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The dialectical passages found in Book I of Plato’s Republic™
have long troubled students of the dialogue, for many of the ar-
guments appear to be confused, possibly fallacious, or resting, at
the very least, on premises implausible and unpersuasive. But if
we overlook for a moment the material aspects of these arguments
(e.g., abandoning attempts to determine the precise philosophical
import of this or that particular premise or inference), and focus
instead, so far as is possible, on the purely formal aspects of these
arguments, many of the difficulties that scholars have noted will
quickly evaporate; at the same time, a proper analysis of one of
these passages, Socrates’ refutation of Polemarchus, will cast some
needed light both on the purpose of Bk. I in its relation to the
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remainder of the dialogue — that is, on the vexed problem of the
logical and compositional unity of the Republic as a whole — and on
the positive value to be attached to Plato’s use of what otherwise
appears to be a largely negative or destructive dialectic.

Book 1 of the Republic (327 A-354 C), explicitly marked as a
npooipwov (I1 357 A 2)', opens with a dramatic introduction in
which Socrates and his associates are brought to the house of
Cephalus, the father of Lysias and Polemarchus (327 A-328 B),
and after some initial pleasantries, and a seemingly rambling dis-
cussion on the nature of happiness, old age, and wealth, a defini-
tion of Justice is elicited from Cephalus, formalized by Socrates,
and then refuted (cfr. 331 A 10-B 7, with C 1-D 3). As such, this

' TIpooiutov (see M. COSTANTINI-J. LALLOT, Le mpooiuiov est-il un protme?, in M.
COSTANTINI ¢z al. (éds.), Le texte et ses representations, Paris 1987, pp. 13-27) was used
early on (PIND. Nenz. 11 1-3; THUCYD. Il 104, 4; PLAT. Phaed. 60 D 2 ) of the so-called
Homeric Hymns (presumably because they were performed in advance of epic recitations:
see N.J. RICHARDSON, The Homeric Hymn to Demeter, Oxford 1974, p. 3 f;; contrast J.S.
CLAY, The Homeric Hymns, in 1. MORRIS-B. POWELL (eds), A New Congpanion to Homer, Lei-
den 1997, pp. 494-8), and, more loosely, of certain preliminary statements or speeches in
tragedy (AESCH. Agam. 829, 1354; Eum. 20, 142; Prom. 741, etc.); by the fourth century,
if not earlier, it was a term of art in rhetoric (Phaedr. 266 D 7;see G.J. DE VRIES, A Com-
mentary on Plato’s ‘Phaedrus’, Amsterdam 1969, ad loc.; also P. CHIRON, Pseuds-Aristote.
Rbétorique a Alexandre, Paris 2002, p. 170 note 468). On the other hand, the use of
npootpov to signify the “prelude” to a legislative enactment, familiar from Plato’s Laws
(718 B-723 D et passim; see G. MORROW, Plato’s Cretan City, Princeton 1960, pp. 552-
60), is commonly thought to have been an innovation of Plato’'s own (Jeg. 722 D-E; cfr.
CIC. de leg. 11 16; certainly, the tradition concerning the “preambles” of Zaleucus and
Charondas is worthless [see H. YUNIS, Taming Democracy, Ithaca 1996, p. 223 f; K.J.
HOLKESKAMP, Schiedsrichter, Gesetzgeber und Gesetzgebung im archaischen Griechenland,
Stuttgart 1999, p. 58 £]). Yet it must be noted that long before the Laws was composed,
Plato was wont to play with both uses of mpootuiov by punning on the double sense of
vopog as “law” and “song” (for vopog as “song” or “tune”, cfr. M.L. WEST, Ancient Greek
Music, Oxford 1992, pp. 215-7); see P. SHOREY, Plato. Republic, Cambridge 1935-37 (rev.
ed.), 11, p. 194 note d ad resp. 531 D; P. LOUIS, Les Métaphores de Platon, Paris 1945, pp. 83
and 211; P. FRIEDLANDER, P/ato (trans. Engl.), Princeton 1958-69, 111, p. 92 f. This pun
was all the easier in that the use of vopoc for legislative enactment was itself of fairly re-
cent origin, dating from the time of Cleisthenes (if not later), and there is some evidence,
curiously, that laws were sung, even down to the time of Cicero (R. THOMAS, Written in
Stone? Liberty, Equality, Orality and the Codification of Law, «Bulletin of the Institute of
Classical Studies of the University of London», XL (1995) p. 63).
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opening section of Bk. 1 (327 A 1-331 D 3), like the antechamber
to the hall of a great house, itself plays the role of a mini-dialogue.
And so, while Bk. I in its entirety serves as a prooimion to the dia-
logue as a whole, the opening section with Cephalus plays as a
“prelude” to the whole of Bk. 17

Before proceeding to our discussion of the refutation of Po-
lemarchus, one point in the present section requires mention be-
cause it illustrates, in the clearest fashion imaginable, both the
manner and the degree to which logical and dramatic elements are
carefully coordinated in the Platonic dialogues. In response to Soc-
rates’ query regarding how it is with old age, Cephalus observes
that many of his companions are wont to complain that advancing
age is the source of all their grievances. But Cephalus thinks that
their view of it cannot be right, for if old age truly were the cause
of all their ills, then he too would suffer likewise (to avto TaDTO
énendvOn: 329 B 4 f.) — as would many others — which is not at all
the case; and that the rea/ cause of their misery is rather the charac-
ter of men. As such, Cephalus dismisses the complaints of his
companions by adducing both himself and others as counter-
instances. We are thus prepared, by a type of compositional an-
ticipation or prolepsis that abounds in the dialogues, for Socrates’
sole and swift refutation of Cephalus’ own definition of Justice.

% Republic 1 falls into three distinct sections (cfr. G. GIANNANTONL, 1/ primo libro
della ‘Repubblica’ di Platone, «Rivista critica di storia della filosofia», X11 (1957) pp. 132-
6): [i] the opening scene to and at the house of Cephalus (327 A-331 D); [ii] a discussion
with Polemarchus (331 D-336 A); [iii] a discussion with Thrasymachus (336 B-fi.).
While the transitions to the sections dealing with Polemarchus (331 D 4: tmoAafov) and
Thrasymachus (336 B 1 ff.) are strongly marked, there is no formal break between the
initial mise-en-scéne and the conversation with Cephalus; rather, the shift from the meet-
ing on the road to Piraeus over to the house (and to the conversation with Cephalus) is ef-
fected simply by the glide of a narrative obv (328 B 4: fluev ovv oixade xt).). The simil-
arity of structure that holds between resp. I and the Gorgias is often remarked. Each
consists of a sequence of three conversations of ascending length. And, as in resp. 1, the
opening conversation with Gorgias is interwoven into the mzise-en-scéne (cfr. Gorg. 448 A 1-
5, with D 4 ef sqq.), while the transitions to Polus (461 B 3:1i 8¢, ® Zdxpateg;) and Calli-
cles (481 B 6: Einé pot, @ Xorpeddv, kth.) are each strongly marked by vocatives and
other such devices (for these formulae of transition, see G.H. BILLINGS, The Art of Transi-
tion in Plato, Chicago 1920, esp. pp. 53-70).
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Justice, Cephalus is made to concede, is to return whatever one has
taken from another (331 C 3). But as Socrates can point to an in-
stance of this (viz., returning weapons one has borrowed from a
friend who, having since gone mad [uoveic], demands them back
again) which can in no way qualify as Justice (331 C), the defini-
tion fails. In other words, by counter-instance Socrates shows that
the definition is, in fact, too broad. Thus, Plato’s preference for
logica utens over logica docens, often noted when comparing the dia-
logues with the formal treatises of Aristotle, goes far deeper than is
sometimes realized”.

? Another example of this type of anticipation can be found in the Thezetetus; com-
pare the refutation of Theaetetus’ first definition of knowledge by enumeration (146 C
ff.), which is convicted of circularity (147 A-C), with his last (208 B-210 D), which also
fails, albeit in a far more intricate way, on the same ground (210 A 7-9; see L. CAMPBELL,
The ‘Theaetetus’ of Plato, Oxtord 1883, p. 18 ad 11: otduevol cuviévan, for this fallacy of
circulus in definiendo, cfr. Men. 78 D-79 E). I have called attention elsewhere to the fact that
Plato is wont, within a given dialogue (and often in a slyly humorous fashion), to verbally
anticipate (“proleptically”, if you will) later thematic developments (e.g., Men. 71 C 8-D
2: 00 mévu it pviuoy, [...] dvéuvncov obv ue, with 81 C-86 C;see A. TULIN, Please Re-
mind Me of Anammesis: A Double-Entendye in Plato’s ‘Phaedy’, «Quaderni urbinati di cultura
classica», LXXV (2003) pp. 63-6, esp. note 11, with numerous examples). Others have
used this approach more broadly to establish the unity of the Republic as a whole, showing
how features of Bks. II-X have been carefully prepared or anticipated by the specifics of
Bk. I see, e.g., H. RAEDER, Platons Philosophische Entwickelung, Leipzig 1905, pp. 198-203;
A. DIES, Platon. Ocuvres completes, Tome VI: La République, Paris 1932, p. XXI note 2; A.R.
HENDERICKX, Eerste Boek van Platoons Staat of Dialoog Thrasymachos, «Revue belge de phi-
lologie et d’histoire», XXIV (1945) pp. 5-46; G. GIANNANTONI, art. cit., passin, W.C.
GREENE, The Paradoxes of the ‘Republic’, «Harvard Studies in Classical Philology», LXIII
(1958) pp. 200 £., 203 £.; K. VRETSKA, Platonica I1I, «Wiener Studien», LXXI (1958) pp.
30-45; H. CHERNISS, Plato (1950-1957), «Lustrum», IV (1959) p. 161 £,; P. JAVET, Cé-
Dhale et Platon ‘sur le seuil de la vieillesse'. Réflexions sur le prologue de la ‘République’, «Revue
philosophique», CLXXII (1982) p. 244 (rightly comparing 330 D-331 B, with 496 B-E,
esp. D 9-E 2); L. TARAN, Platonism and Socratic Ignovance (with Special Reference to ‘Republic’ I),
in D.J. OMEARA (ed.), Platonic Investigations, Washington DC 1985, pp. 85-109 = Leo-
nardo Tardn. Collected Papers (1962-1999), Leiden 2001, pp. 218-46; CH. KAHN, Prolgptic
Composition in the ‘Republic’, or Why Book I Was Never a Separate Dialogue, «Classical Quar-
terly», XLII (1993) pp. 131-42; J.R.S. WILSON, Thrasymachos and the Thumos: A Further
Case of Prolepsis in ‘Republic’ I, «Classical Quarterly», XLV (1995) pp. 58-67; N.
BLOSSNER, Dialogform und Argument: Studien zu P latons ‘Politeia’, Stuttgart 1997, Kap. T, H.
ERBSE, Bewbachtungen iiber Platons ‘Politeia A-A’, «Hermes», CXXIX (2001) pp. 198-207.1
leave aside for now Kahn'’s broader thesis (CH. KAHN, Plato and the Socvatic Dialogue,
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Cephalus, who represents a type of honest, if unreflective vir-
tue*, quickly withdraws, presumably because he has neither the
inclination nor the aptitude for dialectic’. His place is taken by his

Cambridge 1996) regarding the “proleptic” relationships that he finds berween individ-
ual dialogues of the corpus (a fundamentally sound, though hardly novel intuition that
suffers from having been applied in an overly schematic manner). Kahn, admittedly, has
backed away from the use of the term prolepsis in this broader context of his («Ancient
Philosophy», XX (2000) p. 190). But the term remains useful for describing the wmzposi-
tional techniques that are at issue here. I trust that my observations (here and elsewhere) on
Plato’s use of “foreshadowing” will not be confused with the recent and far less modest
attempt by M. GIFFORD, Dramatic Dialectic in ‘Republic’ Book I, «Oxford Studies in An-
cient Philosophy», XX (2001) pp. 35-106, to unlock the secrets of the text by appealing
to what he deems to be Plato’s extensive and deliberate use of “tragic irony” — many of
whose proposals, despite the occasionally clever hint (pp. 62 note 37, 68 note 47), rest on
little more than accidental associations, innuendo, and surmise.

4 For this conception of Cephalus (cfr. 619 C 7: £€6g1 Gvev dthocodiag, and, for this
type of ordinary or “demotic” virtue, Phaed. 82 A 10-B 3, with R.D. ARCHER-HIND, The
‘Phaedy of Plato, London 1894, Appendix I), see G.H. BILLINGS, gp. cit., p. 34; P. SHOREY,
Plato. Republic, cit., 1, p. 12 note &, J. KAKRIDIS, The Part of Cephalus in Plato’s ‘Republic’,
«Eranos», XLVI (1948) pp. 35-41; G. GIANNANTONI, a##. cit., p. 132 f.; K. VRETSKA, a7,
cit., p. 40; P. FRIEDLANDER, 0p. cit., 11, pp. 52-4; P. JAVET, art. cit., pp. 243-5; L. TARAN,
art. cit., p. 104 note 86;S. CAMPESE in M. VEGETTI (a curadi), Platone. La Repubblica, Na-
poli 1998-, 1, p. 137 note 3 ¢ sqq.; J. BEVERSLUIS, Cross-Examining Socrates, Cambridge
2000, pp. 189-92. Thus, J. ANNAS, An Introduction to Plato’s ‘Republic’, Oxford 1982 (corr.
ed.), pp. 18-23; also M. GIFFORD, . cit., pp. 63 note 38, 68 f., 71 f.; R. BLONDELL, The
Play of Character in Plato’s Dialogues, Cambridge 2002, pp. 169-7 3, have thoroughly mis-
understood both the tone and purpose of the passage. That Cephalus’ unreflective concep-
tion of virtue is insufficient and contains the seeds of its own inversion is, of course, true;
see the literature cited above with notes 10 and 61 infra. For the manner in which one
and the same character may be both anticipatory and flawed, cfr. Friedlander’s apt and
subtle observation (albeit in a wholly different context) at gp. ciz., 11, p. 83.

3 Cfr. CIC. ad Atr. IV 16, 3; G. GIANNANTONI, a7, cit., p. 133 note 31. The prac-
tical man shuns dialectics as a game suitable only for the young (cfr. resp. 487 G-D and
497 E-498 ¢, with Shorey’s notes ad loc.; Gorg. 484 C-486 C, with E.R. DODDS, Plato. Gor-
gias, Oxford 1959, ad loc.; P. SHOREY, What Plato Said, Chicago 1933, p. 506 ad Gorg. 484
C, 485 D; ID., The Idea of Good in Plato’s ‘Republic’, «Studies in Classical Philology», I
(1895) p. 220 f. = Selected Papers, ed. by L. TARAN, New York 1980, 11, p. 60 £.). Indeed,
youth is supple (Thezetr. 162 B 4-7), retentive (Parm. 126 C 6-8; cfr. Tim. 26 A-B), and ripe
for dialectic (resp. 539 B-C ; Theaet. 146 B; Parm. 135 D 5 f.; Phil. 15 D-E; ISOCR. Panath.
[12] 26), while Cephalus is old and long past the age for it (cfr. 328 C 6-D 6, and the play
at 331 D 6 ff., with 536 D, Lach. 189 C, Theaet. 146 B, 162 B 4-7,165 A9 £, 168 E4 .,
177 € 3-5, Parm. 136 D 1, and the joke at Euthyd. 272 B; see, further, R. BLONDELL, gp.
cit., p. 77 with note 121).
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son, Polemarchus, 6 100 Adyov xAnpovouog, who reiterates his fa-
ther’s position — formulated now as 10 10 dodeIAOpevO E£KAGTM
anodidovar (331 E 3)° — which he then confirms on the authority
of the poet, Simonides’. In order to avoid the very thrust that had
caused Cephalus to give way (cfr. 331 E 8-332 A 8), Polemarchus
draws a distinction and refines 10 t0 00£1AOUEVD £KAGTH AOd186vVaL
as doing good to friends and harm to enemies (A 9-B 8)*, which Soc-
rates then reformulates, somewhat mischievously, as 10 mpoofikov
£xdoto drodidovar (C 2 f.)°. Thus begins the refutation of Polemar-

chus (332 €5-336 A 1).

