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      Preface

      
      
      The following interpretation of Plato reflects an ongoing philosophical dialogue about
         who we are, or can be—at our best, our worst, and everything in between. As a participant
         in this dialogical exchange I have benefited from various discussions with teachers,
         colleagues, and students, and I take this opportunity to express my gratitude. One
         figure stands out in particular, that of Jacob Klein, whose interpretation of Plato
         was the starting point for my own. For all I know, Mr. Klein would have smiled indulgently
         on reading my interpretation. But I feel safe in saying that he would have endorsed
         my view of engaged dialogue (dialegesthai) as having ontological significance for Plato. I was a young student at St. John’s
         College many years ago by now, where Klein taught, though I should stress that my
         serious study of his interpretation occurred only after I had graduated. But both
         while I was there and ever more deeply since, Klein influenced me as a model for what
         it means to take teaching, learning, and dialogue seriously—both as a way of life
         and as an activity having itself philosophical significance. And the thesis of the
         present work is that these activities have their ground in a platonic ontology. This
         ontology or metaphysics is traced out in my explication of two dialogues, primarily
         the Republic, with extended help from the Phaedo. It is often remarked that each generation, each epoch, has its Plato. While it has
         not been my goal to present a so-called modern Plato, some will find it so, to the
         point of distortion or misrepresentation. I ask only that they hear me out, that at
         least my reading is tied to a careful explication of text. Concerning style, on the
         whole I have tried to stick with the language that has served me well in teaching
         young students. Some few passages in these two dialogues are dense enough without
         encumbering the interpretation with too technical a vocabulary.
      

      
       I would also like to thank the following for their written and/or oral comments on
         earlier versions of the text and my reading of Plato: Eva Brann, David Lachterman,
         H.S. Harris, David Savan, Joe Gonda, and the publisher’s anonymous readers. At various
         times along the way, others have offered a critical response, either to select sections
         in an exchange of emails, or in conversation, and while I have not always agreed with
         their comments I am grateful for their having taken the time to thoughtfully respond:
         among them I recall Drew Hyland, Bert Dreyfus, Nick Smith, Allan Silverman, Mary Margaret
         McCabe, and Verity Harte. A thank you as well to my kind and patient editor, Jana
         Hodges-Kluck. Finally, I thank my wife, Yvette, for her encouragement and for putting
         up with the many hours that I spent hidden away in my study reading, writing, and
         making long comments on student papers.
      

      
      
   
      Introduction

      
      The main topic of this book is an examination of the interrelation for Plato of soul,
         the world of its experience, and the Ideas. I explore this relationship as developed
         in the Republic and Phaedo. But this exposition also reveals that images and our capacity for image-making play
         a key role in that triadic interrelationship. For it is in the exercise of this capacity
         that our world takes on its shape and meaning. In effect, we interpret our experience
         by telling ourselves a story about it. And some stories are more successful than others—some
         are more confining or limiting, some more illuminating and liberating. But these stories,
         these images, are not made out of whole cloth, as it were. They are not simply fictions,
         however rational, not simply subjective, useful impositions. For the world presents
         itself to us in its readability, it meets us halfway, so to speak. The question is
         which stories, which images, give a better account and why. Note that I am not claiming
         that we construct reality, impose identities. Rather, that identities are a result
         of successive, ever improving, interactions between soul (the interpretive agent),
         the world(s) of its experience, and the Ideas that give it meaning (the activities
         of dianoia and noēsis). 
      

      
      The simple, and certainly true, view of what Plato thought about images, of course,
         is that they are “less real than their originals,” less real, less true, etc. This
         negative view, I argue, needs to be supplemented by a positive one. A recurrent theme
         in what follows is an attempt to look at what else Plato thought about images, and
         our capacity for image-making taken in a larger sense. I examine Plato’s use of specific
         images—looking at why and how in a given context he uses them, offering interpretations
         of the key images themselves—as well as Plato’s view of images per se. It will turn
         out (particularly in the latter case) that the human capacity for interpreting images
         and for image-making of various sorts is rather different—more complex and philosophically
         important to Plato’s ontology—than the simple view would suggest. Images, and image-making,
         in short, will be seen to play an unexpectedly positive role in determining what is
         ontologically real. Paradoxically, the everyday version of the same activity, carried
         out unaware, is the pervasive source of just what keeps us from progressing towards
         knowledge, and changing the way we live. It keeps us in chains, as it were. Reading
         images is a basic activity of the soul. Reading them correctly is what in a sense
         distinguishes the philosopher from the lover of sights and sounds, knowledge from
         opinion. Learning to read them correctly is what underlies the education of the philosopher.
         The first and most important step in this, the fundamental ontological shift, is learning
         to see the many kinds of images precisely as images. By images, of course, I do not mean simply the literally visible, as will
         become clear in the development of my argument. The notion of image that I will claim
         for Plato is as far removed from the sense of visible/visual image (though beginning
         with that) as sight is from insight, speech, and speech acts from discourse as dialegesthai—that is to say, the dialogue of the soul with others, and with itself, about the
         various objects of its varied experience.
      

      
      This is not as easy or as obvious as it sounds, as we shall see. The Republic takes us a good part of the way. To complete Plato’s story it is the Phaedo, filled as it is with images and talk about images, which will take us the rest of
         the way, before returning to the Republic. For the Phaedo deals in detail with the soul, and its reading of the presence or image of the Ideas in particulars. One consequence of my reading will be a rather different
         sense of the eternality of the Ideas, the immortality of the soul, and the intimate
         relation of the two. Finally, I should stress again that the study here of the meaning
         for Plato of image and image-making is not an end in itself, however interesting that
         might be. Rather, it is my claim that this is the way in to understanding the relation
         of Soul, World, and Idea, and what makes it all work.
      

      
       Before beginning an analysis of text, I would like to comment on a methodological
         issue in the interpretation of the dialogues. Much of the writing about Plato in the
         past had focused on what might be called the propositional content of the dialogues,
         and often in the logical analysis of isolated passages. The rest, the dramatic details
         and the use of the dialogue form in particular, are in the extreme treated as so much
         literary window dressing (or worse still, as an occasion for Platonic obfuscation)—interesting,
         but not essential to the assessment of the philosophical argument. There is, however,
         a continuous tradition (increasingly rich) for taking the form of Plato’s dialogues
         as inseparable from the philosophical content. The views of several modern Plato scholars
         so inclined are instructive, and will help to situate my own approach. This is all
         the more important given that I will argue for the philosophical significance of images
         and image-making, an aspect of form, in the triadic relation of soul, world and Idea.
      

      
       The excellent essay by Christopher Gill, “Dialectic and the Dialogue Form,”[1]     gives a clear summary of the variety of modern views “in which Plato’s use of
         [the dialogue] form is taken to be crucial for his philosophical objectives” (145).
         He then goes on to develop his own argument for exactly in what sense this is the
         case. His position is that there is continuity in the corpus of philosophy understood
         as dialectic as a “shared” investigation that is “ongoing,” with “objective knowledge
         of the essential principles of reality as the ideal outcome, and proper target of
         dialectic.” What Gill insists is that each dialogue couches this project in its own
         terms. What each dialogue represents is a particular take on a particular subject,
         and a form of dialectic that is bound by the particular immediate subject and the
         nature of the interlocutors—their interests, their strengths and weaknesses. Thus,
         the broader continuity of dialectic conceived in terms of objective and dialogical
         method is shaped and bound by the context of each individual dialogue. The ultimate
         result “if carried to completion, would lead through shared enquiry to systematic
         knowledge of the essential principles of reality and method.” Given the continuity
         of reader, each dialogue makes its particular contribution to the advance towards
         what remains an “ideal dialectic.” “The distance between represented and ideal dialectic
         is sometimes underlined by couching the ideal version in the guise of myth.” As a
         result of this emphasis on each dialogue as a “dialectical unit” that has to be understood
         in the contextuality that the dialogue form gives to it, Gill is wary of too ready
         an interpretation of Plato “across dialogues”—and gives some critical examples of
         this. He does not rule out looking to one dialogue for help in understanding another
         (as is indeed the case in my own reading) but rather insists that “our primary response
         should be to this piece of dramatized dialectic” before moving to comparisons. 
      

      
       So, for example, the role and function of an invocation of anamnēsis, and its relation to a theory of Forms, must first be carefully parsed for the differences
         determined by the context of each instance, the individual dialogue. Thus even Charles
         Kahn’s reading of the early dialogues as proleptic, in his Plato and the Socratic Dialogue; The Philosophical Use of a Literary Form[2]     is faulted by Gill for not treating each dialogue sufficiently independently
         before any interpretation across dialogues. “In responding to the aporia which is the outcome [of the Euthydemus] . . . it is crucial that we respond to this aporia, and do so in the terms in which it is framed,” rather than reading it proleptically,
         as anticipating a resolution of the aporia offered in the Republic. “It is not perhaps inconceivable that a Platonic dialogue could take up an aporia from another dialogue and resolve it. But Republic is very different in the issues it addresses and in the kind of argument by which
         it addresses these issues” (156). In my own case, the attention to just such a dramatic
         context in detail explains the length of my Phaedo chapters before returning to the Republic. (Considering passages in context however, including the context of the whole dialogue,
         does not in my case commit to a complete commentary on each of the two dialogues.)
         My text hopefully puts into practice what he counsels, and for the same reasons regarding
         the dialogue form—as well as a similar conception of dialectic and the distinction
         between dialectic as an ongoing dialogical praxis and an “ideal dialectic” that would be the completion of the philosopher’s project
         (as contrasted to a synthesized platonic doctrine per Kahn). I would say that the latter is approached asymptotically. 
      

      
       By contrast, Michael Frede, in “Plato’s Arguments and the Dialogue Form,”[3]     argues from the general formal characteristics of the dialogue form itself, the
         use of question and answer, and from Plato’s particular philosophical use of it. Frede
         rejects both “a merely literary use, a simple matter of presentation . . . for the
         [mere] sake of clarity and vividness for the sake of drama, or in a sense at the other
         extreme, the doctrinal view, that the dialogue form represents in the question and answer format an unambiguous
         presentation of what are closely knit, logically stringent arguments.” That is, on
         the doctrinal view, the dialogues present arguments the premises of which represent
         the actual views of either the historical Socrates, or whoever the questioner happens
         to be, or finally the beliefs of Plato. On this characterization of the platonic dialogue
         form, which Frede rejects in particular for the aporetic dialogues, the arguments
         would always be “didactic dialectic,” that is, Socrates/Plato knows, the respondent
         learns. The alternative is as follows: insofar as the elenctic question and answer
         results in an aporia the respondent is not converted to a new belief or doctrine, that of the questioner,
         but rather led by question and answer to see that his initial starting point, the
         belief from which the conversation begins, is itself contradicted by his other beliefs.
         As Frede points out, this belief or set of beliefs represents the contribution, as
         it were, of the respondent. The argument proceeds from the respondent’s ”own assumptions”
         or “original thesis.” Or, on occasion, it proceeds from the interlocutor’s report
         of another person’s beliefs, to be tested—as is proposed by the interlocutors in the
         Phaedo and the Republic. And, I will argue, at least to some extent and in some cases, reflecting their own
         views, or those by which they are tempted. Starting from this view, by question and
         answer about the respondent’s other beliefs, or by examining unintended consequences, the contradiction is produced.
         From this aporetic conclusion, he might be led, but more often rather the reader,
         to question which of two starting points, or another, is really preferable. That is,
         he is to start out on an exploration of which of two starting points can be both logically
         consistent and consistent with experience, in contradistinction to being accepted
         on the recommendation of experts or authority, whether that “of tradition, of the
         many, or of self-styled experts”—including that of the questioner, hence of Socrates,
         or of Plato. The literary form of question and answer is itself a protection against,
         and represents an argument for, the epistemic rejection of any blind acceptance of
         a particular view. Thus Frede’s reasons for rejecting the”didactic dialectic’” view
         invoke not only the usual arguments about the literary form and authorial anonymity
         but the very formal suppositional nature of question and answer itself. 
      

      
       The point is for the reader/listener to be engaged in an examination of his own beliefs
         and their coherence, and their implications for how the belief system informs and
         shapes how one lives. Elenctic dialectic is part of a search for a grounding of belief,
         and of action, in knowledge. But since the kinds of subject under discussion (e.g.,
         virtue, reality, justice, evil) have a large potential for eventual aporetic contradiction,
         one is committed philosophically, not to epistemic skepticism, but rather to both
         modesty and continued examination of the arguments presented dialectically and their
         implications for one’s own beliefs. What the dialogue form provides then is a way
         for Plato both to present and to develop his own beliefs but with an implicit rejection
         of any claim to authority. This is reinforced by the drama, I myself would add, in
         those specific passages I examine here where the interlocutors are explicitly presented
         as either all too ready to hear Socrates opinion or belief on a particular subject-matter,
         or as already adhering to it. It is also for this reason, as Frede points out in general
         terms, that the “fictitious context of the individual interlocutor’s character, social
         position, belief system, etc. is so important, and not a mere ‘literary device’. To
         know, we learn from the early dialogues, is not just a matter of having an argument,
         however good it may be, for a thesis. Knowledge also involves that the rest of one’s
         beliefs, and hence at least in some cases, one’s whole life, be in line with one’s
         argument.” Clearly, as we shall see, Frede’s description above is the case with Glaucon
         and Adeimantus, Simmias and Cebes. 
      

      
       Frede concludes that Plato feared that the internal dialogue of the average soul
         with itself is prone to being self-satisfied and attached to its beliefs—and so he
         chose a form of writing that, within the literary context, engages the reader in evaluating
         the premises not only of the respondent but of the questioner as well, and by implication
         the reader’s own. At least that is the ideal. I would add only and perhaps this is
         obvious, that this position applies not only to the more official aporetic or so-called
         Socratic dialogues. It applies as well to those like the Phaedo and the Republic. These two dialogues contain elenctic and aporetic portions (as contrasted to what
         appear as expositional). More importantly, it applies to the whole corpus, inasmuch
         as at least the form of a dialogue is preserved, and in particular by Plato’s absence
         as a literary character (excepting the Letters, and even then).
      

      
       Perhaps the most extreme version of the claim that the dialogue form or method and
         its content are inseparable is that the method in some sense is  the content. It is the claim that the contents of Plato’s philosophy rightly understood
         is expressed in dialogues because it can only be expressed that way—and this is so because any claim that Plato’s philosophy, in
         whole or in part, could be expressed in propositions, or as a theory, is false. This
         view is defended by Francisco J. Gonzalez, in “Self-Knowledge, Practical Knowledge
         and Insight: Plato’s Dialectic and the Dialogue Form.”[4]    Gonzalez thus goes even further than Gill and Frede (whom he cites) in his claims
         for the strict necessity of the dialogue form. Plato had to write in dialogue form. He argues not simply, as others have, that the dialogue
         form itself has philosophical significance, but that it is necessary to Plato’s view
         of what philosophy itself is—and not just philosophizing, but the very contents of
         philosophy. He argues that the dialogues have a necessary “reflexivity,” by which
         he means that they embody or exemplify what they argue for or about, and that therein
         lies their truth, all real knowledge and its justification. This embodied or “exhibited”
         truth is also in a culminating insight — a kind of practical knowledge instructing
         us about how to live that is a mode of “knowing what” (a special kind of epistemic
         knowing how as contrasted to mere knowing that [Ryle]) to be contrasted to any propositional
         formulation. This, he claims, is what philosophy is for Plato (and tout court). Although later in the paper he backtracks to include argumentation—and that “philosophy
         clearly has some theoretical content” (183). 
      

      
       Gonzalez is led to this in large measure by his view that any propositional interpretation
         is “cognitivist,” hence dogmatic, hence not platonic (nor in even general terms truly
         philosophic)—philosophy “shows rather than proves, manifests rather than describes. It is primarily neither deductive nor analytic, but rather exhibitive” (162). This seems to me a simplification and a distortion of the alternatives. Boxing
         himself into a corner, it then turns out that there is no objective knowledge but
         what is in the exemplification. But then, one might well ask, of what is it an exemplification, if all is in the “showing?” For Gonzalez actually
         says at one point that, 
      

      
      
         This view makes philosophical method everything. The method is not simply a tool by means of which we arrive at some objectifiable
            results which themselves constitute philosophical knowledge: instead the method is philosophical knowledge. . . . Philosophical knowledge is, accordingly, not a knowledge
            of facts that can be passed on to another, but rather a personal orientation towards
            the truth in which this truth can make itself manifest. (161)
         

         
      

      But given what he argues it is hard to see what the origin or status of the truth would be. To see and assent to the truth of something is in a sense beyond or
         behind the propositions that formulate it. But this does not mean that that truth,
         of, for example, what learning is—of recollection or anamnēsis (exhibited in the Meno and argued for in the Phaedo) is somehow inseparable from its presentation in that context. The alternative, I
         would argue, is that Plato wrote in the dialogue form because while presenting an
         argument the dialogue form best illustrates the difficulties in coming to it, the
         obstacles to understanding it and the significance of assent (or denial). In short,
         it is not a necessity, as Gonzalez would have it, but a choice. That true knowledge,
         or we should say the most important knowledge (as contrasted to say, geometry per
         se), is life transforming should not have to commit us to rejecting all theory as
         somehow empty propositional formulations—as long as we distinguish between the formulations
         and what drives our assent. And that the dialogue form helps us to see more clearly
         surely should not be confused, let alone conflated, with what it is that we see. 
      

      
        G. Press, in “Plato’s Dialogues as Enactments”[5]     is not as extreme as Gonzalez, but is also out to reject the ostensible doctrinal
         interpretation, at least understood as a final position or “settled doctrines that
         could be written down or taught” (144). I support the notion that the dialogues are
         an invitation to reflection, an invitation to dialogue, and that conclusions are in
         a sense often, perhaps always, somewhat provisional, in that sense “open-ended” (Nails).
         Where I disagree is in the claim that undefended “recurrent principles” such as “that
         there is a soul, that it is more important than the body . . . the Ideas themselves
         . . . philosophy is the best way of life . . . there are such things as the virtues,”
         all serve as “general beliefs” that are the “premises of arguments and propositions
         to which Socrates insists on getting his interlocutor’s agreement,” and that Socrates’s
         “certainty [about these] is moral rather than logical.” But the dialogues surely do
         not just suppose the existence of these—they examine just what these really are, their natures, and
         in that examination is an argument for their existence or truth. Press’ interpretation
         does seem to me once again to take the doctrine of philosophers as meaning assertoric propositional conclusions rather than the argument or system that they elaborate. 
      

      
       As for Press’ sense of the dialogues as “enactments,” they are said to “embody” Plato’s
         “vision” of an ideal, of a life as lived—these are final truths that are “glimpses”
         and obviously non-propositional. But while I too argue that the dialogues show the
         lived consequences of interpreting the world in such and such a way, I argue that
         this is in addition to, and forms part of, an actual argument. Finally, Press seems
         to reduce philosophy to philosophizing, i.e., to the searching in authentic philosophical
         conversation, rather than producing attempts at credible logoi. Press explicates Plato’s fictive vision, (the enactments) as an appeal to our “feeling
         and imagination” as well as to our reason. But the rhetorical effect of Plato’s images,
         the portrayals (and the myths) as convincing, hence as part of the argument is, at
         least for the philosophical participant/reader, based on and in our intellectual perception of their veracity,
         as contrasted to the rhetorical effect on those interlocutors or readers for whom
         their feelings, and their beliefs, play an important role, and whose feelings and
         beliefs precisely get in the way of any other appeal. This is as true of the metaphysical
         or ontological portrait of the lived in world of our experience in general, as we
         see in part in Socrates’s intellectual biography recounted by him in the Phaedo. Otherwise, we might as well stick with the poets.
      

      
       If the form and content are inseparable, as I too believe they are, our obligation
         is carefully to unravel the text by applying an interpretation of each specific dramatic
         feature to the logical or philosophical argument. The shortcomings of interpretations
         that fail to do so serve on a case by case basis to help make the argument for the
         validity, indeed the necessity, of such an approach. This is not to say that the work
         of scholars working primarily in the analytical tradition does not contain much analysis
         that pays careful and rewarding attention to the text, and from which we have much
         to learn. Rather, that where their insights and conclusions go astray (in my view)
         it can sometimes be traced to a neglect of the dramatic features and their direct
         influence on an understanding of Plato’s argument as addressed to the reader. This
         holds as well on occasion for those whose interpretative stance is closer to my own.[6]    
      

      
       The commitment to interpreting the form and the content as a unity is often honored
         more in the breach than in the observance. Consider the following interesting and
         instructive historical case of where a general commitment to the importance of the
         drama still gives way to a philosophical preconception concerning Plato. Julius Stenzel,
         a scholar of an earlier generation, was notable for having stressed the form-content
         relationship. Stenzel also wished to fend off the view wherein the platonic Ideas
         are reduced to concepts, and he is right, in my view, to do so. Yet in its place he
         is keen to distinguish a Socratic skepticism regarding the achievement of an absolute
         knowledge from a Platonic home of absolute being. Thus for Stenzel,[7] 
      

      
      
         The Pythagoreans had already given philosophical form to the religion of a world beyond.
            It was here that Plato found a home for his idea of absolute being. . . . It will
            be found to be an essential motif in his philosophy that he calls in the assistance
            of religious faith in order to complete the Socratic ideal of an absolute knowledge;
            he gives to mere mythology the dignity of a religious metaphysic, and proves that
            it is the foundation of that synopsis of the whole of knowledge for which he strives;
            or rather that it is the foundation of all knowledge whatsoever. (Plato’s Method of
            Dialectic, 13) 
         

         
      

      According to Stenzel, the function of a Platonic portrait of Socratic irony regarding
         the mysteries is to render homage to his teacher’s original skepticism, skepticism
         of any literal interpretation of the mysteries that Plato shares. But this same Socratic
         persona of the dialogues, Stenzel holds, is also in tension with a Platonic claim
         for an absolute knowledge that, in the early and middle dialogues, is still a sort
         of faith, rather than articulated knowledge, albeit a faith in a rather different
         otherworldliness than the conventional one. The same distinction, between Socrates
         the wise moralist and Plato the over-zealous metaphysician, is first suggested by
         Nietzsche, in Beyond Good and Evil (section 191). This scenario explains for Stenzel, and many others since, why Plato
         drops the Socratic persona from those later dialogues which, for him, get down to
         the real business of sorting out “a clear view of the simpler discursive thought which
         finds relations between concepts.” But is this view really justified by the text?
         Is there an ironical Platonic mask behind which Plato would hide, or excuse, his “religious
         metaphysics,” or is the Platonic portrayal of a form of Socratic ontological skepticism
         actually consistent after all with Plato’s view of the Ideas in these dialogues, and
         indeed pointing us in the right direction. The answer, I maintain, is the latter.
         This claim can only be defended through the very reading of the text as a unity of
         form and content that Stenzel himself espouses but apparently did not implement.[8]  More recent writers who also urge the unity of form and content, seem to me to be
         open to the same criticism, as I note in places below. It is only the general fact
         of the dialogue form, and such features as the absence of Socrates from certain dialogues,
         etc. that is taken as significant.
      

      
       A close reading of the actual details of key passages of the dialogue does indeed
         present us with a particular interpretation of the reality of the Ideas, of their
         relation to images, in particular a thesis concerning the Ideas and a positive view
         of image-making, and a resultant explication of Plato’s ontology (This is, of course,
         again in addition and in contrast to the usual, and obvious, staple of Plato interpretation
         that points to his standard contrast between original and image, or less real copy).
         It is only against the background of such an understanding derived from a reading
         that is both analytical with regard to the arguments and takes account of the literary
         presentation, that the Ideas make sense as precisely not a “religious metaphysic.” That is, I will argue that there is a more general epistemological
         and ontological need to see images as images rather than merely as “less real than originals,” and that this reading sheds
         light on the ontological argument. Furthermore, both the dialogue form, itself an
         image constructed of images, and the implicit reader-text relation, act out the far
         more fundamental relation of Ideas to human being. The method and content of the key
         images within the Republic and Phaedo provide insight into the relation of knower and known in the everyday, habitual image-world,
         as well as paradigms of the correct production and interpretation of a noetic world
         of images of much greater clarity (saphēneia). Human discourse itself, I argue, is to be seen as the essential, primary image-making,
         and revealed in these two dialogues as already metaphysical. 
      

      
        Some would even go so far as to deny that there is any other extra-dialogical correct
         notion of a platonic logos, or even of independent Ideas in any sense. They would claim that the dialogical form itself and the philosophical invitation
         to dialogue about key issues in a constant process of searching for the truth, and
         the examination of proposals for a logos to see how they hold up both logically and as measured against experience, is all that there is in Plato’s serious philosophy. The claim would be that philosophy truly
         understood is just this and, as contrasted to actual possession of knowledge, is limited
         by human existence to the eroticized pursuit of knowledge. For this view, see for
         example David Roochnik, The Tragedy of Reason: Toward a Platonic Conception of Logos.[9]    Roochnik tries to stake out a position for Plato seen as defending philosophy’s
         search for a logos as a truth—as a third position between the rationalism of truth as analytic, certain
         knowledge, propositional, and the anti-rationalism of relativistic valuations and/or
         emotive “poeticism” (Nietzsche, Heidegger, Derrida, Rorty). In so doing, he seeks
         to detach the real Plato from the Plato commonly imagined by philosophers and non-philosophers
         alike as the arch-rationalist, the impossible Realist, for whom there is in principle
         a science of knowledge, and whose model is best seen in the knowledge of science,
         underpinned by a theory of fixed rational entities (whether universals, concepts,
         or Ideas). While I agree in general with the opposition that he sets up, I think Roochnik
         goes too far, runs the risk of subjectivizing, or historicizing Plato, and in ways
         that the texts will not support. As for myself, I urge in what follows rather that
         Plato requires that the world be given its due, that it meets us halfway, and truth
         and knowledge of more than the natural world is not just provisional but rather also
         cumulative—which is not to deny the constitutive role of soul or consciousness.
      

      
        Jill Gordon, in Turning Toward Philosophy: Literary Device and Dramatic Structure in Plato’s Dialogues[10]     argues for the philosophical value of the platonic images themselves. See her
         introduction, the section on Analysis and Argument-Focused Methods, pages 3-6, for
         a similar critique of method to my own above. “This approach tends to identify philosophical
         activity with making and analyzing logico-deductive arguments. While this is certainly
         a part of philosophical activity, and a part of Platonic dialogues, it cannot be the
         exclusive or even primary activity of philosophers” (3). Describing her own project,
         Gordon writes, “By focusing on the dialogues’ written style, written structure, content,
         and literary devices, I draw conclusions about how the written elements of the text
         engage the reader or audience in the activity we call philosophy. The elements that
         are considered nonphilosophical by contemporary approaches — or, at the very least,
         extraphilosophical or extralogical—are the very elements of Plato’s dialogues that
         can turn a soul toward the philosophical life” (5). This is not to say that we reach
         the same conclusions about the meaning of even the dramatical features of the text
         nor our respective conclusions about what Plato intends by the philosophical life.
         
      

      
       Our take on the meaning and role of images for Plato has much in common, in particular
         the importance of seeing the image as image. See her chapter 6, entitled Image. And yet, there is a fundamental difference.
         Gordon argues that images themselves can be an extralogical means of argument, that
         is to say, a complement to straight out “logico-deductive argumentation.” And that
         it is the two taken together that effectively turn the soul towards a life of philosophy.
         I argue rather that the positive role of Plato’s own images is to illustrate not to
         convince. Gordon does seem to say something like this when she says that “the richness
         of an image, and therefore its philosophical value, are appreciated only on reflection” (164). Yet she believes also that the images themselves have philosophical content
         and that “images can lead to truth and philosophical insight” (165). As for their
         negative role, it is often to drive us to distinguish between the literal and the
         figurative, and sometimes precisely what by contrast is not the case, or not Plato’s position, for example, around the meaning of the eternality of the soul and
         both the reality and the independence of the Ideas. (I reject, and Gordon accepts,
         a two worlds view. See her 168, n. 38. And our treatment of Recollection and its implications,
         for instance, is different.) Gordon tends to focus on the literary image, I do discuss
         these in detail, while I focus on the onto-epistemological arguments themselves, extending
         to the claim that to see the image as image is the first step in philosophical ascent.
         Further, that this philosophical meaning of image is embedded in the use of discourse
         itself. In sum, Gordon stresses the human condition as one of limitation, cut off
         from a full insight into ultimate realities, but that this gap can be bridged to an
         extent through extralogical means, that is, through images. These are to serve not
         only as a bridge to the Ideas but to help us in turning towards the life of philosophy.
         I would argue that accepting this extralogical assistance is effectively turning away
         from philosophy, though indeed my own approach is certainly not to reduce the argumentation
         of the dialogues to logico-deductive treatises. 
      

      
      Concerning my analysis of Plato’s epistemological/ontological arguments, as contrasted
         to the dramatic elements, my exposition is not of what is ostensibly meant behind
         the scenes, as it were, but rather in careful analysis of what Socrates actually says.
         Often enough the views of the interlocutors serve as a starting point, and finally
         a contrast. But such exchanges are seen to lead to the so-called metaphysical books
         of Republic V, VI and VII, thus to Socrates’s development of the Divided Line, etc.
         I devote a whole long chapter to this, returning to Glaucon and Adeimantus only for
         a few comments at the end. The same holds true for my exposition of the difference
         between the true and the false philosopher, knowledge versus opinion, the cognitive
         faculties (dunameis) in chapter two, and the education of the philosopher in chapter five. 
      

      
       Finally, it may be useful to make one more comment about my method of exposition
         as compared to the so-called analytical approach. In these two dialogues there is
         of course at certain points criticism of the positions of the interlocutors, usually
         at a beginning of a new topic or transition, leading to an aporeia, from which Socrates then takes off into new territory. But the Republic in particular is in large measure descriptive or illustrative—even when it comes to
         the Divided Line, which is really just a sketch or outline. Concerning method, Plato
         even tells us as much in turning to the development of the image of the soul writ
         large in the image of the city, and the mention of the “longer way.” In this sense,
         I think that it is fair to say that there just are few positive, analytical, propositional arguments in these and other ostensible middle
         period dialogues. The argument is, as it were, by analogy, by the development (and
         appeal of) images, which make sense or are explanatory of our experience. This is
         not to say that all are like that, or that there are not passages of logical argument
         in the early and middle dialogues, though these passages are, on the whole, (though
         not all) negative or aporetic. For example, when it comes to Socrates’s discussion
         of the famous “three finger” illustration etc., my discussion is an exposition of
         the logical or analytical moves in the argument regarding conflicting perceptions/judgments
         and contradictory predicates and/or qualities. This is the first move towards the
         argument for the hypothesis of the Ideas. Another example would be my analysis of
         the same issue and methodology in the Phaedo passage concerning the “flight” of opposites when one approaches the ostensible presence
         of the other. 
      

      
       The kind of exposition that the analytical school favors, and that some readers may
         find lacking in my text, is perhaps appropriate to the later dialogues such as the
         Sophist, etc. My own method of exposition for the two dialogues that are my texts, on the
         positive side, is to try to make sense of what Socrates says in his descriptions,
         including the ontological and epistemological claims, and the unpacking of the images,
         along with original examples. On the negative side, I try to see just what metaphysical/ontological
         and epistemological assumptions are implicit in what the interlocutors say, as well
         as how they come a cropper. Further, I argue that a careful eliciting of these from
         the actual text (not ad hominem) can help us, by contrast, with an actual exposition of positive doctrines. But given
         the above, this expositional strategy has its limits—and so I turn for three whole
         chapters to the Phaedo, for a philosophical development of the concept of separation or chōrismos (around which there is controversy in the literature) in order to flesh out Plato’s claims (and my reading of them) about soul, and the
         Ideas. And with this I argue for a new and different interpretation of the immortality
         of the Platonic soul and the special kind of eternality of the Ideas. 
      

      
       In the process of constructing Plato’s argument, a dramatical reading of the dialogue is always attentive to the text to see in a passage that
         artful mimetic tone which will tell us just when, and how far, to take what is being
         said either literally or seriously—that is, the feature of Platonic irony. For, as
         has been pointed out each time by those who take the matter seriously, a conversation
         between Socrates and the interlocutors is not the same as whatever is meant to pass
         between the various readers and Plato. Irony aside, the conversation between a specific
         interlocutor and the platonic Socrates allows Plato to address specific subjects by
         engaging with the presuppositions (albeit often enough implicit), the starting points,
         of a particular point of view on the subject.[11]     The characters, even when corresponding to real people, are dramatic fictions,
         offered as types or kinds. It is a feature of the dialogue that the interlocutor has
         specific views and specific interactions with Socrates which are a function of these
         views—the characters are not interchangeable, abstract foils for Socrates. The reader/listener
         must always ask just why, philosophically, Plato employs images of just these specific
         individuals. It is only in taking such a question seriously in examining their image
         in the actual portrayal of their arguments, beliefs, emotions, and sometimes actions,
         in short, in examining their souls—that an answer can be found.[12]     But one thing is clear, it will not do to treat even agreement or consent by
         one of the interlocutors as equivalent to our own consent to the same proposition,
         nor to assume that Plato wishes it—and all the more so for simply equating what Socrates
         says in context, that is, in the presence of others, with Plato’s own address to the
         careful reader (nor for that matter to assume that all readers are addressed by the
         same text, as it were). I would argue that, given this caveat, the dramatic content (along
         with the analytical content seen in context) is precisely what does give us Plato’s
         own presence, presents his own views and engages the reader.[13]    
      

      
       Again, if there is a fairly obvious gross flaw in an argument, for example the first
         argument for immortality in the Phaedo, or the less obvious ones that I deal with in the Republic, it makes more sense to assume, at least as a working hypothesis, that an author
         who could write the dialogues was capable of not overlooking such flaws, than the
         contrary, and that the dramatic nature of the dialogue is the reasonable explanation
         (always with the proviso that any such particular interpretation is without strain).
         In other words, the arguments are well constructed precisely because of the supposed
         flaw, and the reader is meant to ask just why this particular feature is appropriate
         for this character and/or at this stage of the dialogue—what is it meant to say, and
         what are we meant to ask or conclude? I do not suggest that all cases are to be treated this way, rather that it is a useful principle of interpretation.
         It is derived from premises concerning the author’s intelligence, the mimetic nature
         of dialogue, and most of all by consistent empirical observation. Nor do I mean to
         suggest that Plato uses Socrates against his own (fictive) will—rather quite the opposite.
         The Platonic irony is contained within the Socratic figure’s own speeches and actions—in short, that Socrates himself is
         portrayed as knowing quite well who in particular he is speaking with, and, while
         trying to move that person ahead in his understanding where possible (and in some
         cases it is conspicuously not), Socrates is acutely aware of the limitations of that
         person, including those who are his own associates, personal friends and/or “friends
         of the Ideas” (I leave open whether or how this applies to certain of the so-called
         late dialogues in which Socrates is present). It is because the role of the interlocutors
         has philosophical significance that they are never lost sight of in these two dialogues, and in my
         exposition. Indeed, the first chapter is devoted in large part to taking the exact
         measure of Glaucon and Adeimantus, to whom I return from time to time (as does Socrates)
         in order to position the argument of the text of the Republic. The same is true of Simmias and Cebes in my discussion of the Phaedo, and it is in chapter 7 that their views are a particular focus. 
      

      
       It is crucial that any such claims be worked out in a case by case interpretation,
         and one not based on shadowy assertions about what is ironical and what is not, what
         is to be taken seriously or literally and what not, what is an intentionally flawed
         argument or claim and what is seriously meant to be a sound argument. All of this
         can only be argued based on interpretations of what is actually said at a given moment
         (and sometimes what is done)—though this may also require setting the immediate text
         in the context of who is saying it to whom, and in the larger context of the progress
         and themes of the dialogue. The test is always whether there is sufficient evidence
         within the dialogue for the interpretative case to be made, while at the same time
         subjecting the argument presented at a given point to rigorous analysis. The point
         is that such an analysis is usually not in and of itself the end of the task. Rather,
         it can only be part of the process of assessing the Platonic argument, to be complemented
         by a critical reading of the context—before, during, and after the passage in question.
      

      
      The program outlined above concerning the form/content issue and the philosophical
         significance of the dramatic aspect of the dialogues, along with the substantive examination
         of image and image-making in these two dialogues, results in a reassessment of certain
         traditional views concerning the soul, the Ideas and their interrelation. Much of
         my book is an interpretation of the Republic. But in order to develop and support my reading of soul and of the Ideas as interdependent,
         I do turn for three chapters to the Phaedo. Chapter 6 deals with the crucial notion of separation and our capacity for separating, as a special kind of image-making. Chapter 7 deals
         with image-making gone astray, or the problem of misreading the world. Chapter 8 deals
         with Socrates’s responses to Simmias and Cebes and his own “second sailing,” his own
         image-making. The famous hypothetical method and the Ideas as explanatory are read
         as dealing with the reality of the images of the Ideas in speech, hence with the relation
         of soul, knowledge and existence. I argue that both behind and through the myths and
         literary images (in the description of the dynamic of participation) there is another,
         different, and more serious argument—one in which the soul is indeed immortal, but
         has a form of immortality that is present in everyday life as an atemporality rather
         than a literal deathlessness—hence consistent with the soul ceasing to exist. Parallel is a notion of the Ideas
         that requires that they be efficacious and separate only within the context of lived
         human experience. It is this down to earth notion of soul and the Ideas that is both
         reflected in and a precondition of, language and inquiry. These activities are carried
         out in the production and response to images. The nature and significance of images
         per se, of the human capacity to read images and for image-making are interpreted
         as the key to Plato’s ontology as seen in these two dialogues, hence key to the nature
         of the soul, the Ideas and their interrelation in the world they inhabit. (I reject
         then a simple two worlds interpretation.) The various images in the Phaedo and the Republic are to be read as serious muthologia, distinguishing between the literal-mindedness dictated by the natures of the interlocutors
         in both dialogues, and the argument addressed to the reader. Read in this way, I argue,
         the Ideas are not to be conceived as independent substantial existences—in essence
         defending Plato, as does Gadamer, against Aristotle’s charge of reification (Meta, 1086a, 1087a). It is with these interpretations that I return to the Republic to explicate the notions of soul and Idea found in the closing books. 
      

      
      Perhaps the seemingly most radical or challenging suggestion in my interpretation
         is that the Ideas have something of a quasi-temporal dimension. This is not, of course,
         to deny or ignore those passages where the Ideas are explicitly said to be eternal,
         unchanging, stable—most often in contrast and over and against the aisthēta, the sensible, the changing, the context relative, etc. Ideas are invoked as causes
         and/or explanations in a wide variety of contexts over the corpus, an Idea “corresponding
         to each grouping of particulars to which we give the same name” (Rep. 596a). It would seem that a variety of Ideas are considered, corresponding to the
         variety of objects and contexts (see Peters, 48)—including ethical (Parm. 130b, Phaedrus 250d), natural (Tim. 51b, Soph. 266b), mathematical (Phaedo 101b-c), trivial (Parm. 130c), man-made objects (Rep. 596a, 597d, Soph. 265b) relations (Phaedo 74a-77a, Rep. 479b, Parm. 133c), and even negations (Rep. 476a, Theat. 186a, Soph. 257e). In most if not all of these domains, in addition to particulars being a plurality,
         a many as opposed to a one, it is “context relativity” that poses an obstacle to certain
         knowledge, and by contrast it is “invariance across context,” (Burnyeat, 2000) within
         a given domain that has been suggested as the feature that characterizes the Ideas.
         But what else do these various kinds of eidē corresponding to kinds of discourse have in common, and how is the search for stable
         knowledge to be understood in each context, and/or for the whole? What is the topos noētos (Rep.508c, 517b) where they are all to be located? What understanding of “participation”
         (methexis) can encompass or accommodate all these various sorts of experience—far more than
         merely sensible particulars? What is their relation to the various logoi of ongoing discourse in which we search out their right names? What account must we give for
         their presence even in everyday discourse? These are large and complex, if related,
         issues. What I will argue is that the realm in which the Ideas all have their being
         is revealed as inextricably embedded in the activity of discourse about these various
         worlds, and that the key to understanding how it all works, the common epistemic and
         ontological thread, is in our primary image-making. This linkage results in a certain
         necessary and permanent temporal horizon for being and our knowledge of it. From the
         analysis of the meaning and role of image and image-making in the intertwining of
         soul, world and Idea, it would seem that the content of an Idea must be conceived
         as both stable and flexible for knowledge to be possible. That is, it has to be flexible
         enough to embody and explain the evolving meanings of logoi, of the naming itself, while at the same time serving human discourse as a point of
         stability for interpreting our world as it presents itself to us in its various facets.[14]    
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      Chapter 1

      The Interlocutors’ Request

      
         
         
      

      
      The Problem Set By Glaucon and Adeimantus

      
       Book I of the Republic has the air of a self-contained dialogue, and it has been suggested that it was originally
         just that. It is called by Socrates a “prelude” to the rest. Yet it is so in a strange
         sense. Rather than a smooth introductory prelude to the whole, the discussion continues
         based on an ironic discord. From a dramatic point of view, the conversation continues not because of Socrates but more importantly
         because of one of the interlocutors. As we shall see, the necessity of continuing,
         and in what manner, is understood very differently by Socrates and by his interlocutors,
         Glaucon and Adeimantus. And it is this initial difference, contained in the dramatic
         aspect, that will lead us in to the interpretation of the dialogue.
      

      
       At the beginning of Book II, Socrates says that he “had supposed that [he] was done
         with the subject, but it all turned out to be only a prelude,” (357a) because Glaucon
         would not “acquiesce in Thrasymachus’s abandonment of his case.” Thrasymachus’s case,
         it will be recalled, was that injustice was more desirable, more profitable, than
         justice. But what is the “subject” that they supposedly had “done with”? That is less
         clear. It could be the immediate subject just referred to—the disagreement with Thrasymachus
         over whether justice or injustice is preferable—or the question as to whether justice
         or injustice should rightly lay claim to wisdom and is a virtue, and the other, its
         opposite, vice and ignorance. But this vagueness about the “subject” is appropriate
         since, as Socrates himself notes at the end of Book I, the discussion had moved from
         one subject to another “as gluttons snatch at every dish that is handed along and
         taste it before they have properly enjoyed the preceding” (354b). Thus, not only has
         there not been one subject discussed but the outcome is, for Socrates himself, far
         from satisfactory.[1] 
      

      
       As Socrates says, he has not “dined well” and “for me the present outcome of the
         discussion is that I know nothing, and this especially because if I do not know what
         the just is, I shall hardly know whether it is a virtue or not, and whether its possessor
         is or is not happy” (354c). Thus, the sense even in which he has supposed that he
         had “done with the subject” is ambiguous. We must then understand that he has “had
         done” with it in an ironic sense. In narrating the event to his listener, we are told
         that Glaucon’s tenacity would not let a sleeping, if bloated, dog lie. He would have
         “been done with it” in the sense of having quelled Thrasymachus—the argument had temporarily
         “finished” in the sense that Thrasymachus had withdrawn into silent contempt. And
         yet, more importantly, the argument had not been finished, had barely been begun, in the philosophical sense of being adequate
         to the “subject.” We must then, look at Glaucon and Adeimantus and see what it is
         that they themselves require for the “subject to be done with,” and then what methods
         Socrates actually adopts to further examine the subject.
      

      
       Glaucon and Adeimantus, Plato’s half-brothers, are presented as young men with whom
         Socrates often converses. The very first sentence of the Republic presents Socrates as being accompanied by Glaucon. They are both returning from the
         Piraeus, where they had “said their prayers and seen the spectacle” (327b). Socrates
         says he had gone in order to “pay my devotions to the Goddess, and also because I
         wished to see how they would conduct the festival since this was its inauguration.”
         Their relationship to Socrates and to the argument is further expressed in two significant
         ways. First, both present themselves as friends of virtue, in this case of justice.
         In Book II, it is they who insist that Socrates continue and present an adequate defense
         of justice. Secondly, Glaucon is presented initially as employing what might be called
         Platonic methods and distinctions. He begins by invoking a familiar distinction, and
         one that will later play a crucial role, that between seeming and being, though significantly here at 357a it is not applied to objects but to conviction
         or opinion, to whether Socrates wishes merely to appear to have persuaded them or
         “really” to have done so. Next, he proceeds to a division and classification of kinds
         of good—as regards whether they are desirable merely for their own sake (e.g., joy),
         or for their own sake and for the consequences (e.g., health), or only for the consequences
         or benefits (e.g., healing and the “art of making money,” etc.). Here again, we have
         something familiar, the method of division. (Whether it is adequately employed is
         another question.) Finally, we have the employment of myth, more or less skillfully,
         in the adaptation of the story of the ring of Gyges. All of this takes from 357a to
         approximately 361d, a rather long passage for an interlocutor. It even prompts Socrates
         to exclaim, “Bless me, my dear Glaucon, how strenuously you polish off [clean] each
         of your two men for the competition for the prize, as if it were a statue.” Its purpose
         is to “clearly separate” the just man from the unjust, and presumably justice from
         injustice, in order that each may be seen and evaluated for what it is in itself.
         But why does Socrates use the image of polishing (cleaning, scouring) a statue? Because,
         while the initial divisions have some merit, as does the goal of seeing the desirability
         of justice or injustice “in itself,” separated from the “benefits” of appearing just,
         still, uncovering what each is, is not the same as elaborating the desirability of
         each. Now though the knowledge of what each is in itself would be prerequisite to
         deciding on the desirability of each, as Glaucon on the one hand appears to see, still,
         he, and Adeimantus after him, devote much effort to presenting the just man in as
         painful and undesirable a way as possible, and the unjust man as in the most enviable
         position. Each is said to have been portrayed as having attained the limit (361d)
         of justice and injustice “so that we may pass judgment which of the two is the happier,”
         and if happier then more desirable. The just man has been stripped of what might be
         called material benefits, in order to be sure that he chooses justice for its own
         sake alone, thus indicating its desirability in spite of all other considerations.
         But let us note that the kind of life prescribed for each has been presented in each
         case in terms of either pleasure and pain or honor, or of what we might call material
         conditions. Thus, while Glaucon’s intention was to set up a model in which we could
         see whether the just man could be truly happy with nothing left but his justice, his
         choice of attendant circumstances to force the test is revealing.
      

      
        First of all, if we are to judge only the happiness provided by justice itself,
         then why go to such lengths to dress out the just man’s life as miserable (the rack,
         his eyes burned out, etc.). It might be argued that this is done only to be sure that
         we have isolated the just man from any other possible rationale for being just—and
         this is of course the rationale for the set-up that Glaucon offers. But it is also
         an extreme version of the common opinion that justice does not pay, that in fact,
         as Thrasymachus initially had suggested, the just usually suffer. Perhaps Glaucon
         is not altogether convinced that the common opinion is wrong? After all, he is asking,
         exactly how or why is the just life more desirable? Secondly, by describing their respective lives in such
         extremes is one not precisely influencing the listener to consider factors other than
         justice and injustice themselves, Glaucon thus having lapsed back into exactly what
         he had intended to avoid? One might argue that Glaucon wishes the good or desirability
         of justice in itself to be produced precisely to counterbalance these “evils.” But
         surely the meaning and value of justice could be produced without this perverse setting
         and it would still ostensibly be seen as its own reward, that is, precisely as separated
         from its consequences. Finally, the description of each life in terms of material
         conditions alone, reveals something about Glaucon. For although he had said that he
         wished to hear “what each of them is, and what potency (dunamis) and effect it has in and of itself dwelling in the soul” (358b), yet the notion
         of in what area the life of justice and injustice would reveal its value and/or be
         of benefit or harm, that of the well-being of the soul, seems to be not too clearly
         envisioned in contrast to the material conditions. This leads to a limitation of Glaucon’s
         setting out of the conditions of analysis. In the case of justice, and other virtues,
         Glaucon seems to be contrasting conditions of soul and external benefits. In other
         words, what Glaucon would like to have demonstrated is that even if there is no “benefit”
         from being just, if justice is stripped of its desirable consequences, that it remains
         desirable “in itself.” But why is the cost of being just conceived in external terms?
         If the effect on the soul is relevant, how relevant is it? Or how relevant are these
         externals in spite of their seeming importance for happiness?[2]  Justice as a quality of the soul, is a good and benefit to that of which it is a
         quality, the soul. Thus, the original apparently sound distinction that Glaucon had
         made between that which is desirable in itself and that which is desirable for the
         benefits it brings, will not serve. This is not surprising, since the conception of
         benefit that was operating there was of something other, gotten in the external world.
         But this important point aside, what is at issue here is that Glaucon, in polishing
         the image, does not seem able or willing at this point to identify the area of concern.
         He knows that Socrates says that it has something to do with soul. But he has little
         idea of what that might be, either with regard to the nature of the soul, or consequently
         of what arises from its condition or what soul itself is affected by. Put another
         way, to defend justice requires not only the exploration of what justice is but what
         soul is—and Glaucon does not see that his knowledge of the latter is lacking. This
         vagueness will be persistent and significant—it corresponds to a literal-mindedness
         to which we shall return when we consider the issue of possibility for the ideal city.
         It is easy to lose sight of the fact that the soul is the over-arching topic of the
         Republic—its nature, its relation to its world, and its well-being. A primary task of my discussion
         is never to allow us to lose sight of this, and to see in the text itself the suggestions
         as to why and how Glaucon and Adeimantus might so easily do so. There are further,
         related reasons for suggesting that all is not as it seems with regard to the motives
         and/or state of soul of both Glaucon and Adeimantus.[3] 
      

      
       At the very least we can say that while Glaucon does feel he ought to desire virtue—and
         that he is in general a good person, one who is well disposed towards virtue; still,
         he does not know why it is desirable, cannot give an account of it. That is, in spite
         of his association with Socrates, he still operates at the level of opinion, albeit
         of perhaps right opinion. And this lack of ground for his virtue renders him vulnerable
         to the rhetorical influence of such as Thrasymachus. How does such a rhetoric work?
         Precisely by dressing up opinions in such a way as to have a certain desired effect
         on the emotions, manipulating them so as in turn to manipulate the opinions, and ultimately
         the actions of those under its influence. Now the means of manipulating the emotions
         is by creating images in words of the desirable or undesirable, of that which will
         either repel or attract the listener, and this almost always in terms of material
         advantage or disadvantage, as we see in the example of Thrasymachus at work. That
         it would be in terms of material advantage or disadvantage is not surprising, since
         this is the area where the emotions are most vulnerable and most open to manipulation.
         This nexus, of material/external stimulus and the responsiveness of the emotions in
         terms of desire and fear, and the production of corresponding opinions, is precisely
         what Plato will describe and analyze in detail later. It is then this nexus which
         is attacked and to an extent reorganized. The education of the guardians consists
         of a reformation, a redirection of the emotions with regard to the objects of desire
         and of fear, away from the conventional ones, those tied to the body and in other
         respects unworthy, and towards those objects, i.e., situations, conducive to virtue and thus the health of the soul. For the majority of guardians,
         this reformation consists in a change of opinion as to the objects worthy of desire
         and fear. For a few, the potential rulers, this reformation and redirection, this
         re-education of the emotions, is further grounded in insight and understanding as
         to why certain experiences are to be feared and others desired. Let us note in passing
         that these few are selected from among the guardians as a whole for further education,
         i.e., they are not conceived as having bypassed this first kind of retraining, the
         training of one’s emotions and corresponding opinions about virtue, but as possessing
         the potential for superseding or grounding it. I suggest that Glaucon, and still more
         Adeimantus, belong to the former group, those governed by opinion—whether and to what
         extent they are eligible for the second group remains to be seen.
      

      
       But this sort of rhetoric, or dressing up of the life of the just and the unjust
         man, is precisely what Glaucon, and then Adeimantus, engage in. Being lovers of virtue
         does not prevent them from being tempted by vice. In both the method and content of
         the test, as it were, they reveal in what they say the influence of Thrasymachus as
         much as that of Socrates—and perhaps for the moment somewhat more of the former than
         the latter, as we shall soon see. Socrates says of Glaucon and Adeimantus’s rephrasing
         of “what they [the many] will say,” “I believe that you are really not convinced.
         I infer this from your general character, since from your words alone I should have distrusted you” (368b). Now their words had included a disclaimer—they were presenting merely the
         words of what “those others” who defend injustice as the more desirable would say.
         If these truly were merely an imitation, an image of the words of those who defend
         injustice and attack justice, then Socrates’s statement would be a straightforward
         reference to this fact, and to Glaucon and Adeimantus’s imitative or rhetorical skill.
         But the speech is spoken with a polish and conviction that perhaps bespeaks more than
         just art. That they are “really not convinced” by Thrasymachus is evidenced only by
         the knowledge of their character that weighs against it. Socrates’s statement may
         thus be deeply ironic, implying that it is not only justice to which he must “come
         to the rescue,” but the souls of his friends as well, to the extent and in the manner
         possible. If I am right, the admiration for them which he had just voiced upon hearing
         their discourse is likewise cast in doubt, and is at the least ambiguous. What they
         desire to be shown is commendable: “Do not then merely prove to us in argument the
         superiority of justice to injustice, but show us what it is that each inherently does
         to its possessor—whether he does or does not escape the eyes of gods and men—whereby
         the one is good and the other evil” (367b). And the method that they have used in
         setting up the case to be decided is also in part desirable, as is the demonstration
         of some dialectical skill. But their motives, skills, and general state of soul are,
         I would suggest, portrayed as ambivalent or mixed, as is suggested in the ironic tone
         of Socrates’s statement that, “there must indeed be a touch of the god-like in your disposition if you are not convinced that injustice is preferable to justice
         though you can plead its case in such fashion” (368b). Thus when Plato in the following passage has Adeimantus
         refer to “certain young men,” the passage may with at least some dramatic irony in
         this case, refer to Glaucon and Adeimantus themselves:
      

      
      
         What, Socrates, do we suppose is the effect of all such sayings about the esteem in
            which men and gods hold virtue and vice upon the souls that hear them, the souls of
            young men who are quick-witted and capable of flitting, as it were, from one expression
            of opinion to another and inferring from them all the character and the path whereby
            a man would lead the best life? Such a youth would most likely put to himself the
            question Pindar asks, ‘Is it by justice or by crooked deceit that I the higher tower
            shall scale and so live my life out in fenced and guarded security? (368e)
         

         
      

      As for Adeimantus, as distinguished from Glaucon, he is concerned to elaborate the
         “reasoning and the language” (more about this below) and especially the “kind of language
         about justice and injustice employed by both laymen and poets,” about the reputation
         of each, and about the possible virtues of seeming, that is to say, appearing, as
         opposed to being just, thus the rhetoric of injustice. As for his reasoning, it consists
         for the most part in a rather cynical use of the poets, etc., to build the case for
         the advantages, again, of seeming, or for the prospect of buying off the gods with
         sacrifices and rites, should that be necessary, all this skeptical pragmatism albeit
         in the name of describing at second hand what “our calculating friend will say” (366b).
         It is relevant here to note that while we are introduced to Glaucon at the beginning
         of the Republic as in the company of Socrates, having returned from the Piraeus together, we first
         meet Adeimantus in the company of Polemarchus, the initial opposing party both in
         the first encounter on the way and in the discussion at his father’s house (i.e.,
         after Cephalus hands over the argument to him). Note as well that in the (rather significant)
         banter of the opening encounter on the road from Piraeus to town, Polemarchus playfully
         threatens to force Socrates to their will to come along with them by force of numbers,
         taunting, “But you see how many we are?” It is then Adeimantus who interposes with
         the suggestion that surely Socrates will want to see the “torchlight race this evening
         on horseback in honor of the Goddess.” This is to say, Adeimantus is a partisan of
         spectacle, in this case physical, in the case of rhetoric, verbal.[4] 
      

      
       But there is more evidence to look at concerning the nature of Glaucon and Adeimantus’s
         request and the problem it poses for the task of the rest of the dialogue, and what
         we learn about their souls from the language that Plato has them use. What image of
         their souls is painted? And what is the philosophical point made through the image?
         Let us now return to a closer examination of what exactly it is that Adeimantus and
         Glaucon ask Socrates to do. We will then be able to address ourselves to that first
         and overriding metaphor, that of the City-Soul analogy, and examine its initiation
         in context.
      

      
       First, let us look at Glaucon. He begins, as we have already noted, by asking, ”Socrates,
         is it your desire to seem to have persuaded us or really to persuade us that it is
         without exception better to be just than unjust?” (357a). To which Socrates replies,
         “Really, if the choice rested with me.” But one can only persuade someone of that
         of which they are capable, both intellectually and morally. Then too, but more importantly,
         the whole notion of the agency of learning is to be considered. Glaucon is asking
         to be persuaded by Socrates, to be acted upon, in other words. Further, consider the
         verb that Glaucon uses, peithō, and the use that he puts it to. This verb does indeed mean “to persuade,” but with
         the primary connotation of “to win over” (So, according to Liddell and Scott, when
         used in “a bad sense,” “to mislead, over-persuade, cheat”). This is all the more so
         with the perfect infinitive, as is used here—pepeikenai means to have won us over or persuaded us to comply. Again, the choice between “seeming”
         (dokein) and “really” (aleithōs) or “truly,” applies to having been persuaded “that it is without exception better
         to be just than unjust,” and not to the “seeming” or “truth” of the argument.[5]  The means of this “persuading” is not mentioned, and, if we take Glaucon at his
         word here, he would be content to be merely “really persuaded” that it is more desirable
         to be just than unjust, even if this were not truly the case! Glaucon, above all,
         is asking to be reassured in his shaken faith. Recall that I have already given him
         some credit for asking for a reasoned account, and for setting up in the following
         passage a sort of test case for the examination of justice in itself and its desirability.
         There is, however, some ambiguity, or lack of clarity, as to what he is asking for
         and why. Let us further pursue this ambiguity.
      

      
       Let us look again at the passage referred to above. Just before setting up his case,
         or rather representing that of Thrasymachus, Glaucon says that “Thrasymachus seems
         to me to have given up to you too soon, as if he were a serpent that you had charmed,
         but I am not yet satisfied with the proof (apodeixis) that has been offered about justice and injustice. For what I desire is to hear
         what each of them is and what potency and effect it has in and of itself dwelling
         in the soul, but to dismiss the rewards and consequences” (358b). So far, well and
         good. Glaucon here is asking for a setting forth, a demonstration, or a proof. He
         says that the apodeixis just given by Socrates to Thrasymachus and the others was not satisfying, not satisfactory
         (nor was it in Socrates’s own eyes, as we have noted). But again, what sort of apodeixis does Glaucon have in mind? Part of what he asks for sounds promising, i.e., apparently
         a request for a reasoned account, an examination, of “what each of them is.” “Dismissing
         their rewards and consequences” seems like a good idea. However, as we have noted
         above, the desire to hear “what potency and effect it [each] has in and of itself
         dwelling in the soul” seems to contradict this, since surely this is considering a
         “consequence,” though not of the external, material kind. And how is this effect to
         be “demonstrated”?
      

      
       Glaucon proposes to restate Thrasymachus’s argument, in the following way. He will,
         “first state what men say is the nature and origin of justice; secondly, that those
         who practice it do so reluctantly, regarding it as something necessary and not as
         a good; and thirdly, that they have plausible grounds for thus acting, since certainly
         the life of the unjust man is far better than that of the just man” (358c). To which
         he adds immediately, “as they say; though I, Socrates, don’t believe it.” Note that
         this third step is conceived in terms of the very “rewards and consequences” which
         Glaucon had just said at 358b we were to dismiss. Granted, he is proposing here to
         restate Thrasymachus’s argument so that Socrates can refute it to their satisfaction,
         by discarding and discounting “rewards and consequences” and showing that virtue is
         its own reward. But exactly how sensitive is Glaucon to these “rewards and consequences”?
         He tells us in the next phrase; “Yet I am disconcerted when my ears are dinned by
         the arguments of Thrasymachus and innumerable others”—that there are “plausible grounds”
         for preferring injustice. And what do these “arguments” point to? To the “life of
         the unjust man,” which is “far better than that of the just man”—that is to say, to
         the image in speech that we are given of such a life. The verb for “disconcerted”
         here is aporō, he is reduced to confusion—ironically the very verb used so often in connection
         with that aporia induced by Socrates as a prelude to learning. He then tells us that he has never heard
         a “defense of justice” as he would like to have heard it. Here, Shorey and Grube both
         use “prove” by inference from the preceding passage—but the text simply says that
         up to now he has not heard (akēkoa—perfect middle of akouō) the speech for justice as better (ameinon—better, stronger) than injustice as he would like to hear it. He has not heard it
         in a convincing way, to counteract the others. “But the case for justice, to prove
         that it is better than injustice, I have never yet heard stated by any as I desire
         to hear it” (358d). However, it is the second, following line that is revealing– that
         gives what it is exactly that Glaucon wants from Socrates, what he means by an “argument,”
         or “demonstration,” what it is that he wants Socrates to do for him, or rather to him. “What I desire is to hear an encomium [enkōmiazomenon] on justice in and by itself.” He wishes, then, not a demonstration (apodeixis) in the sense of reasoned argument, but to be convinced, be won over by a convincing speech in praise of justice. Thus he himself will give a demonstration of the manner (tropon) in which he wishes Socrates to speak—by giving, as he says, a speech “in praise
         of the life of injustice” and asking the same of Socrates. Socrates responds that
         “Nothing could please me more,” than to hear and speak about such things. But obviously
         they have rather different notions of what such a discourse should be. Socrates’s
         own speech, the Republic itself, is a demonstration, the rational construction in words of the true image
         of justice, as opposed to an encomium. What is at stake is just the kind of image in words that will serve, and even more so, the kind of image-making.

      
       Returning to Adeimantus, we had noted earlier his emphasis on “language,” on the
         language of the poets, and praise and blame for justice and injustice. Now while Adeimantus
         has been pointing out the contradictory nature of what the poets say, or rather that
         they can be used by either those who praise justice or those who denigrate it, his
         overall cynical conclusion, in the name of those who praise injustice, is that the
         authority of the poets can be invoked on the side of the advantage of injustice, provided
         that we are careful to use a smoke screen of counterfeit decorum to deceive men, and
         are ready to bribe the gods with the appropriate propitiatory sacrifices and vows.
         Needless to say, the attitude towards the gods in the latter case is rather demeaning.
         But the whole of the argument is based on the examination of the possibilities of
         the unjust gaining advantage under various cynical hypotheses concerning the gods—from
         the possibility that there are none, to that of their being either uncaring or selfish
         and/or susceptible to influence. That the gods might love justice more than sacrifices
         is not even considered. And the basis and support for these hypotheses is again no
         more than a cynical appeal to authority, primarily of the poets. Thus Adeimantus concludes,
         “If we combine this with a counterfeit decorum we shall prosper to our heart’s desire,
         with gods and men, in life and death, as the words of the multitude and of men of
         the highest authority declare” (366b). In the end, Adeimantus, like Glaucon, says
         that such speeches are such as “Thrasymachus and haply another might say in pleas against justice and for injustice” but that in his view they are
         “inverting their true potencies.” And perhaps one might think it true that he has
         “ . . . no reason to hide anything from you [and] I am laying myself out to the utmost on the theory, because I wish to hear
         its refutation from you” (267b). One wonders, however, which other Adeimantus has in mind above?
      

      
      Let us look at a few indications that Adeimantus is in fact, in part, speaking for
         himself, voicing his own doubts just as Glaucon had, while denying vehemently that
         such is the case.
      

      
      Adeimantus returns to the theme that justice has never been defended in its own right.
         But always, among “you self-styled advocates of justice,” including “the men of the
         present day,” thus including Socrates himself it would seem, “not one has ever censured
         injustice or commended justice otherwise than in respect of the repute, the honors,
         the gifts that accrue from each . . . neither in poetry or prose . . . For if you
         had all spoken in this way [that is, giving an explanation of what each is in itself,
         etc.] . . . from the beginning and from our youth up had sought to convince us, we
         should not now be guarding against one another’s injustice, but each would be his
         own best guardian” (367a). Here Adeimantus is again clearly speaking for himself,
         and yet it is at this point that he concludes as we have quoted above, that “this,
         Socrates, and perhaps even more than this, Thrasymachus and haply another might say . . . ” Once again, I am not casting doubt on the ultimate sincerity of
         Adeimantus’s desire to see justice vindicated. But rather, that this not so veiled
         hide-and-seek points to an ambivalence in his sentiments, and an even stronger one
         than in the case of Glaucon. It is almost as if while Glaucon is asking to be saved
         from the temptations of both injustice’s “benefits” and from Thrasymachus’s rhetoric,
         Adeimantus (who had, I repeat, arrived with Polemarchus) is rather much more in the
         middle—and in his concern for “language” and liberal if cynical use of the poets,
         reveals himself as much closer to Thrasymachus’s camp; his attitude is, "Show me."
         He needs to be convinced, persuaded in the sense of won over. One might even go so
         far as to say that he himself is an example of someone who puts on the appearance
         of being a firm friend of justice, when this is not quite the case. He would then
         be hiding behind two masks—the one that he tells us he is putting on in order to better
         present Glaucon’s argument/request, which is in turn Thrasymachus’s position, and
         a second, which masks his own ambivalence. Thus while he may indeed, as he says, “wish
         to hear its refutation” from Socrates it is not quite the case that he has “no reason
         to hide anything from [him].”
      

      
       Finally, we return to the question of just what, again, it is that he is requesting
         in the way of a refutation. Adeimantus concludes: “Do not then, I repeat, merely prove
         to us in argument the superiority of justice to injustice, but show us what it is
         that each inherently does to its possessor—whether he does or does not escape the
         eyes of gods and men—whereby the one is good and the other is evil” (367e). We find
         that Adeimantus, like Glaucon, refers both to proof that justice is superior and to
         showing of the effect that justice and injustice has on the soul. But it is apparent
         that what Adeimantus means by “to show what each does” is once again to give a speech
         that adequately praises the just man. In the comments just preceding his concluding
         request, the verb used several times is epaineō, to praise, paralleling Glaucon’s request for an “encomium.” “This is what I would
         have you praise about justice—the benefit which it and the harm which injustice inherently
         works upon it possessor. But the rewards and honors that depend on opinion, leave
         others to praise” (367d).
      

      
       From the way that his concluding request at 367e is phrased—“Do not merely (mēmonon) prove to us in argument . . . ” it is clearly this “praise” that he sees as the
         most important task, perhaps even more so than Glaucon. Once again, but more emphatically,
         Adeimantus repeats the two part request that Glaucon had made, for a proof that justice
         is superior to injustice (a demonstration in words) and showing what justice and injustice
         do respectively to those that possess it (that have it in their souls) i.e., such
         that we can say that the one is a good and the other is an evil. Yet this clarity
         is rendered somewhat paradoxical by the method which he favors for the second of these
         tasks, that of “praise.” But this should not surprise us, since in his own speeches
         it is this very predilection for the methods of rhetoric that we have seen. Adeimantus
         appears to scorn “opinion” and “reputation,” and ask that these be discarded as being
         merely productive of “rewards and honors” and thus external to the consideration of
         justice and injustice in themselves. We are rather to consider “goods that are productive
         by their very nature and not by opinion” (367d). Thus Adeimantus seems to be asking
         to really know what each is. Yet clearly the method of praise, as we have noted in
         the earlier discussion concerning Glaucon, is allied to the production (reproducing)
         of opinion, not to that of knowledge.[6]  In the end, Adeimantus has the clearer, if limited, notion of the difference between
         eristic rhetoric and dialectic, but he still prefers the former. Both of them, then,
         are in actuality asking Socrates not to examine justice but to defend it, to praise
         it in a convincing or moving way, though the one, I suggest, with more sincerity than
         the other.[7]  Their attitude, and their request, is appropriate to the auxiliary class of the
         ideal city, those who defend the city based not on knowledge but opinion, habituation,
         or training.[8]  The task and goal, to understand justice in itself as a prerequisite to deciding
         whether or not it is more desirable than injustice, is indeed Socratic, but the method
         suggested is emphatically not so, and is indeed in contradiction to it. Further, in
         spite of the apparent separation or distinction between proof of superiority in itself
         and the showing of effect, in the end, both are required as a means of demonstration,
         and they cannot, as Adeimantus apparently thinks, be separated (cf.367e). Moreover,
         myth and metaphor or image and image-making (a part of showing) will provide the necessary
         link between a philosophical and a certain form of rhetorical truth.[9] 
      

      
      The City/Soul Analogy: Finding Justice

      
        Part of coming to know what justice in itself is, is coming to know the distinction
         between knowledge and opinion, and their relation to the soul—that is, one must not
         only know that justice is best, but also know that one knows, and not merely opines.
         It is thus that an examination of the just life and of justice itself, must entail
         an examination of knowledge itself, and of the knower and the known, hence the necessity
         of the middle books of the Republic. But clearly such distinctions are not available to Glaucon and Adeimantus, as revealed
         in the very nature of their request. To what extent they can be moved forwards towards
         comprehension of it remains to be seen. Let us not forget, however, that the Republic exists not only for them but for the reader as well—and their limitations may not
         be ours. Their limitations may serve expressly to show us the way beyond them.[10]  The nature of the arguments, and of the means of persuasion may be multiple, reflecting
         the various persons addressed. It is to the difference between Socrates’s means and
         that of Thrasymachus that we now turn. The discussion has already been begun in the
         above, but only in its negative aspect—i.e., we have examined Glaucon and Adeimantus,
         their expectations, needs and susceptibilities as the context within which the Republic unfolds.  
      

      
      What then is the difference between the eristic of a Thrasymachus and the methods
         employed in the Republic?[11]  Appropriately enough, this distinction is explicitly discussed (at 454ff) not too
         long after the moment when Polemarchus intervenes at the beginning of Book V. This
         problem, or task, brings us back to the issue of the role of imagery in the difference
         between eristic and dialectic. Having completed the construction of the city that
         is to serve as the image of the soul writ large, Socrates says that “This then is
         the kind of city and government which I call good and right [orthos], and so too this kind of man. And if indeed [eiper] this is the right kind, then the others are bad and wrong, both in the management
         of the cities and the manner of life of the individual soul. Their badness is of four
         kinds” (449a).[12]  Socrates is about to continue, to discuss these, when the interlocutors then raise
         their objection. Had Socrates been allowed to continue, the project was to examine
         in detail the forms of bad, evil or sick souls by continuing the soul-city analogy
         and examining the constitutions that correspond to them. The purpose is to see the
         kinds of evil writ large and at work, unjust acts to be seen producing (prattein) injustice,[13]  as unhealthy things produce illness, and thus we would “see more clearly” that justice
         is more profitable than injustice. The interruption, at a turning point in the dialogue,
         is initiated by Polemarchus, who is “sitting a little further away,” and who “extended
         his hand and took hold of [Adeimantus’s] cloak from above at the shoulder.” This dramatic
         detail echoes the very beginning of the Republic, where it is Polemarchus’s slave who runs ahead and “caught hold of [Socrates’s]
         cloak from behind,” (327b) and Polemarchus’s joking threat of force: “Do you see how
         many we are? . . . You must either be stronger than we are, or you must stay here.”
         And Socrates’s response there: “Is there not another alternative, said I, namely that
         we may persuade you to let us go?” But Polemarchus replies, “Could you persuade men
         who do not listen?” Have they been listening? Are they going to listen now? The objection
         raised regards the ostensible lack of completeness of the model—Socrates had not detailed
         the manner in which women and children would live. It had been implied that “the possessions
         of friends [the citizens] will be in common” (423e). Socrates assents—then what of
         women and children? Will they too be held in common, and what are the “details”? But
         it is clear from the manner in which this request is introduced that their intention
         and hope is to catch Socrates up, to find something objectionable in his ideal city.
         Polemarchus—“Shall we let him off, then. . . . ” Adeimantus—“Don’t then pass over
         the one [the manner] that you have in mind. For we have been lying in wait for you.”
         Rather than a mere request for more detail it is a just faintly disguised attack.
         One in which Thrasymachus, who we must note has remained silent until this point,
         happily joins in, adding his support. It will initiate the discussion of the three
         waves of paradox concerning the possibility of such a city, as contrasted to its mere
         desirability, and serves as the transition to the so-called digression of the middle
         books. What the interlocutors raise is the specter—given that the guardians are to
         have “all things in common”—of common wives and children. They ask that Socrates “say
         something both of the procreation of children and their bringing up,” hoping to be
         able to sully the reputation of the city, and thus hold Socrates and his city up to
         ridicule. This will issue in the challenge as to the possibility of such a city, but
         these interlocutors, as contrasted to Glaucon, are more interested in seeing how well
         Socrates can hold up in the battle of words than in the actual issue of possibility.
         Thus they are concerned to find a flaw in the “city in words” which would prevent
         its actualization were such a city to be attempted. And it would be sufficient for
         this that the community at large be anticipated to hold the opinion that the community
         of women, etc. would be scandalous etc. Socrates would then have lost!
      

      
      Thus, as we shall see in more detail, the demand for a further discussion is flawed
         in several ways. First, because possibility in the external political world is of
         minor importance as compared to its function and or realization a) in words as model
         b) in the city within the soul. Second, because the motive for the discussion of possibility
         is an eristic one, victory. And finally, because the means of the challenge itself,
         relying as it does on the imagined emotion and opinions of the community is at this
         point concerned only about possibility as distinct from rightness. Thus it is highly ironic that Adeimantus
         should stress that “ . . . this word ‘right’ like other things, requires defining
         as to the way and manner of such a community. There may be many ways” (449c). As Adeimantus
         uses it, we are only required to look at the “ways,” to decide which of the many is
         the right one—thus the request for a more detailed look at Socrates’s city. But how
         will we evaluate it, with what will we measure its rightness? Right can only mean
         here conventionally acceptable or possible. The sentence itself contains the ambiguity;
         it begins by saying that what needs defining is “this word ‘right’” (orthos—correct) and ends by focusing on the types of community, etc. But it is the former,
         the defining of “right,” which is needed, i.e., the principle by which the right way
         can be measured. Again, Adeimantus says that “We think that the right or wrong management of this
         makes a great difference, all the difference in the world” (449d). Yet the measure
         of rightness or wrongness is not to be examined—or rather, the measure is to be the
         possibility, as determined by the unexamined moral response of the community.
      

      
       Glaucon’s response is easily distinguishable from that of the others, though he himself
         believes, apparently, that they are all friendly listeners; “Do not shrink, for your
         hearers will not be inconsiderate nor distrustful nor hostile” (450d). Glaucon is
         good-natured (in more senses than one) and somewhat blind, apparently, to the natures
         of others. He is all too willing to be led, and thus poses quite another problem for
         Socrates. For as Socrates says, he is wary lest he “drag my friends with me in matters
         where it most imports not to stumble, and not to mislead opinion about the honorable,
         the good, and the just,” and he avers that he fears “to speak when one doubts oneself
         and is seeking while he talks, as I am doing.” That is, that he will be speaking in
         his reply not with knowledge, where there would be “safety and boldness.” But this
         cannot apply to the later parts of the digression, those concerning precisely the
         nature of knowledge and reality. There, Socrates speaks with certainty, if cautiously.
         Rather, it is applicable here, where their questions concerning the supposed possibility
         of the “city that is good and right” force Socrates to lead Glaucon through the perils
         of the skepticism that might be induced by doubts about the possibility of the city.
         Socrates, then, is “unsure” about how successfully and with what means he can reassure
         Glaucon, successfully meet the objections of the others, and not be reduced to the
         level of conflict that has its realm in opinion, that of eristic dispute. And so,
         instead of a) objecting to the analogy itself, or the method, or b) examining the
         relative profit or disadvantage of justice versus injustice, they insist rather that
         Socrates further elaborate the “constitution” of the just polity, at the point at
         which they consider it to be the most vulnerable—attacking at the level of literal
         possibility, they thus remain at that level of discourse. They should, or could, object
         that the hypothesis, the city-soul analogy, is in need of a ground. In actual fact,
         at best, they can be said to object to the hypothesis by asking that its possibility
         be shown, i.e., to ground the hypothesis empirically. But what needs to be done is
         to ground it epistemologically and ontologically.
      

      
      The good city is developed by the use of the principle that each thing, person, quality,
         part functions best when it pursues its own function and that alone—that when it does
         so, it is most itself, and most achieves both its own excellence and contribution
         to that of which it is a part. But this notion was never thoroughly examined; its
         use rested on an early equivocation concerning the term good, where good at or for was equated with good in itself. There are then, two notions which have been operating as hypotheses, that of identity
         of function and that of the best, or of excellence (of nature). These can be expressed
         as two principles that have been used to construct the city and guide the discussion.
         The one is what one might call existential or concrete identity—this is the supposition
         that a thing has an essence or function that can be isolated. The other principle is that excellence or good in some sense is achieved when a
         thing pursues, and is limited to, the end contained in its proper identity. The two
         coalesce in the principle that the excellence of the city is achieved by each part
         pursuing well its proper function. But they are separable, and each is in need of
         a ground. In particular, the notion of what is best needs qualification and explanation since the desiring and spirited parts of the
         soul, if left to pursue their own natural ends know no limits and are liable to excess, they are not self- limiting. The principle
         of the perfection of identity of function will not suffice, and is certainly not self-justifying.
         (The analogy with health rests on acceptance of an explication of the natural relation ruler-ruled at 444c-e.)[14]  Thus while from a dramatic point of view Socrates is interrupted when he was about to go on and describe the “four forms of badness,” for Plato and
         for the perspicacious reader the hypothetical nature of the discussion up until this
         point is in need of at least the outline of the higher level that would ground these
         principles. This then is the necessity of the so-called digression. Books II-V (to
         about 475e) constitute the movement from hypothesis to construction, and the attempt
         with respect to Glaucon at both inculcating the acceptance of the principles and exercising
         him in the method. Books VI and VII attempt an outline of the ground for the two concepts
         employed in the principles and an argument for their reality. (The full and adequate
         argument for their reality would be accessible only through the actual education proposed
         for the philosopher.) 
      

      
      As the conversation picks up again, Socrates begins with the notion that the education
         (music and gymnastic) of men and women would have to be the same if, as a community
         of friends having “all things in common,” the women are to share in the watchdog/guardian
         function. Since this would be a great change in the established custom, it would likely
         provoke the mockery and scorn of the many, but he urges Glaucon, “Since we have set
         out to speak our minds, we must not fear all the jibes with which the wits would greet
         such a revolution, and to hold fast to that which . . . reason revealed to be the
         best.” Thus Glaucon is being educated, as is said of the guardians, as to the proper
         objects of fear, or rather what is worthy of fear and what is not—i.e., that he must
         not fear ridicule for something which reason has led him to, and that “he talks idly
         who deems anything else ridiculous but evil, and who tries to raise a laugh by looking
         to any other pattern or absurdity than that of folly and wrong or sets up any other
         standard of the beautiful as a mark for his seriousness than the good” (425d). These
         are remarks that are clearly made with those others present in mind. (Note here the
         emphasis on “looking to . . . ” “pattern,” “standard of the beautiful . . . ” regarding
         the notion of image, to be discussed in the following; as well, the contrast with the appearance of physical
         absurdity presented by women in the palaestra, etc.) But Glaucon had, in fact, spoken
         too soon in assigning to women the same function as men—Socrates had even suggested
         in passing that perhaps they would be too busy childbearing and raising. Glaucon had
         forged ahead by restating the accepted platitude that since they are a city of friends,
         they “have all things in common,” and an apparent contradiction has been produced,
         as follows. The supposed contradiction in the argument (435b-c) is that Socrates had
         taken as his beginning and foundation of the city that “each one ought to mind as
         his own business the one thing for which he was fitted by nature,” he cannot deny
         that there is “by nature a great difference between men and women,” who then should
         have a difference of function. But he has just affirmed that the “females of watchdogs”
         ought to “join in guarding what the males guard . . . ” Note that while the original
         interruption or objection that had begun Book V is the action of others, here it is
         internalized, so to speak, so that the argument may be given its due. “Shall we then
         conduct the debate with ourselves on behalf of those others so that the case of the
         other side may not be taken as defenseless and go by default?” (453a)  
      

      
      But giving the argument its due will mean giving Glaucon a chance to reassess the
         beginnings or foundation of the argument (as well as its method) a task that is characteristic
         of philosophy. And so, as contrasted to eristic, Socrates must make him backtrack
         to examine the basis of an identity of function, and consequent identity of education—namely,
         identity of nature. Socrates says:
      

      
      
         We must throw open the debate to anyone who wishes either in jest or earnest to raise
            the question whether female human nature is capable of sharing with the male all tasks
            or none at all. . . Would not this be that best beginning which naturally and proverbially lead to the best end?” (453a)
         

         
      
 
      
      It is then to these proposals concerning equality of the mode of education in particular
         that he is returning, and for the purpose of making a better beginning, or rather
         that Glaucon should have the experience of making a better beginning. And further,
         for the reader to note the difference between the two beginnings, will be crucial
         to understanding the transition to the middle books. The first beginning, at 451d,
         was based on a return to the early analogy of the guardian with a watchdog (a rather
         comic one at the time, involving philosophical dogs possessed of wisdom). Extending
         the analogy, Socrates suggests that they “preserve the analogy, then, and assign them
         a generation and breeding answering to it. Do we expect the females of watchdogs to
         join in guarding what the males guard and to hunt with them . . . ?” Such an analogy
         or image is inadequate not simply for its humorousness—Glaucon takes it rather seriously—but
         the very physicality of its imagery (generation, etc.) is crucial to its shortcoming.
         What needs to be shown, and is the basis of the second discussion, is that men and
         women may have the same natures with respect to the function of guardian. That Glaucon
         had replied so readily with his formula “they have all things in common” is of a piece
         with his insensitivity to the inadequacy of the imagery and the argument. The second
         beginning starts with the question “whether female human nature is capable of sharing
         with the male all tasks or none at all, or some but not others. . . .” That is, Glaucon
         must start to make distinctions, and find a basis for assigning women to one category
         or another.
      

      
      The ensuing discussion is an analysis of tasks and requisite capacities, and just
         how women are suited to one or another. But just as the physical nature of the dog
         analogy was limited or misleading, so here Socrates points to the need to distinguish
         between a difference in physical nature between men and women and a general sameness
         of their nature with respect to the requirements for guardians, or, more generally
         sameness of structure and capacities of soul. Yet Socrates is careful not to argue
         that empirically they are actually entirely the same (there is much jockeying with
         the notion of men being on the whole more gifted), but rather, what is more important, that what Glaucon must learn is to be able
         to distinguish difference and sameness of nature with respect to identity of quality or function, where and when such does exist.
         “We did not then posit likeness and difference of nature in any and every sense, but
         were paying heed solely to the kind of diversity and homogeneity that was pertinent
         to the pursuits themselves? We meant, for example, that a man and a woman who have
         a physician’s mind have the same nature” (454c). That this concept is a difficulty
         for him is evident from the comment Glaucon makes when Socrates has finished paraphrasing
         his now silent adversaries. The paraphrased objection is once again, that, according
         to his own principle of a difference of function accorded to a difference of nature,
         and men and women being so manifestly different in nature, they cannot be rightly
         assigned the same function. Socrates then asks Glaucon “Can you surprise me with an
         answer to that question?” (about relevant sameness and difference). To which Glaucon
         replies, “Not easily on this sudden challenge, but I will and do beg you to lend your
         voice to the plea in our behalf, whatever it may be.” Socrates adds, “These and many
         similar difficulties I foresaw and feared.” Again, what is crucial here, is not the
         question of whether men and women are actually equal, or whether it is actually possible
         that they will in fact perform the same function of guardian in the city, etc., but
         rather the principle that it is the relevant quality or capacity that determines the
         function, and that sameness and difference of nature are determined by this and not
         by physical characteristics. Thus sameness of nature is an expression of, or is ultimately equivalent to, identity of quality or essence
         not of existence.[15]  Secondly, in the movement of the dialogue, it is at this point that Glaucon, and
         the reader, are initially brought to the beginning of a clarification of the ontology
         that is its basis.[16] 
      

      
       For Glaucon, what has been “demonstrated” is that the proposed city is “possible,”
         but this has been done by shifting the argument from the reception such features as
         the community of women and children would get, the practical political possibility,
         to the natural possibility, i.e., that such an arrangement would not be contrary to
         nature.[17]  Secondly, the nature of nature has been redefined so as to connote not physical sameness but sameness of the non-visible
         capacity of our understanding. Thirdly, the actual possession of the same qualities
         (as also the degree of sameness) is formulated as (or relegated to) the hypothetical.
         But such judgments, it would appear, are never so certain as the identity of the concepts
         themselves. We note in this connection that at the end of Book V, and before the discussion of
         the Divided Line, Cave etc. the reality of the soul and particularly its structure
         and parts is expressly defined in terms of functions or capacities and processes corresponding
         to degrees of knowledge and of reality.[18]  Chapter two, to follow, is expressly devoted to the relation between capacities
         (dunameis) and their objects, and their role in the relation of discourse and image-making.
      

      
      Let us now backtrack a bit and see just how justice was found. Now prior to proceeding
         to the obstacle of the “third wave,” concerning the possibility of the ideal city
         constructed in words, Socrates reminds us of the initial and still unconcluded object
         of the search. “The first thing to recall, then, is that it was the inquiry into the
         nature of justice and injustice that brought us to this pass. . . . if we do discover what justice is . . . ” (472b) Then, at 472e, Socrates likens the
         image of justice that they have created to the painter’s beautiful portrait of a man. Neither
         a painted portrait nor the “city in words” would be judged the less beautiful, the
         less well spoken, were that of which it is an image not to exist, or be possible as it is depicted.
         Glaucon, of course, already has a notion of what is meant by well spoken. Since Socrates
         elsewhere derides painting as an art (597d), in fact denies that strictly speaking
         it is an art at all, how are we to understand the use of this metaphor here and at
         several other points, as well as the constant use of vocabulary related to seeing,
         looking, the good use of the eyes, etc.? What is, exactly, “portraying a pattern”?
         True, the painting is in words, but how do the images in the Republic, particularly the “pattern” of the just city, differ in kind from those of Thrasymachus
         etc.? We are closer to being able to distinguish, in other words, between the imagery of dialectic and that of eristic.
      

      
       Near the close of Book IV the parts of the city had been found to be congruent with
         those of the soul, and the virtues of the former have been found in the latter. Had
         this not been so, we were to have returned with whatever conception of justice we
         had found at the level of the soul to compare it to the previous one at the level
         of the city and, in the manner of rubbing two sticks together, somehow the truth about
         justice would shine forth. But this method, of comparison and contrast, has somehow not turned out to be necessary.
      

      
      
         Socrates: Finished, then, is our dream and perfected—the surmise we spoke of, that
            by Providence [kata theon] at the very beginning of our foundation of the state, we chanced to hit upon [kinduneumenon] the original principle and a sort of type of justice. 
         

         
      

      
      
         Glaucon: Most assuredly.

         
      

      
      
         Socrates: It really was, it seems, Glaucon, which is why it helps, a sort of adumbration
            [eidōlon, an image] of justice [dikaiosunēs] this principle that it is right for the cobbler to cobble and occupy himself with
            nothing else, and the carpenter to practice carpentry, and similarly all others. But
            the truth of the matter was, as it seems, that justice is indeed something of this
            kind, yet not in regard to doing one’s business externally, but with regard to that
            which is within and in the true sense concerns oneself. (443b-d)
         

         
      

      The guiding providential hand was of course not some god, but Socrates. We did not
         chance to hit upon a type of justice that would be present both in the city and the individual.
         Let me sketch in broad strokes how this was done. A genetic/historical account is
         offered for the origin of the character of the larger in the smaller, but this is
         only to assuage the literal minded. The procedure was, in fact, to begin with the
         city as it exists, the “fevered” city, and to purify it to achieve the good city.
         But how was this purification carried out? Socrates starts with the traditional virtues
         and, in application to the city, significantly redefines each of them in just such
         a way that while they resemble somewhat the traditional virtues (and are hence easily
         accepted by the interlocutors) they are in actuality the virtues of the individual
         soul as Socrates conceives it. The transformation of the virtues is as follows:
      

      
      Wisdom

      
      Wisdom (sophia) traditionally would be taken to be knowledge connected with craftsmanship, or a
         theoretical knowledge (phronēsis). As political wisdom it would be the craft of ruling the city (as it is for Thrasymachus).
         But political wisdom here is specifically shaped to underwrite stability and unity, and opposition to pointless change. The stress is particularly on city preserving
         and exemplifying the harmonious unity out of many (422e-424b). Unlike a political
         technē, it is given a specific telos. It is sound judgement about legislation that will “maintain good relations both
         internally and with other cities” and secure the true happiness of each element by
         directing each member to the one task for which he is suited (through legislation
         and education). The political conservatism is mandated by the rationality of the organization of the whole. The virtue of wisdom
         is here rule over those who cannot rule themselves (a rule that is administered through
         legislation and education). Examples of the non-rational abuse of political power
         and other excesses are included for contrast. The stress on the achieving and preserving
         of unity, and identity of natural function, is autocratic, but not totalitarian if one takes this not as a political
         prescription but suitable when transcribed to the rule of the soul. (There are also
         specific features of the ideal city that are democratic, but as this is not the issue
         here I pass over that debate.)
      

      
      Courage

      
      Courage (andreia) conventionally would mean a character disposition, steadfastness in the face of
         danger, etc. The soldier guardians or auxiliaries are to protect the city from its
         enemies without and within. But the description of the dangers changes this virtue
         into something of another sort. Here (429b-c) the auxiliaries are to be educated in,
         and have as their defining task, to “preserve [the city’s] beliefs about things to
         be feared” as taught them by the guardians and the laws. And their enemies—from whose
         attack they are to preserve the beneficial beliefs “inculcated by the law through
         one’s education as to what things and what kinds of things are to be feared,” and
         against which they are to be steadfast, like dyed wool—are “pleasure and pain, fear
         and desire.” Courage, rather than an aggressive action (cf. Laches 178a-184; 199c, d, e) is “a kind of preservation.” And the most potent of these dangers,
         which to this moral dye is one that is “much more potent than any soda or soap or
         powder,” is “pleasure.” That this is a redefinition of bravery or courage is stressed
         by Socrates concluding, “I call and define [this] as courage, unless you say otherwise.”
         And “accept also that it is civic courage (politikēn) and your acceptance will be sound. We shall discuss the subject more fully some
         other time, if you want to . . . ” (430c). Clearly by this point this courage is not
         at all civic courage in the normal sense of the word. Here, even more than with wisdom, the virtue of
         the city has been tailored to exemplify the principles that will suit the soul and
         to already express in a working model the ontological claim for “what is to be feared”
         and what not. (This is reiterated in Book X, and examined in my analysis of the Phaedo.)
      

      
      Moderation

      
      Moderation or temperance (sōphrosunē). The traditional Greek concept is difficult to define, covering a variety of traits
         or behaviors. It obviously has something to do with a self-effacing restraint in various
         contexts. If Charmides is representing the traditional view, it is “doing all things
         orderly and quietly . . . temperance is a kind of quietness” (Charm. 159b, Jowett transl.). Not that this is at all an adequate definition, as Socrates’s
         elenchus there quickly shows. But it does, perhaps for that very reason, capture something
         of just that aspect which the redefinition will go beyond. The change here consists
         of two aspects. First, the traditional virtue is a description of the behavior of
         the single individual, while the Socratic version immediately divides the individual
         into ruler and ruled: “the expression seems to want to indicate that in the soul of
         the man himself there is a better and a worse part,” (431a) and one in which a disposition
         of character is replaced by an activity—passions “directed by reasoning with intelligence
         and right belief.” Second, and even more of a change, moderation is a step towards
         justice in that it too is a virtue “spread through the whole . . . both in the city
         and in each individual.” And finally, this is a diffusion of the influence or rule
         of reason, in the agreement of each part “as to who should rule.” The result then
         is that the moderation that before was only a certain quiet orderliness has now quickly
         become something active that “resembles a kind of harmony” or concord. In this last
         description, it is not merely a disposition but an active virtue that reflects a belief
         or opinion of the participants.
      

      
       

      
      For all three virtues, wisdom, courage, moderation, there has been a transformation
         of their content and of their form, each has become the exercise of a kind of belief.
         This transformation has prepared the way for the image of this particular virtuous
         city to resemble that of the virtuous soul as no political model city would, and in a way particular to the principles that will give the form
         or image to justice that Socrates wishes to represent.[19]  Following the generation of the virtues of the city, the description of the virtues
         of the soul (436-444) is arrived at by beginning with human capacities as inferred
         from behaviors, by classifying the latter into three groups and then applying the
         principle of identity of function to each, and to the whole, such that each is a distinguishable
         part of a whole or unity, and the dedication of each part to its function and the
         harmony of the whole is the sought for justice. But this description of the soul’s virtues had already been implanted in the city
         that preceded it. Since the larger, the city, has in fact been modeled with regard to the smaller, it is no wonder that there is a congruence, nor that justice
         turns out to be the same in each. That the number of parts is the same is solely a
         consequence of insisting, at the point of the pairing of analogous parts, on the notion
         of consistently applying the principle of identity, that is, that it is more intelligible
         and hence more real to assign a separate part to each form of behavior, and of course
         arbitrarily limiting the number to four virtues and three parts in both cases.[20] 
      

      
       Thus the progression of the dialogue itself at this point, the order of presentation,
         is the reverse of the order of importance, and of the knowledge of the artist painting
         the city in words. And the forming of each of these models, that of the city and that
         of the individual soul, is dependent on knowledge of the principles that form them,
         and notably of justice, the very thing sought. The notion of each thing having and
         preserving its own task and hence identity, and yet of each being harmonized with,
         subservient to, the unity of the whole, and that both of these are best, all function as principles, as hypotheses,
         with which the two models are given form. In sum, it is the Idea of justice that serves
         as, which functions as, the fundamental hypothesis which forms the two models. Or
         rather, it is a certain ontology that takes the form, in the Republic, of a hypothesis as to the nature of justice. In the first five books of the Republic it functions as a hypothesis for the construction of the two models which give it concrete, if ideal,
         form. This construction corresponds to the descent from hypothesis to image in the
         Divided Line. In the chapters on the dynamic of the Line and Cave I will trace the
         parallel of the meaning, structure, and dynamic motion of the Line and Cave.
      

      
       We return now to the passage at 443 quoted directly above. In what sense, we ask
         again, has the original principle of justice been “chanced upon”? Clearly it is Glaucon
         (and Adeimantus) who have been handed the principle, have “chanced upon it.” In what
         sense could they be said to actually know it? Recall that the original worry that Socrates raises at the end of Book I was that
         they had let the original question as to the nature of justice pass, and had been
         discussing whether it was vice and ignorance or virtue and wisdom. What they can be
         said to know, or to have experienced at this point, is the embodiment of the principle
         in models or images of the good city and the good soul, the principle in action, so
         to speak. But do they know the principle, or justice itself, that is to say as other
         than a hypothesis? The answer, clearly, is no. For only were they to pass by the “longer
         way” and the higher education would this be the case. Nor will the middle books provide
         that, since whatever they do provide they are not that education or that vision itself.
         Note that in the passage under consideration it is because of the ostensible chance
         nature of the way justice has been found that Socrates says that that “is why it really
         helps, a sort of adumbration of justice, this principle. . . . ” Shorey’s word “adumbration”
         stands for the Greek eidōlon, the standard word for an image, a shape, an image in the mind, or a portrait. This
         is to be distinguished from eidos, both starting from the same root; it is the latter that is used for the notion of
         kind, and for the Forms or Ideas. But what is the eidōlon here? Not the images of the soul and city that are developed, though the word certainly
         could be used of them as well, but the word is applied here to the principle itself.
         The principle is itself an image of justice, or, I would suggest, is justice expressed as a hypothesis or complex of hypotheses (see above) with which to form those images
         which are the models for the life worth living. But if such eidōla[21]  can be principles as hypotheses, then Glaucon’s soul can be formed by the principles
         via acceptance of the images that are formed on their basis—as is the case at the
         end of Book IV, the effect of philosophical rhetoric—Socrates’s elaboration of the
         respective virtues of the good city and soul. Note that the true home of the living
         principle, the principle actually at work, as an image of justice, is within the individual
         soul, for as Socrates adds,
      

      
      
         justice is indeed something of this kind, [that is to say, to ta heautou prattein] yet not in regard to doing one’s own business externally, but with regard to that
            which is within and in the true sense concerns oneself and the things of one’s self—it
            means that a man must not suffer the principles in his soul to do each the work of
            some other . . . (443d)
         

         
      

       It is only after and as a consequence of the achieved harmony of these parts, after
         “having linked and bound all three together and made of himself a unit, one man instead of many, self-controlled and in unison, [that] he should then and then only turn to practice, if he find ought to do either in the getting of wealth or the tendance
         of the body or it may be in political action.” And even then, such actions are treated
         here not as ends but as means: “ . . . believing and naming the just and honorable action to be that which preserves and helps to produce this condition of soul, and wisdom, the science that presides over such conduct .
         . . ” (443e). We note also that wisdom seems to be limited here to the practice of virtue, in accord with belief in the principle that forges this unity of the soul,
         and belief in that unity itself, as being the image of justice.
      

      
       How then does such a notion of image relate to the distinction between eristic and dialectic, or philosophical rhetoric?
         Eristic is described at 454a as the making of “purely verbal distinctions” reflecting
         and resulting from an “inability to apply the proper divisions and distinctions to
         the subject under consideration.” One ends up then “confusing wrangling with arguing.”
         In the case of Thrasymachus, since the end is not truth but power or victory, the
         motive itself may be described as an eristic one: to win or control the argument by
         the manipulation of merely verbal distinctions, either in one’s own argument, or by
         producing ostensible contradictions in the opponent’s arguments, is sufficient. The
         former is exemplified by Thrasymachus’s shifting, in fact reversing, of the terms
         of his argument in Book I with regard to justice being the advantage of the stronger,
         in order to maintain his thesis—arguing first that justice is the word of the ruler,
         and then that it is the conventional virtue (and fear) of the ruled, so that justice
         shifts from ruler to ruled but advantage remains always with the stronger. The production
         of contradiction in the argument of one’s opponent, is seen in the paraphrased objection
         that Socrates produces with regard to the argument concerning female guardians, an
         ironical Socratic image of eristic. Thus even when in this case the motive itself
         is not an eristic one, one may find oneself “slipping unawares into contentiousness,”
         “even against their wills,” as Socrates avows they (Glaucon and himself) have done.
         This is attributed to “the power of the art of contradiction” and its attraction.
         Now the results in such a case are believed valuable and true, and the method valid,
         only because one supposes oneself to be “not wrangling but arguing,” and this is so
         because of one’s “inability to apply the proper divisions and distinctions,” that
         is to say, because of one’s ignorance of the proper method and of its results. That
         is, one is attracted and impressed by the method and results of the “art of contradiction”
         because one literally does not know any better. But this ignorance could, as well,
         be said to be that of the person whose motive is eristical. Thus with regard to knowledge
         the initial distinction between method and motive is a tenuous one, as is the distinction
         between the two different motives of Glaucon and Thrasymachus. True, one pursues truth
         while the other pursues victory, but as long as ignorance of method prevails, the
         danger exists that (apparent) victory itself may be taken for truth. Furthermore,
         why would the “art of contradiction” be so attractive? Partly, as just suggested,
         for some it would appear to be the road to truth, in the absence of an alternative.
         But partly also, again in the absence of an alternative, because it appears desirable
         as an end in itself—it is seductive as a human endeavor. Adeimantus, and possibly
         Glaucon, are tempted to admire Thrasymachus’s (and Socrates’s) “way with words,” both
         with respect to style or eloquence and agility in argument (thus the complaint of
         various interlocutors in the dialogues with regard to Socrates’s tricks). But the choice of method is in part linked to the choice of goal. One chooses the
         method of eristic because one desires and loves power and eristic promises the sweet
         taste of victory, hence the language of trial and the courtroom, and of physical trials
         (453-454). But one chooses this end as best and its method as the right one partly because one is ignorant not only of an alternative method, but of the alternative
         end to which it conduces.[22] 
      

      
       What then does the alternative, “making proper distinctions,” here entail? It is
         not enough to start with “the principle that natures not the same ought not to share
         in the same pursuits” for this could itself be pursued as had just been the case in
         their first effort “most manfully and eristically,” that is, contentiously, analyzing
         the applications of the principle to produce a contradiction, and thus supposedly
         invalidate the principle. Rather, one ought to “consider . . . what particular kind
         of diversity and identity of nature we had in mind and with reference to what we were
         trying to define it when we assigned different pursuits to different natures and the
         same to the same” (454b). We are thus brought back again to a consideration of nature, this time in relation to correctly sorting out sameness and difference. One cannot
         talk sensibly of difference and sameness of nature unless one specifies with respect
         to what. Thus nature is defined as the same or different depending on what one is looking at: this is
         carefully expressed in the passage under consideration: “What form (eidos) of difference and sameness of nature and referring to what, do we define it when
         we grant as due or allow that we assign the same pursuits to certain natures as being
         the same and others different pursuits as being different by nature” (454b, my translation).
         It is thus not enough to be able to distinguish sameness and difference, as the example
         of the bald versus longhaired cobbler shows. Thus “we did not then posit difference
         of nature in any and every sense, but were paying heed solely to the kind of diversity
         and homogeneity that was pertinent to the pursuits themselves” (454d). It is then,
         a question of relevant difference and sameness, and this cannot be got from the multitude
         of qualities.
      

      
      To advance the argument, Socrates makes two changes, the first being tactical, directed
         at Glaucon (and the others), the second, more fundamentally methodological, for us.
         Socrates shifts first from the positive to the negative—in the absence of any relevant difference, women should be allowed the same guardian roles. “But
         if it appears that they differ only in this respect, that the female bears and the
         male begets, we shall say that no proof has as yet been produced that the woman differs
         from the man for our purposes . . . ” (454e) Secondly, and more crucially, rather
         than looking for a supposed difference in nature that could accord with an exclusion
         or limitation with regard to the conduct of the city, the argument is shifted to looking
         for a pursuit in which being a woman would make a significant difference. We argue
         then, not as before from difference and sameness of nature to appropriate difference
         and sameness of pursuits, but rather from definition of the pursuit as a test for
         potential capacity, that is, from pursuits to natures. Those that can fulfill it may be said to have demonstrated their sameness—thus the hypothetical
         discussed earlier. So, for example, the distinction between “the man naturally gifted
         for anything and the one not so gifted” is based on the results of observing in the
         relevant images that in fact “the one learned easily, the other with difficulty; that
         the one with slight instruction could discover much for himself in the matter studied
         . . . ” (454b). Note again that Glaucon does not really follow the argument, and falls
         back, with Socrates’s complicity, on the notion that while most men are better than
         most women in most things, exceptions must be allowed. Thus the flaw in the case of
         the watchdog/guardian of the polis image of 375a is repaired, for the reader, in that
         instead of moving from sameness of nature to same pursuits, here we move from the
         defining pursuit or function to the relevant difference or sameness. The images projected
         in the Republic are constructed as an elaboration of principles; they are images that are in a sense
         natural products of principles—principles made visible. The principles themselves, and the
         model of the functioning soul/city developed on their foundation, are intellectual
         images, both in their basis and in their appeal, while eristic by contrast, in both
         its methods and its ends, is based in the seductiveness of the image, and the experience,
         of power. The rhetoric of reason, as contrasted to the images of eristic, is 1) practice in application
         of hypotheses or principles, which is achieved through 2) participation in the construction
         of models, that is, images, which are the expression of those principles, and ultimately
         of the concepts that are their basis, 3) reflection on the divisions that are the basis of the images. Thus the soul-city analogy and the experience of
         both its construction and its dynamic constitute itself the initial education of potential
         guardians of the good soul, in Glaucon and the reader. It is a movement towards a
         Platonic redefinition of happiness and its relation to a revised understanding both
         of virtue and of the soul that will meet the threat posed by Thrasymachus. And it
         will do so in resolving the problem posed by Glaucon and Adeimantus. The construction
         of this analogy corresponds, I suggest, to that movement in the Divided Line (510b)
         which consists in the application of epistemic images taken as hypotheses to the construction
         of ideal visible images in the existent world—in this case that of imagination and
         discourse. The move to a higher level of discourse, where images are of a rather different
         kind, is reserved for the middle books (as suggested above).
      

      
      As noted earlier, the notion of pursuits as defining natures, is elaborated in some detail at the end of Book V where the discussion of the reality
         of capacities (dunameis) is the prelude to the discussion of the middle books, and it is to this that we
         now turn in the next chapter. Plato’s notion of capacities, as sketched schematically
         in the sections of the Divided Line and its objects, is key to understanding how the
         soul and its world interrelate. These capacities, I will argue, can each be seen as
         a kind of image-making. The resultant dynamic reveals how the Ideas are implicated
         at each stage, how they are imaged, in the interrelation of soul, world, and Idea.[23] 
      

      
      Notes

      
      
         
            1. See Gerasimos Santas, “The Socratic Method in Republic I,” Skepsis 20 (2009): 222-37. Santas thinks that Socrates’s rebuttal of Thrasymachus in Book
                  I has moderate success, and that Vlastos is wrong to limit it to an elenchus, and the consequent limitation per Vlastos that it “does not show that the original
                  belief is false, only that the interlocutor has inconsistent beliefs” (223). “We see
                  Socrates trying to show that a theory of justice is mistaken, not only by exposing
                  its inconsistencies, but also by arguing by analogy or generalization from substantive
                  premises about human arts and sciences,” (236) albeit by appeal to an “idealized conception
                  of the arts,” the notion of craft when it is used with its proper end in view and
                  with full knowledge, i.e., without making a mistake, or being pleonectic. But this
                  seems to want to grant a bit too much success to Socrates’s argument. The whole notion
                  of a proper knowledge and a proper end for x craft’s rule over its object requires
                  the analysis of the rest of the dialogue, in particular of the middle books, if Thrasymachus’s
                  argument is to be truly rebutted—an ontologically based knowledge of soul-craft. It
                  will not do just at this point to have separated the shepherd’s craft per se from his money-making art, or slaughtering art, unless we can have confidence in
                  our knowledge of the ruling art as more like the former than the latter. 
               

               See also Rachel Barney, “Socrates’ Refutation of Thrasymachus,” in The Blackwell Guide to Plato’s Republic,” ed. G. Santas (Oxford: Blackwell Publishing, 2006). 44-62. Barney also argues that
                  “Socrates’s arguments are somewhat more promising than interpreters have tended to
                  suppose.” She carefully unpacks the arguments, revealing their suppositions or weaknesses,
                  and the positive elements, that justice is “unifying, craft-like, the virtue of the
                  soul, and is what enables us to live happily,” but continues that “we might say that
                  the arguments set out significant clues or markers for justice: features or properties which justice must possess, and role it must be
                  able to play: They do so, however, without identifying what justice consists in or essentially is … and therefore without showing in a vivid and convincing way how it is able to do these things (Adeimantus’s complaint)” (58).
               

            

         

         
            2. Cf. Julia Annas, Introduction, chapter 3. I suggest that perhaps a lack of attention to the literary features of
                  the dialogue leads to overlooking the significance of the kind of benefits the interlocutors
                  consider and the relation to the argument. Annas, in trying to sort out whether Plato’s
                  argument is deontological or consequentialist, decides that it is neither. For her,
                  Plato opts for the position that virtue is desirable both in itself (the Gyges’s ring
                  challenge of most of the Republic), and for the benefits paid back at the conclusion of the argument in Book X (612c).
                  But the debt paid is owed only to the literal-minded Glaucon and Adeimantus, is conspicuously
                  mythical, and external—the real consequences or rewards have already been gotten in the justification of justice as the ontologically more real condition
                  of soul.
               

            

         

         
            3. G. R. F. Ferrari, “Glaucon’s reward, philosophy’s debt: the Myth of Er,” in Plato’s Myths, ed. Catalin Partenie (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2009), 116-33. Ferrari
                  stresses that “… not only is the myth [of Er] addressed to Glaucon, it is adapted
                  to his character and mental horizon. It shows us the limitation of that horizon on
                  this topic, the rewards of justice, and shows us too that the argument of the Republic has had to operate, for the most part, within those limits” (116). On this we agree.
                  But not quite on just what those limits are, and how that cashes out both over the
                  course of the dialogue, and in Glaucon’s relation to the concluding Myth of Er. My
                  comments on Ferrari’s reading of both are in the notes of the last chapter.
               

               C. D. C. Reeve, Philosopher-Kings: The Argument of Plato’s Republic (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1988) gives a careful analysis of the argument
                  and the role of consequences (24-42). But his conclusions in his section “Why Glaucon?” are rather different than
                  those reached in this chapter. He does stress that the overarching issue concerning
                  justice cannot be resolved without an examination of what soul is. The whole issue
                  of the choice of justice for its consequences versus for itself, etc. is indeed carefully
                  analyzed by Reeve. But it seems to me as illuminating, if not more so, to stress the
                  difference between internal versus external consequences, since this is the distinction
                  that Glaucon and Adeimantus are not clear about, nor can they be without a clearer
                  notion of the nature of soul.
               

            

         

         
            4. On the philosophical significance of the opening passages of the dialogues, see Proclus
                  on the Alcibiades (as quoted in Guthrie, Greek Philosophy, vol. IV, 2), “The introductory portions of the Platonic dialogues are in accord with
                  their whole purpose. They are not devices thought up for literary effect . . . nor
                  is their aim purely historical . . . they too are dependent on the theme of the dialogue
                  as a whole.” Cf. Friedlander Plato I, 366. n.8. 
               

            

         

         
            5. For an interesting discussion of alētheia, see Paul Friedlander, Plato, An Introduction (New York: Harper and Row for the Bollingen Foundation, 1958), ch. XI: Alētheia, A Discussion with Martin Heidegger.
               

            

         

         
            6. The significance of the form of speech, the kind of verbal image-making, that Glaucon
                  and Adeimantus request, as well as the ambiguity of their existential situation, do
                  not seem to me to have been adequately considered. (Cf. Annas ch.3). Compare P. C.
                  Smith, “Not Doctrine but ‘Placing in Question’” in Who Speaks for Plato, ed. G. Press (Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield, 2000), 113-26. In this essay, on the
                  method of book one of the Republic, Smith opts for “opening up questions” in “talking things through,” by placing a given
                  assumption in question, e.g., that justice is the self-interest of the stronger, through
                  examining the meaning of justice in situations where a variant of the opposite assumption
                  would apply. This allows for a Heideggerian working back to a lost fundamental meaning/name—a
                  “forgotten, primary, communal understanding” (of e.g., true justice as rooted in philia, as contrasted to the Thrasymachean sense of justice as self-interested pleonexia, cf. 123). Smith sees in the development of book one a method that “deviates radically
                  from single-strand linear logic of demonstration” (pace Reeve and Annas) As contrasted to a reading of Plato that seeks a platonic apodeictic
                  argument, Smith sees a “layered” method of exploration that proceeds to finding, defining,
                  searching out in discourse, the right name for a certain activity—to find the being
                  of justice we must search out the true meaning of being just, that is of acting, justly.
                  It is clear that his approach to the method of book one would give Glaucon and Adeimantus
                  intellectual credit, where I find them to be foils for the real philosophical dialogue
                  (to dialegesthai) between reader and author—hence my stress on the nature of what they request here.
               

            

         

         
            7. See Roslyn Weiss “Wise Guys and Smart Alecks in Republic 1 and 2,” in The Cambridge Companion to Plato’s Republic, ed. G. R. F. Ferrari (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007), 90-115.
                  Weiss argues that what Socrates spells out in the first two books is all that is essential
                  in the defense of justice, both in itself and for its consequences, to be simply fleshed
                  out in the rest of the dialogue—in particular, the missing piece, the details of the
                  nature of the soul. But truly the devil is in the details of that development. Glaucon
                  and Adeimantus’s sense of what is needed to come to the rescue of justice, I have
                  argued, is crucially encomium rather than apodeixis. Secondly, what is needed for Socrates to actually argue that the compulsion to return
                  to the Cave and to rule is not an injustice, a second best? Weiss thinks that the
                  essential elements of an answer are already implicitly given, in the notion of harmony
                  (inner for soul and outer for city), though this is in need of being fleshed out in
                  book seven. The just soul, Weiss argues, rather than being compelled in any negative
                  sense, actually rules in response to the express desire of the reformed souls of the
                  citizens of the polis (and the reformed spirited and desiring parts of the soul),
                  who now want the true philosopher to rule. Being just, hence refraining from unjust acts, “changes
                  a man’s desires,” and while ruling may still be onerous in itself, the consequences,
                  for both citizens and philosopher ruler, are “desirable.” Again, Weiss does say in
                  conclusion that “Socrates’s argument for the superiority of justice to injustice in
                  Book I is not complete, however, until the soul is introduced” (114). But just what
                  does it mean for the soul to be introduced into the argument? I would argue much more
                  than is implied in her argument concerning Books I and II and the reply to the challenge
                  posed by Glaucon and Adeimantus. For the nature of justice, and of the soul to be
                  explained rather than “praised” one needs not just a different method but crucially
                  a different ontology—and for that one needs the argument of the middle books, and
                  the detailed outline of the philosopher’s education. 
               

            

         

         
            8. See also Annas “What Are Plato’s ‘Middle’ Dialogues in the Middle Of?” in New Perspectives,1-23. “(T)he reader should accept Plato’s claims, not because of Plato’s authority
                  but on the basis of the understanding of Plato she has achieved as the result of her
                  own use of reason and argument” (4-5). Annas argues that for the philosophical reader
                  the earlier aporetic dialogues are a necessary complement to the middle ones. “Seen
                  in this light, Book I of the Republic rather than a remnant of an earlier style (some having argued on this basis that
                  was originally a separate dialogue), serves to both stress the continuity of the dialogues,
                  but also finds its place in the dramatic and philosophical unity of the Republic.” This is just the point of my explication of the refutation of Thrasymachus, and
                  the dramatic role of Glaucon as a friend of the Ideas. Thus the Republic is both aporetic and elenctic. With regard to Thrasymachus, the dialogue is so not
                  only in the obvious sense of the refutation of Book I, but also in that the rest of
                  the Republic, particularly the middle books, give an alternative to the implicit ontology of a
                  Thrasymachus as a basis for refutation. This is what might be called a positive elenctic, developing an argument about soul, happiness and justice that will save
                  Glaucon at one level, and the reader at another—so, aporetic for Thrasymachus etc.
                  elenctic for us. 
               

            

         

         
            9. For the argument that Glaucon’s request for a defense of “justice itself” is still
                  regarding this as an instrumental good, see Laszlo Versenyi, “Plato and His Liberal
                  Opponents.” Philosophy 46 (1971): 222-237, esp. 237, n.2. Versenyi argues that there is always a teleological
                  subtext to any request for a rational justification, particularly of a human virtue.
                  Compare Reeve, whose argument is similar in a way, an argument that shows that justice
                  itself is a homoiomerous essential component of happiness. If Reeve’s argument holds up, and I think that it does, to appeal to
                  happiness in the defense of justice is not to appeal to a consequence. “Happiness will not, then, be a mere G-consequence (Glauconic consequence) of being
                  just, and it will be possible to defend justice by showing that it pays off in terms
                  of happiness, without thereby violating the conditions for its defense set by Glaucon”
                  (31). Cf. Terence Irwin, Plato’s Moral Theory, (Oxford: Clarendon Press.1977) 184-91, also 325, n.8.
               

            

         

         
            10. See Guthrie, Greek Philosophy, vol. IV. (1957), 554 and especially note 3. For a more sympathetic view of Glaucon
                  and Adeimantus, see for example Ruby Blondell, “Letting Plato Speak for Himself: Character
                  and Method in the Republic,” in Who Speaks for Plato, ed. G.Press (Lanham, MD: Rowman and Littlefield, 1995), 127-46. The difference between
                  our approaches (and that of similar interpretations of the literary-philosophical
                  role of character) is that I take the serious philosophical conversation to be between
                  the reader and Plato about the interlocutors. Blondell takes Glaucon and Adeimantus as showing some of the requisite
                  intellectual skills, at least as philosophers-in-training. Blondell refers at one
                  point to the discussion of the “propaedeutic studies in mathematics and astronomy”
                  (at 533a), where Blondell says that “we can see, in Glaucon in particular, some sign
                  of ability to follow the curriculum that will eventually lead to knowledge of the
                  Good. (cf. 528d).” But the whole passage shows instead Glaucon’s limited, that is,
                  conventional, understanding of these studies as concerns their true propaedeutic value,
                  culminating in Glaucon’s revealing claim about the true value of astronomy, actually
                  quite funny: “I think it is obvious to anyone that it compels the soul to look upward
                  and leads it from things here to things yonder” (528e-529a). Finally, the notion that
                  the books other than book one address the arguments rather than the union of belief
                  and soul that is addressed by elenctic, I find odd in that the dialogue with the reader
                  over the whole of the Republic concerns precisely the consequences for how we live in the light of a reformed analysis
                  of the nature of soul and its interpretation of reality, hence of what would make
                  it truly happy.
               

            

         

         
            11. Guthrie (Greek Philosophy, vol. IV, 415-416) cites Phaedrus 271a-b and Gorgias 500-501b, 502d-e for the distinction between eristic rhetoric and philosophical rhetoric.
                  
               

            

         

         
            12. Is this sentence a conditional, as Grube’s translation suggests, or is the ‘eiper’ merely causal? I think he is right for the sense of it. Compare Bloom, “ if this
                  one is really right . . . ” (127).
               

            

         

         
            13. “Producing” is the correct term because justice and injustice are conditions of the
                  soul and as such not directly visible, and because just and unjust actions are said to be the result of states of soul, cf. 443c-d.
               

            

         

         
            14. Compare Paul Shorey, Plato, The Republic, (translation and commentary, in 2 vols. Loeb Classical Library editions Cambridge:
                  Harvard University Press, revised edition 1937, reprinted 1969). “The identification
                  of virtue with spiritual health really, as Plato says (445a), answers the main question
                  of the Republic” (Vol. II. 418, note c). The purpose of continuing on in the middle books for Shorey
                  is apparently solely to provide a philosopher-ruler: “the necessity of securing the
                  perpetuity of the reformed state by the superior intelligence of the rulers” (Vol.
                  I introduction, xvi). But this is to put the ontological cart before the horse! This
                  is consistent with Shorey’s view of the Good, which is essentially limited for him
                  to the moral or political viewpoint. (Cf. his introduction to vol. II. xxiii ff.)
                  
               

            

         

         
            15. See Panayot Butchvarov, Resemblance and Identity, (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1966), 173-97.
               

            

         

         
            16. Cf. Nicholas P. White, A Companion to Plato’s Republic, (Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing Company, 1979), 141. Again the limitations of
                  ignoring the significance of the mimetic aspect of the dialogue are here apparent.
                  White thus misses the distinction between the two beginnings, the important contrast
                  of methods (doxa vs. dialectic) and the ontological significance of the issue concerning nature and
                  natures. 
               

            

         

         
            17. On the relationship between the meanings of nature, having a nature and the meaning
                  of being, see the suggestive comments of Klein, in “On the Nature of Nature,” a lecture
                  given at St. John’s College, Annapolis, MD, Feb. 28, 1964: 1-21, esp. 9, 16-17. Republished
                  in The Independent Journal of Philosophy, vol. III, 1979. To apply his remarks to the present context, ritualized, conventional
                  descriptions of male and female, which would correspond to the physical natural division, are the basis of Glaucon’s initial assessment.
               

            

         

         
            18. This is to be discussed in detail in the next chapter. 

            

         

         
            19. See Irwin, Plato’s Moral Theory, 15-24, 195-217. I am concerned here primarily with the basis of the construction and
                  the ostensible analogy, not with a detailed analysis of the contents of the reformed
                  virtues as contrasted to the traditional ones, that is, with the issues that Irwin
                  deals with in detail—their justification, relation to Socratic problems of definition
                  and the issue of the value of these virtues, whether good for the agent or the beneficiary.
               

               See Bernard Williams, “The Analogy of City and Soul in Plato’s Republic,” in Gail Fine (ed.) Plato: Ethics, Politics, Religion and Soul, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999), 255-64. Williams’ article argues that there
                  are “grave obstacles to Plato’s reading back into the city what he needs for his political
                  conclusions, obstacles to some extent concealed by his use of the tripartite analogy”
                  (264). I have argued rather that the elaboration of the “larger,” the city, is carefully
                  designed to accommodate the “smaller,” the tripartite soul, so as to allow the analogy
                  to work—in short, reversing the announced strategy of finding justice in the larger
                  to enable seeing it more clearly in the smaller. 
               

               Contrast also Kenneth Dorter, The Transformation of Plato’s Republic (Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield, 2006), 131 n. 15, on Williams : “The whole-part
                  argument explains how the three characteristics (appetitiveness, spiritedness, and
                  rationality) get into the city, but the presence of the four virtues and the five
                  constitutions is explained by the internal relationship of the three characteristics
                  (parallel accounts for the city and the individual) not by additional whole-part arguments,”
                  (131) though this is not my solution.
               

            

         

         
            20. Contrast the difficulties that Annas finds, Introduction, 146-151. “If each class corresponds exactly to some function in the soul, then in
                  an important way the citizens of the state will not share a common human nature, or
                  conversely, if arguing from city to soul, each part will be a homunculus. But if the
                  city-soul as analogy is strictly adhered to, one will not insist on complete individuals
                  for the parts of soul, nor find the representative classes as each lacking a human
                  nature because they epitomize or take their identity from the function which it is
                  their task to symbolically represent as image.” 
               

               Compare Blossner, City-Soul Analogy, 345-85. Blossner stresses the rhetorical function of the analogy and hence the difficulty
                  if one takes the various cities as corresponding to political entities and respective
                  virtues. Like myself, he argues that the cities and the virtues (and vices) are so
                  described as to apply to the citizens’ values, the states of their souls, rather than
                  the city as a functioning political entity, and that this is done to set up, to facilitate,
                  the analogy. For example, “members of [an actual] city can change their allegiance,
                  but parts of the soul cannot. Those designated for the military class can become producers,
                  (415b-c) timocratic types can become oligarchic (551a), but within the soul, spirit
                  never becomes appetite” (358). etc. “In the context of this thought-experiment, names
                  become ciphers for mistaken ways of life, led by mistaken ideas of happiness. What
                  Socrates gives us here is no political critique but rather a critique of four ways
                  of life that compete for attention with the just way of life that he recommends” (371).
                  In sum, the analogy is crafted as a rhetorical device specifically to illuminate what
                  human justice, and happiness for the individual soul, are and are not.
               

