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Abstract

This thesis examines the extent to which the doctrine of due measure can be
rightfully called the okomos of Plato’s Statesman. In order to determine the
doctrine’s explanatory power, the thesis adopts the Neoplatonic method of
exegesis. It first examines the current state of Platonic scholarship in general and
then of studies on the Statesman in particular, then provides both the philosophic
and literary context of the dialogue in question. Next, it analyses the doctrine of
due measure’s philosophic content, and then proceeds to examine its ability to
illuminate the literary details of the text. In completing this exercise, this thesis
hopes to demonstrate a method of interpreting a Platonic text, by which we can
better understand how Plato wrote his dialogues, and how we can be better
interpreters of his writing —both in its philosophical and literary aspects.
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CHAPTER ONE: Introduction

“Doesn’t it seem natural to you to say that the greater is necessarily greater than
nothing other than the less, and also that the lesser is lesser than the greater and
nothing else?”!

Plato’s Statesman, 283d11-el

Introduction: The Context of the Commentary

Justifying the Study

The question, “why do you need another study of Plato after 2,300 years
of studies of Plato?” has been asked often in Platonic scholarship.? The best
answer, it seems, is that we still have very little idea of what Plato is actually
saying. It appears we are in the dark even more now, because one of the major
debates in the literature on Plato is not over what he has to say, but whether he has
anything to say at all.

Though immense, the history of Platonic interpretation can be boiled
down into the positions of two opposed groups: those who believe Plato has a
system, and those who do not.> Among those who believe that he has a system
are: the “unitarians,” who believe that Plato’s complete system is disclosed in his
dialogues; the “developmentalists,” who maintain that because of the apparent

contradictions in Plato’s dialogues he could not have had one unified system

17 Ap’ ou KoTa Gpuctv Sokel ool To pEfov undevos eTepou SElv peilov Agyelv 1) ToU EAGTTOVOS, KOl
ToUMOTOoV ol Tou Hellovos EAatTov, aAhou 8¢ undevos; My translation.

2 One such example is in the Preface to The Third Way: New Directions in Platonic Studies, ed.
Francisco J. Gonzalez, (Maryland: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, Inc.,1995), vii.

3 For a systematic and in-depth treatment of the many positions described below, see Gonzalez’s
Introduction to The Third Way.



when he set out to write, but that Plato’s system evolved as he wrote; finally,
there are the “esotericists,” who believe that Plato’s system is not to be found in
his writings at all but in his “unwritten doctrines,” of which we have some
second-hand accounts from Aristotle and others. On the other side of the debate
are the skeptics, who maintain that Plato has no system at all, either written or
unwritten, but that he is instead concerned with refuting any and all
philosophical conclusions.

At first it would seem that the two positions are irreconcilable. On the one
hand, the systematic approach seems to neglect many of the literary and
historical details of the dialogues in an attempt to render a purer philosophical
reading. On the other hand, the skeptics maintain that these details were
essential for their Plato, who wished to remain anonymous, and to ground his
philosophy completely in the particular, thus avoiding philosophical
systematization. From the systematic point of view, Francisco J. Gonzalez says,
“The literary and dramatic details of the dialogues appear as so much pointless
and even misleading ornamentation... unless one is willing to give these details
allegorical significance in the manner of the Neoplatonists.”4

On a smaller scale, the same question could be asked about Plato’s
Statesman — although this is probably the first time that someone has had to
justify another study of this particular dialogue. Just 30 years ago, the Statesman

was one of the most neglected dialogues of all. So much so, that Harvey Scodel

4 Francisco J. Gonzalez, “Introduction: A Short History of Platonic Interpretation,” in The Third
Way, ed. Gonzalez (Maryland: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, Inc., 1995), 12.



was able to say in 1987 that “Among the longer Platonic dialogues, the Politicus
has probably received the least scholarly attention.”? See also Mitchell Miller,
who initiated the current wave of studies on the Statesman with his work The
Philosopher in Plato’s Statesman.® Before Miller’s study, the Statesman (or Politicus
as it is also called sometimes) seems to have been almost totally forgotten in all
commentaries and studies of Plato, except for its myth, and, perhaps, other select
parts of its teachings.” Before 1980, the year in which Miller’s PPS first appeared,
there was very little mention of the Statesman in any of the philosophic
commentators.

Harold Tarrant outlines the reception of the Statesman, and the rest of
what he calls the “logical” dialogues in his Plato’s First Interpreters.® He says that
for the Neoplatonists the Statesman “rarely rates a mention, except for the
myth.”? This does indeed seem to be the case. Very little mention of the Statesman
is made at all throughout the rest of the history of platonic commentary.! Such a
lack of commentary supports Miller’s claim, which he makes in a preface to a

new edition of his PPS. There he says that when he wrote the PPS in 1980, “there

5 Harvey Scodel, Diaeresis and Myth in Plato’s Statesman (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1987), 9.

¢ Mitchell Miller, The Philosopher in Plato’s Statesman (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff Publishers,
1980). Hereafter, I refer to Miller’s work as PPS.

7 Such as the apparent identification of the statesman’s weaving activity with that of the Aéyos in
Plotinus” Enneads 111.2-3, the doctrine of the mean in Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics, although
neither of these works references the Statesman by name.

8 Harrold Tarrant, Plato’s First Interpretters (New York: Cornell University Press, 2000), 183-197.

9 Tarrant, 183.

10 See also John Dillon’s “The Neoplatonic Exegesis of the Statesman Myth” in Rowe’s Reading the
Statesman, 364-374, for a fuller treatment of the extant Neoplatonic commentaries on the
Statesman. There too, Dillon asserts that for the Neoplatonists, “particular interest centered on the
myth” (365).



was no full-length study of the Statesman as a whole, nor in the little commentary
then available in English on its form and structure, was it appreciated as a
dramatic dialogue in the manner of...the ‘early” and ‘middle” dialogues.”1!

Since that time, however, there has been an abundance of book-length
commentaries,'? essays, and even an entire conference!® devoted to mining the
Statesman for all its worth. Yet to my mind, this task has not yet been fully
accomplished, since there has not been a commentary that sufficiently grasps the
meaning of the whole dialogue. No commentary has yet adequately grasped the
Statesman’s philosophic content in light of its dramatic context, so that the
philosophic intent of the work is able to explain the host of its literary details.
This is not to say that other commentaries have not been helpful. Quite the
opposite is true. Sitting as we do at the end of 30 years of studies on the
Statesman creates the ideal balance between having the room to advance the
study of this dialogue and the support of those who have already tried to do so.

While many of the important works on the Statesman of the last 30 years
maintain that it is necessary to keep the dramatic context of the Statesman in

mind, none explains the whole dialogue adequately, along the principles of

11 Miller, PPS, xii

12 Among the best and most useful of which I count Miller’s PPS, and Kenneth Sayre’s
Metaphysics and Method in Plato’s Statesman (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2006)
(hereafter MMPS).

13 This is the Third Symposium Platonicum, which was held in Bristol, Spain in 1992. Most of the
papers presented there have been published. They can be found in either Rowe’s Reading the
Statesman (Sankt Augustin, 1995) or in volume 12 of the journal Polis (1993).

14 Miller’s work, as well as Gonzalez’s “The Eleatic Stranger: His Master’s Voice?” in Who Speaks
for Plato? Studies in Platonic Anonymity, ed. Gerald A. Press (Maryland: Rowman & Littlefield
Publishers, Inc., 2000), 161-182, establish, I believe, beyond any doubt, that there is dramatic
content to this work.



interpretation which I believe are Plato’s own. Such a commentary is the goal of
this thesis, as it surely is for other interpreters of the dialogue. The best, however,
that we can accomplish within the context of this thesis is an analysis of the
philosophical core of the dialogue, which I take to be the doctrine of due

measure.

A Neoplatonic Method of Interpretation

Fortunately, there is a philosophical school which has a method of
interpretation which seeks to meet the criteria I have outlined above. I agree
almost entirely with the Neoplatonic method of exegesis, for it follows Plato’s
own prescriptions for what makes a good commentary. In his Phaedrus at 264c,
Plato tells us how to view his dialogues. At 264c is the famous admonition that
“it is necessary for every Aoyos to be ordered just like a living organism, having
a body of its very own, so that neither is it headless nor footless, but has both a
middle and limbs, having been written in a fitting relation to one another and to
the whole.”’5> That a dialogue must be like a living organism means it should
have a unity to its parts, and that these parts are related to one another just as the
parts of a living being are: the unifying factor —whatever it is —holds the whole
together. It explains the purpose for which the being was created. This purpose, or
conscious intention of the author, is what the Neoplatonists called a OKOTIOS.

As James A. Coulter explains in his The Literary Microcosm: Theories of

~ ’ 4 '’ ~ ’ ~ 14 bl n \ e ~ L3 14 I ’
15 §€1v TavTo AOYov cdaTep {CIOV OUVEGTAVOL CQUG TI EXOVTA GUTOV GUTOU, COGTE UNTE OKEGOAOV
glval unTe amouv, GAG HECT Te EXEIV Kol OKpX, TPETOVT GAANAOLS Kal TG) OAOW YeYPOUUEVCL:
Phaedrus, 264c. My translation.



Interpretation of the Later Neoplatonists, the okotos is “the conscious intention of
the artist...which imparts to the various elements of his work the quality of being
necessary or belonging.”1¢ Further, “[I]t is only a correct understanding of this
intention on the part of the exegete which allows for him to settle the question of
unity.”1”

When seeking an interpretation that expresses the unity of a Platonic
dialogue, the literary /dramatic details which Plato includes in each dialogue, as
well as the dramatic links between dialogues, are chiefly important, second only
to the philosophical intent of the dialogue itself. The details of the work are like a
keyhole, which only the proper reading of the ockomos will fit into and unlock.
J.A. Coulter includes a list of “rules” that Neoplatonic commentators used, which
I reconstruct here from pp. 83-84 of his Literary Microcosm, which he gets from
the Anonymous Prolegomena to Platonic Philosophy:

1) “if every living thing ‘has only one purpose (telos), the Good (for the
sake of which it has been created),” then “the dialogue must have one
purpose (telos), that is, one theme.” In other words, there is one skopos
for each dialogue, which is its principle theme (telos).

2) “the more comprehensive theme is to be preferred to the less.”

16 James A. Coulter, The Literary Microcosm: Theories of Interpretation of the Later Neoplatonists
(Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1976), 77.

17 Ibid. There is an interesting, albeit conjectural, assertion by Westerink (1962, xxxviii), supported
by Dillon (in his essay “The Neoplatonic Exegesis of the Statesman Myth”, which appears in
Rowe’s Reading the Statesman: Proceedings of the 11 Symposium Platonicum, 366) that lamblichus
thought the okomos of the Statesman concerned the ‘heavenly demiurge’, since lamblichus takes
the Sophist to concern his sublunary counterpart. (See Dillon’s lamblichi Chalcidensis: In Platonis
dialogos commentariorum fragmenta, 90-91 & 245-247).



3) “no theme which reflects only a small section of the dialogue be
preferred to one which reflects the whole.”
4) “the more precisely stated theme be preferred to the less.”
5) “the more noble (kreitton) theme be preferred to the less.”
6) “the theme in harmony with the explicit matter of the dialogue be
preferred to one which is not”
7) “any theme which presupposes a personal attack on an individual be
rejected”
8) “the theme must not be concerned with emotion (empathous)”
9) “mere dialectical “tools’ or ‘instruments,” e.g. the art of division
(diairesis) in the Sophist, should never be made the theme”
10) “the ‘matter” of the dialogue, e.g. the specific characters and their
attributes, should also never be made the theme of the dialogue”
To my mind, these are excellent guidelines both for determining what makes a
proper reading of a Platonic dialogue, and for judging which reading is best.
Certain readings are therefore better the more they are able to explain the
whole dialogue, including its dramatic situation, particular details, and literary
structure. Seen this way, the dialogue itself is the measure of an interpretation’s
accuracy —or, as David Roochnik phrases it, “Even if the text refuses to yield the
entirety of its meaning, it nonetheless functions as a stable object by which to

evaluate various readings. Rather than being the measure of the text, a good



reader is measured by, and so must be responsible to, the text.”18

The Skopos of Plato’s Statesman

In this thesis I argue that the doctrine of due measure is the okomos of
Plato’s Statesman. However, I realize my assertion contradicts rule 9 from the
Anonymous Prolegomena to Platonic Philosophy cited above. While the real intent of
the Statesman — at its most fundamental level —is to establish a kind of relation
which uses an absolute standard to measure relative difference, the doctrine of
due measure provides this very relation. I aim to prove that the doctrine of due
measure is the most important part of the Statesman by arguing that it
accomplishes the very things that the okomos of a dialogue must accomplish:

It explains the dramatic details of the dialogue, and it provides an explanation
for the dialogue’s often confounding literary structure. Within the dialogue’s
philosophical project, the doctrine of due measure also does the following:

1) It offers a new way to define the philosopher, sophist, as well as

provide the necessary methodology to define the statesman

2) It ushers in a new metaphysics which closes the gap between form and

particular, which “participation” previously covered up in the eidetic
dialogues. In turn, this new metaphysics provides a political
philosophy which, if it could be implemented in reality, would save

Socrates from condemnation.

18 David Roochnik, “Residual Ambiguity in Plato’s Statesman” in Plato, vol. 5 (2005), 15.



The doctrine of due measure therefore provides the necessary tools to be able to
conclude the trilogy of dialogues to which the Statesman belongs in both its

dramatic and philosophical aspects.

Background: The Situation of the Statesman

In order to get a full appreciation of the purpose of Plato’s Statesman, it is
necessary to situate it within the larger continuum of the Platonic corpus. In this
section, I ignore the questions of stylometry which try to organize Plato’s
dialogues as they may have been written at different points of his life. Such
studies are ultimately useless, since Plato’s dialogues can be grouped in a much
better way into their proper divisions based on their philosophical content.!® I
rely on the distinctions made by JN Findlay in his Plato: The Written and
Unwritten Dialogues, which separates the dialogues into “Socratic’, ‘Ideological’,
and “Stoicheological’. Though far from perfect, these divisions at least offer better
names for the sections of Plato’s corpus than ‘early’, “‘middle’, and ‘late’.

Plato himself indicates that we ought to situate one dialogue within the
continuum of his larger body of work by the various links he creates between his
dialogues. If we are to comprehend the details of a dialogue, one of which is an
allusion to another dialogue, surely Plato made this connection for a reason, and

it is our job as interpreters to investigate it.

19 For more on the fruitlessness of such stylometric studies, see Charles H. Kahn, “The Place of
the Statesman in Plato’s Later Work” in Reading the Statesman: Proceedings of the Third Symposium
Platonicum, ed. Christopher J. Rowe (Sankt Augustin: Academic Verlag, 1995), 49-60, 50.
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Although a full explanation of the movement from one dialogue to
another would be too much to accomplish here, I intend to trace the connections
between the dialogues that are most closely connected to the Statesman. I shall
begin with a rough outline of the dramatic situation by sketching the dramatic
connections between the dialogues; then I shall fill in the details of the sketch by
mapping out the discrete philosophical progression which I see unfolding in a
succession across multiple works. By “progression” I do not intend to place
myself in the camp of the ‘developmentalists’. Rather, I think that the division
between schools of Platonic interpretation is somewhat of a false dichotomy.
Plato’s philosophy is not simply either Unitarian or Developmentalist. I see a
way in which it can be both. If one dialogue has a logical inconsistency or
something is missing from the argument, there is nothing to say that Plato did
not intend to do this. It very well could be that Plato had the whole of his
philosophy before him when writing the particular dialogues, and has
interconnected them in such a way that uncovering the problems within each
dialogue will lead the attentive reader onto the next dialogue where precisely the
matter in question from one dialogue is addressed in the next. This way there can
be an overarching unity to the corpus which becomes apparent as we trace the
development of the philosophical arguments.

Certain dialogues are therefore connected to one another both by dramatic

setting and by a philosophically based logical progression. What follows is an
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explanation of an example of this kind of interweaving in a particular set of

Plato’s dialogues.

The Dramatic context of the Statesman

The Statesman is the concluding dialogue of a whole trilogy of dialogues,
consisting of the Theaetetus, Sophist, and Statesman, which are dramatically
connected to one another by a few remarks within the dialogues themselves. I
shall hereafter refer to these dialogues, i.e. the Theaetetus, Sophist, and Statesman
collectively as Plato’s Late Trilogy, or LT for short. Although it is not explicit
anywhere in the Theaetetus, Sophist, or Statesman, these dialogues are also
dramatically connected to the Euthyphro and the Cratylus by connections which
are made in those dialogues to the same dramatic time as the setting of the LT.
Both the Euthyphro and the Cratylus are set on the same day as the Theaetetus. In
the Euthyphro, Socrates is on his way to the King’s Porch to meet the indictment
of Meletus, a journey which he also mentions at the end of the Theaetetus. Thus
we are to assume that the Euthyphro takes place immediately after the Theaetetus.
The Cratylus also occurs on the same day.?® However, since these dialogues are
not explicitly mentioned in either the Theaetetus, Sophist, or Statesman, I will not
dwell on them here. There is also, of course, the more obvious dramatic
connection of this set of dialogues to the Apology, Crito, and Phaedo. Thus there

are eight dialogues in total that are set around the trial and death of Socrates.

20 See Cratylus, 396d; see also Catherine Zuckert’s Plato’s Philosophers (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 2009), 651-652 for more on the dramatic connections of the Euthyphro and Cratylus.
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The dramatic setting of the Late Trilogy is most easily seen by pointing to
the conclusion of the Theaetetus. There it is revealed by Socrates that “I must now
report myself to the King’'s Court, to answer the indictment of Meletus, which he
has written against me. But early in the morning, Theodorus, let us meet here
again.”?! This single quotation sets up the dramatic situation of the LT, and
connects the Theaetetus directly to the discussion of the Sophist and, consequently,
to that of the Statesman as well.

The connection between the Sophist and the Statesman is clear from the
beginning of the Sophist. The project that will take the duration of these two
dialogues to complete is defined explicitly at Sophist 216c-217a, where Socrates
asks for the Stranger to recount how the people in his country define the sophist,
statesman, and philosopher: “For certainly those men, appearing in all kinds of
ways on account of the ignorance of others “frequent the cities’—I mean those
men who are not feignedly but really philosophers —looking down from above
on the life of those below, and to some seem to be worth nothing, while to others
worth everything; and sometimes they appear to be statesmen, other times
sophists, and sometimes they might even give some people the impression they

are altogether mad” (Soph., 216¢c-217a).2> Roughly speaking, the Sophist contains

21 NQv pEv oV &TTaVTNTEOV Ol EIS TNV ToU BactAéws oToov el Ty MeAnTou ypadnv, Ny ue
yeéypomTatl® ecbev 8¢, & Oeodwpe, Scupo TaAv amavTapev: 210d. My translation. Note the
repetition of the verb amavTow here. If nothing else, there is a linguistic signal of the connection
between Socrates” indictment and the proposed meeting which will occur in the Sophist and
Statesman.