8 A ropos. “Justice” is frequently viewed in commercial terms, and is often used of
those with whom one may safely leave one’s valuables on deposit (ARISTOT. rhe. B 6.
1383 b 19-20; eth. nic. E2.1131 2 1-5; K 8. 1178 229-30, b 10-2); see K.J. DOVER, Greck
Popular Morality in the T'ime of Plato and Aristotle, Oxford 1974, p. 170 £, E. SCHUTRUMPF,
The Definition of Justice in Plato’s ‘Republic’, in R. FABER-B. SEIDENSTICKER (Hrsgg.),
Worte, Bilder, Tine, Wiirzburg 1996, pp. 51-3; S. CAMPESE in M. VEGETTI (a cura di), gp.
cit., 1, pp. 141 note 6, and 150. For émod186var, see E.M. COPE, The Rbetoric of Aristotle,
Cambridge 1877,ad 11, 7.

"Fr.137a Page; cfr. G. GIANNANTONI, a7, cit., p. 133 note 33. The use of Simon-
ides here and throughout has a touch of malice to it (“ironical courtesy”: R. NETTLESHIP,
Lectures on the ‘Republic’ of Plato, London 19017 p. 21). The objections of J. LABORDERIE,
Le Dialogue platonicien de la maturité, Paris 1978, p. 95 note 1, are merely special plead-
ings. J. BEVERSLUIS, op. cit., p. 204 £,; cfr. 192, tries to distinguish the views of Polemar-
chus and Cephalus on the ground that Cephalus, at 331 A 1-3, rejects the Jex talionis,
whereas Polemarchus obviously does not. Yet this interpretation is based on what is
surely an unwarranted extension of the Greek, which simply states that those whose con-
science is clear of any injustice (t1® 8 undev £0vtd Edticov cuveldot) will always have a
“sweet hope” for the afterlife as a dear companion and nurse («als gute Alterspflegerin»,
Apelt) for his old age, as Pindar has it. (For éArnig here, see P. SHOREY, Plato. ‘Republic’,
cit.,ad loc; F. GRAF, Eleusis und die orphische Dichtung Athens in vorbellenistischer Zeit, Berlin
1974, p. 138 f.; A. TULIN, review of M. MORGAN, P/latonic Piety, « American Journal of
Philology», CX111 (1992) p. 633; S. LAVECCHIA, Filosofia e motivi misterici nel ‘Fedone,
«Seminari romani di cultura greca», 11 (1999) p. 276.) For a more accurate account of the
relation that holds between the various doctrines espoused in Bk. I, see #nfrz, note 10.

8 For this conventional formula, see K.J. DOVER, op. cit., pp. 180-4; L. TARAN, art. cit.,
p- 104 note 87; M.W. BLUNDELL, Helping Friends and Harming Enemies. A Study in Sophocles
and Greek Ethics, Cambridge 1989, pp. 26-59; S. GASTALDI in M. VEGETTI (a cura di), gp.
cit, 1, pg. 178-86;S.R. SLINGS, Plato. Clitophon, Cambridge 1999, p. 193 note 348.

Polemarchus apparently thinks this substitution by synonym (introduced with
some fanfare: B 9 ff.: fivi€oro Gpa) significant, as it receives his hearty approval (C 4). But
Socrates, though he often resorts in dialectical contexts to such dodges himself (cfr. 336
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Socrates offers two distinct and independent refutations: the
first, at 332 C 5-334 B 6, is punctuated (B 7-9) by Polemarchus’
statement of aporia (0OkétL o1da &ymye 61l Eheyov), followed by a
restatement of the refutandum: tobt0 pévior €uorye dokel €t
OdeEAETV LEV 10U hllovg © dikatoovvn, PAdmtely §€ t0UG £xOpovG.
The second refutation runs from 334 € 1-335 E 6.

The first refutation, which utilizes (but does not attempt to
justify) the familiar analogy of the arts, as well as the sound “So-
cratic” principle that all arts are of contraries'', ends with the para-
doxical conclusion that justice is the art of thievery — for the bene-
fit of friends, of course, and to the harm of enemies (334 B 3-5).

D), is fully aware that it is only the underlying meaning of words that is significant; and, in
fact, in what follows he proceeds immediately to re-conflate these two terms (C 6 f.: f
TioLy ol i 4modidovon ddelldUEVOV Kol Tpootikov KTA.; also C 11), and then seeks, by
deepening his analysis, to determine precisely what these terms entail in their fields of
operation, without any further attention paid to the distinction made here: see 335 E1 f.
(at the very end of the refutation of Polemarchus): €1 dpa 10 0¢etlopevo, EKGOKTO
&modL36vor onetv Tig Sikatov €lvar kTh.; also E 3: dpeidecBar. 332 B 9-C 3 is thus heavy
with irony.

193355 7-336 A 8, where Socrates dryly notes that the view under discussion is not
the view of Simonides nor of any of the other sages, but of tyrants like Periander, draws
the moral that applies to Polemarchus’ treatment of justice i foto — as is shown composi-
tionally even by the reference back to Simonides (cfr. 335 E 8 with 331 D 5) — and thus
forms a pendant to the entire Polemarchus section. In fact, since Polemarchus’ definition
itself is presented simply as an elaboration of the definition offered by Cephalus, his fa-
ther and bequeather (cfr. 331 D 6- E 1: 60 6 100 Adyov KANpovopog), 335 E7-336 A 8 ac-
tually closes the first half of the book and provides a perfect transition between the largely
conventionalist doctrines of Cephalus and Polemarchus (notes 6 and 8 suprz) and the
radical sophistic immoralism espoused by Thrasymachus. Through this compositional
device, two sets of ostensibly independent positions are shown to be closely allied (L.
TARAN, art. cit., p. 103 £, with note 84; P. FRIEDLANDER, gp. cit., 11, pp. 52-6; also J. DE
ROMILLY, L Loz dans la pensée grecque des ovigins a Aristote, Paris 1971, p. 91 £.). For Plato’s
view that these positions are both widespread and thoroughly conventional, see N.R.
MURPHY, The Interpretation of Plato’s ‘Republic’, Oxford 1951, p. 1 £; L. TARAN, art. cit., p.
104 note 87 fin.; R. BLONDELL, gp. cit., p. 197 £.

i See J. ADAM, The ‘Republic’ of Plato, Cambridge 1902, 1, p. 18; P. SHOREY, What
Plato Said, cit., p. 476, H. CHERNISS, Aristotle’s Criticism of Plato and the Acadeny, Balti-
more 1944, p. 26 f. For Aristotle’s use of this doctrine, see H. BONITZ, Index Aristotelicus,
Berlin 1870,247 a 13-21,279 b 12-6.
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Because this conclusion is disquieting and paradoxical, but in no
way strictly contradictory, the argument is purely ad hominem".

As there are two refutations, so the second refutation (334 C
1-335 E 6) itself breaks into two — ie., it presents a dilemma,
either horn of which leads to a refutation: if justice is to help
one’s friends and harm one’s enemies, we must mean by “friends”
either (a) those who only seem to each to be so (334 C 1-5), or else
(b) those who both seem to be and really are (334 E 10, 335 A 8-
10); and the first of these disjuncts itself is viewed from two
points of view (334 C 6-E 3): for, as men’s judgment may be in er-
ror, so that the good will sometimes be one’s enemies and the
wicked will sometimes be one’s friends, it will follow either that
one will have to harm the good and aid the wicked (334 ¢ 10-D 8)
or help one’s enemies and harm one’s friends (D 9-E 3). Thus, from
the first horn it follows that, however we turn it, we have contra-
dicted (334 E 3-4: tovvovtiov ) the dictum of Simonides (cfr. B
7-9; Aristot. top. A 10. 104 a 20-7).

The original premise, the refutandum of B 7-9, obviously has
not led izelf into contradiction, as some writers might have us
think. Several additional premises have been introduced”. The
specifics are interesting and highly instructive. Let us consider:

334 B 7 O0 uo 1oV A, £6m, GAX 00kéTL 0180 Eymye 81t Eheyov:
10070 pévtot &uotye Sokel €11, OEAELY UEV TOVG GLAOVG T
Sikatoouvn, BAdmTELY € ToVG £XOpOG.

12 Cfr. K. VRETSKA, art. cit., p. 38.

13 Cfr. 334 € 6-9 with D 12: boot Sinuaptiaoty; C 10; ot pév dyoot £x8pot, ot
3¢ kaxot ¢iloy; D 3: ot ye dyafot Sikarol e kol olot i &Stkelv. That the elenchus does
not consist in reducing a thesis to contradiction without the introduction of additional
premises, as Robinson mistakenly believed (R. ROBINSON, Plato’s Earlier Dialectic, Ox-
ford 19537, pp. 20-32), has been argued by others: see P. FRIEDLANDER, review of R.
ROBINSON, gp. c#t., «Classical Philology», XL (1945) p. 253 f.; H. CHERNISS, Somze Wer-
Time Publications Concerning Plato, « American Journal of Philology», LXVIII (1947) p.
136; L. TARAN, art. cit., pp. 87,90 £., 94 note 38; G. VLASTOS, Socvatic Studies, Cambridge
1994, p. 3 f. Claims that Plato has made elementary mistakes in logic can almost always
be dispelled by paying close attention to the text.
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Tovg 8ixoug Epa, 7y & &yd, dikatov BrdmteLy, ToVG 8¢
dtkalovg @derely;

Ov1og £xeivov koAAov daivetar.

[MoAoig dpoa, & Moréuapye, cuuphcetot, doot Sinuap-

TKAGLY TdV AvOpan®Y, Siko1ov Elval ToUg UEV 0iAoug BAG-
TTELV — TTOVNPOL YOpP 0OTOLG ELGLY — T0VG & £YOpOoVg BOEAETY

— dyabot ydép* kal oVTOg £poVUEV OOTO TOVVOVTIOV 1] TOV
Zpnevidny Eoapey A&yelv.

Kat pdta, £€¢n, oVto cvppaivet. GALG petadouedor

Like so many of the dialectical passages in the corpus, this

one is somewhat hard to analyze, harder than appears at first

glance, partially because several threads are running simultan-
eously. So, we are sometimes told that the difficulty here is that
Socrates equivocates on Oyafdg; that, as he slides unobtrusively
from ypnotog (C 2, 4, 7) to dyabdg (C 10, D 1) to dixarog (D 3), he
subtly shifts from a “non-moral” or utilitarian conception of ¢pilog
to a moral one'; that Polemarchus fails to realize that he has been

“See, e, &., T.G. TUCKER, The Proem to the Ideal Commonmuvealth of Plato, London 1900,
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led along thus until, confronted with the consequence that he may
sometimes have to harm the just, he pulls up short". There is
something to this view — for Polemarchus does indeed seem to
grow more alarmed as the argument slides from term to term to
term (cfr. ¢ 4-5, 11, D 2, 7 f.). But there is not as much to this
account as one might suppose. First, the semantics of ypnotdg are
not so clear-cut. Despite its etymological association with ypficBot
and ypnoipog, the term is not commonly used by Plato of “util-
ity”'®. On the other hand, if we allow that ypnotog here connotes
“utility”, then we are left (on the present analysis) with the clear
implication that, were it not for the slide and equivocation of
ayaBdc, Polemarchus would have had no difficulty in accepting the
proposition that one will sometimes want to harm ypnotol — Ze.,
those who are serviceable — and promote those who are useless,
though this admission, once made, would presumably entail diffi-
culties of its own. Finally, even apart from semantics, this analysis
fails to explain the peculiar criss-cross (shoe-laced) structure of the
argument which results in a pair of reversals (D 5- E 3) and a con-
tradiction (E 3-4: tovvavtiov). In other words, it has not got the
syntax right either. In fact, as we shall now try to demonstrate,
the true root of the problem is that it is actually Polemarchus, and

pp- XXXIV £, LV f;; also S. GASTALDI in M. VEGETTI (a cura di), gp. ciz., 1, p. 189 .’ Aya8dc,
which easily associates itself with terms like 8ixaiog at one end of the moral spectrum,
just as easily consorts with notions of utility at the other end of the moral spectrum; see
E.S. THOMPSON, The ‘Meno’ of Plato, London 1901, p. 104 4d 77 D 34, with XENOPH.
mem. IV 6.8; AW .H. ADKINS, Merit and Responsibility, Oxford 1960, chap. 111 e passim,
W.K.C. GUTHRIE, A History of Greek Philosophy, Cambridge 19609, 111, pp. 462-7; B.
SNELL, Die Entdeckung des Geistes, Gottingen 1975, esp. pp. 153-6. Aixaiog, too, can be
taken in this strictly utilitarian manner; see K.J. DOVER, gp. ¢it., pp. 181 £, 185 f.

15 His refusal to accept this consequence would, presumably, be ascribed to a sense
of “shame”; cfr. Gorg. 461 B, 482 D, 494 C-E; resp. 350 D 3 (of Thrasymachus), E.R.
DoDDs, gp. cit., p. 30 note 2.

16 See, ¢, g Euthyd. 285 A-B, with C 5, which is fairly typical. On ypnotog, see K J.
DOVER, op. cit., pp. 296-9 (with 52 £.,58,62 £., 65 note 6, 165, etc.). For Plato’s use, cfr. E.
DES PLACES, Platon. Oeuvres complétes, Tome XIV: Lexique, Paris 1964, s.v. Aristotle’s usage
is similar (see H. BONITZ, Index Aristotelicus, cit., s.v.). The negative (dypnotog), on the
other hand, 75 the contrary of ypfiowuog; cfr. resp. 332 E with K.J. DOVER, ap. cit., p. 296.
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not Socrates, who equivocates, and that he equivocates not with a
slide on dyaBdc, but squarely on ¢idlog.

We are often told'” that the initial question (C 1-3) is simply:
by “friends” and “enemies” do you mean those who seem so, or
those who are so? This is inaccurate. For the question is rather
whether by “friends” and “enemies” we mean those who seem to be
ypnotol (or its opposite), or those who really are xpnotot (or its
opposite). As such, the question is, from the very start, syn-
thetic'®. In the course of the elenchus, Socrates expands on yxpnotdg
by equating it first with dyo6dc (C 10) and then with dixotog (D
3). These expansions are immediately accepted by Socrates and Po-
lemarchus both; and so, on the rules of dialectic (which is to argue
from premises accepted and received), this move is not to be
deemed problematic. It plays its role, as we saw above; but it is
not the pivot on which the refutation turns'. The relevant con-
trast is rather between those who really are good, serviceable, and
just, and those who only seem to be so; and the question is which
of these two should be accounted as ¢pilor. Polemarchus avers, in a
highly conventionalist manner, that mere seeming will suffice —
e, that each man should himself be the measure of his ¢ilot.
This seems, at first glance, to be rather plausible. As soon as this
point has been established, however, Polemarchus immediately
concedes that the failure to take as friends (and enemies) those who
are good (or bad, as the case may be) is the result of an error in
human judgment (C 6-10: apoptdvovorv). As such, when we

' E.g., T.G. TUCKER, gp. cit., p. XXXIV; cfr. my own formulation (in the paragraph

that is Placed between notes 12 and 13 supraz) — put thus so as not to prejudge the topic.

