because the Good is unlimited in its nature, it is unlimited
in its power and therefore, unlimited in its effects. In other words, anything
that has limited being (which is to say everything that is other than the
Good) is directly or indirectly an effect of the Good. Thus, the Good is nec-
essarily implicated in the explanation of the being of everything or, stated
otherwise, in the being of everything for which there is an explanation.'
If this were not the case, this would indicate a limitation in the Good, a case
where an ultimate explanation is available but for one reason or another
the Good is limited in being unable or unwilling to contribute. If this is
impossible, we have before us the foundation stone for the systematic na-
ture of Platonism, namely, explanatory unity. All philosophical explanation
converges on the Good. The contributions of Forms, therefore, must be as
instrumental causes, not as ultimate causes or explanations.

The third point is that the Forms are “Good-like (dyofoedf)” but not the
Good itself (sec. 5.1, 19). How can an ovcia or that with an ovcia be like
that which is beyond ovoia? To say, as is certainly the case for Plato, that an
effect must be like its cause, just pushes the problem into a different arena.
Here is a striking example of a claim made within Republic for which there
is no clarification elsewhere in the dialogue, whereas when we appeal to
Aristotle’s testimony matters become substantially clearer. But an answer to
this question should be framed by the following consideration. Everything
comes from the Good (sec. 5.1, 10), directly or indirectly, and everything
desires the Good (sec. 5.1, 5). The answer to the question of how Forms
can be Good-like will be found in what the Forms do generally.”” Each is a
principle of integrative unity, making all their participants one this or that.

18. See Rep. 477D1-3 on the principle that a §Ovapug is known by its effects. The passage
also says that a power is known by “what it is set over (8¢’ ®).” What is the supremely powerful
Good “set over”? The being of everything with an essence.

19. There is, of course, the problem of whether or how the supremely powerful Idea of
the Good is the explanation for the existence of evil. Plotinus and Proclus provide two slightly
different answers to this question well within the systematic framework erected by Plato. An
example of that for which there is no explanation (at least of the sort here envisioned by Plato)
is chance or luck.

20. At Rep. 534B8-D1, the examination of the Good is supposed to take place not xotd
d6&av, but kat’ ovsiav. This seems to mean that, as per sec. 5.1, 18, together with 505D5-9,
the Good can be examined via the Forms that participate in it as opposed to the apparent
goods that most people pursue. So, for example, showing that justice is good would amount
to showing how justice is an integrative unity, whereas showing why some pleasure is not
good would amount to showing why it is not such a unity. The unlimitedness of pleasure is
the point here.
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Therefore, what makes a heap of flesh and bones a human being is what
makes it one human being, namely, participation in the Form of Humanity.
As we shall see below, Plato identified the Good with the One. The Forms
will be like the Good insofar as each is a principle of integrative unity. But
none of these principles of unity are themselves unqualifiedly one; each is
internally complex. A Form is Good-like by being a principle of unity. Yet,
since each is an ovoia, it is like the first principle of all in a diminished or
inferior way. The Good is the One because it must be beyond ovcia or prin-
ciples of limit and therefore unqualifiedly simple.?!

I will be returning to the above texts in this and in subsequent chapters,
especially the next. In the following four sections, however, I want to show
that the references to the Good in Republic are certainly not obiter dicta;
rather, the Good is in fact ubiquitous.?

5.2. First Principles in Parmenides

For many modern scholars, a constructive metaphysical interpretation of
Parmenides—particularly its second part—is the outstanding distinguish-
ing mark of later Platonism, or as most prefer to call it, Neoplatonism.
I wish to emphasize two points here at the outset, though I shall have much
more to say later on. First, as Proclus amply shows, Platonists offered widely
different interpretations of this dialogue.? There is no one “Neoplatonic”
interpretation of it. Second, as I am trying to show in this chapter, for the
majority of the Platonists that dialogue is not so much the central focus of
their metaphysics as it is a systematic expression of principles drawn from
other dialogues, from Aristotle’s testimony, and from the indirect tradition.
I think it is most accurate to say that, generally, they took Parmenides as pro-
viding confirming rather than decisive evidence.**

21. See Proclus, ET Prop. 13; PT 2, 7, 49.14: anhétrog vmepPors} (superabundance of
simplicity).

22. The following four sections are, I hope, not intolerably brief. I am aware that in each
one many problems remain unaddressed and many interpretations remain unexplored.

23. See Proclus, In Parm. 6.1051, 34-1064, 12, and the very useful analysis of Saffrey in
Saffrey and Westerink 1968, Ixxix-Ixxxix. More recently, see Migliori 1990, 56-68; Halfwassen
1992a, 265-307; Brisson 1999, 285-291; Westerink and Combeés 2002a, 1:ix—xx, on Platonists
before Damascius, and xx—xxxvii, on Damascius.

24. Aswe shall see, this claim requires some qualification. Probably from Syrianus onward,
and owing to his idiosyncratic interpretation, Parmenides does loom very large indeed in the
line of sight of Platonists. This does not, however, negate the point that were Parmenides to have
been lost early on, there would still remain ample and relatively unambiguous evidence on the
basis of which late Platonic metaphysics would have been reconstructed pretty much as it is
now. See Miller (1995), whose important paper shows in great detail how Aristotle’s testimony
about the identification by Plato of the Good and the One is supported by Parmenides. Also see
Desjardins (2004), who connects Aristotle’s testimony with Republic and Philebus. Hitchcock
(1982, 73ff.) derives the identification of the Good with the One, while eschewing any appeal
to Aristotle’s testimony or to the testimony of the indirect tradition.
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In Parmenides, Plato has the great man himself pose a number of prob-
lems for Socrates’s so-called theory of Forms. Actually, these problems
amount to a sort of superdilemma: either Forms are unqualifiedly separate
from the sensible world, in which case they have no explanatory role to play
therein, or else they are somehow implicated in the sensible world owing to
sensibles participating in them, in which case the status or integrity of every
Form as a “one over many” is threatened. Parmenides himself says that if
these problems are not solved, then all discourse will be destroyed, for it is
the Forms that explain the grounds of intelligible discourse by accounting
for the samenesses and differences among things, that which makes lan-
guage possible.” He suggests an exercise in order to train one to solve the
problems.?® The exercise is to consider the logical consequences of hypoth-
esizing the existence of something both for itself and for everything else;
in addition, it must consider the consequences of denying that subject’s
existence, both for itself and for everything else.?” At the urging of his inter-
locutors, Parmenides agrees to offer as an example of his proposal his own
hypothesis regarding that which is one, considering the consequences of its
existence and nonexistence both for itself and for everything else.?® That is,
for any “one,” the consequences of its posit are to be examined along with
the consequences for anything related to that “one” insofar as it is one in
the posited sense.

25. Plato, Parm. 135B5—C3. The words 1 dbvapug tod dtoAiéyesBon (the power of discourse)
might be taken to be a reference to the technical methodology of the philosopher in Republic,
namely, Stodekticn péBodog (the dialectical method). See, e.g., 533C7; and Phil. 17E6-7. If,
however, Forms do not exist, that is, if the theory is reduced to absurdity, then of course there
can be no science of Forms. It is more likely that Parmenides is making the powerful point
here that if Forms do not exist, then it will not be possible to grasp the samenesses and dif-
ferences among things that are communicated in discourse. With the possible exception of
proper names and demonstrative pronouns, all language presumes the existence of sameness
and difference among things in this cosmos. Without Forms, language would be purely con-
structivist, something upon which the Naturalist will be inclined to agree.

26. Plato, Parm. 135C8ff. This dialogue, along with Sophist, is classified by D.L. 3.58 as
hoywdg. See Aristotle, Meta. A 1, 1069a27-28. Cf. Z 4, 1029b13; and N 1, 1087b21. It may well
be that Aristotle has Parmenides in mind in all these passages. Cf. Phys. I 5, 204a34ff. On the
present interpretation, Plato is making logical, that is, nonsubstantive, remarks about the na-
ture of oneness or unity and being. These remarks certainly apply to the solution to the prob-
lems raised by Parmenides in the first part of the dialogue. But they do not do only that. They
also apply to that which is the unhypothetical first principle of all. W. D. Ross (1951, 99-101)
argues that the second part of Parmenides is strictly a logical exercise with no direct substantive
application. One of his main reasons for maintaining this position is that he does not think
that Aristotle ever refers to Parmenides, which he would have presumably done if there was
substantial doctrine there. But see contra Ross, Allen 1983, 269-273, who shows clearly that
Aristotle was immersed in the arguments of Parmenides.

27. Parm. 135D7ff.

28. Parm. 136Eb5ff. See O’Brien 2005, 2006 on the meaning of the hypothesis. It will turn
out that that which is one in HI is the One that Aristotle identifies with the Idea of the Good.
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Parmenides’s own hypothesis is summarized by Socrates earlier in the
dialogue as “the all is one (v . .. 10 ndv).”* The claim is obviously both ob-
scure and ambiguous and efforts to eliminate at least the ambiguity seem
to me to miss the point. If there is an “all,” then how can it be one? Stated
differently, if the all is one, then it seems equally worth insisting that in
whatever sense the all is one, we still have to assert that it is all or many or
not-one.* In addition, if the all is one, then the oneness that the all shares
cannot be oneness in the sense in which each member or part of the all
is one. This point has particular relevance for the Forms. Parmenides has
cautioned Socrates that he needs a preliminary training before he seeks to
define (0pilecBat) each one of the Forms (&v &éxactov 1@V €16®V).*! There-
fore, if indeed the all is one, it cannot be one in the sense in which each
Form is one. For the identical reason, insofar as that which is one has the
status of a paradigm for any of its participants, we cannot suppose that the
oneness of each one of these will be exactly that of the paradigm. That
is, the oneness in which all the participants share, is not the oneness of
each participant. And this goes both for the oneness of the all and for the
oneness of the Forms. For this reason, it is a mistake to think the ensuing
exercise has as its subject only Forms or even a Form of Unity. Only when
the various senses of “one” are sorted out will we be in a position to see how
exactly a Form is one and how this determination affects the responses to
Parmenides’s objections. As we shall see, the derivative oneness of a Form
implies the underivative oneness of a first principle of all. Forms cannot be
unqualifiedly first because of their structural complexity.

Our concern for now is primarily with the first and second hypotheses
(HI and H2) of the second part of that dialogue. In H1, Parmenides works
out the consequences for the hypothesis that “if there is a one, of course
the one will not be many.” On this hypothesis, it follows that the One
cannot be a whole or have any parts (137D1-2); it can have no limits or
boundaries (137D7-8); it can have no shape (137D8); it can be nowhere
nor in anything that is anywhere (138B5-6); it cannot be in motion or at
rest (139B2-3); it cannot be identical (tavtév) with or different from it-
self or from anything else (139E4-5); it cannot be the same (8powov) or
not the same (&vopotov) as itself or anything else (140B4-5); it cannot be
equal to or unequal to itself or anything else or greater than or lesser than
itself or anything else (140D6-7); it cannot be older or younger or the

29. Parm. 128A8-B1. Cf. D1. Cf. Soph. 242D6, 244B6.

g0. See Palmer 1999, 92-108, on the complexities of the thesis that all is one.

31. Parm. 135C9-D1.

g2. Parm. 137C4-5: €i &v €oTwv, 8Aho Tt ovk dv €in moAAa 10 £v. As Cornford (1939, 116n2)
notes, the sentence is most naturally understood as saying that “if there is a one, of course the
One (10 &v, either “the One in question” or “that which is one”) will not be many.” Thus, the
consequences drawn will apply to any “one.” But as we shall presently see, the first two hypoth-
eses define their subjects differently, meaning that different “ones” are in view.
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same age as itself or anything else, in which case it cannot be in time at all
(141D4-5); since the One is not, was not, and will not be, it cannot partake
of being (ovocia) (141D9); it cannot even be to the extent of being one
(141D10-11); there can be no name (dvopa) for it, no account (Adyog), no
knowledge (€émotiun), no sense-perception (aicOnoig), nor belief (56&a) of
it (142A3-4).

H2 ostensibly returns to the original hypothesis, or more accurately to
the original first clause of the hypothesis, “if there is a one.”® This time,
however, Parmenides argues that if there is a one, it must partake of es-
sence (ovoia).* This explicitly contradicts the above consequence at 141E9
that if it is one, the one cannot partake of essence. Here, it seems we have
conclusive evidence that the subjects of H1 and H2 are not identical, that s,
they are defined differently.®® The immediate consequence that we should
draw in relation to the problems set forth in the first part of the dialogue
is that the senses in which each of the elements of Plato’s metaphysics are
“one” are likely to be different or distinct. Thus, if a Form is a “one over
many,” the sense in which it is one needs to be made precise. And, if the
first principle of all, the Idea of the Good is, as Aristotle says, and as Philebus
seems to confirm, the One, the sense in which it is one needs, too, to be
made precise.

H2 will reverse the string of consequences drawn in the first. Thus, all
the properties denied of that one will be attributed to the one that partakes
of essence. It is hardly surprising that Platonists should identify the subject
of the first hypothesis with the first principle of all.*® But far from clarify-
ing matters, this identification is the starting point for an array of deep
problems, not the least of which is how that which is in no way can have
any causal functioning or, generally, any relevance to anything in Plato’s
philosophy. The identification of the subject of H2 is, among Platonists,
more controversial and more complicated. Minimally, what H2 tells us is
that anything that has any essence whatsoever is really distinct from the

33. Parm. 142B3. In H2 there are three additional attributes said of the one (and there-
fore implicitly denied of the one in HI): “being many,” which is distinct from multiplicity
(143A4-144E7); “being a whole,” which is distinct from wholeness (142E8-145A4); and “touch-
ing” and “being touched,” which are altogether absent from the first hypothesis (148D5-149D7).

34. Parm. 142B5-6.

35. Proclus, In Parm. 6.1041, 1-20, refers to some unnamed person or persons who want
to take “one” univocally throughout the hypotheses. Dillon (1987, 386) suggests that the refer-
ence may be to Plotinus’s contemporary, the Platonist Origen, who did in fact maintain the
univocity of “one” in the hypotheses. Proclus rejects this not just because the subjects of H1
and H2 are defined differently but for the more profound reason that, given the uniqueness
and nature of the first principle of all, “one” is in principle radically equivocal. Nothing can be
one in the way that the One is one. And everything else, according as it is composed, will be
one in its own way, meaning that it will also be many.

36. See Gerson 2016.
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essence in which it partakes.” In addition, it is really distinct from its one-
ness. This is so because if something is really distinct from its essence, then
there is a unified being consisting of that which partakes of the essence and
the essence itself. But that means that there is a real distinction between
that which is one and the oneness it has.

The general point is that wherever something with an essence is found,
we must distinguish within it the essence, the thing that has the essence,
and the unity of the two. As we learn from Timaeus, Philebus, and Statesman,
Plato recognizes that oboia is found in the sensible world, albeit in a dimin-
ished manner.* So, for example, whereas there is no cognition of the one
of H1, there can be sense-perception, belief, and knowledge of the one of
H2.* This claim, therefore, covers the oneness of purely intelligible objects
as well as the oneness of anything that partakes of an intelligible object. In
H2, then, we have a critical distinction between, on the one hand, the ar-
ray of intelligible objects and their participants, and on the other, the one
which completely transcends intelligibility.

Complexity is not necessarily divisibility whether discretely or continu-
ously. But the one of H2 is divisible in both ways. As acknowledged in the
Old Academy by Plato’s successor Speusippus, this is owing to the presence

37. Parm. 142B5-8: &v &l &otw, Gpa ol6v e o0t eivon pév, odoiag 88 pn petéyew; {—
Ovy, 016V T&. {—} OvKODV Ko 1) 0VGia ToD £vOG €l dv 00 TawTov oo T £vi- (If it is one, then is it
possible for it to exist and not to partake of essence? No it is not possible. Then the essence of
that which is one would not be identical with that which is one).

38. A small point: The oneness of the nature of which something nonexclusively partakes
must be different from the oneness of the instance of the property. Beauty is one and Helen’s
beauty is one, but here “one” is being used equivocally. Thus, Helen’s beauty is one owing to
her participating in the one Form of Beauty but that beauty is not one in the way that Beauty
is one. This is so because Beauty is a “part” of Being; its oneness is internally related to all the
other parts. Also see Phil. 15B1-8, a passage with a notorious ambiguity in the number of ques-
tions being put there. Nevertheless, it is clear that one of the questions is: How can a monad,
i.e., a single Form, be one and also be many? The question is supposedly puzzling because
one and many are contraries. The answer is, broadly speaking, that the Form is not many in
the sense that it is one. This answer will require a distinction within the Form between that in
virtue of which it is one and that in virtue of which it is many. In other words, the nature of the
Form present multiply is to be distinguished from that which remains one.

39. See Tim. 37A5 on the “scattered essence (ovsiav okedactiv)” belonging to the sensible
world. Nevertheless, at 27D5-28A4, Plato maintains the sharp distinction between the realm
of becoming (10 yyvopevov) and that which is really real and eternal. At Phil. 26D8, we find
véveoig €ig ovoiov and at Sts. 283D8-9, there is measurement concerned with Tfg yevécewg
avaykaio oboiav. See Owen 1953 and Cherniss 1957 for a seminal debate on whether or not
Plato changed his view on the presence of ovcia in the sensible world. Rather than a change
in doctrine, it appears more likely that there is a change of vocabulary such that obcio can be
attributed to things in the sensible world because there is there a measure of intelligibility or
essence. Every “unit” of intelligibility in the sensible world bears the mark of the more perfect
unity of nonsensible intelligibility.

40. Parm. 155D5-6.
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of the principle of the Indefinite Dyad.*! Anything that is complex in being
is composite and so divisible discretely or continuously.* Therefore, the
being of everything other than the one of H1, the Idea of the Good, has
within it a principle of indefiniteness or limitlessness. The principle of lim-
it, therefore, is the one of H2. The Indefinite Dyad is the principle of unlim-
itedness. Much of the confusion in relation to this dialogue can be traced
to the fact that it is easy to conflate the one of H1, which is transcendent,
with the one of H2 which is coordinate with the Indefinite Dyad, and which
together comprise or represent logically the One-Being. The confusion is
compounded by misreading the one of H1 as irrelevant to what follows and
therefore not possibly identical with the Idea of the Good. When the latter
confusion is internalized, so to speak, it then seems impossible to identify
the Good with the one that is coordinate with the Indefinite Dyad. Not the
least reason for this is that it participates in essence.

It is hardly the travesty of Platonic exegesis that some make it out to be
to infer that the one of H1 is extensionally equivalent to the Good of Repub-
lic which is “beyond essence (énékewva ovoiag)” and beyond the existence
of that which has essence.*” Nevertheless, we are still left with the problem
of how the one is supposed to have not just a causal role, but the ulti-
mate causal role in Plato’s system. In addition, if the one of H1 is the Idea
of the Good, how do the multiple effects of the Good as set forth in Re-
public belong to the one? We must recall that if the one of HI is the Good
and therefore is beyond essence, then if it does possess causal efficacy, it
is unlimited in doing so. Its “overflowing” does not cease at some point
short of what is logically possible. By contrast, the one of H2 is, as that hy-
pothesis assumes throughout, limited by its essence. But it is only limited
in this way. That one is present wherever its essence is present.** Suppose,
for example, that the one of H2 were a Form F. Then F is present wherever
and whenever anything can be said to be nonexclusively f. According to
the negation of the list of properties which the one of H1 cannot possess,
anything that is f nonexclusively can possess these properties, including
being extended, in time, and being the object of sense-perception and
belief. It is also divisible insofar as it is extended. In short, the intelligible

41. See Halfwassen 1992a, 1993. See below in this chapter, sec. 5.4 on Philebus.

42. See Horn (1995), who takes the one of H2 to be the Indefinite Dyad. Also Hosle 1984,
473-490. But on this view, the ovoia in which the one participates is left unexplained. I take
it rather that because the one in H2 participates in obcia and so is composite, we must as-
sume that the principle of the Indefinite Dyad is in it. This principle is treated directly in H7
(164E-165E). Plotinus is the only Platonist to offer an account of how this is to be explained.
See below, chap. 9.

48. In HI at 141E12, the conclusion that the one does not exist is derived from our inabil-
ity to say “was,” “is,” or “will be” of it. At Tim. 37E5-38A2, we learn that what is eternal cannot
have “is” said of it if this implies “was” and “will be.” So the denial of the existence of the one
in H1 should be taken as a denial of its existence in time only.

44- See sec. 5.5, on “scattered essence” in Tim. 37Ab.
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world goes right up to or down to the limit of intelligibility, which is the un-
intelligible or formless. With the logical tools to be able to distinguish the
oneness of a Form and the oneness of an instance, we are then supposed to
be able to march between the horns of the dilemma posed by Parmenides.
We do not have to accept either that Forms are irrevocably separate from
the sensible world, in which case they are irrelevant to the explanation
of anything here below, or else that they are impossibly implicated in the
sensible world such that the regress arguments destroy the claim that these
Forms are “ones.”

The putative causal scope of the one or Good of HI in relation to the
causal scope of the one of H2 gives us a hint as to what this causality is.* Itis
not the paradigmatic causality possessed by a Form or by Being in general.
It is not the efficient cause of any complex being in the precise sense of
complexity according to which the cause is one existent with an essence.*
The efficient causality operates eternally. It is eternally present such that
when the necessary conditions for the existence of anything are present,
then that thing exists. This is analogous to the way that the eternal truths
of mathematics are eternally present and applicable to anything when the
necessary conditions for their operation are present.

As we have seen, and as I shall discuss further below in Sophist, the claim
that the Good or One is beyond Being means that Being is multiple or
complex. It is complex in the sense that all the natures of the Forms are
internally related. Each is one in one sense of “one” and all together are
“one” in another sense of “one,” that sense which is salient in H2. H2 gives
us a logical map according to which we can at least begin to understand
intelligibility in the sensible world. This is significant because the intelligi-
bility found in the sensible world is diminished and the reason for rejecting
nominalism, materialism, mechanism, skepticism, and relativism is only as
strong as the reason for maintaining that the intelligibility of the image can

45. Cornford (1939, 131-134) execrates the so-called Neoplatonic interpretation of Parme-
nides on the grounds that the one of H1 cannot be the Idea of the Good of Republic. Cornford,
like many others, thinks that the one of H1 is utterly beyond being of any sort and so cannot do
what the Good does or be what the Good is. He argues that the one of H1 is “bare unity.” This,
though, cannot be right if this one is unique; it is not the unity that is unequivocally present in
anything else. In order for Cornford’s criticism to stick, he needs to show how the Good which
is beyond essence and absolutely simple or incomposite causes anything as supposedly the one
of H1 does not. My point here is that if the causality of the Idea of the Good in Republic can be
explained, then the causality of the one in H1 of Parmenides can be explained. Their identity
means that the negative deductions of H1 do not indicate that the one is nothing; rather, they
indicate that only a so-called negative theology pertains to it, for to say anything “positive”
about it, is to incorrectly imply its lack of absolute simplicity.

46. See Parm. 142C4-5: Odkodv ¢ GAlo Tt onpoivov 10 gott Tod £€v (Then the “is” signifies
something other than the “one”). The “oneness” here is not that which, say, is abstracted from
an array of Forms; for example, if there are five Virtues, each is one. It is the oneness that
belongs uniquely to any essence.
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never be adequately explained in Naturalistic terms. Plato does not think
he has a better explanation than Anaxagoras in Anaxagorean terms or in
terms congenial to any of his materialist predecessors. He thinks that the
correct terms of the explanation are entirely of a different sort. What is
available to our thought via sense-perception is explicable ultimately only
in terms of that which is available to thought alone.

Let us savor for one moment the paradox underlying the claim that
Plato’s unhypothetical first principle of all, the lynchpin of his system, has
not even sufficient being to be said to be one. But then let us go on to
acknowledge that Plato has evidently embraced the Parmenidean point
that the first principle of all must be absolutely and unequivocally simple
such that, among other things, no legitimate predicative judgments can
be made in relation to it. And further, as absolutely simple, its causality
must be unique as well as indispensable for the being of everything else.
It is eternally producing its effects (sec. 5.1, 3). Pace F. M. Cornford, and
a slew of other scholars, if the Idea of the Good is not the one or One of
H1, it is very difficult to discern its position as the unhypothetical first
principle of all.*

One obvious criticism of the view that the one of H1 is the Good which
is identical with the One is that there is a study (pé6noiwg) of the Good
(sec. 5.1, 10) and it is apprehensible with an account (sec. 5.1, 11), whereas
as we have just seen, there is no Adyog of the one of HI1 nor any other cogni-
tional relation to it. The answer to this objection is that the subject of HI is
unavailable to cognition precisely because of its absolute simplicity. There
is nothing that can be said about it because that would involve a predicative
statement and that would in turn imply complexity in it of some sort. The
cognitive unavailability of the subject of H1 is exactly like that of the Idea of
the Good insofar as we agree that its being beyond oboia indicates its lack of
complexity of any sort. This would seem to be inevitable if having any sort
of complexity means that there is something that it is, which in turn means
that it has ovoia in some sense. So, what is the study of the Good supposed
to be and what sort of account of it can be given? The core of that answer is
that we are able to study and cognize it only via abductive inferences, that
is, as the necessary cause of given effects. Apart from everything else, this
is a daunting task since everything that is is an effect of the causal activity
of the Good. This broad abductive approach may be narrowed insofar as
we can isolate a specific effect or a property of a specific effect and there-
fore name the Good as the cause of that. For example, if self-sufficiency
is a property of good insofar as something is good, then we can name the

47. Here is a small selection of those whose rejection of the Neoplatonic interpretation
of Parmenides ranges from the mildly disdainful to the contemptuous. See Allen 1983; Miller
1986; Meinwald 1991; Gill 1996; Sayre 1996; Brisson 1999; Silverman 2002; and Scolnicov
2003.
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Good unqualifiedly self-sufficient. I take it that the “happiness” of the Good
(sec. 5.1, 15) follows from its self-sufficiency which follows from the fact that
itis the cause of the existence of all cases of goodness, and goodness has the
property of self-sufficiency.

The analysis of the meaning of “one” in H1 gives us a picture of what an
absolutely simple one must be. The denial of this one’s identity with the
unhypothetical first principle of all, that is, the Idea of the Good, seems ar-
bitrary and unjustified, particularly when we realize that the explicit logical
exercise thatis the entirety of the second part of Parmenides must not identify
that of which absolute simplicity or oneness applies.*® As Parmenides says,
one has to go through the exercise in order to see how to solve the prob-
lems in the first part of the dialogue. It is true that nowhere in the first part
is there said to be a problem the solution to which is going to require the
positing of an absolutely simple first principle of all. On the other hand,
Republic tells us that without “ascending” to this first principle, Forms are un-
knowable.* And if Forms are unknowable or uncognizable in any way, then
as Parmenides says, the “power of discourse” is destroyed.”

5.3. First Principles in Sophist

The nominal subject of Sophist is the discovery of the métier of the
sophist.” It turns out that he is a purveyor of falsehoods or counterfeits

48. See Lavecchia 2012, 363-382, for an argument to the effect that the Good is prior to
the One. Lavecchia rejects their identity because while the Good is unequivocally simple and
unique, the One is, according to all reports, always paired with the Indefinite Dyad. But if the
Indefinite Dyad is itself dependent on the One, then this objection is diffused. This is the case
if the Indefinite Dyad is found in H2 and not H1. Lavecchia (370-372) objects further that
if the Good is the One as examined in Parmenides H1, then nothing can be derived from it,
which is manifestly not the case with the Good. A similar argument is found in Vegetti 2003,
5:273-280. But as I have already argued, the examination of the One in Parmenidesis an exami-
nation of the various senses of “one” and does not concern itself with derivation among the
hypotheses. To give an account of that derivation would be to go beyond the confines of the
logical exercise that is the second part of Parmenides.

49. Hitchcock (1982, 70) says that it is “absurd” that one has to ascend to the unhypotheti-
cal first principle of all, the Good, in order to understand Tallness or Shortness.

ro. In H4 (159B-160B) and H8 (165E-166C), we find deductions for “others” on the as-
sumption that the one of H1 is separated (xwpic) from the others (H4) and on the assumption
that the one of H1 does not exist (H8). We learn that the others cannot be ones if the one
of H1 is separated from them and that they cannot even exist if the one of H1 does not exist.
At this point, I shall not pursue the question of what hints are to be found here regarding the
causality of the One or Good. I offer only the suggestion that the One is the cause of the being
of everything else. This being decomposes into existence and essence and the oneness of the
existent. If, as in H4, the One is separated, the others would exist but they could not be ones,
that is, one this or one that. If, as in H8, the One did not exist, the others could not exist as well.

51. See Soph. 216C2-D2. Socrates avers that the philosopher is sometimes mistaken for
a statesman or a sophist. The Eleatic Stranger, when asked about the three names “sophist,”
“statesman,” and “philosopher,” unambiguously replies that these names indicate three “kinds
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of that which is real. But this identification raises the problem of how that
which is not real can somehow still be. The problem of the reality or exist-
ence of nonbeing in turn is unsolvable unless the nature of being itself is
revealed. The central part of this dialogue (242B-251A) is focused on vari-
ous accounts of being or existence or realness (10 6v), in particular those
offered by Pluralists and Monists, Materialists and Idealists. Not surpris-
ingly, Platonists were seriously engaged with this discussion.”

The above problem introduces the central metaphysical discussion of
the dialogue. The Stranger attempts to provide a survey of those who have
spoken about being. He adduces first various Pluralists who tell us what
things they think have being (givor).”® They do not, however, explain what
they mean by the word “being.” If, for example, the Hot and the Cold make
up reality, then being is not real or part of reality. If, though, saying that the
Hot and the Cold are the only things that exist implies that “being” means
something different from either “Hot” or “Cold,” then an accurate account
of reality must not only include the Hot and the Cold, but also their being.
If, for example, “Hot exists” gives us one piece of information and “Cold
exists” gives another single piece of information, then “exists” conveys no
distinct information. It would be as if we said “Cold is different from Hot.”
But if they are different, then each must exist and “exist” seems to convey
something different from “Cold” or “Hot.”

The argument seems hopelessly inadequate since the claim that, say,
only the Hot and the Cold exist or have being does not commit one to
including being among existents even granting that “being” means some-
thing different from either “Hot” or “Cold.” But consider again. If “be-
ing” means something different from either “Hot” or “Cold,” then even
if the latter two terms exhaust the kinds of things that have being, the fact
that they have being is different from the fact that they are the only beings.
This is so because, failing to provide an argument that Hot and Cold are the

(yévn).” That the philosopher is a different kind from the statesman at least raises the question
of whether their identity in Republic is now being questioned. Whether a philosopher is or is
not the best statesman or a statesman at all, does not affect the nature of the subject matter
of philosophy.

52. It was one of the ten dialogues in the Platonic curriculum probably set up by Iambli-
chus. See Anonymous Prolegomena to Plato’s Philosophy 26 Westerink-Trouillard on the curricu-
lum. D.L. 3.58 says that the title of the dialogue is Zogiotrg 1j mepi Tod dvrog, Aoyucde. It is thus
held to be parallel to Parmenides which is also a “logical” dialogue. Revealingly, lamblichus,
fr. 1 Dillon, says that the subject of the dialogue is the “sublunary demiurge,” distinct from
the heavenly Demiurge. The underlying point of Iamblichus’s identification of the subject
of the dialogue is that the study of being is not the study of the first principle of all, which is
the One. The semantic range of the nominalized participle 10 8v of the verb “to be (givon)” is
not covered by one English word. This is also true for ovcia, an abstract noun formed from
the same participle. “Exist,” “being,” and “real” are all needed to express the distinctions that
Plato is developing here.

53. Soph. 243D8-E2.
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only two things that are real or have being, the possible being of something
else entails that “being” means something different from Hot and Cold. If
“being” does mean something different, then the default Platonic position,
which is a referential theory of meaning, is that there is something that is
real or has being that enters into the explanation for the being of Hot or
Cold (and, implicitly, the nonbeing of everything else), something which
neither the nature of Hot nor the nature of Cold could do. We recall that
the hypothesizing of the absolutely simple first principle of all, the Idea of
the Good, leads Plato to distinguish the existence and the essence of the
Forms, the reason being that if the first principle is unique, everything else
that exists must be a composite of existence and essence. The failure of
Pluralists is not a failure to get right the number or kinds of things that have
being, but to suppose that in making a claim about the number or kinds,
they are thereby giving an account of being or existence. Lurking in the
background, however, is the problem that if an account of being requires
that a Form of Being exist, then we shall face the difficulty of whether that
account pertains to the nature of Being or to the fact that the Form itself
exists or has being.

The problem underlying Pluralism is the mirror image of the problem
faced by the Eleatic Parmenides who, the Stranger says, maintain that “the
all is one (&v 10 mdv).”** That is, if Eleatics claim that the One has being, to
what does “being” refer? Either it refers to the identical thing that “One”
refers to, in which case there is no claim that the One exists or has being, or
else it refers to something different, in which case it is not true that the One
alone has being, that is, it is not true that “being” and “One” refer to the
identical thing.” In addition, if either “one” refers or “being” refers, then
each of them must exist sufficiently to be able to refer.*

The Stranger argues that the question “What is being (16 &v)?” cannot
be coherently answered by the Parmenidean claim “the all (16 ndv) is one”
or, alternatively, “the One alone is.”” The principal reason for this is that

54. Soph. 244B6-7.

55. Soph. 244B6-245E5. The phrase “to what does ‘being’ refer” is my expression of
244C1-2 where the question is: Are “one” and “being” two “names (6vopata)” “attributable
(mpocypmuevol)” to one thing or not. For Plato, a name is only a name if it refers. So if “be-
ing” and “one” are two names, then they must refer to different things. I am of course using
“things” in the widest possible sense, further specification of which is provided a few pages
later by Plato. If something is composite in any way, then there can be two or more names that
refer to the distinct elements of the composite, even if this composite is also one. See Parm.
137C4-D3 to which Soph. 245A8-9 is probably referring. The Parmenidean One cannot be
absolutely one or simple as the first principle of all must be. The words év koAetté Tt (Do you
call being something?) are in line with a common pattern in the dialogues. If x is 71, then x has
being. The general point is taken to apply to being itself.

56. Soph. 244C8-E13.

57. Soph. 244B6-10. The alternatives &v 10 mév and &v pévov givar seem to be intended as
synonymous.



138 CHAPTER 5

to say that “the One alone is” is in effect to claim two things: (a) the only
thing that has being is the One and (b) it has being.”® That is, what has be-
ing (only the One) and the fact that it has being are distinct. This distinc-
tion cannot be merely conceptual, like the distinction between “brother of
John” and “brother of Mary” when applied to the identical individual. For
if “one” and “being” indicated merely a conceptual distinction, there would
in fact be from Parmenides no answer forthcoming to the question “What
is real?” For when he replies, “the One,” this must be taken as equivalent to
replying “the real is real” or “being is.” Since Parmenides (atleast according
to Plato) does actually want to make a substantive claim about the nature
of reality, namely, “all is one,” it cannot be the case that “one” and “is” or
“being” refer to the identical thing. Similarly, if Parmenideans now say that
the all is one, meaning that the all is a whole consisting of all its parts, then
the sense in which the all is one requires that there be a real distinction
between “one” and “being.” For what is unequivocally one is without parts.”
Therefore, if being or reality is a whole, we can say that it has a sort of one-
ness, but that it is not unqualifiedly one; rather, it has oneness as a property
(méB0og).%°

It may be supposed that the conclusion reached about the distinction
between that which is truly one and the oneness of that which is real or a
whole is unproblematic. For a similar conclusion can be reached as to the
distinction between being and the being of whatever is real. But the insight
that the Platonic tradition will eventually seize on with full force is that the
cases are not parallel. Plato himself will later in the dialogue argue that the
being of real things is distinct from those things.®' But that which provides
being to Forms is “beyond” the real things (td évta). At least, it is beyond
the things that are real owing to their partaking in ovcia. Putting this to-
gether with Aristotle’s claim that for Plato the first principle of all is the
One invites the conclusion that the way a real thing’s being is distinct from
that real thing is different from the way its oneness is distinct from it. This
in turn suggests that the oneness of that which partakes of oneness, either
the whole that it is or as a part of the whole, is different from that which

58. Soph. 245B12—C2. This line of reasoning obviously matches that of Parm. 137Cff. The
difference is that Parmenides is represented here as not acknowledging the ambiguity in the
words “the one is” meaning either “the One is one” (H1) or “the One has being” (H2).

59. Soph. 245A8-9: Apepic dnmov del movteddg T6 ye aANOADG v katd TOV 0pBov Adyov eipijobat
(Surely, that which is truly one must be said to be without parts according to the correct ac-
count). This is probably a reference to the one of Parm. HI.

60. Soph. 245A1-3.

61. Soph. 254B-255E. Indeed, if that which makes real things real is their participation in
a Form of Being, 10 dv, then that Form, too, is real, and it is real owing to its participation in
Being. At 255E2-6, this argument is applied to all the Greatest Kinds and their difference from
one another: each (including implicitly Difference) is different from the rest by partaking of
Difference. So, too, it would seem to follow that each Kind is real owing to its partaking of
Being, including the Form of Being. On the identification of “Kind” and “Form,” see below.
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the first principle is for the first principle is not really one, where “one”
indicates a predicate.

The second part of the examination of theories of being is the confron-
tation with the Materialists and Idealists or “Friends of the Forms,” the for-
mer identifying realness with that which is sensible and the latter with that
which is intelligible.®® The response to the first group is a definition (8pog)
of the being of real things: “I say that all that which really has being is what-
ever by nature possesses some power either to affect or to be affected by
anything else whatsoever in the smallest way by the smallest amount even
if for only an instant. I propose that we should say that the definition for
the being of real things is nothing but power.”® The definition is meant to
include what moderate Materialists will not want to exclude from the real,
that is, properties of bodies which themselves cannot be three-dimensional
solids.** They agree that in bodies and their properties alone realness or
essence (ovoia) is found.” But the definition of being as power does not,
of course, tell us what is real or even what realness is. It only gives us a prop-
erty (mdBog) of the real. If we compare this definition with the passage in
Republic above (sec. 5.1, 8), we would naturally draw the conclusion that the
Idea of the Good is most real, not only because it is said to exceed all else
in 6vvapig but also because it unqualifiedly affects everything that has being
in the most profound way, by causing everything to exist. Therefore, the de-
fining property of the real is possessed in the highest degree by that which
transcends essence, though it does not, apparently, transcend existence or
being. But the fact that this does not undercut the absolute simplicity or
incompositeness of the Good directs us to see, at least in the case of the
Good, power not such that it Aas it, but as what it i5.%

The response to the second group, the so-called Friends of the Forms,
who want to insist that only the unchanging intelligible realm is real, the
Eleatic Stranger asks the rhetorical question: “For heaven’s sake, are we re-
ally going to be so easily persuaded that motion, life, soul, and wisdom are
not presentin thatwhich is perfectly real or thatit has neither life nor thinks,

62. Soph. 246A7-B8. Here, “realness” is synonymous with “exist.” See 246A11. It is difficult
to say whether these Materialists are supposed to include one or more historical figures. Prob-
ably, Plato would have used the label “Materialist” for a number of his predecessors, including
Democritus and Antisthenes.

63. Soph. 247D8-E4: Aéyw &1 10 kai 6molavodv TIva KeKTnpévoy dvvapty it €ig TO molelv
£1epov OTLODV TEPLKOG €1T €1 TO TABETV Kal GHIKPOTATOV VIO TOD PAVAOTATOV, KAV €1 LOVOV €ig Gmas,
v To0T0 BVTeg elvan: Tibepon yoap pov opilety <Seiv> TdL Sva dg EGTy 0vK EANO TL AV SHVaC.
Cf. Phdr. 270D2-7.

64. Soph. 247A9-10.

65. Soph. 246B1.

66. A dOvapg is functionally related to the being of that which has the dvvapug, that is, it is
functionally related to its ovoia. Since the Good’s being is beyond ovoia, it is unlimited in its
dovapg. There is no ovoio to determine its dOvapig in one way rather than another.
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but that it stands unchanging in holy solemnity, having no intellect?”®” This
passage has been widely misinterpreted to indicate that Plato is here, so to
speak, announcing the rehabilitation of the sensible world as now being on
a par with the intelligible world. But taking the passage in this way would
require us to assume that the Friends of the Forms had hitherto denied
not the relative unintelligibility of the sensible world but that it has being
at all. Although there is nothing anywhere in the dialogues to point to as
evidence that Plato ever held this view, one could suppose that the Friends
do not represent Plato himself at an earlier stage of his development, but
rather, for example, other members of the Academy. This is possible. But if
the sensible world does not have being at all, what is the point of positing
Forms in the first place? As we learn from Parmenides, Forms are posited to
explain the possibility that things can be the same even though they are
not identical.®® More broadly, they are adduced to explain the possibility
of predication. But if the sensible world does not have being, then there
is nothing to explain. It seems much more reasonable to suppose that the
correction to the theory of the Friends is in fact a correction to their view
that the intelligible world is bereft of life, especially intelligent life and the
sort of motion that this entails.*

67. Soph. 248E7-249A2: Ti 8¢ mpog Awdg; dg anddg kivnowv kol {wnv kal yoxnv kol
epovnoY 1 pading meednoousda 1@ movtehds dvit uf mopeivor, pndé Ciiv ovtd pmdé epoveiv,
GG oEUVOV Ko Eylov, vodv oDk Eyov, dkivitov éotdg eivar; Cf. Phd. 79D1-7; 80B1, 7; and 81Ab5.
See Gerson 2006; Abbate 2010, 129-136; and Perl 2014.

68. See Parm. 132A1-4.

69. The concluding words of the refutation of the Friends, Soph. 249C10-D4, namely, that
0 6v 1€ kai 10 mav must be understood to include 6ca dxivnta kai kexwnuéva, should
be translated as: “such things as are both unchangeable and changing,” not “such things as are
unchangeable and such [other] things that are changing.” If we understood it in the latter
way, the claim would not have been one with which the Friends would have ever disagreed.
The second way of reading these words assumes that 10 év te kai 10 mdv refers to the entire
world (not to the intelligible world alone). But that would mean that the Stranger is no longer
talking about 16 movieldg 6v (248E8); he would have shifted the subject of discussion from
the intelligible world to the intelligible world plus the sensible world. See Perl 2014, 152-153.
It should be noted that this passage is proposed as a reconciliation between Idealists and
proponents of constant change, e.g., Heracliteans, not as a reconciliation between Idealists
and Materialists. So the tendency among scholars to take the proposed reconciliation to be
between Idealists and Materialists should be resisted. Menn (1995, 1-24 with notes) argues
that 0 mavteldg ov must refer to the entire universe, not just the intelligible world because
the “agreement achieved between the gods and giants” demands a concession to each. But the
concession to the giants is that if something does not have a dovapig to make any difference in
the world, then its claim to exist should be rejected. The giants no doubt think this criterion
will exclude all the inhabitants of the intelligible world. Menn is also mistaken in supposing that
what he calls “the neo-Platonist” interpretation, which restricts 10 mavteAdg 6v to the intelligi-
ble world, maintains that the intelligible world is just the world of Forms. L. Brown (1998, 201)
rejects what she calls the “mystical view” according to which perfect Being contains motion,
life, etc., “all these attributes.” Here, “mystical” is evidently being used as a rhetorical term of
abuse, not a legitimate conceptual category.
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The principal import of this text is that intelligible reality is alive and pos-
sessed of intellect, something that, as we shall presently see, is confirmed by
Timaeus. The dilemma posed by this claim for the Platonist is patent: either
the first principle of all is beyond life and cognition altogether, in which
case its causal role, to say nothing of its happiness, is utterly opaque or else
it does have life and cognition, in which case it is equally opaque how it can
be “beyond ovocia.”

We recall that the words 10 mavtek@dg dv are used by Plato in Republic
to describe the subject matter of philosophy.” What we have here is an
explicit expansion or at least substantive clarification of the contents of
the really real. As a result of this expansion, we may infer that change, life,
soul, and wisdom insofar as these are found in the sensible world, have
their paradigms in the intelligible world. Accordingly, any fruitful study of
the former must grasp these as images of the latter. Insofar as Platonism
and Naturalism engage on psychological and cognitive issues pertaining to
human beings, the Platonic position will be an extension of the argument
in Phaedo according to which Naturalists can in principle only provide nec-
essary conditions for the true causes of embodied phenomena. Thus, say,
embodied thinking can only be understood as a diminished version of the
thinking that occurs in the intelligible world. A Naturalist will, of course,
agree that an image can only be understood if one understands what it is an
image of. They will disagree that psychological and cognitive phenomena
in the sensible realm are images of anything. Therefore, their denial of the
subject matter of philosophy as identified by Platonism leaves them, accord-
ing to the Platonist, with only a Naturalist account of these phenomena.
If such accounts are adequate, then the motive for seeing the phenomena
as images evanesces; if they are held to be inadequate, the way is open for
Platonic accounts.

The recognition of the presence of life in the intelligible world is related
to the analysis that yields a first principle of all that is uniquely incomposite.
That is, if there is an intelligible world at all, something that even the re-
formed Materialists are poised to accept, it is intrinsically complex. Hence,
relations are possible among intelligibles. But as we have seen, in the intel-
ligible world all relations must be internal relations. For example, if Justice
and Virtue are Forms and Justice is a species of Virtue, then the relation
between these is intrinsic and eternal. It belongs to what Virtue is that a
part of it is Justice and it belongs to Justice to be a part of Virtue. Thus, the
complexity among Forms is more than the minimal complexity that follows
from a real minor distinction within each Form between its existence and
its essence. The essence of each Form is itself complex and this complexity

70. Rep. 477A3. Cf. 477A7, 478D6-7, 479D5: 10 eilkpwidg v; and 597D2: Gviwg v.
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cannot exclude the existence of each of its complex essential parts really
distinct from the essence of each part.” But what of its life?

There are many things that Platonists will say about this, as we shall see.
Here, it will perhaps suffice to point out that the internal relations among
eternal entities must still leave each intelligible to be what it is. Virtue re-
mains uniquely Virtue even though it is, say, composed of Forms of indi-
vidual Virtues. And Justice remains Justice even though what it is is a part
of Virtue. Obviously, it will not do to represent such relations as ontological
correlates of class inclusions and exclusions. Nevertheless, it is possible for
intellects to think the samenesses, identities, and differences among Forms,
that is, to represent these in Adyot or necessarily true propositions. Thus, if
Justice is a part of Virtue, the proposition that justice is a virtue both repre-
sents the difference between Justice and Virtue and their relative identity.
What is needed for an intelligible world that is constructed to provide ex-
planations for predication here below is an intellect eternally thinking all
that which is represented by us in necessarily true propositions.

What need is there, though, for the middleman, the eternal intellect?
The reason is that the requisite simultaneous identity, difference, and same-
ness is purely a property of cognitional activity. It is only in thinking that two
different things can be one. Consider the following analogy. To maintain
that the Morning Star is the Evening Star is, roughly, to maintain that two
things are really one. But they are only two in the intellectual act of their
identification either by referring to one or the other or by affirming the
identity of each with the other. There must be eternal intellection because
the eternal identity of each Form is inseparable from its internal related-
ness to all the other Forms.™

Sophist provides further confirmation that Plato is working along this
line of thought. It will be recalled that the exploration of Being (10 6v)
was undertaken to understand how nonbeing (t0 pn 6v) is real. It turns
out that Being, though somehow present in things that are in motion and

71. Owing to this compositeness, we should reject the claim made by a number of schol-
ars (e.g., Lavecchia 2010, 44-45 and n. 6; and Halfwassen 2000, 46n16) that, for Plato, v,
ovoia, and glvar are equivalent as are the phrases ovoiog petéyewv (petohopBavev) and petéyew
(netarapfavev) tod eivar. See Parm. 141E7-8, 11; 142B8-C2, C5-6; 143A6-7, B3; 152A2-3;
156A1-2, 4-5; and 162A6-B2. The mistake made by these scholars in my opinion is that they
assume that if A and B are mutually implicatory, then this entails their identity. Not only is this
not true for any A and any B that are internally related, but from the unique superordinate
status of the Good, it follows that in everything else there must be a real distinction between
A and B within the (relatively) self-identical thing.

72. Gill (2012, 150-155) thinks that because each Kind is “outside” the others, it can
have accidental properties. On the contrary, among eternal and immutable entities, all its
properties must be essential or internal to it. The array of intelligible entities necessitates the
complexity of Being, not a realm in which accidental properties may be found. Accidental
properties, along with chance and becoming are not features of the eternal.
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things that are at rest or are stable, is distinct from both.” Nevertheless,
the association (xowvovia) of the Kinds Motion and Stability with Being is
necessary for each to exist.”* That Motion or Stability exists cannot, how-
ever, mean that “Motion” and “exist” are two names that apply equally to
Motion, that is, that there is a mere conceptual distinction within Motion
between its essence and its existence.” Motion and Stability and Being are
three entities.” Therefore, their association is of a different order from
the association that is made in a predicative statement such as “Motion
exists.” Because Motion and Being associate in some way, we can give Mo-
tion two names, “Motion” and “exist,” without thereby falling prey to a
sophism. Or can we?

The association of eternal entities each one and immutable is not obvi-
ously defended by saying that unless Motion exists, then (on the postulation
of Forms) things will not be able to participate in Motion, that is, they can-
not be said to move or be movable. For one good reason for adhering to the
nominalism of an Antisthenes is precisely that allowing predication means
either saying that one thing is many or saying that there is nothing wrong
with one thing being many so long as we postulate an intelligible world in
which one thing can be said to be many. Conceptual distinctions can be
maintained so long as the problem they are supposed to resolve is displaced
into the eternal realm. This does not seem satisfactory.”’

An association among Forms (or a disassociation) is expressible in
thoughts and statements the ontological foundations for which are dif-
ficult to see. But since the eternal is ontologically prior to the temporal,
the association of individual Forms cannot be reduced to their expression.
Motion and Being must be eternally associated.

It is at least possible that the introduction of thinking into the really
real is intended to provide the solution to this problem. Here is a way of
considering this solution. Suppose an array of Forms that provides the on-
tological foundation for (1) every necessary truth simpliciter and (2) every

73. Soph. 250B8-C4.

74. Soph. 251D5-252A4. Their association will, therefore, also be necessary for anything to
participate in Motion or Stability.

75. See Soph. 251A8-C6, evidently directed against Antisthenes. If this is so, the position
he is supposed to have held is that all conceptual distinctions are real distinctions and all real
distinctions are real major distinctions such that no one thing can have many names, for if it
did, it would not be one thing. But the Eleatic Stranger says that this is nonsense. The unity
of something is not compromised by many names being said of it. If Socrates is tall, using the
words “Socrates” and “tall” of him does not compromise his unity. This is because the predi-
cates or names are not themselves entities. The sophism here dismissed is of a different order
from the kinds of distinctions that will follow. Cf. Tht. 201D-E.