            

         

         
            21. The very relation and terms of the Cave objects and their effect or perception by
                  eikasia—but here as the formation of right opinion.
               

            

         

         
            22. Note that I am not evaluating the argument of Thrasymachus concerning justice, as
                  interesting as that may be, but rather his motive and method, as setting the stage
                  for a contrast of rhetorics in Books II-IV, and the relation of Plato’s image in words
                  to the metaphysics on which it is based, outlined in the middle books, and explored
                  by me in the Phaedo analysis. For Thrasymachus’s argument itself, compare for example, Irwin (1977) 30,
                  179-183, Henderson (1970), Sparshott (1957), Reeve, (1988) 9-13, and Blondell (2000)
                  127-129.
               

            

         

         
            23. The complicated issue of whether Plato holds either an instrumentalist or a deontological
                  position with regard to virtue, hence the relation of justice to happiness, hinges
                  in part on just how the craft analogy is parsed. This in turn will affect how we interpret
                  the argument of the rest of the Republic. There is an illuminating dispute in the exchange of letters in the Times Literary Supplement following Vlastos’s review of Irwin, commencing Feb. 24, 1978 . (Gregory Vlastos,
                  Times Literary Supplement, Feb. 24 to Sept. 22, 1978).
               

               For Irwin, Socrates’s use of the Craft Analogy points to virtue as instrumental, a
                  craft-like means to happiness, while the sufficiency of virtue thesis suggests that
                  virtues are either the whole of, or components of happiness. (Cf. 100, 281) Vlastos
                  holds that Irwin is right about Plato but wrong about Socrates regarding the sufficiency
                  of virtue thesis, i.e., that Socrates is not an instrumentalist any more than Plato
                  is, and that there is no irreconcilable tension between the Craft Analogy and a sufficiency
                  of virtue thesis, at least when these are properly understood. In other words, that
                  happiness is in both cases a final good of which virtue (hence justice) is an integral
                  part, a component. 
               

               See also Myles Burnyeat, “The Virtues of Plato,” in The New York Review of Books, Sept. 27, 1979. In his review of Irwin, Burnyeat, like Irwin, rejects use of the craft
                  analogy to support an instrumentalist view. He links this rejection, and a different
                  (Platonic) view of happiness than that of Socrates, to the doctrine of recollection,
                  for its assertion of the independent existence that will resolve the problem of the
                  relativity of predicates. In this case, “that justice and goodness exist on their
                  own separately from the sensible things which are concrete instances of justice and
                  goodness,” must be linked to an interpretation of separation, since good and other
                  value predicates cannot be given in value-neutral terms. Because of the relativism
                  of empirically based comparisons and judgments about happiness, etc., any instrumentalist
                  version of the craft analogy must be abandoned, in which disagreements are about differences
                  of means. Thus it cannot be that an “evil-doer is mistaken only about means to [happiness]”
                  but rather that “his desire is misdirected or corrupt not only his belief” (59). The independent existence of forms, based on a doctrine of separation, will
                  provide the necessary objectivity. The point is generally correct, but Burnyeat slips
                  it seems to me—concrete instances of justice and moral goodness are obviously not
                  concretely in sensible things (as immanent) and need not be separated from them, rather
                  they need to be separated from concrete instances of virtue or virtuous acts, and
                  the road to this form of separateness is complex. For this kind of separation, a different
                  notion of independent existence is required. The doctrine of recollection must be
                  interpreted, I argue, in conjunction with an interpretation of the doctrine of separation,
                  and both of them demythologized, all of which forms part of my own interpretation
                  to follow. 
               

            

         

      

   
      Chapter 2

      Discourse

      
         
         
      

      
      The Third Wave and the Possibility Issue

      
       In the previous chapter, we dealt with the nature of the soul-city analogy. But we
         did not deal with why an analogy in the form of an image is employed at all. At 473a,
         after the city has been sketched out, Plato has Glaucon’s agreement that it is “natural
         for practice or action (praxin) to grasp less of truth than speech (lexeōs).” But how much less, and what is meant by praxis and lexis? The immediate reference is to the image of the just city that has been “created
         in words” as a type or model (paradeigmatos) by or against which we may measure actual just men and cities, and from which we
         can see what justice itself is, which is really the measure. Hence in the larger sense
         it might be expected that this same statement about practice and speech could apply
         to the Ideas themselves, since the Ideas are referred to as being more substantial
         in Plato’s scheme of things than their actual instances, which in turn would then
         be termed practice. It is with this extended meaning of the contrast in mind, and perhaps looking forward
         to dianoia, that Grube, otherwise fairly literal in his translation, translates lexis in this sentence as “theory”—which is strictly speaking not in the text.
      

      
       Action and speech, practice and theory, being activities of a consciousness in relation
         to truth, theory would then be something having to do with the perception of the Ideas,
         and practice would be the application of, say, the Idea of justice, in the world of
         experience, for example in the guardian’s writing of laws. The laws would then be,
         in relation to theory (formed around a perception of the Ideas), themselves a kind
         of practice. Yet the laws are in a sense also a kind of theory, and speech its embodiment,
         lexis in contrast to the praxis of particular instances of their application. But particular instances of justice
         are not made just by theory since it is said (in the Phaedo, for example) that the instances are the occasion through which we are able to mount to, and perceive that which is just in itself.
         Finally, the immediate context for this phrase, the “model of a good city in our argument,”
         is compared to the work of a good painter, and contrasted to its possible existence
         in practice. The latter, if it can be shown to be possible at all, will have only
         a “measure of success”—it is the nature of “practice,” because it involves more than
         words, because it is involved with action and matter, not to “exist precisely.” Thus
         the examination that follows 473 will be of what is now badly done in the cities which
         prevents them from being governed in this way, and what is the smallest change which
         would enable a city to reach our type of government” (473b), that is, to the degree
         possible. As to the former, the model, the picture painted in words, what at the end
         of Book IX is called a “model laid up in heaven,” though it is closer to the truth
         than is practice of its application, yet it too is a construction—it too is an image. The ideal city constructed in Books II-IV is on the one hand
         a theoretical construction, a theory in lexis in relation to its use as a model or paradigm for the politics of the soul, the life
         of the just man (which inevitably falls short of justice itself)—but it is also in
         a sense a practice, the image-making of the philosopher, in relation to the Idea of justice—thus a construction,
         an ideal, not an Idea. And the purpose of these images, of both justice and injustice
         it should be noted, was “with these models before us, to see how they turned out as
         regards happiness and its opposite” (472c). Thus, using these images as if they were
         indeed lived, that is, imagined as living practice and not as theory, “we would be forced to come to an agreement about ourselves, that he who was as
         like them as possible would also have a life most like theirs.”
      

      
       But if then even what is “formulated in words” is in a sense a practice, albeit as an ideal a more perfect one than any government we may actually set up
         in imitation of it (whether amongst the city of many souls or the one soul that is
         a city within), what is it that is truer than it, and that on which it is based? To
         what extent might even this basis, the Ideas, itself be regarded as a kind of theōria and itself a kind of practice, though the ground of all other practice, including lexis. What is the relation of lexis and practice for Plato and their relation to the Idea? Is the Idea too in some sense
         an Ideal? What is the status of the painted image of the ideal city as image, as paradigm or model, and its relation to what is above it, the Idea, and
         below it, the “possible city”? What is a philosophical image of an Idea? Might even the Idea or Form, in some sense, be seen not only as an original but also itself functioning in certain respects as a practice at the highest level?[1] 
      

      
       Now it is agreed that the discussion will not have been “less worthwhile if we cannot
         prove that it is possible to found a city such as we have described”—i.e., that with
         “such models before us” even if unrealizable, we will still be able to complete our
         purpose, which was to “see how they turned out as regards happiness and its opposite,”
         etc. and this would seem to be enough to fulfill the original purpose. Then too, the
         beautiful painting of the completely just man or city would nonetheless be beautiful
         for its being a mere ideal, and its painter nonetheless a good painter, or so it would
         seem. Thus, the conversation is to continue apparently not by some necessity, but
         “if we must, to please you” to discuss the question of possibility, and then only with the agreement beforehand
         that “to realize anything in practice as it can be formulated in words” is not possible,
         and that, again “it is natural for practice to have a lesser grip on truth than speech.”
         But that the conversation continues simply to “please” the interlocutors is absurd.
         To show “how and in what respect” this city “might best be possible” must have a greater
         necessity than that; the “to please you” is clearly ironic (just as the task of defining
         justice cannot really be completed by the end of Book IV, leaving the larger part
         of the Republic as so much icing on the cake). But clearly the construction of the just city, while
         a detailed exposition, requires the justification and completion of its ground—the
         principles of its construction.[2] Since this issue of the possibility of the ideal city, the one which in its administration
         “can come closest to our theories” is to introduce for the first time the person of
         the philosopher-ruler, and philosophy itself, both in its practice and its theory—in
         the discussion of the middle books—it would be rather too trivial to make such serious
         matter a gratuitous excursion, and render the Republic as lacking any organic structure or necessity. Nor would much of the discussion and
         imagery of the Sun/Line/Cave be needed even to meet the minimum needs of a simple-minded
         notion of possibility—one in which all one would need to do is simply posit a philosopher-ruler as in charge of the wise law-making and administration of the
         then truly just city, or a reasonable approximation thereof. No need to go into detail
         about just what truth the philosopher-painter has his eye on, and how it is possible!
      

      
       The possibility issue as concerns the ideal city is played out again at the level
         of the individual soul, concerning here too its justice, happiness and moral conduct.
         Terry Penner, in “The Historical Socrates and Plato’s Early Dialogues: Some Philosophical
         Questions,”[3]  argues that strictly speaking it is not the desires that differ but the beliefs
         that x is desirable (will make me truly happy). But I would suggest that it is in the initial
         split between belief and desire that he goes astray, and in attributing this to the
         historical Socrates as well. To begin with, it seems contrary to common sense that
         Socrates would not see many cases where the passions determine what one rationalizes
         in a belief. What has happened I think is that given a preference for a certain desire-belief
         action theory, Penner keeps the primary desires as general and fixes the locus of
         the objects of desire in the belief part of the formula. But my desire for x is surely visceral, and distinguishable from the belief that x will make me truly happy. In a sense, desires are already beliefs. And it is likely
         that Socrates appreciated that many if not most actions implied that it is good because
         I want it, rather than the contrary. If this is right, then rather than a deep split
         between a Socratic teleological determinism and a Platonic irrationalism, it would
         seem simpler, and consistent, to read Socrates (an historical Socrates reflected in
         the early dialogues if one wishes) as arguing what would be the case if only we saw
         more clearly, and Plato completing the argument by an analysis of the soul that shows
         why we don’t. In both cases the locus of the obstacles to virtue, hence again the
         possibility issue, are in the motive force of desires and the resistance of desire’s
         own beliefs—which are cashed out in ignorance and false beliefs, as contrasted to knowledge.
         What Plato supplies is an analysis of the source of the soul’s blindness, and on my
         account this requires both a developed psychology (perforce different than Penner’s)
         and an ontological argument that will ground the soul’s moral conduct and the true
         context of real possibility—which is what we get in the Republic (and elsewhere).
      

      
       Let us then take another look at this issue of possibility, with an eye to finding
         some more serious inner necessity for the ensuing discussion and imagery and a more
         careful notion of possibility. At an earlier point, the objection had been raised
         that we were possibly making the guardians unhappy by depriving them of certain luxuries,
         etc. to which the reply was that we were not looking to make any one part of the city
         well off—happy or content—but rather the whole. And yet it is after all the happiness
         of the individual just man that is to be in the end measured against that of the unjust
         individual to see which is the greater, or which more truly happy. The city constructed
         was to serve as a model wherein one could read justice and then see if, were justice
         found to be the same in the individual, such an individual would indeed be truly happier
         because of it. Yet at this stage in the Republic it is the city itself that is foremost in the minds of both the reader and the interlocutors.
         It is this city of many souls, the possibility of which is that third and “greatest
         wave” of objection. The model that we have constructed is of the ideally just city,
         yet the judgment, which we must make, is of the ideally just man (and the ideally
         unjust man). Why then did we not construct the latter, that is, an image of him? Because
         it was argued at the transition of Book II that the image of justice and injustice
         could not be seen clearly, or rather, that justice within it could not be so seen.
         This is so not, as it is first presented, because of their relative size—the non-visible,
         e.g., justice, is not any larger in the city nor any smaller in the man, but rather,
         I suggest, precisely because our attachment to the visible world makes it difficult
         to see beyond the apparent simple unity of the one individual, represented by the
         body which we experience and identify with, that which is imaged in reflections of
         the mirror and in the images of the painter. And which we also represent to ourselves
         as that psychological unity of the individual identified with sensation, feelings
         and memory—in short, with all that is collected under the term self-awareness or consciousness of self.
      

      
       This false image, of the apparent unity of the self—a simple oneness whether of the
         body or the soul—is to be replaced by a many that is potentially one. And this is best done, best illustrated, in a context where it is readily accepted,
         that is to say a visible, experienced many—the many souls of the city. For in this
         context, not only will the manyness be readily apparent, but also the idea of a unity
         of a non-visible, not individually subjective unity, yet one that is tied to the manyness
         of the collection of citizens, hence more imaginable, and already familiar in the
         ideal and practice of the polis. Then, too, the causes of a lack of unity can be analogized and studied in the practices which we call war when considering
         one city in conflict with another, and which Plato applies to the conflict within
         the polis itself. Justice then, is not more apparent because it is “writ larger” but because
         in the images of the Idea it is in a form that is more recognizable—nor is it found,
         as it were, but rather defined and created, or recreated. The precondition for understanding
         not only what justice is but how it is, and how it is possible, is the heuristic movement
         from the simple apparent unity of the existent one to the created or formed unity
         of the non-visible many.[4]  The apparent one must first be accepted, seen, in its actual disparate manyness
         before a unity can be imagined or sought both in theory and in practice. An image
         or paradigm of the just man needs to be mediated through an image of the just city
         because we have an ontological bias, an ontological opinion with regard to what is
         real, hence what is really one, which stands in our way—we take ourselves to be already
         one, and hence a natural unity. This notion needs to be destroyed, deconstructed, before a new one can be
         constructed in its place. Plato’s method is first to do the reconstruction at the
         level of analogy, while the ontological deconstruction goes on sub rosa in the principles and method of construction—the practice of the building of the
         image—and then to return to an explicit examination of the ground of the new image
         of the city and person in a new image of the ontology that lies behind it.
      

      
       There is another way to see the same necessity of method and content. The ultimate
         goal was to be in a position to judge of justice and injustice as to which life would
         give the greater happiness. By carrying out the argument through the analogy of the
         city not only is the unity of a many issue able to be raised but that of the nature
         of happiness itself—and this, not only when the happiness of the whole is supported
         over against that of any one part. Plato does not exclude the happiness of the particular
         part or individual but only points out that such is not the objective in forming the
         image in order to find justice in the city “happy with itself.” But in turning to
         the image of the city as the appropriate analogy the very kind of happiness has altered.[5]  A city, ideal or otherwise, is not an individual consciousness, and thus cannot
         be said to experience happiness. At the beginning of the forming of the image of the
         city we have Socrates replying to the objections that the model is lacking in luxuries,
         in condiments for the meals, etc., that it is a “city of pigs” not of men. Socrates
         responds by suggesting that the original image seems a good one to him as an image
         of justice, and that what they are suggesting is a construction and consideration
         of what he characterizes as a “fevered city.” The latter is of course more realistic,
         corresponds to the city and the individual as we actually are, and allows us to examine
         the actual condition that poses the problem to which Plato’s notion of justice corresponds
         as proffered solution; justice as the curing of the fever and the taming of the beast.
         But for the point at hand, of more interest is that the city is characterized in quite
         human terms, as “fevered”—so much so that it is unmistakable that a metaphor is at
         work, it is inescapable, and thus the image, while serviceable, at the same time stands
         out in its difference—a city cannot feel “fevered” as an individual can; they are, on this score, different kinds of beings.
      

      
       But what if the analogy is worked in the other direction? That is, not looking upward
         from the standpoint of the individual to the city, but rather downward from the paradigm
         of the ideal city to the individual (bearing in mind that the city is shaped expressly
         to mirror the soul). The question then becomes, looking now not just at fever but at happiness, whether the happiness of a city, a happiness which by its very nature is not a feeling,
         and which by its very nature is a created thing, whether, on both scores, human being
         can imitate such a model. In other words, what is a significant difference between
         the two elements of the comparison serves as the basis for a shifting of the ground
         of the discussion. Which is not to say that the painting of the image of a different
         notion of happiness, in however beautiful colors, is self-justifying. Quite the contrary.
         To shift from the natural notion or image of human happiness as a feeling to the constructed image of human happiness as a condition or state is a shift in ontology that is in much need of a ground. Or at least it is in need
         of an imagery that is specifically directed at explicating the larger ontological
         claims on which the particular images of human being are based (the city of many souls
         and the soul of many inner cities). And such is the necessary task of the ontology
         and imagery of the middle books.
      

      
        In the previous chapter, I have already suggested that the image of the polis and its virtues is formed with the soul and its virtues in view, thus that the relationship
         of social justice to psychic justice is to be seen strictly in this light. The happiness
         of the ideal polis need not result from other than the psychic justice ideal of inner harmony because
         there are no real complete individuals represented within the image (see below). Still, one
         may ask what the relationship would be of social or relational justice to the newly
         defined justice of inner harmony, and also with what justification the term justice can be applied to the latter at all. Is it recognizable as what is commonly called
         justice, or, does it have anything in common with vulgar justice to justify the substitution of the one for the other as real justice?[6] 
      

      
       Choosing to construct an image of the just city rather than one of the ideally just
         man has not so much to do with the ontological shift as with the form of the argument
         and more directly with the question of possibility. The original goal was to be able
         to judge of justice and injustice as to which life would give happiness and which
         unhappiness, that is, as Adeimantus asks, “So do not merely give us a theoretical
         proof that justice is better than injustice, but tell us how each, in and by itself,
         affects a man . . . ” (367b). Now we have given above the reasons why the image is
         that of an ideal city and not that of an ideally just individual (note that when it
         comes to the ideally unjust, an image is constructed at the level of the individual—that of the tyrannical soul, but then
         this is after the ontological air has been cleared). Apart from these reasons for the argument
         being carried out through the image of the ideal city one might be tempted to regret
         the absence of such an image of the ideally just individual as precisely something
         that might then serve practically, as that painter’s model. Or, to put it negatively,
         if the city constructed is only an ideal and the rest continued “to please you” (albeit
         this is meant ironically, so I have argued), is this equally so of the possibility
         of the just man—is this only an ideal? The answer must be no—for the city to exist only in the heavens might indeed be
         thought beautiful—nonetheless, for the just man to exist only so would be shameful,
         or in the context of the argument, laughable, and not a true defense of justice. Now
         any actuality is to fall short of its ideal image, and as Plato says at one point,
         even by a little is an incommensurable gap—yet in some sense the question of by how much is crucial, and even more so, in what manner does it fall short.
      

      
       For the city to come as close as possible requires either luck (chance) or the gods
         (cf. 592a), which emphasizes how far this is unlikely—one would need either luck or the gods to 1) get a philosopher-king to start out with 2) get a populace
         who would accept one. How unlikely it is that, for example, the pre-ideal city will
         agree to give up their children over ten years of age to “send into the country …
         away from their parents” and way of life. It is enough possibility to satisfy Glaucon
         that the whole construction is not merely wishful thinking, but the possibility hangs
         by a rather slim and unphilosophical thread. “You agree then that what we have said
         about the city and its constitution is not altogether wishful thinking, that these
         things are difficult, but somehow possible, though only in the way indicated, whenever
         true philosophers, be it one or more, become rulers in a city” (540d). That Glaucon
         and Adeimantus have their feet a little too firmly planted on the ground, in their
         susceptibility to Thrasymachus, has been argued in chapter one. It is of a piece with
         their being arrested at the level of concern for the possibility of the ideal city
         of many souls, rather than the constitution of the soul that must seek the unity of
         its own multiplicity. When they say that “the more you speak like this the less we
         shall let you off from telling us how this city is possible” (472a), it is the realization
         of the paradigm literally transported to earth as a city which they wish to see defended
         and explained—at this point seemingly having forgotten the original task (recalling what had been said of memory as one of the requirements
         for the philosophical personality). But the case for the possibility of realization
         of the individual as just and hence happy is far graver—and far more relevant to the
         Republic, as we have not failed to stress, since “to come as close as we can” would be needed
         as a real possibility if the argument regarding happiness is to be both convincing
         and viable.
      

      
       If a just city cannot be founded, if it is possible but not likely, well, at least
         the individual man might be approximately just, and there would be a more or less
         demonstrable reason for his being so, if justice were shown to be a condition of his
         happiness. But if not only the just city is unlikely but the just man equally so,
         then we are left with nothing, with an empty ideal, and effectively, Thrasymachus
         gains the day. It must be shown then not only that the individual would be living
         the best life, if he were to approximate the justice of the ideal, but that his life
         is sufficiently possible, unlike the city—i.e., that its actualization does not depend
         on chance or the gods. About the realization of public happiness in the public city
         Plato can afford to be skeptical, pessimistic to the point of irony, but about the
         realization of private happiness in the private city he dare not be so. As well, it
         will turn out that the private city, the soul, is itself public, in its relation to lexis and truth, and the public or social nature of images and image-making. The sense
         for this is developed in our discussion of the Cave and the Divided Line, in the chapters
         to follow. That it is solely in the latter that the true constitution is actualized
         in imitation of the ideal, is corroborated by the discussion at the end of Book IX,
         where it is the government within that is finally at issue. “The man of sense will
         direct all his efforts to this end [the inner condition of justice] even of his own
         body . . . he will cultivate harmony in his body for the sake of consonance in his
         soul” (592a). As regards honors, that most precious of Greek commodities, “He will share in and willingly taste those
         which he believes will make him a better man but he will avoid both public and private
         honors which he believes will destroy the existing condition of his soul.” Then immediately,
         the response by the interlocutors, “He will not then, if that is his concern, be willing to go into politics.” To which
         Socrates replies, “Yes, by the dog, he will, at least in his own kind of city, but
         not in his fatherland perhaps, unless divine luck should be his.” Now clearly the
         fatherland is the native city—the public one—and here it would be unlikely, it would
         take divine luck, a dubious commodity for a philosopher. But if this skeptical irony is felt, then
         the emphasis is all the more positive, and emphatic—that is, emphatically on the one
         city where there is a real possibility—the philosopher’s “own kind of city,” the private
         city.[7]  Hence the politics of the soul is the only one where the “model laid up in heaven”
         can in fact serve[8] —”our city of words” as Glaucon calls it. But there is no politics there, in heaven, only in the actual application
         of the model, only “as he looks” then to “set up the government of his soul” (592a). We look upon that model/image,
         and it is in the attempt to take it as the original, to form ourselves after it, that politics is engaged in, in the government of our
         own souls here, in the creative, time-bound attempt to “set up the government or constitution (politeia) of the soul.” “He would take part in the public affairs of that city only, not of
         any other.” This would also allow for just actions as an effect, indeed as the field in which the mortal just soul would express its inner justice
         as conventional social justice.
      

      
       Thus there are not two images provided, one of the ideal city and one of the ideal
         man; the paradigm constructed serves for both, and in its application has its end
         (telos) or purpose only as the visible image of the latter. It is because the soul is invisible,
         though our real being, that we need a visible image of it in the city. It is in effect
         a visible paradigm of non-visible justice (see the discussion of the Divided Line
         to follow).[9] 
      

      
       But if we are right thus to stress the primacy of the individual soul as the true
         (good/just) city, the means to this end is contained in the image of the philosopher
         who is also a ruler, albeit ultimately only of himself. The response to the “third
         wave” is the Philosopher-Ruler. And thus it is that the nature of philosophy itself
         and the nature of the philosopher, that is, the philosophical nature, is raised. The
         question of philosophy is raised for the first time at Book V, 472a, and is followed
         by the first explicitly philosophical discussion, in the attempt to distinguish the
         true from the false philosophers. This discussion serves as a rough introduction to
         the middle books, where the matter of philosophy and the philosophical life is given
         its proper constructed image. In effect, the distinction between the apparent philosophical
         life and the true one, as outlined in the discussion of the “lovers of the spectacle
         of sights and sounds” versus the “lover of the spectacle of truth,” inherent in the
         nature of that spectacle. But this sort of anticipation, or circularity, is characteristic
         of the structure of the Republic in general. Thus, before turning to an analysis of the imagery of the middle books
         we shall look at this preliminary discussion (with a brief look at the education of
         the true philosopher, from Book VII). We note too, what is rather obvious, that the
         philosopher, and philosophy itself, at least in the Republic, is presented as a means to the truly just life, ultimately, to happiness truly defined,
         and not an end in itself. This life is combined in the person (and so represented
         in the image) who has both knowledge, has “learned to know the ideal reality,” and
         who does “not fall short of others in experience.” And further, that while he is to
         be “enamored of that kind of knowledge that is eternal, and is not wandering between
         the poles of generation and decay,” the context of the argument requires that this
         knowledge be put to work. The philosopher’s soul is the site of the true city and
         its politics, and it is the philosopher who is responsible for its constitution.
      

      
      Knowledge and Opinion: the Philosopher versus the Sight-Lover

      
       The philosopher is said to be the “lover of all kinds of knowledge” and not just
         of one, nor of each kind would he pursue “only a part” but the whole of it. This rather
         general notion could of course be generously treated as a tribute to the philosophical
         spirit’s intellectual curiosity. Then too, if we look at it when it is a question
         of detailing the education of the philosopher somewhat later in Book VII after the Line, there are a broad range of subjects to be studied. Yet, when at that point
         the subjects are set out (521c ff.) they are not so broad as to encompass any and
         every kind of knowledge—and are in fact not so much chosen for their content, as objects
         of intellectual curiosity, but rather specifically as suitable, if studied with a
         specific perspective, for their effect on the soul of the learner. They are, it should
         be recalled, not an end in themselves but serve simply as the means by which the philosopher’s
         soul may be prepared for that higher insight which is the knowledge of the Ideas in
         and of themselves. To the extent that each study has a content that is amenable to
         establishing a habit of thought that is appropriate to the perception of the Ideas,
         it may serve. Thus, astronomy is mere star-gazing if it is just looking into the sky,
         and not at all, as Glaucon suggests, a way of turning the soul from concern with earthly
         things to concern with the higher, heavenly things. In fact, even the study of mathematical
         motions of the heavens, while an improvement on the mere idealistic romanticism of
         the “star gazer,” is still the study of the changeable, of an irregular motion no
         matter how beautiful the stars; and no matter how assiduously one attempts to contain
         their motion with the application of geometry etc., the material nature of the object
         remains stubbornly visible, that is to the eye of the “true astronomer.” Ironically,
         the real astronomer gazes not upward but downward—to the piece of paper and the penciled
         calculations and diagram.[10]  For while that to which it is applied, and from which it is drawn in a sense, is
         variable and inexact, the diagram etc. is not so (which is not to say that one does
         not need to compare the two, and adjust or change the diagram). Thus it is geometry
         which is the most important part of the study, and is contrasted to the study of the
         motions themselves as the non-visible to the visible. And it is in this aspect that
         the study is part of the preparation of the philosopher for higher things. But even
         that study of the “true existences” is once again said to have its end, in the context
         of the Republic, in reconstructing the soul that will be capable of political rule.
      

      
      
         —Let us then study astronomy by means of problems as we do geometry (itself) and let
            the things in the sky go, if the study of astronomy is to be to make the naturally
            intelligent part of the soul useful instead of useless.
         

         
      

      
      
         You are prescribing a task that is many times harder than the present practice of
            astronomy.
         

         
      

      
      
         —I think that our other prescriptions will be of the same kind if we are to be of any benefit as lawgivers. (530c)
         

         
      

      
      Thus, “astronomy must be studied in a different way, if the study is to be useful
         for our purpose” (529c). The study is to serve as both a reinforcement for, and an
         example of, the difference between the visible and the non-visible, accessible within
         our experience. The “ornaments which brighten the sky,” though “the most beautiful
         and most exact of visible things . . . fall far short of the true existences, of the
         motions by which true speed and true slowness are carried along in true number and
         true shapes, both in relation to each other and carrying along what these true shapes
         contain.” But these “true existences” are not the Forms or Ideas: here, the “motions,”
         however perfect, are in turn only the rationalized motions, rational constructions,
         at least as compared to the elements applied to their description, e.g., “true speed”
         and “true number.” The rational images are used to explain the visible, and they in
         turn rest on that which is more truly called the unchanging Ideas. The passage distances
         Plato from the conventional eternality of the Greek heavens. For the studies of the
         motion of the stars, the mathematical works which we design are, as is the model of
         the ideal city, constructions that utilize and presuppose the reality of the principles
         and elements on which they are constructed. Such models are, as Socrates says, like the plans of Daedalus (for his famous automata, for example).
         On coming upon them, “A man versed in geometry, on seeing these, would think them
         beautifully worked out, but that it was absurd to examine them with any hope of finding
         the truth there about the equal, or the double, or any other ratio” (529e). Now note
         that Plato does not speak of an astronomer coming upon these plans, not even a real
         astronomer, but rather a geometer. And what this geometer says about Daedalus’ plans
         is as true of his own field, of geometry—“for neither will the truth about the equal,
         or the double, or any other ratio” be found there; these are precisely the elements
         which are assumed as known, utilized in the study and construction of geometrical
         space, and studied in themselves only insofar as they are seen in application, i.e.,
         at work—as are justice and the ontological principles at work in the construction
         of the ideal city. Hence the “real motions” of the stars (planets), while they “can
         only be perceived by reason and thought,” and are thus closer to the invisible realm
         than the visible, bringing those who study them in turn closer to the non-visible
         world, still, such motions, whether in the sky or on paper, are themselves only images of the truly non-visible
         elements—in the example of astronomical motion, of the ideas of speed and slowness and regularity, without which the account of motion would be unintelligible.
      

      
       The advantage of the geometer is that the essentiality of such elements is not obscured
         by the flux and inexactness of the material world. Thus, for the sake of ontological
         clarity geometry is the example chosen in the discussion of the Divided Line. But,
         again, it is in the realm of images of the mixed kind of existence that the separation
         of the visible and the non-visible has its most important application. Thus, finally,
         of the real astronomer, it may be said that he looks upon the “embroidery of the sky
         as models in the study of those other things.” Even as the stars are reduced to examples
         or subjects for paradigms in the diagrams on his paper, so these diagrams are images
         containing, re-presenting, the elements of intelligibility appropriate to the subject
         at hand. The geometer, the astronomer, or the constructor of the ideal city, each
         must ask of his image whether it in fact works, whether it contains, in both senses of the word, the phenomenon sought to be brought under control and/or
         into the light of intelligibility. But as to the very means which are employed, though
         insight is gained into their nature through their very use, and some sense of their
         reality in the experience of their efficacy, yet to ask specifically for knowledge
         of these elements, for insight into their own reality, is to pass beyond being a geometer,
         and beyond being a political philosopher in the sense of a craftsman of the ideal
         city, and to have posed questions that have answers, if at all, in the realm of ontology.
         From that vantage point one would “consider it strange” to consider the “relation
         of night to day, of these to month, and month to year, and of the other stars to these
         and to each other” and to “believe that they are ever the same and do not deviate
         anywhere.” He will undertake rather to “understand the real truth of these things,”
         that is, that general ontological view on which any understanding of them is predicated.
      

      
       But this discussion of astronomy and the astronomer is part of the discussion of
         the education of the true philosopher, and, significantly, follows the discussion of the Divided Line, etc. which is that very ontological description
         needed. By giving us a dramatic image of just how not to take images, it advances the reader’s notion of just how Plato understands the notion of image, and ultimately of the Platonic Ideas. The astronomy discussion is, in effect, an
         image in words of that very understanding (and here Glaucon’s humorous misunderstanding)
         of the concept of paradigm or image suggested in the Divided Line discussion. Glaucon, in his taking astronomy in precisely
         the wrong way, in looking physically upward rather than downward (at the diagram)
         and inward, reveals that his sincerity surpasses his understanding, and that the preceding
         explication of the Sun/Cave and especially of the Divided Line, went by only half
         understood, if at all. Though immediately concerned with astronomy, the passage is
         instructive for the reader as precisely how not to take the Ideas: Glaucon’s error is a parody and a warning. After getting it wrong
         twice—astronomy is praised by him first as useful for practical matters like navigation,
         secondly as in a way which he hopes is “less vulgar” because it “compels the soul
         to look upward and it leads from things here to things yonder”—he admits that Socrates’
         “rebuke is deserved,” and he takes his punishment in the form of a rather sarcastic
         comment. “If someone were contemplating ornaments on a ceiling and learned something
         with his head bent back you probably would say that he is not looking with his eyes
         but with his intelligence” (529b). It is in this context that Plato has Socrates make
         the rather extreme sounding assertion that, “If anyone tries to acquire knowledge
         about any object of sense, whether gaping upward with his mouth open or looking down
         with his mouth shut, I say he cannot learn anything, for there is no knowledge of
         such things, and his soul is not looking upward but downward, even if he is lying
         on his back on land or in the sea” (529c). We have jumped ahead to this discussion
         in Book VII because the distinction between the true and the false philosopher (474ff.),
         which precedes the discussion of the Line, is rather like the distinction between
         the true and the false astronomer which follows it. The false philosopher is described
         as the lover of spectacles indiscriminately, Glaucon speaks of those who “always want
         to hear some new thing,” while the true philosopher is described as the lover of the
         “spectacle of truth,” and in both discussions we are confronted with the contrasting
         images of those who gaze at different kinds of images.[11]  Why should Plato have used the characterization of lovers of “spectacle” (philotheamōn), to contrast the lovers of spectacular sights with the philosopher’s love of the spectacle
         of truth? The image of the eye, of what is seen or appears before one, and of deceiving
         appearances, etc. is so conspicuous in the Republic that it merits further explication, beyond the obvious that one could say about appearances
         versus reality and the visible and the invisible—as Glaucon’s blind adherence to the
         doctrine of the Ideas shows. The key, I will suggest, is in the proper interpretation of the
         notion of image and our relation to it, and this can be seen in an explication of the Divided Line
         (as well as the Cave image) in the next chapters. But we must first finish our remarks
         on that initial introduction to philosophy and philosophers.
      

      
       The argument begins, as we have said, with a characterization of the philosopher
         as a collector, as one “willing to learn every kind of knowledge,” and who is compared,
         somewhat tongue in cheek, to a “lover of boys,” such as Glaucon, who praises each
         for a different quality, seeing beauty in each, and again, with wine lovers, who love
         every kind of wine. The images are half-mocking, half-serious, when contrasted with
         the later discussion. It recalls the very bottom of Diotima’s ladder of ascent in
         the Symposium to the idea of the beautiful. Still, it does require, and illustrate at a base level,
         the activity of collecting, and at least potentially of seeing the one amongst the
         many. It has a certain resemblance to true enquiry. But even Glaucon is able to see
         that this is rather too general to be adequate and he objects that this would seem
         to “include lovers of spectacles” and of “sights and sounds,” those who “run around
         to all the Dionysiac festivals, omitting none.” Yet he seems at the outset to have
         missed the point about perceiving the common factor, etc. and is seemingly only upset
         by the reference to wine and beautiful boys, hence his reference to Dionysiac festivals.
         But this confusion, or rather obtuseness, allows and requires Socrates to make the
         distinction between the lovers of such spectacles, who are the false philosophers,
         noticeably attached to the spectacles of the visible, physical, and here sensual world,
         as well as the random “sampling of every study” voraciously, and those true philosophers
         who are the “lovers of the spectacle of truth.” This in turn leads to a discussion
         of just what that spectacle of truth might be.
      

      
       The analysis revolves at first around the discrimination of opposites (a theme to
         which we shall return in chapter five). “Since the beautiful is the opposite of the
         ugly they are two . . . and each is one,” (476a) while each one appears as many. So here, the philosopher is he who can discriminate correctly opposites,
         and as well, see the many grouped under each one, e.g., the many beautiful as one in possessing Beauty, and the many ugly as one in
         possessing Ugliness. But this is rather facile, and confusing. The “lover of sights
         and sounds” is “unable to see and welcome the nature of Beauty itself.” Rather, he
         “believes in beautiful things but not in Beauty itself . . . his life is like a dream.”
         And this is contrasted to the philosopher, who is “awake” and sees “both it and the
         things that share in it, and does not confuse the two.” Now this is fair enough as
         an image in words of what Glaucon already accepts as the theory of Forms, and the
         image of the one as dreaming, without being aware of this, while the other is awake,
         is a vivid one. But there is a rather large hole, or leap if one wishes, in Socrates’
         argument. One might be willing to admit that if “the beautiful is the opposite of
         the ugly they are two” and that if two, each is one, yet the sense of one in this
         case, one as definitionally self-identical, is rather different than the sense of
         one as meaning that one thing which all beautiful things share. And it is precisely
         this latter sense that is denied by the lover of sights and sounds, of “many beautiful
         things,” who yet does not admit of “beauty in itself.” Now it is true that the two
         senses are in a special relationship to one another in Plato’s ontology, but they
         are distinct, would need to be explicated in their relation, and Socrates is made
         to blithely pass from one to the other without pausing.[12] 
      

      
        The problem is that while there are what one might call philosophical principles
         at work here (collection, discrimination of opposites, unity in multiplicity), they
         are more invoked than practiced with care, intentionally so, I have suggested, since
         this is a pre- or proto-philosophical passage. In effect, it assumes, as dogma (and
         one that Glaucon is ostensibly practiced in), the very thing supposedly being distinguished—that
         which distinguishes the philosopher from the non-philosopher, that is, that particular
         knowledge of the nature of things which is accounted for by the notion of participation
         such that the philosopher who knows beauty “sees both it and things that share in
         it, and does not confuse the two. . . . ” In other words, the basis of the distinction
         between knowledge and opinion which Plato upholds. For the lover of beautiful things,
         of the spectacle of the many, there is no such distinction, since all opinion, in
         its diversity, mirroring the diversity of experience, is for him knowledge. And so, the argument, in distinguishing between knowledge and opinion as the respective
         objects of the true and false philosopher, assumes this distinction as the hypothesis
         on which the argument is based. Or more properly, the hypothesis is the self-identity
         of the Forms and its presence (parousia) as the unexplicated basis for collection, hence the possibility of distinguishing
         knowledge from opinion. (In other words, the relation between parousia and methexis.) “The same is true of the just and the unjust, the good and the bad, and all the
         Forms, each is itself one, but because they appear everywhere in association with
         actions, and bodies, and each other, each appears to be many” (476a).
      

      
       They then pass to a discussion in which the distinction between the respective objects
         (knowledge and opinion) is further defended against “an objection from one who has
         opinion . . . if he is angry with us” for so belittling his claims to legitimacy.
         Glaucon is solicited as a stand-in for the would-be angry objector. But indeed he
         is potentially this very person, since his adherence to the doctrine of Ideas is,
         I have suggested, rather blind—and insecure at that. We are confronted here with the
         relationship of a certain kind of praxis and lexis.
      

      
       We are first asked to consider, “Does the knower know something?”—to which the answer
         is obviously, if casually, yes.[13]  Then “Is it something that is or is not?” The reply is, something that is, “for
         how could something that is not, be known.” This is, of course, to move ambiguously
         from the object as knowledge to the object of knowledge. It is to shift from what I may be said to have in mind, or even to know
         about x (quite apart from whether or not x exists), to know, as in to be acquainted with that which exists—and about which I might have various
         degrees of knowledge. The respondent, Glaucon in this case, sensibly assumes that
         the question applies to that which is before me in consciousness, this is obviously
         something, i.e., it has a content, is the thought of something, and then, reasonably, that
         if this thought were not, it could clearly not be (even) known. But the sense of is and is not taken by Socrates in what immediately follows is not of the thoughts or knowledge
         itself as object, but rather as the being of the thing known, the object of knowledge,
         since his conclusion is that “In how ever many ways we examine the question, we can
         hold this to be certain: what fully is, is fully knowable and what in no way is, is
         altogether unknowable” (477a). As we shall see, this move, or intentional ambiguity,
         is both necessary and consistent with the stage of the discussion. That it is neither
         an error, nor a trick or permanent manipulation, is clear from the fact that it is
         rectified later in this dialogue and discussed explicitly as a problem elsewhere.
         Also, that slip is too carefully worked out in this passage. For, once again, what
         is offered as the first conclusion, is really part of the hypothesis on which the
         elaboration of knowledge and opinion, and their objects, is based, as follows. “Knowledge
         is directed to what is while ignorance is of necessity directed to what is not,” which
         would also make ignorance into a capacity with its own proper object; both are somewhat dubious—but the statement that ignorance
         is in some way “directed to what is not,” or about nothing, when it takes itself to
         be about something, seems plausible. It is the same confusion to call a speech about
         nothing as if it were non-being, and to speak as if there were a capacity governing
         ignorance.
      

      
       Note that in the Divided Line, where the capacities and their proper objects are
         spelled out in detail, there is no such capacity of ignorance, nor an ostensible object
         for it. Its purpose here is to provide a quasi-visual symmetry such that we can search for an “intermediate” between ignorance and knowledge
         both with respect to the capacities and their respective objects; this intermediate
         is “opinion.” “Do we say that opinion is something?” One could not say no; here it
         is not clear whether in admitting to this one is referring to the statements or the
         capacity though in a few lines we will be looking for the “opinable” as the object of the capacity of opinion. Referring again to the objects, we are asked to agree
         that “if anything is in such a state as to be and not to be, will it not be intermediate between
         that which purely is and that which in no way is?—Yes it will be between them” (477a).
         Now we note two things—first, that the statement is put hypothetically, and second,
         that there is no reason why anything should be “intermediate,” nor any sense to the
         term; that is, its acceptance hangs heavily on the visual metaphor, on the image of
         something between the two extremes of the two other pairs. Thus it is, that “knowledge is directed
         to what is, while ignorance is of necessity directed to what is not,” and “we must
         find something intermediate between ignorance and knowledge for that which lies between them, if there is such a thing”(477b), ambiguously the capacity or the proper object.
         Now opinion “is something,” and it is then asked whether it is “a different capacity
         from knowledge or the same.” To which Glaucon answers, “A different one.” But this
         is precisely what is at issue, whether opining and knowing are in fact distinguishable.
         Socrates then continues, “Opinion then is directed to one object, and knowledge to
         another, according to the capacity of each?” “That is so.” “Knowledge then is by its
         nature directed to what is, to know it as it is,” and Socrates then breaks off, to
         introduce the discussion of capacities. The conclusion of the sentence would have
         had to have been something like, “and opinion then is by its nature directed to what
         is fallible, what is and is not, to opine about it sometimes as it is and sometimes
         as it is not.” To turn to a discussion of capacities (dunameis) at this point, and so abruptly, in mid-sentence as it were, “but I think it necessary
         first to make this distinction”—means that the argument, the distinction between knowledge
         and opinion, cannot stand without some prior distinction being made and accepted.
         As we shall see, the distinction of different capacities does no more than spell out
         the hypotheses which are necessary and implicit in the argument between the lover
         of spectacles and the lover of the spectacle of truth, and then too, as only the initial
         articulation of the matter qua hypothesis, not the grounding of its validity, not
         the explication of the ground on which it stands.[14] 
      

      
      Dunamis  and Its Objects
      

      
        The distinction which Socrates introduces as a necessary preliminary step in the
         distinguishing between knowledge and opinion (and hence the philosopher from the sight-lover)
         is really rather extraordinary. “We shall say that capacities are a certain class
         of realities that enable us to do what we are capable of doing, and so with anything
         else which is capable of doing anything. I mean sight for example, or hearing, are
         among the capacities, if you understand the class of things to which I want to refer”
         (477c). Now the first thing to note is that the sentence is framed quite explicitly
         as a hypothesis that needs to be accepted as such; not, as Shorey’s translation would
         have it,[15]  as a question, but as an assertion—“we shall say” etc., as Grube correctly translates
         it. I have also adopted Grube’s term capacities and avoided Shorey`s faculties. Shorey asserts that “Plato makes his simple meaning here quite plain, and it would
         be irrelevant to bring in modern denunciations of the old faculty psychology.”[16]  This does not face the problem—to call Plato’s meaning “simple” and let it go at
         that is rather too simple—what Plato intends by the term dunamis and what kind of level of reality dunameis are to have, are not issues to be resolved by a phrase such as “his simple meaning
         here is quite plain.” Particularly given the sober metaphysical role given to dunameis and pathēmata (Rep.511d-e, 580d, 581a) in the discussion of the Divided Line, the assertion here that such capacities are
         to be taken as a class of realities, as a genos ti tōn ontōn, must be seriously considered. It is apparently necessary if the distinctions between
         knowledge and opinion and their objects are to hold.[17] 
      

      
      The first thing that is stressed in the development of the assertion of the soul’s
         capacities is that whenever I speak of hearing or sight or some such, it is of something
         which I cannot directly perceive with the senses. “I cannot see any color or shape
         of a capacity, or any such attribute as I see in many other things” (477c). Thus,
         to the extent that I am willing to say that such things exist, that they are in some
         sense real, Socrates suggests that it is as an inference from what is indeed observed
         directly, and this is not an observed thing or quality but a behavior or practice.
         “In the case of a capacity I can only look to this: to what it is directed and what
         it achieves, and in this way I called it a capacity. . . . ” (477d) Now in what sense
         is it an inference, and in what sense is it necessary? This is not discussed here.
         All we are given is that this way of speaking is in some sense descriptive of what “enables us to do what we are capable of doing,”
         e.g., of hearing and seeing. Hearing is not in the ear, nor sight in the eye; it is
         rather with their aid that we carry out these activities, of which we have the capacity (Cf. 507c-e).[18] An ear by itself hears nothing. But to put it this way is not to explain really what
         this something is. Even though dressing the explanation out with the proper details
         about the central nervous system, the psychology and physiology of perception as we
         know it today is a help, the assertion that processes, and capacities for them, are
         kinds of being is not rendered thus much less radical, it is still in other words
         in need of philosophical justification. Socrates is presenting, as he says to Glaucon,
         “what he thinks about them.” And what is significant for him here is that, firstly,
         they are supposed as having some sort of being, as a “class of realities”; they are
         not visible, but rather inferred from the visible or experiential, as in some sense
         giving an account for how the visible as intelligible is possible, e.g., the collection
         of sounds and sights perceived. Thus the assertion is in a sense an acknowledgement
         that we do these things, hearing, seeing, etc., and that collecting the visible, etc.
         is an act of consciousness, in other words of perception—hence, “I can look only to
         this; to what it is directed and to what it achieves.” Thus capacities are offered as, are asserted as, hypotheses which account for the activity of perception.
         This is not to say that this accounting for is at all clear, or grounded in itself, which is why it is posited as a hypothesis at this point. Why call an activity (or process) a reality? It seems as if the distinction between knowledge and opinion, and even more importantly
         between their respective objects, is in some way made to depend on the acceptance
         of the distinction here made, that “capacities are a certain class of realities.”
         How and why this is so is not made clear until the discussion of the Divided Line
         etc. and even then, will require some help from the Phaedo.
      

      
       But an even more significant detail is contained in the next phrase, pointing still
         further in this direction. For Socrates continues that, “I called it a capacity; if
         it is related to the same object and achieves the same result I call it the same, while that which is related to a different object and achieves a different
         result I call a different capacity” (477d).[19]  Here, in distinguishing different capacities according to the difference in their objects, and in doing so by fiat, “I call” etc., it is clear that what is taken as the primary
         datum, so to speak, is the difference in the objects; i.e., that there are such differences,
         that they can be distinguished and grouped accordingly. If [20]  the capacity is related to the same object then we can call it the same capacity at work. One would have thought that it would be the other way around, starting
         with the capacity and concluding with its relevant objects. But put in this way we
         see that what is at stake is distinguishing the kinds of being, or in this case the
         distinctive objects of perception, and that the capacities serve as theoretical entities
         (hypotheses at this point) which reflect our relation to the phenomena, as classifiable,
         as well as reflecting our practical connection to them, i.e., in our activities as
         perceivers. (But again, that such constructions be called a species of realities is
         still at issue.) Having then made these distinctions, or rather gained Glaucon’s assent
         to calling them in the same way, to “call it the same, if it is related to the same
         object” etc., Socrates then says, “let us go back,” that is, to the discussion of
         knowledge and opinion, noting that what has been accepted by Glaucon (and by us very
         provisionally) is the existence, in some mode, of non-visible being inferred from
         visible, and taken as in the nature of a hypothetical, as theories for the practice
         of perception, and in general “anything else which is capable of doing anything.”
      

      
       Glaucon is then first asked if he accepts knowledge as a capacity, then if opinion
         is one, and he agrees that both are such. He is reminded that he had “agreed that
         knowledge and opinion are not the same,” that is, the content, not the capacity. And he again says they are not the same, adding that, “how can
         any intelligent man say that a fallible thing is the same as an infallible one.” Socrates
         then adds, “each of these two is by its nature directed to a different object and
         achieves a different result.” Glaucon easily agrees, the differing results being fallibility
         and infallibility. Knowledge then is “directed to what is, to know it as it is,” and
         opinion is taken to be a different activity directed to a different object. “And we say that opinion opines?” “Yes.” “[i] Does it opine on the same subject which knowledge knows; [ii] are the knowable and the opinable the same, or is this
         impossible?” (478a) But note here that Socrates is presenting two rather different
         propositions (labeled i. and ii. above) as if they were the same. Glaucon, not seeing
         this, replies negatively to the concluding formulation, i.e., that “the knowable and
         the opinable” are not the same, and in so doing commits himself to the formulation
         immediately preceding it, which is in fact not at all the same; namely, he again is
         brought to assert that opinion does not “opine on the same subject which knowledge
         knows,” and hence that they have different objects. Now clearly this is not at all
         the case without some further explanation, since I may have one person with opinion
         and another with knowledge about the same item, e.g., whether the exterior angle of
         a triangle is equal to the sum of the interior opposite angles, or whether justice
         is indeed “paying one’s debts,” and if so in what sense (i.e., to whom, and what do
         I owe). Thus it is not so much, or not always or only, what one is talking about,
         but rather how and in what regard. Consider the discussion of the objects of the true
         and false astronomer, where it is not simply a question of what one looks at, the
         same literal object, but rather what in this one takes as important, what one takes
         under consideration. Thus, if opinion has as its proper objects the things of generation
         and decay, that which is as changeable as opinion itself, it is not so because opinion
         looks at one object while knowledge looks at another, elsewhere located, as it were.
         Rather, that knowledge searches for the fixed that is the knowable in the changeable, while opinion attaches itself to that which
         is changeable, believing it fixed: either materially changeable, when this is taken
         for the truth, or subject to generation and decay because of the weak way that opinion
         is attached to its object, as in an opinion about the relation of the angles of a
         triangle which it cannot demonstrate to be so, and hence which opinion might as easily
         assert to be otherwise. To return to the text here, opinion can indeed “opine on the
         same subject which knowledge knows” but its relation to it is a different one. Or,
         one might express it by saying that they have a different object regarding the content of each; the object qua subject matter (e.g., virtue) can be
         the same though radically different in our relation to it. Knowledge and opinion behave
         differently in relation to the same phenomenon, and produce a different object. Further, and more to the point here, given what Socrates is up to, the objects can
         be different only if we admit of Ideas as the object of knowledge, as contrasted to opinion, which has
         change or the intermediate between knowledge and ignorance as its object. But if this is
         what is required, then this needs an explanation from the side of the object, (as the justification for distinct capacities already discussed) and an exposition
         of capacities.
      

      
       Gail Fine gives a detailed analysis of the same passages, in her often-cited article
         “Knowledge and Belief in Republic V.”[21]  This is not the place for a detailed discussion of her argument and my objections.
         Fine’s main point in interpreting the text is to oppose an interpretation of the distinction
         between knowledge and belief as based on a claim for different objects of knowledge and belief (opinion) and the resultant “two worlds (TW)” interpretation.
         In TW knowledge would have radically different objects, the Forms, than belief or
         opinion, which would have as its objects, sensibles. She argues rather that “knowledge
         and belief are distinguished not by their different sets of objects, but by their
         truth implications” (139). “Note that by the ‘two worlds theory’ I do not mean only
         the theory that there are Forms as well as sensibles (a theory I do not dispute),
         but especially the epistemological claim that there is only knowledge of Forms and
         only belief about sensibles, a claim I shall dispute” (121). Fine also acknowledges
         that at 478e-480a (132 ff. steps 28-36.) Plato starts from the non-controversial agreements
         that are garnered in the imagined elenctic with the sight-lovers, then “shifts away
         from is-v” (veridical). But, Fine argues that this is still compatible with the view
         that the capacity of belief is set over the set of true and false beliefs (T) (contra
         degrees of truth interpretation)—and allows that the shift is only to is-p (predicative),
         not to is-e (existential). She notes that the arguments “mention the availability
         of content, not just the truth or falsity of particular contents” (131). While I see
         that the text will sustain a “veridical/contents” analysis, as contrasted to an objects analysis, in some places this appears strained. It seems to me rather that the play
         on the meanings of esti is intentional ambiguity etc. as is the complement of epi as object versus content—that this is linked to the use of dunamis in the argument, and that this is to point forward to the metaphysics of the Line
         etc. I reject TW insofar as it posits an otherworldly realm of Forms, and as exclusive
         objects of knowledge, but rather on the basis of a reinterpretation of “is-e” (existential),
         one that preserves a variant of an objects reading over against Fine’s contents reading (T, for is-v). Fine is out to show that there is an interpretation of the passage that is “plausible,”
         hence saving Plato from either mistakes in the argument or violating the “dialectical
         requirement” of a non-controversial starting point. My interpretation, by contrast,
         sees the argument as intentionally playing on ambiguities. I think the difference
         also is that Fine is concerned with the application of knowledge and belief, especially of belief, and to deny that each is limited to
         its own supposed domain, respectively of Forms and sensibles, and here I would agree.
         But my concern is with the entities/objects that populate the world (more than merely
         the sensible), and Plato’s ontological arguments for them. It may well be, as she
         argues, that “knowledge and belief are distinguished not by their different sets of
         objects, but by their truth implications,” and in particular in this passage, that
         is, that they can be. But one wants to know what entities/objects of the world these dunameis pick out when they make their claims. Fine says as she concludes that while “all
         knowledge begins with knowledge of Forms, but it need not end with them too” (137).
         And so the issue of participation is implicitly raised—but this is I take it primarily
         an ontological rather than a merely epistemological issue. The “two worlds” account
         that she effectively argues against is a rather limited, and limiting, one. In the
         end one that does not make much sense. But some version of a two worlds interpretation
         is eventually going to be required if Forms are going to be more than meanings etc.
         How does Fine’s veridical or contents analysis rather than an objects analysis help us (and I think to an extent that it does) relate to sorting out the
         ontological issues? But the question of whether and how there are two objects or one,
         and whether two capacities or one, is resolved in a most peculiar way by Glaucon.
         For his actual response to the question posed at 478a, as quoted above, is as follows:
         “It is impossible [to have the same object for knowledge and opinion] following from
         our agreement. If a different capacity is directed to a different object, and opinion and knowledge
         are capacities but different, it follows that the knowable and the opinable cannot be the same” (478a). Now what is odd here is that this formulation reverses the procedure that had been initially proposed—here we are going from capacities
         to their objects, rather than from the practices and objects to the supposition of
         capacities. “If a different capacity is directed to a different object . . . and opinion and knowledge
         are capacities but different, it follows that the knowable and the opinable cannot be the same” (Cf. 477d). Thus, rather than looking
         for intermediate being (between ignorance and knowledge) and then inferring the capacity,
         as was proposed, we end up taking the capacities as hypotheses, as casual suppositions,
         particularly the existence of an intermediate capacity, opinion, and then looking for the opinable, intermediate being. On the grounds that “opinion must be
         something” (but without distinguishing between the opinion as statement and that about
         which it is made, the opinable), it is assumed as corresponding to the changeable
         by nature: “If anything is in such a state as to be and not to be . . . then it is
         intermediate. . . . ” But this also assumes the existence of (the distinction between)
         opinion and knowledge. Both intermediates are assumed, i) that of an object that is
         and is not at the same time, assuming the extremes of being and non-being between
         which it lies, and ii) the intermediate of opinion, as the corresponding capacity,
         found, as it were, between knowledge and ignorance. The method, of “applying the extreme
         terms to the extremes and intermediate to intermediate” simply maps out the area of
         cognition and object without justifying it—as is reflected in the physicality of the
         ostensible argument, finding the intermediate as somehow rightly between. While even
         for knowledge we cannot truly assert it as a capacity until we know its object, yet the discussion proceeds on the basis of this; on the
         basis, for example, of accepting that knowledge and opinion are “not one but two”
         and distinguishable as the “fallible” versus “infallible” (477e). The result as well
         of this exchange is that in a discussion that has shifted to questions of epistemology
         and ontology, we have moved from the visible to the non-visible, at least as concerns
         human being, through the introduction of the notion of capacities and their corresponding noetic objects.[22]  But this model is no more than that, a model, introduced somewhat covertly as the
         hypotheses needed if we are to be able to distinguish between the philosopher and
         the lover of spectacles of the non-philosophical sort.
      

      
         Let us turn again for a moment to the relation of Glaucon, our interlocutor, and
         “those others,” the sight-lovers. Michael Stokes, in “Plato and the Sight-lovers of
         the Republic,”[23]  noting Glaucon’s “too ready agreement with Socrates,” (109, 117 and following) takes
         him as continuing the discussion as an honest, if not too swift, representative of
         the sight-lovers to fulfill the “dialectical requirement” (that is, an elentic beginning
         in agreement) on their behalf. On the other hand a true sight-lover, he thinks, perhaps
         might have done better, but only if he were clever enough—a riposte is available.
         Stokes tries to flesh this out, though the eventual result would still be elenctic.
         Now Glaucon in Book V has not yet been exposed to the exposition of the Line and Cave
         etc. to follow, much less passed through the educational journey itself. Then too,
         I claim that Glaucon is in part tempted by the position of Thrasymachus, or at the
         very least is in need of being persuaded that it is wrong. For these two reasons,
         when Socrates asks that Glaucon “answer for” the sight-lovers, rather than responding
         as a too compliant stand-in as Stokes would suggest, he is indeed answering for himself.
         Further, Plato is fully aware that the development of the argument is not altogether
         philosophically sound, convincing or sufficient. This is why the continuation in Book VI, in discussing
         “how men [the philosophers] can be qualified in both knowledge and experience” (485a)
         to rule in the just city must include an ontological dimension (and even then), a
         needed dimension of which Glaucon is on the whole unaware.
      

      
        Stokes argues that an “internal incoherence” is developed in the position of the
         sight-lovers. “The desired effect of the whole elenchus appears to be the showing up, or at least the manufacture, of an internal incoherence
         in the position of those who deny in their confusion the existence of ‘the beautiful
         by itself,’ ‘beauty by itself’ and the like.” Initially they hold the manifold objects
         of sights and sounds actually to be the only object of knowledge—the beautiful simply
         can only mean the collection of beautiful things, and is all there is to know—while they eventually
         are forced in the elenchus to identify those objects with the object of opinion, hence left without an object
         of knowledge, to be filled in, as it were, by the Forms. “The objects of the philosopher’s
         knowledge are taken for granted in that their existence is not directly proved and
         their properties are entered without argument. Book Five attempts rather to prove
         or persuade us that the dwellers in what will become Plato’s Cave are incoherent.
         At best, it uses that incoherence to point the way out of the Cave” (131). Stokes
         holds that the “separation of the provinces [my emphasis] of belief and knowledge in the Republic need not be accepted as an item of Plato’s own stock of philosophical beliefs on
         the basis of Republic 5, whatever may go on in other parts of the Republic” (132). Stokes goes on:
      

      
      
         The elenctic nature of the argument and the dialectical requirement issue in a distinction
            that refers to ‘objects’ for belief and knowledge based in an existential reading
            of esti/einai. But there is ambiguity at 477b10 and, crucially, at 478a6, where Socrates, in discussing
            ‘opposites’ slips ‘from the ‘being’ of predication . . . to a conclusion . . . about
            existence. (129)
         

         
      

      And Stokes traces the dialectical success of the argument to the ready acceptance
         by any sight-lover of at least a dunamis for objects of sight and sound. (Contrast Fine’s attempted veridical reading throughout.)
         I would argue rather that there is a repeated intentional play on the various meanings
         of einai, and other slights of hand. (Cf. Stokes, 117) Stokes does not appear to note, or
         at least to make as much of, the reversal of the direction in the argument—beginning in objects to capacities, then from capacities to looking for a suitable object—a move that I take to be crucial. The result of all this, is that while Stokes’ analysis
         is on the whole appealing, it is precisely the image of Glaucon’s character in relation
         to the limitations and manipulations of the argument at this stage, and the need for
         further development, that are necessary to point the way out for the reader, if not
         altogether for Glaucon. Further, even the middle books do not do more than sketch
         this out. The knowledge—opinion distinction, and the sense of capacities for each kind of object can be more fully explicated only by turning to the discussion and images of the
         Phaedo (chapters six, seven and eight below). 
      

      
        The capacities will receive further elaboration, and further justification, in the
         discussion of the Divided Line, etc. We note here the following points: i. that they
         are the first introduction of the non-visible; ii. that they are inferred from, or
         rather support, the comprehensibility of the visible; iii. that they are covert hypotheses,
         and that being such is appropriate to the level of the argument (cf. Socrates’ comment
         regarding method and level concerning the divisions of the soul at 434d ff.); iv.
         that the discussion is introduced abruptly, in mid-thought, to stress the notion of
         a necessary hypothesis; v. finally, that such a mapping of a structure which holds the world of knower and
         known together is in some sense an image, a model in words, in thought, which proposes
         to present, or rather re-present, a hypothesis of how knowing and being are possible.
      

      
        Yet this image or paradigmatic model is still rooted to an extent in the physical
         mode, in imagining rather than its noetic counterpart. Thus opinion, like the opinable,
         is located with the rhetorical help of the language of physical metaphor, the use of “between”
         and “assigning.” So Socrates asks, “Is it outside these, exceeding either knowledge
         in clarity or ignorance in obscurity?” “Neither.” Opinion is finally described as
         “more shadowy than knowledge but clearer than ignorance,” the conclusion being that it then “lies between the two (478c).
      

      
       It remained, however, to say more about that x which was supposed as the object of the new found capacity of opinion which has now “appeared between these two [knowledge
         and ignorance].” “It is now left to us to find that which partakes of both being and
         non-being . . . in order that, if it appears, we can rightly call it the opinable, thus applying the extreme terms
         to the extremes, and the intermediate to the intermediate” (Noting again the visual,
         pseudo-logical methodology). And thus “these things being established [the acceptance
         of the capacities and at least two of their objects], I shall say, I want a word with,
         and an answer from, the good fellow who does not believe there is a Beautiful itself,
         or any Form of Beauty itself, which remains eternally the same in all respects, but
         who believes that many beautiful things exist, that lover of spectacles who would
         not allow anyone to say that the Beautiful is one, and so with the just and all the
         rest” (479a). In the ensuing discussion there is more philosophizing, but once again, as we shall see, it is both intentionally ambiguous and, for those
         who see behind the scenes, really another statement of the hypotheses which underlie
         the distinction between knowledge and opinion, hence underlies that form of seeing
         which properly distinguishes the lover of the spectacle of truth from the one who,
         loving appearances, himself appears, resembles, or seems like the philosopher.
      

      
       The discussion will invoke again the notion of opposites—having located an intermediate
         capacity, with regard to the objects of cognition, the beautiful being the prime example.
         Looking first at the dramatic form, we note that, once again, the capacity has been
         found first, and we are now to look for the corresponding object “if it appears”;
         we have, as noted before, reversed the original procedure, which was to have been
         to infer capacities from the existence of the respective object. Socrates then asks whether “there is one
         of those just actions which does not also appear unjust” and so with the many beautiful
         things, as also with the many double, “are they any less half than double?” Glaucon
         then agrees that, in his words, “each of these things partakes of both opposites.”
         And as he says about the beautiful, a few lines earlier, “beautiful things will appear
         ugly under certain circumstances.” The conclusion to which we are supposedly driven
         is then put: “Is then” Socrates asks, “each of the many things, more than it is not,
         that which anyone might call it?” To which Glaucon, somewhat huffing and puffing over
         the meaning of this riddle, settles nicely for an ambiguity in the new found object
         such as he recalls concerning such riddling conundrums: “Those things too are ambiguous
         and one cannot know for certain either that they are or that they are not, or that
         they are both or neither,” thus covering all bases, as it were. To this, Socrates
         adds, “Well, have you any better way of dealing with them? Can you put them in a better
         place than between being and nonbeing?” Once again the physical imagery is invoked,
         the opinable has been found in its place between being and nonbeing, to be “not more obscure” than the object of ignorance,
         nor is it “clearer” than the object of knowledge (479c). And then the final image
         of “The many conventional opinions of the majority about Beauty and the other things
         [which] are rolling around between being and nonbeing,” “the wandering intermediate,
         grasped by the intermediate capacity” (479d). Note that it is the very opinions themselves,
         and not the opinable qua objects about which opinion opines, which are characterized as “rolling around.”
         One supposes that the changeable which is its object is to be tarred with the same
         brush, but it is interesting that here the opinions themselves have been substituted
         for the objects. The opinions have in effect been made into objects.[24] 
      

      
       But let us look more closely at the argument itself. “Beautiful things will appear
         ugly under certain circumstances.” What exactly does this mean? (It is Glaucon’s statement.)
         Does this mean that a beautiful statue is only so subjectively, relative to the viewer?
         And what of a just act? Plato would certainly not accept such an ethical or aesthetic
         relativity. The only relativity permissible would be an objective relativity: so,
         in the famous example used with Cephalus in Book I, whether returning a weapon held
         in trust was to be just or not would depend on the circumstances, but for a given
         situation the judgment ought to be the same. But Glaucon clearly has in mind the coexistence
         in the object of opposite qualities, hence the applicability of opposite predicates.
         Socrates: “So with things big and small, light and heavy, does any predicate we apply
         to them apply to them any more than it’s opposite?” Glaucon: “No, each of these things
         partakes of both opposites” (479b). In the Phaedo, in order to avoid this and preserve the intelligibility of each quality, each opposite
         is described as “fleeing” at the approach of the other. But for Glaucon, not only
         are the opposites said to coexist in the object somehow, but it would seem that the
         many opposite opinions about the same object are a puzzle to him—for when Socrates
         had asked “Is then, each of the many things, more than it is not, that which anyone
         might call it,” (479b) his response is, as we have said, “This is like those double meanings
         one is entertained with at banquets . . . ” and his puzzlement may be as much at the
         fact that different people make opposite judgments about the same object, “that which
         anyone might call it,” as it is puzzlement over the ambiguity of the object itself. That he is so willing
         to agree with Socrates that knowledge is so different from opinion, and that the former
         is somehow linked to “that which remains eternally the same in all respects” does
         not mean that he in fact knows the difference, and understands the nature of opinion
         and the opinable! Socrates’ formulation to Glaucon is revealing; “And is there one
         of those just actions which will not also appear unjust? And of pious actions, one
         that will not appear impious? And of all those beautiful things, is there one which
         will not also appear ugly?” (479a) This is rather close to precisely that relativism
         that Socrates is at pains in fact to avoid—for the reader, it is saved from that by
         the signal in the choice of the word “appears (phanēsetai)”—the beautiful can appear ugly, the just unjust, and be judged so, while for Glaucon,
         the object is, for the moment, paradoxically, both.
      

      
       Finally, we note that the opponent of a beautiful itself need not even posit the
         many beautiful things, in order for the many beautiful things each to be subject to
         the appropriate relativity. It is not that they are many beautiful things versus one
         Beauty which is crucial to their being subject to opposite qualities, but rather the
         difference in changing circumstances; and yet the conflict is precisely with those
         who defend the existence of the many with no unifying one. Thus the argument concerning
         opposites here will not serve to convince the more perspicacious lover of spectacles
         that there are in fact two kinds of object, and a difference between opinion and knowledge.
         The contrast is between the many which change with circumstances, and the Beautiful one “which remains eternally the same in all respects.” The “good fellow who does not
         believe” in the latter is called a “lover of spectacles” precisely because what passes
         in its multitude, the many beautiful things, are his sole object. Now for Plato as
         well, the world in which the Beautiful is manifest is also a world of many beautiful
         things; this is then accounted for by reference to the Beautiful itself which, in
         itself is claimed to be “eternally the same in all respects.” But it is in fact not
         the manyness of the appearances of beautiful things that is then brought forth in
         the argument with “this fellow,” rather the fact that the same thing (existent) can appear beautiful and then ugly (either at the same time to different
         viewers, or the same object at different epochs, etc.)—which is then generalized to
         a theory of opposites. That is to say, it is not so much Beauty and how it works,
         but rather the change or flux of the world subject to such diverse predicates—it is
         judgment that is focused on, not participation—the manyness as seen from the perspective
         of perception rather than Being, although this is in fact the aspect that needs to
         be supplied if the intermediate of judgment is to be legitimately founded. And yet
         this cannot be done without a thorough exploration of the relation of Being and Knowing
         as provided in the following passages describing the Cave and Line. And, I have suggested,
         a further elaboration of dunamis to be found in the Phaedo. [25] 
      

      
       The theoretical base provided by the middle books is an ontological response to a
         Thrasymachus, as an archetypal lover of sights and sounds, but one that is addressed
         to the reader—and the abstract dryness of the Line is matched by the wetness, so to
         speak, of the Cave. Then too, this is primordially self-rule, hence addressed to the struggle within ourselves that mistakes a sensual dream-world
         for what is more real, and of more real value—hence an ontological error at root.
         Thrasymachus will never be convinced, only silenced, and his appeal to others present
         can be diminished according to their lights, and by different means—while the Thrasymachus
         within the philosophically inclined reader is to be tamed rather with a philosophical,
         ontological muthos. In sum, the discussion that produces the knowledge—opinion distinction of capacities
         in correlation with the distinction of their objects is then, I suggest, intentionally provisional. This is reflected in the very structure of the Republic, and gives a real philosophical justification to the digression of the middle books.
         For these books will spell out in greater detail, in detailed images, just how these
         distinctions are mapped out in the worlds of discourse and experience. This mapping,
         or what serves as Plato’s own explication, still remains a sketch. We will need to
         turn to the Phaedo in search of further support for Plato’s ontology of images (and my own version of
         TW). That the Beautiful (or the Just) is one, is “always the same,” is presented as
         a saving hypothesis—it too, at this point, exists like the image of the ideal city.
         Each presents an “image in words” at the level of the hypotheses of the Line. As a
         supposition, it is offered as an account for the appearances of the many just things,
         etc. but is itself in need of a ground. The image of the ideal city, whether taken
         as the political polis or the soul, is constructed with an eye to justice, which in turn exists only as
         a hypothesis or image thus far. Moreover, this would be true as well of the claim
         that the philosopher and not the sight-lovers should rule the city and, its analogue,
         that reason should rule the soul.
      

      
       When asked whether the imagined clamoring voices of the many are now tamed, Glaucon’s
         positive reply, and the way Plato has him phrase it, is perhaps significant. It might
         be taken to reflect the level of the argument, as well as Glaucon’s own place in it.
         Socrates: “Will they be very angry with us for calling them that? [lovers of the spectacle
         of the many]” Glaucon: “Not if they take my advice [that is, my opinion], for it is not lawful with those who speak the truth” (480a). In what is to follow, the linear and physically
         vague images of “rolling around,” of “shadows” and “dreams,” of the “intermediate”
         which is “between,” will at least be made analogically precise and fleshed out, if
         schematically, in the description of the dynamic of the Divided Line and the assignment
         there of pathēmata, as more specifically technical epistemic powers (dunameis). This world of shadows will be even more vividly outlined in the Cave image, where
         the dynamic and the psychological dimension flesh out the rational dynamic of the
         Line. Taken together, the Cave and Divided Line images introduce us to Plato’s vision
         of just how the soul as image-maker at various levels elaborates, reads out, its world
         of experience. The two images produce a portrait of the dynamic of soul, world and
         Idea. Opinion as distinguishable from knowledge is not laid to rest so easily, any
         more than the definition of justice of the end of Book IV is to be taken as complete.[26]  A more exact, a clearer, more precise image or paradigm (paradeigma) is needed for both. That is, the image of justice of Books I through IV is indeed
         quite detailed but, to use a Cartesian distinction, the image we have there developed,
         while certainly clear enough (i.e., vivid), is not yet what Descartes would call distinct.[27] 
      

      
      

      

      

      

      

      Notes

      
      
         
            1. At the very least, as Irwin suggests (Plato ’ s   Moral   Theory,  321 n.47) the Forms in application do not produce a permanent Platonic definitional
                  absolute   standard  for moral conduct, though they are also said to be that by which we measure the
                  particular judgment. This points, in effect, to the subject of  separation  to be dealt with below, the relation of separation to the Platonic method of hypothesis,
                  and the metaphysical aspect of these two notions—in contrast (at least per Irwin,
                  158,  pace  Vlastos regarding Socrates) to the Socratic elenctic. I will argue, though on different
                  grounds, that Irwin is right in  rejecting  the view that “Forms are known by some kind of direct acquaintance issuing in greater
                  certainty about morals than an elenctic definition could provide. There is no reason
                  to ascribe such a view to Plato” (Ibid. cf. 225-26).
               

            

         

         
            2. Pace  Shorey. “Our problem is apparently solved” (Republic,  vol. I, pg. xvi). Taking the possibility issue to apply to the literal city contributes
                  to not seeing the ontological necessity to continue, i.e., the search for a ground
                  for the implicit ontology of the image in words of the just city (the justification
                  of the principles of its construction).
               

            

         

         
            3. Terry Penner, “The Historical Socrates and Plato's Early Dialogues: Some Philosophical
                  Questions,” in Annas and Rowe, eds.  New   Perspectives, 189-212.
               

            

         

         
            4. Though a unity or one only as a normative ideal. See Hans Gadamer,  The   Idea   of   the   Good   in   Platonic-Aristotelian   Philosophy  (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1986) and P. Christopher Smith's introduction.
                  Unity as an ideal goal in  this  life is to accept a perpetual falling short or breakdown both in practice and in
                  principle.
               

            

         

         
            5. This is not to say that non-moral potential sources of  eudaimonia, such as health, wealth, etc., just those candidates that would interest a Thrasymachus,
                  etc., are not to be considered. Defining their relationship to virtue and happiness
                  is in fact crucial to understanding the latter. As previously indicated, I agree with
                  Vlastos' final position, that neither Plato nor Socrates hold either an Identity Thesis
                  or an instrumentalist view of the relation of virtue to happiness, that consequently
                  non-moral goods, while high on the list for a eudaemonist, are not matters of indifference,
                  as they would have to be for the Identity thesis, and that they are conditionally
                  good, dependent for their contribution to  eudaimonia  on their right use, their connection to wisdom.
               

            

         

         
            6. See Gregory Vlastos, “Justice and Happiness in the  Republic” in  Platonic   Studies,  ed. Gregory Vlastos (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1969), 111-39. Vlastos
                  thinks that Plato requires that the truly just man (possessed of inner harmony) be
                  also socially just—that “to do one's own” applied to the whole man, as opposed to
                  the parts within him, must be taken in more than just the sense of fulfilling the
                  appropriate role within the ideal  polis. The larger sense must be one that includes a self-imposed  having  one's own, the limitation of pleonectic desires, etc., which has perforce a social
                  dimension but that this is not fully developed in argument, and Vlastos attempts to
                  complete the logical picture. For Vlastos, Plato has established only that if the
                  just man is just in the way that the ideal  polis  is just, and this is by each doing his own, then more argument is needed (and one
                  that is available within the Platonic framework). But what if  a   man   who   does   his   own  is not to be construed at all as fulfilling even a special form of relational justice
                  (Vlastos' just-1) but rather as still only an image of psychic justice (just-2)? If
                  the  polis  is designed to mirror the soul in its virtues, and that is all, then rather than
                  needing a repair of the argument (133), social justice exists, at least in the image
                  of the ideal  polis,  only as an incidental consequence—and this is as true of the happiness of the individuals
                  within it, as Plato expressly says in reply to the query about the happiness even
                  of the guardians (419a, 466a, cf. 472c). The temporal sequence in the image of the
                  education of the guardians describes the replacement of a revised virtue still based
                  on habit and training with the motivations of rational desire, and if this is the
                  case I do not see that Vlastos' repair is needed by the time the end, in both senses,
                  is reached, if indeed  doing   one's   own  is living appropriately for the whole soul as a unity.(Cf. Irwin on 441c-e, 201,
                  204 ff. and Vlastos 331-32 n.29, n.30.)
               

            

         

         
            7. I do not say that Plato does not have a political philosophy, nor that the  Republic  does not in part and in places express it, simply that both dramatically and philosophically
                  the understanding of the soul and its fate is ontologically prior.
               

            

         

         
            8. For the interpreter who misses this playful irony, who does not see at what level
                  possibility is being discussed and the image of the city as image, Plato is “pessimistic” (Cross and Woozley, 199) and/or anti-democratic (Popper),
                  since few are called and even fewer chosen, and divine inspiration is a political
                  deus ex machina. This is not to deny that Plato may indeed at some point have been pessimistic about
                  instituting a just city, but it is not this possibility that is the subject of the
                  Republic unless the function of image is lost, as per Glaucon and Adeimantus (and commentators).
                  That they do so and hence raise the issue of real possibility in the Third Wave, is
                  precisely what we are meant to see—and to ask just why they do so.
               

               The result of asking why they are stuck at the literal level, why they have difficulty
                  seeing the image as image, is that we are led to see the ontological predisposition
                  of the human psyche as an obstacle to knowledge of reality, and to point us in the
                  right direction, a direction which is also contained within the everyday experience
                  of the psyche. For the importance and the significance of seeing the “image as image,”
                  see Jacob Klein, Meno, 113-15.
               

            

         

         
            9. On the construction of the analogy, contrast for example Jerome Neu, “Plato's Analogy
                  of State and Individual: The Republic and the Organic Theory of State,” in Philosophy (1971): 238-54. His analysis ignores the intentional artificiality of the ideal city.
                  He treats it as if the city in words were simply an imposed political institution,
                  instead of an image constructed to mirror the soul. Since it is the latter, it is
                  not strictly speaking an analogy, nor is it surprising why justice is the same in
                  both. The just man becomes just in the practices that literally constitute the internal
                  harmony. These practices are necessarily an involvement with an external world, and
                  the world involves both things and people—hence for the relations with the latter,
                  justice secondarily between men.
               

            

         

         
            10. See Bernard Bosanquet,  A   Companion   to   Plato’s   Republic  (London: Rivingtons, 1906), 289-93, particularly his note on the use of diagrams
                  and inductive logic. “The diagram, of course, is there merely to enable you to bear
                  in mind certain relations while you inquire into their general connection.” . . .
                  “This implies no disregard of experience; it is simply a question of method within
                  the body of experience” (291). Cf. Klein,  Meno, 99 ff. The slave-boy episode demonstrates, among other things, that the relations
                  are not immediately self-evident hence the role of Socrates's questions (but cf. Klein,
                  103 ff.), yet the slave-boy's judgment of his having drawn the wrong conclusion in
                  each attempt is gotten from his  looking  at the diagram and reading off the result, the length (and square) of countable
                  lines in each case exceeding or falling short of the double square.
               

            

         

         
            11. Compare Heidegger's description of “Curiosity.” Curiosity “seeks novelty only in order
                  to leap from it anew to another novelty . . . [it] does not seek the leisure of tarrying
                  observantly” (H.172). M. Heidegger,  Being   and   Time  (New York:  Harper and Row, 1962). And even more relevant to my analysis of the basis and significance
                  of the distinction between the philosopher and the lover of sights and sounds: “The
                  fact that curiosity always holds by what is coming next, and has forgotten what has
                  gone before, is not a result that ensues only  from  curiosity, but is the ontological condition for curiosity itself” (H.347, and see
                  full text, H.346-47). Of course there are critical differences between Plato's sense
                  of  coming   to   know  and Heidegger's sense of  tarrying  or  dwelling, and particularly reflected in the way or path to knowing.
               

            

         

         
            12. Cf. Cross and Woozley (R.C. Cross and A.D. Woozley,  Plato`s   Republic:   A   Philosophical   Commentary,  London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1935.134 ff. esp. 144), who see that Glaucon “accepts
                  at once and without discussion” the theory of Forms, but do not see the illicit slip
                  from one argument to another, from self-identical form (opposites) to participation,
                  the many beautiful things of the lover of sights and sounds. Hence the reader's demand,
                  as distinct from Glaucon's complacency, for a truer, clearer ground of a difference
                  in the objects of Knowledge from those of Opinion,  philosophia  vs.  philodoxa. Cross and Woozley treat the Theory of Forms as  doxa, which here it certainly is, but simply as if it can be no more than that. “Given
                  these two classes of objects (Forms and Particulars),” “beginning thus with two sorts
                  of objects,” (143) “Plato then has distinguished to his own satisfaction “(144) etc.,
                  not seeing that the text itself calls for more. This is as true of their analysis
                  of 476d - 480, which they purport to see as the real philosophical defense. See next
                  note.
               

            

         

         
            13. See Annas,  Introduction,  194 ff. Her interpretation requires that Glaucon and Socrates start with shared,
                  uncontroversial premises. But her “reasonable” version of a shared first premise is,
                  “If I think that something is F; then I only  know  this if it  is  F. (199) i.e., the predicative use of  is. But, as we shall see, it is precisely Glaucon's unanalyzed sense of 'is' that Socrates
                  will intentionally play upon, moving from the predicative to the existential, but
                  with the crucial bridge of the qualification discussed below.
               

            

         

         
            14. Annas,  Introduction,  takes it that at this point “knowledge and ignorance are taken [already] as intuitively
                  clear, and the problem is [only] to give a coherent account of belief as something
                  between them” ( 201). It would seem, oddly, that she does not notice that  dunamis  is introduced as a hypothesis, nor the treatment that it gets in the dramatic context
                  regarding Glaucon. See especially 202. 
               

            

         

         
            15. Paul Shorey,  Plato,   The   Republic,  `vol.1. 523.
               

            

         

         
            16. Ibid. 523, note b.

            

         

         
            17. See J. Souilhe,  Etude   sur   le   terme   dunamis   dans   les   dialogues   de   Platon  (Paris : Librarie Felix Alcan, 1919). An extensive study of the term as it occurs
                  both before Plato and also in Aristotle. My interpretation of the ontological status
                  of  dunamis  and its relation to the reality of Ideas differs from his however.
               

            

         

         
            18. Cf.  Charmides  167c-168e.
               

            

         

         
            19. Or Shorey translation: “But in the case of a faculty I look to one thing only—that
                  to which it is related and what it effects, and in this way I come to call each .
                  . . ” etc.
               

            

         

         
            20. , on the condition that.
               

            

         

         
            21. Gail Fine, “Knowledge and Belief in Republic V,” Archiv für Geschichte de Philosophie, 60 (1978):121-39; See also Fine’s “Separation” in Oxford Studies in Ancient Philosophy, Vol. II, (1984), 31-87; “The One Over Many,” The Philosophical Review , Vol. 89, No.2 (1980): 197-240. In her slightly later article “The One Over Many”
                  (1980) especially section IV on Republic 596a6-7 Fine argues for a “realist” interpretation of the passage, and of Phaedo 102b2 regarding the reference of general terms and the limitation of naming properly to predicates that pick out true properties, that is, that point us towards
                  Forms that give an account of them. Thus the argument “implies that the form Large
                  is the meaning of large,” and that “Simmias may be called ‘large’ because he is large and he is large because he participates in the form, the Large” (my emphasis,
                  albeit he is-not large in another relation—the compresence of opposites). But although
                  this explains why it is true to call Simmias large, it says nothing about the meaning of large. Nor, I would stress about the kind of reality that Forms have. “Forms are relevant
                  to explaining the truth of certain predications; they do not thereby constitute the
                  meanings of any predicates,” (218) pace Nehamas, and see her “Separation” (1984).
               

               See also Mitchell H. Miller, Plato’s Parmenides: The Conversion of the Soul, (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1986), 268, n.32. “The veridical sense lies
                  deeper than the distinction between existential and predicative uses. The veridical
                  is therefore not a contrary to the existential . . . Of course for Plato, forms exist.
                  But to focus one's thought or conception of forms on this is perilous, for it may
                  incline us like the youthful Socrates [of the Parmenides], to think of forms after the model of things. To say of forms that their existence is not temporally determinate—the insight that
                  Plato's irony at the close of hypothesis I (Parm. 141c) is aimed to provoke—is only the first step. The second, equally crucial step
                  is to focus on what forms exist as, namely the true natures of things; this is what Plato's introduction of the veridical (which includes the existential
                  but puts its weight, so to speak, on the predicative) in the present hypothesis, combined,
                  as we shall see, with his introduction of the notion of 'appearing' in hypothesis
                  II, is designed to provoke.” Miller is discussing the Parmenides, but this is just about what I set out to prove for the Republic and the Phaedo. 
               

            

         

         
            22. Dunamis is introduced quite explicitly as a presupposition, a hypothesis. Both Cross and
                  Woozley,Commentary, 146 ff., and Nicholas P. White, Plato On Knowledge and Reality (Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing Company, 1976), 106 n.9, avoid the issue in order
                  to save Plato from the charge of question begging. But it becomes question begging
                  only when the hypothesis is abused as doxa in the exchange to follow, as we shall see. And there we may once again distinguish
                  between a satisfied interlocutor and the real argument of the text, which points ahead.
                  Both authors mentioned have Plato assuming the knowledge-opinion, fallible-infallible distinction. See J.C. Gosling, “Doxa and Dunamis in Plato’s Republic,” Phronesis, vol. 13 (1968): 119-30. Gosling, in an otherwise interesting article, does not distinguish
                  between the admissions of Glaucon and the pacification of the lovers of spectacles.
                  The argument is not directed, as he says, to them, but carried on, such as it is, by Glaucon, “You may reply for them,” Socrates says,
                  that is, Glaucon is made to assume, different objects, Beauty itself etc. (476d) Gosling would like 479b5-d1 to refer to answers not to objects, but it ambiguously refers to both. His conclusion, that dunameis are different “abilities” and not faculties avoids the issue. His statement that
                  “applications of different abilities . . . [imply] applications of the same faculty”
                  still leaves the relation of subject to object unclarified. The issue is how the process is structured, and what is concluded about objects and their image in the knowing soul. (Cf. nn.13, 25.)
               

            

         

         
            23. Michael C. Stokes, “Plato and the Sight-lovers of the  Republic,” Apeiron,   The   Language   of   the   Cave,  vol.25/4 (1992): 266-89.
               

            

         

         
            24. Cf. I. M. Crombie,  An   Examination   of   Plato’s   Doctrines. (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1963). Crombie attempts to transform a clearly
                  troublesome ontological claim into a harmless epistemological one. For the sentence,
                  “That which is altogether existent is altogether knowable, that which is in no way
                  existent is altogether unknowable,” (477a3-4) Crombie suggests as the meaning, “That
                  which is without qualification a fact is without qualification a proper object of
                  knowledge, whereas that which is without qualification a figment is in no way a proper
                  object of knowledge” (66). If I am right about the dramatic play here, then there
                  would be no necessity to avoid the usual interpretation, which as Crombie points out
                  has as its result that “we should have to find a place for the objects of  doxa  'between existence and non- existence'—and that means nothing.” It is for this reason
                  that Crombie rejects it; the very reason which leads to my accepting it as what is
                  intended at this stage, I have argued.
               

            

         

         
            25. Contrast Eugenio Benitez, “Republic 476d6-e2: Plato’s dialectical requirement,” The Review of Metaphysics, vol. 49, No. 3 (March 1996): 516-46. Contrary to Benitez, I argue that the shifts
                  in the meaning of esti are intentional and aporetic with regard to the sight-lovers. That is, that it begins
                  in easy agreement, exercising the ostensible dialectical requirement, but exploits
                  the ambiguity of esti to make for what for them would be an uncomfortable conclusion. For the philosophical reader, the argument for different objects, and in what sense,
                  requires the elaboration of Books VI and VII to follow, an elaboration not strictly
                  required by Glaucon, who, at the end of Book V, already accepts a Beauty in itself,
                  etc., paradoxically as a belief.
               

               Benitez insists that the knowledge-belief (opinion) distinction at 473c11-480a13 be
                  read in the context of the Third Wave paradox, which concerns the actual possibility
                  of the ideal city. He holds that positing a philosopher-ruler leads directly to distinguishing
                  the lover of sights from the philosopher, and that these are distinguished by the
                  differing objects of their sight—the latter having access to the Forms while the former is bound to opinion. He thus
                  supports a version of the two worlds theory (TW) as a consequence of beliefs being
                  tied to the unstable, changeable sensible world, and defending an objects over a contents version for the complement of esti on the basis of his analysis of what the text will support. He holds that Fine is
                  wrong to substitute is-v (veridical reading) contents for objects—hence that some version of TW is required. Generally, I would agree that the knowledge-opinion distinctions
                  in the text are based on questions that Socrates asks that require an ontological
                  rather a logical response, hence are of “ontological import” (the content versus object dispute.) But the presence (parousia) of the Forms, along with a different interpretation of both dunameis and logoi in a sense closer to Fine, would not require even Benitez’s version of TW.
               

            

         

         
            26. Compare Rowe,  Philosophical   Writing,  200-213, who also stresses the two different audiences, and the “persuasive function”
                  and “immediate rhetorical purpose.” Rowe argues as follows. The sight-lovers believe
                  that the various beautiful objects  are  beautiful—and see no need to go looking for a beautiful itself beyond this, while
                  the philosophers believe that beautiful objects  have  beauty (when they do), and point to the need to account for the activity and success
                  of the collection that we make. The sight-lovers err in “misidentifying one thing
                  with another, namely particular beautiful things with beauty, and indeed with  beauty   itself  (since that is what beauty is)” (206). So the problem is not with the objects as
                  with what the sight-lovers believe, and believe they know. In other words, unbeknownst
                  to themselves, when the sight-lovers “run eagerly to see them, as beautiful things,
                  they must already be identifying them  as  beautiful, rather than as ugly, and so be separating off their beauty from their
                  ugliness. So beauty is something that beautiful things  have,  not what they are” (208). For Glaucon, speaking for the sight-lovers, what Socrates
                  needs to do for the moment is to “persuade the sight-lovers that their state of mind
                  (their  dianoia,  476d5-6) is one of belief,” (205) i.e., that their knowledge claim is inadequate
                  or unworkable, while the philosopher’s account, in appealing to a beautiful-itself,
                  has explanatory force. For the reader, the work of justifying this difference remains
                  to be done, to explore just what the objects of knowledge  need  to be, if knowledge is to be possible, and accounted for, as well as accounting
                  for the even “partial truth” that the sight-lovers have in picking out beautiful particulars.
                  Thus the following elaboration of the three similes. Note that according to Rowe,
                  in terms again of the “immediate rhetorical purpose,” Plato does not strictly speaking
                  argue   for  two sets of objects and two faculties or capacities, rather “we have two states
                  of mind—knowledge and  mere  belief—that ultimately ‘deal with’ [are ‘set over’] the  same  set of objects [particulars], only with one of them doing it more successfully that
                  the other” (213).
               

            

         

         
            27. The image of the ideal of justice is not yet of something that, in Descartes's sense,
                  is a real possibility—it is not yet philosophically grounded. Descartes says that
                  though the images of fantasy are vivid enough, and in some sense  clear, for example griffins, they do not merit the distinction of existence as they are
                  not also  rationally   distinct.  See  The   Principles   of   Philosophy,  Part I. Principle LX, 243-44 (cf. Principle XLV) in  The   Philosophical   Works   of   Descartes,  in two volumes, edited and translated by Elizabeth Haldane and G.R.T. Ross. (Cambridge:
                  Cambridge University Press, 1967). This cannot really be understood without clarification
                  of the concept of a “real distinction,” in Descartes a technical term. See the seventh
                  reply to Objections II (vol. II. 52-59), especially on the relation of objective to
                  formal reality. Compare the conclusion of Prop. IV “Hence, at least through the instrumentality
                  of the Divine Power, mind can exist apart from body, and body apart from mind,” and
                  Definition X, “But now, substances that  can  exist apart from each other, are really distinct.”
               

            

         

      

   
      Chapter 3

      The Cave: Education and the Lack of It

      
         
         
      

      
      Belief, Knowledge, and the Good

      
       Book VI begins with the assertion that “after a somewhat lengthy discussion,[1]  the philosophers, and those who are not, have each of them with some difficulty
         revealed who they are” (484a). They are then to move on to the “next topic,” while
         Socrates, in passing, notes that the difference would have been “seen more clearly
         if we had only this topic to discuss, and not the many other topics which are necessary
         if one is to realize the difference between the just and the unjust life.” The next
         topic is supposed to be “who is competent to guard the laws and ways of the city,”
         who shall be “established as ruler” in the city that they have just created in words.
         The irony is that, as the preceding chapter has shown, a valid distinction between
         the philosopher and the lover of sights and sounds, or opinion, cannot be said really
         to have been completed without a clearer picture of the distinction between the objects
         of knowledge and the objects of opinion. Thus, “the philosophers and those who are
         not,” have not in fact “each of them . . . revealed who they are,” while truly distinguishing “between
         the just and the unjust life” will be made to depend on the reality of the one as
         contrasted to the other, and this on the articulation of the difference in ontologies.
         Thus going on to the “other topics” ought to be really continuing the same topic, and crucially and necessarily so.
      

      
       What is Glaucon’s relation to the argument at this stage? The brief exchange at the
         beginning of Book VI tells the story. The choice for a ruler in their city is to be
         between those who “are not philosophers but wander among the many phenomena which
         exist in multifarious ways,” that is, the lovers of sights and sounds, and the true
         philosopher, the one “who can apprehend that which remains in all respects ever the
         same.” It is Glaucon who then asks, “How shall we proceed to deal with this question
         at a suitable length? [metriōs legoimen]” (484b). Moments before, as we noted, it is Socrates who had quipped that the distinction
         of the previous discussion had been rather “lengthy,” while it had taken up in actuality
         only a few pages, and was, Socrates had suggested, hardly adequate. But Glaucon, ready
         to move on, asks Socrates what is the “next topic.” Socrates’ reply is, “that which
         follows,” (Grube) or the “next in order” (Shorey). The contrast is between what, for
         Glaucon, is a random next topic, and what is next “in order.” The brief exchange presents
         Glaucon himself as the image of wandering amongst the many phenomena, here the many
         topics. That is, unless he is led by Socrates, who in turn leads by following the
         logos, and is attempting to bring Glaucon along the same path. Thus the very distinction
         between the non-philosopher and the philosopher that is at issue at this point, is
         itself presented graphically in the discursive images of the two men. Moreover, the
         language suggests right measure and calculation, measuring rightly, integral to the
         Cave and the Line. Glaucon’s sense of either “suitable length” or of what is next
         in the discussion is arbitrary, as contrasted to the philosopher’s sense of true measure—the length of conversation and the order of topics being determined by the
         necessity of truth and of method. The notion of taking the “right measure” and of
         “measure” in general, will be examined in more specific detail in the discussion of
         the Divided Line.
      

      
       Nor is this the only image that anticipates later discussion and imagery. The false
         philosophers here are said to “wander” among the phenomena, without direction, as
         do the minds of the souls chained in the Cave, aimlessly pursuing discussions about
         the flickering shadows before them. As well, the complex of images around sight and
         the eye is here introduced. For, as concerns the choice of leaders, the philosopher
         and the lover of the many sights and sounds are contrasted as the blind man and the
         one with “keen eyesight,” while the activity of the one with sight is again compared to that of the painter looking at his model:
      

      
      
         Do you really think that there is any difference between the blind and those who are
            really deprived of the knowledge of every reality, who have no clear model of it in
            their soul and cannot as painters can, look to that which is most true, always refer
            to it, contemplate it as exactly as possible, and so establish here on earth lawful
            notions about things beautiful, just and good where they need establishing, or guard
            and preserve them once established?
         

         
      

      
      
         —No, by Zeus, these are not very different from the blind. (484c-d)

         
      

      Now this elaborate description and comparison, so clearly anticipating the discussions
         of the Sun, Line and Cave, and one might add the myth of Er as well, is here just
         so much rhetoric—and somewhat too rich at that. It serves its purpose, however, and
         so when Glaucon is asked, “Should we then make these people [the blind] our guardians
         rather than those who have knowledge of every reality and are not inferior to the
         others in experience, or indeed in other aspect of excellence?” he replies that, “It
         would be absurd to choose others if these are not inferior in other respects, for
         in this respect they are superior in what is probably the most important matter.”
         I say just so much rhetoric for, as I suggested in the previous section, the question
         of just what is meant by a “knowledge of every reality,” what the original object
         is that is true and to which the philosopher must “always refer,” and finally, what
         a “clear model of it in their soul” is, how it gets there, and what use the philosopher
         makes of whatever the “beautiful, just and good” are . . . all of that remains precisely
         not clear yet. Glaucon’s faith in the philosophers needs some justification, and what
         seems to Glaucon a “clear choice” is rather empty and unclear until these images are
         explicated—for how would Glaucon or the reader know just who fits these descriptions,
         just who can be rightly said to be “keen-sighted” and who “blind”? And yet, the notions
         of sight, the eye, and a “clear model” of “that which remains the same” will turn
         out to be more than just casual praise.
      

      
       Socrates turns to the question of just “how men can be qualified in both knowledge
         and experience.” That is to say, the question of just what constitutes the philosophical
         nature, for “it is first necessary to understand their nature. I think that, if we can reach
         adequate agreement on their nature, we shall also agree that the same men can possess
         both qualifications, and that none but they must be leaders in our cities” (485a).
         But what does Socrates have in mind by “knowledge and experience”? Note that this
         resembles the question discussed before with regard to the “possibility” of the city
         constructed in words. There, at issue was the possibility of an actual polis that would resemble the one constructed in speech, while here we are discussing the
         conditions for the possibility of the philosopher-ruler, which is the condition for
         the coming into being of that other possibility both in speech and in existence. And
         so, at issue is his nature, as well as his reception in the world of the polis, hence the ship metaphor and the question of the bad reputation of the philosopher
         (Cf. 488a-489d). But just as earlier the question of possibility was revealed to be
         somewhat limiting if taken only at the literal political level of the city’s existence—the
         city of the many as contrasted to the personal city of the soul—so here, too, we must
         distinguish between the sociological view of the philosopher as potential ruler of the many, and the philosopher as the
         soul that is capable of intelligent self-rule (as well as the philosopher as model-maker,
         in speech, and actual legislator-ruler). When taken in this latter sense, of self-rule,
         the question of “how men can be qualified in both knowledge and experience” (485a)
         or, as it is then formulated, “what [we] must look to when [we] are about to decide
         which is the philosophical nature and which is not” takes on a different significance.[2]  The focus is necessarily shifted from the person of the philosopher-ruler to the object of his sight and his relation to it, from the nature of the philosopher to the nature
         of philosophy. Seen in this light, the discussion preceding and leading up to that
         of the Line is seen as a prologue, giving the requirements for a philosophical nature, the qualities of character and intellect that make for a good candidate as well
         as the public life of the profession. What follows this prologue, the Sun, Line and
         Cave, deal increasingly with the nature of objects and the task of knowing them (which
         is not to deny the social level and component of the imagery, especially of the Cave).
         The part before the Line, etc., deals with the ethical qualities and the psychological
         nature of the philosopher, at the same time announcing some of the philosophical themes
         as well: knowledge versus opinion, appearing versus being, are with us from the very
         beginning, when in Book I the great debate about the just life had been begun. The
         very opening lines of the Republic have Socrates recounting his returning from the festival down in the Piraeus, where
         he had offered up a prayer to “the goddess” and now wonders aloud about how the festival
         is to be carried out—thus about rightly speaking and rightly acting. Now we are midway
         along that journey. The part after the central images deals with the intellectual
         training of the philosophical mind, its immersion in the analysis of the experience
         of that to which it is akin.
      

      
       I do not mean to suggest that this intellectual experience, that of the philosophical
         training, and of the ascent of the Line, is all that is meant by sufficient “knowledge
         and experience” when considering the individual person as his own philosopher-ruler.
         If anything, the notion of the personal city that is at peace with itself and is in
         that sense one, a unified plurality, suggests an intelligent experience of the world and one’s self,
         an interpretation or right measure of this public or social world—the counterpart of the guardians’ experience, through
         which in fact the philosophical soul must also pass. But intellectual experience is
         still a special kind of experience, and one that can be said to condition the way
         one sees the world, hence constituting at least one element in determining the way
         that one lives in it (in Plato’s case in particular). Nor is there a clear division
         between what one sees, the way that one sees it, and even the ways of preparation
         for seeing, since this last is described as a kind of unknowing practice for what
         is a later insight into its essence. But the relationship between these two kinds
         of experience, that of the intellect and that of the sensual and social self, each
         in relation to its world and to each other, must also be worked out. Each has its
         objects, sometimes overlapping, and each has its inner world of subjective experience.
         It is in the satisfactory relationship between these two kinds of experience that
         the conditions for the true philosophical nature, and hence the right candidates for
         the ruler of the true city, must be sought. It is with this relationship in mind that
         we shall eventually turn in this chapter to an exposition of that central group of
         images. But first we must continue to look at the clues for interpreting these images
         rightly. For this, we must look at two things: the passage at the end of Book VII
         where Plato interprets the soul’s active relationship to the education that is represented
         in the form of these images, including finally the use of dialectic, and secondly,
         some comments on the Good, that is, on the capstone of the objects represented.
      

      
       If, as Plato says in his own brief interpretation at the end of Book VII (532 ff.),
         the purpose of dialectic is to “gently draw the eye of the soul” “which is really
         buried in a kind of barbaric mire, and lead it upwards,” (533c-d) then whatever “knowledge
         and experience” we are concerned with must be effective in whatever this “turning”
         of the whole soul is. From this point of view, the preliminary studies, which we normally call
         science (geometry and astronomy or celestial physics, for example), are called so
         only “through force of habit” (533d), and it is only “dialectic” which deserves the
         name of science, since the latter alone “travels this road, doing away with hypotheses
         and proceeding to the first principle where it will find certainty” (533c). There
         is nothing wrong with regarding these as sciences in themselves as long as one is
         concerned with their use as models or systems that explain or make intelligible the
         range of phenomena to which they are directed. As long as we do not ask either how
         it is possible that they do so, or what it means that it is possible; as long as we
         simply construct and use them, the normal name for them as science is more than adequate.
         But dialectic is in part the search for the answers to just such meta-scientific questions,
         and from this vantage point, the former, while they may be said to “grasp at reality
         to some extent” on account of their content, is seen as “dreaming about reality, unable
         to have a waking view of it so long as they make use of hypotheses and leave them
         undisturbed and cannot give a reasoned account of them” (553c).
      

      
       Just what a reasoned account is and what is meant by hypothesis, much less doing
         away with them, is controversial. But this level of meaning, which might be called
         the epistemological, would limit the “turning of the eye of the soul” to the turning
         of the intellective part alone. However, it is the whole soul that must be turned
         around, as the first mention of this turning at 518c ff. shows. It is true that the virtues of the body “really do not exist before
         and are added later by habit and practice,” while the intellect possesses its own
         virtue as something that by contrast “belongs above all to something more divine,”
         something in some sense prior to and beyond it. However, the right or fitting use
         of this divine capacity is, I suggest, in the service of the whole soul: “It is as
         if it were not possible to turn the eye from darkness to light without turning the
         whole body; so one must turn one’s whole soul from the world of becoming until it can endure to contemplate reality, and the brightest
         of realities, which we say is the Good” (518c). That this “service” relationship is
         true at the epistemological level, seems clear enough from the description of the
         misuse of intelligence below it, hence the requisite turning of the whole soul and
         its moral-ethical implications: we must turn in order to be able to know. But the final and highest relationship of knower and known, or rather of beings
         and the source of being, is also in the service of the whole soul and hence the turning
         in its own interest: we must know in order that we may turn. This is a much deeper claim. It is to say, in effect, that the vision of the Good
         is not an end in itself and the justification for the turning.
      

      
       The experience represented in this capacity to know, even in its use, can be well
         or ill used. In the latter case “its capacity for sight is not inferior, but it is
         compelled to serve evil ends, so that the more sharply it looks the more evil it works”
         (519a).[3]  Now this description of the misuse of intelligence is clearly with the political
         or social realm in mind: “have you never noticed in men who are said to be wicked
         but clever, how sharply their little soul looks into things to which it turns its
         attention.” Thrasymachus (or Alcibiades) would be an example. But while this is misuse
         or abuse (and conventional science would be not an abuse but rather a limited use,
         albeit the one most frequent), there is a higher use from which perspective these
         sciences serve as “assistants and helpers in the process of turning the soul around”
         (533d). That is, while individually and internally so to speak, they are still functioning
         epistemologically, the results of this, given that one raises the right questions
         about the activity and gives the right account of it, are not epistemological but
         rather ontological. The first suggestions of this, close to the present discussion,
         are at 485b-e where the philosopher’s passion for knowledge and truth results in a
         canalized direction of the passions—towards the one object of the intellect—and as
         a result, “withdrawal of the energy and interest of the passions for pleasures of
         the body.” The qualification of the philosopher-ruler is reflected in this complex
         turning. It is the interrelationship of these two senses of turning, the epistemological
         and the ethical-ontological, that is contained in the images we are about to study,
         and which contain Plato’s answer to the original question and quest for the meaning
         of happiness in reply to the challenge of Thrasymachus. This might make it seem as
         if the turning of the eye of the soul per intellect would be enough to morally condition
         and reform the soul. But this is not the intent, for clearly the education of the
         appetites, as with the guardians, is in some sense a pre-condition for the ascent
         of the philosopher. In this sense, the eye of the soul would seem to have been already
         turned, at least at the level of habit, while the description here might seem to indicate
         that it is insight into the Good which in turn turns the rest of the soul. As well,
         the image of the man who returns to the Cave after his vision seems to follow this
         line of development. However, the philosopher is selected from among those whose souls
         have already undergone a turning towards the non- visible in their training, hence
         already a moral and an epistemological change. As regards the epistemological question,
         the everyday experience in meaning is also already a turning to the non-visible, and
         this without any special philosophical education. This is an important lesson of the
         analysis of the Line, which seeks to explain the condition of the possibility of everyday
         experience of discourse as significant.
      

      
       Very little is said about the Idea of the Good, but there is no way to avoid talking
         about it. For example, when discussing the studies the philosopher will be required
         to pursue, the measure of to what extent they are to be studied, to what extent they
         are useful in preparing the philosopher to be both a true philosopher and a true ruler
         of the true city, is the extent to which such a study can lead one to the vision of
         the Idea of the Good:
      

      
      
         But for those purposes [practical application of geometry in warfare, e.g., encampments,
            troop formation, etc.] even a small amount of geometry and calculation would suffice.
            We must examine whether the greater portion of it which is more advanced tends to
            make it easier to see the Idea of the Good. All things tend in that direction which
            compels the soul to turn itself toward the place in which the most blessed part of
            reality exists, which the soul must see at any cost. (527e)
         

         
      

      Now the discussion of the Idea of the Good is extremely brief, admittedly dogmatic—Socrates
         says that he will give only his “opinion” (506e) about it, and that, under duress—and
         the image of the Sun, etc., is offered as second best, a look at the “offspring” rather
         than the “parent.” It is Adeimantus who urges him to give his “position” on whether
         the Good is “knowledge or pleasure or something else.” To which Socrates replies,
         ironically, “What a man! It has been clear for some time that the opinion of others
         on this subject would not satisfy you.” That is, he will accept, or at least desires,
         the mere opinion of Socrates on the subject. When Socrates asks, “Do you think that
         it is right to talk about things one does not know as if one knew them?” Adeimantus
         does not hesitate to reply, “Not as if one knew them, but for a man who has an opinion
         to say what that opinion is.” And when Socrates asks whether “those who express a
         true opinion without knowledge are any different from blind people who follow the
         right road?” Adeimantus agrees, and presumably is silenced. But this does not prevent
         Glaucon, and one assumes with Adeimantus’ silent consent, from urging Socrates to
         continue: “Do not stand off as if you had come to the end. We shall be satisfied if
         you discuss the Good in the same fashion as you did justice, moderation and the other
         things” (506d). That is, from their point of view, this would mean that Socrates merely
         give his opinion on the issue at hand, and on the Good itself presumably. However,
         what would discussing it in “the same fashion” mean? Clearly not the mere giving of
         his opinion about it that they intend. Socrates says that to do so would “also quite
         satisfy” him, but that he fears that he “shall not be able to do so, and that in my
         eagerness I shall disgrace myself and make myself ridiculous.” But is this because
         the nature of the discussion of the Good is of necessity different than that of the
         virtues (for example, because the latter have been examined through the use of hypotheses),
         or rather perhaps because the interlocutors are not capable of following?
      

      
       At any rate, Socrates does not say that he absolutely could not give such an account,
         and begs off, on the grounds that the nature of the Good itself is a “larger question
         than what we started on, which was to ascertain my present opinion about it” (506e).
         And it is in this context that the analogy of the Sun is introduced. It then appears
         that what Socrates is doing is acquiescing in their desire to hear his opinion about
         such things, and that what will be provided is a mere appearance—thus, “I am willing to tell you what appears to be the offspring of the Good and most like it [homoiotatos], if that is agreeable to you. If not, we must let the question drop.” Now given
         what he has just said about mere true opinion being like the expression of “blind
         people”—the taunt that they thus would want “to contemplate ugly, blind and crooked
         things when you can hear bright and beautiful things from others,” from those who
         have knowledge—we, at least, ought to feel rather uncomfortable, and at least be forewarned
         about how we are to read the images about to be presented. In fact, much more is given than the mere opinion
         which Glaucon and Adeimantus are willing to settle for. For the following elaboration
         includes not only the sketch of the Good through its activity in analogy with the
         Sun image, but the elaboration of the Line and the Cave as well—since the latter are
         expressly offered as a further explication of the former (cf. 517b). However, there
         is a certain degree of dogmatism in the elaboration of all these images: the Line
         is an account of the relation of the knower, knowing and the known, but that it indeed
         works as an account would need further examination, or better, the experience of its
         truth. Still, it is all a far cry from the simple response that Glaucon and Adeimantus
         requested, which was only Socrates’ opinion as to whether he considered the Good to
         be “knowledge, or pleasure, or something else.” They would have been happy with the simple reply as to which it was. They take it that
         the contents of a simple reply, in the form of an identification, can satisfactorily
         be given, and that the form of such a reply in a simple dogmatic answer is acceptable.
         Neither is the case. As in the Meno, the nature of an appropriate answer is related to the proper understanding of the
         question, and as in the Meno, the interlocutors are seen to be operating at a different level than the reader
         is meant to operate. The blindness of the interlocutors when perceived by the reader
         points the reader to the real issues and the development of the argument. At the very
         beginning of the dialogue, Glaucon and Adeimantus had asked not for insight and knowledge
         about the nature of justice, but for an adequate defense of it against the claims
         of injustice. (It is, in fact, specifically Adeimantus who asks for Socrates’ “opinion”
         at this point, while it is Glaucon who asks for further elaboration of the image—but
         it was Glaucon who had asked for an “encomium” of justice at the very beginning (358d),
         to be “persuaded” that justice is preferable to injustice, as noted in some detail
         in chapter one.) There, and now again here, Glaucon and Adeimantus are asking that
         Socrates give his opinions—that will satisfy them. Now in some sense the distinction
         between knowledge and opinion has already been made at 479c-e and it has been illustrated
         by the image of the city as a ship and the discussion of the one who truly has the
         knowledge requisite to guiding the crew. This is contrasted with the one who is simply
         good at convincing the owner of the ship that he, the rhetorician, can manipulate
         them. Or, again, it was implicit in the thesis that each of the divisions of the city
         should function in accord with what it does best, that is, according to what it knows.
         But the nature of what it means to know per se has not been examined; hence even an
         adequate doxa concerning the Good must be spelled out in some measure—concerning its rule over
         knowing and being.
      

      
       But why is it particularly appropriate to raise this issue of the method of discourse
         once again at just this point in the dialogue, and what is its connection with the
         Idea of the Good, and knowledge of it? When distinguishing the three parts of the
         soul earlier, they had discussed, “with reference to these parts the nature of each
         of justice, moderation, courage and wisdom” (504a). “We spoke as best we could at
         the time, and we said that to see these things most clearly there was a longer way”
         (509b) and it is this way that the “guardian of a city and its laws” must endure,
         and “put as much effort into his studies as into physical training; otherwise he will
         never reach the end of the most important and most appropriate study.” This study
         is, or culminates in, the study of the Good (note that it is not said to be the study
         of how to attain a vision of the Good, but a study of the Idea of the Good—and its relations—itself).
         Now Glaucon and Adeimantus are presented by Socrates as being already familiar with
         at least the existence of such a study, and of the controversies around it: “You have
         certainly heard it [what the study is] often enough, but now you are either not thinking,
         or you intend again to make trouble for me by your intervention. I rather think that
         the latter is the case, for you have often heard it said that the Form of the Good
         is the greatest object of study . . . ”(504e-505a). And yet, as familiar as they are
         with its existence as a doctrine, its connection with the present discussion of the
         nature of the philosopher who must lead the city (beginning at 503b) and the soul
         that must be “exercised in many kinds of studies to see whether it can tolerate the
         greatest studies,” (503e) is, apparently, far from obvious to them. And so when Socrates
         first speaks of a “most important and most appropriate study,” Adeimantus responds
         by asking, “Are these virtues then [justice, moderation, courage, and wisdom], not
         the most important subject of study? Is there anything still more important than justice
         and the things we discussed?”(504d). Thus while the subject of the nature of the Good
         is “a subject of great and frequent controversies” it is unrelated for them to the
         question of the nature of virtues, say of justice, and moreover to the knowledge of
         such. One has the impression that for them, as for some commentators, the argument
         could have been declared concluded at the end of Book IV (at 445a), which indeed it
         was, of course, dogmatically, hence ironically so.
      

      
       It is Socrates who first mentions, in connection with the study of the Good, the
         “current controversies” as to whether the Good is knowledge or pleasure or something
         else, and then he points to a difficulty for those who would identify knowledge as
         the Good, namely that when asked knowledge of what, they can only reply “knowledge of the Good” (508b). The Divided Line attempts to
         indicate where kinds of knowledge stand in relation to the Good, which is not “another
         knowledge.” Those who taunt anyone with either a lack of knowledge of the Good or
         being unable to articulate it, are themselves no better; “For they say it is the ‘knowledge
         of the Good’ [when asked knowledge of what] as if we understood their meaning when
         they utter the word good.” In spite of this difficulty for those who merely mouth a noble platitude about
         the object of the study, Glaucon and Adeimantus, a few lines later (506b), still want to know what Socrates’ “choice” is and his opinion in the controversy. But having
         made the distinction between knowledge and opinion, between appearance and reality
         at the end of Book V, is not sufficient until such distinctions are made more than
         doctrine, more than philosophical doxai, and are related to the real natures of the objects of knowledge. And that requires
         an examination of their actual structure and activity in relation to the human subject,
         which will suggest their relation to the Good and what a study of the Good would possibly
         mean. For the discussion concluding at the end of Book IV, and that dealing with the
         problem of possibility in the books that follow, are still fundamentally under the gun as ex hypothesi: though more than bald opinion, since they are the philosophical elaboration of an
         image, a demonstration of sorts, yet they still are not sufficiently developed to
         lay claim to being knowledge. Socrates’ statement at the beginning of Book V still
         holds: “This then is the kind of city and government which I call good and right, and so too this kind of man. And if this is the right kind, then the others are bad and wrong” (449a). In the intervening books, I have argued, the
         issue of possibility is seriously discussed, “lest our discussion should seem to be
         mere wishful thinking,” only by shifting the ground from the model of the outer image
         of the ideal city back to its original purpose, the description of the just city of
         the inner soul in harmony with itself. But while this shift focuses the careful reader
         on where true justice is possible if at all, and begins to give us a better picture of what justice is, still, it does not explain the reality of justice itself, and
         its integration with the rest of reality. Books I-V present the embodiment of principles
         used in construction of the city in action, constructing images of definitions of
         virtue and positing different objects for knowledge versus opinion, with the suggestion of permanence
         and stability versus change as essential characteristic of the knowledge/opinion distinction
         and built into the city and its parts. The discussion of the Line and of the education
         of the philosopher will replace visible images of the imagination with a rational
         image of the non-visible. This rational image represents to us, in schematic form,
         the underlying structures of the articulated whole, the actual world of experience.
         The Line is a schematic rational image of the rationality of the world as it actually
         is, while the model of the soul in action constructed in imagination in the Republic, in the drawing of the details of the city/soul analogy, is an image of how the soul
         ought to be in relation to that rational actual world to which it is akin (and which
         it in some sense helps produce, both individually and publicly). 
      

      
       As I have indicated, the need for this shift from the constructed image in imagination
         of the city/soul, to its ground, the rational or reflected image of the actual, intelligible
         world, is not seen by the interlocutors. Hence, for them, the virtues are independent
         of knowledge, are conventional, even if in a newly defined set of conventions which
         they have just worked out to their satisfaction in the development of the image of
         the ideally just city.[4]  It is for this reason that the theoretical knowledge of the Good would not occur
         to them as in any way germane to the present discussion, although they are aware of
         it as an object of intellectual controversy. Thus it is rather ironic that they agree
         that “many men would choose to do, possess and enjoy the reputation for things that
         are opined to be just and fair even if they aren’t, while when it comes to good things
         no one is satisfied with what is opined to be so but each seeks the things that are,
         and from here on out everyone despises opinion” (505d, Bloom transl.). Ironic, for
         they themselves, in just a few lines, are quite content, as we have pointed out, to
         have Socrates give his private opinion about the Good, and to do so through what “appears
         to be the offspring of the Good.” The dictum that every man seeks what he truly believes
         to be good for himself needs to be taken up as an image in words, and then purified
         into its proper end—the pursuit through knowledge, that is, through dialectic, of
         the authentic idea of Good which can order the personal city of human being morally and does order the epistemological
         and ontological relations. The difference between the rude state of the truth of the
         dictum: things that are seen as good, that is, appear so, because we call them so,
         hence the level of opinion or convention (if even personal convention)—and the contrast
         with an intuited higher state, at which things are seen to be good because we know
         them to be so, is reinforced in the next line: “This every soul pursues, and all its
         actions are done for its sake. It divines that it is something but is perplexed and cannot adequately grasp what it is . . . ” (505e).
      

      
       Finally, for just actions to be more than simply called good, even when so transformed
         as they have been up until now, and thus to meet the ultimate and original challenge
         of Thrasymachus, such just actions need to be seen in the light of their relation
         to the Idea of the Good. For not only is it the case that the studies of the philosopher
         result in insight into what is the just ordering, the “preserving and ordering” of
         the city, but also insight into in what sense just actions are useful and beneficial
         sufficiently to answer the debate concerning which man is happier, the just or the
         unjust: “ . . . that the Form of the Good is the greatest object of study, and that
         it is by their relation to it that just actions and the other things become useful and beneficial” (505a) and constitutive
         of human happiness. In this way, knowledge of the Good will be seen to be beyond the
         merely moral ideal (pace Shorey)[5]  and linked to the necessity for a more detailed distinction between knowledge and
         opinion in general. The “best men in the city to whom we entrust everything” must
         have not just moral knowledge—in fact, to have just this would seem to be impossible, since “when it is not known how just and beautiful things come to be good, these things will not find it much use to secure a guardian over themselves
         who does not have this knowledge. And I surmise that no one will understand those
         just and beautiful things adequately before he knows this” (506a).  
      

      
      The Idols of the Cave: Shadow Images, Puppets, and Puppeteers

      
       Having made some brief remarks about the introduction of the Good,[6]  I now propose to look at the Cave and the Line in detail. For reasons that shall
         become apparent, my exposition reverses the order of the text, and deals with the
         Cave allegory first, in the present chapter, and the Line in the following chapter.
         We have seen the significance of Glaucon and Adeimantus’s participation in the search
         for the best ruler, in the distinguishing of the true from the false philosopher.
         This has been done in a preliminary but also a rather doctrinaire way, as has the
         distinguishing of their methods and objects, knowledge and opinion. Once the issue
         of whether such a law-maker is possible, and what the nature of such a one must be
         like, has been settled, or at least laid to rest to the satisfaction of the discussants,
         it remains to take up “how the saviors of our constitution will develop, what studies
         and pursuits they must follow [as compared to that outlined for the guardians] and
         at what age they must severally take up each of these” (502d). They are to be evaluated
         as to their suitability for the pursuit, and then “tested by pleasure and pain” (503a)
         and that “neither in toil nor in fear, nor in any change in circumstances must they
         lose that love,” the “love for their city.” And he who comes through this “like gold
         tested in fire” is then fit to be “established as ruler” (503a). This testing of his
         nature is in “those toils, fears and pleasures that we mentioned before” but now to
         be added are the tests of intellectual studies, conceived in a certain way, with the
         goal of turning the soul in such a way that it is led towards a vision that will equip it for its
         ultimate task, that of ruling justly. (The first tests are external tests of the mettle
         of the soul, while the intellectual tests both accomplish the turning of the soul
         and take place internally.) It is in response and dismay that there are still greater
         studies, greater heights to be scaled, that the question of just what these studies
         are calls forth the discussion of the idea of the Good, the Sun-Good analogy, and
         the images of the Line and the Cave. “We must test this nature in those toils . .
         . it must be exercised in many kind of studies to see whether it can tolerate the
         greatest studies, or whether it will shrink from them, like those who fail other tests”
         (503e). But in addition to noting this proleptic language of an arduous uphill climb
         we must also recall the context of the whole of the discussion, namely the question
         of the nature of justice (and injustice) and the just life, and the final question
         which had called forth the whole discussion of the Republic, whether the life of the just man or that of the unjust man is happier. I recall
         this especially now as we are about to look at some rather unhappy figures, the chained
         inhabitants of the Cave. It is natural to think of men in chains as being rather unhappy,
         though clearly they would not say so themselves—in fact, quite the opposite. But these
         are so in a rather special sense, for they are unaware of their chains, or at least
         of what it would be like without them, they have always been in chains. They are not
         unwilling and/or psychologically unhappy slaves. Also, although the journey upwards
         is filled with pain, yet in the end we are, one supposes, meant to judge the one who
         makes it as somehow truly happier or better off than those in chains, including those
         who return to the cave, but are to remain unbound (but to point to the issue as it
         is reflected in the image is not to resolve it).
      