22 oy yap audpes ouTol TovTolol Gpavtalouevol Sia TNV TV GAAWY Gyvolav EMOTPWHAO!
TOAas, ol pn TAXGTAS AN’ dVTws Pprhooodol, kaBopdTes UPOBeY TOV TV K& Tw Biov, kal TOIS
HEV SoKoUCIY Elval ToU undevos Tipiotl, Tols 8’ alol TOU TaVTOS® KOl TOTE MEV TOAITIKOL
BovtalovTal, ToTe 8¢ coploTal, TOTE 8’ EOTIV Ols Sofav TAPAGKOIVTO GV S TAVTATAGIV EXOVTES
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the discussion of the definition of the sophist, and the Statesman that of the
statesman. Each dialogue tries to single out the eponymous person, but in doing
so it discovers the philosopher as well.

There is also often the discussion in scholarship of whether there was
meant to be a third dialogue, The Philosopher. ].B. Skemp, in his translation of the
dialogue, goes so far as to suggest that Socrates” remark at Statesman 258a about
how he will examine the Younger Socrates at a later time, indicates that these
two were supposed to be the interlocuters of this fourth and final dialogue.?® This
pairing, Skemp suggests, would create a kind of symmetry between the
interlocutors of the four dialogues. But as it stands, I find it more intriguing to
think that there was no Philosopher written by Plato on purpose, but instead think
that we are meant to find the reason for its absence, as well as the reason for
Socrates’ remark at Statesman 258a, with the information we have. In this view |
agree with Miller: “If anything, the philosopher must be sought within the
searches for the sophist and the statesman, and the first task will be to recognize
and distinguish him there.”?* Why there was a Philosopher project proposed but
never completed is another question. Miller again seems to have the right
answer: “If to nonphilosohers the philosopher assumes no distinct appearance of

his own but rather those of sophist and statesman, then, since Theodorus and his

Havikas. Translated by H.N. Fowler (Loeb Classical Library edition). For the most part, [ have
used Fowler’s translations in the Loeb Classical Library editions, except when I have felt it
necessary to modify them.

23 ].B. Skemp, Plato’s Statesman: A Translation of the Politicus of Plato (New Haven: Yale University
Press, 1952), 20.

24 Miller, PPS, 10
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students are clearly nonphilosophers, there can be no distinct search for the
philosopher.”?

All three dialogues are thus connected to one another at least by explicit
dramatic comments made by the characters, which reference one another. The
Theaetetus points forward to the discussion of the Sophist and Statesman, while the
Sophist points backward to the Theaetetus, and the Statesman points to the
discussion of the Sophist which preceded it. This is done at 258a in the Statesman,
when Socrates’ says, “While I myself communed with Theaetetus in arguments
yesterday and just now have heard him answering the Stranger, Socrates I know
neither way.”2¢ This remark, along with the Stranger’s suggestion that he does
not want to tire Theaetetus (257c), firmly place the Statesman immediately after

the Sophist in dramatic time.?”

The Philosophical Progression

There are also ways in which each of the dialogues of the LT point
forward to each other philosophically, which Plato accomplishes by inserting
subtle remarks into one dialogue, which point to the philosophy contained in
another. An example of this is the progression in Platonic metaphysics from the
Phaedo to the Parmenides to the Sophist and finally (for the purposes of this thesis)

to the Statesman. The overarching project in these dialogues is to find a way to

%5 ibid.

26 Qe TN T MEV OUV aUTOs Te ouvepiEa xBes S1a AOywv Kol VUV GKTIKOO & TTOKPIVOUEVOU,

S wkpaTous 8¢ oudeTepa:258a.

27 Although this setting may seem obvious, there are scholars who hold that each dialogue of the
LT has its own day. See, e.g. Rosen, Plato’s Statesman: The Web of Politics (New Haven: Yale
University Press), 12.
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bridge the gap between self-identical Forms and their differing sensible
instantiations.
In Plato’s Phaedo, Socrates says,
If anyone tells me that what makes a thing beautiful is its lovely colour, or
its shape or anything else of the sort, I let all that go, for all those things
confuse me, and I hold simply and plainly and perhaps foolishly to this,
that nothing else makes it beautiful but the presence or communion (call it
what you please) of the beautiful itself, however it may have been gained;
about the way in which it happens, I make no positive statement as yet, but
I do insist that [all] beautiful things are made beautiful by the beautiful.?8
Clearly the most common name for what Socrates is talking about here is
participation —a key part of the theory of Forms, which Socrates calls his “Second
Best Method” (8eutepos mAous: Phaedo, 85¢). I believe that it is this very lack of a
positive explanation of what participation is that Plato seeks to take up in the late
(or stoicheological) dialogues; specifically I aim to argue that it is in the Statesman
that we get a definitive, albeit subtly expressed, answer. However, the project to

investigate the Forms according to the First Best Method begins in Plato’s

Parmenides.

2 0()\}\’ (%% Tls Kot AéyT, 81 O T KaAOV & EOTW OTlOU\I r] xpooua guoVbEs sxov T &AAo OTIOUV TV
ToloUTEV, TO( eV Ao xoupew EQ, TO(pO(TTOpO(l YOp &V TOIS 0()\)\01§ Tool, TOUTO S¢ on‘r)\cog Kol
orrsxvcog KO(l sunecog EXW Tap’ sumrroa on ouk oMo T TI'OlEl O(UTO ch)\ov n T EKElVOU TOU KOAOU
€l Te rrapoucna gl Te KOl\I(.OVlO( ot Bn Kol 0TS TTPOCYEVOUEVT) OU YOp ETI ToUTo Stioxupilopa,
AN OTH TG KaAGd TavTa To kaha ylyveTot kaha. Phd., 100 c-d. (Fowler’s translation, modified)
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Plato’s Parmenides and the Problems of Participation?’

The Parmenides is readily able to be seen as the beginning of the self-
critique of Plato’s own Second Best Method, which is explicated most clearly in
his Phaedo.3? Specifically, the first half of the Parmenides attacks the doctrine of
participation, while the second half demonstrates a new method of
investigation —looking at the principles themselves.

The overall project of the Parmenides is also indicated by its literary form.
The first half, which explicates Plato’s Second Best Method and then deconstructs
it, is transmitted to the reader in dialogue form and indirect speech, while the
second half, which tries to investigate the principles behind the forms is
delivered mostly in monologue form and direct speech. The Parmenides as a piece
of writing thus encapsulates both difference (in the form of dialogue and indirect
speech) and sameness (in the form of monologue and direct speech) in one

whole. Such an endeavour, i.e. to investigate a way in which identity and

29 There is too much in this dialogue to give a complete treatment of it, and so such an endeavour
is outside the scope of this thesis. Still, it is necessary to give an account of what the Parmenides
does for Plato’s philosophy in general before moving on to discuss the Statesman, because it is in
the wake of the criticisms put forth in the first half of the Parmenides that the LT, and the Stsm as
its concluding dialogue, exist. For a fuller treatment of the first “half’ of the Parmenides, see J.A.
Doull’s commentaries on the Parmenides, one in Dionysius, vol. XIX (2001), “The Problem of
Participation in Plato’s Parmenides” (pp. 11-25), and the other in Animus, vol. 4 (1999) “The
Argument to the hypotheses in Parmenides.” For a helpful introduction to these two articles, see
D.K. House’s introduction in Dionysius XIX, as well as his commentary on Doull’s treatment of
the whole Parmenides in the Doull’s Festschrift, Philosophy and Freedom, pp. 141-166. I am greatly
indebted to these thinkers for their reading of the Parmenides and of the pre-Socratics.
30 ] recognize that the Phaedo is only one of many places where the Theory of Forms is discussed,
but I choose to name it here for the reason that it is also in the Phaedo that Socrates raises the need
to criticize the hypotheses on which the theory Forms is based. After he has proved the soul’s
immortality beyond the (communicable) doubts of the interlocutors (107a), Socrates says that
“our first assumptions, even if they are beheved by you: all nevertheless ought to be explained
more clearly” (Tas UToBEoels Tas TPWTOS, Kol €1 TOTa UKV EIGIV, OHWG ETIOKETTER
oadéatepov). These are the last words of Socrates before he expounds the myth, drinks the
hemlock, and dies.



17

difference need to be thought together even in the first principles, is the goal of
the Parmenides. The setting of the dialogue during the time of the Panathenaea
also tells us that the reconciliation of two opposed factors through reason is the
goal of the work, for Athena, the patron goddess of Athens, has just this power.
While the actual content of the Parmenides may not accomplish this goal, the
literary structure of the dialogue provides an image of the kind of unity to be
sought—and found later in Sophist and Statesman.

See also Theaetetus 143c, where Euclides says that he manipulated the
written representation of the account of the conversation of the LT. Instead of
writing it in the indirect voice, which would portray the story truly, he has
chosen to represent the dialogue in direct speech, “so that the explanatory words
between the speeches might not be annoying in the written account.”3! Such a
manipulation changes the actual truth of the written account, since in truth it is a
report of a conversation and so should use indirect speech; this choice presents
the account directly to the reader. This choice is also an allusion to the two types
of imitation that the Stranger bisects at 236ff of the Sophist: one which represents
things like length breadth and depth in equal measurement to the original, and
the other which manipulates the proportions in order to present a more beautiful
image to the point of view of a perceiver (a bisection taken up later in the
measurement section of the Statesman as well, 283ff). The Phaedo, interestingly, is

represented in indirect speech.

317vo o0V v TR Ypodn un mapexotev: Theaetetus, 143c. Trans. Fowler, modified.
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The real problem that occupies the Parmenides is that of how the self-
identical One and the different many — both in the relation of the forms to the
One and the particulars in relation to the forms —come together so that their
identity and difference can be thought together. The “second sailing’ of the
Phaedo, with its doctrine of participation, covered up the problem of having to
think of how the many are actually like the one and vice versa.3? The content of
the Parmenides tries to get behind the image of participation, and employs
Socratic logic to investigate metaphysics, whereas before it was focused solely on
opinions.

Socrates in the dialogue is on the side of sameness/identity of the forms
and their participants, while Zeno points to their endless difference. It becomes
clear that there needs to be a philosophy that can reconcile both sides. Where the
Second Best Method leaves some of the sensible world unexplained (mud and
hair) and relies on the radical separation of the world of pure identity (the forms)
and pure difference (the many), the Parmenides seeks to overcome this chasm first
by bringing it to light, then by grasping the principles prior to the distinction
between Forms and the many, and finally by showing the unity of both, from the
top down.

The opening of the Parmenides can tell us much about its project.

Anaxagoras, who is indirectly mentioned in the very first line by way of a

32 See Aristotle, Metaphysics, 1.6 & 1.9. Knowing the content of the first half of the Parmenides, it is
all too tantalizing not to think that the young interlocutor in its second half — called ‘Aristotle’ —is
not the namesake of the real Aristotle when we look at what Aristotle has to say about
participation in his Metaphysics: “[T]o say that they [the Forms] are patterns and the other things
share in them is to use empty words and poetical metaphors.” (991a20-23, trans. WD Ross)
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reference to his home in Clazomenae, taught that there was a Nous, which was
separate, pure, and unmixed, and that it set in motion and ordered matter, which
was comprised of atoms that were mixed, impure, “all things together’, and
‘everything in everything’. The problem for Anaxagorean metaphysics lies in the
constitution of the atoms: being “all things together” Anaxagoras” atoms are
endlessly divisible, even when joined together by Nous, since their composition
creates an endless difference within themselves, which a transcendent ordering
principle such as Anaxagoras’ Nous is unable to overcome. In other words, Nous’
ordering of the atoms could not create an identity for any particular thing
because all atoms are made of ‘everything in everything’. Even when combined
by Nous, the atoms would still be endlessly different from one another because
they have no identity of their own.

A similar problem with regard to the many is brought up in the
Parmenides. Near the beginning of the dialogue, Plato has Socrates recount Zeno’s
attack of the logical cohesion of the physical many: “If beings are many, they
must be both alike and unlike, which is impossible...[and] if it is impossible for
the unlike to be like and like unlike, it is impossible for existences to be many; for
if they were to be many, they would experience the impossible.”?3 The result of
Zeno's polemic is that the existence of a many produces still more ridiculous
results than Parmenides’ theory that all is one. For there to be many, there must

be difference, for if the many were absolutely the same they would all be one.

3 gl TOAO ECTI TO VT, @S Apa GEl AUTO OUOIC TE EIVAL KA1 GVOUOLa, TOUTO 8¢ 81 aSUvaTov. . £l
aSUVaTOV TG TE GVOHOLIC OHOLG EIVaL KAl To OUOIO Gvopola, aduvaTov 8n kol ToAAa Eivat” 1 yop
moAa e, Tooxol av Ta aduvaTta: Parm., 127e
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But absolute difference means that the many are both alike and unlike at the
same time, which is a logical contradiction. Socrates, however, finds Zeno’s
paradoxes unremarkable, at least as they attempt to show that the existence of
the physical many gives way to self-contradiction. Participation, Socrates
explains, can account for how things can be both like and unlike, even at the
same time. So far as a one thing partakes of the idea of likeness it will become
like, and so too with the idea of unlikeness, or, “even if all things partake of both
opposites, and are enabled by their participation to be both like and unlike
themselves, what is there wonderful about that?”34 The physical many can easily
be shown to be both the same and different, as well as one and many at the same
time; Socrates even offers up himself as an example of how physical objects are
simultaneously many and one (Parm., 129c-d). What would be more amazing,
Socrates goes on to say, would be if such contradictions existed in the ideas
themselves:
If anyone then undertakes to show that the same things are both many
and one —I means such things as stones and sticks and the like —we shall
say that he shows that they are many and one, but not that the one is
many or the many is one; he says nothing wonderful, but only what we
should accept. If, however, as I was saying just now, he first distinguishes
the abstract ideas, such as likeness and unlikeness, multitude and unity,

rest and motion, and the like, and then shows that they can be mingled

and separated, I should,” he said, ‘be filled with amazement, Zeno.
(Parm., 129d-e)3>

34 g1 8 KOl TAVTO EVOVTICOV OVTWV AUPOTEPV HETOAGUPBAVEL, Kol EOTI TG METEXEIV GHPOIY OMOIK
TE KOl QUOPOLIC UTA auUTOlS, Ti BoupaoTov; Parm., 129a-b

35 v o0V TIS TOLOUTO ETIXELPT TOAAG Kol EV ToUTa armodarively, Atfous kai EUAa kal Ta ToloUTA,
droopev auTov ToAAa kal v aTodeikvival, ou TO v ToAAa oude Ta ToAAa gv, oude Ti BoupacTov
Aeyetv, oAN’ &Trsp 8(\1 rro'(Vng 6uo)\oy6lusv g 6% TS, o va on éy(b é’)\syov npoBTov HEV
SiaipnTan xepis auta kab” auTa Ta €idn, olov O[JOIOTT]TO( Te Kol avopoIoTNa kal mARBos Kai TO Ev
KO GTOGIV Karl KIVAOLY KOl TAVTO Tol TOIGUTA, EITO EV EXUTOLS ToUTa SUVOUEVD GUYykepavvuohal
kol SiakpiveoBal amodalivn, ayaluny av ywy’, £dn, BoauuaoTds, @ Znvwv.
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Socrates” words are remarkable for two reasons: they point backward to the
criticisms of Zeno and seek to resolve them by demeaning their significance; they
also point forward to what is the main problem of Plato’s Parmenides — how can
there be both sameness and difference in the Forms? — the solution of which we
tind in Sophist. But first, Socrates” conception of the theory of Forms is put to the
test by an impressed Parmenides.

After ascertaining Socrates’ conception of the Ideas, Parmenides begins his
assault on the theory of Forms by way of his four arguments against
participation. Each argument of the first half undermines the possibility of a
doctrine which rests on a notion of “participation” to connect the forms to their
sensible particulars, especially when the forms are said to be “themselves by
themselves” (aUTo ka®’ auTa).

The problem that Socrates sees in Anaxagoras’ philosophy in the Phaedo is
now the problem that Socrates has in the Parmenides: there is not an adequate
account of causation given by the theory of the Forms and the doctrine of
participation, yet the forms are that without which there could be no cause. Just
as the physical things Anaxagoras mistook to be the cause of a thing’s being the
way it is—just as he did not connect the principle of mind to the principled
physical many, so Socrates cannot connect the principles of the forms to their
physical instantiations.

The final effect of these problems against participation is that they render

participation illogical, and —worst of all —even if participation were possible, we
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would not be able to know the forms because of the complete separation of
human knowing from divine knowing.3¢ The total separation of the intelligible
Form from its sensible instantiation creates a chasm, or xwpiouos, which
philosophical dialectic is unable to cross. Since knowledge of the unchanging
Ideas is the ultimate goal of philosophical inquiry, the complete separation of the
human (sensible) world from the divine (intelligible) world nullifies any chance
for human knowledge of the divine, and vice versa. The biography of Antiphon—
the character who relates the discussion to Cephalus —indicates that this is the
conclusion of the dialogue. We are told at the beginning of the Parmenides (at
126¢) that Antiphon, who has carefully studied the discussion of Parmenides’
visit, withdrew from the study of what he heard from Pythodorus between
Socrates, Parmenides and Zeno, to tend horses.

Next it is important to turn to the second half of the Parmenides, in order to
see the first steps taken in the direction of a new metaphysics. From 137c to the
end of the dialogue, Parmenides investigates several hypotheses, by way of a
method of investigation which Parmenides lays out as prerequisite for true
knowledge in the first half of the dialogue (at 135d-136d).

In its essence, the question which I take to be at the heart of Plato’s
Statesman, namely, that of the proper relation between the absolute and the

relative, is the re-articulation of a question that has been on-going since the

36 Parmenides likens the relation between the human realm and the divine to that of the master
and slave. The choice of master and slave for comparison is particularly illuminating (i.e. more
than father and son, or brother and sister, etc.) because it highlights the particular relationship of
the forms and the particulars. It shows that there is no familial connection whatsoever, and no
mingling or middling of the respective roles or powers of the two together.
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Parmenides. There, after Socrates has been unable to defend the doctrine of
participation in the face of the four problems posed by Parmenides, the second
"half’ of that work espouses the hypothetical existence of the two principles of all
reality.

These principles are precisely what Aristotle comes to call the One and the
Dyad of greater and smaller.?” That the hypothetical principle of the One is in the
Parmenides should be self-evident. It is the first hypothesis, the One-Unity, which
is so completely unified that it cannot even be said to be, for to attribute existence
to it would be to superadd to its unity, and would therefore make it a
multiplicity.