76. Soph. 254D12.

77. 1 think it is licit to take participation in Forms as implicit in the argument against
Antisthenes given Parmenides’s challenge in Parmenides, namely, that discourse would not be
possible if Forms were unqualifiedly separate from the sensible realm.
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contingent truth that depends on a necessary truth. Examples of (1) are
naturally found within mathematics, though there is in principle no limi-
tation on what the necessary truths are truths about, for example, moral
properties. Examples of (2), at the most simple, are predicative judgments
of the sort “S is f” where “f” stands for a property instantiating a Form. So,
S could not be f unless the Form of F exists or unless “F exists” is a necessary
truth. What is still wanting is an explanation of how the postulated array of
Forms is an association. That is, the association must somehow represent
a unity so we can say that what one Form is is to be relatively identical with
another Form such that there is a necessary truth that, for example, Mo-
tion exists. Relative identity ensures that participation in one Form entails
participation in another.

The problem with this as it stands is that relative identity seems to be a
reciprocal relation, but although it may be the case that Motion exists, it is
not the case that Being is in motion or, less contentiously, that Oddness is
three. What is needed is a generic Form that unites all the Forms in their
articulated differentiations. This seems to be the Form of Being itself. But
this virtual identity is not sufficient, since the necessary truths in (1) and
(2) above depend on the nonidentity of the Forms that are associated.
This is why an intellect eternally thinking all these necessary truths in their
relative identities and differences is required. The ontological foundation
for the necessary truth “three is odd” is in eternal thinking. The relevant
intellect is eternally cognitively identical with what it is thinking which is,
generically, Being itself. The array of Forms is one because the thinker is
one and the thinker is cognitively identical with the Forms. The Forms ap-
pear as an articulated many to anyone expressing in a Adyog or in a thought
a necessary truth.

In the Sophist passage in which the properties of the “Greatest Kinds
(ta péyrota yévn)” are deduced, there is additional information relevant to
the above interpretation. The five Greatest Kinds are Motion (kivnoig),
Stability (ctdoig), Identity (tavtév), Difference (étepov), and Being (10 6v).”
We have already seen that Motion exists because it partakes of Being,
which must be distinct from it. But Being is different from Identity.” It is

78. Soph. 254B8-255E6. “Stability” is a better translation for ctéoig than “Rest” since rest
implies an absence of motion, whereas, as the text makes clear, the otdoig of the intelligible
world does not preclude its motion. Further, “Identity” is the appropriate translation for (10)
tavtév rather than “Sameness (0podtG)” because the latter term implies multiplicity and is
logically posterior to Identity, which does not. Sameness is not a Greatest Kind. It is not clear
that we can infer from the fact that two of the Greatest Kinds, say Motion and Identity, partake
of Being, then Motion and Identity are therefore the same. This is so because from sameness
we can infer numerical difference, not merely otherness or distinctness. But I think that Plato
is reluctant to say that Forms are numerically different from each other if they are internally
related. It is true that there are five Greatest Kinds, but Form-Numbers at any rate are not
countable.

79. Soph. 255B11-C4.
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also different from Difference.® Being is different from Difference and
different from Identity not owing to its own nature, but owing to its partak-
ing of Difference.™

The designation of Being as a Kind, even one of the Greatest Kinds is,
to say the least, odd. The apparent oddness should be mitigated by the fact
that this Kind is not equivalent to the subject of first philosophy for Aristo-
tle, namely, being qua being. The equivalent functional role of being qua
being for Plato is that of the Idea of the Good which is beyond Being. More
important for present purposes is that Being is both “in itself (ka0 avt0)”
and “in relation to something else (npo¢ dAAo),” meaning that within Being
there is a real distinction between what Being is in itself and the difference
it has in relation to the other Kinds (and the other Kinds in relation to it).%?
We have already been prepared for this startling conclusion by Plato’s previ-
ous rejection in the dialogue of Parmenides’s claim that Being is one. But
now we have a better sense of why this is so. The “in itself” refers to each
essence and all together; the “in relation to something else” indicates their
internal relatedness.

Being must be complex or a “one-many” if there is to be an intelligible
world. This complexity requires that the first principle of all be beyond
Being in the sense of being other than that which exists by having a finite
nature or ovcio. The Idea of the Good or the One or, if one insists, the
nameless first principle of all, is a postulate inseparable from the pos-
tulate of an eternal intelligible world. And as we have seen, an eternal
intellect eternally cognitively identical with the array of intelligibles is an
additional postulate without which the first two would be insufficient.*®
Neither the Good nor Forms alone, nor the Good and the Forms together
achieve explanatory adequacy, the 1t ikavov of Phaedo. The Kind Being
seems most perspicuously represented as a summum genus of all intel-
ligibles analogous to the Form of the Good (not the Idea of the Good),

80. Soph. 255D3-E1.

81. Soph. 255E3-6.

82. The distinction between two kinds of Being, ta ovta ko odtd and td mpog dAla,
255C13-14, has been taken to be alluding to the One and Indefinite Dyad. See Dancy 1999.
This perhaps makes sense if the One and the Indefinite Dyad are what is found in H2 and
not in HI. Silverman (2002, 162-181) offers an ontological interpretation of the two kinds
of Being, different from my own, but close enough to set him squarely against the linguistic
interpretation of Frede (1967, 12-29) and others. Plato is not in this passage focused on types
of predication, but rather on the ontological foundation for predicative judgments, including
the false judgments of sophists. As Silverman (176) argues, t& ovtd ko6’adtd indicates partici-
pation in Being; t& npog GAAa indicates “to be in any other way.” This does not I think bring out
the (internal) relational aspect among the Forms.

83. The Good, being absolutely simple, must be beyond thinking, whereas the reductive
unity of a predicative assertion is inseparable from thinking. Apart from thinking, what are
many are really only one.
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the genus of perfection, according to the interpretation of Proclus.** Both
are distinct from and subordinate to the Idea of the Good or the One. In
addition to containing all the Forms, Being is essentially connected to an
eternal intellect. Being, though one, is intrinsically complex or many as it
comprises all intelligible reality. If an eternal intellect is cognitively identi-
cal with Being, we can speak both of the intellectual side of the intelligible
world and of the intelligible side, recognizing that these are ontologically
inseparable.

The inseparability of intellectuality and intelligibility and the consequent
fact that whatever partakes of the one partakes of the other apparently yields
a surprising result congenial to the panpsychist Naturalist. If an electron
partakes of the Form of Electron, it thereby partakes of the intellect that is
cognitively identical with all intelligible reality. But apart from the fact that
embracing this conclusion means detaching panpsychism from Natural-
ism, there is a further consideration. There are necessary conditions for an
electron’s participation in the Form, just as there are necessary conditions
for something having a life, that is, a particular kind of life. In addition,
Platonists insist that there are necessary conditions for the presence of an
immaterial intellect in human beings. The necessary conditions for being
an electron are, so far as we can tell, other than and probably incompatible
with the necessary conditions either for life or for intellect. If this is so, then
electrons could not partake of life or intellect after all. They are limited
in this way by having only the necessary conditions for partaking of the
Form of Electron. As Platonists will later express the point, things partake
in as much of Being as they are able to, according to the essence of each.
It is not the case that Being is itself variously dispersed; it is altogether one
and entirely present wherever it is present. But the necessary conditions for
participating in Being are variously dispersed such that, for example, when
the necessary conditions for being a worm are present, the necessary condi-
tions for being a flea are not and the worm is thereby deprived of what is
completely available to it in principle.

Our embodied intellects represent Being in Adyot and in thought. Pre-
sumably, what allows us or compels us to represent Being in all its variega-
tions is our experience in the sensible world of the instances of Forms, the
products of the creative activity of the Demiurge. The ability that rational
animals have to engage in such representations and to express, affirm, and
deny them is owing to the knowledge that we have had prior to incarnation.
On the hypothesis that Being and intellection are two sides of the same coin,
our immortal souls or intellects are, too, identical with Being. According to
the story of the soul’s creation in Timaeus, however, our souls are made of a
mixture of the type of ovsia that is found in the intelligible world and the

84. Cf. Soph. 254A8-10 for the connection between philosophy and Being as a summum
genus. See chap. 6, and Gerson 2015. Also Beierwaltes 2004, 103-108.
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type of ovosia that is found in the sensible world.* On the basis of this mix-
ture, it is not clear whether the soul, when separated from the body, sheds
the sensible type of ovsia or whether it retains this, making its reconnection
with the intelligible world more problematic. Speaking for the first alterna-
tive is that the composition of the human soul precedes its “seeding” among
stars prior to the incarnation of individuals.*® In the preincarnate state, the
Demiurge addresses human souls regarding the nature of the cosmos and
the laws of destiny. Therefore, we may infer that the postincarnate soul or
its immortal part is capable of reconnecting with the knowledge it was given
prior to incarnation. It is, therefore, owing to being a soul in a body that we
are unable to cognize Forms directly without representation.

Prima facie, it is a major concession to Naturalism to admit that incarnat-
ed souls—human beings—have access to the intelligible world only via rep-
resentations. For as Rorty insisted, representation is not mirroring. Caught
within the web of conceptual thinking and language, we do not seem to
have direct access to an intelligible world as Plato conceived of it since we
do not even have direct access to the sensible world. The relation between
Being and cognitional representations remains a crucial stress point in the
debate between Platonism and Naturalism. It must be added, however, that
the fact that there is no access to intelligibles without representation cer-
tainly does not entail that thinking is just representation.

The internal complexity of the Kind Being is, I claim, strong evidence in
support of the role of the Good or One in the Platonic system. If there is
a first principle of all, it must be beyond Being because a first principle of
all must be absolutely simple whereas Being is intrinsically complex. Stated
otherwise, since the first principle of all must be absolutely simple, it must
be beyond Being, since the being of anything is intrinsically complex. That
is, minimally, its being is comprised of existence and essence. In the Sophist,
Plato explicitly limits his discussion of Being and Not-Being or Difference
only to that which is necessary for identifying the sophist.*” For this reason,
we do not get a full-scale discussion of this complex topic. Itis clear, however,
that the complexity of Being does not just allow for the possibility of an abso-
lutely simple first principle of all. It demands such a principle.

5.4. First Principles in Philebus

Philebus is a dialogue in search of the human good, that is, the best sort of
life for a human being. The central problem for the dialogue is the relative

85. See Tim. 35A-B, 41D-E.

86. Tim. 41D4-42A3.

87. See Soph. 254B8-D2; and Krimer (1990, 108-109), who suggests that if Philosopher had
been written, that would have been the natural place to find a discussion of the principle
beyond Being and Nonbeing.
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weight that should be given to intellect (vodg) and pleasure (1dovn}) in
that life. In search of the correct answer, general ontological principles
are adduced in a number of passages. The central principle is that of voig.
“Should we say, Protarchus, that everything, I mean that which is called the
universe, is governed by irrationality and by chance or, on the contrary,
as those who have gone before us have said, that it is governed by some
wonderful organizing intellect and wisdom?”® The introduction of vodg as
a supreme organizing principle immediately complicates the picture. For
even though in Republic the Idea of the Good is said to be “the happiest
of that which is”—a claim that is hardly perspicuous—there is no indica-
tion that the Good is intellect; indeed, the Good would seem to be beyond
intellect insofar as it is beyond obdoia. How, then, are the two supposed to
be related?

The role of the intellect itself is not entirely clear, for it is implicitly
introduced within a tetrad of principles underlying the composition of
everything in the universe.

Let us divide into two—or rather, three, if you don’t mind—all the things said
now to be in the universe. . . .

We said, if you recall, that god has shown us that among things there is the
unlimited and there is the limit.*

Let us posit these two forms, with the third being the mixture of the two. . ..

Look for the cause of the mixture of these two with each other and add it
to the other three as a fourth.*”

The cause of the mixture is vobg which operates by imposing a limit on
an unlimited principle in order to produce the mixture. The specific mix-
ture in the good life that the dialogue is meant to ascertain is that of in-
tellect and pleasure, a kind of unlimitedness, admitting of more and less
indefinitely. Even if there be some doubt as to the status of the unlimited
as a principle, there can be no doubt that intellect and limitedness have

88. Phil. 28D5-9: [16tepov, @ Iphrapye, 6 cOUmOVTO Kol TOSE TO KUAOVUEVOV BAOV EMLTPOTEVELY
edpev TV 10D GAdYoL Kol gikf] dbvauy kol 0 Omn Etuyev, 1 Tavavtio, kabdamep ol mpdobev NudvV
£leyov, vodv kal epovnciv v BovaoTiiv cuvtattovsay dlokvPepvav;

89. A reference to Phil. 16C-17A.

9o. Phil. 23C4-D8: ITavta 1 viv dvta év @ movti Sl SwAdPfopev, pddiov 8, &i Boddet,
Toy(d. - - - TOv 0gov ElEyopév mov T0 pev dmepov deiéon 1@V Svimv, 1o 8¢ Tépag; Tovtm 81 TdV iddV
0 500 TOOpEDa, TO 3E TpiTov £ GUPOTV TOVTOW £V TL GLUUIGYOMEVOY. . . . TG ovppeiéems tovtmv
pog EANAa TV aitiov dpa, kai Tibel pot Tpog Tpisiv éxeivolg tétaptov todto. Cf. 16C7-10. Cherniss
(1945, 28) takes the above two passages to be limited in their application to the sensible world
(mévta o vOv 8vta). See Richard 2005, 143-144, for a refutation. If, like Cherniss, one rejects
those texts which state that the Good is the first principle of all, along with those texts in which
Plato is said to have identified the Good with the One, it would not be unreasonable to infer
that the Philebus passages are not to be understood as manifestations of this principle. The
unreasonableness in Cherniss’s position is in his rejection of the evidence for the supremacy
of the Good and for the identification of the Good with the One.
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a fundamental role that transcends the sensible world. This is evident is
the identification of vo¥g as a divine nature only two pages later.”" We do
not have, though, any clear evidence of how these principles relate to the
Idea of the Good.

On the other hand, the primary aim of this dialogue is to discover the
human good. Socrates lays down three criteria for this good: that it be per-
fect (téheov), sufficient (ikavov), and that it be the object of choice.”” The
human good will be found in a characteristically human life. But this good
can only be one finite expression of the Idea of the Good. If, after all, it is
true that we all desire the Good for ourselves, this is only obtainable by a
choice of a specific good or set of goods perfecting human activities and
desires. The human good will be so because it is a specific instance of the
Good itself. Something possesses the predicate “good” because it partici-
pates in the Good which, judging from Republic, is the superordinate Idea.”
In the concluding passage of Philebus we read: “So if we are not able to
capture the Good in one idea, let us get at it with three, with beauty and
commensurability and truth, and say that we would be most correct to treat
these as in a way one and responsible for what is in the mixture [of the ele-
ments of the good life], and that it is owing to this [the three taken as one]
being good that it becomes so.”"*

Note that the first sentence does not deny the existence of the Idea of
the Good, only that we cannot capture it in one idea, something that would
follow immediately from the Idea being “beyond ovoia.” The three avail-
able ways of capture are via beauty, commensurability, and truth. We have
already seen above (sec. 5.1, 6) that the Idea of the Good provides truth
to Forms.” And truth, that is ontological truth, is transparency or avail-
ability to an intellect. As for commensurability, we learned earlier in the
dialogue that it is a proportion or ratio of measures, which themselves are

91. Phil. 30D1-4. Cf. 28C6-8.

92. Phil. 20D1-10; cf. 67A1-8, which makes clear that whatever the mixture of reason and
pleasure that constitutes the good life for a human being, this good cannot be the Good itself.
Reason is, indeed, closer to the Good but that is because reason has no unlimitedness in it.
See Ep. 7, 342D1-2.

9. See Van Riel 1999, 253-267; Ferber 2002, 187-196; and Desjardins 2004, 55-90, on the
implicit referencing of Republic in discussions of the Good in Philebus.

94. Phil. 65A1-5: Ovdkodv el pr d Svvapedo i6éq 0 dyabov Onpedoat, cov tpioi Aafovreg,
KOAAEL Kol oupeTpigr kol GAnOsiq, Aéympey dg TodTo otlov &v dpBdTaT’ G citiacaiped’ dv Tdv &v Tij
oovppeifet, kot 81t 10010 MG Ayafov dv ToldTV AOTIHY YEYOVEVOL.

95. See esp. Kramer (1969) 2014, 1-30. See also Delcomminette 2006, 505, 563, 577, 619,
on the identity of the Good here and the Idea of the Good in Republic. The Good is not cap-
tured by identifying it with the One presumably because absolute oneness is no more transpar-
ent than is absolute goodness. By contrast, beauty, commensurability, and truth are cognitively
available to us.

96. On ontological truth, see Szaif (1996) 1998, 132-152; and Ferrari 2003, 304.
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combinations of limit and unlimited elements.”” That is, commensurability
results when various limits are applied to various unlimited bases and then
combined according to an appropriate or ideal proportion. As for beauty,
we have also seen above (sec. 5.1, 16) that the Idea of the Good is more
beautiful than knowledge and truth.”® Thus, even if the Idea of the Good
is not directly in view in Philebus, the attentive reader can hardly avoid the
conclusion that this dialogue enriches our understanding of the first prin-
ciple of all.

If commensurability, truth, and beauty are “in a way one,” and they are
various expressions or aspects of the Good, which is itself “beyond ovcia,” it
seems to follow that the Idea of the Good is itself in a way a principle of uni-
ty or oneness in the sense of incompositeness.” It should also be noted that
the three aspects are referred to in the singular (todto0) when the cause of
goodness in a mixture is cited. That is, commensurability, beauty, and truth
are ultimately unified in some way. Admittedly, the connection between
the Idea of the Good and unity or oneness is, on the basis of this passage
alone, tenuous. Given this passage, though, it is difficult to see why Aristo-
tle’s testimony, which explicitly identifies the Good with the One, should
be discounted.

As Platonists understood it, the One and the Indefinite Dyad are the prin-
ciple of limitedness and unlimitedness in all composites, which is to say,
everything other than the One itself.'” The One is itself not the limitin each
thing nor is the Indefinite Dyad the unlimited; limit and unlimitedness are
manifestations of the principles. As the above passage makes clear, the unity
that something has is the result of the imposition of limit on unlimitedness
and it is this unity that defines the goodness of the thing, that unity and
goodness being indexed to the kind of thing it is. This is integrative unity,
which implies that the One, being incomposite, is not that, but rather its
principle.!”! The assimilation of the Idea of the Good to the One is, accord-
ingly, the metaphysical foundation for Plato’s antirelativism.

97. See Phil. 25A6-B3. Zvppetpio is a combination of petpio or measures. Also Sts.
265E7-266B7, 283C3-285C2.

98. Cf. Tim. 87C4—6: mdv o1 10 dryofOV KaAGY, TO 88 KeAdV 00K duetpov- Kol {Pov odv TO
towodToV Ec6pevov ovppetpov Betéov (Now that which is good is always beautiful, and that which
is beautiful is never without measure; a living creature, then, who is going to be [good and
beautiful] will possess commensurability).

99. See Sayre 1983, 168-174; and Desjardins 2004, 105-112.

100. See Van Riel 1997, 39-43, on Iamblichus in particular and his account of how the first
principles are expressed as limit and unlimited.

101. Sayre 1983, 173, says, “Limit and Unity are ontologically equivalent.” Sayre does not
say that by “unity” he means “integrative unity.” But I take it that this is what he means. For
an attempt to base an account of the nonrelativity of the good in Philebus without reference
to the Good or to its identity with the One or without explicitly identifying goodness with
integrative unity, see Cooper 1977a (1999). Cooper’s otherwise exemplary analysis is missing
only a connection between the passage at 65A1-5 with the passage at 23C4-D8. On integrative
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The puzzle about how the Good provides truth to the Forms is solved by
looking at the Good from the aspect of integrative unity. Ontological truth
is a relative property of intelligibles, the property of being transparent to an
intellect. This means seeing the unity of the parts of an intelligible complex
or whole; for example, seeing a pattern in an array of numbers or seeing
the unified functionality across the organs among biological homologues
or seeing a unifying cause behind various medical symptoms or, to take an
unquestionably Platonic example, seeing that physical and psychical beauty
are really one thing. In all these cases, the Good provides truth to the intel-
ligibles manifested in these examples because the Good is the One. Ow-
ing to the uniqueness of the Good or One, all unity other than its own is
complex. The unity as opposed to the disarray of the complex is integra-
tive unity and without it there would be no intelligibility. That is, to be able
to understand anything at all, it is necessary to see the unity of its parts,
where unity is indexed to kinds or essences and parts can be either static or
dynamic or both. The unified paradigms are, as instruments of the Good or
One, relative principles of unity and hence of intelligibility.

Returning to vodg as the cause of any good mixture, this seems to be the
Demiurge. Because the Demiurge is Good-like, he manifests proportion,
beauty, and truth and this is what he communicates to the cosmos.’” What
he produces for each natural kind is an integrative unity. Deviations from
this unity, for whatever reason, may be judged over against the Form he
instantiates in each case. Hence, for human beings, our ideal achievement
is determined by our endowment and this is expressible in terms of an in-
tegrative unity of the parts of the soul and of the soul/body complex. The
best life for a soul/body complex is a particular sort of integrative unity. But
this is not the best life for a soul capable of living separate from the body.
The ideal integrative unity of the soul consists in cognitive identity with all
that is intelligible. Beauty, commensurability, and truth are ways of attain-
ing the Good. The combination of the three criteria forms an integrative
unity, that is, the unity of a complex. One of the things it means to say that
the Good is the One is that the Good is achievable only via an integrative
unity of the criteria, the sort of unity appropriate for a human being. Any
such unity obviously approaches the Good or One itself asymptotically, as
it were. There is no integration into or with the absolutely simple first prin-
ciple of all.!%?

unity as goodness see Miller 1995, 630-633. He uses the term “complete and well-apportioned
whole.” Recall that at Phd. 99C5-6, the Good is that which “binds (cuvdeiv)” and “holds things
together (cuvéyew).”

102. Cf. Sts. 269D, 270A, 273B-C.

1038. See Desjardins (2004, 12-51), who presents a persuasive analysis of the overall
structure of the dialogue that shows the central theme of the dialogue to be integrative
unity (of knowledge and pleasure in a good human life) under the governance of the first
principle of all.
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5.5. First Principles in Timaeus

The principal texts in the dialogues in which Plato indicates the math-
ematical tendency in his thought are in Timaeus. The Demiurge, says
Timaeus, “wanted to make the cosmos as near as possible to being like
himself.”'"* Just one page later, he says, that the Demiurge wanted to as-
similate (opowdcat) the cosmos to the most beautiful of intelligibles, that
is, to the Living Animal that contains all intelligible living kinds within it.'"
Itis possible, of course, to take these wishes on the part of the Demiurge as
two and not one. If this is true, then being like the Demiurge is not identi-
cal to being like the Living Animal. One desideratum could possibly be
achieved without the other. But on that interpretation, it is a mystery how
both desiderata are to be independently achieved. For when the Demiurge
acts, he does one thing and one thing only, namely, imposes mathemati-
cal order on the precosmic “soup” using “shapes and numbers (ideci 1€
Kol GpBpoic).”!” This presumably achieves both desiderata. The shaped
and numbered elements are themselves composed into living beings here
below according to the mathematical formulae that guarantee assimilation
to the Living Animal.

Both desiderata are simultaneously achieved if the eternal intellection of
the Demiurge is cognitive identification with all that is intelligible. There
are within the entire Platonic tradition three ways to understand such intel-
lection. According to the first, what the Demiurge has in his intellect are
concepts (vofjuata) or thoughts of intelligibles, which are separate from
these concepts. According to the second, intelligibles just are such con-
cepts. According to the third, the Demiurge is cognitively identical with the
intelligibles themselves.

On the first view, it is difficult to see how a concept of an intelligible,
not derived from sense-perception, differs from the intelligible itself. More
important, this view requires the separation of the desiderata, in which case
it is not clear how the cosmos is made to be like the Demiurge in addition
to being made to be like the Living Animal. That is, how is the element of
fire made to be like the Demiurge where this likeness is other than its like-
ness to Fire in the Living Animal? On the second view, Plato would be held

104. Tim. 29E1-3.

105. Tim. 30C2-31A1. There is an ambiguity here as to whether this claim suggests that
there are intelligibles outside the Living Animal or not. I return to this question later. See
Ferrari 2008, 83-94, esp. 88-91, on the identity of Demiurge and Living Animal. Also Perl
1998; Halfwassen 2000; and Abbate 2016. The cognitive identity of Demiurge and Living Ani-
mal is the primary inference made from the passage at Soph. 248E6-249A5 wherein life and
soul cannot be excluded from 16 mavteddg 6v. This cognitive identity is essentially dynamic.
Cf. Plotinus, 6, 2 [43], 7.3-15.

106. See Tim. 53B4-5. See A. E. Taylor 1928, 358, on the meaning of £1d0g as “geometrical
shape.” These are the shapes of the particles that will enter into the composition of the ele-
ments and then of the things composed of the elements. Cf. Rep. 529D8-E3.
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to be contradicting his claim in Parmenides that Forms are not concepts, but
rather that which concepts are of.'"”” This leaves the third view, according to
which the Demiurge is eternally cognitively identical with all that is intelli-
gible. Thus, real or true Being and paradigmatic intellection are extension-
ally equivalent.'® Therefore, we can say that the association of Forms is the
thinking by the Demiurge of all necessary truths including those that make
contingent truths intelligible. The unity of Being is the unity that Intellect
has by being cognitively identical with Being. This is an integrative unity
that is of an irreducible many.

If the Demiurge is an intellect cognitively identical with Being but dis-
tinct from it, the unity that Intellect has with Being is extrinsic to Intellect,
and extrinsic to Being since Being is an array of intelligibles. The unity is ev-
idently supposed to be provided by the Good which provides both existence
and essence to intellect-intelligibles. Presumably, owing to the fact that the
Good is the source of this unity, its alternative name is, not inappropriately,
“the One,” just as Aristotle tells us.

In Timaeus, the principle that is vodg is identified as the cause of the
transformation of the precosmic chaos into the orderly universe we pres-
ently inhabit. The Demiurge is not explicitly said to be volg, but the impo-
sition by the Demiurge of “shapes and numbers” on the receptacle are said
to be “the things crafted owing to intellect (td 810 vod dednpovpynuéva).”%
The Demiurge does this by using as his paradigm “the Living Animal
(6 L®ov)” which somehow contains within it all the “intelligible Living
Animals” as parts.!’” He “looked (£Blenev)” to the eternal (10 &idtov) in or-
der to have the paradigms for use."! The looking is, presumably, an intel-
lectual awareness which, since it occurs before the generation of time, is
an eternal intellectual relation between vodg and intelligibles (t& vonté,).
Given this, we can hardly suppose that the Demiurge is identical with the
Good which is “beyond ovoio.” For first, the Demiurge has an ovcia be-
cause it has a distinct activity, that of thinking. We may add in this regard
that the Demiurge is also himself good, a property he has, presumably,
by participating in the Idea of the Good. Second, if the Demiurge is eter-
nally in cognitive relation to Forms, these Forms, or if one insists their
simulacra, must inform his ovoia. Finally, there are two passages later in
the dialogue in which Timaeus states that this dialogue will not consider

107. See Parm. 132B3-C11.

108. The root idea here is no doubt an interpretation by Plato of the claim of Parmenides
that 10 y&p o010 voeiv Te koi glvan (for the identical thing is thinking and being) B3 DK.

109. Tim. 53B5, 47E3. See Xenocrates fr. 15 Heinze (= fr. 213 Isnardi Parente).

110. Tim. 30C2-D1. That these Living Animals are Forms is clear from 51E6-52A4.

111. Tim. 29A3. That “the eternal” is a description of the Living Animal is clear from 37D1:
Cdov aidiov dv.
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the “principle or principles of all things.”!'? This alone should be taken
as conclusive proof that the Demiurge (or Demiurge and Forms) is not
those principles.'’?

The function of the Demiurge serves to reply to the criticism that Forms
are “metaphysically idle.”""* As we have already seen, Forms taken alone—
separate from intellect, the Good, and from each other—could justly be
said to be metaphysically idle. That is, they are not able to account for their
instantiation. But this is not Plato’s position. Nor is it his position that an
eternal intellect eternally contemplating itself, including all that is intel-
ligible, supplies the remedy to idleness. Rather, the Demiurge, cognitively
identical with Forms, is an instrument of the inexhaustible causal power
of the Good. Forms are not metaphysically idle because Forms were never
intended by Plato to be independently causally efficacious.

The introduction of the Demiurge seems prepared for by the passage in
Sophist above which insists on the inclusion of life, intellect, and so on, in
the intelligible world and in Philebus in which a divine intellect governs the
cosmos. The nonsensible world, then—the subject matter of philosophy—
includes the Good or One, Forms, the Demiurge or divine intellect, and
souls insofar as they are composed of eternal nonsensible essence.!'?

The integration of these elements of intelligible reality in a systematic
manner was the central task of Platonism. There are here so many mov-
ing parts—literally, one is inclined to say—that it is not surprising that
disagreement was endemic. On one side, the systematic construction pro-
ceeded apace within the framework provided by the canonical texts. On
the other, engagements with Naturalists required appeal to whatever hap-
pened at the time to be the favored version of a systematic construct. It is
probably the case that no Platonists of antiquity considered the possibility

112. Tim. 48C2-6 and 53D4-7. The last passage should be connected with 53B4-5 where
it is said that the Demiurge brings intelligibility into the precosmic chaos by imposing shapes
and numbers on it. The “first principles of all” are the principles of these shapes and numbers.
Plato at 48B8 also calls these principles “elements (ototeia)” which is how Aristotle character-
izes the One and the Indefinite Dyad. See Meta. A 6, 987b19-20.

113. Despite the intense scrutiny of Timaeus among Middle Platonists, the tendency to
conflate the Demiurge and the Good or the One seemed to them to be irresistible. This is
the case, too, in contemporary scholarship. See, e.g., Benitez 1995, 128: “It is clear that the
Demiurge occupies the place held by the Good of the Republic.” See Ferrari (2018), who takes
a somewhat more nuanced view, although he is still attracted to the conflation.

114. See, e.g., van Inwagen 2014, chap. 10. See d’Hoine 2008 on Proclus’s analysis of Pla-
to’s argument for design in his In Parm. 3.790.5-791.20, according to which the causal role of
Demiurge and Forms in producing the order in nature are mutually implicatory. Mohr (2005,
77-80) sees a paradox in the claims that the Forms are causally inefficacious and also that
they are the causes of being known. On the present interpretation, Forms alone were never
intended by Plato to be the cause of their being known. The Idea of the Good is the cause of
the knowledge and knowability of Forms (sec. 5.1, 6).

115. The status of gods, apart from the Demiurge, is interestingly ambiguous as a potential
philosophical topic. See Tim. 40D-41D.



IDEA OF THE GOOD IN THE PLATONIC SYSTEM (1) 155

that there was in fact no coherent account of first principles to be had
from Plato. This is particularly so in light of the fact that Aristotle seems to
assume that there is a genuine account of this sort even though it does not
ultimately stand up to criticism.

In the second part of this book, I shall turn to some of the outstand-
ing figures in the Platonic tradition with an eye to their unique contribu-
tions to the system exposed in the first part. These contributions include
both exegesis and the replies to arguments arising from anti-Platonists or
Naturalists. Occasionally, we shall see the system applied to the solution of
hitherto unremarked philosophical problems. Amid the manifest disagree-
ments among Platonists regarding how to understand what Plato says and
what is implied by the truth of what he says, there is, with some notable
exceptions, an impressive agreement about principles and what the denial
of these principles amounts to.

5.6. Aristotle’s Account of First Principles in Plato

I have left to the end of this chapter Aristotle’s testimony regarding the
Good and the One. I do this because I have tried to show that from the dia-
logues alone we can derive considerable information on two central points:
(1) Plato posits an unhypothetical explanatory first principle of all that is
absolutely simple or incomposite. It does not even have the minimal com-
positeness required for an entity to be something or other, that is, to have
any true predicative judgments made of it. (2) One suitable name for this
principle is the Idea of the Good. It is so called because entities, including
the Demiurge, are good owing to their participation in it. But the explana-
tory role of this principle remains mostly obscure if we insist that it is only
a principle of goodness. Much of what the first principle of all is said to
do is owing to its being a principle of unity or oneness, though we need
to keep constantly in mind that the first principle is neither good nor one
predicatively. With these points in view, Aristotle’s testimony to the effect
that Plato identified the Good with the One is more confirmatory than a
bolt from the blue. It is certainly not the outrageous misinterpretation that
many make it out to be.

In chapter 6 of book A of Metaphysics, Aristotle moves from a survey of
pre-Socratic philosophers to Plato, whose “treatment (mpayporteio)” of ul-
timate causes is a centerpiece of Aristotle’s dialectical history."® Aristotle
begins by distinguishing the ethical philosophy of the historical Socrates
from the metaphysics of Plato, which begins with the positing of separate
Forms as the objects of knowledge. He adds that, in addition to Forms and

116. See esp. Miller 1995 for Parmenides as a major source of this testimony.
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sensibles, Plato posited Mathematical Objects which are “intermediary” be-
tween the two.'"” He then reports:

Since the Forms are the causes of all other things, he thought that the ele-
ments of Forms are the elements of all things. As matter, the Great and the
Small are the principles; as essence, it is the One. For from the Great and
the Small and by participation in the One come the Forms and these are
Numbers. In saying that the One is essence and not another thing that is said
to be one, he spoke like the Pythagoreans, and also like them in saying that
Numbers are causes of the essence of other things."®

The evidence that Plato did indeed identify Forms with Numbers in some
sense is extensive.' Aristotle does not introduce this identification as a
late development in Plato’s thinking; indeed, Aristotle throughout the cor-
pus and the scores of references to Plato’s philosophy never even suggests
that that philosophy is not a unified system.'®” The reduction of Forms to

117. Aristotle, Meta. A 6, 987a14-18. See also B 1, 995b15ff.; Z 2, 1028b19-21; K 1, 1059b2;
A1, 1069a33ff.; M 1, 1076a19ff.; M 9, 1086a11-13; and N 3, 1090b35-36.

118. Meta. A 6, 987b18-25: énel & ofte td €idn t0ig GAAOG, TdKeivov oToLEln ThVI®MY
NN TGV Svtev eivor oToygEin. (g pev odv DNV 1o péya kod T LKpdV glvar dpxdc, Mg & ovoiav T
Ev- €& gxelvov yap katd pébelw Tod Evog Th €18 elvar Tovg GpBpode. TO péviot ye Ev odotav ivar, Kol
un Etepdv vé T Ov Aéyecbou £v, mapanincing toig [Tuvbayopeiolg Eleye, kol T ToLG GpBuovg aitiovg
etvan Toig Alotg Tiig ovoiog Moavtmg éxeivolc. W. D. Ross (1924 ad loc.) argues for omitting té.
€ion. Jaeger (1957) and others, including Primavesi (2012), omit tobg dpBpods. Berti (2017)
retains both. Neither omission is found in the manuscript. Steel (2012, 186-188) argues
that neither omission is desirable or necessary. An important additional piece of information
is found in Phys. A 9, 192a3-12, where Aristotle contrasts his own principles of change—
underlying subject, form, and privation—with those who posit a “triad” of Great and Small
and One as principles. This leads them to conflate matter and privation. That Plato is be-
ing referred to here is confirmed by the previous explicit reference at A 4, 187a16-20. Cf.
Alexander of Aphrodisias, In Meta. 55, 20-35; Simplicius, In Phys. 454, 28-455, 3; and Sextus
Empiricus, M. 10.276-277. See W. D. Ross (1951, 216-220) and Reale (2008, 209-212), who
argue that the Forms are not literally reduced to Numbers but rather that what Aristotle
means is that the Forms are derived from Numbers. I do not propose to adjudicate this issue
here principally because I think the evidence for adjudication is lacking. There are numerous
details in Plato’s doctrine of principles that may well have remained unsettled in his mind at
the time of his death.

119. Cf. Meta. A 8, 990a29-32; Z 11, 1036b13-25; A 8, 1073a18-19; M 6, 1080b11-14;
M 7, 1081a5-7; M 8, 1083a18; M 8, 1084a7-8; M 9, 1086a11-13; N 2, 1090a4—6; and N 3,
1090a16. M 4, 1078b9-12 is especially important because it makes a clear distinction between
an early (€ dpyiig) phase of the theory of Forms and then a subsequent reduction of Forms to
Numbers. There is, however, no indication by Aristotle of when in Plato’s career this reduction
occurred. For this reason, it is left to students of Plato to discover indications of the reduction
in the dialogues. See Gerson 2013a, chap. 4, where this evidence is discussed at greater length.
Also see Richard 2005, 211-218; and Kramer (1969) 2014, 206-207.

120. As Burnet (1914, 313) pointed out more than a century ago, “One thing, at any
rate, seems clear. Aristotle knows of but one Platonic Philosophy, that which identified Forms
with numbers. He never indicates that this system has taken the place of an earlier Platonism
in which the Forms were not identified with numbers, or that he knew of any change or
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Numbers is not presented as a development but rather as an integral part
of Plato’s causal analysis.
The testimony continues:

It is evident from what has been said that he [Plato] uses only two causes, the
cause of the whatness and the cause according to matter (for the Forms are
the cause of the whatness of the other things, and the cause of the whatness
of the Forms is the One). It is also evident what the underlying matter is, in
virtue of which the Forms are predicated of the sensible things, and the One
is predicated of the Forms; this is the Dyad, or the Great and the Small.'?!

Aristotle’s testimony is that the ultimate principles of Plato’s philosophy are
the One and the Indefinite Dyad. It is not unreasonable to infer from this
that this One must be another name for the first principle of all, the Idea
of the Good. This inference is supported by the following passage: “Among
those who posit immovable substances, some say that the One itself is the
Good itself; at least they thought the essence of the Good to be, most of all,
the One.”'

A number of features in the above report deserve attention. The first
is the claim that Plato viewed Forms as having elements.'” The second is
that these elements are the One and the Great and Small, also called “the
Indefinite Dyad (a6piotog dvég)” as the next passage indicates.'** The third

modification introduced by Plato into his philosophy in his old age. That is only a modern
speculation.” Cf. Steinthal 1998, 67; and Szlezak 1998.

121. Meta. A 6, 988a8-14: pavepov &’ £k TdV gipnuévav 6Tt dvoiv aitiov povov kéypntat, T 1€
700 i €0t kol Tfj kord TV VAnv (To yap €idn 1od i fotv aitia toig dAlog, Toig & €ideot 10 V), kai
Tic 1) DAn 1 Dmokeévn Kad® fig Té 10N pev &l TV aicOnTdv T & &V &v 10i¢ £idect Adyeton, HTL abn
SvaG €0TL, TO PEYO KOl TO LIKPOV.

122. Meta. N 4, 1091b13-15: tév 8¢ 1 GxviTong odoiog eivonl Aeyoviov oi pév eactv
adtd 1O Ev 1O dyofov avtd eivar- odoiav péviol TO Ev avTod Povio eivor piAota. A bit
further on, 22-25, Aristotle contrasts this position with that of Plato’s successor as head of
the Academy, Speusippus, who, owing to problems with the identification of Good and One,
abandoned this, claiming that good arises from the One; it is not identical with it. The contrast
seems to support the surmise that Plato (among others) is the one who is referred to in this
passage as holding the identity of Good and One. Cf. also EE A 8, 1218a15-32, which refers to
those who hold that 76 £v is avt0 Téyofdv. See Brunschwig 1971 for a comprehensive argument
that the crucial EE passage is focused on the metaphysics of Plato, not that of Pythagoras or
Xenocrates.

123. The “elements” of Forms cannot be the superordinate One and the Indefinite Dyad,
but must be the One of Parmenides H2 and the Indefinite Dyad. The superordinate One is
above elemental status. Aristotle, Meta. A 3, 1014a26-27, says an element is that out of which a
thing is composed. But this is distinct from an apyn or principle. See 1, 1013a7-8. An element
is an internal constituent; a principle is not that.

124. See Meta. N 7, 1081a22, etc. where whoever is the subject of Aristotle’s criticism, it
is clear that “Dyad” is a shortened form of “Indefinite Dyad.” At A 6, 987b25-26, Aristotle
says that Plato differed from the Pythagoreans in making the Indefinite a duality. See Phil.
16C1-17A5, and 23C-27C on the Unlimited and the Limit. I take it that even if we suppose
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feature of the above account is Aristotle’s expression of the two principles
as matter and essence or form. We must assume that Aristotle knew that the
Idea of the Good is specifically said by Plato to be beyond essence. If the
Good is the One, in what sense is it the essence in relation to matter? We
may recall that the One-Being of H2 of Parmenides partakes of essence.'®
We are left with no indication by Plato of how One-Being can partake of es-
sence if that in which it partakes has no essence. Alternatively, if it does not
partake of the essence of the One, then in what sense is the One or Good
the first principle of all? And, again, if One-Being does partake of the One
and thereby shows that it has an essence, how can the One be absolutely
simple?!

In addition, note Aristotle’s careful distinction between outright identi-
fication of Good and One and a more nuanced possibility that, though the
two may be identical in reality, they may yet be somehow distinct in Adyog.
One suggestion that I shall explore in the next chapter is that the first prin-
ciple of all is the Good insofar as it is an end or goal and the One insofar as
it is the metaphysical cause of all things. The idea is that in reality the first
principle of all must be identical with the goal of all things. As we shall see,
this is the axiom which leads Platonism to claim that ethics is inseparable
from metaphysics. The axiom is open to the obvious challenge that there
simply is no one good that all things seek, but rather that good is equivocal.
This is Aristotle’s objection to a coordinate Form of the Good, a genus of
all types of goods.'*” But the Idea of the Good cannot be a summum genus
since it is above essence. Still, radical equivocity in the meaning of “good”
is a bedrock of any type of Naturalism. With the rejection of metaphysics, it
goes without saying that a Naturalist account of ethics cannot appeal to any
metaphysical foundation.'#®

that in Philebus the Unlimited refers to a principle of sensibles, we may suppose that it is an
instantiation of the first principle of the Indefinite Dyad. See Sayre (2006, 139-1 70), who
provides what I take to be conclusive evidence in favor of regarding as equivalent the various
expressions for the Indefinite Dyad in antiquity.

125. Plato, Parm. 142B5-6.

126. See chap. 9 for Plotinus’s solution to this problem.

127. See ENA 6. At 1096b5-7, where Aristotle contrasts the Good he is criticizing with the
Pythagorean claim that the One is in the column of goods. Aristotle says that this way to think
about the good is more promising, suggesting that what he is criticizing here is the coordinate
Form of the Good not the superordinate Idea of the Good which is identified with the One. At
EE A 8, 1217b1-1218b27, however, Aristotle seems to be aware of Plato’s positing a superordi-
nate Good that is identical with the One, and to deny that this means that it enables Plato to
avoid the problems with a coordinate Form of the Good.

128. At Meta. A 6, 1016b20-21, Aristotle says: &pyf) obv 0D yveotod mepi Ekactov 10 &v (so,
the principle of knowability regarding each thing is that which is one). Cf. I 1, 1052b31-35,
and 1053a31-33. For example, we know a quantity by applying a unit of measure to it. But
knowability surely extends beyond the quantitative. In scientific knowledge or émctiun, we
know when we are able to see that a subject (the species or genus of an individual subject) and
a predicate (the species or genus of a commensurable property) are in reality one. That which
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The identification of the Good with the One is also supported by a frag-
ment from a student of Aristotle, Aristoxenus, in his Elementa Harmonica in
which he reports that Aristotle said that in a public lecture On the Good, Pla-
to defied the expectations of his audience and instead of talking about tra-
ditional human goods such as wealth, health, and strength, he discoursed
on mathematics, culminating in the claim that the Good is One.'®

The glaring problem in understanding this testimony is not the identifi-
cation of the Good with the One, but with the postulation of the Indefinite
Dyad as a supposedly coordinate principle.’® If the Good/One and the
Indefinite Dyad are distinct principles on the identical ontological level,
then each must possess sufficient complexity in order to be distinct from
the other. But then the absolute simplicity of the first principle of all is

is the principle of their unity is the definition or essence. Cognition is, generally, a unificatory
process. We recall that at sec. 5.1, 6 the Good is the principle of knowability for the Forms.
Aristotle must have recognized the appropriateness of the identification of the Good with the
One if the Good is such a principle. Cf. Rep. 537C7, 6 cuvorntucog Sahekikog (the one capable of
attaining a unified vision is the dialectician). This person alone can attain the highest degree
of truth. See Phil. 58C3. The Good as One does what the essence does in scientific knowledge
according to Aristotle. So Aristotle presumably infers that the One is supposed to be the es-
sence of all things, that which unifies ontologically and so cognitively. Also see Tht. 186D3;
Gorg. 479C5-6, 498E10; and Phil. 41C9. In all these passages, we find cognition as a unificatory
process, particularly with regard to belief formed from acts of sense-perception.

129. Aristoxenus, Harm. Elem. 2.30-31 (= De bono, p. 111 Ross). Brisson (2018) tries to de-
flate the value of this testimony. The words 81t dyo6v éottv v (that good is one) (without the
definite articles) can certainly be understood in the anodyne sense according to which Plato
is reported to have said that good is one as opposed to being many or diverse, as most people
think. Plato does, of course, believe that. But these words conclude the account of what Plato
talked about, namely, mathematics and astronomy, with the conclusion that “good is one.”
This brings to mind the education curriculum of Plato’s rulers culminating in their vision of
the Good. But “good is one” would be a rather odd way to describe this conclusion. After all,
many opponents of Plato—for example, hedonists and certain other Socratics who held that
virtue is alone sufficient for happiness—would agree that the good is one. Given Aristotle’s
own testimony, it seems more reasonable that Aristoxenus is reporting that the Good is to
be identified with the metaphysical first principle of all. It should be noted that Aristoxenus
says specifically that he got his information from Aristotle. A passage in Magna Moralia should
also be considered here, even if this work is not genuine. See A 1, 1182a27-30: v yap dpetiv
Katéméev gig TV npaypateioy v OrEp Tdyadod, ov 81 0pddg ob yap oikelov (For he incorrectly
mixed in virtue with the treatment of the Good, for that is inappropriate). This mpoypoteio
would seem to be a reference to a technical lecture on the Good such as the one Aristoxenus
mentions; otherwise, it would be bizarre for Aristotle—or the author of this work, if a student
of Aristotle—to criticize Plato for connecting the study of good with virtue. This is confirmed
by the next line: vnép yap tdv dviov kol dAndeiog Aéyovta ovk &5el e Apetiic Ppalelv: 0VdEV
Yap 1001 Kakeivy kowdv (for when speaking about being and truth, he should not have spo-
ken about virtue, for the two have nothing in common). It should be added that Simplicius,
In Phys. 151, 6-19, 453, 22-30, and 545, 23-25, who endorses the identification of Good and
One, cites three distinct accounts of Plato’s lecture or lectures by Aristotle, Speusippus, and
Xenocrates.

130. See Gaiser 1963, 12-13, on the centrality of this problem for understanding Plato’s
doctrine of principles.
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destroyed along with the rationale for positing such a principle in the first
place.’ The interpretive and philosophical choices seem to be either to
somehow subordinate the Indefinite Dyad to the Good/One or else to sub-
ordinate both the Indefinite Dyad and the Good/One as coordinate prin-
ciples of the Form Numbers to another superordinate Good/One. In the
latter case, we can maintain the interpretation of the first hypothesis of the
second part of Parmenides as referring to a remote, uncognizable first prin-
ciple and the second hypothesis as referring to the One and its coordinate
Indefinite Dyad.

The path to a solution to this problem should begin by recognizing
that the Indefinite Dyad has its own sort of unity. It has a unity which
nevertheless entails complexity since the One is uniquely simple. And it
is the One’s simplicity that entails its absolute priority. Accordingly, the
Indefinite Dyad cannot be really coordinate with the primary One."* The
Indefinite Dyad is a coordinate principle of Being, but the first principle
of all is beyond Being. Undoubtedly, this alternative involves its own se-
vere problems.'?

Why, though, is the Indefinite Dyad a principle at all? The simple answer
is that the Indefinite Dyad is the principle of nAfjfoc or magnitude or size,
which includes both continuous and discrete quantities.”” With the princi-
ple of number alone, there could be no lines or planes or solid figures.'*

131. See Plato, Parm. 140A1-3: d\\a wv & 1 némovle ywpig 0D &v eivan 10 &v, mhelo
av glvon nendvOol i &v, Todto 88 adbvatov (if, however, the one has any property apart from being
one, it would have the property of being more than one, but this is impossible). This conse-
quence also follows if the one is one.

132. See Aristotle (Meta. N 1, 1087b9-12), who says that the Great and Small is one, al-
though the proponents of the principle do not say if it is one in number or in A6yog, too. Cf.
Sextus Empiricus, M. 10, 261; and Simplicius, /n Phys. 454, 8-9. See Halfwassen 1997 on the
combined monism and dualism of principles in Parmenides. This is (16) “a monism in the
reduction to an absolute with a dualism in the deduction of being.” That is, a dualism subor-
dinate to the primary monism. There is dualism within being and monism in the explanation
for the generation of being.

138. Already Aristotle, Meta. A 10, 1075b18-20, notes that those who posit Forms need a
superordinate principle as cause of participation by sensibles in Forms. This causal role, how-
ever, does not seem to be easily assumed by an absolutely simple first principle.

134. Thus, mAfjog can refer to a plurality of units or “ones.” See Parm. 132B2, 144A6,
151D3; and Phil. 16D7. But it can also refer to a continuous quantity. See Parm. 158C4; and
Phil. 29C2. In the latter sense, nAfj0og is used synonymously with 10 éneipov. See Phil. 26C6.
Also péyeBoc. See Parm. 149Ch and 150B8. This is quantity or extension apart from number.