¥ Tucker amazingly says that it is Polemarchus who confuses the matter by intro-
ducing this question of xpnotds. As such, his complaint that the question should have
been ke};t simple, «that ¢idot are simply those who ¢gtAoDot», is not in the least relevant.

1 See text supra. This identification of friends with those who are good, just, etc., is
thus brought about easily, and not «attraverso un lungo e non certo limpido tragitto
dialettico» (S. GASTALDI in M. VEGETTI (a cura di), op. cit., 1, p. 188; contrast D. BLYTH,
Polemarchus in Plato's ‘Republic’, «Prudentia», XXVI (1994) p. 77). It was typically as-
sumed, as we certainly would expect, that one’s friends and enemies would be good or bad
respectively; see the passages collected by M.\W. BLUNDELL, Helping Friends cit., p. 51 {.
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judge correctly and when we do not err, presumably, we will get it
right. And so there is, even for Polemarchus, and despite his con-
ventionalist pose, an independent standard. And we will strive, so
it seems, to the best of our ability, given the weaknesses due to
our all too human limitations, to take as “friends” (and “enemies”)
those who really are good, serviceable, and the like (or not, as the
case may be). And so, the truth of the matter is that Polemarchus,
during the course of a single argument (i.e., in this initial horn of
the argument: C 1- E 4), actually holds two different conceptions of
what sort of ¢ilog he wants us to consider, and these two concep-
tions are inconsistent; hence, the contradiction that shatters the
current horn®. Moreover, one of these two conceptions, the sec-
ond, the more “realistic” or less conventionalist one, is actually the
premise (as we know) on which the second horn will be con-
structed (see below), and is also the premise which the first horn
had actually and explicitly claimed to have rejected (C 4-5). Pole-
marchus thinks he has dispensed with an independent standard —
but he has not.

It is fully in Plato’s manner to have his interlocutors espouse
what Plato deems to be a false and thoroughly conventionalist po-
sition, and then to allow them (often unremarked) to suddenly
endorse what Plato considers to be the right position — as if the
interlocutor could barely restrain himself — and then to wreck
havoc dialectically with the inconsistencies that inevitably ensue®.

2 At 334 E 2: movnpot ydp adoig eioty, the dative (of course) is objective: «denn
sie sind (ja in der Tat) schlecht gegen sie»; see K. VRETSKA, Platonica, «Wiener
Studien», LXIV (1949) p. 77 £; cfr. G.L. COOPER 111, after K.W. KRUGER, Attic Greek
Prose Syntax, Ann Arbor 1998-,48.8.0 and 48.13.2.

2! An example of this can be found in the famous “Euthyphro argument”, espe-
cially in Euthyphro’s free admission (at 10 D 1-5) that the pious is loved because it is pious.
Euthyphro has been criticized for this (e.g., P. GEACH, Plato’s ‘Euthyphro’: An Analysis and
Commentary, «Monist», L (1966) p. 378; J. HALL, Plato: ‘Euthyphrd’ 10A1-11A10, «Philo-
sophical Quarterly», XVIII (1968) p. 10; SM. COHEN, Soavates on the Definition of Piery:
‘Euthyphro’ 10A-11B, «Journal of the History of Philosophy», IX (1971) pp. 1-14; T.
PAXSON, Plato’s ‘Euthyphre’ 10A-11B, «Phronesis», XVII (1972) p. 180, etc.). But such
criticisms are beside the point. Another example can be found in the refutation of Calli-
cles: cfr. Gorg. 494 A-495 B, with 499 B 6- C 2 (and 7.4. Socrates’ astonished cry at B 9 1o
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It is part of his polemic against all sorts of relativisms that such
positions cannot be consistently upheld. Nor is it hard to fathom
why Polemarchus, in this particular instance, when it comes to
choosing one’s “friends” and “enemies”, would find it difficult to
maintain the view that mere “seeming” will suffice. Indeed, Plato
always held that while men may be mistaken in their calculations,
all seek at the very least what each takes to be the good; that while
men may be content with a sham reputation (so long as they seem
to be just or pious in the eyes of other men), the notion that any-
one could possibly be satisfied with what merely appears to be use-
ful, or with the seemingly good, is absurd®. It is hardly surprising,
then, that in spite of the conventionalist views espoused at 334 C
1-5, Polemarchus would show himself committed (albeit unwit-
tingly) to a very different — indeed, to a contrary — set of views.
We may now turn to the other horn (334 E 5-335 A 5): the
friend is he who both seems and actually is ypnotdég (E 10). The
definition can now be restated, once and for all (89: A 6), such that
Justice is to help one’s friends — provided that they are truly good
(GyoBov 6vta), and to harm one’s enemies, when they too are truly
(6vto) bad (335 A 9-10). The refutation that follows is often
treated and paraphrased in books and articles, but it is not com-
monly analyzed with any real precision. An appreciation of the ac-
tual structure of the argument will therefore be worthwhile in it-
self, and it will cast some needed light (as we have indicated) on
the structure and purpose of Republic 1 both as a whole and in its re-
lation to the remainder of the dialogue. The Greek runs as follows:

100, with E.R. DODDS, op. cit.,ad loc.).

2 See esp. Theaet. 171 D-172 Band 177 ¢-179 C, with P. SHOREY, art, cit., p. 191
(= Selected Papers, cit., 11, p. 31); cfr. DEMOCR. 68 B 69 D.-K.: avbpdmnoig néiot tadtov
AyoBov kol GAnBég 8L &€ GAlm dAAo. For the doctrine that all men desire the good, cfr.
Euthyphr. 7 E 6 £, Gorg. 467 C-468 C, Men. 77 C-E, symp. 204 B-206 A, Euthyd. 278 E-279
A, resp. 413 A, 438 A, 505 D, Phil. 20 D, etc. A similar choice between that which seems
and that which really s, is offered to Thrasymachus at 340 A-C. For the topic of 10 pdg
dAnBeLav iV TIpOG SOEQY, cfr. ARISTOT. #bet. A 7. 1365 a 37-b 20, esp.b 5-7.
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335 A 6 Kelebeirg 81 Mudg mpocbeival 16 Sikoio 1 dg 10 TpdTov

B 1

B>

cl

Cc)>S

D1

DS

gLéyouev, Aéyovieg dikatov eivor 1OV pev ¢idov b motely,
10V & &x0pov kaxdg VOV Tpog T0UTe ©de Aéyely, 81l EotLy
dtkotov? 1ov pgv ¢idov dyadov dvio ed motelv, tov & £x0pov
Koxov Ovta PAdmTELY;

[TGvv pév odv, £¢m, obteg dv pot dokel kardg Aéyecol.
"Botwv dpa, qv § £yd, dtcaiov dvdpog Prdntely kot
ovILvodv GvOpormv;

Kal navv ye, €¢m° 1006 Y& movnpog te Kal £x0povg del
BAdmTeLY.

Blomtopevor § inmot Beltiovg 1j xelpoug yiyvovrat,
Xeipovg.

“Apa elg v @V KLUVAV GpeTV, 1) €1¢ TNV TOV ITNOV;

Eig my 1dv innov.

*Ap 00V kai kUveg BAantéuevol xetpoug yiyvovtot gig

MV TV KUV@AV, GAX 00K €1¢ TNV TOV InTeV ApETV;

"Avaykn.

"AvBpdmovg 8¢, @ £toipe, Ui oVTo dBuUEV, BAoTTOUEVOLG

€ig mv avBpaneiav dpetv xeipovg ylyveohor,

I1Gvv pév odv.

"AAN 1) dtkatochvn 00K GvBpwreio dpeT;

Kot 1007 dvdykn.

Kai 1o0g Pramtopuévoug dpa, @ dide, 1@V GvOpdnmv

Avaykn adtkmtépoug yiyveoshart.

"Eotxev.

*Ap 00V Tf] LOVGLKT Ol HOVGLKOL GOVGOVG dVVaVTOL
TOLELY;

"AdvvorTov.

"AMLOL T Tk ot imLkol Golnmovg;

Ovk €oTLv.

"AMLG T} Stkatoovvn 81 ol dikotot adikovg; 1 Kol
GLAANBINV GpeTi) ol dyadol kakovg;

"AMLG GdVOVOTOV.

OV yop Bepud oG 0lpoL Epyov YoyeLv, GALG T0D Evaviiov.
Nadt.

O0d¢ Enpotntog Vypaively, GALG ToD Evaviiov.

3 81 Eotwy Sikoov (A 8 £) is deleted by S.R. SLINGS, Platonis Rempublicam, Ox-

ford 2003, ad loc. (see also ID., Critical Notes on Plato’s ‘Politeia’ I, «Mnemosyne», XLI
(1988) p. 284 f.), who here (as elsewhere: see Renarks on Some Recent Papyri of the ‘Politeia’,
«Mnemosyne», XL (1987) p. 30 note 19; also Platonis Rempublicam, cit., pp. IX and XI)
seems to have overestimated the value of F.
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ITévvu ye.

008 dn 100 dyobod PranteLly, GALG T0D €vovTiov.
daivetol.

‘O 8¢ ye dikorog Gyoboc;

D10 TIIdvv ye.

Ovk dpo 10D dikoiov Brdmtelv Epyov, @ IToréuapye, olte
olAov 00T dAlov 00Vdéva, GALG ToD €vovtiov, 10T ddikov.
[Movidnaci pot dokeig GANOH Aéyely, £om, @ Tdkpotec,

El El dpa ta ogelldpeva €KAot Gmodiddval ¢nolv Tig dlkotov
glval, 10010 8¢ 8 voel ovtd Tolg pev €xOpoig PAGPMV
odeirecBol Tapa 10D dikaiov avdpdc, ol de dpiloig mheriay,
ovY IV 000G O TabTa ElNdy. 00 Yap GANOR Ereyev:

ES 008opoD yap dlkatov ovdEva Huilv ehavn Ov PAdmTTELY.
Zuyxopd, 7 & O¢.

The refutandum of the second horn is stated at 335 A 9-10: it
is just to help one’s friends (provided that they are truly good)
and harm one’s enemies (if they are truly bad). Formally, the refu-
tandum is a conjunction. Socrates now asks [A] whether it ever falls
to the just man to harm anyone (B 2-5). This question is finally
answered [C] in the negative at D 11-2, when Socrates infers (D 11:
dpo) that it is never the function of the just man to harm anyone
at all. From this, one may surmise that the entire midsection of
this portion of text must be concerned with securing a single
premise; and indeed, the lines intervening between [A] and [C] —
viz., B 6-D 10 = [B] — are introduced, clearly and unequivocally,
precisely in support of the premise queried at [A] and drawn (dpo)
at [C]. The conclusion drawn at [C] states that one of the con-
juncts posted by the refutandum (viz., the second) is false. And so,
at E 1-5, the full refutation itself is finally drawn (€ 1: dpa) thus:
it is not, in fact, the case that Justice is to harm one’s enemies and
help one’s friends, since the just man will not harm anyone at all*.
The argument thus runs as follows:

* That the conjuncts at A 9-10 and again at E 2-4 are chiastically arranged only
serves, in typical fashion, to point the ring.
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Refutandum: Justice is to help one’s friends and harm one’s enemies

(335 A 9-10)

[A] But does the just man ever harm anyone? (B 2-5)
[B] Supporting argument (B 6-D 10)
[C] no (épa), the just man never harms anyone at all (D 11-3)

Refutation: The proposal (that Justice is to harm one’s enemies and
help one’s friends) therefore (Gpa) fails; for one of the conjuncts (that
Justice is to harm one’s enemies) is seen to fail (cfr. E 1-5).

The argument, so constructed, is simple and clear. The diffi-
culties come only in [B].

As we saw, B 6-D 10 = [B] is given in support of [C]. But
[B] itself falls into two parts, with a slight break in the argument
falling after C 8 €owkev (n.b. C 6 dpa). Each part, in fact, is syllo-
gistic. Consider the following:

[B1]: Men that are harmed become unjust (B 6-C 8).

{a} Just as horses and dogs that are harmed become worse
(xelpovg) with respect to their own proper virtue or excel-
lence (dpetnv), so too (by epagoge) men that are harmed be-
come worse with respect to human excellence (B 6-C 3)%;

{B} Justice is human excellence (C 4-5)%;

{y} Therefore (dpa: C 6), men that are harmed necessarily
become more unjust (Gdtkatépoug: C 6-8)7.

25 Another topos: SIMONID. fr. 37, 14-6 Page (= Prot. 344 C 4-5). 6vdpo. § ok £ott
um 00 KoKOV EPUEVOL, OV GUIYOVOG GUUOOPC. KOOET.

2 AN Stkonoovn odk GvBpamelo, dpeth; Kot tobt dvdykn. For progressive
OAAG, marking the transition from major to minor premise, see J.D. DENNISTON, The
Greek Particles, Oxford 19507, p. 22.

%" This conclusion, of course, is dialectical, and as such is only as firm as the prem-
ises on which it rests. Consequently, to insist (as is often done) that the argument fails be-
cause of an equivocation on BAdntewv (T.G. TUCKER, gp. cit., p. XXXVI f.; T. GOMPERZ,
Griechische Denker, Leipzig 19224 1, p- 363; R.C. CROSS-A.D. WOOZLEY, Plato’s ‘Repub-
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[B2] It is not the function of the just man to harm anyone at all

(C9-D 13)%,

{ai} =C9-D2
{{x}} — The musical man cannot make others unmusical by
means of the musical art (C 9-11);
{{y}} — Nor can the expert in horses make others unskilled
with horses (ddinmovg) by the art of horsemanship (C 12-3)%;

lic': A Philosophical Commentary, London 1964, pp. 20-2; T. IRWIN, Platy’'s Moral Theory,
Oxford 1977, p. 324 note 3; E. MERON, Les Idées morales des interlocuteurs de Socrate dans les
dialogues platoniciens de jeunesse, Paris 1979, p. 132; K. LYCOS, Plato on_Justice and Power,
Albany 1987, pp. 99-101; B. AUNE, The Unity of Plato’s ‘Republic’, «Ancient Philo-
sophy», XVII (1997) p. 303; J. BEVERSLUIS, gp. cit., p. 215; contrast A. JEFFREY, Polemar-
chus and Socrates on_Justice and Harm, «Phronesis», XXIV (1979) pp. 55-61), even if true,
would be quite irrelevant (on the purely dialectical nature of this and similar passages,
see the second section of this paper 7frz). At any rate, the premise, at least when broadly
construed (cfr. 601 D 4-6) — which is all that the present context requires — is sufficiently
sound (cfr. H.-XW.B. JOSEPH, Essays in Ancient and Modern Philosophy, Oxford 1935, p. 13 £):
analogies between animals and men, especially in the context of education and im-
provement (and its contrary), are a staple (Euthyphr. 13 B 7-C 10; apol. 20 A7-B 6,25 A 12-
C1; Gorg. 515 E 2-516 D 3; XENOPH. mem. IV 1.3-4, IV 4.5; ISOCR. ad Nic. [2] 12; Antid.
[15]211-4).
8 The lengthy ¢pagoge that follows (C 9- D 8) itself falls into two distinct parts: {o.
i} = C9-D 2 and {0 ii} = D 3-8. The first part is based on the familiar analogy of the arts,
which has already been utilized (and accepted by Polemarchus) several times during the
preceding discussion. The second part {o ii} provides the ground (D 3 ydp) of {0 i}, and
extends the gpagoge to additional instances: the musical man does not make others unmu-
sical by virtue of his own special power or skill (z.e., by virtue of being musical); nor does
heat make things cold by virtue of its own special quality, heat; for (presumably) the
function of every power or art is to make things /iée what they are, and not unlike what
they are. This premise has not been justified and obviously rests on a metaphysical pre-
supposition which Socrates cannot pause to consider at this point in time. But it is prima
Jacie plausible (Polemarchus, at least, accepts it), and it will be utilized again more than
once later in this very book (e.g., 346 A ff. [z.4. D 5 f.: k0l 0l dAlon mhco obteg T abTig
SKa(sm spyov épydteton], 352 D 8 ff.), whereupon Thrasymachus accepts it.
? 60AG (at C 12 and 14) introduces a fresh example. J. BEVERSLUIS, gp. cit., pp.
217-20, thinks that the premise used at 335 C 9-13 is inconsistent with a premise used
in the first refutation (333 E-334 B). But the two arguments are logically independent
and so the “inconsistency” (even if it should be admitted) is irrelevant to the forma/ valid-
ity, and thus to the dialectical flow of either passage. At any rate, the two principles (pace
Beversluis) are not really the same: for the first (333 E-334 B), see supra, note 11; for the
second (335 C 9-13), compare ARISTOT. phys. B3.195 a 11-4 (= metaph. A2.1013 b 11-
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{{z}} — Nor will the Just make others unjust by Justice;
nor, in general (cVAMPBONV), can the good make men bad
by means of virtue (C 14-D 2)*.