In fact, adding existence to unity is what creates the second hypothesis,
the One-Being. This second hypothesis is the Dyad of the Greater and the
Smaller. Because the One-Being is a unity of parts that are not inherently
connected to one another, but instead are mutually dependent on one another for
their existence and unity, each part will require the joining of the parts of unity
and being to make a whole. But each part of the whole will be made up of both
parts of unity and being, and each of these parts made up of unity and being ad
infinitum. Further, in order for there to be a distinction between parts, both parts
must partake of difference. And so what was originally supposed to be one has
turned out to be three, and from being three, generates the infinitely many. The

One-Being is thus “split up into the smallest and greatest [Te GHIKPOTOTA KO

37 See Metaph. 1.6 & 1.9. For an account in the scholarship that traces the terminology Plato uses to
the terms Aristotle uses to describe Plato’s philosophy, see Kenneth Sayre’s Plato’s Late Ontology:
A Riddle Resolved (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1983), 84-112
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ueyioto] and all kinds of existences; nothing else is so much divided, and in
short the parts of existence are infinite” (Parm, 144b-c). In sum, it cannot be said
that there is a One, since the One itself is so unified that it cannot partake of the
separate attribute of being, and the joining together of unity and being in the
One-Being creates an infinite multiplicity. The One-unity is complete and total
Unity without being, while the One-being is the compilation of being and unity
which creates an indefinite plurality. From these two hypotheses we have the
principles of self-identity and difference as the principles of all things, but we
still have yet to find a way to combine them.38

The problem of the Parmenides is that there is no logically successful link
between the two principles of the One and Indefinite Dyad. The third
hypothetical principle tries to do this, but fails. It can only combine the contraries
of the One-unity and one-being of the Parmenides in successive moments, instead
of at the same time:

If the One is such as we have described it, being both one and many
and neither one nor many, and partakes of time, must it not because one
is, sometimes partake of being, and again because one is not, sometimes
not partake of being?

Yes, it must.

And can one, when it partakes of being, not partake of it?
No, it cannot.

3 This is by no means meant to be a complete treatment of these two principles. Instead, I retreat
to the following chart for further explanation. These two principles are re-articulated thus in the
course of the following dialogues:

Parmenides One-Unity One-Being

Sophist Being/Sameness Non-being/Otherness

Statesman Absolute Relative
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Then it partakes at one time and does not partake at another; for
that is the only way in which it can partake and not partake of the same
thing. (Parm., 155e-156a)3°

The reason for this is expressed in the typically Eleatic terms of being and
non-being, where non-being means total non-existence. Because of the Eleatic
law of non-contradiction, a thing either is or is not. Thus the instant cannot
partake of both being and non-being, or the one and the many, at the same time.
It must only partake of one at one time and another at another time. There is no
mingling of the two at the same time, but only either one or the other: “Being one
and many and being generated and destroyed, when it becomes one its existence
as many is destroyed, and when it becomes many its existence as one is
destroyed” (Parm., 156b).40 There is still no account of how the first and second
principles combine.

Without a way to combine being and non-being — or, to put another way,
without a way to say that non-being somehow is—all sorts of logical paradoxes
arise.*! At 163c, for example, Plato takes pains to establish that ‘non-being’ means

that something in no way is at all through the dialogue he writes between

Parmenides and the Young Aristotle:

39 To gv €1 0TIV olov SieAnAubaey, Gp’ oUK avaykn arUTO, EV TE OV Kol TOANG KO UT|TE EV UNTE
TOANG Kol HETEXOV XPOVOU, OTI UEV ECTIV €V, OUCIOS HETEXEIV TOTE, OTI 8’ OUK EGTL, UI| METEXEIV OU)
TOTE OUGIOS;

avoykn.

Gp’ olv, OTE UETEXEL, O1OV TE EOTON TOTE T} HETEXELY, T) OTE WT) HETEXEL, HETEXELV;

ouX oloV Tt.

&V AN Gpor XPOVE METEXE! KOl €V GAAG) OU HETEXEL" OUTG YOpP GV HOVGS TOU aUTOU HETEXO! TE KO
oU HETEXOL.

40 gy 8¢ Kol TTOMG OV Kol y1YVOUEVOY KOl A TTOAAUEVOV &P’ OUY, OTOV UEV YIYVNTol €V, TO TOAG
glval amoAuTOl, OTov 8¢ TOAAG, TO EV Elval ATOAAUTO!L;

41 This seems to me to be the main reason for this second section of the Parmenides —to show how
the Eleatic law of contradiction cannot provide an adequate metaphysics for a philosophy of
Forms, but only the perfect playground for sophism. See below.
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Does the expression ‘is not” denote anything else than the absence of
existence in that of which we say that it is not?

No, nothing else.

And when we say that a thing is not, do we mean that it is in a way
and is not in a way? Or does the expression ‘is not” mean without any
qualifications that the non-existent is not in any way, shape, or manner, and
does not participate in being in any way?

Without any qualifications whatsoever.

Then the non-existence cannot be and cannot in any way partake of
existence.

No.
(Parm., 163ff)42

The dialogue ends shortly after drawing this conclusion about the nature
of non-being with the following concluding words: “[A]s it seems...whether the
one is or is not, the one and the others in relation to themselves and to each other
all in every way are and are not and appear and they do not appear” (Parm.,
166¢).#* Because there can be no mingling of being and non-being under the
Eleatic logic, the one and the many cannot be at the same time, and we are left
with the perfect metaphysical conditions for sophistic manipulation. With all
things both being and not being and appearing and not appearing to be what
they are and what they are not, no thing has its own identity, much like the
atoms in the Anaxagorean universe. All things are bound up in a sea of

simultaneous similarity and dissimilarity, in which the sophist can manipulate

realities to make one thing appear to be its opposite.

42 10 8¢ UM ECTIV OTOV AEY@HEY, Gpa ur) Tt GANO OTUCIVEL T) OUGIAS GITTOUGIAY TOUTE ) GV GCOHEV
un elva;” “oudev GAho.” “ToTepov olv, OTOV PAUEY U EIVal Ti, TWS OUK Elval oUWV GUTO, TWS
8¢ €lval;” “T) ToUTO TO pn 0TI AEYOUEVOV OTTAQS OTHOIVEL OTI OUSOUGS oUSaun EOTIV OUSE T
HETEXEL OUGIOS TO YE UT OV;” “OTAOUGTOTO UEV OUV.” “OUTE Gpa €1val SUVAITO GV TO UT) OV OUTE
adAAws ouSaUS ouslas HETEXEIV.” “oU yop.”

43 ()G EOIKEV, EV EIT” EOTIV EITE UE EGTIV, AUTO Te KOl TGAAG Kal TPOS auTA Kol TPOs AANAa TovTa
TAVTWS EOTI TE Kol OUK EOTI Kol GolVETal Te Kol oU PpaiveTal.
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In order to overcome this problem, it needs to be shown how something is
talse. Coincidentally, this is also necessary to define the sophist, since the sophist
is one who deals in falsehoods (Soph., 240d). It should be no surprise then that
the main content of the dialogue titled Sophist takes up this precise metaphysical
circumstance that we find at the end of the Parmenides and seeks to overcome it.
In order to do this, it is necessary to be able to say that something is false in order
to overcome the sophistic manipulation of contraries. For in order for there to be
truths (and in order to not have absolutely everything be true) there also need to
be falsehoods. But this expression is a contradiction itself, since falsehoods are

precisely those things which are not (Soph., 241a).

Plato’s Sophist and the Positive Negation

Plato’s Sophist is presented as the continuation of his Theaetetus.** The
characters from the latter dialogue agree to meet the following morning to
continue their discussion. In the intervening dramatic moments, Socrates has had
discussions with Euthyphro, Cratylus and Hermogenes, and has also received
the charges against him at the King’s Porch. Socrates” interlocutors of the
previous days’ discussion in the Theaetetus — Theodorus and his geometry
students —have brought with them another person, who is (strangely)

introduced by Theodorus as “a Stranger from Elea, one of the followers of

44 The explicit objective in the Theaetetus has been to discover a definition of knowledge, and it
has sought it in perception, opinion, and right judgment plus an account (Adyos). Although it
ends unsuccessfully, there remain several positive outcomes. Among them: we understand that
knowledge is not to be found in the world of sense perception or opinion, and we also have a
clear depiction of Socrates” art, as well as a model for what knowledge would look like in the
mathematical example at 147d-148b.
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Parmenides and Zeno, and a real philosopher (uoAa 8¢ avSpa prtAocodov)” (Soph.,
216a).

The Stranger brings with him a new method of investigation, one which
stands in stark contrast to the method of elenchus which Socrates used the day
before with Theaetetus. With the young Theaetetus as his interlocutor, the
Stranger pursues the definition of the sophist with the method of diairesis.*>

The Stranger characterizes his method in the following way: “It
endeavours to understand what is related and what is not related (to Euyyeves
kol To un Euyyeves) in all arts, for the purpose of acquiring intelligence and
therefore it honours them all equally and does not in making comparisons think
one more ridiculous than another” (Soph., 227b). Other than this remark, the
Stranger offers very little in the way of explanations of his methodology. Yet
what he lacks in explicit explanation, he makes up for with numerous examples
which employ the method. From these examples we can glean some
understanding of the method’s modus operandi. As we shall see, it fundamentally
rests on the principles of metaphysics that were derived from the hypotheses in
the second half of the Parmenides.

The starting point of the method is to ascertain an intuition of what the
definiendum is.4¢ This intuition needs to be something that is general enough to

encapsulate the overall essence of the definiendum, but not too general as to be

45 This method is also sometimes called the method of collection and division and the method of
bifurcation. I tend to use all three interchangeably.

46 Cf. Miller, PPS, 17. This is perhaps the most implicit part of the process. Could it be the place to
find the doctrine of recollection —which is otherwise missing —in the late dialogues?
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completely vague. Take the example which the Stranger chooses first in the
Sophist of the Angler. It is intuited by Theaetetus that such a person has an art
(texvn). The practitioner of the method — the dialectician —then detects a split
within the kind that will cut it in half and make what was double become half as
many. The Stranger divides Texvn into productive and acquisitive kinds. The
goal of such a division is to create two halves of the initial kind that will
diametrically oppose one another. If the division is a good one, it will create
divisions that exhaust the initial kind. Thus the definiendum will only be able to
found in one of the two options that the division has created. There will be no
blending of the two new kinds, which will prevent confusion in the next step:
identifying in which of the two divisions the definiendum belongs. Once this is
selected (in the example, the Angler is identified as belonging to the acquisitive
kind of Texvn), the process repeats itself. Acquisition is divided into two kinds,
and so on, until one of the divisions isolates the definiendum itself and separates it
from the rest of the kinds. It is then a simple process of recollecting the kinds in
which the definiendum was identified. This recollection of kinds comprises the
definition.

The method bases itself on the metaphysics which we heard Parmenides
unfurl in the second half of Parmenides (Parm., 136ff). This should not come as a
surprise, since the Stranger is from Elea, and a follower of Parmenides and Zeno
(Soph., 216a). In the Eleatic ontology, there is no room for degrees of variation,

since such distinctions imply that something both is and is not what it is in
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varying proportions, and this mixture violates the law of non-contradiction.
(something either is or is not what it is; it cannot be both). The method of
bifurcation is similarly bound up in the mutually exclusive categories of
existence and non-existence. The definiendum either is or is not that with which it
combines. There is no possibility of the definiendum being either more or less like
the kind with which it combines, because such distinctions are not ontologically
possible within an Eleatic metaphysics.

The binary opposition of being and non-being explains why the method of
bifurcation runs into such problems as it does when trying to bifurcate likeness,
since the idea of likeness is inherently bound up in distinctions of more and
less.*” In order for something to be ‘like” something else, it must be both the
similar to and different from what it is like. Thus ‘like” combines the principles of
existence and non-existence and in doing so violates the law of non-
contradiction. These are precisely the distinctions that the method cannot make,
because the Eleatic metaphysics cannot permit them. Because of this problem,
Plato has the Stranger carry out the ontological ‘digression” which re-defines
non-being as otherness, giving it a positive aspect and no longer strictly a
negative one. This redefinition creates a way for us to be able to say that
talsehood exists, but it does not create a metaphysics that allows for likenesses to

exist.

47 On this point, see Aristotle, Categories, Ch. 7, particularly 6b2-26.
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The main idea behind the re-definition is that particle ‘non-" or “not-" does
not need to denote the opposite of what it negates:

For instance, when we speak of a thing as not great, do we seem to
you to mean by the expression what is small any more than what is or
middle size?

How could we even?

Then when we are told that the negative signifies the opposite, we
shall not admit it; we shall admit only that the particle ‘not” indicates
something different from the words to which it is prefixed, or rather from
the things denoted by the words that follow the negative. (Soph., 257b-c)*8

Thus ‘not-" can denote anything from the complete opposite to the nearest
possible likeness of something. To illustrate his point, the Stranger chooses the
examples of the beautiful, the great, and the just. Under the re-definition, ‘the
not-beautiful” does not only mean “the ugly’, but rather what is simply other than
beauty. The redefinition incorporates all possible differences from beauty into
one category —all of which have just as much existence as beauty itself: “And we
shall, then, say the same of other things, since the nature of the other is proved to
possess real being; and if it has being, we must necessarily ascribe being in no less
degree to its parts also” (Soph., 258a; italics mine).*?

Thus although the re-definition of ‘not-" has overcome the problem of

saying that non-being somehow is, it has not done much of anything to help us

make distinctions of more or less. In fact, it has accomplished the opposite. The

- . ” , < , A s , . . <y -
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re-definition has completely nullified distinctions of more and less, particularly in
the category of being —something which the Socrates from the ideological
dialogues would find completely appalling. For example, to say that the not-just
has just as much being as the Just itself runs counter to the entire argument in the
simile of the cave and the analogy of the line of the Republic. >

Clearly what is needed is a way to combine the principles of being and
otherness in such a way that something can be said to be more like something
than something else. It is precisely the need for this new kind of metaphysics that

Plato has the Stranger articulate in the Statesman’s doctrine of due measure.

50 Far from saying that only the Good has being in these allegories, it is rather the case that
entities on the line have more being the closer they are on the line to the Good. Because of their
close proximity they are clearer (cadeoTtépov: 511c4). There is thus a scale of more/less being
according to an entity’s proximity to the Good, which, as the measure of being, lies beyond it.
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CHAPTER TWO: The Doctrine of Due Measure

Introduction
In this Part, I aim to illustrate what exactly this doctrine is, and
demonstrate how it functions in the argument of the dialogue, as well as in the
Late Trilogy. In particular, I show how it provides the necessary doctrine for the

methodological and metaphysical philosophy that the dialogue contains.

Measurement

Introduction

The Stranger introduces the doctrine of due measure to his new
interlocutor, the Younger Socrates®, as an aside, simply as a way for us to
determine the proper length of dialectical discussions (283b). Different
commentators have offered different explanations for the place of this
“digression” in the dialogue as well as different evaluations of its importance.>2
Mitchell Miller attributes the necessity for the doctrine of due measure to YS's
inadequacies as a dialectician. He believes it is because of “Young Socrates’
failure —by now clearly established characteristic —to respond to this indirect

communication that the Stranger closes with this presentation of the doctrine of

51 The Younger Socrates (hereafter YS) is a friend of Theaetetus and also a student of Theodorus.
The switch in interlocutors is made in the Statesman’s prologue, which I analyze in Part Three.

52 Kenneth Sayre (MMPS, 139 n. 1) notes the various interpreters who have dismissed this section
of the dialogue as either lengthy, irrelevant, or even self-contradictory. Both Sayre and I take the
opposite view, and give chief importance to this section of the dialogue.
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‘essential measure” at 283b-287a.”53 Melissa Lane holds that it is because of “the
confusion of standards of measurement in the claims ascribed to weaving’s
rivals.”>* Finally, Jacqueline Merrill attributes the placement of the doctrine of
due measure at this point in the dialogue to its relation to the structure of the
dialogue as a whole.>> I take a similar stance to Merrill, and believe that the
placement of the doctrine of due measure at this point in the Statesman is due in
large part to the overall structure of the work. On the other hand, the doctrine of
due measure also plays several very important roles in the unfolding logic of the
text and of the Late Trilogy as a whole. In order to better understand how the
doctrine of due measure functions in the dialogue as well as within the Late

Trilogy we first need to grasp what it is.

Two Kinds of Measurement

The art of measurement (uetpnTikn) has two parts. One sub-division of the
art of measurement measures length and brevity, as well as excess and deficiency
in general, in relation to their opposites (Tpos TouvavTiov ueTpouot: 284e5). The
other division of peTpnTikn measures these opposed contraries by their relation
to “the mean” (Tpos Tov pETpiov: 284e6). The existence of the first kind of
measurement is laid down by the Stranger as self-evident: “Doesn’t it seem

natural to you to say that the greater is necessarily greater than nothing other

5 Miller, PPS, 57. Cf. his similar assessment, p. 64.

54 Melissa Lane, Method and Politics in Plato’s Statesman (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1998), 52 fn. 75.

% Jacqueline Pfeffer Merrill, “The Organization of Plato’s ‘Statesman’ and the Statesman’s Rule as
a Herdsman” in Phoenix, vol. 57, No. 1/2, pp. 35-56. See pages 82-84 of this thesis for a discussion
of this point.
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than the less, and also that the lesser is lesser than the greater and nothing else?”
(283d-e, my translation).>¢ This kind of relation is intuitively clear: ‘big’ is
knowable only in relation to “small” and vice versa.

After YS agrees that the great is greater than nothing other than the small
and vice versa, the Stranger poses his next question: “But why? Shall we not also
say that there really is something that exceeds the nature of the mean and that
overshooting this very thing in words or also deeds is that by which most of us
differentiate the wicked and the good?” (Statesman 283e, my translation).>” YS
responds in the affirmative to this question as well. The great and the small, or
what is excessive or deficient, are thus relative in two ways: in one way they are
relative purely to each other; in another they are relative to what is the ‘mean’ for

each.