135. Sextus Empiricus, M. 10.281-283, describes two ways in which the generation of bod-
ies from numbers was thought to occur by different Pythagoreans (including Plato). The first
mentioned describes the generation of bodies from numbers via the usual dimensional levels
using the verb pveiv which, it will be recalled, is the root verb used for the Good (§1, 3). It is
hardly surprising that if like produces like, the mode of production will be like in all cases.
How, say, a line “flows” from a point (or an indivisible line, as Aristotle explains, Meta. A 9,
992a20-22, M 8, 1084a37-b2) is a special case of how a many is derived from a one. That is, the
reduction of bodies to numbers is the epistemological analogue of the generation of bodies
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The apparent paradox facing Plato is this: if everything is generated from
the One, then so is the Indefinite Dyad. But magnitude cannot be gener-
ated from the One. For example, a line is not generated from a point or an
aggregation of points. The paradox is mitigated to a certain extent by the
fact that One-Being is not number, but the principle of number, in which
case number is generated from One-Being as much as is magnitude. This is
why number and magnitude are both generated in H2 of Parmenides. They
are coordinate principles of One-Being. It is simply not the case that the In-
definite Dyad is coordinate with the One, first principle of all. The general
idea, I think, is that generation of Numbers up to the generation of three-
dimensional volumes may be conceived of as a geometrical construction
eternally carried out and eternally completed by a divine intellect, that is,
the Demiurge. Plato does not have to worry about how lines are composed
out of points; rather, lines are constructed from a starting point in thought
and planes from a given line, and so forth. The ontological hierarchy is
manifested by constructive mathematical analysis. The generation of bod-
ies in time is that of an image of this mathematical order. Without the In-
definite Dyad, not only could bodies not exist, but even their paradigmatic
geometrical volumes could not exist.'* Neither could the Mathematical
Objects. In fact, without the Indefinite Dyad, there could not even exist
that which is minimally complex, that in which existence and essence are
distinct. But complexity is, apparently, maximally instantiated. In that case,
the One (from H1) and One-Being (from H2), which comprises the Indefi-
nite Dyad and the array of essences and with which an eternal intellect is
cognitively identical, must exist.

Aristotle’s testimony regarding the reduction of Forms to the principles
of the One and the Indefinite Dyad is, along with the texts in Republic on the
Good as unhypothetical first principle of all, the most important piece of
evidence for the claim that Plato’s philosophy is systematic. This evidence
also informs us that the system is a Derivationsystem, hierarchical in terms of
logical or substantial proximity to the first principle.’” Simply stated, the
greater unity there is, the closer something is to the first principle. And the

from numbers. Everything that exists along this line of reduction/generation is ultimately ac-
counted for by the unlimited fecundity of the first principle of all. The proof of the unlimited
fecundity is just the existence of bodies. See Richard 2005, 190-205, for some helpful remarks
about the complexities of the various accounts of generation from the first principle.

136. See Dumoncel 1992.

137. See Rep. 511B8 on “the things that depend (ta éxopeva)” on the first principle; and
Aristotle, Meta. M 8, 1084a32-34, on the “things that follow (td émépeva) the first principle.”
Here together are dependence and hierarchy. If the Forms depend on the Good for their
being and knowability, the Good cannot represent a property of these Forms, e.g., their good-
ness. Theophrastus (Meta. 6b11-15) speaks of a yéveoig of Forms and Numbers from the prin-
ciples, but no further information is supplied. See Krimer 2014. Merlan (1953, 166-177) con-
cisely examines the considerable evidence for the claim that Plato was committed to a system
of the derivation of all things from a first principle.
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identification of Good and One means that unity is also an index of good-
ness or at least of proximity to the achievement of goodness. I am happy to
allow that absent this evidence, there is little reason to insist that Plato is a
systematic philosopher. Nevertheless, I see no reason whatsoever for reject-
ing the evidence, either of Republicitself and elsewhere or that of Aristotle’s
testimony or that of the indirect tradition, much of which certainly does
not rest upon Aristotle’s testimony but on that of other Academics. For the
sake of historical accuracy, it is essential that the engagement of Platonism
with Naturalism follow upon a systematic exposition of the former. Indeed,
many of the forms of Naturalism in antiquity—most notably Stoicism—were
systematic as well. The fundamental grounds of their opposition will be
most perspicuously available to us if we see the engagement at a systematic
level. But apart from the history, any philosophical illumination resulting
from the consideration of the opposition of Platonism to Naturalism needs
the Derivationsystem as the grounds for its antinominalism, antimaterialism,
antimechanism, antirelativism, and antiskepticism.'*

138. See Erler 2007, 406—429, for a valuable and concise account of the evidence for
Plato’s doctrine of first principles and of its most prominent interpretations. Guthrie 1978,
chap. 8, is still well worth consulting.



CHAPTER 6

The Centrality of the Idea of the Good in the
Platonic System (2)

In this chapter, I turn to the centrality of the Idea of the Good for Plato’s
ethics. It is certainly a remarkable fact that just as the Idea of the Good has
little presence in the bulk of Anglo-American scholarship on Plato’s meta-
physics, so it has little presence in accounts of Plato’s ethics. I aim to show
that any account of Plato’s ethics is seriously deficient if the superordinate
Idea of the Good is not the main focus and if the Good is not identified as
the absolutely simple first principle of all, the One."

6.1. The Form of the Good and the Idea of the Good

There may be a number of reasons for the lack of interest in the Idea of the
Good among students of Plato. At least one of these is that it is supposed
that Aristotle’s critique of the Form of the Good in his Nicomachean Ethics is
decisive.? In that case, any hope for the preservation of the value of Plato’s
ethics should not depend on the Good. The underlying point of the bar-
rage of arguments Aristotle marshals against the Form of the Good is that
“good” is equivocally predicable of things that are said to be good whereas
a Form should, on Plato’s terms, be univocally predicable of all that partake
of it. For example, “good” in the category of “when” means one thing, say,

1. See Fronterotta 2001, 137-144, especially on the interdependence of ethics and meta-
physics in Platonism.

2. See Aristotle, EN A 6. See Baker (2017, 1849-50 with n. 23), who argues, rightly, in my
view, that Aristotle’s rejection of a Form of the Good does not apply to “the Good itself” which
I take to be equivalent to the Idea of the Good.
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the right time to plant crops, and another thing in the category of “how it
is” or state, say, the health of an animal. The word “good” is not univocally
predicable of these, in which case we should stop supposing that there is
such a Form. And if we do stop, we will have no reason to appeal to the
Form of the Good in any argument for any Platonic position in ethics.

There are a number of places in the dialogues in which Plato seems to
group indifferently a Form of the Good along with other Forms.? And as
Plato frequently maintains, a Form is an obcia or essence.* Yet, in Republic,
the Idea of the Good is said to be “beyond essence (émékewa Tijg ovsing).”
Hence, a seemingly simple and obvious question is this: “Is the Good an
essence or beyond essence?” Indeed, the force of the question seems to in-
crease when we discover that in Republicitself, barely three Stephanus pages
prior to the superordination of the Good, the Form of the Good is, once
again, apparently classed along with other Forms, each of which would pre-
sumably be an ovcio.® Therefore, it would seem that Aristotle’s objections
to the putative univocity of a Form of the Good could not apply to the Idea
of the Good since the latter is not an odcia and so could not be univocally
predicable of anything. If it should turn out that some immaterial Good is
a central part of Plato’s ethics, there is then at least some reason to believe
that this will be the superordinate Idea of the Good and not the coordinate
Form of the Good. That does, of course, leave us with the problem of what
the latter’s role is in Platonism.

Briefly, Proclus has the most plausible explanation for what the Form of
the Good is supposed to do. This explanation is found in his remarkable
but sadly underutilized Commentary on Plato’s Republic.” Essay 11 is devoted
to the question “What is the Good in Republic>” Proclus faces squarely the
exegetical and philosophical problem of how there can be two Ideas of the
Good, one that is coordinate with other Forms or ovcion and one that is
gnéxewvoa tfig ovolog. One gratifying feature of all of Proclus’s writings on

3. See Phd. 65D4-7, 75C10-D2, 76D7-9; Tht. 186A8; Parm. 130B7-9; Rep. 507B4-6,
608E6-609A4; and Phil. 15A4-7. Cf. Epin. 978B3—4.

4. See, e.g., Eu. 11A7; Phd. 65D13, 77A2, 78D1; Crat. 386E1; Sts. 283E8; Parm. 133C4, etc.

5. Rep. 509B8. It is true that these words are qualified, for the Good is énékeva tijg ovoiag
npecPeiq kai duvapst vrepéyovros. However, the previous words are unqualified: ovk ovoiog
Gvtog tod dyadod. Cherniss (1932, 237), followed by Brisson (2002), argues that the qualifi-
cation requires us to reject the superordinate status of the Idea of the Good. Among other
things, this interpretation effaces the distinction between the superordinate Idea and the co-
ordinate Form. So if on other grounds we decide that Plato wants to posit a Form of the Good
and the Idea of the Good, that would be another reason for insisting on the latter’s unquali-
fied superordination.

6. Rep. 507B4. Each of the Forms here is said to bear the mark 6 éottv, indicating a certain
specific nature. This would seems to preclude the Form of the Good from being beyond obaio.

7. See Kroll 1899, 1901. An English translation of this work is being prepared under the
direction of Dirk Baltzly. An Italian translation with commentary by M. Abbate (2014) is avail-
able. See Gerson 2015.
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Plato’s dialogues is that he takes seriously everything Plato says, which is not
to say that he takes everything literally. As a result, he is in no doubt that
Plato intends to posit a Form of the Good among other Forms and also a su-
perordinate Idea of the Good.® The way he explains the difference is, first,
to distinguish among coordinate Forms those that name kinds of things or
substances (ovcion) or properties of things and those that name certain
perfections (teAeidoelg) of these. Among the former are Forms of substan-
tives like man or horse, but also Forms of kinds of being, in particular the
péywota yévn of Sophist, namely, Being, Self-Identity, Difference, Motion,
and Stability, and presumably, the types or species of these. Among the lat-
ter are good, beautiful, just, health, strength, and so on.” Among the for-
mer, the Form of or Kind of Being is the yévog of the rest; among the latter,
the Form of Good is the yévog.' Any substance or individual exists or has
being because it partakes in a particular type of Form which is a (Platonic)
species of the yévog that is Being or One-Being. Analogously, anything has
the perfection of a property owing to its partaking of a specific type of per-
fection, the yévog of which is the Form of the Good." As a result of this way
of ordering the Forms, we can say that something exists because it partakes
of a Form that necessarily brings existence or being with it. Analogously,
something is good because it partakes of, say, the Form of Justice and Jus-
tice necessarily brings goodness with it because Justice is a species of perfec-
tion, that is, a species of the coordinate Form of the Good.'?

The reason Plato apparently does not jettison the coordinate Form of
the Good at the moment he introduces the superordinate Idea of the Good
takes us to the heart of Plato’s ethics. Let us assume for the moment that
a coordinate Form of the Good is the genus of all specific “perfections.”
The standard term for human perfection is “virtue (épetr}).” Throughout
the dialogues and the treatises of Aristotle, virtue is the human good, that
is, it is the perfection of human kind. It seems entirely possible, however,

8. Proclus, In Remp. 1.278.22-279.2. Cf. his Platonic Theology (PT) 2.7, 46.13-20 Saffrey-
Westerink. Cf. Plotinus, 6.7 [38], 25.1-16, on the two Goods. Also Halfwassen 1992a, 245n73;
and Beierwaltes 2004, 103-108.

9. In Remp. 1.269.19-270. 20. Cf. In Parm. 3.810.2-3. Note that Proclus is not troubled by
the problem of how there can be a genus of Forms that apparently cannot have a genus univo-
cally predicated of them.

10. In Remp. 1.270.20-24.

11. Cf. Rep. 357C6, where 180G dyafod clearly refers to a species of the Form of Good. It
is that which is painful in the application, like medicine, but beneficial in its consequences.
This is in contrast to another species of Good (357B5) including those things that we desire
for themselves and not for their consequences, like pleasures.

12. At In Remp. 1.271.20-26 (cf. 273.11), Proclus, in addition to the superordinate Idea
of the Good (Omepovotog) and the coordinate Form of the Good (0boiddeg), distinguishes a
third use of “good,” referring to the kind of perfection itself which can be in us, for example,
pleasure or wisdom. These are the specific “goods” people seek. See also Rep. 367C-D where
seeing, hearing, knowing, and being healthy are all goods.
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for someone to agree that virtue is the human good and at the same time
question whether virtue ought to be pursued. For though everyone wants
what is good for themselves, one might suppose that virtue, though it is a
perfection, is not one’s own good. This is, I take it, the central conundrum
that motivates the discussion of Republic. If one asks, “Why should I strive to
be a virtuous human being?,” this question does not even suggest a rejec-
tion of the claim that virtue is human perfection. Nor does it even suggest
a rejection of the claim that one wants only the real good for oneself. It is
just that one may doubt whether achieving virtue is necessarily in one’s own
interest, that is, whether it is in fact good for oneself even granting that it is
a perfection. The cogency of the questioning of the value of virtue to one-
self is what makes intelligible the question put by Glaucon and Adeimantus
regarding the benefit of being just."”® No facile appeal to the fact that virtue
is human excellence or human good can make the challenging response,
“I accept that, but still, why should I be good?,” into a solecism or open one
to the accusation of having committed a logical fallacy.

There are all sorts of prudential arguments that can be deployed to show
that pursuing virtue is, on balance, in one’s interest. Epicurus provides a
stellar example of why being virtuous is in fact beneficial to us.'* But the
prudential case for virtue cannot, in principle, rise to the level of an abso-
lutist argument to the effect that it cannot possibly be in one’s interest to
be anything other than virtuous.” The reason for this is quite simple. An

13. See Dasgupta (2017), who clearly describes the problem of the normative authority of
nonnatural properties. Dasgupta cites Nowell-Smith, Korsgaard, and Nagel among others as
posing the same problem. He goes on to argue that in fact there can be no normative non-
natural property, good, such that to recognize something as good is ipso facto to desire to do
it or to have it done. Plato’s position, as we shall see, is that the only way to meet this argu-
ment is if there is a superordinate Good (in the technical sense of “superordinate” described
above), identical with the One. Dasgupta’s paper presents a nice Naturalist counterpoint to
the Platonic doctrine.

14. See Epicurus, Ep. Men. (= D.L.10.132). Note that here Epicurus contrasts his pruden-
tial advice with the deliverances of philosophy, perhaps expressing the Naturalist response to
Platonism.

15. See Ap. 28B5-9, D6-9; and Cr. 48C7-D6 for expressions of the absolutist prohibition of
behavior that is nonvirtuous. I find the modality (“cannot possibly be in one’s interest”) clearly
implicit in the repeated claim that it is better to die than to do an injustice. See Penner (2003,
2007a, and 2007b), who makes a heroic effort to support prudentialism—what he also calls
“pure prudentialism”—by offering an interpretation of the Idea of the Good that makes it a
universal of sorts, equivocally instantiated by the particular good of each individual. I find his
account of the Good’s transcendent status deficient on many counts, but most of all because if
the Good is beyond oveia, it cannot be a universal which is in any case univocally predicable of
whatever shares in it. But apart from this, Penner seems to me to assume, wrongly, that a trans-
cendent Good must be quite separate from the good of each individual and also that pursuit
of it must be in conflict with pursuit of one’s own good. As I have tried to show, however, Plato
does not think that it is possible to separate pursuit of one’s own good from pursuit of the
Good any more than it is possible for one to have “one’s own” correct answer to a mathemati-
cal question different from ¢he right answer. It is precisely because the Good is beyond ovoia
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exhortation to virtuous living—the sort of thing that Socrates habitually
expresses—can only propose or sketch out alternate scenarios for virtuous
and nonvirtuous behavior and then present the consequences of the for-
mer as preferable to those of the latter. But what if someone actually prefers
these consequences, all things considered? In the case of Epicurus, and
his exhortation to virtuous behavior to his acolytes, someone might prefer
the rewards of licentious behavior with all its attendant risks to the rewards
of virtuous behavior accompanied by the certain loss of the benefits of li-
centiousness. It is, for example, easy enough to imagine a Thrasymachus
or a Callicles being unimpressed with an exhortation to self-restraint even
granting its benefits. Indeed, they might well acknowledge the superior-
ity of virtue to vice for those who are too feeble to overcome or avoid the
consequences of bad behavior. But as for themselves, things are different.
Prudentialism is the respectable face of the real view that the only relevant
question is “What’s in it for me?” It is irrelevant to Plato’s ethics that for
many or even most a recital of the beneficial consequences of virtuous be-
havior will be an adequate answer to the question.'

There is within the realm of practical reasoning no way in principle to
achieve the universality in ethics that Plato evidently thinks he is aiming
for in Republic and elsewhere. For both means to ends and the constitu-
ents of ends are always ordinally ranked by the human agent. There is no
way to guarantee that the ranking of one of Socrates’s interlocutors will
correspond to the ranking that Socrates himself would make. If, for ex-
ample, Socrates exhorts Callicles to prefer icovopio (equality) to mieoveia
(greed), he has no hesitation in replying that this is suitable for the weak

that it can be equivocally instantiated as an end of the full array of natures that pursue it. Pen-
ner rightly rejects attempts by Cooper (1977b), White (1979), Annas (1981), and Irwin (1995)
to separate the Good in such a way that pursuit of it means abandoning one’s own interests.
Penner’s crucial mistake, in my view, is a mirror image of the one he rightly rejects. He thinks
that one’s own interest must be separated from an absolute impersonal Good. In order to
make the case for the former as opposed to the latter, in contrast to his opponents who make
the case for the latter as opposed to the former, he must offer an implausible interpretation of
the metaphysics of the Idea of the Good. Penner also seems to me to conflate the coordinate
Form of the Good with the superordinate Idea of the Good. Another major effort at defend-
ing prudentialism by isolating “Socratic moral psychology” from metaphysical Platonism is
Brickhouse and Smith 2010, esp. chap. 3. Prudentialism, of course, follows from absolutism if
the latter is true. What appear to be prudentialist lines of argument in Republic and elsewhere
in the dialogues are correct, but only if we assume absolutism. Thus, it is prudent to be virtu-
ous if one wants one’s own good. But this prudence is only indefeasible if one’s own good is
inseparable from the Good.

16. Vasiliou (2015, 61) recognizes that knowledge of virtue is not alone motivating. He
thinks (62) that it is “upbringing” or habituation that supplies the motivation. It is not clear,
however, how, if this is the case, the desire for the real Good, for the Idea of the Good, does
not drop out as relevant to fixing motivation. He seems to admit as much when he assimilates
Plato’s view to the view of Aristotle.
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but unsuitable for the truly superior.'” But it must always be this way. Natu-
rally, one could pitch one’s exhortation to the preferential calculus of the
interlocutor, arguing that on his own terms one course of action, the virtu-
ous course, would have superior consequences to the nonvirtuous course.
Thus, it would be possible to achieve a sort of objectivity since the analysis
of an expressed preferential ranking can take it out of the subjective. This
is presumably what psychological therapy aims to do. But objectivity can-
not rise to the level of universality since this objectivity is functionally rela-
tive. It is, after all, possible to revise one’s ranking and the acceptance of
one course of action based on the fact that the ranking does not have any
implications for the rankings of someone else.”® Indeed, the ranking does
not even have any implications for one’s own ranking at another time, say,
tomorrow. Nor does the ranking necessarily remain stable when one has it
made explicit to oneself.

The problem with prudentialism, in my view, is twofold. First, it confuses
subjective value with objective truths. Second, it fails to see that objectivity
is not, at least not for Plato, enough for moral absolutism. For that, the su-
perordinate Idea of the Good is necessary. The prudentialist thinks that it
is sufficient to criticize one’s subjective ordinal valuations according to the
supposedly agreed-upon principle that everyone desires their own good.
But “one’s own good” is a perfectly legitimate way of expressing the goal of
the subjective ordinal valuations. In reply, the critic will want to distinguish
the apparent good from the real good. And rightly so. But this distinction
in order to work in the way that the prudentialist wants has to be severed
from the subjective ordinal valuations. And this is not possible unless one
transcends objectivity and attains to universality. For at the level of objectiv-
ity, it is an open question whether one’s valuations do or do not achieve
one’s own good.

A coordinate generic Form of the Good will do for providing the objec-
tive basis for perfection of a kind, but no universality can result from this.
I would like to forestall an obvious objection which seeks to identify Forms
with universals or at least claims that the objectivity of a Form renders it

17. See Gorg. 483B4-C6.

18. See Wreen 2018, 338-341, on the distinction between objectivity and universality.
Something like objectivity without universality is found in various neo-Aristotelian ethical
theories. See, e.g., Hursthouse 1999; and Foot 2001. All these philosophers seek to ground
normativity in human nature or in nature generally. A good human being is one who fulfills
her nature; so, too, a good animal or a good plant. But this view conflates nonnormative and
normative rationality, assuming that these are identical. Thus, a good person is supposedly
one who is rational. If, though, we have a rational nature, it is not possible not to be rational
even when we are violating some putative universal standard of goodness. It makes no sense to
exhort someone to be other than what he is necessarily. According to Plato, there must be such
a universal normative standard in order to avoid begging the question of why a Thrasymachus
or a Callicles is not good just because he is rational. See Lott 2014, 761-777, for the identical
criticism of this view.
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universally predicable. According to this objection, if there is a coordinate
Form of the Good, that is sufficient for universality. If virtuous behavior is
good, then it is universally good, meaning always and everywhere. I believe
this objection rests upon a confusion. First, the universal is a hypostatiza-
tion of an act of thinking of any intelligible. It is, as we have seen, the way
one cognizes a Form, enabling one to make predicative judgments. The
Form as such is not a universal and so it cannot be that within the Form
there is universality independent of cognition. The universality of the Good
or of any impersonal or nonsubjective entity (as opposed to the so-called
universal) is a property of being and the principle of being roughly equiva-
lent to ontological truth, indicating its ubiquitous availability. Second, and
more crucially, a Form is an obcio, a limited or circumscribed nature. It is
always possible to ask whether participating in that nature is good not in the
sense that a virtue is good because it is one type of perfection, but whether
it is unqualifiedly and ultimately good for the individual regardless of his
preferential rankings."

Plato in Republic has Socrates say, “Is it not also clear that many people
would choose to do or acquire or think things that seemed to them to be
just or beautiful, even if they are not so, whereas the acquisition of things
that seemed to be good would be acceptable to no one; rather, they seek
things that are really good. In this case, at least, everyone disdains the mere
seeming.”® This passage, preceding by only a page the introduction of the
Idea of the Good, would seem to suggest that Plato thinks he can show that
only the Idea of the Good is that which everyone seeks. No one finds accept-
able something that merely seems to be good as opposed to being really
good for oneself. The challenge is not to establish a distinction between
what seems to be good and what is really good for me since this is some-
thing that no one can seriously deny. The challenge is to show that what is
really good for me is in fact good period. That is, the challenge is to move
from objectivity to universality. If this can be done, then the problem of
nonnatural normativity is solved. My motive for doing what is good simplic-
iter is exactly the same as my motive for doing what is really good for myself,
something that I cannot but want.

The reason why a generic Form of perfection cannot deliver universality
is that the perfection has to be somehow presented to a person as his good.

19. Cf. G. E. Moore 1903 for the argument that it is a fallacy of Naturalism to identify
“good” with any natural property, e.g., pleasure. Various Naturalist responses have held that
“good” is indeed not identical in meaning with any natural property, but that to which “good”
refers and some natural property or other are extensionally equivalent. See Lott 2014 on the
“normal-normative gap” meaning the failure of entailment from virtue in a human being to
moral goodness.

20. Rep. 505D5-9: 168¢ 00 povepdv, ¢ dikona pgv kai kadd woddoi dv ELovto Té Sokodvta, Kiv
<e> ) €in, OpOg TadTo TPATTEWY Kol KekTiioOat Kot dokelv, dyadd 8¢ ovdevi £Tt dpkel Td dokodvTa
kraoBat, GAAG 0 GvTa {ntodoy, v 8¢ dO&av évtadba o ndg drpalet; CL. Phil. 20D7-10.
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It can only be received either as what seems to be good or not. And the lat-
ter is always an option. The criterion that any person applies in making a
choice is whether the proffered perfection, that is, the virtue, is one’s real
good as opposed to seeming good. Everyone wants only the real good. The
problem with this, of course, is that no one can pursue anything without a
definite nature. One cannot simply act to achieve the Good; rather, one has
to act to achieve something that he thinks is really good, that is, an instance
of the Good. This instance has to be understood as being really good, not
merely seeming good. And yet any good appears only as what seems to be
good, even if it does so appear because it really is good.

Of any perfection, especially virtue, it can be asked if that perfection is
really good or only seems good. What Plato needs to show is the unity of
good such that its universality is evident. That is, he needs to show that the
question, “Is virtue, which is a good, good for me?,” is no more coherent
than the question, “Is the Pythagorean theorem which is true, true for me?”
In other words, the perfective good just is an instance of the real good that
everyone wants.?!

What needs to be shown is that the Idea of the Good is the source or
cause of the goodness of every perfective good.*” This is what is claimed
when it is said that Forms are “Good-like (éyaBoedf])” (chap. 5, sec. 5.1, 19)
because they are produced by the Good. They are “Good-like” because they
manifest the Good itself. Their cause is virtually all that they are. Since
every good is an end, it is not possible to achieve a real good without achiev-
ing a manifestation of the Good. There is no scenario under which “good
for me” is not identical with “good.”® If, say, Justice is Good-like, meaning

21. See Phil. 64A1-3: év todtn padeiv mepdcbon ti mote €v T AvOpOTEO Kol Td TAVTL TEPUKEV
Gyabov koi tiva idéav adTiy givol mote pavtevtéov (in this [approach to discovering the role of
pleasure in the good life] trying to learn what is the nature of the good for human beings and
in the universe and to intuit what form it has). Note the singular iéav. As the passage goes
on to emphasize, the Good is one thing, though variously conceptualizable, that is, conceptu-
alizable as this or that ovcio. As we have seen in the previous chapter, the Idea of the Good is
virtually all of these ovciou.

22. See Oderberg 2014, 353-354, on the logical priority of “good” to “good for x.” Precise-
ly because of this logical priority, nothing can be good for x that is not good for y even though
itis the case that the Adyog of “good” is distinct from the Adyog of “good for x” or “good for y.”
More precisely, we should say that it cannot, logically speaking, be possible that if something is
good for x, then it is not good for y that that something is good for x. This analysis ignores for
the sake of simplicity the possibility that if something is good for x, then it is possible that it is
neither good nor not good for y that that something is good for x. So-called indifferents may
be set aside for present purposes.

23. In the continuation of the above passage (505E1-506A2), Socrates says that people
have an “inkling (&mopavtevouévn)” that there is a real good, but they do not know what it is.
I suggest that this “inkling” accompanies a vague awareness that one cannot attain the real
good at the expense of anyone else. It is perhaps what gets to be represented as “conscience.”
“Conscience” is a systematic concept derivable from Socrates’s daimon which always restrains
him when he is about to pursue some apparently exclusionary good. See Ap. 31D-32A, 40A-C;
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that it is a real good and therefore that it is incoherent to claim that if A is
just that might involve injustice for B, then that is because the Idea of the
Good is the cause of the essence and existence of Justice (chap. 5, sec. 5.1, 7).
Being Good-like is a part of the essence of Justice. That is what it means to
say that being just is good for “its own sake,” a deeply obscure claim outside
of the present metaphysical context.?*

The Naturalist critique of normative universality in Platonism draws
strength from the fact that the desire of everyone for their own real as op-
posed to apparent good can only be satisfied by achieving some specific
goal. And it is very difficult from a Naturalist’s perspective to imagine uni-
versalizing from that agent-specific goal. Plato’s position, however, neatly
circumvents this objection. For a desire for one’s true good means that if
it turned out that what one thought was one’s real good was in fact not so,
then one would immediately disavow a desire for it.* Therefore, I could
not coherently claim that x was my real good but that I do not want it. The
Naturalist then strategically retreats to the position that my wanting x does
not entail that anyone else wants x, too. And that is where Plato means to
insert a superordinate Idea of the Good or One. The requisite universality
comes from specific Forms and their instances manifesting the Good. The
requisite particularity of the agent’s desire for his own real good is linked to
the Good by these specific Forms. If achieving an instance of Justice is really
good for me, that entails that it cannot be other than good for anyone else.
Someone might suppose that recognizing that a deed is just does not entail
that one must desire to do it. And one can even suppose that recognizing
that a deed is really good for me does not guarantee that it is good period.
For Plato, it is left to the philosopher to show that in fact there is such a
guarantee.

and Phdr. 248B—C. In Tim. 90A-D, Plato identifies the daimon with reason, the “most authori-
tative” part of the soul. It is the impartiality of reason that makes it a guide to the Good. Rea-
son, when it is authoritative in action, does not seek what is good for oneself independently
of what is good simpliciter. To suppose otherwise is to employ reason in the service of desire
which could only attain an apparent good. The question of whether this apparent good is re-
ally good cannot be answered by speculation about how things might appear to one on one’s
deathbed. It can only be answered in light of the discovery of the superordinate Good and its
identification with the One.

24. B. Williams (2008) thinks that the Idea of the Good is supposed by Plato to be that
which alone is intrinsically good but that in fact when in Republic Socrates answers the ques-
tion “Is justice intrinsically good?,” he does so without regard to the Good, holding that being
a just person is an end in itself or valuable for its own sake. He does this without regard to
the Idea of the Good which is virtually contentless and incapable of providing a foundation,
metaphysical or otherwise, for Plato’s primary ethical concerns. Williams pays no attention
to the content provided for the Good by its identification with the One and the consequent
“content” of integrative unity.

25. See Penner 1971, 1973, 1991.
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The Good is both the source of Being (chap. 5, sec. 5.1, 7, 9) and the
end of all striving (5). This is not coincidental.?® Part of our understanding
of the Good is inferred from its products; another part is inferred from
how we strive to possess it. What this means is that the Good is (1) virtually
all that is intelligible and (2) that which is virtually attained by knowing all
that is intelligible. Stated thus, there could not be other than an identity
between the Good as source and the Good as goal.?’ By contrast, the disrup-
tion of the two aspects of the Good renders each unintelligible. To argue
that there is no universal Good is to argue that there is no unique, univer-
sal source of Being, and vice versa. Intimations of the Good are found in
beauty, proportion, and truth, all expressible in terms of integrative unity.*
In principle, then, a proof of the existence of a first principle of all that
is, as we have seen, essentially self-diffusive, is a proof of the universality of
Good, and vice versa. Thus, Plato’s antirelativism supports and is supported
by his first principle of all. Since the universal Good is transcendent, relativ-
ism entails and is entailed by materialism.

In Gorgias, there is a good example of the connection between téyvn
and the ability to impose an integrated unity. “If you like, look at paint-
ers, or house builders or ship builders or any other craftsmen you like,
how each one puts whatever he does into a certain order and forces one
thing to be suitable for another and to be fitted to it until the entire object
is constructed in an ordered and arranged manner.”® This is achieved by
the imposition of a form (£180g) of some sort. It is the unity of the form
that provides the integrative property. The divine craftsman that is the

26. Cf. Plotinus, 6.8 [39] 15, 1-2: Kai épacpiov kol Epwg 6 avtdg Kol avtod Epmg, dte ovk
A oG kohog T map” avtod kol &v ovTtd (And it [the Good] is itself an object of love and love,
that is, love of itself, inasmuch as it is only beautiful by reason of itself and in itself). Plotinus
perhaps has in mind Symp. 192C-D on love as an achievement of integrative unity (mowfjcol &v
€K dvoiv).

27. The fact that the Good is a goal is manifested by instantiations of Forms being said
to desire (0péyvot) their Forms. See Phd. 74E9-75B2. See Papineau (1993, 44-48), who ar-
gues that sciences that have a teleological dimension, such as psychology, are not reducible
to physics. Papineau thinks that psychology is an exception in this regard. The teleological
dimension, however, does not suggest the universality of goodness. From Plato’s claim that all
sciences study that which has a teleological dimension, none of these are reducible to physics
done in the “Anaxagorean mode.”

28. Beauty is the integrative unity provided by form to whatever is informed. For this rea-
son, Plato can have recourse to an ambiguity according to which we can speak either of a
separate Form of Beauty or of all the Forms together, having the unity of Being, as what Beauty
is. And, in addition, the Good, the source of the being of all the Forms, can also be said to be
beautiful.

29. Gorg. 503E-504A2: olov i Bovdet ietv 100G Loypapovg, ToVG 0ikodOHOVS, TOVG VOnMYOUs,
ToVg BALOLG TAVTAG dNUOVPYOVS, Gvtiva BodAel avTtdv, Mg ig TaE Tva Ekaotog Ekactov Tibnow 6 av
7101, Kol Tpocavaykalel 1O ETepov ¢ ETEPE TPEMOV TE Elval Kai ApUOTTELY, E0¢ BV TO Bimay cuoTHoNToL
TeTaypEVoV Te kol kekoopnuévoy mpdypa. Cf. Phdr 264C, 268D on the integrative unity of a speech
and a tragedy.



IDEA OF THE GOOD IN THE PLATONIC SYSTEM (2) 173

Demiurge is the paradigm of this orderly imposition. The reception of inte-
grative unity(-ies) is how the cosmos receives the Good.

As we saw in chapter 3, the 1t ikovov of explanation in Phaedo is most
plausibly taken to be the Idea of the Good. With the identity of the Good
as source and as goal, we can add that its explanatory role also pertains
to action. The Good produces, indirectly, through the array of Forms, the
beings that act to fulfill their natures. As Socrates says, the explanation for
his action which consists in his refusing to run away from prison, is that it
is good for him to do so. It is good, an instantiation ultimately of the Good
because, broadly speaking, it is an act contributing to the fulfillment of his
nature. But his nature is that of a human being, and the Good is virtually
the Form of Human Being. Nothing else can explain his staying in prison,
especially not the relaxation of his body on his cot in a sitting position. The
question “Is it good for Socrates to stay in prison?” and the question “Is the
universal Good manifested in the act of Socrates staying in prison?” are
identical questions with identical answers.

The universality guaranteed by the Idea of the Good is derived to forms
in the sensible world via the intelligible Forms. But as we have just seen, this
does not make the Idea of the Good otiose in the sense that a generic Form
of the Good would suffice to guarantee universality. The Idea of the Good is
not, therefore, a property of a specific Form. This would follow straightfor-
wardly from the fact that it is beyond obcia.?® But it is not thereby emptied
of content. On the contrary, it has an exact content expressible in a Adyog.
The pseudo-name “One” indicates that content. The content is absolute
incompositeness. But more substantively, that content is expressed in every
integrative unity. If the One is the cause of the being of the integrative unity
of everything, then the desire for the really good for ourselves is the desire
for that which we do not possess but would satisfy the desire of beings such
as ourselves. The One accounts for the essence and existence of everything
with any measure of intelligibility. The Good is just the One as desired.
The Good provides the ultimate explanation for everything because, as the
One, it is the source of the structured desire of everything.

6.2. Virtue, Knowledge, and the Good

Throughout the dialogues, Plato consistently maintains that no one errs
willingly.*® The words obdeig €kwv apaptdvel may be understood in a way

g30. Thomas Aquinas, while recognizing that Aristotle’s criticism of the Form of the Good
does not preclude Aristotle himself from positing a separate universal good, thinks that Plato’s
error was in positing a determinate Idea (quamdam ideam) whose nature it was to be the good-
ness common to all goods (communem omnium bonorum). See In EN 1.6. Aquinas’s exegetical
error is in failing to distinguish the Form of the Good from the Idea of the Good.

31. See Men. 77C1-2; Ap. 37Ab; Gorg. 488A3; Protag. 345D8, 358C7; Rep. 589C6; Tim.
86C7-D1; and Lg. 731C-D.
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that makes the claim an analytic truth. For the word dapaptévet indicates
that one tried and failed to hit a target. Presumably, no one tries to hit a
target and willingly fails. Plato, however, certainly means more than this. He
means at least that no one fails to achieve the real good they seek willingly,
since no one would ever be satisfied with anything other than the real good.
If they fail, it is because they have wrongly identified a seeming good as the
real good. They do this because of some cognitive failure. They simply do
not know that what they take to be the real good is not so. If, though, we
understand the real good which people only fail to achieve because of igno-
rance as conceivably detachable from the Idea of the Good itself, we shall
be back to the prudential conception of good and the prudential interpre-
tation of Plato’s claim.? It might well be the case, as Socrates insists against
Polus in Gorgias, that tyrants do what seems best to them but not what they
want since what they want is what is really good, not just apparently good.*
Still, there is a gap between the true claim that tyrants want what is good for
themselves and the contentious claim that what they want is what is univer-
sally good because this is nothing other than what is good for themselves.
It is certainly contentious because if it is true, then the tyrant would have to
agree that he does not want to be a tyrant after all, assuming, of course, that
tyranny is unqualifiedly not good.

If this is so, then it casts a new light on the sort of knowledge that is sup-
posed to be missing from someone who goes wrong in moral matters.* The
most common understanding of this knowledge is that it is a knowledge
of the Forms, at least the Forms of the Virtues.” If one knows what Justice
is, then one will be able to identify just acts. But unless we add that by
knowing Justice one knows that Justice is Good-like, then it seems perfectly
possible that one should know what Justice is and be unimpressed with its
instrumental value. As we have already seen, one must ascend to the Good
not in order to know that Justice is good, presumably meaning that Justice
is one subspecies of the species Virtue which is one species of the genus
of perfection, the Form of the Good. One must ascend to the Idea of the
Good in order to know Justice. Whatever else this means, it must mean
that since Justice is Good-like, knowing Justice means mentally seeing it as

32. So Penner 2003.

33. Gorg. 466A4-467C4. Of course, what is in fact the apparent good here must be taken
by the agent as the real good.

34. On the connection between knowledge and virtue see, e.g., Protag. 313B; Tht. 153B;
Ale. 1.133B.

35. Many scholars who hold this view either identify it as the view of Socrates as distinct
from the view of Plato or as the view of Plato in the “Socratic” dialogues. See, e.g., Santas 1979,
chap. 6; Brickhouse and Smith 1994, chaps. 2—4; Irwin 1995, chaps. 3-4; and Vasiliou 2008,
chaps. 1-4. The extensive works of Penner and Vlastos are essential in guiding much of the
scholarship along this line. Even if one nuances the claim about knowledge of the Virtues to
have it include the “craft (téxvn)” of virtue, this craft is, for Plato, presumably, grounded in the
knowledge of the Forms, which is only available in relation to the Idea of the Good.
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the product of the first principle. That is, its nature is determined by the
first principle. If it is not possible that it is good for me to be unjust, this
is because of the universality of Good. Therefore, it would make no sense
for someone to aver that, while Justice is a perfection, it is not good for
me. Perfection according to kind is a manifestation of the Good. To move
intellectually from objectivity to universality requires the positing of a first
principle of all which is the cause of the existence and essence of those
Forms that are the determinants for specific actions and soul-states that are
unqualifiedly good. If the Idea of the Good is not an integral part of the
ethics, then the establishment of the nature of a perfection such as justice
could only produce a prudential motivation. But these are, as we have seen,
eminently negotiable.

It would seem that the knowledge that guarantees virtue or, stated other-
wise, that guarantees that one does not go morally wrong is the knowledge
obtained in dialectic as sketched in the Divided Line. No one without this
knowledge would be able to understand why it is necessarily not the case
that attaining a good life is a zero-sum game. The point is vividly made at
the very end of Republic where Plato considers the man who practices virtue
by habit without philosophy.* Such a man, given the opportunity to choose
another life, opts for the life of a tyrant, surely Plato’s paradigm of some-
one who thinks that life is a zero-sum game. It is important to see that the
philosophy he is missing is quite far removed from philosophy understood
in the Socratic sense of “a critical examination of life.” What the hapless
unnamed character is missing could not be supplied by refuting the unsup-
ported and unreflective views of Socrates’s interlocutors on how to live.
For as Socrates is represented as understanding his divinely inspired mis-
sion, he is continually exhorting others to care for their souls.’” Apart from
the deliverances of dialectic, however, soul-care can certainly be practiced,
along with body-care, as essential for a good life, but this could well be a life
following prudential lines, just like the life of the decent man who chooses
the life of a tyrant.* And it matters not at all that he immediately regrets his
choice, for he only does so for prudential reasons. Even if one insists that
soul-care has to be understood as care for the most important thing, it is
a crude informal fallacy to suppose that this means not caring for things,
like the body, that are of secondary importance. And this means that, on
occasion, it is certainly possible that this or that action on behalf of body-
care would preclude a focus on soul-care. A good example of this would be

36. Rep. 619B7-D1: €81 dvev @rhocogiog dpetiig petetngota. This man is presumably much
like the “decent people (todg émekeic)” at 606A7-8 who are capable of being corrupted by
imitative poetry. Cf. 518D11. Also Phd. 82D2-3, and 87A11-B3.

37. See esp. Ap. 29B-30D. Cf. La. 187D-188C; Gorg. 457B-C, etc.

38. Note that “body care” includes care for the subject of bodily states. If the true self is the
soul, this does not include such states. The true or ideal self is an immaterial entity, capable of
existing separately from the body. Obviously, no Naturalist will want to go there.



176 CHAPTER 6

someone who held that Socrates should escape from prison if ke thinks that
he is innocent of the charge upon which he was convicted. Such a person
could reasonably argue that the harm done to others by escaping does not
equal the benefit to Socrates (and to others) by escaping. The mere fact
that an injustice would be done would not be dispositive. What would settle
the matter would be a proof that if an injustice is done by escaping, then it
is not possible for Socrates or for anyone else to benefit from this. Indeed,
that is what Socrates’s absolutist prohibition on wrongdoing would seem
logically to imply even if that is not explicit in the dialogues promoting
soul-care as philosophy.

The difficulty of appreciating the reductive identity of “good for me” and
“good” is evident in the account of Plato’s infamous lecture (dxpdacig) on
the Good.* The disappointed listeners expected to hear some bit of wis-
dom about a recognized human good, some species or subspecies of the
genus of the Form of the Good. Instead, what they got was a mathematical
lecture leading up to the claim that “good is one (Gyab6v €otv &v).” I will
focus on the mathematical denouement in a moment. I want to point out
first that anything Plato might have said on behalf of recognizable human
goods and their contribution to happiness would have, in principle, been
open to the possibility of rejection on prudential grounds. To argue, as no
doubt Plato would wish to do, that overzealousness in the pursuit of wealth
is not conducive to happiness, is to leave one open to the obvious objection
that what counts as overzealousness is highly circumstantial or situational.
It is, of course, possible to suppose that, apart from the evidence, Plato’s
position might have been more or less a version of prudentialism. But then
there is the evidence, all of which converges on the interpretation accord-
ing to which prudentialism is exactly what Plato opposed, probably from a
time even before he decided to put his thoughts down in writing.

The way that the Form of the Good is connected to the universal Idea
of the Good is via the integrative unity that is expressible according to the
parameters of beauty, truth, and commensurability as found in Philebus.
What this means is that one is precluded from thinking that it is possible
that if A is good for x at a certain time, then it could be the case that it
is bad for y that A is good for x at that time. Accordingly, one could not
suppose that it is possible to achieve one’s own good as a zero-sum game,
a game in which one’s own benefit automatically results in something that
is the opposite of beneficial for someone else. This is the case because
if anything is really good for oneself—and we recall that this is all that
anyone ever wants—then that is because this good has an integrative unity
assessable according to truth, beauty, and commensurability. If that which
appears to be good for oneself is really good it is because it indirectly

39. See Chap. 5, n. 129.
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manifests or instantiates the Idea of the Good, the principle of measure
and the source of truth and beauty.*

The threefold parameter, then, provides criteria for assessing ethical
claims according to Plato. The Idea of the Good is the source of truth,
measure or commensurability, and beauty. In order to see how these three
are one, it is best to recur to Aristotle’s testimony. We recall that Aristotle
says that Plato reduced the Forms to the first principles, with the Great
and Small as matter and the One as essence.*! Thus, the One is, in Aristo-
telian language, the essence of that which has essence, but everything that
has essence is complex because its existence is distinct from that essence.
Every Form is one distinct way of manifesting that which the One is virtu-
ally.* In addition, each Form is, in a specific sense, one way that Being is.
Insofar as something partakes of a Form, it partakes of its unity, although
in a diminished manner owing to materiality or physicality.* Normativity
enters the picture when we are in a position to judge any gap between the
endowment and the achievement of the thing with the nature it has. For
present purposes, the most critical gap is between the endowment that is
human embodiment and the potential achievement of an ideal personal
integrative unity.

I understand the criteriological function of truth as indicating the natu-
ral kind under investigation. That is, its role is to tell us what Form is par-
taken of. The determination of the natural kind is the result of a successful

40. One might object that if the Idea of the Good is beyond ovcia, then nothing can really
instantiate it for any instantiation will be of an ovcia. But this objection fails to take account
of the fact that ovsiot are instrumental causes. That is, something or someone instantiates the
Idea of the Good by instantiating one or another Form. The instantiation is of a certain kind
of integrative unity that each Form is.

41. Aristotle, Meta. A 6, 987b20-21; N 4, 1091b13-15: t@v 82 18¢ dxwvitovg ovciog eivar
AEYOVIOV Of PéV Quoty adTd TO &v T dyafov adtd glvarodsiayv pévol To &v omtod [10 dyaddv] dovro
givar pélota (Among those who say that there are immovable substances, some say that the
One itself is the Good itself; but they thought that the essence of the Good is, most of all, the
One). Plato is very likely to include among those who think (¢ovto) that the One is the essence
of the Good. Also EE A 8, 121825-30.

42. Cf. Phil. 15B1-2 which asks the question of whether or not one should believe that
Forms exist. These Forms are called “monads” or “ones (uovédeg).” The puzzle set forth for
Protarchus is how these ones, while retaining their identity, can each be directly present in a
multitude of things, or mediately present via subordinate ones. The connection between the
One, the oneness of a Form, and the normative role of a Form in providing measure to the
unmeasured or unlimited is straightforward. See Adam (1920, 2:62), who believes that all
ovoia are “specific determinations of the [Idea of the] Good.” Also appendix 3, Rep. bk. 7,
176: “expression[s] or embodiment[s] of the Good.” I think he is basically right, but Adam
does not consider the causal role of the Good. Nor does he consider the identification of the
Good with the One without which it is, to say the least, puzzling how, say, the Form of Circu-
larity is a specific determination of the Good. Further, the expressions of the Good are so by
being expressions of Being.

48. See esp. Rep. 476A5-8, where the one Form appears (¢aivesdat) to be many owing to
its association (kowwvia) with actions and bodies.
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collection and division. Thus, to identify a Form in its integrative unity is
one way of cognizing the Good. The criteriological function of measure or
commensurability indicates the integrative unity that consists in a balance
of elements in the constitution of the thing. The criteriological function of
beauty is as an indicator of the attraction that any integrative unity has for
anyone capable of perceiving it. Thus, apparent beauty, as we have seen,
will be attractive for some, while only real beauty will attract the philoso-
pher. This is so because only real beauty is really good, that is, a manifesta-
tion of the Good.

The most vivid illustration of the principle of integrative unity is in Re-
public where the virtuous person is said “to have become altogether one
out of many (movtanacty €va yevopevov €k moAl®dv).”** In this case, the
integrative unification is the result of separation from the body or, more
accurately, separation from the transitory subjects of bodily states and con-
centration of the self into the intellect. The normativity resides in the fact
that this concentration or integration is the fulfillment of one’s true nature.
It is unification of one’s endowed or empirical self with the “human being
within the human being (10D dvBpdnov 6 évtog dvBpwmog).”*

The argument for the identification of “good” and “good for me” is
a move from mere objectivity to universality. To admit that what is good
for me can differ from what appears to be good for me now is to admit
an objective criterion for one’s own good.* Once objectivity is admitted,
then the passage from objectivity to universality is provided by the Forms
that are Good-like. To limit Good to a genus of perfection would still leave
us short of the requisite universality. For there is no necessity that achiev-
ing that perfection is good for oneself. Only if what is good for oneself is

44- Rep. 443E1-2. See Korsgaard 2008, 100-109. Cf. Rep. 554E4—6 and Phd. 83A7-B2 on
the role of philosophy persuading the soul “to gather oneself into oneself.” Gathering into
oneself is an act of integrative unity. See also Tim. 31B4-8 and 32A7-B2 on the Demiurge as
imparting integrative unity to the cosmos. On the Allegory of the Cave as showing the start-
ing point of self-transformation and the achievement of true identity, see Lavecchia 2006,
236-249; and Gutiérrez 2012. The end point of the ascent from the cave is, of course, the
vision of the Idea of the Good. Without self-knowledge, one cannot know what is really good
for oneself. And what is really good for oneself is identical with that which is the Good. This
conclusion only appears empty if the Good is not identified with the One and one’s real good
is “becoming one out of many” in accord with one’s nature. Also see Lavecchia 2006, 179-183;
and Luchetti 2014, 460-461. We have already seen that integrative unity is provided by the
Good at Phd. 99C5-6. Also see Rep. 422E-423B on the geographical requirements for the unity
of the ideal city and Lg. 739D on the unity of the state as a desideratum.

45. Rep. 589A7-B1. Hitchcock (1982, 76) finds the integrative unity in the “consistency in
thought and desire.”

46. See the argument with Thrasymachus in Republic and Callicles in Gorgias both of whom
are forced to admit that it is possible that what is good for someone can be other than what
that person thinks is good for him at any moment. The path from subjectivity to objectivity is
much more easily trodden that the path from objectivity to universality. This is evident in the
decades-long education of the philosopher-rulers.
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extensionally equivalent to what is good simpliciter is the universality of
goodness established. This is found only in the superordinate Idea of the
Good which is revealed to us according to the threefold criterion of beauty,
truth, and commensurability. These are aspects of integrative unity. For all
we know, prudentialism was the view of the historical Socrates. There is no
evidence, however, that it was ever Plato’s view or the view of his literary
character Socrates. In all likelihood, Plato opposed prudentialism begin-
ning early on in his philosophical career.

The argument for the universality of goodness whose content is inte-
grative unity seems to be easily countered by one who insists that the rec-
ognition of objectivity does not conduce to universality because what is
objectively good for oneself is uniquely so. That is, there is no intelligible
object available in the search for the objective referent. One cannot look
to the Form of Human Being (which is Good-like because it partakes of
the Idea of the Good) in order to determine what is objectively good for
oneself. Hence, universality is blocked. The appearance-reality distinction
is reflected in and only in the subjective-objective distinction.

This is an entirely different sort of objection, one that is in line with the
tenets of Naturalism. Even if one were to concede that it is possible to ar-
rive at correct conclusions about what is good for oneself from empirical
generalizations about what works for others, one would still face the prob-
lem of the scope of the term “others.” It cannot be the natural kind, since
there are no such things. Objectivity joins with nominalism to atomize the
normative. Moral prescriptions would be as individualized as genetic-based
medicine. Does Plato have any systematic resources to meet this sort of ob-
jection? Many scholars have thought that Plato has such resources, whether
his own or in the guise of Socratic ethics and moral psychology.*” But in no
sense do these require any appeal to a superordinate Idea of the Good.