      
       We must recall, then, what perspective on justice is being assumed in the discussion,
         having been developed up to this point, as we are about to enter the Cave, as it were.
         What stage in the reinterpretation of the original question regarding justice and
         the just life has been reached? Justice is traditionally, then as now, thought of
         as external, as a social relation. Plato argues that it is rather a state of soul,
         and just actions a secondary, though necessary, consequence or result, of which justice
         is the cause. Further justification of this view is of course one of the purposes
         of the rest of the argument of the Republic, as is its correlate, the nature of happiness. And yet the grand analogy of the city
         that constitutes one half of the Republic is justice in its external, social sense, at least as a visible analogy. Why should
         an external, social model (as more visible) be appropriate as an image? The suggestion
         of a full answer will have to wait upon a discussion of the Divided Line. The tension
         of the paradox is felt by those who see the image as image. Those like Glaucon and Adeimantus who remain at the literal level, still see
         only ordinary external justice, the justice of acts. Another way of putting it, even
         within the terms of the image at the social or literal level, is that there is a difference
         between the justice of the whole society in the relations and attitudes of the citizens,
         versus the individual consequences of these relations and attitudes. But the one who
         sees the image as image, the analogical level, who sees the purpose and necessity of the analogy, at least sees more clearly the non-visible nature of
         social relations and attitudes in tracing even these to their non-visible cause, the
         human soul. Part of the answer to this paradox is that the appropriateness of the
         analogy is in part explained by its purpose, to make visible the true justice—ironically
         to make the invisible visible through the making of an image—thus we turn the soul
         around, and at the same time turn it inside out, 1) to make it look upward in order
         to turn and look inward, and 2) to look inward in order to look upward. The first
         concerns psychology, morality and epistemology, while the second concerns epistemology
         and ontology. The allegory of the Cave must be understood not only epistemologically
         but also politically, or more broadly speaking socially—and ultimately brought back
         down to the journey of the individual soul.[7]  That this is so, is, as I have said above, in the first instance simply because
         of the larger context of the objective of the Republic as a whole; secondly, because it is pointless to separate the education of the philosopher,
         and hence the image of its beginnings in the Cave, from its proper use, the end towards
         which it is directed—the vision of the Good, which in its turn must be useful, put
         to use as the highest education of the philosopher.[8]  The temptation to read the image only epistemologically is due, ironically, to the
         physicality of the image—the models or manufactured things and their shadows—as if
         only the natural world were being talked about.[9]  And yet that journey upward of the Cave and the Line—the studies which “draw the
         soul from the world of that which becomes to the world of that which is”—provides
         precisely “those who have the best knowledge of the principles that make for the best
         government of a city,” even though these are said to “also know honor of a different
         kind, and a better life than that of the political” (521b). The two images, that of
         the Cave and that of the Line, are of course presented separately, and are distinct
         for good reason, as we shall see.
      

      
       After the Line, Plato presents the parable of the Cave proper, then, at 517b ff.
         he talks about it; “This whole image must be related to what we said before [the Line]”
         and then, “Come then, share with me this thought also: do not be surprised that those
         who have reached this part are unwilling to occupy themselves with human affairs”
         (517c). Then, in the discussion of the compelling of the philosopher to take on the
         task of ruling the city, we are told that the law which “binds together” the city,
         making it one instead of many, is the principal task of the philosopher, and that
         “we must not allow them to stay behind” in the realm of mere thinking. But who are
         we and they here? The description of the unwelcome reception of the one who has “returned from
         his upward journey” is in clearly political terms: “Would it not be said that he had
         returned from his upward journey with his eyesight spoiled, and that it was not worthwhile
         even to attempt to travel upward? As for the man who tried to free them and lead them
         upwards, if they could somehow lay their hands on him and kill him, they would do
         so” (517a). This is said outside of the Cave image passage proper—all the more reason
         to take it as pointing us towards a political level of interpretation of the goings
         on within the Cave. Here, as often noted, we have a certain reference to the death
         of Socrates.[10]  As well, we might remember a similar reception of the navigator in the case of the
         sailors and the ship parable, there an explicitly political image (488ff). But we
         shall see that behind the political language and imagery lays a more fundamental,
         epistemological, and ultimately ontological, theme.
      

      
       Next, consider the passage at 517c, the sole explicit description of the Idea of
         the Good; it is “the cause of all that is right and beautiful, to have produced in
         the visible world both light and the fount of light, while in the intelligible world
         it is itself that which produces and controls truth and intelligence.” Yet, for all
         its ontological cast, the sentence ends with “and he who is to act intelligently in
         public or in private must see it.” Hence finally it is public actions in the polis, and the private ones, both in relation to other souls, and private intending in
         relation to ourselves, inner justice—which are the consequence and the purpose or
         end of such vision, in the context of the Republic at least. At 517d there is another implied comparison with the ship parable; in the
         latter, it had been said that the one with knowledge of navigation might not be good
         at arguing his case, might not even get a chance to apply his knowledge in navigating,
         that is, in ruling, but that this would not negate the superior insight of the navigator
         into both the principles that would issue in the best rules for the craft of navigation,
         and even insights into how best, with that end in view, the crew should then be ruled.
         Both the true navigator and here the person returned from his upward journey are pointedly
         described as behaving “awkwardly” and as subject to the “ridicule” of others. In the
         case of the Cave he is described as both “behaving awkwardly” and “appearing ridiculous”
         while he is still dazzled, and before he is sufficiently adjusted to the darkness
         around him, that is, if he were “compelled to contend in court or some other place
         about the shadows of justice or the objects of which they are shadows, and to carry
         through the contest about these in the way that these things are understood by those
         who have never seen justice itself . . . ”(517d-e) It should be clear from this passage
         alone that among the objects carried along the wall casting shadows below are made images of justice. The problem
         is how to integrate this with the Cave description as a whole; what is a made image
         of justice such that it casts deceptive shadows of justice etc. and how does this
         compare to the other more material sense of objects. Here “the darkness around him”
         is not just epistemological but a moral and political one as well, as the mention
         of contending in a court, etc. implies.
      

      
       Nor should we pass over the second reference to the trial and death of Socrates in
         one hundred lines. The image of violently contending, is used both within the Cave
         image along with the other political signs just mentioned and right following this,
         outside the image proper, when Socrates is interpreting the parable (cf. 516e; 517d),
         and recalls the contending (the same word is used) in the case of the navigator and
         crew. And so in the end we are led to examine the image of the Cave to see more exactly
         in what sense the shadows described, and the whole dynamic of the Cave story, is susceptible
         to a political, ethical, but ultimately ontological interpretation, especially of
         the nature of images and image-making.[11]  Socrates concludes when addressing vive voce the philosopher-ruler himself in convincing him to return to the cave:
      

      
      
         What we shall say to compel [him] . . . When you are used to it you will see infinitely
            better than the dwellers below; you will know what each image is and of what it is an image, because you have seen the truth of things beautiful and just and
            good, and so, for you as for us, the city will be governed as a waking reality and
            not as in a dream, as the majority of cities are now governed by men who are fighting
            shadows and striving against each other in order to rule as if this were a great good.
            (520c)
         

         
      

      The task is to maintain both sides of the primary analogy in one’s interpretation—in
         the metaphysical books, to see the continuity with the rest of the inquiry of the
         Republic, and the necessity of the digression, while in the political books, as it were, to see the epistemological and ontological level.
      

      
       Let me suggest then, that we consider the Cave myth as if the cave itself were the
         city, and not merely the sensible world, an epistemological story, as it is sometimes
         taken to be (though of course it is that as well). Secondly, that the cave is itself
         as well an image of the individual soul, in other words, that it is to be treated
         just as that image of the city originally generated for comparison with the soul in
         Books I-V. This passage at 520c, again occurring outside of the cave image proper, speaking as it does of “men who are fighting shadows and
         striving against each other to rule as if this were a great good,” and the earlier
         ones at 517a and especially 517d, “contending in court or some other place about shadows
         of justice or the objects of shadows . . . by those who have never seen justice itself,”
         all make it clear that the shadows of the cave are, in context, in the first instance
         to be interpreted politically, but that we are to see the deeper sources of political
         blindness and injustice. If the Cave is to represent the whole of human experience,
         as does the Divided Line, then the image should depict the whole range of dialogical
         experience, hence a variety of subject types of discourse. Thus the political must
         be understood in both its more literal restricted sense, but also the priority of
         the more general sense as the politics of the soul. This priority is reflected in
         the epistemological and ontological divisions of the Line. Socrates tells us as much
         about the Cave image himself. We are to compare the Cave to the entire realm of the
         visible; “the realm of the visible should be compared to the prison dwelling” (517b).
         But we must ask what aspects of the visible versus the non-visible are relevant to
         the central question of the just versus the unjust life and the issue of happiness.
      

      
       Having looked at some of the indications of context which suggest what to bear in
         mind, let us look at the details of the image proper. The general disposition of the
         cave is well known. I will comment only on certain dramatic features. The Cave parable
         begins, likely enough, with the physical setting. It is an “underground cave-like
         dwelling.” Why underground? Various suggestions have been made. It will present a
         ready contrast between the light of the fire and the light of the sun, between the
         visible world and that of the intelligible, hence analogous to the major divisions
         of the Line, which had been already presented. The actual physical sun of our visible
         world, while its virtues are extolled in the analogizing of it to the Good in the
         intelligible world, is still as fire in the cave when compared to the Good itself.
         Hence the light of the actual Sun when outside the cave (the parable) is not the physical
         sun but the Good—thus the visible world is expressly inside the cave. But what is
         this visible world of the cave? As I have suggested, it is not merely our epistemic
         world in the narrow sense; rather, it is our whole world, our lived in, political/social
         world. Darkness, of course, is suggestive of ignorance, and the purpose of this parable
         is given at the outset as illustrating “the effect of education or the lack of it upon our human nature” (514a). Again, this darkness is not just epistemological but
         moral and political darkness—that is, we are to look at the effect of having or lacking education, and one of these effects is the position in which
         it puts us in relation to others, for it is significant that there are others in the
         cave itself—there need not have been, after all. (Recalling as well the relation of
         Glaucon and Adeimantus to Thrasymachus and Socrates, as studied earlier.)
      

      
       The men at the very bottom of the cave are in fetters. One may see this as simply
         symbolic of their ignorance, from which they must be freed, and this certainly is
         what happens later. But being in fetters is certainly evocative of the condition of
         being a slave. Further, others in the cave play an important role in keeping them
         in chains, as we shall see. Next we note that they have been there since childhood
         (those who carry the figures as well, it is presumed). This stresses that a) they
         are in ignorance from the beginning of their education, having no equipment with which
         they might free themselves (until the parts of the image are considered as parts of
         one soul’s struggle) and b) since they are now grown men, they have been habituated
         to the life of the cave and are somewhat rigid in its games, accounting for the pain
         of release, and the resistance encountered when one of them returns with a radically
         different interpretation of their world.
      

      
      Behind and above those in chains is a path across the cave, and running the length
         of this is a low wall. This wall is then compared to the screen at a show. Such a
         screen would normally prevent the viewers of a puppet show from seeing the puppeteers,
         the real source of the voices and movements, the animation of the puppets. Since in
         the version [12]  of a theater being constructed in the cave the puppets are being used to cast shadows
         on the wall in front, here the effect of this wall separating the puppeteers from
         those enchained would be to prevent the shadows of those carrying the puppets from
         being cast as well. This feature adds to the deception—the shadows appear to be original
         sources and to be alive. Behind a ramp, and still higher up, is a fire, which is used
         to cast shadows on the wall before the enchained. It is along this ramp that men are
         carrying puppet like figures, which in turn cast shadows on the wall. Though those
         in chains presumably are able to see their own shadows they would not be able to identify
         them as such, that is, as shadows, anymore than they are able to identify correctly
         any other shadow. Socrates asks, “Do you think, in the first place, that such men
         could see anything of themselves and each other except the shadows which the fire
         on the wall casts in front of them?” to which the reply is, “How could they, if they
         have to keep their heads still throughout life?”(515a). Nor of course can they see
         their own bodies; they are fixed so as to be able to regard only the shadows on the
         wall. This fits nicely with their ignorance of their own souls and of their condition;
         for they do not in fact know that they are enchained and ignorant, as this has been
         all that they have known during their lives. Note that there is no pain coming from
         their present condition—the only one who experiences pain is said to do so after being
         freed, or in the process thereof.
      

      
       Next let us note the variety of the objects carried. They are “all kinds of artifacts,
         statues of men, reproductions of other animals in stone or wood . . . ” and they are
         carried by men, some of whom are talking while others are silent. We thus have representatives
         of the whole visible world—manufactured objects, human beings and that of “other animals,”
         representing nature. The most interesting part of the story is the dynamic of what
         happens, the drama of images. The shadows, as the only things known to the enchained,
         are taken to be the real things. “If they could converse with one another, do you
         not think that they would consider these shadows to be the real things?—Certainly.”
         But further, these objects, or rather their shadows, are animated, and in a special
         way. For Socrates suggests that there could as well be an echo in the cave, and that
         sounds made from behind them would be reproduced as echoes, as images of the original sound, seeming to come from in front of them, that is, from the direction of the wall and its shadows.
         Thus, “whenever one of the carriers passing behind the wall spoke, would they not
         think that it was the shadows passing in front of them which were talking?”(515b)
         And most significantly, the figures casting shadows include the “statues of men.”
         Now it seems reasonable to ask just who these puppeteers are, what their relation
         is to the figures that they are carrying, and thus to those below them, the enchained.
         For not only do they give the figures they carry motion, but speech as well. Would
         it not be plausible to suppose to begin with, that they are in fact the artificers
         of the figures that they each carry? And further, that the voices that echo from the
         wall each in some sense go with the respective figures and the puppeteer behind them,
         much as would be the case in a real puppet show. Again, not that those in chains would
         know which echo properly goes with which shadow—they in fact spend much idle time
         debating just this, which has a significance of its own, as we shall see in a moment.
         It is said of those carrying the figures that “some of the carriers are talking while
         others are silent.” This added bit of animation is likely for some dramatic reason.
         Could it perhaps be that they either talk about the figure they carry or else even consciously animate their particular figure, in
         the case of statues of men? It is particularly the statues of men that are animated,
         their shadows which are taken to be talking, and the real things. What I am suggesting
         is that since the topic here is “the effect of education and the lack of it,” and
         given the language of the context already pointed out, perhaps it is appropriate to
         think of those carrying the puppets as actively being a cause of the ignorance of
         those enchained—of misleading them, perhaps consciously. Why, if not, have singled
         out so conspicuously, in the list of things carried along the wall, “images of men,”
         and then have stressed their speech; and what, after all, are the images of men? Perhaps
         it is their speech itself, and the word is the image of the deed, or the word is the
         shaping of the deed. And if, then, the puppets were to be thought of as manufactured
         by those carrying them, perhaps it would complete the meaning of the Cave image to
         conceive of the puppets themselves as the doctrines of those who made them, and the
         shadows as the public images of the doctrines. The doctrines or opinions would be
         images formed about the nature of reality, but as doxai they are self-constituting in a sense, hence reflexive discourse about the images
         themselves, whether of things in nature or the world of manufactured things, or finally,
         about human things, i.e., political and moral reality. Ultimately, various implicit
         competing ontologies would be likely candidates, it is particularly the competing
         views of justice (as in Book I) which would be the most relevant, for it is finally
         this vision which the one who has made the journey and returned must impart to those
         still enchained.
      

      
       Interestingly enough, the activities of those enchained fit very well with this explanation
         of the shadows and those who make them. First, at 515b, Socrates asks, “if they were able to talk to one another, do you not think that they would suppose that in naming
         the things that they saw they were naming passing objects?” and there is nothing in
         the description of their enchainment that suggests that they could not, in fact, talk
         to one another, albeit they cannot turn their heads, thus see one another. Then, a
         bit later, Socrates suggests the following as a potential recollection of one who
         has been freed, of life back in the cave, “if he recalled to mind what passed for
         wisdom there, and his fellow bondsmen” (516c). The prisoners are imagined as busying
         themselves arguing about the shadows, “the men below had praise and honor from each
         other,” again a political or public overtone, “and prizes for the man who saw most
         clearly the shadows that passed before them” (516c-d). They study the order of the
         shadows and “which came earlier and which came later, and which came together,” clearly
         a mock, eristic study in contrast to that of dialectic. One might then suppose that
         they are aided in this activity by the voices of the puppeteers. The most likely group
         of candidates for those who teach such a skill of distinguishing or classifying dependent
         on mere arbitrary perceived sequence, etc. would be the sophists, who are said to
         be expert in a deception “by words that cheat the ear,” in “exhibiting images of all
         things in a shadow play of discourse” (Sophist, 234c). This image of eristical and arbitrary identifying or naming is in contrast to the method of examination by successive hypotheses (or in the Sophist’s descent by classification—the division and collection of a dialectic) in search of
         reality. The governance of such an examination reflects the rule of the Good, and
         is its image—as is that of the Sun, also discussed in its rule “in its own place”
         in the same passage at 516c. The shadowy presence of the sophists is also suggested
         by the goal of this study of the shadows, which is that those who carry it on believe
         that they thus “could most ably predict the future,” that is, win out over their competitors
         in this pseudo-skill—as well as by the contrast between the philosopher and those
         who “desire those rewards and envy those who were honored and held power among the prisoners.” But as Socrates says when discussing those who give philosophy a bad name, the
         true sophists are not those who formally teach sophistic but those who use it in the
         manipulation of the polis, whether having studied it or in their own cleverness.[13]  
      

      
       The philosopher and the sophist are contrasted with an image borrowed from the Underworld
         of the Odyssey but altered ironically and given an expressly political turn in this
         context. (We see elsewhere that Plato subtly changes a story or passage to suit his
         own needs.) Socrates says, “As Homer put it, that he [Achilles] certainly wished to
         be ‘serf to another man without possessions upon the earth,’ and go through any suffering, rather than share their opinions and live as they do,” (516d) as the inhabitants of the underworld. Achilles is an honored and respected
         warrior-ruler in the Underworld. Homer has Odysseus say to Achilles that while he,
         Odysseus, has been “dogged by misfortune,” Achilles has been fortunate, “the most
         fortunate man that ever was or will be. For in the old days when you were on earth,
         we Argives honored you as though you were a god: and now, down here, you are a mighty
         prince among the dead.” Achilles does indeed object, but for reasons quite other than
         that suggested by Socrates; he prefers life at its most penurious to being a pale
         bloodless shade, and Homer finishes the phrase, rather “than king of all these dead
         men.” Plato finishes it rather to suit his own purposes, with “ . . . rather than
         share their opinions and live as they do,” that is, live as those who are “honored
         and held power among the prisoners” for their speech about the shadows. Homer’s Achilles,
         the man of action, is left in Hades to contemplate a realm where, as he says, “the
         dead live on without their wits as disembodied ghosts,” and where all the decisions
         worth making are made by the Three Judges of the Underworld. Achilles, a warrior-prince
         in the Underworld, has little to do there.[14]  But Plato’s Achilles is repulsed not by the shadowiness of the active life there
         but by the shadowiness of their opinions and the life it breeds—as the philosopher-ruler
         of the Cave/polis he would have lots to do, but the rewards are not such as the Sophists offer to provide,
         honors and power. And again by contrast, this passage in Plato is followed by those
         stressing the honorable “contending” etc. of he who returns to debate with those “who
         never see Justice itself,” (517d) thus providing the honorable battle of the philosopher-warrior.
      

      
       What more can be said about the specific nature of the productions of the puppeteers
         and its reception? An answer will help us to understand further just what those chains
         are and the nature and significance of seeing images as images. Those who carry the
         figures are not, of course, explicitly mentioned again. What role do they play in
         relation to those enchained? The language of the immediate context, as well as the
         larger purposes of the Republic, combine to suggest the nature of such an answer. If they are, as I have suggested,
         the makers and molders of doxa, there are at least several parties who suggest themselves as fulfilling the role
         of sophists in relation to those in chains below them.[15]  Firstly, there are the professional Sophists, those who teach interpretation as
         a self-contained art, unrelated to truth (or rather, denying it altogether). Secondly,
         there are the professional philosophers, but as the source of doxai, of opinions overheard by those whose access is limited to either blind acceptance
         or, at most, blind debate over shadows (and those philosophers, themselves, those
         of them whose philosophies are actually so much doxa). Thirdly, there are the politicians or social theoreticians, whose pronouncements
         are taken not as personal value judgments but as the truths of political and social
         life. Fourthly, there are views of nature, or natural philosophy, and generally science
         itself (including what we would call the social sciences) in its popularizations and
         public reception, that is, again, as doxa—especially in its politicized form. This
         is not to suggest that all such popularizations are misleading, or worse, intentionally
         deceptive. Rather, that while they can be informative, and contain to varying degree
         an actual summary of the arguments and evidence, they are qualitatively distinguishable
         from science that they are summarizing. Of course this is on a continuum. Also, the
         interpretations, and misinterpretations, of those in chains below are not necessarily
         the result of conscious manipulations of the puppeteers above them. Rather, it is
         that their interpretations are limited to what they can see, that is actually know,
         which can be not much. Finally, there is the tradition, itself a subject of interpretation,
         consisting of the Poets (e.g., Simonides and Homer) and the society's collective memory
         of great men. All these forms of doxai are related, as are their correlates in epistēmē—and this relation will be brought out in the discussion of the Line. Crucial to
         the dynamic of the Cave is that the objects carried are fabricated. Now all of the above groups can be seen as makers of doxa.[16]  And further, it is crucial that those in chains do not see that the very shadows
         and the echoes that they take for reality are effectively the productions of images
         that are merely made by human beings. This is in fact what the potential philosopher
         sees on his first release, and only fully understands returning to the cave, the attempted
         revelation of which provokes such a violent reaction. So, as in the case of the Line,
         the dynamic requires that only from a higher position can one see the sense in which
         the lower position consists of shadows or images. Though with this difference: it
         is initially from within a given section of the Line that one first begins to be dissatisfied—and
         this is equivalent to seeing that the truths of that section are inadequate accounts,
         thus forcing one upward to a higher section. The dynamic of the Cave requires an outside
         source of revelation. But this difference is dissolved once one returns from the image
         and allegory to the level of the individual soul’s experience—or to the unity of the
         community of human discourse as a whole.
      

      
       If, then, those enchained are ignorant of the true nature of both the shadows and
         their causes, the puppets or objects, what about the puppeteers themselves? Surely
         they know what is going on? The answer is both yes and no. They know that they are
         responsible for having made the icons and the unreality of the shadows. They know that the bickering of those in chains
         is folly, and that the latter take mere images for real things, and misinterpret them
         at that. But we must not forget that they too are in the cave, and have never left
         it. We must then ask what their attitude is to the objects (as opposed to the shadows
         these cast). Clearly, for them, more particularly for the sophists,[17]  they are merely made, and this is, for them, the only way that objects can have being. In other words,
         there is no other truth than that made by them, by man. And either each believes blindly
         in the truth of his own, simply because it is his, or else he sees that all have an
         equal claim to being man-made and reality is simply a question of individual interpretation.
         Yet, we ourselves must observe, their man-made images are not made out of whole cloth,
         they spring from somewhere—they are thus models of, are patched together from, something—a
         something or somethings that the puppet makers got from somewhere, though they do
         not know, and do not ask, from where. It then remains to ask from whence the raw material
         comes, what is the source and dynamic of their image-making itself and of the image-making
         capacity. And finally, is there a more intelligent, more rational image-making possible
         in contrast to the personalistic and somewhat arbitrary image-making of the Cave and
         the interpretation of the order or sequence of the shadows and echoes—a more rational
         discourse to replace the hollow echoes of the cave.
      

      
       In sum, the makers of the puppet-images are clearer about the situation within the
         cave than those in chains are, but only to a certain extent. Both those enchained
         and the puppet makers, each in their own way, deal with images, and each cannot see
         them as such, though their notions of truth are rather different. Those in chains,
         the slaves as it were, are both deceived by the shadow-images and are unaware of their
         slavery (again, speaking metaphorically). Their masters are aware of the master-slave
         relation, that the slaves are deceived by the images which the masters make and unaware
         of it—but the masters are unaware of the limits of their own mastery (of discourse
         and of meaning), which they take as absolute. That is, they take their image-making
         as creating and, being themselves denizens of the cave, do not, and cannot, know any
         higher cause—thus they too are unaware of their slavery. They are perhaps not so foolish
         as to take their images, which are said to be “in stone or wood, fashioned in all
         sorts of ways” as the truth, while those in chains, by contrast, cannot see “anything
         of themselves or each other” and “believe the truth [to] be nothing else than the
         shadows of the artifacts.” Yet the masters of the show believe in this very arbitrariness,
         having seen nothing else. Or, of those who are untainted by sophists, believe in a
         higher source for their image-making, whether the gods, or Nature, but since they
         can give no account of it, their beliefs and systems of Nature remain doxai, while for the ethical, political, and religious, their authority and sanctions remain
         external and dogmatic. Note that the puppets are carried above the low wall behind
         which the puppeteers walk. It would thus appear that the fire does not cast the shadows
         of the puppeteers themselves on the wall in front of the prisoners, thus adding to
         the deception—the shadows themselves appear to be the sources, and to be alive. The
         way in which the puppeteers hold on to the doxai which they produce corresponds in this reading of the epistemological image to pistis or trust, while those in chains, wholly concerned with discourse about flitting images
         operate within the most basic form of eikasia—though this includes the images in speech of the echoes thrown by the puppeteers
         and their own speech as well, presumably. It is perhaps for this reason that the puppeteers
         are not heard from again—and that the philosopher who returns to the Cave speaks not
         to them but to those enchained. The allegory of the ship earlier had the contrast
         between the true navigator and the one who appealed to those who owned the ship, who
         offered a way to rule and subdue the rebellious sailors, not in the latter’s interest
         but in that of the rulers. (In the above interpretation of the objects fabricated
         I do not mean to ignore the more obvious, and literal, interpretation, that the objects
         are sensible models of sensible originals in the natural world, including diagrams,
         etc., which are themselves copies of more real originals. But rather to bring out
         what I deem to be more relevant in the context of the dialogue’s main topic.)
      

      
        As for the fire itself, not much is actually said about it, other than that, when
         someone is at first freed from his chains, having to “stand up suddenly, turn his
         head, walk, and look upward toward the light, doing all this would give him pain,
         the flash of the fire would make it impossible for him to see the objects of which
         he had earlier seen the shadows” (514c). Thus the fire, far from being a source of
         vision, at first is itself blinding. The puppeteers, of course, do not consider the
         fire itself at all, though presumably their eyes are better adjusted to it, as it
         is closer to them, and, in the context of the image, they have not been prevented
         from looking at it, as have those in chains. Yet, if it is not going too far in looking
         into the details of the image, the fire is also behind them, and further up. The result
         is that, though they are aware of the images which they themselves make, they are
         much less aware of, nor concerned about, the following: how it is that the shadows
         are cast; how it is that doxa comes to have its appeal and success; how it is that pistis actually functions (again, to anticipate the Line) epistemologically both at the
         level of formed speech and the elemental pistis in the elements or units that make discourse possible at all.
      

      
       Next, we should consider that the “deliverance from their bonds” (515c) of those
         in chains is effected not by themselves, and the initial reaction to release is to
         be blinded—they must in fact be led by another to see more clearly the actual situation,
         to see “that what he saw then was foolishness, that he was now somewhat closer to
         reality and turned to things that existed more fully, that he saw more correctly.”
         It is somewhat pointless to ask for literally how, and even more so for when, the
         first person was freed, who this guide is and where he comes from. Rather more relevant
         is the stress on the need for interrogation and a sort of force as the necessary process.
         “If one pointed to each of the objects passing by, asked what each was, and forced him to answer [anankazoi erō tōn apokrinesthai]. And if he were compelled to look at the light . . . ” (515d, and see Shorey’s note
         in the Loeb edition). The reaction at first is recalcitrance and a retreat to the
         certainty of the former experience—the shadows are truer (alēthestera), less painful, more reliable. But the guide is persistent. First when asked “what
         each thing was,” looking for the first time at the objects that cast the shadows—the
         subject resists; he “would be at a loss, and believe that the things he saw earlier
         were truer than the things now pointed out to him.” Confused by what he now sees for
         the first time, and more importantly, having new criteria by which to judge between
         the shadow-images and the objects, he retreats to that with which he is most familiar.
         This attempt at getting him to say “what it is” before him is in contrast to his behavior
         when in chains; then, in another sort of conversing, that amongst themselves, he had
         been occupied with “naming the things that they saw” thinking that in so doing “they
         were naming (nomizein onomazein) the passing objects” (Shorey). The contrast is between discerning what a thing is and arguing blindly about the arbitrary naming of things. The issue of rightly naming something had been stressed earlier, particularly
         in connection with the identification of the virtues and the pairing up of the activities
         of the city—its parts and the civic virtues—with the virtues and the parts of the
         individual in relation to himself (Cf. 435b). Finding the correct name is, of course,
         tantamount to finding out exactly what justice (for example) is, that is, as it is
         put by Socrates, what activity “deserves the name.” This is contrasted to the naming
         of the shadows, which would correspond to mere arbitrary definitions. In the earlier
         text, the “sudden appearance” in a place that is “dark and hard to hunt in” of justice,
         which “surprisingly had been with us from the very beginning” (432d) points with ironic
         humor to the fact that, although the method being used at that point is superior to
         mere blind debate, it is still somewhat hypothetical, as it were, and flawed—and to
         be replaced by a superior method.
      

      
       The next step is for the subject to be forced to look at the source and cause of
         the very shadow-images to which he clings, to look at the fire itself, as opposed
         to the puppet-images. The fire is analogous to the Sun outside the Cave, as an image
         of an image (fire:sun :: sun:Good). That is to say, it illuminates in the way that
         doxa can, a kind of inspiration whose real source is hidden. But just as the Sun is the
         brighter and more real cause of illumination, so the fire only seems to make things
         clear—the puppeteers are not inclined to ask how light and seeing are possible, how
         they are yoked even within the Cave, is the condition for their deception of others.
         But this too results in a fearful flight, and the same claim that “those things which
         he could see [formerly] . . . were in fact clearer than those now shown to him.” And
         so it continues; “as if one were to drag him thence by force up the rough and steep
         path, and did not let him go before he was dragged into the sunlight, in physical
         pain and angry as he was being dragged along.” That he must be forced, compelled,
         and dragged is not without significance—stressing the dialogical nature of authentic
         enquiry. This can be contrasted with the ease and naturalness of common sense, of
         doxa and pistis, as well as with the suggested use of external physical force in the political methods
         of a Thrasymachus as contrasted to that of the Republic and its own polis. The image of physical force is seen in the very opening passages of the dialogue
         (327a-328b), from the moment when the slave boy, sent ahead to have Socrates wait
         up, grabs hold of Socrates’ himaton, and then in the contrast between physical force, “we are more than you,” “see how
         many we are,” and the erotic compulsion that Socrates experiences in the lure of a
         good conversation with young men, “unless they were to refuse to listen” (though the
         decision to stay is shifted onto Glaucon—“If you think so, said I, then we must”).
         And the theme of conversation is soon continued in Cephalus’ musings about the ostensible
         advantages of old age. Ironically, the shift is from Socrates using persuasion to
         convince them to let him leave, to being seduced to stay by the spectacle of the festival of Bendis down in the
         Piraeus, and more so of course of the promise of after dinner conversation at the
         house of Cephalus/Polemarcus.
      

      
       As for the rest of the Cave story, the brief description of what takes place outside
         the cave proper when in the light of the sun itself, we note only that the released
         prisoner goes through the same stages again; initially blinded by the light, then
         able to see “shadows,” then “images of reflections of men and other things in water”
         (the above world’s counterpart of the made objects of the cave), then the “things
         themselves,” then, interestingly, “objects in the sky and the sky itself, the light
         of the stars and moon more easily than the sun and the light of the sun during the
         day,” and finally, “he would be able to see the sun itself, not images of it in water
         or in some alien place” (516b). The presence of the celestial objects, apart from
         leading up from the “lesser light to the greater light,” is interesting because of
         the later discussion of the role of astronomy in the specific education of the philosopher.
         (The distinction between outside the cave and the object world within it requires
         that we work out the knowledge-opinion distinction in the discussion of the Line proper.
         Briefly, the initial stage outside the Cave would correspond, I suggest, to dianoia, then a vision of the things themselves, to noēsis.)
      

      
      Turning of the Soul: Ontology, Sight, and Insight

      
       We can see now, on such an interpretation of the cave and its denizens and dynamic,
         why the passage concludes with the two references to the trial of Socrates (517a;
         517d), and why a contrast is made between those who “say that knowledge is not present
         in the soul and that they put it in, like putting sight into blind eyes” (518b), and
         the view of “our present argument,” which claims that the “capacity to learn is in
         every person’s soul” (518c). But further, we see that education is a turning not merely
         of the mind, the epistemological sense of the Cave parable, but ontological, a turning
         of the whole soul. In fact, there is a mutuality of the aspects. The contemplating
         of the highest reality is not achievable without the precondition and preparation
         of the whole soul—hence the image of the training of the guardian as applicable to
         the individual in preparation for the higher education of the soul, the image of which
         is presented in the education of the philosopher proper. But the vision at the end
         of the upward journey is also of use; it is put to use in the perpetual turning of the soul from things visible to those not visible,
         in this visible /political world, as well as a guiding vision in the turning of the
         souls of others. We turn again to the passage at 518b:
      

      
      
         It is as if it were not possible to turn the eye from darkness to light without turning
            the whole body. So one must turn one’s whole soul [not just the intellect] from the world of becoming until it can endure to contemplate
            reality . . . education is then the act of doing this very thing, this turning around, the knowledge of how the soul can most usefully and effectively be turned around . . . the virtue of intelligence . . . according to which way it
            is turned, becomes useful and beneficial or useless and harmful . . . little souls
            [have] a capacity for sight [which is] not inferior, but is compelled to serve evil
            ends. (518b-519a, Grube transl.)
         

         
      

      Thus, again, clearly more than just epistemic insight is at stake. Within the Cave
         the initial condition of those in chains is also described as “prevent[ing] them from
         turning their heads” and then, “Whenever one of them was freed . . . [he would] .
         . . turn his head . . . ” and finally, when compelled to look at “the fire itself,
         his eyes would hurt, [and] he would turn around and flee towards those things which he could see.” The turning of the head, an image in which
         the eye/mind is stressed, is to be set in the larger context of the struggles, turning
         to and away, of the whole person up the “rough and steep path.” Thus “education and the lack of it” is seen as a social,
         and ultimately intrapersonal conflict, finally as struggle with oneself and the obstacles
         to ascent, self rule and freedom. The “anger and physical pain” is a result “as he
         was dragged along” (516a).[18]  Seeing images as images, the fruits of the journey as well as its method, has consequences in the lived world
         in which the soul has learned the habit and value of turning itself around. We turn
         in the next chapter to the image of the Divided Line, in which the world of images
         and their measurement is described. The details of the dynamic of that image will
         give in schematic form the interrelation of soul, its world and the Ideas that is
         our theme. 
      

      
        But before that let us look briefly at a famous essay that also takes this dynamic
         seriously—Heidegger’s interpretation of the allegory of the Cave in his insightful
         essay, “Plato’s Doctrine of Truth.”18 There are initial similarities to my own interpretation, but it is rather the contrast
         that will help make my point, and ultimately defend Plato against Heidegger’s critical
         conclusion. Heidegger sees that the significance of the Cave allegory is in its dynamic,
         in its “incidents” and “transitions,” from the dark of the cave to the light of day,
         and from day back down into the night world. The hiddenness of truth is in the very
         directness of the appearance of the shadow images, while their origins and possibility
         are unseen, and this hiddenness reflects the essence of truth as unhiddenness, as a shining out, hence the importance of the fire, and the sun image.
         Heidegger rightly stresses, in my view, that the Republic is about the link, the “essential unity,” between education and truth, that is, on
         Heidegger’s interpretation, between the new education and the new concept of truth.
         “The essence of education is founded in the essence of truth” (260). True freedom
         from one’s chains is achieved in a progressive turning of the whole soul, and “the
         narrative of the freed man’s return to those still enchained in the cave also belongs
         to the allegory.” But the Platonic disclosure of the truth and the very meaning of
         truth, can only be carried out by a re-interpretation of the basis of shining out,
         phenomenal truth, of the phenomenon. “Consciousness properly speaking, has to do with the way outward appearance manifests
         itself and is preserved in the brightness of its steady appearance” (261). Appearance
         here is not the mere appearance often contrasted with the real, but rather the manifesting
         of the Idea, its shining forth or parousia, the truth disclosing itself as the What it is of things. “Thus . . . the Idea achieves presence, namely the presence of every being as what it is” (my emphasis). For Heidegger,
         the key shift in the meaning of Truth is from the supposition of a pre-Platonic direct
         presencing of beings and of Being, to a truth that is ‘permitted’ or facilitated through
         the Idea, a process energized by the Good, and through which beings are unified. “The
         Good preserves the manifestation of outward appearance, wherein what is present as
         what is has duration. Through this preservation beings are held together in Being
         and ‘delivered’” (264). Now, “the idea becomes master of alētheia,” “alētheia comes under the yoke of the idea. The essence of truth relinquishes the basic feature of unhiddenness.” That is, insight
         becomes sight, and truth becomes seeing. The stages in the Cave analogy are thus advances guided by a new notion of truth.
         “The transition from one situation into another consists in making one’s glance more
         correct. Everything depends on orthotes the correctness of the glance” (265). Education thus must become an education in seeing
         correctly—that is, seeing through the Ideas in their showing forth, to the Ideas. The essence of beings becomes the
         essence of truth as the dynamics of the disclosedness of the Ideas. “Truth becomes
         orthotes, correctness of the ability to perceive and to declare something” (265). “As unhiddenness, truth is still a basic feature of beings themselves. But
         as correctness of ‘looking,’ truth has become the label of the human attitude towards
         beings.” This shift for Heidegger is the beginning of Western metaphysics. He laments
         that this shift is in a sense away from Being, still present in the unhiddenness of
         beings, and “at the same time the inquiry into unhiddenness [truth] is shifted to
         the way outward appearance manifests itself and with that to the associated ability
         to see: to what is right and the correctness of seeing.”
      

      
       We come then to the crux of his argument. Heidegger observes what he claims is a
         flawed “ambiguity of the definition of the essence of truth,”—truth as “a characteristic
         of beings,” versus truth as the “way outward appearance manifests itself [the ‘what
         it is’ manifested in the parousia of the idea] and with that to the associated ability to see; to what is right and the correctness
         of seeing,” (H265) evident in Plato’s own interpretation of the allegory of the cave
         (at 517 b7-c5). The “yoke between recognizing and what is recognized” which is forged
         by the Good, is explicated, he claims ambiguously, in a “twofold manner.” The idea of the Good is both “the cause of correctness and of all that is beautiful,” but also
         then as “master dispensing unhiddenness and perceiving.” Heidegger says that the two
         expressions are “not parallel,” and that by making them so, the rule of the Good is
         so explicated in such a way that “truth no longer is, as unhiddenness, the basic feature
         of being itself, but is, in consequence of having become correctness by being yoked
         under the Idea, from this time forth the label of the recognizing of beings.” “Unhiddenness now refers to the unhidden always as that which is accessible thanks to the Idea’s
         ability to shine. But insofar as the access is necessarily carried out through ‘seeing’
         unhiddenness is yoked into a ‘relation’ with seeing. It becomes ‘relative’ to seeing”
         (H226/ Sheehan transl.). “. . . [I]dea gains dominance over alētheia” . . . The idea of the Good, “ . . . is mistress in that she bestows unhiddenness (on what shows itself) and at the same time imparts apprehension (of what is hidden). Alētheia comes under the yoke of the idea . . . henceforth the essence of truth does not, as
         the essence of unhiddenness, unfold from its proper and essential fullness but rather
         shifts to the essence of the Idea. The essence of truth gives up its fundamental unhiddenness”
         (H230, my emphasis).
      

      
        His argument is rather dense, not to say elliptical, so let us look at it again,
         spelling out the details. The sequence ortha-kala is followed by the sequence alētheia-nous and Heidegger observes that Plato “criss-crosses” the correspondence (that is, relates
         the two outer terms to the two inner terms)—nous or ‘correct perceiving,’ to ortha, the ‘correctly perceived,’ and alētheia, or ‘unhiddenness’ or ‘truth’ to kala, or ‘the beautiful’—the shining out of the outward appearance of the Idea. The result
         is that “both sentences [in Plato’s text] tell of the precedence of the Idea of the
         Good as the possibility of correctly recognizing something [what it is] and the possibility
         of what is recognized becoming unhidden” (H266). This is the consequence, according
         to Heidegger, of the “intentional fusing of alētheia, and orthotes as a standard—all in the same train of thought.” Thus even while for Plato “truth
         is both unhiddenness and correctness here,” the directness of the shining forth has receded, given place to truth as necessarily mediated—and
         thus education (paideia) becomes ontological necessity; and truth becomes a property of assertions. “Where
         the understanding makes an assertion in order to pass judgment is the place of truth
         and falsity and their difference.” Truth is thus understood as the opposite of falsity,
         the incorrect, rather than the disclosure and unhiddenness of beings and of Being
         as a consequence. The result is to define the Being of beings as Idea. “The essence
         of unhiddenness . . . shifts its abode [from beings] to the essence of the idea” (H265)
         as “alētheia comes under the yoke of the idea.” “In this change of the essence of truth a shift of the place of truth takes place
         at the same time. As unhiddenness truth is still a basic feature of beings themselves.
         But as correctness of ‘looking’ truth becomes the label of the human attitude towards
         beings” (H265).
      

      
       But I would suggest that Plato’s “criss-crossing” and the “ambiguity” makes philosophical
         sense. That is, the Good is intentionally conceived in two ways, as “cause of correctness and all that is beautiful,” but also
         as “master dispensing unhiddenness and apprehension (nous).” What Heidegger takes as an ambiguity regarding the explication of the Idea of the
         Good, hence the place of Truth (alētheia/ H’s ‘unhiddenness’), I take as two perspectives that make a whole (the world of the
         Line and Cave), and just because “alētheia comes under the yoke of the Idea.” Plato saw that direct insight into the Being of
         beings was not possible, indeed an illusion that he describes in the Phaedo (particularly in Socrate’s own intellectual autobiography there). And he saw that
         beings could disclose their essence only to and through what they shared both with
         one another, and pre-eminently with human being or soul through the medium or prism
         of image-making—primarily within discourse. Truth does not become propositional (or
         predicational) for Plato, as Heidegger claims, if the Ideas are shared amongst soul
         and world. If the dynamic of paideia requires both correctness and unhiddenness in equal measure—the ability to see, but
         equally the ability to be seen—then to be “under the yoke of the eidē” is not a burden but the only source of freedom, not only for the perceiver but for
         the perceived. The shimmering presence that Heidegger thinks once shone forth, and
         that we ought to seek again, beyond metaphysics, is chimerical—risks being a retreat
         to poetry and myth rather than an advance through images. Heidegger condemns as “humanism,”
         the “process bound up with the beginning, unfolding, and end of metaphysics” in which
         education as metaphysical is a “concern for human being and for the position of man
         in the midst of beings [which] dominates throughout metaphysics.” Plato’s claim is
         to have found where beings and Being truly meet. For Heidegger, it is a tragedy and
         a cul-de-sac that “the real is expounded according to ‘ideas’ [and] that the ‘world’ is weighed
         according to ‘values,’ limiting unhiddenness to sighting, perceiving, thinking, stating.
         To pursue this relationship means to give up the essence of unhiddenness” (H270).
         This is as opposed, Heidegger claims, to learning to live fully aware in the “clearing”
         in which Being unfolds itself to Dasein, “ex-statically” showing itself, appearing through beings to the being that has a
         primordial active relation to it, and most tellingly in discourse. “No attempt to
         found the essence of unhiddenness in ‘reason’, in ‘spirit’, in ‘thinking’, in the
         logos in any kind of ‘subjectivity’ can ever deliver the essence of unhiddenness. . . .
         [T]he most that they can accomplish is only a steady ‘explanation’ of an essential
         consequence of the ungrasped essence of unhiddenness” (H270). But this is to assume
         that there is such an “ungrasped essence” that is beyond such discourse. Is unhiddenness
         available to be grasped any other way than in the discourse of the dialogical community?
         Are Heidegger’s own attempts not subject to the standard of correctness in at least
         some sense, if that is, they are discursive? Explanation is indeed a consequence—and it is because it is so (attempts to be so) that the essence of beings does not
         remain ungrasped. Heidegger, one supposes, objects that in so grasping them they are
         transformed, deformed. But suppose that it is only in this transformation in discourse
         that beings were understood to achieve Being. Not all transformations/explanations
         are equally successful and the provocation of successes and failures reflects in image
         a dynamic that is more than subjectivity. This, I would say, is the very lesson of
         the Cave. (See also Heidegger, Being and Time H28-29. Heidegger later decided that even the Pre-Socratics were in the grip of this
         general turning away from truth as unhiddenness, etc. See “The End of Philosophy and
         the Task of Thinking” [386 ff.] Thus the task has always been, and remains, for him,
         to go beyond the Greeks.)
      

      
       That Plato’s conception of alētheia finally goes beyond a correspondence with ortha “what is correct and its correctness” to the kala, is for Heidegger a last fatal move in which “the essence of unhiddenness [alētheia, /truth] shifts its abode [from beings] to the essence of the idea.” But it is precisely this primary linking of truth and the beautiful, rather than
         with the correct (that is with propositions), that makes for a platonic ontological
         as opposed to an epistemological claim, as is the duality, or ostensible “ambiguity”
         of the Idea of the Good. This difference will prepare us for the discussion of the
         Line and its ontology of images in the next chapter.
      

      
       It should now be clear why in my presentation I have reversed the order in Plato’s
         text, considering the Cave before explicating the Line. My claim has been that Glaucon
         and Adeimantus operate at the literal level of the city/soul analogy, and correspondingly
         at the level of opinion as contrasted to knowledge. This is understandable if they
         have not in fact been through the education that would help them rise above it, something
         often overlooked, though the signs are embedded in the text.[19]  But that they are somewhat stuck at the level of doxa about the very knowledge-opinion distinction, itself receives both an explanation
         and an illustration in the dialogical image of them that has been unfolding before
         us. Since Socrates’s plan is to deal with the “effects of education and the lack of
         it” in the Cave image, and my having already pointed out the limitations of Glaucon
         and Adeimantus in several earlier passages, I thought it useful to deal first with
         the image of the effect of the lack of education, or of mis-education, as imaged in
         the Cave. After all, the sequence of the Good, the Sun, the Line, the Cave and the
         education of the philosopher-ruler—the downward, then the upward, motion of the text—is
         schematic, while the willingness of Glaucon and Adeimantus to hear what they are warned
         are Socrates’ “mere opinions” about the offspring of the Good is as much a warning
         for us, and renders the Cave image somewhat ironical with reference to these friends
         of the Ideas.[20] 
      

      
      Notes

      
      
         
            1. dia makrou. Actually only from 474c-480a. The significance of this irony shall be clear in a
                  moment. The dialectical discussion of opposites etc. seemed long to Glaucon. Cf. Shorey, who dismisses any serious consideration of the apparent
                  discrepancy as “captious” (transl. vol.II. 2 note b.).
               

            

         

         
            2. The “knowledge and experience” that “best qualifies” a ruler of the inner polis takes priority in order of importance. Pace Allan Bloom, The Republic of Plato. transl. with Notes and Interpretative Essay, (New York: Basic Books, 1968). It is
                  not then, as it might appear, “knowledge and experience of the political art,” nor
                  the soul in its relation to other souls in the polis: these are consequences not ends. See Bloom’s Introductory Essay, 310, 389, 435.
               

               The following sets out the fundamental difference between my interpretation of the
                  Republic and that of Leo Strauss (Leo Strauss, The City and Man. Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, Phoenix pb. edition, 1978). By political Strauss means the pursuit of the ends that follow from the identity or nature of human being as a union of body and soul, and the consequence of the needs and
                  wants of all three parts of the soul, the appetitive, spirited and rational. Our well
                  being would result from each part doing what is best both for it and for the whole,
                  and that determination can best be made by the rational part. The philosopher is best
                  positioned to carry this out, with the caveat that this can only be done “to the extent
                  possible,” i.e., within the limitations of our lives as fully human, embodied souls.
                  Strauss claims that the argument of the Republic exists “in abstraction from eros.” By this he means that while the soul of the philosopher is erotic by definition
                  in its pursuit of knowledge, ultimately of the Ideas, the city, including the necessity
                  of rule by the philosopher king, is rather an expression of necessity and compulsion
                  (Cf. 128). But this is not to take the analogy seriously, not to carry it through
                  to the end, that is, back to the level of the soul, for which it is intended. (See
                  128 and ff.)
               

               I have argued that this contrast between city and soul disappears when the analogy
                  is maintained, the compulsion is read as self imposed, and thus remains erotic in
                  its motive force, and a project.
               

               Strauss concludes “[O]ne would have to recover by reasoning the original or true nature
                  of the soul (611b-612a). This reasoning is not achieved in the Republic. . . . The
                  Republic cannot bring to light the nature of the soul because it abstracts from the
                  body and from eros … this abstraction is necessary if justice as full dedication to the common good
                  of a particular city is to be praised as choiceworthy for its own sake…” (137-38).
                  Again, this is not to take the analogy seriously. His reading rests at the political
                  level understood as above, with scant consideration of epistemological and ontological
                  issues. The discussion of the metaphysics of the middle books takes up a just a few
                  pages (118-121). There is no analysis of the Divided Line, participation (methexis), the soul’s capacities (dunameis), etc. But without this the nature of the soul is not yet understood. That is, just
                  what is its nature (or to have a nature in general), hence what it would mean to live
                  according to the soul’s nature, what is best for it as its natural end, would remain
                  opaque, or by fiat. Tripartition, yes, but this gives only the soul in its potentially
                  best life as ruler and ruled, and not an argument for the basis of that rule—whether
                  internal self-rule or in the city. (I also read the image of the ideal city as constructed
                  just so as to reflect the soul writ large.) The necessary ascent of the philosopher
                  to the Ideas, yes, but no discussion of just what that means in detail in terms of
                  a different way of seeing the everyday world around us ontologically, and the consequences
                  of doing so, hence ultimately the ground of our moral behavior. Without this epistemological
                  change as supported by an explicated ontology, the nature of both the inner and the
                  outer city are left ungrounded, and an argument for what is best, that is, for justice
                  both in theory and in limited practice, is left hanging in mid air. 
               

            

         

         
            3. On this misuse by the deviant men in Books VIII-IX contrast Irwin in Plato’s Moral Theory, who argues that such men are not incontinent, because they “choose rationally in
                  favor of the goals of a non-rational part, the ends which appeal to the relevant part
                  of the soul,” (231) and that “ . . . the deviant men have chosen wrongly, because
                  they have deliberated wrongly in the choice of first- order ends” (234 ff.). This
                  argument appears to me strained. First, this is to stress the supposed reasons why
                  A chooses x in contrast to the causes that prohibit A from doing otherwise, and drive
                  the deviant man towards a particular end. Irwin argues that each has or develops a
                  “rational plan.” But this is surely a distortion of the term rational as Plato would
                  use it—to use reason efficiently in the pursuit of non-rational ends is not to use
                  it well. Even if each did have a rational plan, coherence is something less than the
                  unity imposed by right use, and to decide to deliver one part over to another is not what Plato would call
                  a rational plan if the motives are irrational. Moreover, the text does not even support
                  that such decisions are rational choices. For both the devolution of the polity and
                  the individual man, the “decision to prefer satisfaction of his dominant passion over
                  all else” (230) is the result not of rational assessment but in each case of an irrational
                  response. For example, in the case of timocracy it is the lack of a completed education,
                  their natures are of mixed metals, are unharmonious and prone to “beget war and enmity
                  wherever they arise” (547a), they are possessed by “fear to admit clever men to office”
                  and are governed by the “predominance of the high spirited element, namely contentiousness
                  and covetousness of honor” (548c). They “cherish a fierce secret lust for gold and
                  silver,” etc.
               

            

         

         
            4. As we have seen before, with regard to the possibility issue, it is more important
                  to the form and progress of the argument to see the limitations or misdirections of
                  Glaucon and Adeimantus than to stress their being “fundamentally on Socrates's side,”
                  as does Annas, Introduction, 59. “Because the brothers are fundamentally on Socrates's side, the question for
                  truth is now removed from the area of competitive argument, and becomes the object
                  of a longer, cumulative and co-operative enquiry.” Rather, it is their limitations
                  and errors in each case that point us in the right direction and make the argument
                  (as opposed to doxa). Once this is seen, there is no “lessening of the dramatic tension,” quite the contrary,
                  if the reader is actively engaged. For a brief philological support, see Adam's note
                  on 368a (“Plato, Republic II.368A and Symposium 174B,” Classical Review vol. X, 1896, 237-239).
               

            

         

         
            5. Compare Shorey Republic vol. II. xxiii ff. “Its main meaning for the Republic is the ideal of social welfare on which the statesman . . . must fix his eye . . . ” And no wonder, since for Shorey,
                  “all Platonic Ideas are hypostatized concepts (and) the hypostatization of the idea
                  of good is presumably irrelevant to its main significance for the ethical and political
                  thought of the Republic” (xxv). But I have argued that the necessity of the middle books is precisely because
                  the ethical and political are in need of an epistemological, and ultimately ontological,
                  ground—quite apart from the fact that Shorey's position would seem to lose sight of
                  the analogical level of the primary argument. It is not, as Shorey says, “only teleological
                  ideas in ethics, politics and cosmogony” (xxvi) that need reference back to a unifying
                  idea, but the ontological ideas latent in any logoi. Hence not simply the “good purpose in some mind able to execute its purposes,” that
                  is, a mere ethical sanction. (xxx) Cf. 508e, and Shorey's comment, ignoring the clear
                  ontological claim.
               

            

         

         
            6. Compare Stanley Rosen, Plato’s Republic: A Study (Hartford, Conn.: Yale University Press, 2008). “The sun, the so-called offspring
                  of the Good, plays its role entirely within the domain of genesis and is an agent
                  of generation as well as visibility. In order to preserve his analogy, Socrates must
                  attribute to the Good the power to generate Ideas and thereby bring them into the
                  light of reason. But this is strictly speaking incompatible with the eternal and unchanging
                  nature of the Ideas. Instead of generation, we must have some kind of logical relation.
                  For example … we could say that the Good is not a genuine or definite Idea but rather
                  stands for the stability, eternity, and intelligibility of the Ideas” (267).
               

               See also David Lachterman's excellent article, “What is ‘The Good’ of Plato's Republic?” (David Lachterman, “What is ‘The Good’ of Plato’s Republic.”St. John’s Review, vol. XXXIX, numbers 1 and 2, (1989-90): 139-71. Lachterman explicates the elliptical
                  descriptions of the Good by showing how the ontological and epistemological arguments
                  begun in the first five books are related. As well, that successive positions are
                  eventually given new life, and form part of a different and more comprehensive view,
                  in what he calls the “integrative discourse” of the Republic's argument. (150-51) The Good is the ground of the possibility of this activity in
                  the structure of the soul and in its match to the organic, structured unity of the
                  world as intelligible.
               

               Compare Lloyd Gerson, “Plato on Identity, Sameness, and Difference,” Review of Metaphysics 58 (Dec. 2004) 305-32. While the Idea of the Good is not the main subject, the ontological
                  identity and function of the Good as a consequence of his reading of Plato on these
                  concepts receives interesting comment. “I am supposing here, without further argument,
                  that if existence flows from partaking of essence, then the form of the Good does
                  not exist [in the proper sense], though it is in some sense real. I think it is least
                  misleading to express this by saying that the reality of the form of the Good constitutes
                  a different form of existence, that is, infinite existence or, if one prefers, nonexistential
                  being” (312, n. 24). “The form of the Good is virtually [in the technical sense of
                  the term] all the forms roughly in the sense in which white light is virtually all
                  the colors of the spectrum or a working calculator contains virtually all the answers
                  to the questions that can be legitimately asked of it. Compare Philebus 65a1-5 where the Good is said to be ‘one’ and a ‘mixture’ of ‘beauty,’ ‘measure,’
                  and ‘truth.’” 325, n.66.
               

            

         

         
            7. But not as in A. S. Ferguson, Classical Quarterly, vol. XXVIII. (1934): 190-210, who errs in the other direction, separating the imagery
                  of the Cave allegory from any detailed epistemological interpretation—as if the ignorance
                  or mistakes of the Cave prisoners were wholly about political things—and without asking
                  about the ontological roots of even these kinds of leading and misleading. By politically
                  I specifically do not mean in the sense of equating the cave with the city, even at the level of analogy.
                  The Greek polis is not the city in the limited modern sense, rather more like our sense of community
                  or nation, sharing a set of values albeit expressed in their laws, constitution and
                  ruler(s). On my own reading, the contents of the soul’s inner conflicts etc. the ultimate
                  stage setting, has to be accounted for in part by the social acquisition, or internalization,
                  of doxa, as will become clear in the interpretation that is to follow. For a reading similar
                  to mine, see Rowe, Philosophical Writing, 55-65. “The mysterious carriers behind the wall, who are compared to puppeteers
                  (514b5-6), I take to be those supposedly authoritative individuals who have interpreted
                  for us the world ‘we inhabit and given us the patterns of life we live by: so perhaps
                  poets, writers, and generally, but most importantly, those who have established ‘our’
                  laws and customs” (56).
               

            

         

         
            8. See Gadamer, Good, 74 ff.
               

            

         

         
            9. Contrast Guthrie, vol. IV, 512-517. Compare with Crombie, vol. II 85 ff., “The Cave
                  represents the visible world, and this would seem to mean that whatever happens in
                  it represents some kind of use of the senses.” While outside the Cave, Crombie says,
                  is to represent “abstract thought.” Crombie of course agrees that the primary interest
                  in the prisoners in the Cave is paid to “their moral and political and not their visual
                  illiteracy.” But he is puzzled as to “why then . . . Plato speak(s) of the ‘world
                  revealed to sight,’” and his answer is, “for no good reason, but from carelessness.”
                  That is, for Crombie, sight and illusion or mis-sight is an analogy (and a too loose one), a “paradigm,” a mere “visual analogue to moral
                  carelessness,” rather than leading the interpreter to seek to understand the metaphysical
                  nature of the visible things (and relations) themselves, as continuous with moral
                  blindness.
               

            

         

         
            10. As noted by Shorey, vol. II. 129.

            

         

         
            11. Cross and Woozley, A Commentary, point out in a note on page 227 that one of the two of them (not specified) has reservations
                  about designating the activity of those in chains as eikasia rather than pistis, arguing that the description of those in chains as the “normal condition of man”
                  (Plato's phrase) is “certainly pistis rather than eikasia,” and that, the topic of Book VII to follow the Cave allegory being the exercise
                  of dianoia and noēsis, “all that Plato, then, is here interested in is the transition from the sensible
                  to the intelligible world, i.e., from pistis (or doxa in general) to dianoia, and then within the intelligible world the transition from dianoia to noēsis. Thus he has no need in the Cave to distinguish pistis from eikasia.” This takes up the general debate of whether there is a strict parallel to be seen
                  between the Line's four divisions and its objects and the Cave allegory. Against Ferguson,
                  I argue that there is, hence that eikasia is present in the Cave, but on a different basis than that of C. and W., or Ross,
                  Nettleship etc. which the former call the orthodox view. See below.
               

            

         

         
            12. See Guthrie Greek Philosophy Vol. IV. 517-518.
               

            

         

         
            13. Compare M. Burnyeat, “On Why Mathematics Is Good for the Soul,” in Mathematics and Necessity: Proceedings of the British Academy 103 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000), 1-81. Burnyeat suggests that “among the puppeteers
                  are the poets and painters who transmit the values of the community” (44). This resembles
                  somewhat my interpretation, but I stress rather the conscious manipulation of those
                  in chains, thus I include the politicians and/or sophists (and those who present an
                  interpretation of nature). As well, in his note (44 n.60), he says, “This could be
                  ambiguous between knowing their metaphysical status ('They are but shadows') and knowing
                  their ethical value ('This is something just, that unjust'). The context suggests
                  that the latter is the meaning intended. . . .” I argue that the two aspects are inseparable.
                  I agree in general that it is values that take the lead here, and of course justice is the ultimate concern in the Republic, but being misguided (and misguiding others) about values is dependent on what one
                  thinks is real (whether explicitly or implicitly). Both dimensions are reflected in
                  the Cave analogy and the dynamic of the shadow images.
               

            

         

         
            14. Homer. Odyssey. XI. line 489. Achilles is notably absent from the Underworld of the myth of Er.
                  Cf. Bloom, Republic “Achilles no longer exists, alive or dead, in the new poetry or the new Socratic world”
                  (436). That is, in the old shape.
               

            

         

         
            15. Corresponding in function, if not in exact number, to the three Judges of Homer's
                  Hades, in Book X of the Odyssey. They each rule their domain. See note 13.
               

            

         

         
            16. See Guthrie, Greek Philosophy, vol. IV 517 n.4. “Hamlyn in the Philosophical Quarterly (1958) has suggested that the lowest section of the Line (corresponding to the shadows
                  of the Cave) represents the teaching of the Sophists, notably Protagoras . . . (but)
                  I believe the application to be wider, that is, to apply to more than just doxa about the natural or sense world.” I agree with Guthrie. Ferguson's articles take
                  the general position that the sight/light image is appropriately political in the
                  allegory of the Cave. However, it is not simply that there is a difference between
                  the visible copy or shadow and the original, even when taken as metaphor, whether
                  the copy is taken as an image of an original “perverted belief” (Ferguson) or of belief
                  simply, as a “permanent feature” (Murphy). Rather, it is the made nature of the objects that I take as significant and representing doxa. This allows for a valid differentiation between eikasia and pistis, both together comprising the realm of doxa. The issue is whether the subdivisions of the lower half of the Line, and ostensible
                  parallels within the Cave are merely illustrative—or have each of them philosophical significance.
               

               See Verity Harte, “Language in the Cave,” in Maieusis: Essays in Ancient Philosophy in Honour of Myles Burnyeat, ed. Dominic Scott (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007), 195-215. Harte argues that
                  the language use of the cave inhabitants, and their eventual “cognitive progress”
                  up out of the cave, can best be explained by an appeal to their possession of an “implicit
                  conception” of that about which they talk, one that is tied, or course unawares, to
                  the originals outside of the cave. This also fits nicely, she points out, with “recollection.”
               

            

         

         
            17. See Laszlo Versenyi, Socratic Humanism. (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1963). Section One, The Climate of Sophistry.
               

            

         

         
            18. Martin Heidegger, "Plato's Doctrine of Truth," tr. John Barlow, in Henry D. Aiken
                  and William Barrett (eds.) in Philosophy in the 20th Century, vol. II, eds. John Barlow and Henry D. Aiken (New York: Random House, 1962), 251-69. Also in
                  Pathmarks, ed. William McNeill, translated by Thomas Sheehan, Cambridge University Press, 1998.
                  Barlow is used throughout, except where noted. Page numbers refer to Barlow (H. refers
                  to the page in Wegmarken in the Gesamtausgabe, Band 9).
               

               Contrast my interpretation with Drew Hyland, Finitude and Transcendence in the Platonic Dialogues (Albany: State University of New York Press, 1995) 139-63. Hyland does not, it seems
                  to me, see the force of Heidegger's critique of “correctness” as the standard for
                  truth and the tension between direct, ultimately non-discursive insight into beings
                  and a platonic mediated knowledge. (I would, however, agree that for Plato alētheia has a dimension of finitude.) Thus, while as he notes, the Form of the Good is said
                  to be “beyond being” at 509c, his explication of the relation of the ethical to the
                  ontological sense of the Good remains problematic. I also disagree with his characterization
                  of noēsis as intuitive and non-discursive insight (see my critique of a similar position by
                  Sayre in chapter eight below). For one thing, it is hard to see how a finally non-discursive
                  insight as noēsis (Hyland acknowledges the role of discourse as leading towards it) would be of any
                  help in explaining, of giving greater clarity and precision to, the objects of dianoia, as it is said to do. Furthermore, the objects of noēsis themselves are said to be a subject of study for at least an ongoing attempt at greater
                  clarity. Thus, while it is true that “neither the originating nor the culminating
                  noēsis is reducible to dianoetic speech itself,” (182) taken in the sense of reducing the
                  eidē to meanings or predications, neither is noēsis intelligible as a transcendent (albeit finite) direct vision cut off from that discourse.
                  Indeed it is that search and its discursive means in dialegesthai that Heidegger rejects, and opposes with his own direct methods, particularly in the later writings.
               

            

         

         
            19. For the general notion of compulsion or being “forced” (necessity - anankē) and in particular with regard to the original ascent out of the Cave, see Rachel
                  Barney, “Eros and Necessity in the Ascent from the Cave,” Ancient Philosophy 28 (2008) 1-15. Barney parses the different meanings of “necessity” in Plato, distinguishing,
                  for one, external compulsion from internal or self-imposed compulsion. There is, then,
                  the “curricular” compulsion of the education of the guardian/philosopher. Here the
                  potential student is not forced to remain in the program, as it were, (and certainly
                  not forced to learn) but the studies themselves are “necessary” given the desired
                  end. While for those who respond positively and stay the course, the studies force
                  the student in the sense of the turning the soul. “Arithmetic is to be the first compulsory
                  subject (522e1, 525b2) precisely because (like the sight of the great and small mixed
                  up together, 542c) it compels a reorientation of thought from the visible to the intellectual
                  world” (4). Secondly, there is the Socratic reading of the forcing of the individual
                  soul inherent in the engagement of dialegesthai. Finally, an erotic sense (a term not explicitly used in the Cave passage) conspicuous
                  in the Symposium, the eros experienced as an implacable human desire for the beautiful and the good, eventually
                  an increasingly irresistible attraction for the truly beautiful and the really good,
                  albeit initially an “ascent to the realm of reason” (15) that one’s other self resists,
                  finds painful. But perhaps stressing that the whole image be finally brought down
                  to the individual soul’s internal struggles, the descriptions of external compulsion
                  are less problematic: evolving inner debates over ethical/political cruxes, practicing
                  Liszt in pain and ending in pleasure in the beautiful, studying a difficult text until
                  late into the night and finding myself both caught up, yet also tired and hungry,
                  or hearing my partner’s pleas to come to bed for heaven’s sake.
               

            

         

         
            20. See E. T. H. Brann, “The Music of the Republic,” The Saint John’s Review vol. 39, nos. 1and 2 (1989-90): 1-103 (reprinted in Brann, 2004). Brann thinks Glaucon
                  is treated as a student in the dialogical community that is the “fourth city” of the
                  Republic’s central books (but see her last paragraph, 96) While Adeimantus is acknowledged
                  by Brann as an eristic, Glaucon is seen by her in a better light. I agree that Adeimantus
                  is argumentative while Glaucon is a more willing student, and perhaps more capable.
                  (cf. Brann, 51) I have argued that the textual evidence is rather that they are both
                  meant to be contrasted to the careful reader. Cf. chapter one, and later, chapter
                  nine, where I argue Book X as serving Glaucon and Adeimantus’s needs in a final answer
                  to Thrasymachus. See note 4 above (regarding Annas). Glaucon may be capable of exercising
                  dianoia, hence having more than opinion in the narrow sense, but not of rising to noēsis. Cf. Brann, Music, 46.
               

            

         

      

   
      Chapter 4

      The Divided Line and the Dynamic of Ascent

      
         
         
      

      
      The True Philosopher, the Sun Image, and Beginning the Ascent

      
       Plato’s famous image of the Divided Line is too often described in somewhat static
         terms, as a classification of all that is into a set of ontological boxes, stacked
         in ascending order of truth and degrees of reality. This seems to me not to pay sufficient
         attention to both the unity of the Line and the active dynamic of knower and known
         that Plato sets out in the ever shifting progress through it—the Line as the description
         of a living process. In our developing story of the interrelation for Plato of soul,
         world and Ideas, the reading of this image in its dynamic is crucial. Another common
         view concerns Plato’s denigration of images, as at best less real than their originals,
         and at worst deceptive, misleading. And it is certainly easy to find the various texts
         to support this view (including the discussion of poetry and mimesis in Book X). Some
         have noted with a smile that, paradoxically, Plato himself makes much use of images.
         Here, too, I wish to suggest in what follows that there is an alternative, or rather
         parallel, positive Platonic view of images (eidōla, eikones) and of image-making (eidōlopoiikos)—that this role is crucial to an understanding of Plato’s ontology.
      

      
       I shall eventually examine the Line in specific detail in this chapter, and will
         return to it again in the next chapter when examining the education of the ruler (following
         Plato’s own procedure. Cf. 509d-511e, 517a, ff. esp. 534a). But as in previous chapters,
         each new topic requires preliminaries for the context. In the previous chapter, I
         offered an interpretation of just how the Cave image represents the “effects of education
         and the lack of it.” Here I will comment on the two archetypal candidates, the true
         and the false philosopher, for the relation of knower and known that is to be described
         in the image of the Line. Then, since the Line is an image providing an analogy for
         the effect of the Good on what is known and on the knower, I will look at the specific
         terms in which the effect is described (the comments in chapter three were rather general). Only then can the
         Line’s divisions itself be examined. Finally, I suggest just where the interlocutors
         of the dialogue might be placed on the Line. 
      

      
       A central issue in our discussion of the Cave was the nature of the conversations
         there, and of speech in general. In that scene there was much contending, disputing,
         and competition between those observing the shadows (cf. 514b, 517a-e, 516c). This
         conversation was contrasted to the dialectical compulsion used in the dialogue that
         we are to imagine as eventually taking place between the philosopher on his return
         and that cave dweller whom he seeks to lead towards the light. The same contrast applies
         to and illustrates the distinctions already discussed between philosophy and eristic,
         the true and the false philosopher, and their respective images in the city. They
         had been distinguished by the nature of the objects that they pursue and by their
         personal objectives in relation to the citizens and the city. This involved preliminary
         ontological distinctions concerning perception of the one and the many, the principle
         of identity, and the exclusion of opposites, all of which is called the “spectacle
         of truth,” as opposed to the “spectacle of sights and sounds”—the sights and sounds
         of the shadow world and its “echoes.” It was here that the initial distinctions between
         knowledge and opinion were made.
      

      
       We turn then first to the distinction between the true and false philosophers. Having
         distinguished between the “lovers of knowledge” and the “lovers of opinion” by the
         end of Book V, the task of ruling the just city is assigned to the “lover of knowledge,”
         and an account of the “bad reputation of the philosophers” is given. This bad reputation
         is due in part to those who pretend to philosophy, who “consort with her,” but who
         do so in such a way as to produce, to give birth to, not the wisdom and just laws
         that could wisely rule the city, or their own soul, but rather to the fruits of a
         bad marriage—“So when those unfit for education approach philosophy and consort with
         her, what kind of thoughts and opinions are we to say they will produce? Will they
         not be such as to deserve to truly be called sophistry, that is, nothing genuine or
         partaking of wisdom?”(496a). This imagery of begetting will be useful later in analyzing
         the dynamic of the Line. And so we have on the one hand those who are unfit for the
         labors of the education for philosophy, but on the other hand, those who, while fit,
         are seeds that fall on bad soil and are corrupted in their development, because there
         is at present “not one of our present constitutions (which) is worthy of the philosophic
         nature, and that in consequence this nature is twisted and altered, like a foreign
         seed which is sown on alien ground” (497b). Thus in the actual situation, though it
         is possible for the philosophical nature to develop to its full power it is not exactly
         likely, short of taking root and being nurtured in the city which is ruled by philosophy
         already, that is, in the city whose constitution we have constructed in Books II-V.
         But as Socrates adds:
      

      
      
         We said even then that there must always be some people in the city who understand
            the rational principle on which the constitution is based, the same which guided you,
            the lawgiver, when you made the laws.
         

         
      

      
         —We did say that.

         
      

      
         Yes, but we did not emphasize it sufficiently, for fear that the proof of it would
            be long and difficult, as your interventions showed it to be. (497d)
         

         
      

      What is the basis for the assertion that such a rational citizen-soul, a potential
         artist or image maker of true images like that of our city, already exists—and why
         do the interventions of Glaucon and Adeimantus provide a clue to the obstacles to
         perceiving this? Now the interventions were, so I have argued, a reflection of a misunderstanding,
         or inability to see the plane on which the constitution of the city was being constructed,
         the level of discourse—that is, to keep in mind the analogical or image-making function
         of the whole exercise. The objections are conspicuously raised at the literal level,
         concerning the difficulties of actually bringing such a model city into existence,
         thus seemingly forgetting the purpose of the enterprise, which was not to found a
         city but to discover what justice is, and whether the just person is indeed happier
         than the unjust, even when suffering on the rack, or can we say, living in an unjust
         state. To hope for more would be, it is suggested, more than what is humanly possible:
         “If it [the truly philosophical nature] were to find the best constitution, as it
         is itself the best, it would be clearly seen to be truly divine while other natures
         and pursuits are but human” (497b). For this reason, “taking all this into account,
         he keeps quiet and minds his own business . . . when they [the philosophical remnant]
         have fully realized also the madness of the majority, that practically never does
         anyone act sanely in public affairs . . .” (496d). But this need not keep the philosopher
         from pursuing personal justice within his own soul and in that of those few with whom
         he discourses in private, for though “like a man who has fallen among wild beasts,
         being unwilling to join in the wrongdoing and not being strong enough to oppose the
         general savagery alone,” there is still the possibility of taming individual beasts.
         Thrasymachus is not tamed but rather silenced. The purpose of the Line then, is to
         aid in our understanding just what the philosophical soul’s rational principles are and their relation to both thinking being and the world(s) that it perceives;
         and in this way, becoming those “who understand the rational principle on which the
         constitution is based.”
      

      
       The question then is “How a city can engage in philosophy without being destroyed?”
         (497d), and one must add, how a soul can engage in philosophy without being destroyed,
         that is, led astray. The difficulty with those who pursue philosophy now is that they
         do so as a sort of window dressing for the educated young man of culture: “Now, those
         who study it do so as young men who have just left childhood behind, before they engage
         in housekeeping and money making.” But the purpose and methods of philosophy proper
         they never attain to, for “just as they approach its most difficult part, they give
         up and regard themselves as fully trained in philosophy.” It is significant that the
         “most difficult part” is then described as “the study of rational discourse (to peri tous logous),” which study is exemplified and schematized in the Line.
      

      
       At this point there is perhaps a poke at Cephalus. “In later life they think it much
         if they are willing to listen by invitation to a lecture on philosophy by others who
         practice it, but they think one should study it as a sideline. When they reach old
         age, with a few exceptions, their eagerness is quenched more thoroughly than the sun
         of Heracleitus, for it is never rekindled” (498a). Cephalus seems at the beginning
         of the dialogue to be one of the exceptions, for he is full of enthusiasm over the
         chance to converse with Socrates again after such a long time. But he in fact soon
         retires from the discussion. It is, then, the shining Glaucon, the son (along with
         Adeimantus) of Ariston, who, if any one of the interlocutors, is to be “rekindled”
         (and not the eristical Polemarchus, battle-lord, the son of Cephalus). But if we are
         right about his limitations, then we can only say that it is those who truly participate
         in the dialogue of the Republic, the reader who follows the argument, who is rekindled in that very process. Cephalus
         prefers to look after the fires of the sacrifice. “I leave the argument to you [Polemarchus],
         for I must go back and look after the sacrifice” (331d). The fire of philosophy, having
         never been for him more than a sideline as contrasted to the management of his wealth
         (cf.330a ff.), while not exactly quenched, is reduced to a flicker, not unlike that
         of the Cave.
      

      
       Thus, the city and the man in which virtue reigns in both word and deed has never
         yet been met with, and it is “no wonder that our words do not convince the majority,
         for they have never yet seen that upon which we are now insisting as existing” (498d).
         Such a perfect city and perfect individual could come to be only under rather special
         conditions: either by chance if philosophers became kings, and if that city were compelled
         to obey them, or by the collaboration of the gods “if by divine inspiration a genuine
         passion for true philosophy” possesses kings to become philosophers. But regardless
         of whether this has ever happened in the past, “or whether it is happening now in
         some foreign place,” “or will happen in the future,” the crucial thing is to see,
         once again, that the condition for such possibility is always the rule of philosophy.
         But furthermore, “we must be ready to struggle to maintain in argument that the city
         we described has existed, exists now, and will exist whenever the muse of philosophy controls the city” (499c). This would seem to suggest that this city and its best citizen
         exists whenever and wherever the activity of true philosophy is being practiced, and
         in the political wisdom of the conversations of a Socrates, about the governing of
         oneself, or in concert with others, and discussions about this rule. In these circumstances
         we should be allowed to say that for the duration of the rule of that Muse, the city
         can and ought to be said to exist. But even this is only partially true, since the
         pursuit of philosophy, while requiring already the proper ordering of the soul momentarily
         insofar as reason (not eristic) is ruling, is yet not the possession or habit of philosophy
         considered as affecting the well-ordered life which is the consequence of philosophy
         rightly conceived, i.e., its result, or more properly its expression. As in the exchanges
         of the Symposium, philosophy provisionally rules, regardless of the positions taken, for as long as
         discourse as a whole is allowed to continue, and as a whole is directed towards and
         by reasoning about the subject (though individual discourses may be more or less rational).
         It ceases to exist, both for the individual and for the group, when this activity
         is interrupted by a “band of revelers,” whose activities are inimical to philosophy—they
         are responsible for the rupture of the discourse in the Symposium, literally a drunken band, and the same image is invoked here: “the intolerance of
         the many towards philosophy is caused by those outsiders who come to philosophy, where
         they do not belong, like a band of revelers” (500b). One can only think of the sophists,
         both offering and consuming a potent brew, reveling in their successes.
      

      
       The many, it is said, will change their opinions about the uselessness of philosophy
         if they are shown both who we “mean by philosophers” and what their actual object
         of pursuit is—hence “they will realize that you do not mean the same people as they
         do” (500a). Now the false philosophers, akin to those who bear aloft the images that
         cast the shadows of the Cave, are precisely those who ultimately cause the “intolerance
         of the many towards philosophy” and whose disputes, and the method itself of dispute,
         are the shadow images of both the real objects, and of the real methods of discourse
         which seek not victory but truth. They are that “band of revelers” mentioned above
         as responsible for the intolerance of the many towards philosophy, those outsiders
         who come to it without a sense of its purposes and methods, and for that very reason
         behave like revelers, in that they “are continually abusing each other and being quarrelsome;
         they always talk in personalities, which is quite unsuited to philosophy” (500b).
         The behavior of these pseudo-philosophers is all the more poignant if the references
         to Socrates are taken with the description of the source of the intolerance of the
         many. The true philosopher, by contrast is described as,  
      

      
      
         the man whose thoughts are truly directed to real existences, [and who] does not have
            the time to look down upon the affairs of men and by contending with them to be filled with malice and ill will . . . as he looks upon and contemplates things that are ordered and ever the same,
            that do no wrong and are not wronged by each other, being all in a rational order, imitates them and tries to become as like them as he can. Or do you think one can
            consort with things one admires without imitating them in one’s own person. (500c)
         

         
      

      Thus the contrast in activities and the effect of these activities is focused on.
         The false philosophers are filled with “malice,” that is, their souls reflect both
         the method, “contending,” and objects of their practices, “wandering,” lacking order.
         Their contentiousness reflects both the objective of victory (as opposed to knowledge
         and truth) and the objects of “many sights and sounds,” that is parodied in the random
         grouping of the shadows and their sequences of the Cave. The true philosopher’s activity,
         the pursuit of the “things that are ordered and ever the same” with a method that
         is both suited to this and takes it as its goal, affects the soul in a reflection
         or image of this: “So the philosopher who consorts with what is divine and ordered,
         himself becomes godlike and ordered, as far as man can” (500d). Each soul, then, is the non-visible image of its activity; this intellectual
         activity, seemingly epistemological, has ontological consequences in its reflected
         images both in the state and in the activity of the whole soul of the person. It is, then, important to bear this in mind when looking at the
         Line proper, which occurs but a few pages later in the text—for it is there that we
         see an image of what these activities look like, though in what appears to be in abstraction
         from the beneficial effects just described. The Line describes how knowing works at all levels; the dynamic of the Line is the dynamic of knowing (and of not knowing),
         but the effects of this on the souls of men as they lead other than strictly noetic
         lives are not given explicitly in the image (i.e., the social context of knowing and
         not knowing). A dramatization of the struggle between ignorance and knowledge is given
         life afterwards in the psychosocial action of the Cave, as the “effects of education
         and the lack of it,” as already discussed. Further, the application or practice of
         especially the highest level is not explicitly directed in the Line to the public
         or social uses or practices of the philosopher as artist-maker, which occurs only
         in his descent. Rather, the Line focuses on his ascent, that is, on that ontological
         description of the world which is the condition for the ascent. The philosopher as
         artist functions in “applying them [the Ideas] to the characters of men both in private
         and in public life instead of only molding his own [soul]”(500d), and he does so only
         as a consequence of, or after, his ascent. Thus there is a contrast between the pure
         dynamic or dialectic of the Line, the ways that we know both more and more truly (though
         the material is originally from public practices)—and the way in which this knowledge
         “become(s) beneficial and useful” (cf. 505a; 518e) as the philosopher turned draftsman
         “wipes clean the slate,” for example in the struggles with those who have not yet
         left the Cave, and makes an effort to “compose human life” as the “draftsman of constitutions.”
         But what is this knowing activity on which the designing activity is based, and what
         is the connection between them? Once having stressed their bond we can now look at
         the Line itself in this light. For it forms part of the discussion of “how the saviors
         of our constitution will develop, and what studies and pursuits they will follow”
         (502d).[1] 
      

      
       The temperament of the philosopher-ruler is that he must be both quick-witted (but
         not flighty) and yet stable without being sluggish, and be tested in “those toils,
         fears and pleasures we mentioned before.” But also, Socrates now adds, “we omitted
         before . . . [that] it must be exercised in many kinds of studies to see whether it
         can tolerate the greatest studies.” And the greatest study, to be achieved by the
         “longer way,” is the study of the Good, which is the “most appropriate study.” Since
         it is as a further explanation of the Good and its “offspring” that the Line image
         is offered, we must now again devote a few more pages in explication of Socrates’s
         rather sparse comments, before finally turning to the Line image proper. The discussion
         had been exploring the analogy of the Sun and the Good. The sun “not only gives to
         the objects of sight the capacity to be seen, but also provides for their generation,
         increase and nurture, though it is not itself the process of generation. And say that
         as for the objects of knowledge, not only is their being known due to the Good, but
         also their being, though the Good is not being but superior to and beyond being in
         dignity and power” (509b). This is so extraordinary a statement or claim that even
         the faithful Glaucon is taken aback: “Glaucon was quite amused, and said: ‘By Apollo,
         a miraculous superiority.’” To which Socrates replies, “It is your own fault, you
         forced me to say what I thought about it.” This reminds us that what we are receiving
         here, ironically, is Socrates’s opinion about these matters (506d-e), the dogma of
         the Ideas and the Good. We are moved beyond a mere statement of doctrine here only
         by the suggestive elaboration of the Sun-Good analogy, and more concretely by the
         actual description of the activity of being and knowing in the Line.[2]  
      

      
       To conclude our preparation for the analysis of the Line then, let us look at a few
         details of this image. The sun, which itself is described in metaphor as the offspring
         of the Good, is seen as the cause, via its own offspring, light, of a certain feature
         or quality of things, their capacity (dunamis) to be seen. This is in fact an odd statement. It is true that, as Socrates elaborates
         above this passage (at 507c-d), we cannot see without light, hence without the presence
         of the sun. And it would seem to make a kind of common sense to say that the things
         are not visible (= cannot be seen) in the dark. But to say that the things have a
         capacity passively to be seen is odd because dunamis is a capacity actively to do something, thus sight as a capacity of the seer, or of the eye. So color is “present” but remains “unseen,”
         it does not make an appearance unless light is present. “Color is not itself this
         capacity.” Socrates says that “both the sense of sight and that which is seen do have
         such a need,” that is, of light, (507d) and yet both sight in the eyes and being visible
         in the things are themselves described as capacities or powers, “the faculty of seeing
         and being seen” (Grube trans., 507c). Light, then, yokes together in some strange
         way the “sense of sight and the power of being seen,” (507e) and frees up the capacity,
         as it were.
      

      
       The first general point which I wish to focus on here is once again the consistent
         stress on dunamis or capacity, and its presence in both the seer and the thing seen, and thus, according
         to the analogy, in both the knower and the thing known. The meaning and significance
         of just what a capacity is ontologically, as discussed in chapter two, will become
         relevant in our examination of the Line.[3]  Socrates says, whenever “the eye of the soul is fixed upon that upon which truth
         and reality shine, it understands and knows and seems to have intelligence, but whenever
         it is fixed upon what is mixed with darkness—that which is subject to birth and destruction—it
         opines and is dimmed, changes its opinions this way and that, and seems to have no
         intelligence” (508d). In these ways the “eye of the soul” is described as affected
         by the objects, when, that is, truth and being illumine them. But what is the substance
         of this image, this metaphor—the capacities of objects seen and known? The discussion in a previous section had pointed out the
         crucial role in the argument of the acceptance of capacities as a kind of entity, as the presupposition for the theory of Ideas. Where are these
         represented on the Line and how are we to understand them?
      

      
      Even with regard to sight it is not clear just what kind of thing it is as distinct
         from the eye that sees, as when Socrates says that “sight may be in the eyes . . .
         and sight is not the sun yet receives from the sun the capacity to see as a kind of
         outflow” (508b). Thus when it is said that the “many things are the objects of sight
         but not of thought, while the Forms are the objects of thought but not of sight” this
         raises the question equally of what kind of things both sight and thought are. Hence in what sense the former may serve as both analogous and a contrast to
         the latter.[4] 
      

      
       The second point concerns the concept of generation, in relation to the realm of
         the sun, and in relation to being, in the realm of the Good. The sun itself is spoken
         of as the “offspring of the Good, which the Good begot as analogous to itself” (508b).
         In what sense is the sun the cause of “generation, increase and nurture” (509b), that is, how is this metaphor of the
         sun as making things grow to be understood? In Socrates’s own explication of the sun/light
         relation the focus is primarily on the point just mentioned, the sun as relates to
         sight understood as knowing, but there is also the metaphor of generation, in that
         the sun is the cause of sight, which is “the most sunlike of the organs of sense .
         . . [And it] receives from the sun the capacity to see as a kind of outflow, the sun
         is not sight but is it not the cause of it, and is also seen by it?”(508b). The reference
         here to generation and nurture could be partially explicated by analogy to the distinction
         of the philosopher as knower versus philosopher as maker-artist. The ruler paints
         the city, makes it. While justice itself is ostensibly uncreated, the model itself
         is created, if in intellectual imagination. He thus creates the laws, the constitution
         of soul and city. But this psychical and ethical making occurs within the larger context
         of the Good as ontological cause of being in general, and that is not explained by
         this sub-species of creation, taken in isolation, however important it be. The analogy
         of the sun as cause of becoming and the Good as cause of being is a much stronger
         and thus more startling sense of cause, as is the final assertion that the Good, while
         a cause, is “not itself being,” is in some sense superior to being and beyond it.
         It would seem odd to say that something is a cause but lacked being, but equally unsatisfactory
         to say that the Good simply had more being, somehow quantitatively.
      

      
      Some suggestion, though vague, is offered in the ways in which the Good is said to be “beyond and superior to being,” and the qualification
         will be specifically of use in our discussion. The Good is said to be beyond and superior
         to being “in dignity and power,” (presbeia kai dunamei) the latter term in the text is again dunamis. This seems to suggest that if we understood what dignity and power were about we
         might have a clue as to in what sense the Good is beyond being and perhaps also operates
         as the cause of being. The notion of dignity had also been mentioned in relation to
         the sun and light, and the “yoke” between things seen and the power of being seen:
         “they are yoked together by a more honorable yoke than other things . . . unless light
         is held in no honor” (mē atimon 508a). And the sun is invoked as that one of the “gods in heaven . . . responsible
         for this.” Dignity or honor thus seems to be an acquired quality of something, here
         of light, a quality which accrues to it because of how it functions—light is rightly
         “held in honor” because it yokes together the sense of sight and the power of being
         seen, and this yoking is in turn its power. In the realm of the Good, it is truth that shines like light, yoking the capacity
         to know and the capacity to be known, not then truth as a characteristic of propositions.[5]  Generation raises the question of the cause of being, as the sight/seeing/knowing metaphor raises the question of the cause of knowing. But the two, being and knowing, are clearly intimately related, as our
         discussions of dunamis in chapter two have already suggested, and will become more so when we look at capacities
         in their actual functioning in the description of the Line. (To explore further the
         relation of being and knowing, and of Ideas and causes will require that we turn later
         to a somewhat lengthy examination of the arguments of the Phaedo).[6]  
      

      
      Julia Annas, in An Introduction to Plato’s Republic, is concerned that the ascent is to an impersonal Good (pace Williams), “the ascent out of the Cave offers no personal interest or fulfillment.”
         “The Good that is the supreme object of knowledge has nothing to do with one’s own good; it is the purely impersonal Form of the Good” (260, Annas’ emphasis). Annas
         feels that this is contrary to the definition of Justice as concern for one’s soul:
         “ . . . how can the knowledge that produces harmony in my soul, caring for all my
         concerns, require me to turn away from the world I share with others . . . ” She then
         goes on to suggest that the problem lies with two different “conceptions of what the
         philosopher is like,” viz. the practical versus the contemplative. But Annas misses,
         I suggest, the link which will make the achieved vision of the ascent both “useful
         and beneficial.” Annas believes the release from the chains of false values and opinions
         due to the manipulation of others in no way results from and in any “scrutiny of self.”
         “The knowledge that the prisoners wake up to is impersonal; individual scrutiny of
         self plays no role at all. Plato sees no intellectual value in particular facts about
         particular individuals. The prisoner’s mysterious release from bonds is to be achieved
         by abstract and impersonal studies like mathematics. The ascent out of the Cave offers
         no personal interest or fulfillment, nor even the satisfaction of having shed inauthentic
         roles” (259). (Granted, my analysis of the Cave in the previous chapter is perhaps
         rather different than hers.) But the response to Thrasymachus and the turning of the soul in its education is, it seems to me, eventually quite a personal examination
         of one’s soul and what one finds attractive—the basis of such a turning is ultimately
         ontological, but the effects of such ignorance and knowledge are quite individual.
         The education may indeed, as she says, be abstract, abstracted from practical concerns,
         particularly in the higher education of the philosopher. But, I argue, both the goal
         and the result are a change in what one sees as real, an ontological shift, hence
         in what one values, hence in the way one sees oneself, thus in the way one lives thereafter.
         The arguments of a Thrasymachus are tempting, and the choice of the Good and Justice
         is motivated by a transformation of what is found desirable, through the experience
         of other realities. The studies are means, not ends. There is, as she sees, the superior
         utility of philosophical method in sorting out the practical life, but there is also
         the necessity of an ontological reorientation if the shift in values is to be affected—and
         this depends on the results of the upward journey. The very real practical consequences
         of not having completed this journey can be seen in the problem of Alcibiades (Cf.
         Annas, 264-265). Her dilemma is also, once again, the result of losing sight of the
         analogical level, as her discussion of the return to the Cave issue reflects (266-271).
         If one returns the analogy to its constant purpose, the compulsion is not of a guardian
         but of the rational part of the soul in the interests of the whole of the individual
         soul. In sum, if one is led, it is hardly passively, and certainly not without an
         “individual scrutiny of self.” And if one considers the journey as a self-leading,
         then all the more is it of course a self-scrutiny.[7] 
      

      
      Preliminary Divisions of the Divided Line

      
       We come then to the Line itself (509d ff.). The first division made is not of the
         Line itself, but rather a division of all that is into two realms, each ruled over
         by its respective ruler (thus immediately continuing the political analogy). There
         is the visible realm ruled over by the sun and the intelligible realm ruled over by
         the Good. The Line image is then introduced in order to elaborate and explain the
         nature of each realm, that is, its population and organization or structure, and the
         nature of the ruler-ruled relation. While Socrates does say that “much is omitted,”
         the whole Line image is meant to “continue and explain the similarity to the sun.”
         Yet the rulers are not themselves in fact present—the sun and the Good are not part
         of the Line description and discussion proper. Where then are they to be seen in the
         image, reflected, as it were? We see them in a few ways: I suggest that what we are
         presented with are the effects of the rule of each, which render them visible, as
         it were. First, their images are seen in the laws or organization of the realms over
         which they rule. Secondly, we see them, again in their images or reflections, in the
         processes described (which we shall be examining in detail), the way in which the
         phenomena appear at each level and interrelate. Thirdly, as we come to an understanding
         of these processes, in our coming to understand the image of the Line itself, and
         hence ourselves and our world, the result is that we come to see ourselves as a conscious
         subject, and in turn as subject to the unified reign of each ruler. The Good is present then, in three ways: i) in structure—in the laws and organization of being, particularly
         through the greater genē, ii) in process—in the way that phenomena appear, in the process of each stage, and
         iii) in the subject—in the presence of a knower, ourselves as conscious subjects in
         relation to a unified reign. The sun in fact plays little role after the initial analogy,
         as the literally visible is quickly left behind, and the visible-intelligible division
         is replaced with the opinion-knowledge division. There are in fact other ways to see
         the world, to divide it up, into edible and non-edible for example. The division here
         into the visible and the intelligible is natural only for the world as subject of
         the rule of intelligence, or, from the object’s point of view, as subject to intelligibility.
         And finally, the present inquiry of the dialogue is meant to give a clearer picture,
         though still an outline and not a “finished picture” (504d) of that greatest study
         of the philosopher in preparation for his own rule, the relation of the heavenly ruler,
         the Good, to the ontological world; “that the form of the Good is the greatest object
         of study, and that it is by their relation to it that just actions and other things
         become useful and beneficial” (505a). Though the Line is a skeleton structure of being
         and knowing in general, it is meant to illustrate just how the world is to be perceived
         by the philosopher-ruler if he is to be successful in ruling it, and, we must never
         forget, in ruling himself. He must, then, both understand the world and understand
         what understanding it is—otherwise it cannot be that in his own image-making “just actions and other things become (truly) useful and beneficial.”[8] 
      

      
       The first division then, is between the visible and the intelligible because without
         admitting of this distinction in kind, thinking is not even possible. Regardless of
         what one thinks about the world of one’s experience, as soon as one says something about experience one has made a distinction between the visible and interpretation,
         which itself is not visible. For obviously the purely visible, what merely appears,
         is an epistemological fiction; every appearance is already an interpretation, already
         a meaning or resemblance of something. The bottom section of the Line begins with
         a false identification of an x. This does not require that those who make such primitive
         utterances are aware of this—they may be so absorbed in life, or in interpretation,
         that they are not in fact aware of the distinction. (Again, supposing that at any
         given moment one is interested in interpretation. Though this is in some sense natural
         or inevitable, typical of human being, there are other human activities besides speech,
         but perhaps even these are in a sense interpretations.) Note that though the discussion
         begins with a division, a separation or distinction that only intelligence makes,
         yet the visible itself is also linked to the notion of intelligibility through the
         occurrence of likenesses (homoiotes) as the initial comparison of the two separate realms suggests. The primary act of
         interpretation, as we shall see, is identification of an exemplum, of a kind, a primitive (elemental) resemblance, hence the primacy of the visible
         both in practice and as a metaphor; the primary image of knowing is resemblance (and
         difference). We hear two songs of a nightingale in succession—or are there two of
         them? Two nightingales may sound alike, for example, but they are not identified as
         disembodied voices. On the other hand, the primacy of the body in existence as experience
         is not the same as the asserting of the primacy of the body qua visible, which is simply its most accessible form. Also, justice and the just act
         are out there, in the world as it were, and require embodiment to be visible, though the image of justice is not seen in the visible body of the agent. It is
         worth noting too that the visible-intelligible distinction is not a static division,
         it is itself altered in the sense that the visible is itself ruled over by the intelligible
         in the actual activity of intelligence. In the Line’s detail it is the pathēmata (eikasia, pistis, dianoia, noēsis) that generate entities within the world of the visible per se. Thus we conclude that the original division into two realms is in a sense undercut
         if one is considering the rule of intelligibility in relation to the visible. The
         just as of the Sun/Good analogy is intelligible only if the image as image of the sun and the visible world is borne in mind. There are not two realms
         analyzed but one—the world insofar as it is intelligible, just as the object of knowledge
         and opinion is in a sense one, seen differently.[9]  Lest I be misunderstood, I argue that “there are not two realms analyzed but one”
         only in the sense that the world we actually live in is not just undifferentiated
         stuff. Rather, it is a world that we always experience as an intelligible collection of objects, albeit with varying degrees
         of success and with mistakes along the way. This will be the whole point of this chapter—the
         detailed examination of the pathēmata of the Divided Line—the capacities that at various levels make the world readable.
         (This is to be further developed as well in the discussion of Recollection and methexis.)
      

      
       Following the division of the world into visible and non-visible or intelligible,
         we are then to imagine a “line divided into two unequal parts.” Why a line? Because
         it can be divided simply and unambiguously into parts. And these parts then bear a
         relationship to one another, expressible mathematically. It seems obvious enough,
         because a line can be divided, and because the image has become so familiar to us.
         Yet let us pause over it. The Cave image which follows it is much more natural, a
         more visible image. But perhaps this is one reason the Line is appropriate, for here
         we are dealing not with the world as it is experienced directly, subjectively, psychologically,
         or socio-politically as in the Cave, but rather as it is structured noetically (though
         dynamically, both for the knower and the known, as we shall illustrate). If then the
         world is to be seen in its divisions, we need an image of something which is divisible—albeit
         two dimensionally, but for that reason perhaps more exactly, at least in representation,
         thus, as an image, more accurately. We are, with the Line as a whole and in its divisions,
         taking the measure of the world, and doing so by seeing where measure exists within
         the world, and what corresponding intellectual tools of measurement we are equipped
         with, as well as measuring the accuracy of these tools or instruments.
      

      
       The actual practices that reflect the first and major division of the Line, in which
         there is a “turning of the soul from a kind of day that is night to the true day,
         being the upward way to reality (what is, to on) which we say is the true philosophy” (521c), are presented somewhat later in the
         text, and even then they are but paradigms of the kind of study that “has the power
         to do so.” There it is clear, as we have seen, that Glaucon has not a clear eye for
         what these would be, or more importantly, what principles are behind both the studies
         and the particular way in which they are taken up, that is, in the light of a special
         purpose, such that they are to result in the desired effect of turning a soul. Though
         these studies are to provide the upward way and are intellectual in contrast to the tests and training of the earlier education
         of the guardian-soldiers (there is a character test for the philosopher-ruler after
         this sequence, at 535ff.), yet their final purpose is to lead to a knowledge of, and
         experience with, the principles that eventually will result in “the best government
         of a city.” It would seem rather obvious at first glance that the final knowledge
         of the Good should provide just what is needed in this regard. But the studies that
         lead us up out of the Cave, or upward along the Line, at least those studies which
         are detailed in the present case, would seem far removed from the vision of an ethical
         and political good such as would seem to be required. The “highest study” in fact,
         which is “placed like a coping stone . . . at the top of your studies” (534e) is dialectic
         and not the study or knowledge of the Good. (A more detailed examination of just what
         dialectic might be is elaborated in the next chapter.) Indeed, the difficulties that
         Glaucon has with rightly conceiving of these studies are due to the fact that he constantly
         seeks an immediately practical, or at least immediately ethically useful purpose for
         them.
      

      
      Yet the turning of the soul would seem to be precisely a turning away from this world,
         from the visible world of generation and decay to a non-visible world of permanence:
         hence the importance of rightly understanding the initial division of the Line into
         visible and intelligible. We must ask along with Socrates, “What study would it be,
         Glaucon, which draws the soul from the world of that which becomes to the world of
         that which is?”(521d). But such a turning need not imply a two worlds view of reality, and the practices can be seen as propaedeutic and proleptic. There
         are other standpoints which would make a distinction between two worlds (though not
         visible/intelligible), that of religious faith for example, and would perhaps as well
         see any studies which turned one’s attention away from the physical world to a higher
         more permanent one as being somehow useful. In such cases the truly just and truly
         beautiful are, once one has left the realm of the earthly world, immediately available
         (God willing), and the studies were merely useful. But in Plato’s case there is a much more intimate relation—one cannot simply throw
         away the ladder of dialectic. In the analysis of the Line, and by the end of the whole
         story, it shall be clear how serious a claim this is with regard to the interpretation
         of the Ideas. And in the light of such a reading of the Line, the return of the philosopher
         to the Cave can then be seen as an ontological necessity, rather than a merely narrative
         or ethical one. But this is already implied in a consistent awareness of the analogical
         nature of the images, that is, in the return as paying a debt to oneself, the beneficial
         consequence of a turning of the whole soul and the obligation of the rational part
         to the well-being or happiness of the whole soul, the source of its unity. But to
         have asserted this as doxa, and even to have shown why the rational part is best suited to this task, is still
         not to show what the constitution of being real is, such that this is both possible
         and necessary. For the ladder of faith there is the earthly life in imitation of Christ,
         but that descent (the re-descent) is not in essence a rational one. While the Platonic
         ascent is dialectikos and this making—because it is also a revealing—is itself transformed, I shall argue, from merely an instrument to the home and life
         of being.
      

      
       In looking further at the rather condensed and abstract details of the Line I will
         attempt to bring them to life by suggesting just of what practices and experiences
         it is meant to give an account. To this end, let us review the context of the argument
         in which the Line discussion occurs, particularly as regards the making of images.
         The purpose of the “greater studies” of the philosopher, who is to be the protector
         and legislator of our city, was to assist in his vision of the Good. This vision in
         turn is the basis of that re-descent into the Cave, and of the philosopher-craftsman’s
         creation of the ideal in the middle ground of that life which is between pure ideas
         (and ideals) and that flow of both matter and opinions which is the stuff of those
         wandering images amongst which we ourselves aimlessly wander, like wandering stars
         without fixed orbits. We are, then, philosopher-craftsmen who ultimately are called
         upon to substitute a better image for a poorer one. This “draftsman of constitutions”
         it is said, must start with a “slate wiped clean,” both with respect to the city which
         he models and his own soul. Note that Socrates says that the philosopher-legislator
         must either have “a clean board or clean it themselves.” The latter alternative is the choice that corresponds to the
         actuality of social dialectic. The first alternative, starting with a clean slate,
         is satirized in the unlikely suggestion within the mythical dimension that the cycle
         of doxa be broken by men and women voluntarily giving up all their children to make a fresh
         beginning for the city (cf.541a). The phrase “wipe clean the slate” thus needs to
         be treated with care. One begins, and works with, the social practices, as with the
         discourse that represents it, and in part forms it. The philosopher-artist reorganizes,
         reinterprets—separating and combining, he creates a new image according to the greater
         clarity that he has achieved about the real or true meaning of the names of ordinary discourse. As for the constitutions of which he is the draftsman, we recall
         again that they are both his own personal (private) one, his soul, and the public
         ones, understood both as other souls and, always secondarily, the constitution of
         the polis. It is as a result of his contemplation of Ideas that he creates: “[he] composes
         human life . . . by looking back and forth, to justice, moderation, beauty,” etc.
         And yet he also creates by “mixing and mingling the human likeness from its various
         pursuits, basing their judgment on what Homer too called the divine and godlike existing
         in man” (501b). It would seem then, that while in one sense the slate is wiped clean,
         in another sense, as already noted, Plato allows that there is a potential for the
         ideal within human being, that the dream state image of our ordinary lives still allows
         this matching and cultivating to take place.
      

      
       This is, of course, consistent with the notion of recollection, which one must be
         careful not to forget in focusing on the idea of a clean slate and of some ideal image
         of the “city laid up in heaven.” The latter is described as if the philosopher passively
         contemplates this image and simply creates it on earth, so to speak, albeit falling
         short. But if we consider that philosopher as active legislator we are reminded that
         this image contemplated is one constructed by the philosopher and that its status
         is like that of a grounded hypothesis of the Line—it is the Ideas alone, the Idea
         of Justice, etc., which remain the timeless basis for such an image in dialegesthai. And even then, the Ideas are contemplated through the image-making activity of dialegesthai, as we shall see. The image of the ideal city bears an analogous relationship to
         the Ideas that are its ground as the principles of geometry do to the particular theorems
         that are its images, and which are, as it were, physically re-presented in the particular
         instance by the living geometer. (I am not, of course, equating geometric theorems,
         or methods, and the model of the ideal city and its construction. Both “starting points”
         are taken as “more certain”—but the origins of this certainty are quite different.)
      

      
       The status and role of images and image-making are discussed in David Gallop’s article,
         “Image and Reality in Plato’s Republic.”[10]  Gallop, responding in part to Robinson’s claim that Plato condemns the artist while
         himself using images in the dialogue, especially the Sun, Line, and Cave, stresses
         the philosophical use of images. Further, he distinguishes the “sensible (visual)
         images of Forms in the similes of Sun, Line and Cave from the extended images of the
         ideal city and ruler; the latter are distinguishable from merely postulated images
         like the former, which are dianoetic sketches of the longer way. The images of city
         and soul of the ruler, are by contrast pictures that “embody a definition of Justice and the State” (119). One who grasps these, Gallop claims,
         “has thereby attained the best vision of these Forms that Plato can give his readers.
         . . . It reproduces the contents of its author’s intellectual vision.” But Gallop
         also reminds us that even this is not dialectic’s longer way, which would dispense
         with images altogether in its apprehension of the Forms.
      

      
       While I would agree with most of this, on this last point, as my comments on the
         philosopher/artist/craftsman here and elsewhere show, I would claim that the Republic’s use of images goes a bit further. For Gallop, the objects represented in the Republic’s images of Justice and the State are logoi, made images even as embodying Forms, which are thus limited, being objects of dianoia, “logoi as images” (122). Gallop accepts Glaucon’s view that the philosopher’s own city “exists
         nowhere on earth but only in a pattern in heaven. Only in such a city would there
         be any obligation upon a philosopher to return to the Cave and rule his fellow men”
         (128), while noting that the philosopher will not take part in politics because “he
         will be too much preoccupied with watching the constitution of his own soul.” But
         Glaucon’s disappointment, and Gallop’s, is tied to his literalness, and Gallop attributes
         this pessimism to Plato himself: “Thus the painting metaphor here signals Plato’s
         disillusionment and political frustration” (130). The best that one can do, under
         the circumstances, is paint an ideal. But while Plato’s political cynicism is well
         known, and evident in the Republic as elsewhere, Gallop’s reference to it here is, I think, misplaced. In spite of acknowledging
         that there is this inner city (and implicitly a relation to others, the model of Socrates
         in conversation as the true and best citizen of Athens), Gallop seems to have let
         this slip from view in his working up to his concluding remarks. Because the city
         is only in words, like the poet’s portrait, Gallop feels the need to defend Plato—the
         response being that, “like the geometer’s so-called ‘constructions,’ those of the
         Republic are undertaken for the sake of knowledge” (125, my emphasis), and of course are images based on the knowledge that “philosophical
         products in words are closer to the ‘truth’ than an imperfect reality in action.’”
         But the city is, in fact, potentially brought to life in more than words, that is,
         in the souls that are the true city. (See chapter two above on Plato’s ironic portrayal
         of the relation of word and deed, and the discussion of the possibility challenge of the Third Wave.) Moreover, the embodying that Gallop rightly points
         to is not merely in a portrait of moral and political forms, of Justice and the State.
         The working out of these images, including the education of the ruler, and particularly
         the principles of their development, represent or embody epistemological practices
         and ontological claims that underlie the political and moral models. To that extent,
         the Republic is a non-visible image of dialectic, though not, I argue, for Glaucon and Adeimantus.
         Indeed, the function of the latter’s difficulties, etc. is, I aver, to point just
         to this other level of the dialogue.
      

      
       Gallop concludes the whole essay lamenting that actuality seems to condemn the Republic’s images to remain “only the city in words” (130), beautiful but sad; Plato’s “demonstration
         that the city is ‘difficult but not impossible’ (502c) amounts to an admission that
         it cannot be realized here and now. It is a wry appraisal of the prospects for any
         approximation to the perfect city in Plato’s own age and society” (130). But, ironically,
         this is to lose sight of these very models as images of the realities that can be brought to life in the city of the soul and in the human dialogical community.
         The ontological view embedded in both the sketch of Sun, Line and Cave, and in the
         broader implicit discussion of the whole dialogue is more optimistic than Gallop’s
         view would allow. I am not claiming that the longer way is fully embodied, far from it—the Republic is not interchangeable with the later dialogues—and my own use of the Phaedo is to look for a more explicit account of the realities of Ideas and soul, and of
         method—though even there often enough cloaked in playful disguises which are themselves
         revealing images or masks.
      

      
      The studies of the philosopher then, are both a preparation and a set of practices
         that embody the formal aspects of those principles which had appeared earlier as the
         basis of the virtues of the auxiliaries, and on which the construction of the image
         in speech of the ideal constitution was based. The philosopher is said to imitate
         the ideas of the virtues which he sees in their ideal state and “by association with
         them becoming like them” to the extent humanly possible, recreating them in dialegesthai and modeling his life on that image in speech. But he is led then finally to the
         reality of these Ideas in part by association with the principles of the greater studies,
         and ultimately of dialectic, leading, it is said, to the perception of the Idea of
         the Good. (The dialectician is “he who rightly conceives one and many in nature” (Phaedrus 266a-b). But this is only a beginning.) First then, the philosopher-artist imitates
         by association, somewhat like the auxiliaries earlier. Then, upon his descent, he
         imitates as the craftsman of constitutions, both the personal one and that of others. But
         this process of reform, both psychological and ontological, is already begun in the
         turning of the soul that is the ascent.
      

      
       But this process of “consorting” and “trying to become as like them as he can” has,
         it would seem, its finite limits. For Socrates says that in so doing, while consorting
         “with what is divine and ordered, [he] himself becomes godlike and ordered,” yet he
         does so only “as far as man can,” a qualification that is meant seriously, and which
         occurs in other contexts whenever the divine aspect of human life is at issue. Thus
         at 501b human being is represented as being “mixed” and “in between,” both in his
         being and in even the best of his creations, and the struggle or confrontation with
         this limitation is reflected in the further divisions of the Line. Though we have
         access to the realm of the non-visible, we live in the realm of the sensible, even
         once that realm we live in is informed and reformed, and understood as essentially
         dialegesthai, essentially always discourse as interpretation. For as dialegesthai our world is always more than the merely literally sensible but less than a postulated
         complete freedom from limitation. Even the philosopher who has completed the journey
         (if such could ever be the case—as it is suggested that such a one would be “like
         a god”) must express that vision in logoi, in something less than the Ideas themselves. As well, in the interpretation of the
         further divisions of the Line to follow, as has been already pointed to in the interpretation
         of the Cave, the so-called realm of the visible is meant to include not just what
         is literally visible or sensible, but all that is normally included in the realm of
         opinion for Plato. The Line is so readily seen as representing the more literal sense
         of visible for that part of it, and the discussion of Ideas as originals for sense
         particulars so often focused on as the paradigm case of original and copy, that it
         often seems to be forgotten that the whole is itself an image used to explain the
         difference and relation between the stable and unstable, between knowledge and opinion
         in general, with regard in particular to rather much more important things than beds
         and tables, and relevant to the immediate themes of the Republic. Otherwise the middle books would be truly no more than an interesting philosophical
         digression. It is with this in mind that we are justified in taking a larger view
         of the Line, and in having first discussed the Cave image, reversing in our discussion
         the sequence in the text. Our interpretation will, then, look within the imagery of
         the further divisions of the Line for both the studies of the philosopher-artist and
         the political or social sense of original and image. As in the case of the distinctions
         concerning the study of astronomy, the notion of the turning of the soul “from the
         world of that which becomes to the world of that which is” (521d) is applicable to
         the divisions of the Line. The trick is to see the non-visible within the visible (as in the proper study of astronomy),[11]  to find and work with the non-visible, the intelligible, in the creation of appropriate
         non-visible images that have more permanence than the transient world whose physical generation and
         decay is the best image of our transient opinions about it, and of living within it,
         particularly as regards human excellence and happiness. This negative image of transience
         is replaced by a gradual construction of the positive image-making processes of the
         Line. The return of the philosopher must be explained as the re-appropriation of the
         whole of the world, a return necessitated by intelligence and the things themselves as
         the field of its play, in which Ideas become, and are seen in logoi as, concretely “useful and beneficial,” not merely in a practical sense but ontologically.
         
      

      
        Reading the image as image is taken seriously by Richard Patterson, in Image and Reality in Plato’s Metaphysics,[12]  but with quite different results. The different senses of image in relation to original
         F is examined. Patterson makes an important distinction between “being like” and “being
         a likeness of” (55, cf. 59), resulting in the “asymmetry of likeness to original”
         for a differing group of, say, horses or shuttles, all having a likeness to F but
         all with a “difference in kind, no matter how weak, between the Form F and all sensible
         F’s” (56). For what a “likeness of similarities” does not mean, see 40-62. The final result is a case for an insistence on different kinds
         or ways of being an “image of F” based on the different implicit meanings of the phrase
         depending on the context or example. See 69-70, particularly on the self-predication
         of Forms problem in the Third Man debate.
      

      
       His solution is, “while F itself and its corporeal participants are F, they are different
         types of F (the corporeal F is not another intelligible, eternal, nature of F at all)
         and second, the participant’s being F in the way open to it is dependent on and related
         to that of the Form in a specific way, thus asymmetrical” (70-71). Patterson builds
         on the difference between, e.g., the horse that we can ride, the painting of a horse,
         and the “abstract nature” in which they both participate but in different ways which
         we would never be tempted to confuse, though the sharing of the same name points to
         the sharing in the same Form. Just how the collection under the common name is justified
         is explained by the similar, but differing and hierarchical, causal relations. “There
         is a difference in type between image (sensible) F and model (Form of) F such that
         the two are not commonly similar with respect to being F” (61). Forms could be viewed
         as emphatically self-predicational—in the sense of having their own “onomata predicated of them.” That is, each is truly and essentially what it is to be an F
         without having F quality itself—the Form of horse as an abstract nature could include,
         for example, able to be ridden but is obviously not something we would ever ride, the Form of F is not a paradigm
         case. Just as the painting of a horse is an image of a horse but different in kind
         from its model, the living horse, so the painting and the living horse are images,
         but different in kind, of the Idea in which they participate. Patterson’s thesis is
         that image relations of the former illuminate the sense of image relation of the latter,
         and one needs to focus on the characteristics of the difference in kind between image
         and model. But without appealing to the metaphorical senses of sense and hence of image that I do, the range of the latter is more limited for Patterson. As a result, dependence and participation, and the sense of causal relation are differently explicated, despite similarities
         in the resistance of the image relation to the accusation of being vulnerable to the
         regress argument. The crux of our difference is reflected in our view of separation. For Patterson, Plato’s “aim is not only to establish the reality of intelligible
         objects as an addition to the already familiar furniture of the world, but also to
         radically transform our view of the status of worldly things vis a vis these intelligible realities. For this reason, he would not have been happy to refer
         to the Form only as ‘the abstract nature of F,’ or ‘F-ness.’ That way of speaking
         would not have been incorrect, but it remains a terminology more appropriate to a
         moderate Platonism of immanent universals than to an extreme Platonism of separate
         Forms to which sensibles owe their very being” (71). But Plato is not as extreme as
         Patterson would have him be. I would certainly agree that Plato wishes to overturn,
         to upset, our view of the real in everyday experience. And while I also agree, and
         argue, that Plato’s Ideas are more than “immanent universals,” their status as “abstract
         Forms over their worldly participants” is explicated quite differently. In brief,
         ontological priority is, on my account (developed in chapters seven and eight), linked
         to a different sense of independence or separateness that requires an interdependence with soul and an interpretable world, hence a more
         complex relation of image and original.[13] 
      

      
      Reading the World: Pathēmata and the Dynamic Divisions of the Line
      

      
      We turn now to the actual internal divisions of the Line and their contents. The two
         realms first are divided as visible and intelligible, about which we have already
         commented. The Line is further divided at 509d-510b, reproducing in some way the initial
         division into intelligible and visible, and reproducing in some way the image relation.
         In looking into the subdivisions we must work out what that way is in each case. The
         lower subdivision is into “shadows and reflections” and objects that are the originals.
         The initial notion of image relation is on the physical model. Thus, when listing
         the contents of the originals in the visible class of things, only animals, things
         around us in nature in general, and man-made things, are included. This is, after
         all, a representation of the realm over which the sun rules—and the relations there
         are to provide an analogy or image of how things are in the realm of the intelligible.
         And yet when the faculties or capacities, the ways of apprehending or knowing, are
         divided up and assigned to their respective sections of the Line (and to kinds of
         objects) at 511d-e, opinion, a kind of knowing, is assigned to the section of the
         visible, and not, what one might have expected, a faculty of physical perception.[14]  The proportions are represented at 510a-b as follows: “As the opinable [to doxaston] is to the knowable [to gnoston ] so is the likeness [to homiothen] to that of which it is a likeness” (Shorey transl.). At 511e the opinable is represented
         by eikasia—picture-thinking or imagining—and pistis, that is to say, unreflective confidence in the solidity or stability of its objects.
      

      
      There are two observations to be made about this apparent discrepancy or shift from
         sight to opinion as capacity. First, the original discussion of vision etc. at 507b-c does assign
         sight, and not opinion, as the capacity responsible for, and active in, the eye-object
         relation. The distinction was sight and its world versus intellect and its world.
         But sight can be wrong a) in darkness, as Socrates suggests (in moonlight, at night)
         and even b) in daylight, where the judgment or opinion is misled. One could of course
         insist on making the distinction that sight itself is never in itself wrong, it just
         reports what it sees, and intellect judges. But this would not be of much use here,
         since the same would apply to shadow/reflection images, which, when taken in themselves,
         do not tell sight that they are merely images and not originals. And yet we never
         see shadows as just dark spots. They are always shadows of something. Of course, eikasia as a mode of perception makes no sense by itself, that is, it is always linked to
         an implicit awareness of an original, that of which the image is an image, hence an
         awareness of the image as image. (Similarly, the Cave allegory makes sense only as allegory, as itself an image.) Thus sight as the model capacity of seeing clearly cannot be separated from at least some intellective component. If, then, it makes
         any sense at all originally to have distinguished sight from intellect, it is only
         in order to provide an image for the larger difference between kinds of object, the
         visible and non-visible, and for the notion of resemblance that is served by the metaphor
         of clarity vs. darkness in the application of a capacity (sight/intellect). Sight
         is not the relevant capacity as soon as the Line is discussed, but rather opinion,
         and then this is subdivided into intellective functions corresponding to the opinable,
         pistis, and eikasia. Secondly, since the original distinction of knowledge versus opinion did not have
         to do with the literally visible/intelligible but with opinion versus knowledge in
         the matter of justice, or even craft (the navigation/captain example) that is, already
         with matters not literally visible, we would have expected that opinion should be
         assigned as ruling over those realms where it has its non-visible objects and not just the literally visible—and thus that it would have occurred in the top
         half of the Line, where the non-visible realm is specifically located. But this is
         clearly not the case in Plato’s Line. And this fits with a different sense for visible.

      
       One could argue, as some have, that the divisions are merely the result of the “constraints
         of the image”—of the division into two realms, seeking to explicate further the analogy
         of Sun to Good, etc. But this explanation seems too trivial. A better one, one with
         far reaching implications, and one that fits the Line into the broader discussions
         of knowledge versus opinion, is that man-made objects of various kinds, the objects
         of nature, and all the images and reflections of the Line, are themselves apt metaphors
         for all the possible objects of opinion. And that they thus correspond neatly to the
         images of the Cave as I have discussed them. The emphasis on the physicality or visibility
         of the primary objects of opinion thus itself becomes a metaphor. The characteristic
         that is constantly stressed by Plato in contrasting the physical world with the intelligible,
         in the Republic and elsewhere, is the generation and decay of the former—its mutability. (Cf. 485b, 490b, 508d, and contrast with generation
         in the Good/Sun analogy, 509b.) It is not the physicality per se, its solidity, that
         is suspect or unreliable. To generate and decay are in themselves no sins for Plato;
         he does not denigrate the body, the senses, the physical etc. as has often been claimed.
         Rather it is a notion of knowledge as governed by principles of relative fixity (identity,
         etc.) that makes the flux of the physical itself a model or image of the problem of knowing. The primary division of the Line already prepares for
         the subdivisions, when properly understood. This is not to deny that physical nature
         is one area where the problematic of knowledge occurs. But one only has to ask what
         the important issues are for Plato where knowledge versus opinion are concerned to
         see that the physical/visible-intelligible/knowable distinction is primarily an image,
         or at best an example, of the more important claims. In the Republic, it is ultimately not “What is this physical object that I see before me?” that matters
         to Plato but rather the dialogue’s central question, what is justice, and its ontological
         status. But the argument is, on my interpretation, that ethical differences, those
         for example between Socrates and Thrasymachus, ultimately reflect different valuations,
         ontologically different views about what is real, hence of value. And that it is this
         connection that necessitates, and justifies, the ostensible digression of the middle
         books.
      

