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Abstract

In Statesman, Plato stages a dialectical approach on one of his ‘unwritten doctrines,” “that
the good is one,” in the voice of his literary creation, the Eleatic Visitor. Though the
dialogue begins by positing political philosophy as the concern for the ‘oneness’ of a
properly political knowledge, the implicit drama and logic of the dialogue follows a
series of successive attempts to reformulate the very structure and content of this ‘unity’
in order to accommodate and include the ever-broadening scope of political reality. The
dialogue culminates in the dialectical realization that the philosopher is unable to account
for the uniqueness of the statesman’s knowledge and the unity of political life in
abstraction from the question of the goodness of this unity. Goodness, particularly the
discernment of virtue in the dialogue of souls, comes to define the content both of the
statesman’s knowledge and of the city’s unity.
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Chapter I — Introduction

Statesman and the Regime of Interpretation: A Problem of Unity

The unity of Plato’s Statesman, the logic underlying its labyrinthine array of
turnings and digressions, is a contentious question in the interpretation of the dialogue. It
is almost a cliché in contemporary scholarship that the first line of any substantial work
on Statesman take the form of a disclaimer, a reminder of the work’s preeminent
unpopularity among the works of Plato, of its seeming erratic disorganization, or of its
failure as a work of genuinely serious political philosophy.! Statesman is “weary,”?
“dull the “most unloved Platonic dialogue” short of the Laws,* “a record of
complication and even confusion,” and “cannot be said to be principally concerned with
questions of political philosophy, at least not in an obvious way,”® a text “so infertile in
later political thought.”” The dialogue’s profound interest in the question of political
unity and in the unity of political ‘science’ or ‘knowledge,” seems to be counterbalanced
by the conspicuous disunity, circularity, and obscurity of the text itself. It is the “Platonic

dialogue with the least pleasing proportions.”® Its form is a kind of inflated formlessness.’

!'See Taylor (1971) p. 250

2 Ryle (1966) p. 285

3 Grene (1965) p. 181

4 Larivée (2018) p. 11

> Annas & Waterfield (1995) p. xxii

¢ Scodel (1987) p. 9

7 Lane (1998) p. 6; For an opposing standpoint, see O’Meara (1994; 2005), who traces the influence of
Statesman in a number of late ancient works. Still, compared to the influence of Plato’s Republic and even
Laws, Statesman stands as the ‘black sheep’ of his political philosophy.

8 Benardete (1992), p. 25; He continues: “If a perfect writing is to resemble a living being, a committee
must have put together whatever animal the Statesman is.”

9 See Appendix A and B for two quite radically different depictions of the Statesman’s structure. Merrill
(2003) argues that the structure of the dialogue is ring-like in its form, which “has the effect of inviting a
reader to return to earlier passages in the dialogue” (55). The definition at the end of the dialogue is not
complete without a kind of play of the reader’s recollection. For a somewhat different interpretation of this
circularity, see White (2016) on the Visitor’s ‘far-reaching but ultimately circular thinking’ (7). Castoriadis
(2002) to the contrary reads the dialogue in more ‘lateral’ terms. He doesn’t divide the dialogue into
discrete, self-contained segments as much as he indicates the various disruptions to the smooth continuity
of the text. Thus, he brings the strangeness of this multi-jointed animal into fuller view. Rosen (1995) in
some sense falls between these two schematics: “there is no explicit argument of the dialogue but instead a
series of ambiguous treatments, not always clearly related and each filled with asides and obscure
discontinuities, mistakes, repetitions and the like. Otherwise stated, the explicit argument of the dialogue is
the dialogue itself in its entirety” (66). He recognizes a certain kind of circularity or spirality at play in the
dialogue and at the same time the presence of profound discontinuities. Klein’s (1977) view is that the
discontinuity of the dialogue is necessary as a reflection of the profoundly discontinuous nature of the
political realm (161).



Though the expressed aim of Statesman is simple enough, to discover the singular
knowledge or singular ‘form’ of the true ruler, one can hardly say the same about the
course the dialogue takes to realize this end. From this simple premise or hypothesis that
‘the knowledge of the statesman is one,’ the dialogue seems to fall into all manner of
rabbit holes in its attempt to discern the nature of this unicity. The Eleatic Visitor, the
principal interlocutor of the dialogue, seems to introduce methodological shifts and new
beginnings without the slightest sign to the reader of what connects these developments
together—of what constitutes the unity of these erratic turns. The lengthy biological
divisions and jokes, the cosmological myth, the sudden discussion of paradigm, and of
weaving, the rumination of the correct length of discourse—all these things and more
contribute to the sense that something is not quite right in the structuring of the work. We
find a text that seems to initiate a self-concealment at every step. In Statesman, perhaps
more than in any other Platonic dialogue, one gets the sense that Plato intentionally aims
to perplex and to produce obstacles of interpretation for his readers. It is not clear in the
end what the dialogue is even about. At times, the dialogue seems more a comedy than a
serious philosophical investigation.!'? The difficulty of discerning the unity of the
statesman, which the dialogue as a whole traces, corresponds to the difficulty of
determining the unity of Statesman. As Larivée remarks, “[t]hroughout this long and
convoluted discussion that is supposedly about [the statesman], he remains mysteriously
faceless, intangible, hidden.”!! At its close, it is not clear how successful the dialogue is
in its aim, or what the measure of its success might be. Even the Visitor himself appears
to question the very relevance of the initial investigation.!?

Confusion about the subject of Statesman extends back to Plato’s first
interpreters. Among ancient commentators, Aristotle takes the political import of the
dialogue seriously;'3 Thrasyllus, Albinus and other Middle Platonists classify Statesman

as a text concerned with logic;'# the Alexandrian Neoplatonists, inheriting lamblichus’

10'Scodel (1987) in particular understands Statesman as a kind of Platonic comedy.

' Larivée (2018) p. 13

12 See Stat. 285d; The Visitor claims at this point in the text that their current investigation is for the sake of
“becoming more skilled dialecticians in respect to all things.” Many scholars, like Delcomminette (2000)
and Sayre (2006) take this passage very seriously. For an alternate view, see Castoriadis (2002) p. 19.

13 On this topic, see Cherry (2008).

14 See El Murr (2014) p. 31-2



Platonic curriculum, view the dialogue as particularly relating to the exposition of
nature."® That Statesman is able to accommodate these vastly different interpretations of
the dialogue’s content speaks to the complexity of the text. The general scholarly reaction
to Statesman for most of the twentieth century was to ignore it, or to regard it as one of
Plato’s most egregious literary and philosophical failures.'® Even today, after the relative
explosion of scholarship in the last thirty years, enthusiasts of the dialogue seem to
defend it by trying to ‘save it from itself.” Delcomminette exemplifies this tendency:
“toutes les absurdités et contradictions que I’on croit découvrir dans le dialogue doivent
étre attribuées a I’incompréhension du lecteur plutdt qu’a Platon lui-méme.”!” The unity
of Statesman must be discerned almost in spite of the text itself, and if not discerned,
imposed, before the interpreter will admit of any fault on the part of Plato. The strategy of
interpreting Statesman involves the sweeping up of the dialogue’s fragments into a more
or less coherent heap—a series of progressive assaults on the self-dissention of the
dialogue in the name of a unity that the scholar maddeningly asserts must be present.

In one sense, this thesis is no different from other recent attempts to interpret
Statesman: it recognizes that the most vexing barrier for a clear explanation of the
dialogue is the dialogue itself. The fundamental problem to which this thesis is
responding, then, is of the seeming disorganization and structurelessness of Statesman. It
seeks to discern the unity of the dialogue—to read the dialogue as a coherent whole.

The One and the Good: The Implicit Aim of Statesman

If one is attempting to trace out Plato’s theory of goodness broadly and his theory
of the form of ‘the Good’ more specifically, Statesman seems an unlikely dialogue

toward which to turn. One would do better attending to Book VI of Republic for Plato’s

15 See Anon. Proleg. (1962)

16 See, for example, as above: Taylor (1971), Ryle (1966), and Grene (1965)

17 Delcomminette (2000) p. 24. Delcomminette insists on the ‘perfection’ of Statesman especially because
he discerns that the dialogue moves according to dialectic: “cette pensée est dialectique, ce qui signifie
qu'elle ne procede pas par essais et erreurs, mais se meut d'emblée dans la vérité, qui confeére a ses
développements une unité et une continuité sans faille” (19). He justifies this interpretation by citing the
passage from 286b-287a, wherein the Visitor defends the length and diversity of the investigation (24). It is
a perfect dialogue because the Visitor says that all the digressions have been necessary. See also El Murr
(2014): “Si ce dialogue parait désorganis¢, décousu, si son unité parait artificielle, tiraillée entre deux
sujets, c’est tout simplement que le principe de cette unité n’a pas été saisi” (42). For my part, I agree both
that Statesman is concerned with dialectic and that it does not lack a principle of unity, though in contrast
to Delcomminette and E1 Murr, I will insist that this dialectic is both perspectival and incomplete.



most famous treatment of the Good, or to the Philebus for its examination of pleasure and
reason in relation to the Good, or even to Timaeus which theorizes upon the good
ordering of the cosmos. Indeed, the interlocutors of Statesman scarcely mention goodness
at all—°the Good’ never—and when they do their remarks hardly centre goodness as a
serious focal point of philosophical questioning. Yet, this is precisely the argument of this
thesis: that Plato’s fundamental aim and object of Statesman is to approach ‘the Good.’
This alone makes sense of the tangled structure of the dialogue.

Statesman, however, does not constitute a conventional Platonic engagement with
the question of goodness. Rather, I argue that the dialogue stages a preliminary and
playful approach on one of Plato’s most famous ‘unwritten doctrines’: “that the Good is
One” (6u ayabov éotiv £v).!¥ Given the profound ambiguity and gravity of this apparent
spoken and public doctrine, in addition to the cursory nature of Aristoxenus’ report, the
question of just how to interpret this fragment in relation to Plato’s written dialogical
comments on goodness remains tremendously controversial.!® This is not a tension that
this thesis seeks to relieve, nor will this thesis primarily concern itself with this question.
Rather, I take this enigmatic doctrine as a kind of philosophical horizon toward which
Statesman points: that for Plato, Unity in some way corresponds to the Good. This is the
conclusion toward which Statesman enigmatically and preliminarily gestures, though
without explicit doctrinal intent. It constitutes the unspoken centre around which Plato
structures Statesman.

One might reasonably ask why Plato does not make the implicit centre of
Statesman, more explicit in the dialogue. In my view, there are two reasons why he
approaches the topic of the One-Good relation indirectly. First, Plato uses the Eleatic as
principal interlocutor, suppressing his own conventional philosophical language,? to
avoid the appearance that he is expressing dogma about the most important things in

written form, something against which Socrates warns in Phaedrus.?! The ‘unwritten

18 Findlay (1974) p. 413

19 See Gaiser (1980) for a general overview of the ancient and contemporary reception of Plato’s so-called
lecture ‘On the Good.’

20 Dorter (1994) and White (2016) each insist, in my view rightly, that the Visitor speaks of goodness but
never ‘the Good,” of oneness but never ‘the One.’ I will press this point in chapter IV when the Visitor
speaks of ‘form’ in a decidedly non-Platonic way.

21 See, for example, Phaedr. 275¢



% ¢

doctrine’ “that the good is one” appears nowhere in dialogue form, likely since Plato
considers that the written word would corrupt the spoken truth. The hiddenness of
Statesman’s structure, then, is constitutive of Statesman’s philosophical point. Plato’s
own purpose in writing the dialogue, to indirectly approach the identity of Oneness and
Goodness, in not identical with the aims and intentions of his character, the Eleatic
Visitor. Plato uses the philosophy of the latter for his own purposes. This is essential to
understand the force of the dialogue. By expressing his philosophical positions about
unity and goodness—as opposed to Unity and Goodness*>—in the voice of an Eleatic,
Plato frees himself from taking up definite written positions about these most important
forms.?3 At the same time, his philosophical kinship with the Parmenidean position
allows him to speak without fundamentally betraying his own philosophical
commitments. The Visitor, as I argue in chapter II, both is and is not Plato. In the guise of
the Visitor, Plato is free to gesture without advancing firm doctrine; he is able to mix
together his own genuine philosophical positions, with the perspectival views of his
character.

Second, Plato has chosen to advance this implicit dialectic of oneness and
goodness in a dialogue explicitly concerned with the knowledge of politics in order to
redeem Socrates as, in some sense, the only one properly concerned with the “practice of
true politics.”?* The Socratic concern for the virtue of souls, initially excluded from the

political scope of the Visitor’s thinking, comes to be included in the dialectical

22 The topic of ‘the Good’ or ‘good’ in Statesman is a marginal, though still contentious topic in scholarship
on the dialogue. Dimas (2021) holds what is probably the prevailing view, that for the Visitor, “[a]
necessary condition [...] is that the King has insight into the Good. To come to possess the knowledge this
achievement requires one must be a competent dialectician” (5). The good, for Dimas, is implicit in the
discussion of Statesman. For a contrary view, see Crosson (1963): “the question of the end or ends of the
polis—beyond the minimal condition of the achieving of unity—is never raised” (30). Marquez (2014)
believes that the Good is somewhat redundant in the dialogue, since “the Plato of the Laws and the
Statesman conceives of political knowledge as a specialist knowledge that demands more than the
knowledge of the good [emphasis added]” (21-2). Zuckert (2005; 2009), on the other hand, sees the absence
of the Visitor’s concern for the Good as a conscious lack: “Neither naming nor apparently recognizing a
supreme ‘idea of the good’ among the ‘greatest eidé,’ the Stranger does not identify dialektiké with the
ability to isolate and give an account of the ‘idea of the good.”” (fn. 16). Similarly, White (2016) and
Rhodes (2020) see the lack of an explicit treatment of Goodness as a problem. The former writes, “[t]he
good, lower case, will be employed where “the good” appears in the dialogue without a palpable sense that
it is a privileged reality” (11-2). In my view, Plato intentionally limits the discussion of goodness to an
Eleatic perspective.

2 See Plochmann (1954) p. 227

2 See Gorg. 521d



reformulation of the oneness of political knowledge. Plato knows he may convincingly
save Socrates only from a non-Socratic starting point. The Visitor’s ‘Socratization,’?
must occur gradually and dialectically from a more ordinary conjecture that politics
concerns above all unity instead of virtue.?® Socrates will be redeemed only if the
Visitor’s non-Socratic preoccupation with unity comes to centre upon the question of
virtue.

The Withdrawal of Unity: The Dialectical Movement of Statesman

If an approach on the relation of the unwritten One-Good doctrine and the rescue
of Socrates is the implicit goal of Statesman, the explicit movement and logic of the
dialogue functions according to an Eleatic dialectic between oneness and multiplicity.
According to the internal logic of the dialogue, Statesman represents the Visitor’s
attempt to formulate a political philosophy that privileges a concern for Unity to the
exclusion of Goodness. It constitutes, for Plato, a kind of philosophical test case to
exhibit the functional philosophical limit of a unity understood in abstract isolation from
goodness, and as the ground of philosophy’s approach to political reality. The increasing
digressiveness of the dialogue, then, is not a mistake of poor authorship on Plato’s part,
but the dialectical result of the philosophical assumptions of his character. The disunity
of the dialogue is a direct result of the philosophical presupposition that politics properly
concerns unity, to the exclusion of questions of goodness. Unity by itself causes, so to
speak, the disunity of the investigation: the logical movement of Statesman follows a
series of successive dialectical attempts to formulate and reformulate the notion of unity
sufficiently to accommodate the variousness of political reality, attempts which
ultimately end in failure, but in productive failure, since goodness comes to appear on the
scene as the necessary associate of oneness at the close of the dialogue. Plato reveals
goodness as that which more properly unifies the chasm between limited oneness and

unlimited multiplicity. The positive conclusion of Statesman, then, is not the precise

5 Scodel (1987) notes that “the Stranger becomes much more ‘Socratic’ in the concluding part of the
dialogue” (151), though he is unable to say why or how this happens. My thesis supplies the reason for the
shift in the Visitor’s philosophical perspective.

26 In the rest of this thesis, I will refer to Plato and to Plato’s intentions only when I am speaking of the
purpose of the dialogue as a whole. I will refer to the Visitor and to the Visitor’s intentions when I speak of
particular arguments and particular moments of the dialogue. Plato is using the Visitor to make a
philosophical point, and his philosophical intentions are not identical those of the character he has created.



determination of the statesman’s one knowledge, which remains withdrawn in the
blinding light of its own unity, but the recognition of the intertwining of this oneness with
the matter of goodness, a conclusion not intended by the Eleatic character.

I want to turn now from this general overview of my reading of Statesman, to
consider the particular commitments of my argument. First, I argue that Plato’s Visitor is
committed to a theory of oneness, broadly, and to a theory of political unity, specifically,
to the exclusion of considerations of goodness. Thus, Statesman involves (at least at the
beginning) a henology to the exclusion of agathology. Statesman is a dialogue that seems
to be haunted by the meaning of oneness, but by goodness more elusively.?’

Second, closely related to the first point, I argue that the Visitor’s functional
notion of unity undergoes several modifications over the course of the dialogue. The very
meaning of unity and of oneness in Statesman is in flux. This is not a random flux but
involves a kind of rational and dialectical transformation, toward the greater and greater
inclusion of multiplicity. Thus, though the expressed aim at the outset of the Visitor’s
investigation is to discern the figure of the statesman—what the one statesman is, and
what the statesman’s one is, if the statesman is indeed one—the attempt to discern the
unity proper to human political life, is obstructed by the ontological chasm that opens
between unity and unlimited multiplicity. The philosophical drama of Statesman moves
from unity to multiplicity, from arithmetic to geometry, from abstraction to concretion,
from knowing to making,?® as the Visitor struggles to accommodate the exigencies of
human life in his functional and reformulated notions of unity. Though the focus of
Statesman is political, its essential problem is more properly metaphysical. It is only by
being reduced to aporia in respect to the relation between unity and multiplicity, that the
Visitor recovers goodness as a new way to bridge this ontological chasm.

Third, a large portion of this thesis will centre on the Visitor’s ‘Myth of Kronos.’
On an abstract and dialectical level, it is the ‘pivot’ of the dialogue in which unity in
some sense is made to abandon its ‘identity’ as sameness, in the accommodation of

difference in the pathos of human life. It is precisely the absence of the one with which

271 paraphrase and modify Benardete (1992) here: “The Statesman seems to be haunted by the ghosts of its
own argument” (29).

28 See Rosen (1995): “The central theme of Statesman is the relation between phronésis, or sound
judgment, and techné” (vii).



the rest of the dialogue grapples, and which culminates in the appearance of goodness in
the face of the one’s withdrawal.

None of these elements in themselves involve a completely unique reading of the
dialogue,? but taken together I hope to contribute to the growing body of scholarship on
this difficult text. I divide the dialogue in the following way, which corresponds to the
divisions in my thesis:

Chapter II: The Dramatic Context of Statesman
Chapter III: Prologue [257A —258A]

Chapter IV: Initial Divisions [258A — 268D]

Chapter V: Cosmic Myth of Kronos [268D — 274E]
Chapter VI: The Pathos of Knowledge [274E — 287B]
Chapter VII: Political Core [287B — 311C]

In my second chapter, I argue that Plato has woven certain suggestions of the hidden
One-Good centre in the dramatic details of the trilogy of dialogues to which Statesman is
bound. In the third chapter, I offer a close reading of the prologue of Statesman and find
certain motifs of the One-Good relation embedded in the very groundwork of the
dialogue. In the fourth, I shall examine the ‘starting point’ of the Visitor’s political
philosophy: that the statesman’s knowledge is one. Here, the Visitor prefigures oneness
as a kind of arithmetical absoluteness. The fifth chapter will consider the famous ‘Myth
of Kronos,” and the failure of unity to act as the sole and proper measure of human
politics. My sixth chapter will examine the Visitor’s digressions on paradigm, weaving
and due measure. I shall argue that these sections attempt a kind of reformulation of the
meaning of oneness from the perspective of the pathos of human knowledge. Finally, the
last chapter shall examine the Visitor’s return to a notion of absolute unity as the measure
of the statesman’s knowledge. I shall argue that the Visitor is able to restore the unity of

the statesman only through its centring in goodness.

2 Dorter (1994), White (2016) and Sallis (2021) in particular have written works on Statesman that centre
the question of oneness in their interpretation of the text. Neither, however, perceive the dialogue as
involving a dialectical drama. This I see as my main contribution to the scholarship of Statesman.



Chapter II — Good, One, and Doomed: The Dramatic Context of Statesman

Statesman constitutes the concluding dialogue of Plato’s only completed trilogy,
which includes Theaetetus, Sophist and Statesman respectively.’? The primary point of
this chapter is to show how Plato embeds questions of unity and goodness into the
dramatic structure of Statesman, especially in his selection of characters, dramatic
frames, and topics of discussion in the three dialogues that compose his trilogy. I argue
that Plato plays with the perspectival framing of these dialogue, both, in order to reveal
the hidden centre of the trilogy to the discerning reader, and to ensure that the unwritten
One-Good doctrine does not fall into mere dogma.

The Unity of the Trilogv: Theaetetus, Sophist and Statesman

Plato’s trilogy is connected dramatically rather than expressly thematically,’! and
its episodes occur over the course of two consecutive days, largely with the same cast of
characters and in the same location, at an Athenian gymnasium. In Theaetetus, Socrates
converses with his friend, the mathematician Theodorus, and the eponymous Theaetetus,
a pupil of the latter, about the nature of knowledge. Another young man, who will
respond to the Eleatic Visitor in Statesman, the namesake of the elder Socrates, is in
attendance. The dialogue concludes when Socrates departs, after urging Theodorus and
company to meet there again in the morning. Sophist explicitly signals its continuity with
Theaetetus, in the very first words of the dialogue: Theodorus explains that they have
returned “in accordance with yesterday’s agreement,”3? though the pack of
mathematicians now bring with them an unnamed Visitor from Elea, who will lead the
discussion in the last two dialogues of the trilogy. The topic of conversation shifts (at
least seemingly) radically from that of Theaetetus. Now, Socrates asks the Visitor to
explain the difference, from an Eleatic perspective, between sophist, statesman and

philosopher. Finally, Statesman begins, possibly immediately>? after Sophist concludes,

30 See Gill (2012; 2013; 2016) for a discussion of two uncompleted and hypothetical trilogies, including the
hypothetical Philosophos dialogue, which would have formed a more ‘thematic’ trilogy alongside Sophist
and Statesman.

31 There have been scholarly attempts to discern a more thematic unity of these dialogues, though it is
uncontroversial that this trilogy is connected most obviously by their dramatic context.

32 Soph. 216al; xotd TV x0ic Oporoyiav ; All translations from Statesman are my own unless otherwise
marked. All translations from other texts are not my own, unless otherwise marked. For Theaetetus, I take
my translations primarily from Levett & Burnyeat (1997). For Sophist, I take my translations primarily
from Brann, Kalkavage & Salem (1997).

33 See Klein (1977) p. 3
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with the elder Socrates expressing his gratitude to Theodorus for his acquaintance with
the Visitor, and, presumably, for the philosophical discussion that has preceded. This
relatively prosaic dramatic context, then, functions as the most obvious gesture of the
trilogy’s obscure unity. It is not clear on the surface why these dialogues are connected at
all.

The Good: The Megarian Frame

It is easy to forget when reading Statesman of the narrative edifice that frames the
Theaetetus, and, by extension, frames the trilogy as a whole and each of the other
dialogues within it. Theaetetus begins with a short prefatory dialogue between Euclides
and Terpsion,** two Megarian philosophers,*’ the former of whom relates that he has just
seen an aged Theaetetus on his deathbed, being conveyed from a Corinthian battlefield to
Athens through the port of Megara, stricken with dysentery. Thus, the dialogue begins at
the end, with the death of the eponymous interlocutor. After musing about the great virtue
of Theaetetus, and of Socrates’ “prophetic” (uavrikdc) gift to have discerned this,*¢
Euclides tells his friend about a conversation between the two that occurred when the
latter was still a boy, which Euclides himself has heard from Socrates, and which he has
written down over time. It is this account that will form the bulk of Theaetetus, read out
by an unnamed slave while the philosophers rest.?’

As with most Platonic prologues, the more attention one pays to the details of the
text, the more significant these seemingly banal situations appear as a thematic
introduction to the work in question.3® For our purposes, the Megarian philosophical
framework is most important to observe. Though little is known about the Megarian

school, and there are substantial doubts whether the Megarians ever founded what could

34 Plato places both of these individuals at Socrates’ deathbed in Phaedo (59¢), though neither have a
speaking role in that dialogue.

35 Euclides, indeed, was the founder of the Megarian school of philosophy. For a survey of the Megarian
school, see Caizzi (2006) p. 132-134.

36 Theaet. 142c5

37 So Benardete (1984) writes, “All Platonic dialogues are written, but only the Theaetetus presents most of
itself as written. Its author is not Plato. The voice is the voice of Plato, but the hand is the hand of Euclides”
(1.85).

38 The Alexandrian Neoplatonists, for example, (including Proclus, who was formed by this school) take
Plato’s various prefatory passages very seriously. See Anon. Proleg. p. 30-35 for an overview of Platonic
literary elements and the philosophical interpretation thereof. Broadly speaking, most contemporary
scholarship on the Platonic dialogues regard the prologues to be important as well, though to varying
degrees.
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reasonably be called a ‘school’ at all,* Diogenes Laertius offers a succinct summary of
Euclides’ philosophical position: “He declared that the good is one, though it is called by
many names: sometimes wisdom, sometimes god, sometimes mind, and so forth. He
rejected what is opposed to the good, claiming that it does not exist.”* So too, there is
evidence, especially in Aristotle, of the Megarian denial of potentiality: “There are some
people, such as the Megarians, who say that something is potential only when it is active,
but when it is not active it is not potential.”*! Thus, in the broadest possible terms one
may view the doctrine of the school as a kind of fusion of absolute Parmenidean monism
and Socratic ethical concern, replacing Parmenides’ One for Goodness.*? We may also
note to this end that the Megarians were involved in eristics,** though there is also
evidence that they were interested in dialectic and worked in the “logical-linguistic
area.”* At any rate, the discussion of knowledge between Socrates and Theaetetus,
which will end in an aporia “more comprehensively sceptical than any other so-called
sceptical dialogue,”* begins with an image of the hospitality of Euclides, which, evokes
in a certain the hospitality of the absolute Good.*

It is deeply ambiguous whether Euclides’ slave reads all three dialogues in the
trilogy, or the first only, to the reclining philosophers.*” On the one hand, both Sophist
and Statesman are written in the same style as Theaetetus—a style Euclides is at pains to
point out that he himself has cultivated, “to avoid the bother of having the bits of

narrative in between the speeches.”*® Thus, the two ‘later’ dialogues continue in a style

3 Caizzi (2006) p. 132

40 Diogenes Laertius, 106

4 Metaph. 1046b29-31

42 See Rep. 508a-¢ for Socrates/Plato’s positioning of the Good beyond Being.

43 That is, a style of disputive (even ‘logic-chopping’) argumentation that attempts to reduce an opponent to
self-contradiction. It is possible that the Megarians are among the “professional controversialists” Socrates
ridicules at Theaet. 164c. For a defense of Megarian eristics from the Aristotelian critique see Hartmann
(2017).

4 Caizzi (2006) p. 134

45 Benardete (1984) p. 1.87

46 To be perfectly clear, there is no argument at work in the opening of Theaetetus. Plato is not arguing for
the so-called ‘hospitality of the good” any more than he is arguing for anything else. Rather, an image of
the Good in the Megarian philosophers frames the dialogue, though this image is neither plain nor
unambiguous as we shall see, and it is an image that the Megarians themselves would deny, since they do
not admit the existence of potentiality or mediation.

47 See Lane (1998) p. 7 for a short treatment of this perplexity, who cites Miles Burnyeat as asking this
question.

8 Theaet. 143c; Lane (1998) suggests that if the Megarian frame does not encompass Sophist and
Statesman, then the latter two dialogues involve a “performed version of conversation” (7).
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that stresses a kind of literary immediacy,* a style that involves a kind of functional
forgetting of recollection (in the Theaetetus, at least, we know that the originating
recollection belongs explicitly to Socrates), and a style that Euclides connects both to the
leisure of writing, and to the ease of hearing.’® On the other hand, in the preface to
Theaetetus, Euclides refers specifically only to the conversation between Socrates and
Theaetetus from the same dialogue, making no mention of the Visitor or of any other
element that characterize the latter two dialogues of the trilogy. If these dialogues do
constitute a trilogy of Euclides’ written recollections of Socrates’ recollections, then he
has forgotten to tell us. At the same time, Plato could have been ignorant of neither the
stylistic nor the dramatic unity underlying this triad of dialogues, nor does it seem likely
that he himself forgot about the framing prologue of Theaetetus, failing somehow to cap
it off.>! It is a serious question whether the prologue of Theaetetus acts exclusively as the
prologue to Theaetetus, or also to the so-called ‘trilogy.” This question, in my view,
would be rendered completely inconsequential were it not for Plato’s (surprising) almost
graceless and clumsy insistence at the end of Theaetetus and at the beginning of the
others, that the three dialogues be joined. Plato deliberately draws these dialogues out of
what would constitute perfectly reasonable isolated unities, into a tangled, and complex
relationality. The Megarian prologue, too, belongs to this strange association.

Absolute goodness—or more accurately a philosophical vision of goodness’
absoluteness (to use non-Platonic language)—frames and mediates the entirety of Plato’s
trilogy. And yet, in relation to the ‘Eleatic’ parts of this trilogy, this goodness is absent in
appearance. No edition of Sophist or Statesman by itself includes this framing prologue—

it is too far separated or distended from each dialogue in themselves. It is not a part of the

4 Benardete (1984): “Euclides presents what has happened as if it were happening now; he has suppressed
the difference of time and place” (1.88).

30 The dominant interpretation of the Megarian frame of Theaetetus tends to emphasize the poverty of
Euclides’ philosophical imagination. See Benardete (1984); Blondell (2002); Giannopoulou (2013). For a
defense of Euclides’ writing, and for a defense of the philosophical role of leisure, see Kaklamanou &
Pavlou (2016).

3! Though without connecting the Megarian framework to the latter two dialogues of the ‘trilogy,’
Kaklamanou & Pavlou (2016) note, “Plato does not return to the dramatic setting with the two Megarians
and the slave at the end of the dialogue, so the outer frame remains forever incomplete” (411). Though this
is quite common in Platonic dialogue—"“[t]he introductory dramatic dialogue is resumed only at the end of
the Euthydemus and the Phaedo” (fn. 5)—nevertheless, as a dramatic trilogy, the case of Theaetetus,
Sophist and Statesman is unique among Plato’s works.
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dialogue as a whole. This is to say, insofar as the framing of goodness is present at the
beginning of the whole trilogy, it is absent from the ‘whole part’ that constitutes
Statesman: absolute goodness as a frame of reference is present only insofar as it is
absent. Statesman lies in relation to the Megarian opining of Theaetetus, but its relation
is a relation of absence.”? Indeed, the very structure of the work—its very composition as
a separate and distinct work in the first place, literarily ‘distended’ by a great distance
from the prologue of Theaetetus—seems intentionally fo effectuate a forgetting in the
reader. We begin Sophist, and moreso Statesman, by forgetting the Good. Yet, Plato
seems to intend that the careful reader recollect their own forgetfulness: the absent-
presence of the absolute Good in Statesman depends upon the reader’s recollection of
their own forgetfulness.

The One: The Visitor from Elea

As aforementioned, there is radical shift in philosophical focus between
Theaetetus and Sophist, emphasized by a similarly radical shift in the dramatic
structuring of the dialogues. The major changes, most simply, are twofold: there is the
presence of the Visitor from Elea—a philosopher who hails from the birthplace of
Parmenides—as the leader of the conversation, and there is the silence of Socrates.

The Visitor has been called many things by scholars: unpoetic,>? unerotic,>* and as
Rosen comments, “[h]e reminds us of a professor who is full of his own learning and the
originality of his doctrines.”’ It is important to be careful, however, not to import certain
assumptions about this mysterious Visitor to the text. We must read carefully how
Theodorus and Socrates characterize him, especially at the beginning of Sophist and how
he reveals himself in the course of the successive investigations.

Theodorus’ opening introduction offers certain important properties about the

Visitor’s character. First (1), Theodorus tells Socrates they are bringing “a certain

521t is therefore hardly surprising that few scholars have noted the ambiguous relation of Statesman (or for
that matter Sophisf) to the prologue of Theaetetus.

33 Zuckert (2000) p. 78

34 Rosen (1995) p. 2; Zuckert (2005) p. 3

35 Rosen (1995) p. 4
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stranger [tiva Eévov]” or “a certain visitor”>® with them—on a basic level one who is
extrinsic to the Athenian polis, and whose own customs are different from the Athenians
present.>’ Thus, Sophist too begins with a kind of image of hospitality. In Theaetetus the
spokesperson of ‘the Good’ welcomes; in Sophist it is the spokesperson of the
Parmenidean ‘One’ who is welcomed. This dramatic detail is suggestive for a triad of
dialogues that have so much to say about the meaning of participation—the mutual
participation of oneness in multiplicity and in goodness. Indeed, Sallis points out that the
very meaning of oneness in Greek mathematics includes a similar suggestion of
strangerliness: “one is not a number, for only what can be counted (i.e., a number of
things) is a number. Thus, the smallest number is two.”*® Oneness as ‘unit’ [uovadixdg] is
itself a stranger of sorts to number and to multiplicity.>® It lies at the threshold of number,
simultaneously founding number in the counting of discrete ones, and yet excluded from
the fold of countable externals. The cases of oneness and strangerliness are different but
comparable, insofar as each involves a simultaneous inclusion and exclusion from the

whole. Oneness and stranger are each included in number and in city only in a way. The

36 Soph. 216a2; 1 translate &&vov here in both ways it is typically translated in English, though I marginally
prefer “Visitor,” since I believe it better reveals the Greek meaning of the word, evoking the complex
customs of stranger-hospitality to which the Greeks were beholden. ‘Guest-friend’ also seems an
appropriate translation to me. The ziva here is deeply ambiguous. Some translators, such as Brann,
Kalkavage & Salem (1996) and Benardete (1984) emphasize the indefiniteness of the stranger: “a stranger
of sorts” and “a kind of stranger,” respectively. Other translators, such as Rowe (1997) take the ziva in a
more ‘indicative’ sense: “this man who’s visiting us.” I try to take a middle ground here. What exactly
would it mean for Theodorus to be unclear about the status of the stranger’s ‘strangerliness’? Does it mean
that to Theodorus the Stranger is only a half-stranger, a repeat visitor or a closer friend than he lets on? This
seems unlikely, since Theodorus does not introduce him by name (See Blondell (2003) p. 249 for the
importance of names and naming in Greek social custom). Or is Plato ironically inserting himself here as ‘a
certain stranger,” taking on the voice of the Eleatic? I don’t believe we can abstract this from the text. Still,
in reading these ‘Eleatic’ dialogues, it is important to keep in mind the ‘strangeness’ or the ‘indefiniteness’
of the Visitor’s ‘strangerliness’ in mind.

57 Theodorus, of course, is also a &évog, being from Cyrene (See Theaet. 143d), though note that neither
Socrates nor any other interlocutor will refer to him as such.

38 Sallis (2021) p. 87; Sallis is drawing on Aristotle’s Metaphysics (1092b) to make this point. To my mind
it is contentious whether Aristotle’s notion of oneness corresponds to that of Plato or of Parmenides.
Indeed, the passage Sallis quotes possibly lies within a longer passage critiquing the notion of oneness as a
possible cause or form of something, a view which seems to line up with some of Plato’s so-called
‘unwritten doctrines’ (See Findlay (1974) p. 414-6 for an overview of Plato’s unwritten view regarding the
relationship between oneness and eidos from Aristotle Metaph. 987a29-988a17). Nevertheless, Sallis’
citation here is useful in bringing out at least one way in which ‘one’ remains apart from number more
broadly. This ‘apartness’ or ‘privileging’ of oneness certainly does appear to belong both to the
Parmenidean and Platonic philosophical tradition. For a contrary view see Brisson & Ofman (2018).

39 This liminality of oneness reflects the Greek notion of the ‘guest-friend’ and the Visitor’s elaboration of
the statesman, which we will see in due course. One of the central paradoxes of the meaning of oneness
precisely involves the question of the relation between its internal content and its external boundary.
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problem of oneness, then, its ‘status’ in relation to the many, extends to political,
mathematical, and metaphysical dimensions.

Next (2), Theodorus reveals that the Visitor is “from the stock [yévog] of Elea,”®?
and immediately clarifies the philosophical significance thereof—(3) he is a “comrade of
the comrades who circle Parmenides and Zeno.”®! Finally (4), he is a “very philosophical
man.”%? The Visitor’s association with the Parmenidean philosophical circles is not by
accident. The Visitor has been both nurtured by Parmenidean philosophy and involves
himself heartily in the current philosophical discussions and questions of his day.
Theodorus thus introduces the Visitor as a “visitor,” ‘from Elea,” ‘of the Parmenidean and
Zenoian cohort,” and ‘very much a philosopher’ in this order. These are the very first
things the reader learns about the Visitor’s philosophical character, and indeed, some of
the very first words of Sophist. Plato means to emphasize these aspects of his character,

signaling to the reader to keep them in mind during subsequent discussions.®® Though

60 Soph. 216a2-3; my translation; It is important to note here the language of ‘“yévog’—stock, race, class,
kind—which will be of crucial importance to the Visitor’s diairetic methodology.

o1 Theaet. 216a3; étaipov 8¢ tdv dpei [opuevidny kol Zivevo £taipov [non-emended]

2 Soph. 216a4

%3 There is a strong tradition of interpretation that reads the Visitor’s views as a reflection, or indeed as the
very expression, of Plato’s own views, and which thus downplays the ‘Eleatic’ character of the Visitor.
Delcomminette (2014) offers a succinct summary of this account: “it seems clear that the answer to
Socrates’ question [what is the sophist, statesman and philosopher] which will be offered in the dialogue is
not the Eleatics’ but Plato’s own. But perhaps we might say that Elea stands, not specifically for Eleatic
philosophy, but for philosophy in general” (536). See also Ryle (1966); Blondell (2003); El Murr (2014). I
object to this interpretation strongly. This is not at all to say that Plato does not in some way exhibit his
views through the character of the Visitor—it would be most surprising and uncharacteristic indeed if Plato
wrote such long treatments in Sophist and Statesman as mere parodies. Indeed, it is quite possible that Plato
himself did see his own philosophy as a “more duly measured,” non-eristic Parmenideanism. Blondell’s
view of the Visitor as a philosophical “clean slate” is misguided (264). The Visitor is neither so non-
descript nor so neutral in his philosophical commitments as Blondell suggests. With the introduction of the
Visitor as the major interlocutor, I do not believe that Plato is attempting to transcend personality as such.
If anything, there are places in Sophist and Statesman especially where Plato parodies the academic
‘blandness’ of the Visitor, who, as Zuckert point out, “does not pay attention to either the thumotic or the
erotic desires and drives in which the intelligible and the sensible converge in human life” (3). Further,
should Plato have wanted either an avatar of the yévog of the Philosopher or a representative of
philosophical capability most generally, or moreover a figure on which to project his own views, it is
surpassingly unlikely that Plato would have employed an explicitly Eleatic visitor to perform any one of
these functions, especially when so many alternate possibilities present themselves to this end. The
philosophical ‘baggage’ conveyed by the merest mention of ‘Elea’ is hardly neutral or general. Plato could
have simply called the visitor, ‘Visitor,” foregoing the Eleatic burden; he could have given the Visitor a
more distant origin, or from a place that lacks such a firm philosophical tradition, or even from a place that
lies between two areas of distinct philosophical ‘identity’; he could have given his main interlocutor a
fictional name, perhaps a play on the very word ‘philosophy,’ or even a common name without real
historical referent, such as is the case in Philebus, for example (See Nails (2002) p. 328-9); finally, he could
have directly personified philosophy.
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these descriptions hardly paint a vivid picture of a unique personality, if they are general,
they are still pointedly directed.®* Socrates cements the importance of the Visitor’s
Eleaticism in his explicitly regional query: “I would, however, love to ask our stranger, if
he likes, how the people who live over there [oi wepi 10v éxel tomov] tend to regard these
things [sophist, statesman, philosopher] and what they’ve named them.”®

Theodorus, further qualifies the Visitor’s philosophical devotion to oneness and
unity as the ultimate principle of reality. After Socrates ponders whether this visitor
might be “a sort of refuting god,”*® Theodorus assures him that the Visitor is “more
measured [uetpicdrepoc]®’ than those who take polemics seriously,” that is, than the
eristics.®® The comparative sense of uetpichrepog is important here: the Visitor is not a
lover of logic-chopping as some of his Parmenidean contemporaries, though Theodorus
avoids the superlative, ‘most measured.” Presumably, the Visitor will not be entirely
divorced from this tradition of disputation either, nor from the broader commitments of
that school of thought. This has profound philosophical significance in addition to
stylistic purport. The Visitor will not deny the existence of multiplicity, as many of his
school might and will admit the many into philosophical consideration, even if oneness
still predominates in his metaphysics.

The prologue to Statesman does little to further a description, physical or
intellectual, of the Visitor, or of his peculiar opening onto Parmenideanism. Thus, Plato

again engineers a kind of narrative forgetfulness about the perspectival framing of the

% To read the Visitor as a simple usurpation of Socrates in Plato’s understanding of the true philosopher, in
my view, rests on a faulty reading of Platonic developmentalism (See Klein 1977, Scodel 1987, for a
critique of the developmentalist thesis) and ignores Plato’s often rich characterization of the Visitor
throughout both ‘Eleatic’ dialogues. I am here simply suggesting that we take the literal description of the
Visitor seriously. The idea that Theodorus’ introduction is enough to conclusively stage the Visitor as “very
much a philosopher” (See El Murr (2014) p. 22), forgets Plato’s derisory depiction of Theodorus’
philosophical prowess in Theaetetus. Is the non-philosophical and even anti-philosophical Theodorus in a
position to convincingly identify the true philosopher to the reader?

65 Soph. 216d3-217a2; Emphasis added; Delcomminette suggests that ‘oi mepi tov ékel 1omov’ refers not to
Elea specifically, “but to being (10 dv). Later in the dialogue, the Stranger will say that being is the place
(t6mog) or the space (ydpa) where the philosopher lives and on which he dwells (253e7-254b2); so if the
Stranger is a genuine philosopher, this should be his real home, in a much deeper sense than Elea” (537). In
my view, though this metaphorical reading is broadly correct, it far too wantonly eradicates the literal sense
of the passage. Note, too, the ambiguity of the question: is Socrates asking about the people of Elea
broadly, or about the view of the Eleatic philosophers more specifically?

% Soph. 216b6; 0£0¢ v TI¢ EAeyKTIKOG

7 See Ch. V for a more complete discussion of measure and due measure, central concepts in the
Statesman.

8 Soph. 216b8; Like the Megarians, the Parmenideans were also known for their eristics.
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dialogue.® Indeed, if a reader does not have in mind the Visitor’s Parmenideanism
clearly outlined in Sophist, it would be easy to forget on the surface about his
philosophical commitments. Again, as in the case of the Megarian framework, in the
distention of Statesman from Sophist, Plato seems to have built-in a kind of forgetting of
the absolute One. The conversation that was framed by the Megarian vision of absolute
goodness, gives way to a conversation led by a certain representative of the Parmenidean
vision of absolute oneness. Each of these dramatic realities, however, the former more
than the latter, withdraw into the background by the beginning of Statesman, as the
conversation moves more deeply into the reality of multiplicity and difference. In my
own view, a thorough reading of the Statesman must recollect and account for this double
withdrawal.

The Doomed: The Silence of Socrates

It is commonly observed that both Sophist and Statesman occur within a greater
octology of Platonic texts dramatically leading to Socrates’ trial and execution.” Thus,
we may reasonably expect that each of these works will in some way bear on the
character of Socrates and of his death. What is almost’! uncontroversial, however, is that
the spectre of Socrates’ death looms over each of the Eleatic’s conversations, a fate Plato
further highlights in the present-absence of his teacher—in the silence of Socrates, who,
apart from his brief exchanges with Theodorus in the prologues of each of the remaining
dialogues, dwells at the sidelines of the conversation. The meaning of this silence, and
the meaning of the dramatic context generally is not easy to decipher. I will begin my
own attempt by looking closely at the way Plato overtly and textually depicts—or does

not depict—his teacher’s looming death.

9 T agree with Sallis’ (2021) interpretation that “[t]he question animating the Statesman is one of number. It
is also a question of the number one—if indeed one is a number” (84). This central thematic, however, lies
just beneath the surface of the dialogue. In other words, it must be recollected. Sallis (2017) too notes that
the dialogue does not ‘begin at the beginning’: “[t]he Statesman begins with a return to a beginning anterior
to its own beginning. In the course of the dialogue such return will be multiply reiterated, sometimes
openly, sometimes covertly” (14).

70 For a comprehensive list of the various dialogues dramatically related to Socrates’ death, see Sallis
(2021) p. 75-78. The dramatic time of Cratylus is disputed by many, though I accept its status as a pre-trial
dialogue. Other dialogues, such as the Meno could also reasonably be included among the ‘trial” dialogues,
since, for example, the Meno includes a short conversation with Anytus, one of Socrates’ accusers.

71 Blondell (2003) charges that “[m]ost of the commentators who make these works revolve around the trial
and death of Socrates are primarily concerned with Socrates as he appears in other Platonic dialogues, not
these ones” (265).
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A great bulk of literature has been written on the ambiguous relationship between
the Eleatic Visitor and Socrates in Sophist and Statesman, interpreting both Socrates’
silence in these dialogues, and the Visitor’s ambiguous philosophical commitments.
Regarding Socrates’ silence, on one reading, these two dialogues constitute a kind of
“philosophical trial” conducted by the Visitor, running parallel to Socrates’ civil trial:”?
there is compelling evidence to this end, especially given dual passages in which the
Visitor first paints Socrates as a sophist,” and then seemingly condemns his inquiring
activity in relation to the second-best political regime, the rule by law.”* Some argue that
Plato means precisely to refute or even ‘punish’ his former teacher in the introduction of
the Eleatic.”> An opposed reading sees the Visitor as defending Socrates from the
Athenian charges, developing a political theory that includes and ‘saves’ the philosopher
from the opinion of the masses.’® Still further, some commentators understand the
Visitor-Socrates relationship entirely outside suggestions of antagonism or abetment: the

»77

tone of conversation is one of “mutual respect,”’’ or otherwise, it is only a facsimile of a

Platonic dialogue, disguising its monological import.”®

72 See Howland (1993), who determines that Socrates’ questioning posture is indeed a danger to Athenian
democracy. The Straussian school of interpretation will make much of the Socrates/Visitor divide in
Sophist and Statesman, as well as the ambiguity of Socrates’ own status as sophist, statesman and
philosopher. On the philosophical trial of Socrates, see also Dueso (1993) for a similar position; Zuckert
(2005) is more measured in her critique of the Socratic political danger, ultimately coming to a view that
Socrates’ presence in the city can be a good, both to the whole and to individuals therein (18). Miller
(1980) also takes up the view that the ‘trilogy’ involves a philosophical trial of Socrates (2). Of the
Straussian interpreters—Benardete, Rosen, Zuckert and Rhodes, being among the most prominent
commentators of Statesman—I am in closer agreement with Zuckert’s evaluation of the dramatic and
philosophical situation. Benardete (1984) and Rosen (1985) in my view each wrongly read the dialogue as
culminating in Plato’s condemnation of Socrates, his teacher. At the other extreme, Rhodes (2020) views
the Visitor as a “sham philosopher.” To my mind, Zuckert rightly views the dialogue as involving a conflict
between ‘the good’ and ‘being’ as ‘first principles’ so to speak, through Socrates and the Visitor’s
characters, respectively. Thus, we are not to wholesale reject the Visitor’s arguments as pure philosophical
farce, nor are we to take them as straightforward Platonic doctrine.

73 Soph. 226b-231b; In Howland’s (1993) reading, the Visitor replaces his implicit critique of Socrates as a
philosophical charlatan in Sophist, with a critique of Socrates as citizen.

74 Stat. 299b-d; Dueso (1993) comments, “in the eyes of the democracy [Socratic activity] has to be seen as
a doctrine intended to encourage tyranny” (62).

75 Rosen (1995) p. 6; Benardete (1984) p. 11.70

76 See Rowe (2001); Miller (1980); Cochran (2011) p. 77-87

7T Miller (1980) p. 2; El Murr (2014): “Avec le sophiste et le politique, Platon donne au dialogue une autre
forme philosophique qui, si elle est moins agonistique, n'est pas nécessairement moins dramatique que celle
ou Socrate méne la danse” (22).

78 This might summarize the older scholarly attitude to the dialogue, before the present age of renewed
interest. See Ryle (1966) p. 285; Castoriadis (2002) p. 15. However, El Murr (2014) also affirms the view,
that Statesman has “une forme quasi monologique” (20).
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In actuality, it is perhaps surprising how [ittle Plato draws attention to Socrates’
trial. In Theaetetus, there appear only two unambiguous references to the philosopher’s
death. First, in the Megarian prologue, Euclides tells Terpsion, “It was not long before his
death, if I remember rightly, that [Socrates] came across Theaetetus.””® Given that
Euclides recorded, or began to record, his account from Socrates’ own mouth, this places
the composition of the piece also roughly around the time of Socrates’ death. Second, at
the very end of Theaetetus, Socrates himself makes an explicit reference to his hearing:
“And now I must go to the King’s Porch to meet the indictment that Meletus has brought
against me; but let us meet here again in the morning, Theodorus.”3" In contrast, one is
hard pressed to find any explicit references to Socrates’ trial or death in Sophist and
Statesman, and indeed, if Plato had not been so careful to connect the dramatic settings
and flag the temporal continuity of the conversations, this detail might even slip the
reader’s notice, especially when reading the dialogues in isolation. In my view, however,
Plato is again masterfully playing with the reader’s forgetfulness and memory. That
Socrates does not draw attention to his own misfortunes is hardly a surprise. That his
friend, Theodorus, does not even mention the indictment, however, is much more
surprising. Is Theodorus’ silence on the matter a mark of politeness? Or has the
mathematician completely forgotten about Socrates’ final words from the previous day,
perhaps in his eagerness at his acquaintance with the Visitor? At any rate, Socrates’
condemnation also withdraws from the locus of the dialogue. It is forgotten, or at least
suppressed by all except the Visitor, whose single indirect and brief recollection of
Socrates’ trial constitutes a profound ambiguity.?! Socrates’ death, like the framing
notion of Goodness, and the guiding notion of Oneness, both retreats and remains in a
peculiar, textual present-absence.®?