6.3. Platonic Ethics without the Idea of the Good

Since almost all discussions of Platonic ethics in the contemporary scholar-
ship ignore the Idea of the Good as irrelevant, it will be helpful to see why
this is a mistake or, more precisely, why to exclude the Idea of the Good is
to make a nonnaturalistic ethics impossible.*® Recall, first, that Plato has
said that the subject matter of philosophy is the intelligible world broadly

47. A good example of this way of approaching Platonic ethics is Kamtekar 2017.

48. Cf. Annas (1999, 102), who says that “it is unpromising to look in the Republic for a di-
rect way in which [the theory of Forms] has impact on the content of the dialogue’s moral the-
ory.” Annas (108), following Irwin, thinks that the Idea of the Good is just the “ordered struc-
ture of the realm of Forms.” She goes on to argue (115) that Plato is confused if he thinks that
“ethical conclusions can be obtained from metaphysical premises.” This is indeed what Plato
thinks, but it is not a confusion, for it is the only way that universal ethical conclusions can
be derived. The normativity is found in the interstice between endowment and achievement
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speaking. He has also maintained that the determination of what is good
and bad, right and wrong is a philosophical matter. Plato thinks that the
Naturalist, whether as relativist or hedonist, does not have the resources
to defend a coherent position about these. For on Naturalistic terms, they
have the resources only to express what is {6106, not what is kowvdg, whereas
what is really good belongs to the latter not the former.

Discussions of Plato’s ethics typically either invoke the coordinate Form
of the Good as the basis for a claim that virtues are good or else they eschew
any appeal to metaphysics altogether. The latter alternative has its roots in
a strategy first to set apart a Socratic nonmetaphysical ethical doctrine.*
Then, with this in place, the manifestly metaphysical framework for ethics
in the so-called Platonic (as opposed to Socratic) dialogues can be ignored
as irrelevant or unnecessary for the ethical doctrine. On the former alter-
native, a coordinate Form of the Good serves as the anchor for the general
argument: everyone desires the real good; the virtues are the real good;
therefore, everyone desires the virtues. Since it is obviously the case that
many people do not desire to be virtuous, it is concluded that this must be a
failure of knowledge. If one knew that the virtues were the real good, then
one would desire them. It is not clear, though, whether, say, the knowledge
of Justice or the ability to give a Adyog of Justice is supposed to suffice for
knowing that Justice is good or that knowing that Justice is good is sup-
posed to be an additional piece of knowledge.” For someone who wants to
be just, knowing what Justice is would seem to suffice; however, for some-
one who has no particular inclination to being just, knowing what Justice is
in itself could not motivate just behavior, even granting that one desires the
real good for oneself.

The nexus virtue-knowledge-happiness or the human good is the focus
of most studies of Plato’s ethics. The relation between virtue and knowl-
edge and the relation between virtue and happiness are central. It is within
this nexus that the so-called Socratic paradoxes are critically examined.”
Thus, the claims that it is better to suffer than to do evil, that a bad person
is worse off if he is not punished than if he is, that no one does wrong will-
ingly, that tyrants do what seems best to them but not what they want, and
that a worse person cannot harm a better person are analyzed in order to

where achievement is articulatable as integrative unity expressed in terms of beauty, truth, and
commensurability all of which are determinable by unencumbered reason.

49. See, e.g., Santas 1979; Vlastos 1991; Penner 2003; Penner and Rowe 2005; and Rowe
2007.

50. See Rep. 505A1-4 where Socrates says that it is the Idea of the Good that makes just
things useful and beneficial. Usefulness and benefit are among the things assumed to be un-
qualifiedly good. Cf. 367C6-D3. As Socrates will go on to explain, however, we cannot know
what Justice is unless and until we connect it with the superordinate Idea of the Good.

51. See O’Brien 2005, chap. 1, and Santas 1979, chap. 6, for helpful introductions to the
paradoxes.
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reveal the assumptions according to which these claims would be true, even
if paradoxical. Thus, a typical analysis of the paradoxes would aim to show
that virtue is necessary and sufficient for happiness and accordingly that vi-
cious behavior cannot make one happy.” The evildoer cannot be better off
than the one who suffers evil; a bad person unpunished is deprived of the
possibility of rehabilitation in virtue; wrongdoing is exclusively the result
of lack of knowledge of virtue; a tyrant is ignorant that wrongdoing is con-
ducive to happiness; and a virtuous person is somehow impervious to the
intended harm inflicted upon him by a vicious person.

Such an analysis depends on a certain understanding of virtue. As we
saw above, Plato thought that there is a considerable difference between
virtue with and without philosophy. The difference is evident in the fact
that someone who is virtuous without philosophy is not completely happy.
And insofar as he is not happy, then it is not clear why such a person would
be better off suffering rather than doing evil or why he would not be better
off going unpunished for an occasional bad deed or why the knowledge
that he must have if he is virtuous is not sufficient to prevent him from
wrongdoing.

Those who are committed to staying within the ambit of the paradoxes
and who simultaneously eschew any recourse to the superordinate Idea of
the Good should be troubled. For though they can agree that philosophy
does transform ordinary virtue into something else and that it is only this
something else that is the foundation for the truth of the paradoxes, this
conception of philosophy must necessarily exclude what Plato says philoso-
phy is in Republic, the desire for knowledge of perfect Being, knowledge
which, as he then tells us, is only possible in light of the superordinate Idea
of the Good.

There are perhaps two possible paths that one can take in order to inte-
grate philosophy into the account of virtue such that virtue remains neces-
sary and sufficient for happiness and the paradoxes can be defended on
that basis. One path takes philosophy as refutation in the manner of So-
cratic elenchus. According to this, one embraces one’s own ignorance or at
least is continuously open to refutation of any claim. But this stance cannot
be what turns mere popular virtue into true virtue.”® The unnamed virtu-
ous individual in Republic 10 discussed above chooses the life of a tyrant

52. Whether or not virtue is in fact held by Plato to be sufficient for happiness has been
doubted since virtue alone does not preclude bad luck and bad luck may inhibit the attain-
ment of happiness. See Ap. 30C6-D5, 41C8-D2; Cr. 48B8-9; and Charm. 173D3-5, 174B11-C3
for evidence of the sufficiency thesis. See Irwin 1995, 58-60, 236-237, for the suggestion that
even if virtue is not sufficient for happiness, it contributes to happiness more than anything
else. This issue does not affect the present discussion.

53. See Sedley (2013, 82-84), who argues that it is the purificatory virtues of Phaedo not
the popular and political virtues that are within the purview of philosophy. The popular and
political virtues are those defined at the end of book 4 of Republic; the purificatory virtues are
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because there is something he is ignorant of not because there is something
he believes he knows that in fact he does not. There is no indication that
he embraces the wicked life for any reason other than his ignorance of the
ineluctably bad consequences of such a life. But that ignorance is not the
so-called Socratic ignorance.

Second, there is the rather weak recourse to philosophy as an examina-
tion of life, the soul-care Socrates pronounces himself devoted to in Apolo-
gy.>* But soul-care in itself is highly problematic as a basis for defending the
paradoxes and the absolutism of Platonic ethics. For someone might well
acknowledge the desirability of soul-care at the same time as they are insist-
ing on the necessity of body-care. Given a devotion to both, circumstances
could well indicate attention to one rather than the other. For example,
Socrates might be well advised to flee from prison on behalf of body-care,
even if he thereby neglects soul-care temporarily.

In order to make soul-care robust enough to be the substance of the
philosophy that turns ordinary virtue into the virtue that is sufficient and
necessary for happiness, one would need to argue that soul-care alone is
self-care, that is, that the soul is the self.® On this basis, one could argue
that body-care is only care for one’s possession and care for one’s posses-
sion over care for oneself is never a rational strategy. This may well be the
case, but it is disingenuous to claim that body-care is care for a possession
like the “externals” that one may possess. For though it may be that car-
ing for one’s fingernails as opposed to one’s soul is indefensible, the situ-
ations in which body-care and soul-care are in tension are those in which
the subject of bodily states and the subject of nonbodily states conflict. The
most obvious examples in the dialogues are those in which one is faced
with a choice between pursuing appetites and refraining from their pursuit
because one believes their pursuit would be harmful. Since the subject of
the appetites is, according to Plato, a psychical subject, the conflict is not
between soul-care and body-care, but between care for one part of the soul
as opposed to another. It is mere rhetoric to suppose that this is a choice
which is always obvious.”® One can easily imagine a Callicles endorsing the

those belonging to the philosopher who has seen the Idea of the Good and how the Forms
are derived from this.

54. See, e.g., Penner 1992, 134-137; Brickhouse and Smith 1994, chap. 4; and Brickhouse
and Smith 2010, 44—49.

55- See Gerson 2003, chap. 1. A calculation of the relative value to oneself of soul-care vs.
body-care is occluded or even made impossible by the division of the subjects of each. Who
decides between the subject of the bodily states and the subject of the psychic states? Only
if the subject of the latter is the true self does measurement of comparative value become
perspicuous.

56. See Vlastos (1971, 5-6), who proclaims, “If you have just one day to live, and can expect
nothing but a blank after that, Socrates feels that you would still have all the reason you need
for improving your soul; you would have yourself to live with that one day, so why live with a
worse self, if you could live with a better one instead?” The texts Vlastos cites on behalf of this
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desirability of soul-care so long as it does not conflict with the duties of a
grown-up Athenian citizen."”

The implausibility of both of these interpretations of the philosophy re-
quired for happiness diminishes even further in light of Plato’s unambigu-
ous description of the nature of philosophy in Republic. Someone devoted
to philosophy seeks knowledge of 10 mavtekdg dv. But Plato also tells us
that this knowledge depends upon a cognitive assent to the Idea of the
Good. Therefore, it is puzzling to say the least how we are to arrive at a
non-question-begging, nonprudential defense of the Socratic paradoxes
without recourse to metaphysics, specifically to the first principle of all. In
other words, the alternatives are a question-begging response to Naturalism
or Plato’s systematic metaphysics.

6.4. The Good, Ethical Prescriptions, and Integrative Unity

From the above, it would be easy to conclude that if Plato’s ethics does
indeed rest on the metaphysical first principle of all, it either proves too
much or, what amounts to the same thing, it proves nothing at all. Let there
be a superordinate Idea of the Good such that everything that can be said
to have “good” predicated of it does so because it partakes indirectly or di-
rectly of the Good. If just acts are good because just acts instantiate Justice
and Justice partakes of the Good or is Good-like, this does not even begin to
tell us whether a contentious ethical or political or social act is just or not.
If, to take another example, Euthyphro agrees that piety is good ultimately
because of the Idea of the Good and the Form of Piety, how does that con-
cession help us to know whether prosecuting his father for the homicide of
a slave is pious or not? This problem remains, of course, even when we have
agreed that “good” and “good for me” are identical or at least extensionally
equivalent. The problem also remains even if we imagine Socrates to have
at his disposal a A6yoc of Piety and a willingness to share this with Euthy-
phro, and even if we imagine that Euthyphro is disposed to take this Adyog
as more than empty words.

I believe that the answer to this question rests entirely on understand-
ing goodness as integrative unity. That is, something is good insofar as or

view (Ap. 28B5-6, 28D6-10; and Cr. 48C6-D5) do support the thesis of what Vlastos calls “the
sovereignty of virtue,” but they do not reveal, nor does Vlastos try to explain, why one should
be absolutely devoted to the sovereignty of virtue as opposed to maintaining that on occasion
this sovereignty is defeasible.

57. See Gorg. 484C4-E3. At Tim. 88A9-B2, Plato has Timaeus say that human beings have
two sorts of desire, one owing to embodiment and one of the divine or immortal part of the
soul. Thus, the human being is a bifurcated subject. Psychical conflict pertains to these two
subjects, both of which are rational subjects, though the rationality of the former is occluded
by embodiment.
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to the extent that it is an integrative unity.”® Every Form is an integrative
unity by definition because it is an eternal and unchangeable one apt for
integrating its sensible instances, that is, making each one instance of the
Form. But the integrated unities of these instances are necessarily more
complicated because Forms are manifested in things that “are and are not
simultaneously.” In addition, since Forms can be variously manifested, the
integrated unity of a just act, a just person, a just city, and a just law may
all be manifested differently. To say this is only to elucidate the obvious
point in Symposium that a beautiful body and a beautiful institution both
manifest Beauty but they do not do so in the same way. As a first attempt
at understanding how integrated unity provides a criterion for ethical pre-
scriptions, the proper question would be: Does this action or policy arise
from or contribute to the integrative unity of the natural kind to which
it is attached? For example, the polis is, according to Plato, an integrated
unity when all the essential parts are doing their job.” So social or politi-
cal policies can be judged if they arise from the actions of the legislators,
doing their job of conserving the unity of the polis, or if they arise as
attempts by the legislators to repair or preserve that unity. A similar ac-
count would apply to the actions of the virtuous individual. In the case
of both, the integrative unity entails the rule of reason for the benefit of
the whole polis or the whole individual human being. It is reason in the
soul or reason in the person of the rulers that unifies or integrates all
the parts optimally. As we have seen, cognition is, generally, a unifying
activity.” The possibility of suboptimal unification having as its terminus
disintegration provides us with a hierarchical axis on the basis of which
we can make moral and political judgments.®® The more unity according
to kind the better; the less unity the worse. Further, an integrative unity

58. See Rep. 422E-423B, 462A-B, where it is clear that the difference between a success-
ful or good state and a bad one is the presence or absence of integrative unity. Also cf. Symp.
192C-D on love as integrative unity. See Aristotle, EE A 8, 1218a19, discussing the Good, on
justice and health as té&eic. See C. Moore (2015, 193-196), who understands integrative unity
as “self-constitution.” This, roughly, is the way that Plotinus understands it. See Enn. 5.8 [31],
13.20; 6.6 [34], 1.10-14; 6.9 [9], 9.11-13.

59. See Rep. 423B9-10, D4-6; 551D5-7. See Pradeau 1997, chap. 2.

60. See Chap. 4, secs. 4 and 5. At Phil. 16Cff., in the example of literacy, it is especially clear
that the ability to read is a unificatory skill, a skill in which all the letters of the alphabet are
unified cognitively into various Adyot.

61. The taxonomy of decay both in individuals and in states in books 8 and 9 of Republic
makes it evident that integrative unity is gradable with the absolutely unified at one end and
the absolutely disunified at the other. This is intraspecific unity, so to speak, a scale of better or
worse people or states. But Plato also sets forth the metaphysical foundation for interspecific
unity such that we can say that the optimal integrative unity of a human being is better (that s,
closer to the One) than the integrative unity of another animal and worse than the integrative
unity of a god and also that the integrative unity of the immortal soul that each person is is
better than the integrative unity of a human being.
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with fewer parts to integrate is closer to the paradigm than one with more
parts to integrate.®

Rationality has a unifying effect on the nonrational and the soul has
a unifying effect on the body. In general, form unifies the formless; limit
unifies the unlimited. What drives the idea of integrative unity is the imposi-
tion of unity by a higher function on a lower without the elimination of the
latter. Thus, for example, rationality normally orders the appetites without
extirpating them. But when appetites begin to be extirpated, one approach-
es disintegration of the composite that generates appetites. Philosophy is
“practice for dying and for being dead” precisely because the identification
of the self with one’s intellect has as a necessary consequence alienation
from the appetites. It is not just that philosophy has a proprietary subject
matter but that acquiring knowledge of this subject matter, that is, achiev-
ing cognitive identity with it, is “assimilation to the divine” by advancing to
a higher integrative unity.

The rule of reason in the virtuous individual is established in book 4
of Republic with the definition of the virtues. But the rule of reason there
described, although it produces virtue does not produce virtue with phi-
losophy, which is not even thematized until book 5. Book 4 establishes the
integrative unity of the human being; not until book 9 do we arrive at the
integrated unity of the philosopher. This is a higher unity since it achieves
separation from the body, separation in the sense of psychological distanc-
ing or alienation. Living thus according to the rule of reason is to become
detached—or as much as is physically possible to be detached—from the
idiosyncratic, that which is id10¢. Adhering to the deliverances of universal
reasoning, the identity of “good” and “good for me” becomes as obvious as
the identity of “true” and “true for me.”

It is not, I think, a serious criticism of this interpretation to say that it
leaves many or perhaps even most actions and states below the threshold of
relevance to integrative unity. There will be many actions that, as the Stoics
insisted, will be indifferent. But the absolutism that Socrates insisted on in
Crito, namely, that one must never under any circumstances commit an un-
just deed, thinking that it is unjust, remains and is clarified. For to do that,
is to be oriented to self-disintegration. And there can be no scenario under
which one could benefit from this. We can, though, readily concede that
this claim would make no sense unless the soul were the self and the soul
were immortal. An integrative unity unlocatable within Plato’s metaphysi-
cal hierarchy cannot be claimed to be universally desirable. Everyone has
his or her own way of unifying their lives or of constructing an integrative
self-narrative. The privileging of one of these over another depends entirely
on a hierarchy with the superordinate Idea of the Good at the top. One life

62. “Parts” here being understood as extended parts. An organic individual may have
more parts than an inorganic individual, but his psychical integration involves no extended
parts at all.
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is better than another life only because it is closer to the Good itself, the
absolutely simple first principle of all. “Closer” here, of course, means more
of an integrative unity.%

An integrative unity is just the product of the imposition of limit on the
unlimited as explained in Philebus.®* Normativity enters the picture with
the idea of “measure (10 pérpov)” which indicates the correct or exact
imposition of mathematical order as opposed to a deviation from this.®
An optimal integrative unity possesses the correct or exact ordering of the
instantiations of the principle of unlimitedness by the instantiations of the
principle of limit. The integrative unity of the parts is the best possible
instantiation of the paradigm. In Republic, we saw that integrative unity of
the soul is that of the parts of the soul ordered according to the rule of rea-
son. In Philebus, a different question is raised, namely, that of the optimal
integrative unity of a human being which, being a complex of soul and
body is different from the soul and, ideally, is the subject of the immortal
part of the soul. The embodied soul is the subject of both psychical states
and acts and the subject of bodily states, including pleasure and pain. And
this dialogue raises the very specific question of what constitutes optimal
integrative unity for the human being, the locus of multiple states or acts
of subjectivity whether these be synchronic or, more typically, diachronic.

The Good is manifested in integrative unity.®® To put it in Aristotelian
terms, integrative unity is the essence of the manifestation of goodness.
That is why the principle of limit—not limit itself—is the One and also why
itis repeatedly emphasized that the manifestation of the Good for a human
being will be in integrative unity. The problem with which Philebus wrestles
is that, though we are really intellects for whom bodily pleasure is nothing,
we are in fact now embodied and embodied souls do desire pleasure. But
the strictures that the dialogues discover for pleasure, the distinction be-
tween true and false pleasure, is intended to minimize the self-disintegration
of the intellect while embodied, thereby impeding its destiny. This desid-
eratum is the basis for the distinction between true and false pleasures.

Built upon this metaphysical foundation, ethical prescriptions can be
judged according to whether or not they inhibit or promote integrative

63. See Rep. 540A9 where the Idea of the Good is appealed to as a “paradigm (mapadetypa)”
for instantiating goodness in actions and in souls. My claim is that the superordinate Good as
such cannot be a paradigm; only considered as the principle of integrative unity can it serve
this function.

64. Phil. 16C9-10, 23C9-10. Hackforth (1945, 41) rightly rejects the identification of limit
with the Forms, but he is then thrown into confusion about what the limit is.

65. See Phil. 26B10: vopog kai 16&i; 28E3: “Sioxoopeiv; 30Ch: koopobdoo Te Kol cuvTattodoa;
64B7: kdopoG.

66. It seems obvious that the description of Forms as “units (povédeg)” at Phil. 15B1-2
within the context of the broader metaphysical doctrine of that dialogue is meant to indicate
integrative unity. But we recall from Parmenides that no Form can be unqualifiedly one; its
oneness is derived.
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unity. The quantitative nature of the optimal integrative unity renders fu-
tile the claim that unlike “true” and “true for me” which are identical, still
“good” and “good for me” can diverge. It is, for Plato, a mathematical im-
possibility that my good can be achieved at your expense even if you or I or
anyone else may take it to be 0.5

It would take us too far afield to explore all the ways that Plato’s educa-
tional vision depends on the inculcation of integrative unity according to
the aspects of beauty, truth, and commensurability. These are all evident
in Republic, Statesman, Timaeus, and Laws.®® Music, physical training, math-
ematics, astronomy, and dialectic are concrete ways of achieving the Good,
that is, producing an ever greater integrative unity in the human being and,
more importantly, in the soul which is identical with the person.

6.5. Eros and the Good

The connection between the Good as principle and the Good as end is
made explicitly by Plotinus in one of the most remarkable passages in his
Enneads: “And it [the Good] is itself an object of love and love, that is, love
of itself, inasmuch as it is only beautiful by reason of itself and in itself.
And indeed whatever is present to itself would not be so if that which is
present and that to which it is present were not one or identical.”® The
three most remarkable features of this passage are (1) that the Good is
identified with eros; (2) that unlike other predicates or “names” that are
denied of the Good or said to belong to it only “in a way (olov),” the
Good is unqualified eros; and (3) that the Good is beautiful because it
is eros. There is no suggestion here that the identification of the Good with
eros insinuates complexity or multiplicity into the Good in any way. It is
eros that is supposed to explain how the goal of all striving is identical with
the source of all being.

Is this claim a fair inference from what Plato says in the dialogues?
There is certainly solid ground for saying that Plato held that (1) all things
desire or strive for the Good; (2) eros for possession of the beautiful is
identified with the desire for the Good; and (3) the Good is the principle

67. See Rist 2002, chap. 2, for an argument that a transcendent metaphysical foundation
is necessary for an objective morality both for Plato and in fact.

68. See Miller (1980) 2004, especially the supplementary essay “Dialectical Education and
Unwritten Teachings in Plato’s Statesman” to see integrative unity front and center in its three
aspects. Also see Burnyeat 2000.

69. Plotinus, Enn. 6.8 [39], 15.1-4: Kai épaciuov kai Epmg 6 avtog kot avtod Epwg, Gte ovk
GAog Kakog fi map avtod Kol v avtd. Kai yop kai 10 cvveivar Eovtd ovk dv dAAmg &xot, &l pm)
10 GUVOV Kol TO @ cvveoTv &v kad TowTov £in. Cf. 16.13; 6.7 [37], 22.8-9. See Pigler 2002 for a
monograph-length study of 6.8 [39], 15.1-4. Proclus, In Alc. 30.16-17, says obte 81 koi 1) épaTucry
niioo ThElg EmoTpoefig éotiv aitia Toig ovotv Emact Tpdg T Ogiov kéAhog (in this way, the entire class
of erotic desires is the explanation for reversion in all beings toward the divine beauty).
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of all things.” Therefore, everything desires that from which it comes
in some sense. The problem with Plotinus’s expression of this doctrine
resides in the identification of the Good with eros. But the account of
eros in Symposium and Plotinus’s commentary on that dialogue acknowl-
edge and expatiate upon the relative defectiveness of eros, its lacking that
which it aims to possess.”” How can it serve to characterize the unquali-
fiedly nondefective first principle?

A facile first step in the direction of an answer is that since the Good
is virtually all that it produces, it must be virtually eros.” This point does
not, however, speak to the centrality of eros in the overall metaphysical
construct that is Platonism. The Good, as Plotinus says, is also eros of itself.
That is, the Good is essentially an activity of self-loving. But the Good, as
Plato says, is overflowing.” Therefore, this self-loving is essentially produc-
tive. That is why, at the apex of the ascent of the philosopher in the higher
mysteries in Symposium, the achievement of the Good necessarily and spon-
taneously produces true virtue in the aspirant.” True virtue, that is, not
popular or political virtue. This is because the achievement of the Good,
in the only way that achievement is possible for us, by cognition of all that
is intelligible, produces just what the Good itself produces. This is what
happens when philosophy is added to mere popular virtue. It is also why
Socrates’s maieutic activity can be said to be self-motivated.

And it is why Vlastos was so far wrong in maintaining that Plato’s theo-
ry of the erotic was a failure because it cannot endorse the love of whole
persons over the love of Ideas.” The individual as initial love-object is in-
deed seen only as an image of the really real. For Plato, to say anything else
would simply be untrue. But love for persons in the sense in which Vlastos,
I think, meant it, is the result of attaining the Good. This does not mean, of
course, that only the successful philosopher can love persons. It does mean,
though, that love for persons is gradable according to the extent that Good-
ness is instantiated in the life of the lover. If the Good is essentially overflow-
ing, wherever and however the Good is present, there is overflowing, t0o.”
If the Good were not eros itself, the presence of eros in everything else
would not be a desire for the Good but for something else. And in that case,

70. For (1) see Rep. 505D5-506A2 (chap. 5, sec. 5.1, 5); for (2) see Symp. 204D-206B, esp.
204E1; for (3) see Rep. 516C1-2 (chap. 5, sec. 5.1, 10).

71. At Symp. 202D13, we learn that Eros is a daimon, whose status as intermediary is cer-
tain, regardless of how exactly that is so. A first principle of all cannot conceivably be an
intermediary.

72. See Rep. 509B9-10 (chap. 5, sec. 5.1, 8).

73. See Rep. 506E3, 508B6-7 (chap. 5, sec. 5.1, 3).

74. See Symp. 212A.

75. See Vlastos 1973, 30-31.

76. So the Demiurge creates because he is good. See Tim. 29E1-2, 42E5-6. Plotinus, Enn.
4.8 [6] 6, 6-16; 5.4 [7] 1, 34-36.



IDEA OF THE GOOD IN THE PLATONIC SYSTEM (2) 189

it would be false to maintain that what everyone wants without exception
is the Good. It is not, for Plato, paradoxical to say: eros for the beautiful is
eros for the Good which we do not possess; but in possessing the Good, or
to the extent that we possess it, we possess eros itself.”

I take it as a strength of the above interpretation that the integrative
unificatory process of cognition, whether of contingent or necessary truths,
mirrors the dynamic integrative unificatory process that is the desire for the
Good.™ Aristotle’s statement that the ultimate object of desire (Opektdv)
and the ultimate object of thinking (vontdv) are identical is precisely the
Platonic point.” That is why the Good is the One. All beings desire the
Good and so strive for integrated unity. For human beings, this is generally
true, too. But as subjects uniquely capable of higher cognition, there is a
twofold striving for integrated unity. The first is to identify with our intel-
lects and the second is to strive for knowledge, cognitive identity with all
that is intelligible. That is how an intellect achieves the Good.

The above may provide a suitable background to appreciate why later
Platonists, intensely conscious of the connection between the Good as prin-
ciple and the Good as goal, took as emblematic of Platonism the famous
exhortation in the “digression” in Plato’s Theaeletus. Socrates’s counsel
to “assimilate to the divine as much as possible (opoiwocig 0ed katd 1O
duvardv)” has disconcerted Plato scholars for a variety of reasons.* Not
the least of these is that it does not seem possible for a mortal to assimilate
himself to that which is immortal.® This is particularly the case because the
method of assimilation is said to be virtue, whereas the divine is in no need
of virtue. Even the addition of wisdom does not turn human wisdom into
divine wisdom.

Given the above, the ascent to the Good should be understood as the
reversion of the effect to its cause. Expressed systematically, the fundamen-
tal dynamic structure of the universe is “remaining (povt}),” “procession
(mpdodoc),” and “reversion (émiotpoen}).” The most extensive treatment of

77. As Proclus remarks in his In Alc. 30, 16-17, the fact that everything is charged with
eroticism is the explanation for the reversion of all things to the divine. Cf. 52, 10-12; and 141,
1-5. See Vasilakis 2017 for further apt remarks on the identification of the Good with eros.

78. See Halfwassen 1992a, 226-236, esp. 229, and Desjardins 2004, 64, on cognition as a
unificatory process as reflected in the stages of the Divided Line. The péyotov paddnua of the
Good (as One) is both the presupposition and the culmination of this process.

79. Aristotle, Meta. A 7, 1072a25-26.

80. See Tht. 176B1. Cf. Rep. 613B1; and Tim. 90D. See Lavecchia 2006 for a comprehensive
survey of the Platonic treatment of this exhortation. It has exceedingly disconcerted Peterson
(2011, 59-89), who finds the exhortation to assimilation to the divine so absurd that she re-
fuses to believe that this was Plato’s view.

81. Given what is said at Phdr. 245C5-246A2, the soul is immortal because it is a self-mover.
And that which is immortal is divine. So the task of assimilation is to recognize one’s own im-
mortality, hence one’s own divinity.



190 CHAPTER 6

this structure is found in Proclus’s Elements of Theology.** As we have seen,
procession and reversion are grounded in the overflowing of the Good and
the desire of all things for the Good, that from which they originate. Re-
maining is based on the text in Timaeusin which it is said that the Demiurge
“remained in himself in his accustomed manner (&pevev év T@® avtod KoTd
tponov fifet)” while ordering the cosmos.* The structure is dynamic ow-
ing to the essential activity of the first principle of all. The dynamism does
not result ultimately in dissolution because reversion is guaranteed by the
remaining and the procession. It is so guaranteed because the procession
is from the self-loving first principle. If its self-loving were a property of it,
that is, if it were distinct from its self-loving, then procession from it would
not produce eros in everything else. Procession, if it is to be part of a system,
must be from the essence of that which proceeds.

This dynamic structure, it will be recalled, is primarily eternal. In the
eternal realm, procession and reversion are no less eternal than the re-
maining of the Good. Because the temporalized cosmos is an image of this
eternal dynamic structure, it represents it imperfectly. Thus, in all erotic
activity the relation between eternal intellect and the Good is recapitulated
in a diminished way. That is, the lover satisfies his desire for the Good by
achieving the fulfillment of his own nature as intellect. Beauty is the Good
as attractive. But the intellects of embodied human beings are the intellects
of temporalized souls. The desires of embodied souls are themselves images
of intellectual desire. The reversion of all embodied souls to the Good is, in
one sense, a quest for the unknown. But no one seeks for that which is com-
pletely unknown, a point made in a limited and focused manner in Meno’s
paradox. The quest for the unknown is a reversion because it is a quest to
return to the source of one’s own being. The soul that reverts is engaged in
an attempt to recover itself as it is found in its cause.

The reversion to the Good is the metaphysical foundation of the passage
in the Republic previously quoted, where Socrates asserts that, though peo-
ple are content with the seeming just or beautiful, no one is content with
the seeming good.** Platonists connect this passage with the numerous pas-
sages, also mentioned above, in which Plato says that no one willingly does

82. See Proclus, ET Props. 25-39. There is a good concise exposition in Chlup 2012,
64—69. Also see Gersh 1973, 49-53. I discuss this further in chap. 9.

83. See Tim. 42E5-6. The point of the imperfect, as Archer-Hind (1888, 147) and
AL E. Taylor (1928, 266) note, is that both before and after ordering the cosmos, the Demiurge
abided in his eternal customary state. Presumably, this is the state of contemplation of the
Living Animal with which the Demiurge is cognitively identical. Broadie (2012, 23) seems to
concur. Cf. Plotinus, Enn. 3.8 [30], 10.5-10, where remaining is paradigmatically in the One
or Good. Cf. 4.8 [6], 6.1-18; 5.1 [10], 3.11-15, 6.27-30; 5.2 [11], 1.7-21; 5.5 [32], 12.40—49.
Also see Proclus, In Tim. 1.282, 26-31.

84. Rep. 505D5-9.
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wrong.® Plato does not ever say, however, and he certainly does not mean
to imply by this, that no one willingly does right either. On the contrary, our
freedom is found entirely and exclusively in our pursuing the Good. The
asymmetry underlying this theory of action is anathema to any Naturalist
since the Naturalistic explanations for action cannot discriminate between
those that are oriented to the good—whatever that means—and those that
are oriented to the bad. Indeed, a Peripatetic such as Alexander of Aphro-
disias, counters the Stoic compatibilist position by insisting that only if we
are free to choose contraries (“to do otherwise”) are we free at all.’® There
are few things that more vividly express the systematic nature of Platonism
than the asymmetry of human action which is only explicable if there is a
distinction between the real good and the apparent good and if the real
good is universal. For if the real good is only objective for each individual
and not universal, there is no way to maintain asymmetry. For in that case,
every action will have as its goal the apparent (objective) good. It cannot
be the case that we are free when we do what we think is good for ourselves
and not free when we do what we think is good for ourselves even though
objectively it is not. This is so because the difference between the two cases
is something that is external to the psychology of the agent.*” Without the
universal Good, we have no grounds to resist symmetry, whether it be that
of the Naturalist or that of the Peripatetic.

If “what is up to us” is limited to the pursuit of what we are hardwired
to pursue, the real Good, how does this differ from determinism? After all,
the metaphor of being hardwired, representing genetic evolution instead
of ontological necessity, is music to the Naturalist’s ears. But whereas the
Naturalist claims that we are hardwired to do what we do even when what
we do is bad, Plato claims that being hardwired to pursue the Good does
not eliminate our moral responsibility when we do bad.* The answer to
this question is not thematized by Plato, though both Plotinus and Proclus
take it up. It is possible, however, to get a glimpse of how Plato’s solution
would go. First, begin with the fact that, though we all desire the real Good,
we can only pursue what appears to us to be the Good, whether it is in fact
so or not. But whether or not things appear to us to be good is as much a
function of our desires as it is of our intellects. The differences among the
virtuous, the encratic, the akratic, and the vicious, are precisely gradable
according to desire: the virtuous does not have the desire for what is bad,

85. See, e.g., Plotinus, 3.1 [3], 9.4-16.

86. See Alexander of Aphrodisias, De fato 169, 13-15; 181, 12-14; 196, 24-25; 199, 8-9;
211, 21-23.

87. See Aristotle, who assumes that the distinction between the apparent and real good
is external to the account of the action, which is always for the apparent good. Top. Z 8,
146b36-147a11; Phys. B 3, 195a23-36; DAT 10, 433a27; Rhet. A 10, 1369a2—4.

88. See Rep. 617E5: Beog avaitiog (god is not responsible). That is, god is not responsible
for our wrongdoing.
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the encratic has it but does not act on it, the akratic has it and acts on it with
regret, and the vicious has it and acts on it without regret. These desires,
however, are not accurately characterizable as “irrational” except in the very
special sense that they are counter to normative rationality. As Plato says in
Republic, a paradigmatic case of the appetitive desire, usually assumed to be
irrational, is the love of money, something which is meaningless for any be-
ing that is not rational.®

Leaving aside the implication of degrees of moral responsibility in the
above typology, moral responsibility in general for doing that which we do
not will (“no one does wrong willingly”) rests with the misuse of reason, not
its failure to operate altogether.”” The misuse of reason consists, I think, in
its employment in the service of the appetites while implicitly acknowledg-
ing reason’s sovereignty. Thus, someone who pursues money immoderately
has used her reason to arrive at the self-exhortation to make that pursuit.
She has done so by acknowledging the authority of reason to make that
determination. But it is incoherent—culpably so, for Plato—to make this
acknowledgment at the same time as the rational soul subordinates itself to
appetite. Plainly, this admits of degree and there is no doubt an element of
mauvaise foi in every such deviant decision or act. Even if the decision or
act is not willed because the goal is not really good, it is willed as what ap-
pears to be good. And this willing amounts to the delegation of one’s true
self to its deviant simulacrum, the ephemeral subject of the appetite. Or it
is not, when what appears to be good is so in fact. We cannot but bear some
moral responsibility for whatever degree of integrative unity we achieve
since the achievement is an act of self-reflexive reason. That is, it amounts
to self-recognition or self-identification, something that only an intellect
can do by and to itself. When I'look for the real “I,” I cannot circumvent the
intellect that is doing the looking. For Plato, the ultimate or real subject of
thinking is an intellect.

Here again, we can see the appropriateness of the identification of the
Good with the One. For reversions here below are, as Plato repeatedly im-
plies, attempts at integrative unity. When the virtuous person “becomes one
out of many,” he is engaged in reversion to the One.”" Integrative unity is

89. See Rep. 553Cb, 580E5, 581A6.

go. Tim. 86B-87C is the most important text here. This entire passage can be read as
arguing that since no one does wrong willingly, then no one is responsible for doing bad. But
Plato says (87 B4-5), that if children are exonerated owing to their bad upbringing, the par-
ents should be held responsible (outiatedv) presumably, even if they had bad upbringings. The
puzzle is resolved when we realize that Plato is implicitly distinguishing children who have not
yet attained the age of reason and everyone else. It is owing to a bad upbringing or to disease,
that moral responsibility may be mitigated, though for the most part not entirely eliminated.
As Plato says in the next line, “A human being ought to strive, to the extent that he is able, by
means of education, practices and studies, to escape from evil and to seize on the contrary.”

91. See Rep. 443E1. Adam (1921, vol. 1, ad loc.) notes that the phrase “one out of many
(elc &k MOAAGV)” is a sort of “Platonic motto.” Cf. 423D3-6, applying both to the individual and
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the criterion of normativity. It can only be such if unity is the source of
the beings whose fulfillment normativity is supposed to govern. As we have
seen, the source cannot be integrative unity, but rather its principle, un-
qualified unity, that which is absolutely simple or incomposite. The array
of potentially integrated unities is an expression of the eternal possibilities
found in the intelligible world. Without the identity of principle and goal,
and without their further identification as a uniquely simple activity, Pla-
tonic ethics becomes simply question-begging whether this be encapsulated
in the Socratic paradoxes or in any other bit of high-minded rhetoric. That
is what Naturalists can plainly see. The positing of an absolutely simple first
principle of all, variously named “Good” and “One,” and the articulation
of this metaphysics in terms of remaining, procession, and reversion is no
doubt a major stumbling block for anyone who recoils from Naturalism or
even questions it. As I have tried to show, however, nothing short of this can
provide a coherent alternative to Naturalism.

The structural dynamic of the Platonic system is manifested in the princi-
ples of remaining, procession, and reversion. The cornerstone of the struc-
ture or system is the One as source; it is the Good as goal. Integrative unity
provides the metric for evaluation or normativity. This systematic frame-
work is the source of explanatory adequacy over against the hypotheses of
Naturalism. I have been arguing that Plato’s explicit rejection of nominal-
ism, materialism, mechanism, relativism, and skepticism can most fruitfully
be seen against the background that is this systematic framework. When
this systematic framework is ignored or misunderstood, it is hardly surpris-
ing that Plato’s arguments against the elements of Naturalism will be seen
as disjointed, ineffective, or at best inconclusive.

to the city, and 462A2-B3, where something is made as good as possible by being made one.
See Plotinus, Enn. 6.9 [9], 3; Proclus, In Parm. 7.74.3ff. Klibansky. In both these extended ac-
counts of ascent to the first principle we see the focus on intellectual activity as essential for
the integrative unity of rational animals.
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CHAPTER 7

Aristotle the Platonist

7.1. Introduction

In the first part of this work, I have tried to sketch out the Platonic system,
largely as this is found in the dialogues, supplemented by Aristotle’s testi-
mony. I have argued that Plato does indeed have a system, the fundamental
principle of which is the Idea of the Good or the One. It is this principle that
unifies the elements of what I have characterized as Plato’s anti-Naturalism,
his rejection of nominalism, materialism, mechanism, skepticism, and rela-
tivism. Without the first principle of all as the starting point of Plato’s ex-
planatory framework, his explicit opposition to the elements of Naturalism
may well appear ad hoc at best. The elements of his anti-Naturalism are, as
I have tried to show, mutually supporting; in addition, all these elements
support and are supported by the postulation of a first principle of all with-
in the explanatory framework.

This description of Platonism no doubt will appear to many as unduly
austere. For example, I leave out the immortality of the soul which Corn-
ford once called one of the “pillars” of Platonism. I do this quite deliber-
ately, but not because I think for one moment that Plato did not believe in
the immortality of the soul or that he did not put the greatest importance
on the truth of this belief. Indeed, it would be hard to find soi-disant Platon-
ists in antiquity who did not share this belief. But whereas the principles of
Platonism certainly allow for the possibility of the soul’s immortality, they
do not logically require it.! It is for this reason that, among Platonists, there

1. The possibility of émotpn entails the immateriality of intellect, but not the immortality
of the soul and certainly not personal immortality.



198 CHAPTER 7

are markedly different accounts of the immortality of the soul and of its
moral and epistemological relevance. One reason why readers of ancient
philosophy resist the idea that Aristotle was a Platonist in the sense sketched
out above is that, whereas Plato believed in the immortality of the soul, Ar-
istotle did not. Yet Aristotle plainly believed in the immortality of intellect.
And it is not at all clear that Plato’s “immortal part of the soul” in Timaeus
is anything other than this. Still, we may insist that there are differences
between the “immortal part of the soul” in Plato and “immortal intellect”
in Aristotle especially with regard to the question of whether soul or intel-
lect is personal or not. Since I maintain that Aristotle was a Platonist, I see
these differences, if there be such, as part of a dispute among Platonists, a
dispute arising precisely because Platonic principles are underdetermining
in relation to one account or another of personal immortality. Analogous
explanations for differences between Plato and Aristotle and among Pla-
tonists generally can be given for matters in moral psychology, politics, art,
and so on. And, a fortiori, they can be given for technical questions such as
the nature of memory or time.

Platonism dominated Western philosophy more or less from the time
of Plato’s death until the seventeenth century or, if one is inclined to view
revealed theology as muddying of the pure Platonic waters, then at least
until the middle of the sixth century. Plato’s construction of his systematic
philosophy was apparently a project still ongoing at his death. In this chap-
ter and in the following two chapters, I want to focus on what I take to be
the stellar contributions of Aristotle, Plato, and Proclus to the completion
of the Platonic project. As we shall see, each of these contributed in differ-
entways. In this chapter, I focus on Aristotle. Although it is undeniably true
that Aristotle dissented from many claims made by Plato, I am more inter-
ested here in the principles he shared with Plato, his arguments for these,
and some of the illuminating things he had to say about the application of
these principles.? Aristotle was as opposed to Naturalism as Plato—as I have
characterized it.?

7.2. Aristotle on the Subject Matter of Philosophy
Aristotle in Metaphysics book E says,

One might raise the question of whether first philosophy is universal or is
concerned merely with some genus and some one nature. In the case of the

2. See Owen (1966b, 147-150), who speaks of Aristotle’s “[renewed] sympathy with Plato’s
metaphysical programme” after his initial criticisms. I think that we can express this sympathy
more concretely than Owen does: Aristotle rejected Naturalism and embraced a foundational
metaphysics focused on an absolutely simple first principle of all.

3. As Richard Rorty insisted, his opposition to Platonism entailed his opposition to
Aristotelianism.
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mathematical sciences, their objects are not treated in the same manner; ge-
ometry and astronomy are concerned with some nature, but universal math-
ematics is common to all. Accordingly, if there were no substances other than
those formed by nature, physics would be the first science; but if there is
immovable substance, this would be prior, and the science of it would be first
philosophy and would be universal in this manner, in view of the fact that it is
first. And it would be the concern of this science, too, to investigate being qua
being, both what being is and what belongs to it. (Apostle trans.)*

This entire passage is one of the most portentous in the entire Aristote-
lian corpus, for it seems to be making a programmatic statement about
the nature of metaphysics or a science of being qua being.® Scholars differ
markedly on the question of whether or not this science is to be identified
with theology. If it is, then the passage seems to leave unaddressed a truly
universal science of being qua being, focusing rather on one specific realm
of being, that of the divine or immovable. If the science is not identified
with theology, then it is not clear how theology is supposed to be relevant to
this science, as this passage clearly asserts it is.

The plain sense of lines 27-29 (“if there were no substances other
than . ..”) is thatif supersensible substance did not exist, then physics would
be first science or philosophy. The way this passage is frequently taken is,
I maintain, unsupported by the text itself. It is thought that if immaterial or
supersensible substances did not exist, then first philosophy, understood as
a universal science of being qua being, would still be possible. It is just that
the subject matter would be the only things that do exist, namely, sensibles.®

4. Aristotle, Meta. E 1, 1026a23-32: dnoproete yoap v 11g motepdv w00’ 1 mpdTn Prhocopio
KkaBorov €otiv 1) mepl Tt YEvog kol pVoY T piov (00 Yap 6 adTOg TPOTOG 0V &v Tolg LobnuoTikaic,
GAL 1 pév yeopetpio kol dotporoyio mepi Tva oY giciv, 1 88 KaOOLOL TAGHY KOWN)- &l PEV OOV
i €ott T1g £Tépa ovoia mapd TG PVOEL GLVESTNKLIAG, 1| PLOIKY Gv &in PO EmotAun: €1 & ot
TG 0VGin KivTog, abtn TPoTépa Kol Prhocopio TP, Kol kabdrov obtwg dtt TpdT™ - Kol TEpi Tod
&vrog 1) OV TovTng dv £ Osmpiica, kai Tl 0Tt kai & VrapyovTa ) Ov. Also see 1026a12-14, which
emphatically makes the point that the subject matters of physics and mathematics are not
that of being qua being. Cf. K 7, 1064b4-14 which adds the point that the science of being
qua being is a different science (étépav . . . émomiunv) because there is a different nature for
that science to study. A 1, 1069a36-b2 is a very difficult and ambiguous text. See Charles and
Frede 2000, 70-80. I take the sense of the passage to be that the science of separate substance
is different from the science of physics if they do not have a principle in common. But this
is so even if it is the case that both sciences do have a principle in common. The common
principle, being, is, however, different from the principles of physics itself. So, physics has its
own principles but it (like everything else) is included within the science of being qua being
though only derivatively.

5. See Berti 2003 and 2015, 115-131, for two concise summaries of most of the modern
interpretations of this passage.

6. E.g., Kirwan (1971, 188-189) thinks that Aristotle means that if immovable substances
did not exist, then ontology, i.e., the study of being qua being, would be “a part of physics” (my
italics). There is nothing in the Greek to support this interpretation. Consider the following
analogy. If the winner of the race, someone who happens to set a new record, is disqualified,
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But Aristotle has just stated in the same chapter what he takes great pains
to explain in Physics, namely, that physics has as its subject matter a distinct
genus, the class of things that have a principle of motion and standstill in
themselves.” These things all include matter in their definition.® Therefore,
if immaterial entities did not exist, it is not the case that physics would be
metaphysics; rather, the science of nature would be first and there could be
no such thing as metaphysics or a science of being qua being. There could
only be a science which, as Aristotle says, “cuts off a part of being and stud-
ies that” but “does not examine being universally.” Primary being excludes
matter because it excludes a principle of potency or a principle of change.*
Accordingly, the next two lines (“but if there is immovable substance . . .
And it would be the concern of this science”) can only be read to indicate
that the science of immovable substances, the science of theology, is identi-
cal with the science of being qua being."

This interpretation is resisted on grounds of its supposed implausibility.
For if the only being there is is sensible being, how can Aristotle be held
to maintain that there can be no science of this, that is, that there can be

the runner-up is declared the winner. But the runner-up does not thereby become the new
record holder. The ordinality of the sciences (first philosophy, second philosophy) is a ques-
tion distinct from the cardinality of the number of sciences all, for Aristotle, determined by
their distinct subject matter.

7. See Meta. E 1,1025b18-21; K 4, 1061b28-32: t& cupuBepnrdto yap 1 guoikn ko TG Apyis
Ocmpel oG THV SVTOV T KIVOOHEVD Kol 0Oy 1) dvToL (THY 88 TpdTNY elpfiKkapey EMOTAINY TOVTOV Elval
k0’ doov dvia & Vrokeipevé dotwv, AL’ ovy, ) E1epdv Tt) (for physical science investigates the
properties and principles of things insofar as they are moving and not insofar as they are be-
ings. But we have said that primary science is concerned with these subjects insofar as they are
beings but not insofar as they are something else). Cf. Phys. B 1, 192b22 for the definition of
nature, the subject of natural science. Also I' 1, 200b1-3. Aubenque (1972, 37-44) questions
the authenticity of book K precisely because it so clearly identifies the primary science, theol-
ogy, with the science of being qua being. Aubenque (40n4) denies that 1061b28-32 confirms
1026a23-32 because he thinks the latter passage does not identify theology with the science of
being qua being, even though theology “touches on” this science.

8. See Meta. Z 3, 1029a30-32. Cf. Phys. B 2, 194b14-15; and DA A 1, 403b15-16.

9. See Meta. T" 1, 1003a21-32. The implication is that no special science studies being qua
being. If supersensible substances did not exist, this fact would not change because the nature
of each special science would not change. The special science S is determined by its subject
matter, not by the existence or nonexistence of something that is precisely not part of that
subject matter.

10. See Merlan (1953, 132-165), who provides an extensive argument in support of this
interpretation. Merlan was arguing principally against Jaeger (1948, 194-227), who thought
that Aristotle had developed away from theology (metaphysica specialis) to ontology (metaphysica
generalis) .

11. See the lines above this passage, Meta. E 1, 1026a15-19, where the identification of first
philosophy with “theological (Ogoloyua)” science is made explicit. This science is universal
because it is first. I suggest that the universality indicates the absolutely unqualified causal
scope of the first, just like the unhypothetical first principle in Republic which is in a way the
cause of all (mévtov) (chap. 5, sec. 5.1, 10). See Meta. B 3, 999a20 where kab6rov (universally)
is associated with “all” (éni mavtov, KoTd TAVIOV).
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no science distinct from the science of changeable things qua changeable?
One way of sharpening this objection is to say that since the proposed uni-
versal science of being qua being must, by definition, include sensible be-
ing, even if supersensible being did not exist, sensible being would remain
to be studied.' This objection, however, as we shall see, profoundly misses
the point that a universal science of being qua being cannot be universal
in the ordinary way, that is, by having as a subject that which is univocally
predicable of all the entities that fall under the science. Aristotle argues
that the universal science of being qua being is not such a science, that is, it
does not study that which all entities falling under it have univocally predi-
cable of them. Therefore, the hypothetical absence of the focus of that
science, the primary referent of “being,” namely, supersensible substance,
leaves what was supposed to be studied in that science as derived from the
primary referent without any unifying principle. And without a unifying
principle, there can be no science at all."®

Does the possibility of a science of being qua being really rest on the
existence of the Unmoved Mover? Aristotle believes that supersensible or
immaterial being exists necessarily, in which case the denial of its existence
entails a contradiction. It is precisely because Aristotle identifies the pri-
mary referent of “being,” the life of the Unmoved Mover, as the subject of
first philosophy, that he denies that any other beings could be the subject
of first philosophy unless the meaning of “first philosophy” were merely
ordinal, so to speak. If being really is what Aristotle says it is, then assuming
that this does not exist, the primacy of physics would not turn the science

12. See Frede (2000, 8), who argues that what Aristotle means is that since first philosophy
is universal, if separate substance did not exist, then physics would be first philosophy and
therefore it would be universal. In other words, it would deal with everything there is. It is,
of course, true that if all there is is sensible substance, then a science that deals with sensible
substance deals with everything there is. But a putative science “dealing with everything there
is” does not even begin to tell us about the unity of subject matter that this science must have.
The unity of the subject matter of physics is clear: it is the changeable qua changeable. Presum-
ably, the unity of a science of being qua being is different. For one thing, a science of being
qua being must deal with mathematical objects which are not the subjects of a science of the
changeable qua changeable. And how exactly would physics deal with the being of mathemati-
cal objects? For another, Aristotle’s analysis in book Z of Metaphysics results in the conclusion
that sensible substances are not the primary referents of “being.” This conclusion, along with
the previous conclusion that “being” is a Tpog &v equivocal, should lead us to maintain that the
unity of the science of being qua being is to be found in the primary referent of “being.” Even
if separate substance did not exist, the argument for the posteriority of the sensible composite
would remain; nothing in that argument requires the assumption of the existence of separate
substance.