{aii} =D 3-8
{{x}} — For (ydp) it is not the function (€pyov) of heat to
cool, but this task falls to the contrary power (D 3-4);
{{y}} — Nor of dryness to moisten (D 5-6);
{{z}} — Nor of the good to harm (D 7-8)*".

{B} And the just man is good (D 9-10)**.

{*} Therefore (Gpa), it is not the function of the just man to
harm anyone at all (D 11-3).

At first glance it would appear as if the conclusion {*} at D
11-3 follows simply as the conclusion of [B2] alone. After all, the

5), with H. CHERNISS, Aristotle’s Criticism cit., pp. 269-71. Plato simply makes use, in
purely dialectical contexts (see section two of this paper infra), of diverse #poi of contra-
riety and negation as need arises. C.D.C. REEVE, Philosopher-Kings: The Argument of Plato’s
‘Republic’, Princeton 1988, p. 8 1), for his part, glosses the present passage with ezh. nic. E
1. 1129 a 11-7 (on which, see H. CHERNISS, /oc. cit., p. 18; also F. DIRLMEIER, Aristoteles.
Nikomachische Ethik, Darmstadt 1979, p. 399). But this renders the argument incoherent;
for the topic is applied equally to all three of the coordinate cases (C 9-D 2), whereas (on
Reeve’s supposition) the last should be distinguished (as €£15) from the first and second
(as t&yvor and so émotiuor). The fact is that each of the two arguments is internally con-
sistent and, at the same time, logically independent of one another.

b1 cunABdNy marks the critical instance to which the giagoge has led; obvi-
ously, this instance is not quite parallel to the previous instances (A. JEFFREY, art. cit., p.
65 f.), and it is presumably this fact which necessitates the explanation (ydp) that follows
in D 3-8. The explanation itself, however, is given by further instances, rather than in a
generalized or abstract form; see supra, note 28.

3 Compare the similar leap made at {a i} {{z}} = C 14-D 2 (cfr. note 30 szpraz), and
see next paragraph.

326 8¢ ye dlcarog dyaBoc, 8¢ ve is often used to mark the minor premise (e.g., 346
9,431 C5,Lach. 198 C 6,199 E 9, Gorg. 499 D 2 [with E.R. DODDS, ad /oc.], etc.); see
E.S. THOMPSON, gp. cit., p. 208 ad Men. 95 E 4; G.H. BILLINGS, op. cit., p. 69 note 94; J.D.
DENNISTON, gp. cit., p. 154. This premise is offered here without any support because it
had already been accepted by Polemarchus at 334 D 3.
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conclusion at D 11-3 does follow formally from {o ii} {{z}} = D 7-8
and {B} = D 9-10; the compositional structure of the argument
suggests this as well, for {*} in [B2] seems to be structurally
analogous to {y} in [B1]. But this cannot be right. For in this
case, [B1] = B 6-C 8 would be utterly superfluous; yet «// of [B],
as we saw above, had been subordinated to the establishment of
the conclusion [C] = D 11-3. Still worse, the argument thus con-
strued from [B2] is circular: for {a ii} {{z}} = D 7-8 (as we saw; cfr.
supra, note 31) is not strictly parallel to the other cases of the ¢pa-
goge, and is — given the substitution that follows at {B} = D 9-10 —
just what has to be proved. The question is begged, and the ar-
gument is fallacious (cfr. Aristot. fop. © 13. 162 b 34-163 a 1).
Yet now we can see precisely why [B1] = B 6-C 8 was needed,
though it seemed, as we read along, to have been established at C
6-8, only to be left at the roadside as something of a relic. For, if
men who are harmed become unjust = [B1], and it is not the
function of the just (or of the good, for that matter; cfr. [B2] {B}
= D 9-10) to make men unjust (see [B2] {a i} {{z}} = C 14), then
it surely ought to follow that it is not the function of the just (or
of the good; D 9-10) to harm anyone at all (D 11-3) ¥,

The compositional structure of the argument and the logical
structure of the argument are thus not in accord. This must be
intentional. It is precisely this, in fact, that produces the impres-
sion, so common in the Socratic elenchus, that we have been car-
ried along by the flow of the argument, and yet..., that something
is wrong, that somehow we have somewhere been hoodwinked™.

33 This conclusion, of course, is a commonplace of “Socratic” discourse: see, &.g., the
passages cited by T.C. BRICKHOUSE-N.D. SMITH, Socrutes on Trial, Princeton 1989, p. 44
note 152; G. VLASTOS, Socvates: Ironist and Moral Philosopher, Ithaca 1991, ch. 7; add /eg.
904 B 2-3: k0 10 puEV GOELELY del Tedukds, doov dyaBov wuyiic, Stevonon, 1 8¢ kokdv
BAGmtewy. Yet we are not here concerned with the ethical dimensions of this thesis, but
only with the formal aspect of the passage.

* Socrates purports to follow the argument wherever it leads (e.g., Euthyphr. 14 C,
Gorg. 527 E, Phaed. 82 D, 115 B, resp. 365 D, 394 D 7-9, 415 D, 607 B, Theaet. 172 D, leg.
667 A; cfr. R. BLONDELL, Play of Character cit., p. 124 note 73), and the interlocutors of
Socrates often feel not merely stymied (Men. 80 A-B), but hoodwinked (e.g., 336 B 8-D 4



296 ALEXANDER TULIN

Still, and despite appearances, the argument is sound. But if the
conclusion [C] (= {*}) at D 11-3 rests on both [B2] and, now, as
we see, also on [B1], we can also see that [B1] itself rests not only
on the epagoge of B 6-C 3 = [B1] {a} (whose premises are plausible
enough), but also on the bald assertion, neither prepared nor sup-
ported, that Justice, after all, is human excellence (C 4-5): viz., on
the minor premise at [B1] {B}. Thus, the whole refutation of the
second horn remains suspended from this single hook. And, as we
shall see, quite a hook it is!

The refutation of Thrasymachus (344 D-354 C), which imme-
diately follows upon the refutation of Polemarchus, first attacks
Thrasymachus’ claim that Justice is the advantage of the stronger
(10 pev 100 kpeittovog cupdépov; cfr. 345 B-347 E) before turning
to the “greater” question (oAb 8¢ pot dokel peilov elvar: 347 E 2
f.) of whether the life of the unjust man is better than (xpeitto 1)
that of the just man®. After the argument from pleonexia (348 E-

[Thrasymachus], 487 B -C [with Shorey’s notes ad loc. 1; Hipp. min. 369 B 8-C 3; Gorg. 489 B
7- C 1 [cfr. 482 E 2-483 A 4], 513 ©). Indeed, nearly all the complaints registered by
modern scholars against the elenchus are voiced in the dialogues themselves: see P.
SHOREY, What Plato Said, cit., p. 513 ad Men. 80 A; ID., Plat. Republic, cit., 1, p. 38 note ¢
11, p. 14 note #; L. TARAN, a. cit., p. 87 note 3. Plato is thus fully aware of the issue; yet he
chooses to use the elenchus nonetheless. For his reasons, see section two below.

% This division of the topic (we want to know borh what Justice is and whether the
life of the unjust man is better than that of the just man), already fully anticipated in the
great rhesis of Thrasymachus (443 B-444 C), is introduced once again at the close of Bk. 1
(354 B-C). The second question, which indeed runs a course throughout Bks. 11-1v, is ef-
fectively answered as soon as Justice is defined (445 A -B, with A. DIES, République, cit., p.
XXXVIII f.). This question is then taken up again at the start of Bk. VIII (544 A, 545 A-C;
P. SHOREY, Plato. Republic, cit., 11, p. 237 note g) — that is, immediately after the digres-
sion of Bks. V-VII — and again at the close of Bk. IX (576 C-592 B); see further A. DIES, /loc
cit., pp. CII-CVIII, CXVI-CXXIT; P. FRIEDLANDER, ap. cit., 111, pp. 65-71. For Plato’s general
view, here and elsewhere, of “justice” or virtue (cfr. infrz, note 39) as a harmony of the soul
(e.g.,resp. 410 D -E, 430 E, 443 D -E, 500 B, 554 E, 586 E, 588 E £, 591 D -E, 604 D, 605 B;
Gorg. 482 B-C,504 B, 506 C-508 C; Phaed. 93 C; Tim. 47 D, 89 D -90 D; leg. 689 D), see E.
ZELLER, Die Philosophie der Griechen in ibrer geschichtlichen Entwicklung, Leipzig 1889*, 111,
pp- 876-9, 884 {.; P. SHOREY, Ide of Good cit., p. 218 (= Selected Papers, cit., 11, p. 58); ID.
The Unity of Plato’s Thought, Chicago 1903, p. 10 {f,; ID., What Plato Said, cit., p. 505 ad
Gorg. 482 B-C (cfr. E.R. DODDS, op. cit., p. 260); P. SHOREY, Plato. Republic, cit., 11, pp.
276 note e and 394 note ¢, A. DIES, Joc. cit., pp. XLIUI-LXXXVIIL, CVI ff; C. LARSON, The
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350 C), and that from the congeries of thieves (350 D-352 C), the
third and final refutation (352D 1-354 A 9) — just before the epi-
logue (354 A 10-C 3) — first establishes the general notion that
everything has its own proper function (€pyov) and its own special
virtue or excellence (dpet) by virtue of which each thing does its
own proper function well; and then argues specifically that, as the
function of soul is to care, to rule, to counsel and, indeed, to live (353
D 3-11), while it had been agreed to previously (cuveywpnoouev: E 7)
that the virtue of soul is justice (D 11-E 9), it follows (épa: E 10)
that the just soul and the just man lives well and that the unjust
soul lives ill. That the function of “soul” is, indeed, to live (ti & ad
10 {Rv; 00 yuyfic ¢ncouev Epyov eivol; 353 D 9) is almost a tru-
ism™; it is the minor premise (353 D 11-E 9) that needs, appar-
ently, to be bulked with argument. Hence the attempt to secure
the truth of this premise by referring us back (cuveywpnoouev: E
7) to the place of its proof.

The reference at 353 E 7 (CuveX®PNGOUEV) to a prior agree-
ment refers, of course, to 350 D where we were told in narratione —

Platonic Synonyms, AIKAIOXYNH and ZQ®POXYNH, «American Journal of Philology»,
LXXII (1951) pp. 395-414; P. FRIEDLANDER, gp. c7t., 11, p. 309 note 5; S. GASTALDI in M.
VEGETTI (a cura di), gp. cit., 111, pp. 231-4; F. BECCHI, La Nozione platonica e medioplatonica
di “Giustizia”, «Prometheus», XXVII (2001) pp. 222-32.

38 Py, in its most popular conception, is simply “life”: cfr., .g., EFICHARM. 23 B
4.5 D-K. = fr. 278 Kassel-Austin; EMPED. 31 B 138 D.-K; ANAXAG. 59 B 4, B 12;
DIOG. APOL. 64 B 4; ANON. IAMBL. 89.4.2 ( = D.-K. 11, p. 402.1); PLAT. Crat. 399 D 10-
E 3, Phaed. 105 CfE., resp. 609 A ff., Phaedr. 245 C 6-246 A 2, leg. 894 Eff., esp. 895 C 7 f.
(H. CHERNISS, Aristorle’s Criticism cit., pp. 411-3,436 f., 441 £.); ARISTOT. protrepr. B 83
Diiring (IAMBL. prozrept. 57.19-23 Pistelli = 87.12-15 Des Places), dean. A 1.402 a6 £
A2.405b26-9;B1.412b25-6;B2.413 2 21-2,414a 12; B4. 415 b 13 £ metaph. © 8.
1050 a 35-b 2; eth. nic. A 7. 1098 a 12-13 (see H. BONITZ, Index Aristotelicus, cit., 864 a
30-7; H. DURING, Aristotle’s Protrepticus, Goteborg 1961, p. 247 £.); for literary examples,
see L-S.-J. s.o. woyn I: for HOMER, I/. 1X 408 f., XVI 505, etc. (E. BICKEL, Homerischer
Seelenglanbe, Berlin 1926, pp. 43-50; cfr. JN. BREMMER, The Early Greck Concept of the
Soul, Princeton 1983, pp. 14-24); for Attic orators, ANTIPH. Il 14, V 82; [LYSIAS] VI 43,
etc. (H. MEUSS, Die Vorstellungen vom Dasein nach dem Tode bei den attischen Rednern, «Jaht-
biicher fiir classische Philologie», XXXV (1889) p. 803). See, finally, the detailed and
thorough discussion in D.B. CLAUS, Toward the Soul: An Inguiry into the Meaning of yuxn
Before Plato, New Haven 1981; SD. SULLIVAN, Psychological and Ethical Ideas: What Early
Grreeks Say, Leiden 1995, pp. 76-122.
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though we were not shown it iz actione — that Thrasymachus had
finally, though reluctantly (oUy [...] padiag [...], GALN Elkdpuevog kot
uoéyls: € 12 f.), granted that justice is virtue and wisdom (D 4 f.
¢ne1dn 8¢ olv Steporoyncdueda thy Sikarocvvny Gpethy elvar kol
codiov, v 8¢ adikiov kokiav te kot auobiov). The actual proof,
however, while thus alluded to, is itself withheld. This, then, is
the basis of the final refutation of Thrasymachus and it rests, as we
see, on the very same premise on which the refutation of Polemar-
chus relied (335 C 4-5). The refutation of Polemarchus, of course,
was only ad hominem — not least because this critical premise had
been introduced (though it was accepted) baldly and without sup-
port. In the case of Thrasymachus, the refutation is scarcely even
that. Though there has been an allusion at 350 C-D to some type
of argumentation (extra scaenam), it now appears that Thrasyma-
chus only accepts the premise (contrast Polemarchus’ assent at 335
C 5: kot 1001 Gvdyxn) and its implications for the sake of argu-
ment (353 E 12 f.: paiverar, £om, Kato 1OV 60V AOYyov); for, indeed,
Thrasymachus had long since announced that he would merely
nod assent to whatever Socrates said simply so as to keep his rival
satisfied (350 D 9-E 10)*” — though he himself believes none of it.
His own view is rather that virtue is really injustice™!