      
       In fact, we rarely make mistakes in the realm of the literally visible in our daily
         lives. Nor for that matter does science (the capacities of the upper half) have much
         to do with knowledge versus opinion apart from in participation in popular and public
         discourse—which is why opinion is located by Plato in the bottom half; except for
         quackery, science (dianoetic epistēmē etc.) deals with conflicting arguments and demonstrations, though, as we shall see,
         there is a higher sense of doxa that does apply to the upper half. The flux of generation and decay and the activity
         of opinion (as pistis) and image-making (eikasia) are presented in the Line in the representative form of the physical/visible world.
         But it seems reasonable to conclude that it is to be taken as an image of the more
         crucial, and in the Republic certainly more relevant flux of opinions, for example about justice.
      

      
       Let me summarize then the interpretation of the text to this point. Taken literally,
         the visible ought to have had sight as its corresponding capacity, and not opinion.
         However, i) this would make no sense as a capacity or faculty of knowing, even in
         an inferior form, ii) opinion is located by Plato in the bottom half, iii) sight is
         not itself a good candidate for a capacity of knowing, even limited to the physical,
         as it does not judge, iv) opinion has in general a broader range of objects than the
         physical. Therefore, the divisions of the Line, in this case of the bottom half, are
         best taken as images of the larger sense of image-original, opinion-knowledge regarding
         objects. Either we put opinion in the upper half, corresponding to non-visible objects,
         which Plato does not do. Or we put non-visible objects among the man-made and natural
         objects listed for the bottom half of the Line and take the descriptions of the Line
         itself as image or metaphor. The latter course, which I am suggesting, leaves opinion
         where Plato places it (which other solutions would not do), and gives to opinion the
         more logical range of broader objects than the strictly physical.[15] 
      

      
       We shall return to the lower division of the Line to examine further its subdivisions,
         but for now we turn to the divisions of the upper half, which had been described as
         the section of the intelligible. The upper division is divided into the realm of “hypotheses,”
         which are in some way originals for the objects below them in the upper subdivision
         of the visible world, and a subdivision higher than the former, which is the original
         or origin, or source, for the one below it. Note that the first, or major division
         carried out, dividing the visible from the intelligible, is described in terms of
         its objects, and a process of imaging within the lower half that occurs naturally, while the
         division within the realm of the intelligible, is described in terms of how the soul investigates its objects. Secondly, while the initial larger division separated the visible from the intelligible, the subdivision of the intelligible part also
         immediately links the upper to the lower division, since the soul in the lower level of the upper half
         “uses as images those very things which at a lower level were models” (511a). The
         upper subdivision begins in the realm of hypotheses or assumptions, and moves again
         to a source, one that is not a hypothesis, a final source not an assumed one, and
         does so in a way that does not use images but Ideas themselves, by themselves. The
         first section or bottom of the upper division of the Line is introduced as having
         the following characteristic method: “Using as images what before were models, it
         is compelled to investigate from hypotheses, proceeding not to first principles but
         to a conclusion” (510b).[16]  Our ability to do this is the exercise of dianoia. Our first question is, does the upper half of the Line operate at all in the way
         the bottom half, that of the visible, does? Secondly, what is the relationship and
         interpenetration of the two halves? And finally, what does “using as images what before
         were models,” mean, and what kind of image-making does intelligence use? We start
         by turning to another text concerning the image-making of the production of the Line
         itself, at the point where the pathēmata of soul corresponding to the divisions are to be arranged in relation to one another:
         “Place these in the due terms of a proportion and consider that each has as much clarity
         as the content of its particular section shares in truth” (Grube transl., 511e).[17]  While of the original geometrical division, Socrates says that, once it is completed,
         “you will then have sections related to each other in proportion to their clarity
         and obscurity” (509d). This shows at least that the four sections are arranged in
         ascending order of the degree of truth each shares in, and that this results in a
         degree of clarity—that is, the way of knowing appropriate to the objects produces
         that degree of clarity. But the reason for further dividing the two larger sections
         in the same ratio must have more relevance than simply to say that in general the
         original is clearer than the image. It should also be indicating that the relationships
         work in an analogous or similar, or proportional way, so to speak. In pursuing this
         analogy, we shall try to use the passage concerning how knowing by hypothesis and
         knowing by principles (archē) might work not just in the realm of the intelligible, to which it explicitly applied,
         but applied to the realm of the visible.
      

      
       The models of the visible section, which are the originals in relation to the lowest
         section, the source of the shadows and reflections, are taken by those operating at
         the third level, that of hypothesis, now as themselves images. When Glaucon says that
         he does not quite understand what Socrates means about images and hypotheses, Socrates
         provides an illustration for this from mathematics. The geometers “assume the existence”
         of the odd and even, of figures, etc. “as if they were known to them.” These mathematical
         things are their hypotheses: “These they make their hypotheses and do not deem it
         necessary to give any account of them either to themselves or to others, as if they
         were clear to all” (510c).[18]  In both cases, in the relation of the higher to the lower section beneath it, what
         before were models and were taken by the person operating at that level as “originals,” become images when seen from the perspective of the higher level. Again, geometry is offered as
         but an example with reference to the explicit relationship of hypothesis formation
         at the level of the capacity for scientific knowledge or dianoia to the level of physical representation below it. What is said of knowing at the
         level of dianoia in relation to the visible level below it now seen as thematized by dianoia, “using as images what before were models,” (510b) thus is analogous to relations
         between the two lowest levels where we naturally perceive at once the dependence of
         image and original. Even as concerns the relations between the two highest levels,
         although this is described as “proceeding from hypothesis without using the images
         of the other section, by means of the forms themselves and proceeding through these,”
         there is also a sense in which the image-original relation is true here too, at least
         initially. When the third section, that of dianoia, is revealed as using hypotheses, they are then seen as less clear (that is, ontologically) than the geometer takes them to be: the latter takes the
         mathematical objects as not in need of any further account—“they do not deem it necessary
         to give any account” (510c), while the dialectician/philosopher does, and what were
         clear models, become less clear, hence more like images—which are both the same yet
         different than the originals now sought for, hypothesized as the source, as “hypotheses
         in the true sense of the word,” of what are now less clear images. It is at this point
         that the truly non-visible becomes itself the subject of inquiry, here as a ground
         or original for the earlier hypotheses of the geometers, which were taken by them
         as certain, clear, first principles. Thus, dialectic “does not consider its hypotheses
         as first principles [as do the geometers] but as hypotheses in the true sense of stepping
         stones and starting points, in order to reach what is beyond hypothesis, the first
         principle of all that exists. . . .” (511b).[19] 
      

      
       For the geometer, first there are the hypotheses or mathematical objects that the
         geometer takes as clear, certain principles (angles, odd and even, figures):
      

      
      
         They use visible figures and talk about them, but they are not thinking about them
            but about the models of which these are likenesses; they are making points about the
            square itself, the diameter itself, not about the diameter which they draw and so
            with others. These figures, which they fashion and draw, of which shadows and reflections
            in the water are images, they now in turn use as images, in seeking to understand
            those others in themselves, which one cannot see except in thought. This is what I
            called the intelligible class, and said that the soul is forced to use hypotheses in its search for it, not travelling up to first principles, since it cannot reach
            beyond its hypotheses, but it uses as images those very things which, in comparison
            with their images, were thought to be clear and honored as such. (510d-511a)
         

         
      

      It is obviously true, as Richard Robinson says,[20]  that the description of dianoia’s method, typified by the mathematician, is taking its hypothesized beginnings as
         certain, and that therein lays its mistake. But the unhypothesized beginnings or sources
         sought for by dialectic in its use of hypotheses to rise to what is “beyond hypothesis” does not mean, as Robinson
         asserts, to certain propositions. It is not higher propositions about Ideas that are “beyond hypothesis” but the first
         principles or archeē or elements, which are seen to be the certainty on which and out of which the true
         hypotheses are built. (Compare Sallis, 427) The hypotheses or suppositions, even when
         posited by dianoia (that is, as still ungrounded) are exemplified by “the odd and the even, the various
         kinds of figures” (510c) and not represented as propositions. Robinson gives a good
         argument for understanding Socrates’s descriptive phrase “destroying hypotheses” in
         dialectic as rightly not to be falsifying or confirming them but rather “the destruction
         of our attitude towards it, which consisted in hypothesizing it” (161). But because
         he holds “it” to be the propositions rather than the objects, the upward path of dialectic
         is reduced to an epistemological search for indubitable intuitive propositions, rather
         than an ontological one, and his analysis results in a relatively unhappy conclusion.
      

      
       After examining several versions of hypothetical method, he concludes that Platonic
         certainty, at even the ideal end of Platonic dialectic would be really no more than
         “the establishment of consistency among our standing beliefs” (179). Robinson complains,
         “destroying the hypotheses turns out to be merely another name for the fact that he
         does start out with hypotheses and uncertainty, and does end with perfect certainty
         without hypotheses; but how [R’s emphasis] he does so is said no more here than there” (162)—that is, in the
         two passages describing dialectic explicitly, at 511b and 533c. But the how of dialectic is described, and quite differently, if one takes the objects themselves
         as what is seen eventually (or alternatively, ideally) as certain. The how is the
         uncovering of the activity of the Ideas, implicit in our various ways of knowing along
         the Line, and made more explicit, seen for what they are, in the education of the
         philosopher. (A fuller discussion of this is the subject of chapter five.) 
      

      
      About reflected images of geometrical figures only a passing reference is made, since
         only a non-geometer would be interested in what might be called the purely aesthetic
         form of say a triangle. The geometer’s triangles drawn, like those of the slave boy
         in the Meno, are used as images in that they are not to be studied as particulars. About these
         triangles in the sand, the geometer already knows them, sees them, as images, unlike
         his relationship to the elements which are his hypotheses. The visual artist however,
         we might note, in a sense somewhat reverses this relationship—for him, the drawing
         is the (mere) physical original brought to life, of which he had only an aesthetic
         image in imagination, less clear than the fully realized one in the drawing. Of course,
         this is hardly what Plato has in mind in Book X when discussing the artist’s image
         (Cf. Patterson, 49-50, and especially 69). The artist knows, as do we and presumably
         Plato, that a sculpted horse cannot be ridden, but it may approach the Idea of a good
         riding horse in ways that an individual physical horse might be said to fall short, to use the Phaedo’s phrase. Consider a poor misshapen horse and the image of a horse in a Delacroix.
         Again, this of course somewhat reverses Plato’s usual sequence of the image being
         less real than the original of which it is an image. Yet, what is even more important
         to Plato, such an image, on the other hand, cannot articulate, cannot put in a logos, just what it is portraying as excellent (and certainly not what excellence in general
         might be—though it could serve as an example for discussion). We cannot carry on a
         dialogical examination of the excellence of a riding horse unless and until it is
         thematized by dianoia. Pisanello’s wonderful drawings are images that may provoke a discourse about the
         drawings, but the draftsman qua artist cannot participate in a discourse.[21]  Images in imagination are in this way less real than images in thought (dianoia). Images in nature, in mirrors, reflections, shadows, are immediately seen, by human
         beings that is, as images dependent on an original. It is the dynamic of this dependency
         that fascinates us, and that we can know with a certain clarity—consider Peter Pan
         and his shadow, or Narcissus and his reflection. The latter is tragic precisely because
         he does not know this to be true for his own image in the pool, and tellingly, tries to carry
         on a dialogue with the Other. This awareness is also a kind of thinking, a kind of
         dianoia, but natural, as opposed to the interpretative, scientific, constructive activity
         of technical dianoia. But to return to the geometer’s image, it is revealed as less clear because, in
         practice, a) physical irregularities of the representation are to be ignored, and
         b) the truths about this one case are to be true about the actual triangle one is
         looking at through the image of the constructed one. What is a visible original, a
         model for the reflected image when considered non-mathematically, that is, not as
         an object of knowledge (here the mathematical kind), becomes an image when considered mathematically.[22] 
      

      
       Now the geometer functions in two different modes. In one, he can practice geometry
         in analyzing the properties of a particular triangle (e.g., calculating the exterior
         angle)—say a particular isosceles triangle—always with the understanding that any
         other one with the same angles will have the same properties. In another mode, he
         is concerned with building geometry itself—with constructing or reconstructing the
         system and proofs that contain, say, the type of triangle called isosceles and its
         properties (or the common properties of any triangle, regardless of type). In this
         mode the geometer is closer to the non-visible form, though the first mode, analyzing
         particular isosceles triangles, is only possible given the second (either explicitly
         or implicitly—one could generate the system for each individual triangle; and in any
         case, the notion of triangle, or regular shape and angle, straight line, etc. is necessary
         and implicit in any mode). As regards the change from model to image, the drawn (constructed)
         triangle is a model in relation to its non-mathematical image or reflection, and becomes
         an image when considered as the effect or expression of the model in the non-visible
         realm, which in turn has its place in the hierarchy of generality. So this individual
         physical figure before me visibly (if I so constructed one) is now an image of this
         particular triangle, with a given set of angles, as a mathematical object. Even this
         triangle, the model for the individual one but still only a particular, is already
         one “which one cannot see except in thought.” This particular triangle in turn is
         an image in relation to the idea or model of triangle in general—and this last is
         still visible, still barely a perception and product in a sense of a kind of imagination
         (eikasia): the next step up is from triangle to the elements of triangle, such as angle, line,
         and the concept of mathematical figure itself, of geometrical or regular figure, and
         then to the concept of figure itself (of bounded extension). It is these elements,
         called by Socrates “hypotheses,” which are truly non-visible and the object of noēsis. They are the assumed stable basis of all the other, constructed, objects which are to one degree or another visible, either in the physical world
         or in that of imagination (mathematical in this case). Without investigation of these
         elements, which will take us out of the realm of the geometer per se as representative of the sciences, the soul’s activity of knowing remains essentially
         a downward motion; it is “compelled to investigate from hypotheses, proceeding from
         these not to a first principle, but to a conclusion,” that is, a statement and proof
         (in the geometrical sense).
      

      
       At the point at which one considers the elements themselves, it seems to me that
         at least two different questioning activities are possible. Both activities take what
         the geometer treated as stable givens, treated, Socrates says, as in effect first
         principles, and reveals them in their true identity as hypotheses; at this point what
         is merely posited for the geometer becomes a question for the philosopher. Such questioning
         could take the form of a) questions about the mathematical nature of the elements,
         “What is a circle, an angle, a straight line?” or the best way to describe and define
         them, or b) questions about the being or nature of such objects—from whence they are
         derived if they are, their mutability or immutability, their relation or kinship with
         other entities, their dependence on something more general still (whether a being
         or a principle) for which the elements themselves are images. This second kind of
         question is in particular the domain of dialectic. “Dialectic does not consider its
         [geometry, any science] hypotheses as first principles, but as hypotheses in the true
         sense of stepping stones and starting off points, in order to reach that which is
         beyond hypothesis, the first principle of all that exists” (511b). Having thus worked
         one’s way up to one first principle, one supposes the Good (in the Republic), one is then in a position to see “what follows from it,” and “keeping hold of this”
         in turn to see the truth of the elements of say, geometry—now “coming down to a conclusion without making use of anything
         visible at all,” of no images or examples but rather conclusions about the nature
         of the elements themselves—conclusions about their nature, origin and employment,
         and our relation to them, answers to the questions in b) above about the status and
         kinship of the kinds of elements in question, say of a figure, or of a virtue. This
         would be, I suggest, the description of the ideal completion of the task—the unified
         whole. But along the way, as a process, partial unities are achieved. This activity
         then, geometry, is offered as representative—Glaucon says “geometry and kindred sciences,”
         (511b)—of “how the intelligible class is to be divided.” It is, then, a further elucidation
         by way of a particular illustration, of the general statement at 510b about the way
         that the intelligible is divided, with respect to the distinguishing of image or model
         and hypothesis versus first principle, an example offered because Glaucon says “I
         do not quite understand what you mean.” We must see then just how close the example
         or image can be brought to some other, non-mathematical examples.[23] 
      

      
       The key is in the notions of model and image, hypothesis and principle, which represent
         the shifting perception of relative clarity. The geometer/scientist, although he “cannot
         reach beyond its [the soul’s] hypotheses” and is “forced to use them” in his search
         for the “intelligible class” in which he operates, does have the use of images. With
         their aid he can perceive the truth of, or in, examples, such that knowledge is produced.
         He “uses as images the very things which at a lower level were models, and which in
         comparison with their images [in turn] were thought to be clear and honored as such.” But even the geometer’s non-visible and
         intelligible models are images when regarded as the products of, or dependent on,
         the elements as hypotheses. The clarity of the geometrical proof is stable in relation
         to the particular case (kind) of dianoia—but it becomes for the moment unclear within the questioning context of ontological
         interrogation of its elements as a process, and the soul’s capacity to engage in it
         (noēsis).

      
      Out of the Cave, Up the Line: Knowledge, Image-making, and Dianoetic Eikasia

      
        The general “effect of education and the lack of it” as described in the Cave allegory
         can now be paralleled to the Line image, and this will assist us in extending the
         discussion to non-mathematical examples. The journey of the Cave and its description
         mirrors in a general way that of the Line. At each point, as in the ascent of the
         Line, there is greater clarity (saphēnia, 509d, 511d-e) than lower down; at each level the inhabitants take their mode of knowing
         and the objects of it as absolute, as clear. Those chained see only images but do
         not know them as images—they take them for originals. They dispute in arbitrary fashion the names
         and natures of the shadows—which sounds or voices go with which. They live entirely
         at the level of opinion, as I have argued above, primarily as the receivers of opinion, the cast images of the Cave, and I offered as suitable candidates, political
         and religious opinion (as well as doxai concerning nature, and of course ordinary claims about physical sense perceptions).
         Those viewing only shadows, “would believe the truth to be nothing else than the shadows
         of the artifacts” (515c).
      

      
      The carriers and makers of the objects, the model/originals for the shadows, operate with a limited knowledge
         of sorts, that the images are only shadows of the clearer reality, the more visible
         models. But they assume, or do not ask about, the source of what they take to be arbitrary
         (see earlier discussion, in chapter three). In carrying such a model and in bringing
         them alive, they construct systems of belief (about both nature and right action—e.g.,
         the beliefs and values of the poets, as reflected in their works, and the beliefs
         of the natural philosophers) for those watching and chained, but they do so arbitrarily.
         Their only function seems to be to produce the images for those chained below them,
         and their knowledge is a negative one, one might say: they can claim that their originals
         are clearer, and are the cause of what appears below, and that the ones chained are
         mistaken, misled in taking their own discourse about the sounds and images actually
         produced by the puppeteers as clear. But such made objects are not coherent systems,
         they are patched together and have coherence only to the extent that they imitate,
         more or less unconsciously it seems, more rational originals of which they in turn
         are images. The pain of deliverance from this and the resistance to seeing each clearer
         object as more real and the cause of the former ones, is a reminder of just how attached
         the knower is to his place, as it were, to his mode of knowing and the ostensible
         clarity of his objects. In the case of the Line we were to have knowledge to the extent
         that truth, like the light of the Cave’s fire, and then the sun, shone on the objects, the Sun giving to objects the capacity to be seen and the Good to the
         intellect’s objects the capacity to be known. Much time is spent on the image and
         analogy of sun-light-sight and the contrasting night vision, and this is obviously
         recalled in the degrees of knowing and relative clarity of the objects in the Cave
         story.
      

      
       Our explication has been thus far an attempt to indicate how the whole image of the
         Cave is “related to what we said before” (517b). The socio-political epistemic dynamic
         of the Cave can thus in a general way be fitted onto the ontological distinctions
         of the Line, and in a way that accords with the larger themes of the Republic. The world of images of the Line is the domain of the production of human doxa, things for which human beings claim responsibility and use to inform the many. The
         images of these doxai have their causes both in human agency and in the elements out of which these doxai are made. Fire could reveal things as they are, but doesn’t. The dogmatist of reason,
         as it were, utilizes these doxai as more or less unquestioned first principles, variously sanctioned as: the existence
         and will of the gods, the rectitude of the laws of the polis as well as the laws themselves, the customs or rites of the community, the canons
         or conventions of beauty, the first principles and/or elements of Nature, etcetera—all
         as objects of belief. All are systems claiming clarity and resting on relatively unexamined
         hypotheses as first principles. Thus described, that is, in the relation of their
         acceptance by people, they best fit in the realm of pistis, variously translated as trust, belief or even confidence (Irwin), Socrates’ name
         for a certain way of thinking about experience.
      

      
       Each subdivision of the Line has a corresponding way of thinking typical of it (given
         names in a passage somewhat after the describing of the sections of the Line). The
         same doxai or thoughts, or logoi, when considered and developed as explanation, are each the productions of a different
         capacity or faculty (not dunameis but patheēmata, stressing their bond to the objects perceived in each case). The capacities of soul,
         already given some discussion above, are assigned to describe the processes by which
         souls know the objects of each section and are named at 511d. They are as follows:
         eikasia (imagination, imaging, image-making), pistis (trust, belief), dianoia (thinking, rational thought), noeēsis (understanding).
      

      
       The many live in relation to these opinions for the most part as passive recipients
         and thus devoted to “reflections and images”—as the chained ones of the cave. Now
         since the lowest Line section is devoted to images strictly speaking and its faculty
         is composition or guessing at images, imagination (eikasia),[24]  while the capacity of the section above it is trust or belief (pistis), this might seem to reverse the order I am suggesting concerning those in chains
         and the puppeteers, as trust is passive and image-making active. But the technical
         use of images in what, it has been suggested, is a kind of dianoetic eikasia is appropriate to the activity of dianoia in its trusting use of the images that, not strictly visible, are used to structure
         its knowledge, or to mirror the structure that one is trying to explicate with the
         use of noetic elements. As, for example, the double helix image or model of DNA, the
         structure of which is embedded in the image. The image is not a picture, as it were—it
         only shows us something, or looks like, physical DNA to the person who knows how to
         read the image. And the image is trustworthy both to the extent that the physical
         DNA is found indeed to reflect the structure suggested by the model, and as well that
         the construction of the model in itself makes rational sense, that is, it inevitably
         draws upon the elements of intelligibility that make rational image-making possible
         (in other words, drawn from noēsis). Even the philosopher trusts in the Ideas (and pre-eminently the Good) but with reason
         supposedly, not at the beginning of his journey but at the end—and creates intelligible
         images, for example, the Republic itself.
      

      
      In the immediate case the terms are appropriately assigned because the cave dwellers
         in chains are the primary example of ungrounded blind consumers of images—they are
         active in that this consumption is their primary epistemic activity and that they also busy
         themselves with composition or relatively blind interpretations of the image-echoes,
         etc. The trust or pistis of the second level is appropriate to those who carry the puppets, whom I claim to
         be the makers of these images, because, though they themselves are the creators of
         dogma for those below them, the models of their own epistemology are based on hypotheses
         taken on trust as principles. The makers of doxai, inhabiting the section of the Line devoted to the models of the images, are content
         to elaborate or promulgate the systems, either skeptically or as true believers. The
         makers of models here inhabit two realms. As purveyors of doxai about models for the unreflective below them they inhabit the realm of doxastic pistis, the second level of the Line, the puppeteer image of the Cave. But some of these
         same persons could also be said to inhabit the realm of the capacity or faculty at
         work outside the Cave, that is, of dianoia or dianoetic epistēmē, when practicing their professional expertise, in which a different kind of pistis is involved—that corresponding to postulating hypotheses or assumptions of a science.
         In the former case, the pistis is that induced in others, the consumers, while in the latter case it is the pistis necessary for the producers themselves, and of a rather different sort. This would
         be the case for accounts of nature, or for the social sciences and humanities, for
         that matter—but the same would as easily apply to mathematics if we include the teaching
         and the study of it. And of course the attitude towards its starting points or hypotheses
         is explicitly discussed by Socrates, if briefly. (There is, however, an important
         difference between the hypotheses of mathematical systems as starting points and the
         empirical hypotheses of the natural sciences subject to the verification that will
         give the system and/or explanation, for example, credibility, or explanatory force.)
      

      
       Both the students of these systems, i.e., those who study their details and structure
         but not their fundamental assumptions, and those who participate in the actual development
         of the system have moved somewhat upward. They create or recreate systems, not completely
         arbitrarily but rather coherently deduced from, and within the bounds of, their starting
         points, which are taken as certain. And which they may indeed be, though ungrounded
         until, as Plato suggests via Glaucon, these very systems and more particularly their
         elements or starting points are once again encountered on the way down. Students of
         these sciences “do not go back to a first principle . . . although these can be understood
         if approached from a first principle” (511d). In the (physical) sciences a standard
         of measure is erected, without analysis of the nature of the standard itself. This
         concerns both the coherence of the knowledge claim (and of the system of which it
         forms a part), and, where it applies, its empirical validity—its explanatory force
         in relation to the relevant empirical data and tests. The scientific trust, trust
         at the level of dianoia, is in the reliability, the orderliness and stability, of nature as a whole. (Or,
         to take an example from a different area of study, the case of historiography, in
         the supposition of a general explanatory hypothesis of historical causation in a preferred
         hierarchy of causes.) In other words, the impositions of dianoia on nature in a systematic and mathematical ordering rely both on the extra- scientific
         sense of trust in the regularity of nature and on a corresponding trust in the very
         notion of system, that is, in measurement and the standards that serve as the ultimate
         elements of the system. Thus, the scientist to a greater extent sees his images as
         images, but trusts in the possibility of a correspondence between the order of nature
         and the order of his measuring standards or laws and explanatory models without usually
         probing the nature of this possibility, though often with an awareness of this as
         an issue. While the popular consumption of science, whether in the form of technology
         or as popularizations in the more usual sense, is prone to take the images and standards
         as in themselves true, as an absolute reality, and to blindly trust both in them and
         in their makers. This can even take the form in popular culture of extending to one
         domain the supposed truths of another, to parody, something like “Heisenberg proved
         that everything is uncertain, and Einstein that everything is relative.”
      

      
       Consider another activity, the fine arts. The producers of artifacts exercise eikasia. Then there is pistis at various levels (again, as in the Cave). There are the consumers of images, and
         then the shapers of public taste, who trust in their own judgments. At the level of
         reason as dianoia then there would be the art historian and aesthetician and those artists who reflect
         consciously, discursively, on art, e.g., Leonardo da Vinci, Paul Klee, Joachim Quantz,
         Jean-Phillipe Rameau, Richard Wagner. These last are engaged in the creation of systematic
         perceptions and organizations of what is in the realm of art, but here too it is often usual to assume, or leave unquestioned,
         the nature of art itself both as product and human sensibility, either to take this
         as self-evident or dependably empirical (wholly inductive). The art historian/aesthetician
         can of course become involved in the analysis of the starting points—in questions
         that concern both the nature of art and beauty and about the origins and meaning of
         both the work and the maker, or about the purpose or place of art in human life. As
         he starts to ask what art (and beauty) is and does, and its kinship with other products of the human spirit perhaps one could
         say that he passes from dianoia to noēsis—from science in the narrow sense, Socrates calls them “so-called sciences,” to the
         only true science, dialectic, and its objective. Plato’s views on art are controversial,
         all the more so since he himself rather obviously is a frequent and skilled maker
         of images. Any account of his view must come to terms with this, and certainly not
         by simply saying that he could not resist, or that he has a divided nature, as literary
         artist and as philosopher, or even that his use of them is wholly rhetorical or didactic.
         Art is of course taken up explicitly in Book X and I will have more to say at the
         point of commenting on that book. I note here only that what I have said above is
         consistent with the interpretation there offered, and that those passages must be
         read in the context in which it is presented, that is, as a discussion of the meaning
         of imitation in general, and in the light of the specific purpose of a discussion of imitation
         at that point. The general issue however, averred to above, might indeed remain the
         same: To what extent can art contain a logos, some would argue even do so excellently, and why? But a second question is always,
         To what extent does the work provoke, and is it capable of responding to, questioning?
         (This second condition can as well be applied to discourse in any of its forms, poetic
         or non-poetic, spoken or written.)
      

      
       To continue with our examples, the mechanical engineer and the physicist stand perhaps
         in a similar relation as the above pairs. The engineer deals with the results or applications
         of the models constructed by the physicist. The engineer trusts the formulas—he begins there, though some apply them with more skill or expertise
         than others. For him, the bridge is constructed on paper. The literal builder of it,
         the welder, etc. takes the image projected by the designer/engineer and with little
         or no awareness of even the formulas (e.g., stress formulas) that lie behind it, constructs
         his image in metal, measuring its success against a model of how it is best done.
         In each case there is the thought or picture image and the made expression. Finally,
         there are those of us who merely drive, some expertly, some with average ability,
         across the bridge every day (excluding the former groups); we know even less than
         the welder the truth about the bridge—but that does not stop us from wondering (idly)
         and speculating about just what holds the whole thing together, including sometimes
         about why it doesn’t. Discussions amongst non-engineers about why the bridge fell
         down are more likely to be discussions about the identity and meaning of “shadows
         and noises.”[25]  In the case of the bridge, our speculations have little consequence. Although uninformed
         speculation can have consequences when the issues of technology interact with the
         political and ethical, as in who gets the contracts, or whether the bridge, the nuclear
         reactor, etc., is safely constructed, and so on. In the case of other practices, the
         other sciences and their objects, the objects as it were, that are observable in the
         social world, the “consequences of an education or the lack of it” can produce shadows
         that are at best serviceable, at worst either misleading and dangerous or the object
         of hopeless squabbles.
      

      
      Finally, with regard to justice, it is operative at the lowest level of the Cave and
         Line in the habits of the polis. In addition to the general beliefs about justice and its sanctions suggested above,
         there are also beliefs about what is the right thing to do in a given situation. There
         is a general, vague sense of justice underlying this, but on the whole, for the general
         public each case is seen as individual, that is, representative of a kind but limited
         to what we might call a visual sameness: the right thing to do when coming to a stop
         sign, when an elderly person gets on a crowded bus, desegregation of schools, animal
         rights, AIDS in Africa, etc., are each mostly treated as separate, unrelated issues,
         and on the whole the response in each case is a simple right or wrong—a response of
         the emotions (albeit educated in the facts relevant) based on the image presented.
         This image is never neutral but rather given a voice or coloring—not necessarily the
         accurate or true measure of it—by either specific others, or the practices of the
         society at large. This is not to deny the importance of considering the specific sameness
         and difference of each case with another, but this is conspicuously what is not done
         or what is lacking—it is not considering but rather the immediacy of the response that is characteristic here. This immediacy
         considers neither the particular differences of the case on the one hand, nor the
         similarity with other visually dissimilar kinds in which an important similarity of principle exists. Plato illustrates
         this pitfall in the discussion of the suitability of women for the Guardian role,
         where the interlocutors are quick to casually assume, based on the appearance of difference
         (whether physical or conventional) that women are not suitable, which gives Socrates
         the opportunity to develop both the notion of soul and that of identity of nature
         or natural capacities (dunameis, pathēmata). And so the similarity, sameness, or analogy of cases of justice (or other virtues)
         is not seen, or if it is brought forth, it is more often than not resisted—the most
         common response heard being “that has nothing to do with it.” There is, then, a domination
         of the imagination (eikasia), the most emotional of the faculties of knowing, and opinion often is tied quite
         literally to the visual, to the visualization of the situation—an individual visualizes,
         or pictures, the Muslim as behaving in a certain way, and rightly deserving a certain
         treatment. The non-visible sameness, e.g., in this case of soul, of human being in
         essence, which would require the same treatment, is hidden, he cannot see it. The
         emotions, pre-eminently, ontologically, are tied to the visible presence (physical
         or in imagination) of things, the emotional response is a shadow image of the things
         that provoke it and cast it, as it were. It is worth mentioning here the Meno, where, in the opening passages, Meno’s difficulty in defining virtue is illustrated
         by his reliance on examples, a collection without a clearly articulated common principle.
         The problem is not so much that he resorts to examples, though Socrates pushes for
         a definition of virtue itself, but rather Meno’s inability to deduce what the examples
         have in common, other than giving them the same name, hence justifying the collection,
         he thinks. Of course the same name issue exists in the Republic, as we have already noted, but here it is used positively and consciously—we are
         asked to look at the analogy of city and soul and see if the same name is merited
         for the same virtues, particularly justice; we are to examine what is offered hypothetically
         (in this case constructed to match) but in general to question why and with what justification
         the same name is used of diverse images.[26] 
      

      
       The general dynamic progression that has been noted here is from blind trust in images
         as realities, and our discourse about them, to eikastic trust in being the creators
         of the sources of the images, to dianoetic knowledge (whether natural and every day,
         or technical and scientific) as the source of the former, to dialectic’s reflection
         on the noetic sources of the elements of thinking and their role in the images of dianoia. We have considered each of these activities, these practices, as representative
         images of knowing, as capacities exercised at increasingly conscious levels, and reflected
         in the concrete productions of each level, their respective practices. That is, the
         practices which are both their activities within their respective sciences and arts
         and the products which remain as a result, are the concrete forms of their knowledge:
         the capacities, their exercise, and the end results in the world, correspond to the
         divisions of the Line and to progress upwards along it. What the first five books
         of the Republic have to say implicitly about the level of noēsis can be seen in the exhibiting of an image of the rule and principles of being and
         knowing at work in the construction and life of the ideal city and soul, that is,
         in the soul of the artist crafting the city and in the image of the just soul read
         in the image. What further can be said about noēsis within the confines of the Republic, is implicit in the discussion of the education of the philosopher, to which we turn
         in the next chapter. What actual argument there is for such truly first principles,
         the Ideas as archai, apart from a showing forth of them, and a claim that only thus is experience intelligible,
         will take us beyond the Republic, to the Phaedo. As a preliminary formulation of my own position I suggest the notion of the image in discourse—of the non-visible images of reason at work in a presentation of experience from
         its standpoint—as somehow the showing forth of the natural noetic standpoint for human being. In the Line, and in the Republic in general, logos can present itself to itself as an image in discourse of its own natural world as the workings of discourse. To make and to use images in various ways (and in various
         senses), is what allows for, in a sense creates, the world that the soul inhabits.
         To see images as images is seemingly negative—they are revealed as merely images. Yet seen as the general
         dynamic that drives the soul upward to increasing clarity (511d-e), they are what
         provides the ladder we must climb.[27] 
      

      
       Hugh Benson, in “Plato’s Philosophical Method in the Republic,”[28]  though not working with the notion of image-making as I do, arrives at somewhat similar conclusions by a much different route. He is
         out to carefully distinguish the difference in method of dianoia and noēsis, that is, of dialectic—in particular the different role of, and relation to, hypothesis.
         Both methods employ hypothesis, but in rather different ways. The relatively limited results of dianoia as compared to dialectic can be traced to the “incorrect application” of the “method
         of hypothesis” (188), to be contrasted with the fully achieved use that it can be
         put to by dialectic. The virtue of dialectic, which is productive of true knowledge,
         is that its upward journey through and beyond hypotheses to the forms is completed
         by a downward journey that searches out both “confirmation” of the truth of the hypothesis
         and “testing the consequences of the hypothesis to see whether they agree with one
         another” (191). What is crucial, and the similarity to what I have argued, is the
         contrast between the testing in application of dianoia and that of dialectic. The application and relative success of “dianoetic” is in the application of the assumed, unexamined hypothesis
         to the particulars of the relevant set of experiences, or world. “Confirmation” here
         means tracing out the “contingent consequences.” And this could also produce a rather
         unhappy result, in which the hypothesis is faced with an apparent unsatisfactory or
         contradictory brute fact, e.g., “philosophers are useless and vicious” (Adeimantus,
         487b1-d5). But this in effect is an “artificial consequence,” the result of a misuse
         of hypothesis. How so? Because, Benson argues, we were looking at particular, “contingent
         . . . instantiations,”—downwards towards particulars. “Those philosophers alleged
         to be vicious are in fact not genuine instantiations of philosophy . . .” “The nature
         or being of philosophy is not the cause of these consequences” (202). This is as contrasted
         to the true, philosophical, hypothetical method, which “examine(s) the consequences
         of the hypothesis that follow directly from the nature of the Forms involved . . .
         ”—looking, and testing, downward only after having journeyed upward. “Dialectic .
         . . tests those features for consistency and responds to the contrary evidence of
         the artificial or contingent consequences. If one can derive the answer to the original
         question from a hypothesis which itself is underivable and can confirm that hypothesis
         by checking its consequences for consistency and against contrary evidence, one can
         genuinely be said to know the answer to the original question” (201).
      

      
        But this process, the task of dialegesthai, he too would agree is ongoing, perhaps never complete or completed: “Plato maintains
         that one cannot rightly claim to know the answer [to the original question, e.g.,
         concerning virtue, justice, etc.] until this goal has been achieved. Short of confirmation
         from the unhypothetical archē one’s inquiry remains incomplete. Of course, Plato would concede that few—perhaps
         none—of us has successfully completed such an inquiry” (194). Benson rejects “incorrigible
         or certain intuition” of the Ideas or archē as a guarantor of their truth: “viewing the unhypothetical archē does not guarantee its truth, but requires confirmation by avoiding refutation. To
         know the Form of the Good it is not enough simply to view it, and somehow thereby
         know it. One must be able to respond in some way successfully to all attempts to refute
         it. One must test it and give an account of it” (199). Or, put another way, one must
         formulate logoi based on research into the nature of a Form, its features, and armed with that see if such logoi, such noetic images, have real explanatory force, truly hold the world together.
      

      
       Finally, let me say that even in my own description above (and in what follows concerning
         the interlocutors) the various knowers/souls appear as statically consigned to a given
         level. The truth rather is more complex. We each more accurately, more realistically,
         live at one and the same time at different levels depending on the context. Even Socrates
         is made to admit at one point, perhaps ironically, to a certain self-deception. I
         can be wise, knowledgeable about some things, and be still in a shadow world for others—but
         with a Socratic awareness of my ignorance. As well, we each and all are moving upward,
         as it were—some more, some less. And some few, upon a full ascent, eventually make
         the journey back downward again in the search for an application of the Ideas that
         will produce true, if partial, knowledge. Plato’s Cave and Line images are in this
         sense invitations to a progressive dialogue, with others and within our own souls,
         moving towards an ideal—as well as the cost of not doing so.
      

      
      Placement on the Line

      
       Let us now briefly examine how the interlocutors of the Republic might be fitted to the image of the Line (and Cave) and its levels of image relation.
         Cephalus, who begins the Republic, has the images of what is right to do in each case in his head, but he cannot talk
         about it, that is, cannot discuss the sameness and difference of things in such a
         way that a workable definition is got at, hence the example of the weapon lent put
         forward by Socrates, confounds him. For Cephalus, the habit or practice of virtue
         is more reliable than any one articulation he can offer as a guide or rule; hence
         his inability to handle a new special case of a debt owed where the honoring of it
         would be dishonorable, and he readily backs away from the unpleasant consequences,
         preferring what he knows would be right to do to consistency. But of course a thinking
         interpretation of the maxim he offers—telling the truth and paying one’s debts—is
         precisely what is presented in the rest of the Republic, in the elaboration of its analogies through images. The issue is the nature of what
         one owes to others and particularly to oneself, and what finally is the compulsion to pay the debt, in other words, to return to the Cave. But that vision of justice,
         of acting rightly, requires a turning, again, of the whole soul and its knowing capacities
         from the visible to the non-visible, from the particular to the general (and back
         again); thus from justice as an external action to justice as an internal state, comprehended
         and controlled as the one unified cause of diverse external acts, and practice discerning
         its sameness in different shapes and guises. For Cephalus etc., justice and the just
         life is simply the sum of the external right acts, and hence his only reply to Socrates’s
         challenge is to return to the sacrifices. Cephalus relies on what may be called the
         set of social practices—but these are reliable only as long as the conditions of social
         practice remain the same, or may also be challenged by a conflict arising between
         the normally separated levels of practices. Or this may be provoked by Socratic aporetic
         intervention, to the degree that the interlocutor is perturbable. Such interventions
         are verbal but the use of images and analogy makes them other than abstract philosophical
         arguments or conceptual representations. An example of the disruption of the former
         would be radical social upheaval, revolution, war, economic crises, examples of the
         latter, the clash of religious and political values—the dilemma of the Antigone, the current abortion controversy, etc.
      

      
      Polemarchus and the others present whom he represents, are at the second stage, corresponding
         to pistis. They, along with Cephalus, cite the poets and tradition as the authority for what
         is right and just, again at the level of accepting conventional images (and corresponding
         definitions of what is just)—in x situation, remember Achilles or Orestes or Antigone,
         Simonides or Homer, Lycurgus or Pericles, and do as they do or say one ought to do
         in such situations. There is, however, some possibility, though not much, of movement
         here, to the extent that real discourse is possible with them about the conventions
         of trust. But even this is limited by their desire to hang on to their trusted beliefs,
         like those in the Cave who are disputatious. Polemarchus’s argument brings him closer
         to Thrasymachus’s eristic. As late as Book V, Polemarchus and Adeimantus interrupt
         with a roadblock, and are tied to their inability to rise above the literal or visible
         level of the analogy, i.e., the visible image constructed of the city of imagination,
         as opposed to its function as an image for the non-visible soul. Perhaps Polemarchus
         is ranked a little further down than Adeimantus: “He was sitting a little further
         away than Adeimantus.” So, Polemarchus’s interruption is suitably physical, i.e.,
         visible, he “extended his hand and took hold of the other’s cloak from above at the
         shoulder, drew him toward himself while he leaned forward and said something to him”
         (449a-b). Adeimantus is represented as actually in dialogue with Socrates, though
         less so than Glaucon (he occupies less of the text as interlocutor), who is in between
         pistis and dianoia. Adeimantus is also presented as at least arriving with the opposite party from the
         festival at Bendis. Glaucon follows in the dialectical trail/trials but as noted earlier
         he is too willing a friend of Justice, wishing to see it saved and “praised” rather
         than analyzed. He would have been satisfied with a merely verbally persuasive image.
         He, like most of us, is tempted by the unjust life, at least in the images of imagination;
         either fearful perhaps, or for lack of skill, he is sometimes intellectually lazy,
         sometimes painfully struggling. The best description of him is perhaps that given
         by Socrates of the one newly freed from the chains of the Cave, whose struggle is
         partly with seeing rightly, partly with the desire to remain in, or return to, the
         relative security of each earlier stage (if, that is, he in fact leaves his starting
         point behind—we shall see in our analysis of Book X). At his best, he tries to follow
         the development of the images and their application, dutifully accepting the hypotheses
         on which they are based “as if they were first principles.”At 548e Glaucon is described
         as a “victory lover,” a philonikias, according to Adeimantus, but this makes sense, given what we have seen he asks for,
         a “defense” of the just life through encomium.[29]  The discussion of “how dictatorship evolves from democracy, and what its nature
         is when so evolved” is carried on, interestingly enough, with Adeimantus and not with
         Glaucon (from 548e).
      

      
       In turning to Thrasymachus, it is worth recalling again here the opening scene of
         the Republic where the action and image are somewhat the same as at 449a-b, that of a physical
         intervention: one group approaches another, somebody is sent ahead and takes hold
         of Socrates’ cloak. Many issues are implicit in the opening drama—the issues of power,
         force, compulsion, the physical/rhetorical force versus the compulsion of the Ideas
         and that of moral obligation, the free erotic movement towards the Good, the compelling
         force of the Good, the chaining of desires and the shackles of ignorance. Finally,
         consider Thrasymachus’s reliance or trust in force as being both a consequence and
         a cause of his disbelief or mistrust in the value, hence reality of Ideas. Thrasymachus
         puts forth verbal images of justice for immediate consumption, not as he believes
         it actually to be, and brazenly so, even once he is “forced out of hiding.” His sole
         interest appears to be in winning the argument, brashly maintaining power and control
         both in the argument and in life, and in preserving the assumption, or hypothesis,
         which he believes is a solid first principle: that might is a higher value than any
         moral virtue and that, sophistically or perhaps as an actual belief, might makes right.
         His position on the Line is thus ambiguous; also between the second and third levels
         though unaware of it (as are those who carry the images in the Cave), he uses a technē, hence dianoia, (though less scientifically than Protagoras) but in the service of his conviction
         or belief in domination as a value in itself, thus rooted in the objects of the second
         level. Speech as eristic is a bastard form of dianoia. He fits well the description of one who abuses both intellect itself, in the form
         of rhetoric, and his own soul. “The virtue of intelligence belongs above all to something more divine” than the other virtues of the soul, i.e., moderation,
         self-control, etc. which are “close to those of the body,” because “they do not exist
         before and are added later by habit and practice,” and intelligence “never loses its
         capacity but, according to which way it is turned, becomes useful and beneficial or
         useless and harmful. Have you never noticed in men who are said to be wicked but clever,
         how sharply their little soul looks into things to which it turns its attention. Its
         capacity for sight is not inferior, but serves evil ends, so that the more sharply
         it looks the more evil it works” (518e-519a). 
      

      
       Francis Sparshott, in “Plato and Thrasymachus,”[30]  takes a different approach. Thrasymachus merely supposes “that there is no more
         to justice than obedience. It is precisely this supposition that Plato identifies
         in Book VI (492-3, esp. 493c) as that inevitably made by all sophists. Thrasymachus
         is here simply succumbing to the occupational hazard of his profession.” It is “not
         a symptom of immorality but . . . an effect of ignorance . . . a mistake about what
         the true interests of the self are” (57). Now these no doubt are his beliefs, and
         his positions are an expression of them. But to ignore the role of character and epithumia, as this seems to do, is to ignore the source of that ignorance, in part. Thrasymachus’s
         place on the Line is guaranteed by the interrelated limitations of both character
         and his views of knowledge and power. Sparshott defends Thrasymachus as representing
         a realistic view of the actual polis, and argues for his being a sort of Platonic alter ego. But it is rather a realism
         limited and distorted by character. His thumos is explained more by his epithumia than by his pistis. If Plato is pessimistic or “embittered” (60) about the actual city that could put
         Socrates to death, etc., his response is the founding of a better city in a better
         place, the only place where it is truly possible, and of which Socrates is the model
         citizen. This is not quite a Platonic antithesis, except in the sense that they live
         in different kinds of city. The opposition is not between the city of Athens and the
         philosopher’s ideal “city in words,” per Sparshott, but rather between the city within
         the walls and the city within the soul.
      

      
      One certainly would not wish to underestimate Thrasymachus’s intelligence or his rhetorical
         ability, but he is basically an intellectual bully. Perhaps Adeimantus is the better
         choice of a representative of the limits of the skills of discourse separated from,
         or at least not firmly attached to, its proper end. (The best representative, though
         not present in this dialogue, is of course Alcibiades.) Adeimantus is at least presented
         as a friend (see earlier discussion). He is calmer, more intellectually inclined,
         yet still presented as contentious, raising the obstacles, and as both physically
         and verbally interrupting the argument—albeit with objections which, though misguided
         (we have argued), are tellingly so. And hence in the end the objections are necessary
         regarding the problem of the method and level of the discourse, literal versus figurative,
         keeping sight of the goals and stages of hypothesis/demonstration of the task at hand.
         For more adept examples of the kind, and references to the misuse of intelligence
         and argument, we would have to turn to other dialogues.[31] 
      

      
       Here I have completed my brief speculation concerning the location of the various
         interlocutors on the Line, none of whom, with the possible exception of Glaucon’s
         halting beginning, get much beyond the downward looking technē of dianoia, malevolent in the case of the sophist’s eristic, represented by Thrasymachus. Glaucon,
         and Adeimantus represent a more trusting, less reflective, less astute or clever type,
         though the journey upward of the dialogue at least exposes them to a more complex
         and more rational doxa in the formation and examination of the ideal city, and of images of the soul in
         various states. We turn next to some further suggestions, rather speculative, for
         those in public life who might be thought of as examples of souls firmly, more consciously,
         rooted in the technē of dianoia than Glaucon and Adeimantus.
      

      
       As final brief examples in our parade of character-types, consider the law-maker,
         lawyer, judge and politician, who are all more or less aware of the hypothetical nature
         of their respective arts (though they might not describe it in these terms), but who
         are content to elaborate the reasoned consequences of their starting points, and even
         at times to speculate about the right starting point. So, a lawyer is concerned to
         discern the common element in (say) two acts in order to bring them under one law.
         In an adversarial system he does so always in his client’s favor of course—but in
         eristic appeals to what is plausible, as distinguished from mere bombast. The latter
         may even win cases, particularly in a jury trial, but by a different skill than what
         the law, the judges, etc. call a good lawyer. Which is not to say that at this level
         there is not a distinction still to be made between a clever lawyer and one whose
         interest in the law is that justice be served, and not merely his client. The judge’s
         function is to reason out which of two opposing lawyers makes the better case for
         subsuming (or not) the individual case under consideration under the general principle
         set out in the law. The further up the judicial process one goes, the more it is the
         case that at issue is the correct subsumption of the particular to the general. An
         appellate court considers (apart from due process) not whether the law is just, which
         is part of the function of the legislature, but whether and how the case at hand conforms
         to the law. There are of course other views of both the judiciary and the legislature
         which reverse these roles somewhat: the legislators are to seek and express the people’s
         will, and not to judge what is right to do, and the judiciary is sometimes seen as
         ostensible wise men whose interpretation of even the fundamental laws is formative,
         based on their perception of a higher law and the changing context of civil society.
      

      
       Legislators, and politicians when they are acting in that capacity, operate, at least
         at their best and at certain points in their practice, with some theoretical sophistication and are at the third level when they do so. They, like
         the scholars and teachers who study the institutions the former rule over, have at
         least some notion of consistency and the rule of law, hence of perceiving similarity
         amongst diversity, and of bringing such order into social life. But as indicated,
         they lack the skills or interest to question the fundamental starting points. Thus
         justice, apart from the seeming unity of convention, becomes a matter of luck and
         good will, plus a certain level of intuitive insight and an ability to see contradictions;
         that is, when we are considering the contributions of individual consciousnesses,
         and not their role as a conduit for the collective social will (and the interaction
         of the two). We are concerned here with their degree of self-consciousness, and this
         as reflected in the degree to which their productions, the products of their art as
         embodied in their practices, can lay claim to knowledge.
      

      
       We have been considering each of these activities, these practices, as representative
         images of knowing, as capacities exercised at increasingly conscious levels, and reflected
         in the concrete productions of each level, which we have been calling their respective
         practices. That is, the practices which are both their activities within their respective
         sciences and arts, and the products which remain as a result, are the concrete forms
         of their knowledge: the capacities, their exercise, and the end results in the world,
         correspond to the divisions of the Line and to progress upwards along it. What the
         Republic has to say about the level of noēsis has been seen thus far primarily in the exhibiting of an image of the rule and principles
         of being and knowing at work in the construction and life of the ideal city and soul,
         that is, in the soul of the artist crafting the city and in the image of the just
         soul read in the image. What further can be said about noēsis within the confines of the Republic, is illustrated in the discussion of the education of the philosopher, to which we
         now turn. What argument there is for such truly first principles, the Ideas as archai, apart from a showing forth of them, and a claim that only thus is experience intelligible,
         will take us beyond the Republic, to the Phaedo. As a preliminary formulation of my own position I suggest the notion of the image
         in discourse, of the non-visible images of reason at work in a presentation of experience
         from its standpoint, as somehow the showing forth of the natural, noetic, standpoint for human being.
      

      
       Before turning to the next chapter, on the education of the philosopher/ruler, I
         would like to comment once more on a different sense of education—the issue of the
         inculcation of implicit values embedded in social practices, and immortalized in dicta
         in and out of the classroom. Just how deeply embedded are they, what chance is there
         of freeing ourselves from the Cave, journeying on the upward path? In our most fundamental
         beliefs and values, are we so educated behind our backs, so immersed in our society,
         and in our social class, that real education is not even susceptible to meaningful
         discourse? Apart from progress in knowledge in the natural sciences (and some would
         say even there), is Plato’s sketch that of an impossible journey, and worse, his sociology
         of knowledge irrelevant (and, some would say, pernicious)?
      

      
       Pierre Bourdieu, in Distinction: A Social Critique of the Judgment of Taste,[32]  develops a sociologist’s detailed portrait of the process described above. Education,
         in the broadest sense, and deepest rooted kind, is viewed as primarily and inescapably
         the passing on of social practices and values, “hierarchies,” of value and meaning.
         “In place of practical schemes of classification, which are always partial and linked
         to practical contexts [formal education] puts explicit, standardized taxonomies, fixed
         once and for all in the form of synoptic schemas or dualistic typologies (e.g., ‘classical’/’romantic’),
         which are expressly inculcated and therefore conserved in the memory as knowledge
         that can be reproduced in virtual identical form by all the agents subject to its
         action,” and its effects. It is, of course, just these doxai, sometimes conscious, often not, that Plato is most concerned to bring to light,
         and not excluding even the bodily gestures which are an “image of the logic of socialization”
         (474). But for Bourdieu there is little or no hope of escaping these forms, as we
         shall see.
      

      
       For Bourdieu, the possibility of escape is dismal. Plato is also, as has been often
         remarked, sometimes pessimistic, not only about the possibility of political change,
         but even of individual re-constitution, both of ontologies and of souls. In Distinction, Bourdieu is writing primarily about the sources and effects of social classifications
         of taste. The term “distinction” refers to the differentiation or distinction that
         people make between themselves as belonging to a class, and others, as being themselves
         “cultured” or “educated” as distinct from those who are not. His sociology of taste
         reveals the dynamics of the imprisoning structures, of the middle class in France
         in particular, structures of belief (but not of concepts) precisely because they are
         implicit, in which the social subject is complicit. His introduction to the English
         edition makes the claim that the dynamic and its structure ought to be generally applicable
         to any society, with a different specific content, each culture being a “particular
         case of the possible,” (xi) as are its examples. The parallel to Plato’s Cave and
         its denizens is so striking in one passage that, though he does not make an explicit
         reference to the Cave (or the rule of doxa in the Line), he seems quite obviously to have had it in mind. It is worth quoting
         at length:
      

      
      
         Thus, through the differentiated and differentiating conditionings of existence, through
            exclusions and inclusions, unions (marriages, affairs, alliances etc.) and divisions
            (incompatibilities, separations, struggles, etc.) which govern the social structure
            and the structuring force it exerts, through all the hierarchies and classifications
            inscribed in its objects (especially cultural products, in institutions (for example,
            the educational system) or simply in language . . . constantly arising from the meetings
            and interactions of everyday life, the social order is progressively inscribed in
            people’s minds. … (Our) primary experience of the social world is that of doxa, and adherence to relations of order which, because they structure inseparably both
            the real world and the thought world, are accepted as self-evident. Primary perception
            . . . is always an act of cognition, involving principles of construction that are
            external to the constructed object grasped in its immediacy; but at the same time
            it is an act of mis-cognition, implying the most absolute form of recognition of the
            social order. Dominated agents . . . tend to attribute to themselves what the distribution attributes
            to them [the relation of the cave prisoners’ discourse to the puppeteers, and their
            later anger at the one who has returned from outside the cave], refusing what they
            are refused . . . adjusting their expectations, defining themselves as the established
            order defines them . . . in a word, condemning themselves to what is in any case their
            lot, ta heautou as Plato put it, consenting to be what they have to be. (470-71)
         

         
      

       This is an apt description in sociological terms of the sources of the difficulty
         of liberation from doxa. Since this is the deeply embedded source of our behavior and attitudes, and of our
         conscious beliefs per se, it is difficult, but not impossible, for dialegesthai to be effective—and hence the necessity of Socratic aporia—that induced state of uncertainty, confusion and discomfort resulting from a breakdown
         of certainty—as well as Plato’s stress on the turning of the whole soul, if such fundamental
         “knowledge without concepts,” (Bourdieu, 470) to which we have been enslaved is to
         be challenged and disrupted.
      

      
       But Bourdieu condemns “the logocentrism and intellectualism of intellectuals, combined
         with the prejudice inherent in the science which takes as its object the psyche, the
         soul, the mind, consciousness, representations, not to mention the petit-bourgeois
         pretension to the status of ‘person,’ [which] have prevented us from seeing that as
         Leibniz put it, ‘we are automatons in three quarters of what we do.’” How likely is
         it, in Bourdieu’s view, that we can break this viselike grip? Not very. “The sense
         of distinction, the discretio (discrimination) which demands that certain things be brought together and others
         kept apart,” a parodic dialectic, the social dimension of that ignorance of the cave,
         the blindness of everyday consumption of images, the trust in the substantial reality
         of objects and valuations of them, and the certainty and appeals to self-evidence
         of the classifications of those in power and empowered by those below them, is all
         an intractable structure. Bourdieu concludes, that “this basis of collective and individual
         identity—responds with visceral, murderous horror, absolute disgust, metaphysical
         fury, [to that] which, by challenging the principles of the incarnate social order
         . . . violates the mental order, scandalously flouting common sense” (475). Thus results
         Thrasymachus’s contempt and fury, the friendly doubts and hesitations of Glaucon and
         Adeimantus, the passive docility of Cephalus and his withdrawal from the argument
         to attend to making a ritual sacrifice (331d), the sophistry of the crowds, and Socrates’s
         trial. Finally, Bourdieu’s own version of the struggle to free oneself from the chains
         of doxa is as follows: “The individual or collective classification struggles aimed at transforming
         the categories of perception and appreciation of the social world, and through this,
         the social world itself, are indeed a forgotten dimension of the class struggle. But
         one only has to realize that the classificatory schemes which underlie agents’ practical
         relationship to their condition and the representation they have of it are themselves
         the product of that condition to see the limits of this autonomy” (483-484).[33] 
      

      
       My own response, and that of Plato on my reading, would be the following. The posited
         autonomy of the philosopher can be framed in a platonic view of discursive practices
         and both elenctic and dialectic as a clarifying project of those discourses, by accepting
         while criticizing from within those practices in dialogue. This places the Ideas in an inescapable human social
         context of meanings—this tension between acceptance and critique (which the sophist
         rejects) is the finite limit of transcendence, falling prey neither to an “illusion
         of the absence of limits” (Bourdieu). In effect, the “embedded social structures”
         (Bourdieu) have beliefs as implicit consequences. The platonic task of dialegesthai is to make these explicit and where possible lead in an ascent towards an alternative.
         This would be precisely a set of alternative practices that embody an alternative
         interpretation of reality of increasing clarity.[34]
         
      

      
      Notes

      
      
         
            1. The textual connection of the Line discussion with this passage, i.e., the larger
                  context of the task at hand, does not seem to me to have been sufficiently clarified.
                  Cf. Klein, Meno, ch.V, especially 112-125, and concluding paragraph of section 3.
               

            

         

         
            2. For two views of analogy as method, compare R. Robinson, Plato’s Earlier Dialectic, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1953), 204-22 with Brann “Music” (2004) 56ff. esp. 61-62. For Brann, analogy as a method is to “recognize likenesses,”
                  “in the sense of observing those that are already there by nature, clothing them in
                  figures and putting the figures into words” (62). Robinson sees analogy in somewhat
                  similar terms, but closer to a weaker form of epagōgē which he equates with an imperfect form of induction (205) as a “method of discovery”
                  and not a “method of proof or argument.” But he is worried about how one chooses the
                  “right case” of analogical comparison, and thus finds it more suitable a method for
                  leading or teaching another than for “self-teaching”: “Socrates, though he pretends
                  to be making discoveries, is really communicating previous discoveries to others”
                  (221). For finding likenesses, Robinson thinks that Socrates “seems reduced to blind
                  trial and error” (214) in looking for “co-ordinate cases of the same universal” (213).
                  Brann, on the other hand, does a better job, I would say, of explaining just how and
                  why this is possible—both for the teacher’s ability to lead the learner up to the
                  unknown from the known by a paradeigma, and for the teacher’s own discovery. The possibility of what she terms the “discovering
                  dianoia [that] moves upward by an analogia,” is explicated by appeal to Plato’s development in the dialogue of an image of Being.
                  This philosophical imaging or parsing of Being is reflected in the Line and the account
                  of the Good as responsible for “a progression of likenesses [which] is originally
                  responsible for our own ability both to make ourselves like to the highest things
                  by homoiosis (505c5, Theaetetus 176b1) and to recognize likenesses or to make analogies” (62). But analogia, grounded as it is in ontological reality, is still only “provisional.” Socrates’s
                  true images are “based on analogy” (35) and provoke reflection.
               

            

         

         
            3. For an interesting attempt at mapping the four pathēmata of the Line onto the whole structure of the Republic, see Kenneth Dorter, “The Divided Line and the Structure of Plato’s Republic,” in History of Philosophy Quarterly Volume 21/Number 1 (January 2004). Dorter reads Book One as exemplifying eikasia in that “Socrates … examines only words or images of justice without attempting to
                  discern justice itself.” So eikasia “looks . . . at words or other images of the physical world . . .” This appears to
                  make some sense, but looking “at” words is odd. As if it was Socrates’s refutations
                  that were the exemplification? “Eikasia examines words, theories, without investigating the things to which the words refer”
                  (8). But while it is true that the sources are unexamined, the productions of eikasia, as doxai, cannot be separated from the object-image pair. Eikasia should be a capacity for seeing images of ‘x’, thus the definitions proposed by the interlocutors as imperfectly realized images—and
                  a process engaged in discourse in general, not just in the context of refutation.
                  Eikasia thus does not “look … at words,” but rather produces them in the normal course of
                  things as imperfect images. Dorter also appears to take pistis to apply to objects in the visible world, as do most commentators, even though as
                  applied by Dorter to Books Two—Four he finds it in the practices of justice in acts.
                  I argue rather for the section of the visible as metaphor for the whole range of opinion’s
                  objects.
               

            

         

         
            4. Cf. Annas, An Introduction, “The imagery is apt to get overcrowded . . . the detail of the imagery tempts us
                  to ask questions that cannot be satisfactorily answered within the terms of the imagery
                  . . . the structure of the bottom part [of the Line] has no real analogy in the top
                  part . . . ” (252). The visible/intelligible distinction, according to Annas, is “weak”
                  because “at 510a, the lower part is said to represent the whole world of belief, not
                  just of vision.” But this is simply to refuse to take the initial image itself as an image, that is, to ask what is to be meant by visible. On just what “likeness of similarities” does not mean, see Richard Patterson, Image and Reality in Plato’s Metaphysics (Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing Company, 1985), 40-62.
               

            

         

         
            5. Contrast White, Knowledge and Reality, “Plato holds the further view that this beginning will have to do with the Form
                  of the Good, and will presumably be a proposition or set of propositions about that
                  form” (100. See also Robinson, Plato’s Earlier Dialectic, 159-60). And further, that “in Plato’s view, adequate identification of any other
                  Form must be carried out by knowing, so to speak, the relationship in which it stands
                  to the Good. . . . To understand what it is to be the Form of F then, is to understand
                  what it is to be an unqualified, and thus non-defective, and thus perfect, and thus
                  good, specimen of F” (101). Rather, I suggest, we have not propositional truth but
                  truthfulness of being shining forth, in the process of uncovering the What it is—Knowledge
                  of the Good would then not be a set of propositions about the Good but rather the
                  appearance or experience of the unity of knowing and being.
               

            

         

         
            6. For another take on making sense of the Form of the Good which has some affinity with
                  my own, compare Bernard Williams, “Plato’s Construction of Intrinsic Goodness,” in
                  The Sense of the Past: Essays in the History of Philosophy (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2006), 118-37. Williams tries to work out
                  just how the Form of the Good can work as actually having explanatory force as “the
                  one and only intrinsic good.” He argues that this can be traced through the motivation
                  of the Guardians, driven as they are by the love of truth which in effect “expels
                  other wants.” “The search for truth, Plato seems to think, is the only genuine selfless
                  motive; at the same time, it is connected with the truth-seeker’s own self, since
                  it is only as a mind seeking truth that one can fully satisfy the desire for immortality.
                  The Form of the Good is the ultimate object of the search for truth” (135). So, if
                  then justice is to be a final good, but not an intrinsic good (initially reserved
                  for the Form of the Good), we need a final move, which is to “treat final goods as
                  a species of intrinsic goods.” And how is this done? “[T]he basic notion . . . is
                  that of someone’s wanting or pursuing something as an end or final good, and that
                  the notion of something’s being a final good is to be explained in terms of this, for instance as what a wise or rational
                  person would pursue as an end. On the present proposal, intrinsic goodness will be
                  treated in a similar way. The notion of something’s being an intrinsic good will be
                  explained in terms of a more basic notion of someone’s valuing something as an intrinsic
                  good.” We must then “give up the unrewarding idea of intrinsic goodness being self-explanatory.
                  We say that something is intrinsically good if we need to value it as intrinsically
                  good, [in order to truly ‘live well’], and we can make sense of our doing so” (136).
               

            

         

         
            7. In Annas’ more recent work, Platonic Ethics, Old and New (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2000) it seems to me that we find the same general
                  position. The Philosopher’s “alienation from practice” and love of contemplation is
                  cashed out as the opposition within the individual soul of practical concerns, e.g.,
                  with virtue as common sense, and the theoretical. “Reflecting on the theoretical basis
                  of your own virtue turns out to inhibit you from practicing it.” “The philosopher
                  as practically virtuous and the philosopher as passionate student of the abstract
                  and transcendent are conceptions which pull apart, and do not pull together.” This
                  is not quite, she says, the same as the problem of the return to the Cave. “The present
                  problem concerns not Plato’s ethical claims but rather his emphasis on the worth and
                  joys of abstract thinking, which makes any return to actual practice seem worthless by comparison, something that the would-be
                  contemplator would have to be forced to do” (106). And while the use of the soul-city
                  analogy is acknowledged as ultimately applicable to the governance of the individual
                  soul (pp. 105-6), her understanding of the internalization of the model that she refers
                  us back to (see also 98, note 7) does still seem to me to suffer from a lingering
                  discomfort with the original model. She seems to take the philosopher that leaves
                  the cave to ascend to contemplation of the Forms, and eventually compelled to return,
                  to be an individual soul, rather than the rational part. Thus there is the temptation to remain, as a potential for absorption in “the theoretical
                  grounding of a skill” which “pulls us away from what is intuitively supposed to be
                  the practice of that skill” (105). Of course, it is true that theory and research
                  has its charms, precisely for the rational part of ourselves. And for some this is
                  even their best choice. But this draw for many of us is sensibly restrained, in the
                  interests of the whole soul, and in the interests of others that we recognize. For
                  instance, in my absorption in writing this, I must remind myself that it is time to
                  feed the cats. Nor is my philosophical reflection an undermining of my ethical praxis, since while my caring may be grounded in affect, my caring for what I recognize as other ensouled beings is an ethical judgment, and strengthened
                  rather than weakened by theoretical reflection (thus, for example, in the distinction
                  between animal welfare and animal rights). Thus while some potential cancer researchers
                  may be drawn to the attractions of pure science, others may see it as well as precisely
                  answering to their ethical decision to be of use to society.
               

            

         

         
            8. Cf. Gadamer, Good and P. C. Smith’s introduction. Strictly speaking there are different levels of “studies”
                  though all interrelated and all directed to one ultimate purpose. There are the studies
                  internal to the Line. These are simply the ways of knowing that humanity engages in. Unanalyzed,
                  and experienced in themselves, they are neither graded nor related to the “greatest
                  study” except implicitly. The study of these as ordered , i.e., in their relation to questions about knowing and being, is the study of the
                  Line itself, which is carried out along side of and through the particular paradigmatic
                  studies set out afterwards for the philosopher-ruler—those which we discussed briefly
                  earlier, as aiding in turning the soul. Finally, there is the study of the Good itself. As we said a moment ago,
                  the Good per se is not explicitly present in the description of the Line, nor the
                  explicit study of it. But one ought to be able to see it at work in this image. And besides, it is not clear what a study of the Good itself would
                  be cut off from its rule.
               

            

         

         
            9. This is not to deny completely the degrees of reality position, and this of course requires explication. For the controversy and related
                  issues (self-predication, intermediates, etc.) see Cross and Woozley, Commentary, ch.8; Allen, “Participation” and Harold Cherniss, “The Philosophical Economy of
                  the Theory of Ideas” in Studies   in Plato’s Metaphysics, ed. R. E. Allen (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1965); Vlastos, “Degrees” in
                  Bambrough (ed.), New Essays. My own position is developed below in the analysis of the further divisions of the
                  Line. See also chapter two, n.25.
               

            

         

         
            10. David Gallop, “Image and Reality in Plato’s Republic” (1965). Archiv für Geschichte der Philosophie 47, (1965), 113-31.
               

            

         

         
            11. It is in this sense, at least, that I oppose a simple degrees of reality thesis, if it means other worlds, but this is to enter the immanence-transcendence debate, which I hope to interpret
                  anew. See Cherniss, “Philosophical Economy” in Studies   in Plato’s Metaphysics, ed. R. E. Allen, 1-12. Cherniss shows only that the Ideas can serve as a single unifying hypothesis for “the three spheres of existence, cognition
                  and value,” but does not satisfy the need for an explanation of the ontological status
                  of Ideas, ultimately of the sense in which they are separate yet not a superfluous duplication.
               

            

         

         
            12. Richard Patterson, Image and Reality in Plato’s Metaphysics (Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing Company, 1985).
               

            

         

         
            13. Compare David Gallop, Plato’s Phaedo, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1975), 116-31, on the Form of Equals. Gallop points out
                  the non-sense of more perfectly or less perfectly equal, either for the sensible equals themselves—equal sticks are not approximately equal—nor
                  is the Form itself literally more equal than the particular instance. Nor conversely
                  are the sensible equals only 60 or 70 percent of the quality of Equality. Cf. Patterson,
                  58-59. I discuss Gallop on this issue and just what Plato’s expression “falling short”
                  means in the Phaedo chapters, and see there for specific references.
               

            

         

         
            14. Cf. 510a; 534a. This is taken as a problem or oversight by e.g., Annas, An Introduction, 248. But it is hard to imagine Plato leaving such a glaring discrepancy in a key image
                  meant to explain. And there is a plausible alternative, as I have suggested, in the
                  initial interpretation of just what is represented by visible in the first place.
               

            

         

         
            15. Compare N. D. Smith, “Plato’s Divided Line,” Ancient Philosophy 16 (1996) 25-45. Both Smith and I hold that the objects of pistis are not to be taken literally as visible things, that is, are not limited to the visible.
                  See also his “How the Prisoners in Plato’s Cave are ‘like us’” in Proceedings of the Boston Area Colloquium in Ancient Philosophy, vol. XIII, 1999, 187-204. Smith parses nicely the definitions of justice in Book
                  I as each containing partial truths, to be carried forward, and transformed, hence
                  images of justice as elaborated in Book IV, which in turn is an image of inner justice
                  as psychic harmony. The range of objects for dianoia, and for that matter, all of the objects of each pathēmata must be broader in order to be at all interesting and relevant to the theme of the
                  Republic, that is, to justice in the city and the soul. Many authors, including Smith, acknowledge
                  that dianoia must be relevant to the theme of justice in the city and soul, or more generally to
                  a platonic epistemology and metaphysics. Specifically, if dianoia is somehow to serve as the general remedy for the shortcomings of pistis, then the objects of pistis must have a broader range than the physical. At issue, I think, is just what is to
                  be meant by ontologically different.
               

               Compare Ross, Plato’s Theory of Ideas (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1951) 45ff. “Plato means both by ‘objects of sight’ and
                  by objects of opinion, the whole world of particulars, as opposed to that of Ideas”
                  (47). Though Ross does not work this out in detail.
               

            

         

         
            16. The nature of hypothesis both here and in the Phaedo (99d ff.) is of course much debated. See R. S. Bluck, Plato’s Phaedo, translation and commentary (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1955) Appendix Six
                  (160), for one early survey of interpretations as well as his own. (1955) My comments
                  on his view etc. are to be found in the Phaedo chapters.
               

            

         

         
            17. Contrast. Shorey’s translation: “ . . . arrange them in a proportion, considering
                  that they participate in clearness and precision in the same degree as their objects partake of truth and reality.” Shorey’s hendiadys are misleading, and not in the Greek. The terms are alētheias and   saphēneias. The controversy over the degrees of reality thesis is obscured and prejudged by
                  his version.
               

            

         

         
            18. Not propositions about them, or theorems utilizing them, pace Ross (51), nor is the existence per se of such things what the geometers assume,
                  but rather that they are unambiguously “known to them” so as to serve as “starting
                  points” and about which they therefore “do not deem it necessary to give an account.”
                  Cf. F. M. Cornford “Mathematics and Dialectic in Republic VI-VIII” 65ff. in Allen, Studies. Cf. K. Sayre, “Why Plato Never Had a Theory of Forms,” in Proceedings of the Boston Area Colloquium in Ancient Philosophy, vol. IV, (1988) 167-99.
               

            

         

         
            19. Though of course the sense of hypothesis is rather different. The hypotheses of dianoia and the Ideas as hypotheses (per the Phaedo) are rather different both in ontological status and in method. Cf. Klein, Meno, 120-25.
               

            

         

         
            20. R. Robinson, Plato’s Earlier Dialectic (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1953) 147-79. Contrast Sayre, “Plato’s Dialogues in the
                  Light of the Seventh Letter” in Platonic Writings, Platonic Readings ed. C. Griswold, 93-109. Sayre gives four succinct arguments (100-1) against a propositional.
                  or as he would say, a “discursive” reading. In sum, they are as follows: 1) the hypothetical
                  suppositions that are the starting point for the geometer refers “not to the deductive
                  method itself (which in any case differs from our modern understanding) but rather
                  to the unexamined objects that are the starting point,” the odd and even, figures
                  and angles, etc. 2) the upper section of the Line’s method refers to reasoning solely
                  from Forms, by Forms to Forms—and “while propositions may be about Forms, it is hard to imagine Forms themselves as being propositions, and the term
                  logos is itself used only in the passages describing ‘imagistic thinking’ (510d5,7)”, 3)
                  the end result of dialectic being to have arrived at a principle that is nonhypothetical
                  does not in any way commit to this principle “as a self-evident and singularly general
                  proposition”—on the contrary, this is supposed to be the Forms, or finally the Good,
                  not a proposition or set or propositions about the Good. 4) If indeed the Good is that very nonhypothetical principle at which dialectic
                  aims, “it makes little sense to think of that principle as propositional in character.
                  For the Good also is the source of being and intelligibility, a role surely beyond
                  the capacity of linguistic entities” (101).
               

            

         

         
            21. Thus Ross (Ideas) is wrong to suggest that “Plato is at fault . . . when he describes the geometer
                  as necessarily drawing or modeling his particulars” rather than utilizing “visual
                  imagination,” and “imaginary figures.” Ross also thinks that Plato’s model, Greek
                  geometry, depends on the geometer actually seeing the figure, and that he would not
                  be able to carry on “if he did not see the way in which the elements of a seen or
                  imagined figure fit together” (48-49). In some theorems this may be so (as in those involving congruence and the application of
                  one figure to another) but the slave-boy episode in the Meno, that is, the slave-boy’s efforts, and his errors, are not based on what is seen
                  in this literal sense, but rather on what is thought, i.e., constructed within the
                  figure and reasoned about. Since this is but an example of learning as recollection,
                  and reasoning about the image—object relation, the question of how we treat particulars,
                  and their status as a medium, is crucial to get right.
               

            

         

         
            22. I am indebted to Jacob Klein’s discussion of the Line, and of the dynamic of image
                  and original, in his A Commentary on the Meno, particularly chapter five. My own extension and elaboration of this issue, I need
                  hardly add, is at my own risk. If the Sun image is to explicate the Good, and the
                  Line description is to explicate the Sun, then the Line image itself ought to support
                  various and non-physical examples.
               

               Compare Rowe, Philosophical Writing, 231, n.14. Rowe makes a useful distinction between eidōlon and eikones e.g., eidolon at 534c used pejoratively (a “shadowy image,” held by one “sleepwalking through life,”
                  like the sight-lovers, versus eikones, used for “likenesses” in a positive sense. (Though I am not sure that Plato uses these
                  consistently.) “The images that Socrates himself has used [by contrast with eidōla] in Book VI and at the beginning of VII, of the sun, the divided line and the cave,
                  are ‘images’ of a totally different kind; eikones, ‘likenesses’ (as in 517c8), which he introduced specifically to throw light on the
                  good itself, and are therefore about the good itself. They therefore belong to the upper half of the divided line, not
                  to the lower half, despite the fact that Socrates originally said, or implied, that
                  he could do no better than aneu epistēmēs doxai, beliefs without knowledge (VI, 506b6), and that it is the lower half of the line that
                  is labeled as doxa, ‘belief.’ “ Of course my own extension of the term image, like that of Klein, goes beyond the narrative images of the sun, line and cave type,
                  to the characterization of the objects of knowledge themselves and our dianoetic engagement
                  with them.
               

            

         

         
            23. For an illuminating discussion of the mathematical example, and dianoia as having itself in a sense both an upward and downward motion, and in relation to
                  dialectic, see Brann “Music” (52, 54, 56, 61). The more general application of dianoia is “this thinking . . . the soul organ’s restless scanning of the articulations of
                  being for distinctions and comparisons,” (52) which is productive of logoi to serve as hypotheses. “But if the characteristic dianoetic direction is downward
                  to conclusions by deductions that win ‘agreement’ (homologia) because the logoi in different souls remain in concord, the discovering dianoia moves upward by an analogia” (61). Hence we have the relation of the Sun image as known to the Good as unknown
                  in explication by example given to Glaucon and to the reader, a platonic epagōgē, albeit “only provisional.”
               

            

         

         
            24. Annas raises problems regarding the range and interpretation of eikasia, but insists on a literal interpretation of the Line as concerns the image/original
                  and any figurative interpretation of the Cave’s shadows. (An Introduction, 255) See also Ross, 59ff. Compare Richard Robinson, Plato’s Earlier Dialectic, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1953). Robinson, following Ferguson (Classical Quarterly 1934, 203), sees as a fatal flaw for even a general comparison, that the released
                  prisoner is overcome by “bewilderment,” rather than exhibiting the exercise of pistis, which would be the state if this were to correspond to the second level. But this
                  would be so if we look for the pathēmata on the Line solely in the experience of the ascent of the released prisoner. However,
                  we ought rather, as I have suggested, to look at the whole image, which includes the
                  puppeteers. And even so, after the prisoner experiences bewilderment, when his eyes
                  adjust, then he too sees the shadow images for what they are, and their sources. In
                  general, Robinson sees “no ascent” in the Line, as contrasted to the Cave image, and
                  it is true enough that the Cave is a long dramatic passage while the only immediate
                  activity regarding the Line is its construction. But the segments and their corresponding
                  pathēmata are arranged hierarchically, and we both collectively, and sometimes individually,
                  make our way up and down through them. Robinson seems too limited in his view in observing
                  that there is no “ascent except the dialectician’s ascent from hypothesis to a ‘beginning,’
                  ‘‘ (187) Not so, if the whole image of the Cave, including the ascent out of it, and
                  especially outside and the return, represent “the effect of education and the lack
                  of it,” while the Line before it gives the schema of that drama, the places of knower
                  and known (like the director’s handbook?).
               

            

         

         
            25. Compare Irwin, 335, n.44, no.3. Whatever can turn us will serve. Attention to the puppeteers and to the double role described here
                  answers Robinson (183-185), who cannot find a separate role played by pistis in the Cave, or that of the original state of the prisoners must correspond to “both
                  lower states of the Line” (184). Or, if one wishes, we live sometimes inside and sometimes
                  outside the Cave. For the concept of dianoetic eikasia see Klein, Meno,115-25. This will receive further discussion in the chapter to follow.
               

            

         

         
            26. See Patterson, Image and Reality, 72-74, Section C. Earning Onomata.
               

            

         

         
            27. See J. H. Lesher, “The Meaning of Saphēneia in Plato’s Divided Line,” in Plato’s Republic: A Critical Guide, ed. Mark McPherran (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010) 171-87. Lesher traces
                  the history of the evolving meaning of “clarity” (saphēneia) leading up to Plato’s use. As in my discussion here, clarity does not mean visual
                  clarity, as opposed to fuzzy, but rather the eventual effect of a method that will
                  produce “full, accurate and sure knowledge,” with each of the three terms being carefully
                  chosen, that is, intellectual clarity. What will produce this is “directness of approach
                  and maximal degree of reality” (181). But “we cannot have a full, accurate, and sure
                  knowledge of the realities so long as we focus our attention on their dependent effects—on
                  the things located in the visible realm.” This flight to the logoi will save us. Lesher gives a detailed and perceptive analysis of two different senses
                  of hypothetical method, the dianoetic and dialectical—one restricted to downward looking
                  dianoia, the other, that of dialectic proper in the operations of noēsis in its motion first upward, and then downward, truly explanatory and grounded, ultimately
                  producing true knowledge. Unfortunately, in my view, Lesher apparently limits the
                  range of objects for dianoia to the natural sciences, partly because of the topics of the education of the future
                  philosopher/rulers, partly because of the notion of turning away from the “imperfect
                  and changeable things in the visible realm towards the things that remain fully and
                  forever what they are” (182).
               

            

         

         
            28. Hugh H. Benson, “Plato’s Philosophical Method in the Republic,” in Plato’s Republic: A Critical Guide, ed. Mark L. McPherran (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 2010), 188-208.
               

            

         

         
            29. Not of course a victory-lover in the sense that Thrasymachus is. The latter is devoted
                  to victory and power as an end, while Glaucon wishes for the victory of virtue, etc. Still, his notion of what constitutes
                  a valid means, is wrong.
               

            

         

         
            30. Francis Sparshott, “Plato and Thrasymachus,” University of Toronto Quarterly, 1957, 54-61.
               

            

         

         
            31. See N. D. Smith, “How the Prisoners in Plato’s Cave are ‘Like Us,’ “ in Proceedings of the Boston Area Colloquium in Ancient Philosophy, vol. XIII (1999), 187-204. Here Smith argues for eikasia as the operative cognitive function of those enchained, and that they are “like us”
                  in being bound to unreflective received opinions until liberated (but see Roochnik’s
                  Comments). The views of Cephalus, Polemarchus and Thrasymachus, their respective definitions
                  of justice, Smith argues, are initially likewise cave-like, but are not flat out wrong—they
                  will turn out to be partial truths, taken up in one revised form or another in the
                  Republic’s ideal city, hence images of true justice in callipolis—in turn an image of justice as psychic harmony, etc. My only quibble with this would
                  be that in my analysis of the Cave story it is not just images of opinions of justice
                  that is at issue, thus my analysis of the puppeteers’ figures as having a broader
                  reach. As for the idea of the transformation and incorporation of the trios’ definitions,
                  hence a reply to Glaucon and Adeimantus regarding the just and unjust (and the unity
                  and consistency of the Republic), I argue for an epistemological and ontological response that is more directed at
                  the reader than at the interlocutors, who show themselves as remaining if not wholly
                  in the cave, not too far advanced by the end of the story, particularly Thrasymachus.
                  I also would agree with Roochnik regarding pistis for the cave rather than eikasia, as per my discussion of the Divided Line, and the placement of various candidates
                  on it. Roochnik also stresses the role of the seeing of images as images.
               

            

         

         
            32. Pierre Bourdieu, Distinction: A Social Critique of the Judgment of Taste. (Cambridge:  Harvard University Press, 1984).
               

            

         

         
            33. Hubert L. Dreyfus and S. E. Dreyfus, Mind Over Machine (New York: The Free Press, 1986) 201, holds a somewhat similar, if less overtly pessimistic,
                  view. For Dreyfus, they are a flexible set, and education of children ought “to cultivate
                  the intuitive capacities in order that they may achieve expertise,” and one supposes,
                  exercised in the social domain as well (but always within the context of that society’s
                  fundamental social practices—see below). Also, in the Heideggerian context, see Hubert
                  L. Dreyfus, Being-in-the-World: A Commentary on Heidegger’s Being and Time, Division I, Cambridge: The MIT Press, 1991. Philosophy’s study per Dreyfus glossing Heidegger,
                  could rise to the study of the “possibility of those ontologies themselves which are
                  prior to the ontical sciences which provide their foundations” (16). In platonic terms,
                  this would be the study of the grounds of dianoetic interpretation. Referring to Bourdieu,
                  Dreyfus continues, this would be the study of “practices containing an interpretation
                  of what it is to be a person, an object and a society [that] fit together. . . . we
                  embody an understanding of being that no one has in mind. We have an ontology without
                  knowing it” (18). What purpose it could serve to articulate this not in a set of abstracted
                  rules but in a phenomenological interpretation in embodied examples, given a caveat
                  about objective knowledge, is not clear.
               

            

         

         
            34. Compare Dixsaut, “What Is It Plato Calls Thinking,” in Proceedings of the Boston Area Colloquium in Ancient Philosophy. Vol. XIII (1997) 1-27. Dixsaut stresses, as I do, the dynamic nature of the Line. In particular
                  she finds the Sophist’s notion of the soul in dialogue with itself already present in the Republic and the activity of the soul reflected at each stage of the Line. A form of dianoia, she claims, is present in both the upper and the lower half of the Line, indeed in
                  the soul’s activity at every level. This is because every level in one way or another
                  responds to the essential noetic activity of the question and answer provoked by contradiction,
                  the “uncertainty of eikasia” or conflicting and/or unharmonized logoi—from the doxai of eikastic opinions about finger and tall and short, to pursuit of grounding for
                  the hypotheses of epistēmē in archē and the activity of dialectic in noēsis. In the process, Dixsaut rejects the notion of noēsis  as a radically different kind of knowing, and in particular any sort of direct, non-discursive
                  intuited vision of intelligibles, in favor of a continuity of the upward activity
                  of the soul’s search for knowledge. “The difference between dianoia and noēsis is not a difference between discursive and non-discursive knowledge, and no>ēsis is not a faculty of intuition.” Dixsaut accepts that there is indeed an intuitive
                  aspect in the grasping of a truth reflected in the activity of anamnēsis , which is itself a “flash of recognition, but only insofar as the soul remembers, or
                  learns, that it has the power of intellection,” (19, compare my own reading of this
                  concept). But she rightly points out that the philosopher’s dialectical achievement
                  of knowledge is described in the Republic as quite different than an ostensible immediate intuition. “To perceive adequately
                  is to know how to practice discernment (krisis), and the three conditions of a good discernment (according to Rep. Book IX, 582a) are experience, reflexive thought (phronēsis) and logos. If, when speaking of vision, or intuition, the confluence of all those
                  factors is taken for granted, then I have no particular quarrel with that use of words”
                  (16). Dialectic “at one and the same time examines and understands.” “Dialectic is
                  not a way to a higher knowledge, it is [in itself] the highest way of knowing” (26).
               

            

         

      

   
      Chapter 5

      Education and the Mind’s Eye

      
         
         
      

      
      The Tensions of Contradiction: The Philosopher’s Studies and the Noetic Primacy of
         Logismos

      
       We turn next to the descriptions of the actual education of the philosopher who is
         destined to return to the city as ruler. The exposition of two images in the two previous
         chapters, The Divided Line and the Cave, suggested just how our interpretation and
         construction of images both structures and responds to our world. The Cave story depicts
         how collectively and individually we lose and find our way. The Line story gives the
         structure of a discursive image-world. This is a world of increasing clarity and justifiable
         certainty that we make in our moving from opinion through to knowledge. In the present
         chapter, the description of education (as contrasted to the earlier training) will give the details of how individual souls can actually make their way along
         that journey in a series of practices that are an intellectual training of the soul
         in the habit of seeing more clearly. At the same time, it illustrates for the reader
         what there is to see. It is in this sense an education in the reading of images. As
         revelatory as this is, it is still an argument by illustration. Albeit pointing to
         what we actually do, the description of each stage and of each kind of study is set
         out in a series of images that will be seen as subtly different from their traditional
         counterparts. The differences imbedded in the descriptive images are to lead the potential
         philosopher/ruler forward, and are in support of the basis of the knowledge/opinion
         distinction. At the same time, it is an argument for what it is about the constituents
         of experience that poses an obstacle to this, and how the world can be read differently.
         The key, once again, is in the seeing of images for what they are, in reading correctly
         the image as image. Certain key moments of the interlocutor’s misunderstanding—for example in
         the discussion of astronomy—reveal the difficulty of this and its ontological origin,
         and the correction in course is instructive.
      

      
       The higher education of the guardians, that is, the preparation of the philosopher/ruler
         (521c-535a) is not often given detailed attention—certainly not as much as the similes
         of Sun, Line and Cave. But this is unfortunate, since the details of the studies,
         their description and their sequence, can tell us much about those similes and eventually
         about dialectic and its goal. The studies are, after all, described in such a way
         as to make them more than just the conventional list of a Greek intellectual’s education.
         Though the description is not the education itself, and not that vision itself, its
         description, and particularly the conversation about it, does shed considerable light.
         Furthermore, the path “upward to the light” is not a preparation for a sudden illumination
         at the end, but rather a gradual upward path along which more and more light is shed
         through the sequence of studies. They thus deserve more attention. Socrates says that
         the better educated thus is “better able to share in both kinds of life [the public
         and the private, politics and philosophy] . . . (they) must each in turn go down to
         live with the other men and grow accustomed to seeing in the dark. When you are used
         to it, you will see infinitely better than the dwellers below; you will know what each image is, and of what it is an image, because you have seen the truth of things beautiful and
         just and good” (520b-c). So upon his return from his journey out of the Cave and up
         the Line, the philosopher now sees the truth of each image. He sees it as an image—sees
         “what each is,” that it is an image, and in what sense in the particular case, and
         also “of what it is an image.” That is, he sees the original and the relation of image
         to original for the particular kind of original, which depends on at what level the
         relation and the objects are being considered.
      

      
       The education of the philosopher is reviewed as an answer to just how the relatively disinterested ruler can be got for the city. The Line and the Cave
         sketch what that view of reality entails, i.e., in Socrates’ “opinion”—thus, the Cave
         gives the “effect of education and the lack of it,” and the Line image before it gives
         the world as knowable. The educational program for the philosopher then gives the
         particular kind of “studies” that will result in an ontological reorientation that
         forms the basis for that higher vision. This vision is, in turn, the basis for the
         rule of the just city, both the city in the visible world and that of the soul itself.
         It is important to note at the outset that the use of the studies is not necessarily the normal one, the normal way or reason that they
         are taken up. Just as what we might call the earlier virtues of a visible world, those which require and result from “training and habit,” were redefined and
         reoriented to provide the initial training of the guardians, so here, the disciplines
         of the future philosopher-ruler are redefined and reoriented, after the “excrescencies
         [have been] knocked off which belong to the world of becoming [which] have been fastened
         on the soul by feasting, gluttony and similar pleasures, which like leaden weights
         draw the soul to look downward” (519c-b). The knocking off of the “excrescencies”
         is an external habituation to virtue and corresponds to 1) the earlier education/training
         of the guardians, 2) the first struggles at the bottom of the Cave, and 3) the passage
         in the Line from Imagination to Trust (eikasia to pistis). This is the pre-struggle, that is, the struggle for a reformation and reorientation
         of values at the level of habit or doxa or that of uncritical philosophy, and is pre-ontological—as contrasted to the education
         of the philosopher, where the studies are also a sort of habituation but of the active
         intellect. Rather than a habit of action (ethical) it is a habit of perception. After
         this initial turning away, the primary function of the studies then, is to “draw the
         soul from the world of that which becomes to the world of that which is” (521d). But
         this is unintelligible without an awareness of their relation, and a detailed look
         at just how these studies function, to which we now turn.
      

      
       Socrates begins the discussion of the education of the philosopher-ruler, which studies
         are also to be a test of who is to be fit to rule, by going back to the beginning,
         that is, by recalling the training studies of the guardians in order to stress their
         limits—“these men, in youth, must be athletes in war” and “we educated them before
         this in the arts and physical culture (gymnastic).” Now this education was described
         initially as a good preparation for the defenders of the city, and it remains so,
         since those who are to be the leaders of the city are chosen from amongst those who
         have already been formed. The shortcoming or limitation of these early forms of education
         is that they are a result of habit, conditioning of the soul, the hammering or tempering
         of it. 
      

      
      Physical training is disqualified as a higher study because it deals with, or in,
         “what comes to be and dies” and the turning of the soul is from the world of becoming
         to that of being. But the training in the arts are disqualified for the higher studies
         not because they deal with becoming but because they “educated the guardians through
         habits; [and] its melodies gave them a certain inner harmony, not knowledge . . .
         its stories . . . cultivated certain habits akin to those [harmony and grace] but
         there was no knowledge in it which would lead to what you are looking for now” (522a).
         The link between these two aspects of disqualification is important to note: the physicality
         and exteriority of the objects, the body, music, the arts, corresponds to an exteriority
         of method—training or habit. This is a learning imposed from without, through imitation
         on the whole; and especially initially through in some cases quite literally a copying
         of images (art school, gymnastic, rhetorical forms, and the poets, etc.). It does
         not deal with active intellect except at its lowest level, that of memory, as opposed
         to recollection which requires comparison and judgment. The link between the two disqualifications
         of object and method then is in the nature of our hold on what we have—and not the
         changeableness of the world of generation and decay per se from which we are said
         to turn away.[1]     For in a sense, nothing is more fixed than habit (the training of the gymnast,
         the skill of the musician or artist) nor for that matter anything more reliable, perforce,
         than the everyday world in which we live—a stability on which we rely.[2]     But we operate within this reliability without understanding it, without knowing
         it. Nor is there a need to understand it, for the most part—though occasionally something
         goes wrong, something is out of place, or there is a seeming violation of the “laws
         of nature,” and we are puzzled, disoriented (or sometimes while the occurrence is
         a part of the everyday world, it is one from which we are usually hidden, or hide
         ourselves. Such is the personal experience of death in the death of a loved one).
         At such a point we either rest with our puzzlement, or it drives us to seek to understand
         what we see, drives us to a higher level (a fuller discussion of this dynamic is to
         follow). Apart from these shocks, our trust (pistis) in these worlds does change as interpretations either of nature or art change, but
         the changes of craft or habit change passively, so to speak—that is, in response to
         an external force—the teacher, the culture, etc. and not as a result of the active
         rethinking of the agent. The flux of nature itself is best taken, as we noted earlier,
         as a metaphor for the  whole realm of doxa, which on the one hand is intractable, on the other, changes, when it does, arbitrarily.
         One might in fact go so far as to assign the physical training mentioned to the lowest
         segment of the Line—since its basis is in a way pure imitation, and then assign the
         conditioning of the soul via the arts to the second section, where at least the making
         of images is involved, and where there is the use of intellectual elements (though
         not their understanding).
      

      
       Again, these new studies are to be distinguished from the earlier training because
         they develop and depend upon the noetic capacities inherent in the non-visible soul,
         as distinguished from the skills and habits which are given to the subject, imposed
         from without. To cast this in terms of our image of the just city—we have been presented
         with its outer form, the visible city of imagination with its mirror image in its
         inner form, the soul, and the larger world as cast or corresponding to that inner
         form. We are now to look at the activities which contain an image of the noetic soul
         at work on its natural objects, just as before the soul was given activities that
         formed in a sense its external nature. The virtues of the latter that were called into being—that is, courage, moderation,
         etc.—are practices that depend for their very existence, if not their meaning, on
         the embodied soul, on the soul at the level of the desiring/feeling soul that presents
         us with the battlefield of the passions. Even justice, conceived of in its particular
         application to the human situation (as opposed to the bare principle of harmony of
         parts, unity of a many) might be said to exist as human justice only in the embodied
         and embattled soul (the plan/design laid up in heaven of the just city is not a form—it
         is an image drawn by the philosopher/artist, an ideal not an Idea). Thus though the
         turning around is of necessity of the whole soul it is “not the art of putting the
         capacity of sight into the soul: the soul possesses that already but it has not turned
         the right way or looking where it should. This is what the higher education has to
         deal with” (518d). The virtue of intelligence is, it seems, not a moral quality acquired
         with the experience of life, since it may be turned either to good or evil ends, and
         yet in the latter case “its capacity for sight is not inferior” (519a); the capacity
         to know (diverse in its general sense—all the pathēmata of the Line) is itself an excellence or virtue belonging to something “more divine”
         simply by virtue of its alignment with what is knowable, what truly is as opposed
         to what appears to be—or, appears to one to be, in the form of doxa, as opposed to what one knows to be in the form of epistēmē. 
      

      
       Having distinguished in general what these studies are to be, we may now look at
         them in particular. Glaucon, not too surprisingly from my point of view, asks, “Yet
         what study is there left apart from the arts and physical training and the crafts”
         (522b). The answer, Socrates suggests, is something “which bears upon them all … used
         by all crafts, all modes of thought and all sciences . . . that trifling thing [to phaulon], namely to distinguish [diagignōskein] one, two and three, or to give it one name, I call it number and calculation [arithmon, logismon]” (522c).[3]     The seriousness and weight attached to this beginning is indicated by the playfulness
         of to phaulon: (pl. hoi phauloi ) meaning 1) slight, light 2) trivial, mean, low or common (of persons), ugly (of
         persons), mean looking (of outward appearance) 3) careless, thoughtless—hoi phauloi means the vulgar, the common sort, also weak or uneducated, as opposed to hoi sophoi. (Liddell and Scott). It is possibly significant that Plato says legō de auto en kephalō translated by Grube as “or to give it one name, I call it. . .” and by Shorey simply
         as “in sum.” For kephalō is a pun of sorts, meaning, in the dative as here, a summary, the sum of the matter,
         but also literally and generally “of or belonging to the head physically—and by obvious
         extension metaphorically the chief or main point” (Liddell and Scott). If number and
         calculation are truly the beginning, broadly conceived, of all knowing and the base
         of all knowability in the things known, then other forms of knowing must all partake
         of these and these be always “in the head” and “at the head.” This starting point
         is, I believe, so significant that I propose to discuss it at length.
      

      
       One is reminded of the Meno and its mathematical example. One might suppose that the use of a geometrical example
         there would have predicted a different order of studies in the Republic, with geometry preceding arithmetic or calculation. The metaphor of sight for knowing
         and the immediacy of shape as the embodiment of eidos (which is translatable as shape or look) would suggest this, and so with the other
         examples of idea, such as bed. In the slave boy episode, the first question to Meno about the slave boy is, does
         he speak Greek, while the first question to the boy himself is, “Do you know that
         a square figure is like this?” (the drawn figure in the sand). “Yes.” “Now a square
         figure has these lines, four in number, all equal?” “Certainly” (Meno 82c). And they then go on to compare lines and figures drawn in different ways and
         the sizes of the spaces delimited, etc. The exercise is indeed one in geometry, or
         geometrical reasoning, and does have its beginning with recognition of figures (what
         is a square, etc.). But the actual beginning of the analysis, the activity of knowing,
         is in counting, however primitively, the sides of the square, in recognizing, however
         instantaneously, that the figure before one (in the sand) is indeed a four-sided equilateral
         one. The examination then goes on to logismos or calculation of the divisions of the figure constructed.[4]     There is also the act of comparing, and this might be said to be more basic and
         more general than calculation. Or, one might say that counting and calculation are
         themselves the images or instances of comparison as the more general dialectical essence.
         In the Meno too, after all, the slave boy episode is meant to illustrate the general notion of
         recollection. If we consider the figure as known only as it is identified as a square, and that,
         only through the first implicit and then explicit awareness of its equal four-sidedness,
         then recollection is only a kind of knowledge when it is active analysis, however
         primitive in awareness, as opposed to an image as precognitive or aesthetic.[5]     The adult mind may identify the object, recognize it as a square, though put
         to aesthetic uses; the squares of say, the paintings of Joseph Albers, and even more
         so those of a Renaissance painter, are focused on as such, though in a different way,
         and as means to an end. The very young child lumps pretty much all figure together,
         and only later begins to distinguish the famous round from square pegs and holes.
         But this is at that point primitive and instant calculation and counting, even in
         the geometrical modes, as opposed to the more obvious counting and calculation of
         discrete units.
      

      
       The key point is that counting and calculation here are offered as fundamental, and
         that they themselves are, in their literal form (the mathematical), images of comparison
         and judgment—they are taken up, after all, as what is in common in all the arts, crafts
         and sciences and “all modes of thought.” Even the shoemaker and the pastry cook must
         count and calculate, and more generally, compare and make judgments. In their literal
         form as simple counting—“to distinguish one and two, and three”—they correspond to
         the simple distinguishing of this and that, hence the distinguishing of the visible
         in the lower half of the Line. Recall that those in the Cave in chains pass the time
         of day noting and counting the shadows as they pass before them. It is in distinguishing
         what each one is that they err. And there is some confusion even in their counting
         as to whether x shadow is different or new, or simply passing again—much like children
         who cannot remember if they have counted this one already before or not. Number and
         calculation in the higher, limited, more technical sense, as mathematical per se,
         is of course to be found in the third highest section, as dianoia. And it is in this form that it is recommended as a study that prepares the ruler,
         consciously turns his soul. But its introduction into the conversation here is as
         helpful in the second level, that of pistis—where the training of athletes in war, the soldier-guardians, is at issue. 
      

      
       Again, it is the level at which Glaucon lives, and from which Socrates tries to pry
         him loose, which is relevant. And so the beginning discussion is of number and calculation
         in its practical utility. Glaucon docilely listens to Socrates’s joking story about
         Palamedes, which is supposedly to illustrate the usefulness of calculation and numbering
         for the art of war. Socrates says that the figure of Palamedes in the tragedies “shows
         up Agamemnon every time as a quite ridiculous general” because “[Palamedes] says that
         he invented numbers, which men did not know before, then arranged the companies in
         the camp in Ilium and counted the ships and everything else.” To which Socrates adds,
         “Agamemnon apparently did not even know how many feet he had, since he did not know
         how to count. What sort of general do you think that made him?” Glaucon answers solemnly,
         “A very strange one, in my opinion, if that was true” (522d). Glaucon may or may not
         get the joke, depending on the tone of his response—I would tend to think not—but
         he apparently misses the implication. Agamemnon may not have been the greatest general
         but he surely knew how to count—so what is the point of the story? It is, in fact,
         an indication of where Glaucon’s mind is, and an implicit comment to the reader about
         the nature of calculation and counting. The point is that Palamedes precisely did
         not “invent numbers” (another calling to account of the poets, and tradition). Counting
         is a natural capacity of everyone, not a craft or art to be “invented”—hence what
         is ridiculous is not Agamemnon’s generalship but the idea that “Agamemnon did not
         even know how many feet he had.” Of course he did, and if counting is thus natural
         then Palamedes did not “invent” it. Glaucon’s probable cultural acceptance of the
         contrary is of unreasonable doxa—significantly, embedded in a story of the poets—“Palamedes in the tragedies. . .”
         He takes the story to grant the authority of the poets as to the usefulness of calculation
         in war, but not the significance of the quip about Palamedes. The truth of the matter
         comes out of Glaucon’s mouth in spite of himself. When asked whether then this study
         is “necessary for a warrior,” he replies, “More necessary than anything else, if he
         is to understand anything about marshalling troops, indeed if he is to be a man at all” (522e). 
      

      
       But what then precisely is this study, calculation, which “leads to intelligent thought”
         but which “no one uses correctly”? Socrates begins Glaucon on a search for a criterion
         not just for calculation, but to “distinguish . . . the studies which lead in the
         direction mentioned” and asks Glaucon to “observe them along with me and agree or
         disagree.” Socrates considers the relation of sense impressions to intelligence. Sometimes
         the “decision of perception is sufficient, while others certainly summon the help
         of intelligence to examine them because the sensation does not achieve a sensible
         result” (523b). Glaucon takes the distinction to be between the visually clear and
         distinct and what is fuzzy to sense perception: “You are, he said, obviously referring
         to things appearing in the distance and to shadow painting.” To which Socrates replies,
         “You are not quite getting my meaning.” As usual it is Glaucon’s mistakes that are
         instructive. There is a test for when we are in need, when a capacity and a kind of
         knowledge or study is called into play, and in such a way that it is seen to “lead
         us in the direction we mentioned”—and this test applies not only in the limited case
         of calculation but will identify or characterize the other studies as well. The visually
         fuzzy, any more than a sharp image, does not actively “call for help,” parakalounta, Plato repeats the word several times; their vagueness is not provocative, at least
         not in the way that is useful here, not thought provoking. “They do not call for help,
         I said, if they do not at the same time give a contrary impression; I describe those
         that do as calling for help whenever the sense impression does not point to one thing rather than its opposite,
         whether its object be near or far” (523c. Cf. Lesher, Saphēneia, 173). The essence, then, of those experiences that will drive us further along is the tension of contrary impressions—the experience not just of
         ambiguity or vagueness but of possible opposite judgments about the same perception—eis enantian aisthēsin hama. Only these are worthy to be called provocative, or calling forth. A visual example
         of the merely contradictory or ambiguous would be the drawings of Escher. Here the
         visual flip-flops, staircases which can be read either as going up or going down etc.,
         are not provocative in the right way; they are not dialectically opposed such that
         there is ever a resolution possible, a higher point of view from which intelligence
         may view the opposites and contain them. The example or image that Socrates now introduces,
         of the three fingers at different heights is, by contrast, of this latter sort. It
         is a basic, non-technical calculation. In the finger example, the one finger is both
         taller and shorter, each in a different relation, but in Escher’s staircase, the staircase
         goes both up and down in alternating perceptions of the same view.
      

      
       The first step in Socrates’s account is the comment that each of the fingers presents
         itself clearly enough, unambiguously, as what it is, as a finger, regardless of variations in thickness, color, whether in the
         middle or at the end, etc. “In all this, the soul of the many is not compelled to
         ask intelligence (noēsis) what a finger is, for the sense of sight does not indicate that the finger is the
         opposite of a finger” (523d). This is true only at the level of everyday sight, hence
         the reference to the “soul of the many.” To a biologist, by contrast, the identity
         of the finger—just when something is not a finger, when it is, and what makes it so—is precisely what is “provoked” by the observation (and framework of questions).
         For the evolutionary biologist, the articulation of the fin of the fossil fish Panderichthys,
         which it used to lean on in shallow water, counts as a rudimentary finger. Sight and
         seeing thus provides initially here an unthinking example. Sight, the very thing that
         had been used to represent the noblest and highest perceptions in the Sun/Good analogy,
         is here used for the simplest and most unambiguous, the presentation of the kind of
         a thing—at least until further notice—hence our trust in the visible world. (Cf. 532c
         where Socrates repeats the assertion of sight as the “clearest sense in the body.”)
         Each instance of sight is clear, clearly of what it is—taller, shorter—intellect is
         provoked only when we take the two judgments together. In any event, here we are dealing
         with the very beginnings of the process of intellect’s probing, again non-mathematical,
         responses to the world—the bare physical identity of kinds is left alone as evident.
         We recall that all in the world of pistis, in which a finger is reliably a finger, receives eventually a reinterpretation when
         seen and judged from the standpoint of dianoia—our biologist is an example.
      

      
        The same object may be judged big or small depending on what it is compared to.
         The identity of the kind, the finger, is not at stake, but the identity of relational
         qualities in the object may be, e.g., relative bigness. One might be tempted to say
         that some relational qualities are subjective as contrasted, for example, to specifying
         density or length i.e., sense impressions and comparisons of the perceiver. But whatever
         truth there might be to that is not Plato’s concern here. Rather, each sense, including
         sight, is capable of presenting the tension of contradiction that will provoke intelligence.
         Because each sense is capable of perceiving the opposite quality in a particular instance,
         for the same thing perceived, unawares it places the perceived object in an ambiguous
         position. Every staircase, for example, does in fact go both up and down; the relatively
         minor tension between them can be resolved and unified by giving each direction its
         context (e.g., social rules, signs, etc.) and understanding that the same staircase
         can serve through both contexts. But in the case of Escher’s staircase the fascination
         of it is in our awareness that the tension is permanent—the two contexts are irreconcilable,
         are in fact the same context—the person walking up is at the same time walking down
         (or sideways).
      

      
       For Plato in our present context, the identity or unity of the sense object is not
         in fact what is at stake here, but rather the intelligibility of the quality applied
         to it. “Does not each sense behave in the following way: in the first place the sense
         concerned with the hard is of necessity also concerned with the soft and it declares
         to the soul that it perceives the same object to be both hard and soft” (524a). The
         sense personified is not all that troubled, while thus confronted with conflicting
         decisions of perception the soul becomes “puzzled,” Socrates says, not about the thing
         perceived, but about the “meaning of the light and heavy, if sense perception indicates
         that what is light is also heavy, and what is heavy is also light. . . . Then, in
         those cases, the soul is puzzled as to what this perception means by hard, if it says
         the same thing is also soft.” At issue then is the intelligibility of heavy if the same thing can be considered both heavy and light, both hard and soft. (The
         same motion, that of seeking the resolution of contradiction, is contained in dialectic,
         hence the danger of its perversion in misologos and sophistry.) The point of Plato’s argument is in the direction that it takes here. Obviously there are many ways to respond to perceptions. Plato
         is considering just which experiences of perception will provide the ground for the
         turning of the soul from becoming towards being, and this because he sees these as
         parallel to the distinction between opinion and knowledge. But the sense of becoming is not limited to the sense world—it is the term for the realm of all doxa, of all contradiction (actual or potential). It is rather a natural example for this
         argument to start with a case of supposed opposing sense impressions, hence conflicting
         doxai (or rather contradictory judgments provoked in one sense impression). The direction
         of the argument is to resolve this conflict by focusing on the problem of identity,
         and opting for the preservation of the self-identity of the quality, rather than the
         identity of the object qualified by opposing predicates. This solution is to provide
         the “springboard to the Ideas.” The principle that only the self-identical is ultimately
         intelligible is here presented in a sense as a choice, that is, amounting in effect
         to the denial that the sensible can form an intelligible unity precisely because it
         is subject to contrary predicates. For there is of course the rejoinder that the contradiction
         “x is taller than y but shorter than z,” is only apparent, since each is in a separate
         relation. But since Plato actually carefully states the principle of identity with
         this same qualification earlier, at 436e[6]     we must ask why he would not employ it here—since the answer cannot be that he
         was not aware of it.[7]     The answer is that the relational aspect of sensibles holds satisfactory for
         the self-identity of each relation, even while it remains problematic for the unity
         of the subject that enters into these relations. Qualities themselves, and other Ideas,
         do have relations as part of their own identity, and are thus in a sense a multiplicity
         to be dealt with. But the direction here is to single out Ideas at all, to distinguish
         them from sensibles that are their temporary and fluctuating referents. The Republic does not deal, at least explicitly, with the behavior and complex identity of the
         Ideas—its topic being the soul in relation to them.
      

      
       We return to the case at hand, the consideration of the function of calculation and the judgment of qualities: 
      

      
      
         It is likely then that in these cases the soul will attempt, by calling upon calculation
            and intelligence [logismon te kai   noēsin], to examine whether each of the things announced to it is one or two.
         

         
      

      
      
         —Of course.

         
      

      
      
         Then if they appear to be two, each appears as different and one.

         
      

      
      
         —Yes.

         
      

      
      
         If each is one, while both are two, it will think of the two as separate, for if they
            were not separate, it would not be thinking of them as two, but as one. (524b-c)
         

         
      

      
      Here, from the last sentence, it is clear that the argument is focused on the distinction
         and intelligibility of the two qualities, e.g., tall/short, and that it is the act
         of thinking of them as separate that demonstrates, at this stage, their independent
         being or identity—for if they were not indeed separate we would not be able to conceive
         of them as two—“for if they were not separate, it would not be thinking of them as
         two, but as one.” The ability to use a name or term at all, and to intend different
         qualities by different terms (and the same by the same) is a reflection of the intellect’s
         response to at least the appearance of sameness and difference in the world (primarily
         the visible world at this point). It is more an argument about intellect and intentionality
         (though clearly not entirely so) at this point. What is important is the one or two of the qualities and not of the subject, which quickly drops out of the picture.
         The function of opposites here is to focus the intellect, through their paired opposition
         in the sensible world in one thing, on precisely the radical separation of them with
         regard to intelligence, and, it is argued, hence being. The argument, such as it is,
         is that such tensions of contradiction, of opposites, call forth through the puzzlement
         they provoke the only resolution that intellect is capable of—namely, leaving the
         sensibles behind for the moment and rising to the self-identical qualities themselves;
         that only so can the terms we use in describing have any meaning.[8]     Whether we ever return to these sensibles for a resolution at their level (or
         rather, in their world) is doubtful. But since the whole enterprise is eventually
         directed at resolving the conflicts of doxa, specifically about justice and happiness and the soul, by replacing doxa with knowledge, there must be a return from the Ideas that does deal with these sorts
         of objects of opinion—the sensibles of doxa in the realm of human action.[9]    
      

      
       At any rate, the distinctions here are in terms of the visible as representing the
         realm of opposition and doxa, as contrasted to the stable world of intelligence, here in isolation or at least
         in retreat from the sensible. “But we say that the sense of sight saw big and small
         not as separate but as commingled. Is that not so?” “Yes.” “So in order to clarify
         this, intelligence is compelled to see big and small not as commingled but as separate,
         the opposite way from sight” (524c).
      

      
      And from this we are to move from a consideration of the original perception, of an
         object, to a consideration of the nature of the meaning, and source, of the concepts
         that perception contradictorily applies: “And it is from some such circumstances that
         it first occurs to us to ask ‘What is the nature of bigness, and again of smallness?’
         And so we called the one intelligible and the other visible.”
      

      
      Socrates then shifts to a consideration of something a further step removed from the
         visible (as indicated by Glaucon’s hesitation), that is, to a consideration of “number
         and unit,” which are, as contrasted to say tall and soft, non-visible images. He turns,
         that is, to our use of these in eidetic image-making. The earlier question, whether
         the qualities are “one or two” implicates number and counting, but not yet, as here,
         in an overt consideration of number itself and its order in itself, i.e., arithmetic.
         In the previous operation we were distinguishing the qualities as either one or two,
         as presented first to perception and, as a result of conflicting judgments, considered
         in themselves “not as commingled but as separate, the opposite way from sight.” In
         the consideration of number and unit Socrates urges Glaucon to “reason it out from
         what was said before.” Unit and number are to be put to the same tests as in the case
         of the comparison of fingers example of bigness and smallness, i.e., by the provocation
         of intellect in conflicting judgments of perception. But unit and number are already
         somewhat more removed from immediate sensation. The fingers appear immediately fat
         or thin, taller or shorter; though comparison is necessary, it is more direct, more
         natural from the point of view of sense experience than counting, which employs a
         device that is natural in a different sense—natural to intellect. Perhaps this accounts
         for Glaucon’s difficulty in extending the previous example of the comparison of fingers.
         The question asked is, to which of the two groups do number and the unit belong, those
         that provoke thought by affecting the senses in contrary ways at the same time or
         those which do not. In this elenctic invitation to a dialectical sorting, Glaucon
         is “unable to decide.” 
      

      
      Socrates’s explication is as follows:

      
      
         If the unit in and of itself is adequately seen or perceived by any other sense, then,
            as we were saying in the case of the fingers, it would not draw one towards reality.
            If, however, something contrary to it is always seen at the same time so that it does
            not appear to be one more than the opposite, it would stand in need of a judge. The
            soul would then be at a loss, search for an answer, stir up intelligence within itself,
            and ask what is the nature of the unit in itself, and so the study of the unit would
            be one which leads the soul and turns it toward the contemplation of reality.[10]    (524d)
         

         
      

      Glaucon’s reply is odd, especially considering that he did not know which group to
         place unit in: “Certainly, he said, the sight of the unit possesses this characteristic
         to a remarkable degree, for we see the same object to be both one and an infinite
         number [hōs hen . . . hōs apeira to plethōs]” (525a). Probably what Glaucon has in mind is that any physical unit is also infinitely
         divisible into parts. This is not true of natural parts, like the limbs of a man or
         the segments of an orange, but perhaps Glaucon is thinking of unit as the unit of
         spatial extension in general, hence not as natural points of division. The framework
         just given by Socrates was, by extension from the example of the fingers, whether
         “the unit, in and by itself, is adequately seen or perceived by any other sense . . . (or) something contrary to it is always seen at the same time so that it does not appear to be more than the opposite.” It would seem then that the perception of the unit
         itself is a kind of aisthēsis—at least analogously. Glaucon quite literally says the sight of it. The infinite divisibility
         of sensible units could “provoke” if one thought about it. 
      

      
       Consideration of the tensions of number, the unit per se as concerns arithmetic and
         not the countable of sense, goes on at the level of dianoia, the third level. But these contraries at the level of dianoia, where one is “at a loss,” result in a movement to “search for an answer, stir up
         intelligence within itself, and ask what the nature of the unit in itself is” at a
         higher level, that of noēsis, where the nature of unity itself is considered, of which the unit of arithmetic
         is one, rather pure, example. But these considerations can result, it would seem,
         either directly from a consideration of arithmetic or of the one/many composites of
         the sense and social world. In either case the question of the nature of the unit
         is beyond the level of dianoia, of arithmetic and political science for example, within which the unit is assumed.
         The higher question can be conceived either as restricted to the foundations of mathematics,
         the unit of arithmetic, or, the larger question in a sense, of the nature of unity
         such that the unities of the world of appearances can be accounted for, those of the
         social world, the soul and the city, wherein action is the sensible that results in
         a unity out of many.[11]     Here, Glaucon considers with Socrates only the unity of arithmetic and hence
         the usefulness of it as a study to lead one to the truth—but the application is still
         concrete enough to support Glaucon in his understanding of the ongoing analogy of
         the inner (personal) and outer cities. “They [calculation and arithmetic] would then
         belong it seems to the studies we seek. The warrior must learn to marshal his troops,
         and also the philosopher because he must emerge from the world of becoming and grasp
         reality, or never be a rational thinker. … And our guardian must be both a warrior
         and a philosopher” (525b). The philosopher must also learn to “marshal his troops”
         if he is to be able to turn first his own soul and then those of others; and the study
         of arithmetic, that is, of counting and calculation, is recommended on two grounds.[12]     First, it is an activity which in itself turns one from preoccupation and pleasure
         with the sensible and doxa, to pleasure and preoccupation with the non-visible and knowledge. But secondly,
         and as important if not more so, is the occasion that it gives for intelligence to
         be forced by the contraries of both arithmetic itself and calculation in application
         to the visible world to consider the nature of number and the unit—and it is in this
         service that it is of particular value. The unit itself is indivisible, but the other
         numbers are both a unity and each made up of, and divisible into, a sum of ones/units
         and a sum of parts—a one as the fifth numeral yet a many as composed of units. Five
         is both five ones and three plus two, etc. (the Greeks did not use fractions, rather
         ratios). Just as the virtues were considered in a different light to the end of reforming
         or retraining the soul to a new definition of justice, so here, the study of arithmetic
         is appropriated to different ends and considered in a different light: its ability
         to train the soul, to turn it, and as a beginning point for dialectic in the driving
         of the soul upward to consider “by pure thought the contemplation of the nature of
         numbers.” 
      

      
       The dynamic of the Line is here illustrated again as a forcing (as in the Cave) of
         the activity of intellect from one level, that of dianoia, to a higher one, noēsis, when confronted by a contradiction, whose resolution is sought perforce at a higher
         level, in this case, just how the one can be a kind of many. The nature of unity allows for it to be both many and one if the particular kind of manyness that is part-whole
         is considered. This is not the case with tall-short, which are never a unity though
         they are a pair. The one finger is subject to both tall and short, though always in
         different relations; otherwise the intelligibility of each contrary would not be maintained
         in its self-identity, which was to be the case, hence to lead to the study of the
         nature of each. But in the case of unit and unity and certainly the other numbers
         (“every number has it too”) in counting, the quality of divisibility is a kind of
         unity that is co-extensive with the self-identity, and they thus contain the tension
         within them—and in this way like the finger—but do so in a way that is essential to
         the nature of number, and that tallness is not to finger. A finger must be of a certain
         height, while whether it is tall or short depends on the external relation. In one
         crucial sense the unit must be indivisible in itself, and only that to which it is
         applied, whether to sensibles or to a number as one specified aggregate of units,
         is a one out of many. But one and many, the number two and its divisibility, its composition
         of units, though co-extensive, are logically distinct, and it is the questioning intellect
         that is forced to go beyond this to consider the nature of number and of unit/unity
         to see how this can be so. An easing away from the literal level of the discussion
         of the advantages of the studies is apparent in the irony in Socrates’s tone and the
         coupling in one sentence: this study will not be pursued “for the sake of buying and
         selling like merchants, but both for the sake of war and to attain ease in turning
         the soul itself from the world of becoming to truth and reality” (525c). Yet war is
         clearly as practical a use as that of “buying and selling” unless we remind ourselves,
         as we are meant to here, that the “war” of the guardian who is “both warrior and philosopher”
         (525b) is only an image, by now well inverted, of the inner war of the soul with itself,
         hence the real necessity of “turning the soul itself from the world of becoming to
         truth and reality.”[13]    
      

      
       In sum, the soul in this study “does not allow one to discuss them [numbers themselves]
         by presenting numbers with visible and touchable bodies.” The characteristic selected
         to illustrate this prohibition against the introduction of “visible and touchable
         bodies” in the study of calculation, as would be the case in illustrations drawn from
         the “buying and selling like merchants and retailers,” is the indivisibility of the
         arithmetical unit. Socrates mentions “experts in these matters” as thwarting any attempt
         to “divide the unit up in argument”—the experts in logismoi are, then, models in their behavior, which is to preserve the wholeness of the unit.
         “If someone tries to divide the unit in argument [they] laugh at him and do not allow
         it; if you divide it, they multiply, taking care that the unit should never appear to be many parts and not one” (525e). The ironic use of temnō for “divide” stresses the intended contrast with those physical units that can be
         physically cut up in pieces, like a butcher cuts up an animal, though through this
         literal meaning one also arrives at the figurative one, to cut or draw a line. In
         the Phaedrus the cutting up of an argument properly as precisely compared to the butcher’s art
         in speech is cited as the sign of the proper use of dialectic in the pursuit of ontological
         reality (Phaedr.265e, cf. Parmen. 129ff.). There is a kind of one in many amongst the forms in the identity comprised
         or composed in their complex relations, and in the operations of dialectic in the
         pursuit of analysis, and at the lowest level in the physical divisibility of bodies.
         Thus the unit per se (as contrasted to the divisibility of numbers), that of the expert
         or arithmetician, is an important special case—the unit of numbers, illustrates, as
         does the zeal of the arithmetician, the indivisibility of a whole; in the case of
         numbers this means a unit without parts, but in the case of other unities the whole
         is a complex one, in which what is important is the indivisibility or unity of an
         Idea in its identity or justifiable wholeness. In a system like that of Greek mathematics
         where there are no fractions, the role being played by whole number ratios, there
         is a ready-made contrast available between the physically divisible and the indivisibility
         of the numerical unit. When a geometrical figure is constructed and, say, divided
         or cut up—as in the case of Plato’s Line image—the comparison of lengths is always
         carried out in terms of the commensurability of the lengths described as ratios. Hence
         the incommensurability of the hypotenuse of a (right) triangle can be described by
         appeal to the ratio of the (commensurable) opposite sides. 
      