13. Recall Aristotle’s assertion that unity is a principle of knowing, Meta. A 6, 1016b21-22.
Cf. 11, 1052b31-35, and 1053a31-33. The unity of the subject matter of a science is the unity
that is manifested diversely to us in, for example, sensible substances and their accidents which
are themselves expressions of species and their commensurately universal properties. The
definition or middle term in a first figure syllogism is what unifies the diverse expressions.
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of changeable being into the science of being. As we shall see, the Stoics
took up the Aristotelian inference and, rejecting the existence of immate-
rial being, held that physics was first philosophy. But they did not maintain
that the science of physics was the science of universal being. Nor, of course,
would any Naturalist. That leaves a curious potential no-man’s-land for any-
one who wants to claim that a science of metaphysics exists but that this
science does not have as its object supersensible being for the simple reason
that no such thing exists. Aristotle’s argument for the subject matter of the
science of being qua being supports Plato’s identification of the subject
matter of philosophy.

The reason why the science of being qua being is identified with theol-
ogy, a science with a declared specific subject matter, is well known. “Being”
is not univocally predicable of all the things that have being. Accordingly, it
does not have the univocity required by an ordinary science. Rather, “be-
ing” is said neither equivocally nor univocally but with primary and deriva-
tive referents, that is, with a primary referent, “one single nature (&v koi
piav Tva eoowv),” in relation to which (npdc) all other references are to be
made.' The subject matter of the sought-for science is that one single na-
ture. Any examples of being other than the first can only be understood in
relation to the first. Without the first, there can be no such science, no first
philosophy. There is no trace at all in our passage of a science of being qua
being which is not npog &v. By contrast, a metaphysica generalis requires the
univocity of “being.” That is why such a putative science is undiminished by
the addition to or subtraction from its data set of one or another class of
beings.

That the primary referent of the science of being qua being is a nature
(pvo15) evidently indicates something specific. If this nature does not exist,
then there is no object for the science of being qua being. But here one
might want to object that if supersensible instances of this nature do not
exist, sensible instances still do and so the sought-for science can focus on
this nature in the sensible realm. But, again, this is to miss Aristotle’s rejec-
tion of the univocity of “being,” a rejection that implies that it is not the
case that suitable subjects for study are indifferently found simply by using
one’s senses. Of course, these are objects for study both by their proprietary
sciences and by the science of being qua being. But the study of the being
of sensible substances (as opposed to the study of them as things existing by
nature) is the study of derivative being.'® If Aristotle’s analysis of the being
of sensibles is correct, that being is only available for a science of being qua
being if the primary referent of “being” is located.

14. See Meta. T 2, 1003a33-34, b14; K 3, 1060b36-1061a7. That “being” is said in “many
ways (moAAay®dg Aeyopevov)” implies one nature variously instantiated.
15. See W. D. Ross 1924, 1:Ixxviii-Ixxix, 356; and Owens 2007, 53-54.
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Whereas Aristotle implies that physics is “second” philosophy, Plato
reserves the term “philosophy” for what Aristotle calls “first” philosophy,
declining to designate what Naturalists or philodoxers do as philosophy
at all. So, perhaps Naturalists can appeal to Aristotle and accept his infer-
ence, asserting that physics is first philosophy without needing to turn it
into metaphysics at all. But Aristotle, like Plato, denies the autonomy of
physics: “Such, then, is the principle [the Unmoved Mover] upon which
depends heaven and nature.”'® So there is no question of physics attaining
to ultimate explanations, since physics is not independent of what is in fact
the subject matter of metaphysics. It is not merely that heaven and nature
depend on the Unmoved Mover for their motion and for their final cau-
sality. Since the science of being qua being is the science of the properties
of being and these can only be understood when they are understood as
derived from the primary referent of “being,” namely, the Unmoved Mover,
all metaphysics is saturated with the immaterial.

Itis true that Aristotle constructs a sort of qualified autonomy for physics
that goes beyond what Plato would allow. The starting points for physics are
the axioms and definitions of the things that exist by nature. This goes be-
yond Plato’s acceptance of physics as at best a “likely story.” Or so it seems.
But Aristotle, like Plato, thinks that there is only knowledge of what is uni-
versal and necessary.'” There can be no knowledge of that which can be
otherwise, namely, the contingent states of affairs comprised of sensibles.
The connection between the Unmoved Mover, the primary referent of “be-
ing,” and that upon which nature depends, and the necessary and universal
truths of a science of nature, is a subject only barely alluded to in the extant
Aristotelian material."* Whether the Unmoved Mover thinks in some way all
these necessary truths as it thinks and thereby guarantees their necessity is
not clear. It is the explanation for the necessity and universality of science
and the dependence of physics on the primary referent of being that makes
it practically impossible to recruit Aristotle to the ranks of Naturalists.'

It may be objected that a science of being qua being limited to the natu-
ral world is not vitiated by the nonexistence of a supersensible world just

16. Meta. A 7,1072b13-14: ék towdng dpa dpyfig fiptntot 6 00pavog Kai 1| eHoIG.

17. See An. Post. 31, 87b28; and 33, 88b30-37. Cf. Meta. Z 15, 1039b30-1040a7.

18. See Gerson 2005a, 200-204.

19. Schaffer (2009) proposes a “Neo-Aristotelian metaphysics” presumably not reducible
to strict Naturalism. “Metaphysics,” says Schaffer (379) “is about what is fundamental and what
derives from it.” This sounds Aristotelian, but what Schaffer thinks is fundamental (376) is “the
whole [physical] universe.” By contrast, Aristotle thinks that within metaphysics, understood as
a science of being qua being, what is fundamental is the nature of being itself. Upon analysis,
being turns out not to be identical with the physical universe or any proper part thereof. The
fundamentality of the physical, for Aristotle, belongs to physics; the fundamentality sought
for in metaphysics belongs to a separate science. Schaffer’s view no more captures Aristotle’s
approach than would a lover of sights and sounds capture Plato’s approach by declaring the
fundamentality of the empirical.
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because perfect instances of being are not found in the former. The perfect
is perhaps merely notional, much like an ideal state whose nonexistence
does not eliminate political philosophy. But, for Aristotle, there is no sci-
ence of the merely notional; the object or objects of a science must be
real.?? The merely notional belongs to science fiction, not to science. Fur-
thermore, if supersensible being did not exist, then it would necessarily
not exist, that is, it would not be possible for it to exist. There certainly
can be no science of the impossible for Aristotle. Therefore, it seems that
we should conclude that what Plato calls “philosophy” Aristotle calls “first
philosophy” and both identify its subject matter with the intelligible, that
is, nonnatural or nonsensible world. What counts as “second philosophy”
is the theoretical foundation for a natural science. And precisely because
there is no subject matter for second philosophy distinct from the subject
matter of the science of nature, what we today call “philosophy of science”
or “philosophy of physics” or the like, is not the preserve of anyone other
than those who investigate nature. A self-proclaimed philosopher may have
something interesting to say about space, time, motion, infinity, and so on,
but not because these are subjects other than those available for study to
physicists. As much can be said for the social sciences insofar as these are
sciences at all.*!

The objection may be stated in a slightly different way. Aristotle says that
the natural scientist needs to include the matter of his subjects of investi-
gation whereas the first philosopher studies ontologically separate form.*
But if, ex hypothesi, there is no such form, then there could still be a science
of form that is only separable in thought and this would be first philoso-
phy.?* Such an objection, however, must ignore Aristotle’s argument that
“being” is not just said in many ways, but that it is done so with a primary
and derivative references. There is no form among the forms insepara-
ble ontologically from matter that could be primary. Hence, a putative

20. Taken with the need for a primary referent of “being” that is supersensible, the vacuity
of a science of the merely notional may be reflected in the radical diversity of contemporary
metaphysics resting upon a Naturalist basis.

21. McDowell (1994) argues for what he calls a “Neo-Aristotelian” conception of nature
according to which normativity is part of the intelligible structure of nature. Accordingly,
normativity might this way be insinuated into Naturalism and mark off a subject matter for
philosophy. If normativity within, say, biological sciences is meant, it is easy to align this view
with Aristotle. There is a scientific basis for determining the factors that contribute to the well-
being of a plant. As much may be said for normativity within the life of a human being. But
the absolutism of normativity is not thereby accounted for and I would suggest that Aristotle
believes he needs the theological to do that. See Weinberg (1992, “Against Philosophy”), who
draws the appropriate conclusion from a denial of a distinct subject matter for philosophy or
metaphysics.

22. See Phys. B 2, 193b22-194b15. Cf. DA A 1, 403b7-8.

23. See e.g., Wedin (2000, 336), who thinks that the science of being qua being for Aristo-
tle is the science of the forms of sensibles insofar as they are separable in thought.
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nonsupersensible science of being qua being would, at least, be something
very different from the science that Aristotle envisions, and this is all the
more reason for denying the most favored interpretation of the Metaphysics
passage above. Indeed, without a primary, supersensible referent of “be-
ing,” all the objections of Naturalism to the very possibility of metaphysics
or first philosophy would seem to follow. What would the subject matter of
such a science be, supposedly distinguished from the radically equivocal
referents of “form?”

Setting aside for the moment the question of how exactly the science of
the immovable would be a universal science, our passage clearly expresses
the identification of first philosophy with a science other than a science of
nature. This is exactly the point insisted on by Plato in Republic when he
says that what sets philosophers apart from everyone else is their concern
with that which is perfectly real, that is, the intelligible world. By calling the
science of being qua being “first philosophy,” Aristotle implicitly identifies
second philosophy with the science of nature.* This science is called “phi-
losophy” because it is concerned with principles and causes within nature,
principles and causes of movables qua movable. Thus, second philosophy
is, presumably, the theoretical basis for the mature sciences of Naturalism.
Aristotle’s point that if the subject matter of first philosophy did not exist,
then the science of nature would be first philosophy is, accordingly, not
intended to open the door for a metaphysics of the sensible world.* For
this reason, Aristotle’s deeply Platonic point should not be taken to indicate
that philosophy, as we understand it, could retain a foothold within a Natu-
ralistic framework because it would focus on the theoretical foundations of
the mature sciences.

If, as some would maintain, science needs metaphysics, it is not meta-
physics conceived of as focusing on the most general principles and causes
within nature.?® There seems to be no reason why specialists within these

24. Cf. Meta. Z 11, 1037al5.

25. See Meta. A 7,1072b13 which concludes on the basis of his argument from motion that
it is unqualifiedly not possible that the Unmoved Mover does not exist. This being the case,
the denial of the existence of the Unmoved Mover would entail a contradiction, namely, that
that which necessarily exists does not exist. It could not then be Aristotle’s claim that if the
Unmoved Mover did not exist, metaphysics, the theological science of being qua being, would
still be possible. Only if Aristotle were to grant the possibility that a science of being qua being
could be detached from theology could this claim be made. But he nowhere does this, as much
as many scholars wish that he did. See Reeve (2000, 298-300), who argues that by offering the
identification of a science of being qua being with theology as the antecedent of a hypotheti-
cal (“if there were no substances other than . ..”), Aristotle “has thereby provided us with a
recipe for constructing a naturalistic and Godless primary science on his behalf: it will simply
be universal natural science, as he conceives of it.”

26. See Lowe (2006), who thinks that the fourfold distinction in Aristotle’s Categories—
substance, individual accidental attribute, species and genera of substances, and species and
genera of individual accidental attributes—constitutes the basis for an “ontology” (evidently



206 CHAPTER 7

sciences are less qualified to investigate the principles of their sciences
than are soi-disant philosophers. The principles certainly do not consti-
tute a subject matter different from the things of which they are princi-
ples. This claim might seem questionable because what Aristotle considers
to be the principles of nature—form, matter, and privation—are intro-
duced by Aristotle in his Physics entirely outside of an empirical frame-
work. Thus, matter as a principle is not subject to measurement and is
not, as such, even intelligible. The concepts of form and privation have
no obvious counterpart within any empirical science. The problem here
is an ambiguity underlying the concepts of principle and cause. For Aris-
totle, the study of principles within a special science is an application of
the universal science of principles and causes which is metaphysics.?” The
universal science of these principles and causes is the science of being qua
being. It belongs to first philosophy to study form and matter in the most
general sense, that is, to study being and its commensurately universal
properties. Privation, too, is discussed within first philosophy, but its ap-
plication belongs exclusively to things that exist by nature.?® Therefore, if
we were to abolish first philosophy, then the study of principles and causes
in nature could only be the study of the axioms and definitions belonging
to empirical sciences.

The clearest difference between Aristotle’s approach to second philoso-
phy from a first philosophy perspective and a Naturalist account of the prin-
ciples and causes within the mature sciences is with regard to the concept
of potency (dVvapig). This is one of Aristotle’s greatest contributions to the
Platonic project. Aristotle holds that it is literally not possible to attain un-
derstanding of any process or event or change or activity in nature without
understanding the potency in that which stands at the terminus a quo of
the process or event. But potency is not sensible; it is not available for meas-
urement (even by a potentiometer!). Owing to the nonempirical nature of
this principle, potentiality has no role to play in Naturalist accounts of the
principles of any science. It is not that the concept of potency is missing; it
is that, insofar as it is used, it is not a principle.

Insofar as an understanding of potency is not available as the result of
sense-experience, it must be understood as a kind of being, the study of
which belongs to first philosophy. This is so because potency is necessarily
functionally related to form, which is the primary referent of “being” in

equivalent to “metaphysics” for Lowe) for the natural sciences. But this is not Aristotle’s sci-
ence of being qua being. For Aristotle, the categories are part of the logical tools for demon-
stration in any science.

27. See Meta. A 2, 982a4—6.

28. See Meta. A 22. When at Phys. A 8, 191a24-25, Aristotle refers to his predecessors
speaking about nature in a “philosophical way (katd ptlocogiav),” he seems to mean that they
were striving for a “first philosophy” perspective on the study of nature, but they had only a
dim idea of what this was.
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nature. It is precisely because all sensible substances have potency or mat-
ter that they cannot be the primary focus of a science of being qua being.?
Natural science cannot do without potency; but natural science cannot sub-
stitute for primary philosophy because natural science’s self-declared pre-
serve is in fact the derivative or dependent.

First philosophy is a search for ultimate principles and causes. The argu-
ment in Metaphysics book Alpha elatton is to the effect that there must be
such principles and causes if there are any principles and causes at all. The
argument in book Lambda, starting from the results attained in books ZHO,
is that the types of principles and causes converge on or are reduced to one,
that is, the Unmoved Mover, the first principle of all. Aristotle agrees with
Plato that the subject matter of philosophy or first philosophy is the intel-
ligible world. He agrees, too, that the logic of ultimacy requires that a plu-
rality of principles and causes be reduced to unity. He disagrees with Plato
as to the nature of this first unique principle. The disagreement is basically
quite simple: Plato holds that the first principle is beyond or above ovcia
whereas Aristotle identifies the first principle with ovsio.* But this disagree-
ment should not overshadow the profound antipathy to Naturalism that
Plato and Aristotle share nor their further agreement that the domain of
philosophy (or first philosophy) is the intelligible world.

The disagreement between Aristotle and Plato regarding the nature that
is the first principle of all should not obscure the fact that Aristotle’s denial
of the univocity of “being” and his subsequent strategy for constructing a
universal science of being qua being are in line with Plato’s own proce-
dure. This is so because the first, whether it be obcio or beyond ovsia, must
be absolutely simple or incomposite.”’ And, as we have seen, simplicity is

29. See Meta. Z 3, 1029a30-32: v pév toivov €€ dueoiv ovoiav, Aéyw 8¢ v &k te Tiig DANg
Kol Tiig popeiig, dpetéov, Votépa yap kai dNAn- (the substance that is composed of both, I mean
form and matter, must be set aside, for it is posterior and clear). It is posterior to whatever
the primary referent of “being” turns out to be because it contains matter. Its being is clear to
us for it is sensible; but primary being is clearer by nature because it contains no matter. The
form of the composite cannot itself be the primary referent since this, while being separable
in thought, does not meet the criterion of being unqualifiedly separate. Gill (1989, 16-17)
acknowledges that the composite is “posterior,” yet she understands this in a way that does not
indicate its inferiority to a form unattached to matter.

30. More precisely, Aristotle hypothesizes the identification of being and substance (Meta.
Z 2,1028b2-4), then goes on to show that the primary referent of “substance” (A 6, 1071b20;
7, 1072a25-26; 8, 1073a30) is the Unmoved Mover. So this is the single nature that anchors a
science of being qua being.

31. See Meta. A 7, 1072a30-34, where Aristotle specifies that “simple (dmAodv)” indicates
a mode of being (ndg £ov), not a measure of quantity. One of his main criticisms of Plato’s
identification of the Good with the One, is that Plato tends to confuse these. See EE A 8,
1218a16-29. Platonists, and presumably Plato, would argue that it is not a confusion to identify
the Good with measure (10 pétpov) because being is fundamentally intelligible and intelligibil-
ity is fundamentally expressible mathematically, that is, in terms of order. Quantity is only one
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uniquely instantiable.® Therefore, the primary referent of “being” can only
be present, if it is indeed present at all, to whatever else has being in a
way that makes the univocity of “being” when applied to each impossible.
Plato’s Good or One is beyond ovcia, but it is not nonexistent or nonbeing;
being is derived to everything else that has it nonunivocally. While Aristotle
is rejecting Plato’s claim about the nature that is first, he is at the same time
reinforcing his claim that, insofar as everything is explanatorily related to
the first, this must occur in a graded or hierarchical manner.

Aristotle and Plato agree that there is an absolutely simple first principle
of all. But in reply to the question “What is being (10 dv)?,” Aristotle answers
with the hypothesis that this is just the question “What is ovcia?” Plato gives
an answer that separates being as ovcio from the first principle, whereas
Aristotle gives an answer that identifies the primary referent of being with
the first principle. It is theoretically open to Plato to agree with Aristotle
that being is a npog £&v equivocal at the same time as he denies that the pri-
mary referent of being is the first principle of all because being is identical
to ovoia and the first principle of all transcends ovcia. If Plato is going to
agree that “being” is a mpdg &v equivocal, he can either (1) agree that being
is obola, in which case being is not identical with the first principle of all,
or (2) deny that being is odcia, and maintain that the first principle of all is
identical with being.

It seems that Plato does in fact agree that odcio is a mpog &v equivocal
since the ovcia found in the sensible world is derived from the ovsia found
in the intelligible world. But this does not require him to agree that “being”
is a mpog &v equivocal unless he were to agree that being is identical to ovcio.
And yet it seems that he does agree that “being” is a mpdg &v equivocal, as in
his arguments that the being of the temporal is derived from the being of
the eternal. As we have already seen, the transcendence of the Good or the
One does not mean that it does not have being (chap. 5, sec. 5.1, 15). The
Platonic line of thought seems to be that the first principle of all is the pri-
mary referent of “being” so long as we refuse to identify being with ovcio.
What, though, could it mean to claim that the first principle of all is being
but not ovciar What is being without odciar Or, stated otherwise, how is the
being that transcends ovcia related to the being that is identical to ovoia?
As we may recall, this is another version of the question left from the second

type of order. The conflation of “one” as measure and “one” as a simple mode of being is a
feature not a bug of the Platonic system.

32. For Plato, the uniqueness of absolute simplicity is derived from the fact that there can
be no more than one entity whose existence and essence are indistinct. If there were more
than one, ipso facto, each would have an essence or at least a property that the other did not
have: two existents (by hypothesis), two property-instances, entail no absolute simplicity in
either case. For Aristotle (Meta. A 8, 1074a31-38), the absolute simplicity of the first is derived
from its having no matter and so being perfect é&vépyeio or act. So it must be both one in num-
ber and in Adyoc.
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part of Parmenides, namely, how is the One of HI related to the One-Being
of H2? There is nothing in the dialogues or in the testimony from Aristotle
and the indirect tradition to suggest Plato’s answers to these questions. As
we shall see in the next chapter, Plotinus does provide an answer that is,
perhaps surprisingly, based on an Aristotelian insight.

7.3. The Immateriality of Thought

In his De Anima, Aristotle introduces what has been called the active or
agent intellect.”® I do not propose to deal at length with this notoriously
difficult passage. I want, though, to point out several striking similarities
with the argument in Phaedo. In the last sentence of the chapter, Aristotle
concludes that without intellect (vodg), nothing thinks.** We may, I believe,
reasonably interpret this conclusion as a transcendental argument to the
effect that thinking could not occur without intellect: since thinking obvi-
ously does occur, intellect must exist.

But the burden of this chapter is to show that intellect is separable and
that it is immortal (46évatov) and eternal (&idiov). Indeed, from its eternity
or everlastingness it follows that it preexists our generation and the only
reason we do not remember its activity preembodiment is that it is unaf-
fected (dmaBéc), whereas the passive (mabnticdc) intellect is destructible
(pBoptog). It is not immediately evident how being unaffected is contrasted
with being destructible and how this explains the fact that “we do not re-
member.” Minimally, it might seem that the point is that memory requires
images (povtéopora) which are “percepts without matter (aicOfpora dvev
¥Ang).”* Therefore, we do not remember because intellect, being unaffect-
ed, has no images and so no memory. We do not remember the activity of
intellect since that would require us to be both the subject of intellection
and the subject that remembers the sense-perceptions of intellect. How,
then, is intellect supposed to be required for us to think?

Being separate (yopiotdg), intellect is in essence actual.”® This fact alone
short-circuits the interpretation according to which the active intellect is
a certain sort of ability or potency. For if that were the case, then its ac-
tuality would be potency, which is nonsense. Further, if it were a potency,
it would be, like all potencies, functionally related to some actual feature
of the hylomorphic composite human being. But the composite is mortal,

36

33. DAT 5, 430a10-25.

34. DA T 5, 430a25. The words koi éivev Tovtov ovBev voel (“and without this nothing
thinks” or “without this it thinks nothing”) certainly have vodg as the referent of tovtov. But
it is unclear what the subject of voei is. In any case, whatever the subject is, thinking (16 vo&iv)
cannot occur without vodc.

35. See DAT 8,432a9. Cf. 7, 431a16-17: 810 008ém0te voel dvev pavtaopatog 1) oyl (for this
reason, the soul never thinks without images).

36. DAT 5, 430al7, 22-23.
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not immortal, because the soul is the first actuality of a body with organs.”
What is functionally related to the hylomorphic composite is the “so-called
intellect (0 kaAovdpevog vodg)” which is just the psychical faculty of think-
ing.*® We are left with the questions of why an active intellect is needed and
how it is related to the cognitive psychical faculty, questions that are not
going to be answered until we understand what the active intellect actually
does when it is separated from the hylomorphic composite.

The solution to this problem is hampered by a common misunderstand-
ing of an earlier passage. In book B, Aristotle says, “Regarding intellect or
the theoretical faculty, nothing is yet clear, but it seems to be a genus dif-
ferent from soul and it is possible for this alone to be separated, just as the
eternal is separated from the destructible.”® The crucial phrase is almost
universally translated: “a different kind of soul.”® This translation does
not help us explain why, whereas soul is the first actuality of a body with
organs, intellect is said to have no organ.* Indeed, the standard transla-
tion makes the entire line pointless rather than what it seems to be doing,
that is, giving a reason why intellect is separable and eternal. It is true
that Aristotle does use the phrase “intellectual soul (1 vontikn yoyn).”*
But this kind of soul is only its object potentially, not actually. Therefore,
it cannot be identified with the separated intellect. The intellectual soul
is just the cognitive faculty, set over against the other psychical faculties,
including nutritive, reproductive, sensitive, and so on. This just adds to the
above puzzle. How is active intellect supposed to be related to the cogni-
tive faculty?

It may appear that the strongest support for what may be called the
standard translation is found in the last line which refers to the “remaining
parts of the soul” and to the fact that they are not separable. Do these words
not imply that intellect is itself a part of the soul? I would say yes if we are
to take Aristotle as talking about the noetic faculty (the so-called intellect),
no if he is talking about intellect itself. But if he is talking about the noetic

37. See DAB 1, 412a27-28, and 413a3—4.

38. See DAT 4, 429a22-24. The separable vodg cannot be identified with the so-called vodg
because the latter, being a faculty of soul, is destructible and so not separable.

39. DA B 2, 413b24-27: mepi 8¢ 100 vod kai tiig Oewpntikiig duvapews ovdév o Qavepov,
AL’ Eotke Woytic Yévog Etepov etva, koi TodTo pdvov £vagyesda xwpileoBar, kabdmep 1o Gidiov Tod
@BapToD.

40. English translators are virtually unanimous in rendering the key claim in this passage
as if Aristotle is suggesting that intellect is a kind of soul. Thus, the Oxford translation has “it
seems to be a different kind of soul . . .”; J. A. Smith has “it seems to be a widely different kind
of soul . . .”; Michael Durrant has “it would seem, however, to be a different kind of soul . . .”;
D. W. Hamlyn has “it seems to be a different kind of soul . . .”; H. G. Apostle has “this seems to
be a different genus of soul . . .”; Polansky has “it seems to be a different kind of soul . . .”; and
Christopher Shields has “it seems to be a different genus of soul.”

41. See DAT 4, 429a24-26.

42. DAT 4, 429a28.
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faculty, is it not right to call it a different kind of soul? Aristotle is diffident
at best about using the part language to refer to psychical faculties. As we
shall see in a moment, he distinguishes intellect from that which is called
intellect, namely, the noetic faculty. The connection between the two is
of course of the utmost importance and difficulty. But their identity is far
from obvious.

In support of the claim that the words “the remaining parts of the soul”
presume that intellect is itself another part of the soul are the first words of
the passage if the kol is taken in the sense of “or” as I believe it should be.
Then, intellect and the theoretical faculty would seem to be one and this
would be naturally compared to “the other parts (read: faculties)” of the
soul. It makes sense to say that “nothing is yet clear” about this if intellect is
a genus different from soul. If intellect is a “different kind of soul” it is not
obvious why there is any lack of clarity at all. Indeed, if it is a different kind
of soul, there is no reason provided here for why we would even think that
it is separable.

In Nicomachean Ethics, book K, Aristotle reflects on intellect and its theo-
retical activity in relation to the composite human being. He says, “Such a
life, of course, would be greater than that of a human being, for a human
being will live in this manner not insofar as he is a human being, but insofar
as he has something divine in him. And the activity of [intellect] is as supe-
rior to the activity of the other virtue as [intellect] is superior to the com-
posite. Since the intellect is divine in comparison with the human being,
the life according to this is divine in comparison with human life.”* The
“something divine” in the human being is intellect. It is, in a loose sense, a
part of him. Butitis not a partin the sense of one of the elements that make
up a human being. Intellect is a part of the soul, that is, found among the
list of psychical faculties, only insofar as it is manifested in embodied think-
ing which is the actualization of the noetic faculty. But from this it does not
follow that “intellect” just stands for that faculty. On the contrary, all the
evidence speaks against this identification.

More than a century ago, R. D. Hicks provided the main rationale for the
translation more or less followed by everyone. Commenting on this passage
Hicks writes,

Most editors take yoyfig as partitive genitive, e.g. Wallace translates:

“Reason however would seem to constitute a different phase of soul from
those we have already noticed.” It would be grammatically possible to join
yoxfic with &tepov, “it would seem, however, that intellect is something

48. ENK'7,1177b26-31: 6 8¢ totodtog &v £in Blog kpeittov | kat’ &vOpomov- ov yap T &vopwrdg
gotv obto Prdoetar, GAL T O£16V T1 &V adTd DIapyElL BGoV S S1apépeL TODTO T0D GLVAETOV, T0GODTOV
Kol 1 évépyeta Tig Kord TV ANV apetiv. €l 1 Bglov 6 vodg mpog Tov GvOpmmov, Kai 0 Kot ToDToV
Biog Betog mpog OV avbpdmvov Biov. Cf. K 7, 1177b26-1178a4; 1 4, 1166a22-23, and 8, 1169a2.
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different from soul.” If vobg and yoyn were &tepa @ yével, the former
might be described as &tepov yévoc. We should thus avoid making vodg
a kind of yvyfic. But, considering the numerous passages in which vodg
and voglv are treated as functions of soul and the use of 1 vontwn [int.
yoyxn] 429 a 28, I shrink from this expedient, even though it might remove
some superficial difficulties. The fact is that, as pointed out by Zeller and
others, the position of volg in the system is anomalous. What is here said
of voidg agrees exactly with the substance of 408b18-29 of which passage
itis a neat summary.*

The passage to which Hicks refers in the last line says the following:

As for intellect, it seems to come to us as a sort of substance, and not to be
destructible. For [if it were destructible], it would surely be destructible by the
feebleness of old age, whereas in fact what happens is just what happens in
the case of our sense-faculties: for if the old man received an eye of a certain
kind, he would see like a young man. So, old age is due not to the soul suffer-
ing something, but to the body suffering something, as in the case of drunk-
enness or disease. And, indeed, thinking and speculating are fading when
something else in the body is being destroyed. But the intellect is unaffected.
Discursive thinking and loving or hating, then, are not states of intellect, but
of that in which intellect is, insofar as that has it. For this reason, when it is
destroyed, the person neither remembers nor loves; for these belong not to
intellect but to the composite which has been destroyed. Intellect, however, is
perhaps something more divine and cannot be affected*

According to Hicks’s understanding of our passage, Aristotle is summariz-
ing a discussion of the noetic faculty, located within the human soul. Aristo-
tle does indeed explicitly refer to a “noetic soul (vontkn yoyn)” in book I'.*
But this, he says, is “the so-called intellect of the soul (6 éipo kodobuevog Tig
youxfic).”” This is the intellect by which the soul engages in discursive think-
ing (Swavogitar) and believing (dmoAapPavet). Clearly, this so-called noetic
soul is assumed to be different from the intellect which, in the passage to
which Hicks refers in interpreting our main passage, is a certain kind of
substance and indestructible. The noetic faculty is a faculty of the entire
soul, that is, the rational soul of a human being. And as Aristotle has already

44. Hicks 1907, 326-327.

45. DA A 4, 408b18-29: 6 ¢ voidg &owkev dyyivesOar ovoia Tig ovoa, Kkai od @Oeipeshar. pédtota
yap €eOeipet’ Gv VIO THS &V TA YNPY AROVPDOCEMS, VOV 8’ Bomep £ml TdV aicOntnpiov cvpPaiver &l
yap Aépot 6 mpeofitng Sppa totovdi, PAémot dv domep kai 6 véog. Bote TO Ypag 0 Td THV Yoy Tt
nemovOéval, AL év @, kaamep &v uédaig Kai vocolc. kol T voelv 81 kod 1o Oewpelv popaivetat EAkov
VoG €6 POEPOLEVOD, aVTO € Amabig EoTv. TO 8¢ dlovoeiohat kol PIAETV T LoElv 0K £0TLV EKElvoL
7601, GAAL TOVSL ToD Exovtog éxeivo, T ékeivo Exet. 310 kai TovToL PAetpopEvoL 0bTe LvnpoveDEL 0D TE
QUAET- 0D Y Eketvov fv, 6ALY TOD KovoD, O amdrmAev: 6 8¢ volg iomg BeldTePOY TL KAl Amadic EoTiv.

46. DAT 4, 429a27-28.

47. DAT 4, 429a22.
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insisted, we should not say that the soul pities or learns or engages in discur-
sive thinking, but that the human being does so, with the soul.*® Therefore,
we can say, incautiously, that the soul thinks or, more accurately, that the
human being thinks with the soul. But in neither case is the intellect here
mentioned (i.e., “the so-called intellect”) said to be a substance or to be in-
destructible.* The substance here is the human being or the essential form
of the human being, that is, the noetic soul. Thus, it is at least questionable
that 408b18-29 is the passage which explains our main passage given that
when Aristotle does refer to a noetic faculty it is not the substantial and
indestructible intellect. That is, 408b18-29 does not support the under-
standing of our passage as reflected in the translation. For that passage is,
by Hicks and others, taken to anticipate 429a27-28, which refers to a noetic
faculty of the soul that is not a substance and, insofar as it is part of the soul,
not indestructible.

One may object, of course, that the claim that our passage summarizes
408b18-29 is not necessary for Hicks’s interpretation. We can go directly
to 429a27-28 as evidence that “intellect is a different kind of soul” should
be understood as referring to a noetic soul.”® But is it not puzzling that Ar-
istotle would describe a “kind of soul” as yévog rather than &i80¢?® Surely,
if he meant “species of soul,” he would have written £idog and not yévog.*
In addition, one would expect that “a different kind of soul” would either
explicitly or implicitly refer to the kind or kinds of soul it is different from.
Thus, in book I we get a discussion of multiple psychical faculties and how
each differs from the others (d0pépel GAANA®V).5

One may also object that the words &tepov yévog can be used in a loose
sense by Aristotle as roughly equivalent to species. Thus, at B 5, 417b7 he
refers to the actualization of a potency in a cognitive faculty as either not
an alteration (dAloiwoig) or a different sort of alteration (£tepov yévog
arlowwoemc). But the two cases are quite different. The question of wheth-
er the actualization of a potency is or is not an alteration and if it is what
it does and does not share with other species of alteration is a question
about the nature of alteration. Nothing follows for our understanding of

48. DA A 4, 408b13-15.

49. Cf. DAT 9, 432b26. At A 2, 404b3, Aristotle criticizes Anaxagoras for maintaining that
youyn and voig are identical. The claim that vodg is a yévog different from yoyi—not the claim
that vodg is a “different” kind of yvyi—would seem to be the natural way for Aristotle to ex-
press his disagreement with Anaxagoras’s view.

50. For example, this is what Shields (2016, 188) does.

51. Cf. Plato, Tim. 69C7, 2o €ldog wuyfic, referring to the “mortal” part of the soul over
against the “immortal” part.

52. Presumably, the reason some translators avoid “genus” for “kind” is to prevent this
embarrassment. Burnyeat translates, “a generically different kind of soul,” no doubt sensing
the problem, but in fact only succeeding in compounding the obscurity of the traditional
translations.

53. DAT 10, 433b4.
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the actualization of the potency from whether the answer to the question
is yes or no. But in our passage, from the fact that intellect would seem to
be an &tepov yévog yoyilg, Aristotle claims that it follows that intellect is
possibly separable. If Aristotle were merely stating that intellect is a kind
of soul unique among kinds of souls or faculties, that in itself would be no
reason for inferring that the intellect might be separable. On the contrary,
all that Aristotle has hitherto said indicates that the soul and all its faculties
are destroyed when the composite is destroyed. There is no possibility of
any kind of soul or faculty of soul being separable.

More substantively, it is simply false that intellect is a kind of soul. For
intellection or the activity of intellect is life, but not soul.** It does not fol-
low if an entity is or has a life that it is ensouled. One of the central points
of the entire work is the definition of the soul. Soul is the first actuality of
a natural body with organs.” But intellect is said to have no organ.’ If in-
tellect in our passage is just the noetic faculty of the rational soul, and the
soul is the actuality of a body with organs, what possible justification would
there be for maintaining that intellect, unlike the sensitive faculty, has no
organ? Whatever reason there is for maintaining that intellect has no organ
is a reason for maintaining that intellect is a genus different from soul, not
a faculty of soul.

Further, Aristotle says that with his definition of the soul the question
of its immortality is settled in the negative. “It is not unclear, then, that the
soul, or parts of it if by its nature it has parts, cannot be separated from
the body; for the actualities in some [living things] are those of the parts
themselves. But nothing prevents some actualities from being separable,
because they are not actualities of any body.”” Here, the reference is to
intellect which is an actuality, but not that of any body. If intellect were just
the noetic faculty, then intellect would not be separable.

This point is emphasized in Generation of Animals in the well-known ac-
count of intellect “on the doorstep.” “It remains then for intellect alone so
to enter and alone to be divine, for no bodily activity has any connection

54. See Meta. A 7, 1072b26-28, speaking of the Unmoved Mover: yap vod évépyeta Lo,
éxelvog O¢ 1| évépyetar vépyeta 8 1 kad adtiv xeivov Lwn apiotn kod 6idog (For the actuality of
intellect is life, and [the Unmoved Mover] is actuality; and the actuality of that is itself a life
which is best and eternal). At DA B 2, 413a20-25, Aristotle distinguishes the animate (&uyvyov)
from the inanimate if there is present (évomdpyn) at least one of the following: intellect, sense-
perception, local motion and standstill, or motion with respect to nutrition, deterioration,
or growth. Animate life is one kind of life, but not all life is animate. It is of course true that
intellect is present to the human being. The question is whether its presence is or is not as a
constituent of that human being’s nature.

55. DAB 1, 412a27-28.

56. DAT 4, 429a24-27.

57. DAB 1, 413a3-7: 611 pév odv 00k EoTtv 1) Yoy Y®PLeTH 10D 6MOUATOS, fi HépN Tve adTg, &l
UEPLOTT TEPVKEV, OVK ASNAOV- Evimv yap 1 EVIEAEXED TOV LEPDV EGTIV OOTMV. OV UV OAL’ EVid ye
000&V KmADEL S18 TO PMOevOC lvan chpatog evieheyeiag.
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with the activity of intellect.”® It would certainly seem that if no bodily activ-
ity has any connection with the activity of intellect, then it would be incor-
rect to say about this intellect, as Aristotle does about the noetic faculty, that
the human hylomorphic composite thinks, not the soul. If intellect enters
from outside, then how can it be a faculty of the first actuality of a body with
organs? A “genus different from soul” is exactly the right way to describe
that which is not a part of the first actuality of the body, that which is not a
part of the definition of a human being.

Since the active intellect—not the faculty of intellection in the soul or a
part of the soul—is essentially in actuality, its natural activity is intellection.
That is, it is identical with the objects of intellect.” It seems, then, that the
reason why thinking is not possible without this agent intellect is not that it
is an eternal power or faculty but that it is an eternal actuality identical with
all that is intelligible or knowable. What we do not remember is its activity.
Remembering it would, presumably, be equivalent to actualizing the intel-
lection that it has. There is no question of our actualizing it as the agent
intellect does, since for we hylomorphic composites there is no thinking
without images. Once again, we ask of what use is it to us?

The agent intellect, says Aristotle, operates like light which actualizes
potential colors.®® This analogy is usually taken to suggest that the agent
intellect illuminates content that is already present. And to a certain ex-
tent, this must be true. But the content illuminated is contained within
images or gavtacpata. If this were not the case, then images would be
irrelevant to thinking. All the content contained within images is particu-
larized form, since the image is just the form of the sensible particular
without the matter. Therefore, the illumination by the agent intellect is of
a particularized form. And thinking is always and only of form universal-
ized. Without the agent intellect, we could only access cognitively particu-
larized form, which is the condition of animals. The agent intellect makes
all form intelligible to us, that is, makes it universalizable. The agent intel-
lect, when it is in us, cognizes universally the particularized form that is
present in images. When the hylomorphic composite is gone, this intellect
reverts to its essential activity, cognitive identity with all that is intelligible.
We could not think at all, much less have knowledge, if we did not have
an agent intellect.

The knowledge that the agent intellect has for Aristotle is the same as the
knowledge that the preembodied soul has for Plato. Aristotle’s remark that
intellect is a genus different from soul is intended to clarify the Platonic lan-
guage. What Plato in Timaeus calls the immortal part of the soul, Aristotle

58. GA B 3, 736b27-29: Asimeton 81 1OV vodv povov 0vpadev éneictévar kai Ogiov eivar povov-
000EV Yap adTod Tf) Evepyeig KOWOVET <i> COUOTIKT EVEPYELXL.

59. See DAT 5, 430a19-20. Cf. 4, 429b9, 430a3-6; 6, 430b25-26; 7, 431al1-2, b17.

60. DAT 5, 430al15-17.
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calls an entity generically different from soul, namely, an intellect.®! But for
both Plato and Aristotle, the immortal part of the soul and the immortal
agent intellect must exist if knowledge, and thinking in general, are to be
possible.

To summarize the argument in this section so far, we must distinguish in-
tellect from an intellectual faculty which is a kind of soul, indeed, the kind
of soul that defines human beings. The former is immortal and the latter is
not. But without this immortal or agent intellect, we could not think. The
immortal intellect seems to be Aristotle’s version of what Plato calls “the im-
mortal part of the soul,” that which is separable from the body and capable
of knowledge. Plato takes this immortal part of the soul to enter and to
leave a body. Aristotle, too, assuming that the agent intellect is separable,
takes it to have a status both in and apart from the body. Only in the latter,
is it what it is, an actual entity. But at the same time, its embodied status is
what makes thinking possible.

The question I would like to address now is why must there be something
which is separable from the body for thinking to occur in soul-body com-
posites? No doubt, the answer has something to do with Aristotle’s claim
that it is absurd to maintain that there is a bodily organ for thinking.*®® The
reason for this claim, given in the previous line, is not immediately evi-
dent: the soul which is capable of thinking is actually none of the things it
thinks prior to thinking. And “for this reason (810)” it has no bodily organ.
Thus, when it thinks it is actually these things. Following this line of reason-
ing, since the objects of thinking are forms,” when someone thinks she
becomes the forms she thinks. But why is this basic thesis of hylomorphism
supposed to lead us to hold that the intellectual soul has no organ and that
something which is separable from the composite is needed for thinking to
occur? For the mere transference of form from one composite to another
certainly does not require that in the latter case the form is not enmattered
or embodied. Further, when someone actually thinks, he is identical to that
form, but again, why should that identity entail that there be no bodily mat-
ter in which the form is instantiated?

Clearly, the identity envisioned here is not the self-identity of the princi-
ples of an ordinary hylomorphic composite. This identity is appropriately
called “cognitive identity” because it is the one thinking who is identical
with the form thought. That is why the intellect itself can be said to be

61. See Plato, Tim. 69C-D. It may be that if intellect is a genus, its species include the agent
intellect and the so-called intellect in the hylomorphic composite.

62. DAT 4, 429a24-27. Cf. Plato (Tht. 184B3-186E10), who argues that émotiun is not
aicbnoic. The burden of the argument is to show that the soul attains to being not through any
sense organ. There is an interesting argument in support of this view in Rodl 2014.

6g. DAT 4, 429a15-18. This is what Rodl (2018, 75) calls “the original unity of thought
and being.”
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intelligible.®* The identity is of thinking and the object of thought. And this
is to be distinguished from the identity that occurs when the intellect has
been informed by the object of thought, but is not actually thinking. Thus,
actual thinking is cognitive identity and is self-reflexive.

The difference between the presence of form and the actual thinking of
the form present, which is just the actualization of the potency for thinking,
is critical. As we have already seen, for both Plato and Aristotle, form is itself
neither particular nor universal. It is particular in a hylomorphic composite
and is cognized universally in thinking. Self-reflexivity is, then, cognition of
the form universally. The universal is the quasi-object of self-thinking. The
one thinking becomes the form universally in thinking. There can be no
organ for thinking because an organ takes on an individual or particular
form, not a form universally. For example, we smell a particular smell or
feel a particular texture with our sense-organs. But in actual thinking we
become identical with that which, by definition, cannot be exhausted in
any sum of particularizations.®” That is why cognitive identity is unique; in
cognition we become the form universally, whereas the presence of form
in every other case is a particular presence.

According to Aristotle, the agent intellect that each one of us is is mani-
fested as the rational faculty of a human soul. As such, it has its own hy-
lomorphic composition where the passive intellect is the matter and the
agent intellect is the form. It is important to stress that the passive intellect
does not have matter; it is matter, but not bodily matter. It is just matter
for the reception of all intelligibles, that is, of all forms. Imagination is the
faculty for conveying particular forms as perceived to the intellect. Actual
thinking is the cognizing of these forms universally. The agent intellect, re-
lieved of the constraints of embodiment, just is cognitively identical with all
forms, thinking them universally. But when embodied, it needs the passive
intellect to be the matter for the universals being thought. The thinker be-
comes the intelligibles, that is, we become self-aware agent intellects work-
ing under conditions of embodiment.

I take Aristotle’s entire epistemological enterprise to be essentially a
refinement of Plato’s, including his corrections and precisions of Plato’s
many elusive remarks. His rejection of the view of Naturalists like Empe-
docles and Democritus that thinking is corporeal just like perceiving, is in
line with Plato’s argument that belief, including false belief, is not possible

64. DA 4, 429b9, 430a2-3. In the first passage, I read 8¢ adtov with all the manuscripts
rather than 8t avtod with Bywater and Ross.

65. See Ross (1992b), who argues along Aristotelian lines that thinking cannot be a “physi-
cal process” because thinking is determinate in the way that no physical process can be deter-
minate. Specifically (137), no physical process can have the determinacy of, say, a universal
function, e.g., NxN = N% The function that is cognized universally cannot be a particular
property of a body, specifically, a brain state. Also see Oderberg 2008.
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for a body.%® It cannot be the state of a body because that state must be
particular whereas the belief requires cognition of form universally. The
separable immaterial intellect, along with the Unmoved Mover, makes up
Aristotle’s intelligible world. Indeed, many Aristotle scholars ever since at
least Alexander of Aphrodisias, have thought that these are identical.®” Ar-
istotle leaves us to wonder whether the ontological foundation for scientific
truths, all of which are for him necessary and so eternal, do not also have a
place in this intelligible world, even if not as separate Platonic Forms.

I take it that the claim that the intellect is an immaterial entity consti-
tutes a direct attack on Naturalism. Contemporary Naturalists and anti-
Naturalists alike admit as much. Aristotle, more than Plato, makes explicit
why the immateriality of intellect is so difficult to deny. The conclusion that
intellect is immaterial follows ultimately from the hylomorphic composi-
tion of sensibles, the fact that in thinking form is separated from matter,
and that thinking is of form universally. Since the form of a composite is
what the thing is actually, thinking the form is really having the composite
in the intellect in its actuality. But the presence of the form in the intellect
is not the presence it has in the composite; in the former it is universalized,
whereas in the latter it is particularized.® This universalizing of the intellect
occurs when thinking actually occurs. If human beings were not conscious
thinkers, it could well be the case that the presence of form in the intel-
lect was another particularized version of it, perhaps as a brain state. And
indeed, there is considerable puzzlement from an evolutionary point of
view as to why actual thinking or the consciousness that is a requirement
for it is necessary. Certainly, the presence of form in plants and animals
other than human beings (so far as we know) does not require universality.
Particularized forms are sufficient to serve as guides for survival, growth,
and reproduction.

The denial thatwe do think universally—however we explain this capacity—
seems to efface the distinction between grasping necessary truths and

66. See DA T 3, 427a17-b6. Aristotle acknowledges that the faculty of sense-perception
has or is a discriminative capacity, but the sort of discrimination made in sense-perception
requires no universality. Even a plant, exercising a tropism, discriminates light from dark or
heat from cold. A baby can sense differences and samenesses in sense-properties, but is unable
to judge or form the belief that two things are different or the same. To do this requires cogni-
tion of form universally. More precisely, it requires cognition that the two sense-properties are
instances of the form, a judgment that can only be made if the form is cognized universally.
The form is understood universally when it is predicable of many. See De int. 6, 17a39. But
form cannot be identical with a universal since the form that, as universalized, is predicable of
many, can also be particularized. Cf. Plato, Tht. 184B-186E.

67. See Alexander of Aphrodisias, De an. 89.9-19; and Mantissa 2, 112.5-113.6.

68. See Dancy (2004, 309-310), who makes essentially the same point in regard to Phd.
102D-103C where the “Forms in us” are just Forms under a certain condition, a condition
different from their particularized condition in their instances. Dancy does not add, however,
that the Forms in us are thought only universally.
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representing them. The universal as a hypostatization of universal thinking
is just this representation. I believe that Plato and Aristotle would agree
that the representations of necessary truths in language or thought are only
intelligible if we understand what the difference is between an accurate and
an inaccurate representation. But to understand this is to grasp necessary
truth. A similar argument would address the claim that we are deluded
when we think we grasp necessary truth. It only makes sense to think of
such delusions if we understand at least what it would mean not to be de-
luded, and that of course is equivalent to grasping the necessary truth that
we are supposedly deluded about.

If generalization is at all distinct from universality, then there can be no
generalization rooted in Naturalistic assumptions that can achieve universal-
ity. Generalizations approach universality asymptotically. But universality—
most evident in mathematical thinking—defies Naturalistic reduction since
such reduction must revert to the particularization of form, fixed some-
where in a four-dimensional matrix. If Aristotle is right, all thinking is uni-
versal, not just mathematical thinking. Our awareness of this should be as
evident to us as is our awareness of thinking itself so long as we keep distinct
the thinking from our representations of it. A similar line of reasoning per-
tains to attempts to assimilate universal thinking to rule following. We can
follow rules, say, calculations rules, either with or without understanding.
The mechanical application of rules is not equivalent to the understanding
either in us or in machines which are entirely incapable of understanding
the rules they follow. The understanding is the cognitive identity of the
intellect and form in the universal mode.

The universality of thinking requires self-reflexivity, that is, the identity
of the intellect that is informed and the intellect that thinks the form uni-
versally. Thinking the form universally is having as an intentional object
that intellect which is informed. If this were not the case, then the intellect
that thinks would have to have transferred to it the form from the original
informed intellect. And in that case, thinking the form universally would
still be the having as an intentional object the newly informed intellect. If
this were not the case, that is, if thinking were an activity described along
Naturalistic lines, then the thinking would be one part of the brain moni-
toring another part since the part of the brain that is informed must be
distinct from the part that is aware of the information. But the putative
transference of the form from the part of the brain informed to the part
that is thinking could only amount to a new, particular brain state and uni-
versality would not be achieved. Therefore, presence of form and aware-
ness of presence of form must be in the identical subject. And this can only
happen if the subject is immaterial and capable of bending back upon itself
or overlapping, something that material entities with parts outside of parts
cannot do.

The immateriality of the intellect is a focal point of many anti-Naturalistic
arguments including those concerning consciousness, intentionality, action,
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and choice. These arguments depend entirely on thinking as a universal
mode of cognition of form, that is, form understood to be a principle of hy-
lomorphic composition. I take Aristotle’s extraordinary development and
expansion of hylomorphism into all the areas of philosophy to be his the-
matization of that passage in Philebus in which we learn that everything that
exists now is composed of limit and unlimited.” In addition, it seems clear
enough that the thinking of the Unmoved Mover is not universal thinking
insofar as this requires images. But all thinking is of form, and involves
cognitive identity. Therefore, it would seem that the Unmoved Mover is
cognitively identical with whatever form it is thinking. The point is the same
whether the form with which it is identical is just the ovcia that it is or
whether it is all form, that is, all that is thinkable. By his analysis of thinking,
Aristotle makes explicit what is only implicit in Plato, namely, the cognitive
identity of the Demiurge and the Living Animal.