The First Kind of Measurement

While the existence of the relation between contraries may seem clear, it
will help to have an explicit understanding of what this kind of relation entails.
For the clearest possible explanation of this relationship, the best guide is
Aristotle. He explains the relation between contraries this way:

[1]f “great” and “small” are contraries, it will come about that the same

subject can admit contrary qualities at one and the same time, and that

things will themselves be contrary to themselves. For it happens at times

that the same thing is both small and great. For the same thing may be
small in comparison with one thing, and great in comparison with

56 " Ap’ oU KOTa ¢uow Sokél ot To pelov undevos Tepou SE1v pEILoV AEyElv T} TOU EAGTTOVOS, KO
Tou)\)\cx'rov O(U TOU uElCovog gE\aTToVv, dAAou 8¢ un&svog,

57 Ti 8¢; TO TT‘|V TOU HeTplou q)uolv UnspBoO\}\ov Kol UTrspBoO\)\ousvov UT oUTRS EV )\oy01§ E1TE KOl EV
epymg &p’ oUk ol AEEOHEV IS VTS YIYVOUEVOV, €V G Kol S1aEPOUCT HEAIGTO TGV Ol TE KOKOl
kol ol ayabol;
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another, so that the same thing comes to be both small and great at one

and the same time, and is of such a nature as to admit contrary qualities at

one and the same moment” (Cat. 5b31-40).58
Note here the similarity between this kind of contrariety and that expressed by
Socrates in the Parmenides (129d-e). Such a principle of pure relativity can be
traced back to the second half of the Parmenides, where Parmenides described the
second hypothesis as “split up into the smallest and greatest [Te OUIKPOTATO KAl
ueyioto] and all kinds of existences; nothing else is so much divided, and in
short the parts of existence are infinite” (Parm. 144b-c). It is this pure otherness
that allows the sophist to infinitely conflate essences and become the measure of
all things as they are relative only to his self as the absolute measure.

Without an external standard to measure the contrary qualities of
great/small, these contraries have no self-identity apart from their connection to
their opposite. They thus become so bound up in one another that they form a
contradiction. If large and small can be defined only in relation to one another,
the definition of each is impossible without reference to the other, and so neither
one is really defined at all. Instead, the mutual dependency of the two contraries

creates an indefiniteness which is impossible to define or limit, without, at any

rate, reference to an external standard.

5 Aristotle, Categories, trans. E.M. Edghill, in The Basic Works of Aristotle, ed. Richard McKeon
(New York: The Modern Library, 2001), 16.
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The Second Kind of Measurement

The second kind of measurement is distinct from the first precisely
because it measures the contrary qualities of more/less (and all the various
instances of this sort of opposition) against the ‘mean’. The “‘mean’ is a third thing
which lies outside of the relative opposition of contraries. Initially the Stranger
introduces the concept of the mean very vaguely as “the something without
which production would not be possible” (To 8¢ kaTa TNV ThS YEVEEWS
avaykaloav ouclav: 283d6-7). A little later, he says it is “that by which most of us
differentiate the wicked from the good” (¢ kol Stadepouct uaAioTo NUAVY o Te
kakol kol ol aryaBot: 283e5-6). Then, it is called that without which the arts
(Texvat) could not be. For artisans, means are “real difficulties in actual practice,
and it is in this way, when they preserve the [measure], that all their works are
good and beautiful” (284a9-b2).5 Finally, the Stranger provides a little more
clarity by providing terms that are synonymous with ‘mean’. The second type of
measurement, he says, “comprises those which measure them in relation to the
moderate (Tpos To peTpiov), the fitting (To mpemov), the opportune (Tov kaipov),
the needful (To 8tov), and all the other standards that are situated in the mean
between the extremes (ka1 ToVd OTO0W els TO HETOV G TTeKIaBN TV EoxaTwv)”

(284e 6-8).99 These remarks comprise the bulk of the Stranger’s explanation of

59 (35 OV xohemov Tepl Tas TPokels TopadUAGTTOUG!, KOl TOUTG 8T TG TPOTG) TO HETPOV
owlouoon Tovta ayaba kal kaa amepyalovtal. Fowler actually translates both To petpiov and
TO pETPOV as ‘the standard of the mean’ here; however, the difference in the Greek warrants using
different English translations. I discuss the difference between To peTpiov and TO péTpov below.

60 OTTOCO TTPOS TO UETPIOV K& TO TPETTOV KOl TOV KaPOV Kol TO SEov kol Tavh’ oTrooa 1S TO HEGOV
aTmwkiohn TV EoxaTwV.
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the doctrine of due measure. However, what, exactly, these ‘means’ are is still
not clear.

The first step is to understand the proof for the existence of these
measures. The Stranger deduces the existence of due measures through the
existence of Teéxvn. Due measures and the arts (Texvo) are interrelated this way:
“For all these,” says the Stranger, “are doubtless careful about excess and
deficiency in relation to the standard of the mean (Tou peTpiou); they regard them
not as non-existent, but as real difficulties in actual practice, and it is in this way,
when they preserve the [measure] (To petpov), that all their works are good and
beautiful.” (284a-b).6* Thus the arts depend on the existence of this second kind
of measurement. If due measures do not exist, then neither will the arts; but since
the arts do exist, then so too must due measures. The natural conclusion of this
argument is that since statesmanship is an art, the existence of due measures is
necessary to define it, just as the conclusion that non-being existed was necessary
in order to define the sophist. Thus the doctrine of due measure and the
definition of statesmanship exemplify the same sort of inter-relationship that the
Stranger asserts between measures and the arts: the doctrine of due measure is
necessary for the definition of the statesman, and it is because of the occasion of

defining the statesman that we need the doctrine of due measure.

61 ATEOC1 Yop ol TOIKUTA! TOU TO TOU PETPIOU TTAEOV K&l EAATTOV OUX S OUK OV oAAa’ €S OV
XoAemov mepl Tas mpaels TapaduAATTOUGH, KOl TOUTE 8N TG TPOTG TO HETPOV owloucat
movTa ayaba kol kaha amepyalovtal. The reason for the square brackets around ‘measure” is
given in the next section.
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Measure (to metron) vs. Mean (to metrion)

The Stranger uses To ueTpov and To peTplov almost interchangeably, and
many translators have used the same words for both.62 So far as I am able to tell,
it is only Miller and Sayre who differentiate between these two words in their
translations. I follow Miller and Sayre as much as possible, since I believe their
translations of ‘mean’ (Miller) or ‘due measure’ (Sayre) for To petpiov and
‘measure’ for TO pETpov are the truest representations of these words both in
general® and in the context of this dialogue.

We are able to see the distinction between ‘measure” and ‘mean’ the
clearest when we consider the relationship between measurement and the arts
(Téxvan) at 284ff. Artisans seek to “preserve the measure” (To peTpov odfouct) in
their works (284b1-2), and, as the Stranger explains, “it is in this way that their
works are good and beautiful.” The confusion between measure and mean is
understandable, since less than one Stephanus page earlier, the Stranger says that
the chief difference between good and bad men is to be found in their exceeding
or falling short of the mean (283e, exact translation and Greek are above). Both
measure and mean are therefore involved in our making judgments of quality in

the things people produce. While both Miller and Sayre have offered their

62 In particular: Fowler translates both as “the standard of the mean”; Rowe and Annas and
Waterfield follow Skemp and translate them as “due measure”; Seth Bernadete translates both as
“the mean”. Sayre calls To peTpiov ‘due measure’ and TO péTpov ‘measure’ (MMPS, 142-3).

63 To peTplov is the substantive form of the adjective HETplos, which translates as “moderate” . By
contrast, TO uéTpov generally means “that by which anything is measured”, or simply “measure”,

”ou

“due measure”, “limit”, or “proportion” (LS]).
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interpretations of the difference between measure and mean,® I add my own
below, drawing mostly from the remarks about measurement and the arts.

Among modern scholars, Xavier Marquez has the best explanation of the
relationship between means and the arts: “Here [in the doctrine of due measure]
A is not measured against any arbitrary thing B, but against that quantity C of
something (which may not in fact exist) that actually (and necessarily) produces
X. This quantity or number C of G can thus be called the necessary quantity or
number for the generation of X, and hence this sort of measurement can be said to
be according to the necessary being of the generation [of something] (284d8-9).”65

Because of the interrelation of Téxvou and due measures, we will be able to
see some of the details of how the doctrine of due measure works if we examine
texval. To generalize, each Téxvn has a craftsman, who makes his craft out of
materials specific to his trade. Each craft’s materials are indefinite in shape before
the craftsman turns them into something. The artisan’s essential activity is to
impose definite form on indefinite material. The artisan is thus the measure
whose skillful act brings about limit on the unlimited — or, in other words,
manifests form in matter. The craftsman’s works are be able to be judged as good
or bad to the extent that they preserve the measure — or, to the extent that they
realize the form of the thing they are trying to build. Measure needs to be

‘preserved’ here because of its being instantiated in matter, which, by its very

64 Miller, PPS, 66-67 and Sayre, MMPS, 178-179.
05 Xavier Marquez, “Measurement and the Arts” Plato 6 (2006), 3.
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nature, is contrary to the form.% Form’s instantiation in matter degrades the
perfection of the form, and so it is the craftsman’s task to ‘preserve’ the form of
the thing as much as possible within the context of the matter he uses to realize
it. The resulting combination of the form and the matter will therefore be the
product of the artisan’s work. If the combination is good, it will have “hit the
mean’. If bad, it will have missed the mark. Yet the only way we will be able to
judge whether the craftsman’s product is good or bad is by knowing the measure
and measuring their product against that ideal.

Extrapolating from this discussion of Téxvn, we can see that measures are
the absolute, perfect, and self-identical forms of things —be they houses,
speeches, etc. As perfect and self-identical, they are unable to be completely
realized in the world of becoming, since the world of becoming is bound up with
change and otherness.®” These measures are nevertheless necessary for
generation, because without them, imitations and approximations of these
measures would not be possible. The mean, then, is the instantiation of the
measure in the world of change, or of greater/smaller to use the language of this
text. It (the mean) is not the best form of a house, speech, etc. per se, but instead is
the best possible instance of that measure for the situation. “Thus,” says Miller, “to

tfashion a relevant example, the statesman works to realize the just state, that is,

% For more on the opposition between form and matter as it is articulated in the Statesman, the
myth is the most helpful, esp. 269d-e & 273b-c. I discuss the relevant parts of the myth later in
this thesis.

67 For a deeper investigation into the problem of the relationship between something absolute
and something different from itself we need only to remember Parmenides’ criticisms from the
dialogue Plato named after him.
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to actualize in social-historical fact the ideal of the just polity” (PPS, 66). Another
example from the text can be found in the myth of the reversed cosmos. There,
the god’s rule creates paradise on earth. The kind of rulership that creates this
kind of human life on earth is the measure of rulership per se. It is against this form
of rulership that all other types of human rulership are judged. When the god
leaves, however, and humans are left on their own to rule themselves, the best
possible instantiation of the god’s rule in a period which is characterized by

change and decay is the mean.

Method

The first method that Plato has the Stranger and the younger Socrates use
to define the statesman is that which was used to define the sophist —namely, the
method of bifurcation (diairesis). By the end of the first attempt it is discovered
that there have been a number of errors in the process of the divisions, and the
method is abandoned in favour of the myth. This section seeks to understand
why this happens. I argue that it is because the method is unable to make
distinctions of more and less within a kind (¢160s) (and hence distinctions of

value) that it is ultimately dropped in favour of a new method.

The “Value” of Diairesis

The reason the method is unable to make such distinctions is because it
relies on a metaphysics of being and otherness, which it has inherited from the
ontological digression of the Sophist. As we noted in the previous Part, the

method of bifurcation is grounded in a metaphysics which is expressly unable to
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make distinctions of more and less. In order to overcome the binary opposition of
being and non-being in the Sophist, the Stranger made the point that the particle
‘not-" or ‘non-" (un or ou in Ancient Greek) does not necessary denote the
opposite of the thing negated, but merely that it is different, or ‘other”.68

We can see that the metaphysics of being and otherness has influenced the
method of bifurcation when the Stranger outlines the goal of the Statesman’s
whole endeavour: “Where then, shall we find the statesman’s path? For we must
find it, separate it from the rest and imprint upon it the seal of a single class; then
we must set the mark of another single class upon all the other paths that lead
away from this, and make our soul conceive of all sciences as of two classes”
(258¢).® In these words the Stranger provides us with the kind of separation that
also belongs to the difference between being and otherness from the Sophist:
When we have found the definition of statesmanship, there will be two kinds of
science, Statesmanship and ‘non-Statesmanship’. Statesmanship is to be one kind
of science, isolated by itself, and all other sciences will be grouped into a kind
that is simply other than it. Yet, as we shall see, there are problems with this kind

of distinction.

8 There is a section in the Statesman at the beginning of the first attempt to define the statesman
that recalls the results of the Sophist. In reference to the lines where the Stranger says that the
method of inquiry will proceed “along other lines” (kat’dANo: 258¢1), and YS responds, “So it
seems” (E10ke ye: 258¢2), Jacob Klein says, “There is something surprisingly amusing in the
excessive character of this interchange” (Trilogy, p.148). This dialogue, so far as I can tell, is best
explained as a subtle signal to the reader that the following section will deal with the notions of
otherness and likeness

69 Tr]v oUV TOAITIKNV orrpcxrrov T TiS aveuproel; 8El yap O(UTT]\) cxveupew Kol xoaplg adehovTas
on‘ro TV a}\)\mv 1650(\1 O(UTT] [JIO(V smcd)payloaoecxl Kol Tols GANaIS & EKTpOTI’O(lS‘ ‘tv 0()\)\0 £180s
ETTIONUNVOLEVOUS TTEOAS Tas EMOTIHAS s ouoas 8Uo eidn Stavondivat Ty Yuxnv NUAV Toinoal.
Cf. Harvey Ronald Scodel, Diairesis and Myth in Plato’s Statesman (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1987),p. 27, who gives a similar interpretation.
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In making this definition this way, the Stranger has gone beyond the limit
of what Parmenides has forbidden (to not say that non-being in any way is:
Sophist, 258c-d). In redefining non-being as otherness, the Stranger has wiped out
any way of determining degrees of difference within something that is other,
because he has de-limited otherness to include absolutely anything that is other
than the thing negated.

The same problem happens when we try to consider the distinctions
between likenesses and the original. Indeed it was trying to make a bifurcation of
‘likeness’ in the Sophist that necessitated the ontological digression. The problem
is that in defining non-being as simply ‘other’, there is no way to determine
degrees of difference in the various likenesses of the original. Similarly, the term
‘non-Statesmanship” does not do any justice to the various distinctions of other
Texval that lay hidden within it.

Francisco Gonzalez, in his 2001 paper, “The Eleatic Stranger: His Master’s
Voice?” frames the problem of otherness this way:

According to the conclusion of the ontological digression that occupies a
large part of the dialogue, an image is not the original only in the sense of
being other than (¢Tepov) the original. But if both likenesses and semblances,
as images, are simply other than the original, what could be the difference
between them? Is one “more other” than the other? The Stranger appears to
think that by showing that falsehood exists, he has demonstrated the
distinction between semblances and likenesses (266d-e). But if a semblance
is false simply in the sense of being other than the true original, then must

we not also say that the likeness is false? The Stranger’s account of not-
being seems unable to explain the greater negativity involved in distorting the
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original (semblance) as opposed to simply being distinct from the original
(likeness).”0

As Gonzalez shows, the ontology of being and otherness cannot make
distinctions between degrees of otherness. So too, as we have seen, the
quantitative kind of reasoning that belongs to Theodorus cannot make
distinctions of more or less, but renders all things either equal or unequal (the
same or different) in an unqualified way. So too does the method of bifurcation.
The method takes what is double and cuts it in half. To make the cut, it uses the
categories of identity and difference to separate what is different, or does not
combine, from what is the same, or what does combine. Miller describes the
process this way: “Statesmanship, of course, does not combine with all kinds of
science. Quite the contrary, it is not or differs in one way or another from all other
sciences than itself; the dialectician’s task is to trace these differences, or to
distinguish, within science, what statesmanship is from what it is not.”71
Nowhere within these divisions is to be found a way to distinguish
degrees of similarity and difference —or put another way, degrees of likeness, for
likeness has within itself the combination of both identity and difference to
varying degrees. The method takes a given kind (180s) and divides it in half,
into two classes (18¢a1) that combine with the original kind but not with each

other. If the division has been made properly, these two classes will be mutually

70 Francisco Gonzalez, “The Eleatic Stranger: His Master’s Voice?” in Who Speaks for Plato: Studies
in Platonic Anonymity, ed. Gerald A. Press (New York: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, Inc.,
2000), 167.

71 Miller, PPS, p. 17.
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exclusive contraries and as such will, as Miller says, “exhaust the initial kind.”7?
Consequently, there is no way to determine if the definiendum is more like one of
these contraries than the other —it is either one or the other, never both to
varying degrees.

That this is an inherent problem of the method can be seen from the
beginning of the diairetic process. Knowledge (¢miotnun) is divided into the
purely theoretical arts (yvewoTikn) and the practical arts (mpokTikn), and the
statesman is identified with the former. But this identification should cause the
critical reader some concern, since surely there is some of the practical mixed in
with the statesman’s techne. As the dialogue shows later, the statesman’s activity
concerns the practical lives of human beings (306ff). Especially if we are aware
of the conclusion of the dialogue, placing the statesman wholly within the purely
theoretical arts makes little sense.” Yet, at this point in the dialogue, the
method’s limitations require the wholesale identification with one of the two
available options. Because he is considered only “to be more akin to the
intellectual than the manual or the practical” (Ths &1 yvwoTIKns paAAov 1
XEIPOTEXVIKNS KOl OAWS TPOKTIKAS ...OlKEIOTEPOV Elval: 259c-d), the statesman is
thus thrown into the intellectual side of the division at this point even though he
only partially fits into this class. Clearly this shows a flaw in the method from the

start.

72 ibid.
73 Kenneth Sayre makes a similar point about this problematic identification; see his MMPS, p. 20.
Cf. Scodel, 31-32.
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A further indication that lacking a means of distinguishing degrees of
more and less is a problem for the method is in the Stranger’s suggestion about
the identification of householder’s art with the king’s: “Shall we then assume that
the statesman, king, master, and householder too, for that matter, are all one, to
be grouped under one title, or shall we say that there are as many arts as
names?” (258a).7* Before YS can respond, the Stranger makes the point that one
who is able to advise another on their art deserves the same appellation as the
one who actually practices it. The king’s adviser deserves to be recognized as
possessing the kingly art just as much as the king himself does. Again this
identification seems problematic. It conflates distinctions of purely theoretical
and the practical because it renders all things as either one or the other and
cannot recognize degrees to which they might be more or less of both. It should
be intuitively obvious that someone who practices the art of statesmanship, or
medicine, or any of the other technical arts, has more right to be called a
statesman or doctor than the one who merely advises them.

Continuing the consequences of equating the advisor and the practitioner,
the Stranger asks YS, “Well, so far as government is concerned, is there any
difference between the grandeur of a large house and the majesty of a small

state?” YS's response, governed by the method’s inability to recognize

74 HOTspov olv TOV Tro)\mkov Ko (30(01)\50( Kol 5501T0Tnv Ko €T’ omovouov Gnoousv WS EV TAVTO
TAUTO TTPOCOYOPEUOVTES, T) TOOAUTOS TEXVOS GUTOS EIVal PAUEV, OGTTEP OVOUO T EpPNON;
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distinctions of qualitative difference, is “No.”7> This again is blatantly false to
one who is concentrating on what is being said.