The fact of Socrates’ silence, and the forgetting of his trial, however, does not

mean that Socrates is ineffectual in Sophist and Statesman. 1 argue that Socrates is

" Theaet.142c

80 Theaet. 210d

81 Star. 299b-d

82 Miller (1980) remarks that there is a dramatic “double-estrangement” (12) of philosophy at play in the
dramatic context: there is the estrangement of Socrates from the Athenians, and the estrangement of
Socrates from his friends, especially Theodorus, whose indifference to abstract discussion afflicts the
dialogue.
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somewhat in control of the conversation even while remaining in the background of the
dialogue.® This is noticeable when we consider Plato’s framing of the Visitor’s
investigation. As soon as Theodorus informs Socrates about the presence of the Visitor,
something sparks in Socrates: Dixsaut writes, “[i1]l adopte un ton bouffonnement
tragique.”®* He launches into two successive circumlocutions regarding the conflation of
gods with humans,®® and of philosophers with gods, statesmen, sophists, and madmen. 3
The ‘look’ of these kinds seem to blend with each other. Simple perception is not enough
to distinguish these types accurately and consistently.?” Only then does Socrates pose a
coherent question, how the Eleatics regard [fyodvro] and name [ovoualov] a series of
often-conflated objects: “[s]ophist, statesman, philosopher [GopioTiV, TOMTIKOV,
P1A0coeov].”® We will note that Socrates carefully controls both the lead-up to the
question and the question itself, which will inform the philosophical trajectory of both
Sophist and Statesman.

The significance of Socrates’ questioning and his subtle piloting of the
conversation cannot be overstated. The question of distinguishing between sophist,
statesman and philosopher is hardly a neutral topic, though it can easily be interpreted as
such. Socrates, it would seem, knows that such an examination shall force Parmenides’
pupil both to confront both the ontological reality of falsehood-making and the problem
of the relation between multiplicity and unity in his treatment of the sophist and
statesman, respectively.®’ In other words, what Socrates disguises with a farcical fagade

is in reality a question directly targeting the Visitor’s Parmenidean philosophical

8 In arguing for this point, I am especially positioning my own argument against that of Blondell (2003),
who asserts that when introducing the Visitor, Plato is attempting to transcend “the baggage of Socratic
characterization” (252). If we observe closely Socrates’ framing of the discussion, we will see that the
Socratic influence is very much present in the dialogue.

8 Dixsaut (2013): “Qu’est-ce qui arrive a Socrate? Il adopte un ton bouffonnement tragique et prétend voir
un dieu quand il n’a affaire qu’a un homme divin, il s’y reprend a trois fois — oubliant la priorité de la
question définitionnelle — pour réussir a bien poser sa question...” (14). In his opening words of Sophist,
Socrates seems either to be genuinely rattled or else, as Dixsaut contends, putting on a kind of show for the
Visitor. I agree in this case with the latter interpretation.

85 Soph. 216a5-b6

8 Soph. 216¢2-217a2

87 Hence, Socrates’ (admittedly erratic) question at the beginning of Sophist ties into the Theaetetus’
concern for knowledge.

88 Soph. 217a4

8 Zuckert (2005) point out that Socrates and the Visitor represent “two divergent paths from Parmenides”
(1). Neither are what one might call a ‘traditional’ Parmenidean. Indeed, Zuckert (2000) argues that for the
Visitor, “all things are and are known only in relation to others” (70).
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commitments.”® With his characteristic irony, Socrates wishes to see the Visitor jump
through hoops to account for the discrete existences of these seemingly comingled kinds.
Should Socrates pose a direct question, the Visitor might easily reply with an eristic
discussion, characteristic of the Parmenidean school. Thus, Socrates must be indirect. He
must catch the Visitor off-guard with a question that conceals his true intention on the
surface, in a philosophical domain in which the Visitor is perhaps more uncertain.®' The
Parmenideans were hardly known for their strong philosophical interest in questions of
falsity, nor for their political philosophy. Though in the course of Sophist and Statesman
the Visitor shall prove more resourceful that Socrates likely expects, Socrates’ silence is
as potent as his question. Socratic elenchus does not disappear from these dialogues.
Rather, it takes on a more protracted and unexpected form: we can read each dialogue as
a single exchange between Socrates and Visitor, in which the Visitor’s Eleaticism comes
to be refuted not by Socrates but by himself, as the question comes to demand more and
more of his intellectual creativity.

Here, I do not suggest, however, that Statesman is merely parodical or that its
drama is merely comic in nature.” It would be unprecedented for Plato to write a
dialogue simply concerned with satirization and not with truth. Thus, the Visitor must not
be viewed merely as the object of Plato’s ridicule—this would be a mistake and would
overlook the serious philosophical problems to which the Statesman is devoted and the
Visitor’s at times impressive philosophical imagination. Rather, Plato uses the limited
perspective of the Eleatic scholar to venture upon the truth of political philosophy and
nature from another angle—the angle of a moderate Parmenideanism. The Visitor’s
perspective is imperfect and it is partial, but by no means is it entirely vacuous. The
Visitor is both a genuine target of Plato’s ridicule and a his genuine philosophical avatar
voicing serious philosophical concerns. The Socratic concern for virtue, and the

Megarian ‘formal’ opening onto goodness is silenced to the substitution of the Visitor’s

%0 Contra Blondell (2003), Delcomminette (2014), Socrates is effective and effectual at guiding the
conversation even in his silence. Miller (1980) writes, “Socrates is pleased to hear that the stranger is a
follower of Parmenides,” though in my view this pleasure is mixed with a kind of mischievous glee (2).

! Theodorus’ remark at Soph. 217b seems to confirm this likelihood.

92 This is not exactly Scodel’s (1987) view, but he is the commentator who perhaps comes closest to calling
the dialogue an outright farce. In my view, Plato successfully toes the line between comic parody and
serious investigation.
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measured Eleaticism and his primary concern for unity, but this silence and this
distension is charged. It is present to the dialogue in the absence of written word, and it
bears upon the philosophical significance of the discussion: can political philosophy be
the philosophy of unity—is unity sufficient to contain the seemingly unlimited exigencies
of human political life—or does a concern for unity constitute only a partial grasp of the
meaning of the political? By setting up the parameters of the discussion, Socrates appears
to suggest the latter, though it is only by working through the Eleatic’s account of the

statesman that the weakness of this hypothesis might be dialectically exposed.
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Chapter III — Prologue: The Worth of Ones [257A — 258A]

Regarding the nature and purpose of the Platonic prologue, I follow Gonzalez,
who argues that each prologue “provides the foundation for the subsequent investigation
by drawing our attention to specific problems without a reference to which this
investigation can be neither fully understood nor made fruitful.”** Plato accomplishes this
according to him, “by introducing different themes or motifs that have a bearing on the
main subject of the dialogue.”* My intention in this chapter, then, is to offer a close
reading of the initiatory exchanges of Statesman, in order to identify both the problems
and the themes that foreground the investigation as a whole. What we find at the
beginning of Statesman is a carefully staged contest of words, concerning the priority of
unity or worth in the measure of a debt. The introduction to the dialogue stages a
preparatory skirmish between the principles of mathematical oneness and goodness, a
skirmish played out on both a philosophical and dramatic level. Through the conflict,
Plato poses certain questions. How does somebody measure a ‘one’ that is owed: by the
mathematical art or by a consideration of the one’s worth? Is oneness the measure of
worth, or is worth the proper measure of a one? Plato is setting the stage for a sustained
treatment of the relation between Oneness and Goodness—and further, between the
techniques of mathematics and dialectic. This is to say, the Good-One identity from
Plato’s unwritten doctrines is precisely what he is drawing into question here, though
playfully and indirectly, and what the dialogue will examine in its dialectical course.

Socrates and Theodorus

On the surface, the opening conversation of Statesman seems unrelated to the
philosophical investigation that will follow. The exchange between Socrates and
Theodorus, appears banal—a pedantic, almost childish, quibble about Socrates’
indebtedness to his friend. Below the surface however, Plato is using this somewhat
innocuous exchange to set up certain essential spectres of the dialogue: first, there is the

problem of honour or worth—and by extension, goodness—a spectre which lurks in the

%3 Gonzalez (2003) p. 16

% Ibid; Delcomminette’s (2000) suggestion, “il ne nous semble pas que ces caractéristiques [dramatiques]
puissent servir de principes a I’interprétation du reste du dialogue: ce sont bien plutdt elles qui doivent
recevoir un éclairage de ce qui se passe dans le dialogue lui-méme” (17-8) to me is untenable. Neither the
dramatic nor the philosophical may be abstracted from each other in the dialogue form, but rather, each co-
determine the other.
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background of the dialogue; second, the question of the meaning of oneness; third, that of
the relation between knowledge and technical activity. All of these concerns are bound up
in the opening conversation of the dialogue as I shall show. In one sense, all these
problems express a deeper question of participation and incommensurability. The relation
between goodness and oneness, between partless unity and partitioned totality, and
between abstract theoretical knowledge and concrete art, all open onto this same tension.
Can these terms participate each other, and if so, how?

Socrates opens the dialogue, “T owe much goodwill (5§ moAA#v ydpiv dpeilw) to
you, Theodorus, for my ‘getting-to-know’ (yvawpicewc) both Theaetetus and the Visitor at
once.””> Theodorus immediately checks Socrates’ indefinite®® expression of gratitude, by
attempting to make his debt measurable: “presently, Socrates, you will owe triply
(zpimdaciav), whenever they finish off (arepydowvrai) both the statesman and the
philosopher for you.”” Theodorus conflates unmeasurable magnitude (zoiA7v) with
measurable number. After the Visitor has finished off the statesman and the philosopher,
Socrates will owe moAinv ydprv + woliny yapiv + woAinv yapiv, as if each moAAnVv ydptv
were like a finger on a hand.”® Instead of asking, perhaps, ‘what of this acquaintance has

caused Socrates to overflow with gratitude’—thereby searching for the object and cause

%5 Stat. 257a1-2; "H moAlv xéptv dpeilo oot tiic Osantiitov yvopicsnc, @ Ocddmpe, Gpo kai Tiic Tod
EEvou.

% See Sayre (2006) p. 241-243 for list of terms in Plato’s readers used to denote and describe the ‘indefinite
dyad’. IloA4sv is not employed as a technical term to describe this elementary principle, but it still contains
within itself dyadic resonances in its expression of unmeasured or unmeasurable amount.

7 Stat. 257a3-5; téyo 84 ye, @ TdKPoTES, OPEMCELS TOVTNG TPmAaGiay, EMelddy TOV Te TOMTUCOV
AmePYAo®VTAL GOl KOl TOV PIAOGOPOV.

%8 See Rep. VII 523A — 526C. In this passage, Socrates distinguishes two ways in which number—and
oneness in particular—inheres, in respect to sense and to intellect. The common way that one understands
oneness is through the senses. When counting fingers, for example, Socrates argues, “the soul isn’t forced
to ask for insight into what a finger is” (523d). It simply counts, making no difference “whether it’s white
or dark, whether it’s thick or thin, or anything that’s like that” (523d). On the other hand, (so to speak)
when opposites cohere in a sense perception, for example, “if the sensation indicates that the heavy thing is
light and the light thing is heavy” (524a), “insight (vdnoig) [would be] required in turn to see [heavy and
light (replacing “large and small”)], not as mixed together but as distinct, the opposite of sight” (524c). The
difference in Republic amounts to a difference between an ‘economic’ (525¢) or ‘militaristic’ (525b) use of
counting, and a deeper philosophical sense, “suited in every way to draw someone toward being” (523a).
Theodorus’ understanding of Socrates’ molAnv yaprv here is rendered in the more common sense of
oneness. Theodorus perceives Socrates’ debt to be a one, and thus his judgment does not open onto the
contemplation of unity. It is only by questioning the ‘indeterminate’ or ‘mixed’ sense of Socrates’
gratitude, that the intellect might be drawn up to a contemplation of this one, “toward making it easier to
gain sight of the look of the good” (526e). To the best of my knowledge, this connection to Republic has
not been made by any other commentator.
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of his goodwill in this indefinite expression—Theodorus moves to quantify his debt. He
unquestioningly assumes he knows that from which Socrates’ gratitude stems, that the
Visitor and YS have finished-off the definition of the first figure in the series. However,
this is not at all what Socrates has said. The ‘knowledge’ for which Socrates is thankful
makes its appearance in the text as ‘acquaintance’ or ‘getting-to-know” (yvawpisewc),”
and the object of this acquaintance is not the ‘kind’ of the sophist but rather, the persons
of the Visitor and Theaetetus. Socrates never alludes to the definition of the sophist as the
reason for his goodwill. What is explicit in the expression of his thankfulness is his
acquaintance with the interlocutors, which we have every reason to believe is genuine.
The ‘one’ of the statesman is less important to him than the ‘ones’ of particular souls.
Theodorus does not understand that the gratitude of acquaintance might extend to the
human soul, far distanced from the external abstractions that he deems most important.
Socrates responds to Theodorus’ cynical needling in his typically ironic fashion,
asking if they have heard the final word from “the strongest (kpaziozov) in calculations
(Aoyiouodg) and in geometrical matters (yewuetpixa)?”.'% Socrates here realizes that his
friend has entirely missed the real object of his gratitude. Charitably, he silently shifts to
Theodorus’ own intellectual register: mathematics. The distinction Socrates makes
between the two disciplines of calculation and geometry is important to Greek
mathematical theory as it is to the philosophical point of Statesman: the former concerns

discrete numbers, which are measured by and composed of distinct ones;!°! the latter,'%? a

9 Stat. 257a2; See Gerson (2006) p. 464 for analysis of Platonic knowing as ‘acquaintance’.

100 Star. 257a7-8; ...pYcopEY dxnKodTeG £lvan ToD TEPL AOYIGUOVG Kai T8 YEMUETPIKO KPATIGTOV;

01 E o, what contemporary mathematical theory calls ‘real numbers.’

102 Geometry for the Greeks concern what contemporary mathematics would call ‘irrational numbers,’
those which exceed the grasp of rational measure. V2 can symbolize a magnitude, but it cannot make this
unlimited magnitude intelligibly graspable. In Book VII of Republic, where Socrates outlines his scheme
for the education of the good city, it is important to note that geometry proceeds after arithmetic, the
second science necessary in the education of the city’s guardians. The logic behind this pedagogical ladder
is important to perceive in relation to the prologue of Statesman. First, arithmetic stands as the most basic
science, since it is a “common thing that every branch of art, thinking, and knowledge makes additional use
of” (522c¢). Arithmetic is capable of distinguishing into rational ‘kinds’ or ‘ones’ what is mixed and without
measure and is essential in order to “become skilled at reasoning” (525b); Geometry, the second science to
be learned, in its common ‘militaristic’ conception involves an increasing degree of difference and change.
It concerns formations and shapes and is often rendered in the language of “practical activity” (527a). The
ascent of sciences in Republic will involve the increasing accommodation of difference, though Socrates
indicates that the philosophical importance of these sciences is “a knowing of what always is” (527b).
Geometry moves beyond arithmetic, but this movement occurs only considering its foundation in
arithmetic.
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constellation of magnitudes, which may or may not give themselves to the measure of
units. Socrates thus ironically collects these two mathematical domains of counting and
geometry together in his barbed praise of Theodorus. What the mathematician has done is
conflate the inner asymmetry of the nature of these figures in question—sophist,
statesman, philosopher—with the external uniformity of basic arithmetical counting. His
art reduces all to an absolute limit of neutral self-identity. Even at the level of abstract
mathematical cognition, he does not recognize a geometric or attributive uniqueness of

each figure,!®

which alone would account for why each ‘one’ is not replaceable with
every other ‘one,” and why Socrates’ ‘moAAnv yéptv’ is not grounded in the simple fact of
each definition. Even at the level of mathematics and geometry Theodorus has made an
error. Theodorus is only counting external ones; he has no inkling that each ‘one’ might
contain essential differences in themselves. His mind is operating at the level of
arithmetic and at the level of common arithmetic more properly, which covers over,
rather than discloses, difference.!** The one of mathematics is not one of anything; each
one is undifferentiated and abstract.

Theodorus does not follow the direction of Socrates’ chiding: “how do you mean,
Socrates?”.1% Socrates clarifies, but in so doing he inflects the conversation with an

opening onto Goodness: “you have set down each of the men of equal worth (zij¢ ionc

aliog), though they have stood further apart in honour (zz47) from each other than is

103 Take, for example, a scalene triangle, whose three sides have a measurement of a, p and vy, and whose

angles each measure y, 0 and {. What I have called ‘attributive’ or ‘geometric’ unity accounts for the
uniqueness of its parts. The triangle is one, it is unique, because the internal values are specifically these
values, and the internal parts are specifically these parts. Arithmetic, ‘external’ unity is only able to
articulate one triangle, another triangle, a third triangle. It is incapable of differentiating each polygon by
the precise character of its inner nature.

104 Again, see Rep. VII 523d; Sallis (2021) also makes this point: “in arithmetic, the ones lack precisely
those relations between kinds that are the primary concern of philosophy” (88). See Klein (1968) p. 22-3
for an overview of the difference between theoretical and practical ‘logistics’ in Plato’s thought. Lawrence
(2021) draws attention to a semantic “account-oneness problem” (26, 31), drawn along similar lines: how
can knowledge be simple, if it is a knowledge of an unlimited variety of things and conditions?

105 Stat. 257b1
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grasped by the proportioning (é&valoyiav) of your art (z&yvr).”!% Socrates now centres his
playful critique on the proportionality (avaioyia) of Theodorus’ art, in a double-pronged
attack.'"” First, Socrates’ rejection of Theodorus’ proportioning is somewhat ironic,
because Theodorus is not thinking in geometric terms in the first place. His ‘proportion’
is the proportion of 1 : 1 : 1. Second, anticipating Theodorus’ response, Socrates
preparatorily signals a movement even beyond geometry. The crucial content that
Theodorus’ external arithmetic abstraction covers over, is the inner honour, worth, or
goodness of each figure.'® Such content lies beyond even geometric or attributive
expressions of unity. There is no ‘geometry’ of Goodness,'?” at least not directly—that is,
without analogy. This is to say, the language of the Good is not identical to the language
of mathematics and geometry. The proportioning of goodness and honour proceeds by a
different path. Unsurprisingly, Theodorus remains one step behind Socrates in his
response: “by our god, Ammon,'!? that is well and justly said. You have altogether hit

upon a mistake in my counting by your good memory (uviuovirdg).”!'! For Theodorus,

106 Stat. 257b3-4; Tév dvpdv Exactov Bévtog tiig Tong dlag, of T T mAéov GAAMAA®V dpectdoty fi KoTd
TV avaroyiav v Thg DUETEPAG TEXVNC.

107 See Book V of Euclid’s Elements. ‘Proportion’ most properly belongs to the science of geometry. The
ratio is a ratio of magnitudes (V. def. 3). Thus, ratios are not numbers, but can be given over to measure or
proportion (V. def. 6). See Dixsaut (2013) p. 21-2 for an outline of the various interpretations regarding
what Socrates is including here in ‘proportion.’

108 T make a distinction between external abstraction and internal content consciously. External here does
not mean ‘physical’ but rather, that which has no mutually signifying inner reality. For example, in Sophist,
“whether [the Eleatics] considered all these figures [the sophist, statesman and philosopher] to be one, or
two, or just as there are three names, [...] they fasten the genus-name to each” (217a7-9), Socrates asks
whether the three abstract and external names, each correspond to a mutually distinct inner content and
reality. If one were to remain at the level of abstract names, however, the inner content of each figure might
remain concealed. As Dorter (1994) puts it, “an attempt to account for distinctively human activities
without reference to value is doomed to confronting externals rather than essentials” (191).

109 Benardete (1984) remarks to this end, “[t]he beauty of Theaetetus, the divinity of the stranger, and the
gratitude of Socrates determine together the confines of mathematics” (I111.72).

110 Dorter (1994) writes, “there may be an oblique reference to value as well in Theodorus's oath by
Ammon, who, in his characteristic of Ammon-Ra, was the Egyptian sun god” (191). If this is so, Plato is
calling the Good to mind ironically in the voice of Theodorus. Benardete (1984) offers an intriguing
extension (though he does not speak, as Dorter, in terms of the Good): the name ‘Ammon’ is “thought to
mean ‘Concealed’ or ‘Hidden’” (II1.71). This seems to be particularly appropriate. The measure of
goodness remains, for Socrates, essentially obscured. He does not propose in his few remarks a positive
measure, but only critiques Theodorus’ pride. The status and measure of the Good remains clouded in
uncertainty, and will appear in the dialogue in a manifold of cloaked forms.

11 Stat. 257b5-7; 0 ye vi) TOV Huétepov DedV, @ TMOKPATES, TOV ApUmVa, Koi Stcaimg, Koi Tévy pév ovv
LVNUOVIK®G EMETANEAS Lot TO TePL TOVS AoYIooVS apdptnpa. According to Sallis (2017), the reference of
this recollection is to Sophist, wherein the Visitor shows that “between kinds there are relations, there is
community (koivewvia)” (14). Thus, he writes (2021), the recollection is that these kinds are
“nonarithmetic” (88).
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the issue is not with the nature of counting itself, but with the particular numbers that he
has chosen in the representation of worth: to him, his proportioning fails simply because
he bungled the numbers, not because his 7€yvy is mislaid in the first place. Yet, it is not
clear that one could even understand the statesman in an arithmetical proportion to the
sophist or philosopher. How would one go about determining this relative numerical
worth in the first place? Socrates is firm: no mathematical proportionality can capture
their difference. There is a fundamental incongruency in their respective being and
goodness, the measurement of which is not yet clear.!!?

Socrates and Theodorus’ discrepancy in their respective theoretical understanding
of the worth of the ‘ones’ in question, highlights a more practical and political difference
in their activities. The opening of Statesman involves a kind of contest between
‘charistics’—the self-overflow of goodwill—and economics, which is to say, a system of
value predicated upon the identity and exchange of discrete ones.''3 Plato immediately
defers the initial moment of generosity, the dialogue’s beginning-in-gratitude, to consider
Theodorus’ own limited mathematical perspective.!'* Though the dialogue begins with a
suggestion of goodness in the overflow of gratitude, no sooner does Socrates speak than
Theodorus renders his goodwill into a mere economic sum. Benardete remarks,
“[Theodorus] and Socrates are like two cities, for whom the only relation that can obtain
between them is that of mutual retaliation.”!'> The threat of false community lingers in
the air.!'® Even if Socrates gets the upper hand philosophically at the end of their brief

exchange, the threat of violence, or at least of forced debt-collection, lingers over the

112 See Rowe (1995), for whom an analogy between statesman or philosopher and the sophist fails since
“the sophist has no positive value at all (117)” Dixsaut (2013) agrees with this assessment. I would go a
step further: it is unclear to me whether ‘worth’ or ‘goodness’ might ever be spoken of in terms of
‘amount.’ It is unclear that it may ever give itself over to mathematical proportion as such, even if one
contends that the statesman and philosopher have true worth. What we seek is ‘a measure beyond measure.’
This seems to be what Brisson and Pradeau (2003) are pointing to in their commentary (p. 214, fn. 7).

113 Again see Rep. 525c¢ for the ‘common’ modality of arithmetic, which is “for the purpose of (ydpiv)
buying and selling [slightly modified from Sachs]” (525¢). I supply the term ‘economics’ here to refer to
the ‘common’ of arithmetic. See above, footnotes 103 and 105.

14 Ewegen (2017) writes, “[y]épic—favor, gratitude, kindness—...] begins the Statesman. More precisely,
xapic owed (opeilw), and therefore ydpic now absent but deferred to some future moment where it might
be repaid, begins the Statesman” (51). For the reader, too, this ydpic is deferred: Goodness is excluded
henceforth from direct philosophical consideration until the very end of the dialogue.

115 Benardete (1984) p. 70

116 Miller (1980) argues that “[t]he explicit tone is one of mutual deference, especially towards Socrates”
(1). To my mind, the respectful atmosphere of the encounter is only ‘skin deep.’



29

conversation: “I will go after you in the future for these things,”!!” Theodorus punctuates.
Even after winning the philosophical contest, Socrates appears to have lost the ‘political.’
He is still in debt. Theodorus threatens to render his gratitude economically useless.!!®
Socrates’ choice to call Theodorus’ mathematical capacity a z€yvy, then, is subtle but
intentional: his expertise does not reach the yet-concealed criterion of émotijun;!? it is a
mere fechnique of rendering account, incapable of interrogating or modifying itself. The
political as the ‘merely economic’ cannot accommodate goodwill, since it is foreign to its
currency. Socratic gratitude, in contrast, lies beyond the realm of technique, though it
runs the risk of being excluded entirely from the realm of politics itself.!2°

Socrates and the Visitor

Following Socrates’ and Theodorus’ sparring, the conversation shifts to include
the Visitor, who confirms they must seek out the statesman before the philosopher and
opts to change discussion partners from Theaetetus to his “gym-partner” (evyyvuvactnv),
Young Socrates (subsequently YS) for the next stage of discussion, to let the former rest
after the discussion of Sophist. Socrates interjects—his last words of the dialogue'?!—
with a strange pronouncement:

And indeed, Visitor, both are in danger of having a certain kinship (cvyyéveiav) to
me from somewhere (rofév). The one, you say appears similar to me on account
of the nature of his face, and for the other, his calling and his address being the
same name supplies a certain ‘household relation’ (oixeidtyra) to us. Of course it
is necessary for us always eagerly to recognize (avayvwpilerv) these kinships
through words (d10 A0ywv). I myself, then, mixed (ovvéueila) with Theaetetus

17 Stat. 257b7-8; xoi 68 pév avti TovToV el ad0Ig péTetu

118 The opening of Statesman resembles that of Republic (see Rep. 327¢). The threat of violence, though
spoken in jest, nevertheless discloses a radical fissure in the relation between philosophy and politics.

119 This is the first instance of the use of the word éyvy in Statesman, a term whose significance is not yet
clear, yet which will come in the course of the dialogue both to oppose and to complement at different
times the central notion of émorjuyn. 1 will interrogate the Visitor’s understanding of wyvy and émiotiun
later in chapter IV, but here—especially in the face of the aporia of knowledge in Theaetetus—I want to
suggest that Socrates’ remark is subtly derogatory. Theodorus cannot give an account of his ‘knowledge’
any more than Socrates and Theaetetus could give an account of ‘knowledge’ as such.

120 As much as the Visitor will exhibit a similar fixation on unity as Theodorus, one cannot say that his
understanding of politics mirrors Theodorus’ merely economic interest. If anything, the Visitor’s account of
statesman appears to lack an economic dimension until the end of the dialogue: the statesman first appears
as a shepherd-god over a flock. In this way, his interpretation of rulership is more Socratic than Theodoran.
121 There is some ambiguity whether the last words of Statesman should be attributed to the elder Socrates.
I follow Gill (2013) in maintaining that Plato means for the attribution of final line of the dialogue to be
ambiguous.
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yesterday through words and now I have heard him being set apart
(dmoxpivouévov),'?? but not Socrates. It is necessary to examine him too.

123
While this might easily be interpreted as mere stage-setting—a simple, cordial nod to
Socratic maieutics before the real philosophy begins—Socrates’ remark is more
integrated into the philosophical themes of the dialogue than scholars often perceive.!?*
Remembering Socrates’ goodwill as the gratitude for acquaintanceship renders these
peculiar remarks intelligible. Socrates points back to the very beginning of the dialogue,
to the object of gratitude that Theodorus has overlooked: souls.

Socrates relinquishes the question of worth, returning to consider the real object
of his gratitude. He distinguishes two moments in the structure of acquaintance: mixing
(ovvéueiéo)—an erotic moment, so to speak, in which one comingles with the
acquaintance—and setting apart (amoxpivouévov)—wherein one distinguishes the
acquaintance from afar, indirectly. The recognition (avayvapioig) of kinship (cvyyéveiav),
then, is the completion and unification of these two moments of acquaintance
(yvopioig)—the mixing together and the setting apart, which, Socrates assures us, must

occur in conversation (d1¢ Adywv).'?> Recognition, then, occurs only through a mutual

dialogue, a co-participation in Adyog, without which soul is barred entry from soul. The

122 This is to say, answering, which is the more conventional translation.

123 Stat. 257d1-258a5; kol pmv Kvdvvedetov, @ EEve, BUEo TOBEV &0l Guyyévelay Exety TIvE. TOV PV Ye
00V DUELC KoTd TV ToD TPoc®ToL PUGLY Spotov &uoi paivesdai pate, Tod & Muiv 1} KAfjo1g OpdVLLOC 0DG
Kol 1] TPOCPNOIG TOPEXETAL wa oikeldTNTa. Ol 01 TOUG Y€ GLYYEVEIG NUAS del TpoBHUWG St Ady@V
avayvepilew. et pev odv avTdg Te cuviueEa x0Eg Sui AOY®V KOi VOV GKIKOO GITOKPIVOUEVOD,
TokpdrTovg 8¢ 00détepa: OEl 8¢ oréyacha kai Todtov. [4uol udv odv eig avbic, coi 68 viv dmokpvéchm. ]
124 Much scholarship on Statesman either glances past this passage or dismisses it having only marginal
dramatic significance—a mere reminder that the students of Theodorus are not Socrates. Lane (1998) offers
a cursory reflection: “two people with the same name may or may not turn out to share any substantive
character traits in common; as it happens, temporal proves himself at various points cagier, brasher, and
less astute than Theaetetus, and his mathematical abilities do not seem to be matched by any ethical
inclinations which would liken him to his namesake” (34). Apart from this slight dramatic significance,
Socrates’ remark has little philosophical value, at least in the particular philosophical exploration of
Statesman. For White (2016) the passage has more profound philosophical significance: “The nature of
kinship—or, more abstractly stated, relation—is also thrown into question, at least indirectly, since two of
the most common and evident types of relation, physical appearance and names, at best evoke only a
superficial kind of sameness. [...] [The passage] initiates the need for reflection on what happens
metaphysically when relations connect things, whether those relations are, initially, linguistic or
perceptual” (20). Dorter (1994) may be right that the movement from Theaetetus to Statesman constitutes a
philosophical ascent according to the Republic’s schema of the Cave (See p. 191). We might say that
‘nominal’ correspondence represents a greater (or more philosophically deceiving?) unity than aesthetic
similarity.

125 The movement from yvmpicemg (257a2) to dvayvopilewv (258a3) is important: knowledge is to be
elevated and intensified from mere acquaintance to the higher recognition of kinship in repeated
associations and examinations.



31

singularity of the soul, and presumably its goodness, is only distinguishable in this dual
strategy of mixing-with and being-set-apart. If Socrates’ conversation with Theodorus
sets out the essential question of the dialogue—the relation between unity and
goodness—this subsequent remark develops certain secondary features of the dialogue’s
horizon. It marks out a kind of dialectical methodology through which the recognition or
reconciliation of Oneness and Goodness must occur. Though it is not possible to prove
the significance of this utterance here, I have set out this brief exposition in order that I
might return to consider its import periodically in my analysis of Statesman.
Conclusion

I have insisted at the beginning of this thesis on a thorough examination of the
prologue of Statesman, since it obliquely contains the essential questions of the dialogue.
Even if the introduction has little to say directly about the nature of the statesman, the
initial conversation sets up a subtle philosophical typology, which Plato develops overtly
and covertly during the dialogue. From the beginning, Statesman centres the question of
the relation between oneness and goodness. Even so, our perspective on Plato’s unwritten
doctrine that ‘the Good is One’ could be no more tenuous: Theodorus’ notion of unity is
too deficient to disclose the worth or goodness of anything. Yet, I argue that this relation
remains unsettled at the heart of the dialogue, the unspoken centre around which the
tangled investigation of Statesman pivots. In the rest of this thesis, I aim to trace how this
dissonance between unity and goodness develops dialectically. Though the Visitor will
centre his analysis of statesmanship more directly around the question of oneness, the

spectre of goodness—of worth—continues to haunt the dialogue until its conclusion.
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Chapter IV — The Beginning of Diairesis: The One as Absolute [258B — 268D]

The philosophical drama of Statesman involves the progressive unfolding of
unity’s relation to multiplicity. More specifically, it is the drama of the unfolding of the
relation of the unique ruling knowledge of statesmanship which alone might properly be
called statesmanship to its plurality of subjects. There are at least three major questions of
unity woven throughout Statesman: the most obvious question of the statesman’s unity—
the uniqueness of their person; closely related, the oneness of the statesman’s art or
knowledge; and finally, the unity of the political object or site—the human herd or the
polis. The question concerning the unity of the human soul figures only incidentally in
the philosophical proceedings. Further, a direct questioning of the unity of the human
good also unfolds mostly beneath the surface of the text.

The beginning of Statesman, about which this chapter is concerned, marks out the
Eleatic’s originary relation to oneness. It discloses, above all, certain presuppositions and
assumptions he holds about the meaning and structure of what ‘one’ is: namely, that it is
a kind of arithmetical unity—a kind of absolute exteriority, lacking discernible internal
content.!?® In this chapter, I shall trace the Visitor’s notion of oneness and knowledge
through the successive divisions of the initial diairesis—the first attempt to define what
the statesman is. I shall argue that the definition breaks down since the interlocutors’
functional conception of oneness lacks inner content. It is not, or not only, as most
commentators have suggested, that the method of bifurcatory diairesis itself constitutes
the major stumbling block in the first attempt to define the statesman.!?” Rather, more
deeply, the problem that derails the investigation into statesmanship is the problem of
conceiving oneness. The ‘arithmetical’ understanding of the statesman’s one knowledge
is not alone sufficient to account for the statesman’s activity, nor for the relation of the
ruler’s one knowledge to its subjects ruled.!?®

The problem of discerning the figure of the sophist in Sophist is that their

expertise appears to encompass everything. The Visitor comes to ask, ‘how can one

126 Here 1 consciously use non-Platonic language to qualify the Visitor’s functional notion of unity. I will
clarify and demonstrate my meaning more precisely in the course of this chapter.

127 See Miller (1980); Scodel (1987); Rosen (1995); Lane (1998); Castoriadis (2002). In contrast,
Delcomminette (2000), Marquez (2013), and EI Murr (2013) each take very seriously the initial diairesis of
Statesman and argue that its conclusions are carried forward until the end of the dialogue.

128 See particularly Scodel (1987) p. 25 on this point.
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knowledge possibly encompass an expertise in a/l things.”'?° To contrast, in Statesman,
the uniqueness of the statesman’s knowledge appears to withdraw in the face of all other
competing expertises. It comes, as we shall see, to have no relation to human activity in
the opening diairesis of Statesman, through the peculiar unity it possesses. The seeming
infinite capability of the sophist’s art will be thus contrasted with the seeming infinite
ineffectualness of the statesman’s one knowledge. The incommensurables at issue in
Sophist and Statesman appear across some of the same chasms, but inversely. Sophist
involves totality seeking unity, absolute zéyvy seeking émiotiun. Statesman begins from
the opposite side of this philosophical cleft, absolute émotiun seeking wyvy.

The Method of Diairesis

Leaving the short but pithy introductory conversation behind, the Visitor and YS
now attempt to make a start discerning the statesman. The project that Sophist begins,
namely, “defining (diopicacBor) clearly what each [sophist, statesman and philosopher]
is” (ti mot’ éom1v),'*° continues in Statesman. Yet what the Visitor means by ‘defining’
and the method he employs to this end is hardly self-evident. The word diopicacfau here,
more than simply ‘defining’, means ‘to draw a boundary’, or ‘to separate by means of a
limit or boundary.”'3! What is needed in this investigation are limits that partition and
distinguish these figures both from each other and from all other things that are, and this
is precisely what the Visitor’s method of bifurcatory diairesis promises to accomplish.!3?
Diairetic instruction in the dialogue, however, is surprisingly scarce; the Visitor’s

comments to this end are shrouded by what seems a conscious ambiguity.!3* The Visitor

129 See Soph. 232e-234b for the Visitor’s consideration of the sophist’s seeming grasp of everything.

130 Soph. 217b2-4; ke’ Ekactov ufv dropicachor capdg i mot” Eottv, [0V cuIKpdV 008E PEdiov Epyov]

131 See Sallis (2021) p. 84

132 1 shall be mostly limiting my analysis of the diairetic method to the Statesman dialogue itself, though I
will also offer some comparative remarks about diairesis in Sophist. This is also the approach Lane (1998)
takes, separating the actual practice of diairesis in Statesman with Socrates’ theoretical conversations about
diairesis in dialogues like Phaedrus and Philebus. For my part, I believe that the methodological
differences between Sophist and Statesman are also significant enough to bracket a full consideration of the
former. El Murr (2010) argues that the difference in the Sophist and Statesman’s treatment of paradigms
amount to the paradigm of the statesman also standing in as a paradigm for dialectic. For a treatment of this
method across the Platonic corpus, especially in Sophist and Phaedrus, see Sayre (2006); Fattal (1993).

133 Rosen (1995) p. 16 refers to only three places in Sophist, for example, that the methodology is given
conscious detail, at 227a7, 253¢7, and 267d6. Miller (1980) writes, “In exhibiting rather than explaining his
method, the stranger leaves it to his auditors to grasp its procedural rules” (17). In my view this is right.
Rather than spelling out a rigid and dogmatic methodology, Plato wants the reader to do the work of
separating out the occasions when and the reasons why things go right or wrong.
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does offer a few restricted comments on the method at 258c and at 262b-263b, but I
argue here that the Visitor’s diairetic method rests on a fragile foundation, since it
uncritically employs a variety of different and conflicting kinds of ‘ones’ in its search for
definition: the one of the part-kind, the one of the name, and the one of the beginning.

Kinds and Ones

Diairesis, the Visitor explains at 258c, seeks to uncover a “straight path” or
“shortcut” (azpamov)!'3* to the expertise in question, by means of “discovering”
(dvevprioer)'® successive, cumulative, bifurcations, systematically dividing each ‘class,’
‘look’ or ‘kind’ (yévog, eidog, idéa) into two roughly equal sub-groups.'3® At each
juncture one must “seal [the statesman’s path] with a single kind (i0éav piav), while
marking off one other look (£v &ilo eldoc) for the other turnings.”'” Thus, by gradually
separating the path of the statesman from the classes of other things at each bifurcation,
the limits of the thing in question are exhumed. One should note the technical and
productive language the Visitor uses here, of sealing (émioppayioocOar) and marking
(Emonunvouévovg) and even of “making our soul to think™ (dravon@ijvar whv woynv nuév
roifjoar),'3® which rests uncomfortably beside his earlier language of kind-discovery
(avevproer). Whether diairetic distinctions discern real divisions in nature or whether the
methodology fashions its own cuts proper to the sphere of human zyvy is deeply
ambiguous and calls the Visitor’s entire project into question at the very beginning, if the
method cannot even determine whether its products are that of the human artifice or

belonging to a nature beyond human contrivance. The Visitor explicitly refers to each

134 Stat. 258¢3

135 Stat. 258¢3

136 It is my contention that the meaning of the various terms, yévog, eidoc, and idéa, in the Visitor’s usage do
not properly refer to Platonic ‘forms.” Though there are a variety of features in Statesman that either ‘look
like” or are called ‘form,” form in the Socrato-Platonic sense is conspicuously missing from the dialogue.
See Rowe (1999), p. 297, fn 8, Scodel (1987) p. 25-7, and Lane, 1998, p. 16, for a more detailed
justification to this end. For Lane, the actual divisions Plato uses in Sophist and Statesman are of technai
(15). Chiesa (1995) in my view satisfactorily describes what can be said about the meaning of eidog, and
idéa for the Visitor, drawing on the Visitor’s short methodological aside at 258c: “Eidog et idéa
apparaissent ici comme ce qui est imprimé et marqué sur 1’objet recherché ainsi que sur les objets dont il se
sépare” (117). In my view, this can hardly be said to be the case for Platonic forms.

137 Stat. 258¢5-6; id4av antf piav émoepoyicacOat, koi Toig dAloig éktpomaic &v A0 £l60g
EMONUINVOUEVOVG

138 Stat. 258¢7; The whole passage reads, “making our soul to think of all knowledge as being two looks”
(méoag Tog EmoTHag g 0Vc0g 00 (6N drovondijvar TV yoynv Nudv mowcat).
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branch of diairesis as a one (uiov), though in what way the subclass is one he will not
discuss until later.

Later, at 262b-263b, the Visitor will attempt to clarify the meaning of eidetic or
genetic unity, a problem that comes into view particularly when YS attempts to bifurcate
the class of “ensouled animals” (§uyvya)'3® on his own, into beasts (Onpiwv) and humans
(dvOpcdmav).'40 There is a philosophical danger here. The Visitor responds, “it is not safe
to finely cut (lewrovpyeiv) [a class], but it is safer for the cuttings to go through the
middle (d1a péowv), as one might more likely hit upon a true kind.”'*! Each division must

represent “a class and a part at the same time”;4?

one cannot simply cut parts from the
classes as one wishes. Though stringent criteria for the discernment of ‘true kinds’ or
‘real classes’ remains unarticulated, since the Visitor determines that it would take too
much time to distinguish properly between part and true class, the force of the Visitor’s
objection is particularly aimed toward the novice of philosophy: when one lacks any
other basis on which to ground bifurcations, a rigid commitment to this arithmetic
halving is roughly acceptable as a guide, second, of course, to an actual knowledge of the
appropriate classes. Diairetic discernment is therefore best regarded as a method of ratio-
making; the ‘ones’ of ‘real classes’ or ‘kinds’ in turn are best regarded not as units, but as
ratios.'* The most important criterion of proper diairesis at this point is that the subclass
contain a number of things roughly reducible to the ratio of 1 : 2 in relation to the ‘parent
class’ from which it is divided.

The division of human and animal, Greek and Barbarian,'#* ten thousand and all

the other numbers,'#’ are thus each inappropriate—even dangerous—divisions since they

139 Stat. 261b8

140 Stat. 262a4

141 Stat. 262b6; [GALL Yap, O @ike,] AemTovpYElv 00K AoQALEC, S18 pécwv 8¢ dopaléoTtepov iévar
TéEPVOVTOG, Kol LAAAOV 18€aig &v T TpoaTuyydvot.

142 Stat. 262e8; yévoc 8o kai pépog. The Visitor expands this thought at 263b8-10: “Whenever there is a
class of something, it is also necessarily itself a part of whatever matter the class is said to be of, but a part
[of a class] is not necessarily [also] a class”; dg g1doc pgv étov 1) Tov, Kol uépog anTd dvarykoiov tvol Tod
TpypoTog dTovmep A £160¢ Aéyntal pépog 88 e160g 0vSepia dvaryKn.

143 This talk of the subclass of diairesis as a ratio, however, still covers over the content of the class. As
Miller (1980) notes, the two subclasses of a division must be contraries: “Contraries are mutually exclusive
and (so long as they express an essential aspect of it) exhaust the initial kind (17). Mathematical ratio fails
to disclose this aspect of diairetic reality.

144 Stat. 262¢10-d6

145 Stat. 262d6-€5
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give special status to a part of a class, without either formal or mathematical justification.
Fattal notes, “when the part is not a species, that is, when the part is not determined,
limited and characterized by unity, then it may well sink into the indefinite and the
infinite (apeiron).”'*® Without these admittedly abstract formal parameters, one is at risk
of failing to limit and, thus, make intelligible unlimited reality itself. In the faulty division
between Greeks and barbarians, for example, the barbarians constitute a part but not a
class of the prior human class. As a part they “are unlimited in number, unmixing, and
non-harmonious toward one another” (Gzeipoic odor kai GueikToIC Koi GoVUPDVOIS TPOC
allnia).'¥7 They have, in short, as a class almost nothing discernibly common between
them, besides their not being Greek. The division tells us nothing about inner nature of
either Greek or Barbarian. Mathematically, the part, ‘barbarian,’ is a negation of
Greekness, without having a positive unity or identity in itself. It does not give itself to
ratio. The ‘real classes’ or ‘true forms’ of a division always give themselves to a rough
measure. Thus, the Visitor conceives of the diairetic operation in explicitly geometric
terms: the end of diairesis is the “kingly shape” (oyijua fociiikév).'*8

Names and Ones

The ‘real classes’ or ‘kinds’ that proper diairesis discloses are not the only ‘ones’
involved in diairetic methodology. The nominal ‘ones,’ used to ‘stamp’ each class, pose
their own distinct problems in diairetic division. Indeed, certain semantic difficulties
embedded in the method of diairesis threaten to disrupt the ‘ratiometric’ understanding of
the process. One brief remark in Sophist particularly illuminating: “You and I must
consider this issue [of the sophist] in common (xorvfj)” the Visitor begins, “[...] by
seeking and exhibiting with an account (A6y@) whatever [the sophist] is.”'%° The Visitor
then offers a justification for diairesis:

For at present, you and I share in common (xo1vjj) only the name of this man, but
we might perhaps privately (idig) hold for ourselves the work (z0 £pyov) for which
we each invoke the name. So it is always necessary in all things to agree upon the

146 Fattal (1993) p. 66

147 Stat. 262d4

148 Stat. 268¢6-7

149 Soph. 218b7; kowij 8¢ pet’ &uod oot cuokentéov [Gpyopéve TpdTov, O ol gaivetat, viv amd tod
c0¢167100,] (nTodvr kai Eupaviovtt Aoy ti mot’ ot [Bracketed section omitted from above translation].
The Visitor will again insist upon the necessity of this collaborative aspect of diairesis in Statesman. See
Stat. 258c¢-d; 260b
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matter itself through mutual reckoning (di1a A0ywv), rather than agreeing about the
name alone without this reckoning. !>

The Eleatic wants as much as possible to avoid the misunderstandings that names or
words can engender; he wants to find a way of spanning the chasm between the private
opinions of individuals. The issue is that names provide a kind of false semblance of
unity. They do not deliver absolute meaning. Yet, paradoxically, it is only through names
in discussion (010 A0ywv) that one may get beyond the false unity of names. The end of
diairesis is, in a certain way, just a collection of names strung together in mutual relation.
What is needed is a way to tie down these ‘private’ abstractions to concrete limits, and
bifurcatory diairesis offers a particularly measured way of achieving this end, with its
reliance on a chain of successive bifurcative and ratiometric agreements. By the end of
the path, the interlocutors will have agreed with each stamping, one subclass and one half
parent-class at a time, and will share a kind of definitional road map to the nature of the
subject in question. This collaborative importance to the method is something that the
Visitor will continue to stress in Statesman.'>!

The Eleatic, however, will also elaborate further upon his suspicion of names in
the initial diairesis of Statesman. There are two problems with naming that diairesis both
exposes and conceals. First, there is the problem that occurs when many names stand for
one class; second, there is the problem when one name covers over many, unlimited parts
or classes.

[lustrating the first case, during the proceedings of the sixth division the Visitor
asks Y'S whether to name the cut “herd-nurturing” (ayedaiotpogiov) or “collective-
nurturing” (oivotpogixiv).'3? YS replies, “whatever comes together (cuuBaivy) in the
argument (v 7 Aéy),”">? for which response the Visitor offers his praise: “and if you
guard closely not to busy yourself with names, you will appear plainly to be richer in

wisdom (ppovijoewc) in old age.”'>* Y'S seems, perhaps unknowingly, to hit upon a rare

150 Soph. 218c1-5; vhv yap &1 60 1€ Kyt ToVTOV TEPL TODVOUA HOVOV EYOHEY KOV, TO 8& Epyov €¢° O
KOAODUEV £KATEPOG TAY OV 1dlg Tap™ LAV avTolg Exotpev: Ol 8¢ del TavTog TEPL TO TPAyHa odTO HAAAOV
o Adymv 1j Tobvoua povov cuveporoyiicBat ywopic Adyov.

151 See Stat. 258d1-2; 260b7-12;

152 Stat. 261e2

153 Stat. 261e4

154 Stat. 261€5-7; kGv S1aQLAGENG TO U 6ToLSALEY €Ml TOlg HVOUOGTY, TAOVGLHTEPOG Eig TO Yipag
avaeavnon epoviicems. See also 262d5-6.
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moment of wisdom, submitting évoua to the play of 1dyog. The name must be justified by
the argument, not the argument by the name. The Visitor, however, surprisingly takes this
remark as a total repudiation of names in general and proceeds without making a
determinate judgment, as if to say the argument can stand on its own without the use of
precise naming at all.!>> Of course, the names herd-nurturing and collective-nurturing
contain within themselves radically different connotations, the former suggesting a
paradigm of shepherding not implied as strongly by the latter. The Visitor’s disinterested
preference for the former seems to steer the diairesis in a very different direction, as we
shall see.!°® By treating names as mere exterior markers without internal significance, the
Visitor and YS open themselves to tremendous philosophical folly. The name is not a
mere external mark; different names do seem to attach themselves to different things.!>’
Even if we generously interpret that the Visitor and YS have clarified the meaning of the
names at each stage of the division for each other and thus do not need precise naming,
this does not guard against the fact that the final definition—its string of names—does
not carry along with it these elaborations and clarifications.

In the second case—the inverse problem—names can cover over rather than
reveal what is essential about something or pretend to a formal unity which the signified
does not possess. Like Theodorus’ arithmetization of Socrates’ gratitude at the beginning
of Statesman, the oneness of the name similarly covers over and stands in for what may
well not be unified at all, or what may have a different unity than the name addresses.
The name in this sense does act as a mere external mark without real inner reality. From a
passage I explored above (262b-263b), the Visitor notes, “while addressing it [the cut]
‘barbarian’ with a single name, [people] expect it, because of this single name, also to be
one class (yévog £v).”13 The oneness of the name creates an expectation for a

corresponding oneness of the signified, and this expectation appears essential to the

155 The Visitor, however, seems to prefer ‘herd-nurturing” for the rest of the initial diairesis, but the
disregard of care for names allows him to proceed without argumentative justification.

136 Yet, as Jinek (2013) points out, there is a serious difference in meaning between herd-nurturing and
collective nurturing, a difference that Jinek argues might account for part of the failure of the initial
diairesis. Similarly, at 275e the Visitor’s substitution of the ‘name’ “rearing” [gpépeiv] for “attending to”
[Oepameverv] in describing the statesman’s activity makes all the difference to the lucidity of the
statesman’s definition.

157 See also the digression at 258e8-259¢4, which I shall treat later.

158 Stat. 262d5-6; ...BapPapov il KAGEL TPOGEMOVTEG adTO S1d TodTNV THV piay KAfo kai yévog Ev antd
ELVOL TTPOGOOKMDGLV-



39

external functioning of the name in discourse. Yet, the name does not essentially denote
an internal uniqueness qua formal, stable, or measurable reality.

To summarize, (1A) The name, on the other hand, possesses arithmetical unity
insofar as it covers over the difference that lies in itself, the difference between private
imaginings or the difference of a non-formalizable manifold of parts. (1B) It possesses a
kind of ‘attributive’ unity, however, insofar as it actually refers to something. (2B) The
class possesses a geometric unity insofar as it expresses a ratiometric relation with the
originating class. (2A) Yet the subclass itself is arithmetical in its unity insofar as it
contains no content in itself, without the help of names and its formal relation to the
‘parent’ class. Miller writes about the initial diairesis, “diagramming hardly indicates the
odd complexity of this section of the dialogue. Ostensibly its purpose is to complete the
definition of statesmanship, but actually it contains much more—and much less—than
this requires.”!>® The Visitor’s privileging of dialogue seeks to reject the significance of
naming, though his insistence upon a rigid methodology of diairetic halving paradoxically
redoubles the importance of the name. Though diairesis attempts to formally ‘freeze’ the
relations of these ‘ones,’ by insisting upon the priority of kinds over names, diairesis can
act only as an inferior substitute to active dialogue, since, in the end, despite the Visitor’s
suggestion otherwise, ' the ratiometric division into class is only as philosophically
useful as the precision to which these classes are named. The formal intermixing of kind
and the name say both more and less than what is needed to define the statesman.