We have now found the weakest and most vulnerable formal
link in the refutations alike of Polemarchus and Thrasymachus,
and it turns out also to be the very premise that lies at the root of
contention throughout the dialogue as a whole: what is justice —

37 See P. SHOREY, Plato. Republic, cit., 1, p. 76 note «; also R. ROBINSON, op. cit., p.
77 £. G. VLASTOS, who makes the demand that the interlocutor say just what he believes
into an axiom of “Socratic” dialectic, himself recognized the exceptions (Socratic Studies,
cit., p. 10 f.); others are less flexible. For recent discussion and bibliography, see C.D.C.
REEVE, Socrates in the Apology, Indianapolis 1989, p. 46; CH. KAHN, Vliastos’ Socrates,
«Phronesis», XXXVII (1992) pp. 254-6; T.C. BRICKHOUSE-N.D. SMITH, P/ato’s Socrates,
Oxford 1994, p. 13 f;; J. BEVERSLUIS, ap. cit., pp. 37-58; R. BLONDELL, Play of Character
cit., p. 116 note 10, with p. 186.

8348 B 8 ff, esp. E 1-4; also 344 C. For the shift that has occurred here vis-g-vis
Thrasymachus’ original position (338 C 1-2), see L. TARAN, a. cit., pp. 102-7.
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that is to say, the moral life*? And wherein lies human excellence?
We must assume that this procedure, and the interweaving in this
fashion of the formal and material threads, is quite deliberate; it is
handled too deftly, at any rate, to be merely accidental.

We turn now to a matter of more general import. Vlastos
thought that Plato believed he had established the doctrine of 335
A-E positively, by means of the so-called Socratic elenchus — that
critical examination by question and answer of his several inter-
locutors that serves to reveal (and thereby confute) the inconsisten-
cies and contradictions in their held positions*. Vlastos was hardly
the first to argue that the elenchus was not entirely negative, that

%% That dukatoctvn in the Republic entails far more than “justice” in the narrow,
purely political or legalistic sense (for which latter sense, see G. PENDRICK, Anziphon the
Sophist: The Fragments, Cambridge 2002, p. 321 ad F44[a] 1.6-11), is proved (pace G.
VLASTOS, The Theory of Social Justice in the ‘polis’ in Plato’s ‘Republic’, in H. NORTH (ed.),
Interpretations of Plato, Leiden 1977, pp. 2-10; also J. ANNAS, op. cit., pp. 11-3) by 344 E 1-
3,352 D 5-6, 578 C, 608 B, Gorg. 472 C 6-D 1 (with E.R. DODDS, ad loc.), leg. 630 A-C
(with 631 C7 f.), as well as by the course and structure of the dialogue as a whole (and cfr.
now 335 C 14-D 1); see G. STALLBAUM, P latonis Opera Omnia, 111, 1: Politia, Gothae 1858,
Pp. XXXIV-XXXVIL; J. ADAM, 0p. cit., 1, p. 12 ad 331 E ff.; P. SHOREY, What Plato Said, cit.,
p- 484 ad Lach. 185 A; K. VRETSKA, Platonica III, cit., p. 40, with note 23; P.
FRIEDLANDER, 0p. ¢7t., 11, p. 307 note 13; E.A. HAVELOCK, Dikaiosune: An Essay in Greek
Intellectual History, «Phoenix», XXIII (1969) pp. 49-70; T. IRWIN, Plat’s Moral Theory,
cit, p. 22 f; F. BECCHI, art. cit., pp. 222-4. On THEOGN. 147 év 8¢ Sikotootvn
GUAMAR3NV mthie’ dpet €otiv, whose authenticity is supposed to be guaranteed by the
presence of the vocative Kipve at v. 148 (on this criterion, however, cfr. B.A. VAN GRO-
NINGEN, Theognis. Le Premier Livre, Amsterdam 1966, pp. 446-9), see R.A. GAUTHIER-
J.Y. JOLIF, Aristote. L’Etbiqzte a Nicomague, Louvain-Paris 1970, 11, pp. 341 f; also S.D.
SULLIVAN, p. cit.,p. 198 .

40 See G. VLASTOS, Socratic Studies, cit., p- 11 f. For discussion of the origin and le-
gitimacy of this technical use of the term elenchus, see G. VLASTOS, gp. cit., p. 2; also T.
IRWIN, Plato’s Ethics, Oxford 1995, p. 357 note 1. For the “legal”/rhetorical sense of
“refutation”, cfr. O. NAVARRE, Essai sur la vhétovique grecque avant Aristote, Paris 1900, p.
271. Aristotle often uses it of rhetorical and dialectical refutation (see H. BONITZ, Index
Avistotelicus, cit., s.v., EIM. COPE, An Introduction to Aristorle’s Rbetoric, London 1867, p. 262
£). épatdv kol drmokpivecsbon is merely a periphrasis for this sort of dialectic: see M.
WOHLRAB, Platonis Theactetus, Leipzig 1891, ad 190 A 13; P. SHOREY, Plato. Republic,
cit., 11, p. 209 note f; P. VICAIRE, Platon. Phédon, Paris 1983, p. 34 note 2.
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it was somehow capable of actually establishing ethical and other
doctrines on a relatively sound epistemological basis, but his ul-
timate conversion to this position certainly gave renewed impetus
to the notion that there somehow existed some sort of “positive”
elenchus*'. This question is critical to the present study as it will
obviously affect any interpretation of Republic 1, both in itself and
in its relation to the remainder of the dialogue®.

Considerations of space preclude a detailed examination of
this now popular conviction. Suffice it to say that while Vlastos’
writings on the elenchus have been hailed in many quarters, they
have not escaped detailed criticism by at least a few, and the stric-
tures have in some cases been quite deservedly severe. His argu-
ments rest on a developmentalist thesis whose chronology, in the
absence of any explicit supports, can only be established in a circu-

4 G. VLASTOS, Soratic Studies, cit., pp- 1-37 and 135 £, is a modified version of The
Socratic Elenchus, «Oxford Studies in Ancient Philosophy»,1(1983) pp. 27-58,71-4. Fora
concise account of the status questionis, see G.A. SCOTT (ed.), Does Socrates Have a Method?
University Park 2002, esp. pp. 2-6.

42 The logical problem, for Vlastos and his followers, is to explain how a method
that advances solely by exploiting the inconsistencies and imprecisions latent in the
largely conventionalist views of the interlocutors can be in any way constructive. Pro-
ponents proceed by segregating out a group of putatively early, “Socratic” dialogues (in
which the metaphysical apparatus of the theoty of Ideas appears to be absent), and then
by allowing (if often tacitly) that the elenchus is productive of positive knowledge only
insofar as knowledge itself can be reduced to one or another species of “elenctically” justi-
fiable true belief — 7.e., only insofar as knowledge is reduced to doxa: see, eg., T. IRWIN,
Plato’s Moral Theory, cit., pp. 37-42, 68-71; C.D.C. REEVE, Socrates in the ‘Apology’, cit., pp.
35,47-62 (esp. 51-3); T.C. BRICKHOUSE-N.D. SMITH, P/ato’s Socrates, cit., esp. pp. 23, 33
note 9, 36 ff., 43 £, 57 £, 126-8; G. VLASTOS, Soavatic Studies, cit., pp. 42 f., 48-58. The
Socratic limb, thus severed from the Platonic corpus, proves to be indistinguishable from
the sophistic and Isocratean ideal which finds our highest aspirations only on the plane of
80&a or evBovAia. Against this it may be said that the early dialogues “already” contain
certain clear and unmistakable signs that Plato had sharply distinguished knowledge
and opinion (see L. TARAN, ar%. cit., p. 88 note 7; H. BENSON, Sucratic Wisdom: The Model of
Knowledge in Plato’s Early Dialogues, Oxford 2000, p. 93 f.), and that even in Republic 1
gbPovlia is the ideal not of any “Socrates”, but only of Thrasymachus (348 D 2!). On
ebfovria, see W. SCHMID-O. STAHLIN, Geschichte der griechischen Literature, Miinchen
1920-24,13, p. 22 note 3; W. NESTLE, Platon. Protagoras, Leipzig 19317, a4 318 E; R.A.
GAUTHIER-].Y. JOLIF, gp. ¢it., 11, p. 509 f.
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lar fashion®; on the importation of certain assumptions, intrinsic-
ally implausible, for which there is no textual support*; and on a
blatant misinterpretation of a critical passage in the Gorgias®. Be
that as it may, I believe that we are now in a position to introduce
one further argument against this doctrine of a “positive” elenchus
— at least as concerns the conclusion drawn at 335 A-E; an argu-
ment, admittedly, which is far more difficult to establish conclus-
ively, but which, if established, is perhaps the most decisive of all.
If my analysis of the second horn of the second refutation of Pole-
marchus (335 A-E) should prove correct (an analysis that has at
least the merit of being directly falsifiable, simply by having re-
course to the text), then we need to admit that the argument as a
whole — regardless of whether each of its component premises
proves to be “true”*® — is, at the very minimum, formally sound.

3 Vlastos does not rely (wisely enough) on the somewhat dubious claims of stylo-
metry, and bases his chronology instead on a development in doctrine that he sees within
the corpus (G. VLASTOS, Socrates: Ironist and Moral Philosopber, cit., p. 46 note 2). But since
the development he postulates is grounded necessarily in a controversial interpretation of
the dialogues that itself is predicated on the prior adoption of one or another postulated
sequence of texts or of doctrines, the whole procedure is circular, as many have seen (e.g.,
H. RAEDER, 9p. cit., p. 74 £; J. CHEVALIER, La Notion du néessaire chez Aristote et chez ses
prédecessenrs particuliérement chez Platon, Paris 1915, p. 218; L. STEFANINI, Platone, Padova
1949, 1, p. LXII f.: «un circolo vizioso»; CH. GRISWOLD, JR., Unifying Plato: Charles Kabn
on the Platonic Prolepsis, « Ancient Philosophy», X (1990) p. 248; M.M. McCABE, Plato’s
Individuals, Princeton 1994, p. 309, who then proceeds to ignore her own warnings).

4 For Vlastos’ “tremendous” assumption(s), see G. VLASTOS, Socratic Studies, cit.,
pp- 24-8; cfr. AM. IOPPOLO, Vlastos ¢ l'elenchos socratico, «Elenchos», VI (1985) pp. 153-6;
CH. KAHN, Viastos’ Socrates, cit., p. 251 £, H. BENSON, The Dissolution of the Problem of the
Elenchus, «Oxford Studies in Ancient Philosophy», X111 (1995) p. 48; B. AUNE, art. cit., p.
292 f.;J. BEVERSLUIS, gp. cit., p. 55.

3 Vlastos' interpretation of Gorg. 479 E 8 is demonstrably erroneous (see H.
BENSON, The Dissolution cit., pp. 106-8 = Socratic Wisdom cit., p. 83 £.), and depends on an
over-literal interpretation of a chance phrase (Gmod&deiktar) which, as Vlastos surely
ought to have known, is entirely neutral; see FR. AST, Lexicon Platonicum, Lipsiae 1835-
38, s.v. amodeikvuu; also G. STALLBAUM, ap. cit., 11, 1: Gorgias, Gothae 1861, ad 516 B.
The verbal instances adduced by C.D.C. REEVE, Socvutes in the Apology, cit., p. 54 £., are
frankly naive.

* In speaking of the “truth” of a premise, I simply refer to its correspondence with
the actual state of affairs — this being the only conception of truth that Plato ever enter-
tained: see Crat. 385 B; Euthyd. 283 E-284 C; soph. 262 E-263 B (cfr. F. CORNFORD, Platv’s
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For all of its apparent complexity, the structure of the argument is
actually quite elementary; each of the inferences — both mediate
and final — rests squarely and securely on its premises. Plato holds
the threads firmly in his grasp; he knows what leans on what. And
yet the ultimate support (335 € 4-5 = [B1] {B}) — as Plato shows
us clearly and unequivocally (albeit in purely dramatic fashion; see
infra on Plato’s use of logica utens as opposed to logica docens) — is the
most astonishing and controversial of all. It is precisely the prem-
ise which much of the remainder of the dialogue seeks to establish
and confirm. Clearly, then, the author knows that nothing has
been established positively, that everything here is provisional.

But why, then, one asks, all this play and sport with infer-
ence, all this thrust and parrying of thesis and refutation whose
frequent clashes, to the dismay of so many critics, are often so
thick in Plato’s “Socratic” dialogues? In part, at least, the answers
have long been known. The elenchus was fashioned out of the self-
same tools that had been forged by sophistic dialectic — that for-
mal or semi-formal parlor game of question and answer and refuta-
tion developed by the wits and intellectual virfuosi active in late
fifth century sophistic circles, stingingly parodied in Plato’s
Euthydemus, and eventually analyzed and formalized in Academic
treatises like Aristotle’s Topica and Sophistici Elenchi®’.

Theory of Knowledge, London 1935, p. 310 f.); for Aristotle, see de 7. 9. 19 a 33: dpoimg ot
Aoyol GAnBEis domep T npdryporta, metaph. T 7. 1011 b 26-8; E4. 1027 b 17-25; © 10.
1051 b 1-5; . TRICOT, Aristote. La Métaphysique, Paris 1953, p. 521 note 3; cfr. H. MEIER,
Die Syllogistik des Aristoteles, Tiibingen 1896-1900, 1, pp. 16-24.

4T For the game, its rules, and its close connection with Socrates’ elenchus, see O.
NAVARRE, gp. cit., pp. 50-66; E. ZELLER-W. NESTLE, Die Philosophie der Griechen in ihrer
geschichtlichen Entwicklung, Leipzig 1919-1 920° 1,2, pp- 1377-84; A. DIES, Autour de Pla-
ton, Paris 1927, p. 413 £, J. BRUNSCHWIG, Aristote. 'Topiques: Livres I-IV, Paris 1967, p.
XCII f.; P. MORAUX, La Joute dialectique daprés le huitiéme livre des “Topiques’, in G.E.L.
OWEN (ed.), Aristotle on Dialectic. The “Topics’, Oxford 1968, pp. 277-311. L.-A. DORION,
Aristote. Les Réfutations sophistiques, Laval 1995, pp. 37-58, has recently reargued the view
that dialectic was Megaric rather than Sophistic (for the Megaric use of the method of
question and answer, see E. ZELLER, gp. cit., 11, 1, p. 264 note 1), and that Plato had simply
“transposed” contemporary polemics onto a Socratic backdrop (so too P. FRIEDLANDER, gp.
cit., 10, p. 335 note 5; P. MORAUX, art. cit., p. 297 f.; W. SCHMID-O. STAHLIN, gp. ¢it., 1, 3,
p- 25 note 11; contrast H. GOMPERZ, Sophistik und Rbetorik, Leipzig-Berlin 1912, pp. 128
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For the Sophists, no doubt, such dialectical exercises served
several purposes: vanity, displays of virtuosity, ¢tlovikia, the ac-
cumulation of wealth, of influence®, even pure entertainment and
joie d'esprit. But its most vital function was to serve as a sort of
mental gymnastic®’. It not only helped to develop mental agility
in general terms; it was actually a vehicle — indeed, #he principal
vehicle — for the analysis and transmission of both sound and un-
sound logical method. And though the practitioners of this art do
not seem at this stage, at least, to have tried to elaborate any regu-
lative precepts regarding the more technical aspects of the art of
reasoning, but were content instead to teach and analyze by means
of specimen and exemplum — that is, it was by means of a /ogica
utens, rather than a logica docens, that logic or proto-logic was first
developed® — nonetheless, diverse modes of inference, rules of con-
version, proofs direct and indirect, equivocations, amphibolies,

f, 167-71; E.S. THOMPSON, gp. cit., pp. 275-8; H. THROM, Die Thesis, Paderborn 1932,
pp- 166-71). But as Dorion is concerned solely with the method of question and answer
narrowly conceived, and allows in any case that «'école de Mégare [...] exist méme déja
au moment ou Platon commence a rédiger ses premiers dialogues» (L.-A. DORION, gp.
cit., p.47 note 1), his thesis does not fundamentally affect the point at issue.