The real value of the method of bifurcation is that it forces its practitioner
to adhere to the real classes of things in making their divisions. In doing so, they
will become more impartial to the ignorant distinctions of better/worse in
politics and in life.”® Yet there are clearly still problems with a method that does
not make distinctions of more/less, since such distinctions are a part of the
eidetic structure of reality that the philosophy tries to grasp. Keeping the
diairetic process” benefits in mind, it is necessary to go on to see how it fails in

just this respect: it is blind to the distinctions of more/less.

Parts and Partiality

The next important point that highlights the nature of the method in its
deficiencies and its benefits is the digression about the method itself that results

from giving YS the reigns of the discussion to make a cut of his own.”” Making it

75 259 ff. Compare this section of the Statesman to Aristotle’s Politics: “Those then who think that
the natures of the statesman, the royal ruler, the head of an estate and the master of a family are
the same are mistaken; they imagine that the difference between these various forms of authority
is one of greater and smaller numbers, not a difference in kind” (Politics, 1252a6-9, trans. H.
Rackham, Loeb Classical Library). Aristotle seems to take the passage in question from the
Statesman as a serious doctrine. But I see it rather as a case of intentionally erroneous reasoning,
which Plato uses to show how the method’s foundations are flawed. Because the method of
bifurcation does not consider questions of more and less, the method does not distinguish
between the rulership of the householder or statesman, when in fact these are not only questions
of more/less but of kind as well. Because the method does not perceive the former, it does not
recognize the latter.

76 Miller (19-27) makes a similar point about the value of the diairetic process. This prophylactic
against unjust partiality inherent in the method is a serious point of Plato’s, even though the
Stranger uses a seemingly ridiculous remark about the rationality of cranes to make it.

77 In the intervening parts of the dialogue, there have been some other divisions that do not need
our utmost attention. See Scodel p. 45-49 for a detailed treatment of these cuts (Cf. Rosen, 18 to
27). Scodel points out (p. 47) that the Stranger breaks with the explicit code of the method to
forget distinctions of noble and base when he makes the division between lifeless and the nobler
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clear that the Stranger wants a division that will cut the kind in question
(ayehoroTpodikny) into equal parts, the Stranger instructs YS to “cause that
which is now sought among a double number of things to be sought among half
as many” (261e-262a).”® YS eagerly divides the art of herd-rearing into the caring
(tpodn) of humans and beasts. The Stranger points out the flaw in his division
immediately: “We must not take a single small part, and set it off against many
large ones, nor disregard species in making our division. On the contrary, the
part must be also a species” (262a-b).” Human/Beast is a division that relies on a
more/less distinction, which is precisely the kind of division that the method
cannot make. Instead, as we have seen, the method of bifurcation relies on

making divisions which create equal halves of the original kind.

(yevvaioTepov) living creatures (Stsm., 261c9). On the one hand the Stranger could simply be
ironic here, since “noble-born” could only apply to living beings. On the other hand, if he is being
serious and slips up in the argument, he could be demonstrating how the method cannot account
for these distinctions. Furthermore, (contra Scodel, 47) the method does not actually divide
anything according to the distinction of the noble and the base, but the Stranger merely calls the
production of living things nobler than that of the lifeless. He does not say that it is therefore
more worthy of investigation (Stsm., 261d-e). The only reason that I can tell why he would bring
up the comparative nobility of living beings is to stress the imminent breakdown of the method.
It is interesting to note also that the Stranger makes similar attributions of worth (or the lack of it)
when he discusses living things in the Sophist as well (220a). Further, he uses this same adjective
(yewvalia) to discuss the kind of sophistry that seems to capture Socrates the most accurately
(Soph., 231b8).

78 Tr]v S¢ ays)\mOTpoq)lKnv ap’ svvoens ™ Tis 8idupov amodnvas To LnTouuevov v SITAAGIOIo! TO
ViV €V TOIS THICECIV €1 TOTe TToiroet {nTeiobat;

There is a very interesting remark made by the Stranger which praises YS’s indifference
to calling this kind either the art of herding (ayeAatoTpodiknv) or community management
(kotvoTpodikrv). When YS says to use whatever name works well for the sake of the argument,
the Stranger says, “Good, Socrates; if you preserve this indifference to mere names, you will turn
out richer in wisdom when you are old” (KaAds ye, & Zwkpates® kav Stapuhalns To un
omoudaletv EM TOIS OVOUAGIV, TTAOUGIKITEPOS €S TO YNpas avadavron dpovroews: 261e). Of all
the possible options for what this remark might mean, I take it to be a signal that we are to recall
the reason why the elder asked for the Stranger to examine the younger Socrates — because he is
his namesake and this implies a sort of Iikeness
79 Mn Guleov HOP1OV €V TTPOS HeyoAa kol TTOAAG adpalp@dpey, Unde e180us xwpis: GANG TO pépos
oo €180s EXETC.
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In the digression which follows the remark above, the Stranger makes the
operating principle of the method most clear: a division is better the more it is
able to distinguish kinds that are “more truly classified and more equal”
(kaAhiov 8¢ Tou kol paAhov kaT’ 181 kol Sixo Staipolt’ dv: 262e). While this may
look like the Stranger is violating his own methodological principle and making
distinctions of better and worse (as Rosen notes, p. 30), he is in fact still adhering
to a quantitative standard —equality —which does not make distinctions of more
and less in the divisions themselves. This standard of equality does, however,
provide the means by which we are able to judge between better and worse
divisions, and so the Stranger has revealed a kind of evaluation of the method
that the method itself would be unable to detect.

Because the standard that measures the quality of the method is equality
in division, those cuts which separate kinds into equal halves are better than
those which do not. One important thing to note, however, is that all the
examples the Stranger uses are either political or mathematical. The political
examples all show that it is more proper to be impartial when making divisions
between groups of humans —e.g. Greeks and Barbarians or Lydians and
Phrygians —since these are not real (eidetic) divisions, but merely partial political

ones.80

80 Compare this political and methodological point to Socrates’ first words in the Theaetetus: “If 1
cared more for Cyrene and its affairs, Theodorus, I should ask you about things there and about
the people, whether any of the young men there are devoting themselves to geometry or any
other form of philosophy; but as it is, since I care less for those people than for the people here, I
am more eager to know which of our own young men are likely to gain reputation” (Thts., 143d).
Clearly Socrates here in this trilogy belongs to the camp of partiality. The implicit standard in his
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There is clearly a connection between distinguishing incorrectly between
parts of a kind and immoderate political partiality. Both of these divisions ignore
the real eidetic structure of reality and make distinctions of more and less. The
same thing is true about a human marking of human beings from the rest of the
animals, as YS has done with his division of humans/beasts. While it may seem
intuitively obvious that humans differ from beasts in kind —i.e. having reason vs.
not having reason — this, according to the Stranger (and, I argue, according to
Plato too) —is not so.

The Stranger makes his point by way of a seemingly ridiculous thought
experiment. Humans should not think themselves special on account of their
capacity for thought since, “Perhaps, if there is any other animal capable of
thought, such as the crane appears to be, or any other like creature, and it
perchance gives names, just as you do, it might in its pride of self oppose cranes
to all other animals, and group the rest, men included, under one head, calling
them by one name, which might very well be that of beasts” (263d).8! Indeed, the
only way it seems possible to distinguish between humans and animals in terms

of their thought is that humans have a capacity for greater thought than

remark is that his amount of his care is determined by the proximity of the men to his own home
polis. I make the distinction between Socrates in this trilogy and the Socrates elsewhere
(particularly the Republic), because in the Republic Socrates presents a distinctly indifferent
attitude towards the Athenian performance at the festival of Bendis (the Thracian equivalent of
Artemis) (Rep. 327a). In this trilogy, it seems fair to place Socrates squarely on the side of the
partlal of the quahtatlve, of the more/ less.

81 TO(X cxv El Tou GPOVILOV €0TL Tt cdov € ETEPOV, 010\) (SOKEI TO TCOV Yepavev, 1 Tt TolouTov GANo, O
KO(TO( TOUTO 10co§ 6|ovouo<Cst KO(chnsp KO(l ov, yspowous HEV EV YEVOS O(\)TlTleEV TOls dAhots Lwots
KO(l OEMVUVOV O(UTO EoUTO, Ta 88 GAAa pETO TAV avBpcd TV cUAAaROV TaiTo oudev aAho ANV
lows Bnpla TpooeiTor.
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animals.®2 Yet such a distinction is one that relies on a distinction of more/less
within a kind, which the method of bifurcation emphatically forbids (see 266d,
which I discuss below). We shall see, with the Stranger’s help, that this
methodological principle is flawed, since under its direction we arrive at an even

less satisfactory definition of the human being.

Part vs. Class & More/Less vs. Equal

After the Stranger provides several examples of how YS erred in his
division and other examples of what would make more proper cuts, YS asks,
“how can we get a clearer knowledge of class and part, and see that they are not
the same thing but different from one another?”(263a).8% The Stranger replies by
saying that he cannot answer such a question right now, but he leaves YS with
the following principle: “[W]hen there is a class of anything, it must necessarily
be a part of the thing of which it is said to be a class; but there is no necessity that
a part be also a class” (263b).8* We can glean from this remark the following
points: 1) Classes and parts are divisions of a kind. 2) Classes are always also

parts of a kind. 3) Parts are not always classes of a kind.

82 This conclusion has, in fact, been borne out by contemporary zoologists (see

http:/ /www.ted.com/talks/robert_sapolsky_the_uniqueness_of humans.html). Contra Rosen,
who believes that the Stranger is being ironic throughout this whole methodological digression
and that “[t]he division of Young Socrates is in accord with nature, whereas the Stranger’s
example is based on conventional or political opinions” (Rosen, p. 30), I hold that the Stranger is
entirely serious in this methodological digression, but what follows from it is a demonstration of
how this quantitative kind of methodology proceeds to an untenable definition and that we must
rely on distinctions of more/ less in some ways as the lesser of two evils.

83 Trcog av Tis yevos KOl UEPOS evcxpysoTspov yvon'], cog ol TaUTOV EGTOV aAN’ € ETEPOV a)\)\n)\ow,

8 (s 51605 HEV OTOW 1) TOu, Kal uspos aUTO avoyKalov ival ToU TPOYHATOS OTOoUTEp &V €180
AeyeTol: UEPoOs Ot €160 oUSEUIO GVOYKT)
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In order to understand these points better, it may be helpful to bring in the
terminology of equal, more, and less. Classes are those divisions which are equal
halves of a given kind (this much the Stranger has made clear from his
digression). Parts, however, are made up of more and less of two classes. In just
the same way that something is more or less equal to something else, parts are
more or less classes. A part can be a class in the same way that an equal can be
equal. But something can also be more or less equal to something else. Anything
other than full equality is only more or less equal, and is therefore a part. But the
Stranger does not go into more of the details of the distinction between class and
part because he has yet to find a way to make distinctions of more and less
within the method of diairesis. What follows from this digression is more
demonstrations that a way to determine between distinctions of more and less

within the method of diairesis is necessary.

The Breakdown of the Method

After the digression about methodology, the Stranger points out the
following error that he committed himself. Between the stages of herd-rearing
and herd-rearing-in common there should have been the distinction between
tame and wild animals. Instead, this cut was only implied by the latter division
and went unsaid by the Stranger. Now, since they have run into time-wasting
errors, the Stranger bids YS to “begin again [from the beginning] and try to
divide the art of tending animals in common; for perhaps the information you

desire so much will come to you in the ordinary course of our conversation better
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than by other means” (264b).8 The “information” that YS “desires so much” is
the distinction between humans and beasts, which will also provide us an insight
into the statesman’s art, since they are his object of care. “In the ordinary course
of our conversation” means according to the rules of bifurcatory diairesis.

It is not long before the method runs into the same problem as it did
before. Using the method of bifurcation, the Stranger and YS are only able to
ascertain that the statesman cares for a herd that walks on dry land. “And” the
Stranger says, reminding us of the principles of division that he explained in the
previous section, “the art of tending animals that walk must, like an even
number, be divided in halt” (264e).8” But now, says the Stranger, there are two
ways of proceeding: “The quicker way, by separating a relatively small part and
a larger, and the other way, which is more in accord with what we said a while

ago about the need of making a division as nearly in the middle as we can, but is

85 oAy 8” olv €€ apxns TNV KoloTpodikny Telpwpedo Sialpéiv: 10ws yop kol ToUTo 6 ou mpobupn
S1amEPAIVOUEVOS O AOYOS aUTOS GOt KAAAIOV UMVUGEL.
86 Aristotle, it seems to me, has this section of the Statesman in mind in his following remarks: “If
genera are different and co-ordinate, their differentiae are themselves different in kind. Take as
an instance the genus ‘animal” and the genus ‘knowledge’. “With feet’, “two-footed’, “‘winged’,
‘aquatic’, are differentiae of “animal’; the species of knowledge are not distinguished by the same
differentiae. One species of knowledge does not differ from another in being ‘two-footed””
(Categories, 1b18-19, trans. E.M. Edghill). I do not take Plato to be saying that same thing in this
section of the Statesman that Aristotle concludes above. Instead I believe him to be making a point
about the combination of equal kinds and the consequences of separating distinctions of
more/less from those kinds. In this section on division, I take Plato’s overall goal to be to show
the problems of such a separation. One such problem is that a method that does not allow for
distinctions of more/less cannot provide a satisfactory definition of the human being or of the
statesman because it cannot properly distinguish between humans and animals. An adequate
definition of the human being and the statesman relies on distinctions of degrees of difference
within a kind.

A separate but related Aristotelian treatment of bifurcatory diairesis is in Book I of his
Parts of Animals. See in particular Chapters 2-3.
87 Tnv 8¢ meCovouikny, kabamep apTiov apiBucv, Sl Tepvouevny Sixo amopaivelv
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longer” (265a).88 These two options represent the separation of two things that
need to be combined. On the one hand there is the measure of equality in the
diairetic process. On the other hand, there is the division which arrives at the
definiendum more quickly but cuts the kinds into “relatively smaller and larger
parts” .8 Presented with the option of taking one or the other, YS asks, “is it not
possible to do both?” (aupoTépas aduvaTov; 265a7). Nothing in his suggestion
implies that he wants to do both at the same time. It is odd then that the Stranger
rejects this option outright: “It is impossible at least to do both at the same time,
you wonderchild; but clearly it is possible to do each in turn” (265a8).° His
rejection of this option is ironic, since it actually draws attention to the possibility
of doing both at the same time. I argue that the Stranger rejects this option as a
possibility precisely to draw attention to it, because the Stranger knows that we
need to combine what at this point remains separate: the equal and the
more/less. What if we could combine these two paths into one? It would look
like the combination of the equal with the more and the less. The method cannot
do this at the same time, but it can take each approach in turn, and we can

observe the consequences (265b).

8 Trv pev BaTTo, rrpog HEYQ uspog ouleov Stoipoupevny, TN 8¢, OTEP €V TQY TPoobev EAeyouEy
OT! 861 HECOTOUEIV S HOAIOTE, TOUT’ EXOUCOV HOANOV, HOKPOTEPOV YE UTV.

89 As the Stranger pointed out in the methodological progression, “It is best (kalliston) to separate
the object of our search at once from everything else, if the separation can be made correctly”, yet,
in the same speech, he cautions that “it is safer to proceed by cutting through the middle”
(kaAloToV pev yop amo TV cAwv eubus Siaxwplletv To Cntoupevov...Sia pecwv 8¢
aohaAEOTEPOV 1EVOL TEUVOVTOS: 262b).

9 “Apo y’, & BoupooTE" v pEpel Ye unv SnAov oTi Suvatov. Both this and the former translation
are my own.
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Each way of proceeding is discovered to have laughable conclusions. The
“better” method which is in accord with the criterion of equality between
divisions, shows the human to be most closely connected to the pig, and
consequently the statesman to the swineherd. It is after this conclusion that the
Stranger takes the time to praise once more —this time ironically — the value-
neutrality of the method: “For now, Socrates, we have shown more clearly the
truth of that which we said yesterday in our search for the sophist...That the
method of argument pays no more heed to the noble than to the ignoble, and no
less honour to the small than to the great, but always goes on its own way to the
most perfect truth” (266d).91 YS's response —“So it seems” (”Eoikev) —is fitting.

The other path, which is “best” and proceeds more quickly to the
definiendum by siphoning off larger and smaller parts in unequal divisions
connects humans to chickens when it defines the human as a featherless biped
that walks on land (266e).°> Clearly neither approach offers a satisfactory
definition of the human being in its distinction from animals. For such proper
distinction we need to have a way to distinguish degrees of more/less within a
kind/class. What if we had taken YS’s implicit suggestion and tried to do both —
combine equality with more/less—at the same time? Such a question cannot be

answered by the method of diairesis. All that the method of division can show us

91 NOV yop, @ ZwKPOATES, EKELVO EOTI KaATapaves uaAhov To pnbev TOT’ v TR Tepl TOV coploTNHY
Cntroet... "OT1 T To1g8e neBOSw TV Aoywv oUTe GEMVOTEPOU HOANOV EUEANGEV T) W), TOV Te
OMIKPOTEPOV OUSEV TIMCKE TTPO ToU Hellovos, ael 8¢ kab’ auTnu mepaivel TaAnBecTaTov.

92 There is an infamous story of someone plopping a plucked chicken into Plato’s Academy and
saying to Plato, “There’s your human being!”
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is its own deficiencies. In order to define the Statesman, we will require a new
method — for which we will require the doctrine of due measure.

The second type of measurement offers us a new method of proceeding —
one which can distinguish degrees of difference within a single class. It is able to
make such distinctions because it combines the equal with the more and the less.
Each of the means that the Stranger lists at 284e act as external measures that lay
outside of the pairs of contraries that comprise the first kind of measurement. As
external to their opposition, due measures act as fixed points which enable us to
compare degrees of more/less to the best form of a given class. Mitchell Miller
phrases it this way: “[the second kind of measurement] evaluates an existent by
considering its relations not to other existents but its essence, the ‘being” which
defines it.”?3 As the definition par excellence of that which it measures, the due
measure provides the ideal instance of the class/kind to be determined. The
varying degrees of likeness of this kind in its imitators can then be determined
through a comparison of the ideal and the actual. Holding up the ideal as the
standard against which all other instances of it are judged allows for the
distinction of degrees of difference within a single class. In other words, it allows
for hierarchical ranking of multiple sub-classes that exist within an initial kind.