The Diairetic Beginning of Statesman: ‘Emictiun and Téyvn

We now turn to the beginning of diairesis in Statesman. The immediate problem
is how to make a start: what is it that one is dividing in diairesis in the first place? In the
opening philosophical movements of Sophist and Statesman respectively, the Visitor
proposes two separate starting points to define the figure in question, without
explanation. In Sophist, the originary opening is ddvouig or ‘power,” which is recollected
as the ‘parent class’ of the initial dichotomous division between éyvy (art,'¢! craft,

expertise) and azeyvijg; in Statesman, the Visitor discerns the methodological opening in

159 Miller (1980) p. 29

160 See Stat. 261e

161 Typically, I shall favour this word when translating téyvs, but it should be noted that no single English
word encompasses all the connotations of the Greek.
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emotiun (knowledge, science) alone. As such, the first cut “does not appear in the same
place (xatd Tatov)”19%; it is in a “different place” (kat’ &Alo). In Sophist, the Visitor
first discovers that the sophist’s zéyvy appears in a manifold of forms,'®* leading him to
search for the hidden unity of their knowledge, a unity which in the end he discerns is not
properly knowledge at all.!é* In Statesman, on the other hand, the Visitor begins by
positing the statesman as a knower, and only gradually comes to discern their art—the
thing it is that statesmen actually do. The profound differences in diairetic methodology
between the two dialogues are grounded precisely in these distinct beginnings, a
multiplicity of arts seeking unity in the former case, and a unique knowledge seeking its
practical expression in the latter. The distinction between &yvy and émiotrjun here is
subtle, especially since the Visitor and his interlocutors themselves will frequently use
the terms interchangeably,'® but it is my view that this difference is essential to
understanding the philosophical import of the respective dialogues.

Plato’s interest in the relationship between émiotiun and éyvy extends throughout
his corpus. Broadly speaking, z&yvn possesses a function or a work (€pyov) as its end.
Practical handicrafts are particularly good illustrations of this term, achieving their work
in the fabrication or acquisition of objects exterior to maker or doer, though Plato also
frequently employs this term when discussing the expertise of the doctor or even the
mathematician, whose objects are not mere physical fabrications. Eniotjun on the other
hand has a more theoretical dimension. It centres a kind of concealed unity, where yvy

centres upon the external work itself. Yet, Plato will both say that the practical arts

162 Stat. 258b10-11; o0 pév 1 Katd TADTOV YE, O TOKPATES, PAivETAL Lol TUAMA

163 There are no less than seven seemingly successful attempts to define the work of the sophist in the initial
diairesis.

164 See Soph. 268c8-d4. The final definition excludes mention of knowledge at all. Lane (1998) writes, “the
fact that the more wholly intellectualist episteme is missing from the Sophist may cast a faintly pejorative
shadow back on the status of sophistry” (23).

165 Many commentators argue that Plato uses &yvy and émotuy interchangeably in Statesman. See El-
Murr (2014), 11, footnote 2; Sallis (2021) argues (in my view, mistakenly) that these are essentially similar
starting points, even if he recognizes a crucial difference that “knowledge is the central moment in tyvn”
(91-2); Castoriadis (2002) identifies both in the thought of Plato (35-36), but in my mind is not wholly
consistent on this point. See p. 116; 135-6; 149-9; 154. Rosen, in contrast, makes a firm distinction between
the Socratic conception of z€yvy—"“[i]n a slightly paradoxical formulation, [...] Socrates does not attribute
technical production to the fechne of politics—and the “practico-productive” sense of the Visitor’s political
techne (5-6). Though téxvn and émotun are often functionally interchangeable for the Visitor, they are not
essentially so.
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“possess knowledge”—that they are émiorijuor'**—and that knowledge, on the other

hand, can be divided into “arts,”'¢’

which includes, for example, the theoretical ‘art’ of
arithmetic (apiQunrirn).'®® There is a certain blending inherent in their relation. However,
simply because emiotijun can designate a broad spectrum of modes and models of
cognition, does not mean that it is simply reducible to t€yvy and éyvy to it.

The Visitor opens the main philosophical investigation of Statesman by asking
whether the eponymous figure “is among those of the knowers (ézxiotnuévwv),” which is
then “set down” (Oetéov)' as the fundamental assumption of the investigation. The
originary diairetic opening of Statesman thus has no immediate trace of the dyadic
opposition between teyvitnc and areyvog that defines the starting point of Sophist. The
division is not between knowledge and non-knowledge, but the unity of knower and
knowledge stands as the privileged point of philosophical departure.!”? This is not a
petitio-principii'’! as Castoriadis contends, but an assumption or hypothesis, which will
be grounded and unfolded as the dialogue develops.!”? It is a leading question no doubt,
but that the statesman seems to be “someone among the knowers” is enough to make a
start, lest the statesman slip back into the mold of the sophist, as one who appears to do
and make all things—the unknowing production of phantasma. To prevent this totalism,
it appears reasonable to open the search by seeking a knower. We must assume that they
are not sophists—that in the statesman we are seeking a genuinely different form. Though
the Visitor has seen many a sophist in action, this is not so for the ‘true statesman,’ since,
as we shall see, the cities are dominated by those who, “being the greatest mimics and

jugglers, are the greatest sophists of the sophists.”!”3 Their knowledge therefore must be

166 Stat. 258d8-e1; [ai 8¢ ye mepl TEKTOVIKTV 0 KO COUTAGOY YEPovPYiay...] THY EMOTAUNY KEKTNVTAL

167 Stat. 258d5; téyvon

168 Stat. 258d4

169 Stat. 258b3-5; 1ol pot Aéye motepov TéV dmioTnuovey TV’ HUiv kol Todtov Oetéov, i ndg; (258b7-8)]
170 1t is important to note here, that the Visitor’s starting point erases the difference between the knower and
the knowledge they possess. The division of knowledge in diairesis corresponds to the division of the
knower and vice versa. Knower and knowledge are inseparably one. Similarly, the Visitor gives no
indication that the class of knowers is a sub-class of the more original power as in Sophist.

17! Castoriadis (2002) p. 35 accuses Plato of ‘begging the question’ in making this the beginning point of
the search for the statesman. By setting down the statesman as a knower (émioruévewv), Plato will find
exactly what Plato wants to find. Though the structure of the statesman’s knowledge will inevitably end up
exhibiting signs of circularity, it is not clear that this assumption is unwarranted.

172 In particular, this will occur from about 292a to 300c in the dialogue.

173 Stat. 303¢4-5; peyiotoug 8¢ dvtag pupntic kai yontag peyiotoug yiyveshat tdv coQiotdv copioTdc
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posited first and their technique sought thereafter, in contrast to the sophist, whose
technique is eminently perceivable, yet whose knowledge is obscure. Whether or not the
posited knowledge of the statesman amounts to wishful thinking, is beside the point:
should there exist one who knows how to rule well (and at this stage, there is no reason to
suspect otherwise), what must then be sought is their proper technique—#4ow one
accomplishes this task, by interrogating their hypothetical knowledge.

Already, however, there appears a crisis attaching to the meaning of knowledge.
In Sophist, the need to have an account of what knowledge is—an account that
Theaetetus failed to achieve—is largely averted due to both the dialogue’s focus on the
language and structures of technique, as well as its more ontological centring on the
question of non-being. Statesman, on the other hand, posits knowledge as the very
starting point and assumption of philosophical exploration. It is “all knowledge” (zaoag
tag émotiuag) that the Visitor is dividing, but ‘all knowledge’ rendered both as a one and
as a whole: “one whole science” (udc émiotiung tijc 6Ang).!’* Though Theaetetus has
ended in an aporia regarding what knowledge actually is, the method of diairesis appears
to be indifferent to this absence of an account; it does not need an understanding of what
knowledge is in order to divide it. Diairesis is able to treat knowledge as if it is simple
object or bulk to be cut and divided ratiometrically. Yet how does diairesis begin when
the beginning is not known? What exactly is being cut when knowledge is cut? The
investigation begins precisely with what is unknown;'” the statesman’s knowledge thus
has already begun its retreat from view.

Theoretical Knowledge: The Supply of the ‘One’ in Itself

First Division. The Visitor makes the first cut: “divide all knowledges (courdaoog
emotiuag) in this way, speaking to both the practical (mpaxtixnv) and the singly cognitive
(uévov yvaworiknv).”'7 If indeed téyvy and émiotiun were identical in species, there is no
reason why this cut should be different, that is, if indeed Sophist accomplished dividing

the genus of ‘expertise/science’ into truly real ‘kinds’ or ‘forms’ through bifurcation.

174 Stat. 258¢6

175 See Figal (2017), “knowledge cannot be determined directly, as if it were some simply knowable thing
among others” (140-1).

176 Stat. 258¢4-5; ta0tn T0iVOV GLUTAGAG EMIGTANOG S0HPEL, TNV PEV TPUKTIKTY TPOGEMAOV, THV 3¢ pdvov
YVOOTIKNV.
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Why seek other ways to divide the whole, when the classes of production (zoiyzixiv)!”’
and acquisition (xznzixn)'’® have functioned perfectly well in discerning the sophist? The
different beginning points of each dialogue and the different initial bifurcations suggest a
subtle shift in the very nature of the matter under investigation. The Visitor is attempting
to bring out the concealed unity of the statesman’s knowledge in its different aspects.

In Sophist, the division of téyvy into (1) production and (2) acquisition,!” each
describe a particular relation to externality. The former class involves externalization; the
latter class involves either internalization (in both a physical and cognitive dimension) or
the protection of what is internal from exteriors, in the case of combat specifically. Where
these first divisions concern the relation of the technician to the external world, the
diairetic opening of Statesman reconfigures these classes in the light of a different
epistemic relationality. In the case of practical knowing, actors “possess their knowledge
as if it were contained naturally in their actions (év taic mpdceotv évodoav abupovtov v
emotiunyv kéxtyvrar), and through it help to complete (covaroreiodor) the bodies they
bring into being, which formerly were not.” '8 On the other hand, the theoretical “is
stripped of action (yidai t@v mpalev), and supplies only coming-to-know (70 d¢ yvarvai
mopéoyovro uévov).” 8! ‘Practical knowing’ becomes the class of other-relating;

182 it is the class of the

‘theoretical knowing’, the class of self-relating or self-supplying;
relation of the same knowledge to itself—the supplying of knowledge to itself. In the
former case, the ‘unity’ of knowledge is displaced across the nexus of the play of ends,
actions and objects. Knowledge finds itself expressed in what is other than it through
practical action in relation to bodies. In the latter case, knowledge itself alone expresses

or offers itself. It ‘supplies’ the ground of its own ‘acquaintance’ through itself alone.!®3

177 Soph. 219b11

178 Soph. 219¢7

179 Soph. 219a-c

180 Stat. 258d9-e2; “&omep &v Toig nphéesty Evodoay cOUELTOV THV EMGTAUNY KEKTNVTOL, KOl
GLVOTTOTELODOL TA YIyVOLEVO VT adT®V cOUATA TPOTEPOV OVK vTa.”

181 Stat. 258d5-6; yihai @V Tpdledv giot, 1O 82 yvévar Topéoyovio Hovov.

182 Rosen (1995) p. 20, has suggested that this division is insufficiently exhaustive of the class of
knowledge, since certain expertises such as hunting do not make anything and yet are not purely
theoretical. I argue that the primary aspect of practical knowledge is that the knowledge is “contained
naturally in their actions,” and a further division between manufacture and acquisition would be the next
step. In this way the one class of mpoaktucog contains both the class womprixiv and xnrixy.

183 Here I am playing with the internal tension involved in Plato’s alternating use of émotiun and yvévar.
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Knowledge in this theoretical class involves a kind of absolute self-relation. This of
course makes it difficult to express of what this knowledge happens to consist, since the
knowledge of this class alone communicates itself.

The explicit reason the Visitor will give for placing the statesman in the subclass
of ‘theoretical” knowledge is “that each king is able to do little with their hands and their
whole body to hold their rule.”!8* What directly involves the hand and the body—
handicraft (xyeipovpyiov)'#—the manipulation of material according to some epistemic
guideline alone accounts for practical knowledge. That the statesman does not use their
hands and body to rule directly amounts to the literal reason why their knowledge does
not belong to the practical arts. One cannot possibly understand the power of a king as
reducible to the power of a particular body and a particular set of hands over a host of
subjects, who also possess hands and bodies. The statesman is not an expert in collective-
wrestling. Rather, it is the “comprehending unity and force of the soul” (gdveaiv kai
pounv)'8 that is much more powerful for their end—*“for holding their rule” (gi¢ 7o
Katéyerv v épynv).'8’ One can perceive in this pronouncement, however, a confirmation
of the absolute self-relation of theoretical knowledge: the knowledge of the statesman,
which is the knowledge of ruling, possesses an ‘end’ of simply maintaining itself—of
holding ruler. The activity and end of statesmanship is identical.

The Visitor illustrates the nature of this theoretical ‘self-supplying’ knowledge in
a strange and often misunderstood passage.'® First, he argues that the separate expertises
of “statesman” (rolitikov) “king” (BaociAéa) “master” (deomotnv) and “household-

manager” (oikovduov) ought to be “set down as a single thing (w¢ év mdvra tadta

184 Stat. 259¢6-8; (g Pacideds Gmog xepoi Kol GOUMOVTL TH chUATL Guikp” ETTa el TO KoTéYEY TV ApyTV
dvuvatat [mpog TV TG Yoyt cuvesty Kol pounv].

185 Stat. 258d9

186 Stat. 259¢8; ...mpoG TV Thig Wuxfig oVvesty kai pdpny. This is one of the very few moments in which
the Visitor takes up the soul as an important aspect of statesmanship.

187 Stat. 259¢7-8

138 My view here runs against a significant amount of scholarship; See Zuckert (2005) p. 9; El Murr (2018)
for a defense of the Visitor’s literal argument here.
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npooayopevovreg).” ¥ The material circumstances of the situation in which this
knowledge is practiced are entirely insignificant, whether the ruling is of many people or
few, of a household or of a city. The one of the statesman’s knowledge—the one of the
theoretical knowledge of ruling—covers over these ‘attributive’ differences.'”® In other
words, the knowledge of ruling is determined by and supplies itself alone without
reference to any exterior difference. This amounts to the following: all knowledge of rule
supplies itself and is indifferent to the particular contextual circumstances in which the
rule occurs. The knowledge of rule alone justifies and supplies itself.

Next, the Visitor considers ‘private person’ (iditr¢) who hypothetically possess
‘kingly knowledge’: “if someone, themself a private person, is capable of advising
doctors in the public service, is it not necessary for them to be called the same name of
the art which they advise?”!°! The private person who advises a king, then, who
‘supplies’ the know-how so to speak, actually possesses “the knowledge which the ruler
themselves should have possessed.”!*? There is a substitution here between the external
and public-facing semblance of knowledge, and the internal, private, and actual
possession of the same. The external honour attributed to rulership from the bulk of
citizenry means nothing in relation to this knowledge, but someone “is rightly spoken of
as kingly altogether in reference to expertise itself.”!?* In other words, this knowledge
can only be private. The knowledge of statesmanship is validated only by the inner
possession of the expertise itself, again without reference to any external condition. The

knowledge or expertise supplies itself.

189 Stat. 258e8-10; moTEPOV OBV TOV TOMTIKOV Kai Pactiéa kol SeomdTny Koi 7" oikovopov Bfcousy ¢ &v
TéVTO, TADTO TPOSUYOPEVOVTES, [f TOGAVTAC TEXVUS ADTAC Elvon p@dLEY doamep dvopaTa £pprion;]. Many
commentators express perplexity at this sudden move, which seemingly comes without foreshadowing or
provocation. This confusion is so pronounced, that many have suggested that the text here is ‘broken.’ See
the Oxford Classical Texts edition of the dialogue (1995). In my view, these movements do not function as
proofs of anything. Rather, they are illustrations of the consequence of a purely self-grounded mode of
knowledge.

190 Sallis (2021) notes the geometric language that the Visitor employs here, speaking of “[t]he figure
[oxfina] of a large household” and “the bulk [§yxoc] of a small city” (94).

1 Stat. 259a1-4; €1 1 T1¢ TV SNUOGIEVOVIOV 10TPHV ikovdg GUPOLAEDEWY 1d1wTEV®Y AVTOG, AP 0VK
dvarykoiov oTd mpocayopedesBor Todvopa Tig Téyvng Tantdv dmep @ cvpPoviedet;

192 Stat. 25926-8; [1i §’; doTi¢ PaciAeovit ydpag Gvdpl Tapaveiv Sevog ididTng dv adTdg, ap’ 0O PYGOUEY
Eyxewv avTov] TNV EmoTiuny fiv €61 TOV dpyovta avTov kektijobat;

193 Stat. 259b4-5; mavimg kotd ye THY évnV adTv Baciiikdg opdde tpospndfceTat
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The Visitor has completely transformed the meaning of iditr¢ from its context
in Sophist, where the idictryc is the one wholly without art.!** There they are
definitionally opposed to the technicians (zgyvitnc). In Statesman, the essential meaning
of idiwn¢ as the class without art (dzeyvog) has completely fallen away: the expert is now
defined only in relation to the private possession of knowledge, regardless of their public
or private practice. The external world order is being turned on its head. The conditions,
material or otherwise, of ruling have no role in defining statesmanship, nor does the
nature of the statesman’s personality, but something purely private and univocal. The
absoluteness of knowledge is its own sole measure.

Directive Knowledge: The Supply of the ‘One’ for the Other

Second division. For the next division of the class of theoretical knowledge the
Visitor discerns a directive (émizaxtikov) kind of knowledge and a discerning (kpizixov)
branch.!® He unfolds the nature of the latter class as follows: “surely we will not give
any more work to the calculating art, which has come-to-know (yvovay) the difference
between the numbers, than distinguishing (xpivar) the things it has come-to-know (za

19 If theoretical knowledge “supplies only coming-to-know,” the

Wwwobevia).
‘discerning,” ‘critical’ or ‘judging’ branch of knowledge is simply the reversion of the
same knowledge back on itself. The tautology here is palpable. Supplying the coming-to-
know of the differences between numbers and distinguishing or judging what one has
come-to-know are essentially identical movements. In coming-to-know numbers is
identical to the discernment of numbers, without which it would not be possible to come-
to-know in the first place. The theoretical knowledge-category of judging amounts to
being-supplied the difference; being-supplied the difference in turn is judging. The
reflexivity that characterizes ‘judging’ or ‘discernment’ cannot be absent from getting-to-
know in the first place. What resists a pure tautology alone is some sense of progression:

the discernment of a single difference, between two and three for example—between odd

and even—can furnish the discernment of difference with respect to al/l numbers. Judging

194 See Soph. 221c9-d2

195 Stat. 260b3-4

196 Stat. yvovon 61 AoyioTikij Tv &v 1oig dplOuoic Stapopdv udv Tt TAéov Epyov Smoopey f Td Yvocsdévta
Kpivay,
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completes the initial self-supplying coming-to-know, so to speak, simply by extending
what is already present in principle to other different cases.

When the mathematician has recognized the differences between numbers, the
Visitor explains, they have no other task than to discern what has been recognized, after

197 Tn the directive

which they “deliver themselves (azniidyfor)” from the very problem.
class on the other hand—the class where the interlocutors locate the statesman—the
Visitor places the chief-artificer (apyizéxrwv), who “is not given to labour themselves,
but rule those who do work.”!® The chief-artificer “supplies out of themselves the
coming-to-know, but not the handiwork.”!® Unlike with the critical branch of
knowledge, which keeps a “critical distance’ from its object, the ‘epitactical’ knower
appears to be more closely bound to the object of their epistemic interest: “it belongs to
the master-artificer after they have finished judging not to reach the end (zé10¢) and not to
deliver themselves (dnnAicyBOar) [from the task].”?% Rather, even after they have
discerned, differentiated or known what is to be known, they must stay with the object of
their undertaking, and “command (zpoordzzrerv) to each of the workers what is indeed
useful until they should complete what has been commanded (zpootoy0év).”20!

This directive branch of knowledge seems simply to indicate a kind of critical
knowledge, but whose objects are external and involved in some contingency, thus
necessitating more careful critical supervision. In the case of the “critical’ class of
knowledge, the arithmetician (for example) discerns certain differences that are always
there regardless of their own conscious attention to the presence or absence to these

differences. The calculator leaves after making a judgment since what is recognized is

and always will be. Other classificatory sciences like geology or biology also should fit in

197 Stat. 260a5

198 Stat. 259€9-10; kai yop dpyltéxiov ye mhc oVK odTOg £pyatucdg GAN épyatdv dpymv.

199 Stat. 259e12; mapeyduevog yé mov yvéoty AN o xepovpyiav. ; The middle/passive voice of
mapeyouevog is important here to the meaning of the class. The artificer is above all supplying themselves.
The knowledge is not something separate from the overseer but in some way both agent and knowledge
depend on each other. The knowledge that the chief-artificer holds and in some way is, is expressed to their
workers as a coming-to-know [yvdaiv].

200 Star. 260a4-5; mpocrikel kpivavtt pry téhog Exewv pnd” drnAhdydot

201 Stat. 260a6-7; TpootdTTely 88 £KAGTOIG TAV EpYuTdV TO Ve TPOGPOPOV Emg GV AIEPYAC®VTOL TO
npootayBév. ; I highlight the two instances of zpoordoow here in order to indicate the circularity of this
commanding class. The expression of the statesman’s knowledge both begins and ends with the content of
the command. The goal of the command is for its own completion and perfection.
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this class, so long as they are particularly concerned with the judgment of difference.
Directive theoretical knowledge on the other hand seems to involve a fundamental
technical bent. It is in some way mixed up with the world of change and instability: the
architect does not simply judge the intricacies and ‘differences’ of some house design,
recognize what has been judged, and leave off. The external fabrication that they
‘mentally supervise’ does not have a stable reality in itself, except insofar as its form
originates from the knower or expert themselves.

The critical and ‘directive’ modes of theoretical knowledge, however, are not as
different from each other as these examples might first suggest. That the object of a
master-builder’s craft is contingent in its particularity is not to say that its object is merely
contingent or that it lacks any relation to what is necessary. A house after all, must abide
by certain laws of nature—of proportion and physics. It cannot be simply imaginary. So
too a particular idea or instance of building a particular house must participate in the
general principles of the art of housebuilding. And any directive art—that of the master
housebuilder for example—must abide by certain principles that are essential to its
regime as a knowledge and an art. Just as the objects of a more purely critical knowledge
have their principle of reality beyond the knower themselves, those of a directive
knowledge are also grounded in principles of nature and craft that are not purely invented
or fabricated themselves by human hands or cognition.

Self-Commanding Knowledge: The Origination of the ‘One’ from Itself

The Third Division. The Visitor sets up a kind of geometric proportion to make
the next cut, between peddlers (kaniiwv) and self-sellers (adrorwAdv) in comparison to
the herald-kind (knpoxwv yévovg) and kingly kind (Baciiixov yévog), respectively.?? In
the former case, “the herald class, after it has received thoughts (vorqjuaza) put on them

from another, then in turn gives commands to others.”?%

In other words, they are
mediators, through whom commands pass but never originate. For the other group, the

Visitor invents his own name, “self-directing (avtemtaktikdg),” which itself is only a

202 Stat. 260c8-d2
203 Stat. 260d7-9; o knpukikov eOAoV émitoydévt’ GALOTPLA VO AT TaPadEXOUEVOV anTd dehTepov
EMTATTEL TAMY £TEPOLC.
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slight nominal modification of the previous subclass, émiraxtixkdg.?** That which
originates and substantiates the directing is nothing other than the directing itself. The
justification for the directing of order comes from the directing itself. This is to say, by
originating itself the directing supplies itself. Echoing the Elder Socrates’ language from
the prologue, which he uses to describe the relation between two things of the same
name—Socrates and Socrates—the statesman or king’s commands are “from his own
household (mpog oixeidtnra).”?%

To pause and briefly recollect the character of the divisions so far, the statesman’s
one knowledge (1) supplies only coming-to-know, (2) supplies this coming-to-know to
others, and (3) originates its own direction. If the first division indicates in what the
knowledge coheres (itself / another), the second indicates for whom the knowledge is
given (itself / another), and the third, from where it receives itself (itself / another). Thus,
in a purely abstract formula, though an abstraction that the mathematical language of the
diairesis invites the reader to perceive, the statesman’s knowledge is an in-itself-for-
another-from-itself kind of knowledge. Indeed, the ‘one’ of the statesman’s knowledge
risks being consumed by an almost total abstraction. What the ‘one’ is is impossible to
perceive, except that it both supplies its own knowing and originates from itself. If this
formulation of the statesman’s knowledge seems needlessly abstract at this point, this is
intentional on Plato’s part. The statesman’s knowledge risks an almost total evaporation
in the blinding light of the one’s absoluteness. The only hope now that the statesman’s
knowledge might actually be known rests in the second division: that its ‘end’ is precisely
to supply its knowledge—itself—outside of itself, “to command what is fitting for each of
the workers, until they have brought to perfection what has been commanded.”?% Apart
from this promise, however, the first three divisions are unable to disclose the nature of
the statesman’s knowledge beyond its own self-related and self-originating absoluteness.

The abstraction inherent in the result of the first three divisions exposesva

profound perplexity in the methodology of diairesis itself. Diairesis seems in no way to

204 The etymological construction here is deeply interesting. émrtoktikdg itself modifies taxtikdc—that
which is “fit for ordering’. Thus to be émraxtixdg is to be above that which is fit for ordering, and to be
avtemraktkog further intensifies the relation of rulership, as if ‘belonging to itself essentially.’

205 Stat. 261a3

206 Stat. 260a6-7; ... tpooTATTEWY 88 £KAGTOIG TAV EpYuTdV TO YE TPOGPOPOV MG v AmEPYEo®VTAL TO
wpootayfév.
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be capable of cutting into the oneness of the statesman’s knowledge; it appears capable
only of separating the knowledge in various ways across the fissure of abstract self- and
other-relation, which discloses nothing of the confent of the knowledge at all. We are left
with a purely external and abstract understanding of its inner content and ground, just like
in the case of Theodorus’ mathemeticization of Socrates’ gratitude, covering over every
possible expression and elaboration of one’s uniqueness—apart from the mere external
fact of its uniqueness. The formal and external structure of the statesman’s one
knowledge is incapable of disclosing the inner nature and ground of the same. The
absoluteness of the one corresponds exactly to the withdrawal of the one.

Animal Divisions

Fourth Division. In the next divisions, the ‘animal divisions,’ the Visitor at least
promises on the surface to fill in the content of the statesman’s knowledge—that is, its
subject, its end and its means of determining what is to be directed. As we shall see,
however, since the end of the statesman’s ruling knowledge has already been determined
tautologically as the maintenance of itself—its apyri—this will prove problematic.

The Visitor now makes the cut between the generation of “soulless” (ayovya) and
“ensouled” (§uyvya) things,?’’ contrasting master-builder (dpyitexrovikdv) who “is set
over soulless things (z@v ayvywv ériorarodv)” with the statesman, who is “more noble
(yevvaiotepov) [than the former], having always procured his power among living things

208 There is, then, at

and about these same things (&v toic {@oi¢ kai wepi avta TadTa).
least some semblance of a mutual relation between the statesman’s knowledge and the
things it governs, insofar as it receives its power from and in relation to these same
objects. In other words, the Visitor is attempting to wrest the knowledge of statesmanship
from pure abstraction; it is effectual insofar as it emerges out of its relation to its objects.
This is the intimation of the Visitor’s words here, but surprisingly, the diairesis will
venture no further to mutually reconcile the kingly knowledge with its object. Instead, the

Visitor stages the absolute prioritization of knowledge over known. The subsequent

divisions seem to branch off now from the second division, that is, from the directive

207 Stat. 261b7-8
208 Stat. 261c8-d2; yevvaidtepov, &v 1oic {dolg kai mepi adTd TadTo TV SOvauLY el KeKTnuévoy.
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class. Thus, the diairesis strays from the ‘straight path’ the Visitor claims to be making.2%

Instead of cutting further into the statesman’s one knowledge itself—further interrogating
the self-originating class of directive knowledge—the divisions now centre upon the raw
material that is directed, abstracted from this knowledge. The Visitor proclaims, “will we
not find that they have been sending out commands for the sake of generating
something?”, but as we shall see, it is precisely at this point that the ‘end’ or ‘goal’ of the
statesman’s generating ceases to be a question of concern for the philosophical
investigation.?!”

We move from considering the knower and the knowledge together, to a
consideration of the brute matter of generation.?!! The diairesis turns neither to consider
what is to be produced, generated or ordered by the statesman’s knowledge, but rather,
only the ‘raw material’ of their art—human beings in their pure exteriority—through
which the statesman’s knowledge will freely pass. Soul, grasped by diairetic
methodology, does not correspond to life or to self-motion but acts only as an external
mark of differentiation. Similarly, the Visitor excludes the possession of reason as a
proper seal of division, since reason appears to be too inward and private to give itself as
a mark of differentiation from other living things.?'> Humans, then, as defined by
diairesis, are merely biological and merely material;?!3 they contain no life or inner
reality of their own that the statesman’s knowledge does not render into its mere
apparatus. At issue is neither the city’s good ordering, nor the good of the human, nor the
end of the statesman’s craft, to which the statesman’s knowledge is presumably
directed—the Good is not a consideration in determining what this knowledge is at all—
but the raw bodily outline of the object to be directed. The human being becomes the

crude object through which the statesman’s one knowledge freely flows, and nothing

209 See Appendix C. Most illustrations of the diairetic ‘tree’ depict a straight path from knowledge through
the end, disrupted only by the Visitor’s ‘two paths’ later on (265a). I believe that a more accurate
illustration of the diairesis should make the fourth division out of the second. Scodel (1987) p. 47 makes a
similar point.

210 Stat. 261b1-2; ...6p" ody EDPYGOUEY YEVEGEDG TIVOG EVEKO TPOGTATTIOVTOG;

21 For Merrill (2003), the first three divisions (258bl-261a7) “pos[e] of the question of what defines the
statesman,” whereas the last divisions (261a8-267d12) discuss “how to define human beings in a
community” (41).

212 See Stat. 263d

213 See Hemmenway (1994) p. 259; Gill (2010) p. 192; Ambuel (2013) p. 218; Each of these commentators
note that the purely biological view of human life will be challenged in the Myth of Kronos.
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beyond this.?!* The statesman’s knowledge, as ‘one,’ is effectively both abstracted and
radically separated from its raw material and as such it flows through this material
without resistance or self-division.

In the fifth division the Visitor classes humans as “domesticated” animals, which
means both having a “nature suited to domestication (§yovra tifaccvesbor pbov)” and
actively “willing” (0éAovra) their own subjection.?!® The diairesis conceals both the
possibility that the ‘willingness’ of the human might be founded in their rational nature,
and that some humans are not at all willing. The sixth division follows quickly after the
fourth.?’® The Visitor makes a cut centring upon number, between “single-nurture”
(uovotpogiov) and the “common care of creatures in herds” (z7jv koviv t@v &v taic
ayéloig Opeuudrov émuéleiav),?!” but in doing so, he slips discretely into the language of
‘nurturing’ and ‘herds,” which will in large part determine the course of the remaining
divisions. The introduction of the shepherd paradigm of statesmanship is odd, however,
since shepherding fits irregularly in the ‘commanding’ subclass. For one, the shepherd
will excessively use their hands and bodies to accomplish their rearing and herding tasks.

218 would

Second, only in the case of humans, and perhaps to a much lesser degree dogs,
shepherding make sense as a ‘commanding’ art, since the mediation of language alone
would allow for the reception of the command and its working-out amongst an
understanding ‘herd.” Diairesis has nothing to say about language however, just as it
excludes a consideration of reason and of soul. It views herdsmanship as having an
unmediated relation to the passive herd.

We will glance quickly over the intricacies and peculiarities of the remaining

divisions. Of the “watery” (évvdpov) and the “land-based” (&npofatixév) herds,?'” the

214 Indeed, the ‘end’ or ‘goal’ of the statesman’s rule appears to be, simply, itself. The king’s power “to
hold onto their rule” (gig 70 xatéyswy v apynv) is also the end of their art. The structure of the statesman’s
knowledge is essentially circular and essentially concealed in its own unity.

215 Stat. 264a2-3

216 The sixth division actually comes before the fifth in the sequence of the philosophical drama. The fifth
division, the Visitor and YS will make only retrospectively, between “domesticated” (1100c06g) and “wild”
(&yprog) animals (264a)—remembering that this former makes possible and grounds the division between
single-nurture and collective or herd-nurture.

217 Stat. 261d5-6

218 See Stat. 266a; Interestingly, the Visitor excludes dogs from their diairetic division. I wonder if this
might be due to the fact that dogs can receive linguistic commands, and thus are not properly herd animals.
They are individuated by Aoyog. It is curious that the Visitor recognizes this of the dog and not the human.
219 Stat. 264d2-3
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statesman belongs to the latter, which subsequently divides into “winged” (zzyv®) and
“footed” (we®) subclasses.?? In the latter class, the Visitor announces suddenly, that “it
appears two ways have stretched out”™—one “quicker” (fdrrw) and one “longer
(uoxpotépav).”??! In the quicker path, with YS’s agreement the Visitor further discerns
the outline of the human herd as “hornless,” (axepog) “own-breeding” (idioyovia) and
“two-footed in power” (dvvduet dimovg), leading to a comical image of the statesman
running with their herd alongside the swineherd.??? The shorter way fares little better.
From the ‘footed’ class, the Visitor immediately divides the subclasses “four-footed”
(retpdmovv) and “two-footed” (dimoda) and the latter into “feathered” (ntepouel) and
“bare” (y1IA®), revealing a definition of the human as the featherless biped.?? It is unclear
how one of these definitions might be better than the other. In each case we are left with
raw bodily human material upon which the statesman’s knowledge will impose itself
without resistance.

One and All: The Statesman as Shepherd

Y seals the final definition—using the longer path—with his approval. The
Eleatic, however, spies a problem: “the account (10yov) has somewhat (zw¢) been
spoken, but it has not been finished off completely to the end (zeAéwg).”*** The issue that
the Visitor identifies finally distinguishes the human herd and herdsman from that of all
other flocks. In herds of other animals, the herdsman’s access to the object of their art—
the herd or the individual—is entirely comprehensive, as the Visitor emphasizes at the
end of the initial diairesis:

the herdsman himself is the rearer of the herd, himself doctor, himself a sort of
matchmaker, alone a knower of midwifery (udvog émiotiuwy tijc porevtixiyc),
concerning both childbirths and deliveries of those who are born [...], [and] in
play and music—in whatever degree his creatures have participated by nature—
there is not other who is stronger at exhorting them, and soothing them with
enchantment.”??

220 Stat. 264e6

221 Stat. 265a3; 26525

222 Stat. 266¢10-d2

223 See Diogenes Laertius, VI 40 for the Cynic Diogenes of Sinope’s farcical appropriation of this
definition of the human.

224 Stat. 267¢9-d2; ...10 TOV AOYOV gipficOat pév mag, o unv movtanaci ye teréwg dnelpydodar;

225 Stat. 268a8-b2; ...a010¢ Thig &yEANC TPoPdS 6 BovpopPog, odTodg loTpdc, aNTOC 010V VOUPEVTHG Kod Tep
TOVG TMV YIYVOUEV®Y TOKOVG Kol A0YEING HOVOG EMGTAN®Y THG LOLEVTIKTG. £TL TOIVUV TTandidg Kol HOVGIKTG
€9’ doov avtod Ta Opéupata Hoet peteilneev, oUK dAA0G Kpeittmv Tapapvdeicdat Kol knAdv Tpaiively
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In other words, the relation of the herdsman to the herd is a relation of total and singular
capability. What is more, though not explicit in the Visitor’s speech, the herdsman seems
to have a total knowledge of what is good for the herd, both as a whole and for the
individuals therein. In this respect, the herdsman resembles the sophist insofar as the
sophist claims to be able “to make and do with one art the whole range of things”??¢ in
relation to the human masses. The image of the shepherd thus involves a positive
transformation of sophistry. Where the sophist only seems to have a knowledge of all
things by the skillful abuse of language, the herdsman’s art is fundamentally non-
linguistic. They must actually possess the knowledge they claim lest they give their herd
over to ruin. In relation to the ‘all’ of the herd, the shepherd’s ‘one’ science can perform
all things needful.

In contrast to these animal-shepherds, the Visitor notes that the expertise of
human-nurture is hotly “disputed by thousands of others (uvpicwv ailwv

227 who claim “that they themselves take care (émiueiodvrar) of the

oupiofnrovvimy),
human herd, not only humans in herds, but also that of the rulers (apydviwv)
themselves.”??8 The Visitor leaves the realm of diairetic and mathematical abstraction and
turns to consider his political experience. Everybody in the human herd appears to believe
they are the most properly political. Among all of the animal-herdsmen, then, the human
statesman is the only figure whose expertise is placed profoundly into question, whose
herd disputes with them. The dispute is centred by language: “these all together fight
against those we have called ‘statesmen’ altogether with their speech.”?? The statesman’s
one knowledge, and the one of the statesman’s knowledge, seems to retreat absolutely in
the face of these competing expertises into the sepulchre of its own privateness. The
absoluteness of the statesman’s knowledge corresponds precisely to its absence. The

statesman 1s doomed to know everything about the care of their herd and yet to have no

unique activity in relation to these competing carers.

226 Soph. 233d9-10; ...motelv kai Spav il téxvn cvvamavta énictocOut Tpéypoto

227 Stat. 268¢3

228 Stat. 268a2-4; ...0¢ oQEIG Tig TPo@fic émuehodvtol Thg avOpwmivc, ov pdvov dyelainv dvOpdmmv
GAAGQ Kol THG TV ApyoOvTIOV adT®dV;

229 Stat. 267¢9-268a2; ...0D¢ MOMTIKOVG EKOALGOAUEY, TOVTATAGL T) AdY® Stopdyovt dv odTol
GUUTOVTEG. . .
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Conclusion

The end of this initial diairesis constitutes a crisis for the interlocutors’
discernment of the statesman’s knowledge. It appears that their diairetic methodology has
produced a statesman whose abstract knowledge bears no relation to the actual site of
human politics, since all in their herd dispute his apparent function. There are at least
three reasons for this failure. First, diairesis appears incapable of examining the
importance of reason and of language in the formation and structure of human
community. It is capable only of defining a kind of external mass where the statesman’s
knowledge apparently comes to pass. Second, the Visitor does not entertain questions of
the good of the statesman’s knowledge, nor discuss what it is that is good for a group of
humans, which might better give explicit content to this knowledge. The closest he comes
to this, in determining the statesman as a nurturer, says only that their knowledge is
bound up with the question of the herd’s good, not what this good is. Finally, exacerbated
by the limitations of the diairetic method, the Visitor is incapable of refining the notion of
the statesman’s unity in order to account for their activity and for the foundation of their
knowledge. The first three divisions in particular are not able to say anything about what
knowledge generally, and what kingly knowledge specifically, is. The ground of the
statesman’s knowledge disappears in the blinding tautological unity; all we can know
about the nature of the statesman’s knowledge is that it both supplies itself and takes as
an end the maintenance of its own rule. So too, in the face of this absolute ‘arithmetical’
unity of the ruling knowledge, human subjects are reduced to a kind of mere potentiality.

The Visitor deprives the human political sphere of a life that is its own.
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Chapter V — The Myth of Kronos: The Pathos of the One [268D — 277D]

Following the diairesis, the Eleatic Visitor presents a cosmological story about
alternating cycles of the universe’s revolution to Y'S, dividing cosmic history between
what he calls the “age of Kronos,” a golden age period of the world order, and the “age of
Zeus,” the order belonging to the present conditions of life. Thus, the Visitor situates the
question of the nature of the political knower and knowledge on a cosmic and theological
stage. The interlocutors have assumed too much about the meaning and arrangement of
human political life and knowledge, and this has led their investigation astray. They have
cloaked their picture of the political knower and the nature of political unity, as it were, in
a ‘black box’ of the immanence of knowledge. What the Visitor believes shall remedy
their situation is an examination of the external place of the human being in relation to
gods, cosmos and other animals. The newfound consciousness of the human relation to
‘the all” will clarify the mode of the statesman’s rule.

From the very first ancient commentators,?? the Statesman myth has drawn
considerable attention. It is what El1 Murr calls “le plus complexe de tous les mythes

platoniciens,”?3!

a vertigo-inducing and often disorganized mixing of cosmological,
theological, zoological and political motifs, in the face of which “astonishing mass
(0yrov) of myth” even the Visitor leaves seemingly bewildered.?3? It is not surprising,
then, that even some of the seemingly most basic questions of the myth’s content have
proven contentious, questions regarding the number of cycles of cosmic rotation, the

identity of the gods ruling in each epoch, and the nature of the human or statesman’s

230 See Dillon (1995), Schicker (1995), Calvo (2018) and Motta (2018). Generally speaking, the
Neoplatonists’ treatment of the Statesman was disproportionately focused on the myth. The most important
Neoplatonic interpreters of the myth, Proclus and Iamblichus, put forward a non-literal interpretation, in
which Kronos and Zeus rule alternating cycles: two permanent, non-temporal, levels of reality—the
intellectual and the sensible, respectively.

1 El Murr (2014), p. 144.

232 Stat. 277b4-5; Oavpoctov Sykov [...] Tod wobov ; See Appendix D for a general schematic of the
epochal shift, which the myth unfolds. Betegh (2021) sees a fundamental ‘meta-pedagogical’ reason for the
bizarre construction of the myth. His interpretation hinges on a perception of the Visitor’s incompetence at
myth-telling: he learns from his own account that “the ability to tell myths is a distinct capacity [...] based
on knowledge” (82), which he did not adequately possess. Contra this view, for an interpretation that
argues for the Visitor’s pedagogical skill in the construction of the myth, see Hemmenway (1994). Horn
(2012) has suggested that Plato may view myth as a “relatively adequate (perhaps even the best possible)
form of knowledge for states of affairs which are hard to grasp, e.g. because they lie in the distant past, or
for objects which have an inferior ontological status (i.e. those of the world of experience)” (400).



57

imitation of god and cosmos.?** My own analysis will focus upon the metaphysical core
of the myth, which has been somewhat neglected in more narrative and political readings,
arguing that the myth constitutes a serious metaphysical ‘pivot’ in the dialogue’s grasp of
the nature of the political realm.?** The myth of Statesman is not intended as a purely
doctrinal account of cosmic structuring,?*> but uses mythic images of the world-order for
the purpose of elaborating the meaning of human nature and community, as it lies

between divine and bodily realities, equally real.

233 1 will address each of these issues during this chapter. Benardete (1984) notes that the Visitor
“announces the coming to the point [of the myth] four times (272d5, 273e4, 274bl, 274¢)” (111.96). The
Visitor’s disorganization is clearly constitutive of his telling of the myth, not a mere accident of lazy
writing on Plato’s part. Its scatteredness is intrinsic to its structure and helps to emphasize the confusion of
human life in this age. Lane (1998) remarks, “The story, as suggested by its mode of construction, has no
such internal or articulable structure” (123).

234 Here 1 am most radically setting my analysis against that of Rosen (1998), who argues that “the first
order of being is mentioned indirectly and plays no role, either in the myth itself or in the dialogue as a
whole. If we try to reconcile the Stranger’s teaching in the Sophist on the greatest genera or elements of
stability and intelligibility with his teaching in the Statesman, grave problems arise. What cannot be denied
is that the greatest genera play no role in the analysis of political existence. In the Statesman, the central
problem is how to construct a rational ordering of human life in a changing cosmos that is largely if not
entirely hostile to the stability of our existence. Apparently the perception of ontological structure is of no
use in the resolution of this problem” (45). It will become clear during this chapter why I disagree with this
assessment. It is curious to me that Sayre (2006), in his primarily metaphysical treatment of the dialogue,
almost completely neglects the metaphysical force of the myth, reading it in an almost exclusively political
aspect. I hope somewhat to correct this oversight.

235 There have been several attempts to define the Statesman myth in terms of an index of Platonic mythic
genres. Horn (2012) calls the Visitor’s story a “doctrinal myth,” in that it makes “serious and even far-
reaching claim[s] to truth and explanatory power” (401). This is a view that many scholars of Platonic
cosmology agree with, though unlike Horn, they view the myth as explicitly Platonically doctrinal, due to
its similarities with mythical passages from Timaeus and Philebus, as the cosmology of the myth (with
some latitude) directly represents the views of the author (See Mohr, 1981; 1982; 1985; Robinson, 1967;
1995). I agree with Horn in some way, insofar as the myth employs certain doctrinal principles, Platonic
and mathematical, to bear on the nature of human desire. However, I do not agree that the ‘end’ of the myth
is true doctrine. I more strongly disagree with commentators who take the cosmology presented in the myth
as the simple Platonic doctrine, ignoring its complex dramatic and philosophical relationality to the rest of
the text. Mohr’s conjecture that the cosmologies embedded within Statesman, Philebus and Timaeus are
“doctrinally homogeneous with each other” (1982, 47, ft. 1), is in my view only possible with a great deal
of ‘smoothing-over’ the minute details of each account and a total forgetting of the dramatic contexts of
each dialogue. In no dialogue does Plato give his own personal dogmatic understanding of the cosmos,
which is not mediated by the particular perspectives of the interlocutors and the dramatic contexts of the
arguments. Further, the myth is too haphazard in its construction, and too ambiguous on its own points of
contention, to exist primarily for dogmatic purposes.Rosen (1998) characterizes the myth as a so-called
“founding myth” (51), functioning similarly in a political situation to Socrates’ ‘noble lie’ of Republic
(414b-415d). If anything, in my view, it is much moreso a ‘philosophical myth’ than a political myth,
especially given that the Visitor evokes nowhere the human statesman. I find it difficult to see how exactly
how this myth would either legitimise the statesman’s rule or educate the people of a city and teach them
about ‘good order’—it is too abstract and not at all concerned with ethical questions, in radical contrast to
Socrates’ great political myths, as, for example, in his ‘noble lie.” As Zuolo observes, the myth “does not
seek to guide the action of individuals” (5).
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Within the dialectical movement of Statesman, the myth of Kronos constitutes a
negation of the initial diairesis; the myth shatters the Parmenidean Visitor’s functional
notion of epistemic unity. Where the opening diairesis attempts to conceive the
statesman’s knowledge as a kind of arithmetical and absolute unity, which flowed
through its passive object, the myth reintroduces nature onto the scene, complicating not
only the meaning of knowledge but also the character of human existence. Most
basically, this chapter argues that the dialectical introduction of the myth challenges
certain basic assumptions about unity and about the rulership of humans, to which the
formal methodology of diairesis is blind. First, it suggests that the knowledge of the
statesman is not one, since the oneness that remains the same always in itself belongs not
to human knowledge but to divine. If the statesman’s knowledge is to be found at all, it
must be grounded in both the reality of flux that characterizes human life and the
transcendent divine principles of selfsameness. Second, the human, beyond the mere
biological exteriority of the ‘herd,” is more properly defined by its self-minding, that is,
by its rational care and concern for itself, and by its desire fo know. Any knowledge of
rulership, therefore, must take this essential aspect of human life into consideration.
Third, the myth’s rich characterization of human life foregrounds the reality that it is not
unified. In the absence of unity, unity becomes the concealed object of human desire.

I will argue, at the risk of a too-abstract analysis,?3® that the Visitor leans on
central metaphysical notions of sameness and difference to accomplish the above
reformulations of the meaning of human life and politics. Stated most simply, I view the
myth as an attempt to discern the difference of the human from the same itself.>*’ The
messiness of the myth is itself constitutive of the myth’s purpose and function, namely, to
descend into difference itself from the initial standpoint of diairetic unity. The Visitor
now finds he must account for a more internal uniqueness—the ‘geometric uniqueness’—

constitutive of human life and community in his account of the unicity of the statesman.

236 In my view, paying attention to the Visitor’s abstract principles of the myth’s construction is entirely
appropriate. As I have mentioned, the Visitor has proven himself to have, as a Parmenidean, an affinity for
both abstraction and unity. We must also not forget that he is principally speaking to mathematicians and
thus crafts the myth around a quasi-mathematical core. See Hemmenway (1994).

237 In Chapter 1V, I show that the central assumption of the knowledge discovered in the diairesis is that it
is the same as its object. The initial diairesis fails to discern that the human being is not the same as
themselves, that is, they are not immanent to themselves.
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Thus, the Visitor’s interest in these abstract quasi-mathematical categories as
fundamental epistemic and ontological kinds continues and develops in the myth, though
to different, and increasingly complex ends.

I present here only a broad outline of the myth, which in some way will guide my
reflections on its content:

268d2-269c¢3: Introduction

269¢4-270bl: The Metaphysical Core of Myth
270b1-272b3: The Age of Kronos

272b3-d6: A Question of Happiness
272d6-274b1: The Age of Zeus

274b1-e2: Conclusion: Human Pathos

A more detailed analysis of its structure proves to be a much more difficult task,
however, since the Visitor often jumps back and forth in his considerations, departing
from and reverting to the same places of the cosmic process at different points in the text.
For this reason, I will not attempt a reading that preserves the strict chronology of the
text, but will instead aim to collect and organize many of the Visitor’s thoughts according
to thematic groupings, regardless of their position in the text. I will, however, treat certain
self-contained sections, such as the ‘metaphysical core of the myth’ and the ‘question of
happiness’ in their own place. One should forget, however, neither the general
chronology of the myth, nor the fact of the myth’s relative disorganization: Plato has
chosen to present the myth—what “will be fitting for the showing-forth (arddeilic) of the
238

king”—with a dramatic elasticity.

The Turn Toward Myth

The Visitor introduces the myth of Kronos precisely at the point of failure of the
initial diairesis—after he and Y'S have found themselves unable to “display [the
statesman] pure and alone (kafopov uoévov), having separated him from those other
people,”?3? from all other competing z£yvou that also claim to rear the human herd. The
Visitor introduces the myth here, “lest we are about to put to shame our account (1dyov)
at its end.”?4? In one way, the Visitor offers the myth for the purpose of saving the

argument that has come before, namely, the discovery of the statesman as human-

238 Stat. gi¢ yap v 100 Puctiéng anoddei&y mpéyet pnoiv.
239 Stat. 268¢10-11; ywpicavieg dn’ dkeivav kKabapdv HOVOV adTOV GTOQTVOUEY
240 Stat. 268d2-3; € uf péhhouey &mi 1@ Téhet KoTauoydval TOV Adyov
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herdsman (avfpwmovoucov) through diairesis.?*! The Visitor thus signals that the myth
will solve the problem of the statesman’s competition with other supposed rearing-
experts, which diairesis could not accomplish on its own, without irrevocably tarnishing
and invalidating the method that has come before. The myth disrupts the argument—
1dbog disrupts Adyog—>but for the very purpose of restoring the original argument and
philosophical methodology back to themselves. The Visitor assures Y, their
investigation will return to normal, “just as things were before, always with parts being
taken away from part to reach what we are seeking at the furthest point.”?4?