8 Sophistic displays undoubtedly served as advertisements aimed at the recruit-
ment of students; see F. HEINIMANN, Eine vorplatonische Theorie der TEyvn, «Museum
Helveticum», XvI1 (1961) p. 110 f.

*See ARISTOT. 1p. A 2. 101 a 25-30; © 14. 164 b 1-2; [pwbl.] XviII 916 b 20-5:
ot £ploTikol Adyot youvootikol elotv. See H. BONITZ, Index Aristotelicus, cit., 163 a 16-
9, 21-3; P. MORAUX, art. cit., pp. 287-90, 301-4; also ISOCR. a4 Nic. [2] 51. For this
metaphor in Plato, see P. LOUIS, gp. cit., pp. 62 and 213.

%0 At the close of the Suphistici Elenchi (183 a 37-fin.), Aristotle states that whereas
his attempts to formalize rhetoric had its predecessors in the early writers of handbooks
(téyvar), nothing of the sort had been done previously for dialectics, and that all those
who taught dialectics professionally (tdv mept 100G €protikois Adyoug ebopvohviev)
taught in the manner of Gorgias simply by producing specimen arguments for memor-
ization. Had he wished, Aristotle could probably have pointed to predecessors in the
Academy (cfr. L.-A. DORION, op. cit., p. 415); but his boast may at least be said to hold in
a more general sense. For the presence of precept in early rhetoric, by contrast, see the lit-
erature cited by A. TULIN, review of E. GONDOS, Auf dem Weg zur rhetovischen Theorie,
«Classical World», XCIII (1999) p. 221; S. USHER, Greck Oratory: Tradition and Originalizy,
Oxford 1999, p. 2 note 3, with p. 21 {.; D. WHITEHEAD, Tradition and Originality: Aspects
of Athenian Forensic Ovatory in the Late Fifth and Early Fourth Centuries B.C., «Electronic
Antiquity», VIl (2003) n.p.
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and other types of fallacy — all this and more must have been on
quite conscious and deliberate display. And so, a culture that tra-
ditionally had thought of education simply in terms of exhorta-
tion, gnome and illustration, suddenly found itself being trained,
in the course of a few quickening decades, to think sharply and
critically and increasingly abstractly.

Admittedly, Plato never tired of distinguishing Ais dialectic™
from the petty, logic-chopping sophistic which he terms eristic,
antilogic, and the like’*: his seeks the truth; theirs seeks only vic-
tory, doxa, and appearance™. But this said, the fact remains that
there is no formal difference between the two, and that Plato re-
tains (from first to last) a lively interest in the gymnastic, or
purely logical aspect of the elenchus — developing by example
many of the fine points of logic which Aristotle would later for-
malize as precept™. Much of the dialectical play found in the dia-
logues must therefore be analyzed and understood within just this

3! The term “dialectic”, of course, is used by Plato to cover everything from
elenchus to hypothesis to diaeresis (T.R. ROBINSON, gp. ¢it., p. 70). I use the term loosely
here to cover the sort of arguments (probing and refutative) encountered in the early, “Soc-
ratic” dialogues and elsewhere. But 7.4. the comments of L. TARAN, ar#. cit., p. 90, with
what follows in the text of this paper below.

52 On these terms, see E.S. THOMPSON, op. cit., pp. 280-5; P. SHOREY, The Unity of
Plato’s Thought, cit., p. 13 £;1D., What Plato Said, cit., pp. 586-8; ID., Plato. Republic, cit., 1, pp.
82 note b and 440 note 4, R. ROBINSON, gp. cit., pp. 84-8; P. MORAUX, at. cit., p. 294 £; H.
CHERNISS, Ancient Forms of Philosophical Discourse, in Harold Cherniss Selected Papers, ed. by L.
TARAN, Leiden 1977, p. 28; R.K. SPRAGUE, review of G.B. KERFERD, The Sophistic Movement,
«Apeiron», XVII (1983) pp. 136-8; C. EUCKEN, Isokrates, Berlin 1983, pp. 7-12. dvtt-
Aoyuin, of course, need not always refer to opposing speeches: cfr. ISOCR. Anzid. [15] 45:
GANOL BE TLVEG TEPT TOIG EPTAOELG KO BIOKPLOELG YEYOVOOLY 0VG OVTLAOYLKOUG KOAODGLY.

3 Cfr. Euthyd. 272 A-B, with Gorg. 457 C-458 B; resp. 490 A-E; 499 A, with P.
SHOREY, Plato. Republic, cit., 11, p. 63 note d, Theaet. 167 D-168 B; ARISTOT. p. A 14. 105
b 30-1; vber. A 1. 1355 b 15-21; TH. WAITZ, Aristotelis Organon, Lipsiae 1844-46, pp.
435-9; H. THROM, op. cit., pp. 54 £, 65 f; P. MORAUX, art. cit., pp. 298-300; L.-A.
DORION, ap. cit., p. 47 note 1 fin.; H. BENSON, Socratic Wisdom cit., p. 85 note 119; contrast
J. BEVERSLUIS, ap. cit., pp- 38-40.

3% This does not mean that Plato did not fully understand the underlying precepts;
that he did not develop them as such is due primarily to his use of the dialogue form (on
which, see below).
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context. As such, a purely formal analysis of these passages is al-
ways justifiable®.

It is futile, then, to complain that an argument fails through
an equivocation in one of its terms, or through ignoratio elenchi,
secundum quid, or any other fallacy of this sort, all of which were
openly recognized by the Greeks®. It is up to the interlocutor — or
rather, up to the reader — to diagnose the problem. For only thus
can we truly come to “see” it. And if the interlocutor is sufficiently
on guard so as to require that a word previously taken thus
should henceforth be taken thus, or if he longs now to specify or
wishes in any other way to retract or modify a move’, then we
should follow the Logos whither it leads, reconstitute the argu-
ment, and start off boldly on a fresh examination, upon a new
elenchus. From this point of view, at least, nothing is ever final-
ized. Everything is open to examination. We must always try to
see what is involved in any claim, what is entailed by what. And
every dialectical claim, it seems, every popular conception offered by

% The premises of a dialectical argument need be neither true nor necessary, but
simply generally accepted (€vd0&0a), whether by the many or by the wise (ARISTOT. p.
A 1.100 a 25-b23; H. BONITZ, Index Aristotelicus, cit., 250 a 12-27); hence, for most pur-
poses, Socrates is content to argue from commonplaces or from his interlocutors’ assent. By
the same token, as dialectics is something of a game, the use of fallacy is legitmate: it is
the task of the answerer, who is striving to maintain a thesis and avoid contradiction, to
detect them; it is not the obligation of the questioner always to avoid them (Men. 75 C 8-D
2;t0p.© 1.155 b 26-8; 11. 161 a 24-36, with b 16-7: dlitiog 8 O GmokpLvouevog, i puev
00 81801, 10, 8¢ o0t S18010); cfr. P. MORAUX, art. cit., pp. 286 and 289.

% Much work still needs to be done on Plato’s use of fallacy, the book by R.K.
SPRAGUE, Plato’s Use of Fallacy, New York 1962, being incomplete; cfr. S.R. SLINGS,
Plato. Clitophon, cit., pp. 158-60. Equivocation especially was treated extensively by Plato
in the dialogues and became a mainstay of Academic debate: for the latter, cfr. ARISTOT.
soph. elench.4.165 b 30-166 a 6, with L. TARAN, Speusippus of Athens, Leiden 1981, pp. 72-
7, for the former, cfr. Euthyd. 277 D ft., with P. SHOREY, The Unity of Plato’s Thought, cit.,
p- 16 note 86; ID., What Plato Said, cit., pp. 126 (with notes ad /oc.), 518 £.; also E.H.
GIFFORD, The Euthydemus of Plato, Oxford 1905, pp. 35-9; ER. DODDS, gp. cit., p. 335 £,
L.-A. DORION, 0p. cit., pp. 91-104 (also pp. 218-22, 337-9).

7P, SHOREY, Plato. Republic, cit., 1, p. 54 note a.
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the interlocutors in these putatively “early”, elenctic dialogues, can
be pushed and probed still further, unpacked yet again, until...>*.

But let us pause for a moment, lest we run ahead of ourselves.
In 1957, Gabriele Giannantoni launched a fresh attack on Republic 1.
Though he resolutely opposed the separatist views of those who
held that it was simply an early, independent dialogue later “recy-
cled” for use in the finished Republic, and though he recognized
that, from a logical point of view, the elenchus was entirely neg-
ative, he thought that therein lay its limitation, that Plato had
written Bk. I to draw this very point, and that Bks. 1I-X were to be
seen as announcing Plato’s rejection of this ultimately sterile use of
the elenchus, formerly used by Plato himself in the “early” dia-
logues. The Republic, in other words, was a work of self-criticism.
This thesis has now been revived as part of a far broader attack on
the elenchus by Ruby Blondell®.

The answer to this type of criticism has been offered repeat-
edly®. Plato holds to an intellectualist ethics. Our actions are

% For Aristotle, the conceptions formed by men over long periods of time — cer-
tainly those formed by the wise (79p. A 14. 105 b 17 f.) — are often fundamentally sound,
needing only to be purified and parsed so as to yield their quotient of truth (cfr. rher. A 1.
1355 a 15-7; eth. nic. A 8. 1098 b 27-9; Z 11. 1143 b 11-4; de cuel. A 3. 270 b 16-20;
metaph. A 8.1074 b 10-4; pol. H9. 1329 b 25-31, etc.; ].M. LE BLOND, Logique et méthode
chez Aristote, Paris 1939, pp. 15, 247-68; also H. CHERNISS, Aristotle’s Criticism of
Presocratic Philosophy, Baltimore 1935, p. 348). For Plato, by contrast, operating with a
quite different set of epistemological presuppositions, the conceptions formed by the
many (ot ToAAot), as also those framed by those reputed to be wise, have no such intrinsic
credibility. All are gist for the dialectical mill; all may quite well be erroneous.

% See G. GIANNANTONL, ar?. ¢it., esp. pp. 139-41; R. BLONDELL, Lerting Plato
Speak For Himself: Character and Method, in G. PRESS (ed.), Who Speaks For Plato?, Lanham
2000, p. 138 £.; ID., Play of Character cit., ch. 4 passim, esp. pp. 184-99, 209 £, for her cri-
tique of the elenchus, see pp. 115-27; also L.-A. DORION-M. BANDINI, Xézphon. Mémno-
rables, T. 1, Paris 2000, p. XCLI ff.

0P SHOREY, The Unity of Plato’s Thought, cit., pp. 9-27;ID., What Plato Said, cit., p.
296 £. et passim; ID., Plato. Republic, cit., 1, p. 261 note b; 11, p. 124 note z; L. TARAN, art. cit.,
passin, A. TULIN, Dike Phonou: The Right of Prosecution and Attic Homicide Procedure, Stutt-
gart 1996, pp. 94-7; and for Hellenistic and later discussion of this view of the elenchus,
H. CHERNISS, Plutardh’s Moralia 13.1: Platonic Questions, Cambridge 1976, p. 22 notes a-b
ad 999 E-F. None of these works is so much as noticed by Blondell, though each contains
argument and copious evidence.
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guided in critically important ways precisely by the ideas we hold.
Knowledge — not, to be sure, mere opinion, but a far more deeply
rooted type of knowledge, one capable of exercising control over
the will — is thus an essential component of virtue. As such, no
one who #ruly knows the good, could ever do otherwise. Yet most
men suppose that they already know what they do not rezlly know
at all (P. Shorey, What Plato Said, cit., p. 547 ad symp. 203-4). This
is the worst sort of ignorance («pol. 29 B 1-2; soph. 229 B 7-C 6; leg.
863 C; Shorey, loc. cit., p. 490 ad Lys. 218 A-B; L. Tarén, art. cit., p.
97 f.), for such men not only act amiss, they refuse to learn anew
(symp. 204 A). The initial task of philosophy is therefore negative
and therapeutic, to uproot this false conceit of wisdom so as to
found in the ensuing aporia a healthier and more philosophic type
of ignorance, one that will allow for and encourage constructive
thought. The elenchus, in other words, is essentially purgative
(soph. 229 E-230 E). To this extent — and here students of Vlastos
will generally concur — the elenchus is ad hominem. For it is a test-
ing not merely of ideas, but of the men who hold them®".

Yet one final point concerning the elenchus still needs to be
made, one that is far less familiar, perhaps, but equally important,

L I ch. 187 E-188 A; cfr. G. VLASTOS, Socratic Studies, cit., p- 9£; CD.C. REEVE, Sucra-
tes in the ‘Apology’, cit., p. 46; M. FREDE, Plato’s Arguments and the Dialogue Form, in J.C.
KLAGGE-N.D. SMITH (eds), Methods of Interpreting Plato and His Dialogues, Oxford 1992, pp.
216-8; T.C. BRICKHOUSE-N.D. SMITH, Plato’s Socrates, cit., pp. 11-6, 23-9; J.-F. BALAUDE,
La finalité de ['elenchos dapris les premiers dialogues de Platon, in G. GIANNANTONI-M. NARCY
(a cura di), Lezioni Socratiche, Napoli 1997, pp. 244-50; J. BEVERSLUIS, gp. cit., p. 38 f; R.
BLONDELL, Play of Character cit., p. 113 £, with 124 note 70; in the older literature, see L.
STEFANINI, gp. cit., 1, p. LXXXI £.; P. FRIEDLANDER, op. cit., 1L, p. 41; R. SCHAERER, L Question
Platonicienne, Neuchatel 1969°, p. 13 f; finally, ARISTOT. syph. elench. 8. 170 a 12-3. This
“testing of persons”, however, must be understood in the context of the intellectualism de-
scribed above (for a clear illustration drawn from Plato’s Eushyphr, see A. TULIN, Dike
Phonon cit., pp. 93-100); it has nothing to do with the probing of some vaguely defined exis-
tential or pathetic state (see infra, note 86). For the rest, one ought to recall that character for
Plato is both inborn and acquired (see J.\W. BEARDSLEE, JR., The Use of @Y2IX in Fifth-
Century Greek Literature, Chicago 1918, pp. 97-100) and, insofar as it is acquired, it must be
molded by an intelligent and purposeful ordering of action and environment. To this ex-
tent, character is #/ways subordinate to thought; cfr. resp. 400 E 2-3: Thv dxg 6AnB&g £V 1€ Kal
KOABS 10 NPOG KOTEGKEVAGUEVIYV SLAVOLAY, e sepe.
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for it affects our understanding not only of the elenchus and of
Platonic dialectic generally, but of Plato’s use of the dialogue form
itself. For the dialogue is merely an externalization of those inter-
ior processes of thought (8tdvota) which Plato describes as a “con-
versation” of the soul with itself (mpog otV dtdloyoc), a process
by which the soul posits to itself (at best, serially and systematic-
ally) propositions to be either affirmed or denied®.

In the seventeenth century, René Descartes distinguished
analysis and synthesis (i.c., resolution and composition) as the
methods of discovery and exposition respectively®”. In analysis, a
complex whole is resolved into its elemental components®, while
synthesis recombines them again into the complex whole®, whose
logical structure is thereby rendered explicit. In metaphysics, the
primary task is that of analysis, since the deductions are relatively
easy if one has successfully isolated the principles and elements
(primae notiones). But, in contrast with geometry, whose elements
are accepted easily because they accord with sensation («quae [...],
cum sensuum usu convenientes, facile a quibuslibet admittan-

52 For thought as a dialogue of the soul with itself, cfr. Thezer. 189 E-190 A, sgph. 263
E-264 A; Tim. 37 B-C, Phil. 38 C-E; P. SHOREY, Plato. Republic, cit., 11, p. 207 note ¢, L. TARAN,
art. cit., p. 90. For discourse as the externalization of thought, see resp. 382 B (with P. SHOREY,
ad loc.), Theaet. 206 D; sgph. 263 E. Cfr. ISOCR. Antid. [15] 255-7; ARISTOT. an. post. A 10. 76
b 24-5 g . MAGEE, Boethius on Signification and Mind, Leiden 1989, p. 118 note 113.