7.4. The Causality of the First Principle

Aristotle, unlike Plato in his written work, provides an argument for a first
principle of all. He agrees with Plato that this principle must be unique
and absolutely simple. But whatever one might think of Aristotle’s Platonic
bona fides, it is undoubtedly the case that Aristotle’s own account of a first
principle of all, the Unmoved Mover, had an enormous effect on how later
soi-disant Platonists viewed Plato himself. For although Aristotle explicitly
rejects as first principle the superordinate Idea of the Good, along with the
rest of Forms, the Demiurge, and also the claim that the One and the Un-
limited are the principles out of which the Forms are made, the Unmoved
Mover can arguably be held to fulfill the functions of the above. That is,
Aristotle collapses or conflates into one the three functions of paradigms of
intelligible objects, an eternal intellect cognitively identical with these, and
a unique principle of goodness. This conflation encouraged Middle Pla-
tonists especially to solve the problems thrown up by Plato’s own account
of first principles as well as Aristotle’s critical supplement to make the first
principle of all an intellect and to integrate in one way or another One and
Unlimited into this framework.”

Aristotle has a distinctive approach for demonstrating that the first prin-
ciple of all is also the ultimate goal of whatever it causes or explains. “The
object of desire and the intelligible object move in this way, i.e., without
being moved themselves. Of these, the primary objects are identical. For
the object of appetite is what is apparently beautiful, whereas the primary
object of rational desire is that which is really beautiful. We desire because
it seems [to be beautiful] rather than that it seems to be beautiful because

69. See Plato, Phil. 23Cff.
70. For the Middle Platonic material, see Boys-Stones 2018, chap. 6.
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we desire it; for the starting point is thinking.””! The argument relies on
a distinction made in De Anima between the apparent good and the real
good.™ The argument seems to be this: we desire our real good, although
we can only desire what appears to us to be good, whether it is the real good
or not. But the determination of what is the real good (whether correctly
or incorrectly) is the work of thought. Therefore, appetite follows thought,
but there is only one place in which they end up, and that is the identical
place.” I take it that the primary intelligible object is that which is most
intelligible, that is, most transparent to the intellect.” It is that which lacks
matter or potency most of all. That would be the Unmoved Mover, which
is pure actuality.

Why, though, should we suppose that what is primarily intelligible is pri-
marily desirable? Why identify the Unmoved Mover with the real good that
we desire? Aristotle provides a tentative answer to this question, butitis one
that is relativized to the categories. He says that that which is primary is best,
or by analogy so.” This seems to mean that what is desired in a particular
category, for example, the best site for a city, is primary in that category.
Determining this is the work of intellect. And this is analogously so across
all the categories. But notice that within any category, it is desire that is the
starting point, not thinking. One starts with the desire for the best location,
and then thinks about what it may be. In the above passage, however, the
starting point is thinking, not desire.

71. See Meta. A 7, 1072226-30: kel 58 Ode 1O OpekTdV KOl TO VONTOV: KIVET 00 KIVOOUEVC.
T00TOV T TPOTA TG AOTE. EMBLUNTOV PEV Yap TO Povopevov kKoddv, BovAntov 8¢ mpdTov T OV
KOAOV- Opeyopedo 8¢ d10TL Sokel parhov 1 dokel S10tL Opeydueba- apyn yap M vonoic. I take it that
70 koAOv (“the beautiful”) is extensionally equivalent to 16 dyafov (“the good”). Our appetitive
desire is for the former, whereas our rational desire is for the latter. The point of the argument
is that these are in fact identical.

72. See DAT 10, 433a27-28.

73. Laks (2000, 225-226) questions Aristotle’s justification for identifying the primary ob-
jects of desire and thinking. See the following note.

74. In the lines following our text (30-35), the primacy with respect to intelligibility is
assigned to that which is simple and pure actuality. Cf. Meta. Z 3, 1029b5-8; and Phys. A 1,
184a10-b14. Defilippo (1994, 399-404) thinks that the primary vontév is primary for the Un-
moved Mover and since it is also the primary object of desire, this is the reason why they are
identical. This interpretation is supported by Meta. A 7, 1072b18-19: 3¢ vonoig 1 ka6’ avtiy tod
ka0’ a0to apictov, kai N pdAtote Tod padhota (Thinking according to itself is of the best accord-
ing to itself, and thinking in the highest degree is of the best in the highest degree). However,
unless the Unmoved Mover is the primary object of its own desire, this conclusion does not fol-
low. But the Unmoved Mover does not have desire. So the fact that all things that have desire
ultimately desire the Unmoved Mover because it is good and the fact that the Unmoved Mover
is intelligible to itself does not justify us in concluding that these are identical. The justification
comes from the fact that our rational desire and our appetitive desire converge on the identi-
cal object owing to our permanent orientation to the good.

75. Meta. A'7,1072a35-b1.
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In the last chapter of book Lambda, Aristotle provides an argument to
the effect that the highest good in nature is found both in nature itself and
separated (keympiopévov) in the principle of order of nature, namely, that
upon which all of nature depends.”™ This highest good is distinct from the
goods that belong in each genus or category.” Aristotle’s point, I take it, is
not that the singularity of the primary good negates the goodness in each
category or the desire to obtain it in each case, but that achieving it is the
way that each thing with desire attains the Good. The Form of the Good
is rejected because there is no unity in the categorical goods; the Idea of
the Good or absolutely simple first principle of all is affirmed as that which
all desire and all achieve insofar as they attain any specific good. The Un-
moved Mover is the cause of the order of nature in the way that a general
is the cause of the order of the army. Because it is the cause of this order, it
is the Good at which all the parts of the order aim. Even though Aristotle
disagrees with Plato about the nature of the first principle of all, he agrees
with the crucial systematic point that the first principle orders both as ex-
planatorily first and as goal.”™

There are good grounds for holding that the Unmoved Mover is more
than a final cause.” There are also good grounds for holding that the Un-
moved Mover is not Narcissus-like thinking only of thinking, but rather
than it is thinking all that is thinkable.* Finally, even insofar as the Un-
moved Mover is a final cause, it is, as we have seen, the ultimate object of
rational desire, which is that which is really, not apparently, good. Whether
or to what extent the ordering of the cosmos by the Unmoved Mover can be
cashed out as a mathematical ordering as it is for the Demiurge of Timaeus,

76. Meta. A 10, 1075a11-25. Sedley (2000, 335n12) thinks that “separated (keympiopévov)”
does not necessarily “mean something transcendent or extracosmic, but simply something
over and above the ordering itself.” But if something is over an above the cosmic, how does
this differ from being extracosmic? See also Fazzo (2018, 368-377), who, too, argues that the
separated good of the order is not transcendent. Fazzo’s argument, which is based on the
admittedly awkward construction kai y&p &v i Tdet 10 €0 Kol 6 otpatnydg, does not persuade
me that we can discount the clear “transcendent” implication of A 7,1072b13-14: “Therefore,
heaven and nature depend on such a principle [i.e., the separate Unmoved Mover].”

77. See Meta. A 7, 1072b18-19: mpog pév yap &v dmavta cvvtétaktot (everything is ordered
in relation to one). Plato’s Symposium seems to be at the back of Aristotle’s mind here. There,
Plato goes from the specific object of desire to the Good that is thereby desired. We love beau-
tiful objects because they manifest the Good.

78. See Berti (2018, 261-262), who argues that Aristotle’s disagreement with Plato is not
with regard to the Good as first principle but with Plato’s identification of the Good with the
One. Perhaps this insight can be stated otherwise: Plato identifies the Good with the One be-
cause the Good must be absolutely simple whereas Aristotle, conceding the absolute simplicity
of the Good, identifies it with intellection.

79. See Gerson 2005a, 200-204; and Gerson 2013a, 142n33. Theophrastus (Meta. 4b1ff.)
considers the inherent difficulties in making an object of desire alone a cause of eternal cir-
cular motions.

80. See Gerson 2005a, 195-200.



ARISTOTLE THE PLATONIST 223

is difficult to say, although insofar as we are inclined to accept the idea that
all ordering is essentially mathematical, that the Unmoved Mover should
operate in this way is not entirely far-fetched. In any case, motivated both by
Aristotle’s unqualified acceptance of the existence of an absolutely simple
first principle of all, and no doubt by the proof in Timaeus that intellect is
the cause of the ordering of the cosmos, later Platonists sought to reconfig-
ure the Platonic account into the most defensible structure.

A rather obvious question is why Aristotle’s recognition of a first princi-
ple of all does not yield a systematic expression of Peripatetic philosophy.
The answer suggested by Fritz Wehrli in the final volume of his monumen-
tal Die Schule des Aristoteles, a Riicksicht on the nine volumes of text, transla-
tion, and commentary, is that Aristotle did have a systematic philosophy,
but that system was Platonism.*’ From the perspective of later Platonists,
the problem with Aristotle’s version of that system sprang from his iden-
tification of the first principle of all, the primary referent of ovcia, as an
intellect. Here, I wish only to emphasize that the consequences of this for
the confrontation with Naturalism are considerable, much more so than
the mere misidentification of the nature of the unique first principle of
all might lead one to believe. For although Aristotle was completely in line
with the above five “antis,” he has considerable difficulty in articulating his
version of their contradictories, to say nothing of his diffidence regarding
their underlying logical connections. What I mean is that Aristotle does not
clearly set forth the ontological foundation for the universal and necessary
scientific truths in which he surely believes. Nor does his graded ontology
with a primary and derivative manifestations of being intrude much at all
in his anti-Naturalist accounts of nature, particularly the intelligibility of
nature. We have only his passing remarks to the effect that all of nature
depends on the first principle and all of nature is ordered according to
the first principle. Aristotle rejects relativism in ethics, but the ontological
grounds for his assertions regarding normativity are elusive. All of these
features of the Aristotelian corpus prompted later Platonists to see him as
one whose insights could be mined to support and articulate a Platonic
systematic framework.

81. See Wehrli 1974, 10:95-97.



CHAPTER 8

Plotinus the Platonist

8.1. The Platonic System

Plotinus eschewed novelty. It is likely that the outline of his systematic Pla-
tonic construct was something he received rather than something he in-
vented.! It is not entirely implausible that Plotinus got from his honored
teacher Ammonius Saccas insights into Platonism that were expressed by
Numenius. In fact, we learn from Porphyry that Plotinus was actually ac-
cused of “plagiarizing (dmofdilesOor)” Numenius.?

What is certain, though, is that Plotinus is a sort of watershed in the
history of Platonism. When Proclus put him first among exegetes of “the

1. Dodds, in his seminal paper of 1928, finds traces of the system in the deeply obscure Mod-
eratus of Gades (first century CE). But he also identifies an important passage in Proclus which
indicates that the “Neoplatonic” interpretation of Plato’s Parmenides can be found in Speusippus.
See Halfwassen 1992b, 1993; and Dillon 2003, 57ff. Mention, too, should be made of Eudorus
(fl. 25 BCE), who, from the meager fragmentary remains of his works, appears to have acknowl-
edged the systematic foundation consisting of the One and Indefinite Dyad. For Eudorus, Mod-
eratus, and Numenius, Dillon’s ([1977] 1996) is most useful. While not endorsing the entirety of
his conclusions, Kramer ([1964] 1967, 21-191) provides a wealth of evidence for the doctrinal
filiation from Plato to Plotinus. See D’Ancona 2000, 198-212, on the rootedness of Plotinian
doctrine in the exegesis of the texts of the Platonic dialogues. It is fashionable now to locate the
systematization of Platonism in the early Imperial period. See Bonazzi and Opsomer 2009. The
claim I have been trying to substantiate throughout this book is that the origin of the systematiza-
tion of Platonism is to be found in the Platonic dialogues. But this does not preclude develop-
ments within that system or disputes about its development. Many of these did in fact occur in the
post-Hellenistic period. See esp. Donini 2011 on systematization in the post-Hellenistic period as
inspired by efforts to counter the systematization found in Stoicism. Also see Ferrari 2017, 33-35.

2. See Porphyry, Life of Plotinus, 17.1-2. Tarrant (1993, 148-177) sees Moderatus as a source
for Numenius. See also Tarrant 2000, chap. 6, for additional information on the Platonic
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Platonic revelation (tfi¢ IThatwvikfic énonteiag),” he was, we may assume,
endorsing the systematic order into which Plotinus put Plato’s philoso-
phy.? Plotinus himself regarded his exegesis of Plato as introducing no
novelty; indeed, he appeals to Plato to support the claim that neither
was Plato.* What this must mean is not that Plotinus thought that his
arguments regarding detailed philosophical questions or his respons-
es to anti-Platonic attacks were unoriginal, but rather that the lineage
of true fundamental philosophical principles extended to well before
Plato, although he gave them their stellar expression. These principles
are, as I argued in chapter 1, the armature of the positive construct on
the basis of Ur-Platonism. In the time between Plato and Plotinus, there
were some six hundred years of reflections on the dialogues, Aristotle’s
testimony, and the indirect tradition. These reflections left multiple
seemingly intractable problems and a susceptibility among self-declared
Platonists to various charges of inconsistency. In this chapter, I would like
to provide a very brief outline of Plotinus’s efforts to solve these prob-
lems and to introduce consistency into the systematic framework. This
task is necessary since all subsequent deviations from Plotinus’s account
are intentional. That is, despite his stature among later Platonists, his
solutions were held to be themselves susceptible to a new batch of prob-
lems. If Plotinus’s metaphysics is not exactly a Copernican revolution in
the history of Platonism, it represents a moment of powerful systematic
consolidation analogous to the role of Thomas Aquinas in the history of
Christian theology. Plotinus is the touchstone for all Platonists up to the
nineteenth century.’

The three basic principles or hypostases of Plotinus’s system unite the el-
ements of Ur-Platonism and the foundational principle. That is, antinomi-
nalism, antimaterialism, antimechanism, antiskepticism, and antirelativism
have their theoretical foundation in the hierarchically and causally ordered
series One, Intellect, and Soul. What this means, among other things, is
that the correct version of what Aristotle calls the science of ultimate prin-
ciples and causes will arrive at this triad.’

system in so-called Middle Platonism. Also see Boys-Stones 2018, chap. 3. Kramer ([1964]
1967, 63-92) sees Xenocrates as a primary source for the systematization of Platonism. Nu-
menius, in his work On the Divergence of Academics from Plato, fr. 24.5-12, says that Speusippus,
Xenocrates, and Polemo, Plato’s immediate successors, “maintained for the most part the
identical character of Plato’s teachings (10 60g Sieteiveto o1V Soyudtev oxeddv &1 Tavtév),”
though he adds that they did “detach themselves from Plato on many issues and tortured the
sense of others (glg ye Al moAlayf] maporvovteg, To 8¢ otpeProdvieg).” See Gerson 2013a,
chap. 8, on Numenius’s contribution to the systematization of Platonism.

3. Proclus, PT'1.1.16ff.

4. See Plotinus, Enn. 5.1[10], 8.10-14. See Szlezik 1979, chap. 1; and Chiaradonna 2010.

5. I'am not forgetting the enormous influence of Proclus, but he only stands as a substitute
for Plotinus in the Christian Platonism of Pseudo-Dionysius and those who came after him.

6. See Aristotle, Meta. A 1-2. It is good to keep in mind that when Porphyry, in his Life
of Plotinus, 14.4, says that Plotinus’s Enneads are “full of concealed Stoic and Peripatetic
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In a relatively early treatise, V 1, Plotinus claims that the hypostases One/
Good, Intellect, and Soul are found directly in Plato’s dialogues.

And it is for this reason also that we get Plato’s threefold division: the things
“around the king of all” (he says, meaning the primary things); “second
around the secondary things,” and “third around the tertiary things.”” And
he says “father of the cause” meaning by “cause” Intellect.” For the Intellect
is his Demiurge. And he says that the Demiurge makes the Soul in that “mix-
ing bowl.”"” And since the Intellect is cause, he means by “father” the Good,
or that which is beyond Intellect and “beyond essence.”" Often he calls Being
and the Intellect “Idea,” which shows that Plato understood that the Intellect
comes from the Good, and the Soul comes from the Intellect.'?

The first principle of all is the Good, based on the Republicline quoted. That
the Good is the One is affirmed a few lines later when Plotinus says that
“Parmenides in [Plato’s] work speaks more accurately than does [the his-
torical Parmenides], distinguishing the first One, which is more properly
called “One” from the second “One” called “one-many” and the third
One, called “one and many.”" Plotinus will also adduce Aristotle’s testimony
to support his interpretation, assuming that Aristotle correctly reports the
identification of Good and One for Plato but that he misunderstands the
correctness of this identification.'

Plotinus takes Plato at his word when he says in Timaeus that the op-
erations of the Demiurge are the “workings of Intellect.”"® And since the

doctrines” what this means concretely for Aristotle’s Metaphysics is well over 150 direct refer-
ences to this text. This intense absorption of the argument of Metaphysics is literally unprec-
edented in any known work in the intervening period. As for Stoicism, there are more than
two hundred references to Stoic doctrines in the Enneads, though no doubt many more are not
evident to us owing to the absence of the Stoic or doxographical sources.

7. See Plato [?], 2nd Ep. 312E1-4.

8. See Plato [?], 6th Ep. 323D4.

9. See Plato, Phd. 97C1-2, quoting Anaxagoras fr. B 12 D-K.

10. See Plato, Tim. 34B-35B; and 41D4-5.

11. See Plato, Rep. 509B9.

12. Plotinus, Enn. 5.1[10], 8.1-10: Koi 310 todto kol o [TAdtwvog tpitd 0 mévta meptl TOV
TavTov Bactiéa—onot yop tpdto—kol devtepov mepl Ta devTepa Kol epl Ta Tpita Tpitov. Adyet d¢
kai Tod oitiov etvar TaTépo aiTIov PEV TOV VoV Aéymv: Snpovpydg yap 6 vodg avtd: todtov 8¢ pnot
TV YoV TotElv €V T kpatipt Eketve. Tod aitiov 8¢ vod dvrog matépa oot Tayadov Kot T Enékeva
vob kol Enékeva ovoiog. [ToAloyod € 10 Ov kai Tov vodv v idéav Aéyer: dote ITAdtova eidévar £k
Hev Tayafod Tov vodv, €k 8 ToD vod TV yuynv.

18. Enn. 5.1[10], 8.23-27. 6.9 [9], written just before 5.1, is titled (by Porphyry) “On the
Good or the One.” See esp. 6.9 [9], 3.16 on the explicit identification. It must be added,
though, that “good” and “one” are not descriptive names for the first principle of all. See 6.9
[91, 6. Cf. Proclus, PT 3.7, 29.16-25.

14. See chap. 5, sec. 5.6.

15. See Plato, Tim. 47E4, referring to what the Demiurge has done as td S vod
dednpovpynuéva.
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Demiurge or Intellect is eternally contemplating Forms, where the contem-
plation is not a representation of Forms, but cognitive identity with them,
“Intellect is identical with that which is intelligible; for if they were not iden-
tical, there would be no truth.”' Hence, it is called “one-many.”'” As for the
hypostasis Soul, all Plotinus says here is that the Demiurge makes soul “in
the mixing bowl” referring to the generation of the world soul or the soul
of the universe and then the generation of individual souls. But these souls
are “sisters,” not it seems, the hypostasis Soul itself.’® How, then, are these
souls together one as well as many? This is an exceedingly difficult question
to answer and we will leave it aside for the moment."

By way of introducing Plotinus’s account of the causal connections be-
tween the One, Intellect, and Soul, I will try to explain first how the In-
definite Dyad comes into the picture. Here is how the Indefinite Dyad is
introduced.

If, then, Intellect itself were that which is generating, that which is gener-
ated must be inferior to Intellect, though as close as possible to Intellect and
the same as it. But since that which generates is above Intellect, that which
is generated is necessarily Intellect. Why is it not Intellect, the actuality of
which is thinking? But thinking sees the object of thinking and turns toward
this and is in a way completed by this; it is itself indefinite like sight, and
made definite by the object of thinking. For this reason, it is said that “from
the Indefinite Dyad and from the One” come the Forms and Numbers.?’ For
this is Intellect. For this reason, Intellect is not simple, but multiple, reveal-
ing itself as a composition, although an intelligible one, and consequently
seeing many things. It is, then, itself intelligible, but also thinking. For this

16. See Enn. 5.3 [49], 5.22-23: kai 1oV voOV TadTdVv glvat @ vontd- kod yép, £l g TomTév, ovk
aAndswa Eotar. Cf. Aristotle, Meta. A 9, 1075a4-5: 1| vonoig 1@ voovpévd pio. The “truth” here
is ontological, not semantic. It is the relational property of intelligibles of being transparent
or available to an intellect. That thinking and the intelligible are one is something Aristotle
and Plotinus agree on. But Plotinus thinks that, though thinking and the intelligible are one
in reality, they are two in A6yoc. If this is so, then Aristotle is wrong to say that the Unmoved
Mover is absolutely simple.

17. The subordination of Intellect to the first principle of all is a straightforward inference
from Plotinus’s reading of Phil. 66A—-C where within the fivefold classification of “goods,” vodg
ranks third behind two distinct descriptions of the Good or One, the first as measure and the
second as commensurability, beauty, perfection, and sufficiency. See Abbate 2010, 115-140, on
Intellect as one-many with an illuminating discussion of how this doctrine is cast into system-
atic format on the basis of a reading and criticism of Parmenides by Plato.

18. See Enn. 2.9 [33], 18.16; and 4.3 [27], 6.13 on the souls as sisters.

19. See Enn. 4.9 [8] (“If All Souls Are One”); 4.2 [4] (“On the Essence of the Soul,” pt. 2);
6.4 [22] and 6.5 [23] (“On the Presence of Being Everywhere,” pts. 1 and 2). Also see Proclus,
In Tim. 303.24-310.2 where we get a valuable survey of ancient views of the Demiurge and its
relation to Soul.

20. See Aristotle, Meta. A 6, 987b21-22 and M 7, 1081a13-15.
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reason, it is already two. But it is also an intelligible other than the One ow-
ing to the fact that it comes after the One.?

Let us begin with the straightforward exegesis of this highly compressed
text. The One generates Intellect which is distinct from the generator.?? As
generated, it must be unformed. Why? Because if it were formed, it would
be a complex of structure and that which is structured, in other words,
form and matter. And, indeed, Intellect is just this after it is actualized.
But because Intellect is analyzable into structure and structured, it is more
complex than just the latter, that which is called Indefinite Dyad. There-
fore, since generation from the One must proceed in the smallest possible
increments—otherwise there would be unacceptable gaps in the generative
hierarchy—that which is generated first is Intellect considered as the least
complex product possible.” When Intellect, so generated, seeks its Good,
that is, when it turns to the One, it achieves its goal in the only way Intellect
can, that is, by thinking. It thinks all possible intelligibles, that is, all the
Forms.? Thus, the one-many that is actualized Intellect is the product of
the One operating on the Indefinite Dyad. But most importantly, the One
operates on the Indefinite Dyad by being the object of its desire, because
the One is also the Good. The question that is left completely unanswered
in Aristotle’s account of how the One generates Forms or Numbers from
the Indefinite Dyad is thereby given an Aristotelian answer: the One gener-
ates the actual or complete Intellect by being its final cause.” In addition,
another problem left over from Aristotle’s testimony is implicitly solved.
This is the problem of how the Indefinite Dyad can be both derived from
the One and yet a coordinate principle which, with the One, produces eve-
rything else. The solution is that, as Aristotle reports, the Indefinite Dyad

21. See Enn.5.4[7],2.1-12: Ei p&v odv o)td vodg 1V 10 YEVV@V, VoD EVSEEGTEPOV, TPOGEYESTEPOV
88 v Kai Spotov Sel elvan- €mel 88 émékeva vob TO YEVV@V, vodv etvat avéykn. At i 88 ov vodg, o
&vépyeld €Tt vomoig; Nonoig 8¢ 1o vontdv 6pdca. koi mpdg 10010 Emiotpopeicn kai 6’ &keivov olov
ATOTELOVUEVT Kol TEAEIOVUEVT AOPLoTOG HEV ot domep dyig, opilopévn 8¢ Ko oD vontod. Ao
Kod glpnron €k Tiig dopiotov dVadog Kol Tod £vog Ta 10N Kal ol apBuoi- TodTo Yap 6 vods. Ao ovy
amhodc, 6AAS TOAAG, cOVOEGTY Te dupaivav, vontiv péviol, kol modld 6pdv §on. "Eott uév odv kai
aOTOG VONTOV, OALA Kol vodv- 810 dVo §on. "Eott 8¢ kai GALo Td pet’ odTd vonTov.

22. See Enn. 2.4 [12] 5, 32-34; 3.8 [11], 1; 5.1 [10], 6.47-48, 7.1-7; 5.2 [11], 1.10-14; 5.3
[49], 11.1-18; 5.4 [7], 2.24-25; and 6.7 [38], 15-17, 37.18-22. See D’Ancona 1996, and Emils-
son 2007, chap. 2, on the generation of Intellect from the One.

29. See Proclus (In Tim. 1.378.25-26; PT 3.4, 15.24-26), who shares the principle of con-
tinuity with Plotinus, but who argues that continuity demands more than three hypostases.

24. Enn. 5.1[10], 7 is the essential companion text here.

25. The One or Good is eternally desired and the desire is eternally fulfilled analogous to
Aristotle’s Unmoved Mover which is eternally desired by the soul of the outermost sphere of
the heavens. For the latter, the achievement of the object of desire is by circular motion; for
the former, it is by contemplation.
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has its own unity or oneness.*® And, leaving aside for the moment how in-
definite duality can be a single principle, it was clear to Plotinus that the
Indefinite Dyad is (qualifiedly) one, in which case it participates in the One
and so is subordinate to it. This clears up the problem of a putative tension
between monism and dualism in the Platonic system. There is, indeed, a
unique, absolutely first principle of all. Nevertheless, in the production of
Being, the One and the Indefinite Dyad are coordinate principles. That is
how Being is one-many.

This interpretation seems to leave us with another obvious question,
namely, how are the Forms themselves generated? It is clear that Plotinus
does not want to say that they are generated by Intellect as Indefinite Dyad.
Plotinus consistently maintains the logical priority of being to knowing.?’ It
is also clear that they are not generated independently of Intellect which,
as Indefinite Dyad, is the first thing generated. The answer to this question
takes us to a central feature of Plotinus’s systematic account of Platonism:
the use of Aristotelian concepts to express Platonic insights.

We recall from Republic that the Idea of the Good is “beyond being in
rank and power” (chap. 5, sec. 5.1, 8). That the Good should be unlimited
in power (Svvapig) does not mean, for Plotinus, that it is something like
pure potency. As absolutely simple, the One cannot have any potency what-
soever.” In fact, the unlimited d9vapig of the One is synonymous with its
perfect activity or actuality (évépyewn).” If Forms or intelligibles are already
there to be contemplated by Intellect when it aims for the Good, must we

26. See Aristotle, Meta. N 1, 1087b9-12: koi yap 6 10 Gvicov kai &v Aéyov t0 otoiygia, 10 &
Gvicov €k peydhov kol pkpod dvada, dg Ev Gvta o dvicov kai O péyo Kol o pkpov Aéyet, Kai ov
Sropilet 611 Aoy apud &° ob (For even those who say that the One and the Unequal are the
elements, and the Unequal is composed of the Dyad of Great and Small, say that the Unequal
or the Great and Small is one, but they do not say definitely that it is one in formula, though
not numerically). Aristotle is complaining here that Plato does not definitely assert what would
in fact be an inversion of the Aristotelian principle that something can be one in being but
multiple in Adyog. If the Indefinite Dyad is one in Adyog, as it must be if it is a single principle, it
must be numerically one. It is minimally one, so to speak. That is why the One is not itself one.

27. See esp. Enn. 5.9 [5], 7. Also see 6.2 [43], 19.18-21; 6.6 [34], 8.17-18; and 6.7 [38],
8.4-8.

28. See Cohoe 2017 on the argument for the absolute simplicity of a first principle of all.

29. See Enn. 6.8 [39], 20.13-15: Ei olv teketdtepov 1 &vépyeia tiig ovoiag, teketdtatov 88 10
npdToV, TpdToV (v Evépyewa i (If, then, the activity [of the One] is more perfect than substan-
tiality, the first will be most perfect, and activity would be primary). In this passage, Plotinus is
considering what it would mean to attribute substantiality to the One. It cannot be, he thinks,
that it has substantiality for then it and its being would constitute a complex. Plotinus says that
its being without obcio is “in a way (olov)” its “existence (bméctacig).” But if its existence were
without évépyeia, it would be defective. That is, it would not be complete or actual. See also 6.8
[39], 16.16. At 6.8, 16.16, Plotinus calls the One a évépynpo. I do not see any real distinction
between évépyewa and évépynua. At 6.7 [38], 17.10, the previous treatise, the One is said not to
be évépyeuwa in the sense in which this implies life (on}). That is, it does not have the évépyeia of
the Unmoved Mover whose thinking is a paradigm of life. See Lavaud 2018.
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say that the Good is or contains these Forms? But the Good is absolutely
simple; indeed, it is because the Unmoved Mover is not absolutely simple—
since it is thinking all that is intelligible—that it cannot be the first prin-
ciple of all. If, though the Good does not in some way contain the Forms,
and given that the Intellect as Indefinite Dyad does not generate them,
and given that they are not independently generated, how do we explain
the being of the Forms? This is a major problem since if the Good is not
the explanation or cause of the being of the Forms (and all else), then the
motive for positing this first principle of all would be at best undermined.
The Good or One must be the Forms, but not in the way that they exist for
Intellect. That is, the Good cannot be eminently, that is, paradigmatically,
all that is intelligible. Rather, it is virtually all that is intelligible in the way,
for example, that white light is virtually the color spectrum or a function
is virtually its domain and range.* It is Intellect, not the One, that is emi-
nently all intelligibles.?!

The principal support for this interpretation is Plotinus’s claim that eve-
ry évépyewa, including that which is the One, is twofold, that is, there is the
gvépyeun fig ovolog and the €vépyen €x tfig ovoiag, the first being internal
and the second external.®® The Intellect as actualized is the second or ex-
ternal actuality of the One. As Plotinus puts it, “That which is virtually all
things is already all things.”*® The absolute simplicity of the One is thereby

30. See Enn. 5.1 [10],7.9-10;5.3 [49],15.33,16.2; 5.4 [7], 1.24-25,2.38; 5.5 [32], 12.38-39;
6.7 [38], 32.31, 40.13-14; 6.8 [39], 9.45; and 6.9 [9], 5.36-37. The phrase is d0vapug 1dv maviov
or dVVAUIG TAVTOV.

31. Plotinus does say (6.8 [39], 14.39) that the One is otov mop&detypa (“in a way a para-
digm”). The olov is an important qualification. Only Intellect is unqualifiedly the paradigm
of the intelligible reality that there is in the sensible world. The One is a paradigm only in the
sense that it is the cause of the being of this paradigm. The évépyew of the One is “in a way” a
paradigm of essence. It possesses all intelligibles “indistinctly (pr Siakekpiuéva),” that is, not as
essences but as the évépyewa that it is. See 5.3 [49], 15.30-32. Also 5.2 [11], 1.1-2.

32. See Enn. 2.9 [33], 8.22-25; 4.5 [29], 7.15-17, 51-55; 5.1 [10], 6.34; 5.3 [49], 7.23-24;
5.9 [5], 8.13-15; 6.2 [43], 22.24-29; 6.7 [38], 18.5-6, 21.4-6. Here are three passages from
the dialogues that provide the Platonic provenance for this doctrine: (1) Rep. 509B6-10 on the
production of the Forms by the Good; (2) Tim. 29E on the ungrudgingness of the Demiurge
which flows from its goodness; (3) Symp. 206B with 212A, where the beautiful is identified
with the Good and the achievement of the Good produces true virtue. See Proclus, In Parm.
3.791.9-26, where the internal évépyewa is indicated as causing “by one’s own being (a0t® @
givan).” Also see In Tim. 3.25.1-16.

33. Enn. 5.4 [7], 2, 38-39: kai éxeivo p&v dOvapg mavtmv, to 8¢ fidn ¢ mdvta. Armstrong
mistranslates this as “that is the productive power of all things, and its product is already all
things” which, I think, misconstrues the 1jon, making “all things” the subject of the second
clause. MacKenna translates, “That transcendent was the potentiality of the All; this second-
ary is the All made actual.” This translation also misconstrues the #{dn, in this case because
MacKenna sees the One as potentiality, thereby also making “the All” the subject of the second
clause. Pradeau’s translation is more accurate: “Car le Premier est ‘au-dela de la réalité’, il est
puissance de toutes choses, et il est d’emblée toutes les choses.” On the extremely important
doctrine of the “two actualities,” see 2.9 [33], 8.22-25; 4.5 [29], 7.15-17, 51-55; 5.1 [10], 6.34;
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preserved at the same time as its causal activity is affirmed. Because the One
is virtually all things, there is nothing outside it such that it can be related
to anything else.* It does not cause anything to be such that as a result of
the causality there exists a real relation between cause and effect. To put the
argument in a different way, if there were a real relation between the first
principle of all and anything else, then the first principle would have to be
an ovoia, since real relations are only between or among ovsiot. But since
the first principle is not an obcia nor does it have one, it cannot be really
related to anything.

The identification of the Good or One with évépyela provides the answer
to the pressing question left over from our discussion of Parmenides of how
the One of H1, which is above obcio and is not even one, can generate
anything or have any causal role at all. The One’s existence is identical with
its évépyeta, which is absolutely simple.?® It will be recalled that in Parme-
nides H1, all the negative conclusions pertaining to the One resulted from
rigorously denying any complexity to it, that is, denying that there can be
any legitimate predications made of it. From this, it does not follow that
the One does not exist at all, just as it does not follow that the Idea of the
Good in Republic does not exist at all because it transcends being, the being
of that which participates in obcia.?® Plotinus finds in Aristotle’s analysis of
being the possibility of form without matter insofar as form is identified
with évépyewn.’” But a form separate from matter would still be complex
insofar as we can distinguish that which it is from the existence it has, as in
Parmenides H2. Therefore, an absolutely simple first principle of all cannot
be something over and above its existence. It is just actus essendi. Plotinus
believes he is justified in applying the Aristotelian analysis of being in terms
of évépyeia to the interpretation of Plato because actus essendi is exactly what
the first principle of all must be.

5.3 [49], 7, 23-24; 5.9 [5], 8.13-15; 6.2 [43], 22, 24-29; 6.7 [38], 18.5-6, 21.4-6, 40.21-24.
See Emilsson 2017, 48-57, for a good exposition of the doctrine within the Platonic context.
34. See Enn. 6.8 [39], 8.12-13: A&l 8¢ 6hwg mpog 006V avtov Aéysy (we should say that it
[the One] is altogether related to nothing). Also see 11.32. This does not entail that things are
notrelated to it, particularly as the Good. Cf. Proclus, In Parm. 7.1135.17-21; In Tim. 1.304.6-9.
On there being nothing outside the One, see Enn. 5.5 [32], 9; 6.4 [22], 2; 6.5 [23], 1.25-26.
35. See Enn. 6.8 [39], 16.15-17: todto & £otv vmdotioag avtdv (it [the One] has made it-
self to exist). Plotinus then goes on (lines 17-18, 35) to identify this self-existent with €vépyeta.
36. At Rep. 534B8-C5, we have the characterization of dialectic as SiopicacOor 1@ Ady@
4md TV GALOV TAVTOV GPEADV TV ToD dyadod idéav (separating the Idea of the Good from all
the others by distinguishing it in an account). This separation of the Good, which transcends
limited being, must involve negative determination, that is, expressing by means of analysis all
that the Good is not. See Kramer (1966) 2014 for a fundamental study of this passage. Aristo-
tle, Meta. N 4, 1091b14, says that Plato made the One the essence (ovoia) of the Good. This
would explain both the somewhat odd search for a Aéyog for that which transcends ovcia and
the equally odd instruction to separate the Good “from all the others.” The Forms are all other
than that which is unqualifiedly simple.
37. See Meta. © 8, 1050b2-3.
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Owing to this analysis of the One as perfect or unlimited &vépyeia, its
causal scope cannot be limited in any way.”® It is not the case that the causal
activity of the One stops with Intellect such that a per accidens causal series
is thereby set up: A causes B, B causes, C, and so on.* The One must be
implicated in the being of everything there is. The causality of Intellect
is instrumental in the being of everything, including itself as actualized.*
“Since Soul depends on Intellect and Intellect on the Good, in this way all
things depend on the Good through intermediaries, some of these being
close and some of these being neighbors of those things which are close,
and sensibles at the farthest distance being dependent on Soul.”*! Intellect
is the principle of the oboia of that which has ovoia. Soul is the principle
of life. But the One is the principle of the being of everything with ovcia,
whether it be alive or not. The subordination of Intellect to the One an-
swers the Middle Platonic dalliance with a duality of Intellects. The incor-
poration of the Aristotelian analysis of ovcia as évépyeio and the extension
of the concept of évépyeia to that which is “above ovsia” enables Plotinus to
explain how the Good or the One can be above ovcio and have any causal
role, indeed, the primary causal role in metaphysics.

Dwelling on the implications for the necessity of an absolutely simple
first principle of all, Plotinus claims that this principle must be above
ovoia, and not, as Aristotle holds, identical with it.* This allows Plotinus
to give the ultimate explanation for the fact that Being, which is identical
with Intellect, is not unequivocally one; rather, Being is a one-many.** In
a way, Aristotle’s error is no less, though different from, the error of Par-
menides in thinking that Being is one. If the primary referent of “to be” is
the Unmoved Mover, this position can be maintained only if the Unmoved
Mover is no longer able to be the first principle of everything, that upon

38. See D’Ancona 1992b, 75, 104-113.

39. On the metaphor of emanation, originating in the description of the Good in Republic
(see above, chap. 5, sec. 5.1, 3), and how it differs from a per accidens series, see Gerson 1993.

40. On the instrumental causality of Intellect and Soul, see Enn. 6.7 [38], 42.21-24; and
6.9 [9], 1.20-26.

41. Enn. 6.7 [38], 42.21-24: Avnptnpévng 8¢ yoyiis eig vodv kol vobd &ig 1ayadov, obtm mhvta
€1G €Kkelvov S10 HéowV, TOV PV TANGIov, TAV O€ T0IG TANGIOV YELTOVOUVTIOV, E5XATNV & dmdotacty Tdv
aictntdv govimv gig yoynv avnpmpévev. Cf. 4.3 [27], 12.30-32; 3.2 [47], 2.15-18. Cf. Proclus,
ET Prop. 57.8-16, which formalizes this claim. Here, Proclus makes the portentous point that
even privation of form comes from the Good since Intellect, the locus of Forms, cannot be
the cause of privation of form. Thus, the causality of the One or Good extends beyond that of
Intellect. In fact, it extends to matter which is unqualified privation. See Menn (1995, chap. 7),
who explains the efficient causality of the Demiurge as eternally available for that which is
capable of receiving its causal activity. This (instrumental) causality is analogous to the direct
causality of the One.

42. See Gerson 2013b, 267-269.

43. See Plato, Parm. 144E5-6: O0 pdvov Gpa 10 dv &v moAkd éotwy . . . ; and Plotinus, Enn.
5.3 [49], 15.20-26; 5.8 [31], 9.23-24; 6.2 [43], 15.15-16, 21.6-11; 6.5 [23], 9.36-40; 6.7 [38],
14.11-15.



PLOTINUS THE PLATONIST 233

which everything depends for its being. As for Parmenides, if Being is one,
then there can be no multiplicity of intelligible Being. But if this is so, then
the intelligible world loses its explanatory role in relation to the sensible
world. The explanation for the predicate in “S is f” can no longer be dif-
ferent from the explanation for the predicate in “S is g.” It is essential to
keep in mind that this does not mean that there are a multitude of beings
even though this is true. The materialists in Sophist maintain this, but they
cannot say what being is. Plotinus’s expression of the systematic Platonic
point is that Being itself is one-many. This makes no sense unless there is
a first principle which transcends Being and which alone is unqualifiedly
one.* We may state this as: the oneness of Being is just the unity of a mul-
tiplicity. This unity is not notional nor the product of an abstraction. It
is the unity of that which participates in the first principle. But since the
One is uniquely simple, that unity cannot also be simple. It is intrinsically
complex or a multiplicity.

In this way, the internal relatedness of all Forms is explained and ontologi-
cal truth is preserved. Because Being is a one-many, the ascent to the Good
in Republic, which is necessary for knowledge of Forms, is an ascent to that
which explains this internal relatedness or relative identity of all the Forms.*

Because the first principle of all is above Being, it is “self-explanatory
(oftov €avtod).”* This is Plotinus’s systematic expression of the Tt ikavov
of Phaedo. Within an explanatory framework, the first principle of all must
be, uniquely, self-explanatory. This is only possible if it is absolutely simple.
Hence, the explicability and the complexity of all being are necessarily con-
nected. Even that which is minimally complex—what is initially generated
from the One—is explicable only by that which is absolutely simple. Self-
explicability is entailed by the very idea of adequate explanation. In the
first principle of all, there can be no real distinction between what it is and
its existence; such a distinction pertains to everything else. It is Plotinus’s
appeal to the Aristotelian concept of évépyein that gives sense to the first
principle as a genuine explanans.

In addition, the self-explicability of the first principle reveals how any-
thing else is explicable. The being of everything is explained by absolutely
simple activity. The analysis of the “essence” of this activity concludes that it
is virtually all things. Therefore, the being of everything is a hierarchically
arranged series of expressions of this activity. The One or first principle

44. See Aubenque 2009.

45. See Enn. 6.7 [38], 2, where Plotinus argues that the “why” for any Form is internal to
Being; it is not to be transposed to the One. The internal relatedness of all intelligible reality
is self-evident to Intellect. And yet the causal priority of the One is not preempted. The One
explains the “to be” of Being, which is essentially variegated.

46. See Enn. 6.8 [39], 14.41. This appears to be the first time in the history of philosophy
that this phrase is used. Cf. 6.9 [9], 6.44-45.
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of all is the Good because these expressions are grades of activity that are
naturally oriented to the principle on which they depend for their being.

Self-explicability is not equivalent to inexplicability. To say that the One
explains itself is not to say that the existence of the One is just a brute fact.
The assertion of brute fact is not one type of explanation; rather, it is the
abandonment of explanation altogether. If one removes self-explicability
from the framework of explanation, then the only possible explanantia are
per accidens causes. But per accidens causes are only of pragmatic efficacy.
They provide nothing more than the conditions for real explanations as
Plato insisted in Phaedo. From the Platonic perspective, Naturalism’s rejec-
tion of the self-explicable amounts to the rejection of explanation altogeth-
er in favor of something like empirical adequacy.

I take this drawing out of the implications for the necessary postulate
of an absolutely simple first principle of all to be Plotinus’s most impor-
tant contribution to the construction of the Platonic system. This contribu-
tion includes the recourse to Aristotle to show that the unhypothetical first
principle, because it is absolutely simple, is also unqualifiedly évépyeio. The
evidently heartfelt appreciation for Plotinus’s achievement in giving system-
atic expression to Plato’s metaphysics did not prevent his successors from
expressing intimations of trouble in paradise, as we shall see.

Plotinus’s systematic expression of Platonism or, as I prefer to put it, his
expression of the Platonic system, is fundamentally a unified account of
what is explicitly in the dialogues, with the important additions provided by
Aristotle’s testimony and, presumably, Platonists of all stripes working over
a period of some six hundred years.*” What stands out as most remarkable
is first, his adroit use of Aristotle, especially Aristotle’s doctrine of €vépyeia,
to express the dynamic of the entire system. The internal and external ac-
tivities of the fundamental principles just are the povii and np6éodog of the
systematic triad. Since the One is the Good, it follows that the triad is com-
pleted by the émotpogn| of everything to the one goal, which is also the
source of all being. This is just Plato or Platonism systematically expressed;
it is not something usefully called Neoplatonism. Second, Plotinus shows
why Aristotle’s metaphysics is not to be discarded on behalf of a defense of
Plato, but incorporated within the Platonic system, mutatis mutandis. Be-
ing cannot be absolutely simple, even though there must be an absolutely
simple first principle of all. Absolute simplicity is incompatible with being,
where “being” means, roughly, an existent with a nature of some sort. So
Being is a one-many. The manyness of Being is owing to the eternal activity
of Intellect, and its exploration is mainly what dialectic is. The oneness of

47. I'would not discount the possibility that some of Plotinus’s insights were transmitted
orally over that period. Ammonius himself, Plotinus’s teacher, wrote nothing and urged Ploti-
nus to write nothing. Plotinus only relented on this pledge when he learned that one of his
classmates had already put into writing what they both had been taught.
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Being is owing to the One, without whose causal activity the entire explana-
tory edifice on which the possibility of dialectic depends would crumble.

8.2. Critique of Stoicism

Plotinus is a relentless critic of Stoic philosophy. A consideration of some
of the facets of that criticism will, I hope, contribute to the understand-
ing of the opposition of Platonism to Naturalism. Stoicism is particularly
interesting in this regard because it seems to offer a tertium quid to the
stark opposition of Platonism and Naturalism that I have set forth in previ-
ous chapters. The Stoics embrace materialism and mechanism, as I have
defined these. Somewhat less clearly, they embrace nominalism.* But they
certainly do not embrace relativism or skepticism. In fact, as we shall see,
antirelativism and antiskepticism are essential parts of Stoic philosophy.*
Take these away and there is little left that would explain their distinctive
and pervasive influence on Hellenistic philosophy and after. The question
I am primarily concerned with here is whether it is possible for one to be a
materialist, mechanist, and nominalist at the same time as one rejects rela-
tivism and skepticism. Plotinus’s answer to this question is a definite “no.”
His claim that Stoicism is incoherent does not lead him to dismiss Stoicism
altogether in the way that he dismisses Epicureanism.” In fact, Plotinus was
not the first or last Platonist to express admiration for, among other things,
the Stoic way of life. His position is that this way of life is not justifiable by
their incoherent philosophy.

Stoicism presents the best example in antiquity and indeed one of the
best examples in the history of philosophy of a sophisticated attempt to
implicitly deny a stark opposition between Platonism and Naturalism. The
attempt to combine elements of each is one form of syncretism.” I have
argued that this attempt is most likely doomed to failure, at least so long as
consistency remains a philosophical desideratum. This is the view of Rorty
and others who strive to maintain a consistent and rigorous Naturalism.
A Platonist like Plotinus sees that if one recoils from the implications of this
position, the only viable alternative is Platonism. Plotinus sees Stoicism as

48. See Syrianus (In Meta. 104.17-21 [= SVF 2.361]), who sees that Stoics maintain that
only “particulars (péva)” exist. As a result, they abandon the possibility of émotiun unless, as
Syrianus says, one wishes to call sense-perception knowledge. Syrianus’s remark is very much
to the point since, as we shall see, it is crucial to the entire Stoic project that émotmpun be
possible.

49. That is why Skeptics took Stoics to be arch dogmatists.

50. See Longo and Taormina 2016 for a collection of essays exploring the facets of Ploti-
nus’s rejection of Epicureanism, a position unequivocally Naturalistic according to Plotinus.

51. I am more concerned here with what I take to be the essential syncretism of Stoicism
than with the cruder second-order syncretism of someone like Antiochus of Ascalon who evi-
dently aimed to combine Stoicism with Platonism. For some very helpful comments on the
syncretism of Antiochus, see Sedley 2012, esp. the essays by Boys-Stones, Brittain, and Bonazzi.
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the primary opposition to Platonism still showing some measure of vital-
ity in the middle of the third century. It is the principled materialism and
mechanism of Stoicism that Plotinus finds most unsatisfactory.”® His argu-
ments against the Stoic claims that only bodies and their properties exist
and against what Naturalists generally call causal closure give us an oppor-
tunity see how Platonism responds to fundamental doctrines of Naturalism
more subtle and sophisticated than those of Anaxagoras or of the material-
ists Plato presents in Sophist.

Plotinus’s critique is of Stoic physics, not metaphysics as conceived of
by Plato and Aristotle. As materialists or corporealists, Stoics reject the ex-
istence of an intelligible world or of intelligible objects.”® Understanding
metaphysics as the science of the intelligible world, the Stoics should be con-
tent to reject the possibility of such a science.” Plotinus, however, attacks
Stoic physics as if it were a metaphysics, thatis, a putative science of being qua
being without the recognition of immaterial being. It will be recalled that
Aristotle maintains that if the objects of theology did not exist, then physics
would be first philosophy. But Aristotle also maintains that metaphysics is
a science of being qua being and a science of causes and principles. Since
being is not univocally predicable of everything that has being, if there is
to be a science of being qua being, then there must be a primary referent
of “being” and all other referents of “being” must be derived from the pri-
mary, where “derivation” means somehow causally derived. In other words,
the denial of the existence of a primary referent—which could not be a
body or something that exists by nature—is the denial of a science of be-
ing qua being. The Stoics, it would seem, simply affirm that the object or

52. For materialism thus understood see SVF1.88. For mechanism and causal closure see
SVF1.89, and 2.336.

53. One may prefer to call the Stoics corporealists rather than materialists because, tech-
nically speaking, the Stoics call only the passive principle in bodies “matter.” I shall continue
to use the terms interchangeably, understanding that a materialist is committed to the exist-
ence only of bodies or three-dimensional solids and their properties or, generally, whatever
supervenes on bodies. More precisely, the Stoics rejected the possibility of the causal efficacy
of immaterial entities. See, e.g., Sextus Empiricus, M 8.263 (= SVF2.363). As Long and Sedley
(1987, 1:274) note, the Stoic position combines the materialism of the Sophist’s Giants with
Plato’s own criterion for existence, namely, the power to act or to be acted upon (247D8-E4).
Plato holds, as we have seen, that the Good is most powerful in this respect. The debate be-
tween Platonism and Stoicism, then, is about what it means to act and to be acted on. The Stoic
position may be seen as a reaffirmation and sophisticated revision of the Naturalism criticized
in Phaedo, in Socrates’s “autobiography.”

54. See Brunschwig ([1988] 1994 and 2003), who argues that the Stoics, while rejecting
metaphysics as conceived by Plato and Aristotle, can be said to have a metaphysics in the sense
of science of the most general principles of the cosmos and of its parts. For the Stoics, theology
is a part of physics. Brunschwig (2003, 209ff.) maintains that this science of the most general
principles of the cosmos and its parts can be said to be ontology, that is, a science of being qua
being. But Stoic “ontology” is limited to bodies, meaning that being is not a distinct subject
matter. Brunschwig seems to recognize this in his references to “ontology” with scare quotes.
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objects of Aristotle’s theology do not exist, in which case they have no need
of metaphysics. But for Plotinus, this means that the Stoics also must eschew
a science of being qua being. This, too, need not trouble them at all. But if
the rejection of metaphysics as theology and a science of being also means
the rejection of ultimate causes and principles, then that is something more
serious.