At the same time the myth represents a fresh attempt at the problem, “from
another beginning” (¢ dAdng apyiic) and travelling “by another path” (ézépav 6dov).>+
The road is no longer to be the ‘short cut’ or ‘straight path’ (apamov) laid out at the
beginning of diairesis. Instead, this other and new beginning will involve “mixing in a
little play.”?** In some sense, then, the Visitor signals here a disavowal of the rigid and
abstract classes of knowledge’s self-relation from the opening diairesis: if the statesman
is to be found, a certain amount of mixfure must be permitted in the cognition of these
classes. The Visitor repeats his charge a second time, “please pay careful attention to my
story, just as if you were a child.”>*> The myth is not only to offer amusement and respite
from the strenuous work of division, but it doubles as an opportunity for serious
pedagogy, so long as YS attends this play with child-like wonder. In many ways, the
myth will be more serious than even the preceding dialectic.

When the Visitor proposes “to use a long part (coyvd uépet) of a great myth

(ueyddov uvBov)*** to rescue their previous argument, as it turns out, this story shall

241 Stat. 267¢1;

242 Stat. 268e1-2; kaddmep 8v 10i¢ TpdShey, PéPOG del LEPOVC ApatpoLIEVOLG €1 Kkpov APIKVEiGOaL TO
{nrodpuevov

243 Stat. 268d5-6

244 Stat. 268d8; oyedov nardiav yxepacapévovg; For Sallis (2021), this ‘play’ precisely involves a
“mixture [...] of myth and dialectic, a compounding of x#96o¢ and Adyog” (111). Hence, the traditional
tension between ud6og and Adyog is somewhat alleviated. Generally speaking, the Visitor uses these terms
interchangeably throughout the course of his story, excluding one disparaging remark about myths at
272¢7, ringing with a certain amount of Platonic irony, that describes the hypothetically gossipy stories
animals might tell each other to pass the time during the age of Kronos.

245 Stat. 268e4-5; 40 61 1@ PO pov TavL TpdsEXE TOV VOV, Kabdmep oi moideg;

246 Stat. 268d8-9; cuyvd Yop uépet el peydiov podov tpocyprcacOat
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combine no less than three “of the ancient stories” which “were and will be again”:?*7 the
story of Thyestes and Atreus’ conflict over the throne, in which Zeus changes the course
of the sun as a sign of his witness to Atreus’ kingship; the tale of the age when Kronos
ruled the cosmos, when the celestial bodies followed an opposite course; and one of the
“earthborn race,” recalling an age in which humans were born from the soil.?* What is
essentially common to each of these stories is the reversion of external motion, with
respect to either the cosmos as a whole, or the nature of generation on earth. Though the
Statesman myth is a fabrication crafted by the Visitor himself (he introduces it as ‘my

’) 249
s

story it serves most especially the function of revealing “what the pathos (wéfo¢)

and cause (aitiov) of all these stories is [emphasis added].”?>* The Visitor explains

247 Stat. 268e8; v Totvov Kai ET1 Eotan TV TaAon Aeyiviay [oAld Te dAa]; At this point, the Visitor’s
musing on the coming-to-pass of these tales appears to constitute only a kind of mythic nostalgia. It is not
until later in his telling of the myth that this ‘eternal recurrence’ shall become philosophically important.
248 Stat. 268e8-269a5; Stat. 269a7-8; Stat. 269b2-3, respectively; See Vidal-Naquet (1978), Miller (1980) p.
40-50, for an overview of the function of ‘golden age’ myths in the political climate of Plato’s Athens. A
number of commentators have read the myth as a rebuttal of ‘golden age’ rhetoric in politics (See Vidal-
Naquet (1978); Scodel (1987); Steiner (1993), p. 140; Lane (1998), p. 106; Castoriadis (2002) p. 102;
Miller (1980), p. 50; Zuolo (2017), p.10; Betegh (2021), p. 91). These scholars read Plato as consciously
dismissing a prevalent current of Athenian political thought, which sought a return to the golden age of
time past. On this reading, the age of Kronos is absolutely inaccessible to the current cosmic conditions. Of
these scholars Miller has a unique interpretation wherein the ‘first’ humans of the age of Zeus, the ones
who possess a “relatively ‘accurate’ memory,” live in the “period of ancient despotism which is glorified,
even in its demise, by Homer and Hesiod, the period when godlike kings, literal copies of the shepherd-
god, ruled absolutely as ‘shepherds of the people’” (49). Though I tend to agree with this school of thought
that the age of Kronos is not the political horizon of Zeusian humans, I disagree with Miller on this point,
as I do not believe there is enough reason to historicize the contents of the myth, though he later, in my
view rightly, takes a firm step backwards from this view: “[t]his sort of “remembrance” [at issue in the
myth] transcends Hesiod as well as Protagoras; as the recovery of rational principle, it is anamné&sis, or
philosophical recollection. But, secondly, to grasp the “measure” by this reflection is not yet to apply it. To
know what the Cronian shepherd is, is not yet to know how Zeusian man may live up to it” (51-2).

24 For Craig (2019), the Visitor’s compiling of the myth speaks to an implicit pedagogical intentionality.
That the Visitor himself composes the myth “introduces a kind of logographic necessity, as all the parts
have been chosen by the Stranger rather than passed down incidentally” (23). All elements of the myth as
conscious construction are opened to philosophical critique. Marquez (2014) identifies the Visitor’s myth-
making as “something similar (though not necessarily identical) to what Socrates in other Platonic
dialogues calls ‘recollection,” and which we can understand here more broadly as a kind of insight into the
‘original’ order of the whole” (132). In my view, it is precisely the Visitor’s recollection as recollection of
the ‘original order of the whole’ that distinguishes it from Socratic recollection. The Visitor’s mode of
recollection is concerned with a kind of exterior order rather than an inner reality.

230 Stat. 269b9; 6 § éotiv TAGL TOVTOIG GiTIOV TO TAOOC
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further: “Now, all these stories together are from the pathos of the same event,?! and in
addition to these tales there are countless others even still more astonishing than these,
but after much time some of them have vanished and others, having been sown about, are
each spoken of separately from the others.”?*? His myth will gather these other myths
together by reconstructing the hidden source and cause of their absent unity, which has
been lost to time. We are dealing with a forgotten oneness—a oneness that has absconded
precisely due to the condition and nature of present life, and yet a oneness that can still be
accessed with proper recollection and invention. This is to be, in other words, foremost a

myth about myths, as much as it is to be a myth about the nature of statesmanship. The

231 This is a consciously unorthodox translation of ‘ék tavtod nédfovg’. Translators have tended to view this

pathos to which the Visitor refers as a reference to the physical or ‘historical’ event of cosmic reversion—
the ‘earthquake’ (oeiouov) (273a3) and destruction (pfopav) (270c11; 273a3) that occurs between the two
epochs of contrary revolution. Rowe translates this phrase “consequences of the same state of affairs”
(310); Brann, Kalkavage and Salem, “from the same disturbance” (37); Benardete, “from the same affect”
(II1.18). There is in my view nothing wrong with this translational inclination, but in my rendering I want to
emphasize that this pathos to which the Visitor refers, as will become clear in the course of this chapter, is
more critically psychological and metaphysical in nature. The earthquake and destruction brought on by the
epochal transition only accounts for its more minor, external aspect. The external, material pathos
corresponds with an internal, psychological pathos of both cosmic and human self-alienation. More than a
physical destruction, the transition between rotational epochs constitutes an aporia [274c5] for humans. Of
the several references to pathos, some (wacyov; mabnuora) (270d2; 270e10-271al) refer explicitly to the
bodily condition, while some (zdfog) (273d1), (mabruorr) (274al) refer to metaphysical pathos of
‘disharmony.” These latter two references are most important to my argument, and where I think the Visitor
clarifies his particular usage in the preface to the myth. Scodel (1987) expresses perplexity whether “the
Stranger’s myth describes the odaia of the cosmos or merely a wafog of it, whether a zdfog can possibly be
an aftiov [a cause] as the Stranger says it can [See 269b9; 270b4]. Since the pathos is one of opposed
motions (zopai) into which the cosmos as a whole is divided, in seeking the odaia of this cosmos we are in
fact seeking the unity which makes the diaeresis of opposed motions possible” (74). On a literal level, the
pathos is indeed the simple experience of being caught between opposed cosmic motions. In this way, the
pathos is not a cause, or at best it is an ‘accidental’ cause (to slip into Aristotelian parlance), just as an
author might use an experience from their life [an accidental cause] as fodder when constructing a story.
On a sub-literal level, the pathos in question is of the opposed motions in the soul. This pathos—this being-
acted-upon of the soul—is perhaps the experience of one’s ‘nature,” which is more appropriately both an
ovoia and aitiov. Pathos understood this way, as the unity of contrary motions in the soul, is both a result
of the metaphysical reality of the opposed cosmic revolutions, but also a kind of active principle of self-
moving. Steiner (1993) finds in the myth that “not only do we find the origin of the ‘metabole politeion,’
but metabole is explicitly identified with the self-movement of psyche” (142).

252 Stat. 269b5-9; todto totvoy EoTt PV cOpmAVTO K TaDTod TaOoLG, Kai PO TovTOIg ETEpO. pupia Kai
ToUTOV £TL BopaoToTEPA, S0 OE YPOVOL TATB0G TOL PHEV aDTAV AnEGPNKeE, TG 08 dlecmappéva eipnTat yopig
gkaoto an’ dAANA@V; ‘dtecmappéva’ contains the root verb, ‘to sow’ (omeipw). The pastoral language used
to describe the age of Kronos is preserved here in the image of sowing seeds of the recollection of the
former age. Looking ahead, the Visitor will explain that the first humans after the calamity are “heralds” to
the current generation of humans, since they alone have immediate lived memories of the former age of
Kronos (See Stat. 271b). These myths, which initially amounted to teachings and to memory, have now
forgotten the cause of their being-sowed in the first place.
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cause (aiti0¢) and origin of myth-telling as recollected by the Visitor is bound thoroughly
to the cause of politics—and indeed, to the beginning of philosophy, as we shall see.

God., Cosmos and Body: The Metaphysical Core of the Myth

The Visitor begins his myth by outlining the broad external framework of cosmic
reversal, recounting the opposing revolutions of ‘the all,”?>3 and introducing many of the
central themes that he will develop in the course of the story:

At times the god used to conduct the all and help it to rotate while being carried,
and at other times he has let it go, whenever the circuits have actually obtained the
measure (uézpov) of time proper to it [the all], its self-minding (edtéuazrov) turns
itself backwards in the opposite direction, since it is a living being ({@ov 6v)*>*
which has received (gilnyog) prudence (ppovyorv) from the one himself who has
fit it together (cvvapudoavrog) from the beginning.?>

The Visitor elaborates the most important themes of the myth immediately in this outline.

The remainder of the myth will concern each of these two cycles,?*¢ the first, wherein the

253 1 translate ‘10 mév’ here as ‘the all’ with Benardete and with Brann, Kalkavage and Salem, instead of the
more conventional and linguistically attractive, ‘universe’ (Rowe). Since I believe that the usage and
movement of different expressions of unity and totality are crucial to understanding the philosophical
import of the dialogue, I translate this term literally to keep the henotic or totalic nature of the expression at
the forefront of the mind. See Theaet. 204a-205a for Socrates’ discussion regarding the sameness or
difference of ‘all’ [zo mav], ‘totality’ [t& wdvra] and ‘whole’ [0 dlov].

254 And thus, an ensouled being. (See Robinson 1967, 1995; Scodel, 1987, 75)

255 Stat. 269c4-d3; 10 yap miv 165 T0TE PEV 0dTOG O BdG GLUTOdINYET TOPEVOHEVOV KOl GUYKVKAETL, TOTE 8¢
avijkev, 6tav at epiodot Tod TPOSNKOVTOG aVT® HETPOV MNP 1iON XPOVOD, TO O TAALY AOTOLATOV €ig
Tavovtio meptdyetat, {Hov OV Kol epdvnoy idnyog €k 100 GVVOPLOCAVTOS ADTO KOT GPYAC.

256 Brisson (1995), Carone (2005), Rowe (1999; 2002; 2010), each defend a three-era model of the
Statesman myth. In the account of the former two, the first era involves a god’s rulership of humans
alongside auxiliary daemons; the second, a period in which the god retreats leaving humans disastrously to
rule themselves; and the third, in which the god again returns to rule still-autonomous humans but without
daemonic assistance. Rowe, on the other hand, interprets the middle period to involve a brief but disastrous
transition from god-rule to human self-rule. In my view, Verlinsky (2008), (2009), and Horn (2012) have
conclusively put this theory to bed, the former in a close reading of the text itself, and the latter in his
analysis of the broader themes of the dialogue. Other scholars who have a sustained critique of the three-
age theory include, Ferrari (1995), Lane (1998), El Murr (2014), Marquez (2014) and Gartner & Yao
(2020). Trying to be a good teacher for the education of YS, the Visitor begins his account with the clearest
outline of the myth’s content. On a purely compositional note, if three periods of revolution were as
necessary to the construction of the myth as Carone, Rowe and Brisson suggest, it would make little sense
that the Visitor’s most basic outline of the myth’s content lacks any indication thereof. To my mind, the
three-stage schematic has been imported to the myth by scholars in an attempt to ‘save’ Plato from himself,
instituting a reading against an ‘entropic’ view of the current world-order, which would seemingly negate
the efficacy of human politics entirely: “what is the point, therefore, of advocating the best kind of politics
in the rest of the Politicus, if the myth suggests that the cosmos either prevents such an achievement in our
current cycle or promises the abolition of all politics in a future one?”” (Carone 128). In the Neoplatonic
reading of the myth, the two cycles of revolution correspond to two mutually existing and co-eternal
realities. See Dillon (1995). My own reading leans closer to the interpretation of the Neoplatonists insofar
as I think Plato is using the two cycles in order to reflect on the eternal reality of the human condition,
though I do not discount its more literal and temporal meaning.
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motion of the all and the god’s help and direction seem to be closely aligned—if not
immanent to each other—and the second, wherein god and cosmos are explicitly
severed—the all becomes self-minding or self-seeking [avtéuarov].?>’ Yet this ‘prudence’
or ‘practical wisdom’ active in the second cycle expresses the central ambiguity and
tension of the myth: the principles, the wisdom or ppdvyaig, at work in the period of the
cosmos’ newfound self-agency, are as much an expression of divine directive as they are
an elucidation of the cosmos’ own self-minding and self-motion. This is to say, at its
origin, the phronesis of ‘the all’ or of the universe does not belong to itself. The all is
separated or disharmonized®? from itself in this way. It expresses its own inner nature
precisely in and through its relation to another, the god himself, which it is not, yet from
which it has received its proper nature. The Visitor’s above remarks constitute a broad,

preliminary outline of the two cycles of the all’s revolution and of the relationship

257 The word here is adrduarog and does not precisely correspond to our contemporary notion of

‘autonomy’ [avTdvouog], which word never appears in this dialogue. The difference here is between self-
thinking, self-minding or even more properly, self-seeking (avto- porog), and ‘living under one’s own
laws’ (ad7d- vouog), respectively. This difference cannot be more critical: the former involves an inward
turn, to discern the source and content of one’s own thinking; the latter involves positing for oneself a rule
to follow that suits one’s own taste or pleasure. The former involves an inward turn to one’s own nature as
a being endowed with reason and phronesis; the latter involves an external construction from and for
oneself—what one might demonstrably call a zyvy of self-realization. Naas (2017) draws out the profound
“pharmakonal” (29) ambiguity of this word, a word used to describe the self-moving of world-order in both
epochs of rotation: “the term avrduarog, an adjective that, as we will see, oscillates, not unlike the two ages
themselves, between spontaneity and automaticity, activity and passivity, positivity and negation, presence
and absence, memory and forgetting, and, in the end, life and death, or, rather, two very different
conceptions of life and death” (15-6). Human self-minding in the age of Zeus must involve a kind of
acting-out-of-self, parallel to the self-minding of the earth in the age of Zeus. At the same time, Naas notes,
“because its power as a living creature seems to come only from its recollection of the teachings of the
Demiurge in the previous age, this automatic movement must also be understood negatively, as a
movement that is unguided, haphazard, set adrift, like a boat abandoned by its helmsman, a state without a
statesman, a son deserted by his father” (27). Apart from this single mention of adtduazog in relation to the
age of Zeus at the beginning of the dialogue, the Visitor later favors the language of self-caring and self-
ruling later in the myth in his depiction of human and cosmic self-reflexive action (émpeieia, 273a7,
274d6; kpdrog, 273b1; adtokpdrtopa, 274a5).

258 We shall see in the course of this chapter that both the human and cosmic soul find in their nature an
indissoluble self-disharmony, which is the peculiar challenge of politics to address. At 273¢7 Plato uses the
language of musical disharmony or discord [avapuoctiog, the negation of apuostikéc or apuooctdg: ‘well-
fitted’ or ‘fitted for joining’], to describe the pathos of the cosmos as it hurdles toward its own destruction
at the end of the age of Zeus. Harmony, of course, involves a measured and good arrangement of a
multiplicity of different voices: though the notes are different from each other, their ordering produces
concord or unity even in their difference—and indeed, due to this difference, without which there could be
no union at all. The ‘pathos of ancient disharmony’ for the cosmos, on the other hand, refers to its
essentially disordered relation to body—an un-fittedness per se. Casadio (1995) notes that ‘disharmony’ is
“virtually coincident” with evil in the Pythagorean philosophical tradition and appears with such a meaning
in Phaed. 93e6 (ft. 26, p 93). Using this musical metaphor, cosmos is both ‘disharmonious’ in the relation
of the parts to the all and ‘self-disharmonious’ in the relation of the all to itself.
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between god and all in each of these revolutions, but the Visitor next aims to explain just
how “this going backwards has become inborn [Eupvtov yéyove] for it [the all] by
necessity [é¢ avayrng].”?> The Visitor sets himself up to unfold the metaphysical core of
his myth, immediately after producing its general outline.

The Eleatic now establishes an initial distinction between divinity and non-
divinity, and with it, draws upon his central metaphysical notion of sameness and

difference from Sophist:*%° «

always being the same, in the same conditions, and having
the same state, befits alone the most divine things of all.”?®! The “nature of body”
[couarog pvoig] on the other hand, is “not of this rank™ [0 ravty¢ tij¢ Talewc], that is, it
is not always the same, but necessarily comes to be different from itself.?6? It seems that
one of the things the Visitor is accomplishing with the myth is an elaboration of ‘worth,’
which moves beyond the diairetic disinterest in categorizing classes as “more dignified”

263

[oeuvotépoun] or less.“*> Here, solely using the quasi-mathematical categories of being-

259 Stat. 269d2-3; todt0 8¢ 0OTD TO AvamaAy iévar 18 108 &€ dvdykng Eugutov yéyove.

260 See Soph. 254d-255¢ ; It should be noted here that the Visitor is employing the notion of sameness to
somewhat different ends in Statesman than in Sophist. In Sophist, the same and the different are each one of
the ‘greatest kinds’ [uéyiot yévn], which are especially important in the Visitor’s distinguishing between
being and non-being. There, the kinds are explicitly non-scaled and non-scalable: there are no separate
orders or levels of being (See Cochran (2011) p. 31-2). The péyiotn yévn do not again appear by name in
Statesman, though sameness and difference do play an important, if subtle, role in the myth and elsewhere
in the dialogue. To the contrary of Sophist, the Visitor explicitly evokes sameness at the beginning of the
myth precisely to differentiate certain essential orders of being.

261 Stat. 269d5-6; 10 KoTd TADTA KO OCOHTMS EYEWV GEl Kol TaDTOV lvan TOig ThvTmy O£10TATOIE TPOCTKEL
povoig ; This language, as many scholars have noted, has a distinctively Socratic ring to it (See Blyth
(2019) ft. 28 for a list of similar Platonic references and scholarly comments; Ionescu (2014) p. 35, 38,
provides several particularly compelling (though flawed) reasons why Statesman does involve the
consideration of form; See Robinson (1995) p. 18, for whom the Be16tata (269d) can only refer to form).
Sallis’ (2021) interpretation is more textually rigorous, reading a contrast between “the completely
selfsame and self-identical, like the ones of arithmetic, or the kinds treated in Sophist” and the “not utterly
selfsame” (113). Though an explicit treatment of the forms and formal reality in my view is absent from the
text of Statesman, this does not mean that Plato has abandoned the forms. They would be present precisely
in their absence for student readers in the Academy.

262 Stat. 269d6-7

263 See Stat. 266d7-10 for the Visitor’s explanation of the disinterestedness of the diairetic method, which
“has not cared more for the more-revered than for the not” [oUte oepvotépov paihov Euéinoey fj unl;
Ionescu (2014) argues that the myth is important in the reformation of diairesis by offering a criterion how
to “figur[e] out hierarchical relations among the classes obtained” (31). In her view, the final definition of
the sophist in Sophist is erroneous precisely because the diairesis lacks a consideration of worth. The myth
of Statesman fixes this problem and thus produces a correct definition of the politicus. Contrast E1 Murr
(2011) for whom evaluations of worth is actually the problem to be overcome by diairesis: “Plato has the
protagonists fail to bring the myth to a telos [for the following reason]: their approach to statesmanship is
still too strongly influenced by a prejudice that the rest of the dialectical enquiry will undermine and that
Plato constantly castigates, i.e. the predominance of value over essence” (278). My reading of Statesman
sides with Tonescu in this matter.
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the-same-always and not-being-the-same-always—that is, being different—the Visitor
subtly establishes an as-yet rudimentary metric of worth. The oneness and simplicity of
divinity is in some way (although the Visitor consciously resists this language)?®* better
than the disorder of body.?% The Visitor is beginning to formulate a theory of better and
worse orders of being, but within the quasi-mathematical parameters, of the same and the
different. In his attempt at playfulness, the Eleatic reverts surprisingly quickly to
metaphysical abstraction. The mathematical and metaphysical preoccupation of the
Visitor is barely disguised beneath the surface of his story.

Immediately following the above distinction between the ‘most divine things’ and
‘body,’ the Visitor begins to describe the relation of ‘world-order’ [kéouog]?® to each. 1
will quote the following passage at length since it plays an essential role in supplying the
metaphysical framework for interpreting the myth as a whole:

And the thing we have called ‘the heavens’ and ‘world-order,” it has come to
partake of [uereiAnpev] many blessed things [uaxapiwv] from its begetter
[yevwnoavrog], but of course nevertheless it indeed also has communed
[kexorvaovnre] with body, for what reason it is unable for it to have no share in
changing, and it moves itself according to its power as much as possible in the
same place and in the same manner with one motion [uiav popav]. Wherefore, it
has received backwards motion as its lot, since it is the smallest alteration from its
own motion, but for itself to turn itself always is, I dare say, not possible except
for that which again leads [77yovuéve] all moving things, and it is not laid down
for that one to move now otherwise, and again contrary to this. From all these
things, of course one ought to say neither that the cosmos turns itself always, nor
again that the whole [0dov] is always turned by a god in two contrary revolutions,
nor again that some two gods, minded contrarily to each other, turn it, but the very
thing which has been said and alone remains: at that time it was conducted

264 Hence, as I have indicated above, Plato is explicitly calling to mind the absence of an ethical framework.
265 Rowe and Benardete translate té&emg above as “order” and “ordering” respectively. I marginally prefer
the Brann, Kalkavage and Salem translation of “rank,” precisely because this passage preliminarily
discloses a certain metric of worth, closely related to oneness and not-oneness. Of course ‘order’ and
‘orderliness’ is also in this context suggests some measure of worth, as having a closer relationship with
unchanging divinity, but I believe the Brann et al. translation better brings this subtle philosophical
development to the surface.

266 Rowe, Benardete and Brann et al. all translate k6cpog into the English derivative ‘cosmos.’ I translate it
here as “world-order” in keeping with a suggestion from Rowe (fn. 29), and in order to maintain the
essential connotation of ‘ordering’ in the Greek, which can be lost in the English derivative. The word
might also be translated as “good-order,” but I am consciously resisting this translation, since the Visitor
shows little interest in the dialogue in Socratic ethical forms, and much more interest in the more
mathematically informed relation between unity and the order of a multiplicity.
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together [ovumodnysioOoui] by a different?’ [¢/Ang] divine cause, gaining life in
the backwards direction and receiving a restored immortality from the demiurge
(craftsman) [dnuiovpyod], and then whenever it is let go, it moves itself through
itself, after being left to itself at such the right moment [xazra kaipov] that it is
carried backwards again a countless number of rotations, since though it is the

biggest thing its equally-balanced [icdppomoc] motion goes on the smallest
foot.268

Following the Visitor’s articulation of the divine-body relation above, this passage
mainly concerns the divine-cosmic relation. At the outset he is careful to position the
world-order, so to speak, between divinity and body. Due to its participation in body, the
world-order cannot be selfsame as its divine progenitor: its share in body also
necessitates a share in change, in which divine being does not partake. Thus, the world-
order is different from the pure unchangingness of the most divine things in themselves,
but different too from the disorder inherent in body itself, insofar as it has received a kind
of stability from its partaking of divine things. It is the ‘material communion’ of the
world order that will necessitate that the cosmos undergo a reversal of rotation, since it
cannot always move itself unchangingly. Thus, there are three major levels of being that
the Visitor is articulating in the myth, characterized by increasing degrees of changing,

disorder, disunity or ‘self-difference’: the most divine things do not partake of change or

267 That is, different in the sense of ‘not-cosmos,’ not different in the sense of ‘another god in addition to

the one we have been speaking of” Rowe’s translation “another, divine, cause” (311) is helpful in clarifying
this, distinguishing this ‘other’ divine cause from the ‘self-cause’ so to speak of the cosmos in the present
cycle of revolution. Fowler & Lamb’s rendering, “extrinsic divine cause,” though perhaps questionable as a
literal translation, similarly signifies that we are not talking about two gods but the same god who is
different from or external to the cosmos.

268 Stat. 269d7-270a9; dv 5& 00pavOV Kol KOGHOV EMMVOUAKALEY, TOAAGY P&V Kol pakapiov mapd Tod
YEVWWIAGAVTOC UETEIANPEY, ATap 0DV 8T KEKOVMVNKE Ve Kod GOUTOC: 8OsV adTd peTaforfic dpoipm
yiyveoBar d1d mavtog advvatov, katd SOvapiv ye unv 6Tt paloto €V 7@ adT® Kot To0 T (iay eopav
Kveltat: 10 TV avakOkAnow eiAnyev, 6Tl Gukpotdtny g abtod Kivioemg mopdrloSty. odTo d¢ £0VTO
oTPEQELY GEL GYESOV 00SEVE SUVATOV TATV T TV KIVOLUEVOV oD TAVIMY YOVUEVM: KIVETV 8& ToVT® TOTE
ugv 8AAwg, adoig 8¢ évavting od BEC. &k ThvTmy 81) TOVTMV TOV KOGUOV UHTE GDTOV YPT| PAVOL CTPEPELY
£auToV Get, it ad Bhov del Vo Beod oTpépecdat dittag Kai vavtiag meploywyds, pnt ab d0o Tve Oem
(@povodvTe £0VTOIG EvavTio GTPEPELV AVTOV, AAL™ Omep AptL £ppnoN Kol povov Aowmdv, ToTe pev T GAANG
ovpmodnyeichon Oelog aitiog, To (v mdhv émktdpevov kai Aappavovio dbavaciov ETGKEVAGTIV TaPd
70D dnovpyod, Tote 8 dtav avebdij, St €0vtod aToV iéval, Katd Kopov dpedévia tolodtov, Bote
avamol topgdesdat moAhig TEPIOd®V PVPLEdag did 87 TO HEYIGTOV OV Kol IG0pPOTMTATOV £MTL LKPOTATOV
Baivov modog iévat. For the Aristotelian resonances of this depiction of divinity see Blyth (2019).



68

difference; the world-order is intermediate, partaking of some change and difference; and
body undergoes the most change and comes to be most different from itself.?¢°

The difference in terminology between ueteilnpev and kexorvawvnxé here is
evocative: the world-order ‘has come to have’ or ‘has come to partake of” blessed things
from its divine begetter, but it has communed with body. The linguistic choice is subtle
but suggests an image of the world-order being raised up from bodily disorder into
proportion by the god, not a creatio ex nihilo. In other words, the divine action is more
appropriately the cause of the world-order, bodily nature its primordial condition. Here,
the image of the craftsman-god comes to be dominant. Since the ‘all’ or the world-order
is composed of body, the Visitor explains that it cannot attain the unchanging
selfsameness and motional self-constancy ‘to turn itself always,” as the most divine
things, and yet, due to its participation in divine ordering during the age of Kronos, the
Visitor describes its circular motion as being ‘as much as possible in the same place and
in the same manner with one motion.’ In other words, the divine craftsman makes the
cosmos almost as stable as himself during the age of his immanent command, at least
given its essentially unstable bodily condition. In addition, the ‘backwards revolution’
that the cosmos undergoes once the god lets go is the ‘smallest alteration from its own
motion,” an alteration necessitated by its communion with body, but whose character still
resembles its divinely instituted motion in and through its order-preserving phronesis.?’°
The whole life of the world-order, with its opposing revolutions, is thus framed by this

metaphysical necessity: what has any share of body cannot stay the same, even if the god

269 Jonescu reads in Statesman the schematic of the fourfold from Philebus. It is not exactly wrong in a
‘Platonic’ sense to make this connection, but it is not in my view textual. Attempts to separate the ‘passive’
god from the ‘active’ demiurge are problematic as well, however, since they almost inevitably reduce the
god to mere figurehead. Ionescu (2014), for example, in her attempt to preserve Kronos and Zeus separate
from the demiurge, reduces the former gods to mere “symbols of the kind of life available in each age”
(38). And yet, since the demiurge himself ‘changes’ in her view, he is not among the ‘most divine things,’
essentially banishing the highest divinity from the cosmos. lonescu indicates that it is actually the forms
that constitute the Oetotara, but if so, the forms remain radically separated from the life of the world.

270 ‘Own motion’ here is identical with the motion ‘received’ from the god. White (2016) argues that the
reverse-spinning and unwinding is a result of the world-order’s wisdom: “the cosmos is ‘wise’ to move
ineluctably toward self-destruction in that such motion fulfills the material part of its nature and also
underlines the contingency of natures insofar as principles of order constituting natures dwell within the
cosmos” (42). Here I disagree. Since the cosmos receives its wisdom from the selfsame god, it does not
make sense that this wisdom is not directed toward sameness and order as its source. In my own view, the
memory and phronesis of the world-order is always divine-facing. Forgetting alone constitutes a movement
into self-destruction, a move which, though necessary, is not included in divinely-bestowed phronesis.
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should will the cosmos to be perfect like himself. Indeed, for the god to disregard the
difference and change inherent in body would be for the god to disown his own being,
sameness and perfection. It would entail that the god himself be not-one.

The materially-communing world-order is thus essentially other-than-divine, yet
this does not mean it is simply or absolutely other-than-divine, just as the god as
demiurge does not seem to be absolutely private, but is somehow effective in his relation
to and rule of the multitudinous all. The god’s rule tends towards immanence, though it is
never purely so. The all is never the same as the divine in such a way as to transcend its
own materiality, nor is it ever so different as to break up into a pure otherness in relation
to the divine; likewise, the divine is never the same as the world-order in such a way as to
negate the essential flux of body, nor is it ever so different that he cannot see at least
some semblance of its own unity in it.

Turning, finally, to consider the Visitor’s characterization of divinity, it is worth
nothing that the Visitor never grants the divine a name during the myth but refers to him
most often simply as ‘the god’ [6 O¢0¢].?"! Yet limiting our purview simply to the
passages quoted above, the Visitor supplies the god with a great multiplicity of
appellations and effectuations: he is ‘co-conductor,” ‘helper of rotation,’ ‘carrier of the
all,” ‘begetter of blessed things,” ‘leader of all moving things,” ‘cause,” and ‘demiurge.’??
These descriptors solidify the myth as a curious mixture of uvfo¢ and A6yog. The Visitor

describes the god using both philosophical and poetic language interchangeably, but the

27! The identity of ¢ H¢og is hotly contested in Plato scholarship, whether ‘demiurge’ ‘steersman’ and ‘co-
rotator’ are the same as 0 Géog (See Klein (1977); Dorter (1994); Lane (1998); Miller (1980); Marquez
(2014); offering analysis from a more stringently ‘cosmological’ perspective, Benitez (1995) argues that
Plato means for the conception of the ‘Good’ from Republic to cohere with ‘demiurgy’ in Timaeus. Thus,
there is no contradiction between Ogi6tato and dnpovpydc), or whether these titles refer to a different god
or different gods (See Robinson (1967); White (2016) p. 39; Ionescu (2014) who separate the demiurgic
activity from ‘the god’.). Rosen (1995) argues that “if we merely summarize the main or most explicit
teaching of the myth, the demiurge, co-rotator, and Kronos are one and the same god,” even if he believes
that this unleashes a host of problems and ambiguities (53). For Benardete (1984) the Visitor introduces the
god in the myth precisely to banish him from the political sphere. For my part, I believe the Visitor is
speaking of one and the same god using these names.

272 suumodnyel (269¢5; 270a3-4); cuykvkAel (269¢5); mopevdpevov (269¢5); yevvioavtog (269d9);
NYOLHEV® (269¢6); aitiag (270a4); dnpovpyod (270a5; 273b2). This is in addition to being a ruler and
carer of the whole revolution [tfig kKukAMjcE®g Tipyev émuehodpevog 8ing 6 0edg] (271d3-4), and steersman
[KvPepvnng] (272e4; 273¢3), father [ratpdc] (273b2), and possibly nurturer [Evepev] and overseer
[émotatdv] of humans (271e5), all appellations or actions of 6 0¢oc. It is somewhat ambiguous whether the
god’s overseeing and rule of the cosmos is extended to humans, or whether the latter references are instead
referring to the particular divine daimon that oversees and nurtures humans.
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poetic language does not in any way serve to negate the essential philosophical point of
the cosmic difference from what is always the same.?”® Rather, the Visitor recognizes
YS’s need for both poetic and philosophical foundations, at this point mixed together, but
later perhaps, to be distinguished more rigorously.

At the beginning of his explanation of divine-cosmic relation, the Visitor is
careful to maintain the strict philosophical logic of divine being—*“always being the

29 ¢¢

same, in the same conditions, and having the same state.” “[T]urn[ing] itself always”
appears as another expression of this divine self-constancy, though distinguished from the
last in respect to motion. One must understand the various appellations and effectuations
of 0 O¢o¢ within this principle of divine self-sameness. The poetic language suggests the
mode and manner of divine involvement in material affairs, crafting, measuring, steering
etc.; the more purely philosophical language establishes the god as, so to speak, the
101t par excellence, at least when considering him in himself and by himself alone.
This is of course a difficult tension at best and a charged contradiction at worst, but it is
not one which the reader has not seen before: the god precisely takes the place of the
theoretical-yet-effectual knower from the opening diairesis.

Expanding the vision of metaphysical necessity, the Visitor explains that the
cosmos is turned neither by a single god in two different directions—since this would
violate the principle of divine sameness—nor by two different gods, each in a contrary
direction—since this again would suggest that divine ‘mind’ can be contrary to itself. It is
not that only one god must be the same as itself, but that the most divine things cannot
contradict each other. This plurality [feidrara] must be singular—it must be one and self-
same. The final option the Visitor provides to explain the reversal of cosmic motion is
that the opposed revolutions of the world-order necessarily involves either divine rule or
the absence of divine rule, respectively. Thus, the divine cause does not contradict itself
in the opposed revolutions, but ‘lets go’ of the world-order at the ‘proper time,’ leaving

cosmos to rule itself with its received wisdom, and, as the Visitor describes in poetic

273 Many interpreters of the myth seem to forget that the myth is a ‘mixture’ and ‘play’ and wrongly
attempt to force the Visitor’s poetic flourishes into a philosophical mold. I do nof want to argue for a
radical separation of philosophical and poetic language in the myth, as if the poetic were a mere trifle or
ornament in comparison to the robust philosophical language. The poetic images are significant for the
philosophical meaning of the text. At the same time, however, one must be careful what elements of a
poetic image one is interpreting in an irreducibly philosophical aspect.
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language, leaving the god to “retreat to his lookout tower.”?’* The difference between
cosmic periods is the presence and absence of the rule of this one god, that is, a
difference between ‘one’ and ‘not-one,” ‘same’ and ‘not same’ as the principle of cosmic
rulership.?”

A Mathematical and Poetic Model of the Cosmos

The Eleatic proves to be presenting two distinct but interrelated models of the
cosmos: a mathematical model, which he seems in some respects to prefer, and a poetic
model, each involving their own peculiar images of effectual sameness. In one possible
model, the Visitor seems to be depicting o 6éog as a geometric point, around which the
extended bulk of the cosmos turns—the “smallest foot” upon which the “biggest thing,”
the all, rotates, and on which it is “equally balanced.”?’® The point, “that of which there is
no part,”?’” is both wholly the same as itself, having in itself no parts that might be
different from the whole, and able to revolve around itself without any change to itself,
since revolution displaces no part of it. Thus, the god signifies the effective epicentre
upon which the cosmos rotates, in one way not moving at all in relation to itself, but in

another way, rotating around itself in relation to any given part of the all, a point of

274 Stat. 272e4-5; €ic v av1od Teprwmy dnéot ; The god, it would seem, still has his sights on the
cosmos even in his withdrawal. See Stat. 273e: the god must have knowledge of the world-order’s
worsening condition to save it from total dissolution.

275 Here 1 mean this as ‘one’ qua ‘one’ in the sense of the oneness explored in Parmenides, but also ‘one’
and ‘not-one’ in the sense of a single epistemic principle of rule. To the Eleatic Visitor the god and his
rulership are an image of abstract unity. Perhaps in a more Platonic sense, the god seems to represent an
epistemic unity, whose immanent presence disappears in the age of Zeus.

276 As far-fetched as this may seem initially, this point-model has some precedent in the scholarly tradition.
Robinson (1995), wrestling with the notion that the cosmos of Statesman possesses both a beginning in
time and “everlastingness not eternity” (21), draws a parallel to certain contemporary models of the
universe’s generation, most notably the ‘Big Bounce’ or ‘Oscillation Theory’: “the theory of the Politicus
that the universe, after its initial formation, is in an everlasting process of coiling and uncoiling like some
gigantic spring has its counterpart in that variant of the Big Bang theory known as the Oscillation Theory,
in which the universe expands from an original atomic explosion to a point where its momentum is spent
and it is drawn back by gravitation to its original State, only to explode once more and restart the process;
and so on, apparently, everlastingly” (29). It should be noted, however, that the function of Robinson’s
exemplar differs significantly from my own. Robinson is seeking examples to furnish what he sees as
Plato’s conjecture that there is “no contradiction between the motion of the world of spacetime’s temporal
beginning and that of its overall eternal contingency on a principle itself uncontingent” (30). Robinson does
not suggest the mathematical point as an image and model of the god and divine demiurge.

277 Euclid, Book I, def o, p. 6; Inueiov éottv, o puépog ovbév.
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reference which turns in its relation to another point of the spinning bulk.?’® For the
Eleatic visitor, who has been educated in the Parmenidean tradition to be particularly
concerned with the unity of being and being as unity, and who is in the process of
educating YS, himself a fledgling mathematician, this model makes particular
philosophical sense. The difference between the all’s motion in the age of Kronos and the
age of Zeus, according to this model can be understood more from the perspective of the
‘all’ than from the perspective of the point. In the age of Kronos the all spirals into the
divine pivot like a gravity well, becoming increasingly ordered; and in the age of Zeus
the all spirals back outward, having opposite circular motion and becoming further
distanced from its principle of order. The divine centre is both effective and private;
revolving, yet absolutely stable; exerting a kind of relational force, yet remaining
selfsame. Indeed, in this model the retreat of the god in the age of Zeus requires no actual
movement on the part of the god: the god remains the epicentre of the cosmos even as his

rule is gradually forgotten, and as world-order descends further into difference.?”

278 Castoriadis (2002) notes the profound significance of the circle in the relation to geometric identity and
difference: “This circular movement is identical because the circle is, among plane figures, the only one
that you could make slide over itself: in a rotation, all the points of the circle pass through all the other
points and remain upon the same circle” (100). Thus, the circle has a close “kinship” with identity
understood in respect to circular motion. Castoriadis does not however envision the god as a mathematical
point as I do, which further approximates absolute identity.
279 Fermat’s two-branch spiral (see below) is a good approximation of the Visitor’s point-bulk geometrical
model of the cosmos to a certain extent. We can envision the bulk of the universe turning clockwise and
being drawn into the centre (blue line) in the age of Kronos, and abruptly turning counter-clockwise at the
beginning of the age of Zeus (red line). In the latter age, world-order approximates the divinely ordered
circular motion from the former age, yet draws away from its own divine centre in its increasing self-
differentness and divine-forgetting. In this model, the parts of or points on the circle of the all, gradually
become closer together and more similar to each other in the age of Kronos and separate from each other
and take on an increasing differentness from the other points in the age of Zeus. The below model is, of
course not perfect. First, the model appears to describe the cosmos as becoming the same as the god at the
origin point of the graph. This, of course, is not possible in the Visitor’s metaphysical modeling of the
world-order: the world order is never the same as the god because it communes with body. Second,
Fermat’s spiral does not revert back into itself once the cosmos is in danger of disintegrating into absolute
self-dissimilarity, when the god once again takes control of the world-order (273e).

Y
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The model that Plato further seems to have in mind, beyond this two-dimension
mathematical image, is the model of a spinner spinning wool, which will consequently
become important to the very paradigm of human statesmanship later in the dialogue.?3°
In the mathematical model the divine is loosely conceived as the point around which the
all turns, effectual and private; in the more poetic model, the god takes on the role of the
spinner, whose fingers twist the disordered wool fibre on the distaff into thread above the
drop spindle, and who then wraps the newly formed thread around the spindle. In this
model, during the age of Kronos when the world-order most resembles the nature of the
divine, the god patiently wraps the thread tightly around the spindle, forming an
organized circular bulk of wool thread. In the age of Zeus, when the god lets go of the
world-order, the drop spindle turns rapidly in the other direction and plummets under its
own weight, unloosing the wound thread, and untwisting it back into fluffy, raw wool.
Though at risk of straining the metaphor, the wool will never reach the purely disordered
state that it possessed when it rested upon the distaff but will become a long, untwisted
strand of wool fibre, hanging between the drop spindle below and the god’s fingers
above. The god is active in the age of Kronos, passive in the age of Zeus, letting the
thread unwind by itself, though still functioning as the effective centre around which the
spindle whirls backwards and drops, under the tension of the tightly-wound string and the
weight of the spindle itself. Thus, the world-order becomes “slack.”?8!

Within the poetic model, the nature of god and cosmos differ more substantially
than in the geometric model. The imitation of divine motion is really an imitation of the
product of divine thinking and craftsmanship, much more than an imitation of the divine
themselves. Both of these models, geometric and poetic, should be kept in mind, neither
one analogically perfect.?8? The former geometric model better depicts the self-sameness

and self-constancy of the god as the absolutely unified mathematical point; the latter

280 See Stat. 279b ; This model has some scholarly precedent: Robinson (1967), and Marquez (2014) ft.
136, each indicate that Plato’s cosmic model functions like a spindle. It is hard to believe that the spindle,
which plays such an important role later in the myth, accidentally maps onto the external vision of the
cosmos the Visitor presents at the beginning of the myth. ; Schuhl (1960) envisions the Visitor’s mythic
cosmos according to the model of a spinning top. Robinson (1995), like a spring.

Bl Stat. 273e2; The Visitor remarks that at the end of the age of Zeus, the god again “twists” [ozpéyag]
what has become “sick” [voorjoavra] and “slack” [Avfévra], thus once again initiating the conditions
present to the age of Kronos.

282 Against Benardete (1984) p. 111.97 that the god is bodily: in each of these models the god is either
bodiless or of an entirely different order from the cosmos.
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poetic model better depicts the efficacy of the god’s care. We must always remember that
the myth involves both play and mixture, and that the Visitor is attempting to unify these
apparently contrasting philosophical and poetic images, to present a view of both divine
simplicity and efficacy at the same time. The difference between these models essentially
amounts to a difference in the nature of the peculiar unities at work in the rule of the
world-order: the ‘external’ unity and simplicity of the mathematical point,?%* and the

284

more ‘internal’ unity of divine personality.

Human and World-order: Between Whole and Part

I want to pause here and recollect the train of my thought. So far, I have attempted
to show how the Visitor leans on a metaphysics of sameness and difference to elaborate a
model of the world-order, and of an ontological taxonomy. This taxonomy, as I have
shown, involves both the descent of unity into not-unity, and the descent of sameness into
difference. The Visitor has not shown interest in Socratic, ethical and ‘formal’
constructions underlying the world order but has concerned himself most primarily with
quasi-mathematical categories of unity and multiplicity, with sameness and difference.
This is the most fundamental point that I have been endeavoring to make so far: the
Visitor continues to interrogate and reconceive the notion of unity, absolute and
relational, in the course of the myth. The examination of the political realm, which the
myth will subsequently undertake, occurs only in the light of this fundamental
metaphysical structuring. These preoccupations shall carry through to the end of the
myth, even as the Visitor turns to examine questions more directly concerning human
nature and community. Even so, it is not the nature of the divine-cosmos relation that
interests the Visitor most, but the human pathos which is also “cause” [aitiov] of the
three aforementioned myths. It is to the subject of the human condition in each era of

revolution that I shall now turn in these following sections.

283 An ‘outer’ mark with no ‘inner’ part.

284 An ‘inner’ with no ‘outer’ so to speak. ; See Odyss. 11.93-113; It is hard to believe that Plato does not
have the figure of Penelope in mind at some level in this myth. Penelope weaves a funeral shroud for her
father-in-law Laertes by day, promising to choose a suitor when “she [has] completed her duty to Laertes
and his family, including Odysseus” (Lowenstam, 2000, 335), only to unweave her work by night.
Penelope weaves, the god only twists, yet this is a rich, if deeply ambiguous political and theological image
in the context of Statesman. It seems to suggest a kind of efficacy of the god even in the unravelling and
forgetting of the world-order. The god withdraws in order to defer an impossible marriage. We shall return
to this image in due course.
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At 270b3, the Visitor turns “to reckon with (Loyioduevor) and reflect on
(ovvvorjowmpuev) this pathos from the things that have just now been said,”?® that is, the
human experience in relation to the metaphysical necessity so described, on either side
and in the midst of “the greatest and most final (ueyiotnv koi telewtartnyv) change
(zpomnv) of all the changes which occur in the heavens.”?% It is immediately striking that
the Visitor’s language here directly contradicts his depiction of the change just a few
lines earlier, when he describes the world-order’s reversal as the “smallest alteration
(mapdilaév) from its own motion.”?8” The contrasting superlatives are jarring: the
Eleatic refers to the reversal of the all’s revolution as both the smallest and greatest
change in as matter of lines. What the Visitor appears to be subtly indicating is the
relative difference of this change’s effect in relation to whole and to part respectively: the
change is smallest in relation to the world-order’s own motion, that is, its circular motion
as a whole, but largest in relation to the part as it participates in this whole—Ilargest, “to

288 If one imagines staring at a circle rotating as

those of us who live within the heavens.
a whole, without focusing one’s gazes on any part of its bulk, the reversal of its motion
will seem relatively insignificant, and possibly unnoticeable if it occurs in an instant as in
the myth. If one imagines staring at a small part or point on a circle as it reverses its

289 as the Visitor reflects: “great

motion, however, the change is violent and sudden,
destructions come together by necessity to the other animals, and in particular, only some
small group of humans survive.”?*® For a part of the all, and for human beings in
particular, the reversal of cosmic motion results in tremendous destruction, though the
world-order as a whole is relatively unscathed, accomplishing its recollection of the age

of Kronos at the beginning of the new epoch “more precisely” (axpiféorepov) than at the

285 Stat. 270b3-4; Aoyicuevor 81 cuvvoncopey 10 nadog &k @V VOV Aeydévimv

286 Stat. 270b10-c2; TV TEPL TOV ODPAVOV YLYVOUEVOV TPOTMY TOGHY E1VaL PEYIGTV Kol TEAEOTATNV
TPOTNV

287 See above.

288 Stat. 270c5; Toic &vidg NUiv oikodotv avTod

289 Consider a spinning wheel: if a wheel is moving fast enough such that the eye is unable to see the
movement of the part (as in a car commercial, for example), a sudden equivalent reversal will not register
to the perceiver. If, on the other hand, the perceiver is able to pay attention to a part of the wheel, the
sudden reversal of motion will seem abrupt and violent.

290 Stat. 270c11-d1; pBopai Toivov €€ dvirykng Tote péyioton cvpPaivovct Tdv e AoV (hov, Kai 57 kai
10 TV AvOpOT®V YEVOg OAiyov Tt mepileineTal
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end, as it spins toward its own entropic destruction.?®! What this further outlines is a
taxonomy of diminishing unity and ‘sameness,” from god, to world-order, to part, and
finally, (later elaborated) to “unlimited sea of unlikeness.”?? Each by necessity is less
selfsame than the former, and therefore more unstable.?** Since humans are only a part of
the all, their nature is essentially more unstable than that of the cosmos and more
devastated by a sudden change in the world-order’s revolution.?**

The fact that the human is only a part of the whole has substantial ontological
implications, which the Visitor makes clear as he details the nature of human life in each
cycle of revolution. In the age of Kronos, he explains, humans are “born from the earth”
(ynyeveg)® already in old age, and the growth of animals proceeds by “turning
backwards in the opposite direction [from the motion of the present age], growing, as it
were, younger and softer.”?°® More philosophically important though, is the idea that in
this epoch “all things become self-giving (adzdéuara) for human beings,” springing out of

297

the earth for the expressed purpose of providing welfare for living beings.=”’ In the age of

Kronos, all external necessities for life are self-minding. Hence, the Visitor refers to /ife
broadly in the age of Kronos as “advtopdrov [...] Biov”:2*® “they had plentiful fruits from
trees and from much of the other underbrush, not by the production of agriculture, but

from the distributing of the self-minding (adzoudznc) earth. And most grazed while living

21 Stat. 273b3

292 Stat. 273d6-¢1; 1OV Tig AvopoldtTNTOg Gmelpov Evia TOVTOV

293 Jonescu (2014) understands the “hierarchical order” that the Visitor is unfolding here as an appearance
of the Philebus’ schematic of the ‘fourfold’: “with Forms as highest, followed by the Demiurge, then the
particulars, and finally this indefinite sea of unlikeness” (44; ft. 16). This may well be so, but the Visitor
actually uses the language of (1) ‘same,’ (2) ‘world-order’ / “all’ / ‘whole,’ (3) part and (4) ‘indefinite sea
of unlikeness’ in his taxonomy. Parallels to the ‘fourfolds’ of Timaeus and Philebus are very possible, but
the peculiarly geometric language of this taxonomy suggests that Plato’s own views cannot be merely
substituted with those of the Visitor.