An example of how this method works is given in the next section of the

dialogue, when the Stranger and YS make their final attempt to define the

93 Miller, PPS, 66.
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statesman.”* Once the interlocutors re-determine that the statesman’s
foundational characteristic is knowledge (epistemne), they quickly deduce the
manner of rule that is fitting to his character, through an investigation into what
knowledge is: “It is then, a necessary consequence that among forms of
government that one is pre-eminently right and is the only real government, in
which the rulers are found to be truly possessed of science, not merely to seem to
possess it, whether they rule by law or without law, whether their subjects are
willing or unwilling, and whether they themselves are rich or poor —none of
these things can be at all taken into account on any right method” (293c-d).*®> The
only requirement for statesmen is that “they act in accordance with science and
justice and preserve and benefit it by making it better than it was, so far as is
possible, that must at that time and by such characteristics be declared to be the
only right form of government” (293d-e).?® With this conception of the ideal form
of rule fixed in place, it then becomes the standard against which all other forms

of rulership are properly ranked: “All other forms must be considered not as

94 See also Miller’s Dialectical Education and Unwritten Teachings in Plato’s Statesman (in PPS, 141-
161) for an excellent interpretation of “contributive arts” (287b-291a). Miller notes there that the
list of the fifteen kinds of art necessary to the polis can be ordered serially from the most material
to the most immaterial, and he also analyzes the potential for this kind of ordering to signify the
“unwritten teachings’ of Plato.

95’Av0(y|<oﬂov Bﬁ Kol TONTEICV, @S EOIKE, Touj'rnv Slqu)spéVng opfnv ival KO(\l uévnv no)\lTeiO(v,
ev 0TS cxv supton<01 Toug O(pXOVTO(S‘ a)\neoas smomuovqg Kol ou SokouvTas HOVOV, EQVTE KO(TO(
VOUOUS EQVTE GVEU VOUWVY cxpxoaot Kotl EKOVTCOV T) GKOVTCAV, KOl TEEVOUEVO! T) TTAOUTOUVTES , TOUTWV
urro)\oylc'rsov oUSEV ouUSou@S glval KaT’ oudeplav op@om‘ra

9% smomun Kol T6) Sikale rrpooxpcousvon oco(;ovrss €K XEIPOVOS PBeATIw TOIQOL KaTa SUVOILY,
TOUTNV TOTE K& KATA TOUS TOIOUTOUS OPOUS MUV Hovny opbnu ol Telaw elvat prTeov.
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legitimate or really existent, but as imitating this; those states which are said to

be well governed imitate it better, and others worse” (293e).”

Metaphysics

The Metaphysics of the Mean: Closing the Chorismos

The words ‘form” and ‘“instantiation’, ‘likeness’, and ‘imitation” have been
used frequently in our discussion of measurement, method, and the mean. This
is no coincidence, since in addition to having methodological significance, the
doctrine of due measure plays a crucial role in the development of Plato’s late
metaphysical system. In particular, it articulates (obscurely as it may seem) the
relationship between form and particular which Plato has been building towards
in the dialogues that precede the Statesman in dramatic time — primarily in the
Parmenides and Sophist.

To summarize briefly what we concluded in Part One of this thesis, the
Parmenides rejected the doctrine of participation as a way to explain the
relationship between form and particular. It revealed the chasm or xcpiouos
between these “Two Worlds’, and then went on to lay out the hypothetical
principles behind both form and particulars —namely the one-beyond-being and
the one-being. Unable to bring these two principles together, the result by the
end of the dialogue is the perfect metaphysical conditions for sophistry (Parm.,

166¢).

97 ooag 65 aAAas Aéyopev, ou YVT]O(O(S‘ oud’ ovroas ouoas )\EKTeov cx)\)\O( HEMIUTUEVOS TOUTTV, OS
HEV WS EUVOHOUS AEyopev, Tl Ta kaAAiw, Tas 8¢ GANas T Ta alo)iova Hepiunobal.
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The Sophist then picks up where the Parmenides leaves off, and overcomes
the opposition between being and non-being by redefining non-being as
otherness. Yet this redefinition does not completely close the gap between form
and particular. Although the argument in the Sophist shows how otherness exists
in the forms themselves (and consequently in the world of particulars as well),
we are still left without a way to determine degrees of otherness by the opening
of the Statesman. The doctrine of due measure accomplishes this very thing by
showing the necessary relationship between absolute and relative. In doing so, it
begins to close the xwpiopos.

‘Otherness’ from the Sophist translates into the Statesman as “relation to an
opposite” (284e). As noted previously in our reference to Aristotle’s Categories,
the contraposition of the terms great and small produces the illogical
contradiction of small being large and vice versa. Rendered relative purely to its
opposite, these terms become merely other than each other, since ‘large” and
‘small” have no definite meaning on their own. It takes the imposition of a limit
on the indefinite otherness of the relation between opposites to ground them and
give them stable identity. In the doctrine of due measure, this limit is the
measure (To LETpov) itself. When the measure combines with the more/less, the
mean is produces as the combination of the two. This is the sense in which
artisans “preserve the measure” in their works, and in which “we must now
force this second conclusion, that the greater and the less are to be measured, not

only to one another, but also to the establishment of the standard of the mean”
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(284b-c).”® With the standard of the mean fixed in place, it is possible to judge
whether someone or thing exceeds or falls short of that mean, and the degree to
which they do so. In metaphysical terms, the measure is the form, the more/less
are the sensible particulars, and the mean is their fitting combination. The
necessary existence of means is deduced by the existence of Texvai that preserve
measures in their works —i.e. by creating means within the indefinite materials
they use. By combining their knowledge of the measure with the material before
them they create the instantiation of the measure in their craft by approximating
the mean as closely as possible.

The relationship between measure and more/less is a necessary one —not
merely hypothetical. For without measures, there could be no instantiations of
measures. In other words, they would have nothing to measure. Since means
combine the relative otherness of more/less with the absolute measure, they
bridge the gap between form and matter, by proposing (and later deducing) the
relation between absolute and indefinite.

Finally, through the doctrine of due measure, Plato’s late metaphysics has

a way to determine degrees of likeness. With the mean fixed in place by its

98 OUTE) Karl VOV TO TTAEOV ol K&l EACTTOV HETPTTO TTPOCOVOYKAOTEOV YiyveaBat un mpos GAANA«
povov aAAa Kol TTPOS TTV TOU HETPIOU YEVEGIV.

9 Cf. Miller, 66-67. “ At 284e the stranger specifies the sense of to metrion by the appositives to
prepon (‘the appropriate’), fo kairon (‘the timely’), and to deon (‘the needed’). All of these notions
refer implicitly to concrete historical context as orienting and delimiting. What is ‘appropriate’ is
appropriate to a situation; what is ‘needed” is needed by someone for something; above all, what
is “timely” in one circumstance may be quite untimely in another. In both these respects the mean
spans the ontological gap between form and particulars. As the fullest possible realization of the
form, given the limits of context, the mean serves as the norm for praxis, the standard by which
essential measure can judge speeches and actions.”



connection to the absolute measure, it can then become the stable point away

from which imitations or approximations of that ideal fall.
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CHAPTER THREE: Dramatic Details

Introduction
Having analyzed the philosophical scope of the doctrine of due measure in the
Statesman, we now can turn to examine its potential to unlock the dialogue’s
literary details. We shall see that the doctrine of due measure explains the
majority of the dialogue’s literary features. In particular, I shall show that it is
able to account for the following: the often confusing content of the prologue and
the myth; the definition of the three men that Socrates asked for at the beginning
of the Sophist; the salvation of Socrates from philosophical condemnation; and

the structure of the dialogue as a whole.

The Prologue
Often, if not always, the first lines of a Platonic text carry special
meaning.'% They in particular, as well as the rest of the prologue in general,
foreshadow key philosophical elements in the dialogue, and the Statesman’s
opening lines are no exception. The prologue of the Statesman (257a1-258b2)
presents the reader with a number of confusing statements and dramatic details.
These details, along with those of the myth, provide the bulk of the “matter” of

the dialogue, which, if they can be explained by our interpretation of the

100 ] argue that any in-depth reading of a Platonic text will illuminate the significance of the
dialogue’s first words. Clearly this cannot be proved sufficiently here, except insofar as it I show
that it is the case with the Statesman in particular. For more on this topic, see M. Burnyeat, “First
Words: A Valedictory Lecture,” Proceedings of the Cambridge Philological Society 43 (1997): 13-14.
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dialogue’s “form” will indicate that we have found the real meaning behind
Plato’s words.101

Scholars have traditionally had trouble with the opening lines of the
Statesman. Some avoid them altogether (Sayre, 2006; Lane, 1999), others simply
summarize their content (Klein, 1977, p. 146-147), and others again try to explain
its content as a reference to the argument of the Sophist (Gonzalez, 2001).102

There is also a small group of scholars who suggest that the opening lines
point toward the section on measurement (Bernadete, 1984, I11.69; Skemp, 1952,
p- 119-120), but they do no more than point to that pointing. Only one, so far as I
can tell, sees that the problem lies in Theodorus” misperception of the matters at
hand.10

I agree with those who see a connection between the section on
measurement and the opening lines of the Statesman, but I add this: the opening

lines of the dialogue —Socrates” comments in particular —show the need for a

101 For an explanation of what I mean by the dialogue’s matter and form, see the section of my
thesis called “A Neoplatonic Method of Interpretation”, pages 5-7.

102 For the most part, I fundamentally agree with Gonzalez and the interpretation he puts forward
in his 2001 article “The Eleatic Stranger: His Master’s Voice?”, yet I try to show here how the
interpretation of the first words of the dialogue do not need anything outside of the dialogue to
be interpreted sufficiently. However, since the Statesman is so closely connected to the Sophist,
explaining the dialogue’s opening in terms of the dialogue which immediately precedes it is only
reasonable. I believe extraneous material can be brought in to help fill out the full range of
connections being drawn in the opening lines of the dialogue, although connections made to the
content of the same dialogue are best. Since I believe that the best way to explain a part of the
dialogue is to understand its relation to the rest of the same dialogue and not to something
external to it, I also fundamentally disagree at times with Gonzalez’s interpretation — particularly
when Gonzalez neglects to adequately discuss the doctrine of due measure. For more on my
treatment of Gonzalez” paper, see the section of this Part called “The “Value’ of Diairesis”, page
44-45 ff.

103 See Miller, PPS, p. 9, who thinks that Theodorus is unaware of the difference between
appearance and reality. I argue something similar, although I try to identify the source of
Theodorus” misconception more specifically with his profession as reasoner and geometrician
and the mode of perception that belongs to that line of thinking.
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kind of relation which uses a fixed reference point that is external to the contrary
qualities of more and less to measure them —in other words, he calls for the

doctrine of due measure.

Socrates’ and Theodorus’ Opening Exchange

The dialogue begins with Socrates” expression of gratitude to Theodorus:
“I really owe you a great deal of gratitude, Theodorus, for my acquaintance with
Theaetetus and with the Stranger too.”1% In his response to Socrates, Theodorus
says, “Presently, Socrates, you will owe triple that amount, when both the
statesman and the philosopher have been filled out for you.”1% In these words
Theodorus belies his own ignorance. Notions like gratitude and indebtedness are
not quantifiable in the same way that the objects of geometry are. Yet Theodorus
tries to force this very quantification of the unquantifiable. His error is like that of
the craftsmen whom Socrates describes in the Apology: “because of practicing his
art well, each one thought he was very wise in the other most important matters,
and this folly of theirs obscured that wisdom.”1% Theodorus, the expert in
geometry and logistics (Aoy10p0s), has tried to force the kind of thinking that
mathematicians use to examine quantities onto qualities, which are not the same
objects and therefore need to be looked at differently. While mathematical

thinking is apt for dealing with quantities (things like lines, numbers, planes,

104 "H roAAnV xoptv 0deiAw Gol Ths Te O TN TOU YVwpIoEws, 6 Oe08wpE, aua Kol THS TOU
Eevou: 257a1-2

105 Toryor 8€, 6O 2 KPATES, OPEIANCELS TOUTNS TPITAAGIOV, ETEISAV TOV TE TOAITIKOV
o’mspycxcoawa( ool ka1 Tov prhocodov: 257a3-5

106 S1x TO TT]\I TEXVT]\) KoAGdS sgspyod;soﬁm EKOOTOS nglou Kol TGAAG TO HEY10TO GOPLITATOS Elval,
Kol oUTAV auTn 1) TANUUEAELOr EKEIVIY TNV COPIaY OITEKPUTITEV: Apol., 22d
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solids, etc.), it is ill suited to the investigation or examination of qualities, such as
happiness, worth, honour, etc. In his attempt to look at qualities as though they
were quantifiable, Theodorus has pretended to know what he does not, and
Socrates, in his characteristically ironic way, picks up on Theodorus’” mistake:
SOC. Well! My dear Theodorus, have we really heard the greatest among
mathematicians and geometers speak this way?
THEO. How, Socrates?
SOC. When you rated each of the men of equal worth (7s lons o las),
who, in terms of honour, are farther apart from one another than can be
accounted for by proportion —I mean the one belonging to your craft.1%”
Socrates” problem is with the word “triple’. ‘Triple’ is a relation that does
not allow for distinctions of more and less. It is, essentially, a relation particular
to quantities, since quantities do not admit of variation by degree either.1%
Something cannot be any more or less triple than something else, just as
something cannot be more or less 4 than something else that is also 4. It is either
triple or not; it is either four or not.1% What is tripled is identical, and the three

men being tripled are of inherently differing worth. The operation of tripling the

amount that Socrates owes only applies if each of the men are worth equal

107 3 (). Elev: oUTw TOUTO, & pile Ocodwpe, PriOOUEV GKNKOOTES EIVAL TOU TEPI AOYIOHOUS KOl TX
YEWUETPIKA KPOTIOTOU;

OEO. TTas, @ JwkpaTes;

3 0. Tov avdpav ekaoTtov BevTos Ths 1ons aflas, ol T Tiun TAeov aAANAwv adecTOOIV T KaTa
avahoylav TNy Ts UHETEPas TeXVNs. 257a6-b4. My translation.

108 [ am indebted to Aristotle’s Categories, especially chapters 6-8 for this and many other insights
about the nature of quantity, relation, and quality here and throughout this section. Although
Aristotle does not state that triple is a relation particular to quantities in particular, he does say
that the relations ‘double’, ‘triple” and the like have the same characteristics as quantities: neither
quantities nor relations like “triple” have contraries, nor do they admit of degrees of more/less.
Cf. Cat. 5b11-6a10 & 6a19-23 with Cat. 6b17-18 & 6b24-26

109 While numbers like 4 can be more than 3 and less than 5, I mean ‘neither more nor less” here in
the sense that what is 4 cannot be more or less 4 than something else. The same is true with lines:
while they can be longer and shorter than other lines, one cannot be more or less ‘line” than
another.
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amounts, which they are not. This, as we note later, is the very same problem
that befalls the method of bifurcation. Yet, as Socrates points out, this
quantitative kind of relation (which sees things as either equal or unequal
without degrees of variation) is unable to account for the differing degrees of
worth/honour/value (or of quality in general) that belong to the sophist,
statesman, and philosopher.110

There are two ways of looking at the sophist, statesman, and philosopher.
One which would see them quantitatively as individual and separate, and that,
as separate and distinct, cannot be compared. The other perspective —the one
that Socrates is trying to articulate here —seeks to compare them all to the
external standard (the quality) of worth (a€la)/honour (Tipf). In the quantitative
point of view, each of the men is equal in worth because they are all
incomparable, separate quantities. But from the Socratic/qualitative perspective,
all of these men are comparable to one another as they measure up against the
external standard of worthiness per se. One will therefore be more valuable than
another by the degree to which they participate in that quality of worth. Yet
Theodorus’ quantitative perspective is blind to such distinctions because it keeps
each of the men separate from one another as incompatible quantities, or, to use

the language of the Statesman, they are different classes/kinds.!!

110 Socrates has already in the days discussion pointed out the different worths that people assign
to the philosopher: “to some they seem to be worth nothing, to others worth everything” (Soph.,
216¢-d).

111 We can also note, briefly, that the method of bifurcation proceeds in exactly the same way. At
two points in the LT the Stranger states that the method of bifurcation is blind to distinctions of
more and less honour. See Soph., 227b & Stsm., 266d, discussed above, p. 37-54.
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If we dig a little deeper into the details of what has recently been called a
“bantering interchange” (Sayre, 2006, p.11; cf. Lane, 1998, p. 34), we can see the
connection of the opening lines to the section of the dialogue which defines two
types of measurement. The Stranger explains the difference between the two
types of measurement in the middle section of the dialogue: “One part comprises
all the arts which measure number, length, depth, breadth, and thickness in
relation to their opposites (Tpos TouvavTiov peTpouat); the other comprises those
which measure them in relation to the moderate (Tpos To peTpiov), the fitting (To
mpeTov), the opportune (Tov kapov), the needful (To 8¢ov), and all the other
standards that are situated in the mean between the extremes (ko Tav®’” omooo
£1S TO HECOV OTTKIGON TV EoxoTwv)” (284€). The main difference between the
two types of measurement is that one measures something in relation to its
opposite, while the other measures it in relation to a standard that is external to
the contrast of those opposites. According to the doctrine of due measure (the
second kind of measurement), what is long is not only measured by what is
short, but both are measureable in relation to what is fitting.

We see a hint of the first kind of measurement in Theodorus’” assumption
that each of the men is of equal worth. The correlative of “triple” is “one-third’.
Thus, each of the men to be defined, in Theodorus’ view, constitute one-third of
the total worth, which is three times that of one of them alone. But such a
contrast of correlatives does not tell us anything about the actual worth of any of

the men to be defined. Instead, it equates the worth of all three of them, which
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renders them equally value-less as well.1'? Instead it is necessary to have a way of
looking at value which imports an external standard against which we can
measure each of the men and rank them according to the degree to which they
participate in the quality of worth —for this, we need the doctrine of due
measure.

Socrates, whether he is aware of it or not, actually suggests an example of
a relation which implicitly relies on the doctrine of due measure the next time he
speaks. He does this when he agrees with Theodorus that the younger Socrates
ought to replace Theaetetus as his interlocutor, because “both are related to me in
a certain way” (aude mobev gpot Euyyeveiav Exetv Tiva: 257d1-2).113 Subtle
though it is, Socrates in these words has actually provided an example of a
relation that uses an external standard as a measuring device —himself. Socrates
is to be the external standard against which we can compare the likenesses of
Theaetetus (who is like Socrates in appearance) and the younger Socrates (who

shares Socrates” name).1* With Socrates as the measure, we can tell which one of

112 And this is precisely what Socrates does not want. See Sophist, 216¢-d.

113 The word mofev suggests that both of them stand a certain distance from Socrates in their
appearance. The question is then, who is closer and who is farther away? In the same way the
question could be asked about the worth of the philosopher, sophist, and statesman: who is closer
to absolute worth? Who is worth the most? Theodorus’ quantitative reasoning cannot fathom
such questions because it renders all parts equal to one another. Can we now see just how ironic
Socrates is when he calls Theodorus the greatest (kpaTioTos) of those concerning calculation and
geometry?