* Cfr. R. DESCARTES, re¢g. V, Adam-Tannery [henceforth = AT] X 379,15-21;
Disconrs, AT V1 18, 24-19, 2; resp. sec. oby., AT VII 155, 4-157, 19: «Analysis veram viam
ostendit per quam res methodice [...] inventa est [...] Synthesis [...] & contra per viam
oppositam [...] clare quidem id quod conclusum est demonstrat» (155, 23-156, 16). See
E. GILSON, René Descartes. Discours de la méthode. Texte et commentaire, Paris 1939, pp. 187-
92, 195 (D., Index scolastico-cartésien, Paris 19797, s.o. Méthode); L.J. BECK, The Method of
Descartes: A Study of the Regulae, Oxford 1952, pp. 156-9, 175 f; A.C. CROMBIE, Robert
Grosseteste and the Origins of Experimental Science 1100-1700, Oxford 1953, pp. 310-5; M.
GUEROULT, Descartes selon Lordre des raisons, Paris 1968°,1, pp. 22-8,357-60. The difficul-
ties conceived by D. GARBER-L. COHEN, A Point of Order: Analysis, Synthesis, and Descartes’
Principles’, «Archiv fiir Geschichte der Philosophie», LXIV (1982) pp. 136-47, are not
cogent and reflect an imperfect grasp of the classical and medieval tradition.

8 «Atque hanc [s7/ veritatem inveniamus] exacte servabimus, si propositiones
involutas et obscuras ad simpliciores gradatim reducamus» (reg. V, AT X 379, 17-9).

% «Ac deinde ex omnium simplicissimarum intuitu ad aliarum omnium cogni-
tionem per eosdem gradus ascendere tentemus» (reg. V, AT X 379, 19-21).
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tur»), it is precisely the elements that are disputed in metaphysics,
(«contra vero in his metaphysicis de nulla re magis laboratur,
quam de primis notionibus clare et distincte percipiendis»). This,
says Descartes, is why he wrote Meditations rather than a scholastic
treatise, more geometrico, as several of his objectors had urged®. This
conception of analysis was a mainstay of sixteenth and seventeenth
century thought®, and it can be traced to medieval discussions on
the nature and scope of scientific induction (known under the
Averroist term of regressus) that were themselves derived (via Latin
and Arabic intermediaries) from Greek medical, mathematical, and
philosophical writers®.

Students of Descartes have complained of inconsistencies in
the Cartesian use of these terms, but this only reflects the some-
what protean nature of the Greco-Arabic tradition on which Des-
cartes ultimately relied. Analysis was generally conceived of as be-

5 Resp. sec. obj., AT V11 156,27-157, 26; cfr. AT viI 128,11-9.

7 L. MEYER, Praef. ad SPINOZA, Princ. Philos. Cart. (Opera 1, 128, 32-129, 31
Gebhardt); T. HOBBES, De corpore V1, 1; G. LEIBNIZ, Nouveaux Essais V. 11, 7. For Descartes’
immediate sources, see E. GILSON, René Descartes. Discours de la méthode cit., pp. 181 £., 187
(a16™ century Latin translation of PAPPUS Bk. Vil by Commandinus, for which see now
A. JONES, Pappus of Alexandria. Book 7 of the Collection, New York-Berlin 1986, 1, p. 62 £.);
L.J. BECK, op. cit., p. 157 note 1, citing the handbook used at La Fleche: «avdivotg et
cuvoyoyn, hoc est resolutio et collectio [...] Resolutionis ordo est, cum a toto integro ad
partes integrantes procedimus [ . .. ] Collectionis vero est, cum ab inferioribus ad superiora
conscendimus» (where inferioribus and superiora clearly refer to what is “furthest” and
“closest” respectively, in the order of knowledge, to us; see infra, note 76; this, I might add,
explains Descartes’ otherwise controversial use of tanguam a priovi...& tanguam a posteriori
at AT vII 155, 24/156, 6 f; see (pace D. GARBER-L. COHEN, ar#. cit., p. 139 note 5) J.
COTTINGHAM et . (trr.), The Philosophical Writings of Descartes, Cambridge 1984-91, 11,
p- 110 note 2).

%8 See J.H. RANDALL, The School of Padha and the Emergence of Modern Science, Padua
1961 (orig. 1940), pp. 15-68; A.C. CROMBIE, ap. cit., passinz; LM. REGIS, Analyse et syn-
these dans loenvre de Saint Thomas, in Studia mediaevalia in honorem. . .R.J. Martin, Brugis
Flandorum 1948, pp. 303-30; for Galen, see A.C. CROMBIE, gp. cit., p. 76 £; for Chal-
cidius, cfr. CHALCID. 7z Tim. 302: Est igitur propositarum quaestionum duplex probatio, altera
quae ex antiquiovibus posteriova confirmat, quod est proprium syllogismi — praecedunt quippe ordine
acceptiones, quiae elementa vocantur, conclusionem —, altera item, quae <ex> posterioribus ad praecen-
dentinm indaginem gradatim pervenit, quod genus probationis vesolutio dicitur (303, 10-5 Was-
zink, with notes ad loc.).
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ing only a single branch of dialectics®, but the term itself was
nonetheless used in many ways™. In addition to geometrical ana-
lysis, whose propositions are convertible simplicter’', it included the

8 ALCIN. didasc. 156, 30-3 Whittaker; AMMON. iz Porph. isag. 34, 17-25 Busse
(this and all subsequent references to the Aristotelian commentators are, unless stated
otherwise, to the Commmentaria in Aristotelem Graeca |C.A.G.], ed. H. DIELS, Berlin 1892-
1909); DAVID, in Porph. isag. 88, 6-8; ELIAS, in Porph. isag. 37,9-19 (et sqq.): GAAO kol €1G
101 SarekTikdg UeBOSOVE TEGCOPEG YOP QUTOL, SLOLPETLKY, OPLOTIKT, OMOSEIKTIKT,
dvovtikh [...] 1810v 8 g pev Stanpetikiig 1 &v ToALd TOLELY, olov 10 {Pov Stekeiy
€lg AoyLkov kal GAoyov, Oviitov Kol GOdvatov. Thg 8& OPLOTLKTG TOVVAVTLOV T¢ TTOAAG,
&v Tolely, 10Ut €ott AaPeElv 10 {Pov, 10 Aoyikdv, 10 Bvnov kol OpicocBor TOV
GvBpomov. 1dtov 8¢ Tig amodelktikilg 10 d€i&ot GAA0 GAA® Vrdpyov 8L GAAOL uécov
[...]1810v 8¢ thg avatvtikiig 10 AaBeilv cOVOETOV TL TPdypo: kol GvaADoot €lg w0 OmAd
£E @V cuvtédn Ktk also PROCL. Plat. theol. 1,40, 5-10 Saffrey-Westerink (cfr. in Eud. 42,
20-43, 1 Friedlein; i Parm. 987, 25-8 Cousin); S.V.F. 11, 135. Analysis is sometimes con-
trasted with the other three (AMMON. iz an. pr. 7,26-8, 14).

0 Aéyeton yap dvéivorg modhaydc [...] kol dAkeg 8& moAoydg Aeyouévig
Avarboewog (PHILOP. i an. pr. 5,16-21; cfr. EUSTRAT. inan. post. 3,10-1); AMMON. in an.
pr. S, 5-7, 25: xal Aéyouev OtL 0TV €v 101G GUALOYLOUOLG GUVBEGLS, E0TLV 8E KOl
Advdlvotg, GoTep KO TOPA TOLG YPOUUOTIKOLG £0TLY GOVOESLS Kl AVAALOLS, GUVOESLG
pev k0B My ano tdv otolyelmv 1| tdv culaBdv cuvtibéacty ovouata 1 pruato,
dvdlvotg 8¢ kB fiv 10 cvvteBévta Gvolvovoty £t 10 GmAd, [ . ..] oty 8¢ kol mapa
101G PLOLOAOYOLG GUVBESLS KOl GviAvoLs [...] kol mapd 10lg dLhocodolg 8 Eotiv
oLvbeoLg Kol GvoAuols, cOVOESLG Hév, Otav Omd OV amAdv €180V EMBmoLY €nt 10
GOVBETOL, 01OV G ToD K’ 0rTO KOAOD EML 10 £V T3 VB KaAdV, EmL 10 £v i Yoy, £ML 10
&v 10l oopacty: avdlvolg &€ €oty, Otav amd 1@V &v 10l oloOntoilg €18®vV
Avodpaumcty £mt Té £v 01 vonToic. £0TLv 88 Kal EpmTii vEAVGLS, i KEXPMTOL &V )
Foumooio 0no 10U £v 1016 01oNTolg KAAAOUG GvaTpEY®V ML TO VOOV KGANOG E0TLY
8¢ Kol YEMUETPLKT AVAALOLS [...] kol Ty totovmy avdAvoty 6 Tepivog 6p1lopevog
dnowv “avérucig oty dmodeiteng etpeots” [...] Eoty 8¢ kol mopd T0ig GoTPOVOUOLG
GoOVBESLG KOl GVEAUGLG. 0TIV 0LV KO £V 101G GUAAOYLOUOTG [ . ..] olov Béhe dmodeitat
bt N wuyh 408vatog oty [...] GAN €lmot Tig, oD kol mept cuvbéceng Siddokel Kol
TEPL EVPECEMG, T dNmote 0L TuvBeTika Enéypoyev o0de Ebpetika GAAG "Avolvtikd;
Tig 1) GMOKANPOOLS; Kol AEyouev OTL Ao T0D EMLGTNUOVIKMOTEPOD KAl TOV TYULOTEPOL” O
yop €18g émomuovikdg GvoAboor kol cuvBgivol oldev, ob Taving 8E 6 €18
cuvBgivol kot dvoldoon Kk, (cfr. PHILOP. 7z an. pr. 5, 30-2). ALCIN. didasc. 157, 11-5
Whittaker CAvadioewg 8& €180 €01t 1plo); ARETH. schol. in Porph. isag. 16,7, 29-8, 4
Share (Bitth 8¢ 1 avdAvols duotkn, Aoyikn [...] 7| Aoykh 8& dvdlvoig durth; also
DAVID, i Porph. isag. 103, 24-30).

! For geometrical analysis, see TH. HEATH, Euclid, The Thirteen Books of the Ele-
ments, Cambridge 1925 1, pp. 137-42, with 111, p. 442 f.; N. GULLEY, Greck Geometrical
Analysis, «Phronesis», I (1958) pp. 1-14; J. HINTIKKA-U. REMES, The Method of Ana-
lysis: Its Geometrical Origin and Its General Significance, Holland 1975. For Aristotle’s know-
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“upward path” of Symposium 210 A-211 E?, the method of hy-
pothesis described in the Phaedo and the Republic”, collection
(cvvayey®)™, and the division of any complex whole into its com-
ponent parts — including substance and attribute, genus and dif-
ference, matter and form”. This last is but an extension of Aris-

ledge of geometrical analysis, see H. CHERNISS, Plato as Mathematician, «Review of
Metaphysics», IV (1951) p. 244 f; and, for Plato, pp. 245-8; also H.-P. STAHL, Ansitze zur
Satzlogik bei Platon, «Hermes», LXXXVIII (1960) pp. 417-9; K.M. SAYRE, Plato’s Analytic
Method, Chicago 1969, pp. 22-8; S. MENN, Plato and the Method of Analysis, «Phronesis»,
XLVII (2002) pp. 193-223. On the relation between “dialectic” and geometrical analysis
in the Republic, see infra, note 73.

™ ALCIN. dise. 157, 16-21 Whittaker; AMMON. iz an. pr. 5, 19-25; cfr. PROCL.
Plat. theol. 2,28-9 Saffrey-Westerink.

" ALCIN. disc. 157, 36-43 Whittaker: H 8 &€ tmo®€oeng Gvivoic £otL Totatm
[...]uéxpig od &v &ni tiva dpyiv dvurdBetov #A6n otel. This method, termed “dialec-
tics” in the central books of the Republic, should not be confused with geometrical ana-
lysis — though both are obviously analytical. In geometrical analysis we proceed by de-
ductive inference from the proposition that needs to be proved to one that is already
known to be true (or false), and the inferences are convertible simpliciter, so that the “up-
ward” and “downward” paths are essentially the same. In “dialectics”, by contrast, we
proceed by hypothesis from a proposition already known to be true to one that entails it
(but which is not in turn entailed by it), thus moving “upwards” till we reach one that is
not itself entailed by any other (10 dvundBetov); see H. CHERNISS, Plato as Mathematician,
cit.,p. 242 f.

" See IAMBL. promrep. 23, 5-16 Pistelli (= 54, 21-55, 5 Des Places), with H.
CHERNISS, Plato as Mathematician, cit., p. 245 note 56. That collection and comparison
were among the initial steps to be taken in analysis or resolution (see A.C. CROMBIE, gp.
cit., p. 64 £.), receives its clearest form in Bacon’s Tables of Presence, Deviation, and De-
grees (A.C. CROMBIE, ¢p. ¢it., p. 301 f.). Compare the handbook used at La Fleche (note
67 supra) which contrasts analysis with cuvayeyn or cllectio (which last was then itself
interpreted as wmpositio), and one realizes why there is confusion in the Cartesian usage.

> AMMON. i an. pr. 8, 4-9: cuvidpeg 8¢ einelv ) pev Stoipetiich 1o yévn €16 10
€18 teuver, | 8& dvodutiki 0 €18n cuvdyel €lg 10 YEVN. TAALY 1| HEV OPLOTLKT| €K
LEP@Y A0V TL TOLEL, 1) S BvodvTikh Omo v Ohov lg 10 uépn uetafaivel £ Gv 10
6hov yéyovev. mEALY 8& M HEV AMOSELKTLKT GO TV OLTL®V TO CiTLOTO SElkVUoLY, T) 8¢
Avadutikh 6md @V citiotdv ent 10 oito petafoivel; EUSTRAT. 7z an post. 3, 16-8:
£6TLV AVEALGLG KO T) GO THY UEPLKOTEPMY BVOS0G EML T8 KOBOALKATEPQ, OLOV GO TAV
ko' £xoota £m 10 €181kdTaTo Kol Gnd TovTOV ML 10 UREP alto Yévn, [ALEX.] in
metaph. 686, 35-687,1; AMMON. in Porph. isag. 37, 7-13; PHILOP. in an. post. 335, 6-35
(esp. 9-11: €& dvalioemg yop ULV ol dpyot TadTng EVPLOKOVIOL GId TMV MUV TPOTEPOV
oltatdv dviobotlv ent w0 ) pOoer npdtepa; cfr. in phys. 382, 16-7); in phys. 160, 3-11
(substance and attribute); SIMPL. iz phys. 179, 18-9, 480, 9-13 (form and matter); cfr.
ARETH. schol. in Porph. isag. 16,7, 12 f. Share; LM. REGIS, art. cit., p. 315 £. (St. Thomas).
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totle’s conception of the role to be played by analysis in physics’,
which was glossed by Pacius as a «methodus resolutiva a toto in-
tegrato ad partes integrantes». A slightly different, but still re-
lated form of analysis is described by Plato himself in the Phae-
drus”. Tt will be noticed that the concept of analysis here canvassed
covers quite well the entire range of meanings ascribed in various
dialogues to the single notion of dialectics, a range (as we noted;
cfr. supra, note 51) that Robinson and others found troubling. Yet
Plato’s intuition, it now appears, was far sounder than his critics
had realized™.