Plotinus sets out to defeat Stoic materialism by borrowing again from
Aristotle. This time, he appeals to a principle of potency (dbvopig) to show
the insufficiency of any materialist account of nature. As Plotinus argues,

The most utterly absurd thing is, quite generally, to rank matter, which is in
potency, before everything else, and not rank actuality before potency. For it
is not possible for that which is in potency ever to progress to actuality, if that
which is potency occupies the place of principle among beings. For, indeed,
it will not bring itself to actuality; instead, either something in actuality must
exist before it, in which case it is no longer the principle, or, if they were to
say they are simultaneous, they would place the principles among chance hap-
penings.”

A materialist cannot appeal to potency as a principle of change. This is so
because both matter (the passive principle) and god (the active principle)
are themselves bodies.” Neither one can be the principle of potency since
a body must be actual. It is true that the Stoics are reported as holding
that god is a “power (d0vapig).” But this cannot be a principle of potency
since god as power is the putative cause of change and, as Plotinus notes in
the above passage, a potency does not cause itself to change. The immediate
upshot of this criticism is that the Stoics are unable to give an adequate ex-
planation of a single change.? For this reason alone, materialism is thought
by Plotinus to be unsatisfactory. The criticism, though, cuts deeper. For
the absence of a concept of potency entails the absence of a clear concept
of actuality, since these terms are interdefinable.” That is, potencies are a
function of actualities and actualities are the existence of things other than
as potentially existing. Potencies are what actual hylomorphic composites

55. Enn. 6.1 [42], 26.1-7: ‘Olwg 8¢ 10 mpotdttey anbvtmv Ty HAnv, & duvapet Eotiv, GAAL uf
£vépyelav mpo SVVALEDG TATTEWY, TavTAnacy dtordtatov. OVdE yap Eott TO duvaypet €ig Evépyelav
EMOETV ToTE ThEEMS APYNV EXOVTOG &V TOTG 0051 TOD SUVAEL 0V Yap 81 adTd EavTd GEeL, ALY S&i i Tpod
avtod elvor O &vepyeia kol 0OKETL TODTO dpyN, ], &1 dpa Aéyotev, &v Thyag AcovTaL Tag dpydc. See
Aristotle, Meta. ® 8, 1049bb. Matter is, for Aristotle, a principle; it is the principle of potency.
It is not in potency (duvéper). I take it that Plotinus’s words are elliptical for: the composite of
form and matter is, owing to its matter, in potency to or has the potency for, change.

56. See SVF1.98; and 2.299, 300. I might add that if the existence of immaterial entities is
rejected by the Stoics because they lack causal efficacy, then so, too, should the existence of
potentialities and possibilities, neither of which have causal efficacy.

57. See SVF2.311.

58. The identical criticism could be made of the Naturalism of, say, David Hume.

59. See Aristotle, Meta. ® 6, 1048a30-32.
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have generally. Therefore, the Stoic’s materialist concept of body is itself
inadequate, since for them a body is neither potency nor actuality nor a
composite of the two.”

The Stoics’ inability to see the priority of actuality to potency is the rea-
son they eschew metaphysics. According to Plotinus, this is not merely the
benign rejection of a particular subject matter for science in favor of an-
other. It is a rejection of any account of being. So, notoriously, when the
Stoics posit incorporeals—place, time, void, and “sayables (Aékta)”—they
are asked to explain what corporeals and incorporeals have in common.
The answer is the genus “something (t1).”®" Corporeal entities exist, but in-
corporeals only “subsist (VpictacOat).” The demotion of incorporeals from
the realm of existents is due to their causal inefficacy. The genus “some-
thing” is purely conceptual. This fits nicely into a Naturalist framework,
since the incorporeals can easily be imagined to have an essential role in
the scientific explanations of Naturalism. This requires no further inquiry
into the nature of “something.” Nor does it necessarily lead us to identify
“something” with being.

Do the Stoics thus avoid the Platonist charge that as materialists they can
only provide necessary conditions for the explanation of a change, whereas
only a Platonist can provide the true cause? Plotinus thinks that without a
distinction between potency and actuality and without a recognition of the
ontological priority of the latter to the former, they do not. It seems fair to
say that if change is the actualization of a potency qua potency as Aristotle
stipulates, then, if the Stoics have no concept of potency, they cannot ex-
plain change. If they cannot explain change, then the distinction between
a change that is explicable and chance collapses. For chance as such is not
explicable. But the conflation of change and chance only has purchase on
one who wants to insist on the reality of chance. This is something the
Stoics do not wish to do.®® All things happen according to necessity. The
causes of whatever happens and whatever exists are then the necessary and
sufficient conditions for that happening or existent. However, without a
principle of potency, at least, there is no way to distinguish that which is
necessarily and sufficiently caused from that which happens by chance. For
the putative necessary and sufficient cause must first have the potency for
producing its effect and the effect must have the potency to be that effect. If
we cannot say that they have this potency, we are not in a position to identify

60. Plotinus’s attack on Stoic physics with the use of Aristotelian hylomorphism does not
prevent him from attacking certain aspects of that hylomorphism.

61. See SVF 2.329-332. Brunschwig (2003, 220-227) discusses the Stoic summum genus,
including Seneca’s apparent modification of i (“something”) to quod est (“being”). See Au-
benque 2009, 327-328, on Plotinus’s criticisms of the Stoic summum genus.

62. The Stoics held that “chance (toyn)” referred to things the causes for which we do not
know or perhaps even that we could not know. See SVF2.966 (= Aétius, Placita 1.29, 7), where
the view of the Stoics on chance is, interestingly, associated with that of Anaxagoras.



PLOTINUS THE PLATONIST 239

the cause or the effect. We are not in a position, say, to attribute the cause
of the water boiling to the fire as opposed to some occult power. This is
the Humean point about supposedly necessary connections in nature, only
from a Platonic perspective. For, of course, Plotinus does not think that if
the Stoics were somehow to countenance the concept of potency in their
physics, they would thereby be able to give adequate causal explanations for
natural events or processes or entities. To allow that potency is, as we saw,
requires that we allow actuality. And actuality is the nonmaterial principle
of form. Without that, only necessary conditions are available for a Stoic ac-
count, just as they were for Anaxagoras. But as soon as one introduces form,
then the explanatory priority of Form to form follows.

The canonical reason given by Stoics for their materialism is a commit-
ment to mechanism. Since immaterial entities have no causal relevance to
anything that happens in nature, there is no reason to posit their existence.
But as we have seen, incorporeals still have a role to play in Stoic physics,
albeit a noncausal role. For the Platonist, this amounts to nothing more
than an arbitrary limitation on the meaning of “cause.” This is a particularly
severe limitation since the only causes are in effect necessary conditions.
Because Stoics eliminate potency and thereby the distinction between po-
tency and actuality, they thereby eliminate the distinction between matter
and form. That is, the work that the concept of form is intended to do for
the Platonists is entirely taken over by the active corporeal principle, god or
Aoyoc. But this principle is either itself analyzable into form and matter, in
which case it is not a principle and its matter is another matter in addition to
that of the passive principle. Or else god is form and without matter, which
contradicts materialism.®

Because the Stoics do not grasp form as a principle, they embrace nom-
inalism. The Stoics hold that matter is itself “without quality (émotog).”®*
A quality is itself corporeal, acting pervasively on the matter.”” Hence, a
quality is primarily unique to its possessor (10 mowv i6iwg).* In a secondary
sense, a quality is general, in which case it is a “concept (évvonua).”®” It is
the unique quality of an individual that determines its identity throughout
time.” It is tempting to reject the label “nominalist” for this view, in favor of
“conceptualist.”® This will not do, I think, for two reasons. First, a concept

63. See Plotinus, Enn. 6.1 [42], 26.12-17. Plutarch (De comm. not. 1085b—c [= SVF2.313])
adds the Platonic point that this active principle is supposed to be an “intellectual body (c@®pa
voepov).” In that case, it is either a property of the underlying matter or else it is a composite
of the “intellectual” property and matter.

64. See SVF1.85.

65. See Simplicius, In Cat. 217, 20-22 (= SVF2.383).

66. See Stobaeus, Ecl. 1.77, 21-79, 17.

67. See Stobaeus, Ecl. 1.136, 21, where it is emphasized that a concept is not a quality.

68. See Simplicius, In De an. 217, 36-218, 2 (= SVF2.395).

69. See Sedley 1985; Long and Sedley 1987, 1:182; Brunschwig (1988) 1994, 127-128; and
Bailey 2014, 298-306.
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is corporeal and so particular. Second, even the generality of the concept is
expressible as a conditional covering all particulars within its range.” The
concept is the intentional object of the particular conceptualizing of the
rational agent. But this concept or generalization has no ontological im-
port.” The Stoics do indeed want to say that a particular man participates
in the concept of a man, but this cannot be an ontological claim if the
conceptualizing is peculiar to the one who has it. If one supposes that the
concept has an existence apart from the conceptualizing, then either this is
bodily or else it is immaterial. If the former, then there is no participation;
if the latter, then materialism is false.

The close theoretical connections among Stoic materialism, mechanism,
and nominalism should be evident. From the Platonic perspective of Ploti-
nus, embracing all three doctrines dooms Stoicism to explanatory inade-
quacy in relation to the sensible world. The inadequacy is especially glaring
in relation to normativity and knowledge. The Stoics were as dogmatic as
Platonists regarding the universality of ethical norms. And, perhaps surpris-
ingly, they shared Plato’s view that knowledge, the ne plus ultra of cogni-
tion, was infallible.”” This commitment to infallibility was not, as we shall
presently see, a mere excrescence of the Stoic worldview. It was essential
to the idea of the sage, the embodiment of the ethical ideal. Therefore,
we need to consider whether Stoics could coherently combine their anti-
Platonism regarding materialism, mechanism, and nominalism with their
Platonism regarding universal normativity and knowledge.

8.3. Platonic and Stoic Wisdom

Just as “assimilation to god (6poiwoig 6e®)” was taken by Platonists to be a
sort of slogan expressing the essence of Platonism, so “live in accordance
with nature (6poloyodueveg i @ooet {fjv)” was taken to be a comparable
slogan for Stoic ethics.” Of course, both slogans require considerable ex-
pansion, though it should be pointed out that nature for the Stoics has a

70. See Sextus Empiricus, M. 11.8-11.

71. The Stoics treated concepts as “no-things” representing or standing for nothing be-
sides individuals. See Stobaeus, Ecl. 1.146, 21-137, 6 (= SVF1.65).

72. See Stobaeus, Ecl. 2.73, 19 (= SVF 1.68). I take the words apetdmtmrov Hmd Adyov (“in-
controvertible by reason”) to indicate the infallibility of a belief state. Also see 2.130; and
3.112.

79. See D.L. 7.87 (= SVF 3.4). D.L. 89 adds that Chrysippus held that “following nature”
meant nature in general and human nature. Thus, the normativity is inseparable from Natu-
ralism. D.L. also says that living in accordance with nature is equivalent to (8mep €ot1) living
according to virtue. We may recall that we have found reason to argue against those who, like
Vlastos and Penner, take virtue as selfjustifying because virtue is a good. But this claim requires
the superordinate Idea of the Good to avoid begging the question against those who concede
that virtue is a good but that this still does not necessarily give one reason to be virtuous. The
Stoic denial of the Good pushes them toward prudentialism, while their commitment to im-
partial rationality pulls them toward absolutism. That is the inconsistency that Plotinus sees.
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unity, that is, an intelligible unity, analogous to the unity provided by the
Idea of the Good. For this reason, it will not be a Platonic criticism of Stoic
ethics that nature is too variegated to serve as an absolutist criterion.”

Plotinus treats Stoic philosophy generally in a way analogous to the way
that Plato treats the philosophy of Anaxagoras. We recall that what exer-
cised Socrates initially in his “autobiography” was that Anaxagoras had ap-
parently advertised himself as going to show how Nolg had arranged all
things in the cosmos for the best. As it turned out, his mechanistic explana-
tions did no such thing. Nodg became for him a “wheel turning nothing”
as Wittgenstein would have put it. Analogously, Plotinus thinks that Sto-
ics want to posit a principle that does Nobglike things, namely, rationally
ordering the cosmos or acting providentially.” The Stoics’ consistent and
explicit commitment to divine providence certainly sets them apart from
any pre-Platonic philosopher. But Plotinus, like Plato, thinks that a consist-
ent materialist cannot appeal to intellect or to providence. Indeed, one way
of looking at Plotinus’s argument strategy is to see him trying to show that
providence cannot be identified with necessity because whereas the former
requires intellect, the latter does not. In fact, within a materialist frame-
work, intellect is not available. Intellect is not available because intellect
cognizes form universally and universality is not reducible to generalization
or quantification over a class of individuals.

Before considering Plotinus’s argument, let us consider for a moment
an obvious Stoic objection to such a strategy. Against Plato and Platonists, a
Stoic will maintain that the more a putative divine intellect operates ration-
ally, the more it begins to look just like necessity and nothing more. If, for
example, Aristotle’s Unmoved Mover may be said to be providential, that
is only because all nature necessarily obeys its teleological functioning. But
that functioning is notoriously not providential in any sense that needs to
be distinguished from necessity.

Plato’s view is that the Demiurge is provident, meaning that he aims to
make the cosmos as perfect as possible.” He does this because he is good,

74. Annas (2007) argues that Stoic ethics should not be understood as founded on Stoic
physics, that is, on their Naturalism. Instead, she argues that the Stoics generally sought an
“integrated picture” which included physics and logic as well as ethics as a distinct science. Two
particular targets of Annas are Long 1996 and Striker 1996. Annas is surely correct that the
Stoics wanted to integrate the parts of philosophy into a comprehensive account of wisdom
and that ethics did not dissolve in this integration. Ethics for the Stoics is not straightforwardly
derived from physics. Nevertheless, it is Plotinus’s claim that Stoic normative claims assume
the truth of Naturalism, whereas Naturalism alone does not justify these claims. Perhaps An-
nas thinks that the Stoics believe that they can derive their normative claims from a source
independent of Naturalism, i.e., independent of their anti-Platonism.

75. See SVI'1.160, where Zeno is said to have identified providence with fate, the will of
Zeus, god, and necessity indifferently. Cf. Stobaeus, Ecl. 1.78.18-20 and 1.79.1-12, where it is
evident that Chrysippus is following Zeno. Also see D.L. 7.149.

76. See Tim. 29D7-30C1.
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not the Good, but essentially participating in it. Plato certainly thinks that
“good” adds something to “necessity (&vaykn),” for the Demiurge operates
over against the impediments thrown up by necessity.” What more does it
add? Plato does not directly answer this question, but Plotinus does on his
behalf. It is that answer that I want to focus on now in considering his argu-
ment against the foundations of Stoic ethics.

Ifliving according to nature is the goal, where the goal is the best life, one
must either say that anything that lives according to nature has achieved the
identical goal or that goals are gradable according to what living according
to nature means for each. Therefore, if plants live according to nature,
either they have the best life or else the best life for them is, according to
some criterion, not the best life overall. A consistent Naturalist should have
no trouble saying the former, but that is not the Stoic position. The Stoics
hold that rational living is superior to the living of nonrational beings.”™
What is the measure of their superiority? Presumably, it is that rational be-
ings participate in the divinely ordained necessary order of nature in a way
that is not available to nonrational beings. Plotinus, of course, agrees with
the fact; he denies, however, that the Stoics can explain why rationally par-
ticipating in the divinely ordained necessity is superior to participating in it
in the way that nonrational beings do. Plotinus thinks that the only satisfac-
tory answer to this question, one that is not available to the Stoics, requires
the Idea of the Good as a self-conscious goal.”™

Plotinus’s point is that every goal is a good as such. If nonrational be-
ings achieve their goal, they achieve their good as much as do rational
beings. But in order to grade the achievements, a superordinate Good is
required. Why should we insist on interspecific gradation over and above
the intraspecific gradation according to which one rational being might be
closer to the goal than another? What humans have that nonhumans do
not in relation to living according to nature is reason as an instrument of
living. But the superiority of one kind of life in relation to another is not
found in the superiority of one instrument over another. Animals by nature
possess the relevant instruments for living according to nature. Therefore,
if rational living is superior to nonrational living, it is not because of the
nature of instrumental rationality.

The way in which rational beings participate in the divine is that they
do so self-consciously or with self-awareness. Consider this passage from
Epictetus whose version of Stoic philosophy is almost certainly known to

77. See Tim. 4TE3AY.

78. See D.L. 7.94: 10 tékelov Katd GGV Aoytkod ¢ Aoywkod (good is the natural perfection
of a rational being qua rational). See Seneca, Ep. 124.9-13, where the superiority of rational
living to the living of nonrational animals is explicit. Seneca says, “the good will never be in an
animal which is nonrational.” Their goals are only called “good” by extension.

79. See Enn. 1.4 [46], 2.31-3.39.
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Plotinus.® “Consider who you are. First of all a human being, and this
means that you have nothing more authoritative than your power of moral
choice (mpoaipesig) and everything else is subordinate to it, but it itself is
free and independent. Consider, then, what you are separate from in vir-
tue of your rationality. You are separate from wild beasts and from sheep.
And in addition you are a citizen of the cosmos and a part of it—not one
of the servile parts but one of its principal parts. For you are able to follow
the divine administration and figure out what comes next.”®' Like nonra-
tional beings, we must follow necessity or fate. But unlike nonrational be-
ings, we can participate in this necessity willingly or unwillingly. To do so
unwillingly—the standard modus operandi of nonsages—is to fail to distin-
guish oneself from the way that animals participate in the divine. Our supe-
riority lies in our ability to self-reflexively embrace necessity or rationality.

Plotinus’s principal objection to this account of graded goodness or
graded happiness is that neither the self-awareness nor the universal stand-
ard of goodness are available to materialists.* It is clear enough why the
universal trans-specific Good is, for Plotinus, both necessary for normativity
and unavailable to the Stoics. It is not so clear why self-awareness is not. For
Stoics, the soul is a body and self-awareness takes place there. But a body
is an extended magnitude, something with péyebog. Therefore, it has parts
outside of parts; these parts can only be juxtaposed.® If a thought is, rough-
ly, a state of one part of that body, then the self-awareness that one is in
that state must belong to another part. But then the supposed self-awareness
is not self-awareness at all. It amounts only to the grasping by one part of
the soul of the state or condition of another. Accordingly, the claim to the
superiority of rationality is not justified.®

80. There are at least three places in I 4 alone in which Plotinus is likely thinking of the
Discourses of Epictetus: 7.21-22, 31-33; 9.1-5; and 11.8.

81. Epictetus, Disc. 2.10.1-4. The Aristotelian term npoaipeoig is used in Epictetus to indi-
cate what is “up to us (10 ¢’ |uiv)” as opposed to what happens by necessity or fate. Plotinus
clsewhere (Enn. 6.8 [39], 1-6) lays great importance on determining what is up to us or that
over which we are authoritative. Wrongdoing is not up to us, because no one does wrong will-
ingly; the only thing that is up to us is to do what is good.

82. See Coope (2016), who argues that later Neoplatonists, in particular Ps.-Simplicius,
employ a notion of self-reflexivity to criticize the Stoic doctrine of assent. I think this is true,
but Coope does not mention the consequence of this for Stoic materialism. For all Platonists,
self-reflexivity is possible only for immaterial souls.

8. See Enn. 4.7 [2], 8% The Stoics’ term for juxtaposition is mopdfecic. Their attempt to
manufacture self-awareness within a consistently materialist context by claiming that the parts
of a mixture can totally interpenetrate each other is criticized by Plotinus au fond at 2.7 [87].

84. See Enn. 5.3 [49] which is an extended analysis of why knowledge is, paradigmatically,
self-awareness. See Rodl 2018, passim. At 1.4 [46], 2.25-28, Plotinus argues that for any state
deemed superior, the rational awareness of being in that state is superior to the state itself.
The argument is directed against Epicureanists who think that happiness is being in a pleasur-
able state, but the argument would apply equally to the Stoics who think that the virtuous state
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The resolute Naturalist will not be troubled by this. It is perfectly ad-
equate to maintain that such self-awareness as we have is really something
like self-monitoring by one subsystem of another, sort of like the self-
checking mechanism of a computer. If the Stoics have trouble defending
universal normativity, perhaps the problem is in their thinking that this
requires a notion of rationality to which no Naturalist need aspire. Perhaps
Stoics should be consistent Naturalists and add relativism to their nomi-
nalism, materialism, and mechanism. If they do this, however, then their
imperative “live according to nature” must take a relativistic form.* Ration-
ality must be construed as the servant of the passions, not the authoritative
part of the soul fidelity to which is the mark of the ideal human being. In
short, Stoicism cannot retain materialism and universal normativity.

Stoicism, like Epicureanism and other forms of Naturalism, appeals to
the efficacy of scientific knowledge as essential to wisdom. For the Stoics,
the sage is not just one who has scientific knowledge, but one who is trans-
formed by that knowledge.®® The transformation entails an elimination in
oneself of all that is in tension with fate or necessity. That is why unimpeded
rationality must be authoritative. Perhaps surprisingly, the Stoics agree with
Plato that knowledge must be infallible. Since, for a materialist, knowledge
must be exclusively representational, it seems pointless for the Stoics to
insist on infallibility. Yet they clearly do. Why? Perhaps the reason is that
without an infallible mental state, having merely true representations of
reality could not be sufficiently transformative. “True belief” would be the
correct name for such a state, and this is the purview of the fool or anyone
but the sage. For example, one may truly believe that the suffering of one’s
children was inevitable and so providential. But if distress is not eliminated
by this true belief, then Stoicism as a form of rational therapy fails. Why,
then, is infallible knowledge transformative?

Consider a belief that one has regarding one’s own imminent demise. Let
us suppose that it is in fact a false belief. Then one discovers that the belief
is false, that is, that the true belief is that one’s demise is not imminent. We
can easily imagine the wave of physical and emotional relief that would pass
over one. We could, I think, say with conviction that one was transformed in
this by the acquisition of the true belief or, stated otherwise, the realization
that one’s previous belief was false. The example is of a belief concerning
one’s own well-being. It is nothing like a belief regarding the well-being of
the cosmos. But knowledge, as opposed to belief, is supposed to be about

is superior. Also see 1.1 [53], 9.20-22; 4.1 [21], 1.48-53; 4.7 [2], 3.1-5; 5.4 [7], 2.15-20; 5.6
[24], 5.1-8; 6.4 [22], 9.36; and 6.7 [38], 16.19-22, 41.26-27.

85. A Naturalist who is inclined to argue for normativity on the basis of evolution, that is,
the survival benefits of, say, cooperation, cannot attain to universality. The simple reason for
this is that survival is relative to a particular social or cultural or biological niche.

86. Thus, virtue is identified with the acquisition of knowledge (émotiun). See D.L. 7.92
(= SVI'3.265); Stobaeus Ecl. 2.58, 5 (= SVF3.95); Sextus Empiricus, M. 9.153 (= SVI'3.274).
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oneself only insofar as one is a part of the cosmos. A true belief that the
suffering of one’s children is inevitable is not transformative even if it arises
after a false belief that the suffering is not inevitable because this belief is
controvertible by reason. One’s concomitant distress is due to one’s emo-
tions which are false beliefs. And the true belief is not enough to eliminate
the false ones. Only knowledge is like this because only knowledge occurs
without the addition of any such false beliefs. To know of the inevitability is
to wholeheartedly assent to it. A mere true belief accompanied by the false
belief that is an emotion is incapable of being transformational. That is why
the Stoics insisted that the sage does not possess representational truths,
but that the leading part of the soul is the truth.

Sextus Empiricus reports that the Stoics distinguished between true and
truth. The former is an incorporeal sayable and the latter is corporeal and
is the leading part of the soul disposed in a certain way.*” Any fool can
say or believe true propositions but only the sage internalizes the rational
structure of the cosmos.® The rationality that is the active principle in the
cosmos transforms the leading part of the soul into a consonant state. It is,
so to speak, a formula manifested in a different medium, that of the leading
part of the soul. The infallible mental state of the sage seems to be some-
thing like a state of grace in which error is impossible.

Plotinus is far from denying the transformative effect of knowledge
acquisition. He would go further and agree that the transformation con-
sists in identifying oneself with the objects of knowledge. But, again, the
transformative identification is, for him, not possible within a materialist
framework. For Plotinus, identification with Intellect is the obverse of sep-
aration from the body.* For the Stoics, identification with the corporeal
leading part of the corporeal soul is the obverse of separation from an-
other part of one’s body. In short, the transformation is as implausible as
is the self-awareness. The materialist vocabulary does not allow the Stoics
to express what the transformation really is, an immaterial identification
of the subject of one’s appetites with the subject of rational activity. These
subjects are both the same and different in precisely the way that any para-
digm in the intelligible world is the same as and different from its mani-
festations in the intelligible world. The kind of transformation Plato and
Plotinus both have in mind is not possible in a materialist framework.”
Indeed, it is also not possible within an entirely intelligible or immaterial
framework since any intelligible eternally remains what it is. Rather, the
transformation requires a soul that has the ontological structure of an

87. See Sextus Empiricus, PH 2.81-83. Cf. M 7.38 (= SVF1.132).

88. See SVF2.913 where truth, fate, nature, and Adyog are said to be of the same ovoio.

89. See Enn. 1.8 [51], 7.12-13; and 2.9 [33], 6.40.

9o. One might speculate that Plotinus’s anti-Stoic treatise 2.7 [87], titled “On Complete
Blending,” is intended to show why, given that two bodies cannot be in the identical place at
the identical time, a putative Stoic self-transformation is impossible. Cf. 4.7 [2], 82.7-21.
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image, that is, it is like its immaterial paradigm but is at the same time
manifested in a corporeal substrate.”

From the Platonic perspective, Stoics have elevated necessity to the rank
of the providential when in fact necessity is in conflict with providence.
This does not mean, of course, that providence can overcome necessity. It
is just not reducible to it. Whatever the Good or One can do, it does, and
it does so freely or without impediment.” Providence consists in our being
hardwired to the Good, so there is nothing else that we truly desire. To re-
ject providence is to turn in the direction of necessity, the opposite of that
desire. For Plotinus, the Stoics’ exhortation to embrace necessity is a direct
result of their refusal to admit an immaterial first principle of all. Embrac-
ing necessity is an option, of course, but not in combination with universal
normativity. If Stoics were not half-hearted Naturalists, they would reject
universal normativity. But the continued recognition of necessity would
provide no basis for their ethics. Nor would it provide a basis for their Pla-
tonically inspired recognition of the sovereignty of reason.

Naturalists should agree with Platonists that Stoicism seeks an indefen-
sible tertium quid between Platonism and Naturalism. Stoicism’s implicit
efforts at rapprochement are particularly instructive since it is in ethics
that such efforts are most often found.” Plotinus gives short shrift to any
effort to isolate ethics from metaphysics, that is, from the supersensible
subject matter of philosophy or first philosophy. It is difficult to see how a
“Socratic” ethics without metaphysics, as Vlastos and others would have it,
can amount to anything other than prudentialism. This is not necessarily a
criticism of prudentialism; it is only a criticism of the pretension that ethics
without metaphysics names a specific subject matter regarding which phi-
losophers may strive to attain a particular expertise.”

91. The paradigm is the undescended intellect of each person. See Enn. 3.4 [15], 3.24; 4.3
[27], 5.6, 12.3-4; 4.7 [2], 10.32-33, 13.1-3; 4.8 [6], 4.31-35, 8.8; 6.4 [22], 14.16-22; 6.7 [38],
5.26-29, 17.26-27; and 6.8 [39], 6.41-43.

92. See Enn. 6.8 [39], 6. The will of the Good makes the will for the Good free.

93. D.L. 7.2 tells us that Zeno, when he came to Athens, studied with Crates but also with
Xenocrates, the second successor to Plato in the Academy, and then his successor Polemo for
ten years. Simplicius (/n Arist. DC 12.23) tells us that Xenocrates was Plato’s “most authentic
(ywmowotatog)” pupil. So it is hardly surprising that Zeno and his own Stoic successors would
have appropriated a great deal of Platonism. It is not so difficult to surmise that they wanted
the absolutism of Plato’s ethics without the metaphysical baggage that accompanied it. In this,
they began a long tradition in Western philosophy that continues to this day.

94. See Putnam (2004, 85), who maintains that ontology (i.e., metaphysics) “has become a
stinking corpse, although in Plato and Aristotle it represented the vehicle for conveying many
genuine philosophical insights.” Putnam’s “ethics without ontology,” along with his “concep-
tual pluralism,” is one version of prudentialism.



CHAPTER ¢

Proclus and Trouble in Paradise

Proclus (412-485), living some two hundred years after Plotinus, extend-
ed the systematization of Platonism beyond anything for which we have
evidence. And it is Proclus, in part through Pseudo-Dionysius, and in part
through the Liber de Causis, who served as the gateway to Platonism for the
next millennium."' Proclus was at once full of admiration for Plotinus as an
exegete of Plato and also frequently critical of him. Here, I want to focus
on what I take to be a few of Proclus’s major contributions to the system-
atic project. Finally, I want to briefly introduce the analytic prowess Proclus
shows in discovering a deep problem in the systematic construction of Pla-
tonism. This is a problem that Proclus’s student, Damascius, exploits in a
remarkable way.

9.1. The Dynamics of the Platonic System

As we saw in both Plato and Plotinus, the fundamental systematic law of
Platonism is expressed as “remaining (povt),” “procession (mpdodoc),”
and “reversion (émotpoen).”® The procession, as Proclus says, is from the
first principle as One and fo the first principle as Good.? In his Elements

1. See Beierwaltes 1985; Bos and Meijer 1992; Gersh 2014; Adamson and Karfik 2017; and
Butorac and Layne 2017 for introductions to the astonishing range of influence that Proclus
had on later philosophy.

2. See Plotinus, Enn. 5.2 [11], 1.7-21; and Rep. 505D5-9, 508B6-7.

3. See Proclus, ET Prop. 113; PT 2.6, 40.9-17; In Tim. 1.285.29-286.4; and In Parm.
6.1097.101f.; 58 Klibansky. The section of the In Parm. discovered and edited by Raymond
Klibansky is included in translation at the end of Morrow and Dillon 1987.
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of Theology, Proclus connects the procession with the distinction between
cause (aitia) and condition in Phaedo and cause and accessory to the cause
(ovvaitiov) in Timaeus.

Every cause which is said to be a cause in the principal sense transcends its
effects. For if such a cause were in its effect, either it would belong to the lat-
ter, or else it would be in need of it to exist, in which case it would be inferior
to that which is caused. That which is in the effect is more an accessory cause
than a real cause, being either a part of that which comes to be or an instru-
ment of the producer. This is so because the part in that which becomes is less
perfect than the whole and the instrument serves the producer with respect
to the generation, though it is unable by itself to set the limits of production.
Therefore, every cause in the principal sense, is really more perfect than that
which proceeds from it and itself provides the limit of its production, tran-
scending the instruments, the elements, and everything which is called an
accessory to the cause.*

Here, the system dynamics is set within the hierarchical explanatory frame-
work. Since every effect as effect is inferior to its cause, and since every
cause is also an effect insofar as it is composite, the ultimate cause must be
ultimately perfect. Thus, the Forms as paradigms are more perfect than
their likenesses, whose intelligibility they serve to explain. But the Forms
themselves, being composites, must participate somehow in the One, the
ultimate explanation for everything.’

What makes an effect related to a cause is its being the same as it, though
at the same time inferior, as we have just seen.® All reversion depends upon
this sameness. For everything desires its own good, and that good is found

4. See Proclus, Elements of Theology (ET), Prop. 75, 70.28-72.4: TIav 10 Kuping aitiov Aeyopevov
€€NpnTat Tod AmOTEAEGUATOC. &V aVT® YOp GV, f| CUUTANPOTIKOV adTOD VIAPYOV T SEOUEVOV TG
avtod Tpog To Elvar, dteréotepoy v e TodTy 0D aitiatod. 10 38 &v 1 AmoteEAEcHATL OV GUVAITIOV
€ott pdAhov §ij aitov, §| pépog dv tod yvopévov 1j dpyavov tod moodvtog: O 1€ Yap HEPOG EV TQ
ywouéve éotiv, dteléotepov vmapyxov tod Slov, kol o dpyavov T@® molodvtl TPOg THY YEVESV
Sovlevetl, Ta LETPaL TG TOMGEMG APopilew £ovT@d pny Suvapevov. dmav dpo o Kuping aitiov, &l ye Kol
TEAEOTEPOV £0TL TOD Gn’ AOTOD KOl TO HETPOV OTO Ti| YEVEGEL TAPEXETAL, KOl TV Opydvev E€npntat
Kal TV oTolyeinv Kal Taviev Anhdg Tdv Kalovpéveov cuvartiov. See the stimulating analysis of
Lloyd 1990, chaps. 4-5.

5. See In Parm. 7.64.1-24 Klibansky, where Proclus argues against those of his predecessors
who claim that the One of H1 is nothing or that “One” is an empty name.

6. See ET Prop. 29, 34.3—4: Ildco mpdodog 81 opotdTnTog dmotedeiton TV SevTéPOV TPOG T
npdta (All procession is accomplished through sameness of the secondaries [the effects] to
the primaries [the causes]). The sense of “sameness” should be understood according to the
following consideration. What makes something an effect of a cause is that the cause is able to
produce just that effect. To be the same as a cause is to be a product of the kind of thing that
that cause is. It is an analytic truth that a cause cannot produce something that is not the same
as it in some respect or at some level of generality. The inferiority of an effect to its cause just
follows from the necessary dependence of the effect on the cause. No cause other than the
first cause is not inferior to some other cause, that is, it is the effect of some cause.
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in the paradigm of the thing’s nature.” Thus, all things revert to the Good
insofar as they are able or according to kind.® Either they revert merely by
existing, or by existing and by living, or by existing, by living, and by cogni-
tion.? The limitless fecundity of the first principle of all thus guarantees the
maintenance of the system. Since everything depends on the first, along
with the instrumentality of Intellect and Soul, for being what each thing
is, and since all desire the Good according to kind, the perpetuity of the
system is assured.

Procession and reversion are found both in the eternal world and in the
temporal world, although the former seems somewhat obscure.' If Intel-
lect proceeds from the One and reverts to it, how are these supposed to be
distinguished? One part of an answer to this problem is to cast procession
and reversion into causal dependence and final causality. That is, B pro-
ceeds from A if B is eternally dependent on A. B reverts to A if A is B’s good,
which it must be since B is the same as A, only inferior to it.

Additionally, understanding procession as a causal relationship requires
showing that the idea of stable intellectual motion or activity makes sense.'!
Assuming it does, this activity is born out of desire for the Good. At the
same time, we know that whatever desires the Good does so because it is
produced by the Good as One. The “spiritual circuit” as it is sometimes
called, is what an active universe looks like when it is viewed from the top
down rather than from the bottom up.'? Presumably, the way for a Natural-
ist to stop this line of thinking in its tracks, so to speak, is to deny that eve-
ryone and everything desire the one real Good. It seems pointless to deny
that all desire and all action based on desire is aimed at a good of some
sort. The claim discussed in chapter 6 that desire for the Good should be
understood to be desire for integrated unity according to kind deflects the

7. See ET Prop. 32, 36.3—4: Ildca £€motpogt) 51 OpOLOTNTOG ATOTELETTAL TRV £MTL GTPEPOUEVMV
npog 0 Emotpépetan (All reversion is accomplished through sameness of the things reverting to
that to which they revert). As Dodds ([1933] 1963, 219) notes, Proclus no doubt has in mind
Tht. 176B where the flight to the divine is accomplished through sameness. We should add,
though, that the sameness is an achievement requiring “virtue and wisdom.” The endowment
is the capacity for this achievement, an endowment explained by a cause.

8. See PT'1.22,101.27-102.1. Proclus says that things revert to the Good “some more and
some less (t0 pév pdAlov, 1o 8¢ firtov).” I take this to indicate desire for the Good is according
to kind.

9. See ET Prop. 39, 40.27-28: I1av 10 0v 1j 00c10ddg £motpépel povov, i Lotikdg, i kol
yvootik@®g (All being reverts either in virtue of being an existent or vitally or cognitionally).

10. See Lloyd (1990, 126-135), who raises the obvious question of how to distinguish re-
version from remaining in the intelligible world.

11. See In Parm.7.1152.33ff., 1153.3-6; and PT'1.14, 66.8-11. At PT 3.6, 26.13-27, Proclus
gives a particularly clear exposition of the reason for the claim at Soph. 248E6—249A5. Intel-
lect is inseparable from Being. The presence of Intellect entails the presence of motion (and
stability) and life (but not Soul, which is inferior to Intellect the paradigm of life). See esp.
Gersh 1973, 16-24, 115-117.

12. See ET Prop. 33, 36.1-6 on the “cyclical activity (xoxhikny évépyetav).”
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charge that goods vary. Of course they do, since there are different kinds
of things. What the spiritual circuit is taken by Platonists to reveal is that
the variety of kinds are not adventitious or accidental and that their expla-
nation as per the argument in Phaedo is found only in 1t ikavdv, the cause
of the being of the variety of kinds.”” That a human being desires the real
Good, that is, what is good for a human being, does not seem like a fantas-
tic notion. But why? Why not desire to be a member of a different kind?
Why not spiritual linearity rather than spiritual circularity? As Plotinus
reasons, to achieve one’s own good requires attaining knowledge of one’s
identity. And this is only possible if one knows where one comes from."
“Where one comes from,” of course, is to be understood not as a time or
place or family, but the paradigmatic cause we instantiate. To understand
one’s lineage in this sense is inevitably to distance oneself from the desires
for anything inferior to oneself. Proclus even more explicitly than Plotinus
provides the metaphysical foundation that explains the ascent to the Good
in Symposium and elsewhere. I think that these Platonists would rest their
case on the superiority of their account of the love of the beautiful and
the Good to any other, especially the polar opposite of that account that is
found in Naturalism.

9.2. A Crack in the System?

Let us begin with a crucial distinction made explicitly by Proclus in his FEle-
ments of Theology, though probably originally made by Iamblichus. “All that
is unparticipated produces from itself the things that participate in it, and
all the existents that are participated in are connected in the upward direc-
tion to existents not participated.”® One of the principal problems that the
first part of Parmenides leaves to be solved by the exercise of the second part
is how the Forms can be participated in without them thereby becoming
divided. If, on the one hand, the Form is divided, how can it be a one-over-
many? If, on the other hand, the Forms are not to be divided, then how
can they be participated? The beginning of a solution comes, as we have
seen, in Sophist, where Plato distinguishes between any one of the péyota

13. See In Parm. 2.726.2-3, “sameness is a sort of oneness (1] OpoOTNG EvoTNg T1G €oTi).”
The overall explanation for reversion is the remaining of that in which everything is one. The
sameness of that which processes to that which remains, however, is not reciprocal; it is deriva-
tive. See 4.921.5-922.1; Plotinus, Enn. 1.2 [19], 2.7.

14. See Enn. 5.1 [10], 1.

15. See ET Prop. 23, 26.22-24: I1av 10 auébektov vpicmoy G¢’ £0vtod Ta petexopeva, Kol
ndoat ai peteydpevol Vrootdoelg gig duedéktoug dmapielg dvateivovtor. Cf. In Parm. 1.707.8-18,
and 6.1069.23ff. See In Tim. 2.240.4-10, 313.15-22, for the attribution of this distinction to
Iamblichus. See Dodds ([1933] 1963, 210-211), who notes that this distinction is implicit in
Plotinus (see, e.g., 6.2 [43], 12.12-14), though it is only fully thematized by Proclus. The terms
vroctactg and vrdpéig seem to be used by Proclus synonymously. See Chlup 2012, 99-111, on
the uses Proclus makes of this distinction.
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vévn and the nature it has. Thus, for example, Identity is self-identical be-
cause it participates in its own nature; Difference can participate in the
same nature without thereby being identified with Identity.'® Proclus, citing
Iamblichus as a source, applies the threefold distinction between unpar-
ticipated, participated, and participant throughout the intelligible world.
This distinction is also in line with the distinction implicitly made by Plato
between Form and nature, which is repackaged by Aristotle as the distinc-
tion between substance or individual and universal.

To distinguish the nature of a Form from the Form itself is to invite the
question of whether the nature has its own unity or oneness apart from the
oneness that belongs to the composite Form plus nature. For example, if
we must distinguish the Form of Circularity from the nature of circularity,
the latter being that which is participated in when something is identified
as a circle, does this nature have being distinct from the being of the Form?
In that case, it would seem to have its own unity.'” If, though, the nature has
its own unity because it has its own being and these are distinct, then an
infinite regress obviously threatens to arise.

The distinction is a powerful conceptual tool for articulating the onto-
logical hierarchy and it is an essential corollary to the principle that every-
thing has the nature it has by participation.'® But were this distinction to
be applied to the absolutely simple One, then we would have to distinguish
within it the participated element and the unparticipated element.!® This,
however, is impossible for that which is absolutely simple; not even a con-
ceptual distinction can be made in reference to it, for which reason it is
truly ineffable.?’ But if this One cannot be participated in, what explana-
tory role is it supposed to fulfill? Evidently, there is some One which can be
participated in and which does fulfill some explanatory role, although it is
not yet clear exactly what this is. But it is precisely because this putatively
participatable One cannot be absolutely simple that a superordinate abso-
lutely simple One is needed. The new problem forced on Iamblichus and
all his successors is that the necessity of there being an absolutely simple
first principle of all along with the above corollary forces us to ask why
there must be such a principle at all. Either participation does not require
complexity in that which is participated in or else the One cannot be par-
ticipated in, in which case it is a wheel turning nothing. It is actually worse

16. Plato uses the language of participation (10 petéyewv) for the combination or blending
of the Kinds, but we need not suppose that this sort of participation is to be characterized in
the same way as the participation of the sensible world in the intelligible world.

17. See PT3.3,13.13-16.

18. See ET Prop. 3, 4.1, where the theorem is that “all that becomes one does so by partici-
pation in unity (ITav 10 yvopevov £v uebéget tod £vog yivetar €v).” “One,” here, is the generalized
predicate standing for any one nature that a thing participates in.

19. See In Parm. 7.68.2—4 Klibansky.

20. See In Parm. 6.1041.24-26; and 7.1145.26-1146.21, 1149.24-1150.27.
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than that. The putative ultimate principle seems no longer to be a goal
in any sense, since if it is, we would have to be able to make sense of the
idea of being closer or father away from it. But if this is possible, then it
would seem to be possible to say what it is; for example, that it is the Idea
of the Good. But Iamblichus and Proclus are right to insist that the One of
the first hypothesis of Parmenides is beyond all determination whatsoever.
This denial of determination would presumably include its being virtually
all things, as Plotinus maintained.

It will be recalled from the previous chapter that Plotinus identified the
first principle of all with évépyeia, but that he denied that this principle is
really related to anything.?' All things are really related to it, primarily in
the relation of existential dependence. In addition, all things participate
in the One.” Plotinus does not address the glaring problem: How can that
which is absolutely simple be participated in?

Proclus actually begins the Elements of Theology with the sentence: “Every
plurality participates in that which is one in some way.”* It is the small word
nfi (“in some way”) that conceals the problem. Proclus specifically denies
that the One is évépyeia.?* Nevertheless, he insists that the One is the cause
of everything, that which preserves (c(ec6at) all things in existence.” How
can it do this without being participated in? How does participating “in
some way” solve the problem?

Proclus reasons that, given the absolute simplicity of the first principle
of all, the One, it is not possible to derive the multiplicity of intelligibles
directly. Therefore, there needs to be posited Henads, paticipatable Ones,
one each for every intelligible.? The first principle, generally unparticipat-
able, is participatable “in some way” by participation in the Henads.?” That
is, while each Form is a one, its own unity is participated, and that unity
cannot be the first principle. Hence, there must be an intermediary more
unified than each Form but less unified that the One itself.*

21. See Enn. 6.8 [39], 17.25-27. Cf. 8.22, 11.32; 1.7 [54], 1.16-17; 6.7 [38], 23.18.

22. See, e.g., Enn. 1.7 [54], 2.4; 5.3 [49], 17.8-9; 6.2 [43], 17.18-19.

29. See ET Prop. 1, 2.1: TIav mAiifog petéyswv mn 10d €vog. Cf. PT 2.4, 34.24-35.9; Plotinus,
Enn. 6.9 [9], 1.1.

24. See In Parm. 7.1172.18-19, mpo évepyeiog €oti mhong 10 &v. Also 6.1106.5-6, where
Proclus rejects the view of those who place &vépyew prior to ovsio. Cf. PT 2.7, 50.14: uite
évepyodvrog; 3.1, 6.1: kai nhong Evepyeiog kexwpiopévny [the primary cause, that is, the One].

25. See In Parm. 7.1150.13-17; ET Prop. 57, 56.14-16; PT' 2.1, 3.6-8, mpwtictv aitiav.

26. See In Tim. 4.12.22-30. Cf. In Parm.1.702.29-34, 5.1032.20-24, 6.1043.9-29; and PT
3.3,13.6-14.3.

27. See PT3.4,14.11-15.15.

28. See Saffrey 2003, lii-Ix; Chlup 2012, chap. 3; and Butler 2014, 1-93. There is undoubt-
edly a tension in the works of Proclus in regard to how the Henads and the principles of Limit
and Unlimited are to be ordered. See D’Ancona 1992a. See PT 3.6, 28.18-19; 12, 45.13-46.22;
14, 51.6-7; and 24, 86.7-9, passages which perhaps contain the solution: there is a hierarchy
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The Henads are derived from or produced by the One not by any means
that implies that these Henads participate in the One.?* Since procession
from the One implies absence of identity, but since there can be no partici-
pation in the One as a result of procession, the Henads are said to proceed
by way of unity.*® Whereas Plotinus argued that the uniqueness of the abso-
lutely simple entails that whatever proceeds from the One is different from
it, Proclus attempts to infer a sense of “otherness” that is not “difference.”
If the Henads, as superessential Ones, are not different from each other
by essence, their difference from each other may be contrasted with their
otherness in relation to the One. If this is the case, then each Henad can
provide the unity that participating in an intelligible nature requires with-
out thereby implicating the One itself.

Proclus explicitly justifies this move as necessary to explain his poly-
theism.* Indeed, it is clear that his polytheism is the driving force in the
system. For, as he says in the Parmenides Commentary, “each of the gods is
nothing other than the One as participated.”™® Leaving aside Proclus’s reli-
gious motivation, the problem remains the same whether there are multi-
ple gods or one god, identified or not identified unqualifiedly with the first
principle of all. Insofar as this god must be absolutely simple, it cannot it
seems be participated in; but if it cannot be participated in, its causal role
seems to be exiguous.

Proclus adds another reason for the positing of Henads either in addi-
tion to or instead of the absolutely simple One. Since the One is the Good
and the Good is self-diffusive, it cannot proceed by way of a weakening or
diminution of itself.* But any plurality would represent such a diminution.
By contrast, Plotinus insists on the logical point that any procession from
the One will be inferior to it but this does not indicate a diminution of the
Good itself.

The dispute between Plotinus and Proclus (including those before and
after Proclus who noticed the problem about participation) goes to the
heart of Platonism. We recall that the motivation for the search for an ab-
solutely simple first principle of all was explanatory adequacy. Only that
which was autoexplicable could, finally, explain everything else, that is,
everything that is heteroexplicable. Autoexplicability, as Plotinus argued,

of Henads, at the apex of which are the Henads identified with the principles of Limit and
Unlimited. See Van Riel 2017, 89-94.

29. See In Parm.7.1190.4-1191.7. Here, the Henads are said to be @Ala (“other”) than the
One but not &tepa (“different from”) it. Cf. In Tim. 1.363.26-364.11. Even the Demiurge does
not participate in the One.

30. In Parm. 2.745.14-747.14. Cf. PT 3.3, 12.10-14.

31. See ET Prop. 113. See Beierwaltes 1973, 128.

32. See In Parm. 6.1069.5-6: kol o0dev dALo £oTiv EkacTog TOV DedV 1 TO peteyopevov &v. See
Butler 2014, 36-38.

33. See PT2.7,50.12-51.19.
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requires, ultimately, absolute simplicity. The explanation was to be for the
existence of any composite, anything of which we can say that it is distinct
from what it is. The causal dependence of everything on the One is, there-
fore, another name for its participation in whatever it is that it gets from
the One. But what it gets from the One cannot be distinct from the One
itself, as would be the case in any other type of participation. In the face
of this problem, Proclus posits the Henads, reintroducing at the highest
level of metaphysics, the level of superessentiality, plurality of some sort.
Even if, as Proclus insists, the Henads are “unified,” they are still multiple
in some sense and “other” than the One. It is not difficult to see here the
metaphysical architecture of polytheism; it is much more difficult to see
how this solves the problem.* If the problem remains unsolved, the Pla-
tonic system is threatened at its core and to the extent that a superordinate
and absolutely simple first principle of all supports and is supported by the
rejection of Naturalism, the prospects for establishing the subject matter
of philosophy become dimmer. This is so because the intelligible world is
introduced and serves exclusively as instruments of the first principle in the
line of explanation. The Forms of Beauty or Virtue or Triangularity do not,
on their own, explain anything that is not already explained by some type
of conceptualism.

9.3. Damascius

Damascius (ca. 462—-after 538), perhaps a student of members of Proclus’s
school, particularly Marinus and Isidore, has the sad distinction of being
the last head of Plato’s Academy, for it was he who was animating the study
of Platonism in 529 when Justinian’s decree came down closing its opera-
tion. Damascius is not just the last head of the Academy but the last of the
post-Plotinian Platonists to make an original contribution to the systematic
expression of Platonism. That contribution is available to us owing to the
preservation of two major works, Amopiat xai Avceig nepi v Ipatov Apydv
(known generally as De principiis) and a Commentary on Plato’s Parmenides.”
The latter work is the only ancient commentary on that dialogue that
provides an interpretation of the entire second part.*® In many respects,

34. See Abbate 2008, chap. 1, esp. 14-15, and 185-204, on Proclus’s “teologia dell’unita”
whereby Platonic metaphysics is deployed to articulate Greek polytheism and to provide the
basis for a form of mysticism.

35. These two works are found together in the oldest manuscript, with the last part of the
first work and the first part of the second apparently missing. The missing part of the second
work seems to be the commentary on H1 since what we have begins with H2. On the structure
of both works, see Westerink and Combeés 2002a, 1:lvi-Ixxii. There are also extant commentar-
ies on Phaedo and Philebus.