2% Gartner and Yao’s ‘Correspondence Principle,’ their assertion of the “interentailment of a number of
macrocosmic and microcosmic phenomena,” has its limit (4). Though the visitor asserts that “all other
things” imitate ‘the all’ in respect to “pregnancy and producing and nurturing” (274al-3), it is not easy to
see how this is the case, since the nature of part and the nature of whole differs in their order of being with
respect to selfsameness, the life of the part cannot be said to ‘correspond’ to the life of the whole in any
direct or immediate sense.

295 Stat. 271a6

2% Stat. 270d8-e1; petafdrrov & méAw ni Todvavtiov olov vedtepov

27 Stat. 271d1; mévta adtopate yiyvesOat toig avOpdmolg

28 Stat. 271e4
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in the open air, naked and without bedding.”?® The all thus gives itself to its parts
through its own self-minding. In this age, part and whole are at their most similar—they
are most identified in the quasi-immanence of the god’s rule and in the quasi-immanence
of the world-order organizing its body, which welds part and all together in a mutual
symbiosis. The nature of the all is to give itself to the part; the nature of the part is to
receive its own from the all. To put this another way, the world order both gives and
receives itself. The image of rule in this epoch, therefore, is of self-minding providing
both rearing and unity to the non-self-minding part from itself.3*° God and cosmos give
themselves to what is not them, namely, the human class, as indeed the class of all living
things, which are transformed into sites of divine outpouring.’®! The very nature of each
class is, as it were, given by what is other, constituted by a kind of divine transmission
through the self-minding giving of all to part, and the mutual reception thereof. It is
proper for whole to give itself, and for part to receive the whole as its harmonizing
unity.3%?

This mode of the all’s self-minding in the Kronosian age lies in contrast to the
present age, wherein what is self~minding is rather both part and whole, each attempting
to preserve themselves separately through their own inner natures and ppovyaoig. Our
abstract ‘immanent’ geometric understanding of the relation between part and whole is
thrown into question with the sudden reversal of the cosmos. Each mind themselves:

Just as it had been commanded for the world-order (7@ xoou@) to be its own
master (adtoxpdropa) of its own motion, so too in the same way were the parts
themselves commanded to move through themselves (zoic uépeoiv avroic o1’

29 Stat. 272a2-b1; kapmovg 8 apOdVOLC E1x0V Gmd TE SEVEpmV Kol TOAATG BANG GAANG, 0Dy, DId yewpyiog
QLOUEVOLC, GAN" avTopdTng Avadidodong Tig YTg. Yupvol 8¢ kai dotpmtotl BupavloDvTes T0 TOANG.
EVELLOVTO: TO YO TGV OP®Y aDTOIC BAVTOV EKEKPATO, HAAAKAC S& EDVAC E1XOV AVOPLOUEVNG €K YTiC TOOC
apbovov.

300 Again, the Visitor does not discuss this in terms of goodness. It is certainly true here that god and all
give to each class of animal its good, but the fact that the Visitor avoids this language is indicative that his
interests lie elsewhere.

301 At 271d7, the god delegates certain “daemons” [Soipovec] as intercessors to care for each part,
instituting a network of further mediators in his rule of the world-order. Though this somewhat breaks up
the ‘immanence’ of divine rule in this age, the Visitor is rather vague about the details of daemonic tending,
especially in its relation to the god’s rule and to the co-nurturing of the world-order. It is possible to
understand daemonic care as the care extended from whole to part from the perspective of a particular part.
302 The fourfold distinction between god, all, part and unlimited does not vanish in the age of Kronos, but
certainly it is somewhat collapsed than in the current era.
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avt@v), so far as each was able, to grow, to beget and to sustain by similar
direction.3%?

In the former epoch the self-minding whole gives itself for the sake of its parts—I/ife itself
is self-minding, the distinction between part and whole notwithstanding. In the current
age, the self-ruling whole and parts are primarily concerned with self-preservation in a
stricter sense, each of these ‘selves’ disharmonious from the self-ruling of each other.

Life itself ceases to be self-minding, characterized now by ‘the necessity of need.”3%
Presently, the world-order attempts to preserve itself in spite of its warring parts,*> and
each part attempts to preserve itself in spite of the increasing disharmony of the whole.
Whole and part lose their co-mutuality. The demiurge’s joining-together
(ovvapuooavrog) of the cosmos into a living being ({@ov) is what harmonizes part and
whole in the first place—without which activity, the essential relationality of ‘whole’ and
‘part’ loses its meaning.3%

During this second epoch, the inseparability of whole and part, of world-order and
animal, of self-minding earth and the receiving human, is somewhat diminished, since the
part too becomes its own master, fo some extent over and against the self-minding of the
whole. The part is no longer a pure receiver of the unity of the whole, at least in relation
to its livelihood. The dissolution of this unifying reciprocity is not, however, total: the
world-order “has care and rule of itself and of those things within it [emphasis added],
remembering the teaching of its demiurge and father as it had power.”3%” Though part and
whole of universe each exercise self-minding as far as they are able, having their own
principle of motion in themselves, there is still a sense in which the whole rules the part.

The part, after all, still participates in the backwards circular motion of the all, though the

terms of the all’s rule over part are vague at best.

303 Stat. 274a4-b1; kaOamep T® KOGUM TPOGETETAKTO ADTOKPATOPA VAL THC ohTod mopeiac, obTm 81 katd
TaOTA Kol TolC pépecty avTtoic St adtdv, kb’ dcov 016V T TV, PUEY T€ Kai YEVVEY Koi TPEPELY
TPOGETATTETO VIO THG OpOiag AywYTHG.

304 See Stat. 274c3-4; mopilecOon 8¢ ovk émicTdpevol mm St TO pndepiov adTovg ypeiav npdTEPOV
avaykalew.

305 See Stat. 274¢; The formerly tame animals have become wild.

306 Stat. 269d1-2 ; Stated otherwise, “humans, insofar as they 'follow and imitate' the cosmos, are also
necessarily independent of it” (Lane, 1998, p. 109).

307 Stat. 273a7-b3; dmpéhetay Kol kpdrog Exmv avtdg TV &V 0OTd Te Kol avtod, Ty 10D dnuovpyod kai
TATPOG ATOUVILOVED®V S1ayMV €ig dhvapuy.
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Between Aporias: The Pathos of Memory, and the Birth of Desire

We turn toward its expressed purpose in the dialogue, the excavation of human
pathos in the time of the cosmos’ epochal shift, an issue, though, closely tied to the
problem of human imitation. In the age of Kronos, the Visitor envisions human life as a
life “of much leisure” (moAlic oy0lijc).>*® There are no regimes (wolireiai), and thus no
politics, no possession of wives or children in families, and thus no eros or erotic desire,
and “no recollection” (08dév uguvnuévor) of their former lives in the age of Zeus.>*” Even
with the increase of leisure during this age on account of the self-giving livelihood from
the gods’ care, the general disposition of the human soul is one of forgetfulness, and
even, perhaps, ignorance. The span of human life is from old age into childhood—
“[humans] go backwards in their nature, becoming as a newborn child, to which they
compare in both soul and body, and forthwith being extinguished, they disappeared
altogether entirely”—mirroring and grounding a general inclination for forgetting.3!°
After all, since the human is cared for absolutely by the gods, served by the self-minding
flourishing of their goods and needs, memory loses its necessity in the souls of living
things. Memory is no longer essential in a life wherein all care is simply given. In
addition, there is no need for the human to act out of themselves, or to reveal themselves

to themselves in erotic desire, production, or meaningful political action. As pure sites of

398 Stat. 27269

309 Stat. 272a1-2; véuoviog 8¢ dketvov molreiod Te ovK foav 008E KTNoElg YuvaukdY koi Toidwv: &k YAg yop
avePLdOKOVTO TAVTES, OVOEV pepvnpuévol Tdv Tpdcbev ; According to the so-called ‘traditional’
interpretation of the myth, with which my account mostly agrees, the cosmos oscillates between the two
epochs. The evidence for the reversion of cosmic order from the age of Zeus to the age of Kronos (the
change most often disputed by scholars) occurs at 273e, where the god saves the cosmos from utter self-
destruction by once again “taking his seat at the steering-paddle” [zaliv épedpog avtod T@v Tndativv
yryvouevog] (273e1-2). Thus, Miller (1980) writes, “the whole of history is thus projected as an endless
cycle between opposites” (38).

310 Stat. 270e6-9; yryvopeva méh gic THv T0d veoyevolc monddg Oty dmneL, KoTd e THY YuymV Ko kol
T0 oAU APOopoLovUEVA: TO O EvtedBev §on papatvopeva Kopdf to tauroy éEneavieto. ; In Marquez’s
(2014) interpretation, this divine ‘ordering’ corresponds to the purification of soul from body in the age of
Kronos: “The god “measures” the right time for letting go of the cosmos by looking at the ratio of soul to
body, that is, of the ordering principle to the disordering principle, and determining what is the highest ratio
of order to disorder that the universe can bear due to the fact that it is necessarily mixed with body. The
“fitting” time for release would then be the time at which further ordering by the god would not be
compatible with the bodily nature of the cosmos, as we shall see in the next section” (138-9). In my view,
this reading imports too much to the text, and forgets how great a role body plays in the age of Kronos, in
the self-giving self-minding of life. Counter to this view, for Rosen (1998), there are no souls or perhaps
only ‘half-souls’ in the age of Kronos.
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immanent divine care, the very need for knowledge of self and of other recedes almost
absolutely.

For some strange reason, while the Visitor gives ample details concerning human
life during the age of Kronos, he is relatively mum when relating the reasons for the
character of human life in the present age. It is possible that the Visitor believes YS to
have a sufficient grasp of human life in an everyday sense, or more likely that Plato
intentionally leaves the reader to infer many of these reasons from what has come before
in the myth. At any rate, only a small section (274b-274e) is actually devoted to a direct
exposition of human life in the present age, which is supposedly the very point for which
they had begun the Adyoc.3'! What the Visitor does not explicitly state in the text, I shall
attempt to draw out in my analysis, relying heavily on the whole-part relationship of
world-order to human, and the nature of the Zeusian world-order, which I have detailed
above, in order to extract a picture of the reason for the character of human life in the
present time.

Human life in the age of Zeus is characterized by self-minding or self-rule, as |
have shown above, yet this self-minding is buttressed by and sandwiched between
moments of profound upheaval and epistemic perplexity—between two discrete limits of
complete ardpia, which mediate and shape the nature of this self-minding in a critical
way. The later aporetic moment occurs in the period at the end of Zeus’ rule, after the
“bodily form (owuaroeideg) of [the all’s] composition™ has become the predominant
“cause”!? of the world-order’s motion. The “pathos of ancient disharmony (70 77jg
ralo1dc avapuootiag wéhog),”3!? inherent to matter itself begins to dominate in the
mixture of the all, and world-order becomes increasingly forgetful (140n¢
Eyyryvouévng)*'* of the principles of divine rule from the former age and from its inner
ppovnaig, derived from the same. The cosmos—and by necessary extension, the human
part, since it participates in the ordering of the whole—forgets the divine principles of

order-production: “mingling little good, but much mixture of the opposite, it becomes in

31 Stat. 274b1

312 Stat. 273b4-5; ... 100t0V 88 adTH TO COMATOESES TiG GLYKPAcEmS aitiov... ; The copatoedic is a
remarkable Platonic expression. Here it seems to indicate a state of being and a cause lying somewhere in
between pure bodily disorder and divine immanent-order—a quasi-recollection so to speak.

313 Stat. 273¢7-d1

314 Stat. 273¢6
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danger of destruction, both of itself and of the things in itself.”3!° It is only when Kronos
sees the all to be in these “difficulties” (év dmopiaug),’'® in danger of “sinking into the
unlimited sea of unlikeness,” that he once again takes control of cosmic rulership. This
describes and posits, as it were, the ‘futural’ limit and aporia of human and cosmic
memory, the point at which all human machinations and faculties are split apart into an
endless division, of such a kind that neither politics, nor philosophy, nor the human
crafts, nor erotic desire can overcome—indeed, these are the very things that participate
in and threaten infinite fracturing.3!”

Thus, at the most extreme point of aporia in the age of self-rule, human and
cosmos are essentially divided in and from themselves. These domains, taken in
themselves alone, constitute an absolute self-separation, that is, a separation from their
own nature, which the god has given to each in the former age. After all, the major
functional difference between the beginning and end of the age of Zeus lies in the degree
of the persistence of memory. When memory of the former age has entirely vanished,
what is left—the cosmos and human alone in their self-minding—is absolute self-
division. If the Visitor’s ‘heirarchy of being’ is virtually collapsed in the age of Kronos,
at the extreme of the Zeusian age there is a kind of absolute division between sameness
and difference. Anything that admits of difference to any degree whatsoever becomes in
danger of sinking into difference absolutely.

The “first’ aporia—the most important aporia in relation to the human pathos—
occurs immediately following the reversal of cosmic motion, after “the steersman
[rvpepving] of all things, letting go the handle of the steering paddles so to speak,
withdrew to his summit.”3!® The all undergoes a period of “great destructions by
necessity,”?!? in the “turning-back and dashing-together,” as “the reverse impulse is set in

motion by the beginning [of the new age] and end [of the old].”3?° Living things, and

315 Stat. 273d1-4; opukpd pév téryadd, ol 88 Ty 16V évavtiov kpdotv neykepavvopevog i
dtapBopdg Kivovvov anTod T€ Apikveital Kol T@v &v aDTd.

316 Stat. 273d5; kaBopdv v dmopiaig dvta

317 See Marquez (2014): “the myth suggests that if political science is necessary to human beings, it is not
necessary for protecting them against a fundamentally hostile nature but to protect them from the unbridled
consequences of the uses of the arts” (fn. 171).

318 Stat. 272e3-5; 10D movtdg 6 pév kuPepvitnge, olov tndaiimv olokog deépevog, eic Ty ovTod TepLmmy
améot

319 Stat.. 270c11; @Bopai toivov €€ dvaykng ToTe péytotol

320 Stat. 273a1-3; 6 6% petaoTPEPOUEVOG Koi GLPBAA®Y, dpyfig Te Kal TedevTiig dvavtiov dpuny opundeic,
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humans most of all—*“weak” (dofeveic), “without defense” (dpdlaxror),>*! “without
resources and skill” (durjyavor xoi dreyvor),>?* “having been left destitute of the caring of
the god who nurtured and possessed us”32*—are thrown “into great difficulties” (év
ueyaioug amropiorg).’?* Yet the bodily danger into which humans are thrown is a mere
effect of a deeper problem, the sudden self-conscious lack of knowledge, “not knowing
how to provide for themselves since not a single need had compelled them in the past.”3?
The human pathos, which is the very point of the myth, is thus an epistemic and

’326 condition, a lack of knowledge at the outset of the epoch,??” and a lack of

‘epithymic
the stability of the god’s care, in whose mind the ordering of nature is essentially
grounded. Human life is characterized by a ‘pathology of desire’—the recognition of the
essential lack of oneself to oneself, coupled with an appetite to possess what is one’s
own, one’s nature or self-order which has withdrawn its immanence.

The condition of human desire in the age of Zeus includes both a desire of the part
for the immanent unity of the whole and a necessary separation of part from whole in
self-minding or self-ruling. The lack constituting the age is twofold: the human is
separated from the god’s self-giving and from the self-giving of the whole world-order.
Similarly, the desire is twofold: the human has a desire for their own divinely constituted
nature, and a desire for the proper relation of itself to nature as a whole.??® As an

expression of “fate” (eiuapuévn) or “necessity” (avdyxn), this desire directs both world-

order and human toward their own bodily condition, which is precisely dis-order:

321 Stat. 274b8

322 Stat. 274cl

323 Stat. 274b5-6; tiig Yop T0D KekTNHEVODL Kal vELOVTOg Ndg Saipovog dmepnumévieg smueheiog

324 Stat. 274¢5

325 Stat. 274¢3-4; mopilecsBon 6 ovk dmotauevoi mm d1d tO undepiav adTovC Ypeiav TpdTEPOV dvoryKalety
326 That is, a condition of desire, which involves an essential separation.

327 In partial answer to question three (3) above, what is particular to human nature, in addition to
technology, appears to be this /ack. It should be noted here that humans appear to be privileged in this way,
unique among both world-order and the other animals in their ignorance about how to survive. The world-
order simply knows to turns the other way and animals become wild naturally to meet their needs (274c).
The exteriority of the human animal, however, is not enough to keep them alive. This is not to say that
humans do not also possess phronesis, nor that the world-order and the other animals do not experience
aporia in some way, but the Visitor suggests that there is something unique at work in the peculiarly human
helplessness, which may only be abated by the gift of technical know-how from the gods, a unique window
into the nature of demiurgy.

3281t is important to note the two related but different sense of ‘nature’ at play here. El Murr (2014)
explains, “« nature des hommes » est ici a entendre aux deux sens génitif: non seulment comme la nature
qui est propre aux hommes mais également comme celle don’t ils son tune partie” (144).
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“[world-order] shares imperfectly in the perfect, or negates its own perfection,” as Miller
writes.??? The second aporia of the age of Zeus entails a near total negation of self and
nature—a near total negation of its divinely-bestowed ‘perfection’—which,
paradoxically, appears to be precisely the ‘nature’ or ‘condition’ of pure body in itself.
On the other hand, as an expression of phronesis, wisdom, or the capacity for
recollection, “inborn desire” orients human and cosmos toward the divine reality from
which they receive their proper ordering. This divine absence, Miller observes, when
‘known,” “is a form of evocative presence.”33° Desire strains in two opposing directions
without contradiction.

The Visitor’s expression, that the world-order reverses through “fated and inborn
desire,” suggests that desire is the very site of unity of these two contrary aspects of self-
separation and disharmony.?*! The divine and bodily proclivities and impulses of human
and cosmos are unified in this fundamental psychic sense of lack, knowing and
unknowing, respectively. It is only toward the end of the myth that the Visitor fully
elaborates the character of the body-facing aspect of desire: the desire of the cosmos as
body is for the very negation of its god-given nature in its own self-seeking. The ‘futural’
limit or aporia of self-minding and self-rule in the present age is thus utter self-
destruction. The ‘anterior’ limit of self-minding and self-rule in the present age is the
immediate knowing-absence of the god’s order. Desire tends and dis-tends toward each at
once. The Visitor illustrates this in the physical earthquake of the cosmic transition: the

moment of calamity between the two epochs, wherein ‘beginning’ and ‘end’ fight to exert

329 Miller, 1980, p. 38. The negation of the divine as selfsame, as in Sophist, does not mean nihilation, but
rather institutes a new kind of unstable unity: “the cosmos both contains yet negates the divine within itself;
as the opposite to the divine, it is in itself the opposition between its own divine and mortal elements” (39).
330 Miller, 1980, p. 51. He continues: “In effect, to be aware of what the god was in the age of Cronus is to
know what man, within his limits as different from the god, must strive to be for himself in the age of
Zeus.” See also, Ewegen (2017) p. 56 who likens the god’s retreat to the retreat of Socrates from
Statesman; Contrast Benardete (1992): “The Stranger discovers the statesman once he leaves as a myth the
demiurgic god and assumes there is no Zeus. In the political sense, the Statesman is the only atheistic
dialogue” (47). White’s (2016) interpretation corresponds with that of Benardete: “In this cosmic
arrangement, Zeus is reduced to a figurehead deity, a mere surrogate for the demiurge who has withdrawn
from the scene” (51). In my own view I side with Miller, that divinity is present in the current age precisely
in its absence, through the particular ‘gifts’ bestowed on human and world-order.

311 say that “inborn” [cOpgutog] is a divine-facing expression of desire since, properly speaking, body
births nothing. All discussion of reproduction and birth in the myth occurs either with regard to the
immanence of divine care or the imitation thereof. The cosmos is imbued with order by the god, but it
cannot be said that body imbues anything at all.
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themselves, is exactly the structure of desire, a yearning for deliverance and destruction
in the unity of an instant. This desire is effectual and constitutes the character of human
life in this age. It essentially amounts to the desire of what is not-stable for the stability it
once had, and what is not-one for the sameness it once possessed, but paradoxically in its
self-seeking it is also the desire of the not-stable to remain itself, namely, not-stable, and
for the not-one to remain itself, namely, not-one.

What ‘saves’ humans in the intervening time between aporias is twofold: the
introduction of z€yva: and the exercise of memory. Each of these activities contain an
aspect unique to human beings. In the latter case, the memory of the Age of Kronos is
“kept in mind by our earthborn ancestors, the ones who were neighbours to the formerly

completed cycle of time, growing up at the beginning of our own age,”3*?

especially in
the telling of stories, which preserve some image, however fractured, of the former divine
order. These stories are the articles of messengers (kijpvkeg) from the divine age,*3* and
thus the Visitor laments that these stories “are nowadays incorrectly disbelieved by
many”33* for this reason.

The technical arts, on the other hand, are “gifts given to us from the gods with the

necessary teaching and instruction,”333

a fact that is also preserved in mythic memory:
“fire from Prometheus, the arts (z€yvar) from Hephaestus and his fellow artisan, as well
as seeds and, further, plants, from others.”33¢ It is these gifts, that “have helped to
organize3*’ (ovykareoxevakev) human life, during this newfound age in which “it begins
to be necessary to have charge of their course of life and care, of themselves and through
themselves, just as the whole cosmos, which they imitate and follow.”3*® No longer the
bare biological objects of the knowledgeable rule of Kronos, humans must find their own

way using the new paradigms of technical production, which bring a certain kind of order

to the indefinite mixture of the cosmos. Here, it is again deeply ambiguous whether

332 Stat. 271a8-b2; dnepvnpovedeTo 88 VIO TV MUETEPOV TPOYOVMV TGV TPMOTMY, 01 TEAEVLTAOGT UEV TH
TPOTEPQ TEPLPOPQ TOV EETIC YpOVOV EYEITOVOLV, THGOE OE KaT ApPyag EPVOVTO

333 Stat. 27102

334 Stat. 271b3-4; viv Vrd TOAAGY oDk OpOdC dmicTodVTaL.

335 Stat. 274¢6-7; mopd Oedv ddpa fpiv deddpnton pet’ avaykoiog ddayfig kai tadevoeng

336 Stat. 274¢7-d2; whp pev mapa Ipounbénc, téxvor 8¢ map” Hoeoaiotov Kkai Tg GuVTé)VoL, oTéppato. 3¢ av
Kol QuTa o’ GAADY

337 Stat. 274d3

338 Stat. 274d5-7; 5" éavtdv Te 81 THY T€ Staywynv Koi THY Emuéhetay antodg avtdv Exetv kaddmep 6Aog
0 KOGLOC, () GLUUIHOVLEVOL KO GUVETOUEVOL
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technology for the Visitor involves the imitation of divine or cosmic order, whether it is
an expression of divinely-bestowed phronesis or whether, as a human invention, it grants
a different kind of order entirely.>3° Given, however, that phronesis seems to have been
imparted to each class of living things already it would seem that z£yvy is a mode of
knowledge that is not identical to what has come before, but is a novel development in
the course of human self-consciousness and in the human relation to exteriority. In my

340 whether

view, €yvou involve a kind of imitation of the activity of the divine demiurge,
conscious or unconscious, but distinct from phronesis, which in its purest sense is not
imitation at all but the inner capacity for memory. The central point here, however, is that
humans do not invent technology themselves. The arts, meant to preserve human life, are
a gift from the gods.

The use of w&yvai constitutes the major distinguishing feature of human life, a part
of their nature which is itself not invented by human wisdom, but given specifically as a
gift from the gods. Indeed, the Visitor cannot speak with greater magnitude: “and from
these things [that is, the €yvai], all the many things that have helped to establish human
life, have arisen.”**! ‘Human life’ here is to be understood as the distinctly political
character of living that now attains, to which formation the Visitor attributes technology
alone. The introduction of zyvn marks the point at which human self-minding, so to
speak, opens up onto autonomy.>*?

In all this, however, where is the statesman? Indeed, the Visitor does not make

mention of the human statesman or king a single time in the course of the myth: all

339 Much interpretive significance rests on this question. For Vidal-Naquet (1978), it is important that these
éyvou are precisely divine gifts and not human inventions, thereby further distancing Plato from the
sophistic humanism of his age (139, ft. 51). Brill (2017) echoes a skepticism of 7éyvy as “the clearest
expression of human self-rule” (44). Contrast Scodel (1987) for whom “[the myth’s] complicated
‘theological’ teaching at the outset yields place to an anthropocentric teaching regarding the origin of
techne in a world characterized by war, necessity, and cosmic and human autonomy” (89). Benardete
(1984) and Nightingale (1996) share the view that technology is essentially ‘invented’ in the absence of the
gods.

340 This is alongside a newfound danger, as Miller (1980) points out, that zomo faber becomes forgetful of
their own cosmic place, and posit themselves in the place of the divine as homo mensura (49-51).

331 Stat. 274d2-3; xai ©6v0’ Omdoa TOV AvOpdTvov Blov cuykateckebaKey £k TOOT®Y YEyovey

342 Marquez (2014) draws out the ambiguous status of technology: “In the myth, the Stranger associates
Hephaistos and his fellow artisan with the fechnai. Implicitly, therefore, he is suggesting that the technai
are, colloquially, a ‘Pandora’s Box.” They are seductive, indeed truly beautiful, but dangerous. The gifts of
Hephaistos and Athena are in no way unambiguously good. When used without foresight, they unleash a
myriad of evils on the world, though the hope always remains that they can be used for good” (171).
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references to the self-rule concern humans only as a mass and in relation to the necessity
of current cosmic conditions. There are no unequivocal citations of the statesman’s
knowledge or technique. The statesman, like the god in the age of Zeus, is strikingly
absent from the account of the myth.3* If the initial diairesis sought the entity of the
statesman in the immanence of perfect knowledge, the myth continues the search in the
absence of this immanence, in the human condition, which in some way must contain his
figure. I thus leave question (4) as undecidable in relation to the contents of the myth
alone. This is not to say that the statesman will not be discovered later occupying some
yet unelaborated or absent place in the mythic story, but it would seem that the Visitor
entirely neglects such a ‘colouring.’3*

What does seem clear is that there is no simple knowledge in the age of Zeus, nor
simple mediation of knowledge. Phronesis, in its intimate connection to anamnesis, is not
completely purified, and necessarily falls away from itself in the restless movement of
time; z€yvy, perhaps as a kind of ‘demiurgic imitation,’ is disharmonious from what is

truly real and selfsame, bound to the tangled network of ends, means and material

circumstances. It is not possible to have a perfect knowledge of the whole, which might

343 Marquez (2014) notes, too, that even “[t]he god who stands for statesmanship [Zeus], unlike Athena and
Hephaistos, is the god conspicuous for its absence in the story about the gifts of the gods (175).

344 See Stat. 277a3-c8 for a return to this question. In my view, this moment of aporia in the search for the
statesman—albeit interrupted shortly by the reimposition of diairesis—must be taken seriously. This has
not stopped a great many commentators from attempting to read the statesman into the myth. This impulse
in itself is not misguided—and indeed it seems Plato encourages reflection on the place of the statesman
within the mythic structuring—but many commentators do not recognize the moment of aporia to any
degree, and paint their statesman into the myth as if this is simply given at this juncture of the text. The
myth does not indicate whether the activity of the god is (1) a “paradigm,’ (2) a ‘co-cause,’ or (3) a
‘measure’ of human statesmanship, but speaks more broadly about the relation of divine and world-order to
the general nature of human life. There are two major interpretive schools regarding the interpretation of
statesmanship within the context of the myth: there are those who believe that the age of Kronos is in some
way ‘paradigmatic’ of the statesman’s art, and there are those who believe that the statesman’s art is not to
be found in the preceding epoch. Within this former group, there is a great variety of contrasting opinion,
whether the statesman ought to imitate directly the god’s rule in the age of Kronos (Delcomminette (2000);
Carone (2005), p. 145; Marquez (2014)), or the part-ruling daemons of the same age (a relatively rare view,
nevertheless defended by Cropsey (1995)). Marquez primarily indicates external parallels between
statesman and the god, seeing the statesman’s imitation of the god in the pattern of establishing order and
withdrawal (See also, Arends (1999))—what he calls “emergency care” (121). For Marquez, “[t]he idea of
the statesman is the hope of salvation” (174). The other major interpretive group sees the Visitor to be
rejecting the rule of the god in the former age as the immediate ‘standard’ of the statesman’s rulership,
though this is not to say that each of these commentators reject the importance of the divine age fully. Mohr
(1982) constructs an analogy wherein “[d]emiurge is functionally contrasted with the World-Soul as a
shepherd is contrasted with a human statesman” (42). Lane (1998) and Miller (1980) each regard the myth
as having a ‘negative’ function in the discernment of the statesman: the myth shows us what the statesman
18 not.
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allow humans to rule as the gods of the former age, grazing their herd, and caring for
each and every need as rearer, doctor, matchmaker, midwife, and bard3*—all things in a
single immanent knowledge and practice. Moreover, the very existence of ‘unity’ per se
is at issue in the myth, with the strong implication that such an intellection appears
absolutely nowhere and in nothing during the age of Zeus. To see this is to see how the
myth constitutes an acute crisis for the Eleatic. The non-being of unity is the antithesis to
the thesis of immanent unity in the opening diairesis, a negative moment in the
philosophical movement of the text that threatens to sink the entire project into oblivion.
Memory and €yvai—but also, eros, the structure of procreation, politics, and
philosophy—are each caught up in a necessary movement of self-destruction in the
pathos of desire. The ‘one’ of divine knowledge—the unifying exigency of political
desire—is displaced or even obliterated in the necessity of unity’s non-being at the very
site of politics itself, the desiring human soul. To put it in another less extreme way,
oneness or sameness admits of degrees of difference, which threatens the very notional
unity of one/same in the first place. The myth seems destined to resolve in an
irredeemable tragedy.

The Question of Happiness

With these cosmological, epistemological, and psychic implications teased out
from the narrative, [ want to turn to a short passage at the heart of the myth, which
invokes the question of human happiness. Just before his final comments on the myth, the
Visitor asks Y'S an arresting question: which epoch of cosmic revolution is “more
blessed” (s0darpovéotepov)?346 He goes on to lay out the proper criteria of judgment
after YS declares his inability or unwillingness to answer:

If, then, the nurslings of Kronos, having for themselves much leisure and power to
be able to associate not only with humans but also with beasts through words,
made full use of all these things for philosophy, consorting with both beasts and
with each other, and learning about each nature—whether some species,
possessing some private power (diav dvvourv), perceived something different

345 See Stat. 268a6-b7; In order for the human statesman to fit this paradigm, they must be all of these
things at once, and without need for any other knowledge beside the sole ‘one’ they possess.

346 Stat. 272b3-4; For the Neo-Platonists it is obvious that divine rulership is better than its human analog
(See Dillon (1995) p. 371). Proclus’ non-literal reading of the myth, however, reads the ‘nurslings of
Kronos as “souls at the intelligible level of reality.” In my own reading of this section of the myth, I wish to
limit my considerations to the text at hand, without making certain Platonic and Neoplatonic doctrinal
inferences, however appropriate they may be in their respective contexts.
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from the others for the purpose of collecting wisdom (ppovioews)—then it is easy
to decide that these humans surpass those of the present age in happiness without
measure. But if, being filled to satisfaction with food and drink, they exchanged
stories (uvBovg) with each other and with the beasts, of the sort which are now
told about these men, then this also is very easy to decide, as it seems in my
opinion.¥’

The answer to the question hinges largely on the practice or neglect of philosophy in the
age of Kronos. If the humans of the former age engage in mere conversational trifles—in
disinterested myths or fables which do not attempt to approach or comprehend the
particular natures and powers of the beasts or of each other—one must judge the present
age to be more blessed. If philosophical inquiry is possible however, then the peace
inherent to this former age would justify its being an ‘immeasureably’ (uvpie) more
blessed state.>*®

Interestingly, though he lays out the necessary criteria for judgment, the Visitor
withholds his own verdict on the question, “until someone should appear to us capable of
bringing this to light, in which of the two ages humans then possessed desires concerning
knowledge and the use of words.”3# Neither epochal option presents a particularly clear-
cut answer to this question, though the Visitor does seem to insinuate strongly that the
age of Kronos lacks philosophical inquiry (and thus subtly indicates a tentative answer).
In the former age, the lack of human self-minding speaks against the existence of human
desire in general, notwithstanding philosophical desire, though if there were such a desire

it is hard to see how it would not be total. As herded objects of divine care whose

347 Stat. 272b8-d1; €1 pév toivov ol Tpdeipot Tod Kpdvov, mapovong antoic obtem modAfic oyolfig koi
duvapE®mg TPOG TO un Hovov avBpdmolg aAAG kai Onpiolg e Aoywv dvvachar cuyyiyvesbal, kateypdvto
T0UTO1G GVUTAGLY £TL PLLocoiav, LETA Te Onpiov Kol pet’ AAARA®Y Ophodvteg, Kol TuvOavOpEVOL Tapd
naong evoemg &l Tvd T1g idiav dHvapy Eyovoa obetd T Stdpopov T@V GAL®V gig GLVAYVPUOV PPOVIGEMG,
gbkprrov 611 T@V ViV ol T0TE Popi@ mPpog vdatpoviay diEpepov: €16 Eumumidpevol citmv Gony Kol ToT®dY
d1eréyovto Tpodg dAMAovC Kol To Onpio poBovG oio 1) Kol ToL VOV TEpL ATV Aéyovtat, Kol ToDTo, (¢ Ye
Katd TV Euny 06&av amoenvactat, Kol Pad’™ gdkpitov.

348 The peace of the animals is in some way to be understood as the negation of difference. Though the
Visitor leaves the possibility open that different animals may have different capacities to perceive and
know, the external ordering of each animal life (like individual arithmetic unities, infertile and
undifferentiated from other ‘ones’ in their exterior) suggests this may be the case only on a formal level.
We can take the potential ‘immeasurability’ of blessedness in this age in an ironic sense: there is nothing to
measure in an age of quasi-immanent sameness. If the “different from the other” [s1Gpopov @V GAA®V]
were perceivable as such in nature, measure and the “collection of wisdom” [Guvayvppov ppovicemc]
would be possible. If the age is characterized by “satisfaction” [a6nv] on the other hand, it does not even
appear that phronesis would be possible without this desire to collect difference.

349 Stat. d2-4; g av YUV uvuTAG TIg TovOg Qavi, motépwg ol tote Tag Embvpiag elyov mepl Te EmoTudY
Kol Thg TV Mdyov ypeiog
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necessities are all perfectly met, though, it is difficult to envision just how desire might
spring up, or what character it might take.>>° In the present age, on the other hand, all
things are heading toward infinite disagreement despite our best efforts. If the main
criteria for this determination is the ‘possess[ion] [of] desires concerning knowledge and
the use of words,” then the Zeusian age sits between the hypothetical extremes of the
former. Humans of the present, as we know, are capable of desire, an expression of their
self-minding and their self-disharmony, and thus can practice philosophy to greater or
lesser degrees.

The tentativeness of the Visitor’s own position with respect to the relative
blessedness of each age, withholding his judgment from resolving this ambiguity, speaks
to a growing uncertainty in the dialogue that we can even speak of this ‘former’ age at all,
from the perspective of our current autonomous age. This is an anxiety that will deepen in
the later part of the dialogue, as the Visitor continues to search for the evasive principle
of political and ontological unity, that will overcome material contingency. Within the
limits of the Visitor’s metaphysical imagination—strongly informed by his quasi-
Parmenidean notion of immanent-unity and the nearly immanent cosmological
overcoming of the different by the principle of sameness—the Kronos-human is not more
blessed at least if the question of happiness is determined by the possibility of the
exercise of philosophy. One wonders if Socrates’ absence from the discussion here
constitutes an ‘evocative presence.” Measuring the happiness of an age by the metric of

31 35 indeed does the

the possibility for philosophy seems to be a radically Socratic move,
whole sudden insertion of the question of happiness, a question that seems to interest the
Visitor far less than those of abstract unity. As such, happiness will not constitute a major

talking point for the rest of the dialogue.

330 1t is worth mentioning that practically the only references to the self-moving activity of humans during
the age of Kronos, without which philosophy seems not to follow, are elaborated during the Visitor’s
hypothetical exploration of the above question. Apart from this passage of imaginative speculation, the
Visitor does not seem to bestow Kronos-humans with the capacity for self-moving activity and by
extension inquiry. One could possibly argue that it might be part of the gods’ care of humans to imbue
them with philosophical desire, but the Visitor does not ever indicate this fact. There is little to no
indication that Kronos-humans are not completely satisfied.

351 This metric of happiness (philosophy, love-of-wisdom) as a desire for what one does not possess and
what is absent to onself, resonates with the Diotiman conception of love and philosophy from Symposium
(See Symp. 200b-201c; 202d), though, of course, the Visitor seems little interested in desire apart from its
formal non-erotic structuring.
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Even so, the Visitor’s highly tentative ruling in favor of the blessedness of the
present age, is a triumph for the dialogical over the monological, for desire over
hedonism, and for philosophy over control. In spite of the essential disharmony of human
from self and other, from its ground and from the whole of which it constitutes a part, the
Visitor is suggesting that the very nature proper to human life is this separation, from
which also comes the possibility of the woven fabric of communal living.

An Unasked Question of Goodness

Closely related to the question of happiness is the question of goodness.
Concerning this, we will find ourselves even less satisfied. What is the good in and for
each age, both in the immanence of the god’s rule and in the character of newfound
political communion? Moreover, what is the good of the whole, encompassing both
contrary oscillations of cosmic temperament? More simply, how does goodness show
itself and reveal itself in the myth? Once again, however, as in the opening diairesis, the
Visitor appears to be largely disinterested in questions of goodness and of ethics. 3> A
brief tangent from 273¢-d constitutes the bulk of the myth’s treatment of goodness:

[The world-order] has acquired many beautiful things from the one who has
composed (ovvhévrog) it, but from its former possession [i.e. body], it births such
great difficulties and injustices in the heavens, which things it itself has from this
possession and produces in living things. On the one hand, when it nurtures the
living things in itself with the [divine] steersman, it used to create few bad things
and many good things. On the other hand, after being separated from him, most
near the time of this letting-go, it carries over all the most beautiful things; but
after the advance of time, forgetfulness intervenes more in itself, and the pathos of
ancient disharmony holds power, and at the end world-order blooms few good
things and compounding the blend of contraries it reaches a danger of destruction,

352 Nightingale (1996) notices the absence of goodness and attributes it to a hypothetical and unreal model
of the cosmos: “Plato’s picture of the Age of Zeus is designed to warn readers not to confuse it for our own
world, which is replete with goodness and divinity. This goodness is something whose presence and power
should be the ground for all our endeavors, including (and especially) political activity. [...] The Age of
Zeus, in short, depicts a humanistic version of the world which is, in Plato’s view, both false and
dangerous” (89-90). I agree that the age of Zeus lacks the presence of goodness, but not constitutively as is
her view. Rather, it is the Eleatic’s particular interpretive framework that expels a direct consideration of
the good, something to which Plato draws attention in the course of the myth. I disagree too that the age of
Zeus represents a hyper-humanized version of the world. Several close comparisons with the Protagoras
myth, which similarly depict the gods’ gifts to humankind in the present age reveal the Statesman myth in
fairly stark contrast to Protagorean humanism. See EI-Murr (1995); Miller (1980) p. 44-5; Gartner & Yao
(2020) p. 21. Balaban (1987) brings out Plato and Protagoras’ different conceptions of ‘subjectivity’ in his
analysis of the myth. See also, Vidal-Naquet (1978), who makes a most convincing argument against
interpreting the Statesman myth as belonging to Athenian humanism.
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both of itself and of the things within it.3>?

This utterance is a strikingly Platonic in nature, even if the Visitor emphasizes the
importance of oneness over goodness. It is significant that these are the only mentions of
goodness and badness in the myth, yet the Visitor seems to be interested in these only as
effects of the god’s rule or lack thereof. Good and bad things are an effect of the
prevailing principle in the world-order, either unifying sameness or disunifying
unlikeness, and are purely secondary to the actual principles and causes of change. The
Visitor conceives of beauty as a result of oneness—an effluence, so to speak. From the
one (composer), the world possesses beauty, but there is no indication that beauty is itself
a cause of creation in any sense. It is an aesthetic product of unity, imbedded in formed
objects, alongside goodness, which acts as a similar ethical emission of unity, again, not
effectual in itself in any expressed way.

In many ways, the myth is consumed with externality, cosmological,
mathematical and psychic. Unlike Socrates, the Visitor does not show himself to be
particularly interested in the intricacies of human psychology, nor in the inner realities of
goodness or virtue as a reality avzo ko' avto. Indeed, for a myth about politics and
statesmanship, he proves to say little about the internal regime of the soul,>>* the
character of which must be inferred from other things he says about world-soul,
recollection and imitation. The Visitor’s attempts to explain the political sphere and the
science of rulership in abstract external terms: human and cosmic desire is merely
‘hollowed out’ in the space between the extremes of immanent sameness and immanent

disorder, though this has at least distinguished the human from pure biological

353 Stat. 273b7-d4; mopd pev yap t0d cuvOEVTog mEvTe KaAd KEkTnToL: Tapd 8¢ tiic Eumpocev Egnc, oa
YOAETO Kol Adtka £V 00pavd yiyvetat, tadto && Exeivng adtog € Exet kol Tolg (dolg EvomepydleTal. HeTh
& 0OV Tod KPepviTOL T& (D TPEPMY &V 0T GuIKpd LEV EAABpa, peydAa 8& EvéTikTey dyadd:
Y®P1LopEVOG ¢ Ekelvou TOV yyDToTa Xpdvov del THG APEcE®mS KAAMOTA TAVTO SIAYEL, TPOTOVTOC O€ TOD
xPOVOL Kol ANONG Eyyryvopévng &v antd PAAAOV Kol duvaoTeDeL TO TiG Todatdg dvappooTtiog mdbog,
TEAEVTAVTOG 08 £EaVOET TOD YpOVOL Kol GUIKPA UEV TAYAOA, TOAATV O TNV TAV Evavtinv kpaowy
EmeyKepOvvOUEVOG €Ml S1opBopdc Kivduvov anTod Te AQikveltal Kol TV v abTd.

354 The Visitor refers to soul only two times in the course of the myth (270e7; 272¢1), each in relation to
Kronosian humans, and each time connecting it closely to a bodily and external motion. In this vein,
Hemmenway (1994) argues that the function of the myth is “to draw the youth's attention to the importance
of the body” which is not reducible to mind-body duality (254).
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exteriority.3*> This being said, the absence of a direct consideration of eidetic reality in
the dialogue is not really a philosophical problem at all, as much as it is a further
clarification of the limits and dramatic parameters of the dialogue. It is as if Plato were
calling attention to the investigation of Statesman as a test-case—a lab experiment—
designed to see what happens when aesthetic and ethical questions are abstracted from
considerations of unity and multiplicity, from ontology and politics, and when causal
considerations are limited to the pure oneness of a guiding unity. Regardless of the extent
of the Visitor’s ‘Socratic’ or ‘Platonic’ resonances, his relative ethical disinterest
constitutes a limit to this similarity.
Conclusion

I want to conclude by briefly scaling back the scope of the analysis by
recollecting the myth’s positive function in the chronology of the dialogue. What the
Visitor has accomplished in his story is both more precisely defining the stage of human
politics (though this does not mean a narrower stage by any means), and a clearer view
of the peculiar nature of human beings beyond biological reduction, the object of the yet-
indefinite exercise of political knowledge and zyvn. So too, the myth opens philosophy
onto the rich domain of the absent, the no-longer, and the present-absence, peculiar
waypoints within the logic of philosophical desire, lacking in the earlier diairetic fixation
on absoluteness. What the Visitor is not suggesting, however, is that politics involves a
return to the golden age of Kronosian leisure, as if this were a political possibility at all,
notwithstanding the fact that it seems to be a less blessed condition than the present age
according to the metric of the possibility for the love of wisdom. Politics prefigures this
age of divine rule and human subjection, but precisely as a /imit and as an aporia—a
knowing-absence and the withdrawal of the immanent ground of unity. This limit is a
condition of human politics, a pathos, not a contingency. No amount of political or
technical prowess can force the cosmos to take up its former course or mold the human
back into a pure site of immanent ordering. The self-disharmonious structure of desire is

not to be overcome by politics, but itself constitutes the very possibility of political

355 We may be surprised that the Visitor’s understanding of desire is so abstract in comparison with
Socrates’ vividly beautiful and poetic descriptions in dialogues such as Phaedrus and Symposium.
Notwithstanding, it would be wrong to overlook the place of desire in the Visitor’s anthropology, even if
the Eleatic himself seems to have little taste for beauty.
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community. ‘Disharmony’ as I see it is not a kind of immanent site of stability, but
precisely the motion of the soul toward itself in the different.3% It is in this condition of
human desire that the human statesman must be discovered, not lording over a herd as the
sole possessor of a private knowledge, but being situated among all humans, attempting
to produce order not in spite of the restlessness of human desire, but through a
coordinating harmony, with the peculiar tools of divine-facing memory and body-facing
technical imitation at their service.

First, then, the Visitor’s story reinforces the scope and parameters of the
investigation: Statesman is to be above all positively centred upon the question of oneness
and unity, as befits the Parmenidean Visitor, to the general negative exclusion of Socratic
formal and ethical considerations. Statesman is thus perhaps best understood as a kind of
test-case, attempting to discern if'and how unity in itself might participate multiplicity.3>’
At the same time, the myth of Kronos marks a substantial shift in the Visitor’s cognition
of the nature of unity. Oneness—or more textually accurate, ‘the same’—is neither
immanent nor immanentizable but transcending in its absence. Consideration of cosmic
structuring, the city, political action, 7€yvy, and the statesman’s knowledge from here
onwards must recognize and reflect this measure of absent unity. Indeed, the retreat of
oneness in the myth actually paves the way for a newfound desire and a newfound
seeking of unity, which was not conceivable in the ‘horizontal,” worth-indifferent
methodology of bifurcatory diairesis. In the opening diairesis, oneness is assumed. It is
not an object of search or desire. The Visitor’s investigation remains a search for the
unity of the polis and for the unity of political activity and knowledge, but now a unity
understood as a one-in-relation, and within the framework of desire. Just as the god
disappears from the present temporal epoch in the myth, leaving both cosmos and human
to rule themselves, the figure of the statesman—as the human-shepherd and, indeed, as
anything at all—disappears from view. His project to consider politics as an embodiment

and an expression of a peculiar kind of unity will be complicated but not abandoned.

336 As 1 have pointed out, there are two aspects of the different-in-same bound up in human desire: the
human desires its divine ground as different from itself, and the human desires itself in the respect of its
‘copartogdec,” which is not ‘properly’ divine.

357 In this way, Statesman is a true inheritor of the concerns of Parmenides, though approaching the one-
multiplicity question from another angle, excluding being as a direct focus.
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Second, the myth maintains that human biological exteriority is not what
primarily defines the human in a political context. Rather, the myth institutes a newfound
consciousness that human and cosmos are disharmonized from and in their own nature.
This disharmony takes on a variety of forms: human and cosmos are alienated from
themselves and from each other, from the gods and from the very fount of rational
rulership and knowledge. As Brill writes, “the cosmos finds the fullest expression of its
capacities not when it governs itself but when it is governed by the god. The cosmos is, in
this sense, radically incomplete”3® It is this alienation from self and other, in short, that
constitutes the very realm of the political, and it is in this space, opened up by

metaphysical necessity, that humans must find their statesman.

3% Brill (2017) p. 37.
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Chapter VI — Paradigm and Measure: Recollecting the One [274E — 278B]

Following the insights of the myth, the Visitor attempts two different ways of
determining the nature of the statesman. First, he endeavours to rehabilitate the initial
diairesis by modifying certain branches and making several new cuts into the statesman’s
knowledge. This, however, still fails to uncover a precise definition of the statesman,
largely because he has not sufficiently reformed the method of diairesis itself, to
accommodate the myth’s richer portrait of the structure of human life. Second, after the
failure of this diairetic return, he proposes an entirely new method to approach the figure
of the statesman, through a newfound consciousness of paradigm. This new strategy is
more successful than the first, since it better accommodates the condition or pathos of
human life. Dialectically, within the logic of Statesman’s broader movement, if the
opening diairesis marks out a philosophical starting point in which the one is absolute,
and the myth negates this absoluteness, the Visitor’s centring on paradigm stages a refurn
to the one of the king’s knowledge, but from the perspective of the pathos of
disharmonious human knowledge—from the perspective of true opinion, multiplicity and
difference, excluded until now from the borders of this knowledge. In other words, the
Visitor seeks the one of the statesman’s knowledge not in spite of the fact of human
disunity, but in and through this essential condition.

By the end of this dialectical moment, the Visitor will produce a vision of a
different kind of unity—the unity of due measure—as a more proper image of the
statesman’s unique knowledge. First, we find in the notion of due measure a greater
inclusion of multiplicity in its scope. Rather than covering over difference and the nature
of its object, this mode of unity springs out of a concern for the object’s disunity. Second,
in contrast to other arithmetical or geometric notions of unity, the notion of due measure
involves a opening onto the question of goodness, excluded until now in the dialectical
investigation of oneness. The Visitor finds, then, that the one of the statesman’s
knowledge cannot be understood in absolute priority to both to the object in question and

to the good of their art.
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The Diairetic Appropriation of Myth

At the close of his story, the Visitor gives what is now a confused YS two explicit
reasons for introducing the elaborate myth, one “smaller,” one “greater and more vast.”3>
The latter, bigger, issue is the conflation of the human statesman with the divine
shepherd, which the myth seems to have done an adequate job at fixing, though it will
remain an open concern to maintain consciousness of this division as the dialogue
continues. The former, smaller, problem, however, is not insubstantial: the initial diairesis
does not say exactly how (évriva tpomov)3® the statesman rules. Unlike with the greater
problem, it does not seem as if the myth has done enough to clarify a solution. Post-story,
it is quite clear that ‘human-rearing’ is far too broad as a category of the statesman’s
téyvn, and further, that it is inaccurate in its depiction of the statesman’s work, but it does
not yet substitute this flawed paradigm for a new positive model. Though apparently of
smaller concern, the Visitor tells Y'S, “it is necessary, as it seems, to expect that after
delimiting the manner of his rule of the city, the statesman will have been specified thus
to us completely.”3®! Even though this is the smaller mistake—“what was said was again

»362__the interlocutors will have

true, but neither whole (6Aov) nor clearly spoken
completed their account only once they address and fix this particular problem. The
knowledge which seemed in diairesis to constitute a whole (258e6), the myth reveals not
to be whole at all. Now we are looking for the manner (tpomov) of human statesman’s

rule, the nature of their z§yvy, not in contrast but in priority to their éxiotijun, since the

359 Stat. 274e6-7

360 Stat. 275a4; Rosen (1998) in my view rightly points out that there is an error, or at least an ambiguity in
the Visitor’s measure of these two problems: “It is obvious that the smaller error is not only bigger than the
bigger error, but that it is the key to the entire dialogue. The Stranger makes this switch in his measurement
of the relative importance of the errors, but without calling attention to the fact” (73). Contra this view,
Hemmenway (1994) observes that “the paradigm of herding distorts politics more than it might at first
seem, for the change in man, essentially a change in the course of the cosmos, would have to be quite
drastic indeed to make it applicable” (260). In some way the difference between human and god involves a
greater ‘order’ of error, but the failure to describe Zow the statesman acts is more philosophically complex
and politically relevant.