      
       The singleness of unity extends beyond the arithmetical form to that of unity itself
         (the study of which is indicated by the introduction of arithmetic as the first study).
         The concept of unity itself, which has broader application than the unit of arithmetic,
         is of something whole and indivisible, though not in the same sense as arithmetically
         indivisible—the Idea of unity has no parts itself but is capable of applying to things
         that do. What it says, or is employed to say, about such things is that they are a
         whole in some sense, and thus though the whole that partakes of this particular Idea
         may have other separable parts (even as another Idea) the Idea of wholeness itself
         does not (though it has relations to other Ideas). Its whole content is filled up
         with the idea of unity. Of the application or participation of unity in the sensible
         this is clear, and we may include other unities that are sensible in the larger sense
         that we have been arguing for—those in the realm of space, time and human action and
         passion—hence the city and the soul. How and whether this applies to Ideas themselves
         and the relations among them is a more difficult question. But an organic or natural
         unity is divisible because of its unity while a merely physical unity is divisible
         arbitrarily—it can be cut up into arbitrary pieces and is an image of all arbitrary
         divisions. It is thus the task of dialectic to distinguish true from false unities,
         and hence precisely to see just where a unity can be divisible naturally. 
      

      
       But we also ought not to confuse arithmeticians with dialecticians—the former take
         number, and the unit, and claim or maintain it to be as here described, hence as hypotheses;
         while these are to be examined and here expanded by the dialectician, who examines
         the nature of unity, and of the one-many relation, prompted by the tensions of one-many
         in numbers themselves and in the unit in its application. As Grube points out in a
         note to his translation (178, note 8) the skill of those at issue here, calculation,
         or logistikos is the same term used “for the highest of the three parts of the soul, the reasoning
         part,” to logistikon at 439ff. Hence Socrates’s statement that “those who are good at calculation are,
         one might say, naturally sharp in every other study.” But Grube concludes, wrongly
         I think, that “because of this double meaning the statement that the man who is good
         at arithmetic is good at every other study is less startling in Greek, and this fits in with Plato’s mathematical approach.” Rather it seems clear (on the basis of the text here at least), that an arithmetician
         is not yet asking the right questions about the enterprise. He falls short, to use
         the quasi-mathematical term that Socrates employs ironically elsewhere. Arithmetic
         in itself only serves as a training and turning of the soul, and then only when properly
         directed. Secondly, the mathematical is used here as the clearest image of the more general sense of calculation—of the soul’s ability to take the right
         measure of something, hence an example of the perception by intellect of the stable
         non-visible. This is not say that the contents of the other non-visibles, or the method
         of perceiving them, are themselves mathematical in any conventional sense, even as
         objects of dianoia. It is an example, but one with a unique ontological and propaedeutic status. If
         anything, just the reverse is suggested, since the images employed by the arithmetician/expert
         and his studies are offered here by Socrates precisely as images, examples, and are
         seen as such by the dialectician, in contrast to the expert—who continues to be satisfied
         with life at the level of hypothesis and the limited realm of dianoia and its objects (the Ideas as hypotheses is another story). One such expert is Theodorus
         in the Theaetetus. Though his hold on his expertise is of course much more like knowledge than his
         acquaintance with Heracleitean views of nature, more systematic and explanatory, it
         is still doxa as regards its starting points; and Theodorus is initially both unaware and unperturbed
         by any contradiction or tension between the practice of mathematics and his views
         of nature.
      

      
       The complexities of the relation of the dianoetic technē of arithmetic to its function as a model for noēsis, and the special significance for Plato of numbers, the numerable, and of that singularly
         human capacity for counting, hence for separating and collecting—are all dealt with
         in careful detail by Jacob Klein in Greek Mathematical Thought and the Origin of Algebra (cited above, n.13). My own discussion is in part stimulated by his analysis. The
         argument of the book goes beyond the central chapters on Plato, since the overall
         subject is rather the difference between ancients and moderns, as seen through the
         ontological shift in the perception of number. The following comment will be seen
         as more relevant after the issue of separation (chōrismos) is dealt with in the next chapter, on the Phaedo. By arithmetic Plato does not mean the skills of addition, subtraction, etc. These would hardly
         be a newly acquired knowledge for the philosopher. But neither is the Greek study
         of arithmetic the theory of numbers in the modern sense. As Klein points out, the
         conventional Greek understanding of arithmetic was the study of numbers themselves—the
         attempt to say what they are—which means in effect to define them, limit them, as
         to their kinds. Plato’s advance on this is to examine, as the Line suggests, what
         are the presuppositions or hypotheses of both counting (calculation of) things, either
         in the sense world or units as monads, and the presupposition of number itself and
         its divisions (e.g., into odd and even). That is, by examining how they are to be
         defined we are forced to look at what it is about them that makes them knowable—the
         ontological preconditions that are behind their use by the knower, their behavior
         in their pure relations and in the wholes that are formed. The nature and function
         of the unit in particular is fundamental and points the direction for a resolution,
         or at least the context, of the general problem of the one and the many. 
      

      
       Concerning the intimate relation between mathematics and Greek ontology in general,
         Klein suggests that “mathematical truths as mathēmata, i.e., as things ‘to be learned’ serves as a model for all teachable and learnable
         knowledge, and it is knowledge so understood which determines the sphere of Greek
         ontological inquiry” (61). His study is “an attempt to discover the basic presuppositions
         of Greek arithmetic and the ontological arguments connected with it within the structure
         of the arithmos concept itself” (62). He stresses that “Greek scientific arithmetic and logistic
         are founded on a ‘natural’ attitude to everything countable as we meet it in life. . . . The peculiarity of
         the Greek concept of ‘number’ lies therefore less in an ‘archaic’ [Becker] or ‘intuitive’ [Stenzel] character (which is not at all its primary property) than in the kind of
         relation it has to the ‘thing’ it intends” (63). “For Plato generic identity is the ultimate foundation of all possible
         unity,” and the basis of Aristotle’s attack on the chōrismos thesis as not explaining the relation of eidos to sensibles. (105 ff.) Calculation (logismos) can rely on the natural articulation and original source of delimitation, but the
         pure monads of arithmetic are by definition indivisible, thus absolute. “In this sense
         the ‘one’ (or the one thing subjected to counting) makes counting and thus ‘counting number’ possible: In this sense it takes precedence over number and may be called its archē. The priority of one over number does not follow from a relationship of superiority
         of genus over species but rather from the character of one as ‘measure.’. . . We comprehend
         a number as one because we do our counting over one and the same thing, because our
         eyes remain fixed on one and the same thing” (108). But dianoia never considers “single being as such” rather always a “relational series of beings
         such that the members of this series are carefully distinguished from, and thus simultaneously
         related to, each other” (76). Dianoia cannot come to face with the one itself, since it is always dealing with it through
         a multitude, “because, although it is directed to noēta it nevertheless always remains related to that aisthēsis which first ‘called upon it’ to clarify an obscure state of affairs,” (78) that is,
         of contrariety (enantion). What dianoia can do is “replace the more and less, which always attaches to the realm of aisthēta by the exact relations of numbers, thereby accomplishing the most important step toward gaining
         that true epistēmē which no longer has any use for aisthēsis and whose object is the realm of those other noēta which ascend to something ‘unsupposed.’ But the dianoia itself is not able to appreciate the full range of significance of its accomplishment,
         because its own noēta, which it ‘supposes’ to underlie the aisthēta, appear altogether lucid and without further need of foundation” (79). There is an
         opposition in appearances that is provisionally reconciled by the implicit hypothesis
         of the eidē. But the how of this is beyond the capacity of dianoia. Number, numbering, counting provide the pre-eminent example and model that this
         is possible. It lies between the sensible—to which it can be applied, from which it
         can be separated and from which it arises (but which is not its cause)—and that which
         is above it, to which reflection on its relations points.[14]    
      

      
      Turning from the Visible: The Philosophical Use of the Studies 

      
       I have spent so much time on what is just the first of the studies because I think
         it has far-reaching importance, in spite of the limited and literal context in which
         calculation is here presented in the text. The function of arithmetic and calculation
         in the more limited sense is of course itself a preparation—since it reveals itself
         as presupposing nonsensual monadic units, which turn us, when properly studied or
         reflected on (an issue with all of the preparatory studies), away from the sensible
         numbers of aggregates to the eidē. But to fully explore the meaning of unity, of calculation as taking the right measure,
         and the issues here raised, would take us further into the nature of the Ideas than
         we can go here. I have at this point only wished to stress that we are dealing with
         an activity as an image. Let us recall that the idea of right measure, the right metron, was to be key to our understanding of the application of the ideal city analogy to
         the healthy soul—and so the capacity for arithmos and logismos, is crucial.
      

      
       The selection of the studies, and to a certain extent the ordering, follows the conventions.[15]     It is interesting however that although calculation is first in the studies,
         it is described as already compelling “the soul to use intelligence alone to discover
         the truth” (526b) while geometry and astronomy, which follow it, seem more to be linked
         to visible images, both in their initial objects and to the constructions of mathematical
         imagination in the actual practice of their respective calculations, as contrasted
         to the non-visual field of arithmetic. The link is misleading of course, as Glaucon’s
         comments regarding both the study and utility of astronomy in particular show. In
         a sense, as we shall see, the six studies before dialectic—arithmetic and calculation
         (worth keeping separate as number and counting), geometry, stereometry, astronomy,
         and harmonics—are arranged in inverse order with regard to their physicality: from
         number, which would be by tradition ostensibly the least overtly physical, to harmonics,
         which is the ratio of the sensed, that is, observed, vibration of strings. But when
         seen in their proper perspective, so to speak, we begin with the most concretely linked,
         the most elemental and constitutive of our image relation to the world of experience,
         numbering, and rise to the most abstract study, divine harmonics. The turning of the
         soul from the visible/sensible to the non-visible/intelligible is the reversing or
         inverting of the conventional perception of each study, if not of their sequence.
         Thus, as with the civic virtues earlier, which were taken over from the conventional
         list, both cases are given a different interpretation and a different purpose. This
         may be said to parallel the dual nature of the guardian-philosopher, evident throughout,
         and represented here by the dual task of the studies, that they be useful in both
         war and in themselves, i.e., for philosophy. The warrior-philosopher distinction,
         as already noted, must also be read as an image, and so we get war as a metaphor for
         the prevention, or the quelling, of civil strife in both the ideal public polis and the community of the soul itself. The warrior/guardian-philosopher image also
         serves as an image for the visible/non-visible distinction, and the division of doxa and epistēmē; the laws as laid down for the polis are doxa, as contrasted to the inner comprehension of their ground and necessity. But doxa and the war is left behind, as Glaucon is with some difficulty progressively weaned, at least
         temporarily, from the practical-external, i.e., doxastic level of his understanding
         of the utility of these studies. Since the turning of the soul is arduous and the
         result of the actual practice of the right study of these subjects, and Glaucon gets
         the point with difficulty, if at all, in theory alone, it is thus to be expected that
         his turning is a halting and fleeting one. The studies are of course practical, but
         not in the sense he attributes. Their practicality lies in their ability to turn the
         soul, and in the superiority of the warrior equipped with knowledge of what is (and
         what is not) on his return to the world of practical action.
      

      
       Again, the order of the studies, the ascending order of apparent physicality (from
         number, through figure, to the vibrations of strings, etc.) of each study must be
         seen in its true nature as inversely and increasingly not this at all but rather intelligible,
         and serve in this way to increasingly wean the soul of its doxalogical dependence
         on the sensible, both by the contents of the studies and the way in which they are
         taken up, i.e., seen as not what they at first appear to be. Counting, however, is
         still first as primary, essential in the way we have suggested, and also as the most
         primitive, and in one sense the most physical of intellectual operations—separating
         and uniting the physical thises and thats. Socrates also says of calculation that
         he does not “think that you will find studies which give more trouble to the practicing
         pupil, or not many of them” (526c). It is hard to know what to make of this unless
         he means: a) the labors of the beginning young student; b) the larger sense of calculation,
         when it becomes in effect dialectic, the “right measure” of much more than the nature
         and objects of number, since “those who are by nature good at calculation are, as
         one might say, naturally sharp in every other study. . .” (526b, c) that considered
         rightly in its contrariety (regarding the nature of unit, etc.) it forces the soul
         upward by necessity (a term repeated often) to use the intellect alone to reach the
         truth. 
      

      
      Preserving the image of calculating and ordering, Socrates then says, “let that then
         be one of our studies [literally, ‘Let this one be so placed or situated for us’].
         In the second place let us look at that which is next to it” (526c). Glaucon, in response,
         suggests geometry, adding that “In so far as it pertains to war, it is obviously suitable.
         As regards encampments, occupations of positions . . . etc., being a geometer or not
         makes all the difference to a man.” It is clear what level Glaucon is still operating
         on. Socrates’s rejoinder, with perhaps a slight suggestion of impatience, is, “Yes,
         but for those purposes even a small amount of geometry and calculation would suffice.
         We must examine whether the greater portion of it which is more advanced tends to
         make it easier to see the Form of the Good.” The use of “small amount” and “greater
         portion” is perhaps a poke at Glaucon’s literal mindedness for the reader. But it
         is not only the quantity or degree of study that is missing from Glaucon’s vision
         but rather the purposes of these higher studies. “All things tend in that direction
         which compel the soul [anankazei] to turn itself towards the place in which the most blessed part [to eudaimonestaton] of reality exists, which the soul must see at any cost. . . . Therefore if it compels
         the soul to contemplate reality it is suitable, if to see only what comes to be, it
         is not” (526e). To which Glaucon replies, “So we have said.” 
      

      
       Since Glaucon is still not clear on what exactly is going on, Socrates continues
         by, as in the case of arithmetic, pointing to a contradiction or tension which, when
         noted and properly considered, will hopefully point Glaucon (and the reader more likely)
         in the right direction. “No one who has even a little experience of geometry will
         dispute that the science itself contradicts the expressions used by those who practice
         it” (527a). This time the contradiction is not in the matter itself (though it can
         also be found there) as was the case with number and the unit, but rather, Socrates
         says, in the way geometers talk about the activity of geometry, that is, the nature
         of the discourse they must use in the activity itself. “They use ridiculous terms,
         and indeed it must be so. They speak like men of action and all their words point
         to actions. They talk of ‘squaring’ and ‘applying’ and ‘adding’ and do so throughout,
         whereas the whole study is pursued for the sake of knowledge” (527a). Though a feature
         of their discourse, contradiction is inherent here too since, as Socrates says, it
         is in the very nature of geometry, in the activity, that they use such terms: “they
         must do so.” Not that the geometer does not see the difference between digging a square
         hole and constructing a square on the side of a mathematical triangle, he knows that
         his actions do not occur in physical space and time—and that the side contains the
         square upon it, determines its area absolutely quite independently of the activity
         of the geometer. But the construction is a necessary activity of the geometer in order
         for him to see or release this knowledge[16]    —and it is combined with the drawing out of the implications of the relations
         of the figure (original and manipulated), which as rational relations are neither
         visible nor constructed (with the possible exception of congruence, though even here
         we can distinguish between the fact of congruence, the construction of it, and the
         judgment of it and the consequences (Cf. Theat. 186d-187a). Thus, though the figures themselves do not possess this contradiction,
         being themselves fixed, there is a necessary contradiction between the activity of
         the geometrical imagination and the fixity of the figures.[17]     The terminology of action is a verbal image and is “ridiculous” in this context, if necessary. But the reason it is ridiculous
         yet necessary, the cause and significance of this necessity, is hidden from the geometer,
         who knows perfectly well that his objects are not subject to “birth and destruction.”
         What he does not know is the ultimate significance of the difference, and how the
         activity of the knowing mind, its dianoetic eikasia, its capacity to reconstruct knowledge, in this case geometrical, is itself only an
         image in activity of the truth of objects themselves. 
      

      
        Of course another reason for Socrates’s saying that they “speak like men of action”
         is that Glaucon has just confounded the true nature of the activity (and its purpose
         in this context) precisely with the practical uses of geometry “as it pertains to
         war.” Hence we are meant to contrast such “men of action” and those who “speak like
         men of action,” the geometers. The geometer, like the poet/philosopher, creates in words, in images, but more real ones than those actions of the geometer-generals
         (both more real actions and more real figures created), whose figures on the battlefield
         “come to birth and [are] destroyed.” Not that the square formation on the battlefield
         is any less a square than that on the geometer’s chalkboard (or the converse)! But
         the one in the general’s mind is had as doxa (Alexander etc. excepted), put to work in the field, while the square in the geometer’s
         mind is possessed as epistēmē put to work in the theorem. Glaucon mouths the conventional wisdom that the study
         of geometry is “pursued for the sake of knowledge,” and that this is, as he argues,
         “knowledge that exists forever,” as contrasted to “knowledge of that which at some
         time comes to birth and is destroyed.” But Plato would claim that the latter is not,
         in fact, even susceptible to knowledge—and we know from the next discussion that Glaucon
         does not really understand what is meant by the permanent versus the changeable. 
      

      
       Astronomy is praised first by Glaucon as useful to the “farmer and navigator, but
         no less the general.” To which Socrates replies, “You amuse me, you are so like a
         man who is afraid of appearing to the many to prescribe useless studies” (527d). But
         clearly this is generous; it is not just that he is “afraid of appearing to the many”
         etc. but he really does not understand himself the difference, as the following discussion
         shows him still struggling. For astronomy is next praised by him as physically turning
         us towards the “eternals” in the heavens (see earlier discussion). It is only the
         distinction between the practical and the theoretical as rightly understood, between
         doxa and epistēmē, epistēmē as the image of being and the measure of justice and happiness, that eventually provides
         the answer to his question regarding the just and unjust life. Hence this study properly
         conducted will “draw the soul toward truth and produce philosophic thought”; again,
         conspicuously it is the awareness of necessary contradiction which forces the intellect
         to a higher level and, so considered, will “make us direct upward those parts of ourselves
         which we now direct downward when we should not” (527b). Shorey stresses the importance
         of a “sharp distinction between mathematics and dialectic,” and that Plato “affirm(s)
         the general inferiority of the mathematical method (i.e., that it deals with hypotheses)
         and the intermediate position for education of mathematics as a propaedeutic to dialectics.”[18]     But just how is it “propaedeutic”? Here it would seem rather important to see
         how mathematics when seen correctly is itself dialectical in its application. If it
         is to be truly propaedeutic it must have some essential features in common with dialectic
         and further, as we have shown, be seen as revealing certain tensions or contradictions
         or contraries which drive one to a higher kind of thinking, hence the dynamic of the
         Line is not only of levels but dynamic interrelation. These tensions or contradictions
         are present but unconsciously so, dianoia lives with them; they only serve as the conscious stimulus for upward motion when
         “studied rightly” with this purpose.
      

      
       Concerning astronomy then, we should not confuse its higher purpose with what are
         its practical side benefits (from the present standpoint) and even its benefit “with
         regard to all other studies,” though this helps to recommend it generally. Astronomy
         properly studied, the science of the laws of heavenly motion, turns one’s gaze upward
         intellectually, inward, and hence the opposite of the “stargazing” (in Socrates’s
         mocking words) that Glaucon proposes. Here the tension or contradiction is between
         the visible upward gaze at the immediate object of study, the heavenly bodies, and
         the downward and inward gaze of the mathematical astronomer whereby “the embroidery
         of the sky [serves] as models in the study of those other things,” the “motions by
         which true speed and true number and true shapes, both in relation to each other and
         carrying along what these true shapes contain. These things can be perceived by reason
         and thought, but not by sight” (529d). The study thus results in a cleansing of the organ of sight, preparatory to dialectic, hence not (immediately) for the sake
         of others, as would be the case with astronomy for the farmer and navigator, who would
         see the present study as useless in itself; but rather here it is carried out for
         “one’s own sake.”Thus the “true astronomer” will admire the “beautiful workmanship”
         of the “movements of the stars,” but even these “fall far short of true existences”
         since their motions, “the relation of night to day, of these to month, and month to year, and of the other stars to
         these and each other,” are such that “he will consider it strange to believe that
         they are ever the same and do not deviate at all anywhere, since they are material and visible, and he will undertake, in every way he can, to understand the real truth of these
         things” (530a). Thus the “material and visible” nature of these, means that even their
         motions and relations are not “ever the same” and hence provide once again in their differences, the contradictions that stir intellect to search
         for the “real truth of these things,” that is to say, of the concepts brought to bear
         on them in the study of their relations and the laws of their motions. Hence the true
         way to conceive of the study of astronomy is analogous to that of geometry, through
         the study of “problems” with regard to the mathematical relations and the study of
         their elements, to which the objects themselves only roughly correspond. 
      

      
       The study divides into the exercise of the study itself, of the now mathematized
         objects, and that of the study that arises out of this, the study of the nature of
         its elements and laws. “Let us then study by means of problems as we do in geometry
         and let the things in the sky go, if the study of astronomy is to make the naturally
         intelligent part of the soul useful instead of useless” (530b). The study of “problems”
         may be taken to refer to the mathematical-astronomical studies themselves or to the
         higher studies. It is not clear if this must be within the mathematical study, (not
         the variation of the physical events, since we are to “let the things in the sky go,”)
         or if it is the study of the variation in the mathematical figures (reflecting the
         physical variations of motion), since Socrates says that the philosophical astronomer
         will undertake to “understand the real truth of these things,” where “things” refers
         to the mathematical models of the relations of night to day, etc., that is, of the
         physical of which they are more intelligible images or models.
      

      
       One might also be led to ask what the difference between geometry and astronomy is,
         once the latter has seemingly been made into the study of problems and having let
         the things in the sky go. However, astronomy even in its mathematical form, is still
         the study of relations of relative position and of motion. Motion, it is true, that
         is formalized and absolutely regular, but motion nonetheless. And it is as the study
         of motion that it perhaps has the advantage over geometry to drive intellect further
         to ask about motion and rest per se, as well as about “the equal, the double, or any
         other ratio,” and again, about same, other, unit, etc. If the motions of the heavens
         are explained with the use of these, even when turning away from the physical representation
         of them to the representation of them in thought, i.e., on paper and in imagination,
         they themselves can become the object of study precisely in the observation of their
         paradoxical use, as with the actions of the calculating arithmetician and geometer—which
         can drive one in each case away from the actual field of their use, as hypotheses,
         to the study of the elements.[19]    
      

      
       It is worth noting as a result that action and motion has been introduced at each
         stage, for each study, in a different form. And that the progress from one study to
         another, while all within the provenance of dianoia (the studies, not the progression and the study of it) is from apparent stasis (numbers)
         to increasing degrees of motion—but motions which are each time revealed as intelligible,
         inner images as opposed to their outer shell. So, arithmetic is dividing up, counting,
         geometers use action words, astronomers study motions of the heavenly bodies. In each
         case this outward motion is a reflection of an inner motion, rationally perceived,
         ending in dialectic, motion completely freed of its external context, the motion of
         thought itself. That is, it is motion in the study of dialectic itself, and of its
         application in the understanding of what might be called its pure objects, the elements
         themselves. By contrast, in the application of pre-ontological dialectic in the everyday
         world, the results of its divisions and collections can be physical, still in only a relative sense: the mule standing over there with the horses can
         be moved to stand with the other mules, though need not be in order for thought to
         make the distinction, and so with the unjust man among the just.
      

      
       So it is that Socrates continues, after finishing with astronomy, that “motion is
         not of one but of several kinds,” and as astronomy is the image that the eyes are
         “fixed upon” so the sense of hearing is “fixed upon the movements of harmony” (530d). An external physical motion or movement, of the vibrating string,
         is opposed to the actual object of study, which is the non-sensible, non-visible image—that
         of the laws of the relations of tones—the silent mathematical ratios between the sounding tones, which give the isolated physical pitch events their identity
         as tones.[20]     The kinship of these sciences is specifically mentioned. In astronomy it is natural
         to look at the physical images in the sky and it is intellect that must turn downward
         (the inverted physical motion again the image of its true meaning). Harmony has its
         own physical images which are attractive for the natural imagination as explanation;
         those who literally listen closely place the ear before the mind, and imagine that
         they are measuring—imagination, eikasia, is used to generate doxa about the relations of the tones.
      

      
       But there is a second group of people who study harmony wrongly, or in a limited
         fashion, though implicitly further along than the first. These are those who find
         number in the tones and relations, whose images are thus non-visible as contrasted
         to the perceptible images or vibrations sought by the former group. They are introduced
         as representative of dianoia, like the mathematical astronomers, and thus study the laws of the motions of the tones—but only to observe them and produce what might rightly be called dianoetic
         doxa. For though dianoia is systematic by nature, there is the danger of mythologizing the system, of turning
         it into a cause in itself rather than seeking its cause higher. They do not, as does
         the first group of “harmonists,” study “consonances and sounds which they . . . measure
         against each other and so labor in vain,” rather, the second group measure or calculate
         the laws—the ratios of the string lengths, etc. But they turn these, the ratios or numbers,
         into causes: “for they seek for numbers in the consonances they hear but do not make
         their way up to problems to examine which numbers are consonant and which are not,
         and what is the reason in each case” (531c). Only when these “consonances” and the laws of their motion are studied as images rather than themselves, are they “useful,” “in respect to the search for the Beautiful
         and the Good, while pursued in a different way they are useless” (531c).
      

      
      Images of Dialectic and the Provocations of Intellect

      
       It is the “kinship” of all these studies (and any others) that they are capable of
         turning the soul from the visible images to the non-visible images that reflect intelligibility.[21]     In each case the point is to see the model, law, or term not as a cause in itself
         but as a non-visible image, having its self-identity, meaning or intelligibility at
         some other level where it is truly self-identical and not an image of something like itself. The studies, ending with the “movements of harmony” are but the “prelude
         to the song that must be learned,” that is, to the exercise of dialectic proper. The
         use of nomos, as Grube points out, puns in Greek on the double meaning of both song and law. But
         the pun also has the significance of establishing a continuity, the series of studies
         which end with harmony and with the contrast between a study of the physics of music,
         the esotericism of the Pythagoreans, and the platonic study of the laws or nomos of harmony, that is, its intelligibility and necessity. The same matter, the regularity
         seen as laws, is seen by the dialectician as images of necessity, so “those who cannot
         give an exact and reasoned account of what is said [do not] know anything at all of
         the things we say they must know” (531e). Dialectic, then, produces the image of discourse
         as the song of reason, of which the relations of Ideas as a harmony of the whole is
         the ultimate objective content. It is the true noetic science that produces the image
         in speech of the laws that are the song of, for example, musical harmony. The identity of the tones of the literal, musical
         harmony is inseparable from the relations of the tones, and is expressed in the laws
         formulated by the dianoetic science of harmonics. Analogously, the identity of Ideas,
         the eidetic elements reflected in the discursive elements that noetic imagination
         images, is inseparable from the relations of or among the Ideas. These eidetic relations
         are expressed in the relations revealed by dialectic and formulated as the laws of
         their motion both in their inter-relation, and as the motion of the Ideas downward. These two motions, the horizontal and the vertical, as reflected in the Line, are
         seen in both subject and object. That is to say, it is seen in the medium of visible
         and non-visible existence, and in the corresponding and co-temporal motions of intellect
         in the reinterpretation of existence as mirroring knowledge. Seen in the light of
         truth, what before was merely existence and doxa, in both visible things and in human action, becomes knowledge (though even as doxa it is possible only as a melee of images that express and rely, unperceived, on the
         Ideas). The study of musical harmony participates in this motion, and is the last
         image of it before dialectic, but does so unknowingly. It is the last science, paradigmatically
         and mythically, that lacks noetic self-consciousness. Dialectic, on the other hand,
         has as its law precisely the self-awareness of reason—whereas other sciences are images
         of reason and take their objects as embodying reason objectively. Hence the Line’s
         forth level, noēsis, is the home of fully self-conscious dialectic, arriving at its conclusions “by means
         of Ideas and through Ideas,” and as the highest form of the hierarchy of capacities.
         These capacities of the intellective soul, or ways of knowing, are distinctive for
         each kind of object knowable, but also linked vertically as intelligence is driven
         from a lower to a higher level of object and corresponding activity. We shall return
         to a further consideration of dialectic momentarily.[22]    
      

      
       How literally are we to take Plato’s prescription for just these studies as those
         which prepare the philosopher for the higher studies of dialectic proper? The particular
         studies chosen can in fact serve to turn the philosophical soul from considering the
         visible as the real to the non-visible present in the everyday. Similarly, it is important
         that the image of the city constructed is really possible—though I have argued, only
         when that possibility is considered as having its locus in the individual soul, the
         personal city within. These particular studies are chosen partly because, like the
         virtues of the city and individual, they are both the conventional wisdom of what
         training in the latter case and learning or education in the former consist in. With
         the arrival of the sophists on the scene there is of course much controversy over
         what is to constitute a proper curriculum, but at least one tradition, represented
         by Hippias, is contrasted to that of Protagoras (cf. Prot. 318d-e) and is closer to the one proposed by Socrates. That conventional wisdom
         has merit in both cases. But in both cases the description of them in the Republic is seriously altered from what it would be conventionally, to enable us to see them
         in the light of the larger purpose they are made to serve as “useful and beneficial”
         in the turning or re-education of the soul. Thus, for the reader they serve to illustrate,
         are images of, teaching the soul to see rightly. And the arrangement of them in the
         particular order given is, I have suggested, also meant to illustrate the criteria
         and methods by which what is real is increasingly revealed. For those who practice
         the studies, again stressing seen in the right light and continued far enough, the
         experience of the practice of them is a training of the intellect, a habituation of
         judgment via the experience of the reality of the non-visible in such studies. But
         in the Republic and in life they also serve as images, though actually working ones, of both the
         Ideas and human intellect at work—and other activities may serve both as this practical
         experience, and as images to be reflected on for their ability to lead us further. (This is not to deny that
         these particular ‘sciences’ are perhaps essential paradigms for insight into the intelligible
         structure of the natural world, and in particular calculation.)
      

      
       Furthermore, the ones chosen are described as activities in such a way as to bring
         out, even in their non-technical form, basic truths about knowing, being and human
         being—such as counting “one, two, three” and the divisions of like and unlike, unity,
         etc. For the perception and study of these activities and ideas at work, clearly other
         studies might serve—biology, for example—though some better than others. On the other
         hand, arithmetic, or more basically, counting, is clearly a special case, serving
         as both fundamental image and primary activity of human calculation or “measuring
         rightly.” That the studies are not meant to be strictly prescriptive is particularly
         clear when one considers the last study, that of harmony, even in its Pythagorean
         incarnation.[23]     The choice of harmony ought to instruct those who would limit insight into knowledge
         and being to insight into the special, particularly mathematical, sciences. True,
         the study of music proposed is with regard to its mathematical properties, etc. yet
         it is still what is the basis of sensual sound, and of the presence of the Beautiful.
         And the placing of music as higher than astronomy and geometry, which could have served
         as well for the strictly mathematical aspect to illustrate these, is instructive.
         (Though there is also the motive, as described above, of arranging the studies to
         illustrate increasingly intellectual kinds of motion and the inversion of the physical
         world.) The choice of the structuring elements of an art as the last study, one designed
         to bring pleasure, albeit here an intellectual one, is surely significant. For it
         occurs in a discussion whose overall purpose after all is to demonstrate the beauty
         and ultimately the desirability of a unity that is beyond the limited, if pure, one
         of mathematics and the sciences—the unity and being of the just soul and its beauty,
         both within itself and in the world that it knows (astronomy, as well, had a movement
         from the beautiful of the starry heavens (530a) to the study of “true speed and true
         slowness”). Geometry and astronomy could have served if only the perception of the
         mathematical intelligibility of Nature were at issue. Harmony, though here as purified,
         is significantly aesthetic and erotic, as befits a study that prepares the soul for
         dialectic’s approach to the Good. Thus finally my answer to the question as to whether
         these studies in particular are to be taken seriously as the preparation of the philosopher
         is no, not if taken literally as the only ones capable. And that it is their description
         in the Republic that is ultimately important to understand—for it is in understanding this that one
         would be able to decide “which studies are beneficial and useful and which are not,”
         and taken up in which way, to what final end. 
      

      
       Mitchell Miller, in “Beginning the ‘Longer Way’”[24]     provides a detailed and careful analysis of the five studies and their specific
         and apt role in preparing for a final insight into the Good. Miller distinguishes,
         as do I, between the argument addressed to the interlocutors and that addressed to
         the careful reader/listener. The studies are both a progression away from attachment
         or immersion in the visible, a “purgation” of the soul, but also a return via the studies to a reinterpretation or “reconstitution” of the visible, of the world
         now seen in terms of its intelligibility. Miller argues that the last of the sequence,
         “harmony,” takes us to the doorstep of the Good, by introducing us to the notion of
         ratio contained therein, which unlike the others is “neither visible nor spatial” (321).
         “With the turn from the geometrical disciplines to harmonics, then, we recover in
         its pure intelligibility the innermost structure of all that becomes, both the corporeal
         and the incorporeal” (322). Further, “the study of harmonics brings to the fore the
         complex unity that makes for wholeness and harmony” and provides the philosopher-in-training
         the basis for appreciating the “normative status of complex unity” and “a keen appreciation
         for what is whole and harmonious” (333). Miller develops on the basis of this a notion
         of intermediates that are “perfect exemplars” shaped by the “forms they instantiate,”
         and in particular the notion of “perfection as such” (326-8), which, he argues is
         “like the forms in having the character of a function, not an object [my emphasis throughout] . . . providing the context in which the purely intelligible perfect figure can come to mind. “Perfection as such,” according
         to Miller, is the very thing that is the “goodness of the Good,” (328) and which is
         the ground of the ontological functionality of the Good as cause. Miller thus attributes,
         rightly I think, a kind of indeterminancy to the Good, as a kind of richness. Each
         Form is “an itself determinate way of determining perfection as such,” for example, in triangularity, as prior to its instantiation
         in a particular intelligible instantiation in a perfect triangle. “Perfection as such,
         on the other hand, is in and of itself indeterminate, hence it both transcends and lends itself to the host of ways of determining it that
         the Forms just are and that their intelligible instantiations exemplify” (327). The Forms themselves
         are the expression in their “basic nature” of “these different ways of determining”
         perfection as such. That is to say, the Good is an openness out to the world that becomes concrete in the multiplicity of its instantiations.
         Miller’s understanding of the whole apparatus is much like my own. It is as a dynamic
         set of functions set in, and setting, a context that structures the world, and our
         soul’s capacity when equipped with the right philosophical education, for our reading
         of it in its intelligibility. We have then our rule in this light of both others and
         ourselves—mirroring the rule of the Good over their Forms and the world in its intelligibility.
         This is both ontological for the productions of being and epistemological for the
         production of epistēmē. This is very close, I would say, to what I argue. The difference in our interpretations
         is that I would not take the educational program as prescriptive of the sole route
         of access but rather more themselves as images, as well as models, albeit singularly
         apt, actually functioning and productive ones. Otherwise, it would seem that one is
         limited to the reading of the intelligibility of the world as an object of the natural
         sciences, and the practice in the years spent back down in the Cave if literally only
         so equipped as somewhat reduced to a preliminary. Miller is led to acknowledge at
         the end that “the breadth of the longer way” in including the ethical, political and
         other dimensions of human life and virtue, is yet to discover, in the “turning of
         our soul to all of being.” “The more deeply our path is illuminated by mathematics, the more urgently
         we want to understand whether we can extend our insight to, for example, the spheres
         of the ethical, the political, and the religious” (341). I would add, to the ontological
         ground of these.
      

      
       We turn now to a further consideration of dialectic, but it must be said that with
         regard to dialectic as a precise method not much is explicit in the Republic itself. We should note, however, that it is the whole process of the movement from
         “the deliverance from the bonds and the turning from the shadows” up to the final
         vision of the Good, that is described as dialectic (532a). Thus, “the power of sight
         would be imitating it [be an image of it] when we described it as attempting to look
         at actual living creatures, then at the stars, and finally at the actual sun.” Dialectic
         is clearly distinguished from the operations of the intellect at each of the first
         three levels of the Line, since dialectic is to operate “without any help from the
         senses but by means of reason,” and only then and because of this condition, if one
         does not give up, “does one reach the final goal of the intelligible as the prisoner
         escaping the cave reached the final goal of the visible” (532b). The other three levels
         are in one way or another, as already discussed, tied to the visible—always understood
         here as comprising not just the physical but all the objects of doxa, and of dianoia insofar as it operates from hypotheses.
      

      
       And yet dialectic may also be said to be both present from the beginning in all knowing,
         as well as being the special technique of the forth section. It is present in the
         other levels in two ways. First, as the inner tensions of the objects themselves which,
         in the contradictions of their appearances or showing of themselves, have the potential
         to call forth reason to resolve them—as in the examples of the fingers of different
         lengths, and received doxa about matters of piety and justice (shadow identities). Secondly, as discourse: each
         level of discourse is a reflection or image of the truer discourse of dialectic in
         its pure self-conscious form. Thus even the blind arguments of the cave dwellers are
         a dim image of real dialectic; their arguments lead nowhere, but at least they reflect
         the ability of human beings to distinguish, if not rightly, this from that, to argue
         about the identity and sequence or relations of the shadows. The turning of the soul
         away from the shadow wall and towards the cause of the shadows, in the puppets, the
         parading puppeteers and the fire, is not a complete negating of their earlier discourse
         but rather a resolution of it (primarily aporetic at this level, hence already the
         danger of misology), a resolution in the light of which their former discourse is
         seen as mock dialectic, yet still having the dialectical features of all discourse
         and hence prototypic to the keen observer. 
      

      
       But the ability of objects of study to call forth intellect in such a way as to drive
         it upward is dependent on the openness of intelligence to ontological and epistemological
         tensions at each stage, and thus the necessity for the reformation or turning of the
         knowing soul towards those tensions which otherwise remain implicit, hidden in ordinary
         discourse. Once again, it is important to see the several senses in which the journey
         of dialectic is the whole journey, and hence, in the recapitulated image of the Cave
         journey, at 532b-c, the images of “living creatures and plants and the light of the
         sun” are called “divine.” But not the shadows seen in the cave, which are the received
         images of the doxalogists. The images which the latter carry (though including ‘objects’
         found in nature) are made images constructed or based on elements that for the makers
         are still doxa—they do not ask for, and cannot give, an account of their source. In ascent, we are
         said to be looking “no longer at shadows of images thrown by another source of light
         [the creations of the doxalogist] which is itself an image as compared to the sun.”
         Only the last set of images, those that the sciences make or use as dianoia and which correspond to the images and reflections outside the cave, approach knowledge
         closely enough to merit being called divine. “The practice of every study we have
         described has this power to move the best part of the soul and lead it upward. . .”
         (532c).
      

      
       So far, the prelude and the surrounding discussion has given but an image of dialectic,
         but when Glaucon asks for the song itself, “the way in which dialectic works, what
         its parts are and what path it follows,” Socrates replies, “Not yet, my dear Glaucon,
         will you be able to follow—it is not that keenness is lacking on my part,—for you
         would no longer be seeing an image of what we are discussing but the truth itself,
         or so it seems to me” (533a). One cannot, then, describe what dialectic does to one
         who does not already have the understanding of its realm of operation and some experience of its method. And Glaucon has just demonstrated in his consistent misunderstanding
         of the nature and purpose of the higher studies, that he is in fact either incapable
         or not ready for more than an external image, in the description of the studies, poorly
         understood at that. That is, as a friend of the Ideas, he operates still primarily
         at the level of pistis. “It is not worthwhile insisting that it is so in fact, but we must maintain [ichuristeon] that one would say something of this kind. Is that not so?” “It surely is.” “And
         that the power of dialectic will only appear to one who is experienced in the studies we have described, and cannot ever appear otherwise” (533a). And then
         too, one may add, when they are taken up “rightly” and not “as now presently practiced.”
         For the sciences, while they “grasp at reality to some extent,” (533b) as long as
         they continue as sciences in making use of hypotheses without examining them, are
         cast as “dreaming about reality, unable to have a waking view of it.” The task of
         dialectic is to be in a position to do what the sciences themselves cannot do for
         themselves, which is to “give a reasoned account of them.” We are not, however, in
         the same position as Glaucon, to the extent that we grasp the nature and purpose or
         use of the studies, and see in their description, as well as that of the Line etc.
         the hypothesis of the Ideas that they are built on and point to. In this, we have
         an initial giving of an account of knowing and being.
      

      
       Though we are not given an immediate example of dialectic, we are given an external
         description or image of the behavior of dialectic. This is given in the descriptions
         of the philosopher’s preparatory studies, and in those of the Line and Cave. In other
         words, we are given images of the world as necessitating and supporting dialectical
         questioning if knowledge is to be possible. Hence the appropriateness of a recapitulation
         of the Line in the text at just this point, since it is the Line which is an implicit
         image of dialectic, not just as a human endeavor but as a dynamic mapping of knowledge
         and being in its appearances and images. The Line is a schematic representation of
         the ways in which the non-visible is available in experience, and the basis of it.
         It is therefore at this point that the divisions of the object-world presented in
         the schemata of the Line get matched more concretely to the pathēmata as corresponding ways of knowing (cf. 534a, 511d-e). The Line discussion per se,
         gave the divisions of the world into objects of knowledge, and a schematic description
         of the behavior of the knowing subject, but only gave names at that point to the capacities
         of the soul that specifically deal with each segment. What was formerly noēsis becomes here epistēmē, and the former term, noēsis, is reserved for both upper sections taken together. There is, further, a significant
         difference in the characterization of the seeming repetition of terms of the two lists.
         The first time, at 511d, these terms applied to their respective divisions of the
         object-world of the Line are called pathēmata, and we are “to consider that each has as much clarity as the content of its particular
         section shares in truth.” Glaucon characterizes them just above this as an “attitude
         of mind.” “You seem to me to call the attitude of mind of geometers and such reasoning
         but not understanding.” On the other hand, at 534a, after the elaboration in detail
         of the studies and culminating with the description of dialectic, these same activities
         are now seen differently. First, they have now become visible as the active image-making
         powers of the soul (dunameis as opposed to pathēmata, though the former term or name does not explicitly occur in the passage, but neither
         does pathē). Secondly, they are themselves a prime subject matter of dialectic, the new science
         productive of true epistēmē.  
      

      
       Each of these (eikasia, pistis, dianoia, epistēmē ) are in their own way and degree dialectical—but only the final practice of dialectic
         as a self-conscious study of being and knowing attempts to “apprehend methodically,
         with regard to each thing, what each really is.” Note that dialectic is itself not
         listed as a kind of knowing or knowledge. In the original description of the Line,
         it is the “other [highest] section of the intelligible [as a whole] . . . which reason
         itself grasps by the power of dialectic” and then “having reached this [what is beyond
         hypothesis, the first principle of all that is] . . . it does come down to a conclusion.”
         The mathematized objects of reasoning of dianoia are the conclusions via hypothesis; while for the reproduction of the Ideas themselves
         noēsis is the product, and dialectic the method. But another reason for not including dialectic
         in the list of ways of knowing is perhaps that, as I have tried to suggest, dialectic
         is implicit in all discourse about experience and only in its explicit form does it
         (gradually) take leave of the sensible, i.e., the individual. Further, it might be
         said that the dynamic of discourse has broadly the same implicit features at every
         stage. This is so even at the lowest level, where it is seen in its satiric form in
         the shadow play and dynamic of the Cave, and in the analysis of what calls forth intelligence,
         beginning as it does with Agamemnon’s feet. Finally, the tension of dialectic is implicit
         in both Being and its appearances—the relation of Ideas as the inner tension in the
         former and the flux of identity in the latter. Thus the dialectical essence of discourse
         is an image in its motion of the dialectical essence of what is in itself and of what
         appears. In its motion it points to reconciliation in the principles of knowing as
         the principles of any intelligible being. Whether the forms and principles of this
         knowing are as Plato thought, and hence are the forms of the being that they reveal,
         is a question for reflection, but even another analysis, say Hegel’s, would be looking
         for the mapping of intelligible discourse and intelligible being, and discourse would
         remain in principle still the non-visible and dialectical image of being. 
      

      
       At the end of the brief discussion of dialectic, Socrates suggests, after listing
         the powers or capacities that correspond to the levels of knowledge and objects of
         knowledge, that their relative order, the original order in which they stand in the
         description of the Line, can be alternated, hence their relations: “As being is to
         generation, so intelligence is to opinion, and as intelligence is to opinion, so knowledge is to belief as reasoning to imagination” (534a). The main divisions of the Line, and hence the world that it images, is into
         Being and Generation, corresponding here to Knowledge (noēsis) and Opinion (doxa). Generation must obviously, we have argued, be understood as referring not only
         to the literal world of physical nature and our opinions about it, but to all the
         realm of the opinable, hence the sphere of human action and judgment, which is the
         external image of our opinions about justice and the like. We “generate” collectively
         and individually, our changing opinions about the world—how we take it to be, how
         we think it ought to be, and how we think we ought to live in it. Dialectic attempts
         to sort this out, to replace opinion with the broad category of knowledge. But the
         alternation suggests as well that the same relationship holds between knowledge (epistēmē) and belief (pistis) and reasoning (dianoia) and imagination (eikasia): the second term is less stable, less reliable than the first in each case—but we
         knew that already from their place in the Line, the hierarchical relationship is not
         changed by the alternation. We are instead asked to focus on the specific relations
         of these smaller pairs. As Being is to Generation so is epistēmē to doxa. The difference between the two halves of the Line, between noēsis and doxa is one of relative reliability or firmness, relative absence of change or motion.
         This same difference holds between the terms of the divisions of each half, and, it
         is suggested, between the terms in alternation. Dianoia is a kind of Intelligence as contrasted to Opinion, but relies on assumptions (hypotheses)
         while epistēmē characteristically does not. Epistēmē is firmer than dianoia. A similar comparison is elicited by the alternation Socrates suggests: between the
         kind and source of the firmness held by the dialectician and the characteristic firmness of pistis, which is firm belief, tenacious but ungrounded (at least with regard to consciousness,
         that is, knowledge). The second half of the alternation, “as reasoning (dianoia) is to imagination (eikasia)” presents, analogous to the first pair, the contrast between two kinds of system
         making: the logical, if hypothetically based, ordering of dianoia, contrasted with the random, baseless (or intuitive?), the ordering of imagination.
         In each alternation one member is an image of the other, not of their respective objects
         (as is the case before alternation) but as to their respective processes or methods—the
         one being a weaker or defective image of the firmer method of the other. 
      

      
       But these relations of contrast or tension, negative relations, are matched by a
         more positive relation of the pairs. For the first pair, it may be said that the firmness
         of belief, while itself ungrounded is not altogether unfounded. Fortunately, much
         of what we believe is true, or true enough to get along in the world, in both the
         physical and even the ethical world. The ideas and appearances that we trust get us
         through the world precisely because they are trustworthy: the physical world is reliably
         the same, lawlike, and the social world is more often than not, reliably ethical,
         though wholly conventional. Lest I be misunderstood, I mean only to say that though
         there is much vice, false virtue, and virtue misconstrued, still, conventional virtue
         is the cement that held Plato’s world together as much as ours—we do not live for
         the most part in ethical chaos. This is not, of course, to deny Plato’s challenge,
         examination, redefinition and transformation of the virtues as already discussed above
         and elsewhere, for example as we see even in the earlier education or training of the guardians, and to be further examined in the Phaedo chapter to follow (67b-69e)—let alone in the other Socratic dialogues. The function
         of philosophy, in Plato of dialectic, and hence of recourse to the idea of a necessary
         relation between true virtue and knowledge (noēsis, epistēmē in the alternation) is not necessarily always to replace this behavior with something
         else but to ground it. It is to show why it works, when it does, to justify it, and
         to provide the grounds for its reinterpretation when it doesn’t. (Then of course there
         are those elenctic dialogues where the final outcome at least appears to be aporetic.
         Furthermore, Socrates’ redefinitions in the Republic are, I have argued, in the light of special ends.) Hence, Cephalus makes the right
         choice, not to return the weapon held in trust, but instead of re-examining his ground,
         the maxim concerning telling the truth and paying one’s debts that he had offered,
         he retreats to doxa, the sacrifices and the poets, rather than seeking higher ground. The opinions of
         firm belief, at least certainly their elements, are reliable, to the extent that they are, because they are a workable arrangement
         of the elements, albeit unreflectively and in unrelated contexts—in short, they are
         images of noēsis in a much more direct way than dianoia, in that they are reflections in the everyday world of the highest elements of thinking
         and being. To take Polemarchus’s line, or rather Simonides’s, justice is indeed “giving
         each his due,”—there is something intuitively right there, and it is what we conventionally
         expect, strive for, etc.—the trick is to figure out what it is that is due—and what the who is to whom it is owed. Dianoia’s relationship to this world, as sketched earlier in the account of the Line, on
         the other hand, is in a sense more temporary—as system or theory it is a bridge, or
         as Socrates says a “springboard” to the Ideas of noēsis. Dianoia is epistemologically more stable of course than anything in the bottom half. Yet
         perhaps the ontological link between the Ideas of noēsis and their images in everyday discourse and the experienced world is stronger.
      

      
       The positive link of the second pair, between dianoia and eikasia, Reasoning and Imagination, is in a sense easier to see. The circle we construct,
         physically or in imagination, is an image that feeds and supports the reasoning and
         is recognized as an image of what dianoia is really talking about, really looking at. The former are the visible circles, whether drawn with our finger in the sand or with a compass (or again, imagined)—the
         circle as an object of pistis on the other hand, is what common sense believes or unreflectively understands as a circle. The court judge in considering the case before him can only judge it as
         it conforms or not to the law. Dianoia works on the object of common understanding (pistis) but works with the image-making that represents the concrete particular. But the individual case
         is much more than a visual aid. The roughly drawn circle is in fact roughly circular,
         the man before the judge is in fact roughly either acting justly or unjustly, and
         in both cases the individual is a particular roughly similar to, the same as, other
         cases—the circle in the sand, the moon, the orbit of the earth. The ability to see
         these resemblances and also that they are individual and different, is the beginning
         of philosophy, the philosophical capacity par excellence; and the possibility of this activity rests on the general ability or capacity to
         see sameness and difference, and the provocative reality of the approximate resemblances
         and differences before us. The reason that this faculty is called image-making is
         that we bring these resemblances together (and exclude the different) all the time—sometimes
         wrongly sometimes rightly, sometimes well sometimes badly—but without a critical awareness
         of what we do, or of how it is possible, which are the questions of philosophy. When
         eikasia performs this noetic function for dianoia it is taken up into dianoia as dianoetic eikasia. This is contrasted to its normal or everyday natural functioning. The verb eikazō can mean either to represent by a likeness, or to be like or resemble, or to liken,
         compare: to infer from comparison, to conjecture, guess (Liddell and Scott). Dianoia is directly related to this image-making because it is reason’s first attempt to
         get it right, with the aid of hypotheses from above and the use of images, and examples
         of and for comparison, from below. It is thus in the middle as both temporary and
         on the way, between. Its relationship to pistis is that it is a better sorting out of the appearances in image-making. (Pistis as doxa has more to say than image-making, but it tends to babble rather than explain.) Both
         of these pairs, then, help to explicate the relation of the non-visible world to its
         manifestation, appearance, and use in the world of appearing, of action and activity.
         Both relations are at once aporetic or unsettling and purifying and confirming; and
         each higher term is in a peculiar way not only an image but a measure of the method
         or activity of the other term.
      

      
       There is one more topic to take up with regard to both the preparatory studies and
         dialectic itself. Neither leads inevitably to its natural end. Even when studied rightly
         it is possible to be derailed and misdirected, and this is particularly true, Plato
         urges, of that early stage of the practice of dialectic which involves one in the
         technique of questioning people and things. It is for this reason that Socrates concludes
         the brief discussion of dialectic in the Republic with a discussion of the dangers of dialectic, or what turns out to be a false image
         of it. In effect, “great evil . . . has now come upon dialectic. . . . Those who practice
         it are filled with lawlessness” (537e) which is the very opposite of what one would
         expect. The problem is, that while we cannot assume that with age comes wisdom, as
         the episode with Cephalus shows, nor can we assume that with youth comes foresight
         and prudence, in fact the opposite is more likely. Socrates suggests that we consider
         the image of the vigorous, enthusiastic student—a good candidate for further studies.
         What, he asks, should happen, if the child of rich parents, who had sent their child
         away to school with “beliefs about just and beautiful things,” suddenly discovers
         that “he was not the child of his professed parents … he would honor and care for
         them less, while his relations with the flatterers would become more intense, he would
         be persuaded by them far more, would now live in the way they did.” These “flatterers”
         are in fact his teachers, or at least offer themselves as such along the way. “And
         then a questioner comes along, and asks a man in those circumstances what is the beautiful.
         and, when he answers what he has heard from the lawgiver, the argument refutes” both
         him, his parents, and his spiritual parents, the laws of the lawgiver of the community,
         from whom he had heard about “beautiful and just things.” This reduces him to the
         “belief that this thing is no more beautiful than it is ugly, and the same with what
         is just and good and things he honored most” (538d-e). True dialectic would have led
         to “what each thing is,” while false or misused dialectic leads to believing that
         nothing is; that neither of the opposing predicates can be applied with justice. The
         result is that, when he no longer believes these original values, and has not yet
         discovered true ones, he will lead the life and adopt the principles of the flattering
         kind. Such youths are attracted by the “pleasure” of argument which “flatters our
         soul”—those who resist this absorption in dialectic as an end in itself are those
         “who are at all moderate.” “These honor the principles of their fathers which we mentioned and obey them;” instead, he “becomes
         lawless.” This use of dialectic, in place of uncovering and confirming order or law,
         is rather a misuse—resulting in lawlessness in both the individual and the realm of
         activity, whether literally the ethical dimension or as an image representing the
         object-world. 
      

      
       The difference between an “older man” ready for dialectic and “those young puppies”
         who discredit philosophy, both in the eyes of others and for themselves as a method
         of arriving at the truth, revolves around a difference of character. The young have
         been seduced by the flattery of soul, that of the sheer power of reason: “When youths
         get their first taste of reasoned discourse they take it as a game and always use
         it to contradict. They imitate those who cross-examined them and themselves cross-examine
         others, rejoicing like puppies to drag along and tear to bits in argument whoever
         is near them” (539b) The attitude, if not the skill, of some of the interlocutors
         who periodically interrupt, trying to catch Socrates out, and elsewhere in the dialogues,
         e.g., Meno—in contrast to Socrates’s gentle treatment of Cephalus. Note that Adeimantus
         arrives on the scene with the opposite party, with Polemarchus. The use of the puppy
         image is interesting since it had just been recalled in a positive light to describe
         part of the early formation of the guardians: “You remember that we stated [at 467]
         the boys were to be led into war, as observers on horseback, and, wherever it is safe
         to do so, they should be brought close and taste blood, like puppies” (537a). But
         even there, if we read the present image, which is the metaphor revealed, back on
         to the earlier discussion, where the image is still veiled heavily, we see the distinction
         at work. For although the “future warriors” are allowed, it is said, to “taste blood,”
         they do so actually only visually, from a distance—they are to be taught to ride early
         and observe the battles “mounted on horseback” to allow for “easy flight.” And so,
         “We must make opportunities for the children to observe war while contriving to keep
         them safe.” As future warriors it is worth exposing them somewhat to risk. But precautions
         are taken to minimize it. Fathers will not choose expeditions that are too dangerous,
         and more importantly, “they will put in charge of them officers whose age and experience
         qualifies them to be leaders and tutors.” And if the unexpected happens, they are mounted on docile horses, “not fond of fighting or high spirited … and if the need arises, they will
         find safety in following their older commanders.”
      

      
      Rereading this in the context of the later passage about dialectic as education, the
         earlier image reveals more of itself as extended metaphor for education in the later
         sense, the war between ignorance and knowledge in which dialectic assists. Thus the
         children are put under tutors to “observe warfare”—which one could see as perhaps the reading and discussion of the schools
         before entry into actual participation, whether in the actual debates of philosophy
         or the debates of the city. And the “retreat by horseback” is suggestive of the refuge of conventional beliefs, as in the later
         context—so the horses are docile and not fond of fighting and the retreat is to “their older commanders,” the guides of right opinion. The earlier
         image is a fainter image of the later—i.e., more physical and more disguised an anticipation.
         They are related, as images, as discussion of training (the formation of character
         by habit, etc.) is to true education, physical war to the wars of discourse, and as
         degrees of disclosedness about what truly “is and is not to be feared.” The older
         man exercises dialectic with restraint—“in order to discover the truth rather than
         one who is merely playing and contradicting for play, he will himself be more measured [kai auto metriōteros] and will bring honor rather than discredit to the pursuit of philosophy” (539c).
         The use of metriōteros here is significant since while it also means moderate, its use in place of sōphrosunē stresses the context of the discussion of dialectic, hence the right measure of truth
         which reflects the internally ordered soul, itself both rightly measured by philosophy,
         and brought into right measure by sōphrosunē, and thus in turn capable of the dialectical right use of its capacities to rightly measure.
      

      
       Moral harmonia is an existential precondition for accessing the harmony of subject and object noetically,
         the correspondence of knower and known. But the ontological justification of the harmonia of the soul (justice) and of the construction of its pre-philosophical image in Books
         II-V, is the philosophical insight into the whole which is the firmest grounding of
         this harmonia of soul in the moral sense: 
      

      
      
         Socrates: “The studies that have been indiscriminately taught in the education of
            boys must now be brought together for them in order to give them a synoptic view of their kinship with each other and with the nature of reality.” 
         

         
      

      
      
         Glaucon: “Indeed, only the kind of instruction in which this takes place will remain
            with them.”
         

         
      

      
      
          Socrates: “It is also, I said, the best test of the dialectical nature, for the man
            who sees things as a whole is a dialectician; the man who does not, is not” (537c).
         

         
      

      
      But this vision of the whole is the fruit of hard labor, and the true dialectician
         is to be distinguished from the individual who merely plays at dialectic for amusement
         and the pleasure that is flattery of the soul and a destructive mere technique, negative
         in its results. The ordering of the soul permits its ascent, but is carried out in
         the light of what is seen, only fully justified at the end of that same ascent.[25]     This is the Platonic circle, the image of which is the Republic itself. The final end of the journey for the whole soul, as opposed to the rational part alone, is its return to the place where the
         insight of reason is put to use. It is here where the unity of the whole seen as a
         reflection of the Idea of the Good is “useful and beneficial,” in the return back
         down the Line to know what each thing is and “give a reasoned account” i.e., engage
         in discourse, and in the world of action to “live well,” to “put in order the city
         and its citizens as well as themselves” (this is not to say, however, that such a
         return, such a comprehensive vision of the unity of the whole is ever actually fully
         completed).[26]     Still, one might have a lingering suspicion that the rational part, albeit not
         a person, is being treated unjustly. But even here, one might reply, the rational part is deprived
         only of continuous uninterrupted contemplation, while its work in the city is a deepening insight into the way the forms have an ordering presence.
         Dialectic fully formed and put to right use thus produces not a deprivation but a
         deepening fulfillment, in which the rule of the rational part has the opportunity to increasingly mirror image the rule of the Good.[27]     To rightly understand the ordering, both of the individual soul/city and that
         of the reform of the community represented in the Cave, we must understand the soul’s
         capacities (dunameis), its powers, and what it would mean for these to function rightly. Understanding
         this ordering is in effect, speaking generally, also to understand the relation of
         justice and virtue. [28]      
      

      
       In the next chapter, we shall take a closer look at the notion of soul, and its capacities or powers (dunameis),[29]     through examining the notion of the separateness of Ideas and the separating and image-making abilities of the soul, as well as the
         soul’s separateness itself. These are the activities that were introduced by Plato
         in the Republic as the unseen necessary hypotheses that precede the construction of the Line and
         are embedded in it. Coupled with this will be a further examination of the notion
         of image. But for a discussion of these topics we turn to the Phaedo, for it is in the context of the Phaedo that we can further clarify the ontological meaning of these concepts, particularly
         that of separation. This clarification will ultimately also enable us to understand
         better the philosophical meaning of the descent back down into the Cave, and more
         generally, the dynamic represented by the Divided Line image; that is, both images
         as representing an ontological necessity. It is this ontological necessity that will
         provide an answer to the original question of why, and from what perspective, the
         truly just life is happier, and more desirable, than the unjust life, even other things
         being unequal, as it were.[30]    
      

      
       

      
      

      

      

      

      Notes

      
      
         
            1. Here again, we see the danger of taking the visible-intelligible division literally.
                  It might seem that I am closer to Ferguson, who holds that the two lower subsections
                  of the Line are merely illustrative of the upper divisions. But this is not so, since
                  I hold rather that the lower divisions are already images of distinctive ways of knowing,
                  and an engagement with their appropriate objects.
               

            

         

         
            2. Stability at this level, the acceptance of the unthinking stability of experience,
                  is our reliance on eikasia. Literal shadows and reflections are an image or metaphor in the Line for radical
                  dependence—and in this sense, pace Ross (68) is far from an “unimportant,” “occasional interlude.” But eikasia cannot be taken in isolation from pistis, and is a mode of perception repeated in different forms in higher divisions of the Line.
               

            

         

         
            3. These are introduced as “common,” and used by “all modes of thought, and which everybody
                  of necessity must learn to begin with” (322c). This indicates that we are not dealing
                  ultimately or merely with the limited or literal sense of counting and calculation,
                  nor with merely the sorting out of sense objects, per White, Knowledge, (94ff). Rather, the soul is already in this activity turning away from the sensible,
                  albeit relatively unawares. The technical activity of the study per se, and as one
                  of the five preparatory studies, makes this turning away into a conscious act, though
                  still not as seen subsequently in the light of dialectic. But the technical or mathematical
                  sense of calculation and counting should also be read as a metaphor or image of a
                  broader sense of calculation—logismos as a stand-in for the capacities of the reasoning part in general, the logistikon (or more specifically, dialegesthai), implicated in the rational part’s distinguishing activity—its dunamis. And in this sense, used by “all modes of thought” more generally.
               

            

         

         
            4. That is, the attempts at the construction of the double square and comparison of the
                  results. These are activities of the slave-boy, however much led to them by Socrates.
                  Further, they are activities, counting and comparing, which do not, as White suggests
                  (Knowledge, 94, and esp. notes) “depend” on the sensible image qua sensible. See Klein, Meno, 99-107, and note 38, page 101. It is not the ambiguity of the sensible per se, whether
                  of relation or deficiency, which calculation is called upon to resolve. Rather, the
                  contrast is of the intuitive judgment (eikasia, or eikastic doxa) in each attempt and the contradiction that a dianoetic or dialectical skill reveals
                  in each attempt. The necessity of the slave-boy’s responses is not brought about by
                  the sensible image per se, but rather by what questioning brings him to look at in
                  the images, that is to say in his thinking about the image-object. It is this to which
                  he gives assent (both to the conclusion and to the process) in his agreeing or disagreeing
                  with a conclusion or inference. (Cf. Klein, 104.)
               

            

         

         
            5. Cf. Klein, Meno, 100 and note 34 on Meno 72b9-e3, on the terminology, and especially “four-sided.”
               

            

         

         
            6. At 436e. Cf. Vlastos’ discussion in “Degrees of Reality,” in New Essays   on Plato and Aristotle, ed. R. Bambrough (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1965), 1-19.
               

            

         

         
            7. Compare Gallop’s discussion of predication in Phaedo, particularly 127-29 and 192-94, with that of White Knowledge, 89ff. especially 106, note 9.
               

            

         

         
            8. That is, in discourse as meaningful, as significant talk. Compare Ackrill “” in Vlastos, ed. Plato I, 201-08. (edit. 1978). “The dialectician makes explicit the rules in accordance with
                  which we already talk.” But Ackrill is wrong that “mystical” Forms of the middle dialogues,
                  “metaphysical objects of intuitive and perhaps mystical insight,” are replaced by
                  “concepts.” The Phaedo and the Republic already both deal with the implicit presupposition of the separation of Forms as
                  the condition for their “interweaving” (Soph.259e6) in discourse—whether the tangled web of ordinary discourse or the fine tapestry
                  of dialectic. The Republic’s description of dialectic, let alone the demonstration of the use of analogy, exercises
                  in separation and division within the dialogue, etc. are all hardly “mystical.”
               

            

         

         
            9. Here the example is, of course, a literal sensible object and the perception of the
                  senses. But I argued in the previous chapter that the senses and reflection about
                  them, etc. must be taken as representative and illustrative, as an image of the clarification
                  of doxa into epistēmē. This seems to be somewhat Crombie’s view as well. See An Examination of Plato’s Doctrines, vol. II. 564. “It is the senses which inhibit our knowledge of general terms. We
                  have seen in earlier chapters that when Plato speaks of the senses in this way he
                  does not mean literally the senses; he means rather the impression that we should
                  get if we looked and listened uncritically” (564, cf. 86 ff.and esp. 88, 297 ff.).
                  The production of doxai does not result from reliance on the physical senses—Crombie traces the problem to
                  our tendency to “inductively-based impressions” from the “most evident features” rather
                  than analysis of the object in view for what it is, and in its defining relationship to other things. And this
                  general flaw applies to other than the physical. This is clear in his discussion of
                  the Cave image and in reference to the discussion of imitation and sense perception
                  in Rep. X. However, Crombie also believes Plato to have misused or over analyzed the
                  sense of sight—see 86-89. But this is, I believe, not to appreciate how fundamental a paradigm it
                  is, and the philosophical and/or methodological status of analogy. 
               

            

         

         
            10. “At the same time” does not mean temporally at the same instant, as Vlastos seems
                  to require for Plato to be guilty of nodding, cf. Vlastos “Degrees,” 14 ff. Vlastos
                  recognizes that Plato means in different relations (or, in other cases, at different
                  times) but the locution “at the same time” has as metaphor an important philosophical
                  point; which is, that different and contradictory or opposite relations hold of the
                  same x, and implicitly raise the question of how this is possible ontologically, and of
                  how or whether knowledge is possible under such apparently impossible circumstances.
                  This ambiguity of the object may force us to retreat to the separateness of the individual relations, thus a flight to the logoi. But the function of this metaphor and analysis in pointing away from the individual
                  sensible relation is as much a pointing towards the dependency relation of instances and Forms. See Guthrie’s critique of Vlastos, in Greek Philosophy, vol. IV, 493-98. The problem as applied to the example of unit is all the clearer, since the opposite qualities of one and many qua divisibility
                  do not even require a second object for comparison.
               

            

         

         
            11. See Gadamer, Good, 104-25 esp. regarding Philebus 11a-19b.
               

            

         

         
            12. Annas, Introduction seems to miss the irony of placating Glaucon’s need for a practical use. But rather
                  than see the playfulness of the sop to Glaucon, and the contrasting serious analogical
                  sense for the image of the utility to the guardian ruler, she laments Plato’s “contemplative
                  conception of philosophy and wisdom.” Since Socrates chides Glaucon for looking in
                  the wrong direction when it comes to astronomy it is hard to believe that the practical
                  uses here should be at all taken seriously, at least the uses that are suggested.
                  On the other hand, there is a real practical use if one keeps one’s eye on the reforming
                  of the soul, and the marshalling of its forces in its interior battles. Nor is the
                  downward path of the return to the cave without its social dimension and consequences.
                  Annas’ criticism here is of a piece with her evident discomfort with what she considers
                  Plato’s anti-empiricism. Per Annas, for Plato, “philosophical thinking, then, is entirely
                  non-empirical. Its truths do not depend on experience and they are known a priori
                  without reference to experience” (279). It is true that the thinking described for
                  dialectic or noēsis, which “making no use of the senses” ascends to Ideas only through the use of Ideas, etc.
                  But while truth does not depend on experience it is gotten by ascent through, and
                  in this sense necessarily from, experience—provoked by its contradictions, in provocations
                  that arise in the Socratic ethical elenctic as well as in the present studies in Plato’s
                  descriptions here. And it is confirmed in application on the downward path.
               

            

         

         
            13. See Jacob Klein, Greek Mathematical Thought and the Origin of Algebra, (New York: Dover Publications, Inc., 1992), 21-25 on practical logistic versus “theoretical
                  logistic,” which treats of the relations themselves “namely, as homogeneous monads,”
                  objects themselves of thinking as opposed to the numerable in the exterior world—while
                  the numbers themselves would be the object of theoretical arithmos. For Klein’s discussion of the complex notion of “eidetic numbers” see Greek Mathematical Thought, 79-99.
               

            

         

         
            14. See also Brann, “Plato’s Theory of Ideas” in The St. John’s Review, vol. XXXII July 1980 and “Music,” 54-55, 17-25 where, following Klein, she contrasts
                  logistikon, as a “restricted power” to the (higher) dialegesthai.
               

            

         

         
            15. Cf. Burnet, Early Greek Philosophy, 111, as cited in Shorey Republic vol. II. 167 note c. I mean the obvious division of the natural sequence of skills
                  that every child learns, beginning with simple counting, arithmetic, geometry, etc.
                  More specifically here, the new conventions of the educational curriculum offered
                  by e.g., Hippias, cf. Prot.318e; also Xenophon, Symp. 462. The suggestion in the Laws (817e-818a) is that the problem is with the manner or way in which these are studied
                  by those who take them up, the same view as is elaborated with a specific purpose
                  in the Republic. Cf. Strauss, Laws, 105 ff. who says that it is “in deference to tradition.” The specific source for
                  Plato’s list is often suggested as Archytas. The introduction of solid geometry may
                  be an image of the Ideas themselves in their solidity. This would be consistent and felicitous in support of my interpretation of the separation issue.
               

            

         

         
            16. Cf. Cornford “Mathematics and Dialectic in the Republic,” (61-95 in Allen, Studies) regarding diagramma and his discussion of the use of analysis and synthesis in eliciting a demonstration
                  of the conclusion which is “latent” in the figure and its “elements”. (69)
               

            

         

         
            17. Not, here, a contradiction between the physical figure in the sand and the eternal
                  one, pace Grube (translation) 179, note 9.
               

            

         

         
            18. Shorey translation (Loeb Library) vol. II. 169, note f.

            

         

         
            19. For example of a problem and discussion, see Otto Neugebauer, The Exact Sciences in Antiquity (Providence: Brown University Press, 1957), 210.
               

            

         

         
            20. The acoustical reproduction of the ratios can be accomplished by the divisions of
                  a single string according to the specified ratios. See Victor Zuckerkandl, Sound and Symbol. Vol. One, Music and the External World (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1969). The extended discussion of the nature
                  of musical tone and the dynamic of tonal “motion” is explicated in detail- see the
                  section “Motion” 74-148, and in the second vol. Man the Musician, the section “The Musical Ear,” 83-218. For a discussion of what Plato means by the
                  study of harmony, concord and attunement, and the relation of the mathematical to the acoustical for the Greeks, etc. see
                  Burnyeat, “Mathematics” (2000) 47 ff. and compare Miller, 328-33 in “Beginning the
                  ‘Longer Way’,” in The Cambridge Companion to Plato’s Republic, edited by G. R .F. Ferrari, 310-44, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007.
               

            

         

         
            21. Cf. N. R. Murphy, The Interpretation of Plato’s Republic (Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1951) 188ff.
               

            

         

         
            22. Contrast R. Robinson’s description of dialectic with e.g., Sallis. The former, in
                  considering various models (Dialectic, 171 ff.) for explication of the “upward path,” rejects an elenctic Phaedo model. Losing sight of the upward drive to a higher level of abstraction, resulting
                  from looking at problems, Robinson sees instead only the elenctic examination of alternative
                  hypotheses and/or a downward motion in the testing of hypotheses, and hence no elenctic
                  impetus for the upward path.
               

            

         

         
            23. Compare J. C. Gosling, Plato: Philebus, translation and commentary (Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1975), 170.
               

            

         

         
            24. Mitchell Miller, “Beginning the ‘Longer Way,’“ in The Cambridge Companion to Plato’s Republic (2007), 310-344. Compare Rowe, Philosophical Writing, 239-54, on the form of the Good, and reconciling the descriptions of the form of the
                  Good in relation to the human good, what is “best” for the rational soul/part, with the description of a metaphysical
                  or universal Good as a source of being, but in some way beyond it. Rowe, interpreting, as I do, texts
                  from the Republic and Phaedo, reads the Good as “not just the principle of the system [the unity and kinship of
                  the Ideas], but, insofar as it was ‘present’, or ‘shared in’, by every part of reality,
                  also in a way the system itself. And it is one of the requirements of the dialectician,
                  who will ‘see’ the good, to be ‘capable of seeing things together.’“ (253) “The form
                  of the good will be a kind of form of the ‘best’, i.e., best for things, a common something in all cases; and in seeking to realize it, we, in common
                  with everything else, will be seeking to partake in whatever that best might be, in
                  whatever form it is appropriate for each kind to partake in it” (251). The link between
                  the individual soul’s good, what is best for it, and the good in and of the cosmos, what is best for each constituent, and for the whole, is formulated by Rowe as follows: “We all
                  desire our own end or telos (say, a kind of flourishing) , but that because of the interconnectedness of things
                  in the universe we shall not understand what that telos is apart from a general understanding of teleology, of the ends of all kinds” (252,
                  n.47). “[T]he human good will be an ‘application’ of a wider principle to the human
                  sphere” (248, n.34). But then too, I would add, given the permanent limitations of
                  being human, and hence the continued justifiable claim to Socratic ignorance, this
                  will always remain philosophy’s ongoing project, albeit with increasing success, hence plausibility. In a sense, one might say that
                  the eros of the true, living philosopher (not the ideal one) is mirror imaged in the erotic relationship of the forms, the form of the Good, and the cosmos.
               

            

         

         
            25. A similar point, not with respect to the soul but rather dialectic’s epistemological-ontological
                  circle of knowledge and system, is made succinctly by Irwin: “[O]ur account of each
                  aspect of reality would be tested by showing how it contributes to some systemic theory
                  presenting all reality as a whole, a single coherent teleological system” (223, Plato’s Moral Theory). I am in general agreement with this description, but would see it as a project/model
                  and have insisted on the integration of the soul’s active capacities in the account.
               

            

         

         
            26. See C. D. C. Reeve, “Blindness and Reorientation: Education and the Acquisition of
                  Knowledge in the Republic,” in Plato’s Republic: A Critical Guide, ed. Mark L. McPherran (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010), 209-28. Reeve
                  focuses on what the true philosophical education actually does—that is to say, the difference between the causes of blindness and the causes of
                  real knowledge for Plato. He too stresses the need to see the journey as a process.
                  The higher studies are thus paradigmatic and metaphorical, models of the opportunity to pose questions about the ground of
                  their elements, the ascent. Then, in the descent, to serve as models of reason’s right
                  use in dialectic’s explanatory ability to “remove the distorting lenses by systematically
                  solving the puzzles and problems that cloud reason’s vision,” (222) that is, to cure
                  it of its blindness—and to learn through practice, in particular cases, of various
                  sorts, to take the right measure, hence “cognitive reliability.” And “talk of likenesses and originals [serves] merely
                  a way of explaining it,” which, when taken literally and not as an image of right
                  method, can and will “mislead,” and produce a vision of Plato as holding a “degrees
                  of resemblance” theory that is opaque and hopelessly metaphysical. This all causes
                  him to reject any version of the vision of the good, and the educational program that leads up
                  to it as a sort of “vast theory that reveals or makes visible the good, while the
                  good itself would emerge [in such a reading] as the entire structure of forms that
                  is the theory’s ontological correlate . . . epistemological holism would result, at
                  least where [the totality of] forms were concerned” (221). Rather, while “when the
                  philosophers finally see the good itself, they have the infallible, unhypothetical
                  cognitive grasp of it that is a paradigm of knowledge. But they have no knowledge
                  of anything else until they take the road back down from it, gaining additional infallible,
                  unhypothetical cognition in the process.” And this proper use of reason, its true
                  work, will require as well “the reorientation of the soul’s appetitive and spirited
                  elements” (224). For these elements, if left to their own devices, misguide the soul
                  towards what are less real objects of either desire or disgust, hence ultimately to
                  “misperceive the world, and to pass on perceptual [in this sense] misinformation to
                  reason” (225). Revising one’s ontology is motivated by one’s progressive aporetic
                  upward journey, and once having turned one’s whole soul and acquired a knowledge of
                  the principle of order amongst what is truly ordered, reliably stable, to go to work,
                  as it were, in making better choices—to the extent that one can. 
               

            

         

         
            27. Contrast Richard Kraut, “The Defense of Justice in Plato’s Republic,” in The Cambridge Companion to Plato, ed. R. Kraut (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992), 311-37. Kraut is not out
                  to argue the existence of the Forms, but to explore the necessary relationship between
                  the defense of justice and the supposition of the Forms. Kraut argues that the harmony
                  that is the justice of the soul is an imitation of the harmony, that is the order,
                  of the Forms. But he also says that Plato “had not yet reached a firm grasp of what
                  this harmony is in the case of Forms, and so he could not put forward a general characterization
                  that would apply equally to the various kinds of harmony exhibited by living bodies,
                  souls, stars, and Forms” (323). This comes as a somewhat awkward admission, if justice
                  in the soul is to be an imitation of this order amongst the Forms, leaving aside issues
                  surrounding the implied development thesis. See also Kraut, “Return to the Cave: Republic 519 –521, in Gail Fine (ed.) Plato 2: Ethics, Politics, Religion, and Soul (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999), 235-254.
               

            

         

         
            28. To understand the relation of justice and virtue in relation to this ordering is the
                  subject of Aryeh Kosman’s “Justice and Virtue: The Republic’s Inquiry into Proper Difference” (Aryeh Kosman, “Justice and Virtue: Inquiry into
                  Proper Difference,” in The   Cambridge Companion   to Plato’s Republic, ed. G. R. F. Ferrari. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, (2007), 116-37. Kosman
                  argues that the Republic`s concept of justice as the inner harmony of the soul and its reading of the world in
                  its harmony should be linked to the concept of proper or appropriate difference. He begins
                  with the very concept of a virtue itself, and justice as the virtue of a thing’s expression
                  of its particularity in its proper function, or functioning well, hence in the case
                  of the soul of each of its parts. Difference counts, and getting right difference,
                  and difference right, for example of the right objects of each and the right relation
                  to them, simply is justice. “Justice may therefore be thought to be a quite general
                  principle of a proper agreement between being and acting, or more precisely, between
                  dispositional and active being: between the way things are and what it is that they are busy at work being” (129). A thing’s virtue is its excellence, and that applies generally, hence to
                  the soul, prior to any understanding of virtue in the ethical or moral sense. Justice
                  is “one among the states or qualities of an entity that in some sense enable that
                  entity to do well what it characteristically does” (121). That inner justice, which
                  expresses both the harmony of the soul’s parts and their difference expressed as their
                  respective proper/best functioning, takes priority over social or political justice
                  in the city expresses the ontological argument of the Republic as prior to an epistemological or ethical or values interpretation. Justice as a “regulatory
                  principle of difference” (132) underlies the proper activity of soul, soul at its
                  ontological best functioning that I argue for as the activity or process of the interrelation
                  of soul, world and Idea and that this activity is a two way street. The next chapter
                  takes up this activity of the soul, and the response of being through entities.
               

            

         

         
            29. See also N. D. Smith, “Plato on Knowledge as a Power,” in Journal of the History of Philosophy, Vol. XXXVIII, Number 2, April 2000. In a personal communication (March 28, 2007) Nick
                  Smith writes: “Please note that when Plato distinguishes different dunameis, he does so by two criteria: to what it is directed (the “objects”) and “what it accomplishes” (its
                  “effects,” which I take to be pathemata en te psuchē)--not just by objects.
               

               My reply, in response to his comment, and the Power article was as follows: “Yes,
                  Socrates looks to two criteria, to what it is directed—its objects—and what it accomplishes—its
                  effects. What I argue is that there is a reversal in the terms of the argument, and
                  in a particularly instructive way. In brief, Plato starts by proposing that we move
                  from different objects to different capacities, if different objects—then different capacities at 477c—but when we get to 478a the move is from “If a different capacity” then different objects—“it follows that the knowable and the opinable cannot be the same.”
                  This switch, I argue, clearly not noticed by Glaucon, etc. means that the conclusion
                  of Book Four is a fudge that the reader is meant to pick up, and shows the hypothetical
                  nature of dunameis—and the role of their effects in structuring the intelligibility, or rather, readability. This move then sets us
                  up for the continuation in the middle books to give a better ground for the conditional
                  hypotheses—though even after the Cave and . . . Line, they remain a (dianoetic) sketch. My own suggestion is that what ”it accomplishes,” its “effects” in a sense are the objects—that is to say, the chōrismos issue is tied to the “class of realities” that are the dunameis—and how we parse these becomes not just an epistemological issue but an ontological
                  one.” The “effects” are just what I intend by the notion of the soul’s activity in
                  structuring its world. This is further elaborated in the chapter to follow, on the
                  Phaedo, specifically on the notion of separation. 
               

            

         

         
            30. For a more literal interpretation of just how the mathematical studies actually participate
                  in forming the rational part of the soul in preparation for the harmonious ordering, or rule
                  of the whole, see Myles Burnyeat, “Plato On Why Mathematics is Good for the Soul”
                  in Mathematics and Necessity: Proceedings of the British Academy 103 ed. T. Smiley, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000), 1-81. Burnyeat addresses the
                  role of the mathematical studies in the turning of the soul, and of the consequent
                  effect on the philosopher returned from the upward journey. Burnyeat argues that the
                  actual “‘content of mathematics [is] a constitutive part of ethical understanding”
                  (6). This is because “value concepts like concord, proportion, and order are also
                  central to contemporary [Greek] mathematics,” and Plato develops this concordance.
                  “For Plato the important task of ruling is not day-to-day decision-making, but establishing
                  and maintaining good structures, both institutional and psychological. In both city and soul, dispositions and structures
                  are prior to their expression in action. . . . Thus knowing what numbers are concordant,
                  and why, has a very great deal to do with the tasks of government, because concord
                  is an important structural value at the lower level of ethics and politics” (56).
                  He concludes that “mathematics and dialectic are good for the soul not only because
                  they give you understanding of objective value,” of what truly is, as it is “context
                  invariant,” ordered within each and bound up in a “kinship” that forms a whole, “but
                  also because in so doing they fashion justice and temperance with wisdom in your soul”
                  (77). This direct influence of mathematics seems to me a somewhat odd conclusion.
                  Order in the heavens, harmony and order found in the mathematical studies themselves,
                  while they serve to turn us to the more real from the less real, and thus prepare
                  us for study of the Ideas, does not mean that the order, harmony etc. we would find
                  in the latter is more than analogous to the former. Secondly, the value found in the
                  stable ordered objects of mathematics, while beautiful indeed, is not at all the same
                  kind of value that we mean by ethical value, though both are for Plato certainly tied
                  to “unqualified being” (19) and so on. A unified fascist state could be said to have
                  the requisite qualities of “concord, attunement, and proportion.” What has gone wrong
                  here? The right ordering of soul and polis is based on knowledge of the objects—hence the details of the Republic—so mathematical order and value, about which knowledge is gained, since it has rather
                  different objects, serves only analogically. There is indeed a kinship—and the Good
                  is responsible for both realms—but part of the turning of the whole soul, and the
                  return of the philosopher to rule well is dependent on seeing that they are kin because
                  they are ontological analogues—an insight that we are helped to see by the study of
                  mathematics for the ends that Socrates sets out—but not more than that.
               

            

         

      

   
      Chapter 6

      The Phaedo’s Arguments for Immortality
      

      
         
         
      

      
      The Philosophical Sense of Purification and Separation: The Cycle of Opposites Argument

      
          Our interpretation of the  Republic  thus far has left us with something of a schematic ontology. This was, as noted
         in the previous chapter, in need of a fleshing out. For this, we turn next to the
         Phaedo.  The Phaedo  is a dialogue that is often turned to for a demonstration of Plato’s beliefs concerning
         two intimately related doctrines, the immortality of the soul and the independence
         of the Ideas. In both cases, the argument turns in part on what is meant by separation—the
         separation of body from soul and the separateness of the Ideas. But some features
         of the introduction of this term do not seem to me to have received sufficient attention,
         particularly with regard to the dramatic context.
      

      
       We begin our analysis with the discussion of the separation  of body and soul required of the true philosopher for the gaining of wisdom.  At 65e Socrates suggests that, 
      

      
      
         the clearest knowledge will surely be attained by one who approaches the object so
            far as possible by thought, and thought alone . . . one who sets himself to track
            down each constituent of reality purely and simply as it is by means of thought pure
            and simple: one who gets rid, so far as possible, of eyes and ears and, broadly speaking,
            of the body altogether, knowing that when the body is the soul’s partner it confuses
            the soul and prevents it from coming to possess truth and intelligence. (65e-66a)
         

         
      

       The oft-cited apparent epistemological denigration of the senses here had been led
         up to by an appeal to a Pythagorean (and Theban)  moral  denigration of the senses to which Simmias and Cebes, the interlocutors, are sympathetic
         (cf. 64d). Our soul is “befouled by this evil admixture” (66b). But we must examine
         more closely just what sort of separation of soul from body is meant. The Orphic-Pythagorean
         context in both the doctrines (epistemological and moral) and the setting of the 
         Phaedo, so often noted in its details in the literature, is obvious, beginning of course
         with the frame context of Phaedo’s narration of the events surrounding Socrates’s
         last day to Echecrates, in Phlius. Echecrates was apparently a prominent figure in
         the Pythagorean tradition centered there. Within the main narration, the central figures,
         Simmias and Cebes, have had direct exposure in their home town of Thebes to the teachings
         of Philolaus (61d), a Pythagorean (the appellation covers a range of views) “of some
         importance who had settled at Thebes after the expulsion of the sect from South Italy
         about the middle of the fifth century” (Hackforth, 35). For the purposes of my discussion,
         it is not necessary to trace the exact genealogy of the views of Simmias and Cebes,
         who in any event are prone to forgetfulness and distortion, but rather to deal with
         their views as they are presented in the dialogue, and to note that they are represented
         either as recounting what they have heard on other occasions (including from Socrates).
         In some cases they repeat this approvingly, as their own view, in some cases with
         reservations or doubts.
      

      
      Socrates says that, considering the inaccuracy of the senses, there are only two alternatives:
         either knowledge is impossible, or full and absolute knowledge is gotten only after
         death (Cf. 66e). He concludes with the admonition, in the language of religious purity,
         that:
      

      
      
         While we are alive we shall, it would seem,  come   nearest  to knowledge if we have as little as possible to do with the body . . . keeping
            ourselves pure and free from bodily infection until such time as God himself shall
            release us. And being thus made pure and rid of the body’s follies we may expect to
            join the company of the purified, and have direct knowledge of all truth unobscured.
            (67a)
         

         
      

      And yet the particular obstacles to knowledge set out just prior to this (66b-d),
         are not strictly epistemological. That is, they are not in fact limitations of perception
         due to the bodily nature of the senses  per   se  if we are to “come nearest to knowledge,” as we might have expected, but rather
         factors of health and sickness, desires and fears, and lastly, external interference
         with our concentration: so, as Socrates elaborates, the body “makes demands upon us,”
         and “any sickness that may befall it hampers our pursuit of true being.” And, we are
         “filled with desires and longings and fears and imaginations of all sorts . . . ”
         These either limit our “leisure for philosophy” or “the worst trouble of all,” once
         having begun “some investigation,” the body’s demand may “obtrude itself at every
         point of our inquiries, confusing, disturbing and alarming us, and so preventing us
         from discerning truth” (66d). All three categories of obstacle are “distractions”
         from the activity of intellect—and the philosophical practice or  purification  involves, in part, attempting to minimize and/or ignore these—not necessarily quite
         the same enterprise as the “release to join the company of the purified” of 67a.
      

      
       But it is his very last remark, immediately after this (quoted in full below), that
         is revealing. Why is  this  life of purification from “distraction,” overlaying the moral, traditional sense
         of purification for the “company of the purified,” required here by “the god” as the
         only  correct  preparation? Because, he says, “that the impure should apprehend [to lay hold of,
         ephaptesthai] the pure,  heaven   will   hardly   permit” (67b2). Literally, “not lawful” (themiton).  Hackforth’s translation relies on the context. The purified soul, once released
         by the “god himself,” it is then said, “may expect to join the company of the purified”
         (Hackforth transl.) or “shall probably be in like company (to   eikos)” (Gallop transl.). This particular god and this particular “heaven,” wherever and
         whatever it is, require that knowing and being be  pure. If the subject is ideally purified of “distraction,” is there a corresponding preparatory
         purification of the object? Hence we return again to the question of the meaning of
         separation. Just how, specifically, can an epistemological purification of both knower and known
         be carried out? 
      

      
      
         In such a strain I think, Simmias, must all those that love knowledge rightly address
            each other, and such must be their belief. So purification turns out, does it not,
            to consist in just what we have been discussing for some time past, in  separating   so   far   as   may   be  the soul from the body, and habituating it to assemble and gather itself together
            from every region of the body, so as to dwell alone and apart, so far as possible,
            both in this present life and in the life to come, released from the body’s fetters.
            (67b-c)
         

         
      

      But what is this  chōrismos, this  separating?[1]     The corresponding verb  chōrizō  means to separate, part, sever, divide. Hackforth notes the very physical imagery
         of gathering the elements of the soul together from the different “regions of the
         body.” This is a separation which results from the gathering together of what belongs
         together because it is the same kind of stuff, and the result is a separation from
         a different kind of stuff. Hackforth stresses in his notes that this “gathering up”
         “must not of course be taken literally, but rather as a vivid metaphor.”[2]     However, when it comes to the crucial notion of  separation  itself, Hackforth, as others, is all too ready to see this as literal Platonic doctrine.
         But perhaps the text leads us down a different road.
      

      
       The first question to ask is, why use this imagery in the first place? The answer
         is that it is just such a materialistic  stuff  that Simmias, and especially Cebes, vaguely conceive the soul to be, quite explicitly,
         later on. Striving for this separation then, is pursuing “philosophy aright.” And
         what before at 64c was defined as death, “simply the departure of soul from body”
         is now to be “called” or named,  onomazetai,  a separation. “Then what we call death is a releasing or separation of soul from
         body . . . Indeed, this and nothing else is the philosopher’s concern, the release
         and separation of soul from body” (67d4-10). As Hackforth notes, “What at 64c was
         called an  apallagē,  a parting of the soul from body, has now become a  lusis   kai   chōrismos.” But, he then continues, “the latter word does not add much to the notion of  apallagē  and indeed  chōris  was used at 64c6; the operative word is  lusis  releasing, which sums up in itself much of what has intervened.”[3]     Hackforth thinks that lusis , a releasing, is the governing concept, hence a
         literal separation of body and soul at death—and that choris  means not much different
         than that, i.e., existing apart. Yet, as he himself points out in his note to 64c,
         Socrates’s definition does not do more than assert that “we can properly think and
         speak of soul ‘apart’ from body; whether soul continues to exist when thus apart is
         the question at issue.” Hackforth thus stresses releasing (lusis) at the expense of separating (chōrismos) as the relevant kind of  parting  of body and soul. But is Hackforth right to insist that the “operative word is lusis”?
         Only, I would argue, by presupposing a certain reading of  separation. As I shall try to show, Hackforth misses the parallel development of the text’s
         two voices and the careful development of the vocabulary in this regard.
      

      
        Let us see just how this pair of terms comes to be introduced. Hackforth argues
         that “chōris was used at 64c6” already—that is, the second term of the pair has really been with
         us all along, hence the pair of lusis kai chōrismos is really just a hendiadys, and that therefore “the latter word does not add much
         to the notion of apallagē.” First, with regard to chōris, let us look at the text to which Hackforth refers: …chōris men apo tēs psuchēs apallagēn auto kath’ auto to sōma gegonenai, chōris de tēn psuchēn [apo] tou sōmatos apallageisan auto kath’ autēn einai (64c5-6) The purpose at hand is the defining of “death” and “being dead,” and separation
         is carried by apallagē as each of soul and body “come to be by itself” (auto kath’ hauto), whereas chōris is used adverbially (in the coordination of clauses). In any event, as Gallop points
         out, and I would agree, “It seems hard to acquit Socrates of pre-judging the issue
         at this point” (Phaedo 86-87, pace Hackforth, 44 n.1). But is this indeed the philosopher’s kind of death, the one that
         he has been said to be eager for, and “practicing” all his life? And what is the appropriate
         philosophical sense of auto kath’hauto? Simmias, at least, had thought that he understood just moments before, and it had
         provoked both a laugh (64b) and a bit of gallows humor repartee. Socrates continues.
         At 67c, in the redefinition of “purification,” in the very sentence in which the language
         of physical collecting is used, Plato employs the infinitive for separation, chōrizein (as opposed to release). Then, by 67d4-5, in a reprise of the definition of death,
         chōrismos takes on its full importance. First, it is paired with lusis (a loosening or releasing) in the definition of death as it is to be understood for
         the philosopher. But then immediately again chōrismos is paired with lusis in the definition of true philosophers, which is given in terms of the right object
         of study. Now as an explanation of the more general term apallagē (an escape, departure, deliverance from), surely lusis would have been sufficient. Thus the addition of chōrismos, which is to be paired with lusis, must be significant. Furthermore, it must be significant that the new term is introduced
         just when the dialogue reaches the crucial point of definitions. The addition thus
         suggests to me that the two terms are directed at two different audiences: the first,
         literal release, is a muthos or promise and consolation (as in the Apology) for Simmias and Cebes and the literal-minded reader; the second, the philosophical
         activity of separation, is directed at the philosophical reader, who can himself separate
         truth from muthos in defining both death and the proper object, or rather the proper activity, which
         defines both philosophy and the philosopher. But more support for this meaning of
         separation, and for limiting the notion of immortality to the activity of this capacity, will
         be seen in our analysis of other passages.[4] 
      

      
      The discussion which follows in the text is of virtues as exhibited by the philosopher,
         virtues which are presented as truer, more authentic, than the false versions to which
         they are contrasted. It seems somewhat of a digression. Here I hope to show that it
         is directly relevant to the correct understanding of the separation issue. These virtues
         are defined by an analysis of the different ostensible motive in each case. We look
         first at courage. What is courage in others, as contrasted to courage in the philosopher?
         Socrates says, because others count death as a great evil, they must be willing to
         face it because of some greater evil. He does not actually suggest an example, leaving
         it at the assertion that if death is an evil to be feared, yet faced, it must somehow
         be because there is an even greater evil to be ostensibly feared—death then being
         the lesser of two evils supposedly. “[W]hen a brave man faces death he does so through
         fear of something worse” (68d), dishonor, for example? This produces the paradox that
         a person apparently is courageous through its opposite, being fearful. The philosopher,
         on the other hand, simply does not fear death (i.e., in principle, he  ought  not to), and consequently is “truly courageous.” As an account of either courage
         or its motives, the explanation is rather bogus. For one thing, why assume that what
         is evil is to be feared, as opposed, say, to hated. For another, even if death were
         feared, or anything else ostensibly more greatly feared, it pretty obviously does
         not simply follow that this is the motive for the courageous person’s acts. The normal
         or obvious thing to say would be that we act courageously because we are attached
         or attracted to the act or some value that it represents, rather than repulsed by
         some fear—we  overcome  a fear  in   order   to  act. Again, we should ask how it is that Simmias agrees so easily, letting the above
         pass unnoticed—or, as Gallop points out, that the argument hinges partly upon an assumed
         equivalence between  brave  and  fearless,  cowardly  and  fearful  (Phaedo  100, and see the rest of his comments). A rather different explanation is given
         in the  Republic, where the guardians will be courageous because they love their fellow citizens and
         hate the city’s enemies, and are “more afraid of slavery than death” (Rep.387b). This
         is a fear more of dishonor or ignominy, righteous fear rather than trembling fear.[5]     It seems that in a way the  Phaedo’s philosopher is courageous by default, he does not fear death—in fact, he ostensibly
         welcomes it, both as a release from the body and a union with that which he has sought
         all his life, wisdom. But even taken thus literally, this is still a mock explanation
         of courage: behaving in a certain way, because one does not have reasons to fear death,
         is not the same as an act of courage in the face of death. The philosopher who does
         not fear death has no  need  of any courage. In the present dramatic context, the retelling of Socrates’s last
         conversation, it is Simmias and Cebes who think that Socrates needs courage, and believe
         that he demonstrates it in facing what they take to be a terrible thing, while in
         fact, Socrates himself is precisely  not  a “man about to die complaining” as would “what we may call a lover of the body”
         (68c).
      

      
          Looking at the courage of others, Socrates asks, “Surely it is illogical that
         a man should be brave through fear and cowardice?” (68d)—brave, that is, through or
         because of bravery’s opposite, rather than the “simple” courage of the philosopher.
         Put this way, it does at least strike both the interlocutor and the reader as odd—and
         yet again, it is not in fact quite through fear that we are conventionally courageous.
         Fear is not the cause of even conventional courage, but rather, we are courageous
         in the face of fear. It is with a sense of what is worth doing in spite of it, that
         one summons up courage. Furthermore, while fear of the many as cause of its opposite,
         bravery or courage in the popular sense, is here rejected as illogical, or at least
         suspect as not  true  virtue, yet the very first argument for immortality is itself the assumption of
         a causal cycle of opposites. The obvious flaw, in both cases, is that an empirical
         pair of supposed opposites is not bound by necessity in a causal cycle. To summarize:
         the courage of the many is not through fear—even counting death “among the greatest
         evils” will not serve as an accountable motive for courage—it not only seems illogical,
         it is in fact not the case. Nor are the philosopher’s actions, for example facing
         the hemlock, which appear courageous to the many (represented here by Simmias and
         Cebes) actually courageous, since  qua  philosopher, he has no need of it. Of course, his irrational fear as a man is something
         else again. Thus, while the philosopher qua rational soul has no need of courage,
         the philosopher as ruler of his soul, of his  city, must rule in such a way as to convince the rest of the city to be courageous, and
         even to be “fearless.” There is that other kind of courage that is evinced by the
         guardians of the  Republic  in their training and by the future philosopher-ruler in his studies.[6]     
      

      
      Once one discards a false notion of cause here, it is clear why the philosopher’s
         virtues are a product not of a cycle or exchange of emotions “small ones for great
         and great ones for small, as though they were coins” (69a) any more than is the courage
         of “others” a result of fear, but rather that “true virtue” is  caused, in the sense of justified by,   phronēsis,  intelligence. “And if all our buying and selling is done for intelligence and with
         its aid (kai   meta   toutou), then we have real courage, real temperance, real justice, and true virtue in general
         is that which is accompanied by intelligence, no matter whether pleasures and fears
         and all the rest of such things be added or subtracted” (69b). It is the  separating  carried out by  phronēsis, distinguishing what is of value and what is not, the true from the false, or mistaken,
         that results in “true virtues.” Secondly,  phronēsis  is able to do this to the extent that it is able by its very nature to separate
         itself in its activity, from the body, from “pleasures and fears and all the rest
         of such things.” 
      

      
       Socrates then turns to  temperance.  This is said for the many to spring from a sort of profligacy: “they abstain from
         one sort of pleasure simply because the longing for another sort and fear of losing
         it, are too strong for them to resist” (68e). Such a hedonistic calculus is then to
         be contrasted with a measured judgment of the intrinsic worth, or lack of it, of each
         pleasure. Note again that in both these examples of virtue, courage and temperance,
         the use of intelligence is contrasted to what we may call a supposed generation from
         false opposites, or at least of pairs; virtue generated from vice, courage from fear,
         each springing supposedly from its opposite, or an other. The discussion has once
         again been couched in the rhetoric of moral terms that Simmias and Cebes so like.
         The exchange of “pleasures for pleasures, fears for fears” is contrasted with “true
         virtue,” a virtue which not only guides the uses of the body, etc. but also, at its
         best, leaves them behind and takes on the character apparently of an end in itself
         when “ . . . all our buying and selling is done for intelligence and with its aid,”
         and even more directly, “no matter whether pleasures and fears and all the rest of
         such things be added or subtracted.” The intensity of the denigration of the body
         (some other dialogues take a less extreme position), can be justified by the present
         context and by its appeal to the interlocutors. Hence finally, we have the invocation
         of the purificatory “mystery rites” which are “not to be despised,” rites in which
         the “uninitiated,” those who, in this new version, do not use intelligence rightly,
         “shall lie in mud,” while those who “have pursued philosophy aright” get to “dwell
         with the gods.” The irony and perversity of Socrates’s invoking of what “those men
         who established the mysteries,” and who are called by Socrates the “true philosophers,”
         cannot be lost on anyone with a sense of humor and an awareness of what he otherwise
         thinks of Bacchantic rites and other such enthusiasms. The relevant god to invoke
         is (or ought to be) rather Apollo than Dionysius. True temperance springs from reflection
         in tranquillity, not the exhaustion of either profligate or initiate. Consider the
         description in the  Laws, “No creature whatsoever is born with that intelligence, or all that intelligence,
         which characterizes it in its maturity. Hence, so long as a creature has not yet attained
         its proper level of native sense, it is quite mad, indulging in random cries, and
         as soon as it has found its feet, in equally random leaps” (Laws  2.672b-d), Or of the lyric poets who are “seized with the Bacchic transport and
         are possessed” (Ion  534a). This is in contrast to the description of the transports of the soul of 
         Phaedrus  (249d-250d), the vision in which the soul was “initiated into that mystery which
         is rightly accounted blessed among beyond all others,” the contemplation of Beauty
         itself finally, so in the  Meno: “I believe that you would agree with me [concerning the best method of arriving at
         a definition] if you had not, as you told me yesterday, to leave before the Mysteries
         but could stay to be initiated” (Meno  76e, cf. 99c). Initiated, that is, not into the mystery rites of the cult in the
         city, but rather further conversation with Socrates, to be initiated into the cult
         of  dialegesthai.  Those fully initiated must of course renew the rites from time to time in dialogue
         with others and within themselves.
      

      
      Socrates, apparently citing a proverbial saying, says that, “Many carry the wand,
         but Bacchants few are amongst them,” (69c) and concludes, “where by Bacchants I understand
         them to mean simply those who have pursued philosophy aright”(69c). And certainly
         it is true that many play at philosophy but few “pursue” it rightly, in Socrates’
         view (the quotation can be ironically suggestive of the right philosophical conception
         of the playful use of Eros, as in the upward ascent of the Divided Line through erotic
         dialegesthai).  Purification  then, as I have suggested, is not of knowledge in separation from the contaminations
         of the evil body. For merely to have turned away from the body towards the soul would
         still leave many “uninitiated” in philosophy, as we see before us in Simmias and Cebes.
         Similarly, in the  Republic (Rep. 529), the enthusiast Glaucon, when discussing with Socrates the studies that
         will prepare the guardians, and the specific contribution of each study, suggests
         astronomy, looking “yonder,” as a practice which will turn our “gaze” away from body
         and towards spirit. He at first suggests looking skyward, and is quickly mocked by
         Socrates for confusing “stargazing” with the mathematical study of the heavens. What
         then is the right sense, for the  Phaedo  of “turning away”? Philosophical purification is rather a purification of soul in
         the right and skillful use of “calculation.” In other words, it is a “purification”
         through and of philosophy, hence for example, the ability to distinguish true opposites,
         what makes them so, and crucially, in just what sense they are  causes  (hence the later arguments of the dialogues). And it is only in that sense that
         “true virtue is a purging of such things, intelligence itself being a sort of purge”
         (69c). Since the immediate context is the moral virtue of the philosophers and their
         purification, the related capacity is  phronēsis, and the connotation of  phronēsis  is practical intelligence, or wisdom. But this is dependent, as we can see in the
         brief discussion of true and false virtues, on the capacity for defining, hence separating,
         calculation in the general sense (cf. 65c2,  logizesthai,  see Burnet’s note) as an epistemological capacity (with ontological consequences)
         on which authentic  phronēsis  is grounded. 
      

      
       We turn next to the arguments for immortality proper, prompted by Cebes’s intervention,
         in which he avers that “most people,” far from believing that the soul’s fate after
         death will be either to “lie in mud” or to “dwell with the gods,” (69c) do not even
         believe that it will continue on after death—that it will rather be “dispersed like
         breath or smoke.” The imagery reminds us that we must read the text with an eye to
         the role of imagistic language, and distinguishing between what is  logos  and what is  muthos,  as we have in the above analyses, for example of what is meant by “purification.”
         Hackforth (58-59, n.2) points to the characterization of the first argument as  diamuthologein, but thinks that “here, as in the  Apology   (Apol. 39e), the word means simply ‘discuss’.” But if my analysis of the text supports
         the notion that we must distinguish between what is addressed to Simmias and Cebes
         and what is addressed to the reader, then the choice of this term once again is likely
         not accidental. Note as well that what Cebes says that “they” need with regard to
         immortality will be “no little reassuring [paramuthias] and convincing [pisteōs], that when the man has died, his soul exists, and that it possesses some power and
         wisdom” (70b2, Gallop transl.) In the  Republic  it was significant that what Glaucon and Adeimantus required was to be “persuaded”
         that the just life was to be preferred to the unjust, and through a speech that “praised”
         justice. As Gallop points out, (228, n.15) “the argument from opposites that now follows
         contains a striking fusion of myth with logic, and the verb  diamuthologein  may possibly be used with this in mind.” But I will argue that this mixture of 
         logos  and  muthos  can be found in all three arguments for the immortality of the soul, and applies
         as well to certain aspects of how the Ideas are described. Burger, in  The   Phaedo:   A   Platonic   Labyrinth,  divides the dialogue into a first half that fuses  muthos  and  logos  and a second half in which there is a “turn to a  technē   of   logos’ that is meant to replace “the genuine philosopher’s understanding of  phronēsis  as direct contact of the pure  psyche  with the pure beings” (49-50; see chapter ten, 135-60). But I argue that it is important
         to see the figurative use of language  even   in   the   flight   to   the   logoi.
      

      
         In this regard, it will be instructive to contrast the view of Luc Brisson in 
         Plato   the   Myth   Maker.[7]     Brisson traces the development of the  muthos/logos  distinction in general in preparation for an analysis of its role for Plato. In
         particular, he is concerned with the cultural dynamic of myth, analysis of its necessary
         elements and their social function, and the evolution of myth in the transition from
         an oral tradition to a written one in the cultural transmission and formation of values
         (see the excellent detailed appendices for the historical and linguistic data and
         its significance). He brings to bear an interesting approach that combines cultural
         anthropology, communication theory and eventually some philosophical analysis. I find
         the former enlightening but the latter problematic.  Muthos  turns out, not surprisingly, to be platonic rhetoric, a means of achieving specific
         community norms through adapting the traditional role of myth to Plato’s chosen ends.
         The truth of the  muthos  is ostensibly to be measured against philosophical discourse—a kind of creative
         co-option. This is as opposed to traditional myth which is “unfalsifiable discourse,”
         lacking an external referent. (102) Platonic myth is designed to shape and mould the
         emotions of the receivers to good and useful beliefs that will condition their behavior.
         (74) Brisson starts the philosophical part of his analysis with “the   opposition   between   myth   and   [Popperian]   falsifiable   discourse” by which he means discourse that is measurable against the  facts  that are the observable, referenced objects of statements (supported in part by
         a particular interpretation of passages from the  Sophist,  contrast Rosen,  Plato ’ s   Sophist, 291-314). This is followed by “the   opposition   between   myth   and   argumentative   discourse” (These are chapter headings). Of course the notions of “falsifiability” and of “argumentative
         discourse” as contrasted to the fictions of myth or story do have validity—it is just
         that they are in my view too limiting for the role of myth in Plato. Brisson takes
         the Socratic arguments of the  Phaedo  for immortality to be “deductive” and in his terms “argumentative discourse,” that
         is, susceptible to the test of falsifiability and open to logical analysis for internal
         logical coherence, etc. But I hope to show in detail that it is just here that  muthologia  at least as metaphorical image-making is  already  at work. 
      

      
       Then, too, the more overtly created myths that Socrates spins in the  Republic  and  Phaedo  are valued not merely for their moral contribution to platonic ideals of social
         cohesion as informed by the philosopher’s vision of the Forms. As Brisson suggests,
         on the one hand, “the truth or falsity of a [platonic] myth therefore depends on its
         conformity with the philosopher’s discourse on the intelligible forms in which the
         individual entities that are the subjects of this myth participate” (110). So, for
         example, “God is perfect and therefore can neither undergo change nor impose any change.”
         But on the other hand, these are after all for Plato fictive entities—and at one point
         it almost seems as if Brisson is not too sure that as culturally alive they are somehow
         not also then real. So, in the preface to the second edition, Brisson writes that,
      

      
      
         myth  provides  reason with the axioms from which it can deduce its most important propositions.
            A reading of the  Meno  and the  Phaedo  shows, in particular how the doctrine of Forms, knowledge of which is re-actualized
            by the soul, has its origin in what the priests and priestesses relate. (3)
         

         
      

      This does seem in tension with his main claim that the truth of myth is by reference
         to the philosopher’s argumentative discourse extrinsic to the myth. The issue then
         is whether any truth that one wishes to attribute to the myth is dependent on extrinsic
         argument, as Brisson claims, though he also claims that they can be the “source” of
         “axioms” for that extrinsic argumentative discourse. But certainly for the interlocutors
         themselves in certain cases, and in the context of the fictional recipients of the
         ideal city, etc., the measure of what philosophical truth they contain is in the philosophical
         embodiment of the truths presented  in   situ —that is, not as  dependent  on being referenced to “argumentative discourse,” nor to a quasi-religious vision.
         Consider, for example, Plato’s proposal that the soul is best understood as tripartite,
         at war with itself, having a natural kinship with being, etc. It is true that myth
         in general, considered as a fiction, as self-referential is unfalsifiable in Brisson’s
         sense—that is, in contrast to statements that can be referred to fact, or referents
         outside of the story. By contrast, according to Brisson, the contents of platonic
         myth have a degree of truth to the extent that they conform to the external philosophical
         arguments or supposition of the Forms (though again this does not sit well with his
         claim that they are finally merely a rhetorical device, a means of persuasion, by
         contrast to philosophical discourse, cf. 127). But if we consider the image of the
         tripartite soul, or the myth of the Cave, etc., as themselves proposing something
         profound as noetic and psychological truth, the notion of facts that would ostensibly
         submit it to potential falsification is irrelevant. We may ask, Do these images require
         an appeal to an external argumentative discourse to evaluate their truth? The problems
         I think stem in part from two interpretative assumptions: 1) Brisson’s particular
         epistemological model and a need for a referent for statements based on a certain
         natural science/propositional truth conception of knowledge, or 2) when it comes to
         the knowledge of Forms, an ostensible platonic claim for a direct intuition that underpins
         the argumentative discourse. In both cases there is an external referent, the first
         time-bound and inherently unstable, the second stable and outside of time. I suggest
         that this is not very useful when applied to Plato, and I have argued against both
         on textual grounds, as have others. If truth and argument are cashed out in these
         terms, this really does have the effect of reducing or limiting the platonic use of
         myth to  persuasion, which, while it might work for the Myth of Metals, would certainly not fit, for
         example, the story of the Cave, nor a philosophical reading of the Myth of Er, nor
         of the many images that are used by Plato that surely are at least intended to contain
         or illustrate truths without being themselves either deductive arguments or referenced
         to such.
      

      
      If the philosophical sense of purification is this capacity for separating, then we
         must look at the first argument for immortality, that of the Cycle of Opposites, in
         this light. Dramatically, this has been prepared for in the dialogue, in part, by
         the introduction of apparent opposites discussed above, and their apparent causal
         link (e.g., courage resulting from fear).
      

      
      Cebes starts: “Most of what you have been saying, Socrates, seems to me excellent,
         but your view about the soul is one that people find it very hard to accept; they
         suspect that, when it has left the body, it no longer exists anywhere; on the day
         when a man dies his soul is destroyed and annihilated; immediately upon its departure,
         its exit, it is dispersed like breath or smoke” (70a).
      

      
      Cebes says that “they” speak so, but he concludes speaking for himself: “ . . . to
         show that the soul exists when the man has died, and possesses some power and intelligence—well,
         that, I feel, needs a great deal of persuasive argument.” His later objections at
         84c ff., made even after the three arguments for immortality are gone through, concern
         the possibility that the soul while undergoing successive reincarnations may eventually
         get “worn out” in the end, and show that he has not in fact assimilated or understood
         the kind of soul that Socrates has grafted onto the reincarnation dogma. The main
         flaw of the first argument (often pointed out), which claims that we are caught up
         in a cycle of Life and Death, is that it quite obviously presupposes what it sets
         out to prove. Socrates himself as much as points to both the circularity and hypothetical
         nature of the argument; “If that is so, if the living are reborn from those that have
         died, presumably our souls must exist yonder; for they could hardly be born again
         if they did not exist . . . but if that is not so, we shall need another argument”
         (70c). What, after all, is meant by “reborn” and “born again”? For something to be
         born in this sense means for it simply to take on a new form, rather than to come
         to be. The argument plays on Cebes’s belief in being  reborn, that is, in a physical animating at birth by receiving a soul, and simply extends
         this to the animating soul having “existed” “yonder”—this is introduced as an ancient
         doctrine and the argument is really just a restating of it, combining the tradition
         of life after death in Hades, with the “ancient doctrine” of Orphic reincarnation
         for the first half, that is, for life of the soul before death. This is called “good
         evidence” and yet framed hypothetically, with a further confusion of the inclusion
         in the premise of what is to be concluded, and a verbal ambiguity concerning  gignesthai.[8]     Cebes does not pick up on it, and simply responds, “Just so.”   
      

      
       However, the positive contribution to the developing thesis comes in the amplification
         that Socrates provides to the introduction of opposites as in fact cyclically  generating  each other. And again, much depends on just how the description of this  generating  is heard, on the sense given to it by the interlocutors, as contrasted to the reader.
         There are, of course, problems with both the examples chosen and the nature of generation
         or cause, but these are subjects to be taken up again later in the dialogue, and we
         are meant, I suggest, to see the problems. It is only because Cebes is tied to a more
         or less physical and literal interpretation of varying  doxai, that he does not object to saying: i) that opposites which follow one another in
         time cause one another, ii) that they always will follow one another in endless cycle,
         iii) that things that seem to be natural pairs in whatever ways, will be inextricably
         caught up in such a cycle. But none of these three is so, and a few negative examples
         are provided below. It is only because of his ready adherence to the notion, or rather
         the  image  in an eikastic  doxa,  of the Cycle as an attractive cosmic principle governing “coming into being (in
         the) animal and vegetable world,” and his evident lack of any logical skills, that
         he is content to apply it to the cycle of Life and Death. Socrates: “Are we satisfied
         that all coming to be means the coming to be of an opposite thing from its opposite?”
         Cebes: “Quite satisfied” (74a). Indeed, it will turn out, and this is the positive
         element, that if one chooses the opposites properly, and conceives of them correctly,
         that is, has an image of them derived by  dianoia, a dianoetic  eikasia, then Socrates is quite prepared to be serious that they always go together, and
         imply one another. And that such opposites, e.g., odd and even, never being present
         in the same existent, are in some sense causes,  not  however in the literal sense of a cause of coming into being and passing away such
         as Cebes is led to believe. 
      

      
       For the idea of one thing to be linked to the idea of another as its opposite, even
         when done so legitimately, does not mean that either is the cause of the physical
         becoming of the thing so described. Though opposites may be in some sense the cause
         of  what  something is in so far as it is intelligible, only the form of the Good is said
         to be the cause as well of  that  they are.[9]     Smaller does imply bigger, but the smaller thing does not cause the bigger one
         to become bigger, though if it or something were not so it would make no sense to
         call the other one smaller. Similarly, that the child outgrows the father is not caused
         by the opposition of shorter and taller, nor does the cycle continue, obviously. Whatever
         the historical origin of the concept of a cycle of paired opposites,[10]     Socrates simply puts these  doxai  to work in the present case, substituting  coming   from  for being or coming together, and adding that the  coming   from  goes in either direction.  Life  and the  living  is opposite to  death  and the  dead, and  being   alive  follows in a cycle with  being   dead. Once having introduced the notion of processes and the model of going to sleep and
         waking up, Socrates is able to ask, “Shall we not supply the opposite process to balance
         dying? Is Nature to be lame on one side . . . ?” (71e) And because Cebes has no clear
         notion of  cause  and cannot make the distinction between logical processes and physical processes,
         between logical necessity (were that the case with a particular pair) and the contingency
         of nature, he is ready to supply the latter natural processes as grounding a necessary
         “coming to life again.” But this cycle will not even provide what Cebes takes it to
         provide. For, if the argument is to make any sense, by the  being   dead  before and after we must mean some kind of actual life in Hades—for otherwise we
         would be stuck with death itself, or the dead bodies, whichever we take the actual
         opposite of  living  to be, as that which Living comes from; and so we substitute for  being   dead, “being in the  place  for the dead,” where there are souls  waiting   to   pass   again  into  being   alive. We need to suppose that by “the dead” is meant those who continue to have souls,
         which is again to have assumed what we set out to prove. 
      

      
       Summarizing the errors of the argument in general, we can see how these errors point
         us in the right direction through what the  reader  is thus led to infer as, by contrast, replacing them: a)  opposites  are discussed in terms of  becoming,  coming   to   be,  generation, hence physical nature is assumed and stressed as the meaning of being, and similarly,
         a discussion of opposites that begins with comparative terms of quality (taller, greater)
         is groundlessly extended to include all becoming; b) opposites understood physically
         do not, as is suggested, always temporally follow one another—colder now need not
         ever be followed by warmer later, but they do follow one another inexorably ontologically—each
         is what it is with reference to the possibility and identity of the other; c) sequence
         is confused with cause; d) not all opposites are so in the same sense or relation;
         e) all opposites are pairs but not all pairs are opposites (brothers and eyes are
         pairs but not opposites); f) a logical subject is confounded with an existential one.
         Some or all of these errors have been pointed out in various places in the literature.
         But one ought to ask what the unitary cause of such errors is. And rather than ascribing
         such obvious mistakes to Plato I have suggested that they are rooted in the shortcomings
         of Simmias and Cebes, and of their spiritual brethren. Further, that there is an alternative
         view developed at the same time—a  secular  view of separation which solely invokes the active capacity of soul to make careful
         distinctions, unaided and unimpeded by the body, the very thing that the careful reader
         is brought to do by flaws of the argument at the literal level. Indeed, if we were
         to imagine the souls of Simmias and Cebes passing to the other world without the insights
         and developed capacity for separating, that is, still burdened by their current  doxai, then it would seem that the mere physical separation of body from soul would not
         have prepared the unburdened soul to see significantly more clearly the unencumbered
         true objects or beings. The implicit task of the  calculation  of just what opposites really are, and how they are both separate yet together,
         is itself a manifesting both of the true separateness of soul itself, and of the separability
         of opposites, taken together, from their passing instantiations. The present passages
         are a first indication of the limits on the meaning of separateness and hence on the
         immortality of soul and independence of Ideas when stripped of their mythological
         garb, of and the necessary reassurances provided to Simmias and Cebes. 
      

      
       Nicholas Denyer in “The Phaedo’s Final Argument,”[11]  thinks that the argument from the cycle of opposites for the immortality of the
         soul is moderately successful: “weak enough to be plausible, yet strong enough to
         come surprisingly close to yielding the conclusion that a soul is something immortal
         and indestructible” (87). But it seems to me that Denyer hedges in linking soul to
         being alive, which, as the principle of being ensouled, cannot cease to be soul without
         ceasing to be alive, “soul can never come to be dead, not even by perishing” (95).
         Cebes is left behind—“as if the immortality which implies eternity were the same as
         the immortality which is implied by the inability to become dead.” But Denyer think
         the argument can be patched up by bringing in once more the notion of being alive—“So
         if a soul perishes, it comes to be dead. But no soul, so we have earlier argued, can
         ever come to be dead, not even at the price of perishing. So no soul ever dies.” But
         while it may be argued that aliveness is essential to what it is to be a soul, the
         inextricable link would apply only to logical or definitional possibility—a dead soul
         would no longer be really a soul. But being essential to the definition is it seems
         to me confounded with being essential to existing as such? And in any event would
         apply only to soul in general not to any individual soul.
      