The elenchus does not correspond precisely to any of these
modes of analysis; in fact, from a logical point of view, it is not

" Phys. A 1. 184 a 16-23: méduke 8t £k TV YVOPLUOTEPOV TIiv H 680G Kol
CUPESTEPOV ML T0 cOOEoTEPA T PUOEL KOl YVOPLUOTEPA” OV Yap TOUTA iV TE
YVOPLUO KOL GIADG. SLOmEP AvayKn TOV TPOTOV T0VTOV TPOGYELY £K TRV GCUPESTEPMV
HEV T GUCEL UV O CAOESTEPOV EML TG COHESTEPO. T]) HVOEL KOL YVOPLUOTEPT. E0TL &
MUV 10 TpdTOV Sl KOl GOOT TG GUYKEXUUEVD, LGALOV" VoTEPOV & €K TODTOV YiyveTal
YVOPLUO TO, GTOLYELD, KOl 0l dpyal dtonpovot tadta. For the doctrine that we ought to
proceed from what is more knowable to us (Nuiv), Ze from the sensible particulars, to
what is more knowable per se (1]} ¢pOoeL), see G. RODIER, Aristote. Traité de ['dme, Paris
1900, 11, pp. 188-91.

"1 See Phaedr. 270 C 9-D 7: 10 tolvuv Tept dioEng oKOMEL 1L TOTE Afyel
‘Innokpdang Te kol O dAndhg Adyoc. dp oy BSe S€1 SrovogicBot mept dTovody dlhceng
TP@TOV PéV, GmAoDV f TOAELSEG E0TLV 0V MéPL POVANGOUEDX ELVOL ORTOL TEYVLKOL KO
dAhov duvatot ToLEly, Enelto 8¢, Av uEv GmAodv 1), okonglv v Shvauy adtod Tivol
TPOG TL TEPUKEY €1 TO Spav Exov 1| Tiva 1 10 TOBELY VIO 10D, £V 8 TAEi® €16 &x,
T00Ta GPLOUMcduevoy, Omep £ £vog, T0UT 18€LY £0° £KAGTOV, T TL TOLELV QVTO TEGUKEV
| 1@ 1 Tabeiv vnd 1oV; Theaet. 201 C-206 C; and compare the method pursued in Phil.
12 G-22 E, esp. 16 C-18 D (with AMMON. iz an. pr. 8, 11 f.: i &v 1@ Poidpe ThHy
SLatpeTikny kal Ty OpLoTLkny, O £v 1@ P1ARB® Ty GvoAuTikiy KTA.).

8 Dialectics, then, is Plato’s Universal Science (his nuathesis nniversalis, so to speak).
Superior to mathematics and, indeed, to all of the special sciences (H. CHERNISS, P/ato as
Mathematician, cit., p. 223; L. TARAN, Academica: Plato, Philip of Opus, and the Pseudo-
Platonic ‘Epinomis’, Philadelphia 1975, p. 28 notes 116-7), it is the capstone (8ptyxog; P.
SHOREY, Plato. Republic, cit., 11, p. 209 note g; for the subsequent history of this image, see
J. WHITTAKER, A/lcinoos, Paris 1990, p. 95 note 133). And because it ultimately deals
directly with the Ideas (resp. 531 D-533 C; dialectic investigates the relations that hold
between the Ideas, which notions cohere and which do not; see soph. 253 D-E; P. SHOREY,
What Plato Said, cit., p. 302 f., with notes ad loc.; H. CHERNISS, Lafrance on Doxa, «Dia-
logue», XX1I (1983) p. 157 note 43), it is the only truly autonomous science; see L.
TARAN, Speusippus cit., p. 62 note 304, with references.
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really a single method at all. But it is quite clearly analytical”.

Like a weaver teasing apart the threads of a valued cloak, it lays
bare the fine reticulations of thought and argument. It reveals, as
we have seen, the weaknesses in, as well as the interconnections be-
tween, the apparently diverse views of his interlocutors. But it
may also reveal something about the various topics themselves.
For it brings to light the very assumptions on which Socrates’
own refutations rest, and thereby points the way, like posts set
along a path, to yet further analysis. The elenchus, in other words,
is clarifying as well as purgative®. And so, to return at last to our
point of departure, the destructive analysis of the interlocutors in
Republic 1, whose largely conventionalist views are thus shown to
harbor the seed and fruit of a most radical immoralism, but which
itself is shown, explicitly and repeatedly, to rest on the quite re-
markable assertion that justice is, indeed, the excellence or virtue
of the soul — a position itself in need of extended support — all
this forms a most fitting prelude to the more constructive por-

79 Bacon, at least, seems to have realized this (BACON, Novum Organon, 1, 105: «The
induction, which is to be available for the discovery and demonstration of sciences and
arts, must analyze nature by proper rejections and exclusions; and then, after a sufficient
number of negatives, come to a conclusion on the affirmative instances: which has not yet
been done or even attempted save only by Plato, who does indeed employ this form of
induction toa certain extent for the purpose of discussing definitions and ideas»; cfr. CIC.
tusc. 1 8: Haec est enim, ut scis, vetus et Socvatica vatio contra alterius opinionem dissevends. nam ita
Jacillime quid veri simillimum esser inveniri posse Socvates arbitrabatur, CHRYSIP. apud
PLUTARCH. & stoic. vep. 1037 B Casevitz-Babut (= S.V.F. 11 129): np0g pev yop v tdv
dAnBadv edpeoty del ypficbor avt [scil. tf 10D Adyouv duvduet] kot mpog TV ToVTOV
ouyyvuvasiav, eig tdvovtia § ol), ToAldV ToloUvTeV 100T0; ARISTOT. soph. dlench. 16.
175 a 26-30: ovuPaivel 8¢ mote koBdmep &v TOlG Saypdupacty Kol yap €kel
Gvoloovieg £viote cuvOEivol ALY Gduvotoluey: 0UTo kal £v Toig EAEYYOLGS, £180TEG
nop’ 0 0 Adyog ouvuPaivel cuveipat, dloAboot tov Adyov dmopoduev (on Stodlvely
here, see H. BONITZ, Index Aristotelicus, cit., 184 a 43-8; vhet. B4. 1382 a 17-8, with EM.
COPE ad loc.; eth. nic. H 2. 1146 a 24-7, with b 6-8); finally, XENOPH. mem. IV 6, 13: &mt
Thy UndBecLv Enavityev dv Tévia 1OV Adyov 08¢ Tag KTA.

80 Cfr. Gorg. 453 A 8-454 C 6, esp. 453 C 1-4: 100 £vexo 8 abtog tmonntedoy ot
£pnoopat, GAL obk atog Aéyw; oL cod €veka GALG 10D Adyov, Tva olte mpoin og
poALoT v NUiv KoTohoveg Tolol mept Gtov Aéyetan; cfr. Theser. 210 C 1-2: &dvte yiyvn
[sczl. &yxdpov], Betidvev Eon TAnpng dia Ty Vov €€gtaoty (with 150 B 9-C 3).
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tions of the dialogue (Bks. 11-X), which deal extensively and in
depth, if not quite conclusively, with just this very strange asser-
tion. This, then, is proof that the “attachment” of Republic 1 was no
mere afterthought, but that it formed an integral part of Plato’s
conception of the dialogue ab initio.

If the elenchus nonetheless seems to break apart on the ever-
shifting sands of debate, this is only because the interlocutors in-
variably fail to recognize the need for the assumption of absolute
standards. Plato was forever haunted by the specter of relativism,
and he saw more clearly than most that in the absence of such ab-
solutes there could be no stability, no form, no delimitation at all,
that everything would crumble and dissolve into an infinite
crumbling of infinite parts ad infinitum such that nothing could
any more be said to be this than not-this; and that even change,
the sine qua non of such a thoroughly relativized environment, itself
required the assumption of fixed and absolute termini of change,
since any unrestricted, absolutely infinite motion or change, with-
out any limits from which and to which change may be said to pro-
ceed, is, it would seem, strictly indistinguishable from absolute
rest. To this extent, then, the very failure or negativity of the
elenchus is of itself an indirect argument for the assumption of a
theory of Ideas® — those fixed points in a universe that is other-
wise victim to an unending and self-annihilating flux®.

81 Plato’s method s to follow the Logos wherever it leads (note 34 supra) so as «to
show that wherever the ‘logos’ begins and whatever course it takes it ends either in an
impasse or in the doctrine of ideas» (H. CHERNISS, review of G. MULLER, Studien zu den
platonischen Nomoi, «Gnomon», XXV (1953) p. 378; also Lafrance on Doxa, cit., p. 144 £,
with note 14).

82 There is not, in the corpus, nor can there be, any deduction of the theory of Ideas
(any more than there is a deduction of categories in Kant or in Aristotle), all first prin-
ciples being by nature indemonstrable. The Ideas are simply required ex hypothesi so as to
sort and save phenomena. They are, in other words, the final products in the “upward”
path of analysis and dialectic. For Plato’s critique of relativism and its philosophical im-
plications, see H. CHERNISS, Aristotle’s Criticism of Presocratic Philosophy, cit., pp. 76-89;
ID., The Philosophical Econony of the Theory of Ideas, « American Journal of Philology», LVII
(1936) pp. 445-56;1ID., Aristotle’s Criticism of Plato and the Academy, cit., pp. 214-20; also
P. SHOREY, The Unity of Plato’s Thought, cit., p. 29 £.; ID., What Plato Said, cit., pp. 266
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Certainly, at the end of the day, the elenchus cannot actually
discover the truth in any positive or constructive fashion. This can
only be gained through a recollection (anamnesis) of those primary
realities (the Ideas) that are said — always, perhaps, with a slightly
mischievous gleam — to have been discerned originally in the pre-
natal state”. Yet the elenchus can, for all that, through repeated
questioning, help to rouse the mind to recollection®

Dialectics, then, to return to the more general point, plays
for Plato an impressive variety of roles: it is gymnastic, purgative,
protreptic. It is also analytical in a broad sequence of ways:
through question and answer, it allows us to dissect and clarify, to
articulate thoroughly the often imprecise notions we form of

(with 570 ad Crat. 439 D), 270-79 (with p. 573 f. notes ad Joc.), 498 ad Prot. 334 A; and for
a brief survey of the principal characteristics of the Platonic €180¢/i8¢a, viewed as separ-
ately existing hypostatized universals, see H. CHERNISS, The Riddle of the Early Academy,
Berkeley 1945, p. 5 f.; L. TARAN, Speusippus cit., p. 13 f. The Ideas, in Friedldnder’s famous
phrase, are the “center of gravity” in Plato’s universe of thought. They are also the center of
gravity compositionally in the Republic — the central, “metaphysical” books (V-VII), explic-
itly marked as a digression (cfr. 449 A-B with 543 C-544 B), supplying the essential, ex-
planatory ground of the argument that runs from II-IX (Bks. I and X serving as prelude
and climax respectively). For the compositional structure of the dialogue, see A. DIES,
République, cit., pp. X-XIII (whose whole discussion of the dialogue is exemplary). These
central books are not, then, mere “moments” to be superseded, as D. ROOCHNIK, Beauti-
Jul Ci iy The Dialectical Character of Plato’s ‘Republic’, Ithaca 2003, has imagined.

? For anammesis in Plato as just what Plato says it is, viz. recollection, see E.S.
THOMPSON, 0p. cit., p. 132; A. DIES, Autour de Platon, cit., pp. 470-2; H. CHERNISS, Philo-
sophical Economy cit., p. 451 £; ID., Aristorle’s Criticism of Plato and the Academy, cit., p. 213
note 127, with the important discussion relating to this topic at pp. 69-80; ID., Lafrance on
Doxa, cit., pp. 139-41; L. TARAN, Speusippus cit., p. 14 note 69. I cannot enter here into a
discussion of Platonic epistemology except to say, by way of summation, that Plato’s epis-
temology is every bit as realistic as is his metaphysics; that knowledge differs from opin-
ion not by any accretion of accounts, or opinions, but only by the objects to which each of
these faculties is turned (resp. 477 E-478 B; Theaet. 184 B-186 E; Tim. 51 D-52 A, etc.);and
that since the universals, i.e. the rez/ (subsisting) universals that are the Ideas, cannot be
gained & posteriori by abstraction, they must have been known somehow prior to experi-
ence and are, in fact, the very means by which experience is organized and grasped. That
it is, in fact, the Ideas that are the objects of knowledge (as distinct from opinion), is
Plato’s consistent view; see L. TARAN, Academica cit., p. 33 note 145, with full references;
also A. TUIIN Please Remind Me of Anamnesis cit.

* For this last point, see H. CHERNISS, Ancient Forms of Philosophical Discourse,
cit., p. 30.
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things; through hypothesis, it drives us on to the assumption of
Ideas that can serve as the ground of experience; and by collection
and by division it helps us to map out the schema of ideal rela-
tions that girds this phenomenal reality. It is, in sum, the philo-
sophical method of investigation par excellence. And this, I venture
to add, if only by way of a coda, amply explains, even in the face of
mounting controversies, Plato’s adoption of the dialogue form.
For quite apart from its obvious dramatic functions®, it was only
natural that Plato would attempt to fashion a mode of exposition
that directly mirrored his dialectical procedures — the dialogue, as
we saw, being merely the externalization, in dramatic key, of those
internal processes of analysis and thought through which we seek
to reduce the complex and ever-changing particulars and events
presented by phenomenal reality to their underlying logical and
ontological patterns and foundations™.

% This is especially clear in the field of ethics, where the dramatic element allows
us to see ideas in action, to see their rez/ implications and entanglements, so to speak, in
the actual world (cfr. supra, notes 60-61with the accompanying text).

% See supra, note 62. Aristotle’s very different handling of the dialogue form, con-
sisting of long, continuous speeches antithetically arranged so as to present competing
views for synthesis and arbitration, mirrored his own, quite different conception of dialec-
tics; see H. CHERNISS, Ancient Forms of Philosophical Discourse, cit., p. 31 . As for Plato’s use
of the dialogue, the literature admittedly is enormous. For varied discussion and bibliog-
raphy, see J. LABORDERIE, gp. c7t., esp. pp. 531-46; J. BLOSSNER, gp. cit., p. 7 note 10; F.M.
GIULIANO, Filosofia in letteratura: il dialogo platonico e la sua interpretazione, «Atene e
Romax, XLV (2000) pp. 1-43; G. PRESS, The Logic of Attributing Characters’ Views to Plato,
in ID. (ed.), Who Speaks For Plato?, cit., p. 29 note 9. The foregoing should be taken as an
attempt to demonstrate that we need not resort to those types of argument that see Plato’s
use of the dialogue form as inspired by a desire to hide his true intentions (CH. KAHN,
Plato and the Socratic Dialogue, cit., pp. 65-70 et passim), to avoid or destroy philosophical
dogmatism (R. BLONDELL, Play of Character cit., pp. 39-46, 103 f.), or as necessitated by
the fact that truth is in some way essentially incomplete (P. STEMMER, Platons Dialektik:
Die frithen und mittleren Dialoge, Betlin 1992; cfr. N.P. WHITE, Observations and Questions
abont Hans-Georg Gadamer's Interpretation of Plato, in CH. GRISWOLD (ed.), Platonic Writ-
ings, Platonic Readings, University Park 1988, pp. 247-57) or otherwise ineffable (P.J.
GONZALEZ, Dialectic and Dialogue: Plato’s Practice of Philosophical Inquiry, Evanston 1998).
It is instead the vestment of his analytical and dialectical procedure and it presupposes
that reality is indeed patent to knowledge.