361 Stat. 275a8-10; A<l Toivov OV TpOTOV, MG Eotke, dlopicavtag Thg apyfig Thg Tolemg obTom TeEAémg TOV
TOMTIKOV NIV gipTicBat TPocdoKdv.

302 Stat. 275a4-5; Tadtn 8& av TO pév AexOev dAn0éc, od pmy Bhov ye 008E cagsc Epprion
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cosmology of the myth has situated humans in some sense ‘below’ the realities of true
knowledge in the age of Kronos.3¢

In the wake of the myth, the Visitor has indicated that discerning the w&yvy of the
human statesman must be privileged in their investigation, but this is not the only thing
that has changed. It is only after the myth that the city becomes the philosophical and
political focal point of human community, replacing the neutral arithmetic ‘bulk’ of the
herd, an entity animated by the inner life of its mutually-desiring community.%* The
Visitor can no longer envision the human statesman as being essentially external to the
city itself, or to the bulk of citizens they rule, since “the statesmen who exist here and
now are very much similar to (duoiovg) those they rule in their nature, and they partake of
a more nearly resembling education and rearing,”®* in contrast to the divine-human
relation in the age of Kronos. The human statesman shares not only in human nature—
and the disharmonious desire involved in the essential human capacities to recollect and
produce—but so too in the contingent customs and educational processes of the society
into which they are born. This is a crucial passage in the course of Statesman. Rulers and

ruled alike share in the peculiar human mode of inferiority, self-minding and self-

363 1 certainly do not want to suggest that the Visitor gives up on knowledge here (he considers it again

explicitly toward the end of the dialogue), nor that we are left with a kind of technical relativism. The myth
indicates that phronesis is possessed by human and cosmos in the present age, even if it is subject to
distortion in its imperfection. So too, definite knowledge seems to properly ‘exist’ in this age precisely in
its absence, as a divine ‘end’ animating desire. One mistake of the initial diairesis is what the myth brings
out as a ‘top-down approach,’ beginning with the selfsameness of knowledge and subjecting all things in its
scope to its immanence, without actually knowing what this knowledge is in itself.

364 There are few references to the city before the myth of Kronos, and it is understood in completely
different terms. See Statz. 259b for mention of the city, which is essentially conflated with the household.
The city is essentially an undifferentiated “bulk” or “mass” of people [dyxoc]. See Stat. 266¢ for mention of
the city as the site of human rulership, yet here again the city seems to be identical to the place where the
herd happens to be. It is a neutral location, a mathematical external; it does not have any nature in itself,
and it is not important except as the place that happens to contain the herd-animals. This is to say, the city
before the mythic interruption is not political. The Visitor’s recollection at 275a that their vision of the
statesman pre-myth concerned the ‘ruling of a city’ either amounts to poor memory or a small fib.
Benardete (1984) remarks, “It is not so much, then, the statesman's inability to conform perfectly with the
paradigm of the shepherd that makes the paradigm inappropriate (the statesman could still hold it to be his
goal however unrealizable), as it is the impossibility of the city to conform with the paradigm of the herd”
(101).

365 Stat. 275¢1-4; todg & dvOade vV dvtag ToMTIKOVG TOIG Gpyopévolg Opoiovg Te £lval pEALOY TOAD TAG
QVoELg kKol TopomAnoiaitepov madeiog petetin@éval ki tpogiic. ; For Karfik, (2013) that the Visitor
requires the statesman to share in the nature and education of humans is both the major “source of opacity
in defining the statesman,” as well as “the source of a tendency, emerging in all forms of human
government, to become detrimental rather than beneficial to the citizens” (125-126). The human statesman
is liable to the same misplaced desires and tendencies for self-destruction as humankind as a whole. The
knowledge of the statesman is perhaps in some way constructred.
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disharmony, but also education and external societal custody, in such a way that the
opposite problem to what has come before poses itself. Earlier, the privateness of the
statesman’s knowledge poses a barrier for investigating what the statesman is, knows and
does. Now, the similarity of ruler and ruled throws into question on what basis this
division is made in the first place, since it is not drawn according to a difference in either
nature or ontological status. It becomes a concern whether there is anything unique about
the art of rulership, or whether rule is a kind of accidental practice, exercised without any
particular knowledge between people of identical natures and capacities. What is certain
is that human rule cannot be quasi-immanent as in Kronos’ rule, but that it must be
mediated by the self-minding subjects themselves, and by the city, which is the site of life
and exchange. 36

The concrete changes that the Visitor and YS make to the diairetic tree, however,
are surprisingly few and unsatisfying, without modifying the methodology at all. They
seem to dramatically embody the role of the surviving humans at the beginning of the
Zeusian Age—stunned and unable to properly account for the new set of conditions and
problems that address them. The first change the Visitor makes is to the sixth division,
substituting “rearing” (zpéperv) for the more neutral “attending to” (Bepamevelv), a name
which one may apply both to herdsmen and to statesmen and other such expertises not
particularly concerned with rearing.3¢” Indeed, the Visitor suggests that any such words
like “herd-preserving” (ayslaroxouixnv) “attending to” (fepomevtiknv) or “caring for”
(émuelnTiiv)*6® might function better than the former, containing both rearing and non-
rearing sub-categories, and encompassing the kinds of rulership involving distinct natures
and similar. In contrast to the task of rearing, which a great variety of technicians claim
as their own, the Visitor contends, “no art would be willing to say that the care of the

human community all together (ooumdong korvawviag) was rather different from or prior to

3% For Lane (1998), the problem of diairesis is a temporal problem: “Division has no mechanism for
dealing with history. Its distinctions are drawn between arts or species treated as logical wholes, and
tenselessly. But the distinction between human life now, and human life in the age of Kronos, is a
distinction not of kinds but of epochs” (115). Though I believe this is correct, in my view the greater issue
in the method of diairesis, of which temporality is an aspect, is that diairesis cannot account for self-
separation.

367 Stat. 275e4 ; See Appendix D for an illustration of these added diairetic divisions

398 Stat. 275¢6-7
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the art of the king, which is also the art of the rule over all (zdvrwv) humans.”*% The
other expertises are willing to assert their responsibility for the rearing of individuals and
even collectives, but they shy away from taking responsibility for the care and
preservation of all and of the whole tout court. Statesmanship alone is privileged in its
concern for the stability of the all, the changing, ever-tangled nexus of relation, which is
the truer inner reality of the human ‘bulk.’37° This modification of this bifurcatory
division succeeds in wresting the human statesman from the paradigm of the divine
shepherd. It succeeds also in determining more clearly the scope of statesmanship—
rooting out its competitors due to the sheer unbounded breadth of its purview, the a/l—
but it hardly clarifies the zpdmov of the human statesman. If anything, defining the
statesman as a ‘carer’ only broadens and makes more abstract the way in which the
statesman rules.3”!

The next immediate correction that the Visitor makes has again been “utterly
overlooked” (Smuaptavero) by the initial divisions.>’? Tacked to the bottom of the former
diairetic divisions, the Visitor first makes a distinction between “divine herdsman” (zov
Ociov vouéa) and “human carer” (zov avlpwmivov emueintiv), remembering the ‘greater
and more vast’ problem illuminated by the myth.3”3 Within the caretaking cut thereafter
the Visitor locates another divide “with respect to the forcible (z@ fiaie) and the

voluntary (éxovci).”3"* Their mistake has been one of “good-hearted

369 Stat. 276b8-c2; dmuéheia 8¢ ye avOponivng cuumdong Kovaviog ovdepia dv £0eAfceiey ETépa uiAlov
Kai mpotépa tiig Pacthikiic eavar koi kotd Tévtemv avOpdrev apxic elvar Téxvn.

370 The Visitor seems to be subtly indicating the relation between statesman and other craftspeople to
resemble the relation between the god and his daemons. One looks after the all; the others concern
themselves with parts. In this way, the rule of the city is a microcosm of the Kronosian macrocosm. One
should not forget, however, that the nature of the object of statesmanship is not the same in either era.

371 See Soph. 219a-b; The very first division of t&yvy in Sophist is between two kinds of Ogpameia: the
caring for natural things and for the moral body, and the caring for things composed and fabricated. There
is also a third division here, separating imitation from these two forms of attendance. If the question were
posed in Statesman, it would seem that statesmanship extends to all three branches: it involves the care of
living things, the fabrication of the site of human life, and tentatively, perhaps, some degree an imitation of
the divine demiurge. Statesmanship refuses to fit into the branches of the former dialogue: the ‘all’ of
human community explodes such clean divisions. We will remember, too, of course, that one of the
primary functions of god and daemon is to care (271d4; 273al; 274b6; 274d4). ; Just later, the Visitor
remarks that still “thousands dispute with the kingly class concerning the care for the cities” [t® Paciiik®
yével Thg mepl TaG TOAELS Empereiog aupiopnrodot popiot] (Plt. 279a2-3). The clarification has done little
to distinguish how the statesman is at all distinct from these others.

372 Stat. 276¢5

373 Stat. 276d5-6

374 Star. 276d11
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simplemindedness” (evn0éotepa):’’> without perceiving any danger, the Visitor and Y'S
have simply assumed that the statesman’s art unifies the human mass without smothering
the nature of the inhabitants. Perhaps unsurprisingly, until now the Visitor needed no
concept of voluntariness, because he simply assumed the connection between unity and
good order, without addressing or unfolding any independent notion of goodness.3’¢ That
order or unity produced goodness was obvious to him. The interlocutors have
unthinkingly posited king (facidéa) and tyrant (tdpavvov) into an identical class (eig
tavtov), “although they themselves and the manner (zpdmov) of each rule are most
dissimilar (dvouototarovg).”’” The false unity in the opening diairesis has covered over
this greatest degree of difference.

At the same time, however, post-myth this former lack of concern for the freewill
of the ruled can be understood as a kind of extension and assumption proper to the logic
of the Age of Kronos, in which the distinction between king and tyrant in one way is
collapsed. The objects of the god’s rule lack self-minding in themselves and therefore can
submit themselves neither voluntarily nor involuntarily to his rule. The very
terminological distinction seems to break down in the divine case. The opening diairesis
too in treating humans as a simple mass devoid of self-volition follows suit. This
newfound consciousness of the interiority and self-minding of all human beings, proper
to the Zeusian Age, necessitates a dramatic shift in the understanding of the objects of
rule—who are precisely subjects in themselves. Indeed, here for the first time in

diairesis,?’® there is some indication that the objects of rule and the ruler themselves co-

375 Stat. 276e1-2

376 Stat. 276¢5; One could rightly argue that the assumption of knowledge automatically excludes the tyrant
from the picture in the initial diairesis. After all, the tyrant is consistently depicted in Plato’s corpus as
being ruled by passion, and not ruling according to knowledge or even art (See Rep. IX). This would be
correct, but it would miss the dramatic import of the myth: the interlocutors have now become aware that
the knowledge they assumed earlier may have been lost to the previous age. The distinction between
voluntary and involuntary rule is in response to this newfound awareness that the good is not necessarily
unambiguously bound to their abstract concept of knowledge and unity in the present cycle of reality. Even
so, it is important to note that the Visitor again does not frame this development in terms of some
independent reality of goodness, as we might expect Socrates to do. The voluntariness of the ruled is just
another aspect of unity.

377 Stat. 276€2-4; gic TodTOV Paciiéa kai TOpavvov cuvEbepey, Avopol0TaToug dviag 0dTolg Te Kai TOV Thg
apxTic ExATEPOL TPOTOV.

378 This is indicated non-diairetically slightly earlier at 275c, at which point the Visitor indicates the sharing
of nature, education, and rearing of statesman and subject, but not expressed in the chain of divisions until
now.
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determine each other. The exercise of statesmanship is not the simple activity of the
knower exercising themselves on the passive civilian material. The tyrant is a “tyrant of
forced people.”3” The condition of the object, in this case their ‘being-forced,” reflects
upon the nature of the actor and the principle of knowledge. The knowledge of the
statesman cannot simply and violently pass through the bodies of the ruled without
fundamentally compromising the very meaning of statesmanship.*%° The diairetic
resolution to this problem thus clarifies the manner of the statesman’s rule to some
degree, but again, it hardly offers an exhaustive and satisfying glimpse into the nature of
the statesman’s work. Though the statesman may be a voluntary carer of voluntary two-
footed living creatures this does not address #ow the statesman cares, or what the
statesman is knowing when they care.

YS is satisfied by the above modifications in his usual uncritical manner. It
appears that a terminological shift and a couple of extra mathematical divisions have
satisfied his desire to know the statesman. The Visitor, on the other hand, seems to
perceive a lack in their conclusion, again citing the dialogical and quasi-political
parameters of the discussion in order to urge further exploration: “it is necessary for these
things not to be for you alone, but for me also to share them with you in common.”38!
However, the Visitor will not give a complete account of the problem, either because he
is unable, or because he is tuned to the limitations of his interlocutor, communicating his
suspicions through a series of veiled intuitions. YS and the Visitor are each persistently
stubborn in their natures: YS remains quite incapable of any critical evaluation external
to or beyond abstract diairetic logic; the Visitor is aware of certain limitations in diairesis
yet is unable to express the nature of these problems to his conversation partner except
through inscrutable and indeed ‘mantic’ turns of topic, such as we will see in his ‘artistic’

analogies in his evaluation of the myth.

379 Stat. 276e10; @V Praiov TopOVVIKNAY

380 This being said, I think Dorter (1994) rightly sees the distinction between tyrant and statesman on the
basis of voluntarism or involuntarism as a “superficial characteristic.” He observes, “[t]he writer of the
Republic, for whom the tyrant was the paradigmatic unjust man, can hardly have believed that the
distinguishing feature of the tyrant is simply the reluctance of his subjects” (196). Of course, as I have
already mentioned, the Eleatic Visitor is not Plato. We see that his still-simplistic notion of unity strains to
breaking point to accommodate the insights of the myth.

38 Stat. 277a3-4; 31 8¢ | 6ol pove tadto, GAAY Képol uetd 6od Kowfj cuvoKeiv.
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An Incomplete Figure

At the close of the myth, the Visitor offers a remarkably complex, self-conscious
criticism of the myth’s function, to refute YS’s misplaced confidence. He leaves YS with
a tangled analysis of what has happened, which attempts to pose certain problems. How
exactly does the myth function? According to what paradigm or analogy shall we
understand the myth’s partial but inadequate showing-forth (améderlv) of the king? Is the
myth above all a construction or a paradigm? Is the incomplete shape of the king due to
poor craftsmanship, poor pedagogical direction, or something inherent to the nature of the
statesman?

The Visitor unfolds his suspicion in seemingly plain terms: “it appears that the
king does not yet have a complete figure (gy7jua).”*%? The problem is twofold. First, (1)
there is the issue of the “great paradigms” (ueydia wapodeiyuoza), the “amazing bulk of
myth” (Qovuaotov dykov tod ubvboo) that the Visitor has seen fit to employ in the service
of revealing the former diairetic mistake.3** This is a problem of quantity: the Visitor
explains, “we have been forced to use a larger part of it [the myth] than is needful” for
the determination of the statesman, without knowing which parts specifically contribute
to the conclusion.?®* Their account has been like a deformed statue, with some parts being
too large and with too many additions added onto the form.3*° The second (2) issue is

) 386
3

related: “our account, just as an animal [or painting] ({@ov is likely to have a

sufficient external outline (v éCwBev uev meprypagnv), but not to have yet received any

382 Stat. 277a5-6; obno aivetor Téheov O Pacthedg Mpiv oxfjua Exetv; Sallis (2021) notes that word ‘oyfipna’

[figure] carries a distinctly mathematical (and indeed, a geometric) connotation (See Euclid: “A figure
[oxfind] is that which is contained by some boundary or boundaries” [Zxfjud €611 70 V76 TIVOC 1] TIVOV
Opav mepreyopevov]). Does the incompleteness suggest that the ‘boundaries’ of the king or statesman have
not been fully elaborated—that the statesman has not been enclosed? Or are we looking for a more internal
measure of their shape? (For other references to oyfjua to this point, see Stat. 259b9; 268¢6; 269a5). White
(2018) draws an analogy between oyfiio and sido¢ as between true opinion and knowledge: “Schema
names a reality characterized by a whole-part relation which reflects the reality of a Form but which is not
equivalent to that reality” (99).

383 Star. 277b4-5

384 Stat. 277b5-6; peiCovi 100 déoviog AvaykacOnuey adTod pépet TpocypicacOat

385 Stat. 277a6-bl

386 ¢ dov here can mean both ‘animal’ or ‘living thing’ as well as ‘form’ or ‘picture’. I have preferred to
translate this term using the former signification following Benardete (I11.27), though I think Plato is
leaning into the dual meaning of the word. The initial diairesis treats human beings essentially as animals,
as mere external objects so to speak, and thus the ambiguous meaning of the word seems particularly
appropriate. From the divine Kronosian perspective, animals might be viewed just like a painting—the
passive objects of divine z€yvy. Brann et al. interestingly offer a translation that exhibits both senses of the
word at once in “animal-painting” (49).
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sort of clearness (évdpyeiav) from healing remedies (papudroic)*®’ or from the mixing
together of pigments.”3%® After the myth it is true that some ‘colour’ has been added to
the consideration of human life, but the visitor is still speaking of statesmanship as “the
voluntary herd-preserving of voluntary two-footed living creatures” (v ékovoiov kai
Ekovoiwy Simddwv dyelarokoknyv {Hwv), in rather external and still-biological terms.>%
The recognition of the necessity for ‘voluntary’ ruled subjects has at least carved out a
certain interiority beyond the mere outlines of external physicality, but diairesis renders
this voluntariness in purely neutral and external terms, no different from any other
physical feature of human beings.*

What the Visitor is signaling is a need to heal or to colour their very philosophical
method itself, even though the framework elucidated to this point is apparently broadly
correct. Diairesis needs healing, a healing which will correspond with a newfound

consciousness of the inner life and health of both the statesman’s objects—city, citizen—

337 @opudkoig can be simply rendered as ‘colours’ but its much more common use refers to drugs, healing
remedies and cures. In keeping with the dual meaning of {®ov, I think Plato is using the ambiguity of these
words to create a parallel between the externality of animals and of human works of art, especially
paintings. Medicine is for the health of the animal as pigment is for the beauty of the painting. Each
requires a technical modification in order to achieve the good of the object under consideration.

388 Stat. 277b8-c2; dreyvidg 6 Adyog iy domep LHov T EEwdev pev meprypagmv Eotkev ikavdg Eyxetv, THv
8¢ olov Toi¢ QapuUAaKoIC Kai Tf| GUYKPAGEL TAV YPOUATOV EVAPYELY OVK GTEMQEVOL T,

389 Stat. 276e10-11

390 See Davenport (2011) p. 84-5 for a consideration of the ‘voluntary’ nature of the statesman’s rule. The
‘voluntary’ character of the statesman’s art seems to be in part an extension of the shared nature of ruler
and ruled. Just as the subjects of the true statesman submit themselves willingly to rule, the statesman
correspondingly should submit themselves to their art, perhaps out of a sense of duty. ; It is interesting how
these latter two diairetic modifications attempt to smooth over the old problems of the method, as
bifurcatory diairesis strains to accommodate the revelations from the myth. (2) The division between
human and divine ruler is essentially the first explicit division that concerns the nature of statesman
themselves, but diairesis can say only that these two rulers are different in nature, not how. (3) The division
between voluntary and involuntary rule is one of the only moments in which the manner of the statesman’s
rule is directly divided. Other divisions occasionally suggest a manner of the statesman’s rule, but these
suggestions are almost always subtly couched within the content of a different division. For example, the
division at 261d is formally the division between single animals and herds, but the language of rearing is
simply slipped in, without any diairetic justification. Self-originating-other-directing becomes rearing with
not even the slightest defense.
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and the statesman themselves.?*! They must somehow find a way to properly formalize
the informal discoveries of the myth. Yet this reformulation again cannot involve an
absolute rejection of what has come before. Though both diairesis and myth have proved
to be wholly unsatisfactory for solving the problem in their own right, Plato is not
finished with their insights. Somehow, they must be woven together.>**> The Kronosian
principles of rule represented in diairesis cannot be completely left behind. They are still
present in phronesis and in the ordering of the world-order. This external shape of
statesmanship is not dissociable from its inner content. It will linger like an absent god.3%3
Above, the Visitor reflects on the content and function of the myth using a series
of cloaked metaphors and images: the myth is like a deformed statue, like a sick animal,
or a dull painting. And yet, not sooner does he deliver these images, he reels them back:
“it is more fitting for speech and word (1éer kai Adoyw) to make visible (dniodv) each
living thing (zdv {@ov) than painting and all manner of handiwork, for someone who is
able to follow along. But for others, it is more fitting through handicrafts.”*** This will
play out with a certain amount of dramatic irony in the dialogue, as the model for
statesmanship later turns out precisely to be the handicraft of weaving. It is odd, at any
rate, that the Visitor uses a critique of his own craft-analogies to double as a critique of
the myth as a whole. This critique is not direct, but oddly mediated by his own self-
imposed analogies. Essentially, he labels the myth with handicraft images and uses his

critique of these self-imposed labels to stand in for a critique of the myth. It is the

31 Pradeau (2014): “If a technique takes care of and governs its object, and if the interest of its object is the
function that defines it, the reason for this is that this object is to some extent defective (just as medicine
exists because bodies fall sick). The cause of the technique is the defectiveness of its object, and its
function consists in furthering the latter’s interest” (75). If this is indeed the case for statesmanship and its
relation to the city, to come to know the fechnique of statesmanship one must first come to know its object,
and more specifically its defect, which originates the technique in the first place. This is a plausible reading
of statesmanship as téyvn, though I withhold a total embrace of Pradeau’s language, since the Visitor does
not seem to understand the city, or the human for that matter, primarily on account of its defects. It is true
that the gods give humans the gifts to technology at the very point when they seem in danger of
annihilation, thereby, shall we say, ‘healing’ the sickness or disorder already inhering in human
community, but the Visitor does not seem to put it this way. Indeed, political community does not really
seem to exist until the bestowal of technology at all in the first place.

392 See Tonescu (2014) for a very similar view.

393 Davenport (2011) rightly surmises that the view of statesmanship as shepherd is one that the Visitor
can’t entirely reject, perhaps either because it is so pervasive in Greek political thinking or because this
model is somehow intrinsic in the téyvn of rulership.

394 Stat. 277¢3-6; ypoofic 8¢ xai cvpmdong yeipovpyiog AéEet kai Adym dSnhodv wav (dov pddlov mpémet
101G dvvapévolg Emechat : Toig 8™ AAAOLG O1d XEPOVPYIDV.
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observation that the schema of the king is without a complete shape—not the fact of the
myth itself—that seems to be the thing which first elicits the technical and artistic
metaphors from the Visitor. After all, the myth in its most basic regime is simply a
mixture of speech and word, and thus should be within the category of things that are
fitting to make visible a living thing. The tension here is between word and speech as

sites of disclosure or manifestation of the life of something,

and word and speech as
conscious constructions—shall we say, as a site of the enclosure of something. Is the
myth and dialogue trying to reveal or trap its living object? Word can both recollect and
construct, a tension that is most manifest in the difference between philosopher and
sophist, and most opaque in the work of the statesman themselves, who is caught between
divine-facing memory and body-facing technology.?*¢ If the bulk of the myth is an object
of handicraft, the Visitor’s critique stands.

On the other hand, the Visitor seems to suggest to YS that the myth is not merely
a construction, but a paradigm, though the Visitor again offers a critique of the myth’s
function as such: the interlocutors “believed it to be fitting to produce great paradigms
(ueyaia wapadetyuoza) for the king, raising up an amazing bulk of myth, and were
compelled to use a larger part of it than was needful.”*” This has a double-pronged
implication. First, if the myth functions as a paradigm, this would at least tentatively

displace the myth as a kind of pure construction, even recognizing the plethora of

technical language flooding the above passage. As we shall see in the next chapter,

395 Rosen (1998) is helpful on this point: “People possess logos, which does not define in the sense of
closing their nature but rather opens it” (38). This is the power of language that the Visitor is pointing to,
though Plato is aware also of its tension with more ‘constructivist’ understandings of Adyoc. See also, Sallis
(2021), who distinguishes two distinct senses of the function of Adyoc—*“correspond[ing] to beings” and
“revealing beings” (111).

396 Of course, technology is not merely body-facing. It has, as aforementioned, divine origins in the myth,
and the Visitor’s later digression makes clear that z5yvy involves an important relation to ‘due measure’
(See Stat. 283b — 287a). Nevertheless, it seems most primarily oriented toward the external. Howland’s
(1993) Straussian interpretation of Statesman divides Socratic philosophy and the Visitor’s philosophy
along similar lines. The former involves an embrace of phronesis and logos, with the end in view to protect
the soul from “a direct confrontation with physical matter” (27); the latter involves an embrace of nomos
and techne to these same ends. The ‘pure’ Socratic philosopher, for Howland, is a bad citizen, since the city
requires these latter means to survive. To my mind, however, Sanday’s (2017) remarks on the relation
between €yvn and philosophical inquiry better reflects the fundamental point of the dialogue: the
philosopher alone understands the instability and fragility of technology as an imitation of divine reality,
and, rather than excluding it from inquiry, uses it as a resource for its own self-examination.

37 Stat. 277b3-6; t® Pacthel vopicavteg mpémey peydro nopadeiypoto woigicot, Oavpoctov dykov
apdpevol tod pobov, peifovi Tod 6€ovtog vaykacinuey avtod pépel mpooyprioacarl
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paradigm involves an essential mediation and disharmony of a thing’s nature through
speech and image, but it also opens up the possibility of the showing-forth (arddeiliv) of
its object through something other. Second, the paradigm is still liable to be distorted,
misinterpreted and wrongly conceived, a fact which seems to constitute the Visitor’s
major critique of its function as such. This begs further questions. What exactly are these
paradigms embedded in the myth? What is the myth a paradigm of, or what has the myth
as its paradigm? I want to suggest that for Plato the myth functions as a kind of paradigm
for the structure of the whole dialogue which is an animal unto itself.3®

I am thus reading the myth somewhat against the Visitor’s own expressed
perspective about its limitations. His critique, of course, is important in the education of
YS, favoring rational argument over more monological mythic invention, but at the same
time, I think Plato means for the reader to recognize the complex philosophical
framework that the myth opens, as a kind of pivot separating and relating two distinct
notions of unity. The myth is animal, paradigm, painting all at once, and yet none of these
modes is adequate for the anddeilic of the king. It is painting insofar as it has produced a
broadly correct, but external notion of statesmanship; animal as an self-minding and
imitating part of the whole dialogue; and pedagogical paradigm for the philosophical
inertia of the dialogue as a whole, rehearsing the movement from selfsameness into
difference, and from immanence into desire. The myth is in this way a microcosm of the
whole.

A ‘Great Paradigm’: Plato’s Statesman as Mythic Re-enactment

One peculiarity of the myth’s role in the dialogue is its ambiguous relation to its
own form and content. It is at once a beginning and an end just like the “earthquake”
(oe1ou0v)®” of epochal shift, a site of the dashing-together of two separated realities. The
myth has an intrinsic and an extrinsic relation to its whole and to its own content.
Understood with respect to its own inner content, the Visitor’s myth itself lies within the

cosmic chronology that the myth exposes and unfolds. The Visitor notes broadly that

398 See Phaedr. 264c¢ for Socrates’ analogy between a speech and a living animal. The Neoplatonists,
Proclus, lamblichus and the Alexandrian school in particular, will heavily employ this notion of the speech
as a living animal in their Platonic commentaries (See Baltzly (2017) p. 182-3; Layne (2017) p. 544-5;
Motta (2014); Motta (2019) p. 120-1).

399 Stat. 273a3; 273a6
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myths ‘are nowadays incorrectly disbelieved by many,’ and this is a sign of just how far
cosmos and human have drifted since the beginning of the epoch of human and cosmic
self-minding—how much has been forgotten. By fabricating a myth, instead of simply
pointing to one or all of the stories that preface his telling, the Visitor is recognizing that
myth in general has lost its efficacy. In other words, the myth interpreted through its own
content, implies that the memory of the former age, which alone guides the cosmos well,
is fast fading; they are deep into the age of Zeus, closer to the ‘unlimited sea of
unlikeness’ than perhaps they realize. Since humans have lost the meaning of these
original myths, we may only return to them within the framework of self-conscious
fabrication, a myth that knows itself to be the product of human z€yvy, rather than from
memory properly. The memory of Kronos’ rule has lost a certain naturalism, and thus it
may only be reconstructed by a conscious philosophically directed production.

The myth may also be interpreted extrinsically to its own mythic content, in its
relation to the dialogue as a whole and to the philosophical logic and content therein. If
the dialogue is taken as a kind of ‘cosmos’ in itself, so to speak, the myth represents a
single moment or part of its life. And yet, just as the earthquake of epochal shift and the
sudden novel constellation of human life constitutes “that on account of which we have
aroused the myth”*°—the moment that reveals the structure of the whole—the myth,
with its alternating cycles of cosmic motion, reveals and elaborates the very logical
structure of the dialogue in its entirety. It forms the pivot, so to speak, around which the
other sections of the dialogue turn, each functioning within alternating epistemic
situations. The movement of Statesman is thus affected by the inclusion of the myth in

two ways. First, in a dramatic sense. The interlocutors will rehearse and imitate the

400 Stat. 272d4-5; ob §° Eveka toV udOov Nyeipapey
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alternating cosmic periods on their way to the discernment of the statesman.*’! Second,
epistemically, the myth clarifies the character of the dialectic at play in the heart of the
dialogue, between émotijun and téyvn, unity and disharmony. The Visitor will centre his
focus on the two modes of knowing available to each respective age, and their relation to
each other, both generally and in the particular regime of the statesman.

The reason Plato has his Eleatic go through the initial series of seemingly fruitless
divisions in search of the statesman, can be glimpsed only after the mythic diversion—or
reversion. Looking back at the diairesis now, the philosophical assumptions grounding
these divisions reflect, and indeed imitate, the nature of both the cosmic order and divine
rule in the previous age. As in the initial diairesis where there appears a distinction and a
kind of separation (both in nature and in philosophical treatment) between ruler,
attendants and the object of rule, so here the myth preserves and elaborates these
distinctions. The initial diairesis insists that theoretical knowledge (and perhaps
knowledge as a whole) involves an essential privateness, and this is reflected in the
nature of the ultimate “steersman” and “demiurge,” who is ‘always the same and having
the same state in the same conditions, as befits alone the most divine things of all.” The
Kronos-god himself is a theoretical knower. His very principle of knowledge is private,

unable to be affected by anything outside of itself, yet at the same time, unable to give

401 Hence we return to the theme of play, which the Visitor establishes at the beginning of the myth (268d-
3). Sallis (2021) offers a particularly compelling reading of what “play” means in the myth: “But how
exactly do children play? Children listen to a story, and then they enact it—they play at it” (117). Sallis
goes on to offer a ‘temporal’ reading of this play, in which the telling of the myth enacts or ‘plays out’ the
very temporal shift that occurs in the content of the myth. What, in my view, Sallis does not see is how the
‘play’ of the myth extends to the content of the very dialogue as a whole. Externally, Plato’s Statesman
enacts and re-enacts the petafoAn of the myth, precisely by oscillating between a depiction of ‘divine’
quasi-immanent knowledge, and recollected / disharmonious / technically mediated knowledge of the age
of Zeus. Further, internally, it is worth nothing that play involves a kind of separation from the self, taking
up a role as an ‘other’ to the self, which mirrors the human condition of disharmony in the age of Zeus.
Though I borrow Sallis’ notion of ‘play’ in my interpretation of the myth, I do not believe he recognizes the
full extent of the importance of ‘play’ in the interpretation of the myth’s content or its relation to the
dialogue broadly. Not dissimilarly to this view, lonescu (2014) indicates that the different strengths and
weaknesses in the initial diairesis and in the myth are overcome in the last half of the dialogue by an
‘interweaving’ of both methods (42). Further, “[t]he myth provides a meta-physical horizon that explains
why the dialectical method can succeed when adequately applied and why it fails when inadequately used”
(37). ; Miller (1980), opposite but not opposing this view, reads the myth back into the pedagogical
structure of the initial diairesis: “the first two major phases of the dialogue as a whole, the initial diairetic
process (258b—267c¢) and the critical digressions at 267c—287b, are analogous in structure to the first two
parts within the initial diairesis. The rhythm and exemplary value are the same: in both cases the stranger’s
elicitation of error and the subsequent critical reflection offer temporal the experience of becoming
philosophical” (35).
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itself or express its inner reality absolutely: it cannot transform ‘the all’ completely, in
that it cannot make the different into the absolute selfsame. The god gives himself in his
rule, but without fully revealing himself. Due to the simplicity of knowledge and the
simplicity of the god’s oversight, speaking in whichever register one prefers, it is not
possible to exhaust or exhume the ground of this simplicity. Kronos cannot simply will to
convey the principle of his knowledge to humans, precisely because of his privateness
and simplicity. To express this ground would be precisely to leave himself, to become
other than himself, and so, due to metaphysical necessity, humans are left with only a
memory of his rule in phronesis and an image of his wisdom in technology.

The humans of the Kronos-age are exactly the humans of the diairesis, the objects
of disinterested division, without any serious reference to their inner nature.**? The
division does not take into account erotic desire—there exists none—nor the capacity to
philosophize. Indeed, nothing really relates one human to the next except for their pure
material happenstance, since they are related not by sexual desire, nor by procreation and
birth from each other, nor even by politics. Diairetic and ‘daemonic’ division is the
division of non-self-minding things, whose principle of motion is not contained by the
thing itself. The philosophical method of division involves cutting through the all, but the
cutting itself is the only truly self-minding action. The human is defined from the outside

403 and by means of differentiated bodily attributes,

so to speak, by external division,
simply because this is all that can distinguish them in their non-relation. By dividing
according to the geometry of matter, the daemons are able to distinguish a certain
principle of arithmetic unity: a single genus. This mathematical unity, originally a pure

object, will only come to be separated from itself in its self-minding in the second age,

402 Indeed, during the Age of Kronos this inner nature and self-separation has not yet truly come to pass. It

will be ‘created’ in the next age.

403 Sallis (2021) calls this an “originary division” (114). If, after the gods had withdrawn, humans again
attempted these divisions (as in diairesis), “they would be imperfect imitations that would re-mark the lines
of those originary divisions” (114). It would seem that human philosophical attempt to re-draw these
‘natural’ lines is in a way tainted by a kind of technology of imitation. See also, Benardete (1963), who
argues, “art and not nature is the tool of dichotomy” (196). Marquez (2014) sees the age of Kronos
formally as involving the “self-perpetuation of the unity of eidos,” an expression that comes close to my
own view of the immanence of unity (165). Though he uses formal Platonic terminology that I believe to be
absent from the dialogue, Marquez is right to contrast the ages according to a metric of immanence. In the
present age, bodies can “be categorized according to eid€, but where they are not identical to these eide”
(162).
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but here in the first age, represented philosophically in the initial diairesis, humans are
simply taken as the abstract objects of rule, a true but partial reality of their being.

The abstract formalism of bifurcatory diairesis, with its strict mathematical
dividing, seems as if to belong to the w€yvy of the co-ruling daimons: “all the parts of the
cosmos were divided (dieidnuuéva) by the ruling gods, and in particular the divine
daimons just as shepherds had cut (dicidnpeoav) living things by kind (yévr) and by herd,
each being sufficient in all ways to each of the things, whom they themselves were
pasturing.”*% The kinds that the gods know in the Age of Kronos are only approximated
by our own age, through the €yvy of mathematical halving. Just as in the diairetic
counterpart, the theoretical rule of Kronos is practically carried out by multiple assistants,
who are charged with the care of certain parts and kinds within the cosmos. The
simplicity of Kronos’ knowledge-principle is here itself divided among the daemons, but
without compromising the essential hiddenness and unicity of his rulership. Just as the
privately knowledgeable person advises the publicly ruling human, and so is properly
said alone to possess the art about which they advise, the daemons are the non-political
and divine equivalents of the public and unknowing king, in whom knowledge of rule is
necessarily divided, fractured and reliant on the private possessor. At the same time,
having this private and actually knowledgeable advisor at hand allows the daemons to act
concretely in the world, without ever truly knowing the ground of their z€yvy. The
daemons follow the directives of the one who knows, without possessing the knowledge
themselves.4%

But what does all of this mean philosophically? What does it matter that these two
sections, diairesis and Kronos’ mythic rule, seem to resonate with each other structurally?
On the one hand, the Visitor is pointing toward philosophy as having both a divine and a
human aspect. The initial diairesis is not wholly philosophically wayward since it is

tapping into a formal and abstract model of rule and of knowledge that precedes and

404 Stat. 271d5-8; vno Oedv apyovImv TEvT fv T8 ToD KOcHoL pépN Steldnppéva: kod 81 kod Td Cma KaTd
vévm Kol dyélag olov vopdig Oiol Sietqeecoy Saipoveg, odTapknNg gig ThvTo EKAGTOG EKAGTOIS OV 01¢
anTog Evepev

405 See Stat. 272d6-273a4; During the cosmic reversal the daemons, immediately perceiving that Kronos
has let go the rudder of the universe, follow suit and do the same. However the order of occurrence is clear,
the daemonic release of their partial rule is in response to the god. That the relationship is of divine
attendants to divine statesman is clear.
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grounds the current cosmic arrangement. Though the abstract and external logic can
function pedagogically as a starting-point of philosophical investigation, especially for a
mathematically inclined mind such as that of Y'S,%% this kind of philosophy must be
exceeded in order to speak to the mixed reality of present life. This initiates a tension that
will extend through the remainder of the dialogue, between the recollection of divine
principles and the exercise of human rulership. It is unclear non-mythically how these
two mutually co-existing realities participate in each other. Who is to say to what degree
human philosophy has remembered or forgotten this age and to what degree the character
of this ‘former’ age has been distorted by the peculiar character of cognition or
imagination available to the present? So too, it is an active question how transcendent and
divine principles ground and conversely are to be employed in human life.

To the ‘living animal’ of the dialogue, the mythical diversion is the very
disruption—the very calamity—that the myth itself describes between epochs. The myth
forces a complete reconsideration of the nature of human rulership, within different
situational and logical parameters than what has come before. It constitutes a necessary
movement toward the consideration of mixed reality, the actual reality in which humans
reside, separated from the pure or absolute treatment of knowledge found in the initial
diairesis. The Visitor begins again, but backwards, imitating and remembering the
method and logic of what has come before to the extent possible, but now attempting to
treat more directly the conditions of mixed reality. By attempting to move beyond the
initial diairesis and beyond the great bulk of the myth, the Visitor moves deeper into the
Age of Zeus, into the mixture, self-minding and self-separation peculiar to present reality.
If there is a relationship to unity in the present circumstances, it is transfigured in the cast
of human desire.

A New Approach on the Statesman: Paradigm and Measure

After the failure of the Visitor’s direct approach to expose the one of the
statesman’s knowledge in the initial diairesis, cutting directly and successively into all
knowledges in order to expose the boundaries of statesman, and after the mythological
digression, which distances human life from the immanent rule of the selfsame one, the

Visitor turns to paradigm in an attempt to recover a clear vision of the statesman. There

406 This is also the view of Hemmenway (1994) and Mitchell (1980).
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are two issues still at play—indeed, the two greatest problems have remained unsolved.
First, what is the one of the statesman’s knowledge? What is it that renders their
knowledge as unique, and more fundamentally, grounds their knowledge as knowledge in
the first place? Second, what does the statesman actually do, and how is the work of their
knowledge to be understood in relation to the being of their knowledge? Since the myth
goes little distance giving either of these questions a positive elaboration, only negating
an insufficient conception of the statesman’s unity, the Visitor urges YS to try again by
different means, through the conscious adoption of and investigation into paradigm. This
is not to say, of course, that paradigm is not already effectual in the philosophical
investigations thus far. Most notably, the paradigm of the shepherd has cast a shadow
over the proceedings, even if this figure has lacked proper philosophical introduction and
reflection. However, it is at this point that the Visitor turns to examine the epistemic
efficacy of paradigm more properly in itself. By way of twoness—the twoness proper to
paradigmatic relation—the Visitor hopes to recollect the one.*"”

This middle section of Statesman thus stands in a kind of dialectical relation to
what has come before, transforming the notion of unity out of the interlocutors’
newfound concentration on the nature of multiplicity. It is through this vision of
multiplicity that their notion of oneness must be reformed, since their first attempt at
disclosing the one of rulership amounted to the very disappearance of the one itself. The
structure of these passages is particularly difficult. The Visitor’s turn to consider the
structure of paradigm appears suddenly, just as the appearance of weaving as the
paradigm of the statesman’s activity, and his turn to consider the nature of ‘due measure’
comes not from the division of weaving directly, but out of a concern that they are taking
too long in their investigation. First, in this chapter I want to suggest that the logic of the
philosophical movement between these moments is dialectical in nature: it involves a

successively greater inclusion of difference within the principle of unity. The Visitor’s

407 Benardete’s (1984) interpretation of Statesman draws heavily on the relation between oneness and

twoness: “In the Statesman there are four [digressions]: (1) part and kind; (2) the myth; (3) paradigm; (4)
measure. The first two are linked to the statesman as shepherd, the third and fourth to the statesman as
weaver. In short-hand jargon, the problems they severally raise can be titled as follows: (1) Ontology; (2)
Cosmology; (3) Methodology; (4) Teleology. The first and third are as plainly to be paired together as the
second and fourth, and each in turn is presented as a problem in doubleness: (I) part and kind; (2) god and
nature; (3) paradigm and what it exemplifies; (4) number and the fitting. All four pairs culminate in the
doubleness of the beautiful that is commonly called moderation and courage” (104).



113

increasing concern for ever-expansive notions of multiplicity corresponds to increasingly
inclusive notions of oneness, which appear in and through this many. Second, I will argue
that the nature of language and of speaking underlies each moment of this dialectical
movement. The Visitor’s remark, that ‘speech and word are most fitting to make visible
living things, 4% parenthesizes the discussion of paradigm, weaving and due measure.
These discussions will come out of and qualify the interlocutors’ newfound
consciousness of speech as the proper means of disclosing living things. Subtly, the
Visitor aligns the statesman’s art with the very structure of language and of dialectic
itself.

The Paradigm of Paradigm: The Correspondence of the Same

The myth of Kronos has been unable adequately to represent the nature of the
statesman. Remember, what initiates the transition to the mythical digression is precisely
a sense of shame,* a pathos that does not belong at all to the domain of formal diairesis,
but to the human condition, within the mixed and self-moving age. The interlocutors are
already disharmonious and separated from pure givenness of the initial philosophical
starting place and it is this disharmony in the first place that allows the Visitor to notice
problems inherent to their method. The Eleatic thus shifts the conversation to the topic of
philosophical methodology, to diagnose their difficulties and indicate how the
investigation should proceed:

It is hard—you heaven-sent!—to reveal sufficiently something of greater
importance without divining (yp@uevov)*'? paradigms (rapadeiyuaot). For each of
us are in danger, having known (eidac¢) everything as if in a dream, of not
recognizing (ayvoeiv) once more in turn all things just as with our waking vision
(bmap).H1!

408 See Stat. 277¢3-6

499 Stat. 268d

4101 translate ypdo in a somewhat unorthodox way, but in a way which I think more accurately expresses
the central meaning of the word. Benardete (1984) Brann, Kalkavage and Salem (2012) and Rowe (2005)
each prefer the less ambiguous, “using” and “the use of.” This is a perfectly reasonable translation, but in
my own translation I prefer to use a term that captures some of the “mantic’ connotation of the word. After
all, as we shall see, in the central moments of paradigm-introduction—with the shepherd-paradigm from
the opening diairesis, and with the weaving-paradigm later—the Visitor’s selection appears almost divine,
introducing the models without serious philosophical justification, models which will nevertheless come to
have an essential philosophical relation to the structure of statesmanship.

M1 Stat. 277d1-4; yodendv, @ doupdvie, uf mopodetypact ypduevoy ikavdg évdeivucdai t1 TV pellovov.
KIVSVVEDEL Yap UGV EKOGTOG 010V dvap eidmg fmavta vt avd néhy domep Drap dyvosiv.
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Thus, the Visitor subtly recentres the investigation on a concern for recollection.*1* We
are not so much leaving the content of the myth behind, as we are entering into its
epistemic ramifications. The myth’s dreamlike vision of totality does not suffice, since
the interlocutors have not adequately accounted for the human situation with their waking
Aoyog: Philosophical reflection itself must understand itself to inhabit the sphere of
human pathos. Thus, the Visitor remarks, “at present | have stirred up the pathos in us
concerning knowledge (70 mepi tijc émiotijung mdog &v fuiv),”*'* namely, the
simultaneous alienation and possession of knowledge at one and the same time, which
the retreat of the one selfsame in the myth has engendered. He is referring not only to his
immediate observation about dreams, but to the human condition as outlined by the myth.
To portray the importance of paradigms for the disclosure of difficult subjects, the Visitor
explains to an increasingly confused Y'S, “my paradigm itself also has need again of a
paradigm, blessed one!”*'* As it turns out, paradigm itself constitutes ‘something of
greater importance’ for which one requires paradigm. Without proper examination,
paradigm itself functions in a dreamlike way. Circularity again appears essential to the
investigations of Statesman.

It seems appropriate, given the Visitor’s prior insistence that “speech and word” is
best suited to make living things visible, that the paradigm he chooses to illustrate
paradigm is grammatical in nature—the “easiest and most beautiful way (pdorov kai
kaldigrov) to lead them into the things they do not yet recognize (7o unmrw
yyvoordueva).”*1> The example concerns a child learning to read. In the first moment of
the paradigm, that is, in the paradigmatic moment of the first paradigm, “sufficiently
distinguishing each of the letters (ororycicwv) in the shortest and easiest of the syllables
(ovldafdv), [children] become able to say true things about each thing,” that is, both

about the individual letters of a syllable and about the syllable itself as a composite of

412 Sayre (2006) notes that the Stranger’s observation is “strongly reminiscent of recollection in the Meno”
7).

413 Stat. 277d6-7; ...&v 1d mapdvTi Kivicag TO TEPL Thig EmoTtAung Tadog &v Npiv.

44 Stat. 277d9-10; mopadeiyparog, @ pokdpie, o Lot kai T mopaderypa odTd Sedénkey.

415 Stat. 278a5-6; [Gp” odv 0y OSe] plcTov Kol KEAMGTOV Emdyely adToDE &Ml Té T® Yryvockoueval;].
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letters.*!® This simpler recognitions “become paradigms™!” in relation to the more
difficult and unknown cases about which children are “doubtful” (dugiyvoodvreg),*?
when “the letters that are judged truly have been brought to light as furnishing all those
about which they are ignorant.”*!° It is by ‘throwing-beside’ (zapafdatiovrag) and by
‘leading the pupil back and forth’ (avdyerv) between the two moments of paradigm,
which “exhibits that the same likeness and nature (ouoidtnra kai piow) exists in each
interweaving (cvumlokaic).”**° On a basic level then, grammatical pedagogy seeks both
to separate out and to re-weave a kind of cloth.

The methodological crux of paradigm then centres upon the notions of sameness
and difference, which already play an important role in the myth, and which the Visitor
himself introduces as two of the ‘greatest kinds’ in Sophist. The grammatical paradigm
“makes each of all the letters (groryeicwv) in all syllables to be addressed as different,
being different from the others, and same as itself as being always same in the same
letters (kato Tadta).”*?! Sameness and difference cohere in the one of the otoygiov.
Oneness, therefore comes to include both sameness and difference in itself, which
dialectically integrates both the immanent understanding of oneness from the initial
diairesis and the aporia of oneness from the myth. The Visitor generalizes the structure:
“the generation of a paradigm occurs whenever the same thing is correctly judged
(doalouevov oplddg) to be in a different scattered thing (év étépw dicomaouéve) and
brought together with each, so that it ends off with a single true opinion (uiav ain6ij
d6av) of both together.”**? The most essential feature of paradigm, then, is this
dialectical emergence of oneness out of twoness—a consciousness of the same out of two

things that are essentially different from one another as a whole, which itself generates

416 Stat. 277e6-8; &1L 16V oTorKEimY EKacTOV 8V TAIC PporyuTdTalg Ko PUoTtalg TdV GLAAAPHY ikovidg
draoBdavovtat, kai TaAnoi epale mepi Exelva duvartol yiyvovtot. Intrinsic to the meaning of the Greek
‘ototyelov’ is being a part of (-lov) of a ‘croiyog’—a ‘line’ or a ‘row.” Thus, as Cratylus makes clear
negatively, the ctoyyelov has no positive meaning except for its integration within the otoiyog. It is an
instrument of the otolyoc.

47 Stat. 278b4-5; ... mapadeiypata obTO YryvOUEV. ..

418 Stat. 278a2

49 Stat. 278b3-4; ...uéypunep v nlct Toig dyvoovpévolg o So&alopeva dinddg mapatidéueva deydf. ..
420 Stat. 278b1-3; ... &vdelkvivor TV aOTHY OPOLOTNTO. Kol PUGLY &V GUQOTEPOLS OVGOV TAIG CUUTAOKAAS. . .
421 Stat. 278b5-c1; ... tdV otoyEinv EKacToV TAVIOV &V macoig Toig cAAAPOIS TO pev ETepov Mg TdY
A oV Etepov Gv, TO O€ TADTOV MG TADTOV el KOTO TaNTA EXVTH TPOsayopevesbat.

422 Stat. 278c4-6; ... mapadeiypatodc y’ 6Tl 101E yéveoic, OmoTay Ov Tantdv v ETEp@ SIECTUCUEVE
do&alouevov 0pBds kol cuvaydev mepl EkdTepov MG CLUVALE® pioy AANOT dOEav dmotelfi[;]
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paradigm. Paradigm both constitutes a consciousness of, and itself shows, what seems
unrelated or unmixed to have an ‘element’ of selfsameness running through and mixing
with each interweaving, grounding a process of recollection in the setting-beside and
mutual reversion to each ‘one’ of the paradigm’s fwo. Yet crucially, paradigm for the
visitor does not amount to knowledge. The one of true opinion and correct judging,
grounded in the recognition of a sameness-in-other, does not necessarily know either the
same or the other in itself, but judges each only in their mutual relation. The difference
between true opinion and knowledge here lies in the difference between the exteriority of
spelling and the concealed inner significance of word. Presumably though, this
hermeneutic circularity between short and long, between aroryeiov and ovilafn, between
organized ({orarar)*?? and scattered (dicomaouéve) takes for itself knowledge as its
distant horizon.