      
       Kenneth Dorter[12]  finds in the first argument the beginnings of a resolution to the paradox that “death
         is better than life and yet suicide is forbidden.” He sees the limitations of the
         first argument if taken to validly lead to personal immortality, but holds that there
         are in effect three levels to be found therein (see 42-43). First is the level of
         conventional religion, the comforting of Simmias and Cebes and the “child within each
         of us.” Second, more abstract but not able to satisfy the emotional demands of the
         first, is a mere vital principle that animates the cycle of life and death. Third, more abstract still, a “principle
         of energy” a “world-soul” stuff that supplies the need in the argument, as Dorter
         sees it, for an underlying entity for the cycle (36), albeit supporting only Life
         in general, a life stuff parallel to a body stuff. The third level is argued for as
         present in an implicit “argument from motion,” and Dorter admits that the term “world-soul”
         nowhere occurs in the text. An immaterial “world-soul” stuff would seem to me to be
         lapsing back into muthologia. Dorter is willing to say that the Ideas are “not a separate world but the rational
         essence of this one,” and I would already find this too subjective a view of the Ideas.
         They are “distinguished from contingent factors and thus from individuation, so that
         we transcend the material realm not by ignoring it but by comprehending it—by observing
         the universal, rational and permanent within particularity and transience” (27-28).
         Why then is he not willing to say something similar of the soul? And if the “metaphoric”
         and “incantatory” character of the muthologia is seen for what it is, then one ought not to strain to rationalize the muthos as “meant to supplement reason by appealing to our imagination and emotions” (8).
         Simmias and Cebes need to be “convinced” or assuaged of their fear. As for the child
         in Socrates or in us, the best medicine is to explicate what distinguishes the adult
         truths about what is worthy of fear from the childish fears, and in that explication to direct our attention
         away from the immediate circumstances of Socrates’s impending death to the reality
         of his life. It is for this reason that he refuses the admonition to conserve his
         energy and talk less, lest he have to drink the poison a second or third time. Any
         conception of a “world-soul” is an unnecessary distraction (Cf. Burger, 68.)
      

      
       For a more satisfactory notion of opposites and of the motions of both these and
         of the soul in relation to them we shall have to wait for the following chapters on
         the  Phaedo. (I skip the exhaustion of souls amplification, the simple response being that life
         may come from what has not yet died, etc.)
      

      
      The Recollection Argument: Reality, Its Images, and the Life of the Soul

      
       The second proof is based on the Theory of Recollection or  anamnēsis, and is introduced by Cebes. “There is another theory which, if true, points the
         same way . . . that learning is really just recollection, from which it follows presumably
         that what we now call to mind we have learnt at some previous time” (72e). At which
         point Simmias intervenes and asks, “But how is that proved?” Cebes’s reply is laughably
         vague; “When asked some questions they produce right answers to anything of their
         own accord, providing the questioning is done properly. Secondly, if you confront
         people with a diagram you have the plainest proof possible” (73a). Cebes’s comments
         in themselves are certainly not  proofs  and I take it that the point is precisely to distinguish memory from recollection:
         Cebes has been reminded of what Socrates has in the past been “constantly asserting”—he
         has a memory of the events, and of the dogma, that “learning is just recollection,”
         and that it somehow follows from this “that what we now call to mind we have learnt
         at some previous time; which would not be possible unless our souls existed somewhere
         before being born in this human frame.” Plato’s reference for the reader is probably
         to the  Meno,[13]     but also to what Cebes remembers Socrates’s as “constantly asserting.” And these
         vague memories Cebes calls “excellent argument(s),” and “the plainest proof of the
         point in question,” as if the mere mentioning of the “proof” were itself demonstration.
         But what is “questioning done properly” and what does “of their own accord” mean,
         and most importantly, what is the account of these that necessitates “recollection,”
         and what is the proper understanding of that activity? His second argument and “proof”
         is even more laughable, more vague, something about just confronting people with “anything
         in the nature of a diagram”—he knows that it has something to do with that, vaguely
         remembers, but what? Commentators solemnly point out that this surely refers to the
         Meno, and to the visible shapes and diagrams of the  Republic  (Rep.510d), and it is true that we the reader are so reminded, but a significant
         dramatic point is here to see as well, that Cebes repeats these vague memories just
         as he would the dogmas of Pythagoreanism, that the reiteration of these are themselves
         precisely not proofs, and that he offers them as such—in sum, that he doesn’t know
         what a proof or an argument really is. Hackforth notes[14]     that a more literal translation would be “diagrams or something else of that
         sort” but he fails to see the irony of Cebes’s general vagueness, of his “something
         else of that sort,” and of his taking this bare mentioning of it as “the plainest
         proof of the point in question”—this, in response to Simmias having asked, “But how
         is that proved?” 
      

      
       Finally, just to stress the inadequacy of Cebes’s report cum proof, Socrates adds,
         “And if that doesn’t convince you, Simmias, I will suggest another consideration to
         which you may perhaps agree,”(73b3-4) and he sets out the argument we are about to
         look at. But not before Simmias too is unmasked. For Simmias says that he is really
         “not skeptical,” but that what he really needs is “just what we are talking about,
         namely to recollect” (73a7) (deomai   mathein   peri   hou   ho   logos,   anamnēsthēnai)  by which  he  means  remember  better. For as he adds, “In point of fact, thanks to Cebes’s setting out of the
         arguments, I do already  almost   remember  [ēdē   memnēmai] and am almost convinced; all the same, I should like now to hear how you yourself
         have set them out” (73b8-10). I make such a fuss about it because once again, as in
         the  Republic, it is important to contrast the level at which the interlocutors are operating,
         with which they are satisfied, and that of the reader, which is to be indicated  by   contrast. The immediate philosophical importance of this distinction of levels here will be
         the way in which immortality, and hence the Ideas are to be understood.[15]     
      

      
       The first example is, when having “seen or heard, or some other sense perceived something,
         (we) may come to know something other than that, that is, we may think of something
         else other than that, may think of something else besides that, something that is
         the object of a different knowledge.” And so, in the first example, the lyre I now
         see can remind me of the owner, particularly if I have some vivid feeling for the
         owner; a man is different than a lyre, but “how a lover feels when he sees a lyre
         or a cloak or some other object commonly used by his beloved,” is a kind of recollection,
         or an introduction to it. Now we note that in the very first example, there is a dissimilarity
         of kind, the lyre does not look like its owner. Secondly, there is an erotic motive,
         stimulus or natural connection, just as, it will be claimed, there is a natural and
         active rapport between the knowing soul’s world of its present experiences, even the
         most elementary of them, and the nonvisible  look  of what it cognizes. To continue then, a present X, by association with an absent
         Y reminds us of that Y, regardless of the fact that it has nothing visibly in common
         with it. But the result of this reminding is said to be that the lover “conceives
         in his mind the  form   of   the   boy  to whom it belongs.” 
      

      
       Now this is in one sense obviously the visible form of the boy. And yet, our recollection
         of someone is not strictly speaking of their physical appearance, the details of which
         we often could not be sure of. Rather, it is the total person, their way of being
         that we remember and are made to call up. There is a marvelous passage in Proust that
         makes this point beautifully.[16]     (The reader is forewarned that the following example, though it makes my point,
         is provocative, not to say perverse.) The central character is describing a young
         girl of his youth:
      

      
      
         Ses yeux noirs brillaient et, comme je ne savais   pas   alors,   ni   ne   l’ai appris   depuis,   réduire   en   ses   éléments   objectifs   une   impression   forte,   comme   je   n’avais   pas,   ainsi   qu’on   dit, assez‘d’esprit   d’observation’pour   dégager   la   notion   de   leur   couleur,   pendant   longtemps,   chaque   fois   que   je   repensai   à   elle,   le   souvenir   de   leur   éclat   se   présentait   aussitôt   à   moi   comme   celui d’un vif   azur,   puisqu’elle   était   blonde;   de   sorte   que,   peut-être   si   elle   n’avait   pas   eu   des   yeux   aussi   noirs—ce   qui   frappait   tant   la   première   fois   qu’on   la   voyait—je   n’aurais pas   été,   comme   je   le   fus,   plus   particulièrement   amoureux   en   elle,   de   ses   yeux   bleus.  (A   la   recherche   du   temps   perdu,   186)
         

         
      

      It is not because she is a blonde that he recalls her eyes as a vivid azure, (though
         this is why it is recalled as this particular color) but rather because, as he puts
         it, like most of us, it is the total impression that we remember, and that she had
         strikingly beautiful eyes—the very feature of which he found himself “particulièrement amoureux.” This feature represents the total “impression   forte” which cannot be reduced to “ses   éléments   objectifs.” In one sense, since dialectic involves just such a taking apart and putting back
         together again, an analysis of the whole in terms of its parts, this is, one would
         think, not a good example. The young man made an error; he did not remember the color
         of the eyes correctly. But in another sense this illustrates well just what Socrates
         means. The memory of their “éclat” is so vivid, and recalls so well to him the totality of the image of the young girl,
         that it serves well its purpose—and so the beautiful irony of Proust’s last sentence:
         “ . . . si   elle   n’avait   pas   eu   des   yeux   noirs—ce   qui   frappait   tant   la   première   fois   qu’on   la   voyait—je   n’aurais   pas   été,   comme   je   le   fus,   plus   particulièrement   amoureux,   en   elle,   de   ses   yeux   bleus.” 
      

      
       Another, more famous passage in Proust, at the very beginning of the book, has to
         do with the famous madeleine cake. Every time the hero sees, and more specifically,
         tastes a madeleine, a whole world of his childhood is summoned up, more particularly,
         the image of his aunt and her world, with whom the cake, its crumbled pieces in a
         cup of tea served up to him, is associated. And Proust goes on to make the further
         point, peculiarly Platonic so it seems to me, that the recollection of all this is
         summoned up quite automatically when he has the present experience of tasting once
         again a madeleine, but that any conscious attempt to draw upon his  memory  has little success by comparison, and produces only a faint image of the past. Just
         as the lyre or any object associated with a loved one is an experience of something
         that  carries   with   it  the power to summon up the vivid recollection of its owner. This will be particularly
         important when we come to talk of the relation of the soul to Ideas and of Ideas to
         particulars. This theme is one that Proust returns to time and again, and one might
         say that it is the very theme of the whole book—an examination of the sense in which
         the world present is constructed around and out of the world past, whether individual
         or cultural, that is the collective framework for the interpretation of our present
         reality. Of course, this example is somewhat intentionally perverse, given the traditional
         interpretation of Plato’s view of sense data, perception and the Ideas. I do not mean
         to suggest that verification of sense perception is not also important, nor to minimize
         the flux argument in Plato, such as it is.
      

      
       Returning to our text, the next example is that of “seeing a picture” of a horse
         or lyre and being reminded of the owner, or a picture of Simmias and being reminded
         of Cebes, or of Simmias and being reminded of Simmias himself. The “picture” is of
         course the introduction of the concept of an image that is indeed less vivid, less
         real,  and an imitation of the original of which it is an image—and this relation is utilized
         as an image when it comes to talking of the sense in which equal things “fall short”
         of Equality itself. But here, the point is rather  our  relation to the image, to the list of differing examples of recollection through
         an image—in all of these cases we “may be reminded of things either by something like
         them or by something unlike them” (74a). The picture does not look exactly like its
         original, but then neither does the lyre look like the young boy, yet we bridge this
         difference by our ability to respond to the image  as  image. The sense of both “like” and “unlike” is in fact multiple; it can be both
         in order of vivacity (picture versus object) and visual resemblance, and of kind (lyre-person).
         And this is true of relations of the non-visible of “resemblance” and recollection.
         Thus there are really two points stressed here by Plato—that the picture or image
         is less in some way less perfect than the original, but equally important, that of
         an active association by and through a non-visible relation, that is, being reminded
         by something of something else that in no way physically resembles it. To use Proust’s
         example once again, I recollect the girl, I know her intimately and accurately in
         spite of the error I make in my memory, and even, it seems, in my sense perception
         at the time of the original experience.
      

      
       Socrates turns next to consider the case of like things, and asks whether “when it
         is by something like the other thing” that we recollect, a picture is just an example,
         “are we not certain to find ourselves doing something else besides, namely asking
         ourselves whether the similarity between the object and the thing it reminds us of
         is defective [elleipei] or not” (74a). Whenever we note the resemblance of two things, Socrates says, we
         at the same time wonder about the unlikeness of the two, that is, the particular unlikeness
         that belongs to things that are like one another, the falling short or defectiveness
         of one in comparison to another. This kind of unlikeness of what is similar can be
         either of kind or degree. The picture of Simmias is like Simmias in that it is an
         image of him, which serves to remind us of him. But it is at the same time only a
         picture, we know it as an image, hence in its difference in kind, while it is likely
         that other animals cannot recognize an image  as  an image. We do not always, in fact probably rarely, consciously say to ourselves
         this is only an image.[17]     But this is just the point—in our ability to  use  the image, to ignore its immediate features for what it resembles or “reminds us
         of,” we see the image  as  image; we show our awareness of its falling short in our ability to ignore it, to
         see the image as image, though it is not this that we “attend” to. Indeed, it is only
         in this ignoring, which is at the same time vaguely conscious, that we are able to
         transcend the image and attend to what it is about. Of course, the quality of the
         drawing, painting or sculpture, etc. its beauty, is itself the form that the meaning
         takes—and this, far from being ignored, is what contains and conveys the maker’s meaning—but
         the image as image, in its difference from what it represents, is what must be ignored
         or transcended. But because the image does resemble the original, we are led automatically,
         pre-philosophically as part of everyday human being, to wonder about how good an image
         it is, about the degree of resemblance. Even when put positively, when we say for
         instance that that is a really good picture or image of X, we are always implicitly,
         and sometimes consciously, saying that it approaches, and hence falls short, of the
         original. It is important to note that we say this about many different kinds of image,
         again in pre-philosophical terms—we talk about movies, books, news stories, in short,
         many different kinds of discourse as approaching well or badly the reality of what
         they are talking about. And even when we think that it is next to impossible to capture
         the whole truth of the case, yet we somehow hold this out as a standard and a goal.
         Of course we also talk about things falling short of our expectations, and there we
         tend to say that we have a picture or an image of how things ought to be by which
         we measure what is happening before us, being presented before our eyes, so to speak.
      

      
       Now is this “falling short,” whether by our discourse of the way things are, or by
         the way things are of our standards, a difference of degree or of kind? Clearly it
         is meant by Plato to be both. The painting is less real than the original, in part
         just because the latter is taken as the standard for the former (insofar as the painting
         is taken to be  about  its subject). Even if we go beyond verisimilitude, the painting is still trying
         to get at the truth about the person in a good portrait, about his character for example,
         or the truth about the bowl of fruit, as with Cezanne. (Or  a  truth—consider two paintings with the same subject.) But we may also consider the
         falling short that results, not from the approximative nature of our images of the
         truth, but rather the difference between a painting and an original per se—and an
         indifferent painting is as deficient as a great one. That is, there is a larger sense
         for which Plato intends difference to be paradigmatic of the difference between any
         form of  discourse  and that which it is about, that which it is trying to get at, and get right. Then
         we are talking not about a difference in degree but about a difference of kind—in
         which a  logos  is never an Idea. It is for this reason that Socrates begins with an association
         of  unlike  things, the lyre and the boy. They are in fact  like  as kinds, in that they are both physical, their  unlikeness  is that they do not look like one another; the association is based on something
         that links them in a non-visible way, and this possibility is representative of the
         difference in  kind  that is gone beyond, transcended, in the association of equal things with Equality
         itself. Hence Equality does not look equal the way equal logs do, as a physical appearance
         judged so in discourse. But at the same time there is a difference of degree, hence
         the judgments of our discourse either about experience or about the discourse itself
         are measured by a standard, from which they fall short, but which they also approach
         by degree of truth. Note that Socrates does not say here that the  objects  are defective or fall short but that the  similarity  is defective (though later the objects are said to “strive” to overcome their difference—clearly
         metaphor). It is not that the equal logs are literally measured against Equality itself
         and somehow found to be lacking by a bit, but that there is a difference in kind,
         represented in our inability to be certain about whether the logs we experience are
         or are not equal, or in a discourse with someone else with whom we disagree about
         whether the logs are equal, the statues beautiful, the city just, but about which
         we argue in a search for a common measure. But the difference in kind is also a difference
         in degree, and what we argue about or through is which of our discourses is more meaningful;
         not what our words mean but what they ought to mean, to be a better image of what
         we are trying, in common, to get at. Difference in degree is relevant when we compare
         one approximation to another, a comparison that only makes sense in respect to a notion
         of a standard against which we would wish to measure both, while difference of kind
         is relevant when we are comparing each instance to that of which it is a reminder.[18]     
      

      
       It is only at this point, after his having gotten agreement on the idea that in being
         reminded of the sameness of something we always are implicitly also asking about the
         difference or defectiveness of the similarity, that Socrates brings forth once again
         the Theory of Ideas. It is against the background of our conventional recollecting,
         our being reminded of one thing that is not present by another thing that is present,
         whether like or unlike, that the theory is brought up. It is introduced, as before,
         as something like a shared belief; “We maintain, do we not, that there is such a thing
         as equality, not the equality of one log to another, but . . . equality itself” (74a9-11).
         Simmias answers, for both of them, “Most assuredly we may, not a doubt of it.” And,
         Socrates asks, “we have knowledge of it, in and by itself?” “Certainly we have.” There
         are different and conflicting interpretations of what follows as an example at 74b:
         whether two actual logs are perceived by the same person as sometimes equal, sometimes
         unequal, depending on the time, or perspective; or is it the disagreement of two people
         about whether the two logs are of equal length or not; or is it the physical nature
         of the logs themselves such that they are never quite actually equal, just as the
         drawn circle is never quite actually round. Is it that the logs remain the same, and
         provoke different perceptions, or is it that the logs themselves are never quite accurately
         knowable? Is the deficiency in the knower or the known? But for the present purposes
         I am not sure how much it matters (but see Sedley 2007), for in any of these cases
         the experience we have of  equal  provokes the thought of equality itself, the standard which we actively employ when
         we speak of what is presently before us. The question is not, at this point, whether
         there is an Idea of Equality itself, that is assumed, but rather “where do we get
         such knowledge from?” (Two people might very well have the same standard and still
         disagree, or agree without sufficient reason, or agree and be both wrong, etc.) 
      

      
       Now in some sense we get this knowledge, as something present to our minds, from
         the experience that provokes our judgment: “Didn’t they” “the equal logs . . .  or   whatever   they   were   that   we   saw” “lead us to conceive of that other something?” But what is it that distinguishes
         the experience itself from that which it provokes? It is the fact that in any of the
         senses given above the equal things and/or our judgments about them, change. They
         are the subject of discussion, while the “equals themselves,” what various equals
         provoke or call to mind in practice, have never, it is asserted, “appeared to you
         to be unequal, or equality to be inequality.” This is not a claim about their ontological
         status, that is either assumed or yet to be demonstrated. It is a claim about the
         difference between a measure and that which is measured by it—and the phenomenological
         claim is that we never have the experience, it has never “appeared” to us that “equality
         be inequality.” Of course only the logs sensibly appear one way or another. It is
         to another kind of vision (albeit at the same moment), that of the intellect, that
         equality appears when provoked by what does visibly appear. And of this experience
         of the intellect it is true to say that we at least know what we mean, that is, that
         we cannot think to ourselves or speak intelligibly if we do not mean one thing at
         a time by a given term. We can change our minds about what a term means, or mean different
         things by it in different senses or different contexts, but individually we must and
         do mean what we say in a given instance; then we can argue, discuss, whether the present
         case is one of equality or not. Moreover, behind our disagreements is often a different
         use of the same name or term, which at least in principle we would aim to reach agreement
         on. It is precisely this experience and this capacity to strive for agreement, both
         intellectual and social (or of agreement of our own differing perceptions, or of our
         perception with our  logos), which the sophist denies. For the sophist, disagreement is essentially negative
         in its implications; the difference is accepted, transformed into nihilism, and discourse
         serves the only master left, that is, individual desire, power, and the body. While
         for the philosopher, disagreement is accepted as the basis or beginning and transformed
         into dialectical search. 
      

      
       There may be different kinds of equality, different kinds of justice, and one may
         try to determine whether they have enough in common to deserve the common name (so,
         with courage) but in each case the term in use is itself univocal, and the issue is
         whether it is correctly applied or not, and where it comes from. To stress this, Socrates
         again points out that while Equality itself may be “either like those others or unlike
         . . . that point is immaterial; but so long as the sight of one thing leads you to
         conceive another, whether like it or unlike, a case of reminder must have occurred”
         (74e). The unlikeness can be taken in two different senses, either that the Idea is
         unlike its exemplar because it is different in kind, or because it does not matter
         as concerns recalling whether the judgment of perception is correct or not. Even if
         one has made an error, and the logs are in fact not equal, which, say, is what the
         other person asserts, you still have in mind what the experience has called forth,
         the idea of equality, and you still understand what you mean by that, as does the
         other person, or there could in fact be no disagreement. Which is not to say that
         it is not important to sort out who is correct, or for oneself, to sort out when one
         is right. Being wrong about the logs may (or may not) be trivial, but being wrong
         about whether what is before me is a case of justice (or injustice) is surely not.
         And we do need to get clear about the standards themselves, hence we discuss not only
         whether this is a case of such and such, but also what we are to mean by, say, justice.
         The issue at this point in the dialogue, is the contrast between what changes and
         is disputed and that which we set up, if hypothetically, as the measure of the changing
         and disputed. The permanence of the Ideas is here not defended, or explained, but
         is itself taken as given, as, in a sense, itself a hypothesis—the hypothesis of permanence
         (or Being) as opposed to the hypothesis as the particular Idea at work as standard.
         It is the contrast between this firmness and the changeable that is stressed, regardless
         of whether that changeableness has its source in perception or in objects.
      

      
      Socrates then returns (74d) to the notion of deficiency, literally a “falling short,”
         and asks, “Is there some deficiency in respect of the likeness of the former to the
         latter, or is there none?” To which the reply is, “Yes, a considerable deficiency.”
         Again, more literally translated, “It falls short by a great deal.” The verb for this
         is  endeō, which means both to be lacking or deficient or to be in want of, the impersonal
         form being “there is a need or want of.” The physical metaphor of what is measured
         somehow “falling short” of the measure, equal things of Equality itself, is appealing
         to Simmias. But just for that reason the metaphorical nature of the language is lost
         on him. And so he replies, “Falling short by a great amount,” as if the equal things
         were literally measured against the Equal—which is of course ridiculous, since whatever
         the difference is between the two it is not a quantitative measure, as if one could
         say by how much the logs fall short of Equality. This is particularly the case with
         something like equals, in the literal sense of calculation. Hence the irony of the
         example points us beyond it to just how  not  to conceive the Idea-object relation. In the case of justice, there may be some
         situations etc. that are more just than others, and a standard becomes more interesting
         to the degree that this is so, or arguable. But even here, there is still a qualitative
         difference between the most just case and the standard by which it is measured, and
         it is here that the discrepancy lies. (What this difference is, is much disputed—whether
         Ideas are to be thought of as paradigms or as universals, or as Gallop suggests, sometimes
         one, sometimes the other.)[19]     The other aspect of the meaning of this verb, that of to be in need or want,
         allows Socrates to introduce the notion of “striving”: “Then when someone sees a certain
         object and says to himself ‘The thing I am looking at  wants  to be like something else, but it can resemble that other thing only defectively,
         as an inferior copy,’ may we agree that what he is saying necessarily implies a previous
         knowledge of that which he finds the object seen to resemble defectively?”(74e) Two
         ideas are introduced here at the same time, that of the “striving” of what falls short
         to be like its original, of which it is an “inferior copy,” and the second idea, that
         this “necessarily implies previous knowledge,” as an artist sees the original before
         he paints it. But again we note that it is the metaphorical sense that is at work
         here, that since falling short can also mean “to be in want of” it is a natural extension
         of the metaphor to characterize the thing that falls short as “striving” to fulfill
         and overcome that lack, to bridge or fill that unfillable gap. And it is just as metaphorical
         to call the defective thing an “inferior copy” (in the way that a painted portrait
         would be) since in no sense does the equal thing visually look like the original,
         Equality. 
      

      
       If we recall that recollection is to apply to the unlike as well, and in some sense
         must do so, other problems arise. It obviously would make no sense to say that the
         lyre of the first example strives to be like its owner, the “thing we are reminded
         of.” Even of the “like,” the portrait does not strive to become in itself like the
         person—to strive to overcome its deficiency would be to strive to lose its two-dimensionality,
         but then it would cease to be a portrait or image.  It  resembles, while the striving proper is in the tension of difference, which  we  strive to overcome. Taken literally, the metaphor not only is misunderstood but
         in itself makes no sense. We are thus forewarned about being careful in what follows
         with regard to where that knowledge comes from and in what sense it is previous, for
         the only sense in which the first part of what is said, about striving and falling
         short at all implies the second part about previous knowledge is metaphorical—with
         the artist in mind, the process of copying presupposes the pre-existence of the original,
         a copy comes after the original in a temporal process. But as with the previous argument
         about the cycle of Life and Death, even were it to make sense as more than a metaphor,
         that in any given case an original precedes the copy does not mean that the original
         cannot have been itself a copy, hence have occurred within the same time frame (as
         with Life from Life). To suppose otherwise, one must suppose that all copies come
         to be at the same time, as in the previous argument, that all lives come to be at
         the same time (and all cease at the same time, in the case of the “life must come
         from death or all would cease” argument). 
      

      
       Thus while it is clear that the senses provide only the occasion for knowledge, and
         that while they lead us to it they do not produce it, it follows only that the Equal
         itself is something other than perception and that we use it as the measure of perception
         (and so in the case of other judgments of experience). While the individual act of
         measurement may require that the measuring instrument be had prior to the thing measured
         (and even this could be challenged), it does not follow that it and all the others
         are originally got at some temporal moment prior to all experience, as in a pre-natal
         state. That is, it does not follow that, “before we ever began to see or hear or otherwise
         perceive things we must, it seems, have possessed knowledge of the equal itself, if
         we are going to refer the equal things of our sense perceptions to that standard,
         conceiving that all such objects are doing their best to resemble it, yet are inferior
         to it” (75b). It is the animistic image of doing their best, of striving to overcome
         their deficiency, which is seductive for Simmias and Cebes; as with all mystery religions
         it is difficult for the adherents to distinguish metaphor from literal truth. Which
         is not to deny the truth of the metaphor. That is, Plato really does believe that
         the things measured by Ideas really do have less reality, less stability in their
         natures, are less self-identical—and he believes that, for many reasons, not the least
         of which is that they are composite. He also would assert that it makes serious sense
         to speak of the role of Eros as a kind of motion, both of the soul and in a strange
         way of the things themselves. But what he would not permit himself, as is indicated
         by the simplistic errors of the argument at the literal level, is a spatio-temporal
         notion of the Ideas or the Soul, hence of a pre-existence or an afterlife for either.
         There are other, positive reasons for what is here obvious only by denial. I note
         here only that the errors of the argument correspond to the confusion by the interlocutors,
         and other adherents, of legitimate  muthos  and metaphor taken literally, specifically with regard to space and time. It is
         perhaps the deepest irony of human belief that those who claim a spiritual credo and
         to be above this material life in their values are those who place the soul-thing
         in some other time and place before and after this time and place. That Simmias and
         Cebes, or the child within them, is fearful of death, ironically is the source, or
         at least the accomplice, of the need for a literal-minded before and after. The best
         that Socrates can do, as in the  Republic, is to soothe the child, in at least a more likely story than that with which they
         began. 
      

      
       To return to the argument, the issue is still just where we get these standards from.
         The conceptions arise “from seeing or touching, or some other form of sense perception,”
         but this is only their occasion. Yet, it is said, these occasions have been with us
         since birth: “We have been seeing and hearing things, and employing other senses from
         the very moment we were born,” and so, the argument goes, we must have been employing
         these standards from that very moment, hence have gotten them prior to that. Empirically,
         we do not in fact use our senses well from birth, do not measure or calculate well
         from the moment of birth, yet we do begin to sort things out from the beginning, and
         this ability or capacity is applied to experience on the occasion of it, not produced
         by it. But Simmias and Cebes are convinced that this prior knowledge by which we judge
         things is got “before we were born.” Socrates extends this knowledge to cover all
         those things to which we “affix our seal and mark as being ‘the thing itself,’ “significantly,
         “when we put our questions and give our answers.” It is ambiguous, I think, whether
         we  employ  these things to which we “affix our seal” in the discussion involving question and
         answer, or is it  about  these things that we put our questions and answers, in determining whether they
         merit that seal and mark of “the thing itself.” If indeed it is both, then we would
         give a different description of just how and when the knowledge of these is got. 
      

      
       In any event, the claim here is that “we must have possessed the knowledge before
         we were born.” Socrates then expands the description to cover other Ideas, those of
         “the beautiful itself, the good itself, the just, the holy,” and to everything of
         which we say “the thing itself,” remembering that Simmias and Cebes began the conversation
         with an agreement that these exist. These sorts of things clearly are not provoked
         by the experiences of the senses, and so not since birth. Yet they are lumped together
         with those which are provoked by the senses, and it is true that these are used as
         standards by which we measure the experiences to which they apply. But this does not
         in itself commit us to an explanation of how they are produced, other than to say
         that the experiences themselves, since we argue about them, do not produce or resolve
         the issue, hence the questions and answers. The “recovery of old knowledge” through
         an association of either like or unlike, “whether by resemblance or contrast” is the
         definition of Recollection. This “recovery” (analambanō, to take up again, recover, retrieve) must follow the same pattern as with qualities
         of sensibles, being reminded by what presents itself—therefore, since “the argument
         applies with equal force to the beautiful itself, good itself, just itself . . . ”
         etc., “directing our senses to the object” must have for such things either a metaphorical
         sense or a counterpart. The justification of the definition of learning as recollection
         for both kinds of object is then repeated: “The reason being that we found it was
         possible for a person who had seen or heard or otherwise perceived an object to go
         on to conceive another object which he had forgotten, something with which the first
         object was connected, whether by resemblance or contrast” (76a). The justification
         of the definition of recollection as “recovery of old knowledge” is in the suggestive
         experience—the image of recollection by association through either like or unlike,
         “it does not matter.” This is not memory (as might be the case with  like) but an active  construction  of the intellect. Association or “calling up” what has been “forgotten,” may be
         either a new association or application in relation to that which we experience as
         like the thing that is the occasion for the calling up, or it may be an association
         of the “unlike,” either with an unlike kind, or a mistake, that is, a false association
         or recollection. Even an error, or a wrong opinion, is in one sense the occasion for
         recollection—the experience has caused one to recollect an Idea, but the wrong one.
         
      

      
       Since the claim is that we “have had this knowledge, both before birth and immediately
         afterwards,” that is, we use it but it does not  come   from  experience, Socrates must account for why it is not always ready at hand, present
         to our consciousness, but must in fact, as we have said, be called up by the relevant
         occasions. The existence of the Ideas has already been presupposed. The question is,
         if we use them, do not get them from experience, and have “had them all along,” then
         why are they not present to us all along? The answer given is that we did “learn”
         them once, we did acquire knowledge of them, but we lost it, yet lost it in such a
         way that it can be recalled on the occasion of experience of what is connected with
         the first object, “either by resemblance or contrast.” This peculiar kind of losing
         Socrates calls “forgetting.” If “to know means to have acquired knowledge of something
         and not have lost it,” then “the losing of knowledge is what we mean by forgetting”
         (75d). In order to understand Recollection more fully, it is the sense of this “forgetting”
         that we must look at more closely. The issue is how (and when) exactly do we  have  this knowledge and how is it  lost.  Understanding what is meant by losing or forgetting will depend on our understanding
         of having known. Having first agreed that knowledge of the equal is got “before we
         were born,” two alternatives are offered to Simmias concerning how we have knowledge.
         On the one alternative we “must be possessed of it always” and we did  not  individually, just at the point of acquiring it each before being born, also “forget”
         what we have acquired before this life. On this account then any  forgetting  is in this life. Literally to be thus possessed of knowledge all our life would
         be somewhat bizarre, and of course is meant to be a non-alternative, although Simmias
         says, when asked, that he cannot chose between it and the alternative. The second
         alternative is that each of us lost at the moment of birth what we had acquired before
         birth, but afterwards by directing our senses to the relevant object recover that
         “old knowledge” which will mean that “what is called learning will consist in recovering
         old knowledge  which   belongs   to   us;  and should we not be right in calling this recollection” (75e). The earlier model
         of forgetting and remembering in the first discussion (the lyre/cloak type examples)
         was that something previously known is brought to mind, though it had been forgotten,
         by association, “whether by resemblance or contrast.” Such a  natural  description is of forgetting in this life, of not remembering someone or something.
         When we are dealing not with the remembering or forgetting of particular objects but
         of a kind (genos) of thing, it is the second, more reasonable alternative that appears to be defended.
         
      

      
       The argument for discarding the first alternative and opting for the second alternative,
         Socrates suggests to Simmias, who is unable to choose between the two alternatives,
         is to be based on the assertion that to fully know is to be able to “give an account”:
         “If a man knows certain things, will he be able to give an account of them, or will
         he not?” “Unquestionably he will, Socrates” (76b). As for the first alternative, not
         only would it seem to say that we already know everything all the time, which is patently
         not the case, but the new criterion, to be able to give an account of the things that
         we give names to in speech, is a formidable criterion for knowing them, and makes
         for an easy rejection of the first alternative. In effect, once having assumed that
         we gain the knowledge that we apply before birth, Simmias is at a loss to account
         not for how we have it but rather how we lost it. What then would be meant by to give
         an account of Equality? Now for remembering individuals it would be nonsensical to
         require an account of the mere fact that I remember, for example, the image of the
         owner of a cloak. To give an account would in this case mean no more than to give
         a description of one’s image as remembered. Nor clearly can everybody “give an account”
         who employs in some rudimentary sense an abstract concept, certainly not babies, who
         nonetheless, “employ their senses from the very moment” they were born and, quite
         early at least, ostensibly “refer the equal things of [their] sense perceptions to
         that standard [Equality itself],” and ought to qualify as knowing, hence in some sense
         recollecting. Nor is the slave-boy example in the  Meno  any different. He can eventually produce the correct answer, and Socrates stresses
         that it will be only with some practice that he will understand better how such things
         are done and will able to do it on his own.[20]     Still, in this case too, it is not an account of Equality or the relevant Idea
         that he will be giving, but of how the solution to the specific mathematical problem
         is arrived at. Yet the account to which Socrates refers in the criterion that he offers
         Simmias for choosing between the two alternatives, is just such an account of the
         terms that they have been discussing, the Ideas themselves, of Equality etc. But,
         the appeal, one might argue, to Recollection as an explanation of how we have knowledge
         of such things in this life does not require more than that we are seen to do so when
         presented with whatever “reminds” us. That is, we are given a description of the act
         of recollecting in which no giving of an account of the Ideas recollected plays a
         role. It is certainly true that the question that Socrates asks, as usual, has a disarmingly
         simple answer, for it is common sense that someone who knows something can talk sensibly
         about what he knows, and in this sense could be said to be able “to give an account”
         of it. And so Simmias replies readily that this is so. But when he realizes that this
         is to be applied immediately to the Ideas, he is awe-struck by the prospect. Simmias
         laments that on the following day, when Socrates is dead, no man alive will be able
         to give an account. No one truly knows these objects now the way that Socrates does,
         and he will be gone tomorrow. Since we cannot give an account now, the first alternative,
         “that we are possessed of [knowledge] always” is ruled out, leaving the second alternative,
         that we once knew, before this life, but lost it and need only to be reminded of it.
         To be able to give an account is used negatively to eliminate the first alternative,
         but not positively to validate the second one. But what has happened here to the criterion
         for knowing as being able to “giv(e) an account” if the instances of it require for
         knowing only that being reminded occurs? It seems that Simmias has remembered the
         doctrine of Recollection but has forgotten the criterion for knowing as giving an
         account. And so the second alternative is opted for, that learning is recollection,
         of what we once learned before this life but have forgotten at the moment of birth,
         to be recovered as old knowledge.
      

      
       But suppose we introduce into this argument the distinction between knowledge and
         opinion, particularly right opinion, a distinction conspicuously missing from the
         discussion. Then it is possible to say that we both have and do not have knowledge
         “throughout our whole life”: we have “possessed this knowledge always,” which is the
         first alternative, and yet  at   the   same   time  to have “lost” it, and that to know in the sense of right opinion does not require
         that we be able to “give an account” of it, precisely the lack that defines right
         opinion. And so, right opinion being a kind of knowledge without an account, and having
         “lost” it in this sense, then it is  not  the case that “to know means to have acquired knowledge of something and  not   to   have   lost   it,” which is how knowledge is understood in the first alternative (to have it always).
         But this would free us in fact to choose the first alternative, that we have knowledge
         “throughout our whole life,” only that it is also “lost” in a different sense. Contrary
         to what Simmias thinks, in a sense everybody does in fact “know those objects,” and
         that Socrates is to die does not mean, as Simmias says, that “by this time tomorrow
         there will be no man left alive” who has knowledge. Simmias says “capable of giving
         an account” but even this is contrary to the notion that dialectic is a human endeavor
         and no person has a privileged claim to access to the truth. But in the context of
         the choice that Simmias is to make between always having knowledge in this life and,
         alternatively, having learned it in a past life, then forgotten it, and now recollecting
         it, it is, as we have said, the fact that not everybody can “give an account” which
         forces Simmias to accept the second choice. However, that this is in the light of
         not having availed themselves of the distinction between kinds of knowledge, between,
         that is, knowledge that includes an account and knowledge of a sort that we all potentially
         have in the form of right opinion, is suggested by Socrates’s question: “So you don’t
         think that everybody knows those objects, Simmias.” “By no means.” “Can they then
         recollect what they once learnt.” “It must be so.” But if the  before  and  after  of learning is the conversion of opinion to knowledge, from a loose sort of having
         to a secure one, then this could as well be described as  recollection  of what we have  lost.
      

      
          There is also a deeper sense in which this is true. For quite apart from the opinions
         in which we apply ideas without fully understanding them, there is the broader sense
         of opinion captured in the rightness of right opinion, in which the Ideas themselves
         are with us from the beginning, as evidenced by our use of language (and of  calculation) at all. The point is that, without committing ourselves to a notion of a previous
         existence or previous experience, one can quite well speak of recollecting as the
         “recovery of old knowledge,” particularly, as Socrates adds, a knowledge which “belongs
         to us.” Indeed, the two alternatives between which Simmias was to choose, on this
         telling of it, are the same, which is, I think, the point. And neither of them requires
         a pre-existence. This does not, of course, explain just what is going on in the act
         of association that is the model for recollection and hence not what the ontological
         status of the Ideas is.[21]     That Simmias is still on the wrong track, and why, is indicated by his final
         suggestion as to just  when  the Ideas might have been acquired if evidently “not since our birth as human beings.”
         Simmias suggests “ . . . possibly it was at the actual moment of birth . . . ” to
         which Socrates retorts, “We are not born with the knowledge: that we agreed a moment
         ago; do we then lose it at the very moment that we acquire it, or is there some other
         moment that you can suggest?” “No indeed, Socrates; I see now that I was talking nonsense”
         (76d). Simmias is still caught up in time and space. The conclusion, just before,
         was that “our souls did exist before they were within this human form, apart from
         our bodies and possessed of intelligence.” The issue raised by our analysis, and by
         the dialogue between the reader and Plato, is not whether “our souls did exist before
         they were within this human form,” for that part of the argument is full of holes,
         but rather the real meaning of the second part of the phrase, that our souls exist
         in some sense “apart from our bodies and possessed of intelligence” (76c), which in
         some sense “belongs to us” (75e). What is meant by  apart  and how does the activity and possibility of  dianoia  both depend on and explain this  apart?[22]    
      

      
        In what sense can an account be given of this activity, and the hypothesis of the
         Ideas? But that project can and should be separated from the immortality of the soul
         in the sense of a temporal before and after, and it would then not be true that “all
         our argument will have gone for nothing” if the temporal, literal sense of immortality
         is let go. Socrates’s final formulation in this section is, “If those objects exist
         which are always on our lips, a beautiful and a good and all reality of that sort,
         and if it is to that that we refer the content of our sense-perceptions . . . it must
         follow that as surely as those objects exist so surely do our souls exist before we
         are born” (76d-e). But one can be sure of and defend the first two propositions without
         being committed to the third, and in fact denying it. Socrates asks Simmias, “Does
         the existence of our souls before birth stand or fall with the existence of those
         other objects?” (76e) Simmias replies that he is “utterly convinced.” But the existence
         of those objects as  apart  does not stand or fall with the “existence of our souls before birth,” or the arguments
         for it, fortunately. Simmias’s concluding certainty in both cases, that of immortality
         and that of the eternal Ideas, is equally groundless, as far as an argument having
         been provided here goes. His now apparently firm belief in both is yet to be revealed
         as not immune to doubt, or at least as dependent on an appeal to a rather different
         doxa  (the Soul as a Harmony doctrine) with which it will be shown to be in conflict.
         But we should note that while the first argument, that of the Cycle of Opposites,
         had introduced ontological elements, it had done so in a wholly mythological way—the
         argument was conducted through images. In this, the second argument, the connection
         between ontology and epistemology is made, though still inadequately, and thickly
         clothed in  doxa.
      

      
      The Kinship Argument:  Muthos,  Logos,  and the Philosophical Meaning of Eternality
      

      
       Socrates now opens the third argument for immortality with the following question:
         “What kind of thing is in fact liable to undergo this dispersal that you speak of?
         For what kind of thing should we fear that it may be dispersed, and for what kind
         should we not? And next we should consider to which kind the soul belongs . . . ”(78b)
         The immediate impulse for continuing the argument is to allay their “childish fears”
         about the soul being scattered by the wind upon “dissolution” of the union of body
         and soul. The continuance of the soul after death, Socrates had said, was already
         a “complete proof,” combining the present argument regarding Recollection and pre-natal
         existence with “the principle that everything that lives comes from the dead” i.e.,
         the cyclical argument. But this in fact won’t work: a) it will not provide for  personal  immortality, which is the concern that generates the childish fears, b) Recollection,
         given the above account, has not satisfactorily been shown to require pre-natal existence,
         c) life and death are not a necessary causal cycle. The Recollection thesis must be
         linked instead with a non-material, non-spatio-temporal eternality—no before and after—and
         must be dissociated from a material notion of the soul’s existence, which we have
         seen Simmias and Cebes to have. Hence the need to discuss  how  both soul and Ideas  are—and with that the notion of  cause. Thus the first move in the third argument is to discuss not what soul is but what
         kinds of things are subject to dispersal at all. Ironically, the terminology with
         which this discussion begins is still decidedly physical, again accommodating Simmias
         and Cebes’s beginnings. All that is “compounded or has a composite nature (is) liable
         to be split up into its component parts.” Only  incomposite  things “can possibly be exempt for that.” The  incomposite  is what is “constant and unchanging” while the  composite  are things that “are different at different times and never constant.” The point
         is pretty weak. One might object that neither of these is  necessarily  the case—as if the fact of being the one or the other were the  cause  of permanence or dissolution. Something could be composite, but not necessarily
         changing over time, or just never happen to get around to breaking up, or be incomposite
         and be broken up by force, for example. The terms and definitions are couched in language
         that is readily acceptable to Simmias and Cebes, but ironically so, as we shall see
         in more detail later. Socrates then asks, “Can the equal itself, the beautiful itself,
         the being itself whatever it may be, ever admit any sort of change? Or does each of
         these real beings,  uniform  and  independent, remain unchanging and constant, never admitting of any sort of alteration whatever?”
         “They must be unchanging and constant, Cebes replied” (78d).
      

      
       The contrast is between, e.g., “the beautiful itself . . . [which is] uniform and
         independent, remains unchanging and constant, never admitting of any sort of alteration
         whatever,” and the “many (beautiful) things, beautiful human beings, say, or horses
         or garments . . . the many equal things . . . the things that are called by the same
         name as those real beings” (78e). The changing is represented by what you can touch
         and see etc., that is, the visible. The opposite of this is the things that are “constant
         and unchanging” and these are by contrast not visible. The changing and visible are
         “never identical with themselves nor identically related to each other.” This is familiar
         doctrine and Cebes readily assents. But it is really rather loose playing. Clearly
         we could hardly get along if everything were really in absolute and constant flux,
         and a certain relative physical stability of the visible over a fixed time frame is
         evident. This applies as well to the relative stability of the relational qualities,
         that my father yesterday is my father today would not be possible without a certain
         form of existential, hence visible continuity. Nor does it follow simply from something’s
         being visible per se that it is changeable. And the fact that all ideas are invisible
         does not mean that all invisibles are like ideas or concepts, let alone Platonic Ideas
         or Forms, that is, that they have the quality of being unchangeable and constant.
         For example, my feelings are not visible, but they change. The government is not visible,
         but it changes. And even the noetic activity of soul is a kind of change. This is
         the basic and obvious flaw in the third argument from kinship. The soul does indeed
         have a kinship with the Ideas and is itself invisible, but it does not follow that
         it shares with its kin all of the qualities of the latter, that it is of the same
         nature or kind (genos) as its kin. And so it is not in fact true that “the invisible (is) always constant,
         the visible never,” a weak link and supposition on which the argument at this point
         is based. 
      

      
       And yet, there is a link between the soul as knower and the relative constancy of
         ideas as standards in practice, both ontologically (or to use Heidegger’s term, pre-ontologically,[23]     in our use of discourse), and in the search for greater stability that dialectic
         both witnesses to and allows. It is clear to all commentators but those who think
         anamnēsis  is  dependent  on proving immortality, that the Ideas are assumed in the argument, but one needs
         to understand just why the assumption is implemented in just the way that it is: if
         Simmias and Cebes, who clearly have only a vague and literal notion of the Ideas and
         how they work and  are, need primarily to be reassured that the soul does not dissipate at death, then we
         might as well use their belief in the Ideas, and the way that they believe in them,
         combined with an assortment of rather general Pythagorean, Orphic and possibly Empedoclean
         doctrines[24]     to reassure them. But Plato does so in such a way that is so patently false in
         argument that we are led to ask just what the “unchanging and constant” nature of
         the Ideas really is, what sense of the term  eternal  does make sense, and then to see how and when the soul is anything  like  this. This accounts for the extremity of the argument, the polarization of the senses
         and the soul as investigator of  what   is. Elsewhere the senses are given a role, and here too, if one recalls that it is on
         the occasion of the presentation of sensible equals that one is to recollect the equal
         itself. That was just a few lines earlier, at 74b. But here, when Simmias and Cebes
         are to be led to a hopeful conclusion, the senses are completely useless: “Now were
         we not saying some time ago that when the soul makes use of the body to investigate
         something through vision or hearing or some other sense—of course investigating by
         means of the body is the same as investigating by sense—it is dragged by the body
         towards objects that are never constant, and itself wanders in a sort of dizzy drunken
         confusion, inasmuch as it is apprehending confused objects” (79c). By contrast, “when
         it investigates by itself alone, it passes to that other world of pure, everlasting,
         immortal, constant being, and by reason of its kinship thereto abides ever therewith
         . . . and then it has rest from wandering . . . and is not this the experience which
         it has called intelligence” (or wisdom,  phronēsis). The mythic-poetic language, the depiction of a living individual soul’s experience,
         is obvious enough. But how then are we to take the passage, just how much of it is
         metaphor or image? What is directed at the literal-minded and dogmatic, unreflective
         Simmias and Cebes, and what at us? Not only is the denigration of the senses misleading,
         but this particular description of the  “soul when it investigates by itself alone” is so as well. For without an explanation
         and understanding of just what that investigating is, of the nature of dialectic and
         of its objects and objectives, an understanding which Simmias and Cebes as trusting
         in the existence of the Ideas certainly do not have, the image could as well be of
         a soul contemplating, meditating on supposed invisible eternal objects and truths,
         a sort of mystical and  non-discursive  experience which is far from what Plato would grant as  phronēsis.[25]     Yet it is close enough to what Simmias and Cebes would understand in Pythagorean
         rites etc. But with different understandings of meaningful discourse come radically
         different understandings of immortal and unchanging. What makes something unchanging
         is indeed in one sense that it is incomposite or at least an indissoluable unity.
         But that indivisible unity is not a physical one, rather the unity of the Idea. 
      

      
       That such a unity does not come to be or pass away, is not because it is some immutable
         stuff, as Simmias and Cebes take the soul to be, but because it is not in space and
         time at all. To the extent that the soul is like this, it participates in  that  form of eternality, and no other. When the soul is doing what it does most typically
         and best, engaging in discourse, it does so outside of space and time—although a man
         and his action in equity are spatio-temporal, the discussion or judgment they provoke
         are not. That a discussion or judgment occurs at a given time does not make its meaning
         or content temporal, any more than that it occurs at a given place makes it spatial,
         which does not, however, commit one to an unchanging  logos. Indeed, it is not clear that the soul as an entity is perhaps any more than this
         activity. And since the field of its activity is itself spatio-temporal as regards
         individual discourse, which is occasioned by individual experience, it is not clear
         what either a pre-natal or after-death knowledge or experience of Ideas could possibly
         mean. It is not so much that we need a body but that we need a world of experience
         in which Ideas are “useful and beneficial,” as is our discourse about them. 
      

      
       Socrates puts icing on the cake by adding finally that the body relates to the soul
         as subject to ruler, which implies that the soul is thus like the divine, to which
         it “naturally belongs” to “rule and lead;” the “soul is like the divine (the god)
         and the body like the mortal.” Thus the soul is as immortal as the gods and the body
         as mortal as slaves. Since the proof is already completed, here too we have a double
         message. The soul is indeed godlike and deserves to rule, but the veiled skepticism
         of the  Apology[26]     is surely not forgotten. Plato and Socrates have their own divinity and they
         need not look up in the skies to see the divine, like Glaucon’s star-gazing astronomer;
         they see the divine, since the Ideas are both in everyday discourse, our experience
         of the world as intelligible, and the distant background in which we search for a
         fuller understanding, in dialectic. In order to stress these rather different notions
         of the divine, Socrates ends the third argument for immortality with a mocking absurdity:
         “Well then, that being so, isn’t it right and proper for the body to be quickly destroyed
         but for the soul to be altogether indestructible, or nearly so” (80b). What, in heaven’s
         name, could be “nearly so,” nearly  indestructible? 
      

      
      Let us review the dramatic development of the language and its significance, how that
         language affects and reflects the argument. Why are the distinctions composite/incomposite,
         changeable/unchangeable introduced at 78b and then not specifically mentioned again,
         relying rather on kinship with the invisible? In looking for a reason for this we
         must have in mind the basic flaw of the Kinship argument; that what have some qualities
         in common, may not share others. The categories that Socrates suggests have a certain
         immediate appeal, and apparently a certain familiarity for Cebes as a description
         of a division into kinds of things: i.e., a notion of changing versus unchanging drawn
         from a naturalistic dogma of the opposition of composite versus incomposite, the latter
         being indissoluble. The Ideas, the equal itself, etc. first are said “never to admit
         of change” and one would think that Socrates would follow this up immediately with
         the conclusion that they are “like” the other unchanging things (whatever those might
         be?) and indissoluble, then that the soul is like the Ideas and it too is indissoluble,
         or immortal. But this is not quite what happens. The next move is rather to distinguish
         the visible from the invisible, and through the kinship of the invisible, of the invisibility
         of both Ideas and Soul, to conclude that the soul, like the invisible Ideas, is constant,
         and thus as essentially unchanging and eternal as its kin. This, as we have seen,
         is not a legitimate argument: having certain qualities in common does not mean that
         other qualities are shared. 
      

      
       The sense of eternal finally reached in the conclusion of the argument, as understood
         by Cebes, is stubbornly material in its imagery. At the beginning, Cebes had recounted
         how some people “suspect that, when it has left the body, it no longer exists anywhere
         . . . it is dispersed like breath or smoke, vanishing into thin air . . . ” (70a)
         In the end, it is simply a better, stronger, somehow indissoluble stuff. What kind
         of constancy is invoked? When the soul is described finally by Cebes at 87a, he continues
         to maintain that it is both constant and incomposite. The latter is the only basis
         for constancy that he can envision, which is why this material image of constancy
         is introduced. But earlier, Cebes, who is superficially familiar with the doctrine
         of Ideas, might have balked at calling Ideas incomposite, as indeed they are not,
         since though unitary, as self-identical, they may still be complex. For example, whatever
         Justice “itself by itself” may be, it is certainly complex as contrasted to the model
         of physical homogeneity implied in the contrast of composite and incomposite. So the
         notion of visible versus invisible as the distinctive feature is brought in instead,
         a notion with which he is equally, if not much more, at home. Thus only in the  conclusion  is Cebes’s understanding of soul as materially incomposite  brought   back   into   play  as the implicit  kind  of indissolubility he can accept. It is  reintroduced  in the final list of qualities attributable to what the soul is very like: “divine,
         immortal, intelligible, uniform (simple, of one kind), indissoluble, unvarying, and
         constant in relation to itself” (80b, Gallop).[27]     What is significant here is the re-inclusion of “indissoluble” (adialutō),  not mentioned since the beginning of the argument at 78b where the question was
         what things can suffer dispersion, and what things cannot. For leaving this off the
         list (but it is always on Cebes’s list) would allow that the soul’s kind of immortality
         is atemporal but temporally bounded and corresponds to the qualities, and perhaps
         even the mode of existence, of the objects of its activity in knowing. Each time that
         I am engaged in knowing, the soul, like its objects, is not spatio-temporal in its
         activity. But for this, continued existence is not required upon dissolution of the
         body.
      

      
       The next passage, 80c-82d, continues the same development. Increasingly mythic, it
         describes the afterlife of souls in the same language. But there is always the other,
         philosophical voice to be heard as well. The body, falling to pieces, still survives
         a “considerable time.” The soul lasting even longer, “passes to an invisible region”
         and “‘the soul that has dissociated itself as much as possible from the body in life,”
         as the philosopher does in “practicing death and dying,” having trained to be by itself,
         will “depart into the world of the invisible which it resembles … (and) there attain(s)
         happiness, released from its wanderings and follies and fears” This is in contrast
         to any soul which departs polluted, “one which had always associated with the body
         and  tended   it, filled with its lusts and so bewitched by its passions and pleasures as to  think   nothing   real   save   what   is   bodily,  what can be touched and seen and eaten and made to serve sexual enjoyment . . .
         to hate and shun with terror the things that are invisible” (81b). Such a soul cannot
         depart unsullied, and because it is “interspersed with a bodily element that had been
         worked into its substance by unceasing commerce,” is bound to return again to this
         life in some degraded form. This says in effect that all those souls that have not
         undergone the purification of philosophy, that is to say most, apparently depart this
         life with some sort of mixture of body and soul, weighted down by the remainder of
         material body stuff. Granted, the language is poetical, mythic, but it is the specific
         kind of image that is of importance, always remembering that Simmias and Cebes tend
         to take the image literally. For here, obviously soul is not radically different in
         kind, as was to be supposed, if it can allow of being interspersed—again working on
         Cebes’s soul stuff, “the bodily residue we must think of as a ponderous . . . earthy
         and visible substance.” 
      

      
       Cebes accepts that such weighted down souls haunt tombs, in “dread of the invisible
         that is called Hades” and “still retain some visible substance, which is just why
         they can be seen” (81d). Thus it is not only their “substance” that prevents them
         from entering Hades, but Socrates attributes to these ghosts an effect that is somewhat
         original and clearly ontological in intent, “dread of the invisible.” Thus the wandering
         souls must await reincarnation, being “chained up again in a body” for not having
         made the right judgment about what is more real, what is less so: the moral dogma
         of what is a bad life in its attachment to bodily pleasures is here turned into an
         epistemological-ontological one, the soul must learn what are its natural objects.
         The wicked now are those who “think nothing real save the body” and did not practice
         dying, that is, focusing the soul on the activity of knowing, and what can be known,
         the specifically human activity of discourse. This is as opposed to those whose training
         is “gluttony, unchastity and drunkenness,” which naturally prepares such souls to
         “join the company of donkeys or some such creatures”—that is, they have practiced
         being not-human. Even the merely virtuous, having practiced “virtues which spring
         from habit and training, devoid of philosophic wisdom” (82b) become “bees” or “ants,”
         and while they thus are the “happiest,” and pass to the “most favored region,” yet
         the “company of the gods” is reserved for those “who have sought wisdom” and “only
         the lover of knowledge may go thither” (82b-c).[28]     The latter’s “abstinence is not due to fear of . . . an evil life” but his insight
         into the “divine,” that is, “the direction whither philosophy points him.” Note that
         the ghost-souls that haunt tombs act out of “fear of the invisible” while the philosopher’s
         soul acts “not out of fear” but out of a positive attraction, one might add, attraction
         to the invisible. 
      

      
       Although Cebes’s moral and religious beliefs are called into play here, there is
         a crucial shift in blame, the reasons why the souls deserve such a lowly, or at least
         non-human, reincarnation: in Socrates’s formulation, it is not moral disapprobation
         that condemns them but their implicit ontology. Suffice it to say that materialism
         is a  natural  ontology for the embodied soul (I would offer Thrasymachus as an example). The greatest
         danger, and the “greatest evil” upon feeling “intense pleasure or intense pain in
         anything” is not moral but ontological, leading one “at the same time [to] believing
         that the chief object of these his emotions is transparently clear and utterly real,
         though in fact it is not; this is especially the case with visible objects” (83c).
         
      

      
       One is reminded of Phaedo’s puzzlement at the beginning of the dialogue about “a
         strange sort of blend of pleasure and pain” that came upon him when he realized that
         Socrates was to die. This is followed immediately by the opening scene in the prison
         cell, in which, on feeling the pleasure of release from the shackles, and recalling
         the previous pain, Socrates begins a discussion with Phaedo on the subject. A poetic
         image is provided as part of the discussion, the pleasure and pain are like “two creatures
         attached to a single head.” This is quickly interrupted by Cebes’s query, not about
         the subject at hand, nor the image, but about poetry in the common sense of the term,
         about Socrates’s “versifying,” “when you had never produced any composition before”
         (60d). But in effect, the continuous dialogue between Plato and the reader—the ontological
         discussion of what is real, what is independent and separate, truly released, as contrasted
         to a poetic mixture of mystical image-making and a natural, materialistic ontology
         of substance-things—has been going on all the time, behind the scene, as it were.
         As contrasted to a kind of quasi-materialistic naturalism, our soul is naturally linked
         through our fundamental interpretative activity of image-making to the invisible in
         the everyday—an unreflective relation without which we could hardly get along. But
         precisely because it is unreflective, we do not draw the natural inferences from it—which
         is precisely what philosophy, dialectic and the  Republic’s turning of the whole soul, must do.
      

      
        In sum, my interpretation above and in the following chapters accords on the whole
         with Fine’s examination of separation and her conclusions (see n.1), but makes a stronger
         claim. Fine shows that Plato’s theory of Forms in the middle dialogues (hence the
         Phaedo and the Republic, with which we are concerned here) does not require that Forms have separation as
         a defining feature, nor do the texts ever explicitly claim that they are separate.
         In other words, Fine is not saying that Plato did not believe that the Forms were
         separate, only that the texts and arguments do not actively support or require this.
         My own claim is somewhat stronger, that the text of the Phaedo can be shown to be making the claim that the Forms are substances separable only in the definitional sense (though this phrase does not reflect their ontological
         status in my interpretation) and to be in part directed against an interpretation
         of the Forms as independently existing substances.
      

      
        As for the soul, the immediate object here, I have been concerned to show that chōrismos as it applies to the soul is carefully limited to the same sense. Fine is willing
         to take the soul’s separateness in this life and its being autē kath’ hautēn in this sense (60), but in passing seems to be willing to take the separation of
         the soul in a pre-existence and an afterlife as a literal claim (72-73). Of course,
         her main concern is with the supposed separation of Forms. But as I show here, attention
         to the use of chōris and its cognates in relation to the soul has a direct bearing on interpretation of
         the Forms, and is in effect in support of Fine’s basic interpretation. I will argue
         that the existential sense of exist separately is always a muthos, that this is to be deduced from the dramatic reading of the text. Most importantly,
         I argue that the move from the argument regarding Forms and participants to the argument
         regarding Soul and body and the independence of each, hence to immortality for the
         former, is all based on a subtle play on just this difference between the two senses
         of separation.
      

      
       The rest of the dialogue must, then, both maintain Simmias and Cebes’s “hope” and
         yet also give an  intelligible  account of the  invisible, the “path” and “direction whither philosophy points.”[29]     The “sustenance” on which the soul is said to feed is got in “contemplating the
         utter certainty of divine reality.” And “surely if that be the manner of its sustenance,
         my friends, we need not be alarmed about its having to fear that on its release from
         the body it may be dissipated, blown to pieces by the winds” (84b). But Simmias and
         Cebes, not having understood the nature of this relation of sustenance and sustained,
         are still worried, and raise objections that reveal the more clearly their starting
         point. Like the unmasking of Thrasymachus, and the objections of Glaucon and Adeimantus
         concerning the literal or visible possibility of the ideal city, their continuing
         material model or  image  of soul as a more durable stuff or, in Simmias’s case, the name for the relations
         of stuff, is brought out in the dramatic action. In all three cases, their implicit
         ontologies are revealed as based in the acceptance of the sensible/visible as by far
         more concretely real, and directly known, protestations apart. It is their very trust
         in the literal visible image that is to be utilized by Socrates to achieve what “turning”
         of their souls they are capable of.[30]    
      

      
       But, ironically, this very use of images, both in the “proofs” of the immortality
         of the soul in the  Phaedo, and in the account of “possibility” for the ideal city in the  Republic, reveal the limits of these interlocutors, as contrasted to the reader. This limitation
         is precisely in their inability to see an image  as  an image. They are prevented from seeing image as image, from considering image-making
         in all its implications, by the very ontology from which they implicitly operate as
         hypotheses concerning what is real. Thus, though they are moved ahead in their caring
         for the affairs of the soul, it is only at the level of  doxa—their “turning” is an incomplete one. Yet their very shortcomings, as played out
         before us in the dialogues, are meant to be our own gain. What is invisible to them,
         both their own  doxa  as image and what it is an image of, is made visible to us, in our activity of “question
         and answer” about the image in discourse before us.[31]     Rather than taking Simmias and Cebes as seriously participating in the conversation
         with Socrates at a philosophical level, their importance in the argument of the dialogue
         is as dramatic foils. Precisely in showing their specific limitations, they help point
         to the serious argument.
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      Chapter 7

      The Problem of Wrong Beginnings

      
         
         
      

      
      The Objections of Simmias and Cebes and the Ontology of Images

      
       In this chapter, I will examine first the significance of the images chosen by Simmias
         and Cebes, that of the lyre and of the weaver and his cloak (84c-88b). It is with
         these images that they represent their objections to Socrates’ arguments thus far
         for the immortality of the soul, and their concern about its potential dissolution.
         A careful look at their choices will reveal their implicit underlying ontologies.
         Then I will look at Socrates’s reply (88c ff.). Since his reply includes a restatement
         of their respective arguments, I am obliged to cover in part some of the same ground,
         and while it might appear that there is some brief duplication, there are significant
         details. The reply to Cebes involves Socrates’ recounting of his intellectual biography.
         We will have to ask why this is necessary, rather than a straight response to Cebes’s
         argument. What can the successive stages of the biography tell us about the ontological
         search. The present chapter concludes with the part of Socrates’ story that ended
         in an intellectual impasse (to 100a). The positive response, which consists of the
         method of hypothesis, etc., hence Plato’s alternative ontology, is the subject of
         the next chapter.
      

      
       We turn, then, first to the objections of Simmias to Socrates’ arguments for immortality.
         His proffered analogy, to be the basis of his objection, is that of the lyre. The
         attunement of the lyre is to the physical instrument as the soul is to the body. Attunement
         is “invisible, incorporeal, lovely, and divine,” while the strings of the lyre are
         “bodies, corporeal, composite, earthy, and akin to all that is mortal” (86a). Socrates’
         argument for immortality, Simmias suggests, amounts to the following: it is as if
         one were to say that since even the lyre when it is broken continues to exist, it
         were unthinkable for “attunement to have perished,” since “how could this thing of
         such close kinship with the divine and the immortal perish sooner than the mortal
         object” (86b). But, Simmias says, the attunement of the lyre is rather in fact dependent
         on the existence of the strings, it is no more than the arrangement of the tension
         of the strings in a certain relation. When the lyre is no more, or beyond repair,
         no longer tunable, then there is no sense in saying that the attunement continues
         to exist somewhere, just because when it does exist it is characterized by qualities that it apparently
         shares with the “divine” and “invisible.” There are several problems with what, on
         the surface of it, is a legitimate objection—and as usual, the shortcomings of the
         position are themselves instructive. 
      

      
       The first observation is a general one—Simmias is once again guilty of taking literally
         what we have argued is mythic and an image. But before dealing with Simmias’ image
         per se, we must recall a feature of Socrates’ own image. Within his muthos, the elaboration of the image, it is not the bodily per se that caused the departed
         soul still to be weighted down or “interspersed” (81c), but rather the attitude of the soul towards the bodily passions, concerns, and feelings: the “polluted” soul departs “uncleansed
         of the body’s taint, inasmuch as it has always associated with its lusts and so bewitched
         by its passions and pleasures as to think nothing real save what is bodily” (81b).
         The soul, in Socrates’ image, can in fact come to have an unnatural kinship of sorts
         with its opposite, and such a soul “has grown to hate and shun with terror the things
         that are invisible, obscure to the eyes but to be seized by philosophic thought.”
         This dynamic of the soul is missing from Simmias’ image, and its absence reflects
         his lack of understanding of just what kind of immortality is to be asserted of the
         soul. Soul, for Socrates, was immortal to the degree that it learned or practiced correct vision, this is its kinship, while Simmias’ view is of attunement as adjustment
         of the right tension itself of bodily elements—soul’s invisibility, in his image,
         is not due to its kinship with its proper objects and concerns, but to its quasi-mathematical
         being as a relationship of bodily elements, just as in the attunement of lyre strings,
         “the soul as the blending or attunement of these in the right and due proportion.”
         But even were one to take Simmias and Cebes’ description as of the proper occupation
         or activity of the soul, i.e., harmony or balance, the soul still would not be the harmony but the agent that does this harmonizing—Simmias’ myth or image has the effect of reifying the very attunement
         as if it itself were a thing/soul. 
      

      
       Simmias’ lyre analogy shows that he has not understood the activity of soul that
         Socrates described as either tying it to the body or freeing it, separating it. Socrates’
         own images are double sided. They contain this description of the proper activity
         of soul, but they also are a test and temptation to misreading (similar in this regard
         to the images in the Republic). They are clearly humorous descriptions, of both reincarnation and of the interspersal
         of bodily elements weighing down the pure soul. His own quantitative descriptions
         of how divine soul must be “ever more enduring” than the Egyptian mummies which are
         “virtually immortal” are ironical, like the earlier caveat of 80b where the soul is
         “indestructible, or nearly so.”[1]     The images are a test which Simmias and Cebes fail—they continue the images,
         in a dramatically ironical dialectical exchange, in just the wrong way. Worse still,
         the soul in Simmias’s image apparently has little control over its fate—the attunement
         is a consequence of the “blending of bodily constituents” and since it is itself no more than the
         proper relations of the parts, it disappears at death. The image itself is faultily
         constructed—for as Simmias himself says, “If the soul really is a kind of attunement,
         plainly when our body is unduly relaxed or tautened by sickness or some other trouble,
         the soul, for all its divine nature, is bound to be destroyed, just as much as any
         other attunement or adjustment—in musical notes, for instance” (86c). Since the soul
         is not just any relationship of these bodily constituents but only their right relation—as
         in the attunement of the strings—this has the apparently bizarre consequence that,
         just as the lyre can go in and out of tune, the soul would, strictly speaking, go
         in and out of existence each time these elements are out of tune. The soul is destroyed
         whenever, that is, each time, there is anything less than attunement. Moreover, while
         there clearly is a difference between being out of tune, “unduly relaxed or tautened
         by sickness or some other kind of trouble,” and death, there is nothing in Simmias’
         image that allows for this difference. Death becomes a degree of illness. The living
         body is “held together in a state of tension by the hot, the cold, the dry, the moist”
         and it is clear that the dead body lacks this tension altogether: death, then, is
         somehow the result of a severe loss of equilibrium of these, and ultimately the loss
         of these (Empedoclean) vital elements altogether, since the argument concerns the
         continued existence of the soul upon dissolution of the bond. The real lack of understanding
         on Simmias’s part is of the nature of authentic kinship of soul and the truly divine
         and nonvisible, the rational object.
      

      
       Again, the real problem with his image as an objection to Socrates’ argument is his
         having taken Socrates literally—and the reason that he does so is that he fails to
         understand the kind of kinship that is involved. This reason is rather more serious than any mere lack
         of artistic skill. The medical model that he adheres to in searching out a fitting
         image infects the image itself in its physicality[2]: it thus is in contrast to the epistemological and moral basis of Socrates’ own image-making,
         while the invisibility of relations is not understood in its proper kinship with the
         mathematical and the soul as agent of both number and relation. In effect, he chooses
         the second of his own three methodologies as proposed at the outset of the discussion
         (cf. 85c-d), producing a human logos about nature that falls short of being in fact a “best and most irrefutable doctrine
         that mankind can offer,” and certainly not a safe “raft on which to accomplish the
         dangerous voyage of life.” For this image of soul (Simmias says it is one “we mostly
         hold,” and one supposes he means we men of science) does not even identify or respond
         to what are the real dangers of the voyage. Hence an objection framed in its terms
         is certainly bound to be no objection at all to the kind of immortality and kinship
         at issue. Simmias had begun his objection as if he were in basic agreement with Socrates
         concerning the kinship of soul and the divine, but ends up presenting us with soul
         as no more than the effect of a blending of bodily constituents, and as no more than
         an ultimately passive relation of elements, subject however to a medicinal psychology,
         a psycho-logos. The same implicit criticism of the Pythagoreans is seen in the Republic in the discussion of the proper study of astronomy, as we saw.[3]     Ironically, however, Simmias’s idea or image of soul as attunement is not far
         from Plato’s own notion of attunement or harmonia as the condition of the healthy or just soul, the task of the just man as the tuning
         of the soul, and the task of the philosopher as the music master. But the proper tuning
         depends on the knowledge of the instrument—and its right tuning on a proper turning.
         Once again, we have learned something about the proper turn through the errors and
         shortcomings of a false one, and an examination of an image for its false notes and
         their source. Simmias, in having too limited a vision of soul and its active life,
         mistakenly rebukes Socrates for having too lofty, too divine or spiritual a vision
         of soul.[4]     
      

      
       Let us now look briefly at Cebes. How does this pair go together, in spite of the
         apparent differences in their objections? Cebes says that “the theory [of the soul’s
         continued existence] is open to the same objection as was made a while back.” However,
         he accepts pre-existence and feels that it had been “neatly and cogently shown” (which
         in fact it had not been, as we have seen). He says that he himself does not doubt
         that “the soul is something strange and longer-lasting than a body” and on that basis
         says that he must still “dissent from Simmias’ criticism.” But does he really understand
         either Simmias’ criticism or the real basis on which pre-existence is defended? I
         have argued that pre-existence only makes sense as muthos, as a way of talking about the match or mapping of psyche and world. We saw that
         the errors in reasoning were patent landmarks to point us towards the understanding
         of the pre-existence of soul as muthos and away from the literal. In other words, what counted was the harmony, or kinship,
         of knower and known and not the temporal order. In fact, the only sensible meaning
         of this kinship was in an atemporality the exact antithesis of a literal before and
         after.[5]     Cebes’ conception of soul, on the other hand, is even more temporal, more physical,
         than that of Simmias. At least Simmias’ conception was of soul as relation—though,
         like the Pythagoreans, a reification. His objection to Socrates’ argument was that
         the soul is not in fact a thing but only a relation, like the attunement of the lyre, and hence condemned to a dependency.
         Yet his own reification consists in treating soul as if it were a thing, an entity when it exists as this relation. Simmias also had accepted
         its pre-existence, which strictly speaking he should not have done, since it lacks
         strings to be tuned. But the nature of doxa is that it is likely to show up whenever its adherent remembers to bring in what
         he really believes. Returning to Cebes’ position, the soul really is here conceived
         on a material model, simply a stronger more lasting stuff. And the way he puts it
         makes it clear that he can’t conceive that Simmias could possibly think of it any
         other way—he takes it that Simmias had maintained that soul was weaker stuff than
         the body, i.e., soul stuff as opposed to an attunement, and hence while the broken
         lyre was still present the weaker and less longer lasting soul had dissipated—that
         is, Cebes hears this as Simmias’ argument. Hence he thinks he is dissenting from what
         Simmias had said by saying that “I don’t indeed doubt that a soul is something stronger
         and longer lasting than body; as to that I dissent from Simmias’ criticism” (87a).
         He misunderstands Simmias because it is the nature of doxa, as contrasted to dialectic, to see everything in its own colors, to hear always
         its own tune, even in the arguments which it thinks it is refuting (or at least rejecting).
         
      

      
       And so Cebes’ own objection to Socrates’ argument, which is at the same time a rebuttal
         to Simmias (who had raised an obstacle to even a first time existence of soul after
         death) is itself couched in materialist terms. He is giving voice to the argument
         for the soul’s continued existence after death: “‘Why then,’ the question will be
         put, ‘are you still in doubt, when you observe the weaker part of the dead man still
         in existence [the dead body]? Don’t you believe that the longer lasting part must
         necessarily be preserved so long as the other is?’” (87b). Cebes’ reply is again in
         an image—that of the soul and body as analogous to the weaver and his many cloaks.
         Once again, Cebes has his own version of what the argument for the continued existence
         of soul has been thus far, presented through his image: an “elderly weaver” dies,
         his cloak remains behind and it is as if Socrates asserted that the weaver himself
         must continue in existence, “and if anybody doubts his word [the imagined defender
         of immortality] he will ask him which lasts longer, a human being or a cloak that
         is being constantly worn” (87c). The reply is a human being, who goes through many
         cloaks. Cloaks are shorter lived. 
      

      
       Again, we must bear in mind that this is being presented as an image or analogy that
         supposedly fits Socrates’ argument—as an image, it is supposed to prepare for the
         expression of Cebes’ own objections to Socrates’s argument for immortality. But as
         we have noted in his opening statement, soul is simply “something stronger and longer
         lasting,” and hence ultimately subject to wear and tear. With this as a starting point,
         Socrates’ own argument is already distorted by a literal interpretation of Socrates’
         imagery of a kinship of the invisible as eternal. But if eternal is merely longer lasting, then its being more noble is reduced to its being longer
         lasting. The image, rather than explicating the reflection of things higher, in the
         activity of soul, serves to debase the soul by associating it with the stuff below
         it.[6]     It is no wonder then that Cebes’ objection is laughable if appropriate, since,
         in the supposedly apt analogy, he has presented us with no more than his own view
         of soul, and as he says, eventually the “wear and tear” of successive embodiments
         must weaken the soul such that finally it too expires, leaving behind its “last coat.”
         That the soul and body are conceived on the same plane is clear from Cebes’ extension
         of the weaver metaphor into the soul part of the analogy— “yet the soul will always
         replace the worn out tissue with new woven material: but for all that, when the soul
         does perish, it must needs be wearing its last garment, and perish with that” (87e).
         But the real significance of this link is that the soul’s activity for Cebes is that
         of sustaining the body physically, a sort of vitalistic life force—and so it is, that
         when a body is bereft of soul, which has worn out its capacity to sustain successive
         bodies, the body finally lacks its vital fluids, so to speak, and “will reveal its
         inherent weakness and vanish in swift corruption.” The meaning of the sustenance-sustained
         relation is clearly different than that in Socrates’ description: for Cebes, the soul
         sustains the body, while for Socrates the soul is itself sustained, gains its sustenance
         from what is higher—the activity of soul is different for each of them, the nature
         of soul corresponding to the activity and kinship. Cebes had averred that he accepted
         the pre-existence of soul and thought its demonstration “very cogently shown,” but
         had he really understood it, he would not be forming his objection to soul’s continued
         existence as he does. 
      

      
       Cebes, in effect his imagined critic, offers a “further concession” which is merely
         a recapitulation of the successive reincarnation thesis in a more formal statement,
         and then the necessary “final concession” that Cebes thinks is crucial, namely that
         soul “is not wearied” in the process, hence continues eternally. But rather than a
         sticking point for Socrates’ version of immortality as Cebes supposes, this serves
         instead to emphasize the presuppositions of Cebes’ own view, in contrast to that of
         Socrates’s argument, and Cebes’ lack of understanding of the latter. 
      

      
       In sum, the very choices of imagery by Cebes and Simmias, are themselves images of
         their own ontological orientations and the limitations of their views of soul. Each
         uses an image to criticize Socrates’ argument, but the image shows a flawed comprehension.
         Both have failed to follow the argument and hence cannot raise legitimate objections,
         and what objections they do raise remain an expression of their respective attachment
         to doxa. Simmias’ lyre image reifies attunement, much like those today who would reify the
         Platonic ideas, whether to defend them or to oppose their existence; while Cebes’
         weaver-cloak image debases the soul to a mere stronger stuff. Both are thing-ontologies
         taken in different directions. Both fail to grasp the nature of the activity of the soul and hence its implications for the proper understanding of eternal, immortal, and independent, whether applied to the soul or to its kin and object, the Ideas. But their images
         are, paradoxically, partial truths as well, when the story is told rightly (as in
         Socrates’ recasting of Aesop, his hymn to Apollo, his appropriations of the Odyssey
         imagery, and his own image-making in the Phaedo and elsewhere). Thus the noetic soul really is a harmonizing or attunement of both
         itself and its relations to what is knowable, and soul really is a weaver as it makes
         its body suit its true needs, and is also in a way housed by the body. Paradoxically,
         the very consequence that Simmias and Cebes fear, the dissolution of soul when its
         activity ceases, is in fact, I argue, the Platonic truth—the activity and its conditions not
         having been rightly understood, however. 
      

      
       The overall purpose of the dialogue after all (and of their objections here, meant
         to be overcome) was to calm their fears for Socrates’s life—fears which stem from
         their ambiguity about the soul’s state after death, or rather from their both adhering
         to doxa which will not sustain them in the “dangerous voyage of life.” Thus Cebes’ final
         statement here recalls their beginning—“Then nobody is entitled to a rational confidence
         in face of death unless he can prove that the soul is absolutely incapable of death
         or destruction,” a distinction to be taken up later, “if he cannot, he must admit
         that anyone about to die will inevitably fear that his soul may be utterly destroyed
         at the moment of severance from the body” (88b). But this assumes that one needs a “rational confidence in the face of death,” either that one could ever have such,
         or that such a thing as a “rational confidence” is appropriate. This is not to deny
         that one fears annihilation, but this fear is not answerable by a rational confidence,
         since, as Socrates will argue, the soul is indeed deathless but not in any sense that would help with this fear. What severance from the body
         and all it represents is actually to be achieved, need not wait upon, nor is it aided by, the annihilation of the body. But a soul that has not successfully
         in one degree or another severed itself from the cares of the body etc. in this life,
         even were it to endure past the body, would still be encumbered by its representative
         values and concerns. And about this one can have a legitimate rational fear. Or, conversely, when properly prepared, one can have a rational confidence
         in one’s having succeeded in the separation of body and soul to the degree “humanly
         possible,” a confidence which, while it cannot completely allay one’s fear of annihilation,
         can perhaps calm it by focusing one’s attention on the personality’s true identity,
         and on the knowledge that one has remained faithful to it to the end—that is, to the
         separating activity of soul embodied in the activity of learning and to the separateness
         of its objects that makes this activity possible and real.[7]     
      

      
       We turn next to Socrates’ own explicit critical response. Simmias now is faced with
         an apparent choice of opposing doctrines or doxai, a choice between a literal Attunement Theory and a literal Recollection Theory (i.e.,
         one involving pre-existence, 92a). After a warning of the dangers of a sort of life
         of antilogos, its kinship with a life of excess, and the similarities in the dangerous roads that
         lead to misanthropy and to misology—a series of frustrating disappointments, with
         untrustworthy men and with untrustworthy arguments (83c-e. 89b-d)—Simmias, a nice
         fellow, chooses, rather than examines. The choice offered by Socrates, be it noted,
         is not between opposing theories of the nature of soul or of immortality, etc. but
         between Simmias’ acceptance of the Recollection thesis (implying pre-existence) or
         soul as an attunement. If Simmias has already just chosen, why (and for whom) does
         Socrates continue? What is the significance of the dramatic extension of the discussion?
         Socrates’s examination of the attunement theory here must be seen against the background
         of the just prior warning against misology and the absence of the questions concerning
         hypothesis in general. It thus prepares the way for an examination of hypothesis—and
         Ideas as reasons that are in some sense causes. Thus, though Simmias is more than
         ready to choose, and to give up the attunement theory at 92e, Socrates nevertheless
         continues with a refutation of it. This parallels the earlier exchange. Simmias had
         asked Cebes, “How is that proved?” that is, that coming to know is a recollection,
         and a “learning at some previous time” which implies that the soul is immortal. And
         when then Cebes had given a vague image of it, Simmias had not really wished for much
         more—he says that he does “already almost remember, and (is) almost convinced.” He
         says there that he needs to “do just what we are talking about, namely to recollect.”
         Yet he is really asking not to recollect but rather to be reminded, to have his memory
         stirred a bit more. This is akin not to epistēmē but rather to images of what was said, that is, to doxa. What he got instead, was an exercise in recollection as learning—how ideas are called
         forth in some detail. Similarly, in the present passage, we see that Socrates goes
         beyond Simmias’ willingness simply to give up the attunement theory, to an exercise
         in an examination of the hypothesis—in order to explore with the reader in practice
         what hypothesizing really means. So, just as at 73b Socrates says “and if that doesn’t
         convince you . . . ” here, at 92e Socrates says, after Simmias already gives up attunement,
         “Now look at it from another angle . . . ” It is thus worth following the argument
         in detail.[8]    
      

      
       The key to Socrates’ critique is in the exclusive relationship of any compound and
         the “elements of which it is composed” (93a1). As an effect, attunement is an exclusive
         relationship—the attunement cannot “act or be acted upon, in any way differently from
         the way [it] may act or be acted upon” (93a4-5, Gallop). That is, it is not to be
         “otherwise qualified than [by] the elements of which it is a product” (93a1, Hackforth).
         In other words, one supposes, the attunement is not to be anything else than an attuning,
         and the elements are not in this relation, as the cause of the attunement, doing anything
         else or to be considered as anything else—so, for example, tuned strings are, qua
         tuned, not to be considered as brass, or copper, etc. The conclusion of this is that,
         in Simmias’ image, attunement is to be considered strictly as an effect, and as an
         effect of the alignment, hence an effect in the soul of the alignment of vital spirits,
         as it were, balanced. Further, at the point at which the elements, say the strings,
         do anything else than produce an actual attunement they cease to be strictly an element,
         and the attunement ceases to be altogether—there cannot be an attunement out of tune.
         Since an attunement is the direct expression or result of the relations of the elements themselves (the attuned), Socrates’ opening
         statement is that the compound (composite—the attunement) is not, cannot be, in any
         other relation, “any state other than that of the elements of which it is composed.”
         This is not hard to understand since in Simmias’ position it is not clear how there
         is much difference between the attunement itself and the attuned as such—the former
         is, in effect, the quality of the latter only when the latter is functioning as an
         attunement. Attunement is neither “to be in any other state” nor to do or suffer anything
         “other than that which the elements do or have done to them.” Again, the attunement
         is an effect, a singular quality directly traced to its cause in the elements considered exclusively
         as cause, in this case the tension of bodily elements, “hot, cold . . .,” etc. An
         attunement then, does not “‘direct its elements: it must follow them.” That is, when
         they are in such and such a relation.
      

      
       Socrates first represents attunement and the attuned to Simmias as if they were two
         things, which is as Simmias first had imagined them. But since, as we saw, they are
         for Simmias in reality one, that is, in his exhibited belief, it is easy for Socrates
         to stipulate that they must always be in accord and in a causal relation. And that
         “attunement naturally correspond(s) to the way in which the tuning has been done”
         (93a11-12, Hackforth, see note). This is important because the attunement as effect
         can neither pre-exist or precede, nor continue after, its cause—the attunement is
         tied inextricably to the tuned. An attunement model or image requires the co-presence
         of cause and effect. The theory of Recollection, on the other hand, when understood
         literally as Simmias does understand it, requires that the cause should temporally
         precede the effect—that the soul knows before it uses or demonstrates that knowledge in learning. But if, as I have suggested,
         learning as the activity of noetic reconstruction in this life, is by definition of
         that activity, atemporal, then the Ideas as postulates or hypotheses are themselves
         the immanent effects of learning and knowing, and the cause is the need for an explanation
         of the coherence of the activity. Hence in reality the effects mythically precede
         the cause—which is equivalent to saying in a muthologia that reasons are to be conceived as causes. (See chapter eight of this volume.) We
         shall see momentarily the consequences of a literal versus a figurative interpretation.
         As Jacob Klein notes in his comments on the Phaedo in his A Commentary on Plato’s Meno, there is the appearance of a “profound discrepancy” between anamnēsis and dianoia, between the looking backward to an atemporal yet prior experience in the recollection
         myth, contrasted with the dianoetic activity of learning, which is “uniquely interested
         in the content of the knowledge to be acquired”[9] (150) and as such is focused on an object that is, for the moment, “independent of
         any [mythical] time.” But this tension or contradiction, this “gulf,” Klein finds
         “less deep . . . if either effort is seen as the continuous exercise of our faculty
         of dianoetic eikasia.” The recollection myth as image must be interpreted and confirmed in the image represented
         not in words but in deeds; that is, “it is the action of learning which conveys the
         truth about it” (172). The activity of learning, however, as a mortal striving after
         an articulated Whole and an excellence temporally indefinite, and perhaps unattainable,
         projects the eroticized soul into the future. “A Socratic-Platonic myth,” as contrasted
         to traditional ones, including the present doxai of Pythagorean-Orphic ones, “will always speak of the Soul and will be concerned
         about the undistorted Whole. … The answer to the question about the possibility of learning is not a theory
         of knowledge’ or an ‘epistemology’ but the very effort to learn. The answer is the deed, the ergon, the meletē, of learning, which, in turn, may lead to the hexis of knowing.”
      

      
         The first move, then, is that attunement, in essence, is always an effect, never
         a cause, and never independent. Considering this, it is with some irony that secondly
         (93a10 ff.), Socrates gets Simmias to accept that an attunement may be more or less
         of an attunement “if the tuning has been done more completely” (or less so). This
         agreement provides the basis for a contrast with souls, which, Socrates suggests,
         cannot be more fully soul, one than another. (And yet if we agree that souls may be
         better or worse with regard to their content of virtue or vice, which Socrates himself
         quickly adds, then degrees of attunement, one would have thought, could correspond
         to degrees of soul.) Socrates points out that it would be absurd to suggest that the
         good, or bad, soul attunement will be a second attunement of the attunement, since
         soul is already defined as essentially attunement. Apart from the evident absurdity
         of a soul within a soul, an attunement within an attunement, Socrates points out that
         they had just agreed that soul cannot be more or less soul, hence neither can soul
         be more or less of an attunement. If there are degrees of attunement, then soul is
         not analogous, since soul is held to be always and simply soul. On the other hand,
         if there are degrees of soul (say, relatively good or bad) then we ought to say, on
         the analogy, that there are attunements of attunement, since soul is already an attunement;
         and since there are not (i.e., it is meaningless), at least the analogy does not hold.
         But this is not quite the only conclusion that one could derive, as we shall see.[10]    
      

      
       I suggest that the problem is intertwined with Simmias’ limitations, previously discussed,
         and the ill thought out nature of his doxa. Simmias fails to avail himself of a distinction that Socrates has pointed to precisely
         by his having left it out of his account. One would have thought that the lyre/attunement
         image would be an appealing Socratic one—the soul’s activity and correct task as a
         kind of tuning is an important image in the Republic.[11]     But as already noted, Simmias’ attunement is the soul, while tuning the soul is for Socrates the activity of the soul. But here, the distinction is missing, and the result is a conflation of
         quality and thing qualified. Thus a soul in fact can be both soul and a good soul
         without any duplication, though how this is so and the attendant logical and ontological
         problems would require a separate discussion. My point is that the possibility does
         not even arise because of Simmias’ starting point. If attunement were properly used
         as a metaphor attached to the second notion instead of the first, to qualities of
         soul rather than that soul is an attunement (required for the dissolution argument), then indeed it would be possible
         to speak about what is more or less tuned i.e., the instrument (the soul), and of
         more or less of an attunement as the quality of the attunement. No contradiction would
         then appear, and no choice of hypotheses be required. But attaching this image of
         attunement to the first notion, that soul is itself an attunement, conjoined with
         its corollary that soul is never more or less soul, results in the conclusion that,
         if soul were an attunement, attunement could never be more or less of an attunement,
         which is denied, and a choice between Recollection and Attunement is forced. The way
         out is there for Simmias to see, but he does not use it, and his error is again our
         advance. Simmias would have to replace “Soul is an attunement,” with “Soul has an attunement.”  
      

      
       Why does Socrates allow the conversation to unfold the way it does? I suggest because
         forcing a choice between Recollection and Attunement is the only way to wean Simmias
         from a notion of soul as an amoral attunement, soul not as qualifiable by good and
         bad—not focused on the moral activity of soul, but rather a medicinal analogy in an
         image. (An error comparable to Glaucon’s star-gazing astronomer.) Given Simmias’ notion
         of soul as attunement and his literal interpretation of Recollection, the only way
         to force him to drop his notion of soul for a better one is to force a contradiction
         between the two doxai. Once this is effected, the soul that recollects could be re-united with a different notion of tuning the soul, a moral one rather
         than a physical-medicinal one. But for this, Simmias must shift from soul is an attunement
         to soul as subject to an attunement. Ironically, because he is fixed to the former
         doxa, and not philosophically adept, he is forced to give up what could in the right hands,
         and as an apt image/hypothesis, be the very description of soul needed. And so attunement
         is discarded as a reification through an argument focusing on the self-identity of
         soul rather than the more difficult notion of its qualifiability in action. Not differentiating
         substance from quality results in Simmias being forced to the absurd conclusion that
         “inasmuch as it is the nature of every soul to be just as much of a soul as every
         other, all souls of all living beings will be equally good” (94a). That is, on the
         current hypothesis that soul cannot be more or less soul, then neither can an attunement
         be more or less. But if attunement is not more nor less, then if virtue is an attunement
         and vice a non-attunement, a soul that is really a soul “can never partake of vice”
         and therefore all souls “will be equally good,” a conclusion which again here forces
         the rejection of the (amoral) attunement hypothesis.   
      

      
       The next passage (94b-95a) confirms this interpretation. It stresses the activity
         of human soul, which “controls every part, especially if it be intelligent.” As such,
         it is often in the position of being opposed to other forces, desires, etc. But attunement
         could not be engaged in opposition, i.e., attunement as Simmias conceives it, as soul
         itself, is already a harmonia: in spite of his claim that the activity of soul is a harmonizing of the opposing
         elements, soul is only soul when the harmony is achieved. That is to say, he has the
         activity, the state, and that which is acted upon, all hopelessly confused, essentially
         one for him. Secondly, for Simmias, the activity itself is in the physical rather than the moral realm, hence a soul as an attunement has to be for him a result, perpetually dominated
         by concern for its condition and ironically in harmony with whatever the “lyre” demands
         for balance. Socrates’ notion of soul must be the exact opposite of this, “dominating
         all these alleged sources of existence,” its harmony is had precisely in opposing and in mastering. So in dialectic, the harmony of knowing and being is got in and through a constant
         struggle with the opposition of appearances, including within the particular sciences
         (dianoia). The image of this struggle of the upward path is represented in the description
         of the studies in the Republic preparing the philosopher-ruler. The dialectic of that image of studies and of the
         oppositions within them is analyzed in the preceding chapters. The final image here
         is of opposition. Odysseus is said to oppose the will of his heart; “Thus did he smite
         his breast, and spake to his heart with chiding” (94d-e). Simmias and Cebes are Thebans,
         and the Cadmus story is their city’s founding myth. Simmias, as the representation
         of the city in the image of the goddess Harmonia (94a), is then propitiated by a recasting
         of harmonia, in a way that focuses us on the misuse of the term and on the need for a different
         concept of the soul and its activity, if attunement is to be “useful and beneficial”
         as an image. The new notion of soul presents the possibility of a harmonia that is a project of a soul that distinguishes between doxa and epistēmē. But the tuning of this soul does not require a literal pre-existence. 
      

      
       The original defenders of the Theban city are the originators of doxa, variously Pythagoras, Orphism, Philolaus, Alcmaeon, Empedocles, Anaxagoras, etc.[12]     In the hands of the next generation, the original mythical defenders, Harmonia
         and Cadmus, are represented by the syncretic Simmias and Cebes, who must slay the
         dragon of the moment; this is the fear of death and also Socrates’s version of immortality
         insofar as it seems to them to conflict with the doxai of their city. Simmias represented a misinterpretation of Harmonia in need of correction.
         Now Cebes, the Cadmus/husband partner of the team, is also to be propitiated. But
         in each case the rescue is a paradoxical one. Thebes must be saved a second time,
         the city/soul from its would be protectors, just as the Theory of Ideas must be protected
         from its ostensible friends. Cadmus founded the city of Thebes by slaying a dragon,
         and planting its teeth, from which Theban warriors had sprung up. This later generation
         of Theban warriors seem ill equipped. Their defense is ill made and thoughtlessly
         grafted onto Socratic doxai. The opposition of Socrates/Heracles/Odysseus, then, is both to the philosophical
         originals and the method of Simmias and Cebes. But the original doxa of Harmonia and Cadmus can be transformed and appropriated, put to right and good
         use, the city/soul saved from a meaningless immortality as from a meaningless death,
         and the logos saved from a death in doxa. Once again, as in the case of Simmias, the problem is not only with the content
         of the argument against immortality itself but with the preconception both about soul
         and about what an argument or explanation itself truly is.[13]     
      

      
      Socrates’s Intellectual Autobiography: The Ideas and Reasons as Causes 

      
       In restating Cebes’ argument, Socrates stresses its physical elements—soul in its
         pre-existence was “something strong and godlike” and its “entry into a human body
         was the beginning of a sickness which would end in its destruction” (95c-d). This,
         Socrates says, requires a “thorough inquiry into the general question of the cause
         of coming into being and perishing” (96a). It would have sufficed, one would have
         thought, simply to point out to Cebes that he had described the wrong kind of stuff,
         that soul cannot wear out. Why should Socrates feel compelled to discuss coming into
         being and perishing in general, and to do so via his own intellectual history, his
         own “experiences bearing on the matter”? To discuss the causes of generation and decay
         would appear to be a larger subject than required, which at most would be the nature
         of the soul. But part of the subject of the dialogue is not just what one believes
         but also how one comes to believe it, either in the sense of actual intellectual history,
         or the varieties of presupposition, of hypotheses available and their logical order—regardless
         of whether in fact experienced in that order. Such a history becomes intellectual
         mutho-genesis. It is not simply a question now of going on to do battle with Cebes’ objection to
         continued existence of the soul, but to show that the difficulty is with his starting
         point—and hence that Cebes and Socrates are not, in fact, disagreeing about the same
         thing—soul is not the same thing for them and so they cannot meaningfully discuss
         in what sense it does or does not continue to exist after death. And so one cannot
         discuss Cebes’ argument without discussing what he takes as the conditions of continuing
         to be or passing away for anything—hence for soul. But their ontological differences
         are also inextricably tied to different views concerning the implicit different notions
         of cause. 
      

      
       Socrates announces that he will deal in detail with coming to be and passing away.
         An explanation of the origins of thought in memory, judgment and knowledge is traced
         to the senses, and via them to a seat in the brain, an explanation of a material sort
         of how something comes to be, namely knowledge. And rather than its genesis and decay,
         it is its stability that is stressed—the senses “ . . . give rise to memory and judgment, and ultimately,
         when memory and judgment have acquired stability, to knowledge” (96b). Socrates says
         that when he was young he had “a remarkable enthusiasm for the kind of wisdom known
         as natural science.” Yet the questions that he gives as examples at 96b, except for
         the very first one mentioned about whether “it is when the conjunction of the hot
         and cold results in putrefaction that living creatures develop,” are all in fact in
         one way or another connected with thinking and thought and knowledge, rather than
         about the physical causes of physical things or “natural science in general.” The
         inadequacy of the first stage, then, is not the inadequacy of natural science as explanatory
         per se but as a source of explanation for these special sorts of objects. This should, incidentally,
         tell us that Socrates, or Plato, need not be presenting us with a historically accurate
         biography, but rather, with a sequence of attempts to explain certain phenomena, namely
         the production of knowledge, and more importantly, with the reflections of thinking
         on thinking itself. That this first account of thinking would be for Plato the wrong
         one is clear from the absence of anamnēsis, and the specific substitution of memory. Perhaps Socrates begins with the mention
         of attempts to account for these phenomena through principles on a physical model
         because this is where Cebes’ doxai seem to stem from—and it is first and youngest as well because it is the point of
         view closest akin to the visible natural world in which we find ourselves, as Socrates
         humorously adds in passing, “Often I used to shift backwards and forwards trying to
         answer…” (96b)
      

      
       Socrates says that he “next tried to investigate how things perish and what went
         on in the heavens and on the earth” (96c). There is, then, the addition of astronomical
         matters as Socrates continues the explicit theme of physical inquiry. But once again
         the story is so told that the implicit emphasis on human being is brought out. The
         ironic tone is just barely concealed, and the stress is on his dismay and disappointment
         when, in matters which he (and others) had thought they had “definitely understood”
         he suddenly found that he “was now smitten with such blindness as the result of my
         investigations that I unlearnt what I previously thought I knew . . .” (96c). Socrates’s
         problem, as follows, is stated oddly, but the oddity disappears if we read it ironically,
         i.e., as retrospective ironical description. He had thought that the coming to be
         of physical growth was by addition of the same stuff: a person “grew because he ate
         and drank: in taking food, flesh was added to flesh . . .,” etc. This is followed
         by the increase or addition observed in the relations of taller than or longer than:
         one was, he “used to think,” taller by the addition of “a head” etc., that is, by
         some physical quantity, satirized by the use of the idiomatic “by a head” (96e), as
         if literally the specific item head were what made one taller (Plato has Socrates add “similarly with two horses.” It may be unintentional,
         but the joke may be that this applies even less so to horses, who are taller at the
         shoulder, not the head). But now he says that he is “very far from supposing these
         things.” Socrates continues with an arithmetic example, a paradox, being that a two can apparently be produced by either of two opposite operations—by the bringing together
         of one and one, or by the division of a one into two parts: “for the cause of two
         would be the opposite of that just suggested” (97b). Hence two is produced both by making a larger thing smaller (splitting it in two) or by adding
         something to something else. While it is true that the mathematical operations are
         in opposition, or at least different, and that the production of the same number by
         different effects is a reason for reflection, yet the apparent paradox (if that is
         what it is) is brought out for Cebes by the stressing of the contradictory physical
         activities, bringing together and separating (ironically those of dialectic). Of course,
         as observed earlier, in the discussion of the activities of the Divided Line, seeing
         one and one as a pair need not require proximity (e.g., two popes, at Avignon and
         at Rome), nor, conversely, does proximity or even similarity require being a pair—e.g.,
         my peach and Cezanne’s peach, where difference is stressed.
      

      
       The supposed perplexity arises in the light of the hypothesis that it is the physical
         operations that are the cause: “a moment ago it was because the units were brought
         into close proximity each to each, and now it is because they are kept away and separated
         from each” (97b). The stress in the vocabulary is on the spatio-temporal: “when the
         units were apart . . . as yet not two,” as soon as they “had approached each other there was the cause of the coming into being of two, namely the union in which they were put next to each other.” This spatio-temporal imagery, here the
         focus of perplexity, will be continued in the description of the behavior of the Ideas
         in the passage concerning Opposites. But there the motion of the imagery is more evidently
         controlled by our awareness of it as image. Here, motion is an ironic commentary on
         precisely Cebes’ misunderstanding, of physical vitality as the cause of such changes.
         For if we look at the new supposed contradiction as expressing a biographical shift
         within this section (96c-97c), the subject had in fact changed—length and number as
         cause, however problematical, is not the natural continuation of the addition in growth
         with which the example begins. One could quite as well have maintained that “the cause
         of a human being’s growth” is addition of stuff. And it was to this that Socrates
         had said, “I had supposed that to be obvious to anybody . . . that was what I used
         to believe.” But in fact this does not continue to be the subject, but rather addition
         or diminution in size and number, quite another matter, as it were. The point is,
         that for Cebes there is not such a difference and the use of spatio-temporal imagery
         carries him along—as we had seen in the discussion of his theory of soul. It would
         be foolish for us to assume that Plato could not see such an obvious difference, hence
         we must conclude that the change in subject matter and in the meaning of change—from physical growth, to addition and subtraction—is intended for us, thus his ironical
         tone, “I was now smitten with such complete blindness.” The confusion is illustrative,
         meant to highlight the limitations of Cebes, and of his shade-like mentor. The shift
         from physical growth to eidetic change, since the former is not in fact problematical,
         focuses us once again on the human, the activity of counting, rather than the ostensible
         original subject “the kind of wisdom known as natural science.” 
      

      
       It is worth noting that the stages of literal development of the history seem to
         pass through stages parallel to those of the Line and the Cave progression: pure physical
         images as mock speculation—“hot and cold . . . is it blood that we think with, or
         air or fire,” then physical materialistic explanations, as in addition by material
         growth (doxa); then number as cause (dianoia), but contradictory appearances; then metaphysical theory as in Mind, but without
         a teleological base, that is, a purely scientific theōria, and finally Ideas as causes (noēsis). Is it then clear that Socrates, or certainly Plato, ever “adhered to the old method,”
         about which he now says as a result of these reflections he “no longer feels sure”
         and which has “lost all attraction for (him)” since it cannot explain “how a unit
         comes into being or perishes or exists” (97b)? But this would have been evident from
         the beginning in a contrast of subject matter so rude as that of growth and mathematical
         operations.
      

      
       The final stage in Socrates’ intellectual autobiography, before the hypothesis of
         Ideas, is Anaxagoras’ theory of Mind (Intelligence) as what “arranges all things in
         order and causes all things” (97c) (or Gallop, “is the reason for everything”). A
         word about the translation of aitia is appropriate. The argument is over whether we should say reasons or causes. Gallop’s discussion is useful.[14]     But it should be clear that Simmias and Cebes, as well probably as those theories
         set out explicitly in Socrates’s autobiography, at least all consider themselves to
         be discussing causes of x actually being or becoming so and so. That is, not simply
         a quality that something has such that when we describe the thing and its particular
         quality we are giving the reason “Why x is F” in the sense, as Gallop suggests, of
         merely asking “In what does x’s F-ness consist?” or “What constitutes x’s F-ness?”
         On this account, “To ask ‘why’ x is F need not be to ask what ‘causes’ it to be F,
         but may rather be to ask for a feature in virtue of which it is F.”[15]     This is a safe position. Yet Gallop should have said, following his argument,
         it seems to me, “in virtue of which we call it F.” That is, we identify the quality (feature, etc.) and identify it as significant,
         defining, etc. But in context this is surely too weak a sense of aitia, the term for Plato. Albeit Plato does not wish to reduce Ideas to causes in the
         physical sense that the others do, and for which they are treated ironically, nonetheless
         Plato does wish to account for how this saying or calling, the giving of “reasons” in this sense, is possible, both
         from the point of view of the subject and of the object.[16]     
      

      
       It is for this reason that Anaxagoras’ position is ironically described—not that
         Plato supposes that the giving of reasons in accounts of natural phenomena could ever
         be teleological other than mythically, as in the Timaeus. The irony is that, once again, teleology is the only reason why Socrates would pursue
         a line of inquiry, hence his “hope” that, since Mind is by its nature generally conceived
         as capable of purposiveness itself, and capable of recognition of where purposiveness
         exists, any theory built on Mind would naturally end up giving a teleological account—but
         Anaxagoras’ account is, somewhat mockingly, made to fall short of this and turn to
         an unintelligible and uninteresting physical/material causality once again. And not
         because Anaxagoras didn’t know any better, but rather of necessity—the simplicity
         of his retreat from the original implicit intent of a theory of Mind as universal
         cause is Plato’s way of stressing the inappropriateness of turning to abstract Mind
         itself as a teleological explanation in nature. Mind, one might have thought, might
         be plausible for Plato as, in a sense, the cause of “ordering and arranging in the
         fashion that is best, each individual thing,” yet it will not lead for that reason
         to an explanation of “coming into being or perishing or existing” in the sense that
         Socrates’ interlocutors understand these terms. This is evident from Socrates’ formulation:
      

      
      
         Hence if one wanted to discover the cause for anything coming into being or perishing
            or existing, the question to ask was how it was best for that thing to exist or be
            acted upon. On this principle then the only thing that a man had to think about, whether
            in regard to himself or anything else, was what is best, what is the highest good.
            (97c-d)
         

         
      

      Mind here is not merely to be a cause of something being such and such, but as well
         of that it is at all, and in a way that is best. This is indeed the dunamis which is credited finally to the form of the Good in the Republic, but the Good, whatever it is, is precisely not Mind (not itself noēsis). There is no possible way that Anaxagoras’ Mind could have first explained whether
         “the earth is flat or round” and then go on to explain why it must be the one or the
         other using the term better. 
      

      
       Again, Socrates says that he came “hurtling down” from his delighted expectation
         because he found Anaxagoras, in the end, “making no use of Mind nor crediting it with
         any causality for setting things in order, but finding causes in things like air and
         aether and water and a host of other absurdities” (98b).[17]     What is the purpose of pointing to this shift? It is true that this lapse fits
         well with Cebes’ materialist theory of soul as wearing out, and thus a parodic critique
         of it is at once a critique of Cebes’ view. But Anaxagoras’ original position, that
         Mind is behind all coming into being etc. is itself, Socrates holds, not a feasible
         view, since whatever view of causes/reasons is desirable must in Socrates’ view be
         capable of explaining why something is best—for only this sort of inquiry into “what
         is best, what is the highest good” is worthwhile. But such a characteristic is not
         available in Anaxagoras’ Mind from the outset, hence it is not merely that he does
         not fulfill his promise and makes a wrong turn, as the language of the autobiographical
         drama suggests; rather, he could not have met the criterion in the first place, nor
         is the object of explanation, that x exists, as opposed to what x is, a feasible quest,
         given Mind as a starting point. The series of stages have been leading us away from
         such a starting point by at each stage stressing the right direction, that is, just
         what is lacking in that stage. 
      

      
        Socrates concludes, before detailing the causes of his disappointment, that “if
         he could make all these things plain to me, I was ready to abandon the quest for any
         other sort of cause.” But the very requirements of the inquiry make it clear that
         such is not to be the case, hence the statement is retrospectively ironical. The irony
         is clear in the choice of visual and physical imagery: his hopes were “heightened”
         only to be brought down again “from (his) marvelous height of hope,” from which he
         came “hurtling down.” He then again turns heavenward for the subject matter—a study
         of coming into being and perishing directed to the “sun, moon and stars, their relative
         velocities and turnings and so forth; I would ask which is the better way for these
         bodies to act or be acted upon” (98a). We may contrast this to the Republic’s description[18]     of the proper study of astronomy, which, though also a study of “relative velocities,
         turnings and so forth,” is presented there as precisely not teleological in itself.
         It is rather a preparatory study, the purpose of which is rightly to turn the philosophical
         mind away from the visible itself and towards experience with perceiving the invisible
         within the visible. This is indeed a study revealing the presence of Intelligence
         or Mind in some sense, though not as cause in itself of the very existence of the
         regular motions, etc. hence the need to involve and discuss the Idea of the Good above
         and beyond Intelligence. Anaxagoras’ Mind cannot sustain an ought and Plato’s Ideas require both the Good and a reinterpretation of cause such that
         teleology is neither simply posited (hence as a doxa) nor reduced to efficient and material causality, the implicit Anaxagorean option
         satirized here and held by Cebes.[19]    
      

      
        When taking this irony into account we can thus see clearly the continuity of the
         discussion when Socrates is made to say that “such a man” would seem to be asserting
         that the cause of Socrates now sitting here in prison is “that [his] body is composed
         of bones and sinews” (98c) etc., that is, a material and mechanical explanation rather
         than the decisions of his fellow Athenians to condemn him, and of his own decision
         not to escape but rather to “submit to such punishment as they enjoin”[20]     because, he says, “I too in my turn think it better to sit here.” Note that this
         is not a simple contrast between Mind as a cause and body. For Socrates, the flaw
         of the supposed Anaxagorean position, as I have discussed it, is not simply that Anaxagoras
         does not follow through, but that Anaxagoras’ Mind is not teleological (nor could
         it be). By contrast, Socrates decided to submit to the sentence because he judged
         it best to accept the verdict (not, of course, the validity of the charges). This
         is analogous to what he said was his ironical expectation of Anaxagoras’ account,
         and why it fell short, i.e., what it lacked. Another way that this may be seen is
         in reflecting on the fact that Socrates and the Athenians who have condemned him do
         not “think it best” for the same reasons. Though both are reasons expressed as causes
         (for his situation) in contrast to the physical, it is Plato’s choice to focus subtly
         on Socrates’ own decision and motive as the true cause, that is, not on the merely
         mental but on the truly teleological: “the true causes, to wit that, inasmuch as [epeidē]
         the Athenians have thought it better to condemn me, I too in my turn [on account of
         this, dia tauta] think it better to sit here, and more right and proper to submit to such punishment
         as they enjoin.”[21]    
      

      
       It would be easy then, though somewhat misleading, to translate the phrase tas hōs alēthōs aitias, as “the true reasons,” as Gallop does.[22]     For that Socrates has his reasons for submitting, as the Athenians do for condemning,
         no one would dispute, but the contrast with “bones and sinews,” which Gallop certainly
         would admit are causes and not reasons, is specifically to provide an alternative,
         a teleological one, not merely for why he is sitting there but that he is; that is, the efficacy of intelligence in and on the material world, specifically
         as concerns what is best. [23]    
      

      
       We ought not to forget, after all, that this discussion of Socrates’ intellectual
         autobiography is meant to be part of a reply to Cebes’ argument that soul wears out.
         His position is criticized not only because of its material view of soul, hence its
         susceptibility to wear, but also its non-teleological nature in his account of its
         activity while it does what it does (as opposed to its life after death, in the process
         of coming to inhabit a new body). As in the Republic, the two views, and errors, are intimately linked. It is the development of this
         onto-epistemological critique that we are following here in the Phaedo, and in support of our explication of the Republic. It is for this reason that the sinews and bones are personified here: “I fancy that
         these same sinews and bones would long since have been somewhere in Megara or Boeotia,
         impelled by their notion of what is best.” 
      

      
       The tone again is obviously ironical, but to a purpose, for both Cebes’ medicinal
         model for the soul’s well-being and Simmias’ attunement invoke in the end material causes in essence, and see harmony (or balance of vital forces) as achieved, if temporary,
         relatively static states of equilibrium rather than an activity of soul in the tension of ontological and teleological (and ethical) opposites. The
         former views are inevitably at the mercy of the thing that they seek to control, hence
         attunement is a result, and susceptible to dissolution with the vagaries of the material
         condition. While Cebes’ soul stuff, introduced as higher and in control, is in the
         end subject to an aimless decay—its activity is pointless and defeated. By contrast,
         for Socrates, the material conditions of life, and of the ethical life in particular,
         are necessary pre-conditions but not determining of the activity, nor obviously of
         its success or failure, hence of achieving its end. This is the significance of the
         image of bones and sinews in the context of the whole discussion, which, left to their
         own devices “would long since have been off in Megara or Boeotia, impelled by their judgment of what was best” (99a). Hence the physical is pointedly used in conjunction with the ethical (and
         ontological) decision not to seek to escape—not to escape from the Athenian prison,
         to be sure, but as well I suggest not to seek a literal escape from the prison of
         the body. My point is that neither is necessary in order for the soul of Socrates
         to achieve its proper end in discourse. One might say, to borrow from Aristotle, that
         the decision of the Athenians is, so to speak, the efficient and formal cause of Socrates’
         predicament, while his own ontology is the final cause of his resolution of it, and
         the answer to Simmias’ and Cebes’ fears. It is their ontology which, like that of
         “most people grasping in the dark” (a clear reference to the Cave and the ontology
         of its denizens) “call[s] by the name of cause, a name which does not belong to it”
         (99b), what it claims to be fundamentally real. In the Republic’s Cave as well,[24]     the discussion of those in chains, before the ascent and return of someone to
         engage them in a different discourse, is limited to taking the coming into being and
         passing away of shadows as the real causes both of what they are and that they are.
         And again this is due in part to what is here called the “extremely careless [use]
         of language,” and in the Republic, to the blind debates of those in chains. 
      

      
       We note that the key term power (dunamis) is used again here: “[b]ut the power thanks to which heaven and earth are now in
         the position that was the best possible position for them to be set in, that they
         never look for, and have no notion of its amazing strength . . . ” (99c) The question
         here is rather what power really is experienced and known, and in what realm and in
         what way—where are we to look for such a “good, binding force,” avoiding in the process
         the trap of seeking only “a stronger and more immortal Atlas,” (99c) whether simple
         minded, overt material causes or in a more rarefied, reified Form. Causes of the truer
         sort are not indeed a “second sailing” or second best if the first were inherently
         flawed, as we have seen them to be, hence I side with those who hold Socrates’ use
         of this term to describe what will follow as, once again, ironic.[25]     The final form of the flaw of the earlier search, and its full flower, is to
         be seen particularly in any attempt to find a literal teleological cause operative
         in nature, at least insofar as natural science is concerned, and, it would appear,
         in any philosophy of nature such as is represented by Anaxagoras’ position. Or, as
         Socrates said at the outset of his own biography, “in an enthusiasm for natural science,”
         expressed as a hope for an explanation of the whole of coming into being and passing
         away. The sciences can serve as propaedeutic but only in the turning of the soul towards
         more important matters—that is, they serve teleology only when seen as images of order for the soul, and a clue to causes of a higher kind than what occur in the
         sciences only as elements, or results, never in themselves sufficient in that form
         as causes.[26]    
      

      
       But our question is what this world is, and to prevent it from lapsing into conceptualism. This motion of the Ideas presupposes
         a world of experience, hence the body, just as, conversely, the immanence of the Ideas
         is a precondition of the constitution of a World, prefigured in the problematic of
         perception. There are interesting parallels to be drawn with the work of Merleau-Ponty.[27]     Our world is, as Merleau-Ponty stressed, first and foremost, a perceived world.
         And while perception is possessed of a “bad ambiguity” it points forward to the “good
         ambiguity in the phenomenon of expression,” and to those studies which “gives us the
         task of vocalizing a hitherto mute world.” But this task should ultimately lead us
         back down into the world, seen with new eyes, “finally, they should lead us to a study
         of the Logos of the perceived world” (The Primacy of Perception, 10-11). The constitutive nature of the senses, the body as itself responsive to
         a world open to interpretation, is already a dunamis productive of a knowledge of sorts. That is, productive of essentially non-discursive
         (or, pre-discursive) doxai of the senses. This is not the material body as cause, but rather the sensing body,
         the body of the senses. From infancy on we are already involved in reflexive interpretation
         of the world of our experience. As Merleau-Ponty points out, these are not applications
         of concepts brought to an otherwise mute world, but rather operations of the body distinct from
         the intellect, yet interpretative, constitutive nonetheless.
      

      
       The inhabitants of the Cave might seem to be in this condition, at first glance.
         But they are in fact unable to use their senses. They are chained in such a way as to be unable to look at either the
         bodies of others or even their own—they are apparently immobile. And while they hear
         sounds, this sense is never applied to learning about themselves. In this condition,
         they are unable to carry out the kind of inspection, or interrogation, that Merleau-Ponty
         suggests produces a kind of “knowledge of the body,” a knowledge that eventually is
         integrated in adults in a purified form, in a continual process that is constitutive
         of a lived and known Whole. “But the unreflected that we go back to is not that which
         is prior to philosophy or prior to reflection. It is the unreflected which is understood
         and conquered by reflection. Left to itself, perception forgets itself and is ignorant
         of its own accomplishments” (Primacy, 19). The Cave then represents a human adult world, but only in its doxastic aspect,
         blind and directionless. The discourse and experience of the Cave is satiric of adult
         ignorance. The ignorance of children, by contrast, is in constant revision, upwards
         so to speak, in large part the reflective experience of their bodies. It is particularly
         through sight that the child can develop a sense of self as a body distinct from and
         over against other selves, hence of a primary identity, an awareness of a me situated in a lived in world. Merleau-Ponty analyses the implications of this early
         development in the child, and in particular with regard to the child’s development
         of perception of its own reflection in a mirror in relation to its ownership of its
         body and its parts (Cf. “The Child’s Relations with Others,” 96 -155, chapter 4 in
         The Primacy of Perception). 
      

      
       Socrates makes the final transition to his own method of hypothesis via an image.
         Knowledge is to be gotten indirectly, as one would look at an eclipse of the sun by
         looking at its reflection in water. The references in 99d ff. to the sun and looking
         at images in water as opposed to directly at the sun, lest one ruin one’s eyesight
         are an obvious similarity to the image of the Republic.[28]     But in the Republic one is able to look at the fire and at the Sun/Good, though beginning too in reflections,
         and after one’s eyes become adjusted to the light, while here the light is simply
         blinding and he who “observes and investigates an eclipse of the sun” risks ruining
         his eyesight unless he “looks at its image in water or some other medium” (99d). There
         are two alternative interpretations of this difference. Either the method to be described
         here is indeed to be second best and a direct view would be either i) impossible and/or
         ii) deferred for a higher study. Or the method to be here described is in fact the
         only method.
      

      
       The sun serves a double purpose here, as in the Republic—it is both a sensible object itself and representative of the sensible, and secondly,
         an image of the cause of intelligibility (and of being). We must bear in mind that
         this passage occurs just after, or as the conclusion of, Socrates’s intellectual autobiography,
         and so is itself offered as an instructive image of the conclusion he had reached about the shortcomings of the method and ontology
         of those earlier attempts. In the Republic, this purpose is served by duplicating the image of light, dividing it between the
         fire of the Cave, the representation of intelligence as uninformed doxa, and the Sun as the Good. In the present image, the sun is already somewhat obscured,
         in an eclipse. This image is offered by Socrates as a comparison to the study of nature
         just described, that is, in my account, a study of nature desiring, but bereft of,
         a teleology. Such a study is “blinding to the mind” because it asks the wrong questions
         and of the wrong object (and not simply because it is dogmatic). This blindness can
         be avoided by those who look at nature through images, as at the eclipse through its
         image in water, but it is important to see these for what they are, images—just the
         knowledge that is involved in the Cave and Line exploration. If one is aware of the
         images as images then one will also be aware of the necessary limitations or restrictions of
         the particular kind of images that one is employing, in this case the non-teleological images of nature
         in science, the lifeblood of dianoia in its explanations of the intelligible look of things. But doing so, in the context of the higher studies of the Republic, which are just this kind of self-conscious dianoia, a dianoia turned to a higher purpose, is what allows one to avoid seeking the divine (or Anaxagoras’s
         purposive Mind, in Socrates’s account) within nature itself and/or those images themselves.
         Those who do not see images as images, who do not realize that they are employing
         them, that they are essentially image-makers, are in effect attempting to look directly
         at the phenomena, as if they themselves, and not the subject-object relations of intelligibility,
         hold the key. In doing so, they “ruin their eyesight,” that is, their intellect, and
         so Socrates concludes, “I was afraid I might be completely blinded in my mind (Gallop,
         “in my soul”) if I looked at things with my eyes and attempted to apprehend them with
         one or other of my senses” (99d-e). This clearly is not a rejection of mere sense-certainty,
         it is not the literal eclipse that is at issue of course, since the failed attempts
         which this imagery is supposed to illustrate are already beyond that level—they are
         already   theories. 
      

      
       What will make the platonic hypothesis of the Ideas better is i) awareness of the
         particular meaning of hypothesis for Plato, ii) how it operates, and iii) its relationship
         to a truly teleological account. As contrasted to a scientific account, which is limited
         to a non-teleological account as scientific image, a truly teleological account can
         only be presented in a muthologia. Only as such can it provide a reply to Cebes’s doubts while at the same time speaking
         the truth philosophically about what is truly immortal and deathless. And so, when
         Socrates says that as an alternative to such blindness he “decided that (he) must
         take refuge in theories (eis tous logous)” (99e5, Gallop transl., Hackforth has “in propositions”), this famous flight to
         the logoi may be better conceived not as a flight from this world but rather as a flight to the logoi in order to return, as the phrase continues, “to study the truth of things in them.” Once we stress that we are, in all of our interpretations of experience, in
         all of the divisions of Cave and Line and at each stage, image-makers, then it is
         clear why Socrates is made to add that “I don’t at all admit that one who examines
         in theories the things that are, is any more studying them in images than one who
         examines them in concrete,” (100a1, Gallop) since the latter, our direct observation,
         is already the study of and through images. Even merely to look at the sensible and identify
         it as sames and others, an activity begun in childhood, is an unconscious use of images, and a seeing of
         images before dianoia’s technical intervention. Indeed, it is this initial experience of objects that can,
         when and if one pays attention, call forth the journey upward. On the other hand,
         Simmias and Cebes, and Anaxagoras, do not see that in a sense, they take even their
         theories, for direct perception of the truth about things, somehow evident in appearances.
         
      

      
       The living human body is more than a cloak that we passively inhabit or wear, it is our access to our world, our presence in
         it, and our image for the presence of others. The living human soul is more than an
         instrument for registering passive responses, it is a capacity, a power, a dunamis to make music, to make images—alone, or conspicuously with others, in a dialogical
         response to the latent yet immanent musicality of the world. 
      

      
      

      

      Notes

      
      
         
            1. The latter description Hackforth (85) solemnly describes as a “disappointing limitation.”

            

         

         
            2. Cf. the speech of Eryximachus at Symposium 186 ff.
               

            

         

         
            3. See Rep. 529d.

            

         

         
            4. Burger, in Labyrinth, maintains (110) that the examination of the true nature of the psuchē is reserved for the second half of the dialogue, and that Simmias and Cebes are offered
                  only a muthos of an embodied psuchē, psuchē as contrasted to mind. But as with anamnēsis, the discussion of the true nature of the soul is already well begun if we follow
                  the indications that led us to continuously distinguish between the argument addressed
                  to the interlocutor and that to the reader.
               