36. Damascius refers repeatedly to Proclus’s views on all the hypotheses, thereby evidently
proving that his commentary did not end with HI.
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Damascius follows Proclus, especially in his correlation of the properties
deduced for One-Being in H2 with the Olympian deities. But Damascius is
independent minded enough to reject Proclus on numerous points, and
occasionally to recur to Iamblichus for support.*” The De principiis probably
supplies the substance of the material missing from the manuscript of the
Parmenides commentary.*®

In the remarkable beginning of that work, Damascius questions the very
idea of the intelligibility of a first principle of all, as this was found by his
teachers in Parmenides H1 and as Damascius could see for himself in Plato’s
Republic and in Aristotle’s testimony. He reasons as follows. If there is a first
principle of all, it is either completely disconnected from the totality of
things that make up the universe or it is included within this totality. But
both alternatives are impossible.* For if the first principle is disconnected,
then the universe is not really the totality of things. On the other hand, if
the first principle is a part of the totality of things, it is not a first principle.
For either it is something, in which case it is one of the things in need of a
first principle, or else it is nothing. Therefore, the totality of things has no
first principle. But this is impossible.*” Why is Damascius so certain that this
is so? Why can we not say that the world is just the totality of whatever there
is? Damascius’s answer to this question is that, for him, as indeed for all his
predecessors, the concept of a principle (épyn) is analytically inseparable
from the concept of an explanation (aitia). To say that the totality of things
has no principle is to be committed to saying that the totality of things has
no explanation—it just is. But as Damascius points out, this is as much as
to say that the totality is its own principle or explanation. As will be appar-
ent later on, though, this is a highly destructive position to assume. For
unless there is a real distinction between that which is explicable and that
which is not, then there is no such thing as an explanation. But if there is
such a distinction, where does it fall? Damascius’s answer is not essentially
different from Plotinus’s. Explanations answer existential questions; the na-
tures of the things that exist can be analyzed into their components and in
their relations, both external and internal, but only the existence of things
with these properties requires explanation. Explanations of existence are
of two sorts: ultimate and instrumental. For example, the Demiurge or the

37. As emphasized by Simplicius, In Phys. 795, 15-17.

38. See Cursgen 2007, 317-458, for a good survey of the doctrines contained in De prin-
cipiis and in the Commentary. Also see Westerink and Combes 2002b, 1:ix—Ixxi; 2002a, 1:lix.

39. Damascius is perhaps implicitly criticizing Plotinus, 5.4 [7], 2.38-40, where Plotinus
reasons that since the products of the One comprise all things, the One must be “beyond all
things (énékewva @V Taviwv).”

40. De princ. 1.1.4-2.20. Damascius makes the additional point (2.4-6), that however “we
conceive of (évvooduev)” this principle, to conceive of a principle of all things is to include it
within the concept “all things.” For example, a toMg includes not only all those who are ruled,
but the ruler as well.
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contents of its intellect is the instrumental explanation for the existence of
instances of its paradigmatic nature, but it is only a cause as an instrument
of an ultimate explanation. What the ultimate explanation explains is the
existence of anything with a nature, that is, anything that has even the mini-
mal compositeness of “one such-and-such.” The ultimate explanans must,
then, be uniquely simple.*

We are left with a profound aporia. There must be an ultimate explana-
tion for everything, but such an explanation can neither be disconnected
from everything nor a part of everything. We suppose at this point that the
One of H1, under some description, is to be introduced to resolve the di-
lemma. But it is clear as we proceed that the dilemma is posed precisely to
forestall such a resolution. For even the denial of all predicates to the One
is to compromise its absolute simplicity by assuming that it is the subject
of these denials. Damascius says, “Our soul, therefore, divines that there is
a principle of all things, however it is to be conceived, unconnected to all
things. Therefore, it should not be called a principle or a cause nor first
nor prior to everything, nor beyond everything; it should scarcely be pro-
claimed at all; it should entirely not be proclaimed at all, nor conceived,
nor conjectured.”* This divination amounts to an argument for a first prin-
ciple of all that is unintelligible. One would have thought, though, that the
conclusion of an argument at least has some sort of intelligibility relative to
the premises to which it is logically connected.

This line of reasoning, however, is rejected by Damascius. For he wants to
argue that (1) there must be a first principle of all that is not unconnected
to that of which it is a principle, and (2) this conclusion takes us to the limit
of thought but not to the denial of the need for a first principle that is ab-
solutely unconnected to anything. The One referred to in (1), I will try to
show, is in fact Plotinus’s One, not really related to anything but neverthe-
less connected to everything else as principle. That which is “referred to”
in (2)—we will presently see the significance of the scare quotes—is the ab-
solutely first ineffable principle of all. Here is how Damascius presents this
subtle distinction. He argues first that the One of HI, although it can be
referred to by negation and not by affirmation, cannot be cognized, even

41. See De princ. 1.92.18-21: dpxel yop kol 70 poévov &v mpog 10 mavtov aitiov: £l 8¢ kai mévimv
aitiov, ovK Gv €in Tavta- €1 6€ Kol TOAAR T TavTa, TO Ye £V 0UK AV € ToALG- (for it is also sufficient
for the One to be unique for it to be the cause of everything; but if it is the cause of everything,
it would not be everything; moreover, if everything is many, the One would not be many).

42. De princ. 1.4.13-18: Mavtedeton &pa. fipdv 1 yoym 1@V 0nocodv Taviov ETvoovpuévay eivat
apyMV EMEKEWVA TAVTOV AGVUVTAKTOV TTPpOG ThvTa. OVSE dpa pynv, 00dE aitiov Ekeivny kKAnTéov, 008
TPAOTOV, 0VOE Y€ TPO TAVTMV, 0V’ EMEKEVA TAVTMV* GYOAT] YE Gpa TAVTO TNV DUVNTEOV: 008 OA®G
vuvnTéov, 00d’ Evvontéov, o0dE movontéov- I take it that the words 003¢ Vmovontéov indicate a re-
fusal even to postulate this as a first principle, that is, the conclusion of an abductive argument.
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negatively.*® This is because that would introduce predicative complexity
into it. But since this One is relative to that of which itis a principle, namely,
the many, it is not absolutely ineffable.* Since there is a residual complexity
in that which can be referred to (although not cognizable),

things that are purified of contraries and prior to mixtures everywhere exist
unmixed. For either the superior predicates are in the One existentially, in
which case how will their contraries be there at the same time? Or these predi-
cates are there by participation, in which case they will come from elsewhere,
that is, from that which is such as to be first. Therefore, prior to the One there
will be that which is simply and in every way ineffable, nonreferable, uncon-
nected, and inconceivable in any way. It is to this that the ascent of reasoning
itself has hastened by means of the most evident steps, not omitting any inter-
mediaries including the last of all.*®

The word translated as “nonreferable,” 80¢etog, literally means “without po-
sition.” It is used by Aristotle to describe an indivisible unit, as opposed to
a point that is indivisible but does have position.*® The context seems to
require us to understand Damascius to mean that the ineffable One is “non-
positionable” intellectually, that is, not something of which there can be
any predicates at all.*” The One of H1 is merely relatively ineffable because
there can be negative predication of it.

The obvious question to pose to Damascius and to Iamblichus as well,
evidently an inspiration here, is why is either the Ineffable or the One of
H1 not otiose?*® His answer, insofar as we can discern it from the above
argument, takes us again to the heart of Platonic metaphysics. The quest to
establish an absolutely first principle of all meets conflicting and perhaps
irreconcilable exigencies. On the one hand, the first principle must be ab-
solutely simple. On the other, absolute simplicity seems to be impossible for
that which is causally connected to anything. The last point is emphasized

48. Proclus himself, In Parm. 7.76 Klibansky, says that at the end of Parmenides, Plato
“removes all negations” from the One. Apart from the fact that the text of Parmenides does not
quite say this, Proclus’s One of H1 does, it seems, have to answer to Damascius’s objection.
Cf. ET Prop. 123 on the unknowability of the first principle owing to its being unparticipated.

44. De princ. 1.56.1-11.

45. De princ. 1.56.11-19: ta 6¢ kaBapd TdV évavtiov Kai Tpo TdV GUUHLYOV autyT) TpohmapyeL
novtoyod. "H yap kab’ tmapEwv €v 1@ £vi Ta kpeitto- Kol Tdg Eoton EKel Kol T Evavtio Opov; fj katd
pEdes, kol £tépwbev fikel and oD TPOTOL TOVTOV: Kai TPO TOD EVOG dpal TO ATADG Kol TAvVTN
dppntov, GOeToV, AGHVTOKTOV Kol AVETIVONTOV KOTA TAVTO TPOTTOV: £¢° O 61 Kot Eomendey 1) 10D Adyou
S Tdv évapyeotatov abtn avapacts, undev mapodeirovoa T@V pEcoV Ekeivav e Kol tod éoydton
oV mavtov- Cf. 2.22.11-23.6.

46. See Aristotle, Meta. A 6, 1016b25, 30. Westerink and Combeés 2002b translate it as
“non-posable.”

47. Cf. De princ. 1.62.9-11.

48. See Simplicius, In Phys. 795.11-17, for an indication of Damascius’s appreciation of
Iamblichus’s contribution to the debate over first principles.
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by making the reasonable claim that a cause of everything cannot be ar-
bitrarily excluded from a complete inventory of everything. The only way
to exempt it from inclusion in the putative inventory is to insist that if it is
absolutely simple, it cannot even be referred to. Such a nonreferable prin-
ciple cannot, of course, have any real causal role to play in the production
of any many from it.*

Plotinus’s subtle solution to this problem, as we have seen, is to argue
that the first principle of all is §Ovapug T@v Tavtov. As such, it is olov évépyeia
(actuality), but it is also just €vépyeio (activity). Damascius is clear that the
One of H1 is neither dOvopg nor évépyeta.”® These are subordinate princi-
ples. The One is pure “existence” or “subsistence (bnap&ig).”! Then, how
does it exercise its explanatory role? Just as the One for Plotinus is already
what it produces, so too is the One of Damascius.

For if it is allowed to provide a definition, the first is the One-All, while the
second is the All-One. For it is All because of itself, but somehow is neverthe-
less One because of the first, while the first, being One because of itself, is
nevertheless All insofar as it has produced the second. As for the third, it has
oneness from the first, and allness from property of the second, so that it is
pluralized in the latter respect and unified in the former, and it is the first to
become a composite and to accomplish a unification of all, and to project
from itself that which is unified, that which we call “being,” the unification of
which has the property of being one, just as the principle prior to it has the
property of being all, and that which is prior to that has the property of being
unqualifiedly prior. There is, therefore, the first One-All prior to everything,
and the second All-One and the third All-One, the Unified coming from One
and from All.*

The Unified is the One-Being of Parmenides H2. The One-All is the Limit,
as explained by Proclus, and the All-One is Unlimitedness. But what is the

49. See Linguitti 1988; Rappe 2000, 208-213; and Abbate 2010, chap. 8, on the conse-
quences for metaphysical discourse of a first principle that is utterly ineffable in the way that
Damascius insists.

50. See De princ. 1.107.3-8: 10 8¢ &V i kai mavtov aitiov: GAL’ &v mévto motel, koi 0088 motel ye-
000¢ yap &vepyel: 1 yap Evépyeila dlokpivetal Tmg amd Tod Evepyodvtog: obte yap dvvatal. Kol yap
SOvopg EKTEVEld £oTLy, (O Pact, TS ovoiog, TO 68 0VdE ovoia elvar BovAstar: Tpitn Yop G’ adTod 1
ovoio kotd 1O PKToV, 1 Eviaia enui, kai kotd 10 éviaiov- (Although the One is the explanation
for all things, still it makes all things one, and it does not make at all. For it does not act. For
activity is somehow distinct from that which is acting; nor does it have potency, for potency is,
as they say, an extension of being, and it does not wish to be being. This is so because being
is third from it insofar as it is a mixture, that is, unified being, and with respect to its unity).

51. De princ. 2.33.10-12, 71.1, 73.19-20; 3.152.13-16. In the last passage (152.25-153.3),
this primary dnopéig is identified with the One, prior to obsio. The Bmap&ig of that which has
ovoia is distinct from the drop&ig that is simplicity (arddg).

52. De princ. 2.39.11-25: "Eoti yap, €l 0éig apopicachar, 1| pév mpdn &v mavra, 1 8¢ devtépa
TovToL Ev- T Pev Yap, TavTo ovoo 8t EauTiv, ume, d10 TV Tph Ty, &V The EoTty, keivn 8¢, Ev 8
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cause of the mixture of Limit and Unlimitedness? No tertium quid is need-
ed; the second All-One is the 60vapg of the One-All and the Unified is the
évépyewn of it, the actualization of the One-All that makes up the realm of
ovoio.” Limit and Unlimitedness and the Unified are aspects of the princi-
ples of the intelligible world. Damascius has not exactly collapsed the Ones
of H1 and H2 as some suspected Porphyry had done, but he has allowed
himself a purely conceptual complexity in the One of H1, evidently justi-
fied by affirming the absolute transcendence of the Ineftable. For Plotinus,
the initial product of the One, Intellect as Indefinite Dyad, is really distinct
from it; for Damascius, it is only conceptually distinct from it. The same
is true for the Unified. But at some point, of course, real distinctions will
have to enter the picture though it is not at all clear how these are to be
explained.

If the One of H1 is relatively ineffable, this is because what it really is is
all things. Therefore, we either conceive of it as one, in which case we leave
out all the things it is, or we conceive of it as all things, in which case we
leave out its absolute simplicity. “For neither “one” nor “all” corresponds to
[the One]; for these are opposed and partition our thinking. For if we fix
our gaze on the one, we lose the perfect totality of it; if we conceive of all
the things that it is together, we cause the one and simple thing to disap-
pear. The reason for this is that we ourselves are divided and we gaze at the
divided properties.”** Is Damascius suggesting here a reductio ad absurdum
of the highest principles of Neoplatonic metaphysics? If the true first princi-
ple of all is the unqualifiedly Ineffable, then real distinctions, at least at the
level of the Henads, either gainsay the reality of this principle, and its simu-
lacrum, the One of HI, or else they have no explanatory principle above
them. But since Damascius wants to insist on the cogency of explanation,
the only option for him seems to be that the distinctions—for example, the
multitude of Proclean Henads—are only conceptual.”® This sort of reductio

ST odoa, Spme Tavto £oTi, kuBOGOV THY devTépay TpoNyayev, 1| 88 Tpit TO uév Ev Exet amd THg
TPAOTNG, TO O€ TAVTO KaTd TV 1010t Ta TG deLTéPag, Bote mAndvesHon pev katd tavTny, éviCesbon d¢
Kot €keivny, TpmTVv 8¢ cuvbeTov yevéchon kai Evopo mhvtmv drotedecdijvar, Kot To0To G’ E0VTRG
TpoPaAiechar TO fvopévov, d 8 kol v kokoDpev, od kol T &v fivouévoy £oTi Tf] id16tnTt, Gomep Tiig
PO aOTOD APYAG T TAVTA 1) 1010TNG, Kol THg £TL TPoTéPaG TO TPd Thviwv. < Ectv dpa 10 mpdtov v
TOVTO TPO TAVTOV>, Kol TO deVTEPOV TTaVTA EV TA ThVTO, KOl TO TPiTOV TAVTa &V, TO €& £VOG KOl TAVTMV
70 fvopévov. Cf. 2.10.13-23.

53. See De princ. 2.71.1-11.

54. De princ. 2.80.19-81.2: 006 yap 10 £v appodlet, ovde Ta mhvTa dvtiketrar yap kol Tadta Kol
pepiCet nuav v Evvotav. Eav pév yap €ig 10 amlodv anofréympeyv, kai 10 &v andAlvpey 0 moppusyo
€kelvov mavtelés: £av 8¢ mavto Opod Evvonompev, agavifopev 0 v Kot ariodv: aitiov 8¢ Tt fuelg
dmpnuedo kai gig dimpnuévag id10tntag dmoPAémopey.

55. Cf. De princ. 2.73.1-12, where Damascius argues that real distinction requires that the
relata have to have or have to be forms. Thus, matter is not distinct from form whereas form
is distinct from matter. See 1.77.19-20, 116.4-6. So, although that which proceeds from the
Unified is distinct from it, the Unified is not distinct from that which proceeds.
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is only a cousin of negative theology, which accepts fully the negative refer-
ences to the One at the same time as affirming the real distinctness of its
products. If Iamblichus is Damascius’s inspiration here, he has surely gone
beyond anything that Jamblichus would have endorsed.*

Damascius takes a tactically different approach to the problem of partici-
pating in the absolutely simple from that of Proclus, although the strategy is
identical. Whereas Proclus introduces the participatable Henads below the
absolutely simple One, Damascius removes the absolutely simple One from
being the subject even of the negative predications of Parmenides H1. But
such a One is evidently causally inert.

Plotinus posed the question “How does a many come from a one?” on
numerous occasions.” It is a question upon whose answer the possibility of
ultimate philosophical explanation depends. The utter generality of the
question, as we have seen, includes the “manyness” of any existent, any-
thing whose complexity consists minimally in something with a nature of
any kind that exists. The possibility of an adequate answer to this “how”
question depends upon their being an absolutely simple explanans. But
as Plotinus’s successors came to appreciate, there is perhaps an irresolv-
able tension between the absolute simplicity of the one and its explanatory
adequacy for any “many.” Damascius’s stellar contribution is to bring this
tension to the fore. The alternative to Naturalism of any sort, and along
with that the possibility of philosophy, depends upon the resolution of this
tension.

56. Could it be that in Damascius we have an early version of a Kantian argument from
antinomies? In this case, the antinomy—either no first principle or a first principle that can-
not be a principle—leads to a sort of conceptualism about metaphysics analogous to Kantian
a priori principles of knowledge. Combeés (Westerink and Combes 2002b, 1:xxv—xxvi), says
that, for Damascius, “aporie est méthode,” which he identifies with “une méthode spirituelle.
C’est en la pratiquant que Damascius se définit, d’une part, philosophe par la radicalisme
de sa critique, d’autre part, mystique a force de critique.” That is, he follows a method of
ascent through successive stages of intellection and criticism of intellection until that which
is beyond intellection is reached. See Mettry-Tresson 2012, chap. 7, 435—471, with the arrest-
ing title “Naufrage du néoplatonisme?” (“Shipwreck of Neoplatonism?”), which explores the
question of whether Damascius has revealed Platonism as a dead end. Her nuanced argument
tends rather to support Trabattoni (1985, 199-201), who thinks that it is Damascius who
wrests Platonism as metaphysics away from the embrace of Christianity and theurgy. He does
this by showing that all forms of conceptual duality are inadequate in relation to the absolutely
ineffable first principle of all. Also see O’Meara 2013, chap. 13, on the idea of constructive
aporiai in Damascius, attempts to advance in the direction of the truly inexpressible.

57. See Enn. 3.8 [30], 10.14-15; 3.9 [13], 4; 5.1 [10], 6.4-5; 5.2 [11], 1.3—4; and 5.3
[49], 15.



CHAPTER 10

Concluding Reflections

In this book, I have tried to set forth an account of Platonism not as
a systematic philosophy but as systematic philosophy itself. If this is right,
it means that all other self-declared systematic philosophers, for example,
Spinoza, Hegel, or F. H. Bradley, should be seen as constructing versions of
Platonism. I would go further and suggest that insofar as they attempt any
accommodation with Naturalism, they should be seen to be deviant forms
of Platonism. The hallmarks of Platonism are its rejection of the elements
of Naturalism and its derivation of the cosmos and everything in it from a
unique absolutely simple first principle of all. The negative and positive
sides of Platonism are inseparable and mutually supporting. I think it is
a mark of intellectual hygiene to renounce compromises between Plato-
nism and Naturalism. All the compromises on offer in contemporary phi-
losophy known to me have the unmistakable appearance of mauvaise foi.

Platonism insists on the distinctness of its subject matter which is noth-
ing but the subject matter of philosophy. This subject matter is the intelli-
gible world or what is available to thought as opposed to sense-perception.
But since there is much that is available to thought that is also available to
sense-perception, the subject matter of philosophy includes both what is
exclusively available to thought and that which is available to thought but is
otherwise accessible. If Platonism is otherworldly, it is also committed to the
relevance of the otherworldly to this world. The rejection of the elements
of Naturalism and the postulation of an absolutely simple first principle of
all are underdetermining for the solutions to countless problems that have
been traditionally recognized as philosophical. This fact in part accounts
for differences among Platonists in their attempts to solve these problems.
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For example, even among those who reject materialism, one can find con-
siderable differences in their efforts to explain the relation of the immate-
rial to the material. Aristotle’s explicit hylomorphism constitutes a major
contribution to these efforts, but even Aristotle is stymied with regard to
exactly how the intellect that comes from outside is connected to the soul-
body composite.

The term “Neoplatonism,” as I have elsewhere tried to demonstrate, has
had a mainly pejorative connotation since its invention in the middle of
the eighteenth century.! If one insists on giving the term some more or less
neutral descriptive content, I would suggest that it be used to refer to the
versions of Platonism born out of criticisms of Plotinus by his successors, in
particular criticisms both implicit and explicit of his account of first prin-
ciples. These criticisms for the most part focus on the problem of an abso-
lutely simple first principle of all that is causally efficacious. Plato’s answer
is to appeal to the metaphor of “flowing” to indicate what the Good does
eternally. If, though, the absolutely simple flows, how does the outcome
of the flow amount to anything other than absolute simplicity? Plotinus’s
logical argument is to the effect that if the first principle is unique as well
as absolutely simple, then the outcome of the flow must be other than ab-
solutely simple; it must be at least minimally complex. And then continued
flow means increasing complexity until maximal complexity, as it were, is
achieved. But at the outer limit of complexity—the spatially extended and
indefinitely divisible—is lack of unity altogether. The first principle of all
flows out to maximal complexity and thereby produces matter, a sort of as-
ymptote of maximal complexity/minimal unity. Among the so-called Neo-
platonists, an increasingly more refined account of this flow was sought.
But it was recognizably Plotinus’s account, and it was rooted both in the
dialogues of Plato and in the oral tradition operating between Plato and
Plotinus.

This account experienced two waves of attack. The first was from Chris-
tian philosophers who wanted to identify the first principle of all with the
God of scripture.? Their Platonic warrant was, not surprisingly, the creative
role of the Demiurge in Timaeus.* Even if the Demiurge was not exactly

1. See Gerson 2013a, 32-33.

2. See Q. Smith 2001 on the unhelpful assimilation of ancient anti-Naturalism to “theistic
supernaturalism” in contemporary philosophy.

3. See Rist (1989, 196-205), who cites a number of texts that, according to him, suggest
that Plato eventually became inclined to identify the first principle of all with a divine mind.
As we have seen, Tim. 48C2—6 and 53D4-7 suggest that the first principle of all is not a2 mind,
at least not in the sense in which the Demiurge is. A fragment of Xenocrates, Plato’s faithful
disciple, is perhaps more promising. Xenocrates apparently held that intellect is a “monad.”
See fr. 15 Heinze. Rist supposes, wrongly I think, that this monad is the One or the Good. More
likely, this monad is the Demiurge, which Xenocrates calls “Zeus” and “father.” If, though,
Xenocrates is referring to the One or Good, he seems to have also rejected the idea of its
absolute simplicity.
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comparable to the personal God of scripture, he was considerably closer to
that God than was the austere and impersonal Idea of the Good of Plato
or the One of Plotinus. It is instructive to see philosophers like Iamblichus
and, later, Proclus striving to make Platonism into a pagan religion com-
plete with its own scripture and its own sacramental practices. Among the
costs of what I can only call a compromise was the occlusion of eternity and
protrusion of everlastingness for the intelligible world. A God who answers
prayers cannot easily be said to be eternal. But then a fair response to this
complaint would be that a God who is eternal cannot easily be said to be
alive. This attack morphed into orthodoxy once pagan philosophy was sup-
pressed in the sixth century. The orthodoxy remains to this day, though
its internal divisions mirror those among the pre-Christian Platonists. The
upshot of this historical development is that Naturalists tend to assume that
the Platonic alternative to Naturalism is a religion, not a philosophical po-
sition that in its heyday was entirely innocent of organized or institutional
religious pretensions, even in its insistence that “theology” named a subject
that was more or less extensionally equivalent to philosophy.*

The second wave is related to the first. Roughly in the middle of the sev-
enteenth century, Platonism was so thoroughly mixed up with Christianity
that it could not meet the Naturalism of the new physics on philosophi-
cal grounds. There is a nice dialectical partnership between, for example,
Francis Bacon and John Locke, with the first isolating Platonism with his
pronouncement of fideism while the second, inadvertently abandoning the
Platonic subject matter of philosophy by an implicit acceptance of this fid-
eism, turning philosophy into the handmaiden of Naturalism. Insofar as
Platonists rely on privileged revelations and renounce public reason, it is
difficult if not impossible to articulate anti-Naturalistic arguments that are
not either question-begging or that do not end in conclusions unacceptable
to the religiously ungifted.” The result of this parsing of the anti-Naturalist
opposition was that the subject matter of philosophy (as opposed to reli-
gion) was lost. Accordingly, Platonists cut themselves off from the resources
for providing positive alternatives to their opponents.

The very idea of empirical knowledge is a stellar example of philosophi-
cal subordination to natural science since the objects of this knowledge are
just the objects with which science is concerned. What else could knowl-
edge be knowledge of if the subject matter of philosophy is handed over to
religion? The culmination of the concession by Platonists to the supreme
cognitive status of empirical knowledge is that epistemology becomes

4. Beginning perhaps in the late third century, Platonists began to mirror the institutional
and liturgical practices of Christianity. As I have been arguing throughout this book, these are
not essential to Platonism.

5. Raymond Sebond, about whom Montaigne wrote so warmly, thought that all the truths
of Christianity—save for a few minor details—could be demonstrated strictly by rational argu-
ment without any appeal to faith.
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a branch of ethology.® Naturalized epistemology is the polar opposite of
Platonic epistemology understood as the ne plus ultra of cognition, that is,
cognition of 10 mavteAdg 8v. The burden of this book has not been primarily
a defense of the latter, but a defense of the claim that the former is the only
consistent alternative to the latter. If one maintains that cognition is neces-
sarily representational, then it is difficult also to maintain that neuroscience
and clinical psychology are not the primary tools for the examination of
these representations. The dilemma posed for the antirepresentationalist
is stark: either one has to make do with the examination of the representa-
tions, in which case it is within natural science that this suitably occurs, or
one has to claim that it is what the representations are representations of
that should be in focus. But to insist on the latter alternative is to face the
inevitable aporia that the putative objects of representation are only acces-
sible via representations. The Platonist’s only escape from this dilemma is
to deny that knowledge is or is primarily representational. This claim, as we
have seen, must be embedded within a larger, antimaterialistic metaphysi-
cal framework.

If Richard Rorty and I are right in maintaining that Platonism is philoso-
phy, and if I am also right that Christianity has coopted Platonism to a large
extent, then it is hardly surprising that much of what passes for philosophy
today is actually work on the theoretical foundations of the natural sciences,
in particular the natural sciences that have human beings as their subject
matter. From this perspective, it is also hardly surprising to find exiguous
the output of work on moral normativity that is not rooted in biology and
psychology. Perhaps the simplest way to put the Platonic point here is that
ethics without metaphysics may aim for but can never attain universality. Be-
reft of metaphysics, ethics is bound to be as parochial as those who pursue
it. And the only metaphysics that will do, of course, has as its subject matter
the intelligible world at the apex of which is the Idea of the Good.

Because Plotinus believed that the sensible world was an image of the
intelligible world, he was content to have his auditors focus on any aspect of
the former. He was confident that any attempt to explain or account for any
phenomenon in the sensible world could not have a satisfactory conclusion
elsewhere than in the intelligible world. Ultimately, the first principle of all
had to be brought into the explanatory framework. I think it is right for the
Platonist to insist on two worlds so long as it is understood that one is sub-
ordinate to the other, both in the sense of existentially dependent and in
the sense of being explanatorily posterior. If one insists either that there is
just one world—the sensible world—or that even if there are two, they are,
so to speak, on a par and independent of each other, then solutions to the
array of problems that have always faced philosophers are going to appear
arbitrary or deeply unsatisfactory. In this regard, I share the amazement

6. See, e.g., Kornblith 2002; and Bermudez 2006.
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evinced by Galen Strawson at those who, committed to natural science, feel
they must deny the existence of consciousness and attendant mental states.
I disagree with him, though, in holding that the correct approach is not to
turn to the intelligible world but to take a more capacious attitude toward
Naturalism. Anaxagoras provided unsatisfactory accounts of phenomena in
the sensible world not because he embraced an outmoded theory of homoi-
omeres rather than quantum mechanics, molecular biology, and neurosci-
ence, but because he assumed that the satisfactory account must limit itself
to the sensible world.

Finally, I would like to suggest that the present work, to the extent that
its argument is persuasive at all, implicitly provides a sketch of a new peda-
gogical approach to the history of philosophy. Instead of the current ap-
proach, which is that of stringing together an array of loosely connected
vignettes—if it is November, we must be on the Empiricists—we see the his-
tory of philosophy as the development of Platonism (with a few interesting
outliers), followed in the seventeenth century by the beginning of efforts to
find some common ground between Platonism and Naturalism, followed
in the eighteenth century and then ever after, by the growing dominance
of Naturalism, making sporadic and often arbitrary accommodations with
Platonism. If the two poles are well articulated, that is, Platonism and anti-
Platonism or Naturalism and anti-Naturalism, the history of philosophy can
be seen as comprised of uncompromising defenses of each position along
with the much more common attempts of one side to make strategic con-
cessions to the other. At the least, such an approach seems to me to leave
the student with a much clearer and more accurate grasp of the terrain
called “philosophy” than she would otherwise be expected to have, and
also, no doubt, a richer appreciation of what is at stake in this dispute.
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20n.16,
156n.119
20n.16,
156n.119
156n.117
19n.13,
550.64,
60n.83,
157N0.122,
177141,
2311.36
1250.16
1570124

158n.127
75n.126
211n.48
211n.43
211N.48

221N.74
156n.118
206n.28
156n.118

37n.51
200n.7

200n.8,
204n.22
191n.87

200n.7

95148
128n.26

208n.17
203n.17



Rhetoric (Rhet.)

A 10, 1369a2—4

Topics (Top.)

Z 8, 146bg6—
147a11

191n.87

191n.87
ARISTOXENUS

Harmonic Elements

2.30—31 (=Aristotle, On the
Good, p.111 Ross) g8n.2,
150N.120, 2041.97

Damascrus
De principiis(De princ.)
(Westerink/Combes)
1.1.4-2.20 2551.40
1.107.3-8 258n.50
1.116.4-6 259N.55
1.4.13-18 256n.42
1.56.1-11 257N.44
1.56.11-19 2571N.45
1.62.9-11 257N.47
1.77.19-20 259n.55
1.92.18-21 256n.41
2.10.18-33 250N.52
2.22.11-23.6 2570.45
2.93.10-12 258n.51
2.30.11-25 258n.52
2.71.1 258n.51
2.71.1-11 2501.53,
259n.55
2.7%.19—-20 258n.51
2.80.19-81.2 259N.54
3.152.13-16 258n.51

D1oGeNEs LAErTIUS (D.L.)

Lives and Opinions of the
Philosophers

3.58 136n.52
7.149 241N.75
7.92 244n.86
7.94 242n.78
10.132 166n.14
EricTETUS

Discourses (Oldfather)

2.10.1—4 243n.80
7.21-22 243n.80
7.31-35 249n.80
9.1-5 243n.80
11.8 243n.80

IaAMBLICHUS

Fragments (Dillon)
1 136n.52

NUMENIUS

Fragments (Des Places)

24.5—12 22/N.2
PARMENIDES

Fragments (Diels/Kranz)

Bs 8rn.19
B8 85n.19
Praro
(?) 2nd Epistle
312E1—4 226n.7
(?) 6th Epistle
323D4 226n.8
(?) 7th Epistle
341C5—6 121n.9
942D1-2 149n.92
344A8-B2 65n.94
Alcibiades I (Alc.)
1338 1741.84
Apology (Ap.)
28B5—6 183n.56
28B5-9 166n.15,
183n.56
28D6—g 166n.15
28E5-6 45N.22
29B-30D 1750.37
29E1-2 65n.94
30C6-D5 181n.52
31D-g2A 170n.23
3745 1730,31
38A5-6 450.22
40A-C 170n.23
41C8-D2 181n.52
Charmides (Charm.)
173Dg-5 181n.52
174B11-Cg 181n.52
Cratylus (Crat.)
386E1 164n.4
440B4—C1 95N.52
Crito (Cr.)
47C8—48A1 651.94
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48B8—9g 181n.52
48C6-Dp 166n.15,
183n.56
Definitions
(Pseudo-Platonic)
414B10 6gn.109
414C3—4 69gn.109
Epinomis (Epin.)
978B3—4 63n.91,
164n.5
Euthydemus (Euthyd.)
303Cs 125N.15
Euthyphro (Eu.)
11A7 164n.4
Gorgias (Gorg.)
457B-C 1751.37
466A4-467C4  174n.32
479C5-6 150n.128
483B4-C6 168n.17
484Cq-Eg 183n.57
488As3 173n.91
498E10 159n.128
rogE-504A2 172n.29

Hippias Minor (Hip. Mi.)
Laches (La.)

187D-188C 1750.87
Laws (Lg.)

791C-D 173n.91
897D3 97n.58
Meno (Men.)

77C1—2 173n.30
81Cg9-D1 20n.17
82B 100n.91

Parmenides (Parm.)

128A8-B1 129n.29
130B7—g 63n.91,
164n.3
131A-E 541.58
132A1—4 7on.5,
1o3n.77,
140n.68
132B2 160n.134
132B2-C11 81n.10,
110n.93,
1530.107
132D1-2 22n.20
133C4 164n.4
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135B5-C3
135C9-D1
135D6

136Cp
136E1-3
136E5ff
137C4-D3

140A1-3
141E7-8
141E11
142B3
142B5-143A1
142B5—6

142B8-Cz2
142045

143A6-7
143B3
144A6
144E5-6
149C5
150B8
151Dg
152A2-3
155D5-6
156A1-2
156A4-5
158C4
159B-160B
162A6-B2
162C2
164E-165E
165E-166C
Phaedo (Phd.)
61C2-9
64E8-65A2
65A1-3
65A9-C1
65C11-D2
65D4-7

65Dg-10
65D11ff
65D13
65E2
66A1-2
66A6
66D7

INDEX LoCcORUM

71n.113,
128n.25
128n.26,
120n.31
65n.94,
128n.27
65n.94
65n.94
128n.28
120n.32,
137n.55
160n.131
142n.71
142n.71
130n.39
96n.57
130N.34,
131n.37,
158n.125
142n.71
1331.46,
142n.71
142n.71
142n.71
160n.134
232Nn.43
160n.184
160n.134
160n.134
142n.71
1§1N.40
142n.71
142n.71
160n.134
1350.50
142n.71
93143
132n.42
135N.50

66n.101
72n.117
123
72n.118
72n.117
63n.91,
164n.3
77n.2
72n.117
{64n.4
65n.04
66n.101
72n.118

65n.94

66D8—E4
66E1-2

67D7-8
72A3-78Bg
72E3—78Bg

73C4-D1
74A6
74B2-3
74B7-9
74D6

74E4
74E9-75B2
75C10-D2

76D7-9

76E5-7
77A2
78B4-84B4
78D1-3

78D5
7946
79A6-11
79A6-7
79B16-17
79D1-7
8oB1-2
80oB1-7
81A5
81Cp
81E-86C
82D2-3
83A7-Bz2
84A8—9g
87A11-Bg
95E8-g6A1

96A8-10

96B8-12
96C4
97B 3-7

97B8-Cp
97C1-2
97C7

97D1
97E5—98A8
98C1—2
98C2-E1

72n.118
65n.94,
66n.101
66n.101
33n.46
100n.68,
109n.91
111n.94
81n.9
112n.95
511n.48
81n.9
81n.9
172n.27
63n.91,
164n.3
83n.91,
164n.3
95n.52
164n.4
99n.65
gon.3o,
95n.51,
164b.4
8gn.27
6n.7
gon.27
45n.23
112n.98
140n.67
gon.go
140n.67
140n.67
125015
33n.46
1750.56
178n.44
65n.94
1750.36
49n.42,
55m.64
49n.42,
55m.64
112n.95
48n.36
49n.42,
550.64
531-54
226n.9
49n.42,
550.64
541.56
49n.42
48n.37
48n.38

98E2-99A4
99A4-5
99A8-B1

99B3—4

99C5-6

99D1
99E1—4
99E6
100A2—7
100D5
101C2-5
101Dg—7
101E1-3

102D6-8
105B5-C7

106B6
107A8-B1o
107B4—9

Phaedrus (Phdr.)
245CR—246A2
246A-253C
247E1-2
248B-C
248D2-3
249B5-C8
249C
249C4-5
264C

268D
270D2—7
274B6-278Eg

Philebus (Phil.)

14B1-2
1584~7

15B1-2

15B1-8
16C1-17A5

16C7-10
16Cg-D7

16D7
17E6-7

48n.39
49n.42
49n.41
49n.42,
49n.40
49n.42,
123,
1511101,
178n.44
531.54
48n.36
65n.94
50n.45
81Dg
541058
55159
55n.62,
55n.62
81n.9
51n.47,
550n.60
53N.52
55n.63
56n.65

189n.81
33n.46
951n.52
171n.23
66n.101
65n.94
109n.91
66n.101
172n.29
172n.29
139n.63
41n.10

125n.16
63n.91,
164n.3
177n.42,
186n.66
131n.38
148n.89,
157N.124
148n.9o0,
186n.64
96n.53,
184n.60
160n.194
128n.25
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19C 54N.54 476A9-D6 450.23, ro5E1-506A2 170n.23
20D1-10 149n.92, 65n.94, 506D8-Eg 121n.9
16gn.20 68n.106, {O6Eg 121,
25C—27C 157n.124, 66n.98 188n.73
220n.69 476C7-D2 7n.9 507B4-6 63n.91,
25C4-D8 148n.9g0  476D7-478E5 66n.95 164n.3,
25C4-D8 150n.101, 477A2-4 45N.24, 164n.6
186n.63 66n.97, r07Bg-10 77n.2
25A6-Bg 150N.97 gon.2g, 508A9-B7 121
26B10 186n.65 141n.70  508B1g 121
26C6-8 149n.91,  477A7 141n.70  508B6-7 121,
160n.134 477A9-B1 66n.99 188n.73,
28D5—9 148n.88  477Bg-10 108n.88 247n.2
29Cz2 160on.134 477D1-3 126n.18  508C1 6n.7
30CH 186n.65  477E6—7 450.25, 508C10 6on.82
goD1—4 149n.91 108n.88  508Dy4-—7 125N0.15
41Cg 159n.128  478A11-13 67n.104  po8D10-E2 107n.85
58A2 gon.go 478B1-2 66n.100  508E1—4 121,
58Bg-D1 72n.118  478D5-6 471n.32, 122
58Cs 159n.129 66n.99, 500A6 123
59C2-D6 gon.3o, 117n.106, 509A7 121n.3
72n.118 141n.70 509B1-3 19n.13,
64A1-3 170n.21 478E7—480A13  66m.g6 122n.8
65A1-5 60n.80, 479A1-7 68n.105, 509B6 121
149N.94, gon.go 509B8 164n.5
150n.101  479Cy 1250.15  509Bg-10 121,
67A1-8 149n.92  479Dj 141n.70 188n.72,
479D10-E4 66n.98 226n.11
Protagoras (Protag.) 479E6-7 45n.24 509D1-3 6n.7
E7— on.3o 510B6-7 56n.65,
3138 174034 iggAZ 0 2811.?05 122
34508 173031 481B5 450.2 11A4-Ce2 n
35807 173n.31 5 15124 5 47133
484B3—-6 651n.94 511B2-Cz2 111.19,
. 84B4— n.2g, 571.60,
Republic (Rep.) 4945477 ggn.gg g;n.7?,
357B5 165n.11  484Cg 65n.94 1221n.9,
357C6 165n.11  485Cg-Dp 65n.94 162n.187
367C6-Dg 164n.12, 486A10-Bg 450.23 511B5—6 122
18on.50  487A7-8 66n.98 511B5-C2 122
422E—423B 178n.44, 490B5—6 65n.94 511D1-2 471.33
184n.58  498Cg 125 516B10 121
423Bg-10 184n.59  500B8-Cry 72n.118  516C1-2 122,
423Dg-6 184n.59, 504C1—4 129 188n.70
192n.91 r04D2-5 121 517Bg 6n.7
439B-C 117n.107 pogqE2-3 125 517B8-C1 57n.68,
443E1-2 178n.44, 504E8 121n.§ 122
192n.91  RORA1—4 121n.3, 517C1 123
462A2-Bg 184n.58, 18on.50  517C1—2 121
193n.91 505A6—7 121 517C2-3 121
474C1-3 66n.98 sopD11-E1 121 517Cg 121
475E2—4 6on.82, sorD5—506A2 188n.70  517C3—4 129
65n.94 505D5—g 126n.20, 518Cg 123
476A-480B 6n.7 16gn.20, 518D11 1750.97
476A5-8 79n.5, 19on.84, p2gBiff 69gn.108

177143 24471.2 524C6-8 112n.97
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524C13
525A2
526E4-5
527D8-Eg
529D8-Eg
530A5-8
531C9-Dyg
532A1-Dyg
592B1
592C6-7
592E2-3
533A8-9
533B5-C6
533C7
533C7-Dyg
533C8-534A1
533C9
53443
534B3-D1

53707
540A7-B1

540B6-C2
551D5-7
553C5
554E4-6
580E5
581A6
589A7-B1
589C6
597D2
606A7-8
608E6-609A4

610E10-611A2
611E1-612A4
611E2—3
613B1

617E5
619B7-D1

Sophist (Soph.)

216C2-D2
242D6

243D8-E2
244B6-10

244B6-245E5
244B6—7
244C1-2
244C8-E13
245A1-3
245A8—9

INDEX LoCcORUM

77n.2
112n.97
123
112n.97
152n.106
571.68
95151
951n.51
122

123

123

122
471.33
128n.25
122
68n.104
57n.67
1250.17
122,
126n.20,
231n.36
159n.128
123,
186n.63
123
184n.59
192n.89
178n.44
192n.89
192n.89
178n.45
17$N.80
141n.70
1750.86
63n.91,
164n.3
8gn.27
65n.94
gon.27
18gn.80
1911n.88
72n.118,

1750.36

1350.51
1209n.29
136n.59
129n.29,
1371.57
13710.55
137n.54
1371.55
1371n.56
138n.60
13710.55,
138n.59

245B7-C3

246A7-B8
246B1
247A5-7
247A9-10
247D8-E4

248E6-249Az2
248E6-249A5

249D4
250B8-Cy4
251A5-C7

251D5-252A4
254A8-10

254B8-255E6

254D12

255B11-Cy
255C13-14
255D3-E1
255E2-6

263B6-D4
Statesman (Sts.)

262D-E
269D
270A
273B-C
278D8-Ez2
281E1-5
283D8-9g
283E8
300G

Symposium (Symp.)

192C-D
204D-206B

211A1

211B1-2
211D1-3
212A1-2

Theaetetus (Tht.)
152C5-6

153B
156A5

95147,
138n.58
139n.62
139n.65
81n.9
139n.64
139n.63,
236n.53
94n.46
140n.67,
140n.69,
152n.105
1250.15
143n.73
84n.17,
1430.75
143n.74
6n.7,
79n.124,
145n.84
138n.61,
144n.78,
1471.87
95147,
143n.76
144n.79
145n.82
145n.80
138n.61,
145n0.81
83n.14

84n.15
151n.102
151n.102
151n.102
72n.118
47142
131n.39
164n.4
5410.55

172n.26
6on.81,
188n.70
gon.27
gon.27
66n.101
66n.101,
188n.74

100n.68
1740.34
471n.32

166C4
172Cg-177C2
174B4—5
175C2-3
176A5-9
176B1
181B-185C
182A4-E12
184B3-186E10

184E8-185A2
185A4-12
185E1
186A6-Bg

186B2—4
186B6-8
186B11-C10
186C7-Dp
196D-199C
197B-D
201D-E

Timaeus (Tim.)

27D5—28A4

2943
29D7-30C1
29E1-3

30A6—7
30B1
30B4-5
30C2-31A1

31B4-8
32A7-B2

34B-35B
35A1-8

37A2-Bg

37C6-D7y

37D2
37D6

100n.69

71n.114
71n.115

71n.115
72n.116
189gn.80
59173
82n.12
216n.62,
218n.66
101n.70
101n.72
101n.73
48n.36,
63n.91,
164n.3
104n.79
106n.82
102n.75
106n.83
114n.101
114n.102
1430.75

45n.23,
7702,
8gn.27,
gon.z28,
131n.39
1530.111
241n.76
1521.104,
188n.76
59n.76
941n.45
941.45
59177,
93n.40,
1521.105,
153N.110
178n.44
178n.44
226n.10
gon.32,
95151,
99n.64,
147n.85
gon.ge2,
99n.65,
131n.39,
132n.44
8gn.25,
gon.27
gon.27
gon.27,
96n.57
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37E1-38B5 91n.34, 1.2.2.7 250N.18 5.3 243n.84
132n.48  1.4.2.25-28 243n.84  5.3.11.1-18 228n.22
38Az2 8gn.27, 1.4.2.31-8.39 242n.79  5.8.15 26on.57
gon.3o0, 1.7.1.16-17 91n.36, 5.9.15.20—26 252N.49
91n.33, 252n.21  5.3.15.30-32 230n.31
93n.43 1.7.2.4 252n.22  5.3.15.3% 230N.30
38A4-5 gon.g1 1.8.7.12-13 245n.89  5.8.16.2 230N.30
38B6—7 gon.g1 5.9.17.8—9 252n.22
38Cg-5 gon.g1 2-4-5-32734 228n.22 g 000 0g 227n.16
38E—39E 91n.35 2.7 243084 Lo - 09 0y 230n.32,
40B5 gon.27 2.9.1‘8.16 227n.18 231n.33
40D-41D 154115 2:9-6-40 245089 < 4 19405 230n.30
41D4—42A3 1470.86, 2:9-8-22-25 230132, £ 4.1.34-36 188n.76
226n.10 2300-33  54.2.1-12 228n.21
42D5 , 9on.31 o 0.4-16 19in.8; 54215720 244n.84
42E5-6 188n.76, 3.4.3.24 246n.91 04224725 228n.22
) 190n.83 3.8.1 208n.00  54-2:38 230N.30
46C7 49n.42 3.8.10.5-10 1gon.83  54-2:38-39 230n.33
4§D1 49n.42 3.8.10.14-15 260n.57 5.4.12.28-29 230n.30
46E3-5 49n.42 3.0.4 26on.57 559 231n.34
46E7-47C4 54N.55 ) 5-5-12.40-49 1gon.83
47A4-B1 70111 4.1.1.48-53 244n.84  5.6.5.1-8 244n.84
47E3-48B2 49n.42,  4.3.5.6 246n.91  5.8.9.23-24 2321.43
590.75, 4.3.6.13 227n.18  5.8.13.20 184n.58
153N.109, 4.3.12.3—4 246n.91  5.9.7 229n.27
226n.15,  4.3.12.30-32 232n.41  5.9.8.13-15 230N.32,
242n.77 4.5.7.15—17 230Nn.32, 231n.22
48C2-6 591.79, 230n.33

1540112 4.5.7.51-55 2g30n.32, 012017 237055
51Dg-52A4 490.42, 230n.33 6.1.26.12-17 239n.63
77n.2 4.7.3.1-5 244n.84 @.2.12.12—14 2501N.15
52B2 107n.86  4.7.82 249n.83 6.2.15.15-16 232n-43
52B3—5 470.32 4.7.8%7-21 2451.00 6.2.17.18-19 252N.22

52D-53C 97n.61 4.7.10.32-33 246n.91 (?.2.19.{8—21 229n.2
53B4-5 59n.78, 4.7.13.1-3 246n.91 6.2.21.6-11 232n.43
93n.41, 4.8.4.31-35 246n.91 6.2.22.24-29 230n.32,
152n.106, 4.8.6.1-18 188n.76, . 2311.33
1530.100, 19on.83 (?.4.14.16—22 246n.91
154n.112  4.8.8.8 246n.91 6.4.2 231n.34
53D4~-7 159n.70, 6.4.9.36 244n.84
p4n.i12 511 2pon.14  6.5.1.25—26 231n.34
68F4—7 491.42 5.1.3.11-15 190on.83  6.5.9.36—40 232n.43
69C-D 216n.61 5.1.6.4-5 26on.57  6.6.1.1-14 184n.58
69D7 2130.51 5.1.6.27-30 1gon.8g  6.6.8.17-18 220n.27
76D6 491.42 5.1.6.34 2gon.g2  6.7.5.26-29 246n.91
86C7-D1 1730.91 5.1.6.47—48 228n.22  6.7.8.4-8 229n.27
87C4-6 150n.98 517 228n.24  6.7.14.11-15 232N.43
88Ag-Bs2 18gn.57 517177 228n.22 @.7.15—17 228n.22
9oB6-Cy4 650.94, 5.1.7.9—10 2gon.go  6.7.16.19-22 244n.84
171n.23, 5.1.8.1-10 226n.12  6.7.17.10 229n.29
189n.80 5.1.8.10-14 225N.4 6.7.18.5-6 230n.32,
5.1.8.23-27 226n.13 2311.39
5.2.1.1-2 2gon.g1  6.7.21.4-6 230n.32,
ProTmvus 5.2.1.3—4 26on.57 231Nn.39
5.2.1.7-21 19on.83, 6.7.22.8-9 187n.69

Enneads (Enn.) 246n.2 6.7.23.18 252n.21
1.1.9.20-22 244n.84  5.2.1.10-14 228n.22  6.7.25.1-16 165n.8
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6.7.32.31 230n.30
6.7.37.18-22 228n.22
6.7.40.13-14 230n.30
6.7.41.26-27 244n.84
6.7.42.21-24 2421.40,
292n.41
6.8.6.41—43 246n.91
6.8.8.12-13 231N.34
6.8.8.22 252n.21
6.8.8.22 91n.36
6.8.9.45 230n.30
6.8.11.32 91n.36,
252N.21
6.8.14.39 230n.91
6.8.14.41 233n.46
6.8.15.1-2 172n.26,
187n.69
6.8.16.13 187n.69
6.8.16.15-17 229n.29,
231N.35
6.8.17.25-27 91n.36,
252N.21
6.8.20.13-15 220n.29
6.9.1.20-26 292N.40
6.9.3 1931n.91
6.9.3.16 226n.13
6.9.6 226n.13
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