The Visitor now goes one step further, centring paradigm as an essential structure
of soul’s ‘doxastic’#?* relation to the all: “should we be amazed then if our soul, having
been affected (memovOvia) this same way by nature concerning the elements of all things
(ta TV mavrwv otoryeia), sometimes becomes stable by the truth about each one thing in
some things (£v 101), and at other times it is again carried off concerning all things in
each (év étépoig).”** Again, the Visitor gestures toward the pathos of human
knowledge—the twoness of its condition. The stability of soul depends here upon the
resolution of certain unified ‘elements’ within clusters of beings (zi01), a stability
threatened in turn by the undetermined presence of unlimited ‘all’ in discrete fragments
(etépoig). This is not to say that reality is essentially paradigmatic, but only that paradigm
1s important as an initial moment of the soul’s relation of intelligibility toward the ‘all’ as

a complex—transposing a consciousness of discrete element in relation to the

423 Stat. 278d2

424 I say ‘doxastic’ here, meaning the relation of the soul’s ‘true opinion’ to totality itself. Thinking
especially of Plato’s divided line from Republic (509d-513e), this relation of true opinion to the ‘all’ cannot
be absolutely separated from the domain of knowledge, though it is not identical to knowledge. Paradigm
has a certain essential opening onto truth. See Stat. 278e. See Sayre (2006) p. 87-9 for an evaluation of the
similarities and differences between Platonic ‘recollection,” ‘collection’ and ‘paradigm,’ all of which
modes or methods of knowing situate humans essentially as already dwelling in the site of truth.

425 Stat. 278c8-d3; Bavpdlowey v ovv el Tantov TodTo MUV 1 Yoy eOoel tepi 6 TV TévTwy cTolyEln
nemovOuio Toté pév vr’ dAndeiog nepi &v Ekactov &v 1161 cuvicTatal, TOTE 8¢ mepi GmovTa &v ETépolg ob
oépetar... Again, the Visitor’s rare reference to soul should give us reason to pay attention, as the Eleatic
slips into a distinctly Socratic register.
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increasingly tangled and indistinct ‘all.” By centring its gaze on the simple elements of
reality, the soul makes its slow approach on totality.

This discussion of letters and words, then, produces a more radical philosophical
shift than first appears on the surface. Where the initial diairesis portrays the statesman’s
knowledge in the light of its necessary unitary and theoretical simplicity, here the Visitor
begins afresh, ascending toward statesmanship cognized as a complex—a statesmanship
that looks more like an ‘all’ than a ‘one.” Post-myth, with the discussion of paradigm, the
Visitor makes a move toward the reality of statesmanship from another direction—the
direction of the practical to the exclusion of the purely theoretical. He is speaking in the
register of “the long and not so easy syllables of practical life (1ag T@V Tpaypdtmv
HokpaG Koi uiy padiovg cvAdafac),”#26 a far cry from the concealed simplicity of the
statesman’s theoretical knowledge, with which the beginning of the dialogue concerns
itself. There are, in other words, two aporias of statesmanship—its theoretical and
practical realities—which, however, at the current moment in the dialogue do not appear
to possess a ‘oneness in both together.” The oneness of the aroiyeiov or ‘element,” which
is simple and constitutes ‘syllables’ of reality, is not identical to the oneness of the
statesman’s originary theoretical knowledge, which is anything but simple, and which
can be as little said to compose ‘syllables’ as to be judged by human cognition in the first
place. The relation of these two ‘ones’ does not appear now itself to express a possible
‘one.” It is crucial to recognize this fact in order to understand the dialectical structure of
Statesman: though the paradigm of weaving will promise to make clearer the statesman’s
practical function in the city, or at least what looks practical in its concrete
manifestations, it is not yet clear that paradigm can reach across the sensible-intelligible
gap and account for the theoretical unity of the statesman’s knowledge.

The paradigm of a child learning to spell, however, is not a paradigm of

paradigm; it constitutes only the first moment of this meta-paradigm. The paradigm of

426 Stat. 278d4-5; I take my translation here from Brann, Kalkavage and Salem (2012), whose translation of
npaypdrtov is unique. Both Benardete (1984) and Rowe (1999) opt for the simpler, “things.” I prefer the
former for a few reasons. First, practical life is precisely that which the Visitor and YS will concern
themselves in the following paradigm of weaving and in the application of this paradigm to statesmanship.
Second, this translation more explicitly marks the transition post-myth in the philosophical opening onto
the statesman’s t€xvn. The blinding unity of their knowledge has forced the Visitor and Y'S to make another
approach onto the statesman from another direction—from the direction of practical living.
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paradigm shall only be completed when the Visitor and YS take the two moments of
paradigm-complex as itself a single paradigm, to be employed in the search for the unity
of other complexes.*?” In this case, of course, the complex in question is statesmanship,
whose paradigm (conversely to the very structure of paradigm) is yet undetermined:
“what, then, is some very small paradigm, which has the same practical occupation as the
statesman, which, after placing it beside, might sufficiently find the one we seek?”.4?8
The Visitor casually and mantically responds to his own question, without explicit
philosophical justification: “are you willing—by Zeus!, Socrates—unless we have
something different at hand, otherwise than that we should choose the art of
weaving?”*°—*“not the whole art (un méoav),”*? however, “for the art of things woven
from wool (épicwv) will equally suffice.”*! But what is the statesman weaving? By
specifically identifying wool, the Visitor also evokes speaking (éipewv) and loving
(épadv)—precisely the things that the initial diairesis excludes in its consideration of
human nature, and the former of which the Visitor has just mentioned as the proper way
to make visible all living things. What is excluded in the blinding unity of the initial
diairesis begins to appear in the practical consideration of the statesman’s art. We might
also recognize in the paradigm traces of both the content of the initial diairesis as well as
the mythic diversion. First, practically, the weaver’s work is directly related to the
shepherd’s art, namely, by using the non-living biproduct of the shepherd’s care for a
living animal—indeed, a product that is necessary for the shepherd to produce for the
very health of the sheep. Second, the weaver is dependent upon the spinner’s materials, a

figure with whom the god of the myth is identified, a spinner of all things.

427 See Stat. 278e. Sayre (2006) rightly points this out in his distinction between ‘Paradigm A’—*“a letter in
a familiar syllable, which serves as a paradigm for the same letter in an unfamiliar context”—and
‘Paradigm C’—"“the use of A in the learning process, [which] serves as a paradigm for the use of weaving
as a paradigm in the definition of the statesman’s art” (99). Paradigm D, by extension, Sayre identifies as
“the use of weaving as a paradigm for statesmanship, which serves as a paradigm for the use of paradigms
in dialectical inquiry generally” (99).

428 Stat. 279¢7-b1; ti Sfjta mopaderypd TG &v, Exov THV avTHV TOMTIK]] TpaypHaTEioy, GHKPOTATOV
nopadépevog tkavdg v ebpot To {ntovpevov;

429 Stat. 279b1-3; BodAel mpdC A0, @ TAOKPATES, €1 PN TL TPOYEPOV ETEPOV EXOUEV, BAL 0DV TV Y&
VOAVTIKTV TpoeAmdpedaL

0 Stat. 279b3

1 Stat. 279b3-4; dmoypnoet yap Towg 1 mepl T &k TV Epinv Vedouata



119

Weaving: Being and Relation

The Visitor’s turn to the diairesis of weaving is both complex and protracted, and
as such, I only want to focus on the most fundamental philosophical developments
stemming from this discussion. We again return to the diairetic splitting, but unlike with
the initial diairesis of the statesman’s knowledge, the Eleatic’s starting point is “however

»432 and the first cut is between

many things we make (dyuiovpyoduev) and acquire,
“things for the sake of doing something (z¢: uév évexa tod moieiv 1)+ and “defensive
things for the sake of not suffering (za. d¢ to0 un waoyerv auvvripia), in which class the
Visitor ultimately places the woven object.”*3* This is similar to the first cut of Sophist,
between “production” (romrikdc)*> and “acquisition” (kryrirdc),*3® yet here the Visitor
renders production as ‘demiurgy’ giving the branch a kind of divine significance that
Sophist omits. Unlike in Sophist, too, the division is not between different kinds of arts as
such, but between the different products of art, and in direct contrast to the opening of
Statesman, it is not the selfsame one of a given knowledge that is being divided but the
multifarious a/l. We begin on the opposite side of the one-many noetic divide. It is worth
noting to that the end of weaving—for which statesman is a paradigm—is not actually
making anything, but for the sake of ‘not undergoing pathos or suffering.” The diairetic
branch proper to weaving points to the originary rift within human life that the myth

discloses. One weaves clothes to prevent the dissolution of body;*’

it seems possible that
statesmanship looks to this same cleft in its epistemological dimension, weaving to
prevent the extinction of knowledge.

At the close of the diairesis of weaving, the Visitor comes to a tentative

conclusion, having discovered the art of clothes-making in the various turnings: “do we

432 Stat. 279¢7-8; ... mbvto iy Omdca Snuovpyodpey Kol ktdueda. . .

433 Stat. 279¢8

34 Stat. 279¢8-9

435 Soph. 219b11

436 Soph. 219¢7

47 Dorter (1994) sees in the Visitor’s diairetic assumptions here, a newfound interest in ‘value’: “It may
seem surprising that the stranger begins by dividing ‘doing’ from ‘protecting against,” and looking for
weaving under the latter. We can find it just as easily under the former, so it is odd that the distinction is
made at all. It is evidently made in order to illustrate that an activity is best defined by its purpose, we
might even say its ‘value’” (200). Weaving, and particularly the products of weaving, are defined implicitly
in relation to goodness. The proper criterion to determine of what weaving and its products essentially
consist, is not reducible to a pure question of ‘unity.’
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also say that weaving, as much as it constitutes the greatest part concerning the work of
clothing, is not different from this art of clothes-making except in name, just as also then
kingship was different from statesmanship?”.#*8 In the latter case, the supposed unity of
statesmanship, kingship, household-management covers over essential differences in the
objects or sites of the respective arts. In this case, the identification of weaving with
clothes-making covers over the fact that weaving constitutes only the “greatest part”
(uéyroov uopiov) of clothes-making. The apparent unity again covers over ‘geometric’

difference. Thus, the Visitor discovers they are in the same condition as before. The

29439 29440

category of ‘care’—here, “care of clothing”*” or “art of clothes-making”***—marked out
by division is too broadly defined in respect to the object of the weaver’s art. Too many
other expertises share the similar concern for the same object. The object stands at the
locus of a great network of interrelations. He targets YS himself in his explanation, who
has already made several mistaken moves to close the investigation, “[someone] may not
be able to reflect that they have not yet divided ‘helping work’ (covepy@v), though it
[weaving] had been divided from many other kindred things (cvyyev@v).”**! Kindred
things and their respective arts essentially open onto a different but related objects than
those of weaving; helping causes, to the contrary, open onto and are concerned with the
same object, but at different stages of its production. Though weaving may be the “finest

)42 of the clothes-making arts, since weaving brings

and greatest” (koddiotnv kai ueyiotnv
these clothes to their initial end,** it does not constitute an unmediated relation to the
whole of the product. It is dependent upon other arts.

The weaving art may comprise the end of clothes-making, but the account of

weaving is “not yet complete,”** since, the Visitor explains, “the one engaging in

438 Stat. 280a3-6; pdpev 8¢ Kol VEovTIKAY, S0V £mi TH AV ipatiov épyacio uéyictov fiv pdpiov, pmdev
Stapépety TNV OVOUATL TANTNG THC IHATIOVPYIKTIC, KoBdmep KaKel TOTE TV Pacthkny tiig ToMTikiig; The
Visitor is referring to Stat. 258e-259d, where he collects the different names of the ‘same’ knowledge
together.

439 Stat. 281b4; Emuéderay éc0ftoc

440 Stat. 280a5

41 Star. 280b2-4; ... u1 Suvapevog GLVVOETY 8TL TV eV &yyDG cuvepydv obrm Sidpiotat, TOAADY 8¢
ETép@V cLYYeEV®V Amepepictn.

442 Stat. 281d1

443 The clothes-mender, of course, is also tasked with bringing clothes back to their completion a
subsequent time.

44 Stat. 280e7; 4AL" oKk EoTt T TéAEOV, O MO, TODTO AeheyUévovy.
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(drrduevog) the first-rule of making cloaks appears to do the opposite of the weaving.”*43

The ‘rulership’ of an art and the ‘beginning’ of an art are now placed into some not-
insignificant tension, where previously the terms were collapsed. The weaver’s status as
the primary ‘ruler’ of cloak-making is called into question, because the ‘beginning’ of
cloak-making amounts to what appears to be the very opposite of weaving, in the “work
of the carder’s art” (Saivovrog téyvnc épyov),**® which separates rather than combining
“what is [already] combined and matted together.”#*’ Again, we might think of the god
from the myth, whose cosmic spinning separates out the threads of reality from the
tangled, primordial mass: neither weaving nor statesmanship constitute the beginning of
themselves. The wool cloak, separated by class from all other things, seems to contain
within itself both traces of separation and of weaving, and the weaving activity—just like

448 and presumably the activity of statesman—depends on a prior

the speaking activity
separation from unlimited disorder.

The Visitor now turns away from the cloak as an external object to consider its
inner reality and causes. The art object appears as the product of two opposing kinds of
action, but more than this, one art seems to account for the unity of these oppositions: all
the related arts open onto “some single (uia) art of those spoken by everyone,

>»449 which in turn “springs from two cuts, and each one of these are

‘woolworking,
naturally at once parts of two arts.”** Carding, for example, belongs both to the art of
separating and to the art of woolworking without contradiction, just as weaving belongs
to that of combining and to woolworking. The art of woolworking as a whole constitutes
the moment of unity between these opposing functions. The discussion culminates in the

Eleatic’s clarification, that “some two great arts were to us in all things (kara wavza),

45 Stat. 280e8-281al; 6 yap &v dpyi Tiig @V ipatiov épyaciog dntdpevog tovvavtiov VR Spav eaiverar. I
translate apyf] here as ‘first-rule’ instead of ‘beginning’ in contrast to every translation I’ve read in order to
more clearly exhibit how Plato is making a parallel between weaving and statesmanship.

446 Stat. 281a8

47 Stat. 281a5; cLUVECTOTOV KO COUMETIANUEVDY

48 See Theaet. 201e-202¢ for an account of the weaving of names and elements in speaking. The prior
separation of ‘unknowable elements,” however, seems to be necessary in order to produces speech-
complexes.

49 Stat. 282a7-9; ... pia tic ot TéYVN TV VIO TAVTIWV Aeyouévamv, 1| TOAGGIOLPYIKY.

430 Stat. 282b1-2; [tfig 6% Takactovpyikfic] 0o TuApOTE doTOV, Kai ToVTOY EKATEPOV BLla. SVOTV TEPOKOTOV
TEYVOLY HEPT.
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compounding and separation (cvykpitixij e kol draxpirixif).”*! It is ambiguous what the
Visitor is referencing here, whether he is literally extending this unity of opposites to the
cosmic all, echoing back to the scope of the myth, or whether he is only referring to the
unity of these opposites specifically in relation to the craft of woolworking as itself an
aggregate of different related arts.*>? Either way, within this ‘all’ there lies precisely an
intimation of the unity of opposites. The unity of opposite activities is necessary in order
for the wool to be worked to a proper end. Within the ‘all,” the Visitor now finds a site of
the unity of twoness.

The Eleatic now diairetically divides the class of the ‘helping work’ of cloak-
making by making a distinction between “joint causes” (cvvaitiovg)—‘those that do not
create (onuiovpyodvor) the work itself, but provide tools to the workers

»433__and “[direct] causes” (aitiag)—“those causes that look after and

(onuiovpyovoaig)
produce (Oepamcvovoag kai dnuiovpyodoag).”*>* The ‘joint’ or ‘instrumental’ causes he
leaves largely to one side, although we can assume that these arts, too, require the
unification of certain processes of division and composition. As for the direct causes
regarding the weaving of wool cloaks, the Visitor immediately divides between
owaxpitikos and ovykpitikog, and further divides the compounding class into the two-fold
twisting of woof and warp, and the intertwining proper to weaving itself. This results in a
peculiar definition of weaving: “the part of compounding in woolworking, whenever it
brings to completion a complex (zAéyua) from the straight-weaving of woof and warp,

this woven thing altogether (ooumav) we address as woolen clothing, and the art of

weaving, as concerning this thing.”* The unity of each—the art and the product—is tied

1 Stat. 282b7-8; ... neydha Tive Kotd mEvTe HUIV otV TEXVO, 1] GUYKPLTIKY T€ KOl SLoKpLTiKh.

452 Benardete (1984) and Rowe (2005) each suggest that this is a reference to Soph. 226b-c. This suggestion
misses the force of what the Visitor is saying, namely, that all things are related to, and are the unified
products of, a complex relational nexus of separating and combining. The line in Sophist seems only to
collect a variety of different discriminating arts under one name. We do not need to look further than Stat.
280e ff. for the object of the Visitor’s reference.

453 Stat. 281e1-2; doon v o mpdypa odTo Py Snpovpyodot, Toic 88 dnuovpyodsaig dpyavo.
TopAcKELALOVoY

454 Stat. 281e9-10; ...10a¢ 8¢ avtd Oepancvovoac kai dnuovpyovsog [aitiog].

435 Stat. 283a4-8; 10 [yap] cvyxprrikiig Thg &v Todaciovpyig popiov dtov gdBumhoxie kKpdKMg Kai GTHHOVOG
dmepydinron mAdypa, T pev miex0ev chumoy £o0fjta épedv, T 8 &ni todTm Tévny ovcav
TPOGAYOPEVOUEY DOAVTIKAY. “TAEya,” we may note, in Sophist conveys the sense of a complex of words
(262d6). Here, too, this sense of the Visitor’s utterance is not far from the surface, with “miey8v”’ playfully
suggesting the similar “Agy0&v” and “Epedv” bringing to mind the verb of speaking, “cipw.” Plato
deliberately uses the art and product of weaving to connote subtly the very structure of speaking.
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to the other. Each requires the other for its own expression and for its own completion. In
other words, the unity of the art is bound to the mutual interrelation between itself, which
is already a part of woolworking, and the product itself. Further, the unity of weaving
includes within itself the multitudinous differences that also share in the work of the end.
These differences include the other objects in kinship with but not identical to the woven
cloak, and the helping causes that also bring about cloak-weaving, both instrumental and
direct—differences necessarily encompassed and included by the peculiar unity of art and
object.

But what does this mean dialectically, this mixing of kinships, helping and
instrumental causes, in relation to the philosophical movement of Statesman as a whole?
For one, the diairesis of statesmanship at the beginning of the dialogue utterly fails to
include in its consideration of unity the inclusion of difference and relation. The model of
the statesman’s rule involved an absolute immanentization of his one knowledge, without
mediation or coordination. This is the blinding unity of divinity, understood in itself
alone. That the unity of a human art includes and requires difference in its own
functioning, involves a serious dialectical movement beyond the interlocutors’
understanding of oneness at the beginning of the dialogue. So too, this vision of weaving
involves a unity more inclusive than that of paradigm, which remains forever within the
sphere of true opinion on account of its irreconcilable twoness. To be clear, of course, the
very central movement of paradigm involves a noetic activity of relating between two
ones, yet paradoxically, it is precisely the nature of relation and difference to conceal
itself in paradigmatic cognition. The power of paradigm does not originate from its
inclusion and recognition of the essential difference between the first and second
moment, but from the essential sameness of paradigm to its unknown correlative. The
paradigm treats ‘great things’ as if they are just like small things, which inherently covers
over a great multitude of difference. In this regard, the Visitor’s modifications to diairesis
for the weaving paradigm go beyond the notion of unity which precedes. If unity is to be
found, it is to be found in and through opposites—a unity of both being and relation.

Due Measure: Oneness and the Good

After unfolding their definition of weaving, Visitor understandably asks YS why

they didn’t simply say this at the beginning, instead of “going around in a circle, dividing
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all the many things in vain.”#>® The method of diairesis has, in some sense, not turned up
much that the interlocutors didn’t already know. Their definition of weaving, though
exhibiting an odd kind of circularity, is not far removed from an everyday perception of
what weaving entails. The diairetic methodology seems to have taken a long and arduous
path to reveal what is mostly a perfectly ordinary definition of weaving. YS assures his
teacher that he feels nothing had been spoken in vain, but the Visitor returns indirectly to
the question of memory: perhaps YS feels this way now, but a certain “sickness”
(véonue) might come upon him later and challenge this assurance.*’ Thus, the Eleatic
begins his digression regarding ‘due measure’—investigating the appropriate length of
speech—Dby directing Y'S to “hear a certain account (16yov) fitting (zpoorrovra) to be
said concerning all such cases.”*® Again, he centres the discourse on the “all,” the proper
sphere of ‘true opinion.’*° So too, it is Adyoc that the Visitor deems most appropriate to
disclose a living thing, in this case, as a kind of prescription against an illness of
forgetting. The twining of paradigm and the splitting of diairesis occur through Aoyog, yet
further require 1dyo¢ to make visible their end and purpose. If Aoyo¢ has appeared now in
the most basic example of paradigm, both fundamental to the paradigm of paradigm and
as a parallel to the paradigm of weaving itself, it emerges here as a kind of means of
defense precisely to protect itself from sickness. The discussion of the “excess and

deficiency”460

of discussion, then, is not merely a way of transitioning to what’s truly
important, namely, the notion of due measure as ontological and epistemological reality.
This reality may be manifest only in and through discourse. To protect philosophical
discourse against the charge that it merely goes in circles, the Visitor invokes A0yoc—
intensifying the very circularity of the endeavour. The question becomes, does this
circularity have a centre? And, moreover, is this centre accessible by Adyog itself?

The Visitor first generalizes the problem of “length (uxovc) and brevity

99 ¢¢

(Bpoyvtnrog),” “all excess (wdons vmepoyiic) and deficiency (éAleiyewc),” by collecting

436 Stat. 283b3; ...mepAbopev &v kKOKA® maumoAiia Stoplduevol paTnv

7 Stat. 283b7

438 Stat. 283b8-cl; ... MOyOV BKOLGOV TIVA TPOGHKOVTA TEPL TAVIOV THV To100T™V PNofivar.

439 See Stat. 278c4-6 and Stat. 287a7; In this latter case, the Visitor and YS turn away from the discussion
of due measure to consider again the statesman after they have agreed, without philosophical proof, on the
necessary existence of due measure.

460 Stat. 283¢3-4; dmepPornv Koi THY EXhetyy
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these concerns into the same class of “the art of measuring.”*®! These two pairings of
contraries above appear to be synonyms of each other, though the former seems to
connote geometric construction and the latter, practical activity. In turn, the Visitor will
divide this class of measuring-art diairetically into two, or, as he puts it, “set down these
things as a twofold being (odoiag) and judgment (kpioeig) of the great and the small.”*62
Each branch of the art of measurement, then, will open onto a distinct ontological and,
shall we say, doxastic relation to this dyad of contrary realities. Each of these ways of
measuring addresses dyadic reality in a different, though true, register of being, and in
turn poses a judgment of this being that is appropriate to the mode of being at issue in the
measuring activity.

The first subclass of the measuring-art concerns “the reciprocal communing (zpog
arinia [...] korvwviav) in greatness and smallness.”*% As the Visitor explains
rhetorically, “[b]y nature does it not seem good to you to say that the greater is greater
than the lesser, needing nothing other, and the lesser is again lesser than the greater, also
needing nothing else?”*** Any measure in this register, in other words, involves an
essential ‘twoness’ in the coming-into-being of measurement—a measuring that posits
itself in a mutual relation to both contraries. One measures the ‘bigness’ of something, for
example, against both the lesser and the ‘bigger’ at once. A discrete ‘big’ thing lies
always somewhere between the ‘bigger’ and the smaller, which both extend in opposite
directions boundlessly, and yet commune with each other in their necessary relationality.
Neither can be understood without the other.*%> A measurement involves, then, the

imprecise play of judgment about the greater and the lesser in relation to an object.

401 Stat. 283c11-d2; pikovg e mépt Kai PpoydTnTog Kai miong vrepoyfic e kai AAelyemc: 1 Yap [mov]
petpnTikn [mepl mavt’ €oti Tadra.]

462 Stat. 283e8-9; dirtdig dpo TavTog oVGiog Kai kpicelg Tod peydiov kol Tod cuikpod Oetéov. ..

463 Stat. 283d7-8; 10 nv kotd TV TPOg GAANAG peyEOovc Kol outcpdTnTog Kowvmviay. .. Taken from the
Brann, Kalkavage and Salem (2012) translation.

464 Star. 283d11-el; Gp” 0¥ katé PGV Sokel 6ot TO PEIlov PMdevog £Tépov Seiv pueilov Aéyswy 1j Tod
gLdrTovog, kol TodAatTov av tod peilovog Edattov, GAlov & undevog;

465 See, for example, Phaedo 100e-102a for Socrates’ invocation of bigness and smallness as a justification
for the existence of forms. We will note that the register of the Visitor’s language here is comparative. He
is not interested in notions of ‘greatness or ‘smallness’ itself, for example. The greater and the lesser are
more properly expressions of unlimited reality, then, and not self-unified forms as in the Socratic sense.
The force of the argument is similar in each case—that the contraries require each other to be thought—but
the underlying philosophical import differs between the two figures.
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Judgment and being are bound to each other in this mode of eidetic reality, that of the
“reciprocal communing” of contraries.

The Eleatic says little directly about this first kind of measuring—measuring by
opposites—but we may make several inferences about its scope. In the first place, this is

466 and whose measure similarly remains

a measure concerned with unlimited reality
imprecise—the reality of the senses and of simple sense-judgment, for example, as I have
indicated above. Though this classification will become more uncertain below, the
Visitor at least seems to place most technical arts in this side of the division as well: “we
put down one part of [the art of measurement] as all the many arts together, which
measure number (ép10uov), length, depth, width, and quickness from their opposite.”*¢”
Presumably the Visitor is not excluding here arts that measure by units—by discrete
‘ones-of-something.” The “unitary’ measure of arithmetical number or geometric length
is, after all, precisely the measure of the longer by the shorter, even if the unit offers a
way of making the unlimited limited and computable. Though calculation allows a more
precise judgment of the unlimited object, it is not clear that this mode of measurement is
essentially different from that of perception in regards to the judgment of the greater and
lesser. One might say, perception may use the one of the ‘unit’ to elevate itself toward
greater precision, though by doing so it does not become non-perception. Similarly, the
mode of measurability of dyadic being corresponds to the very judgment of
measurability. Both uncountable and countable belong to the same essential kind of
measure. Neither belong to the class of due measure, which, as we shall see, essentially
belongs to questions of the worth and goodness of a thing.

The second mode of measurement concerns what the Visitor calls at different

99468 <<

times, “the necessary being of becoming, [the more and the less] in relation to the

9469

becoming of due measure”**” and, more extensively, “‘due measure,” ‘the fitting,” the

‘right time,” ‘the needful’ and all whatever has been rehoused (ar@xio6y) into the middle

466 Sayre (2006) convincingly argues that the Statesman offers a dialogical source for several of Plato’s so-
called ‘unwritten doctrines.” In particular, the Visitor’s elaboration of the “greater and the lesser” and
“excess and deficiency” in Statesman represents one of the clearest formulations of Plato’s supposedly
unwritten doctrine of the Dyad. See chapter 7.

467 Stat. 284€3-5; ...Ev pév T10évtec adTRC HOPLOV GLUTAGAC TéYVAG OTOGaAL TOV APOUOV Kol unKn Koi Béon
Koi TAGTn Kol Tay T Teg TPOG TOOVAVTIOV HETPODOLY. ..

468 Stat. 283d8-9; ...10 8¢ 10 KaTh TV THC Yevéseng vaykoaioy odciay.

469 Stat. 284c1 & 284d6; mpog v oD peTpiov yéveoty
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from the extremes.”#’" It is important to recognize here that ‘measure by due measure’
does not involve the covering-over of dyadic reality; both kinds of measurement involve
the “being and judgment of the great and the small,” though according to different modes
of the same. We find that within expressions of dyadic reality the second kind of
measuring is already anticipated in the formulation of “excess and deficiency,” which
contrasts the usual dyadic neutrality of ‘bigger and smaller’ or ‘longer and shorter.’
“Excess and deficiency” suggests an oppositional dyad of worth, an excess of and
deficiency from something—a standard, a due measure, what is fitting etc. Thus, though
properly an expression of oppositional, dyadic reality, “excess and deficiency” itself
seems to express the due measure of the dyad, including all unlimited reality in its scope,
while simultaneously pointing toward a necessary centre—the being of becoming and the
becoming of due measure. This mode of measurement does not exclude the extremes of
reality, but brings the extremes—‘rehouses’ these extremes—into relation with a hidden
centre, and a hidden one.

Making strides to reformulate the deficient notions of unity at play since the
beginning of Statesman, the unity of what is in due measure represents a dialectically
more inclusive vision of oneness than what has come before in both diairetic and
paradigmatic treatments. The radicalization of the scope and purview of the all—
corresponding to an unlimited difference and relativity—seems to threaten the very
possibility of unity in the first place, since the judgment and being of any given thing is
caught up in the play of dyadic ‘twoness.” A thing is both great and small at once, though
far from unifying these terms, it is caught up in the essential instability of this play of
perception. The increasingly expansive and unbounded vision of the real necessitates the
corresponding radical inclusivity of unity or risk a more total Protagorean relativism.*’!
The introduction of due measure, then, accomplishes this precisely by bringing the

unlimited relation of the ‘greater and lesser’ into a concrete relation of excess and

470 Stat. 284e6-8; [10 8¢ Etepov,] 6MOGAL TPOC TO PETPIOV Kol TO TPEMOV Kai TOV Kopdv Ko 10 Séov koi
avl’ omdca €l TO pécov AnmkicOn Tdv EoyxdTmy.

471 A great portion of the Theaetetus involves the refutation of Protagoras’ famous relativistic dictum, that
‘man is the measure of all things.” Stat. 285a seems to be referring precisely to this theory, “that the art of
measuring concerns all things that come into being” (g dpa peTpnTikT TEPL TAVT £0TL TA YIyvOUEVO)—
which is to say, human measure inherently rules the domain of becoming. In some sense, the demiurgic
vision of due measure displaces the human at the centre of this activity.
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deficiency, centred around the fittingness of the practical activity. Due measure excludes
these extremes precisely by their inclusion—>by their essential relation or ‘rehousing’ of
these extremes in relation to what is in due measure. The unity of due measure, then, is
most comprehensive of difference in the dialectical movement of the interlocutors’
understanding of unicity, not because it subsumes difference under sameness, but by
revealing difference in its essential relation to oneness.*’?

The Visitor’s discussion of ‘due measure’ corresponds with one of his most
explicit treatments of goodness from the whole dialogue.*’* One of the Visitor’s central
arguments for the existence of this second kind of measurement, takes as its evidence an
ethical vision—the witness of good and bad actions: “[w]ill we not again say that there
truly (w¢ ovrewg) comes to be (yryvouevov) what exceeds the nature of due measure or is
exceeded by it either in word or in deed, and in this the good and the bad differ
exceedingly to us?”47* Due measure appears in good words and deeds precisely as what is
good about these things. Without betraying the Visitor’s disinterest in formal theory, his
notion of due measure approaches the ‘Good’ itself.

This second kind of measuring, however, further complicates the placement of the
technical arts in either class of measuring-art. The Visitor considers the consequences to

téyvny if only the first kind of measurement existed:

With this account, will we not destroy utterly all these arts and their works, and
especially will we not lose sight of what we now seek, the statesman, and the
weaver, which has been specified? For as many such arts, [ suppose, guard against
what is greater or less than due measure in their practical actions, not guarding
against something that does not exist, but as something that is difficult. And in
this way, they save measure (uézpov) and bring to completion all good and
beautiful things.*”3

472 Stat.285b-c lays out more clearly the dialectical necessity of attaining both a clear vision of the
multitudinous differences in a community of things, and the essential similarities unifying these
differences. Should one attain a clear vision of due measure, this is precisely what would be accomplished.
473 The Visitor’s treatment of goodness does not appear to correspond to a Platonic form of ‘Goodness.’
This is not to say that this is not a properly Platonic conclusion, but only that the form ‘Goodness’ is not at
issue in this particular dialogue, for these particular interlocutors.

474 Stat. 283e3-6; 10 TV 10D petpiov GvoLY vnapBaMov Kot VepPariidpeEvoy DT avTi|G v AdYOLG ite Kol
v Epyotg dp’ ok o AEEopey Mg SVTmS YryvOuEVoV, &V @ Kol S109£pouct pdAoTo U@V of T Kakol ko ot
ayabot;

475 Stat. 284a5-b2; 00koDv Tag TéYvaC TE ADTAC Kol Tapya odTdY cOumavta StodoDpey 1oVt 6 Adym, Kol
on kad v {nrovpévny viv moAtTikny kot v pnogicav Deavtikny deoaviodpev; dracal yap ai todtoi Tov
70 10D peTpiov TAEOV Kai EAATTOV 0VY MG 0VK OV GAL" dG OV yodemov mepl Tag TPEEelg mapapuAGTTOVGt,
Kol To0TE 61 T@ TPOT® TO PETPOV odlovoat Tavta yadd Kol KaAd dmepydalovTat.
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If the general range of calculating and measuring arts appeared earlier to belong more
properly to the first kind of measurement, here the Visitor shows that they are at least
dependent upon the second for their being. Indeed, just like the ‘greater and lesser’ itself,
subject to a twofold being and judgment disclosed by the respective kinds of
measurement, téyvy itself appears to be similarly divided, containing within itself two
modes of being and judgment. In the ‘perceptual’ aspect of €y vy, the craftsman performs
discrete first-order measurements of their objects, determining their material in relation to
the bigger and the smaller. In the ‘demiurgic’ or ‘productive’ aspect of €y vy, these
discrete calculations are directed at an end, toward which the whole of their productive
activity aims. Thus, the discrete moments of perception and calculation are bound to a
central moment of due measure, which constitutes both the beginning and the end of the
productive activity. The technical arts, then, are bound to hoth modes of measurement
and to both modes of being: the unlimited twoness of dyadic reality, and the oneness of
due measure, which constitutes the good and the end of the product. This is to say,
though the Visitor has largely abstracted questions of the good from questions of the
unity of technical expertise and knowledge thus far in Statesman, here he is unequivocal:
a vision of unity—a vision of the wholeness of the whole—cannot be abstracted from the
question of the one’s good. A purely mathematical rendering of political unity is not
possible without doing violence to the good of political unity. The Visitor’s resistance to
questions of the better and worse, which in part defines the methodology of diairesis,
must fall away precisely at this point, when unity itself cannot show itself apart from its
goodness. It is out of the practical arts that the necessity of the one makes itself present—
the necessity of the Good.

What is the most metaphysically prescient section of Statesman, however, is also
its least methodologically rigorous. No sooner has goodness made its appearance on the
stage of measuring, it disappears from inquiry; at the precise moment goodness reveals
itself as a possible object of disclosure, it again withdraws. No sooner has the Visitor
charged YS that “the more and the less now must be compelled to become measurable

[...] in relation to the becoming of due measure,”*’ he cuts off the attempt, citing this as

476 Stat. 284b9-c1; viv 10 mAfov ad kol EAUTTOV PETPNTA TPOCHVAYKaoTEOV YiyvesOan [uf mpdg AN
povov aAld Kai] Tpog Ty Tod peTpiov YEVESLV;
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a “still greater work™*”” than the investigation of Sophist.*’® He does not attempt to prove
to YS that the greater and the less can necessarily be measured by due measure—
deferring this demonstration with the promise “that sometime it will be needed to show
forth what has now been said concerning the accurate for itself”’#”—but only assumes
this premise on the basis of the opinion that the technical arts really do exist. This will
have a profound effect on the final, explicitly political section of the dialogue, since the
Good-Unity is permitted to appear only as fact, without a direct examination of its inner
reality and content. We are subject to the rule of a principle about which we have no
actual knowledge. It is ironic that the Visitor refuses to go the length to make manifest
“indisputably”* the existence of due measure precisely at the point in the text when he
is arguing that the length of philosophical discourse should be judged only “in
accordance with ‘the fitting.”*¥! Since no criterion for the judgment of the fitting or of
due measure has been disclosed, what constitutes the fittingness of the fitting remains
concealed. Statesman will then involve no philosophical judgment of its own lengths in
relation to the fitting. We are confined to the realm of fact, which belongs to true opinion.
The Visitor, then, simultaneously posits and removes the centre of philosophical Aoyog,
promising a hermeneutical relation of the pupil to this centre—*"it is necessary to attend
to (ueletdv) being able to give and receive and account of each thing”#%? for the sake of

29483

“all things***—but withholding a vision of this same knowledge.

Conclusion

The Visitor’s turn to paradigm as a new methodology to seek the statesman,
following the implicit critique of the myth, comes to centre on the notion of due measure
in its dialectical reformulation of epistemic unity. Though the Visitor is unable to prove
its necessary existence, leaving it as a kind of hypothesis or true opinion, as an image of
the statesman’s activity and knowledge it improves substantially on the diairetic model,

since, rather than simply covering over the nature of what is known, due measure

477 Stat. 284b7

478 Namely, the part in which the Visitor must prove that non-being in a way is.
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discerns a unity that lies already in the nature of its objects. What is more, with the
introduction of due measure as the standard of technical unity, the Visitor first reveals
that oneness depends on a criterion and judgement of goodness. Oneness, then, is not the
sole end and ground of knowledge, but is woven, so to speak, with the concern for and
reality of goodness. Our philosophical outlook on the statesman’s knowledge must be
engaged with its goodness, just as the statesman in the exercise of their knowledge, must
look to the good of their object. It seems at this point in the dialogue, that the
interlocutors are prepared now to complete their definition by finally considering not only
the one of the statesman, but also the good of their knowledge, which is essentially

constitutive of their unity.
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Chapter VII — The Pathos of Desire: Politics and the Play of the One-Good [287B —
311C]

In the remaining section of the dialogue, two surprising things happen: first, the
Visitor’s philosophical approach on the statesman seems to become more Socratic, both
after abandoning bifurcatory diairesis as the absolute standard of philosophical discovery
and after coming to see the place of goodness—the better and the worse—in its integral
relation to definition;*** second, in his characterization of the statesman’s unity, the
Visitor seems to revert back to a pre-mythic conception of the absolute priority of the
king’s knowledge. We must be cautious here, determining the dialectical logic of
Statesman’s conclusion. It appears on the surface, at least, that this ending—the reversion
to an absolute knowledge for and from itself—mnegates the entire dialectical trajectory of
Statesman. Instead of being able to locate the statesman’s knowledge more fully in and
through its objects of care, toward which the due measure section appears to be gesturing,
the Visitor doubles back to the priority of the absolute, privileging once again the
enigmatic concealment of its epistemic ground. We return to the beginning—the apyn—
not only of the dialogue, to the assumptions of the initial diairesis, but also to the
beginning of the myth—to the age of Kronos—the whole of which itself functions as an
image of the movement of the whole dialogue. Was the investigation in such disarray,
threatening to be immersed in an ‘unlimited sea of unlikeness,’ that the god needed to
return to the tiller? Was the principle import of the discussion of due measure only that
nothing was measured at all in their discussion of statesmanship? It certainly appears that
this return to the absolute priority of knowledge over known unravels the cloth that
Statesman has been weaving. We appear to come full circle.

Though the Visitor’s return to the absoluteness of the Visitor’s knowledge
appears to preclude the possibility of finally knowing the knowledge of the statesman, |
want to suggest that this is not the case. In this chapter I want to stress two major points.
First, the discussion of regimes, which constitutes a great portion of the end of Statesman,

is indeed a return to a pre-mythical understanding of the king’s knowledge,

484 Scodel (1987) notes that the Eleatic Visitor becomes much more ‘Socratic’ in this final section of the

dialogue, though he is unable to account for why this occurs. In my own interpretation, I believe this is a
result of the fact that goodness has shown itself to coincide with the unity of due measure. It is this
newfound interest in the question of goodness that makes the Visitor appear now in the light of Socrates.
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corresponding once again to the withdrawal of their activity and this epistemic ground
from sight. We return to the absoluteness of epistemic unity, which we cannot breach
from outside. In order to properly distinguish the statesman from the sophist, the Visitor
must maintain that the only truly political knowledge is an absolute knowledge. However,
second, where the question for goodness was formerly excluded both from proper
philosophical methodology and from the political scene, the Visitor now restores it at the
heart of philosophical and political inquiry. In other words, though we have been
‘restored to the care of the god,’ so to speak, whose divine knowledge is shrouded in
inaccessible light, something has changed. The one is not permitted to withdraw
absolutely but remains visible to the philosopher in its aspect of goodness. We approach
Plato’s One-Good identity neither from a perspective inside this identity nor from the
external and doctrinal perspective of true opinion, but in the dialectical examination of
the woven ‘cloth’ of reality and in dialogue with other people.

In the very concluding passages of Statesman the Visitor will go further, once
again tracing the dialectical movement of the myth’s uerafodn and centring the king’s
knowledge on the knowledge of the human soul. If the knowledge of the statesman is
one, essentially and absolutely, the ground of this knowledge is not tautologically located
in inaccessible unity, but in the goodness of the statesman’s subjects. Due measure as the
source and expression of the king’s knowledge, then, returns finally at the end of the
dialogue, ensuring the opening of a path to real political émiorijun. In the end, the Visitor
may maintain both the absoluteness of the statesman’s one and the possibility of tracing
this one in the mutuality of dialogue. Statesman, then, appears to open onto the One-
Good identity of Plato’s unwritten doctrine not dogmatically, but in the philosophical
questioning of political reality, and in the questioning of the soul.

The Present-Absence of the God

One of the major difficulties of interpreting this final section of Statesman is that
the Visitor’s political considerations seem to mix both pre-mythic and post-mythic
considerations of statesmanship. The shepherd image and weaver paradigm each support
the investigation variously; the Visitor understands the statesman’s knowledge sometimes
in an aspect of ‘absoluteness,” sometimes in an aspect of ‘absence.” The final section

marks the convergence of a great plurality of opposing characterisations of the
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statesman’s knowledge and activity: the various dialectical moments bound up in the
movement of the dialogue are present in a kind of collage, each fighting for their due
philosophical significance. In each case, for example, the Visitor seems to backtrack from
the diairetic corrections he makes to the statesman’s delimitation after the myth. (1) The
conclusion that the statesman rules over a “voluntary” (éxodo10¢)*> crowd of people—
precisely the distinction between tyrant and king—the Visitor calls directly into question
in these further political musings: “the boundary-marker (6pov) concerning what is
needful [for statesmanship] is neither few nor many, voluntary nor involuntary, poverty
or wealth, but a certain knowledge, if, in fact, we will follow the things we have said
before.”*3¢ Of course, that statesmanship essentially involves voluntary rule the Visitor
has also previously maintained. It is difficult to see how the Visitor is not simply
overriding the insights of the myth. (2) The post-mythic division between “divine
herdsman” and “human carer”*’—coupled with the insight that the statesmen “are very
much similar to those they rule in their nature, [...] partake[ing] of a more nearly

29488

resembling education and rearing”***—seems to be compromised again by a return to the

originary assumptions of the investigation. Now, the Visitor will posit the statesman

1489 whose rule must be

again as “one (eic) straightaway superior in body and sou
separated “like a god from men, from the other regimes.”*° (3) Though the Visitor has
never truly abandoned the language of ‘herds’ as the object of political concern,*! this
language returns and redoubles at the close of Statesman,*” sitting uncomfortably with
the interlocutors’ newfound consciousness of the city as the site of politics. (4) Finally,
the distinction between practical and theoretical kinds of knowledge, already in profound

tension at the beginning of the dialogue, remains seemingly irrevocably blended at its

485 See Stat. 276e
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41 See above. The Visitor makes steps to reject the herdsman paradigm by making a conscious separation
between “divine herdsman” and “human carer,” though even in the reformulated post-myth definition he
addresses the statesman as being involved in “herd-preserving” (dyehorokopknyv) (Stat. 276el1).

492 See Stat. 287b5, 289¢1, 294e10, 295¢6, 299d8
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close.*? The use of the practical paradigm of weaving, which guides the final diairesis,
apparently does little to allay this overarching tension.

The way through this tangle of threads, I suggest, is to perceive the structure of
the Visitor’s exposition both as a rehearsal of the philosophical movement of the dialogue
as a whole and as a synthesis of its dialectical moments. What has been expounded
temporally in the myth, the Visitor reframes now in relation to the simultaneity of
goodness—the better and the worse. There are many concealed dangers, however, bound
to this dialectical convergence. First, we must remember that the final political section of
Statesman 1is still functioning within a paradigmatic mode of discourse. We are,
mythically speaking, still within the age of Zeus, caught between memory and z€yvy, as
competing modes of the pathos of knowledge. An interpretation of this final section must
keep this in mind. The investigation remains in the realm of true opinion and “hypothesis
(Smotifeabar).”*** Second, writing itself—reflected in the structure of laws, as we shall
see—precisely occupies this ambiguous position between divine recollection and human
craft. The Visitor and YS can in no way be viewed as speaking plain Platonic doctrine.
Third, no less difficult a problem of interpretation, the parallelism between divine and
human rulership, which redoubles at the end of Statesman, poses a particularly rigorous
problem of political analysis. In the course of the dialogue, the Visitor has at times
moved to identify the human statesman with the divine activity, and at other points
sharply divided their respective forms. Unless Plato truly means for us to dismiss
wholesale a significant and lengthy portion of Statesman, we will need to be careful when
delimiting the human ruler from the divine, and critically examine these moments of
divine identification and difference. All these different factors situate and inform the final
diairesis of the dialogue and make interpretation a particularly difficult task.

The Digression on Regimes

This chapter will not focus directly on the political ramifications of the conclusion
of Statesman, nor will it make an argument for the continuity or discontinuity of the
politics outlined here with Plato’s political philosophy more broadly. Rather, I shall focus

my remarks on the metaphysical and dialectical structuring of the dialogue’s end. This is

493 See Stat. 284c, 289¢c-d, 305d
494 Stat. 284c9
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not to say that I shall deliberately avoid political questions, as if this is possible, but only
that they shall not constitute the centre of my analysis. More specifically, my
interpretation shall focus upon a digression from the final diairesis, which returns to the
original question of the dialogue—the nature of the statesman’s knowledge—and poses
three different models of rulership, roughly mapping onto the three discrete temporal
moments that the myth describes.

Joint and Subordinate Causes

Taking the reformed diairetical method used to define weaving as a paradigm to
determine the statesman, the Visitor turns now to divide statesmanship from its joint and

495 and which were

direct causes, which lie “throughout the city itself (kaza ol aviv),
neglected in the first diairesis. In doing so, however, the Visitor reaffirms the divisions
made previously: “Surely then, indeed, the king has been thoroughly separated from
many things flocking together (edvvouor), and moreover, from all the arts that concern
herds.”*® In spite of the problems plaguing these initial steps of definition, they remain
our starting point in the determination of statesmanship. The Visitor hopes that
distinguishing between the various joint and direct causes of the city will assuage these
issues. Now, however, without explicit justification, he makes his first radical departure

from the diairetic methodology employed in the weaving-case. It is “difficult to cut [the

joint causes] into two,”#°7 the Visitor divines, before modifying their method: “let us cut

495 Stat. 287b6

496 Stat. 287b4-6; 00KODV 4md Ye TAOY TOADY O Bactledg doat cvvvopot, iAoV 3¢ dmd mac@®v TV Tepi
T0g ayéhag dokeyopiotar I differ from most translators here in my rendering of this passage, ‘and ye t@v
TOM®V [...] 6ot ovvvopot,” what the king has been divided from: “from many arts that were in the same
field” (Benardete (1984)), “from the many sorts of expertise that share his field” (Rowe (2005)), and “from
the many arts that share his field” Brann, Kalkavage and Salem (2012). Annas & Waterfield (1995) do not
even attempt to conserve the connotations of the herd in ‘cvvvopot’ in their translation, “from his rivals.”
The sense in these translations is that the Visitor is referring to the statesman’s ‘competing arts’ in both
sections of the sentence, rephrasing his ‘spatial’ description at the beginning with a more ‘object-oriented’
description in the second instance. These arts ‘share the field’ of statesmanship, but less metaphorically,
they share the same object of interest—the herd. I prefer to see the ‘“t@v moAA®v’ here as a reference to the
individuated animals in a herd, and the ‘macd@v’ in the second half of the sentence as a reference to the
competing arts. We will remember that the initial diairesis distinguishes the nature of the statesman quite
radically from the nature of the herd animal in the paradigm of the shepherd. Though the myth causes a
revaluation of this position, culminating in the Visitor’s claim that “the statesmen who exist here and now
are very much similar to those they rule in their nature, and they partake of a more nearly resembling
education and rearing” (Stat. 275c1-4), the interlocutors are in danger of forgetting this, as we shall see.
This quotation, then hearkens back to the rwo major claims of the initial diairesis: that the statesman is
different from the many of the herd, and that their art is different from the other herd-arts.
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limb by limb just as a sacrificial animal.”*8

If weaving is the paradigm of statesmanship,
the Visitor appears to find in animal sacrifice an analog for diairesis. Diairesis, then, if we
take this metaphor seriously, seems to involve essentially the mediation between gods
and humans. We might wonder at its ability to discern the nature of the statesman in their
ambiguous divine-human nature.

As the Visitor begins to make his cuts, he immediately hits upon another
difference from the weaving paradigm. Where the Eleatic solely identifies the joint
causes of weaving as instrument-making, in the case of statesmanship, instruments—or at
least, instruments narrowly defined, since “that it is reputed to be said of the things that
are that they are an instrument of some one thing (£v6g y€ Tvog), is a statement that is

somewhat persuasive”4

—are only one class of the joint causes. Over the course of one
and a half Stephanus pages, the Visitor uncovers seven joint causes in total: there is the
“firstborn form (zmpwroyevec eidoc) which should have been placed first (kazr’ dpyoc)—
raw materials>*—“and after this, the instrument, vessel, vehicle, defence (zpdpinua),
plaything and nourishment.”>°! Tame animals, the Visitor alleges, has already been
treated; slaves, he will treat forthwith. Curiously, “the look (idéa) of currency

),>02 and of seals and of the much engraving,”% the Visitor excludes from

(vouiouorog
having its own class, “for a class possess these things in no great field (uéya advvouov) by
themselves, but some into the class of good order (kéouov),’** some into that of the tool

by force (Big), but nevertheless they are dragged there wholly by agreement.”% The

498 Stat. 287¢3; xotd péAn Totvov antic olov iepeiov Stoupmdpeda. .. It is possible to view this
methodological modification as a reaction to the exposition of due measure previously. Turning away from
the unlimited dyad, one might interpret this new cutting as a move toward diairetic ‘due measure.’