            

         

         
            5. Burger feels that Simmias’ harmonia argument is seductively plausible for him, i.e., that he does not see the image as
                  image, and I certainly agree. But I do not see why Cebes, “unlike Simmias, is not
                  misled into ignoring its status as an image” (105,108). He seems to offer the objection
                  quite seriously. He certainly has no clearer view of what is implied in the description
                  of the noetic activity of soul regarding its nature and separateness. And the notion
                  of being simply “stronger stuff” that will wear out in its constant use as “sustaining”
                  life is certainly just as much a confusion of the literal and the figurative in his
                  case as was the attunement figure with Simmias, to say nothing of the inaptness of
                  the image itself.
               

            

         

         
            6. Cf. Dorter, An Interpretation, 45-46. “Thus, though [Socrates] refutes the conception of soul as a materialistic
                  attunement, there are some hints in the argument of the possibility of a different
                  kind of attunement, one that is bestowed from above rather than compounded from below.”
                  Dorter refers us to the Timaeus (35b-36b, 41d), but the education of the philosopher in the Republic in Book VII (521 ff.) is a turning that most finely tunes the soul. See chapter five,
                  above.
               

            

         

         
            7. J. A. Stewart, The Myths of Plato (London: Centaur Press, 1960 (first ed. 1904) has it right, I believe, in spite of
                  the burden of neo-Kantian terminology etc. Stewart distinguishes the mythical objects,
                  Soul, Cosmos, and God as regulative ideals representing and motivating our “aims and
                  aspirations,” they “govern and direct the action of intellect in the effort to systematize
                  and centralize knowledge” (72), and the images of them, in myth, both represent and
                  affect us by their projected imagined objects- the “unconditioned unity of the thinking subject,” the Cosmos as an “absolute whole”
                  or “totality,” and God as “unity and final spring of all the diversities of existence,”
                  though these objects can never be actually experienced. These “transcendent” objects
                  are to be distinguished from the Forms or Ideas, which can be fully “immanent” as
                  objects of phronēsis (comparable for Stewart, though not identical with, Kantian categories), which are
                  “so many conditions of thought which Human Understanding, constituted as it is, expects
                  to find, and does find, fully satisfied in the details of sensible experience” (73).
                  Thus both anamnēsis and psuchē, process and subject, are described as aetiological and eschatological. See 85-102,
                  298 ff. esp. 305. 
               

               My point of disagreement with Stewart (apart from the too broad brush) is only that
                  he sees the myths as speaking to us wholly positively, representing in poetical images
                  what we cannot, and ought not, speak about “scientifically” but what is indeed needed
                  as the presupposition and motivation, the eroticizing of the logos—Stewart speaks of Transcendental Feeling (distinguished from Empirical Feelings,
                  however cf. 351). But I would also stress their demotic rhetorical function, particularly
                  in the Phaedo. Thus the dramatical irony of the images and their context is ignored, or at least
                  not given sufficient philosophical weight. 
               

            

         

         
            8. Cf. Rosen, Plato’s Sophist: The Drama of Original and Image (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1983), 147-69, 186-203, on the question/problem
                  of images as posed in the Sophist, and the “distinction between accurate and inaccurate images (icons and fantasms)”
                  (150-51).
               

            

         

         
            9. Klein, Meno, 149-150, 168-172. There is an interesting parallel to be found in Heidegger’s description
                  in Being and Time of the activity of authentic Dasein and its search for the meaning of Being in the “transcendence of the world,” that
                  is, the transcendent nature of the world itself from within Dasein’s essential temporalizing activity, the unity of past, present and future in its
                  “horizon,” “a transcendence with an ecstatico-horizonal foundation” (418, H366). And
                  most certainly “not a network of forms which a worldless subject has laid over some
                  kind of material” (417). “In what way must the world be, if Dasein is to be able to exist as Being-in-the-World?” (415) “Having its ground in the horizonal
                  unity of ecstatical temporality, the world is transcendent.” 417, H.366 Cf. 371 -378.
                  
               

            

         

         
            10. This is admittedly a much-vexed passage. See Gallop Phaedo, 157-167, and his citations.
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            12. See Guthrie, Greek Philosophy vol. IV, 325 n. 4, 338-340, Vol. I, 309 ff.
               

            

         

         
            13. For an interpretation of the parallels of myth and dialogue, including the drama, cf. Klein, “Plato’s Phaedo” (Journal of St. John’s College, Jan. 1975). 1-10. Socrates, “the true Theseus,” has not only to slay that dragon
                  of the fear of death, as Klein well points out, but in doing so to protect the logos as well. But the medicine that is to cure Simmias and Cebes (89a) is not for the reader. On the contrary, what cure there is
                  for us, is to be gotten by our observation of them, and in the arguments that more
                  truly lead both us and Phaedo.
               

               Cf. Dorter Phaedo, 76-82 regarding the Kinship Argument. Dorter maintains that while the language of
                  myth “does not correspond with its popular meaning,” still, “such incantation is an
                  important adjunct to demonstration, where persuasion as well as investigation is important.”
                  This is basically the same position as Stewart. Dorter suggests that the appeal to
                  analogy of the Kinship Argument is to be understood in the same way, and in this sense,
                  is the “most persuasive” of the arguments for immortality, in spite of its obvious
                  flaws, but for an “immortality conceived not as individual continuity but as consciousness
                  of the eternal present” within us. Again, I suggest that while this acknowledges the
                  metaphorical nature of the imagery, and distinguishes between literal minded piety
                  and supposed philosophical sophistication, this ignores the ironic dimension of the
                  text, as well as going beyond it. See also 93-97, where Dorter appears to backtrack,
                  since here he says that such arguments and images in the dialogues “supplement” the
                  serious philosophical ones only for those people “unable to grasp the arguments at
                  their more abstract level” (96). These are characterized as appeals to doxiastic eikasia, justified as “combat[ing] misology on its own soil, by making his position seem
                  as ‘likely’ as possible.” But my general objection regarding the irony of such texts
                  still holds. For Dorter, such “sophistic techniques may be employed at the level of
                  eikasia,” because “they are vindicated by the prior grounding of their doctrines in the noetic
                  or dianoetic realm” (97). But the irony is intended precisely to drive a wedge between
                  what Dorter wishes to see as a continuity (in order to relieve Plato of “charges of
                  sophistry”). He himself holds out the possibility that “the more critical members
                  of Socrates’ (and Plato’s) audience . . . might thence perhaps be led away from their
                  religious views to more philosophical ones, making use of reason rather than eikasia.” And this can be accomplished, I would say, only by seeing the ironic tension between the muthologia and the philosophical conceptions of immortality of the soul and eternality of the
                  ideas, rather than a “prior grounding.” 
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            19. As opposed to relegating teleology to the shadows of faith and mysticism. Cf. Aristotle
                  on Anaxagoras’ teleology at Metaphysics. 985a. For the platonic sense of causality here and the way of the Phaedo from sensible entity to separate entity regarding the Ideas, compare Joseph Owens
                  The Doctrine of Being in the Aristotelian Metaphysics (Toronto: Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies, 1951) 423; also 386-399; 421-473;
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            23. Vlastos, “Reasons” in Critical Essays, 132-66, on the other hand, seems to me to assimilate causes to reasons. What makes
                  x a square is its definition. Vlastos recognizes that for Plato behind the reason
                  why as a because is a metaphysical cause of the instance, and claims that he does not wish to reduce one to the other. “So what
                  I have called the ‘logical’ aitia is at the same time a metaphysical one for Plato.” But it is hard to see what more
                  he would be willing to grant of importance. That the Idea of Square is not to “spawn
                  earthly squares” is clear, and is the point at issue regarding Anaxagoras, as is the
                  fact that the cause of existence is saved for the Good. But the Crito example and the present one both point to another kind of efficacy, an account that
                  in the long run will help distinguish between our capacity to see that, “the logical
                  content of the definition . . . marks off every square in our world from instances of all other figures” (118), and the fact
                  that there are approximative squares, etc. hence in some sense a teleological view. Vlastos’
                  view represents the Ideas as Universals, my own view attempts to explicate the transcendence
                  of the Idea, the Idea as standard, yet also immanent, without recourse to the Idea
                  as a thing-like independent cause (and in that sense at least closer to Vlastos than to other views). See also
                  his “Degrees of Reality,” in New Essays, ed. R, Bambrough, 1-19. 
               

               See also David Bostock, Plato’s Phaedo (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1986). “[S]imilarly a reason for something is always a
                  fact (or facts), and what it is a reason for is always a fact. The same must equally
                  hold for causes, if indeed causes are like reasons and explanations in providing answers
                  to ‘why’-questions. The point is just that the answers to ‘why’-questions, when fully
                  expressed, must take the form of one or more complete sentences” (153). But, again,
                  this is true of explanations (or explications) of causes, not of causes themselves.
                  Statements of causes provide answers to ‘why’-questions. Causal statements are explanatory of facts (or, of statements about facts) while causes themselves are explanatory in a different sense. That is, our understanding of causes is explanatory, for us, while causes themselves, or something operating
                  as a cause, does not explain, it acts, it makes x happen, or is responsible for its
                  happening, or being, the way it is. (cf. Bostock 153ff. and esp. 156)
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            25. For an account of reasons as causes with regard to acts and events, see Alvin Goldman, A Theory of Human Action (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice Hall, 1970), chapter three, sections 5, 6, 7. Goldman
                  is concerned to argue for wants and beliefs as causes of acts, and this applies quite
                  nicely to Socrates’s discussion of what causes him to be sitting in prison. Goldman’s
                  critique of other accounts of acts, which he says “have a tendency to assimilate causation
                  in general to mechanical causation” (80, his emphasis), is somewhat analogous to Plato’s critique here of
                  the starting points of Simmias and Cebes. Goldman is concerned with acts that have
                  behaviors linking intentions to outcomes. But given his examples and analyses, it
                  would appear that the act of cognition, even coming to know something, or learning,
                  are not strictly speaking acts?
               

            

         

         
            26. For a detailed analysis of just how Plato’s argument relates to any doctrine of flux,
                  see Michael Pakaluk, “The Ultimate Final Argument,” Review of Metaphysics vol.63 (March 2010) : 642-77. Pakaluk argues for the need to rescue Cebes from an
                  Anaxagorean universal flux that would include soul stuff, as well as, crucially for
                  Pakaluk’s exegesis, our perceptions themselves, hence the impossibility of stable
                  knowledge about x (651). In this he is close to my argument (at least with regard
                  to the former). Both Simmias and Cebes are in effect captives of their images, their
                  reliance on them, and the beliefs that lay behind them. He also argues, though by
                  different means, that the first arguments only allow for immortality in the sense
                  that I have suggested, that is, in the “precise sense” that limits it to soul being
                  linked to alive—not something that a soul “has” but an essential feature of what it “is,” such that
                  it is incompatible with ever being dead, a sense separable from its being “imperishable.”
                  For that, a separate argument is needed, and that argument is contained in the “second
                  sailing,” starting with an analysis of the sense of a “compresence of opposites.”
                  By contrast, I argue that the first, and limited sense of “immortality” is just what
                  Plato intends, and that the “second sailing” does no more than support the original
                  limitation, and provide us with a developed ground for holding it—in some sense a
                  completion on firmer ground of what attracted Socrates per his intellectual autobiography
                  to Anaxagoras’s Mind in the first place. Even with regard to the Final Argument, Pakaluk
                  concludes: “The false step in the Final Argument, then . . . is that what is true
                  of a species in a genus [gods, the whole of creation] in its continued existence,
                  [any others of the kind that comprises the class of immortals], need not be true of
                  every other species [that are members of the class—so, of human souls]” (675). If
                  the gods and creation are accepted as immortal, then soul too must be, if they are
                  of a kind. This is a “cosmological argument,” and argues for the persistent stability
                  of forms through their “compresence” as opposites in particulars in spite of their
                  “flight,” apparently as definitional formal essences—Forms in their methexis as allowing for stability through change (an interpretation that I only half agree
                  with—see next chapter). But rather than a logical “misstep” on Plato’s part, I argue
                  that this is an intentional move, a sleight of hand if you will, that the reader is
                  intended to pick up on. This is intended to drive us back on the first arguments’
                  position, but to be completed with a satisfactory ontological and epistemological,
                  and finally defensible Platonic teleological account. My interpretation of this aspect
                  however, differs from Pakaluk’s, and stays within the limits of the first sense of
                  “immortality” apart from muthologos, thus my interpretation of “striving.” This would apply to any “ordering activity of
                  a mind—which would stand proxy for a first-best and full blown teleological explanation,”
                  (660) though he does say “understood [solely] as the formal content of the ordering activity.”
               

            

         

         
            27. Maurice Merleau-Ponty, The Primacy of Perception (Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 1964) and The Visible and the Invisible (Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 1968). Cf. Ross, Ideas, 15.
               

            

         

         
            28. For a recent exchange in the ongoing general debate over the grouping of the dialogues,
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                  Kahn “On Platonic Chronology,” in Annas and Rowe, New Perspectives, 93-127 and Griswold’s comments thereon . What I find really interesting in Griswold
                  is the suggestion that, of the various bases of ordering that one might use, we could
                  profit from looking at the “fictive chronology,” that is, the corpus as it relates
                  to the life of Socrates. Thus read, the dialogues present Plato’s ongoing engagement
                  with, and critique of, a collection of Socratic beliefs, doctrines and methods, from
                  the very beginning. This does not of course exclude a developmental thesis, quite
                  the contrary, but would add a layer of subtlety, as well as providing its own fruits.
                  Viewed from the fictive chronology point of view, Socrates is presented at the very
                  end of his life as defending a theory of Recollection and thus of intellectual perception
                  that is consistent with the theory of Forms in the Republic, which is dramatically as much as thirty years earlier—of course all the more so as
                  I read Recollection, etc., as an epistemological muthologia, along with the descriptions of the approach and flight of tallness and shortness.
               

            

         

      

   
      Chapter 8

      From Logos to Idea

      
         
         
      

      
      The Hypothetical Method and the Dialectic of Ideas

      
       We turn next to the much-commented on Phaedo passage on the hypothetical method. Socrates says that his own method amounts to
         the following: “This was how I proceeded: hypothesizing on each occasion the theory
         [logos] I judge strongest, I put down as true whatever things seem to me to accord with
         it [that which is hypothesized], both about a reason and about everything else” (100a,
         Gallop transl).[1]     Socrates goes on to explain what he means by this assuming or hypothesizing,
         not apparently a logos but rather, citing his “well worn theme” which he will take as his “starting point.”
         “I shall assume the existence of a beautiful that is in and by itself, and a good,
         and a great, and so with the rest of them.” He then says that he makes a division
         into two groups, those things which agree or accord with the hypothesis and those
         which do not (He does not explicitly say what these things that are sorted are, whether
         they are objects, statements, propositions, or experiences). “If anything else is
         beautiful besides the beautiful itself the sole reason for its being so [literally,
         “nor on account of any other one thing is it beautiful than,” etc.] is that it participates
         in that beautiful; and I assert that the same principle applies in all cases.” What
         then is the relation between a logos and a corresponding idea? In my analysis of the middle books of the Republic and in particular of the Divided Line, I have already rejected a propositional account
         of knowledge and of the Ideas. In what follows, I hope to find detailed support in
         an interpretation of the Phaedo’s account of knowledge, and particularly in an exposition of the relation of logos and idea. 

      
       Now that which is assumed or hypothesized was indeed referred to at 100a4 as a logos, a speech, meaning, proposition, which Socrates said that he “judged to be the soundest.”
         However, as already noted, the “starting point” that he then invokes, by way of example,
         is “a beautiful itself,” etc., that is, not a logos but an idea, those “well worn” things to which Cebes had made reference in the second argument
         for immortality and which Simmias had agreed with Socrates that “we maintain” (74a).
         These are the rather special things, Socrates says, which are “always on our lips,
         a beautiful, a good and all reality of that sort” (76d). We have already seen in our
         examination of that argument how these are regarded by Simmias and Cebes as doxai, what sort of role they have for Simmias and Cebes in Socrates’ argument, and what
         role they have by contrast in the argument directed to us. In the present passage,
         we must be careful to distinguish this quite different role—in fact, we must be wary
         of letting them slip back for us into the very role that Simmias and Cebes have cast
         them in, while at the same time to see how what is apparently the same thing, a “starting
         point,” is both a logos and an idea. 
      

      
       First, it is important to see what an Idea or Form as hypothesis is not—again, that it is not doxa. If we were to view it as a principle from which things are deduced, and hence which could be said at least logically to
         have “caused” them, we would be doing no more than what Anaxagoras, and Simmias and
         Cebes, have already done. However, Socrates does not, in his description, say that
         the things are “generated” by the logos, but rather that with the logos, what he judged (krinō) to be “strongest” (errōmenestaton, most vigorous) in mind, he goes looking to see what accords with it and what does
         not. This experience, while it is to be studied, analyzed, taken apart and put together,
         is not to be made to conform to the idea, as might be said to have been the case with Anaxagoras, etc. Experience is rather
         measured against it, and either found to accord with it or not. Nor is the idea a hypothesis to be tested in the modern sense, and found either confirmed or wanting. The process
         that Socrates describes is simply a sorting of what accords and what does not—there
         is no mention of accepting or rejecting the hypothesis itself. He does describe what
         is needed if the hypothesis itself is to be examined; it is to be sorted along with
         others one assumes, in the light of a higher hypothesis, until one reaches a truly
         final firm ground—but we shall have to look at that in a moment.
      

      
       If anything, then, it is the things that are tested—measured against the logos, not to destroy or challenge their identity, but simply to see where they belong.
         The idea functioning as a logos is, then, a measure, a metron, for the sorting of experience. Rather than limit the logoi of 100a to propositions, I take it to refer to the discursive/cognitive representation
         of the hypothesized form/idea—the term/element, as well as its experiential context.
         It is hypothetical not because it is to be tested but because one has to see how experience
         conforms (and doesn’t) to it as a standard. On the other hand, if the Idea is not
         well formulated, for not being well grasped, then its appearance as a logos will not serve to reveal the things experienced as they participate in the eidē. In this sense the logos is tested, but not the idea; the logos is what an individual consciousness brings to the sorting process—as Socrates says,
         “hypothesizing on each occasion the theory I judge strongest.” But in doing so, he
         draws upon the same source as the things themselves—otherwise there would be no possibility
         or explanation for the sorting that does take place more or less successfully. Methexis or participation, then, is twofold—methexis of the knower, expressed in his logos, and methexis of the things, hence the mapping of subject capacities and objects in the dynamic
         of the Divided Line. The conscious formulations by an individual intellect of what we bring in trust (pistis) from social or pre-conscious, as it were, experience as starting points are, when considered as logoi, the manifestations of the eidē as dianoia, as dianoetic images. The back and forth of this movement, upward and downward in
         the Line, and horizontally from pathēmata to object, as the double methexis of pathēmata and object, is the dialectical activity, the dunamis of soul, that is dialectic. 
      

      
       However, just what might be meant by participation is not made immediately clear.
         That indeed some care is needed is indicated at once by the self-mockery of Socrates’
         timorousness in affirming “that all beautiful things are beautiful because of the
         beautiful itself.” For he continues, “that seems to me the safest answer . . . if
         I hold fast to that I feel I am not likely to come to grief.” But merely to hang on
         for dear life to this, like Odysseus clinging to the remains of his raft, would be
         no more than doggedly faithful repetition of the formula of methexis, and no better, as we have said, than the other doxai as regards knowledge of causes; the point is rather to see how this works. Once again,
         we must distinguish between the drama within, the dogmatism of the safety urged on
         Simmias and Cebes, and the dialogue with the reader.
      

      
       The idea is a “better hope” than the cause of beauty sought in “a bright color or a certain
         shape” (100d1). The latter may be the particular cause of a concrete look but it does
         not account for why or how that individual combination of color and shape turns out
         to be beautiful in this case but not in another (let us say with a different material).
         Nor can a reference to the individual thing explain what is meant by saying that both
         this before me and something having different, even opposite qualities (dark, a different
         shape) can both be called beautiful. That a further account is needed is again stressed
         by the qualification that Socrates gives. “[To] one fact . . . I hung close; namely
         what makes a thing beautiful is nothing other than the presence or communion [parousia, koinōnia] of that beautiful itself—if indeed these are the right terms to express how it comes
         to be there” (100d). Just how a thing participates (methexis) will depend on what parousia and koinōnia come to mean. It is particularly the relation of ousia to parousia that we need to understand—the making present of being. This dynamic is presented as myth in the language of motion and generation
         that has been used all along and will be employed once more in the ensuing discussion
         of opposites. It is a language with which Simmias and Cebes feel at home, albeit in
         a fatally literal fashion. 
      

      
       The thing that we name is apparently, at first glance, in the thing named. But this poses a peculiar problem, for it would appear that if Simmias
         is both taller than Socrates and shorter than Phaedo, then we are saying that both
         tallness and shortness are in Simmias. (102b) Why is this a problem? The relationship
         is a different one in each case, as in all relative terms (x is darker than y, brighter
         than z). A simple insistence on the different moments of the relation would have sufficed,
         one would have thought. This seems in fact to be what Socrates goes on to say; “So
         that is how Simmias comes to be spoken of as both short and tall, being as he is between
         the two others; he offers his shortness to the tallness of Phaedo to be overtopped,
         and presents his tallness to Socrates to overtop the shortness of Socrates.” But,
         again, what was the problem or danger? The risk is that even in insisting on the different
         relations one might say that it is Simmias, the existent body, that is both tall and
         short, as if these were qualities that the existent itself had, isolatable from other
         existents and particularly from the knowing soul that, in this case, names the relation
         it observes. It is in the comparison and in the relation itself that the quality comes
         to be. The danger, then, is that in detaching the idea from its praxis in a logos one would come to attach it to the existent itself and produce a monster that is
         itself both tall and short. Not only cannot the existent be contradictory qualities
         (nor in fact fully be any idea) but, and this is the real point, we cannot think both tall and short at the same
         moment, any more than we can think odd and even at the same time, quite apart from
         the capacity of the object (nor, though this may seem too obvious, can one say two
         words at the same time—hence the force of an oxymoron). Thus “it isn’t part of the
         nature of Simmias to overtop him (Socrates): he doesn’t do so by being Simmias, but by tallness, which he happens to possess” (102b). This might be thought to apply
         only in the case of relative qualities—Socrates, however, does not make that qualification.
         The dynamic is supposed to illustrate participation in general (but see below). The
         role of the individual existent then is to have or possess the quality on loan, as
         it were—to provoke in the knower the recollection of the idea—the existent is the occasion for knowing, not the thing known (which is not to say
         that it is a neutral receptacle). But the issue is intelligibility, and what must
         be preserved, the real raft that will preserve us, is the notion of identity—that
         tall is equal only to tall, and neither to short nor to Simmias, whether in our noetic
         soul or in the object relation. 
      

      
       The unintelligibility of a different “new” account is stressed by Socrates’ own playful
         quasi temporal/historical comment, and figurative animation of largeness, which consciously is looking forward to the argument for immortality. “So that is how Simmias takes the name of being both small and large; it’s because he’s between the two of them, submitting his smallness to the largeness of the one for it to overtop, and presenting to the other his largeness which overtops the latter’s smallness … largeness itself
         is never willing to be large and small at the same time . . . not willing to admit smallness, and thus be other than it was . . .” (102c-e, my emphasis, Gallop transl.).
         This can be compared to the earlier account which Socrates “used to find . . . perfectly
         satisfactory when a tall man standing by a short one appeared to be taller just by a head” (96d). The use of the language of physical activity and obvious personification—“submitting,”
         “willing,” etc.—parallels the physicality of the earlier “by a head,” and continues
         the spatio-temporal and animating imagery that will be developed in detail in the
         ensuing description of the activity of opposites in the coming into being of qualities.
         But, as in my description of the order of studies for the philosopher in the Republic, the more we use the imagery of motion the more important it is to see it as image
         of what is itself self-identical and free of change and otherness, albeit presented
         to us in its own form of motion, that of the dunamis of soul and the rational motion of the idea. The distinction of the literal and the figurative senses of motion will be crucial
         to the final argument concerning the sense of separateness, of chōrismos, and hence of how we are to understand immortality of soul. The only coming to be that is intelligible, or rendered intelligible in a logos, is one that is consistent with the principle of identity and the avoidance in praxis of thinking contradictory predicates. Socrates “smiled” after his first description
         here of “overtopping” by the “offering” of these qualities by Simmias to the respective
         existents, Socrates and Phaedo, because “that sounds as if I were going to talk like
         a book.” The smile is at the use of the bookish or literary image of action, not at
         the seriousness beneath it—“however, what I have said surely is true.” Thus the quality
         itself is personified and given a voice: “ . . . not only will tallness itself never
         consent to be simultaneously tall and short, but the tallness in us can never admit
         of shortness, and never consent to being overtopped.”
      

      
       We are given two alternatives, two alternative ways of describing the preservation
         of the principle that makes naming possible in a description of the coming to be and
         passing away of what is named. Military imagery, of “advancing” and “flight” is invoked
         again—it had been used for the description of Simmias and Cebes, the Theban warriors,
         whose attack must be repelled, but in a peaceful way. Here the battle imagery is applied
         to the war between existence and the Ideas, the flux of existence and the stability
         of the Ideas, of change versus the intelligibility of the soul’s objects. But the
         victory is to be peaceably won by taking the very weapons of space and time and applying
         them as images of the play of opposites. They are robbed of their potency as full
         of contradiction by applying them as images of rationally separate motions of separation in a realm co-extensive with the realm of temporal
         action, visible only to the knowing soul capable of distinguishing the image as image.
         This is the motion of language and a muthologia as the only intelligible motion: largeness must either retreat and withdraw when its opposite, smallness, advances, or it must “perish.” This holds both for “smallness itself” and for “smallness
         in us,” which “when that threatens . . . either takes its departure or perishes.”
         It is in the manipulation of these two alternative motions, retreat or perish, that
         the final argument evolves.
      

      
       The appeal of the “safe” answer is by contrast to the danger of holding that if object-things
         are causes then the same object will be the cause of both smallness and bigness—say,
         Simmias, who is taller than Socrates and shorter than Phaedo, “by a head.” Whether
         it is the same head or different ones (say tallness, or largeness, in Phaedo’s head,
         shortness, or smallness, in Socrates’) is clearly irrelevant—it does not help to point
         out that Simmias is in a different relation to each. This is brought out by the further
         absurdity, a ludicrous or laughable one, that “a big man” would be big “by something
         small,” i.e., a head (as contrasted to a body). But what is laughable truly, is not
         this, but that any physicality be alluded to in the comparison and its cause.[2]     We measure the different bodies but what we measure with is the same—when we
         measure Simmias the units of measure do not change when we get to his head. But neither
         is he tall, let alone taller, until we compare his units to those of Socrates. The
         point, thus far, is not simply to preserve agreement about what we shall call X, but
         to come to a meaningful agreement, a logos which will preserve the identity of each. It is for this reason that we must be “afraid
         to say that ten is more than eight by two, and that two is the cause of the excess,
         instead of saying by quantity” (101b5). The laughable parallel is that eight is something
         big or something made bigger (into ten) by something small, the two. But the serious
         point is that rather than the coming to be of making bigger—the comparison of eight
         and ten is carried out by our grasping and using the sameness of unit and judging
         that ten is more than eight in quantity. Two is the result of the difference not the
         cause. Of course the identity, the self-identity in practice, of two may itself be focused on, and related to the idea pair, but that is another analysis, provoked by the next set of paradoxes (see earlier
         discussion of Line and number) which point out that not only are the relations in
         tension within the same object—two is half of four and twice one—but the processes
         that bring this tension about, addition and division, are in tension as well. 
      

      
       We are urged to take refuge from the paradoxes or tensions in explanation and to
         “cling to the safety of your hypothesis,” etc. But this only helps matters positively
         if one allows that “all these divisions and additions and such subtleties” are in
         fact confusing not because of, as Socrates says, one’s “inexperience” (101d) and for that reason to
         be left “to be answered by wiser folk.” Rather that such procedures in and of themselves
         are never satisfactory explanations of such ontological paradoxes. Such explanations serve only as quasi-mechanical causes—for they are the unexamined systems of mathematical dianoia. But for the objects themselves to be seen in their intelligibility, their self-identity
         in the midst of process (whether intellectual or physical) must be preserved in view.
         That two is both half of four and double one does not change what it is. In other
         words, though addition etc. are dianoetic activities, technē of dianoia, that upon which they draw in both subject and object for their possibility is “to
         participate in duality” (101c). It is for this reason that the idea as hypothesis to be examined in itself is not to be considered until after the “consequences”’
         (101d-e) are laid out, that is, the collecting of what “accords” or is in “agreement”
         (100a) with it, and what does not.[3]     Socrates stipulates, “And if anyone were to fasten upon the hypothesis itself,
         you would disregard him, and refuse to answer until you could consider the consequences
         of it, and see whether they agreed or disagreed with each other.” The adequacy of
         the idea itself, so to speak, is not measured against the experiences that it groups in the
         logos—the comparison is not of the “consequences” with the cause or hypothesis—but rather,
         of the consequences, the sames and others, “with each other” under the logos.[4]     We see in doing this whether the sorting makes sense, whether the grouping of
         kinds, say odd and even, makes sense, hence is “useful and beneficial” or is merely
         a possible sort but not a useful one, at least immediately. 
      

      
       Let us continue to look at this text (99d-101e) in the light of the distinction between
         idea and logos. The hypothesis as “stronger” and “safer” is “theory,” while the hypothesis as the
         particular idea expressed as a dianoetic logos, is the idea at work.[5]     The testing of the idea as a logos then, as an adequate image in dianoetic speech, is a measure of whether the particular
         application of idea in a logos works. If it doesn’t this does not discredit the idea, since the discourse was possible, but the particular logos in which the idea occurs is a classification of kinds which we have no use for, as it were. As I suggested
         in my explication of the Line, the everyday sorting that we do without much reflection
         is a kind of natural dianoia, dianoetic eikasia, which works most of the time: most of the time we have no difficulty distinguishing
         pairs from other groupings, and this sort of praxis is a verification of the idea as a logos, that is to say, as a hypothesis which is an image of its idea; the number two and concrete pairs are images of Duality (but in different ways—Two belongs essentially to dianoia). 
      

      
       The ongoing project of the testing of the Ideas as hypotheses as I develop it in this chapter and elsewhere, struck
         me as in some respects similar to the description and analysis of discourse in Umberto
         Eco's Kant and the Platypus.[6]     Eco wishes to steer a middle ground between cognitive relativism and naive realism.
         Language is a flexible process of negotiation—between individual and historical experience, individual and individual, and individual and group. But Eco argues that
         this is not to be taken to mean that reality is a purely social construction. Our
         largely implicit linguistic hypotheses and the elaboration of “cognitive types” as
         well as categorial decisions are limited and to that extent shaped, by the “grain”
         of possible experience, by the grain of possible classification that we discover in
         experience—a resistance that forms a sort of base line. Discussing the platypus of
         the title, Eco argues, 
      

      
      
         Tomorrow a new taxonomy could radically change the rules. And nonetheless right from
            the start, in order to construct a schema of the platypus, attempts were made to respect
            the grain possessed by that manifestation of the still unsegmented continuum. Even
            granting that the schema is a construct, we can never assume that the segmentation
            of which it is the effect is completely arbitrary, because (in Kant as in Peirce)
            it tries to make sense of something that is there, of forces that act externally on our sensory apparatus by exhibiting, at least, some
            resistances. (121)
         

         
      

      We may sort the whale as a mammal when our purposes or “uses” (and our biological
         knowledge) are a scientific taxonomy, and as a fish (still) when we are reflecting
         our everyday organization of our perceptions—i.e., for most people a whale shares
         enough of the “schematic traits proper to fish” to fall under the “stereotype” that
         we construct in identifying things that swim in the sea. “But in any case it would
         never have been possible to schematize the whale as a bird. . . . The schema of something
         cannot be constructed arbitrarily, even though it is possible to have different schematic
         representations of one and the same thing.” It would be interesting to try to map
         Eco's rather detailed semiotic analysis and terminology (Cognitive Type, Nuclear Content,
         Molar Content, his parsing of dictionary and encyclopedia knowledge, etc.) onto the
         dynamic of the Divided Line as I have sketched it earlier.
      

      
        Of course it is a long way from this description to an analogy with the platonic
         Ideas—but less so when one considers the relation of the platonic hypotheses here
         to the process of testing a logos, and the Phaedo's description of the uses of language and cognition. See also Eco's elaboration of
         “cognitive model” in section 3.3, his distinction between “meaning” and “sense” and
         the “negotiations” relevant to each, in section 4.7 “Contract and Meaning,” as well
         as chapter five, “Notes on Referring as Contract.” There is no doubt that Plato is
         a realist, but not, I argue, a naive one. Suppose the following thought experiment.
         Darwin describes the evolution of species before Plato and Aristotle are around. Which
         of the two would have more difficulty? 
      

      
       To continue then, Socrates at 101d1 refers to the testing of the hypothesis itself,
         to establishing the hypothesis itself, once having accepted its usefulness as experienced
         in application, the perception of participation of particulars. This is done by somehow
         linking it to another one, until something “adequate” is reached. One might wonder
         why such a further grounding would be at all necessary, since we had already been
         told that we must “cling” to the Idea hypothesis as “stronger” and “safer” etc. The
         puzzlement is all the greater if one accepts my outline for what is a kind of verification
         in experience of the Form/Idea qua hypothesis at work. Simmias and Cebes, it is true,
         have been all too ready to accept the Idea hypothesis without a demonstrated understanding
         of its application in practice. The necessity is based on the mention here of a separation
         of tasks in the giving of accounts, that of the consequences and that of the causes
         themselves. But just what the latter would be is only described in a brief phrase.
         Once again, it is useful to distinguish between the discursive logos and the grounding idea, even at the higher level of the testing of the Ideas themselves. An elaboration
         may be found, I suggest, in the two different directions of the dialectic of the Line.
         There is the downward motion of the idea as image in dianoia, as a logos applied to particulars. Then there is the upward motion in which the idea as logos is itself grounded, by a study of this logos as image. That is, a study of how it functions and in the linking of the relations
         of Ideas in a network, both laterally and, as here indicated, higher, most likely in levels of generality (taller/quantity, two/duality)—finally, in a
         study of the whole that reveals a relation to the ultimate ontological ground of possibility
         in the idea of the Good. The hypotheses and their consequences (including accounts of consequences
         amongst the Ideas themselves), are not logical propositions. Rather, they are rational
         images in speech, logoi, which represent the subjective and objective manifestations of the Ideas, as perceived
         by the pathēmata of the soul.[7]     
      

      
       I then take the phrase “agreed or disagreed with each other” of the consequences
         not to be in the sense of sorting of propositions, but finally of the sorting of those
         things that participate from those which do not—a sorting that is obvious enough in
         the case of two and not-two, even and odd, more difficult when sorting cases of justice
         from injustice. It is precisely in the more difficult cases that we are most in need
         of seeking a higher ground (though this is possible for the less controversial logoi as well), once we have an apparently workable logos, a functioning doxa of the community or of a political theorist. This web of increasingly inclusive accounts
         gives any one logos more credibility until, as we continue, the process is seen more and more as in principle
         completed—as the project of the whole. 
      

      
       But, we may also ask, what is our general relation to the whole of what is intelligible?
         Our speech is always, by its very nature, a partial statement of the truth of the
         whole, an approximation of the Ideas in particular cases, but also how they fit together.
         Insofar as the Ideas are at work in the meanings of our words, speech points unawares
         most directly to, but falls short of, Being. Words, and the capacity for speech, are
         the peculiarly human things that most closely connect us to the Ideas, that point
         to them, however indistinctly or inaccurately at times. Moreover, as our speeches
         formulate models of how we are to act, images of human excellence, our deeds must
         in turn perforce fall short of the speeches about them. Then there are the various
         mythic images of the human soul that we use to represent to ourselves our various
         human potentials. These rhetorical attempts point beyond what rational discourse can
         achieve, but yet it is only the philosopher’s analysis that can help point us to the
         truth in these images—and lead us to modify them or construct them whole. There is
         also a sense, however, in which deeds might be said to be the only way that we can
         experience, and hence test, the truth of what is said about them—can allow us to verify
         the truth of the images set out in words, in particular, those containing the mythic
         images about the soul that point beyond words. Plato’s construction of images in the
         Republic (and elsewhere) is based on his analysis, and can serve as a measure of other proposed
         images (of city and soul), but the truth that the image contains is as well measured
         in action, in its implementation. The image is tailored to fit, as it were, but it
         is in the wearing of it that we experience whether it looks right.  
      

      
       The sense then in which Socrates suggests to Simmias and Cebes that we may stop when
         we have reached something “satisfactory” is I think, for the reader, to be understood
         as satisfactory temporally, that is, for the moment. It is to be a rationally clearer
         picture than before, in which the logoi of the particular web of Ideas for the case at hand has enough stability relative
         to when one began to be “useful and beneficial.” Such a giving an account of hypotheses
         themselves requires that one now more completely abandon the visual doxastic images that provide the relatively unanalyzed unity of dianoia’s downward look, and observe the interrelations and unity of the logoi themselves, which in turn reveals with increasing clarity (saphēneia) their reliance on noēta and in a structured web. The sense then in which the “hypothesis itself” is established
         “in the same way” (Gallop) or “by the same method” (Hackforth) is only in that once
         again there is a sorting, but applied to the logoi themselves as consequences. This is as contrasted to the logoi as dianoetic applications to the rational experience of the lived world, the first
         level of “giving an account,”’ that of noting the simple accord of instances of number,
         of justice, with that which grounds and unifies them (the primary focus of 100a ff.).[8]    This pattern of hierarchical giving of an account is sketched in the examples
         discussed in the following section—not however without a continued use of irony—leading
         in the final conclusion to the rebuttal of Cebes’s objection.[9]    
      

      
        Note that Socrates concludes by suggesting that this sorting out process, properly
         done, and not “muddling matters as contentious people do, by simultaneously discussing
         premise and consequences” is the task of those who want to “discover the truth.” And
         that while “such a discovery is perhaps a matter of complete unconcern to the contentious.
         . . you, I fancy, if you are a philosopher, will do as I have said.” To which Simmias
         and Cebes reply, “together”—“What you say is perfectly true.” The task of the philosopher
         is no longer described in its mythical guise, that of preparation for death. But whether
         Simmas and Cebes are no longer contentious and can for this reason or another refrain
         from “muddling matters” by “simultaneously discussing premise and consequences,” we
         shall have to see. The test for the latter, for the reader as well, is in the proper
         sorting out of the next argument, concerning the exclusion of opposites.
      

      
       For a brief few lines at 102a Echecrates and Phaedo are brought back into the conversation.
         Echecrates says that Socrates had seemed to have made things “wonderfully clear even
         to a feeble intelligence.” Phaedo says everyone there thought so. Echecrates replies,
         “as do we who were not there, your present audience,” and asks how the conversation
         proceeded from that point. Now if things were indeed “wonderfully clear” it is unlikely
         that Plato would have said so, or that he would have bothered with an interruption
         of the present narration to say so. Further, the use of such hyperbole is almost always
         ironic, either as applied by Socrates to what he himself has said, or mockingly to
         what he has heard (at the moment or often from the tradition, a “wise man,” etc.)
         or, as here, when from the mouth of an interlocutor. The fact is, we are in real need
         of a further explanation of the hypothesis of the Ideas at work to prevent it from
         being mere unthinking doxa or dogma, and this has been pointed to in the passage just before this by the characterization
         of the Theory as a safe raft to cling to, etc. The reader is meant to demand a closer
         scrutiny of participation, presence and communion precisely in contrast to the enthusiasm of Echecrates and Phaedo in their interjection
         back into the narrative.
      

      
       There is also significance in the brief temporal break in the narrative—the return
         to the present. It serves to remind us of the fact that the present conversation is
         itself a reconstruction, an image of the previous one. The discussion to follow in
         the dialogue will present the mytho-poetic image of how Ideas operate through opposites
         in an account of coming to be and passing away. But recollection of a conversation,
         if it is to be a completed logos, while not strictly speaking through its opposite, is through an other. It comes to be as an intelligible argument or logos through the reconstitution of the same logos, and yet as something other—as an image of the original, but yet experienced as something
         new, something renewed. Next we note that to be ignorant of something can be either
         to have not yet learned it, or to have forgotten it. Or, one can be ignorant of the
         truth of the matter in having gotten it wrong. Or finally, one can be ignorant of
         the reasons why something one holds is true. That is, one may merely possess it as
         supposed knowledge, hence in reality only as right opinion, rather than to have it as truly one’s own. The doctrine of recollection, or anamnēsis, is a play on, and development of, these various senses of ignorance. The introduction
         to a reframing of the argument suggest allusively some of these meanings, and it is
         particularly this last elenctic sense that matters the most to Socrates, and applies
         to our two sets of interlocutors. 
      

      
       There is even an example in the dialogue of a recollection within a recollection,
         one that is a corrective one—indeed of an opposite logos (an example, as well, of memory, or not remembering). Just after Echecrates’s interruption
         and brief exchange with Phaedo (102a3-9), when the narrative concerning opposites
         recommences, Phaedo, who has not yet quite disappeared from dramatic view, intervenes:
         “On hearing this, one of those present—I don’t remember who it was—said: “But look here, wasn’t the very opposite of what’s now being said
         agreed in our earlier discussion . . ..” Socrates turned his head and listened. “‘It’s splendid of you to have recalled that,’ he said: ‘but you don’t realize the difference between what’s being said now and what was said then.’” (103a 4-b2) This exchange brings
         to the fore that a platonic dialogue, and the frame setting of the Phaedo as a whole, can be specifically presented dramatically as a recalling of a past conversation
         for those who were not present at the time, and is indeed in fact rather a reconstruction
         anew—one in which the reader is a careful participant.
      

      
      There is, then, a special and crucial sense of having “forgotten,” and of learning
         through “studious effort” (meletē) as the “removal of forgetfulness”[10]    —as well, there is an important distinction to be made between the mere memory
         of a conversation, and a reconstituted argument, “the difference between what is being
         said now and what was said then.” Klein suggests, in glossing Aristotle’s treatise
         On Memory and Recollection,[11]       that for Aristotle, “To become aware of our having forgotten something means
         to begin recollecting,” (Klein, Meno 112) i.e., in a literal sense of forgetting, contrasted with having a memory or remembering.
         Recollecting takes account of its opposite, forgetting, while having something in
         one’s memory does not have forgetfulness as its opposite. But Plato’s use of both
         terms, memory and recollection, is both broader and deeper—an expansion of the meaning
         of forgetting, hence of recollection. Platonic anamnēsis focuses on analysis of our relation to the contents of our knowledge and the process
         of learning, rather than the container that holds it—or rather, the notion of the
         container is reinterpreted in the light of the implications of learning, of coming
         to know. What is required is an account, not of how we re-cognize something again,
         or recollect now what we once knew before, but rather what it means to have come to
         know something for what it is the first time, to have recognized it in its truth.
         The answer, in part, is that “what is regained by anamnēsis is the content of the lost mnēmē, but the reconstituted mnēmē is itself a new one” (154). Aristotle contrasts learning and recollection (as he does
         memory and recollection). For Aristotle, recollecting implies forgetting, hence the
         past (having known) contrasted to the forward-looking act of learning, the search
         for what we do not already know. But for Plato the forward thrust of learning and
         the backward looking of recollection are not as opposed as they appear. To the extent
         that learning looks for a stable truth that it recognizes for its clarity, that moment
         is not bound to time. Recollection, for its part, as reconstitution in contrast to
         memory is, as an act, made new each time. In that sense, to recollect is also not
         time bound—it is in time but not of it, at least as far as that term is applied to
         the actual experience of learning. A limited sense of memory is akin to memorizing—while
         recollecting means overcoming having forgotten by reconstructing/reconstituting. In this sense, anamnēsis mythologized portrays the experience of learning what one recognizes as truth, as
         having been there all the time. As well, the reconstruction in argument of what something
         is not can serve to stimulate an examination of what it is. Recollection and examination of a false hypothesis/supposition that is determined
         to be false or partial, or misunderstood, a false opinion (for example, about knowledge
         and opinion itself), can lead one to the truth. 
      

      
       We can see now the ironic poignancy of Echecrates’s “wonderfully clear.” The reconstitution
         is not yet completed, the image is not yet indeed clear—and is only to be completed
         with the working model of Ideas to be developed in the dynamic image of opposites.
         If the opposite of ignorance or of mere doxa, is knowledge, then the logos does also chase away its opposite, in a sense, as doxa flees at the approach of noēsis. But the mythopoetic version of the generation of opposite qualities to follow in
         the new, improved account, makes it seem at the literal level that the opposite, the
         other, is the cause of coming to be: the concrete particular (e.g., snow) is substituted
         for the universal as cause. They are muddled for those who do not distinguish the
         image as image, who do not see that the image in words here is Socrates’ mythic construction
         pointing to the action of the Ideas. We shall see that the rational notion of cause,
         that is, the conception of idea as cause of and not just reason for, hence the understanding of participation, depends on the reconstruction of the logos in the subject-object relation, hence Recollection. These two movements of rational
         coming to be—of the logos in reconstruction as same, and the mythic image of it represented in action (ergon) as the motion in opposites of same and other—together present the teleology of the
         idea. It is only in our own action of seeing the image as image and hence in the preservation,
         the unity, of these two motions, that the dialectic is preserved as achieving its
         end, the support of the reasonableness of the idea hypothesis in the praxis of discourse, and hence the sense in which Ideas, as the Republic urges, are seen to be and to become “useful and beneficial.”
      

      
       The difference between the separateness of things and the separateness of Ideas is
         stressed through the difference in the role of opposites in the two cases.[12]     This is examined because, as already noted, “one of those present . . . intervened”
         to object to the present description on the grounds that it seems to say the “exact
         opposite” (an opposite logos) of what was said before, at 70d. Socrates specifically pauses (103c4-5) and “glanced
         at Cebes,” asking if he too were “disturbed” by the contradiction. Cebes’s reply is,
         “No, not this time, though I don’t deny that many things do trouble me.” What purpose
         does this dramatic detail serve? Why could not the objection have been given to Cebes
         to raise? I suggest that it is for two reasons: i) to remind the listener, once again,
         of his own engagement, and ii) to stress once more the limitations of Simmias and
         Cebes. This pair remember the doxa of Ideas but they cannot recollect what was just said as a logos—hence see an ostensible contradiction. The anonymous speaker objects, “Didn’t we
         say that the greater comes into being from the smaller, and the smaller from the greater? Was not the coming-to-be of an opposite
         agreed to be just this coming out of its opposite? Whereas now apparently it is maintained
         that that can never happen” (103a). This is meant to recall Socrates’ first argument
         for immortality, that of the continuing Cycle of Opposites. Socrates had said in that
         passage, “Well now, if you would grasp my point more readily don’t think only of mankind,
         but of the whole animal and vegetable world, in short of everything that comes into
         being: . . . isn’t it always the case of opposite coming to be from opposite whenever
         the relation in question exists? . . . when a thing has an opposite, it can come to
         be only from that opposite” (70d-e).
      

      
      We have already seen the various problems associated with this argument, and suggested
         that they are intertwined. Specifically, that a sequence of supposed opposites is
         neither necessary nor exclusive, and that the from, in one being said to come from the other, may represent no more than the sequence,
         particularly in the important case of a cycle of life and death, living and dying,
         the now greater after the previously smaller, etc. But the literalness of a physical
         cycle in that text, and a fallacious causality, is here to be contrasted and replaced
         by a figurative motion; the opposite “departs” or “perishes” in order to preserve
         the separateness of intelligibility. The first argument at the level of the doxa of eikasiastic shadows is here replaced by dianoetic image-making in support of the
         hypothesis, in which a different coming from is posited. Now the same name is the result of the same and somehow caused by it,
         and an opposite, far from “coming from” its opposite, is described as itself in flight
         at its approach, in order to avoid losing its own identity. And so, “Then, we said
         that of two opposite things the one comes into being from the other,” the smaller
         grows larger, the size of one existent changes—though precisely the error there was
         to confuse this with the qualities smaller and larger. “Now we say that an opposite
         itself can never become its own opposite, whether the opposite in question be in us
         or in the world of true being.” Socrates adds that, “Then, my friend, we were talking
         about things that have opposites, calling them by the names they take from them; whereas now we’re talking about the opposites themselves, from whose presence
         in them the things so called derive their names” (103b6, Gallop trans.). But these operations are inextricably linked—the
         former operation cannot be given an intelligible account, existents do not have qualities, opposites in this case, except in the sense described latterly. The first
         kind of naming like the first kind of ostensible having, is conventional, doxa, and based on the second kind of naming and having, in which the self-identical is
         preserved as the source from which “things called after them derive their names.”
         In the first case we call Simmias taller or shorter, when strictly speaking all we can call Simmias is Simmias,
         while when we call him taller we understand not Simmias but rather the quality which
         we identify, in applying it to him, as shared with all the other possible cases of
         taller, that is, affirming as an hypothesized particular instance the consequences
         and then seeing in our dialegesthai whether the present case agreed or disagreed with the others (101d), and deserves
         the name at issue, taller, or larger. (Or indeed, in more complex cases, whether they
         all do.)[13]     
      

      
       We turn again to Umberto Eco (Kant and the Platypus, ch. 3-5 (and esp. sec. 3.3.1.2 “Cognitive Types and Nuclear Content”). Though here
         we dealing with qualia, the social nature of naming and its relation to being applies equally to naming
         types, to the relation of perceptual tokens and things like horses as types. The ongoing process of clarification of the identity
         or meaning of objects reflects the same model, though with various degrees of clarity, whether in everyday
         discourse, scientific discourse, or philosophical reflection. As Eco suggests, “When
         [people] listen to acts of reference, people usually ask a lot of questions. . . .
         All in all, it seems to me that these contractual conditions, backed up by cognitive
         operations, provide a picture of what we effectively do when we refer to something
         that is more faithful than the one portrayed by ontological theories of reference.”
         But, as he continues, the resolution to problems of reference (and of truth) is, for
         humans, provisional, if ever improving. “The problem lies . . . in the fact that to
         be able to refer continuously and pragmatically we need the regulative idea of ontological reference” (305, his emphasis). Recall that for Plato, while simple examples like taller and two are explained by direct invocation of participation in the Ideas, complex concepts
         like justice (or, in Eco's example, the identity of species, or celestial bodies)
         require far more discourse, far more questions. (Cf. Cratylus 390c) And in no case are we ever said to be able to look directly at an idea and see it for what it is in itself. Put negatively, this is said to be our limitation
         insofar as we are embodied, that is to say, human. Put positively, discourse, or looking
         for the proper names for what we do in fact see, is not in fact a hopeless task—as long as we keep talking
         to one another. As for those holding unmediated “ontological theories of reference,”
         clearly I myself do not find Plato to be amongst them.
      

      
       And so in the present case there is a rational coming-to-be both of the participant and of the human logos that acknowledges it. The coming to be of what a thing is (and not that it is existent)
         from the same name Idea of 103ff. is contrasted to the ostensible coming-to-be from opposites as quasi existents. The former, the atemporal process of separateness and
         separating is in a sense, from the standpoint of the dialectic of the human logos, inductive, insofar as the experience of name use and language points to an account
         or ground—a model for unity and unification.[14]     Rather than calling things by the “names of those opposites which they possessed,”
         as if those things were the qualities, we are led to invoke a measure, “opposites
         themselves,” each of which is self-identical, and from which opposite things “derive
         their names,” and by which they are measured. But from the standpoint of noēsis, from the standpoint of the self-identity and separateness of the Ideas themselves,
         the “consequences” are hypothetico-deductive. A further examination of this follows
         in the elaboration of examples and therein the relation of Idea and participant, while
         not at all abandoning the muthologia of motion.[15]    
      

      
       Cebes is upset, “disturbed,” at this point, not by the contradiction in the conversation
         just discussed (70d versus 102a) but rather by the conclusion just reached. And, he
         adds, by “many matters.” Perhaps by a sense that the ground has shifted, from an argument
         that had relied on and invoked a doxa of physical opposites in tension and cyclic, to a relative terra incognita of Ideas, in which Socrates had just concluded that “these opposites themselves .
         . . could never consent to originate from one another.” Cebes’ original objection,
         the cloak/soul analogy which has provoked this excursion into the way of the Ideas,
         had been a reflection of an implicit materialist ontology (the soul might wear out)
         which he had hoped to maintain along with his avowed adherence to the hypothesis of
         the Ideas. But these views are turning out to be in conflict and in effect ontologically
         opposite starting points, while the original position with regard to opposites of
         the first argument for immortality seemed quite compatible with his starting point,
         and indeed was constructed to be so.
      

      
       In looking at the rest of the argument, beginning with the examples of hot and cold, snow and fire, we must be careful to keep in mind the conclusion just reached, that not only will
         tallness itself never consent to be simultaneously tall and short, but the “tallness
         in us can never admit shortness” (102d). It is the self-identity of the quality and
         idea that is insisted on, hence at the conclusion of this section; “We agree then, without
         reserve, on this point, that no opposite will ever be its own opposite.” But, that shortness “can never consent to be or become tall,” does not prevent the person in whom the quality is manifested, or rather better to whom it is referred, from being
         qua existent both tall in one relation and short in another, without disturbing the
         meaning and identity of tallness itself nor tallness in Simmias (or, for that matter,
         growing out of his tallness in old age!). The problem, if any, resides in how we should
         describe intelligibly the apparent coexistence of opposites in the same Simmias. The
         answer, to be elaborated in the discussion that follows, is that Simmias is a given
         height, say five foot nine inches, and that this fixed height has as its truth different
         logoi, a variable “cognitive nucleus,” in different relations, e.g., metric, feet, taller/shorter,
         and even “soldier,” if there were a height requirement. Just as the truth of the number
         three is that it is both before four and after two in the number series, but the number
         in itself does not ever cease to be three in the sense of becoming two, another number.
         In any case, the preservation of the self identity of e.g., tallness, in Socrates’ account the salient conclusion, would seem to be easily independent
         of the literal consequence to which it is linked in a physical image, that tallness
         “must either retreat and withdraw when its opposite, shortness, advances, or it must
         perish at that advance,” when the quality in question is treated precisely as a physical
         thing literally in the subject such that, like ink invading water, the quality would
         be tainted were they to mix. But while terms of relation like taller are an easy case, as tall is in the thing only as a judgment of its relational character, in the case of number we
         will need to employ the imagery of the physical alternatives “departs or perishes”
         in a more strictly analogous way and one that will help us understand better methexis, metron and separateness. The battle imagery of advance and retreat is clearly metaphorical—but
         the question is, why use this particular imagery? What is the truth behind it, or
         is it merely to serve the immediate defeat of Cebes?
      

      
       Socrates now proceeds (103c10) to link existents and their descriptors. Rather than
         coldness fleeing at the approach of hotness, i.e., cold in the snow at heat in the fire, snow itself is taken as having as its “opposite,”   heat—mediated through the “calling up” (104e10) of its own cold. This is as opposed to what would be the more sensible use of the metaphor, that
         snow flees, stops being what it is, at the approach of fire—though these would clearly
         not be opposites in the same sense that the pair heat and cold are. While Cebes acknowledges
         the difference, “hot is different from fire and cold from snow,” he fails to see the nature of the difference in kind, and hence allows the application of the imagery in a way that falsifies or ignores
         the difference. Socrates: “But I think you would agree that what starts as snow cannot
         ever, as we were saying just now, admit the hot and still be what it was: still be
         snow and also hot; on the approach of the hot it will either withdraw or perish.”
         Cebes: “Quite so” (103d). The confusion seems harmless and trivial until it is carried
         over into the final argument. But we shall soon see there that a corrective is contained
         within the presentation in the distinction between, once again, the literal versus
         the figurative. 
      

      
       The example is not chosen casually. Snow changing, melting “at the approach” of some
         form of heat, is a seductive example of something that “perishes” in response to something
         else, though one would hardly think of it as an example of something that “takes its
         departure.” However, snow melts at the approach of something hot—that is, of something having the physical property heat—but hotness itself, or
         what it means to be hot, can only be juxtaposed to coldness itself as its opposite, as things which
         will not admit of each other. The essence of perishing or departing is different.
         One is dependent on a physical process and a medium or substance, the other rather
         reflecting the conceptual incompatibilities. In one sense, snow can admit the hot,
         be qualified as hot, in a way that hotness itself never can admit coldness: if hot
         is the judgment of a temperature relative to another thing, then snow may indeed be
         hot or warmer, in relation to dry ice or some such (parallel to the subjective experience
         of hotter, colder). By contrast, what we mean by hot, what hot itself is, cannot admit
         of its opposite without being unintelligible. This is not, however, to say that Ideas
         are simply meanings at this point, since the application of the logos is to things that are (ideally) characterizable as, in this case, hot. That is, the judgment is offered of something that is characterizable as hot (even
         if in error) and never as, say, bad or a husband, or F sharp. Snow perishes because it melts, because heat is applied to it, not because hotness causes snow
         to flee or perish. The physical properties of something, the heat of fire in the next
         example, are indeed part of its identity even if the measure of these requires a relation—what
         would fire be if it were not hot, bright, flickering, etc. It is true then that fire
         cannot “admit coldness and still be what it was, still be fire and be cold” (103d).
         And a sense of these properties are what goes into our idea, our image of what fire
         is. But the reason, or cause, of the fire not admitting coldness is the incompatibility
         of coldness with the quality in fire (we would do better to say of) which we name hotness. 
      

      
       For Cebes, as we had seen earlier, there is no difference in kind—for him, opposites
         like hotness and coldness are as physical, and as metaphysical, as snow and fire,
         and so the interaction and application of the images of motion indiscriminately is
         easily accomplished. When snow melts and turns to water, the snow before me can be
         said to vanish, while what makes it identifiable as snow in a sense flees (as contrasted
         to the nameless something someone sees who sees it for the first time), and the image
         continues, to be available when snow reappears. The concept/image of snow cannot cease
         to be snow, but the something that is snow could cease to be. While a thing can cease
         to be cold, coldness cannot cease to be coldness (albeit its actual cognitive content
         can develop, shift, as it were). Snow on the ground does not flee, it disappears, while a substrate, the something, continues through the transformation. Yet Snow does not flee in the same sense as Coldness, since Snow could be said to flee as much at the approach of Water as at the approach of Fire—there is no necessary causal or rational connection, as there is with hotness and
         coldness. Coldness, at the “approach” of hotness, must preserve its separateness; coldness cannot cease to be coldness, hence it has no choice but to flee. The property cold, however, is what we name the characteristic temperature etc.
         and we apply the quality, the logos in question, to the representative case. When and if the temperature rises, the characteristic
         changes, the naming is no longer appropriate, and the property withdraws, back into
         the realm, as it were, of qualities—but it does not cease to be what it is. For if it did,
         we would have to reinvent it each time and collect its occurrences, and would do so
         completely idiosyncratically and arbitrarily, as opposed to our evident empirical
         success in naming, that is, recollecting. Socrates continues: “Then in some of these
         cases we find that it is not only the form itself [auto to eidos] that is entitled to its own name for all time, but something else too, which, though
         not being that form, yet always bears that form’s character [morphēn] whenever it exists” (103e4-5).
      

      
       What exactly does it mean to have an Idea or a Form’s “character”? The Greek word
         morphē stresses what is always implicit in eidos and idea, what we see and the look of what we see in the thing seen. Hackforth and Gallop both translate this as having the “character” of the form,
         probably because they have already used the English word “form” for eidos just before it, but it seems to me that it would have been better to have used Idea
         for eidos here and thus be free to use “form” for morphē as follows: there is “something else which, while it is not this [the idea], yet, whenever it exists, has the form of it,” that is, has the morphē of the eidos.[16]     Using “form” would preserve the connection with Idea yet still allow for the
         difference, where the two words are used in one phrase and a distinction is made—that
         is, between the Idea itself and that something else, whatever it is, (and this is
         an issue) that is eponymous with it. Clearly Socrates thinks that this is not self
         evident, as he immediately says, “Perhaps what I mean will be clearer in this further
         example,” that of number. The manifesting of the Idea, its showing forth in methexis is thus stressed, as is the difference between the eidos itself and that through which we see it. Further, by using morphē in just the place where he is moving to the example involving number, Socrates can
         ironically stress the non-visual image that we see with the mind’s eye. It should
         be said that we use the word “form” in just this way in English. As in, “He is in
         good form,” “What form did his objection take?,” “The form of the classical sonata,”
         etc. We “fill out a form,” we speak of being “well informed,” the student is in “fifth
         form” and finally, the interesting example, particularly when we are thinking of the
         description of the education of the guardians in the Republic, a child or student submits to a “formation.” The use of morphē for the manifesting of an unseen form, will directly relate to the unseen quality of soul (cf. the argument of 80cff.) and correspond to an alternative to
         the literal attunement argument of Simmias and the activity of Cebes’s soul that wears
         out successive cloaks of the body.[17]     
      

      
       Socrates’ elaboration of the example of number gives us more insight into the dynamic
         of participation and of opposites.[18]     The discussion begins with odd/even and two/three. There is the Idea of odd itself
         (the itself-by-itself) and then there are those things to which we find we apply it.
         These things, while having their own name, also are called by this name, odd, each time that we apply it in a logos, and “whenever it exists.” So, three is “not identical with the odd” yet “nevertheless
         must be called by the name odd as well as by its own name” (104a). Three is of course
         identical with itself, and so one is led to ask whether there is a difference of kind
         between three and odd, and a difference in the naming. Are both Ideas? It would seem in the present argument that three is presented not as an idea, as an “in itself,” but as “something else . . . not being a form, [which] yet bears
         that form’s character,” and as analogous to that coldness in the snow which either withdraws or perishes at the approach of hotness. In my exposition of the Line, I suggested that the pure numbers, numbers themselves,
         though having the characteristics or, as here, the form of Ideas, are rather logoi, that is, dianoetic images with which we interpret the systematic possibilities of
         ordering the world (hence potentials within that world). (Three is indissolubly linked
         to odd in a way that Simmias is not to tallness.) However, when instead of numbers
         themselves we are concerned with diverse groups of three (apples, people, concepts
         of love), what is here the number three is active as threeness, twoness (duality),
         etc. We would then perform the analogous sorting out, wherein we would distinguish
         the eidos of Threeness from the form or shape of it in the diverse appearances of it; three
         itself (or other numbers that are odd) can be odd. Thus, Socrates concludes, not only do the opposites refuse to “admit each other,”
         but so also do all those things which are not themselves opposites, say fire and snow, two and three. While these
         things do not have their identity defined and limited specifically by the other, as
         do odd and even, hot and cold, nonetheless, if they have a feature which does have
         an opposite and which they do “always possess,” then they “themselves likewise appear
         not to admit the character which is opposite to that contained in themselves.” But
         when making this assertion we must then continue on to affirm, as Socrates quickly
         adds, “nevertheless two is not the opposite of three.” That is, the self-identity
         of two or of duality is caused by evenness as well as by its particularity distinguishing it from four and fourness. An account
         of the number two and its being what it is must be traced in part to duality being
         even, but this giving of an account, of a measure in a logos, is not the same as the identity of even itself, which must be directly linked to
         its horizontal relation with its opposite, odd. That is, it is linked to a relationship between
         Ideas, rather than of Ideas to even non-visible logoi or particulars, such as numbers (or instances of the virtues), though the latter
         is already somewhat different than the relation of number to sensible things.[19]     
      

      
       As a result of these horizontal and vertical relations of sharing “not only do the
         forms that are opposites not abide each other’s attack but there are, in addition,
         certain other things that don’t abide the opposite’s attack” (104c7, Gallop transl.).
         Three (or three things, or the number three) will not “endure” the “approach” of two,
         by virtue of that characteristic idea within it which opposes evenness within two.[20]     Of course, Plato does not say that all Ideas come in pairs, or that they all
         have opposites. The argument shows only how those that do illustrate the need to preserve
         their identity and the eidetic dynamic that does so in these cases. The illustration
         of Ideas with the case of opposites will of course be convenient to the argument concerning
         immortality.
      

      
       Recall that we were at this point in the dialogue engaged in a discussion of supposed
         causality. Of such pairs then (three, odd), three can be said to be a cause by bringing up within itself its own proper opposite (odd) as that within it which
         in opposing the other allows itself to remain what it is. There is thus a noetic activity
         in the existent and in the dunamis of soul. This dialectic of both the subject (in cognition) and object (in identity)
         expressed in terms of specific opposites is here a sort of assertion of identity through
         a negation of negation, the odd maintaining itself against the even. “Then the character of even will never visit three.” “No
         it will not.” “That is to say, three has nothing to do with even.” “ Nothing.” “In
         fact three is non-even” (104e). Three is not itself the opposite of even, odd is. In each case the concrete
         form, the particular, “brings up” its own opposite, three calls up odd, as in calling
         up the troops to defense, “three always brings up the opposite of even, just as two
         brings up the opposite of odd, fire the opposite of cold.” The numerical example is
         instructive. Socrates finishes with more illustrations before the application in the
         main argument, I suggest, because it allows for a shift back to the more obviously
         non-visible, and because the example contains in passing an interesting feature. A
         hint concerning the application of this to the soul’s fortunes is perhaps contained
         in the final example. Ten has as part of its morphē that it is a double of five. Now ten qua even, another part of its morphē, has as its related opposite odd (as distinguished from what is here called its own opposite, even). But this does
         not prevent double, Socrates says, from having its own opposite: “Of course the double is also in itself
         opposite to something else: nevertheless ten will not admit the characteristic of
         odd” (105a8, Hackforth). But what is the “opposite” of “double”? Half? Single? And
         if ten has other characteristics do they each have opposites? The listener is perhaps being
         warned that the assertion of identity through opposites, while it is true and “useful”
         for both the understanding of methexis and separation, useful to the understanding of the idea in its work, so to speak, still, its particular usefulness to the argument in the
         present case is not to be confused with an assertion that all Ideas come in pairs. And the consequences of this qualification are relevant to the
         argument concerning the soul’s ostensible immortality, as we shall see.[21]     
      

      
       The present argument is concerned with coming to be and passing away because it is
         meant to deal with Cebes’s objection that the soul may wear out eventually. But is
         it really so much about the acquisition of qualities as about their possession, the
         nature of participation and the nature of Ideas and their concrete embodiment? I suggest
         that it is the latter, but couched in the terms of acquisition in order to fit the
         rebuttal of Cebes. That is, there is indeed such a dynamic as is described, but it
         is not the physical dynamic that Cebes’s model of soul requires, hence not about coming
         to have qualities in the sense that Cebes’s view implies. Hotness itself, for example,
         neither flees nor ceases to be on the approach of coldness because hotness itself
         is never literally in the fire. Heat or a given temperature is, along with other things, the fire, and
         when fire ceases, that heat ceases as well. The form or shape of the idea, however, what is said to be like the idea insofar as it submits to a logos, is in the thing, in the fire or snow the way an image is in a mirror; it “ceases” in relation to the individual fire extinguished but “withdraws”
         with regard to the continued existence of the human logos represented in the naming of “fire” (or hot). This activity of properly naming is comprehended both by its
         own name and also the names of its defining qualities. Taken together these are constitutive
         of the particular thing named fire which shares in hotness along with other consequences that are hot (fire
         is not the only thing that is hot).
      

      
      Soul and Its Qualities

      
       We come then (105b) to the final application of the argument to the case at hand,
         that of soul and its qualities. We must begin by looking at Socrates’ own summary
         repetition, examining what appears to be a peculiar shift in the argument just at
         the transition point, an important feature embedded in the drama. Socrates himself
         says only that “it does no harm to hear the thing more than once” (105a5). The discussion,
         Socrates says, has led him to “discern a different kind of safety” from that which
         he had mentioned originally. The original safer course had been a dogmatic holding
         fast to the Ideas as causes: “to tell myself or anybody else that beautiful things
         are beautiful because of the beautiful itself,” or, that “there is no other cause
         of their coming to be two save coming to participate in duality” (100d-101c). But
         now Cebes is urged not to reply to further questioning by copying the earlier safe
         answer but rather the present one that Socrates will provide: “Thus, if you were to
         ask me what must come to be present in a thing’s body to make it hot, I should not
         give you that safe stupid answer ‘heat,’ but a cleverer one now at my disposal, namely
         ‘fire.’ . . . Similarly what must be present in a number for it to be odd? Not oddness,
         but a unit, and so on” (105b). 
      

      
       This is a procedure ostensibly drawing on the pairing of existents and their qualities
         that had just been elaborated in the previous passage, discussing the behavior of
         things which “though not being that form, yet always bear that form’s character, whenever
         it exists” (103e) But there is to be a not so subtle change in the image or model
         that Cebes is to copy. Socrates does here what we saw him do in the Republic with regard to the finding of justice in Books I-IV and the relation of capacities
         to objects, he alters the argument without the interlocutor noticing. At first, Socrates
         had said that, “on the approach of the hot it [snow] will either withdraw or perish’
         and ‘fire, when cold approaches it, will either get out of its way or perish” (103d).
         Here now, rather than in flight, the existent particular seems to be presented as
         the active cause, or at least to call forth, be responsible for, the quality that
         is in turn responsible for the repelling or fending off of the opposite quality (fire’s
         hot opposing cold, etc.). While in the safe stupid answer, it is the quality, the Form or the idea, that is responsible for this deflection in the thing. In the discussion of opposites
         etc. it was the opposites that affect each other, and the particular’s nature is determined
         by the form. But by 105ff. the body is made hot by the presence of fire. It is reasonable to explain opposites as affecting or
         causing the flight of one another provided one takes flight in a metaphorical understanding
         of the exclusion of opposites, the image as image of a logos, reflecting the onto-logical need to preserve the identity of the idea in its application via a logos of experience. But with fire as cause we are unable to do this in a coherent way; since fire has no natural opposite, the images of change or flight are of no use. (While if we use the term fire for hotness we are left with no distinction.) Such a Fire is a muthos without, in Plato’s view, a logos, as we have seen in his philosophical biography of Socrates. When dealing with coming
         to be and passing away, the focus was on the alternation, the advance and retreat
         of opposites. Here, at 105, we are focused on a thing’s maintaining itself as what
         it is—the safe answer had been that what makes a thing hot was to be heat, but now the new safer, cleverer answer is fire. The fire that “brings up” the hot is empirical fire—the Fire that maintains hot things from within is certainly of a different kind. And while
         “the hot“ that is brought up by fire has an opposite (as odd does even) the second
         Fire does not. Fire had brought up the hot, then to either flee or repel the cold. This
         is then changed at 105b5-c7. Now hot things (not the   hot) are made hot by the presence of Fire in them. First, it was hotness or “the hot” as one of a pair of opposites, in fire,
         now it is hot things with Fire in them (the equivalent of Fire in the earlier argument re Simmias being taller would presumably be Height—but this is not nearly as appealing for these particular interlocutors).[22]    
      

      
       We had said that the simple, safe answer, x, is beautiful because it participates
         in beauty itself, was unilluminating dogma. But if we combine it with what follows,
         the elaboration of the dynamic of noetic opposites, and understand it as an image
         of the muthologia of identity, then we have an explication of the first answer and a truly safer one. But this must be done without succumbing to the most recent new formulation
         wherein terms drawn from physical reality replace reasons as causes: “Again, if you
         ask what must come to be present in a body to make it sick, I shall not say ‘sickness’
         but ‘fever.’ Not oddness, but a unit; and so on” (105c). The reversal reverses cause
         and effect—fever is not in actuality a cause but a result of sickness—fever is a symptom. If we call
         a body sick it is because it has a sickness or sicknesses (diseases) which make it
         sick. The language of fear and retreat, clinging to the raft of the first safer answer,
         when the imagined drama of opposites is understood for what it truly is, an image, turns out to be doubly ironic—it is the truth we must cling to, but the raft of
         the logos will be no mere doxa when the images are seen as of Ideas at work in logoi, preserving their identity. 
      

      
       The same change is present in the new account of number. What now is “ . . . present
         in number for it to be odd . . . [is] not oddness but a unit . . .” where unit is analogous to fire in bodies. Unit may of course be understood at the literal (operational) level as what is added to
         numbers to make them change from or become even or odd, just as physical heat may
         be added or subtracted in nature. Still, unit itself does not make the number be what it is (or becomes), and on our part does
         not itself give us the image or form of the quality we call oddness or evenness (and
         similarly for hotness and degrees of heat). It is however true, as in the Republic, that the technē of intelligibility, dianoetic image-making, can construct a definition of odd and
         even, utilizing the unit as added to successive numbers to build an image that helps
         provide human structure within which it is easier to grasp the individual elements
         in their behavior and natures. But this is not to be confused with the form of oddness
         without which it would make no sense to say what x numbers look like. Three and five
         are odd before we construct a dianoetic image system, as fire is hot before we scientifically
         define heat. Dianoetic intermediates are constructs on Ideas working as hypotheses or images, but Ideas in themselves, as the basis of the constructs, remain
         a safer answer as grounded in a higher hypothesis or supposition (from our standpoint, a highest ground),
         eventually that of the Good.
      

      
       And so we have arrived at the argument concerning soul and its survival (105c9).
         What must be present in a body for it to be alive? The simple answer is aliveness, the “cleverer” answer is soul. Soul always brings life, as unit brings oddness. And “Soul will never admit the opposite of what it introduces,”
         three will not admit even, as soul will not admit death. Alive things share whatever it is that we point to when we consider them thus. But
         the alive individual is per se unintelligible, as for example would be the number three if we isolated it from its
         identity as a number, or from all threes, whether in material existence or the sameness
         of all threes as they occur in each mathematical occasion. If three were experienced
         as new and different each time we experience it, it would be unique and unintelligible
         (even in the same example repeated). The formal cause we point to, or point out, in the things or occasions
         is an image of what is of necessity not individual, and, by contrast, must be what
         it is by itself. The idea as cause is still only the cause of what a thing is and not that it is, however. This latter sense of cause, in need of interpretation
         as well, is apparently reserved for the Good alone as cause. The use of the same name
         in the “safe, stupid answer” is, then, a clue to its true superiority, if the two
         senses or levels of cause—that in the thing as its form or morphē and that which is responsible for the possibility of this sharing amongst particulars—is
         kept in view. The subjective form reflected in a logos must be seen as an image of the objective Idea: the form is a rational image. 
      

      
       The argument here hangs in part on the application of negation (in Greek, an alpha
         privative) to one of the terms in order to generate its opposite as what it will not
         admit. So, for example, the even would not admit the non-even, the opposite of the
         just is the unjust, of the musical, the unmusical. The obvious opposite to life is
         death. The negation could be applied to life, to produce the statement “Life will
         never admit non-life”—but this is not the path taken. Instead, since Cebes previously
         has allowed that the concrete term can also oppose the opposite general term, as fire
         can oppose coldness and three oppose even, so now soul has its opposite by extension.
         The extension of opposition to that which x “brings up” is reintroduced. “Now soul
         will never admit the opposite of what it introduces; that has been agreed upon already”
         (105d10). The opposite of life, death, is focused on as the term to be negated, that
         is, and not the general term naturally paired with soul, that is, life, which would have produced lifeless or simply lacking life, or unalive.[23]     Socrates is able to ask “then what name shall we give to that which won’t admit
         death?” with the result being the term already available in Greek, athanatos, deathless. Otherwise we would have had “Life will not admit non-life,” which is
         closer to the “safer” version. But even in the form “soul . . . won’t admit death
         . . . soul is deathless,” we are not finished, there is a “further point”—the addition,
         or transition, from merely “deathless,” athanatos, to “imperishable,” anōlethros. When soul is present it excludes death not for as long as it exists, but rather just
         for as long as it is soul.[24]     But Socrates needs still to argue that soul is also “imperishable,” that when
         a body does give in to death, the soul that makes it alive is not simply extinguished,
         but rather flees. Otherwise, soul could be always “deathless” but only for as long
         as it lives—rather than permanently athanatos, that is, anōlethros imperishable, or literally, in-destructible. 
      

      
        The confusion of the name for the thing, with the name for the quality, that is,
         with the idea in its concrete form or manifestation—fire as existent with fire as concept—allows
         for the application of “imperishable” to both kinds without distinction, in the next
         and final step. This is needed if the soul of the individual is to be a life that
         is deathless in the sense of immortal—and this is what Simmias and Cebes need to be
         assured of. The immediate results are comical:
      

      
      
         Socrates: Or again, if the non-hot were necessarily imperishable, then when you confront
            snow with something hot, the snow would retreat out of its way, intact and unmelted;
            for it couldn’t perish, nor could it endure to admit heat.
         

         
      

      
      
         Cebes: That is true.

         
      

      
      
         Socrates: Or again, if the non-coolable were imperishable, then when a cold object
            approached fire, the fire could never be extinguished, or perish but would take itself off intact.
         

         
      

      
      
         Cebes: It would have to do so (106a3-10).

         
      

      
       If we go back to the relations of taller/shorter, it is clear that one flees as the
         other approaches in a logical sense or relation—i.e., that Simmias is not both taller
         and shorter at the same time in the same respect. But the sense of time here is not
         physical/temporal, for it is temporally at the same time that these relations occur.
         The different relations, the terms taller and shorter, preserve their identity outside
         of time within time. So the application of the term “imperishable” to the pair “non-even” and “three”
         at 106c ought to warn us: the non-hot or the cold is indeed atemporal and as such cannot perish but only “flee.” But snow melts, it
         is only its representative image, the snow of 105ff. that flees. This particular snow
         on my driveway melts—possibly because it warms up, but possibly because I throw down
         some salt, just as this three disappears—because one of the kittens dies, or I correct
         my faulty subtraction on my tax return. But snow in general, if we can speak of such, “retreats.” To characterize the latter with the physical/temporal
         term imperishable is to confuse the issue, to confuse the image in   and of the particular with the individual. Similarly, considering deathless as a temporal
         term, is distinguishable from deathless as referring to what is immortally the same.
         It thus depends what we mean by soul when we say that “if the deathless is also imperishable
         it is impossible for a soul to perish when death approaches it, for it follows from
         what we have said that the soul will not admit of death . . . anymore than three,
         and of course oddness, will ever be even.” But it is the reader who must add, “and
         in the same sense or way.” The temporal characteristic “imperishable,” as in everlasting,
         is hauled in from Cebes’s own notions and applied first to the idea, to the deathless, as Socrates says, “that which lasts forever” (106b2) and only
         then to the particular, hence to the soul as individual, with the result that “the
         soul will not admit death, will never be dead, anymore than three, and of course oddness,
         will ever be even.” And so, finally, Socrates says, “Then similarly in our present
         instance of the deathless, if that is admitted to be also imperishable, soul would
         be imperishable in addition to being deathless; but if that is not admitted, we shall need a further argument” (106d1). Is not the
         last phrase meant to alert us to something about the argument, to the need precisely
         for a “further argument,” or rather, an argument in another form (and in another forum)?
      

      
       The need for a “further argument” is evident—all the more so because Cebes says immediately,
         “Oh, but as far as that goes, we need nothing further; for if the deathless, which
         lasts forever is to admit destruction, it is hardly likely that anything else will escape destruction.”
         Here we see the imposition of a temporal measure or naming on the non-temporal, hence
         no measure at all. That “any other deathless entity . . . can never perish,” including
         the gods in the list, is to confuse atemporality with immortality—the gods neither
         come into being nor pass away, hence “never perish” because they are immune to being
         that kind of thing (on Plato’s view, if indeed they were to be said to exist).[25]     The things that are “deathless” are indestructible in a temporal sense only if
         both terms, deathless and indestructible, were to be treated at the same level. But
         if that were the case then it would make more sense to speak of the soul in the two
         senses suggested—which would have been apparent had we begun as we should have, with
         the soul and its activity or form and not with the deathless itself.[26]     The conclusion then would have been that truly enough, “when death approaches
         a man, his mortal part it seems, dies, but his immortal part gets out of the way of
         death and takes its departure intact and indestructible,” but we would have been aware
         that the description applies as an image to the form of soul only, as in the case
         of three and the approach of even, while the existent individual soul that actively housed the form of activity literally
         manifests the other option, and expires. 
      

      
       Our general conclusion then, is as follows. The proposition “Soul is deathless,”
         takes soul considered as the name (as in the case of three) for the thing which is
         the concrete expression of the principle of activity (living), and its opposite is
         non-living, or death. Soul in this sense “flees” at the approach of death, will not
         accept it, but this could be either departs or perishes, depending on which sense of soul is meant.[27]     This is not, however, as some have argued, soul-in-general, or World Soul—but
         rather, soul as the organization and activity of this individual before me—the unity
         of its individual dunameis, etc. I have argued that it is only the form of soul as a logos like any other, that is immortal. But as well that soul is also the active principle
         that makes human beings alive in the particular and unique sense of being alive that
         discourse implies, and of which living speech is an image. Soul as activity of knowing
         in the broadest sense, the full range of the Line, is incompatible with, or flees,
         ignorance, which is its death. Soul in this sense is already deathless or immortal as the expression of the relation of knower and known in the
         act of knowing, that does not admit of its opposite, ignorance. That is, it suppresses
         its opposite by accepting what is its kin, idea as cause, the noetic idea, and in this it is ontologically deathless. This second version is, in a sense, equivalent
         to the simple safe version, x is F because of x-ness, but as explicated in the dialectic,
         which begins at the bottom.[28]     Socrates says of three, our accepting it as non-perishable would depend on our accepting the non-even as
         non-perishable, and were this the case, the non-perishability of three would “follow”—on the hypothesis. But the very acceptance of this hypothesis is dependent
         on the meaning of “nonperishable” and on its applicability or confirmation in “consequences.”
         For that, we must begin with the appearances, the image in three and work upwards before working downwards. 
      

      
       If then the soul is to be both deathless (alive) and imperishable it will depend on what imperishable or immortal means, and that is only possible by, as with three, looking at the activity of soul, or rather, the soul in its activity. This activity,
         I have argued in both the Republic and the Phaedo chapters, is essentially its ability to read and to make noetic   images. If we do this, we see that the soul is “immortal” in the same way as odd cannot
         become even and, rather than perishing, “takes its departure,” only in the same sense
         of atemporal preservation of its nature. But for this sense, individual immortality
         is irrelevant, or already achieved in the noetic activity of soul, an activity which requires not the body
         but individual consciousness, in the world in which the Good is active in the Idea
         as the form (morphē) within things, and through which it speaks when we actively give things their right
         names in speaking a logos.[29]     It is to this activity as seen in Republic Books VIII, IX and X that we shall momentarily turn, with the sense of “immortal”
         here developed (that is, as the separateness of Ideas and as our capacity for separating).[30]     
      

      
       Before returning to the Republic, I would like briefly to comment on the views of several other scholars on the question
         of just what is hypothesized  and the relation of logos to idea in these two dialogues.
      

      
       Julia Annas, in Platonic Ethics, Old and New sees the Phaedo and the Republic as representing on the whole a tension in Plato’s views concerning the soul’s true
         task in the search for happiness. In the Phaedo it is flight, departure, the philosopher’s life as a “practice in dying.” In the Republic, it is illuminated self-rule (though Annas finds the same tension in the Republic itself, in a contrast between the epistemological emphasis of the middle books and
         the rest). Annas develops an interesting analysis in part derived from her study of
         Middle Platonist interpretations, and a resulting reinterpretation of Plato as holding
         a form of eudaimonism. She sees two “strands” in Plato’s thought that are in tension,
         with regard to the “sufficiency of virtue” thesis concerning happiness. One strand,
         represented in the Theaetetus, Phaedo, and Timaeus identifies happiness with an attempted imitation of god seen as the “flight” from
         this world’s good and evil to the happy realm with which the reasoning part of the
         soul, its “true self,” identifies and finds its home, hence in a sense rejoining or becoming, godlike. The other strand, to be found for example in the Republic, sees reason as ruler, as governing our choices in the here and now, hence transformative of our valuations, resulting in and from a redefinition of happiness, in line with
         a redefinition of virtue. Inner rule in this life is the ground of an imitation of
         god, and has as its consequence one’s own true virtue; and thus happiness, and that
         of others insofar as the return to the Cave is interpreted in its ethical and political
         dimension. In the first strand, we are aiming at a transcendence of our imprisoned
         human nature, taking refuge in intellectual perception. In the second strand, we are
         called to our ethical duty, but via a platonic route that redefines our happiness
         in such a way that the two coincide (hence neither deontological in the modern Kantian
         sense, nor consequentialist). For Annas, these strands are in irreconcilable tension.
         On the one hand, she urges us to go beyond our habitual modern expectations in ethical
         reasoning (and Plato interpretation). “We are used to moral theories that are demanding,
         but it is not easy for us to conceive of such a theory which is a theory of happiness, rather than of something else” (51). On the other hand, “There is a rift in Plato’s
         thought, as he is torn between conceptions of virtue as, on the one hand, an uncompromising
         but committed engagement with the world and, on the other, a flight from and rejection
         of it.” . . . “It is not possible to combine these strands in a single set of ideas;
         one or the other will suffer too much strain.” In sum, are our true virtue and our
         happiness to result from rule or from flight? And “If virtue lies not in coping with
         the imperfect and messy world, but in rising above it, we run the risk of characterizing
         virtue in a way which loses the point of it” (71). 
      

      
       Now while there is much in what she says that makes sense, I cannot agree in the
         end that there is such a tension. On the interpretation of the Phaedo that I have offered here, the “flight” is not to another world of detachment, even
         a Stoic one. Given the reading of the text as presenting a muthologia both of the soul’s immortality and of the behavior of qualities or properties, it
         is certainly not the flight to a soul state that exists in detachment in an afterlife,
         but neither in a detachment from the struggles of this one. Rather, this very transformation
         of values that she points to, when seen ontologically, is what provides the ground
         for that transformation of ethical life and ontological redefinition of goods. This
         is the very struggle that Simmias and Cebes are still engaged in (in contrast to Thrasymachus).
         Similarly for the other texts that Annas interprets as the “otherworldly strand”—each
         of them can and should be interpreted in the context of a “flight” that only allows
         a return—not a denigration of the body but a demotion, or dethroning, of its claims.
         If “purgation” is read in this way, then the arguments of the Phaedo and the Republic are, as I have argued, mutually supporting, rather than opposing “strands” in irreducible
         tension. In brief, rational goods, like contemplation or the pleasures of abstract
         reasoning, even in the Phaedo, are not self-sufficient ends in themselves, any more than in the Republic. The true philosopher’s “practice in dying” is liberating because its valuations give
         us the upper hand in managing our lives and our ethical choices—something that Simmias
         and Cebes, in their fear of death and their belief support systems, are not quite
         equipped to do. 
      

      
       Socrates, of course, does say that “any man should have confidence for his own soul,
         who during his life has rejected the pleasures of the body and its adornments as alien,
         thinking that they do more harm than good, but has devoted himself to the pleasures
         of learning, and has decked out his soul with no alien adornment, but with its own,
         with temperance and justice, bravery, liberality and truth, thus awaiting the journey
         he will make to Hades whenever destiny shall summon him” (Phaed.114e, Gallop transl.). But apart from reading this in context, as I have urged, surely
         these virtues are far from contemplative, thus the life of “preparation” as much an
         active practical ethical engagement as in the “self-rule” described in the Republic.

      
        This accords with my interpretation of the “necessity” imposed on the Philosopher
         to return to the Cave. (See Annas, n.49, [69-70]) Though she more than once points
         to the analogical role of the Republic’s ideal city as a model for finding justice in the individual soul, she clearly does
         not buy into it—still hewing in chapter four to the criticism of the model as showing
         Plato as “notoriously indifferent to individual autonomy,” and, she claims, ready
         to impose rule on others from the high ground of “epistemological authority,” based
         on mere familiar arguments from analogy with various crafts—medicine, ship’s captain,
         etc. as the education of the philosopher and central epistemological images remain
         merely programmatic. But ironically, apart from the city-soul analogy issue, it is
         in the earlier educational program of the guardians (and one that is preparatory for
         the “higher education” of the future philosopher) that something more like Aristotelian
         habituation (hexis) to virtue reigns. Annas queries how the contemplation of the Ideas has any practical
         relevance to actual ethical content. Setting aside for the moment any supposed eventual
         direct knowledge of Ideas that would correspond to platonic definitions of particular
         virtues, it is the philosopher’s own changed view of reality that is self-transformative.
         And since it is unlikely that the city will come to exist other than in the approximations
         of the soul of the philosopher, the only imposition on others would be in the exchanges
         modeled in the dialogues and passages that deal with the virtues per se, and surely
         not in the mere claim to have seen what an other has not. 
      

      
       That the sufficiency of virtue argument is about the rule of the less real by the
         more real, to the advantage of each, is consistent with the kinship of our reasoning
         part with the Ideas without requiring a “flight” thesis. It is for this reason, I
         have argued, that Plato employs in the Republic the image of the “turning” of the whole soul (Rep. 518c), as discussed in my text in chapter three. And as for the Idea of the Good,
         it is what makes human life unlike that of a clam, for which ontological interpretative
         strategies for achieving happiness is a non-issue. In chapter five, Annas solves the
         problem of an apparent tension, following again the lead of the ancient Platonists,
         by simply separating the ethical discussions of the Republic from its metaphysics—that the subjects are merely “interrelated” and the role of metaphysics
         is to provide a “context” for ethical claims: 
      

      
      
         Ethics is a distinct part [of the Republic’s argument, and of the platonic corpus] developed with a cluster of eudaimonistic concepts
            which are independent of metaphysical concepts. Without metaphysics though, a person’s
            grasp of ethics is isolated, and may not be stable …[but] to think that ethical conclusions
            can be obtained from metaphysical premises is thus to be in a muddle about what ethics
            and metaphysics are (114-115).
         

         
      

       And yet, see also her brief comment on Rep. 500b-d: it is an interpretation of just the metaphysical role of the Good as “ ‘the
         ordered structure of the realm of Forms’ that we can in some way emulate as a microcosmic imitation of the order of the cosmos. … as [a] rational structure
         on a cosmic scale which our own reason is moved to emulate” (108). But metaphysical
         “context” seems to me rather too vague—I argue for a more fundamental relationship,
         and one in which there is indeed a dependency, though not the one that Annas finds
         both “pulling in opposite directions” and in any event unexplained. In my reading,
         the Republic is one continuous argument. This argument is reinforced by a demythologized Phaedo, in which flight, whether of intellect to the realm of Ideas or of soul from this
         world, is an image for the “turning of the soul,” that is, of the whole soul, in this life. Our true home is at one and the same time our only home, but seen
         and lived in differently. It is for this reason that I have stressed the re-descent
         back into the Cave as a self-imposed necessity, and why I do not find the “tension”
         that Annas sees convincing (see also my discussion of the Myth of Er, rewards and
         punishments, etc. in the following chapter—and my comments there on G. R. F. Ferrari,
         “Glaucon’s Reward” [2009]).
      

      
       Mary Margaret McCabe, in Plato’s Individuals[31]     argues for what might be called a more unified ontological approach. For McCabe,
         the development of Plato’s metaphysics is ultimately the shift from the Theory of
         Ideas presented as an argument (and not a doctrine) in the middle dialogues, to an examination in the late dialogues of the problems that the Theory raises, and
         an attempted resolution based on a shift from the supposition of the Theory as metaphysical
         explanation of intelligibility, of knowledge and being, to the metaphysics of individuation.
         McCabe sees this as a development of the late dialogues, albeit more or less latent
         in the middle ones, whereas my reading of chōrismos and our image-making capacities in the Republic and the Phaedo as developed here would lead one to suppose that the way forward was already there
         in more detail. She begins with a careful analysis of the arguments of the first part
         of the Parmenides, hence of the challenges posed by a Theory of Ideas that holds (and must hold) Ideas
         are to be “austere individuals,” as “simple entities, having no properties and standing
         in no relations that might impair their simplicity” (4, 74-78). According to McCabe,
         Plato’s response to the problems raised is to be found in his interpretation of what
         it means to be an “individual” as a “one over many” but now as a “mesh of identity”—something
         that provides for the internal unity of the thing and the external unit of a something
         as countable entity over against others. “Something may be one from without, in the
         context of others; or from within, in terms of its structure. So for Plato individuation
         is basic; but it may be  understood in two different ways—from without, contextually, as a matter of counting;
            or from within, as a matter of determining unity” (306, emphasis added). That is to say, “counting” is a function, and an expression
         of, individuation. “Plato’s final analysis of how we count individuals is determined
         by our ability to locate those individuals in a context. Here, therefore, the connection
         between individuation and identity becomes fundamental: for something is individuated
         in the context of other individuals when it is determined to be different from them
         and the same as itself” (306). Where we would differ here I think would be on just
         how this “context” comes to be—its dependence on the relation of logos to idea, and our own role with regard to it. On the relation of discourse, our “capacities”
         for creating images for our understanding and what I would call the readability of
         the world, McCabe writes the following, along similar lines to my own: 
      

      
      
         [T]he fact that speech mirrors the world allows Plato to conclude that successful
            speech requires reference to some real object. So the world can be divided up into
            ‘somethings’ and into what may (or may not) be true of those somethings: the somethings,
            on this account, come first. Why? Underlying Plato’s insistence that the syntax and
            structure of the world rely on an underlying order of somethings is a strong epistemological
            claim. The world, first of all, is somehow susceptible to reason (even if we need
            to postulate transcendent entities to explain it. And what reason does is explain;
            and explanations produce understanding when they are systematically arranged. Plato’s
            assumption, throughout, is that the system on which understanding and explanation
            are based itself reflects an order in the way things are; and so the way things are
            must itself be systematic. (304)
         

         
      

        Kenneth Sayre in “Plato’s Dialogues in the Light of the Seventh   Letter”[32]     holds that in the Phaedo’s description of proceeding by way of hypotheses it is propositions that are referred
         to, that Plato’s theory of knowledge in the Phaedo is hence discursive, but not so in the Republic, where direct intuition is involved. According to Sayre, Plato made a radical shift
         to a non-discursive view of philosophy; that is, in its “starting points,” and in
         the final insights of philosophy that are the result of dialectic and that qualify
         as the actual having of knowledge, its final end in knowledge in the Republic (see 99-100 in Griswold, ed. Platonic Writings, and n.3, 281). For Sayre, it is in the highest portion of the Divided Line that
         this non-discursive view applies, that to which one aspires, and passes to through
         the lower portions, and it is in this sense that philosophy as noēsis, the dialectic of the philosopher as opposed to science or dianoia, is in his view non-discursive. “Not only is there no apparent sense in which Forms
         might be thought of as statements or propositions, but moreover the only uses of the
         term logos in its propositional sense occur in the description of imagistic thinking (Rep. 510d5,
         7) which is explicitly excluded from philosophical reasoning. For another thing, although
         the principle to which the philosopher advances is characterized as being non-hypothetical,
         there is no reason in the text to think that of this principle as a self-evident and
         singularly general proposition. The sense, that is to say, is not that of a non-hypothetical
         proposition, but of a non-propositional principle that is uniquely intelligible” (100).
         As for the preparation for this final journey to a revelatory insight, it is in the
         “frequent conversations” (Seventh Letter 347c7) and from “living with the matter itself”—that is, in the conversations that
         the dialogues themselves are meant to provoke “in the soul” of the reader (see 102-103).
         Thus, Sayre defends a platonic sense of logos that is non-discursive, that is, as opposed to discursive in the propositional sense
         attached to a theory of knowledge, “a sense of logos not necessarily involved with speaking and writing.” “The logos attending knowledge is in some fashion an intellectual grasp of being. … a grasp
         of being that enables judgment to distinguish correctly between what is and what is not. Such a logos is not discursive, being instead the ‘free man’s knowledge’ (Sophist 253c-264b, Theaetetus 172d) by which discourse is guided,” (emphasis added, 107). Note that, as reflected
         in the last phrase, “by which discourse is guided,” we are not talking about some
         sort of fuzzy or mystical immediate revelation of being. Rather, it is an “intellectual
         grasp of being” for which the rigorous training of the platonic philosopher, and the
         elenctic assessment of other views represented in dialogue is preparation. But this
         “grasp of being” which is not a “definitional logos” is, as I too have suggested, those insights into being that are with us from the
         start, and that “enables judgment to distinguish correctly,” that is, that “guides
         the way of discourse.” What I stress perhaps a bit more, or in a way that Sayre might
         not be comfortable with, is that discourse, any discourse, represents the presence of being or the Ideas, as developed in my discussion
         of the Divided Line (and of anamnēsis as muthologia in the Meno and Phaedo) etc. But also that there is a rising tide of clarity (saphēnia) both about them and of them. Or, as Sayre puts it, the “philosopher’s knowledge” is a “logos of a sort that is not added to true judgment, but rather carries true judgment within
         its train” (107). 
      

      
       C. J. Rowe in “Reflections of the Sun: Explanation in the Phaedo”[33]     holds that the logoi are propositional hypotheses about the Forms, specifically the Form-Particular relation
         of methexis. There are “different ways of spelling out what it means to say that particulars ‘participate’ in forms, or that particulars are what they
         are ‘by’ the forms” (97). Rowe takes the whole activity to result in a knowledge that
         is, while always an improvement, also always necessarily bound by its status as based
         in hypothesis, hence the method of the Phaedo as reflecting a permanent “limitation of human understanding” (101). He suggests that
         this is “perhaps” in contrast to the ascent envisioned in the Republic which in principle results in “the possibility of acquiring complete wisdom in this
         life.” Rowe’s hesitation leaves open the possibility that an analysis of the Republic might show something somewhat closer to what he claims for the Phaedo, and this is just the sense that I develop. I do share to an extent the sense of hypothesis
         and the “second sailing” as our permanent project of giving an account—I would add
         as towards knowledge of the whole, as in process in the Republic as it is envisioned in the Phaedo. However, I would not characterize this, as he does, as a “limitation”—the deuteros plous is thus in my view not a “second best” and is consistent with the Republic’s epistemology, on my reading.
      

      
       We now return to our discussion of the Republic, where the issues of the ontological status of the Ideas and our relation to them will
         be raised again, as well as that of the nature of the soul, of its immortality, and
         the final response to Thrasymachus, or rather to his argument, and what I take to
         be his implicit philosophical position.[34]    
      

      
       

      
      

      

      

      

      

      

      Notes

      
      
         
            1. Hackforth avoids “things” but not the problem obviously. His use of “proposition”
                  to translate logos rather than Gallop's “theory,” shows clearly what he thinks these “things” must be.
                  Compare Hackforth Phaedo 133ff. with Gallop 179, notes to 100a3-9. For aitia see my discussion in the previous chapter. See also chapter four, nn. 6,17,18,19.
               

            

         

         
            2. Gallop's discussion, Phaedo 178 ff. of the Form-Reason Hypothesis is useful, but focuses on the problems associated
                  with various interpretations of the status and description of the Form relation, that
                  is to say, on propositions embodying it, rather than the process of its application
                  as explanation, in its contrast to the others that Socrates has described.
               

            

         

         
            3. See Gallop Phaedo, 235, n.67, who prefers “hang on to” to Hackforth's “to fasten upon the hypothesis
                  itself.” The former would stress the continuity of taking refuge with the “safest”
                  answer. But the latter translation stresses rather the defensive posture and, more
                  importantly, Socrates' immediate interdiction re the consideration of the hypothesis
                  itself before examining its consequences.
               

            

         

         
            4. “With each other.” Does this refer to a) the consequences themselves, or to b) the
                  accord of the hypothesis with the consequences? Option b) would suggest that we would
                  be looking at the participation of the objects grouped under it and that “accord or
                  discord”' (Gallop) would apply to the explanatory force, or the lack of it, as at
                  100a5. Option a) suggests rather a focus on the contradictions presented by the consequences
                  or objects themselves. I prefer option b), albeit it would differ from the use at
                  100a5, as being consistent with the examples of contradiction here. The process would
                  be, then, to see these arise when for example the logos   taller is applied, stick with the idea as explanatory, and subsequently work out the explanation of the apparent contradictions.
                  This would also be consistent with the motion of the Line regarding “contradictions”
                  and the following discussion of the Phaedo itself.
               

            

         

         
            5. Compare Reeve, Philosopher-Kings, 85. “The form of F might usefully be thought of as a complex product of what Fs can
                  be, and what they should be in order to maximally contribute to human happiness. Put
                  another way: the form of F is what Fs would instantiate in the best of all possible
                  human worlds. … As befits the stock in trade of a practical power, forms must be real
                  possibilities, ways that actual things could be.” This comes close to my own view,
                  as does his insistence on the key role of powers or dunameis, see 58 ff.
               

            

         

         
            6. Umberto Eco, Kant and the Platypus (New York: Harcourt Brace, 2000. 1997, 2000 [English transl.]). 
               

               See also Lee Franklin, “Recollection and Philosophical Reflection in Plato’s Phaedo,” Phronesis, Vol. 50, No.4 (2005), 289-314. Franklin also argues that “the Theory of Recollection
                  is a theory of learning.” He distinguishes however between the relatively unreflective
                  activity of everyday language use, which has the Ideas as implicated in the background,
                  and the conscious reflection and interrogation of this activity by the philosopher,
                  leading to the account of it in a theory. Only the latter is provoked by considering
                  “the deficiency of the sensible particulars … [and] that we, as philosophers, recognize
                  that this learning needs explanation” (303). “Plato believes that what we predicate
                  and have in mind [qualities, for example] in ordinary speech and thought must be the
                  same as what we come to grasp fully through philosophical inquiry. … the terms of
                  Socratic inquiry indicate that Forms are the properties we predicate in ordinary speech
                  and thought. Thus, in order to predicate a property in ordinary speech and thought,
                  we must have that very property—what it is—in mind, if only in an inchoate way” (307-8). In other words, Franklin argues against
                  the position taken by some which “restrict recollection to philosophers.” “Recollection
                  in the Phaedo is a stage at the beginning of a learning process … from our ordinary capacity for
                  speech and thought we may develop philosophical understanding of properties and relations
                  such as Equality” (309). The theory of Recollection explains how this is possible, and what lies behind “concept acquisition”
                  (though Ideas are more than concepts). Franklin does stress the role of an “inchoate”
                  presence of Ideas or Forms in the background of our everyday activity of speech (naming,
                  etc.) and learning. But he does not go as far as Eco, nor my own account here of Recollection,
                  which does not require the Ideas to be metaphysically wholly independent of that learning activity and eternal. (See also L. Franklin, “Meno’s Paradox, The Slave-Boy
                  Interrogation and the Unity of Platonic Recollection,” in the Southern Journal of
                  Philosophy, 12. Vol. 47 Issue 4, 12/2009, 349-77.)
               

               Compare Gail Fine, “The One Over Many,” The Philosophical Review, Vol. 89, No. 2, (1980). Sections IV and VI. “Plato uses a one over many assumption
                  to explain, not the meaningfulness of general terms, but sameness of nature” (198).
                  “I construe properties as genuine features of reality, as nonlinguistic, nonsemantic
                  features of the world” (203). Every Form would correspond to a general term, but not
                  every general term would correspond to, or pick out, a Form (pace Aristotle's criticism of the one over many argument as she construes it). Fine sees
                  an important difference between the arguments for Forms of Book VII and of Book X.
                  But for both she argues for a realist interpretation of the reference of predicate terms, that the inference is from “property
                  terms” that are picking out real features of the world to names, rather than from
                  names to positing properties or forms (cf. 216, n. 32, and elsewhere). The result
                  is that we must distinguish, by the testing of dialectic and “science,” between “correct
                  and incorrect names” as per the Cratylus, and applicable to both Phaedo 102b2, c10-11 and Rep. 596a. See also note 15, below.
               

            

         

         
            7. It is only considered as logos (rather than idea) that the Hypothesis is then the general proposition that the Forms exist and the
                  proposition that “things are F by participating in the Form of F,” as Gallop suggests,
                  his Form-Reason hypothesis. Cf. Gallop pp.178-92, esp. 188ff.
               

            

         

         
            8. Cf. R. S. Bluck, “Hupotheseis in the Phaedo and Platonic Dialectic” Phronēsis (1957), 21-31 also cited in Gallop, 191 regarding “‘a hierarchy of teleological propositions
                  somehow terminating in the Good,' thus in 'something adequate.’” Such an ascent is
                  suggested in Rep. 510b7, 511b6 where such a starting point is referred to as “unhypothetical.”
                  Gallop (190-191) raises the issue as to whether that which is reached as “something
                  satisfactory” and “higher” is itself an ultimate adequate hypothesis (R. Robinson)
                  or something no longer hypothetical. Gallop suggests that if it is the latter, it
                  is no more than a project: “But,” he objects, “we can barely imagine how in detail
                  such an ambitious program (of the grounding of the Whole in the Good) was to be carried
                  out.” But to require that the task be completed or even sketched in detail as a program
                  is to miss the point of describing the project as a process, the process as a project.
                  This is all the more obvious insofar as the project is carried out not by any one
                  individual but by the human rational community (though the broad outlines of this
                  as a dynamic schema are in the Line). 
               

            

         

         
            9. An interesting modern parallel to “giving an account” and Ideas as causes can be found
                  in Alvin Goldman, A Theory of Human Action (77-80, 99-103). Goldman's subject is the relation of acts to reasons as reasons
                  for, as in motives for. Still, his comments on the role of belief in both “cognitive
                  inference” and “practical inference” suggest an interesting parallel. On my account,
                  what is hypothesized are not essentially, or in the first instance, “propositions,”'
                  but rather the referents of the terms, as the logoi of the community. Goldman distinguishes between the logical relations of an inference
                  and the causal relations involved in the acceptance of, that is the belief in, each
                  proposition. “Since S inferred (r) from (p) and (q), we can say that S believes (r)
                  because of his believing (p) and his believing (q). The ‘because’ in this case is
                  causal rather than logical,” (100, his emphasis) that is, the cause of S's acceptance or
                  belief. Similarly, the testing of what “accords” with an idea, as well as the idea as hypothesized itself, could well be described as productive of belief, or accompanied
                  by belief when successful. Hypotheses as logoi imply “inference as a causal process,” that is, of belief. “There is no causal relation
                  between Socrates being a man, all men being mortal, and Socrates being mortal. But
                  there is a causal relation between S's believing (p) and (q) and S's believing (r). The process in which S sees that (p) and (q) are a good reason for accepting
                  (r), and thereupon accepts (r), is a causal process” (101). This is not, of course,
                  a causal relation of the propositions concerning belief, but of the event of the agent's
                  believing. The Ideas as hypotheses are expressed in logoi that form a web of belief.
               

            

         

         
            10. Klein, Meno, 157. See also pp. 111-112, 154, 166-167, and specifically his discussion of the
                  Phaedo, ch. V, 125 ff.
               

            

         

         
            11. In Parva Naturalia, 449 b 3-453 b 11. I am indebted to Klein's detailed explication of the Recollection
                  thesis, to which I cannot do justice here.
               

            

         

         
            12. We experience, identify, and understand both qualia such as white and relations such as taller than, or husband/wife. They all require a context in order to be intelligible, but the context differs.
                  White and taller require an experiential context alone, while husband is intelligible only along with and in a nexus of cultural information, including
                  the meaning of the pair husband/wife that resemble cognitively, that is in practice, opposites (not of course logically),
                  as in the pair cat/dog. Compare Eco, Kant and the Platypus, section 3.4.4 and “Qualia and Interpretation”, esp., 154.
               

            

         

         
            13. See Guthrie on the Cratylus in History Vol. V, 25-31 and notes. 
               

            

         

         
            14. Cf. R. E. Allen, “Participation and Predication in Plato's Middle Dialogues,” in Plato Vol. I., ed. G. Vlastos (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1978), 167-83. “[D]efficiency
                  is a category distinction,” that is to say, ontological. “Particulars are deficient
                  not because they have the characters they have but because they are the kinds of things
                  they are—because they are qualified by opposites, because they always change . . .
                  because they depend for their existence on forms . . . because, in a word, they are images” (176).
               

            

         

         
            15. Thus naming for Plato is neither a subjective capacity, nor a mere convention, nor
                  a reading off of qualities in the object. This is not to say that the individual is
                  not rightly described by the series of attributes in which, Plato would say, it participates
                  (methexis). As Eco points out, semiotics has, up until now, primarily dealt with “whether and
                  how we use signs to refer to something . . .” but not with “what is that something
                  that induces us to produce signs” (12). And so he intends, in Kant and the Platypus, to approach the problem of what it is that provokes the behavior that semiotics
                  describes, though, as in my account of Plato, the two are inseparable. See particularly
                  Eco's n. 10, 394-95. There is an interesting comparison to be made between Eco's discussion
                  of naming re the platypus and Fine's discussion in “The One Over Many” of Forms for
                  negations regarding Aristotle's criticism of Plato on this score. See her note on
                  “being wingless.” n.19, 209.
               

               Compare Lloyd Gerson, “Plato on Understanding,” The Southern Journal of Philosophy,
                  Vol. XLIII (2005): 213-39. “I have argued . . . for the centrality of the concept
                  of material identity in both the metaphysics and epistemology of Plato. Material identity
                  is the technical expression of the ‘sameness in difference’ the possibility of which
                  motivated the theory of Forms. It is no accident that Plato composes souls of a mixture
                  of indivisible and divisible essence, sameness, and difference, for it is only if
                  they are so composed can they access the world rationally” (231). That is to say,
                  if I understand him, the very sameness and difference of souls mirrors, and makes
                  possible the cognition in the activity of noēsis of sameness in difference of its world on which the being of the Ideas is predicated
                  (and seen in the possibility of “reidentification,” implicating a necessary distinction
                  between identity and essence [ousia]). Where we differ would be on the meaning of
                  “separation” as concerns the Ideas (my chapter six).
               

            

         

         
            16. On morphē,   eidos, and idea, see Hackforth, 150 n.1; Cf. Gallop, 56, and commentary 93ff on his view of Plato's
                  “doctrine of Forms” and note 72. Also, Gallop, 194-96 on the notion of immanent v.
                  transcendent forms for F in us v. F itself: “'The phrase immanent Form suggests a more systematic doctrine than
                  the evidence warrants.”
               

            

         

         
            17. And this would be consistent with Gallop's translation of 104d1-3. See his note 70,
                  235 and commentary on 104c7. I am more concerned about the use of morphē than about any distinction, if there is one, between eidos and idea. Compare M. Dixsaut, “Ousia, Eidos et Idea dans le Phédon, ” (71-91) in Platon et la question de la pensée. Etudes Platoniciennes. (Paris: J. Vrin, 2000).
               

                This passage and others raise the much vexed issue of immanent Forms or Ideas, which
                  is directly related to the meaning of both separation and participation. See Daniel Devereux, in “Separation and Immanence in Plato's Theory of Forms,” 
                  Oxford Studies in Ancient Philosophy, Vol. XII, ed. C. C. W. Taylor (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1994, 63-90. See esp. 75 ff.) . Devereux
                  argues that Aristotle got it right with regard to Plato's view of the separateness
                  of Forms, and that there is no doctrine of immanence to be found in the dialogues.
                  He suggests instead that what is here called morphē, and any of the other references to forms as in sensibles etc. be called an “immanent character.” “So the hot, cold, etc. that are
                  in such things as fire and snow are not Forms; they are distinct entities, subject
                  to coming-to-be and perishing. Let us call them 'immanent characters.' ” (69) He then
                  suggests that the distinction between Form and immanent character corresponds in Plato's
                  usage to a distinction between eidos (for Form) and idea (for immanent character), the latter particularly “when speaking of opposites in sensible particulars” (71).
                  Thus heat in the fire and largeness in Simmias are “immanent characters,” “hence never the Form itself (itself-by-itself)”
                  (73). A lot hinges on the sense or meaning of in. As Devereux notes, in the Phaedo's arguments, the preposition in is quickly replaced by epi or “over” (86). But I argue against any transcendental ontologically independent existence for Forms, hence any simple distinction between immanent and transcendental Forms
                  does not easily apply. Devereux takes the separateness of the eidē and the descriptive expression “itself by itself” as “in most contexts … used to describe
                  the mode of existence of a Form, not [just] its non-empirical character” (75, n.25).
                  While I too hold that Forms/Ideas are ontologically independent of their participants,
                  the ontological sense is rather different in my reading of separation, as developed in this and the preceding chapters. It follows from my interpretation
                  that Plato did not hold, as Aristotle claimed, and Devereux defends, that Forms “can exist on their own,
                  apart from the things of which they are predicated” (82). I develop an argument throughout
                  rather that there is a necessary interrelationship, in which however the Forms (or
                  Ideas) have an ontological priority, are more real—but this depends on a different meaning for ousia. 

            

         

         
            18. See Monique Dixsaut, “Platon et la Question de la Pensée,” Etudes Platoniciennes. (Paris: J. Vrin, 2000), 86-87. “Du point de vue de la contrariété, deux Formes, la
                  Grandeur et la Petitesse, la Parité et l’Imparité, ne se situent pas dans une relation:
                  elles sont directement contraires et s'excluent. Cette mutuelle exclusion n’est pas
                  une relation, c'est une impossibilité radicale d'entrer en relation. ” This expresses
                  well the meaning of the ontological necessity embedded in the flight image, demythologized.
                  Compare Bostock, 179 ff. with Gallop, 195, sec. (3). See above, chapter five, note
                  14. In what follows, I do not intend to enter in detail into the debate over the ontological
                  status of numbers for Plato (nor Aristotles's comments on intermediates). I hope only to draw attention to what I see in the text at this stage of the Phaedo's argument.
               

            

         

         
            19. For a subtle handling of participation and essence (ousia) re Forms and particulars etc. see also Allan Silverman, The Dialectic of Essence, (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2002), chapter 3, The Emergence of Forms:
                  49-103. Silverman invokes the existence of form-copies (as do others) in particulars
                  in part to resolve the difficulties of contradictory predications. “I have said that
                  what distinguishes the form-copy from the Form is that the latter is identical with
                  its essence whereas the former is not. Since identity is definable in terms of reciprocal
                  predication, it turns out that the essence is predicable of the form-copy, but the
                  form-copy is not predicable of the essence: the justice-in-Socrates [form-copy] Is what-it-is-to-be-just [essence]; and The what-it-is-to-be-just [essence] Is not the justice-in-Socrates [form-copy]. The italicized words yield the required result
                  but the subjects are different; in the one, the form-copy is the subject, in the other
                  the essence is the subject. But in the argument of the Republic it is the same subject that is and is-not, namely, the sensible particular. I think
                  that this feature is not insurmountable. The switch of subjects is designed to show
                  that somehow there is a difference between the form and the form-copy. It attempts
                  to illustrate how something can be its essence while not being identical to it” (102).
                  Silverman also, in this discussion at least, limits particulars to “material particulars,”
                  in part responding to Plato’s usual examples in the Republic and Phaedo as regards participation. One wonders about, say, particular triangles—not the one
                  drawn in the sand, but with a particular set of angles. The sum is always equal to
                  180 degrees, but the number of specific sets is infinite.
               

            

         

         
            20. For arguments in support of the distinction between the number n and the form N-ness
                  see Gallop, 200ff. Contrast Alexander Nehamas, “Predication and Forms of Opposites
                  in the Phaedo.”  Review of Metaphysics, Volume  26, Issue  3, (1973):461-91. Compare Klein, Greek Mathematical Thought, ch.7. See Gallop’s commentary on 104c7-d4. Page 202, for the issues surrounding
                  a translation of this passage. My interpretation favors Gallop in taking the definienda as not referring to Ideas—see also my comments on Devereux and “immanent character.”
               

            

         

         
            21. Hackforth holds (as do others) that these other things are other forms, even though
                  the phrase at 104c8 says merely “other things” and he so translates it, adding a footnote
                  claiming that it is “plain from the instances which follow [that it] means all forms
                  which,” and thus takes “there are others”' to be other forms “which won't endure the
                  onset by one on the other” even though not opposites (eg., 2 of 3). But as Gallop
                  points out, “Socrates uses no Form-referring expressions in connection with 'fire'
                  or 'snow' at any point.” Again, at 104c11 he blithely adds “forms” to his translation,
                  where the Greek says simply “to set out or determine what sort of things these are.”
                  Gallop sticks to the text in his translation, giving simply “things” and gives good
                  argument for why this cannot refer to forms, but opts for it referring to “physical
                  stuffs.” My suggestion is thus a third alternative. There are certainly some pairs,
                  those mentioned in the Sophist (Soph. 254c), that have a primordial status. And certain pairs may have their own peculiar
                  problems, such as Beauty and Ugliness. But here we are concerned only with their didactic
                  and propaedeutic function in the Phaedo.
               

            

         

         
            22. Compare David Bostock, Plato’s Phaedo (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1986), 184-89. Bostock argues that Socrates must here be
                  referring to a Form of fire. He argues that Socrates must uniformly be referring to
                  a form of fire and cold since “we are told [it] is always hot and never cold [and
                  therefore] cannot be a perceptible thing.” But that is not the reason, and does not
                  reflect the changes of use traced here. The physical fire that burns is unambiguously
                  fire just as three things are unambiguously three, but only for as long as existing,
                  or as judged as, correctly named as, fire. Hackforth (161) points out that the substitution
                  of fever for sickness for the cause of being sick is not much help, as there can be other causes of sickness,
                  or sickness without fever, but he fails to stress the move to quasi physical terms.
                  Gallop (211-212), a most careful reader, does not seem to have noticed the switch,
                  or more probably does not think it significant, though he does address the issue of
                  the consequences of whether these new entities/causes are conceived as Forms or not.
               

            

         

         
            23. Hackforth sees the change in terms of the switch from soul in general, i.e., an immanent
                  form, to soul as substance, and that this prepares the ground for a claim that soul
                  is not only deathless but also everlasting. But he does not appear to note that the
                  change has already occurred at 105b5-c7, and applies to fire, snow, etc., as well,
                  nor the rhetorical significance of the change for the argument with Simmias and Cebes.
                  See Hackforth, 163-165 and 165, n.1.
               

            

         

         
            24. Pace Denis O'Brien, “The Last Argument of Plato’s Phaedo,” Classical Quarterly (1967): 198-231. See 229-31, and as cited in Gallop, 216. Socrates continues with
                  “imperishable” precisely to go beyond merely that soul is immortal “whenever it exists,”
                  for this is what the interlocutors are waiting for.
               

            

         

         
            25. Nor, as Gallop points out are 106d2-9, is it of any help to suggest that there are
                  some accepted other things, e.g., the gods, that are held to be immortal and imperishable.
                  For this at best shows that it is possible, without showing that whatever is immortal
                  is necessarily imperishable. (But cf. 220-221). But the motive for the reference to other things
                  is rhetorical—Socrates gives Simmias and Cebes a choice, either the link is necessary
                  or another argument would be needed. (106c10-106d1) It is Cebes who is already committed—surely nothing else could be indestructible
                  if the immortal isn't. (106d1-5) But this is question begging, for though “Deathlessness
                  is imperishable,” is not disputed (but see Gallop's comments on terms, 217), whether
                  soul, or rather an individual soul is so, is just the issue. Socrates reinforces the
                  rhetorical argument immediately with the example of the gods.
               

            

         

         
            26. See note 23. Hackforth sees the flaws in the argument, as have others before and since,
                  basically that only soul in general as having deathlessness as an inherent quality
                  is proved: “that the predicate 'deathless' is contained in the meaning of the subject,
                  soul; whenever, therefore, this subject exists it has this predicate; but to show
                  that the subject always does exist is quite another matter” (163, Gallop, 217). As
                  already noted, Hackforth sees the shift from idea to substance, but fails to connect this with an intentional ploy directed at Simmias
                  and Cebes as contrasted to the reader/listener (Phaedo etc. and now ourselves).
               

            

         

         
            27. As Bostock, Plato’s Phaedo, points out (189), even if the argument were successful, it would have rather odd
                  implications in the generality of its application. “This argument will give us no
                  reason to connect soul with consciousness in particular: what is relevant is that
                  it causes life—any kind of life, and not just the kind that humans have.” And thus
                  it would follow that “all living things have immortal souls, not only those which
                  are capable of thinking and reasoning, but also aphids, jellyfish, and (presumably)
                  cabbages.” This might not be too upsetting if we are considering only soul in general,
                  but disconcerting where the individual soul's survival is concerned. Compare Dixsaut's
                  remark that “rien n'empêche une âme, notre âme, d'être détruite, si ce n'est que la
                  Forme de la Vie fait partie de ce qui mérite d'être appelé éternel” (Platon et la question de la pensée, [Vrin, 2000], 87).
               

            

         

         
            28. Cf. Bluck, Appendix Six, 160ff.

            

         

         
            29. Compare Monique Dixsaut's essay “Ousia, eidos et idea dans le Phédon. ” (Pensée, 2000), 71-91. Her view of the dynamic and interdependence of soul and the Forms, of
                  the interdependence of thinking and essence as expressed in a logos, seems to me to closely resemble my own account here: “De l'essence à la pensée il
                  y a double engendrement ou plutôt co-engendrement. . . . Dans son désir du 'vrai et
                  du pur', la pensée engendre l'essence comme transcendante a la pensée, l’essence engendre
                  la pensée comme acte de questionner et de répondre concentre tout entier sur elle.
                  Tout cela s’effectue au sein d'un logos . . . Le discours a l’intérieur duquel la pensée et l’être s'engendrent et se déterminent
                  réciproquement est celui de la philosophie. . . . L’être qui s'y donne a penser est
                  ousia, et la pensée tient un discours qui vise ' ce que chaque être se trouve être.'” (80)
                  “La mainmise de la Forme sur la chose c'est l'idea …L'idea est à la fois l'action et le résultat de l'action de l'eidos sur la chose.” (87) 
               

               The main difference between us, if I have her right, is the following. Dixsaut limits
                  the logos that captures ousia, in the mediation between idea and eidos, to the searching inquiry after what is, that is, to the discourse of the true philosopher. I have tried to show how Plato
                  thought that this dianoetic activity is what underlies human discourse in general—that
                  it is the structure that makes intelligible discourse possible at every level. What
                  the philosopher achieves, in the ideal, is an understanding and consciousness of this
                  discursive reality, and hence a deepening of this co-engendrement as well. 
               