114 Socrates says that his sharing the same name as the Younger Socrates “implies some sort of
likeness” (258al). Yet without the external measure of the appearance of Socrates himself, the
only way we can compare the two Socrates is by the designations of elder and younger. On their
own, these two comparatives tell us nothing about the actual age of either of the men. ‘Elder” as a
comparative without an attachment to an external reference point is merely the opposite of
‘younger” and vice versa. It is only as the younger of the elder Socrates that we get an idea the
younger Socrates” actual age. Cf. Scodel, 46-47: “it is for the reader to discern how different their
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the two young interlocutors is more like him than the other. The next step will be
to make the logic of this second kind of relationship (measurement to an external

standard) explicit, which is accomplished by the doctrine of due measure.

The Myth

Introduction

The next significant portion of the dialogue’s dramatic details comes from
its myth, which is by far the most famous section of the Statesman. Spanning from
268d5-274€3, it takes up roughly 1/10t of the whole dialogue, but has generated
the majority of scholarship on the Statesman —from ancient Neoplatonic
commentary which focused almost solely on the myth, up to today’s
commentators.

Melissa Lane, in her Method and Politics in Plato’s Statesman, notes that the
majority of the papers delivered at the Third Symposium Platonicum (which was
devoted to the Statesman) treated the myth.1> We can also see that the myth is the
main concern of ancient scholarship on the Statesman in the commentaries of the
ancient Neoplatonists. John Dillon states that the standard Neoplatonic reading
of the myth interprets the Age of Kronos as the divine life of the intellect (Nous),
while the Age of Zeus represents the life of embodied reason (Soul).'¢ I see no

reason why this is not an plausible interpretation, although I take a different

essences are.” It will be for the method —equipped with the doctrine of due measure —to do so
too.

115 Melissa Lane, Method and Politics in Plato’s Statesman (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1998), 9, n.
22.

116 John Dillon, “The Neoplatonic Exegesis of the Statesman Myth,” in Reading the Statesman:
Proceedings of the 37 Symposium Platonicum, ed. Christopher J. Rowe (Bristol: Sankt Augustin,
1995), 364-374, p. 365.
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path—one which I think is more in line with the logic of the dialogue as a whole

as | have interpreted it thus far.

Measure in the Myth

If we do as the Stranger bids at the beginning of the myth and “hold [our]
mind to the myth” (T¢ uubey pou Tavu Tpocexe Tov vouv: 268e), we will see an
image of the due measure during the time of the change in revolution. At 284e,
the Stranger defines the mean broadly as “whatever is situated in the middle
between the extremes” (v omoo els TO HEGOV G TTaKIOBN TV EoXOTwv: 284e).
On the one end of the cosmic cycle, we have the idyllic, stable, and ordered
period of revolution when God himself tends to the cares of the universe. And on
the opposite end we have the opposite state of affairs: chaos, disorder, strife,
dissimilarity, and even reversed aging. In the middle, between these opposed
periods is, quite literally, the measure: “During a certain period God himself goes
with the universe as guide in its revolving course, but at another epoch, when
the cycles have at length reached the measure (peTpov) of his allotted time, he lets
it go, and of its own accord it turns backward in the opposite direction” (269c-
d).117

Not only are there literal occurrences of due measure in the text, but the

myth also depicts an image of how the doctrine of due measure works. It does

117 1o yo<p OV TO8E TOTE usv aUTOS o Gsog Euurranyssl nopeuousvov Kol GUYKUK)\EI TOTE & ownst,
OTO(V ol TrEloBOl Tou TrpocnKOVTos aUTE) HETPOV sl)\nqmaolv nén xpovou TO 8¢ rra)\lv O(UTO]JO(TOV Els
TaVOVTIa TEPIOYETa, (CoV O Kal Gpovnaty eIANXOs EK TOU OUVAPHOOAVTOS oUTO KAt  apxas. And
it appears again, later, when there is mention of the changeover from the god-ruled to the god-
less cosmos (kaTa kotpov: 270a6). So far as I am able to tell, this detail has gone unnoted by other
commentators of the dialogue.
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this first at the level of the structural integrity of the cosmos, and the stability of
the human community mirrors the cosmic situation. In both instances, the closer
the age is to the time when the god ruled, the more stable it is. The farther away
it moves in time from the period of the god’s absolute rule, the more disordered
it becomes: “[IIn becoming separated from him it always got on most excellently
during the time immediately after it was let go, but as time went on and it grew
forgetful, the ancient condition of disorder prevailed more and more and
towards the end of the time reached its height, and the universe, mingling but
little good with much of the opposite sort, was in danger of destruction for itself
and those within it” (273c-d).118
The same pattern — of initial stability in the age of the god’s rule followed
by a steady degradation into chaos after he leaves —is repeated at the level of the
human political community. The time right after the god has left retains the
memory of his rule and imitates it in its own self-governance:
And as the universe was turned back and there came the shock of
collision, as the beginning and the end rushed in opposite directions, it
produces a great earthquake within itself and causes a new destruction of
all sorts of living creature. But after that, when a sufficient time had
elapsed, there was rest now from disturbance and confusion, calm
followed the earthquakes, and the world went on its own accustomed
course in orderly fashion, exercising care and rule over itself and all
within itself, and remembering and practicing the teachings of the Creator

and Father to the extent of its power, at first more accurately and at last
more carelessly. (273a-b)'1°

118 melCousvos 8¢ ¢ EKElVOU Tov EYYUTO(TO( Xpovov 0(51 'rr]g ad)sosoas |<0(M10'r0( ToVTa Blaysl,
npouowog 8¢ Tou xpovou Kol Anbns syylyvouevng gV oun’co ua)\)\ov KO(I SuvaoTEVEL TO TNS na)\alo(g
avcxpuom'lcxs rraﬁog, TE)\EUTOJVTOS‘ Se siowﬁsl TOU XPOVOU Kol 0]Jle0( usv TO(YO(eO( ﬁo)\)\nv S¢ TT]\I
TOJ\I EVAVTICOV KPOOIV ETTEYKEPOVVUHEVOS ETT S1adpBopas klvduvov aUToU Te OPIKVEITOL Kol TQV EV
O(UTOJ

190 65 UETO(OTpEd)OUEVOS Kol Euuch)\)\cov apxns Te Kol Ts)\sumg svoleow opunv opunﬁslg,
OEIOHOV TTOAUV €V EUTE Tolcdv ANV ol pBopav {eicov TavTolwY ammPysoaTo. HETA 8 ToUTA
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Both of these instances in the myth illustrate the main principle of the
doctrine of due measure: the closer something is to the measure, the better it is.
With a measure fixed in place, it can then be used to determine the degrees of
difference. The closer the approximations are to the measure, the better they are.
In the case of the cosmos, the closer in time that the cosmos is to the age when
the god ruled, the more stability it enjoys; the farther away, the more it sinks into
dissimilarity and ruin. So too with the self-rule of humans within the god-less
cosmos. The closer they are to the time when the god ruled, they exhibit more
control over themselves, as they remember the manner of the god’s rule through
myth and memory; the farther away they get from that time, the more forgetful
humans are, and the community begins to disintegrate.

The kind of rulership that the god displays during the period of his rule
becomes the example par excellence of statesmanship. His rule acts as the divine
standard against which all human approximations of statesmanship are
measured. Further, the myth actually provides an image of what this method of
measurement looks like. Thus the myth provides the example of statesmanship
and the kind of measurement that we will need to carry out the definition of the

statesman.

npos)\eowos lKO(\)OU xpovou Gopu[.’)mv Te |<ou Tapaxns nén ncxuousvos KO(l TV CEICH@V yoO\nvng
em)\aﬁousvog slg Te TOV sthOTcx Bpouov TOV EQUTOU KO(TO(KOG]JOUUEVOS T]El smus)\slow Kol KpO(Tog
exoav QUTOS TV EV OUTG) e KOl EUTOU, TNV TOU STUIOUPYOU K&l TATPOS G TToUVTuoveUwy Sidaxnv
gls SUVOLY. KOT® apXas HEV oUv akplPecTepov ameTeNel, TEAEUTQV 8¢ auPAuTepOVv.

Cf. 271a-b, an earlier part of the myth, which echoes this same image and explains why the
race of humans is earthborn.
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Defining the Three Men
Although the definition of the three men —sophist, statesman, and
philosopher —is not exactly a dramatic detail of the dialogue per se, this section
simply seeks to show how the doctrine of due measure functions in this the
overall explicit project of the Sophist and Statesman, which Socrates calls for at the

beginning of the Sophist because of his impending trial.

The Philosopher and Sophist

Just after the Stranger defines the two types of measurement more clearly
at 284e, he launches into a speech about two kinds of people. The two types of
people are divided between those that recognize the difference between these
two types of measurement—as well as all things that differ according to kinds —
and those who do not:

[W]hat many clever persons occasionally say, Socrates, fancying that it is a
wise remark, namely, that the science of measurement has to do with
everything, is precisely the same as what we have just said. For in a
certain way all things which are in the province of art do partake of
measurement; but because people are not in the habit of considering
things by dividing them into classes they hastily put these widely different
relations into the same category, thinking they are alike; and again they do
the opposite of this when they fail to divide other things into parts. What
they ought to do is this: when a person at first sees only the unity or
common quality of many things, he must not give up until he sees all the
differences in them, so far as they exist in classes; and conversely, when all
sorts of dissimilarities are seen in a large number of objects he must find it
impossible to be discouraged or to stop until he has gathered into one
circle of similarity all the things which are related to each other and has

included them in some sort of class on the basis of their essential nature
(285a-b).120

120”0 yop gvioTe, & ZoaKpO(ng, onousvm T oocbov q>p0((;ew moANol TV Kou\pmv }\syouow s
0(p0( UETpT]TlKT] TrEpl TOVT’ €0TI TC ylyvousvcx TOUT’ OUTO TO VUV )\sxesv OV TUYXOVEL. HETPTIOEWS
HEV Yop 81 TIva TpOoTov Tavh’ omooa evTexva HeTelAnde: St 8¢ TO un kaT’ €181 ouvelbicBat
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The first group of people are sometimes associated with Pythagoreans (see, for
example, Miller, PPS, 68)'?1, but I argue that they are sophists. Since sophists
posit themselves as the “measure of all things”, they believe that all things can be
measured relative to their subjective standard; they rely on the non-existence of
external standards like means or due measures in order to situate themselves as
the sole standard “of things that are, that they are, and of things that are not, that
they are not.”122

Philosophers, on the other hand, pay attention to the due measures of
things, and seek to group all things into their respective classes. They are
receptive to the €181, and seek only to represent the constituted classes of things
through logoi. They behave as the Stranger believes all people should, by
collecting and dividing similarities and differences to arrive at a dialectical

knowledge of the €18m.

OKOTIELY 6|cx|pouusvoug TO(UTO( TE TOOOUTOV Blqu)epovw( EuuBa}\)\ouow gubus &ls TO(UTOV ouona
vouloowTss, Kol Touvcxvnov al TouTou SpAdotv & ETepa ou KaTO uspn Siapouvres, 580\1 OTO(\) HEV
Y TV ToAAGV Tis 1TpOTEpO\1 moem'ou Kolwvia, un 1Tpoo(¢|0T0(060(1 1Tpl\) av sv auT TO(S
Stadopas 18 Tooas OTOoNITEP £V €181 KEWTAL, Tas 8¢ aU TAVTOSATIAS GVOUOIOTNTOS, OTOV £V
mAnBectv 0dpBcdat, un Suvatov eival 6u003rrou'usvov ToveoBat, TPIv av CUUTOVTO TG OIKEID EVTOS
UGS OpOIOTNTOS €pENS YEVOUS TIVOs ousla TeptRaAnTal.

121 Miller uses the following reasoning to identify the clever persons with Pythagoreans: “The
elder Socrates” curricular suggestions in the Republic presumably were the basis for the studies
carried on in the Academy; thus the stranger’s list of mathematical disciplines at 284e refers the
young Academician [the Younger Socrates] to his own current studies. The notion of the
universality of measurement, in turn, is a logical corollary of the Pythagorean thesis that “all
things are numbers’; and — quite naturally, given the shared emphasis on mathematics —
Pythagoreanism was highly influential in the Academy. Thus the stranger’s reference to ‘the
erudite” probably refers to the Pythagoreans.” I find the “universality of measurement” much
more in line with sophistry, as I explain above.

122 Attributed to Protagoras, as quoted by Sextus Empiricus in Against the Mathematicians
7.60=80b1), in A Presocratics Reader, ed. Patricia Curd, trans. Richard D. McKirahan, Jr.
(Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing Company, Inc.), 98.
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The Statesman

As we shall see, the Statesman occupies the middle position between the
sophist and the philosopher. Where the sophist supplants himself as the due
measure of all things by ignoring the constitutive €18n, and while the philosopher
remains purely receptive to these €181, the statesman —that is, the true
statesman — actually becomes the due measure of justice in the polis, and creates
the mean within the polis by weaving together the ‘contrary” qualities of courage

and temperance in the souls of its citizens.

The Statesman as Artisan

This same scheme outlined above that applies to all craftsmen applies
similarly to the ideal statesman who has knowledge. He too works with the
indefiniteness of the polis (particularly the souls of its citizens) to realize the due
measure of justice in the human community.

The scheme correlates as follows: the two qualities of courage and
temperance are like the indefinite qualities of more/less. Each virtue, if left
unchecked, will spin off into either madness (in the case of courage: 310d) or
disability (in the case of temperance: 310e). It requires the statesman’s limitation
of these two seemingly opposed virtues through their combination to bring each

virtue into a fitting relation with each other and the mean.1??

123 S0 far as I am able to tell, it is only James Doull who sees a metaphysical connection to the
ideal Statesman’s activity: “Plato answers that in the passions there is a principle division
between the passive and the active. Not that the passive is without an active, the active without a
passive, aspect. But a disunity and imbalance of these aspects is the source of indeterminateness
and evil in the soul and in the state. The principle work of the ideal ruler is to find a synthesis
and limit of active and passive powers in the irrational soul. In this way the soul is rendered
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In the case of the statesman’s activity, the mean that he creates is the
combination of the virtues of courage and temperance. The Statesman himself is
the measure, who imposes limit on the unlimited character of the virtues by
binding them together in due proportion —in other words, by ordering them to
the standard of the mean. In this case, the standard of the mean is brought about
in two ways. On the one hand, well-balanced souls are literally created through
the mixture (i.e. intermarriage) of people who exhibit each virtue. On the other
hand, is the “divine bond” (Belcp...8e0uc), which the Stranger clarifies as “that
really true and assured opinion about honour, justice, goodness and their

opposites” (309c).124

Saving Socrates

The question of how to distinguish between a sophist, a philosopher, and
a statesman is obviously a pertinent one for Socrates, who, in the dramatic
setting of the Late Trilogy, has just been indicted by Meletus and is about to go
on trial. In this section, I outline just how Socrates fits into what is sometimes
called the overall goal of Plato’s Dialogues in general, and into this Late Trilogy
in particular.

Different scholars have said the same thing when it comes to the overall

goal of Plato’s dialogues: Leo Strauss says bluntly “all Platonic dialogues are

receptive to the mutual limitation of affirmative and negative which is the logical basis of law as
of ideal finitude generally” [James Doull,”The Christian Origin of Contemporary Institutions” in
Dionysius 6, (1982), 123].

124 Ty TV KaADV Kol Sikaiwv TEPL Kol ayabdv Kol TV ToUTOIS EVAVTIWY GVTWS oucav aAnbn
Sofav.
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‘apologies’ of or for Socrates.”1?> Hans-Georg Gadamer asserts, “Plato’s
magnificent writings are dedicated in their entirety to showing that the figure of
Socrates who had to drink the cup of poison was no sophist.”12¢ Yet sections of
the Sophist and the Statesman — set just before Socrates’ trial — problematize their
thesis. In Sophist the Eleatic Stranger describes those who practice the “true born
art of sophistry” (1] yevel yewala cobioTikn: Soph., 231b8) in a way that is
remarkably similar to Socratic cross-questioning (elenchus): “They question a man
about the things about which he thinks he is talking sense when he is talking
nonsense” (Soph., 230b).1?” In Statesman, the Stranger says that any sort of
investigation into the laws and unwritten customs of the polis will warrant
calling the investigator a “stargazer” (ueTecopohoyov) and “a babbling sophist”
(adoAeoxnv Tiva codptoTny), indicting him on charges of “corrupting the youth”,
and exacting the “harshest penalties” on him (299c). Meanwhile, Socrates sits
silently by as the Stranger and his interlocutors appear to produce philosophical
proofs for why he should be put to death.

In this section, I bolster the claim that the goal of Plato’s dialogues is to
defend Socrates. I do so by looking at the metaphysics and the resulting politics
of Plato’s late or stoicheological dialogues, paying special attention Plato’s
Statesman. In particular, I argue that Plato’s late metaphysics produces a political

philosophy which vindicates Socrates” political activities and examinations. I

125 Leo Strauss, Studies in Platonic Political Philosophy (Chicago, University of Chicago Press, 1983),
38.

126 Hans-Georg Gadamer, Dialogue and Dialectic (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1980), 3.

127 AlgpedTAOLIY GOV GV oinTal Tis T1 TEPL AEYEIV A€y v Undev.
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make two claims in my argument: One, that Plato’s political theory is influenced
by his metaphysics. And two, that the political theory which results from
introducing otherness into the Forms in Sophist produces an ideal polis in
Statesman that would, in fact, allow Socrates to live. Moreover, this ideal political
constitution could not actually come into being without Socrates.

Eli Diamond, describes how metaphysics determines politics in Plato’s
middle or eidetic period:

In the middle dialogue ontology, the Good and its determinations, the
ideas, are wholly self-identical and beyond division, in order that they
exist beyond the power of the sophistic dialectic and its manipulation of
every contradiction. Having a principle that is beyond all division means
that the particulars that it comprehends must be stripped of their
particularity in order to be truly comprehended by the self-identical form.
It is because the Good and each idea are absolutely beyond distinction that
citizens are stripped of all their natural individuality in the three waves [of
the Republic]. Differences of private property, gender, and family, as
features that distinguish the individual from the common identity of the
whole, must be wholly eliminated by the logic of the Republic. 1t is only in
the move to the late dialogues, in which it is shown that what is other than
being is not wholly non-existent, but merely different than what is, that
those aspects of reality through which one exists as an individual as apart
from the community (property, family) can be cautiously allowed to co-
exist alongside the common identity of the state.?