49 Stat. 287d8-e1; &1L yap obV TV Sviav E6TIv OG £VAC Y& Tvog Spyavov eimdvto Sokelv eipnkévar Tt
TOavoOV.

59 Just previously, the Visitor remarks, “we should call all this one (£v) thing, the first-born and
uncompounded (aodvOetov) possession for humans, in no way belonging to the work of the statesman’s
knowledge” (Ev 6& 0010 TPOCAYOPEDOUEY AV TO TPOTOYEVEG AvOPMMTOLg KTHipa Kol dovvBeTov Koi
Baoikiic Emotung ovdaudc Epyov 6v.) We should think both of the otoyeiov from the letter-syllable
paradigm and, perhaps too, of the god’s raw spinning of the cosmos.
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302 It is important to note here that “vocpa” conveys also the sense of ‘custom’ or “a thing used
customarily’—a law, per se.
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394 The most popular way to translate this is as “ornamentation,” a perfectly valid rendering, though one 1
feel misses the force of the passage, for which reasons I note above.
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Visitor is talking here about inscriptions—about writing—which encompasses and
includes not only the diairetic divisions themselves,’*® but the very laws and customs of a
city. That these laws themselves do not hold to a stable class in themselves puts in
jeopardy the Visitor’s second-best kind of rule, the rule by fixed law, as we shall see in
turn. What exactly are the criteria of determining which laws, customs or divisions are
purely ornamental, instrumental or a product of good order? At this point, at any rate, this
question is not a cause for concern to the Eleatic.

From here, the interlocutors turn toward the division of the direct causes. After
dividing the statesman from the class of slaves, a liminal class lying between possession
and cause,’*’— “the opposite [...] from those whom we have suspected possess the

23508

pursuit and pathos [of the king]”>"*—the Visitor subsequently removes labourers and

traders, heralds and scribes, and of those who possess a more direct claim to rule, the
class of diviners, priests and kings-by-lot. It is at this point that he abruptly stops, citing

9509

the appearance of a “very great throng (zdumwolvv oyiov)”” and “a chorus concerned

with the matters of cities”>1°

—those he will later identify as “factioners”
(oraciaotikoie),>!! party politicians we might say, “the greatest sorcerer of all sophists
and the most experienced in this art.”!? It is the observation of this mass of competitors,

from which the central digression of this section stems. The Visitor must separate the true

99513 2514

king from those who “pretend (zpoomoiodvrar) to possess™ "> and “imitate (uiueioOor)
this expertise. Just as in Sophist, the fissure between seeming and really being becomes
central to the philosophical significance of the text. These political sophists seem to
thrive in regimes whose “boundary-markers” (poig) involve a criterion different from
political knowledge, whether number of rulers, wealth, the voluntariness of its citizens, or

the use of written laws.

306 See Stat. 258¢, where the Visitor describes the diairetic method as precisely a method of stamping and
marking.

397 See Miller (2004) p. 151 and Dorter (1994) p. 214-15 for an analysis of the ambiguity of the status of
slavery in the Visitor’s taxonomy.
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The Best Regime: The Return of Divine Knowing and Ruling

To fend off these statesman-competitors, the Eleatic returns to the central
premises of the investigation. He returns again to the beginning—to the beginning of
their shared A0yo¢ and to the essential aspect of rulership, which, as we shall see,
constitutes a beginning in itself. He returns to his initial assumptions concerning
statesmanship, “not forgetting that it is knowledge” (in the age of Zeus, this is a distinct
possibility) both “discerning and directive,”!> though, the Visitor correctly notes, “we
have not yet been able to examine precisely and sufficiently whatever this knowledge
is.”16 By extension, this also constitutes a return to the mode of knowledge that the myth
has revealed as divine. The Visitor refuses the simple mathematical ‘oneness’ of
rulership, the simple fact of having one (£vi) ruler,”!” as a proper criterion of the “correct”
(8p0Onv) regime,'® but in doing so, he again takes on the concealed oneness of the
statesman’s knowledge as the essential hypothesis of their investigation, that which is
“alone a regime.”>!” In order to fight off the multiple hosts of imitating sophists, we must
force the one of the statesman’s knowledge to appear.>°

The Visitor makes two preliminary arguments for the priority of the ‘one’ of the
statesman’s knowledge. First, he produces a simple empirical observation to bear on the
theoretical existence of the king’s science: “surely it does not seem that the multitude of a

city is able to be in possession of this science.”>?!

Even in more trivial matters of play, he
explains, “we know that among thousands of men there would not ever become such a
number of the highest draught-players in relation to those among the other Greeks, and
indeed it is not so for the king either.”>?? Thus, numerically at least, the Visitor modifies

the search for “correct rule (z7jv dpOnv dpyv)>> in cases of some one or two or altogether
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this appears more formidable than that of the former, since it amounts precisely to what the Visitor deems
at 284c to be too great a task.
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few.”?* These are the external circumstances in which the statesman must be sought.
Next, he turns to consider the internal circumstances of this one, by employing the
paradigm of the doctor:

Not least, we have considered doctors to be doctors, whether they heal us
willingly or unwillingly, cutting or burning or delivering any other sort of pain,
and whether by writings or without writings, and whether being poor or rich, we
say they’re doctors completely, nothing less, insofar as they are set over an art,
whether cleansing or otherwise increasing or diminishing us alone for the good of
our bodies, making us better from worse, those attending (fepamcdovreg) save the
attended (fGeparcvoucva). We will set it down in this way as I suppose and not
otherwise, that this boundary-marker is alone correct concerning doctors and
other such ruling arts.?

What is the ‘same’ across this paradigm is that each constitute a kind of ‘rulership’—the
one, ruling the good of the body, and the other, the good of the city. Here, the Eleatic
evokes a concrete verbal image of due measure or goodness. The doctor’s knowledge
constitutes “the necessary being of becoming.” The only ‘boundary-marker’ of rulership
is itself—its own inner reality. In other words, inner knowledge determines outer
technique, but external expression does not determine or signify the essence of the
originary knowledge. What is healthy or good to the body ‘looks’ differently, depending
upon the situation. Thus, the Visitor returns also to the paradigm of demiurgic
knowledge: the ruler or ‘attendant’ gives or ‘attends’; the ruled or ‘attendee’ receives or
‘is attended.” There is no room for exchange, but only a pure giving and a pure receiving,
which constitutes the “real being (6vrwe odoag)>?° of rulership, to which factionalism
can only pretend.

The problem of the initial diairesis has not been resolved. Indeed, it has only
deepened. Taken in itself and by itself, this hypothetical knowledge of statesmanship
remains the sole justification of itself, resembling closely the radical selfsameness of the

god of the myth. YS is understandably aghast at the suggestion that the true ruler might
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reign without laws.>?” Everything else has been said “in due measure (uetpiog),”?® but
this part alone risks losing sight of goodness itself. He has apparently not forgotten their
prior agreement that the boundary between kingship and tyranny corresponds to the
respective willingness and unwillingness of the subjects. By doing away with this
distinction, the Visitor again appears to take the citizenry as a kind of raw material to be
sculpted—a herd without individuated desire. He seems to have forgotten entirely the
content of the myth, without, however, refuting its conclusions. Even if we are to give
this ruling-in-itself the benefit of its absolute orientation toward the good of its subjects,
that this good might not be perceived by the patient on account of the variability of the
ruler’s techniques, poses an enormous difficulty, as we shall see. What really does belong
to the knowledge of rulership, one may perceive as only seeming to belong; what only
seems to belong to rulership on account of imitation, one may perceive as really
belonging. Just as before, this ‘divine’ or ‘demiurgic’ knowledge of rulership threatens to
retreat into the abyss of its own blinding unicity. Ruler and subject are at risk of finding
themselves on opposite sides of a chasm of intelligibility. If there is one positive and
external mark of the true statesman’s activity, however, it is that they may exercise
command only, “as long as employing their knowledge and justice they make [the city]
better from worse, preserving it insofar as they are capable (kaza dvvourv).”>?° The
Visitor, then, explicitly posits the statesman’s essential relation toward goodness for the
very first time in the dialogue. The oneness or sameness of their knowledge is not in itself
enough of a criterion for true rulership. The one must open onto goodness or stumble into
tyranny. So too, for the first time, we get a sense that the statesman is limited by their
own capacity. This is hardly enough to wrest the human statesman from the blinding light
of divine knowledge, but it does bring the statesman out of total solitude into an essential
relation or dependence.

The Second-Best Regime: Law and Memory

The Visitor turns now to address the problem of lawlessness that Y'S levels

against this newfound understanding of the statesman’s rulership. The Visitor first

327 Stat. 293e; This is one of the few moments in the text that YS actively voices his disapproval.
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concedes to his interlocutor, “it does appear in a certain manner that the legislative art
belongs to the kingly one.”3? No sooner has he admitted this correspondence, however,
he levels a devastating critique against the rule of law in itself, abstracted from the king’s
intelligence (ppovijoemg):>3!

Law is not ever able, after precisely covering around what is best and most just to
all at the same time, command what is best. For these things—the dissimilarities
(avouoiotnteg) of humans and of their practical actions and the fact that not even
one thing (to undémote unodsv) ever concerning humans, to say a word, leads to
rest—permit not one art (ovdev Eyvnv) whatsoever to make a singular
proclamation (azlodv) about any one domain concerning all things (£v 0ddevi mepi
ardvrowv) and to manifest itself for all time. 32

Though law claims to have encompassed and included goodness and justice within its
lattice, it is precisely the good that escapes its static framework. The good or due
measure, which, as aforementioned, always includes and sets into self-relation the
manifold of oppositional realities, withdraws from a static image of human affairs.
Justice, too, itself involves a relation and demands attention to the moving and to the
always-different of the human sphere. Both, then, in a certain light always exist outside
their own private self-relation, not contingent upon but attendant to the contingencies of
indefinite human life. Human life does not permit a one to include and encompass itself;
it permits only a not-one. By extension, the one of the statesman’s knowledge must itself
be and include in itself a kind of not-one if it is to be effective of justice in human life.
The Visitor rightly points out that law in itself resembles “a certain self-willed
and ignorant man, permitting nobody to do anything regarding the arrangement (zaérv) of
himself.”33? The law resembles a tyrant, at least when viewed or posited as a one of
geometric absoluteness. The law is unable to come to any self-knowledge; it would be
impervious to Socratic maieutics. This principle of the disconnect between the always-

stable and the moving, the Eleatic now generalizes: “what becomes simply in relation to
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the all is not able to cling (£ye1v) well to what is never simple.”>** In addition to law, we
must take this as a concealed critique of paradigm as well, which precisely involves the
use of the simple in relation to the complex.

Why, then, might the true statesman ever use law at all in the first place? The
Eleatic provides YS with two examples. On the one hand, he brings in the paradigm of
expert trainer, whose use of static law permits them to speak to a greater mass of trainees
at the same time. These trainers, “suppose it necessary that a coarser command be made,
which brings profit to bodies in many respects and for many people,”> though
sacrificing the precision of individual attention. The Visitor is clear both that
“commanding each person, by sitting-beside them at all times through their life”>*¢ would
constitute the most ideal form of the statesman’s rulership, and that this is impossible in
the constraints of this life. In this case, law functions as a general mean in relation to the
otherwise unmanageable size of a multitude. The law shows itself to be necessary then in
respect to the nature of the statesman’s object—the vastness of their herd.

On the other hand, the Visitor again calls upon the paradigm of the physician, this
time evoking a doctor—or the trainer—who must travel away and be absent from their
patients for some time. The expert employs written law in this case for the individual as a
way of retaining memory: “supposing that the trainees or the sick will not remember (u7
wnuovevoerv) their commands, they will be willing to write reminders (dwouvijuaza) for
them.”>37 Law in this circumstance again does not function as an absolute, but depends on
a prior expertise to select the proper character of the reminder, given the patient and
given the amount of time they expect to be absent. It functions fundamentally as a tool
for the doctor or true statesman, a tool they may change freely depending upon the
changing requirements of the circumstances, for example, “should the doctor come back
after being away from home for less time than expected,”?® and “should other better

things happen for the patients through the winds or something other somehow contrary to
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expectation, one of the things from Zeus that happens different from the usual.”*3° The
expert’s laws are a kind of moving, graphic image of the same, which always reflect the
same knowledge and yet which precisely attend to the different in due measure. In this
way, the Visitor justifies the expert use of force and the expert use and disuse of law, all
of which external techniques depend on the same unchanging inner knowledge.

All the same, when the expert doctor or trainer, steersman>*® or statesman, is
absent, the Visitor maintains that the rigid observance of these laws or reminders must be
followed, since they have been set down by real knowledge, only amending these
prescriptions when the knower has returned and commanded anew. What the Visitor then

»341__gecond to

calls the “the most correct and most beautiful as a second best [regime]
the active presence and command of the statesman—corresponds closely to first mythic
era in the age of Zeus, following the withdrawal of the god. One of the primary markers
of this time, the Visitor informs us, is the cosmos’ “remembering of the teaching of its
demiurge and father as it had power—at the beginning, bringing it to an end more
precisely.”*? Recollection dominates, not of law precisely, but of the god’s teaching,
offering a clear divine parallel to the second-best rule of human law. This second-best
regime, I want to suggest, does not constitute the rule of law simply, but necessarily
involves the essential aspect of memory. The right and second-best rule of law is the rule
of recollected law, specifically, law that has been set down by a true knower. Thus, the
Visitor asks YS rhetorically, “[s]ince this regime to which we have referred is alone
correct to us [rule by expert knower], do you perceive that it is necessary that these others
be saved in this way by using the writings of that one, even if it is not the most correct
thing?”>*3 In the absence of the statesman, the best way of proceeding politically is to

gather and to re-collect whatever material they have left behind to strictly regulate affairs

of the city.
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The Worst Regime: Tyranny and the Absence of Law

Jumping ahead briefly to the close of the digression concerning sophistry and law,
the Visitor will lay out six existing regime-types that one finds in the rule of cities. This
taxonomy does not include the best regime, kingly rule, which has been separated from
the others and from the fact of single rulership “like a god from men,”>** but we do find
the worst mode of governance. The three most basic types, characterized by the simple
number of rulers, “monarchy, the rule of few and of the many”>* are in turn divided into
six, each classed according to the observance of or disdain for law. Broadly speaking, the
Visitor finds the administrations that keep to the laws to be better than the others,
descending in order of goodness from the rule of one to that of the many—Ilawful
democracy—and, in turn, descending in goodness again from the lawless rule of the
many to that of the single ruler—the tyrant. Within the three most basic types, then,

defined by number of rulers, “the same one becomes especially difficult and easiest.”>*6

This is to say, “from monarchy comes tyranny and kingship,”>4’

each characterized by
the rulership of a single person, though distinct in terms of the observation of laws. One
the one hand, the kingly and strict observance of law produces the most just conditions in
the city, when the knowledgeable ruler does not appear on the scene; on the other hand,
the tyrant’s “minding none of the written laws”>*® produces the most unjust conditions,

since this ruler both “knows nothing”>*°

and acts “either for the sake of some profit or in
favour of some private end (idiag).”>° The whole political sphere in this latter case is
subsumed by the merely private concerns of a single person.

If the singular epistemic foundation of the statesman’s rule justifies itself, the
tyrant’s dual desire and ignorance grounds their imitation of right command.*>! This
desire resembles little of the desire that grounds human life at the beginning of the age of
Zeus, the desire for the one which has become absent and the desire for the renewal of

memory. Indeed, tyrannical desire is expressed purely as technique, the technique of self-
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realization and the multiplication of their own ignorance. The tyrannical relation to the
city, then, resembles closely the second cosmic aporia of the myth, the absolute
“forgetfulness” of the ruler is mingled with the “disharmony” of the whole. To the tyrant,
the city itself constitutes a ‘sea of unlikeness,” an object unlike themselves in every way,
which nevertheless must be forced to realize their desires.

The great problem that tyranny poses, to the philosopher no less than to the
citizenry, is not simply that they rule poorly and with self-interest alone in mind, but that
they invoke in their rulership precisely the framework of knowledgeable and expert
rulership. The tyrant makes a claim on the possession of true knowledge, “pretend[ing] as
if knowing that indeed what is best must be done beside the written laws.”>%? The
distinction between true statesman and tyrant is at once exceedingly great when
perceiving their difference abstractly, but exceedingly fraught when viewed with the
simpler lens of perception, both by the masses of a city and by the discerning
philosopher. Statesman and tyrant each employ the same language—or the same
language is employed of them—to describe their activity, that of violating the written
documents of a constitution for the sake of the goodness of a city, which these written
laws or unwritten customs do not adequately circumscribe. In a certain way, the external
‘look’ of their respective activities correspond closely with each other, even if the inner
reality of their respective techniques could not be more different from each other in
relation to the goodness of their ends. The tyrant employs as rhetoric precisely the
philosophical language that the Eleatic has hereto used to describe the true statesman,
appealing to their knowledge or to their divinity, while simultaneously relying on the
withdrawal of the one from perception. The tyrant is the greatest of the sophists precisely
because they hide in the blinding light of the statesman’s concealed principle of dpy77.5>
The investigation into statesmanship is put into profound jeopardy if the seeming of the
tyrant’s expertise cannot be brought into relation with the real being of the statesman’s

knowledge. How exactly does one prove the tyrant is acting without expert knowledge,
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and conversely, how does one prove the opposite? The Visitor has little of practical use to
say on this subject, apart from his abstract concessions. He appears to have given up this
line of inquiry with his dismissal of finding a proof for the existence of due measure.>*

The Second-Worst Regime: Law and T<yvy

Following the Visitor’s exposition of the ‘second-best’ regime of law, he bids YS,
“let us bring to a conclusion in what manner it is that this thing is born, that which we
have called ‘second-best.””>>° This is a perplexing thing for the Eleatic to say at this
point, since it seems clear that this question has already been adequately answered: the
absence of the true statesman, the doctor of the city, is what causes this law-centred
regime to come to pass, a regime of memory. It is surprising, subsequently, that the
Visitor does not give an answer like this, but instead describes a kind of democratic
rebellion against artistic expertise, which unfolds into a strict regime of law. In my view,
the Visitor is describing here a different regime of law from the former, one that
originates not from the recollection of the knower’s expert laws, but from a place of non-
expertise and out of the fear of tyranny.

The Eleatic begins by rousing YS, “let us go back to the likeness, with which it is

»356__*“the noble steersman and the doctor, who

always necessary to compare ruling kings
is worth many others.”>” The image of the steersman again evokes divinity; the paradigm
of the weaver is noticeably absent. He continues: “for let us look down, moulding some
figure (oyfjuc) among these same things.”>>® Curiously, however, the Visitor appears to
do the very opposite of this, not forming an image of the statesman in the light of these
paradigms, but forming an image of the opposite of the true statesman, using the opposite
of these paradigms—the tyrant doctor and the tyrant steersman:

Suppose that about these figures we all thought (diavoéouar) that we suffer the
most terrible things from them. For whoever of these ourselves they have been
willing to save, likewise they save them, and whoever they have desired to
maltreat, they maltreat. [...] If after thinking over these things we should
determine a certain council regarding them, no longer to entrust either of these
arts to rule as their own master (adzoxpdropt) over either slaves or free people,

534 See chapter VI and Stat. 284c
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but gathered an assembly of ourselves, either all the people or only the rich, and
allowed the opinion (yvaunv), both of the laymen (idiwt@v) and of the other
craftsmen (onuovpy@v), concerning both sailing and of sicknesses to be jumbled
up together (Soufoiéalar), how it is necessary for us to use drugs and medical
instruments for the sick, and especially how to use the vessels themselves and the
nautical instruments for the advantage of the ships, both concerning the danger of
the winds and of the sea for the sailing itself and concerning also procedure for
meetings with pirates, and if perhaps there is need to fight against other such
things with longships. And whatever things will be imagined by the multitude
about these things, whether certain doctors and steersmen or whether other
laymen counseled together, after these are inscribed into certain tablets and into
stone, and after unwritten ancestral customs are set down, immediately henceforth
for all time sailing and attending to the sick is to be done according to these
things.>>

We will note that the Visitor’s genealogy of this ‘second-best’ regime of law is
democratic or oligarchic in its construction, not as in the earlier instance mon-archic. The
creation of the law-regime emerges out of the multitude’s distrust of expertise. The
Visitor leaves his portrait tellingly ambiguous whether this distrust is itself warranted. It
is not entirely clear whether these ‘most terrible things’ performed by the doctor and
steersman are in fact only perceived as terrible things, or if they do indeed originate from
tyrannical masters and from tyrannical intentions. The first sentence from the above
passage seems to promote the former interpretation, since, after all, the Visitor has
already apparently established that this ‘molded figure’ will concern both the noble
steersman and doctor. The verb, diavoéouai, however, is pointedly ambiguous; it
certainly may refer to opinion, but its root, voog, suggests a genuine apprehension. The
external description of the deeds of these doctors and steersmen, which I quote only
partially, also seems to indicate genuine wrongdoing: ‘saving only who one wants to

save’ is unambiguously tyrannical behaviour. The Visitor is playing a strange game here.
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At one time he seems to be preparing a model of the true statesman who is wrongly
deposed by the inhabitants of the city, and at another time he seems to be laying down an
image of unabashed tyranny, rightly usurped by the discerning deme. The Visitor’s
language itself duplicates the problem of the tyrant-statesman likeness. The people can
judge their ruler solely on the basis of what they effect. They have only inscriptions by
which to judge the inner presence of right knowledge.>®°

Another reason to disbelieve that this rule-by-law is identical to the regime
described earlier is that there is no indication of an expertise behind the formation of
these new laws. To the contrary, the Visitor takes pains to stress that the new laws are
“jumbled up together” ({uuparécbar) especially by non-experts or “private people”
(ioiwtdv), who are not even necessarily politically interested. Similarly, there is no
indication that any of the so-called experts’ writings should be used, as was previously
the case, precisely because they did not appear to be experts at all, inhabiting the
ambiguous knower-tyrant fissure of perception. Law here takes the form more
fundamentally of a collective invention; its mnemonic function is purely secondary and
circular. One is to remember the laws not because the remembrance is good, but because
the artifice of the law is better than perceived tyranny. In the former case, on the other
hand, law was secondary to memory. The expert doctor or trainer employs law
fundamentally for the sake of memory when they are absent. Law is not the end or the
good in itself, but functions primarily as a mnemonic tool. We will remember from the
myth of Kronos that human desire in the political age of Zeus extends in two directions:
through memory, toward divine reality, and through z€yvy, toward artifice and self-
realization. There is every reason to believe that here again in the Visitor’s elaboration of
the different regimes of rule there is a mythic insight into human desire.

If the Visitor is expounding two different kinds of rule-by-law, however, why
does he seem to insist upon referring to each as ‘second’ without differentiation? In each

case, the Eleatic summarizes, one must “never permit either one or many to do anything

360 The Visitor undercuts this problem later at Stat. 301d4-6, arguing that the presence of the expert
statesman would simply dissolve this problem: “if there were to come to be someone of the sort we are
describing, he would be prized and would govern a regime that would alone be correct in the strict sense,
steering it through in happiness” (trans. Rowe). This, however, is hardly satisfying and only augments
another problem, regarding possibility of the philosophical investigation into this figure. The Visitor
appears to double down on the impenetrability of the epistemic foundation of the statesman’s knowledge.
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whatsoever contrary to these [laws].”>®! The function of administrative structures, then,
share a similar structure in each case, guarding strictly against even the slightest violation
of the written rule. This image of political regulation constitutes the unifying content of
the class of lawful rule. As we have come to expect, the Visitor is more interested in the
question of unity than the question of goodness. Indeed, by positing both distinct kinds of
governance-by-law as a selfsame unity, the Visitor is in danger of forgetting the profound
differences that lie between each kind of rulership. The former originates from the expert
ruler and functions mnemonically, as a way of bringing the subjects of a city into relation
with a now-absent due measure; the latter originates as a last-ditch effort to save the polis
from tyranny and bears little relation to due measure at all.

This latter kind of law absolutism, then, does away with the very need to make a
judgment at all about the correctness or erroneousness of the ruler’s apparent knowledge
in the first place. Indeed, it mitigates the very uncertainty of epistemic opacity in every
sphere. Y'S points out in a moment of rare lucidity, “it is clear that all arts would be
utterly destroyed for us, and they would not ever be born again, on account of this law
prohibiting [knowledge]-seeking—so that life, which is even now difficult, would
become at that time completely unsupportable (dfiwzog).”*%? From the perspective of
knowledge, the law, resembling an ‘ignorant and self-willed man,” simply permits the
learning of ignorance itself and the destruction of all that underlies craft. From the
perspective of law, though, its absoluteness allows that “nobody is ignorant either of the
doctor’s art or health, or of the steersman’s art of ships, since, for those who desire, it is
possible to learn what has been written and the ancestral customs that have been set
down.”*%3 The law posits itself as the only knowledge. Its triumph amounts the removal
of the inscrutable itself from the political realm. Statesmanship is not the only expertise
that must be sacrificed for the greater good. Socratic investigation, too, would be

unlawful. The Visitor appears here to agree with the Athenian condemnation of Socrates,
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at least as a second-best given that no true statesman has appeared on the scene.’** That
the citizenry should know themselves to be ignorant would be the worst abuse of all.
Knowledge, should it lie purely outside the soul, in written inscriptions and in

inscriptions on the soul, would have nothing at all to do with recollection.

Collecting Traces: The Question of a Third-Best Regime

This appears to constitute the Visitor’s conclusion to the digression concerning
better and worse regimes. The rule of the true statesman is best and would be manifestly
so if they were present; this is followed by the rule of law, with lawful kingly rule best,
regardless of the mode of law-absolutism; finally, lawless democracy, is “the best when

all the regimes are lawless, %

since it is most ineffective at producing both goods and
evils. Yet this begs the question: how is it that the regime the Eleatic identifies as second-
best is worse in almost every way to current circumstances, extinguishing the very
possibility for technical expertise and the love of wisdom at once? Is the Visitor
suggesting an attempt to return to the non-philosophical life of the age of Kronos, or is he
somehow implying that lawless democracy is better than the regime of inflexible
regulation? I want to suggest here a few threads of interpretation, following neither one to
their extremes. First, what I call the ‘four regimes,’ elaborated in each of the last four
sections of this thesis, opens up a space for a kind of ‘middle,” whose nature is not
circumscribed by any one constitution that the Eleatic describes. Second, the Visitor’s
understanding of goodness is not sufficiently inclusive or discerning enough to account
for the realities of political life. The Visitor’s conceptual privileging of oneness over
goodness culminates in a problem of abstraction, which his dialectics are not yet able to
overcome.

In addition to the six ‘factional’ regimes and the seventh quasi-divine regime, the
Visitor appears to posit another series of regimes upon different lines: there is direct and
indirect, mnemonic expert on the one side, and the imitation of direct and indirect expert
rulership on the other. Each of the two declining forms of expert rulership possess a
corresponding tyrannical image and imitation. In each of the law-ruling regimes—on

opposite sides of the expert-tyrant gulf—emerge out of the best and worse regimes

364 See Stat. 299b-d, which seems provocatively to be drawing an explicit parallel to the Socratic activity.
365 Stat. 303a8-b1; mapavopwmy 6 0dc®dv coumac®v Bertiotn
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respectively, since the ‘mnemonic’ legal regime appears in the absence of the right
statesman, and the ‘technical’ legal regime appears in response to the seemingly
tyrannical abuses leveled against the populace. This, however, seems to leave space for a
kind of undifferentiated middle—a regime that originates neither in the wake of true
kingly rule, nor as a simple buffer against proximate tyranny. What I am describing
resembles closely the epistemic pathos of the myth: regimes that are neither expert-led
nor tyrannical seem to be able to occupy the centre between the opposing camps, opened
both to the mnemonic and technical element of political desire without preference, as a
kind of ‘due measure’ between opposing desires. The Visitor himself appears to be only
dimly aware of this possibility, if at all, but I believe warrant for this reading might be
found in certain traces of the Eleatic’s account.

In several moments throughout the digression, the Visitor appears to promote the
vision of a regime which is involved in a kind of collective search for truth. This truth-
seeking activity is difficult to distinguish from the collective law-making of what I have
called the ‘second-worst’ constitution, but I believe there is enough evidence to put
forward this tentative hypothesis. At one point, the Visitor asks YS “when one certain
man or whatever multitude, for whom laws happen to be set up, have put their hand to
doing something different from the laws as if better, do they not do the same thing as that
very true statesman (dAn01vog), to the extent of their power?”*%¢ In other words, the
activities of the non-knower who desires the better and the knowing king are identical,
differentiated only by the degree of precision and capability. Though the Eleatic
undercuts this observation almost immediately, subjecting again the non-expert inquirer
to the stringency of lawful observation, there does appear to be a crack in his
constitutional artifice. Not much later, however, the Visitor again seems to return to a
similar sentiment:

But now when the [true] king is not born in cities, as indeed we say to be the case,
just as one who is implanted in beehives—the one who differs straightaway in
body and in soul—it is necessary it seems, then, to come together to inscribe
writings, running after the tracks of the truest regime (za tij¢ aAnBeordng

366 Stat. 300d4-7; odxodv viip doTicodv £ig §) TAfi0og 6T1odV, oig dv Voot Keipevol oy Gvest, Tapd Todto
6t dv €myelpiomot Totelv g BEXTIOV ETepov Gv, TaITOV SpdGL katd dvvapy dmep 0 GANOvOg Ekeivog;
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moliteiog iyvn).>
This is significant for a whole host of reasons, not least because the Visitor admits here
that the true king does not appear to be born anywhere at present. What is more, however,
is that there is every reason to believe that he is referring to neither of the rigid regimes of
legal-rule. Since the true king is not, the regime of mnemonic law is not valid; but since
the Visitor recommends a genuine attempt to follow the traces of the truest constitution,
he is again not recommending the regime of ‘thrown-together’ law, which originates not
from a concern for truth but from a desire not to suffer tyranny. What the Visitor
recommends is a search for truth and for good laws, a regime which lies so to speak ‘in
between’ these other modes of regime, able to evolve or devolve into either, depending
upon the predominating character of human desire. The search for goodness necessarily
involves the ‘play’ of political risk, which is not identical to the democratization of
goodness.

Next, [ want to consider the Visitor’s understanding of goodness. Immediately
following the close of the Visitor’s discussion regarding the temporal and logical decline
of the best regime into the second, he breaks off in astonishment:

Do we then wonder, Socrates, that it comes to pass how many great evils happen
in such regimes and how many will come to pass, whenever such a foundation
(kpnrioog) lies under them, effecting practical actions with writings and customs
but not by knowledge? Would another art employed like this be manifest to all as
utterly destroying all things that are produced in this manner? Or is this more
astonishing to us, that a certain city is strong by nature (¢pvoer)? For indeed cities
have suffered such things now for a boundless amount of time, and nevertheless
certain ones of them are stable (udviuor) and are not overturned.>®

There is something out of sync in their theoretical and abstract examination of these
practical regimes. The Visitor’s understanding is limited; it cannot account for the
goodness and stability of the city, apart from the presence of knowing rulership or its

distant imitation. In other words, neither the good of the true knowledge of statesmanship

367 Stat. 301d8-e4; vhv 84 ye 6moTE 00K EGTL YIyVOUEVOS, (G 81 PapEV, 8V Todg TOAEGL Pactiedg olog &V

OUVESY EUEVETAL, TO T€ OO EDOVG Kol TNV YTV SLQEP®V €16, ST 01 cLVEABOVTAG GLYYPLLLOTO
YPApeLy, Og Eotkev, petabéovtag ta Thig dAndectdtng moliteiog Tyvn.

568 Stat. 301e6-302a6; Oavudopev dfita, @ Torpates, &v Toig TowdTong tohreiong doo cvpPaivel yiyvesho
Kokd Kol 660 GUUPNCETOL, TOLWTNG THS KPNTIO0G DTOKEWEVNG AOTOIC, THS KATA YPALIaTa Kol €0 1) petd
AMOTAUNG TPOTTOVONG TOC TPAEELS, 1) £Tépa TPOGYPOUEVT TovTL KaTddnAog Og Tavt dv Sorécete T TavTy
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ol TOrelg Vv xpovov amnépavtov, dumg Eviai Tveg adTdvV pnovipoi € gict Kol 00K GvoTpETovTaL:
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nor that of its lawful imitation exhaust the goodness of the good. By centring his analysis
on the good of human technical art and true rulership, the Visitor forgets to consider the
good that already inheres in the city, received from nature itself. The city already
possesses both a unity and a goodness for itself, which accounts for its stability even in
the face of ignorant human rule.

The subtle philosophical effect this has, is to decouple the statesman from the
figure of the divine demiurge. Though the digression concerning the different regimes
marks an increasing identification of human statesman with divinity—particularly with
the demiurge of the myth—the Visitor’s astonishment at the stability of the city
decisively uncouples the paradigm. The Visitor wakes from his dream. The king and
statesman is not an analog for the producer or ‘spinner’ of nature but is themselves also
subject to this nature. The natural good of the city is different from that which the
statesman imparts. Thus, the activity of the statesman constitutes neither the extension of
nature, as if bringing nature to some place it does not yet exist, nor the rupture of nature,
as if the good of their activity negates or interrupts the free flow of natural processes and
the self-minding bestowal of natural goods. Though the statesman’s knowledge appears
to be divine in some essential way, their activity is decidedly human. We must look
elsewhere for an account of what the statesman actually does.

Weaving and Being Woven: the One and the Good

Nearing the end of the dialogue, the figure of the statesman seems hardly clearer
and more distinct than before the final diairesis. What do these final divisions and
paradigms even mean if the true statesman has again been placed far beyond our reach,
both intellectually and politically? They are still held to be quasi-divine, having little to
do with the inner workings of existing human settlements, and we are yet far from being
able to perceive the foundation and essence of the statesman’s knowledge—what it is that
the statesman knows when they know—no less than their activity. Still, if we consider, as
I do, that the central concern of Statesman is the dialectical investigation into the
meaning of political unity and goodness, we must remain alert for traces of the
statesman’s one, even in the face of their withdrawal.

The Visitor returns to diairesis, having separated off the sophists and factionalists

from the statesman’s knowledge through the digression. There now remains only those
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who are “honourable and akin” to the statesman,>® “the general, the judge and the
rhetorician, who commune with the king.”37 In each case, these arts are subservient to
the knowledgeable rule, since they deal with concrete things, weapons and warring
practices, contracts and laws, stories and speeches, respectively. All these arts, too,
concern the completion of certain concrete ends: winning a war, adjudicating according
to set laws, and delivering convincing speeches to the people. In contrast, the Visitor then
places the king over all of these, for whom “it is not necessary to act themselves, but to
rule over those who act, perceiving that beginning (dpy7jv) and the onset of the greatest
things in cities concerning seasonableness and untimeliness, and the other arts ought to
do the things that have been commanded.”>’! The Visitor’s prior tenuous claim that the
statesman’s knowledge is ‘theoretical’ proves decisive. The ruler is removed from the
sphere of action, though this does not amount to an unconcern for practical affairs or for
the material circumstances of the city. Rather, the statesman rules from afar, without
hands, “ruling all these things and caring for all the laws over a city and weaving all
things most correctly.”>’> We appear to have reached the end: the statesman is a weaver
insofar as they are a nomothete. As such, the content of the statesman’s one knowledge—
knowledge of the good of their laws—appears to withdraw irrevocably from
investigation.

Surprisingly, however, the Visitor next moves to consider the figure of the
statesman more directly in relation to the paradigm of weaving, though it is difficult to
see why this is necessary. The Eleatic might have completed his account already with the
‘weaving of all things correctly,” perhaps taking law and custom as woof and warp
respectively. It is unclear exactly why this does not suffice, and why we require further
rumination on the prior paradigm. At this point in the interlocutors’ consideration of the

weaving-paradigm, at any rate, the material of the woof and the warp had already been
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identified in the exploration of its helping causes. Wool-weaving required neither further
explanation of itself nor of its spun materials.

Nevertheless, in the final pages of Statesman the paradigm of weaving returns to
inform our understanding of the statesman’s activity, carrying with it a newfound and
surprising concern for the virtues, which become woof and warp of the statesman’s
activity. In particular, the Eleatic singles out both “courage” (dvdpeiav)>’® and
“discretion” (cwppoatvyv)’™ as each being “one part of virtue,”’> different and even
“having enmity and faction toward each other, among many of the things that are.”>7
Plato means for the reader to recollect Socrates here: this seems to directly contradict the

Socratic conception of virtue,>”’

yet it constitutes a critical moment in Statesman,
exposing the dialectical logic of the dialogue’s whole philosophical movement. The
crucial point is that each virtue, what is one as virtue, is part and partial in relation to the
limitless all, the manifold realm of human activity. This is to say, the one of virtue is
simultaneously not one, in its own expression, though recalling the one of its origin
precisely in the pathos of its own xataotpogy. The expression or ‘emanation’ of the one,
here as virtue, negates the one even as this negation recollects and is collected by its own
beginning. Speaking more practically, virtue or virtuous action in the human sphere
expresses itself fundamentally either as courage or discretion, dividing the very originary
unity from which the virtuous activity originates and to which it looks. In general

29 ¢¢

circumstances, courage expresses itself as what is “sharp,” “quick and manly,”

2578

“energetic,”’® and discretion, what is “gentle and temperate,” “having good order.”>’° In

more extreme and forgetful circumstances, these virtues express themselves precisely as
non-virtues: courage becomes “insolent and mad,”%° discretion, “cowardly and lazy.”>8!
In these latter cases, the image of virtue draws ever closer to that ‘sea of unlikeness’ from

the myth of Kronos, the utter negation of goodness itself, from which, however, the
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impulse stems.>*? In the case of virtue, the human exercise of goodness, the one of virtue
becomes increasingly a not-one in the increasing partiality of the action. If one ‘side’ of
virtue predominates in a city, it risks wholesale destruction.

It is clear now that the Visitor’s reversion to the model of the statesman’s absolute
unity which begins Statesman is not the last word of the dialogue. It is true that the
absolute one of the statesman’s knowledge remains the essential horizon that separates
and distinguishes statesman from sophist; but at the same time, with this new centring of
the statesman’s knowledge on the virtue of their subjects, the Visitor simultaneously
reincorporates the essential principle of due measure in the activity of the ruler. The
knowledge of the true ruler both must be absolute and its activity must include and spring
out of an attention to the nature of the subject. It is the reality of goodness that unifies
these two mutually sympathetic moments of the statesman’s knowledge and activity. The
matter or material with which the statesman’s activity is concerned is no longer purely
opposed to the knowledge as it exists in itself and for itself, since the reality of goodness
bridges the ontological chasm between oneness and multiplicity. The Good is both One
and leaves its trace in the many, the gathering of multiplicity in the due measure and
reconciliation of seemingly opposed virtues.>%3

The Visitor is here placing both unity and goodness in a kind of dialectical
relation both to themselves and to each other. Each—goodness and unity—both rule over
and originate their subordinate expressions, and in turn, these generated forms, better and
worse, limited and unlimited, trace back and are included by their origin. We have seen
that the Visitor’s philosophical account of statesmanship has similarly traced this
dialectical movement in the A6yo¢ of the argument, in the moments of the one’s self-
exclusion and in the inclusion of its own difference. Though the Eleatic begins Statesman
by privileging the importance of unity in the political and philosophical realm, the end of

the dialogue sees the notion of unity—political and otherwise—opening onto a more

382 Scodel (1987) points out that courage and discretion each loosely correspond to the nature of the

opposing cycles (163-4). The consequence of this, is that the ‘due measure’ lying between each cosmic
moment is precisely the calamity which institutes the pathos of human knowledge.

383 Dorter (1994) is precisely right on this point: “The confusion that we witnessed at the beginning of the
dialogue, as to whether statesmanship is a practical or theoretical science, now seems to be a deliberate
adumbration of the nature of the science of the mean, in which praxis and theoria are inextricably linked”
(204).
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prior goodness. The account of statesmanship does not conclude with the king as a
weaver of laws, precisely because the unity of the polis is subordinate to its goodness.
More important than the weaving of good laws for a city is the weaving of the souls
themselves; and far from the character of inert law, which reflects a purely formal notion
of mathematical unity, souls have a decipherable content, tracing back to goodness itself.

The statesman’s activity, then, marks the return of the not-one and of the not-good
back to their origin in oneness and goodness, a movement which, rather than eliminating
difference, includes and relates these differences-of-the-same to each other. The king’s
science “throws away things that are in a bad condition as able, after taking the things
that are suitable and useful, and from these things—which are both similar and
dissimilar—they craft (dnuovpyei) a certain power and form, gathering all things
themselves into one (zdvra gic &v abra ovvdyovoa).”>%* The moment of separation in the
ruling craft is akin to untangling a ball of yarn, separating the what is too matted or
shredded to be useful,>® yet what is woven need not be the same—or even similar. Even
what is radically dissimilar, the Eleatic contends, is capable of being woven together into
one. The Visitor determines two distinct kinds of bond-making available to the craft of
kingly weaving, each of which promote mutual sharing or participation (koivwveiv). First,
there are the “more divine bonds, which unite unlike parts of the nature of virtue to their
opposites.”¥%¢ Second, the “human bonds” constitute “those of intermarriages and the
sharing of children.”*” This first kind of weaving involves the weaving of good laws to
promote the intercourse of souls; the second, involves the weaving of those opposed in a
more bodily and erotic reconciliation.

The knowledge of the statesman, then, is both an agathology and a science of
erotics. Though the foundation of this knowledge is no less divine than that of the

statesman in prior dialectical iterations, it does not culminate in an absolute henotic
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385 T want to suggest here, contra to Brann, Kalkavage and Salem (2012), that the king’s separating art is not
analogous to carding in the weaving process (163). Rather, it corresponds to the untangling of something,
which has already been spun into their elements by the god. The statesman is not involved in making
nature, but only repairing what has since become tangled by human activity and ignorance.
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concealment. In the Visitor’s turn from the question of unity to the question of the good,
a real pathway both of investigating the political and of acting politically opens up in the
exercise of the virtues. The statesman knows the good as the due measure of virtue itself;
the statesman knows their material—the souls of the inhabitants of the city—by
observing their actions and by engaging them in conversation, precisely the activity in
which Socrates is engaged at the beginning of Statesman.’%® Far from being a merely
passive ‘herd’ or ‘bulk’ as described earlier in the dialogue, the souls of citizens possess
the very goodness to which the statesman’s knowledge corresponds. In other words, it is
knowing the condition and the good of each soul in dialogue that the statesman knows the
good of the city. Political knowledge and the subject of political knowledge is not in
essence divided, but the souls of those present in a city alone ground and constitute what
political knowledge happens to be in a given situation. Above all, the statesman’s
knowledge is of ‘acquaintance’ with the plurality of souls, which may only occur in
dialogue and in observation of their practical activity. The dialectical emergence of
goodness onto the scene of politics simultaneously releases Socrates from
condemnation,®® since the properly political activity at least begins with elenchus—

knowing the people present in the city—and proceeds with the maieutic arts.>°

388 See Stat. 257d-258a

38 See Stat. 299a-c

390 See Theaet.150a-151d. The activities involved in Socratic maieutics—the examination of the soul
through dialogue, the deliverance of the beautiful, and match-making—corresponds closely to the
statesmanly activity.
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Chapter VIII — Conclusion: Goodness and Unity
At the close of Statesman, Plato, employing the limited perspective of the Eleatic
Visitor for his own ends, approaches the identity of the One-Good. Though Plato’s

% ¢¢

famous ‘unwritten doctrine,” “that the Good is One,” appears nowhere explicit in his
dialogues, this thesis has argued that one can interpret this doctrine as constituting the
implicit philosophical horizon of Statesman, approaching this doctrine, however,
inversely from the other side of the identity—that is, from the perspective of oneness.
The logical movement of Statesman does not culminate in the doctrine “that the Good is
One,” but in the indication that oneness essentially opens onto, and is woven together
with, goodness. The oneness of something and its goodness, mutually signify each other.
Though the Visitor does not come to prove the necessary existence of due measure,
which is precisely the hypothetical expression of this One-Good identity, and though the
mutuality of goodness and oneness remains at the level of ‘true opinion,” he has
adequately demonstrated a path toward the attainment of the statesman’s knowledge.

I want to reiterate three essential points toward which the conclusion of Statesman
gestures. First, regarding the problem of participation—how forms participate and
mediate particulars in the Platonic expression of the problem, or how unities participate
and mediate multiplicity in the more textual expression of the problem—the notion of
due measure suggests a preliminary solution. What the Visitor seems to perceive is that
goodness lies on either side of this ontological chasm, both in the dyadic ‘twoness’ of
virtue—the expression of goodness in its mode of multiplicity—and in the concealed
unity of due measure—which is goodness itself, both the originator of virtue and the
gathering up of its different expressions. In the aspect of goodness, the
incommensurability of one and many is made commensurable. Goodness constitutes a
greater unity than the abstract one alone, since it reconciles the unlimited and the limited
together, as both its source and end.*”! This is the abstract way of looking at the
conclusion of Statesman, though it opens up a concrete methodology of pursuing the

One-Good, which I detail below.

391 T suggest that the image of the Sun in Republic (Rep. 507b—509¢) offers a particularly good illustration
of the peculiar unity of the good, a unity beyond the distinction between one and many.
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Second, the end of Statesman addresses the problem of the initial diairesis, which
proposes a vision of the statesman’s knowledge as abstract and tautological, divorced
from the nature of its objects. The problem of an epistemology and of a political
philosophy that privileges the question of unity alone, is that this unity itself appears to
exclude, and to be excluded from, multiplicity: it ‘floats’ above the concrete particulars
with which it is concerned.**? The particulars cease to open a way info the knowledge at
all. By contrast, in the appearance of goodness, both as the end of the statesman’s activity
and as constitutive of the nature of the objects of kingly knowledge, the particulars—the
virtues of souls—offer a path into the concealed unity of this knowing. All particular
expressions of goodness or of virtue gesture toward the absolute Good. The ground of the
statesman’s knowledge, then, appears precisely in their very subjects; the king’s
knowledge is impossible to abstract from the goodness and nature of the very subjects
over which they rule. One may approach the statesman’s knowledge by coming-to-know
the virtues in particular souls, which are a partial and incomplete expressions of
Goodness as such.

Finally, then, Plato is saving Socrates from philosophical condemnation, not by
suggesting that Socrates already possesses kingly knowledge and is capable of weaving
the polis, but by underscoring that the Socratic activity is precisely the activity whereby
one may make a preliminary approach on the concealed unity of the statesman’s
knowledge.>** Socrates’ final remark in the prologue, then, receives renewed
significance:

Of course it is necessary for us always eagerly to recognize these kinships through
words. I myself, then, mixed with Theaetetus yesterday through words and now I
have heard him being set apart, but not Socrates. It is necessary to examine him
too.

392 See again Sallis’ discussion of the ‘status’ of the mathematical one in relation to multiplicity on page 14.
Dorter (1994) perfectly encapsulates the priority of Goodness over Unity: “Only what is beyond being, the
good itself, does not point beyond itself” (202).

5% In the end, I agree with Larivée’s general interpretation of the dialogue, that “[i]ts main purpose at the
time it was written was to steer readers in the direction of a search [emphasis added], a pursuit that was still
ahead of them once they had read the last line of the text” (30). This does not however mean, as she
contends, that Plato is encouraging his students “to go for the top position instead of subordinate ones: the
kingly position insured by the possession of oAtk émotun” (31). Rather, Plato is suggesting to
students of the Academy, that they take Socrates’ activity as a model. After all, even Socrates did not
possess the oAtk EmoTAp.



162

Socrates himself is engaged in the activity of discerning what it is that the statesman must
know, in his mixing with the inhabitants of Athens and in his discernment of the virtuous
and the knowledgeable. Though lacking the absolute unicity of the statesman’s
knowledge—an absoluteness which remains the horizon and end of the questioning
activity—Socrates acquaints himself with the particulars that constitute and participate
this knowledge: the souls of the Athenians.

The trilogy of Theaetetus, Sophist and Statesman is complete. Socrates’ activity is
justified even in the face of his impending execution, as at least gesturing toward the one
of the statesman’s knowledge. So too, the Megarian in some sense has been reconciled
with the Parmenidean—the Good with the One, though precisely not by denying the
reality of mediation. Indeed, Statesman comes to centre dialogue (and Socratic
examination), through which Goodness itself comes to be disclosed. Dialogue is the
proper means of revealing and approaching the goodness of the Good. Statesman, then, is
not merely circular. In the dialectical return to its beginning, in the positing of an absolute
kingly knowledge, a hermeneutic path for the approach on the One-Good has revealed

itself in the acquaintance of soul with soul.
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Appendix A — Castoriadis’ ‘Carving Up’ of Statesman

257a
258b

2622
263cC

268d

277d

279b

281d
283¢

28s5d

291d

2922

jood

304b

3062

Preamble

First Definition: The Divine
Pastor (February 26)

Incidental Point 1: The Species-Part
Distinction (March 5)

Incidental Point 2: Subjective Division

(March 5)

Digression 1: The Myth of the Reign
of Cronus (March 12)

(March 26)

Incidental Point 3: The Paradigm
and the Elements

(March )
(March 12)

Second Dehinition: The Royal Weaver
(February 26)

Incidental Point 4: Proper Cause/
Comitant Cause (March 12)

Incidental Point 5: Absoluste Measure/
Relative Measure (March 12)

Incidental Point 6: Dialectical
Exercise as Object of the Dialogue
(March 12)

Digression 2: The Form of Regimes
(March 26)

(April 23)

Digression 3: Science, Sole Basis for
she Stasesman (April 23)

(April 30)

Digression 2%4: The Forms of Regimes
(reprise) (April 30)

Incidental Point 7: The Arts that
Serve Other Arts (March 12)

Incidental Point 8: The Diversity of
the Virtues (March 12)
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Appendix B — Merrill’s Helical Schematic of Statesman

Link with the Theaetetus and Sophist (257a1-258a10)

Introduction:

A. The question of how to define the statesman posed (258b1-261a7)

Part I: Disordered Politics
B. Human beings in a herded community (261a8-267d12)
C. Practitioners of other arts (267e1-268d4)
D. The statesman presented in myth (268d5-275a11)
C. Practitioners of other arts (275b1-277c8)

Part II: Philosophy
E. Method and the paradigm of weaving
E,. Method: the use of paradigms (277d1-278e11)
E,. The paradigm of weaving (279a1-283a9)
E,. Method: the mean (283b1-2872a7)

Part III: Politics Ordered by the Statesman

C. Practitioners of other arts (287a7-291c)
D. The statesman and his regime
D;. Typology of regimes: rejected attempt (291c8-292d9)
D,. The statesman as a legislator (292¢1-302b4)
D,. Typology of regimes: new attempt (302b5-303c7)

C. Practitioners of other arts (303c8-305e7)

B. Human beings in a herded community as citizens (305¢8-311b6)

Conclusion:
A. The question of how to define the statesman answered (311b7-c8)



Appendix C — The Fourth Cut: Revising the ‘Straight Path’

Knowledge

N

Practical Theoretical

/\ Directing the generation of what?
Critical ?cti{ /\

(Unnamed) Self-directive Soulless  Ensouled
Herald-art

Appendix D — The Cosmic Structure in Myth of Kronos
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Age of Kronos Age of Zeus
Apaoria #1 = Apaoria #2
Statelessness Folitics
Leisure / Peace Philosophy
Earthborn Eratic love
Atechnicality Technical Production
« >

Divine Care Self-autonomy / Self-distension

FPhilosophy or Forgetfulness? Memory » Forgetfulness
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