To further illustrate the connection between metaphysics and politics in
Plato’s late or stoicheological dialogues, I quote James Doull:

The question how the good polity can exist is treated farther in Politicus or
Statesman. In that dialogue, as in others nearly related to it, Plato has
before him the Eleatic conclusion that there is no true finitude but only the
One itself. In Sophist he has shown how there can be a definite otherness
or finitude for a theoretic thought, namely by a limitation of indeterminate
difference in relation to an absolute identity. In this way is constituted
both an unchanging ideal world of genera and their species and a

128 Eli Diamond, “Understanding and Individuality in the Three Cities: An Interpretation of
Plato’s Laws,” in Animus 7 (2002), 6.
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changing sensible participation of this order. [FN. Sophist, 266a ff.] In

Politicus the same question is asked about a political community: how can

its ideal ordering to the good —its constitution —exist in a sensuous will

moved by needs and struggling to find a self-relation against them?12°

To their observations I would add only the following two pieces of
evidence, both from Plato’s Statesman, to further demonstrate the connection
between the Plato’s late metaphysics and his corresponding late political
philosophy.

First, the Statesman’s rule by knowledge is the political representation of
the first best kind of metaphysics found in late Platonic philosophy, which Doull
summarizes as, “the limitation of indeterminate difference in relation to an
absolute identity.” Although we have seen an instance of this kind of relation
already in the doctrine of due measure, this first best kind of metaphysics
translates into the political sphere of the Statesman in the following way: the
statesman, by means of his knowledge and technical expertise in the art/science
of politics, is the absolute standard of what is moderate, fitting, opportune
needful, and “all the other standards that are situated in the mean between the
extremes” (284e). He imposes limitation on the indeterminate difference of the
citizenry and their passions, particularly those of courage and temperance, which
if left unchecked would run an individual and eventually the state into slavery
and, essentially, indeterminacy (307e ff).

Secondly, in the famous myth of the Statesman, we receive a description of

the inherent bodily nature of the cosmos. Because of its bodily nature, “it is

129 James Doull, “The Christian Origin of Contemporary Institutions” in Dionysius 6 (1982), 122.
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impossible for [the cosmos] to be entirely free from change” (269e).13° Compare
this inborn quality of change in the cosmos to the characterization of human life
in the polis. The Stranger calls it a fact that “nothing whatsoever in human life is
ever at rest” (294b). When he makes these two assertions, the Stranger uses the
exact same word — avopo16tnTes —to describe the diversity or dissimilarity
inherent in human life and in the bodily nature of the cosmos (cf. 273d and 294b).

It is this quality of change/dissimilarity/diversity in human life that
prevents laws from being the best type of rule, and necessitates that “the man
who is wise and of kingly nature be ruler...Because law could never, by
determining exactly what is noblest and most just for one and all, enjoin upon
them what is best...But we see that the laws aim at pretty nearly this very thing,
like a stubborn and ignorant man who allows no one to do anything contrary to
his command, or even to ask a question, not even if something new occurs to some
one, which is better than the rule he has himself ordained” (294a-c, italics
mine).131

This character of the law — that it remains the same always and for every
particular instance to which it would apply itself —is inimical both to philosophy
and the Socratic activity, for it does not permit questions to be asked about it.

This inherently unchanging character of the law is simply unable to commune

130 0Bev U TG HETOBOANS apolpw ylyveshan Sl TavTos aduvaTov.

131 guSpor TOV HETO (bpovﬁosoas BaciAikov..."OT1 vouos ouk &v ToTe SUVKITO TO Te &plOTO\I Kol TO
Sika1oTaTOV O(KplBoag apo TOGIY Trepl)\O(Boav TO Bs)\ﬂm’ov emTaTTEW... Tov 8¢ Ye VOHOV OPGUEY
0)(850\) £’ OUTO TOUTO guwslvovm( COTEP TIva avbpaTTov O(UGO(BT] Kol auaﬁn Kol undeva pmdev
EQVT TolEW rrcxpa ™y EO(UTOU To@v und’ emepdTOV UNdevar, Und’ av Tt véov apa T EupPaivn
BéATiov Tapa TOV Adyov Ov auTos EmETaEeEv.
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with the inherently changing nature of human life in the polis. This is why the
ideal statesman’s rule by knowledge is superior to the rule of law: because it is
not bound by rules that are unchanging it can account for the inherent
differences in particular human situations, and change its prescriptions based on
the needs of the situation. Written law cannot do this, for, as the Stranger sums it
up, “that which is persistently simple is inapplicable to things which are never
simple” (294c).132

This language of changing versus unchanging, and of the inability of the
unchanging, absolute laws to apply themselves to the relativity of human
circumstances should sound familiar, at least to the elder Socrates who is still
sitting silently as the discussion continues. When he himself was young he took
part in a conversation with Parmenides where a grievance similar to the one
raised about the laws is also raised about Socrates’ theory of separate and
absolute forms. Parmenides’ four arguments show their separateness and
absoluteness creates an unbridgeable chasm between the Form and its particular
instances that the mere word “participation” could not overcome. If this similar
way of talking about absolute laws and absolute forms was not already apparent
to us, Plato makes the connection between them a little clearer when he has the
Stranger call the rule of law the “8eutepos mhous” (300c2) —or second best

course — to the rule of the statesman’s knowledge. And the second best course is,

132 gSUVCTOV EU EXEIV TPOS TG UNSETOTE GTTAG TO S0 TAVTOS Y1YVOUEVOV CLTTAOUV.
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of course, the term Socrates uses to refer to the theory of Forms he espouses in
Phaedo.

There is an identity between these two things called SeuTe pos TAoUs —
they are both unchanging, absolute Aoyol which cannot by their very nature
apply to all instances under their purview. Socrates in the Phaedo can no more
explain how different instances participate in one absolute Form than the
absolute laws explain their raison d'étre. As we know from the Parmenides, there
are serious problems with the theory that Forms are absolute and self-identical.
So too are there serious problems with the rule of law —most notably, its rule
requires the death of Socrates.

For the laws do not permit questions to be asked of them. And this is for
two reasons: one, because they cannot answer any questions posed to them,
since, as written, they go on asserting the same thing forever. And two, in the
absence of the ideal statesman’s political Téxvn as the absolute standard which
limits the indeterminacy of human life, the laws must take up this task and
become the absolute standard in the statesman’s place. The laws, imperfect
imitations though they are, can never be questioned, lest their makeshift
measures become open to the unwieldy scrutiny of sophism, which would lead
to the rule of ignorance and the dissolution of the state into dissimilarity or
indeterminacy.

This inability to question the laws is in direct conflict with the Socratic

activity. In order to prevent the polis from falling into total disarray, all meddling
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into the reasons for the laws must be stamped out: “No one,” says the Stranger,
is allowed to “do anything contrary to the command of the laws, or even ask a
question, not even if something new occurs to some one, which is better than the
rule of law” (294c).1%3

Therefore, in order for Socrates, who is going to question the already
existing laws and mores regardless in his quest for wisdom, to be able to live in
the polis, it will have to be governed by the ideal statesman who rule with
knowledge. For it is with this knowledge that the ideal statesman would actually
be able to answer Socrates” questions. The statesman would be able to provide
reasons to Socrates for his law-making decisions. The laws, we have seen, cannot
do this. Moreover, anyone who questions the laws needs to be put to death, lest
sophistic manipulation ensue.

But if we can ignore that law, there is one question begging to be asked. Is
it ever possible to move from the rule of law to the rule by the ideal statesman’s
political expertise? Given the absolute and unchanging character of the law, the
answer, it seems, is no. But, I argue, there is hope —so long as Socrates is alive.
As it turns out, Socrates needs the ideal statesman to exist in order to be able to
live in the polis as much as the polis needs Socrates to have the ideal statesman
come into power.

Addressing ‘Socrates” —not specifying either young or old —the Stranger

says:

133 ymSevar unSev EVTA TTOIEIV Topa TNV EauTol TaEIv, Und’ EmepwTAV UNdeva, UNd’ GV Ti VEOV GpO
Tep EupPaivy PENTIOV Tapa Tov ASyov 6V auTos emETagev.
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Can we wonder, then, Socrates, at all the evils that arise and are destined
to arise in such kinds of government, when they are based upon such a
foundation, and must conduct their affairs in accordance with written
laws and with customs, without knowledge? For every one can see that
any other art built upon such a foundation would ruin all its works that
are so produced. Ought we not rather to wonder at the stability that
inheres in the state? For states have labored under such conditions for
countless ages, nevertheless some of them are lasting and are not
overthrown. Many, to be sure, like ships that founder at sea, are
destroyed, have been destroyed, and will be destroyed hereafter, through
the worthlessness of their captains and crews who have the greatest
ignorance of the greatest things, men who have no knowledge of
statesmanship, but think they have in every respect most perfect
knowledge of this above all other sciences. (301e-302b)!34

Who could be better at showing the self-ignorance of the pretenders to the
ideal statesman’s throne than Socrates? Recall the description that the Stranger
ascribes to the “true born art of sophistry” in the Sophist, not-so-implicitly talking
about Socrates and apply it to the following section of the Statesman which talks
about those who would try to imitate the laws of the ideal statesman:

And yet we said, if we remember, that the man of knowledge, the real
statesman, would by his art make many changes in his practice without
regard to his writings, when he thought another course was better though
it violated the rules he had written [300d] and sent to his absent
subjects....But is it not true that any man or any number of men
whatsoever who have written laws, if they undertake to make any change
in those laws, thinking it is all improvement, are doing, to the best of their
ability, the same thing which our true statesman does?” (300c-d)3°

134 Oauuod;ousv MTo, & ZoaKporrsg, gV TAlS TOlO(UTO(lS no)\lTsloug ooa guuBouvsl ylyvsoﬁou KoK
Kol 000 guuBnosTm TOlO(UTT]S‘ Tng Kpr]m(Sos uTrOKsslusvng O(UTO(IS, S KaTo ypauuorra Kol sen un
HETO Emomung TrpO(TTouor]g TO(S npod;slg 1) ETEPO Trpocxpoauevn TFO(\)TI KO(TcXBn)\og cog 1'r0(\rr av
610)\50515 T TO(UTT] ylyvousva T €kelvo T]}Jl\) Gomucchsov uoAov, ws loxupov T no}\lg EGTI q>uc5ssl,
nacxouoon yap (Sn ToloU T ol Tro)\sls vuv xpovov O(rrspow'rov OMWS EVIO TIVES QUTQV uovnum TE
€101 Kol OUK oworrpsrrowou moAal unv EVIOTE Kol cheomsp mAota KO(TO(B\Jousvou 610MU\1T0(1 Kol
SioAwAaot kal ET1 StoAouvTat Sia TRV TAV KUBEPVNTAV KAl VOUTV HoxBnplav TV mepl Ta
TOAITIKO KOT’ OUSEV Y1YVGIOKOVTES T)YOUVTOl KATA TOVTO CAPECTATO TOOWVY EMGTNHUDY TAUTNV
gIAndEvan.

135 Kol uﬁv ToV ye 180T ’E'q)cxusv TOV GVTWS TOAITIKOV, €1 usuvﬁusﬁa nonicslv TN TeXVn ToAa sig
™mv O(UTOU Trpouﬁlv TQV ypcxuuaToav oUSev q>pov1'|(;ov1'0( oToTO 0()\)\ O(UTOJ Bs)\le Sokn rrcxpa T
YEYPOUMEVD U’ aUTOU Kol EMECTOAUEVT aTToUsT Tiov...OUKouv avnp ooTioouv els TARBos oTiouv,
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Consider, finally, a section of the Theaetetus, which nicely captures
Socrates’ predicament in the polis: when asked by Theaetetus if codpto and
emoTnun are the same thing, Socrates has this to say:

Well, it is just this that I am in doubt about and cannot fully grasp by my

own efforts —what knowledge really is. Can we tell that? What do you

say? Who of us will speak first? And he who fails, and whoever fails in
turn, shall go and sit down and be donkey, as the children say when they
play ball; and whoever gets through without failing shall be our king and

shall order us to answer any questions he pleases. Why are you silent? I

hope, Theodorus, I am not rude, through my love of discussion and my

eagerness to make us converse and show ourselves friends and ready to
talk to one another. (Thts, 146a)'3¢

Socrates is thus allowed to live in Plato’s late polis, which is determined by
Plato’s late metaphysics, precisely because the statesman, unlike the laws, would
be able to answer Socrates” questions; moreover, Socrates is the only one who can
bring this kind of ideal polis into being. Yet Socrates is about to be put to death.

In conclusion, if I am right, and Plato’s metaphysics does dictate the
character of his politics, the hypothesis of scholars like Strauss and Gadamer is
correct: Plato stays true to the project he began in the Apology of defending
Socrates —even as his thought turns to a reformulation of the forms themselves
and as Socrates ceases to be the main speaker of his dialogues. Moreover, it is

actually this later reconceptualization of the Forms —incorporating otherness

within them — which, when translated into the political realm, demands a kind of

Ols‘ ow Vool KEIUEVOI TUYXO(\)COG[ rrapcx TO(UTO( O TI GV ETMIXEIPNOWG! TOIEIV 63 BEATIOV ETEPOV OV,
TaUTOV 5p(,001 KO(TO( 5UVO(|JIV orrsp o) a)\nelvog EKEIVOS;

136 ToUT U TO TOIVUV EGTIV O cxrropoa Kol ou Buvaum AaBév 1 chxvcog 1'ro<p suoun’oa smomun oTl
ToTE TUY)(O(VEl ov O(p olv (Sn sxousv )\syew aUTO; T ¢>orrs Tls av nucov 1TpOJTO§ EHTOl o &8¢
auamev Ko og av nsptysvn‘rm avaucxanTog Baou)\eucst MUV Ka sm‘raisl o0Tl G Bou)\m'ou
0(1Tou<plvsc560(| Tl OlYaTE; ou Tl Tou, @ Gso&ops £YW UTO q>|)\o)\oy10(s aypou«Coum,
TpoBupoUpEVOS UGS TToIT|oa 6|cx)\sysoeou kol d1Aous Te kol Tpoaonyopous aAAnhots yiyvecBai;
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rule which would allow Socrates to live rather than condemn him to die. If any
metaphysics condemns Socrates to die it is the Second Best Method, which Plato,
in these late dialogues has been working to overcome, and relies on the doctrine

of due measure.

The Structure of the Statesman

It is no secret that Plato’s dialogues often have confounding and elaborate
structures, and that what is said at the very middle of the dialogue often
provides import for what the heart of the dialogue truly is. As Sayre also notes,
“the section on Excess and Deficiency (283c-285c) occupies the very middle of the
dialogue.”13” Sayre goes on to say, “Striking as this fact may be, we should not
jump to the conclusion that it is more than coincidental. Mere coincidence seems
less likely, however, in view of the equally striking fact that the middle sentence
of this section —hence the middle sentence of the dialogue —emphasizes the
necessity that more or less be measurable with respect to due measure.”138

This is so all the more in the Statesman because not only is the
introduction of the art of measurement at the very middle of the dialogue, but it
is at the middle of an elaborate ring structure that frames the content of the rest
of the entire dialogue as well. Jacqueline Merrill outlines the ring structure as she

sees it in the following way:1%

137 Sayre, MMPS, 182

138 jbid.

139 Jacquelin P. Merrill, “The Organization of Plato’s ‘Statesman’ and the Statesman’s Rule as a
Herdsman,” in Phoenix, 57, pp. 35-56, 38.
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Table 1: Pfeffer’s Schematic Outline of the Statesman

Chart I. Schematic Qutline of the Statesman

Link with the Theaetetus and Sopbist (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 (26845-275a11)
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 (283b1-287a7)

Part ITI: 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 (292e1-302b4)
D,. Typclngy of regimes: new attempt (302b5-303c7)

C. Practitioners of other arts (303c8-305¢7)

B. Human beings in a herded community as citizens (305e8-311b6)

Conclusion:
A. The question of how to define the statesman answered (311b7—c8)

Just as the due measure is in the middle of a continuum of relativity and
indeterminacy, with degrees of difference emanating away from the measure on
either side of it in excess or deficiency, the doctrine of the due measure resides in
the middle of the dialogue as a whole, with discussions of the rest of the content
of the dialogue emanating on either side of it as well.

While Merrill argues well for the ring-like structure of the Statesman, she
only speculates as to why it has the sort of structure it does. She suggests that it
has to do with the ideal statesman as being a sort of herder, and that the ring
structure might serve as an image of this (55). But to my mind it is much more
clear why the Statesman has this sort of ring structure (ABCDCECDCBA) if we

see it as itself an image of the doctrine that is at its very heart:



Figure 1: The Due Measure

The due measure

The absolute standard/due measure (E)

Degrees of difference (ABCDC-CDCBA)

IEIA’

relativity /indeterminacy.
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CHAPTER FOUR: Conclusion

Summary

In this thesis, we have argued that the doctrine of due measure forms both
the philosophical and literal core of Plato’s Statesman. We have explained the
doctrine’s philosophical significance for both the Statesman and for the Late
Trilogy as a whole. As well, we have examined the extent to which it is able to
explain the literary features of the dialogue —specifically the prologue, the myth,
the definition of philosopher, sophist, and statesman, saving Socrates from
philosophical condemnation, and the structure of the dialogue. In using the
philosophical core of the dialogue to explain its literary details, we have adopted
the Neoplatonic method of exegesis, and have been able to show with it that the
doctrine of due measure plays the central role in the philosophical and literary
aspects of the Statesman as a whole.

Recently, Kenneth Sayre has argued that the purpose of the Statesman has
been to make us better dialecticians.’? His conclusion is in line with both
Mitchell Miller’s assessment that the dialogue is primarily concerned with
putting the Academy on stage before itself,4! as well as the explicit purpose of
the text, as articulated by the Stranger, that the dialogue has been undertaken for
an understanding of all topics —not just for ascertaining the definition of the

statesman (285d). However, without negating either the claims of Sayre and

140 Sayre, MMPS, 4.
141 Miller, PPS, xii.
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Miller, or of the Stranger himself, we have concluded that the real purpose of the
Statesman has been the philosophical exposition of the doctrine of due measure.
For even if the real purpose of the dialogue is to make us better dialecticians, it is

understanding the doctrine of due measure that does this.

Conclusion

The doctrine of due measure is not only crucially important for our
understanding the Statesman, but also for our understanding all of Plato’s
dialogues. In fact, it is what allows us to assert that one interpretation of Plato is
better than another. If we maintain that the text itself is the absolute measure of
our interpretation, then interpretations of that text can be judged better or worse
relative to each other as they realize the text’s content clearly. The more an
interpretation is able to illuminate the philosophical and literary aspects of a text,
the better an interpretation it is.

In the current state of contemporary Platonic scholarship, where even the
matter of whether Plato has any positive philosophy in his dialogues is in
question, the doctrine of due measure, and hopefully this thesis, have provided

an affirmative answer.
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