            

         

         
            30. Julia Annas, Platonic Ethics, Old and New (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1999, in paperback 2000).
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      Chapter 9

      Closing the Circle

      
         
         
      

      
      Cities and Souls

      
       In the preceding three chapters on the Phaedo, I have offered a new interpretation of the immortality of the soul and the eternality
         of the Ideas. In this last chapter, I will deal with the Republic’s final books and concluding Myth of Er. In doing so, I thus apply the ontological
         lessons of the Phaedo to complete an interpretation of the Republic and the triadic relationship of soul, its world and the Ideas. This will also entail
         a last look at images and image-making, particularly as the concluding book of the
         Republic specifically takes up “imitation,” the creations of the poets, etc.
      

      
       It is worth re-emphasizing at this point that the primary focus of the Republic is the judgment about the relative happiness or misery of the just versus the unjust
         individual soul, and that the political imagery is in the service of this end. Books
         VIII, IX, and X are once again devoted to this task, with the final judgment regarding
         the original question coming formally at the end of Book IX. Having completed the
         description of the best city and soul, Book VIII returns to the original position
         before the digression of the middle books, in order to consider in a series of images the remaining cities
         and their analogous soul types. The progression is in descending order of merit[1]     arriving finally at the very opposite extreme of the aristocratic or kingly soul
         and city, that of a tyranny and the tyrannical soul, the former ruling through reason
         and persuasion, the latter through flattery and blind force. Only then is a judgment
         to be rendered as to which is the happiest. 
      

      
       The cities and souls are considered with regard to their generation (that is, their
         origins) in the previous city and soul. But the generation of the ideal city and the
         just soul forms the model of the city specifically as the soul “writ large.” That
         is, virtues of the just city are specifically given shape just so that the soul is
         readily seen modeled therein, and the kind of justice found there is peculiar to the
         vision of the nature of soul: justice is portrayed as the harmony and the fitting
         or proper function of the parts. By contrast, in the case of the construction in image
         of the origins, and what must be called the degeneration, of the remaining types of
         soul and city types, the opposite process is employed; that is, the imagery of the
         political in the normal public sense of the term is used to describe the internal
         warfare of the soul. Thus although the city analogy is to serve as the “soul writ
         large,” the form/shape of the aristocratic city is created so that it will mirror
         the soul, while by contrast the degenerate cities are chosen from among existing prototypes,
         and their virtues and vices described so as to be analogous to inner conflicts of
         soul. Each degenerate city and soul is a parody, and perverse inversion, in increasing
         degrees, of the order and principles of the aristocratic soul. Without here repeating
         the specific details, we can say that the cause of the degeneration of each city and
         soul is traced to the tension of opposites within it. Rather than being resolved in
         friendship, as is the case with the best city and soul, the opposites produce a struggle
         out of which one side, one opposite, eventually emerges as dominant, by force, over
         the other, only to lead to the next conflict and next degeneration. These successive
         conflicts are the result of successive judgments by the citizens about what is honorable,
         desirable, worth having or doing, and hence about what is held to be most real. These
         cities could be compared in a sense to the parade of images in the Cave, and the arguments
         over them by those in chains, or rather the shifting results of these arguments. Each
         city/soul type is a stage characterized by an increasing lawlessness, increasing lack
         of control, and an increasing isolation or lack of fellowship, of citizens or of the
         parts of the soul. These “images in words,” along with the final myth of Book X, are
         the philosopher’s alternative to the poet’s images, and to the actual judgments that
         are portrayed as being made by the citizens of the successive cities and souls. That
         is, they give in images, the experience in discourse that allows for a good and sound
         judgment.[2]    
      

      
         I turn now to the specific issue of the number of city/soul types. At the end of
         Book IV, after the defining of the just city and just soul, Socrates suggests that
         they continue by examining “how many forms of vice there are,” that is, “that are
         worth looking at” (445c). He then adds that while “there is one form of excellence
         and an infinite number of forms of vice, four are worth calling to mind.” Why, if
         the forms of vice are “infinite,” limit the examination to four? Because, Socrates
         says, “It is likely that there are as many types of soul as there are specific forms
         of government.” Five, including the just form. But this does indeed seem arbitrary—equally
         with regard to types of soul as with types of government. When later, in Book VIII
         (543 ff.) the subject is taken up again, the explanation is not much better. When
         the development is resumed, Socrates says that Glaucon will have no difficulty identifying
         the four, because “they are those which have names,” and he goes on to enumerate four
         traditional types of Greek city-state government. He then casually asks Glaucon if
         he “can name any other kind which is in a clearly different class,” but suggests that
         other kinds are merely “somewhere between these named kinds,” adding “one hears of
         many strange kinds.” Again, the limitation to four does seem somewhat artificial.
         To summarize, at 445d Socrates says that “there are as many types of soul as there
         are types of government,” and at 544d that there are “as many ways of life for man
         as there are types of cities,” while at 544e he concludes that “if the cities are
         of five kinds, the dispositions of the individuals’ souls must be five kinds also.”
         However, just before concluding, Socrates also says that “governments are born . .
         . from the characters of the men who live in cities, which characters tip the scales
         and drag other things after them,” thus reversing the direction of from cities to
         souls to from souls to cities. We recall again that the end of Book IV focused on
         the one kind of excellence or virtue and the many types of vice, i.e., on the soul—corresponding
         to the original purpose of the just city as an image of the soul created in letters
         writ large. The selection of conventional city types, even assigning them to representative
         existing cities, is rather a convenient literary device for developing the images
         of the degeneration of soul, the primary concern—just as the just city was elaborated
         in such a way as to mirror Plato’s conception of soul. Indeed, Socrates reiterates
         at 445b that the reason for looking at cities is to see on a larger scale the moral
         qualities, virtues, and vices in cities and seeing these more clearly then be able
         to see these same qualities in the corresponding soul. 
      

      
       Furthermore, the passage from one to another, the initial breakdown and degeneration,
         is attributed to the principle that internal discord dissolves unity. But for as to
         how, in fact, discord will arise, in effect the cause of discord, Socrates turns the
         description over to the Muses, who will “express themselves to us as to children,
         in tragic language, playfully and in banter, though their language is lofty, as if
         in earnest” (545e). With such an invocation and warning it would seem that we are
         not to take the dramatic details too seriously. What is important is the vice itself
         displayed in each city at each stage as paradigmatic, and the ontological principle
         of dissolution of a unity through discord, as illustrated in an image, not their number
         or accuracy as political description and obviously in part inspired by contemporary
         practices (though some of the socio-political observations are astute). As well, the
         general explanation is given in naturalistic terms of necessary cycles, of “being
         born and perishing,” of generation and decay, “everything that is born must perish”
         (546a) followed by a suitably Pythagorean numerological myth of increase and decrease
         by divine numbers.
      

      
       That there are four then is somewhat arbitrary, but unimportant compared to the principle
         of successive degeneration—the increasing disunity due to the misrule of the parts
         of the soul and the designed corresponding parts of the city. If the choice of governments
         is seen for what it is, a series of somewhat hyperbolic, tragic literary or poetic
         devices, borrowing from contemporary Attic life but authored in part by the Muses,
         a device for further analysis of the life of the soul, then the two issues of the
         number of governments and the aptness of comparisons of city and soul dissolve. Glaucon
         and Adeimantus are more likely to be able to envision vice and division within the
         city than within a tripartite soul. This is one reason for the introduction of the
         discussion of the “question of our appetites,” of desire and lawlessness (571a) before
         passing on from the subject of the tyrannical state to that of the tyrannical man
         himself. And when Glaucon takes over the argument at 576b the analysis of city and
         soul are noticeably thin. For example, the despotically ruled city is materially poor,
         for obvious reasons (one has only to consider contemporary North Korea), but the tyrannical
         soul is poor spiritually, and only when considering it as tripartite, lust tyrannizing
         the spirited and emotional parts (cf. 579e, 589e). Similarly, the “despotically ruled
         soul will be the least likely to do what it may want”—not what we naturally think
         of with regard to tyrants or dictators—and, Socrates continues, “that is, the soul
         as a whole,” (577e) the whole, in preparation for the judgment of the relative happiness
         and unhappiness of the just and unjust soul. In any event, the real basis of the claim
         that the unjust man is miserable and the just man (even on the rack) is truly happy,
         is not the psychological and/or moral argument of Book IX but the ontological argument
         of the middle books. The basis of the judgment by Glaucon, son of Ariston, at 585e
         is that “that which partakes of things less real will . . . partake of a less reliable
         and less true pleasure.” False and true pleasures? Rather, one should speak of a judgment
         of value—what is truly a pleasure as feeling, but is of less value (Cf. 587b).
      

      
       Finally, how seriously are we to take Plato’s numbers in general (as opposed to his
         reflections on number itself, and the instance of the Divided Line image construction,
         but there we are dealing with symbolic proportions, rather than numbers per se)? Glaucon
         takes calculations seriously, likely an indication for him of proceeding scientifically—and Socrates provides enough examples, sometimes clearly outrageous. A reminder that
         we are not to take the numbers literally is at 539d-e. Socrates says that dialectic
         should be studied intensely for “twice the number of years” spent in physical training.
         Glaucon studiously asks, “Do you mean four or six?” Socrates’s reply, significantly
         casual, is, “No matter, make it five.” A second example is in the calculation of “how
         far the [philosopher] king is superior to the tyrant in the truth of his pleasure,”
         729 times more pleasantly and “the tyrant is the same number of times more miserable”
         (587e).[3]    
      

      
        The final image, which begins Book IX (571a), is that of the soul of the tyrannical
         man, the soul which is the most violently and lawlessly at war with itself, and whose
         object is least real, whether as the power over others or as the material and generally
         appetitive ends that the tyrant uses this power to gain. This is of course in direct
         contrast to the power of persuasion by the truth (or by true rhetoric),[4]     hence the erotic force or beauty of the Ideas, an expression in part of the meaning
         and function of the Good and its power. (The theme of true versus false power is announced
         at the very inception of the dialogue, in the playful detaining of Socrates [cf.327b-328b]).
         The tyrannical soul is finally a slave to his desires, and is said to live in his
         waking life what the rest of us only dream about. By contrast, the philosopher, who
         has tamed and befriended the spirited and appetitive parts within his soul, is said
         even to dream[5]     the praxis of the true realities experienced in his waking life. He imposes a willing necessity
         on himself, thus creating a unity, a unified “city” at peace, while the tyrannical
         soul enslaves himself to the “unnecessary desires,” that is to say the unreal ones,
         which are limitless, and hence formless. Lust personified, is at the origin of the
         tyrannical soul as the champion of idle and lawless desires, a parody of the activity
         of intelligence earlier—“beliefs and desires which are thought to be good and still
         have some feeling of shame he destroys them and throws them out until he has cleansed
         him of moderation and filled him with imported madness” (573b).[6]     By contrast, the reasonable man submits himself to a measure, which, though it
         is an external standard, finds its stamp within the soul, and hence is not a stranger,
         not “imported,” the term which is applied to the end, or desires of the tyrannical
         soul (the allusion is most likely to barbarian or Asiatic excesses). In the tripartite
         image of the tyrant that is developed, the man part within is also called the “divine”
         part, and the tyrannical man “expects to rule not only over men but over the gods,”
         ironically in effect giving over rule within to what is most mortal and most “foreign.”
         The resulting flux and instability is in contrast to the philosophical soul, that
         seeks and achieves stability and order by seeking to align itself with what is ordered
         and held in common, rather than chaotic, particular, and held in private.[7]     The madness of the tyrannical soul has led to false claims concerning pleasure,
         good reputation or advantage, claims which in fact finally amount, one might say,
         to not speaking, to a negation or abandonment of discourse, as in point of fact is
         the case with Thrasymachus: “he who condemns justice has nothing to say, and he does
         not know what he is condemning” (589c). 
      

      
       The reply to these claims, to the amassing of gold, is a critique of how that gold is acquired (589d). The defender of injustice is
         to be persuaded (in principle) of the desirability of the just over the unjust life
         by appeal to the origins of beautiful and ugly traditions: “beautiful and ugly traditions
         have originated as follows; beautiful traditions subordinate the beast-like parts
         of our nature to the human, or perhaps we should say to the divine, while the ugly
         enslave the gentler to the wilder” (589c-d). But in this description it is clear that
         traditions are described both as the means or cause and as the result. Of course it
         is not likely that a Thrasymachus will accept this description of the origins and
         nature of the truly and the falsely beautiful amongst traditions. The point is rather
         to express the relation of the larger community to the presence and activity of the
         “divine” aspect of human being, as well as its darker side. The blindness of the unjust
         man results in his being “not willingly wrong” (589c)—in that he “cannot see what
         is inside but only the outside cover” (588d). The function of the image drawn of the
         three living beings at war within what appears to be a man is to help him, or at least
         us, to see more clearly. That is, it is to reveal or unmask his real slavery to appetites
         and the bodily, and his enslavement of what makes us man, or the divine part of himself.
         But if he initially does not see this, and perhaps never does, if the lion is only
         bearded and reduced to grudging silence in the discourse, nevertheless we see it.
         And most importantly, this way of putting it means that the tyrannical man is most
         miserable even if he does not feel it, particularly the private tyrant, who is not exposed so visibly to the false friends and fearful aloneness
         of the political tyrant—the former is all the more deprived and the more a slave for
         his having less opportunity to observe his ugliness in the polis as does the political tyrant. “If [the tyrant] enslaves the most divine part of himself
         to the most ungodly and disgusting part and feels no pity for it, is he not wretched and is he not accepting a bribe of gold for a more terrible death
         than Eriphyle when she accepted the necklace for her husband’s life?”(590a) Eriphyle
         accepts the necklace of Harmonia from Polynices as a bribe in order to have her husband
         join in the expedition against Thebes, and when the husband dies he is revenged by
         his son, who kills his mother.[8]     The tyrant, in doing violence to his city/soul, is bribed by the wild desires
         that are his guardian/slaves, now turned against him and to which he is himself enslaved,
         the better and human part within him starved to death along with the noble and measured
         desires for the beautiful and honorable. The allusion to the journey of the Odyssey
         is once more fitting, and is to be given a final development in the conclusion of
         the Republic in Book X, in a philosopher’s journey to Hades. The goal of the philosopher, as for
         Odysseus in a sense, is self-rule and rule of those “alike, and friendly and governed by the same principle” (590d). The rule of the tyrant is by force, excessive and
         in the name of excess. His laws, both externally and for himself, divide the city
         against itself, while in the harmonious city and soul “the law . . . is the ally of
         everyone in the city.” 
      

      
       But the grand conclusion: i) that we cannot maintain rightly that “injustice, licentiousness,
         and shameful actions are profitable, since they make a man more wicked, though he
         may acquire more riches or some other power,” nor that ii) “to do wrong without being
         discovered and not pay the penalty is profitable,” and that iii) on the contrary,
         to be discovered is better since then the beast may be tamed and calmed down—all depend
         on our accepting that this would result in attaining a “more honored condition than
         a strong, beautiful, and healthy body, insofar as the soul is to be more honored than the body” (591b). It is not here, however, that this assertion is in effect demonstrated,
         argued for, but rather in the middle books, in the showing forth of the nature of
         the soul with images of its activity when it is most real and most beautiful. This
         is recalled as Socrates says of the philosophical man that “studies make his soul
         like this” and that he will “cultivate harmony in his body for the sake of consonance
         in his soul,” “looking to the government within” (591d). Socrates adds that such a
         man, having the “same end in view,” that is, looking to the government within, while
         he will “share in and willingly taste, those [honors] which he believes will make
         him a better man,” will also “avoid public and private honors which he believes will
         destroy the existing condition of his soul” (592a). 
      

      
       A good portion (548d-575b) of the discussion of the degeneration of the city and
         soul through stages to that of the tyrannical was, significantly, carried out in conversation
         with Adeimantus, who is perhaps further removed from the pursuit of the Good, and
         closer to the temptations represented by Thrasymachus, etc. The final discussion,
         the judgment with regard to comparing the happiness of the tyrannical soul with that
         of the just man, is carried out with Glaucon. But has he really understood the context
         of the answer? For the answer to this we must look at the very conclusion of this
         conversation, at the end of Book IX. Glaucon responds to the suggestion that the just
         man will avoid at least certain “public and private honors,” those that adversely
         affect the soul, with the comment, “He will not then, if that is his concern, be willing
         to go into politics” (592a). While he does have in mind at this point the primary
         concern of the dialogue, the health and happiness of the individual soul, yet he takes
         the function of the city analogy to be that of merely providing a comparison. That
         is to say, he sees the many temptations of such false and destructive honors in the
         city actually around them, and concludes that if such are to be avoided, then the
         philosopher must literally withdraw permanently from the city. Socrates emphatically,
         but not without an important ambiguity, immediately denies this. “Yes, by the dog, he will [participate in politics], at least in his own kind
         of city, but not in his fatherland perhaps, unless divine good luck should be his.”
         But what exactly is his own kind of city? Glaucon thinks that he understands: “I understand,
         he said, you mean in the city which we were founding and described, our city of words
         [tē en logois keimenē], for I do not believe that it exists anywhere on earth. [epei gēs ge oudamou oimai autēn einai] “ (592a-b).
      

      
         This appears at first glance to be the right thing to say, and the phrase “our
         city of words” is often quoted as if it were Socrates himself who says this. But in
         fact, Glaucon does not get it right. Indeed, the city of the Republic has been drawn in speech, but keeping in mind what Glaucon had just said about abstaining
         from politics, what would then be the domain of the practice of justice, for one cannot
         actually do anything in a city of mere words. Glaucon seems paradoxically to reduce activity
         to politics within a city of words, seen within the image itself, a mere city in words,
         which he adds, he “does not believe . . . exists anywhere on earth.” Socrates goes
         on to correct him, to correct a crucial mistake, one that would reduce philosophy
         and philosophical image-making to wishful, and idle, speculation. A proper image must
         be functional, must serve as an image, and so as practice for the city of the soul. Socrates’s
         reply, far from being an agreement with Glaucon, suggests that by contrast to a city
         that is merely constructed as a “city of words,” this constructed city is a model,
         a paradeigma (not an Idea) to look to, mythically “laid up in heaven, for him who wishes to look
         upon” (just as the human part in the image of the soul is called “divine”), which
         image can serve as a model for the praxis of justice in the soul and “as he looks, set up a government of his soul” (katoikizein—to colonize, establish, settle). When Socrates says that “it makes no difference
         whether [the city] exists anywhere or will exist,” in the sense in which Glaucon evidently
         uses the term exist, it is because it remains a model nonetheless, whose morphē embodies and activates justice as it really exists. And it is this actual ordering
         of the soul that is the only true politics; “He will take part in the public affairs
         of that city only, not of any other” (592b). And then of course the activity and result
         is externally social, even political in the normal sense, but as the expression of
         an internal harmony. Glaucon does not understand what the “soul writ large” in the
         image of the city means. The image, the thing made in imitation of the soul, is taken
         by him as an object, much like a painting tout court, a speech object in the case of the perfectly just city. He fails to see the image
         for what it is, fails to see the image as image, of the soul in its activity, and hence the ontological necessity of the re-descent
         back to the Cave of life experience to repay what one owes to oneself, in actions
         both public and private.
      

      
      Imitation: Painters, Poets, Beds, and the Ideas

      
       Having returned at the end of Book IX to the city as a paradigm sketched by the philosopher
         as “draftsman of constitutions” (501c) both for himself and others, it is appropriate
         to turn to the question of the poets, those other makers of images, and to the general
         issue of imitation (595ff.). A discussion of the nature of imitation in general ensues—the contemplation
         and imitation by the philosopher-draftsman had last been discussed at 500c—leading
         again quickly to the issue of imitation by existents of the Ideas, i.e., participation
         as a kind of imitation. We must recall here that Socrates had said in the Phaedo (100d) that it was not settled just whether the relation of individual to Idea was
         best described as sharing (koinōnia) or participation (methexis). We should note that just before embarking on this examination, when Glaucon is
         asked to begin by proposing a definition of imitation itself (595c), and to see if
         it eventually will serve in the description of the collection of diverse instances,
         he demurs. His unwillingness to even “make the attempt” at a definition shows that,
         just as at the beginning of the dialogue, he would rather listen: “You look yourself,”
         he says to Socrates, and that he “Would not be eager to speak in your presence even
         if something occurred to me,” a decidedly unphilosophical attitude both to authority
         and to discourse. In any event, we begin with particulars having the “same name”;
         there must be something in common by virtue of which we use the same name (as with
         city and soul, justice and moderation, at 435b). The example to follow, the famous
         one of “beds and tables” is meant, be it noted, as the simplest illustration of how
         to proceed, what it means to “assume (agree upon, tithēsthai) one Form in each case for the many particulars”; it is not meant to be a best and
         clearest example of what an Idea is. Rather, the choice of material or visible things,
         of beds and tables, is appropriate because we are discussing imitation and because the philosopher’s legislating activity, and his image-making for the
         city, had been likened to the activity of a craftsman, an artisan. But the objects
         that the philosopher imitates such as Beauty, Justice, Moderation, like the products
         that he produces, are not themselves visible, except in speeches, and as effects in actions of the presence of these virtues in the soul. 
      

      
       The contrast is between the many particulars and the one Idea. This is like what
         we usually say, in everyday speech, our usual practice, when we talk about people
         who make things such as beds and tables. We say that they have some idea, for example
         a general shape or form which they look at when they make a bed, or a table. The conclusion
         is that the idea, even in this rough case, is not itself “the work of any craftsman.”
         Of course, one supposes, each bed maker does have his individual image in mind of
         the bed that he is going to make—so high, so deep, out of thus and such materials—that
         he fashions in his mind’s eye, or even on paper, an image which is his model, the
         morphē for his own work, what he makes, just as the philosopher-ruler forms, gives shape
         to, the particular image of the city (its laws, the specific regulation of its parts).
         But the artisan does not make, does not create, what a bed or a table is, just as
         the philosopher does not create either what a soul is, or what a city is (and especially
         a just city)—and yet it is important to note that both tables and cities could not
         really be separated from human being.
      

      
       Making, giving shape to things, is a skill, an art. Is there an art and an artist
         who can make many different things, make all things? The “quickest way” to do this,
         Socrates offers, is with a mirror. Note however that in his list of “all the things
         which any and every artisan makes,” and which a universal artisan could make, Socrates
         had included “the earth and the heavens and the gods,” unlikely candidates for images
         reflected in a mirror. Glaucon says however, that in this way, with a mirror, one
         only could “make them as they appear, but not as they truly are.” Just as does, Socrates
         adds, “the painter.” But the philosopher had also been described as a painter, a draftsman,
         or sculptor. His painting, too, is not the thing itself but an imitation, an image—however
         it is an image made through philosophical reflection or dialectic, hence an image
         whose elements are true reflections, a true appearance. The philosopher-ruler paints
         with the pure colors of the Ideas, yet it is by “mixing and blending the practices
         as ingredients, [that] they would produce the image of man” (501b, Bloom transl.)
         
      

      
       Socrates says that he has come to “the necessary point in the argument” and has added
         that “the painter too belongs to this class of makers.” Socrates then anticipates
         that Glaucon will say of the painter as well that, just like Glaucon holding up a
         mirror, “the painter too” “does not make true things.” Yet, surprisingly, Socrates
         adds that “in a way the painter too makes a bed.” Thus, rather than go along quite
         with Glaucon’s insistence on the image as mere appearance, Socrates stresses that
         “in a way” each of these imitators, the painter and the mirror holder, have in common
         that they do generate a something, that is, an imitation, an image. Glaucon thus is
         brought to shift the stress slightly from what they are not, not “true things” (onta . . . te   alētheia), to what they are, appearances (phainomena). Glaucon’s attention is then called to the fact that the bed maker too, “does not
         make the Form, what we call the truly existent bed,” literally, “what we call what
         it is to be a bed,” but rather some particular bed, something that “is like what it
         is.” Socrates then concludes: “There are then three beds of a kind; one which exists
         in nature, which we would say, as I think, is the work of a god, or is it someone
         else? One which is the work of a carpenter. And one which the painter makes. Painter,
         carpenter, god; these three corresponding to three kinds of bed” (597b). The novel
         invocation of a god for a maker of the Form “in nature,” the use of both these terms,
         (god, nature) should tell us that we are not to take this kind of making literally.
         Plato uses it to draw Glaucon’s intellectual sympathy by the neat parallelism—three
         “makers” for “three beds.” This god is not omnipotent at any rate, since he makes
         only one original true bed “either because he did not wish to make more than one bed
         in nature, or because he was compelled to do so,” the latter being the true mythological
         position. Socrates adds, “Neither two nor more of these have been created by the god
         or ever will be” (597c). Glaucon asks, “How so?” And Socrates gives the ontological explanation that,
         “if he were to make only two, there would again appear one of which the two would
         have the Form, and this would be the truly real bed, not the two.” Socrates’ response,
         rather than resolve the problem, highlights it, and while he raises it in relation
         to the uniqueness of the individual Idea, it equally applies to the Idea and its exemplars.
         Since a Form or Idea is what the many particulars share, the “what it is,” it would
         make no sense to have two “what it is”—the compulsion or necessity laid on the god
         comes from the meaning of gathering together. And an ostensible third bed would be
         self-identical with the Idea of Bed, yet be placed over the Idea and its exemplar
         as what these two have in common, etc. while physical beds differ, except in being
         beds. Plato’s own response here regarding the “will of a god” is not meant, of course,
         as a serious philosophical solution.
      

      
       Socrates’ argument as to why the god must limit himself to making one bed and not
         two, that there must be only one Form and not two lest there be a regress of Forms,
         applies as well to the Form and the artisan’s bed. The issue then is not whether Plato
         is aware of it but what a solution would be like. In the story of makers here the
         god is limited by his “wishing to be the real author of the couch that has real being
         and not of some particular couch.” But this of course is not a philosophical solution.
         What philosophical understanding is to limit the duplication? 
      

      
       I find Allen’s explanation in “Participation and Predication in Plato’s Middle Dialogues”[9]     to be in good measure satisfactory. The basic idea is that though we call something
         in our experience and the Form F by the same name, we do not, and must not, mean the
         same thing by that name—that the predicate is “systematically equivocal” (168). For
         Allen, the F is not a Universal, the predicate “… is F” is not univocally applied
         to F and to the particular, the term/name is systematically equivocal “according to
         whether the subject of the sentence was a form or a particular” (168). Allen suggests
         that we distinguish between derivative and primary designation, and that the particulars
         “have in them the immanent character defined by the Form.” In sum, that what “appear
         to be self-predicative statements [Fness is F] are identity statements; and what appear
         to be attributive statements [x … has F] are relational statements.” Allen thus denies
         that “degrees of reality and copy theories imply self-predication.” It is the degrees
         of reality thesis, rightly understood, that is itself the answer to the Third Man
         argument. It is because Forms and particulars are different kinds of reality that there cannot be another bed which they share. 
      

      
       The particular bed does not share a common quality with the Idea of bed, as if it
         looked like a bed but not perfectly so. It is a resemblance or image because it, along
         with other rather different looking beds, depend on what it is to be a bed for our ability to name or call them all bed correctly. The sense in which
         a painting or reflection of a bed is a resemblance of a bed that is further removed
         from the original becomes clear if we imagine trying to reverse the causal order,
         or order of dependence. Suppose that we imagine paintings and mirror images of beds
         as existing first—of course one could not sleep in them, but would we even know what
         the thing depicted was for, what in fact it was (and similarly with a painted depiction
         of a just act)? Or as Allen puts it, 
      

      
      
         Particulars have no independent ontological status; they are purely relational entities,
            entities which derive their whole character and existence from Forms. Because their being is relational, adjectival,
            dependent, relations to bind them to Forms are neither possible nor required. To understand
            the community of Being and Becoming, we need only understand the dependent nature
            of Becoming. (181)
         

         
      

      Forms are not merely “perfect particulars”; they do not have in pre-eminent degree
         what particulars have deficiently. Rather, the metaphors of mirror image and of “falling
         short” (of the Phaedo) point to the differences of kind, and to the dependency of particulars on Forms
         for what they are. But Allen does not here wholly explain just what the community
         of Form and its dependent particulars is in fact based on, that is, just what is that
         “immanent character.” He says that the particular is dependent, named in derivative
         as opposed to primary designation, etc., that Form and particular are different kinds
         of reality. And while he sets forth what I find a plausible interpretation avoiding
         the Third Man Argument, and why self-predication is not inevitable for the Theory
         of Forms, still he does not go far in explaining just what this community, methexis, and the originals, the Ideas, indeed are—focusing on how in principle they perform,
         rather than just in practice how they are able to do so. Whether I have done any better,
         in taking what I believe is a similar approach, in the explication of methexis and especially of chōrismos, I leave to the reader. 
      

      
       As this god makes neither the particulars nor can make the one Idea other than it
         is in each case, he does not have much authority as a maker—at least the craftsman
         as imitator really does cause the appearance to appear. But given the central metaphor
         of craft, of maker and thing made, it is convenient to invoke a god-maker for the
         Ideas, in company with the carpenter-maker of the bed, just so that here the painter
         may in turn be denied the title—he makes his painting but not the “what it is.” Of
         course neither does the bed maker make the “what it is,” but he makes beds in which
         one can sleep, while the painter makes something that talks about a bed, e.g., its
         comfort, its recent past, or whatever. Van Gogh painted his room in Arles, entitled
         The Bedroom, in three versions, 1888-89. His comment in a letter to his brother, Theo, was that,
         “the square pieces of furniture must express unswerving rest; also the portraits on
         the wall, the mirror, the bottle, and some costumes.” But Plato’s use of the painter
         here is intentionally limited to painting’s imitative capacity, which serves the ends
         of his argument. Why should one care about beds versus paintings of beds? The degree
         of truth of the craftsman’s bed is tested in the sleeping in it—did he have a good,
         clear idea of what beds are all about, what it is to be a bed? But testing or measuring
         the truth of the poet-artist maker is a different story. What he sees, looks at, when
         he makes his work, will depend much more on how he arrived at it—and is much more
         crucial when presenting us with representations of human actions than of beds and
         tables, though even beds and still-lifes have their subjects or contents. How then
         do we test or measure such an aesthetic product? By questioning it—what does it say
         about X, and is what it says about X true. But for that we are also drawn into seeing
         just how he arrived at it. A painter or poet could, then, in a sense be philosophical
         (Coleridge, for example), just as we see the composing by Plato of the images in the
         Republic. But in the latter case the images are presented along with much help on how to read them, as contrasted to the epigrams of e.g., Simonides that may provoke a discourse
         but do not present it.[10]     
      

      
        It is important to note that the painter is introduced initially solely with regard
         to the role of imitation and craft or making—as part of the trio of makers—there is no aesthetic element, no consideration of
         artistic or aesthetic values. That this is its function here does not imply that Plato
         denies such values. Greek painting is indeed representational, and on occasion trompe-l’œil. But it did have aesthetic and interpretative values to an extent, and one supposes
         that honored painters were not praised solely for imitative effects in the limited
         sense of trompe-l’œil. No actual Greek paintings survive, as they were painted on wood. We have only Pliny’s
         account, and Roman painting that may be copies of Hellenistic originals. The only
         Greek classical painting that indeed survives is in the minor art of Greek vase painting.
         These are beautifully drawn, expressive, vigorous portrayals of scenes from myth,
         historical battles, athletic competitions, and even scenes from daily life. On the
         expressive qualities and purposes of painting, that is, as interpretative images, beyond mere representation, consider Van Gogh’s remarks,[11]     extending even as to the metaphorical and affective values of formal elements.
         He sees painting as capable of “expressing the love of two lovers by bringing together
         complementary elements, mixed and contrasted, by the mysterious vibrations of hues
         alongside each other. Expressing the thoughts of a forehead by the shining out of
         a light shade on a dark foundation. Expressing hope by a star, the ardor of a human
         being by a ray of the setting sun. That is definitely not realist trompe-l’œil, is it not something that really exists?” (124-5) In a comment on his own well-known
         painting, Wheat Field with Crows, he says that what he sees are, “vast stretches of wheat with menacing skies and
         I have not held back in trying to express sadness and extreme solitude” (206). I leave
         aside here the modern sense, beginning with Van Gogh perhaps, of formal elements in
         themselves as related to affective states, though in Van Gogh’s case still tied to
         a representational context. Consider, for example, his Starry Night, where the movement of the swirling night sky is an evocation, and meditation on,
         something turbulent, transcendental and mysterious, rather than a mere literal twinkling
         blackness. 
      

      
       Then, too, as Stanley Rosen points out[12]     in some sense the certification of a secondary original, the tree in nature,
         in contrast to the Idea of Tree and reflection of a tree in water over against an
         image, is a matter of choice or interest, and of course of method—the reflection in
         water may be taken as itself the original for the painting (or a main interest). The
         botanist and the painter both utilize images—albeit one that is in either case guided
         for the philosopher by how the copy is traced back to the intuited first original
         or Idea that the experience illuminates. “The painting can continue to exist when
         all trees have vanished,” and “it can tell the perceptive observer something about
         trees that trees themselves may fail to make clear, even to the painter” (172). “It
         has to be seen that access to the original is by way of the presence or show of appearance;
         the ‘reconstruction’ of science is posterior to this.” To introduce my own examples,
         a photograph of the crumbling Twin Towers has a certain potential for meaning precisely
         because they now no longer exist. Monet’s painting of the appearance of water-lilies at Giverny are not about the garden filled with groups of tourists
         and poisoned by waiting tour buses with their motors running. To the extent that works
         of art (painting, but also all imitative forms) are not representations but rather
         interpretations that in this sense look like their true originals in a partial sense, they can be revelatory, and be discursive,
         be questioned, that is, have meaning. Both Heidegger and Derrida wrote about Van Gogh’s painting,
         Peasant Shoes (1886). “The fact that meanings or epistemic characters are reflected from one thing
         to another is an essential cause of the recognizability and (partial) intelligibility
         of things. It is also an essential cause of error” (164). Art may  thus drive us back to reflection on the original intuition, and in turn to the search
         for the whole in an effort to sort out which images are truly eikastic icons and which
         turn out to be phantasms (per the Sophist). 

      
         In what important sense, then, is the painter, and later the poet, rightly named
         an imitator as contrasted to a maker, since earlier the carpenter too was a maker
         of an appearance, an imitation, as well, while here the name imitator is reserved
         for the painter, in contrast to the god and the craftsman. The simple answer is that
         the painter paints a painting of something that is already made, say of a bed. This
         is Glaucon’s answer. Socrates adds in conclusion, “Very well, you call an imitator
         one whose product is at three removes from nature,” and he goes on to add, the same
         is true of the tragedian, who also is “third from the [mortal] king and the truth
         [Idea of King] and so are all imitators.” The problem or limitation of certain kinds
         of imitation, certain kinds of image-making, is illustrated by the use again of the
         bed analogy. A bed appears different from different angles though it is one and the
         same bed; a painting imitates the “works of the craftsman” and not “what is real in
         nature in each case.” But if we ask why this is so, why the painter cannot be said also to be looking, as does the craftsman,
         at the true model, the answer lies in the fact that a painting “touches only a small
         part of each thing” (598b). That is, using the example of looking at a bed, we may
         inspect it from the front and then from the side. By contrast, the imitation sees
         and presents only one side, not the whole, and what is illustrated trivially and literally
         with the example of painting is characteristic in a much deeper sense of imitative
         art in general. Socrates says that this limitation applies and defines all imitative
         art, insofar as it deals with things as they appear and not as they are—and the nature
         of appearing is as opinion contrasted with knowledge. 
      

      
       Socrates does not care about beds after all, or even paintings of beds, and one ought
         once again to be careful of taking the image and illustration too literally rather
         than seeing what it is talking about. The painter, or imitative art in general, “can
         make everything, because it touches only a small part of each thing,” that is, it
         depicts what is a superficial resemblance of these things without knowledge of them.
         The imitator produces “though he knows nothing of these crafts,” a resemblance with
         which he could only “deceive children and foolish men” and then “at a distance” (598c).
         The real significance is not seen if one focuses on painting and painters literally,
         any more than the reflected images described in the eikasia section of the Divided Line make any sense in isolation from their identity and use
         as images in connection not merely with the contents of the section immediately above
         it, of which the reflections are images, but that this relation, of imaging, is itself
         an image of the relations of sections above it. This is signaled to the reader here by, among other things, the
         shift from paintings of beds (598a) to paintings of the craftsman, of persons: “the
         painter will make a picture of a cobbler, of a carpenter, of other craftsmen, though
         he knows nothing of these crafts” (598b). I suggest that the portraits of human beings,
         of actions, virtue and the human soul, where it is a serious concern whether these
         are one sided or in other ways limited or distorted from the truth about these objects—these
         are the portraits that may deceive or tempt “foolish men at a distance,” for which
         trompe-l’œil in Greek painting is a metaphor. Portrait painting is a feature of Roman, rather
         than Greek, painting. Portraits present serious perceptions of character, in for example
         Van der Weyden or Rembrandt, but they concentrate on effects and not on causes—how
         a person is, and not why—literature has more of a chance to do so, since it deals
         in words. This is a crucial difference for Plato. It is hoped that only crows would
         be deceived close up! The protection against such a magician or sophist (cf. 600d,
         602d), who claims to “know all the crafts and everything else anybody knows” is to
         be able to “distinguish between knowledge, ignorance and imitation” (598d).
      

      
       This of course applies pre-eminently to the poet not because his creations are “at
         a third remove from truth” but rather because they are seen by the general public
         as wise about “virtue and vice and all about the gods as well,” (598e) that is, about
         the divine, hence, one might add, about the divine in us. It has been the subject
         of the Republic to examine this very thing, and to create images that show it from all sides, to
         the extent humanly possible. That is, to show the soul and its objects as knowledge,
         and to indicate what sort of knowledge of the whole would be desirable, is indeed
         our own true desire; and what in some measure it would look like, as contrasted to
         the poet’s image, the poet’s erōs, and our particular kind of erotic response to his images. 
      

      
       Let us turn now then to the examination of Homer. The test question for Homer is,
         “Tell us to the betterment of what city’s government you have contributed . . . what
         city gives you credit for being a good lawgiver and having benefited them, as Italy
         and Sicily give credit to Charondas, and we do Solon,” or if “nothing of a public
         nature” perhaps when alive, was Homer reputed to have been in “private life, a leader
         in the education of some people who loved him and left to posterity a Homeric manner
         of life.” The answer, of course, is none. But even if he had been so honored it would
         not indicate that he in fact had knowledge. And the sophists are mockingly introduced
         for supposed contrast; they are, “able to convince those around them in private that they would not be able to manage their households
         or their city unless these sophists were put in charge of their education; they are so beloved
         because of this wisdom of theirs that their disciples all but carry them around on
         their shoulders” (600d). But if the sophists are in reality, in Plato’s view, false
         educators, and educators in false wisdom, then what is the point of ostensibly denigrating
         Homer by contrast for creating mere images of virtue and not having actively sought
         to educate, since he has no less a claim to knowledge than they (perhaps even more
         of a claim, as the tradition). Perhaps the very point is really then to criticize
         by an ironic contrast those who actively pretend to know, and explicitly to teach.
         They are the really dangerous image-makers, the poetic imitators who make “a picture
         appear to be a cobbler to those who have no knowledge either and judge by color and
         shape.” Opposition to Homer and the idea of “imitative arts” makes much more sense
         as a metaphor for opposition to the sophist, who in any event is specifically mentioned,
         seemingly in passing, than any literal interpretation. 
      

      
       True, poetry gives “color and shape” with words and phrases “so that others without
         knowledge, who judge by the words, believe that anything said with meter, rhythm and
         tune . . . is right, so great is the natural charm of poetry.” But Socrates was not
         condemned because of the popularity of Aristophanes’s Clouds, while he may well have been condemned because of the music and “charm” of such as
         Anytus (or at the trial itself, of Meletus).[13]     Anytus or Thrasymachus, like those who carry the images in the Cave and whose
         voices animate the shadows about which those in chains violently argue, are like the
         painters with scant knowledge of “reins and bridle” (601c); they may know just enough
         about political things to use them, but not to use them rightly, to their right end.
         As with the reins and bridle, only the “horseman” knows the right use, as only the
         philosopher knows what the parts of the soul and its capacities are for, hence their
         proper end in life. Of political things and the soul, whether public or private, Socrates
         says that, “in each case there are three crafts: one will use the article, one will
         make it, and one will imitate it” (601d). “The flute player, for example, tells the
         flute maker about the flute which responds well in the playing, and he prescribes
         what kind of flute the other should make, while the other will follow instructions”
         (601e). The philosopher stands to the legislator as the flute player to the flute
         maker. He who knows truly about souls, and about good and bad souls, can provide the
         adequate image of the right “constitution” for the production of a beautiful one,
         while the mere imitator creates ignorant images derived neither from his own “knowledge
         of the use of the things he depicts as to whether they are beautiful or right,” nor
         by association has he even right opinion as does a craftsman-legislator of the Republic. That the discussion is not literally about painters and poets, but rather about
         the Ideas and the nature of mimesis, is seen all the more clearly if one simply reflects on the fact that a painter or
         a carpenter, etc. can also be a user of a bed, but a sophist by definition presumably
         always lacks actual knowledge about the objects that he imitates (i.e., denies that
         such knowledge is possible). 
      

      
       What makes something an imitation is that the imitator imitates the appearance (e.g., of justice) as if looking at
         what a thing is, rather than what is, truly and completely. Van Gogh’s painting of
         his bed is not an attempt to imitate a natural bed, but his view, if profound, is
         still a partial perspective—and a Greek painter is indeed more concerned with realism.
         The deficiency then is not alone in the “remove” of the object but in the remove of
         the knower. Socrates’s images are truer than those of Thrasymachus, and Plato’s images
         than those of Prodicus; each knows more clearly what the soul is, knows which honors
         and rewards are of more value, more real than others. He knows what everyday appearances,
         as images, are image of, because he can measure their truth and construct truer fictions,
         muthologia, to represent that insight, and to teach it. Or negatively and therapeutically, we
         may “prevent illusions” (602d) through the rule of “that part of us [which] . . .
         has calculated, measured and weighed” in sorting out opposite appearances for the
         same object, whether in the visual field or, as with imitative poetry, in the field
         of opposite or contrasting opinions about actions and whether men have “fared well
         or ill” (603c). And the opposition is also between the changeable object of sight
         and that of cognition. Once again different parts of the soul are supposed, to avoid
         opposites within the same subject—the opposition supposed is not between two equal
         judgments, as it might initially appear from the first formulation: “[W]hen this part
         [the reasoning part] has measured and indicated that some objects are larger and some
         smaller than others, or that they are equal, the opposite impression also appears
         at the same time.” Rather, from this apparent tension Socrates draws the conclusion
         that the two contrary opinions cannot be held by, that is generated by, the same thing:
         
      

      
      
         We have said that it is impossible for the same thing to have contrary opinions about
            the same thing at the same time.
         

         
      

      
      
         —And we were right.

         
      

      
      
         That part of the soul which gives an opinion contrary to the measurements could not
            be the same as the part of which the opinion is in accordance with them. (603a)
         

         
      

      The point of the opposition is not the holding of contradictory opinions, since we
         could just as well have supposed a case where the images of sense perception and that
         of measuring did just happen to coincide, and there would still be the difference
         in method, hence of clarity and reliability. Therefore the real difference is between
         two different criteria of judgment, two different modes of operation. The mythology
         of parts is to support the principle of identity in the object and the clarity of the knowledge/opinion distinction. 
      

      
       The final test, one might say, is in actions not speeches—a living image of virtue.
         However, if justice, as Socrates has said, is not an external cause of actions, nor
         the actions themselves, but rather the result of an internal state, and this internal
         state is an ongoing process or result of the discourse of the soul with itself, then
         the internal city is in its activity the highest kind of action in its discourse, a praxis that is a logos. Further, the external practice of persuading others about justice is and is not
         making speech images—for Platonic speeches are not prescriptions for what actions
         are just or unjust, as are the epigrams and maxims offered and interpreted by the
         interlocutors of the first book and the speeches of the sophists. Rather they are
         interrogations that lead one to analyses of why and whether we ought rightly to call
         something just, that is, always leading back to questions of what is more or less
         real, the end to which an action conduces, hence to what is more or less of value.
      

      
        It is this discourse which in turn results in the “right measure” of joy or sorrow,
         resolving in favor of the law of reason rather than the celebration of boundless feeling,
         which “never has its fill” whether of “lamentation” or of “pleasure.” This is particularly
         so when confronted with that aspect of experience which is beyond our control “as
         with a fall of the dice” (604c), where “one should always accustom one’s soul to turn
         as quickly as possible to healing the stricken or sick part and replace lamentation
         with therapy” (604d): the job of philosophy is “therapy.” Images of excessive character
         are easy to come by, readily recognizable and gain a ready response, while therapeutic
         images of the “wise and quiet character,” whose response to pain is forbearance and
         negation, is an image of pain which to the many is “one of suffering alien to them.”
         Socrates says that it is not “easy to imitate” such a character, and one may say that
         this is so either in creating an image of it in words, or in imitating it in life,
         all the more because, as he adds, neither is it “easy to understand when imitated,”
         particularly the source of why such a character “always remains pretty well the same,”
         its stability. The imitative poet, by contrast, 
      

      
      
         sets up a bad government in the soul of every private individual by gratifying the
            mindless part which cannot distinguish the small from the large but thinks that the
            same things are at one time small, at another large. (605c)
         

         
      

      The imagery is again taken from vision and the epistemology of identity, but small
         and large taken as metaphor in this context may perhaps be extended to the measuring
         of life’s events. If our measuring for ourselves is “sufficiently educated either
         by reason or habit,”(606a) then so will it be of the “claim to goodness” of others
         when their behavior belies this, in the excess of either their grief or the pleasure
         of self-indulgence, and this whether on the stage or in life.
      

      
       Response to the rhetoric of suffering or other excess without shame readily converts
         to considering the same things important for oneself—the enjoyment or the grief “will
         be transferred from the spectacle of another’s suffering to one’s own, and one who
         has nurtured and strengthened the part of him that feels pity at those spectacles
         will not find it easy to hold it in check at the time of his own misfortunes” (606b).
         The comment is explicitly about theater—but applies as well to any unreasoned discourse,
         a discourse that lacks measure.[14]     Nor should one focus on the notion of simple restraint, though habit is mentioned,
         for as our analysis of the Phaedo has shown, the grieving there of those present and the contrast with Socrates’s own
         calm, has its source in the difference in fundamental ontologies, different assessments
         (albeit initially implicit) of what is real, hence valuable. 
      

      
       Socrates fears that what one lets loose in public one is led to feel and believe
         in private. The natural situation, noted earlier by Glaucon, is for a man to be moderate
         in public “when his equals can see him,” as Socrates says, but as Glaucon remarks,
         “He will venture to say many things when alone which he would be ashamed to be heard
         saying, and also do many things which he would not like to be seen doing” (604a).
         But this is the problem of Gyges’ ring all over again, in the context not of justice
         but of moderation, self-control and courage of a sort (hence of Platonic justice).
         One is tempted to think that Glaucon has himself in mind? For the theater (or the
         cinema) is a place where we allow ourselves to behave and feel without shame in the
         company of others what we would otherwise condemn, or believe that we ought to condemn—we
         respond to the appeal of Shakespeare’s Edmund, the spectacle of a buffoon, the violence
         of war. But this unnatural situation threatens to become natural if the beliefs of
         common right opinion give in to those of a bellicose Thrasymachus. Hence it is a question
         of with which part of ourselves we respond. The theater of dreams spoken of earlier
         in the dialogue shows as well how tenuous is our hold on right opinion. Dreams and
         the imitative art only serve as images of, reminders of, this tenuousness—in contrast
         to the stability of the grounded images of philosophy’s discourse, in which the merely
         natural is replaced by the naturally good. The result is that what we feel in private
         is more like, given shape by, what we experience in the public domain of dialectical
         education, the turning of the whole soul. The theater now becomes the city itself, both that of the polis, but far more importantly, the inner theater of the soul—whose eikastic dreams are
         images of, imitations of, its waking life of reason, as contrasted to the Cave, where
         our images are dim and animated by the voices of others. Both the mimetic poet and
         the painter are said to have two things in common. They both deal in creations that
         are said to be “inferior as regards truth, and he appeals to a part of the soul of
         a similar nature and not to the best,” (605b) the reasonable part. 
      

      
      Homer is excluded from the city, and “hymns to the gods and eulogies of good men are
         the only poetry which we can admit into our city” (607a). But the reason for the exclusion
         here is not the content per se of what Homer says. Rather, it is the purpose that it has served, as education, i.e.,
         the mimetic standard set in images of right and noble actions and feelings, and the
         part of us that is swayed, our emotions. It is not the end itself that is abjured
         but rather that the means of this education is a variety of the influence of the “Muse
         of sweet pleasure.” Plato reminds us once again that the figurative sense is primary,
         that the city is the individual soul, whose responses Plato has just been discussing.
         We must not, Socrates says, “admit the Muse of sweet pleasure, whether in lyric or
         epic” because if we do “pleasure and pain will rule as monarch in your city.” Homer
         and imitative art, and rhetoric in general, need not be cast out but only be dethroned,
         replaced by philosophy. As long as Homer, (“the educator of Hellas,” 606e) and Simonides,
         the sophists and the physicists are not taken as providing as before the standards
         for the “management of human affairs and of education . . . [to] arrange one’s life
         in accordance with [their] teaching” one may welcome at least the “return from exile”
         of mimetic poetry and the poets, and especially if someone can successfully “plead
         her cause in prose without meter.” This return is under two options, both of which
         submit to the measure of reasonable discourse. Either they must bring forward “an
         argument to prove that [imitative art] must have a place in a well governed city”
         (607c-d).[15]     Or they may provide harmless pleasure, or even edification, as long as they (that
         is, the works) submit to the examination and lawful measure of reasonable discourse
         (a condition to which it is doubtful that the sophists at least will submit their
         discourse). In this examination they must reveal themselves as what they are, as discursive
         images in one form or another—to be measured against what they are images of—rather
         than taken as standards, as originals themselves, which is as the convictions of opinion
         would have it, and not seen and tested as images. This would of course hold for the
         image presented in an epigrammatic piece of wisdom, such as that of Simonides as paraphrased
         by Polemarchus that sets the theme for the rest of the discussion at 331d-e. 
      

      
      For just such a defense, consider Martha Nussbaum’s comments in Poetic Justice.[16]     She argues that much (but not all) of literature has a positive role to play
         in the discourse about justice and injustice. But she is clear about rejecting any
         form of literature shaped by specifically ideological needs (or obviously any external
         editorial censorship). She criticizes both this and a literature that encourages valuations
         antithetic to democratic, egalitarian values (racist or fascist, for example). But
         she argues that literature in its very nature (which the latter betrays) has a positive
         contribution all on its own to make in the public discourse about justice and injustice.
         The balance between reason and emotion, or more positively put, their collaboration
         in the balance of the universal and the particular or concrete is in fact encouraged
         by the capacity of literature to elicit empathy that is yet not identification. In
         the best literature we experience sympathy with those who live justly and morally,
         empathy with those who suffer unjustly, revulsion at those who are its cause, and
         some insight into the causes of each. A second key element, in Nussbaum’s view, is
         the human capacity for metaphor—to see the image of one thing in the image of another,
         the child’s ability to see a human face in the face of the moon. This capacity for
         “fancy” as she calls it, is key to reading human nature and its needs, our own and
         of those around us, as more than just a sum in a calculus of satisfactions, hence
         to respond to the individualizing complexity of others. This then is the basis for
         the valuations of empathy, and is reflected in the sensitivity of the positive characters
         within the novel that we admire, and which is often the deficiency of those that we
         abhor. This individualizing, anti-utilitarian view, which bases the moral and just
         treatment of others on a response to their individual humanity, does indeed seem to
         be anti-platonic in both its method and its egalitarian particularism. But the image
         of the soul in that of the ideal city is not the place to look for empathy. Nussbaum
         argues that at the same time, the very structure of literature requires the distance
         from the character that the author needs in order to write, paralleled by the distance
         of the reader. The key to her argument both about the nature of literature, our involvement
         with it and its role in the polis is in chapter three, on “Rational Emotions.” On her view, no special interference
         is needed to shape a civic art, which already plays that role. Nussbaum’s book actually
         grows out of her belief that jurists in particular would do well to pay more attention
         to literary models of justice and injustice—ultimately a defense of what I would call
         empathic perception, even of its necessity. All this is not to say that she argues
         for a blind acceptance of what our emotional valuations lead us to in engagement with
         a work—these responses need the correction, check and finally, the supplementation
         provided by reason on its own. Though this caveat holds in general, she addresses
         it in particular to those who shape society through the law—“rational emotions,” she
         argues, are a necessary aid in the perception of injustice, while still requiring
         the completion of the task by analytical reason. But this is a self-censorship, and
         not a censorship of the works themselves (See 44-45). Better to check one’s empathy
         and the conclusions or valuations that it brings with it, than not to have any. Is
         platonic justice then a cold rational one? It need not be. The analysis of the soul
         in abstraction from the particular (apart from the general analysis of types) does
         not preclude active indignation when confronted with the denial of it in real particular
         cases. The education of thumos in the earlier books is surely not left behind. 
      

      
        Julia Annas, in “Plato on the Triviality of Literature,”[17]     feels that Plato is “pulled both ways,” ambivalent with regard to poetry—is it
         “trivial” but to be tamed and used, as suggested in Book III, or is it powerful and
         in deadly contention with philosophy for the souls of the polis? Her answer is finally that the latter is Plato’s ultimate view. And that his strategy
         is to utilize the painting analogy of the first two arguments of Book X to undercut
         the claim to knowledge, while in the third argument the true danger of the opponent
         is revealed. The argument thus is said first to devalue and trivialize poetry by shifting
         the focus of art to mere literal mimesis (imitation, depiction, description) as in
         trompe-l’œil painting, in order to deflect serious consideration of it as creative (and potentially
         linked to competing perceptions). Then introducing what Annas labels the third more
         serious argument, which switches from the imitations of painting to the dangerous
         effects of drama and its appeal to the emotions. The net result is that poetry is
         both less true but more appealing—a double-barreled criticism—the part of the soul
         that philosophy tames, the poets enflame, while the way to their respective truths
         opposes philosophy’s calm and reasoned ascent to the truth to the poet’s ostensible
         direct intuition. This reading, while eloquent, sits uncomfortably with the tension
         between use and expulsion, between poetry as trivial or as a powerful rival, her initial
         starting point. It has Plato as both ambivalent and devious. And it is a reading that
         requires us to accept a rather too swift move from the argument of the painting analogy
         to the rather different argument about drama. 
      

      
        But seeing each passage in its context, will suggest why imitation has positive
         implications in Book III (character formation, etc.) and negative implications in
         Book X, and the specific role of the painting analogy. Book III deals with the education
         or training of the soldier-guardians, the pre-education of the philosopher. It is
         public education, formation of character. In that context, a reformed poetry is useful.
         And it is significant in that respect that the argument actually begins in Book II,
         where censorship is linked to the education of youth—the problem is their undeveloped
         capacity for judgment of texts when it comes to allegory (378d-e, 402a). But by Book
         X we are at the end of the Republic, where the outlines of the soul are ostensibly clearer. Indeed, the focus of Book
         X is returned to the fate of the individual soul, and in Plato’s own series of poetic
         images. Thus, though the examples are from public drama, and the “ancient quarrel”
         between philosophy and poetry is a public one, the argument is from the standpoint
         of the ontological position of the middle books, and the structure and nature of the
         individual soul that has been gradually elaborated and supported. The supposed expulsion
         of the poets is not a subjective or arbitrary choice of moral pathways, intuition
         versus reason, as Annas finally makes it seem, but rather required if we are to be
         consistent with the epistemological and ontological position developed. 
      

      
       Let us look at the supposedly flawed, and devious argument of Book X. Annas feels
         that there is no real continuity of argument, and that the painting analogy is both
         flawed and a ruse. “Nothing has been said to show us that the poet ‘imitates’ in the
         way that the painter does” (7). “[D]esire has nothing to do with optical illusions,”
         and it would seem that “opposition to reason has quite a different source in the visual
         case from that in the literary case” (9). “In the case of both painting and poetry,
         reason enters as the reflective and careful corrector of first impressions; but its
         role in protecting us from acting on wrong visual impressions is hardly the same as
         its role in protecting us from acting on the feelings of the moment by giving us a
         correct estimate of the moral importance of the past and the future” (8). But this
         is, I think, to miss the point of the visual analogy, hence the continuity. After
         all, it is too obvious that trompe-l’œil was only a small part of Greek painting, let alone of Greek art in general—nobody
         likely really tried to pick painted grapes, nor jump on stage to stop Medea from murdering
         her children. Rather, the image of visual deception in the limited though graphic case of trompe-l’œil in the difference between painted grapes and real grapes is analogous to the seduction/deception
         of poetry regarding the desiring part of the soul. As I have suggested above, the
         deception of painting in general is a metaphor for its one-sidedness, hence its limited
         knowledge claim. Analogously, the desiring part of the soul is tied to material perception,
         in its attachment to the individual suffering before us (for example), and necessarily
         so, if we are to be moved—evinced in the emotional certainty of having had a direct
         insight. The real issue is, in a sense, trustworthiness (or pistis—for an extended sense of this term, see my discussion re the Divided Line): trust
         in the means to access moral truths, trust in the emotions and their conclusions,
         as it were, and the ontological status of the images in which we trust—the models
         of action and consequences that are represented in the poet’s images. The vision of
         the Ideas and of the Good are described as if they were a form of direct insight,
         or intellectual intuition. Yet this knowledge cannot be divorced from the intellectual
         labor of the ascent necessary to achieve it, including the correction of false or
         partial (perspectival) judgments, hence the contrast with the insight of the poets,
         and the empathic perception of both poet and reader.
      

      
       This leads us to Annas’ final evaluation. Annas thinks that Plato ultimately abandons
         a reformed civic poetry, or never took such a role seriously in the first place, precisely
         because he takes poetry seriously, and the poet is in serious competition for the
         souls of the public. The poet finding his source in “divine inspiration” implies the
         refusal in principle of poets true to their art to submit to other than their intuition and their Muse—a
         refusal to compromise their art in the interests of morality and state. Annas speculates
         that in reality Plato’s “serious theory of the nature of poetry . . . is not mimetic
         but an expressive theory not unlike Aristotle’s” (23). But all the more in competition
         with philosophy for it. But is this view of the poets, which in part I endorse, and
         the implied radical contrast with philosophy wholly justified? And does it do justice
         to Plato’s view? Certainly there are several texts, here and elsewhere, as she notes,
         that draw attention to the poet’s “madness,” divine inspiration, etc., but it is hard
         to take such language seriously, or literally. It is hard to imagine a Homer, Sophocles,
         Shakespeare, Jane Austen, or Umberto Eco foaming at the mouth (Ion is not a poet,
         but rather a rhapsode). So the point rather is the source of their insights, the method
         of presenting them, the way that the reader/viewer comes to accept the contents, and
         the hold that results from the effectiveness of powerful art—all in contrast with
         the way of the philosopher, but not in such stark terms as Annas holds, nor requiring
         an inevitable expulsion. 
      

      
       It is not altogether true that, as Annas would have it, “the poet cannot compromise
         with the claims of the Muses,” (21) nor are the Muses so inimical to reason. Reason
         of sorts, at least empathic perception, plays a part in drawing the comparison to
         “someone who is like us,” to use Aristotles’s phrase (Poetics 1453a), and it is in this combination that lies the potential for edification through
         enjoyment. But it is just this subservience to feeling that Plato feels is the danger,
         and which has Plato worried. It worried Brecht too. Yet he was adamant that he did
         not wish to eliminate emotions from the theater, and stressed that if we were not
         deeply moved it was “bad theater.” Rather, he wanted a theater in which the audience
         was made to think, and had the emotional space or distance to do so, even while watching
         (the “alienation effect”). Poetry (in the larger sense, including all aesthetic, and
         rhetorical production generally) can indeed be powerfully dangerous because of its
         effect on us. Yet it is finally the poet’s claim to supremacy, and the audience’s
         vulnerability and complicity in this claim that is rejected by philosophy, platonic
         or otherwise, at least until fairly recently. Then too, the appearance of a Platonic
         heavy hand is lightened if we bear in mind that the strictures are within the just
         city in its ideal image, a consequence of the principles that govern the development
         of the image. Indeed, what follows in the rest of Book X, given that it is developed
         in language of rather vivid poetical imagery, might lead one to suggest that the new
         poetry prescribed for the ideal city is somewhat tongue in cheek, particularly as
         that city is said to exist perhaps only “laid up in heaven.” And yet it is true that
         “the poet’s work has a cognitive content that people absorb in defiance of the philosopher’s
         teaching, largely because poetry comes to them in a more attractive form,” (21) and
         hence both a more dangerous and a deadly rival. 
      

      
       Annas rather ruefully concludes that “because he does take poetry seriously, because
         he recognizes that the creative writer must answer only to the Muses’ inspiration
         if he is not to deform his gift, Plato cannot in the end hold consistently that good
         art and poetry are what promote a moral end, however seriously he urges the need to
         reform ourselves to attain the moral end” (23). That is, consistent with his ostensible
         criticism of its source and methods. Poetry appears to be excluded from the effort
         to “reform ourselves,” excluded from our ideal city. But, again, not all poets answer
         exclusively to the Muses. Coleridge introduced German Idealism into England, Eliot
         wrote a doctoral dissertation on Bradley, to say nothing of the contents of their
         poetry itself (the Four Quartets, Murder in the Cathedral). And at least self-censorship is part of all great art. Divinely inspired need not mean blindly inspired.
         Annas seems to mean by “good art and poetry” in the quotation above, art that is successful
         in moving us, that works and work on us, what moves us by working on our emotions.
         But what does  work on our emotions in the best of cases? What is the quality of that Muse’s inspiration
         that has the writer’s ear? There is a difference between the trivial pleasures of
         shock schlock and the complexity of our involvement with, say, Medea. When, in Heart of Darkness, Conrad’s Kurtz whispers “The horror, the horror,” it is far more than the gore of
         the heads impaled on the picket fence, it is a moment of insight into his own soul.
         One can see this difference, and aspire to be the creator of one rather than the other,
         without compromising or deforming one’s gift. Moral tales need not be morality tales,
         good art requires pathos, not bathos—Plato’s best student knew this, as one supposes
         did Plato himself. So the issue is rather what part of us shall ultimately be sovereign.
         I suggest that Plato thought that for the attainment of justice for the individual
         soul here on earth, poetry (and the inspiration of the Muses) needed to be not so
         much expelled but, again, rather dethroned. Plato urges in conclusion that the wise
         man who is “anxious about the government of his soul must be careful when he hears
         [poetry], and that what we have said about poetry must be believed” (608b). Of course,
         the Republic itself will close with an extended poetic image, a myth about immortality and rewards
         and punishments—about which then, as counseled, we must be careful. 
      

      
      Myth, Punishments and Rewards, and the Ring of Gyges

      
       We turn now to the relatively brief discussion of the immortality of the soul and
         punishments and rewards that serves as a prologue to the final Myth of Er. Prizes
         and rewards were mentioned in passing at the beginning of the dialogue—there is to
         be a torchlight race on horseback as part of the evening festivities down at the Piraeus—and
         has now appeared at its end. The benefits and pleasures of honors, wealth, office,
         and poetry are “not worth being led on by” if the result is “to neglect justice and
         other virtues.” But there remains “the greatest prizes at hand and available to virtue”
         (608c). While the final reward will take place in eternity, it is earned in the “short
         time” of our lives on earth. The comparison itself alerts us to the temporalizing,
         that is to say, the mythologizing, of “eternity.” Socrates asks whether Glaucon thinks
         “what is immortal should seriously be concerned with that short time, and not with
         eternity” (608c). Glaucon’s answer to the rhetorical question is, “I agree with you,
         but why do you say this?” (608d). Socrates replies with a question: “Have you not
         realized that our soul is immortal and is never destroyed?” To which Glaucon responds
         in amazement. “He looked at me in wonder and said: No by Zeus, I have not. Can you
         assert that?” It is hard to believe that Glaucon had not at least either accepted
         the traditional notion of personal immortality (as has Cephalus), or perhaps either
         overheard Socrates himself speak about it in connection with the Ideas, or at least
         reports of such.[18]     Either he is being ironic, which is not really in character, or, more likely,
         while he is familiar with it as doctrine, he is also perhaps sympathetic to those
         physical theories which seem to deny immortality. In any case, Glaucon’s response, now late
         in the conversation, indicates that he has not understood the sense of the turning
         of the soul, and just how the immortal or “divine” in us is already concerned with
         eternity and eternal things, is in the sense we have developed, already separate,
         already immortal. In what is to follow, the nature of the proof of immortality, the flaws in the argument,
         and the reliance on physical imagery, reinforce this impression. Had he been fully
         aware of the sense of the soul’s immortality already developed, he at least would
         hardly have been so amazed, been portrayed as such by Plato, though he might still
         have gone on to query whether the soul also survives the body. It is clear that he
         is a ready subject for the poetry to follow.
      

      
        The argument revolves around the assertion that each thing has its own particular
         “natural evil and sickness” which destroys it, with the examples taken from nature,
         as rot is said to oppose and destroy wood. As disease is evil in the body, and destroys
         it, so vice (or injustice) is evil in the soul and would destroy it if anything could,
         being its own particular evil. One would look to the soul to see whether its own proper
         evil, the vices, seem to make it waste away, and drive it to being a soul no longer,
         that is, to “cause its death and separate it from the body” (609d). Glaucon replies,
         “Not at all.” One supposes that he has in mind the apparent strength of the lion-like
         tyrannical soul of a Thrasymachus, which hardly shows any signs of disease in the
         sense of weakening through its badness.
      

      
       Let us look more closely at the argument that each thing is to have its own evil,
         much like the pairing of opposites in the Phaedo argument. “When the evil of one thing is present in another, but its own evil is
         absent, we shall not allow it to be said that anything is destroyed, be it the soul or anything else” (610b-c).
         Thus the soul cannot “become more unjust because of death,” “since we shall never
         believe that the soul is destroyed by an alien evil without the presence of its own
         peculiar evil” (610a). But, it might be argued, in a murder, dying brings about something
         not its opposite (being alive/living), i.e., brings about the vice of the murderer, who
         becomes unjust. Socrates says that our tactic must be to reply that if what this argument
         says in seeking to “avoid agreeing that our souls are immortal” were true, then in
         turn, reversing the direction, the vice of “injustice must be deadly to the unjust,
         like a disease. Those who catch it die of it because of its own deadly nature; those
         who get it worst die more quickly, and those who have it less die more slowly. But
         [if this were the case] the unjust would not die then, as they do now, because others
         inflict a penalty on them” (610d). As Glaucon observes, “it will be seen to be quite
         the opposite; [injustice] brings death to other people if it can, but it makes the
         unjust very lively, and besides being lively they are very much awake. Thus it is
         very far from being deadly.” A quality of soul (injustice) cannot inflict harm on
         the body (of the unjust). However, note that Socrates has once again reversed the
         terms of the opponent to produce this result. The opponent pointed to the supposed
         effect of dying (the death of victims), the evil to the body, on the soul of the perpetrator,
         making it “more vicious and unjust,” while Socrates’ parodic reversal of direction
         is that an evil of the soul, injustice, would be expected to be bad for the body,
         causing the person to “die more quickly.” The purpose of the reversal, of course,
         is to provoke Glaucon into re-affirming his hold on the idea of a specific evil and
         on this as the cause of destruction where there is destructibility.
      

      
       Socrates may then immediately add to Glaucon’s comment that “you are right, for when
         [even] its own evil and its own badness is insufficient to kill the soul and destroy
         it, then [so much the less] an evil which is directed to the destruction of something
         else will hardly kill the soul, or indeed anything else except the thing which it
         is ordained to destroy.” It should be noted that any one thing may be destroyed by
         more than one other thing (though, it is true, of its own kind), e.g., fire destroyed
         by either water or a lack of oxygen. Socrates concludes that “If (soul) is not destroyed
         by any one evil, either its own or another’s, clearly it must always exist, and, if
         it always exists, it is immortal” (611a). This is an illicit conclusion, and worse,
         an inappropriate conclusion for the kind of soul that they have been discussing in
         the Republic. The argument allows for the possibility that we simply have not discovered the particular
         “evil” that would destroy the soul, but worse, it equates existing with immortality,
         which suits the physicality of the imagery of the immediate discussion (as in the
         Phaedo).
      

      
       It next is asserted that if a soul cannot die then the number of them cannot be made
         less. Neither could they be made “more numerous,” Socrates says, because “if anything
         immortal is increased, the increase must come from what is mortal and everything would
         be immortal in the end.” The idea here seems to be as follows: the immortal is unchanging
         by definition, and thus any addition or change coming from it is ruled out. This leaves
         only the mortal, which, appropriately, is the changeable. If each mortal thing in
         its final change, that is, from living to dying, were to become immortal, then eventually
         (so the argument goes) all mortal things would be exhausted and “everything would
         be immortal.” The flaws in the argument are the same as those already analyzed with
         regard to the Phaedo’s argument: the argument either leaves out of account the renewal or origins of the
         mortal, or assumes a finite number. Note that it is not, as in the Phaedo, an argument for immortality, this having just been concluded, but for a finite number
         of souls. But, as always, the illicit argument is combined with a higher truth—the
         argument for a fixed number of souls, like those for immortality, really contrasts
         an image of soul as ultimately physical, a literal finite and discrete unit-like thing,
         hence individual immortality, here represented by souls as countable, with the truer
         notion of soul as a different kind of thing than the countable, a thing that cannot
         be said to “come from” anything. But why should it matter to Plato at all if the number
         of souls increased with the population? The answer, in addition to the implicit contrast
         just described, is that the idea of the “same number,” taken literally by Glaucon,
         is an apt image or metaphor for soul as in a different sense “always remaining the
         same,” as is made clear in the next comment. The stability of soul is its essence,
         in contrast to the bodily and the sensible. But the contents of the soul clearly changes,
         thus what really remains the same is what the soul is, its dianoetic structure as
         a process. But for this kind of sameness the number and literal survival of souls
         is irrelevant. That sameness is the issue is clear from the next sentence in the text,
         and its dogmatic and ironic tone. Glaucon is enlisted as a guardian, a true believer,
         as Socrates tells Glaucon that, “We must not think that [the number changes] for the argument does not allow it, nor that in its
         truest nature the soul is in itself full of great variety and unlikeness and difference”
         (611b).
      

      
        There follows a brief discussion of the composite nature of the embodied soul. Its
         composite nature is itself said to be an obstacle to immortality, “It is not easy
         for anything composite to be everlasting,” only the reasoning part before was called
         “divine.” The evil, as always, is “great variety and unlikeness and difference.” Yet
         the rational part, as we have said, in a sense would even in its pure state and regarding
         its true nature, be full of difference and variety at least in the contents of the
         Ideas that it contemplates—albeit the sense of difference is one that includes and
         requires sameness, the identity of each Idea, while the variety is not the aimless
         variety of unsynthesized experience but rather the unity of the whole. The sense and
         connection of immortality and simplicity then is a muthos provided for Glaucon, a first poetic fiction even before the Myth of Er. The reader, by contrast is free to note the qualifying phrase “if
         it is not put together in the fairest manner” (611b) and thus to focus on a) the purified
         and harmonized composite soul as an ideal, and b) the rational part as already separate in its functioning as the four capacities or modes of image-making represented in
         the Line, the dunameis of psuchē. The mythic tone is consistent and consistently temporal and physical—we see the
         soul now “maimed by its association with the body and other evils . . . as it appears
         at present . . . like those who saw the sea-god Glaucus and would no longer easily
         see his original nature because some of the old parts of his body had been broken
         off ” (611d). The play on Glaucon/Glaucus is obvious. But the irony may be that we
         have indeed seen the soul of Glaucon both with its accretions, the soul “beset by
         countless evils,” the grey (glaucos) Glaucon, but also the shining one, whose soul has at least a glimmer of “what company
         it longs for as it is akin to the divine, the immortal and the ever existing,” and
         have seen for human being in general, “what it would become if it followed this with the whole of its being and if that impulse lifted it out of
         the sea in which it now dwells.” But for this, it is not literal immortality but rather
         the philosophical life that is required. 
      

      
       Indeed, as we saw with the arguments of the Phaedo, mere literal separation from the body at death would itself seem to allow for the
         souls of the just and the unjust alike to be immortal. But what weighs down the soul
         is not the body per se but the beliefs of the body, that which such a soul honors—and conversely, the purification
         from these which the Phaedo and the Republic both describe does not entail/require a literal separation, which, again, by itself,
         would be beside the point. Recall the ambiguity of Cephalus’s initial reply concerning
         the benefits of old age—the freedom from bodily compulsions, and the mental attitude
         that can either free one or enslave one “whether in old age or in youth,” though it
         is easier once the physical passions have abated. The “so-called happy feasts” (612a)
         which have “encrusted [the soul] all over” as it “feeds on earth” can be replaced
         by philosophical discourse; the evening feast which Cephalus would literally have
         provided and hosted, had he remained, is replaced by the discussion, as is the visual
         feast of the honoring of the god, which, one supposes, it is now far too late to attend.
         Participation in the feast of discourse is for the young, since Cephalus, in spite
         of his professed love of “listening to speeches,” has withdrawn to the traditional
         ritual sacrifices of the old gods, which is his preparation for a journey to the Underworld,
         after his own race is run. But for the companionship and kinship of the new gods one
         has not to wait for the next life. Nor wait in order to see the soul’s “true nature”
         and whether it is “multiform or simple, the way and manner of its being,” if one has
         understood the senses of distinctive and separate applicable to soul and its objects.
         
      

      
       Socrates says to Glaucon that “we have found that justice itself is best for the
         soul itself and that it must do what is right, whether it has the ring of Gyges or
         not, and the cap of Hades as well” (612b, cf. 359d-360a). He then proposes to restore
         to the argument a consideration of rewards, which had been withdrawn in order to consider
         justice in itself. Glaucon is to give back to Socrates what the former “borrowed in
         the course of argument” to keep safe, as in the example in the discussion with Cephalus
         of the weapon given over for safekeeping, and justice as the paying of what one owes.
         It is now time to give back “what is due,”—and it is safe to do so—that is, if the weapons returned, the reputations and honors, the benefits
         of justice and injustice, are rendered safe and useful in an appropriate myth. 
      

      
       Thus the ensuing discussion is not merely a polite rounding out or literary finishing
         off of the dialogue with a poetic flourish—to go one better than the poets in some
         superficial way—rather it is a necessity coming from Glaucon’s nature. The ontological-epistemological
         myth, the poetic image-making, of the muthologia of the Ideas, is complemented by a moral muthologia for the guardian, Glaucon. The original freedom granted by the ring of Gyges, at
         Glaucon’s suggestion be it noted, had been directed at fulfilling as he put it “the
         desire for undue gain which every organism by nature pursues as a good” (359c). This
         freedom granted by the ring to pursue what Glaucon takes to be natural is a recognition,
         he thinks, of what we necessarily are. This natural necessity is replaced for the
         truly philosophical nature by a necessity, a compulsion, of a different sort, but
         one that Plato defends as more truly natural specifically to human being, or to that
         within us that defines us as human, as over and against what Plato more than others
         recognizes as our common bond with the other animals. This defining aspect of human
         being has for him the capacity to humanize the whole soul “as it exists in human life”
         (612a). This inner necessity of our natures is reflected in the self-imposed re-descent into the Cave,
         whether conceived of as the descent into the collective identity of the moral and
         political community, or, the primary and determinate meaning, the re-descent into
         the personal city (albeit this too has its roots in the community of lexis, as I have tried to argue). For the philosopher, this necessity of ordering our inner
         city in the light of what is more truly real is itself, and results in, a kind of
         ultimate freedom—the freedom to be, or to strive to become, what we truly are. While
         for the literal minded Glaucon, who has not been able to complete the journey, nor
         perhaps even come in sight of it, such an ordering of the soul must remain still a
         somewhat external, if willingly accepted, compulsion to the just life. The Myth of
         Er will be of help in this for him, dealing as it does with noble rewards and punishments
         in a literal afterlife. But true to form, Socrates provides a muthologia that continues to operate on two levels, as we shall see, and so the philosopher
         need not stop listening once the formal argument is completed. Indeed, as Socrates
         had noted in the Phaedo, even the philosopher has still within him that child, that natural immediacy of feeling, which is in need of calming and convincing images.
         This is of course all the more the case if one reads the whole of the Republic as addressed to the needs of the individual soul as a whole. Which is not to say
         that the philosophical soul does not regard even its own responses to art, and religion,
         forever differently. But for the philosopher these are the stories integrated into
         a soul for which self-consciousness can never be denied and hence for which images
         are always seen as images. As I have suggested throughout, Plato’s images, and all
         the more so when presented in a muthos, require care in distinguishing different contents for different audiences. I have
         also argued that the ontological status of images of various types, and the human
         capacity for image-making generally, is key to an understanding of the relation of the soul and the world of its experience,
         and eventually to the Ideas. It is worthwhile then to pause to consider just what
         we can say about Plato’s use of myth or story in particular. 
      

      
       The development in great detail of the ideal city, the city in words, of the details
         of the education of both the guardians and the philosopher/ruler are just that, descriptions.
         Now while it is true that they are accompanied with justifications, or explanations
         of what they produce and why it is desirable, still, the long descriptive passages
         are not arguments in the strict, or rather limited, sense of a logical reasoned defense
         or analysis, etc. They are, however, often developed as a consequence or implementation
         of a principle, such as the division of classes according to the division of function,
         which serves then as an illustration or image of the principle. So what it comes down
         to perhaps is the following difference. On the one hand, we have myth as a tradition
         based narrative, broadly speaking, as well as narratives like the allegory of the
         Cave, which do not have a quasi-historical dimension, and is not attributed to another
         source or to tradition generally (Gyges is Lydian, autochthony is Phoenician, Er is
         Pamphylian). On the other hand, the rest of the Republic’s development is through less story-like images, including, for example, the descriptions
         of the degeneration of cities and souls. Then there are of course the passages that
         might qualify as actual argument. One initial distinction one might make then, is
         between argument by convincing illustration, a rhetorical device, via a developed
         image that engages the interlocutors—the detailed development of the city as the soul
         writ large—and narrative myths that are taken by the interlocutors themselves as illustrative
         fictions. In the former, the interlocutors, and the readers, are likely to forget
         that the argument is analogical, while the myths are introduced as conscious fictions—to
         which the interlocutors are a party. Thus the “noble lie” of the Myth of the Metals,
         is proposed by Socrates as an edifying religious fiction, known to be such by Glaucon
         and Adeimantus. Glaucon recounts the story of Gyges to make a point and issue a challenge.
         The Myth of Er, while in its details they would likely understand as a fiction, portrays
         an underworld and an afterlife and cycle of reincarnation in which they believe, and
         which, as I have argued, reintroduces a recompense and retribution of sorts that requires
         a literal reading on their part. Thus it would be between, or combine, the two-conscious
         analogy or allegory, and myth. 
      

      
       It will be useful to look briefly at the views of some others on the role and meaning
         of myth in general for Plato. M. M. McCabe, in “Myth, Allegory, and Argument in Plato,”
         has an interesting and original general thesis about the role of myth for Plato.[19]     It is that the dialogues taken as a whole contain myths because they provide
         in some sense a necessary completion of the argument. That is, that the rational “explanations”
         or arguments of the dialogues, for the Forms in the Phaedo for example as the “simple minded explanation” of X property, are logically “thin,”
         in the sense that they are “reductionist.” She means that they explain in only a limited
         sense of a posited reference for the appearance of X—hence, for her, it is not clear
         that they really explain at all, or are at least sufficient for full, complete and
         explanatory understanding.(52) But she sees the myths as having a method radically
         opposed to the former, and introducing a richness or contrasting “fatness” of both
         entities and teleological claims or appealing beliefs (e.g., about moral recompense
         and punishment, order, design, optimum intelligibility, etc.)—thus, not “arguments”
         but images to be taken seriously. They present a necessary complement to the former,
         in that they introduce a teleological viewpoint—both ontological and moral, an image
         of the interrelated whole—of the realm of Forms, mirrored in the cosmos, the Sun/Good
         image of the Republic and the judgment images of the Phaedo and the Republic’s Myth of Er. The tension between the two methods of explanation, logical and rhetorical,
         and the two parallel kinds of content is, she claims, an intentional “dialectical”
         one. The two are a necessary pair, and form one “argument”—while the tension is an
         invitation to the reader to consider both options, both paths, and search for the
         truth between them. 
      

      
       As appealing as this approach may be, and it does indeed take the myths seriously,
         I have the following reservations. First of all, I do not think that the theory of
         Ideas is as bald faced a non-explanation as she apparently takes it to be—and my account
         of the Phaedo’s second sailing is an attempt to show this. Secondly, my reading of the myths, for
         example here of the Myth of Er, argues that, on the one hand, the myth is rhetorically
         aimed at the interlocutors when taken at the literal level, hence precisely in this
         sense not to be taken seriously, while on the other hand, the myth read as addressed to the
         philosophical reader has in fact more argument than she is willing to see in it (albeit
         not for a literal survival of soul after death)—more than just a richness of onto-teleological
         rhetorical appeal. Finally, the conclusion that she reaches, about the reader navigating
         dialectically between the two modes of philosophical discourse (67), leaves me vaguely
         uneasy. If the myths are really just likely stories—even read as appealing to the
         philosophical desire for richer more complete explanations, and the human “drive towards
         teleology” (65)—I don’t see quite how, or why, the philosophical truth seeker should
         see any prospect of a philosophically satisfying synthesis. If the two approaches,
         myths and arguments, both in form and content, are truly “fundamentally inconsistent
         with each other,” (67) as she says, then I really do not see why there should be any
         reason for a “challenge … to the reader, to arrive at a philosophically consistent
         position.” They are inconsistent only at one level, the one aimed at the imagined
         interlocutors and their originals among the readers, while for the philosophical reader
         they form a continuous argument at the philosophical level when properly understood.
         We are not then required, or encouraged, to choose or combine elements or passages
         that are in tension or contradictory.[20]    
      

      
       Jean-Francois Mattéi in “The Theatre of Myth in Plato” takes platonic images and
         myth in particular as always seriously symbolic.[21]     For him, myth always captures or encapsulates philosophical truth, the “synoptic
         vision of myth” in its instantaneous presentation—while the role of dialectic seemingly
         is reduced to production of a supporting logos. Clearly I am sympathetic to the idea that at least certain platonic images do show what the logoi and dialectic search out—the whole of the Republic’s grand analogy being a case in point. But contemplation of the Ideas is a vision only
         speaking metaphorically, and the upward path of dialectic towards knowledge is not
         merely the explication of an initial vision. Further, the middle books of the Republic are a necessary philosophical ground for the images of city and soul. The superiority
         of the just life and soul cannot be merely posited, if even in an image, it must be
         argued for. Moreover, as we have seen, many images, many myths are playful, ironic
         and pointing the reader in precisely a rather different direction. Mattéi finds significant
         analogies to the motion and action of Greek theater and particularly the topological
         and numerological features. Now these may indeed be both artful and meaningful for
         Plato, in short, seriously symbolic, but they are not in and of themselves philosophical.
         And in some cases the numbers game is clearly playful—see above in my comments on
         the matching of cities and souls. The result is that my interpretation to follow of
         the whole Myth of Er here is rather as part of the attempt to assuage Glaucon and
         Adeimantus, much like the conclusion of the Phaedo—images that contain truth but, taken literally, as these interlocutors do, are palliative
         and edifying—while Mattéi (72 ff.) sees the topography and drama of the Underworld
         as reproducing in rather general terms important truths about the soul and platonic
         epistemology.
      

      
        Mattéi’s Platon et le miroir du mythe[22]     is a book length application of the same approach. Mattéi takes myth as providing
         a “miroir” or intermediary between the visible and the “invisibles.” But his observations
         about the role of number in the dialogues and the invisible amounts, it seems to me,
         to a reification that Plato rejects in the Phaedo as a Pythagoreanism that has no real explanatory value, or worse. Mattéi’s erudition
         is formidable, and his observations about the structural details in the dialogues
         are often fascinating, but the platonic myths as in particular “reflections” of cosmological
         reality, and as placing us within, or rather at, the limits of what is accessible
         gives an equal status to the dialegesthai of a logos and the ostensible insights of muthos. “Myth thus participates in this essential fashion in the mimetic structure that defines
         in part the platonic theory of knowledge” (6, my translation. Cf. 14,47-49, 51). Since
         I myself have argued here for the interdependence of soul, world and Idea, it might
         seem that I would be more than sympathetic at least to the notion of an intelligible
         structure to the cosmos and our place in it that myth has articulated all along. But
         in the Republic, when it is a question of the right study of astronomy in the training of the philosopher,
         we are reminded precisely that we must redirect our gaze away from the heavens downward
         to the study of their motions, that is to a logos. Now it is certainly true, on my view, that the intellectual apparatus of the limited
         and the unlimited, of peras and apeiron, etc. are more than just useful analytical constructs. Such pairs are indeed workable
         just because there is an underlying intelligibility of the worlds we live in, sensible and other.
         But the question of just how this mirroring plays out is, I take it, the ongoing task
         of philosophy, or in Plato’s terms, of dialectic. It would seem to me that to turn
         to myth as if it could somehow substitute or complete this articulation by a mimetic
         mirroring of truths that are otherwise inaccessible (5) is an abdication. Thus his notion of a borne or limit as a sign of an invisible that is beyond discourse, rather than a recognition
         of the ongoing and provisional nature of thinking, seems to me rather unplatonic.
         Similarly, Mattéi’s interpretation of the myth of the Cave (chapter four), while rightly
         stressing the cavern as an allegorical image of the human world and in particular
         the role of language, takes the whole as capturing the presence of being in the world.
         That is, being as already presencing, as it were. But this is to ignore the role of
         the puppeteers in creating and manipulating doxai, albeit not out of whole cloth. By focusing on the structural features of the myth,
         and their parallel—he would say also source—in the structure of knowledge, Mattéi
         ignores the announced purpose of the myth, which is to “show the effects of education
         and of the lack of it,” and how that comes to pass. 
      

      
      The following passage I think illustrates my point: 

      
      
         Being shows itself therefore always through its two faces (tauta ditta eidē) of which one, the sensible, is the mirror image of the other, the intelligible.
            But the two faces only truly take form, in their symbolic production, in the very
            interior of the cave, which incarnates the image of the whole world. The progress
            through the three stages of Socratic dialectic—analogy of the Good, paradigm of the Line, myth of the cave—would lead us to suppose that the play of analogies, whether symbolic
            (engenderment) or mathematical (the line) , is in itself insufficient in order to
            understand the mirror structure of the visible and the invisible. Solely myth is capable
            of truly evoking the general configuration of being, here made present by the power
            of the cave myth. (131)
         

         
      

      As we can see in the above passage, though Mattéi refers to myth as allegory, its
         epistemological status as miroir, his explications make it more than pedagogical, more than propaedeutic to philosophical
         inquiry. For Mattéi, the ontological figures represented in and through myth, the
         structural features imaged in the myth are, it would seem, not representations but
         presentations, not represented but presented. In short, they are rather seen by him
         as immanent and accessible, that is, known within the limits of human cognition, and
         implicitly setting that limit. It is to read the myths as a mirror giving us actual access to a higher truth, rather than reading image as image designed
         to focus our dialegesthai.[23]    
      

      
       Before moving on to consideration of the concluding Myth of Er, since the ring of
         Gyges has been specifically recalled to our attention by Socrates at 612b, it will
         be worth a brief detour to explore the possible relevance of a few of the story’s
         specific details. Significantly, it is about a shepherd in the service of the ruler
         of Lydia. The ring of Gyges, which this shepherd steals in the story, is the mythical
         source of a very real power—Lydia, a country at the center of the western part of
         Asia Minor, was a strict monarchy on the Eastern model, founded by the historical
         Gyges and ended, appropriately enough, by the overreaching ambition of Croesus. The
         Lydians were also apparently credited with the invention of coinage, and were an active
         threat to the Greek colonies of the city-states on the coast. The mythical ring is
         thus a fitting image of the very real appeal of gold and absolute power.[24]     Glaucon and Adeimantus are by this point supposedly convinced that justice is
         its own reward, even under the conditions laid down by Glaucon earlier, that the just
         man suffer unjustly and have the reputation for being unjust, etc. Why then continue
         the conversation and why invoke Gyges again (cf.359d), even if negatively (the truly
         just man would refuse to benefit from such a ring’s power to turn one invisible)?
         And why such an elaborate consideration of the return of benefits that had been given
         over to Glaucon for safekeeping? The answer, I suggest, must be that Glaucon is still
         in need of the reassurance of rewards. This makes sense both if I am right about his
         character, but also since in order to be truly and securely convinced he would have
         to had actually gone through the journey described for the philosophical nature—which
         he has not. We might compare the two polishing-a-statue images (361d and 611d)—the
         repetition of these two images, and of the ring of Gyges references gives a symmetry
         to the text, and raises the question of what has changed and what has not. As for
         the shepherd, Thrasymachus makes much of the shepherd/sheep, ruler/ruled analogy,
         and Glaucon is as a prospective auxiliary to the philosopher-ruler of the ideal city.
         
      

      
       The story, as told earlier by Glaucon then, is as follows: “There was a violent rainstorm and an earthquake which broke open the ground and created a chasm at the place where he was tending
         sheep. Seeing this and marveling, he went down into it” (359c-d). Note that the shepherd
         neglects his duty and the danger to the sheep posed by the chasm, in order to go off
         to satisfy a private curiosity. He finds “many wonders” below and finally climbs through
         the window-like openings in a large bronze horse, there to find “a corpse which seemed
         of more than human stature, wearing nothing but a gold ring on its finger.” The bronze
         horse recalls the famous Trojan Horse—a piece of cleverness by Odysseus involving
         deceiving a city based on a manipulation of its piety. The huge wooden horse, appearing
         to be a gift or offering, with Odysseus and a band of fellow Greeks hidden inside,
         is taken inside the walls of Troy because Troy is Poseidon’s city, and horses are
         dear to Poseidon. The shepherd removes the ring from the corpse, which is “of more
         than human stature.” 
      

      
       Later, he finds out its power to turn him invisible, which he discovers at “the usual
         monthly meeting to report on the state of the flocks,” a duty in which he had been
         somewhat careless one might say, having put his charges in danger. Subsequently, he
         arranges to “become one of the messengers to the king” and used the ring’s power to
         “commit adultery with the king’s wife, attacked the king with her help and killed
         him, and took over the kingdom” (360a). The episode reminds one of the fate of Agamemnon).
         The story is a legitimating myth of the origins of the kingdom that traces its ancestry
         back to an immoral abuse of power for private gain. The legendary wealth and autocratic
         power of the Lydian kings is a traditional contrast with the Greek city-states, particularly
         Athens. The story of the rise and fall of the house as given in Herodotus is of how
         Croesus “expiated in the fifth generation the crimes of his ancestor.”[25]     Significantly, Plato has radically altered the story. In the version given by
         Herodotus, Gyges is not a shepherd but a member or the king’s palace guard. And there
         is no magic ring, quite the contrary, as it is the king who foolishly proposes to
         Gyges that he spy on the king’s beautiful wife in the nude. Gyges is horrified at
         the suggestion, and says that, “Right and wrong were distinguished long ago—and I’ll
         tell you one thing that is right: a man should mind his own business. I do not doubt that your wife is the most beautiful of women; so for goodness’ sake
         do not ask me to behave like a criminal” (Herodotus: Histories, 1.8-12). But he is forced to carry through with it. Unbeknownst to him, the wife
         spots him in hiding spying on her (thus he is not invisible), and later, outraged by the shame of having been seen nude, says Herodotus,
         she forces him to choose between being put to death immediately or plotting with her
         to kill the king and marry her to rule in his place! He chooses life and murders king
         Candaules, thus beginning the rule of the house of the family of Croesus, the Mermnadae.
         Since Plato would obviously know the story well, the version put in the mouth of Glaucon
         is thus an ironic Thrasymachean inversion of the character of Gyges. The antidote
         to the disease of the “desire for undue gain,” the cure which keeps the just man of
         his own accord, in Glaucon’s words, “away from other people’s property … when he could
         with impunity take whatever he wanted” with the aid of the ring, is the clarity achieved
         concerning what is real, hence of value, hence truly desirable. The philosophical
         medication for the “fevered city” is ontological, though administered through training.
         Gyges found the ring buried underground, but the desires it unleashed were buried
         in his Lydian soul.[26]    
      

      
         The Platonic underground of the Cave portrays the dim and chaotic city, but with
         the possibility of rising up out of it and returning to unmask the theatrics of the
         puppet show. Odysseus, having “lost his way,” also makes a descent into the underground,
         in the middle of his story. He is in search of Tereisias in order to find his way
         back home, in effect, to his own true home, to set him back on a path of obligation
         to city and family from which he had strayed, in part through giving in to the temptation
         and pleasures of heroic adventure. But this requires that he be systematically reminded
         of just who he is. He needs to be reminded of his identity, i.e., his responsibility
         to himself and others (the crew, his family, his city). This is carried out through
         his conversations with the shades, the images and paradigms, of those who have earned
         their reputations through their deeds, and the mothers of such sons. 
      

      
       Odysseus’s visit also ends with images of judgment by the three just judges of those
         who in one way or another were unbridled in their desires or their pride, were impious,
         or unjust. The successful completion of his journey, the second half of the Odyssey
         (though not chronologically half of the voyage), will require a hitherto uncharacteristic
         virtue, self-restraint. The change is represented by the contrast between his having
         shouted out his name to the enraged Cyclops, Polyphemus, and the image of his being
         tied to the mast by his crew, at his own request, when they pass by the Sirens (albeit
         with his ears left unplugged). When, in Book IV, Plato wants to distinguish a third
         part in the soul, the spirited, “by nature the helper of reason” (IV. 441a), or earlier,
         when he simply wants to stress “examples of self-control in all things, in word or
         deed, on the part of famous men,” he quotes Homer. “Odysseus struck his chest and
         spoke to his heart: ‘Endure, my heart, you have suffered more shameful things than
         this.’” (III.390d) And when he is finally returned home, Odysseus needs self-restraint
         when he sees the maid-servants slipping out of their rooms “as many a night before,
         to the suitors.”[27]     But for Glaucon, and those others who remain in the Cave, their resistance to
         edification is strong, and so a myth, a story of an underground journey, is necessary
         to replace both the noble traditional myths of Cephalus and the base Thrasymachean
         myths of the Gyges sort. The lure of Gyges’s ring is not altogether vanquished. The
         replacement is to be something wiser and stronger than the beliefs that Cephalus dutifully,
         if blindly, fulfils in the sacrifices to which he returns, leaving the discourse to
         his son and those younger than himself. 
      

      
      The Myth of Er: Happiness and the Philosophical Muthologia of Immortality
      

      
       Socrates retells the story supposedly told by Er, fallen in battle on the plain of
         Pamphylia. His body, unlike the others, had not decomposed. Temporarily eternal, he
         resurrected on the twelfth day, on his funeral pyre, and recounted his journey to
         the underworld and what he saw (614b ff.). The image of the platonic underworld, the
         place of judgment, is ostensibly developed under two conditions. The first is that
         Glaucon now returns, before the description of the underworld and the fate of souls, what he had borrowed, kept
         for safekeeping, i.e., “the return of the reputation [justice] in fact has among gods
         and men” (612d). The second condition relates to a distinction that Socrates has made
         between the soul as it “appears at present” and as “it would appear in its pure state”
         when “contemplated by reason alone,” what it “would become if it followed” what it “longs for” and is in the present reflected in its
         “love of wisdom” (as opposed to its full possession). Yet the Myth of Er presents
         not its future condition in its longed for “pure state,” but rather the former, an
         image of the soul “as it exists in human life,” “beset by countless evils”—and the
         face it will present to judgment in the underworld. Having just given a brief description
         of the ontological-epistemological condition of an ideal “pure state,” the true story
         of an immortality of soul in which justice and other virtues are the “company it longs
         for,” its own true prize, Socrates then turns, as we have said, to that which Glaucon
         has borrowed, held on to firmly in fact, viz. the need for an external reward or prompt
         or prize for the just life in recognition of the reputation of the just man. Book
         X is sometimes taken to be somewhat superfluous, at best a rhetorical flourish. But
         here we see, to the contrary, in the Myth of Er, the Republic’s circular structure—and a decent that extends the rule of right opinion, as contrasted
         to the liberation by the soul that re-descends into the Cave. The discussion supposes
         that the gods themselves are just and cannot be bribed with sacrifices, etc. (in contrast
         to Adeimantus’s assertions in Book II), that they love justice and, appearances to
         the contrary, will reward it if not in this life then in the next. “For the gods never
         neglect a man who is eagerly wanting to become as like a god as it is possible for
         a man to be by practicing virtue” (613a). These are not the gods of Homer, they are
         specifically “like himself,” the just man. Furthermore, they are not deceived: the
         true “nature of each of the two men [the just and the unjust] does not escape the
         gods” (612e). 
      

      
       It is then accepted by Glaucon in a kind of wishful thinking that as regards the
         “rewards from men,” the unjust, though they appear at first to gain the day, are “ridiculous
         by the end, and leave the track uncrowned, whereas true runners get to the end, take
         the prizes, and are crowned.” Just men, “by the end of their life, enjoy a high reputation
         and carry off the human prizes.” The just are now given back what had been awarded
         to the unjust at 361e-362b, namely, Socrates says to Glaucon that they will “fill
         the public offices of their own city if they wish, marry into any family they want
         to, give their children in marriage to anyone they wish, and all that you said about
         the unjust I now say about the just” (613d). But for whom would such rewards be appropriate
         in the newly created Just City? That these external rewards are not the true rewards
         of the just man is stressed by the marked contrast of these rewards with the specific
         conditions set out in the ideal city regarding these same subjects. Similarly, regarding
         the unjust: “even if they escape detection when young, by the end of the race [they]
         are caught and are covered with ridicule, and as they get old they become miserable”
         even suffering “those punishments, which you rightly called cruel—the rack and burning”
         (613e). Not only is this manifestly not the case, but, more importantly, it also contrasts
         with the true suffering of the tyrannical soul as described in Book IX, nor would
         any other punishment than the one described there be just—certainly not those cruelties
         described here, given what has been said before is due the unjust. But Glaucon goes along with it, “Certainly, for what you say is just,”
         apparently still believing not only that justice deserves reward, but injustice punishment.
         Again, it is not simply that these are in addition to those which justice and injustice
         itself provide each soul, and that these additions are irrelevant to the domain of
         soul and true benefit or harm, but that they are in fact antithetical to what is rightly
         due in both cases. The rewards and punishments after death, in the mythical dimension
         are, as we shall see, more accurate. And so those fantasies about rewards and punishments
         in this life (how the just man of the likes of Glaucon would wish that it were) are
         said to be “nothing in number and magnitude compared with those that await each of
         the two after death,” and will give each truly “what the argument owes them,” (614a)
         although still catering to Glaucon’s literalness.
      

      
       The first striking detail of the meting out of punishments, now in the afterlife,
         is the calculation of their duration. “The main point was this: for all the wrongs
         they had done to any person, they paid a tenfold penalty one after the other” (615a).
         The scale is a bit odd, first given in time, that is, duration, then the example is,
         ambiguously, in time or degree, “to suffer ten times the pain.” And the seemingly
         exact measure is itself hard if not impossible to calculate. Each journey of the unjust
         “lasted a thousand years,” yet the “tenfold penalty,” “one after another,” is paid
         “once in every century” and they must “suffer ten times the pain they had caused to
         each individual.” Apart from the problem of squeezing them all in, and the general
         objection concerning punishment, particularly suffering, as here ostensibly just,
         and inconsistent with the Platonic view, one wonders how a quantitative measure of
         the “pain they had caused each individual” could be worked out, in order to multiply
         it by ten! Of course one might simply reply that the image is not meant to be taken
         as literally as that. But I would suggest that Glaucon (who would confound precision
         with accuracy) requires a literal answer, and that the image is specifically in contrast
         to the right measure of justice and injustice, that of the effects of each itself
         on the soul itself of the just or unjust person, and this right measure (a qualitative
         one) has already been carried out with a measure that is appropriate to what the immortal
         soul, and justice, both turned out to be. 
      

      
       We should note the kinds of injustice singled out: betrayal of city or army, resulting
         in slavery, impiety towards gods or parents, the murder of kindred, and particular
         mention is made of Ardiaeus, a tyrant, who had killed his father and elder brother.
         These are all betrayal of one’s kinship, with family, with fellow citizens, and the
         gods, who are of necessity in Socrates’s version both “like us” and the kin of the
         just man if they are admitted to exist at all: “For the gods never neglect a man who
         is eagerly wanting to be just and to become as like a god as it is possible for a
         man to be by practicing virtue” (613a). Ardiaeus and “other tyrants” “never will”
         exit from the domain where they are punished. Though they “thought they were going
         to get out,” they do not get a second chance; but this is also said of “some private
         people who had been great sinners,” the latter perhaps to remind us that sin against
         one’s own soul in a private life may also be as great. Hence for these “incurably
         wicked men” there is no measure in their term of punishment, as there was no measure
         in their lives, and they will be beaten and tortured and eventually “dropped into
         Tartarus.” The sign of this judgment, of condemnation to eternal punishment, is the
         roar of the gate itself, which prompts “savage men” standing by to lead them away
         from the exit. Just as the tyrant had roared in his life, as Thrasymachus is said
         to in his speeches (and in his soul), so the roar of the gate imitates this in response,
         and as the sign of judgment, is most feared by those who approach the exit. Ironically,
         “each was immensely relieved if silence greeted him” (616a).
      

      
       In the next section a journey is undertaken by “those in the meadow,” i.e., those
         awaiting entry. They come upon a shaft of light, “stretching straight through the
         whole of heaven and earth like a column” (616b). This shaft, and the description that
         follows, of the “spindle of Necessity,” the spheres of the universe, etc. is difficult
         to interpret. Its main mythological purpose, I would suggest, is to represent in a
         mathematical image, the intelligibility of the physical universe, the Necessity of
         its order, such that dianoia and noēsis can and do function. Its distances are ordered and the eight spheres are each fitted
         out with a Siren; the latter are here altered, in a therapeutic myth, from agents
         of destruction and chaos who lure men by the deceptive beauty of their song, to voices
         of the beauty of order, whose one single note fits together with the others to “make
         up a concordance.” Secondly, it is at once the counterpart and contrast, in its ordered
         mathematical necessity, to the realm of freedom to be depicted in the next part of
         the myth, which deals with human responsibility for one’s life, in the description
         of the choices that souls make amongst ways of life. Also, just as the shaft of light
         “holds together its whole revolution,” that is, the revolution of the universe, while
         not itself being Necessity, represented by the spindle (or rather by the Goddess of
         necessity, on whose knees the spindle is balanced), so the light of Truth is said
         to illuminate and nurture knowledge, to bind it together, while not itself being the
         source of that unification into a totality, and of its possibility in the nature of
         each particular and their relations, which is made necessary by the Good.
      

      
       The shift from the order of the heavens to the ordering of human life is in the role
         of the Three Fates, Lachesis, Clotho, and Atropos, who now make their appearance.
         Plato chooses to make them not the daughters of Night, as in Hesiod[28]     but rather the daughters of Necessity, as perhaps suggested in Aeschylus.[29]     The role of the Fates is, however, rather uniquely described, and ironical. The
         Fates are said to sing “to the music of the Sirens—Lachesis sang of the past, Clotho
         of the present, and Atropos of the future” (617c). However, although all of the Fates
         are present, only Lachesis plays an active role, and at that serves only to provide
         “a number of lots and samples of lives” to an “interpreter of the divine” who distributes
         the lots. The emphasis then is on the choice of a life by each soul, on their freedom
         to choose; the binding of Necessity is of each soul to the life chosen as each steps up in the order selected by lot. We have represented
         then, three modes of determination or cause: Necessity, Chance or Luck, and Choice.
         The best that one can do in life is to prepare for this choice in order to make the
         best choice possible, always considering of course the “fall of the dice” mentioned
         elsewhere (604c), that is, the situation that one is born into, etc., Lachesis simply
         providing the lots and samples of lives. The lots are cast out to the souls waiting
         below the platform, and each picks up the one that falls at his feet. But just before
         the “interpreter of the divine” throws out the lots to them, he pronounces the “message
         of Lachesis,” who, we must not forget, “sang of the past.” The message is this: 
      

      
      
         Souls of a day, this is the beginning of another mortal round which will bring death.
            Your guardian spirit will not be assigned to you, you will choose him. Let him who
            has the first lot be the first to choose a life which will of necessity be his. Virtue
            knows no master, each will possess it in greater or lesser degree according as he
            honors or disdains it. The responsibility is his who makes the choice, the god has
            none (617e).
         

         
      

      In the traditional myth, Lachesis measures the length of the life thread, while Clotho
         weaves it, and Atropos cuts it off at the end. But here Socrates duplicates the role
         of measuring by unequivocally assigning a rather different kind of measuring to the
         individual soul, who must measure not the length of a life, but its worth and happiness.
         The interpreter may present the lots, may even describe what had been their virtue
         (or vice) in life. But it is the newly arrived souls that must assess their worth,
         make a choice, and crucially, possess virtue in the next life not as had the lot chosen,
         but rather “in greater or lesser degree according as he honors or disdains it.” The message is the same one that has already been given by philosophy, the interpreter
         of the truly divine, about the philosophical soul and its objects, hence the means
         of rightly measuring.
      

      
       Since the number of “samples of lives is far more numerous than the souls present,”
         there is presumably adequate room for choice even given the order of priority established
         by lot. The lots establish a system of orderly choice, and that no one has any prior
         advantage due to rank, etc., though they may also represent the given of genetic endowment,
         the natural advantages over which we have no control. In any event, he who had drawn
         the first lot makes in fact one of the worst choices, the life of the “mightiest tyranny,”
         while “even for one who comes last a life which is not bad but satisfactory is available
         if he chooses intelligently and lives consistently” (619b). The lot system also reminds
         one of the choice of magistrates and dicasts (though not of the boulē and ecclēsia) in the democracy, while the much more significant feature, of choice and its basis
         is, by contrast to Chance or Luck, a function of more or less sound judgment.
      

      
       The choices that the souls must make are specifically not directly of virtues or vices but rather of lives—“tyrannies,” “men famous for their
         physical powers, for beauty and strength and athletic success, others formed for high
         birth and the virtues of ancestors [i.e., reputation], also the lives of men of no
         fame at all for these things, and the same with lives of women” (618a-b). These are
         the appearances or visible consequences, the effects of the valuations in their former
         lives of the respective souls. “The state of soul was not included, for this unavoidably
         depended upon the kind of life one chose” (618b). The best choice will depend on the
         education which allows us to see beneath the effects to their causes, and in turn
         to what were the probable effects of these actions on the soul itself. It is here,
         in these external appearances and the temptation of their apparent value that “man
         faces every danger” (618b). And Socrates says that it is “because of this” that “it
         should be our main concern that each of us, neglecting all other studies, should seek
         after and study this thing—if in any way he may be able to learn of and discover the
         man who will give him the ability and the knowledge to distinguish the life that is
         good from that which is bad, and always and everywhere to choose the best that conditions
         allow” (618c, Shorey transl.). We must then first seek someone who will in turn lead
         to something which will “give him the ability and the knowledge” (dunaton kai epistēmona). If this knowledge, as the Republic suggests, is itself philosophy, which enables us to distinguish the apparent from
         the real, true from false, in speeches and men and things, then the person in question
         is the philosopher who leads in this pursuit. But this leading is finally to enable
         the individual himself, who receives, not the knowledge itself of good and bad from
         the one who leads him, but the power to lead himself “always to make the best possible choice everywhere.”[30]    
      

      
       This advice, if it is taken carefully, and if indeed it is successfully put into
         practice everywhere, to the extent that is humanly possible given the “throw of the
         dice,” would in fact in effect do away with or negate the choices supposedly made
         in the Underworld, or rather thoroughly demythologize them, other than to mythically
         represent the fact that some men choose the path of freedom, that is, of philosophy,
         while others by disposition are less likely to. It would seem from the description
         of the life of the soul that is the whole of the Republic, that the possibility or responsibility for choice in this life is open to at least
         those willing and able to participate in the dialogue, that is say, willing to learn.
      

      
       Thus it is that Socrates ends the myth by stressing what we must do now in preparation
         for the mythical choice “later.” “He should think over all that has now been said
         about the nature of the virtuous life.” “He should know the effects of high or low
         birth, private life and public office, of physical strength or weakness, of ease and
         difficulty in learning, of all such things as affect the soul by nature or as acquired
         characteristics,” so that “with all this in mind he should be able to make a thoughtful
         choice, while considering the nature of the soul, between the better life and the
         worse” (618d). Those who know most clearly and accurately the nature of the soul will
         be best able to measure the worth and effect of different conditions represented in the choices before them. But a difference
         in preparation appears to be introduced. Now it would appear that in the case of Glaucon
         and his like, the choice or judgment is to be guided by “adamantine” belief: “He will
         call [kalounta] the worse that which leads it to being more unjust, the better that which leads
         it to being more just; for we have seen that this is the best choice for a man both
         in life and hereafter.” Socrates advises Glaucon that he “should hold on to this belief
         [doxan] with adamantine determination as one goes down to the underworld, so that there
         too one should not be dazzled by wealth and similar evils and should not stumble into
         a tyrant’s life and actions of that kind” (618d-619a). But for one who has followed
         the advice given just prior at 618c, that is, for one whose guide is philosophy, the
         need for clutching with “adamantine determination” to belief as to a “raft,” (cf.
         Phaedo 85d) is replaced by reliance on knowledge, particularly of the soul and its true
         needs and kinship. 
      

      
       For the philosophical soul, the internal consequences of a state of soul are already
         evident, if not the particular effects—this is represented mythically in the literal
         effects already to be seen for those in the underworld who are said to “look closely,”
         or not. Thus “the one who came up first chose without a careful look and did not notice that he was fated to devour his own children and other evils,
         but when he examined his chosen life at leisure, he beat his breast and bemoaned his
         choice.” He had in fact been one of those who came “from heaven,” i.e., had led a
         reasonably just life, but had done so by habit alone, which is said here not to be
         a sufficient safeguard: “he was one of those who had come down from heaven; he had
         lived his previous life in a well-ordered city, and had been virtuous by habit, without
         philosophy.” This suggests that the guardian-auxiliary of the ideal city would to
         some extent be open to such a fate—which is why the myth of the metals includes as
         a prominent feature provision for re-evaluation of the “metal” of children born in
         each class. But we must also treat the training of the guardian class as once more
         only the image of the preparation of the individual for philosophy, as a stage on
         the journey, and a journey that is not to be conceived as one long continuous ascent.
         
      

      
       It is crucial that the soul that chooses the tyrant’s life is said not to have “abide[d]
         by the warning of the interpreter,” which was that a satisfactory life is available
         even for one who comes last “if he chooses intelligently and lives consistently,”
         which last consideration makes it clear that more than mere choice is necessary. But
         the form that this soul’s “not abiding” takes is not only the initial mistake of not
         having “looked carefully” or “chosen intelligently.” As well “when he did have time
         to look” at some of the horrible fated consequences of the life he had chosen in his
         assessment of the cause of his misfortune, “he beat his breast and bemoaned his choice,
         nor did he abide by the warning of the interpreter for he did not blame himself for these evils, but fortune and the gods, everyone but
            himself.” One of the consequences, or at least risks, of living a life of either virtue or vice by habit, or by tradition—for example of the tradition of rewards and punishments
         in an afterlife—is the inability to see that one is both the cause and the beneficiary
         of one’s fate as concerns virtue and vice and its relation to the state of soul one
         suffers. The direct expression of this blindness to the source and nature of what
         are true evils, those things that contradict one’s human being, is that rather than
         blaming oneself for apparent, that is external, misfortunes, after having missed what
         are in fact the true ones, one blames rather “the gods and fortune,” an external cause.
         
      

      
       In the story, those who are already dead and making a second choice, a reincarnation,
         approach by two pathways, some from heaven and some from down under. Those who “came
         up from the earth,” have a potential advantage, having experienced the suffering of
         both themselves and others, and “were in no rush to make their choice.” One recalls
         that the philosopher-ruler, who was to set in order his own city and soul, was to
         have had the benefit of experience. At first glance it appears that he who chooses
         the philosophical life may even save himself much of the rough experience of the earthly
         life: “If someone, whenever he comes to live here on earth, pursues philosophy soundly
         . . . his journey from here to there and back again will not be along the rough path
         below the earth, but along the smooth and heavenly” (619e). The contrast is meant
         to be rhetorically appealing. But Socrates had just said that many, even the majority,
         of those who enter the field of choice from heaven’s gate make in fact the wrong choices,
         and that heaven had been somewhat of a disadvantage in choosing if, as in the case
         of the first lot, their previous lives had been the result of habit, of virtue resulting
         from right opinion and not the judgment of experience of the unjust city. One can
         only suppose that the “journey from here to there and back again” of the philosopher
         is not only mythopoetical but of a different sort, and that his journey is along the
         path that is “smooth and heavenly” only because it is the narrow path that leads up
         out of the Cave into the light to which he is akin.
      

      
       There follow some examples of choices, each of which is said to have “depended on
         the character of their previous life,” that is, from which they apparently did not
         learn. Thamyris is still intent on out-singing the Muses and so chooses “the life of a nightingale,” (620a)
         and Ajax chooses to be a lion, “avoiding human life because he remembered the judgment
         about his armor.” But, significantly, not remembering his error afterwards; having mistaken a flock of sheep for his enemies,
         he slaughters them, which leads to his taking his own life in shame. In the Odyssey,[31]     Ajax also remains unchanged in Hades and, continuing to bear a grudge, refuses
         to speak to Odysseus, who had received Achilles armor instead of him. In Plato’s version,
         Ajax, the warrior, who esteems honor above all, chooses the life of a lion, appropriate
         both because of the nobility, but also the savageness, of the beast (the lion is chosen
         to represent the spirited part of the soul in the image of the tyrant’s soul in Book
         IX). Homer’s apt portrait of the brooding Ajax refusing to speak is here translated
         into an actual rejection of the form of a human being, “avoiding human life,” and
         so an identification, by contrast, of the essence of being human with discourse. Agamemnon
         as well, because of his sufferings, has come to “hate the human race” and chooses
         the life of an eagle. In each case the choice reflects the unchanged valuations of
         what makes life worth living, resulting in some cases even in the rejection of human
         life; lacking sufficient self-consciousness, these souls reject consciousness itself.
         Again, what is stressed is the freedom in principle to choose, though they are chained
         to their characters and to doxa in their choices. Presumably these choices are all in contrast to the reflective
         choice of the philosophical soul, based as it is on self-knowledge of its own identity
         and well-being. It is perhaps, in the end, sadly and ironically appropriate that it
         is Lachesis, who “sang of the past,” who provides the lots and lives. 
      

      
       The soul of Odysseus, whose journey and struggles are both like and unlike that of
         Socrates’s philosopher, has been “allotted the last place to make its choice.” His
         choice, by contrast with the others just listed, is made “remembering its former ills and taking a rest from ambition.” Odysseus’s choice is significant for the argument of the Republic. His soul “went around for a long time looking for the quiet life of a private individual and had difficulty finding it as it lay neglected by everybody” (620c). Since this
         is the only explicit example of a right choice after a long list of wrong ones, one
         can I think take it as significant, even paradigmatic, at the least in the sense that
         it is characterized by reflection. But the choice itself is significant. If indeed
         the Republic is ultimately, as I have argued, about the life and happiness of the individual soul,
         and Socrates literally reminds us of this more than once, then this choice is, from
         Plato’s point of view, the wise one. This does not preclude, in fact it enjoins, the
         discussion of political things with friends, and even the giving of advice to statesmen,
         at least, and only, where there is a chance that people will listen to reason.[32]     This view is all the more pointed since the choice that Homer has Odysseus make
         is not the life of the private individual but a re-affirmation of his public duty
         to return to his polis (and of course to his family) and to restore order there. The last episode in the
         Odyssey is not the slaughter of the suitors, nor the reunion with Penelope, but the
         confrontation and reconciliation (enforced by Athena, after the insistence of Zeus)
         of Odysseus with the families of the dead suitors, hence civil peace. Finally, that
         Odysseus must leave Penelope once more is in order to fulfill a public act of piety.
         He is to carry an oar inland until it is taken for a winnowing fan, there to plant
         it, thus fulfilling his obligation of piety in honoring Poseidon, with whom he must
         also make peace. 
      

      
       It is only at this point, after all the choices have been made, that the other two
         Fates, Clotho and Atropos, are given a role. The spindle of Necessity, of the natural
         order, is here replaced by the spindle of the Fates: it is under Clotho’s hand that
         the “rotation of the spindle confirm[s] the fate which the lot and his choice had
         given him,” and the spinning of Atropos “makes what had been spun irreversible” (620e).
         But the traditional roles are absent—Clotho, though she “sang of the present,” does
         not spin the thread but only “confirms” the choice made by the individual, and Atropos
         does not measure the length of a life by cutting the thread, for though she “sang
         of the future,” what is at stake is not the length of a life but its quality. Here
         too, as we have just seen, the majority of choices are “irreversible” because of the
         characters of those choosing. 
      

      
       All then pass through the “plain of forgetfulness,” which is described as “burning,
         choking, terrible heat, for it was empty of trees and the plants that grow from the
         earth” (621a). The souls then camp “by the stream of Oblivion.” The barrenness of
         this plain, the awful aspect of “forgetfulness,” calls to mind the role of forgetting
         in the Meno, and our discussion of it in connection with Recollection in the Phaedo. It is also a form of forgetfulness that is responsible for the poor choices of the
         souls in the present Myth of Er. All must drink of the waters of the stream of Oblivion,
         which however has only the appearance of something that would assuage the choking
         heat of forgetfulness; for Socrates says that “those who were not preserved by wisdom
         drank more,” that is to say, one supposes, those who saw through the appearance, drank
         less. They thus would remember more in the mythological context, be more apt to recollect more in the demythologized context of philosophical reflection itself. As for Glaucon,
         I had noted that what he wants was to see justice, inner justice, defended by being
         praised, to hear an encomium of the just life—and in spite of the long journey that is the rest of the Republic, by the end at the Myth of Er, this has not essentially changed.[33]     
      

      
       And so we have the concluding lines of the Republic: this story will “save us if we believe it, and we shall cross the stream of Forgetfulness
         and not be defiled in our soul” (621c). For Glaucon, at least the acceptance of this
         myth hopefully will reinforce his belief in the importance of choosing rightly in this life, and as such, even the story of
         the “greatest rewards” is not essentially limited to the “praise” of justice which
         he had requested. But the key for the philosophical consciousness is not these rewards
         afterwards, which in any event even in the myth are left vague. Rather it is a belief
         in that kind of immortality for the soul which I have tried to explicate in the Phaedo, and which will, in its upward journey in this life, to the extent possible for the
         human soul, result in our being “at peace with ourselves and with the gods” (621c).[34]     To “safely cross the stream of Forgetfulness” requires that we engage, not our
         Memory, but rather our dianoetic faculties in full awareness. That is, it requires
         the exercising in dialegesthai of our various capacities, our dunameis, to see through our images to the invisible in this life, and to see it as more real than the visible in all of its forms, both the literal and figurative. 
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            1. Cf. Sallis, Being and Logos, 450-59. In what follows, I do give relatively short shrift to the degeneration of
                  the successive cities and the parallels of city and soul types. For a detailed examination
                  of the parallels, and an attempted resolution of some apparent disparities in Plato’s
                  description, see Kenneth Dorter, The Transformation of Plato’s Republic (Lanham, MD: Lexington Books, 2006) 253-85. Dorter suggests that “the account of the
                  cities and individual souls are treated as parallel counterparts of one another, rather
                  than causally related,” and hence for example that “there was no reason for Socrates
                  to insist that the ruler of a tyranny must be internally tyrannical” (268). He does
                  however try to reconcile the “scale metaphor,” which Socrates claimed as apt to “show
                  how each of the devolutionary cities comes about as a result of being governed by
                  people of a corresponding character” with the actual method used, which is rather
                  the “enlargement metaphor … according to which the city and soul have the same internal
                  structure, but which never suggests a causal relationship between them.” In other
                  words, the devolution traced out is not derived from the respective character types
                  of its rulers, i.e., from internal conflict, but rather a “genealogical descent from
                  its predecessor” (271).
               

            

         

         
            2. Annas, Introduction, 294 ff. questions the whole enterprise of the comparisons of cities and souls. She
                  suggests that a) the limitation to four cities is artificial and a priori, and that b) the requisite analogies of types of city and types of soul is “strained.”
                  Also, that the ideal philosophical state ought not in fact to be susceptible to degeneration.
                  This last point is easily answered. If the ideal exists only as a model “laid up in
                  heaven” and its incarnation is “not impossible but nearly so,” then it is not clear
                  what the force of the objection is. That a perfect model, even in imagination, ought
                  not to be susceptible to change (i.e., that the image is not consistently developed)?
                  Perhaps, but the first fall is already a result of a mock serious insufficient mathematical
                  training, resulting in errors in couple selection! (546b) But Plato warns us at the
                  outset (545b) that what we are about to hear in the development is playful, (if the
                  exiling of the parents were not already enough) not altogether as serious in its details
                  as it sounds (See also Grube, Rep. 197, n.6). I deal with the first two issues somewhat above, and more specifically
                  in what follows.
               

                On the much-discussed nuptial number at 546c-d see the excellent note by G. R. F.
                  Ferrari, summarizing two possible serious interpretations of the symbolism of the
                  calculation. (Plato, The Republic, 358-359). Also Adam’s slim volume devoted entirely to the subject. But it is possible
                  that Plato is both serious and not so, i.e., playful, at the same time. And, as I
                  suggest, giving his interlocutors the quasi-scientific detail (as well as the invocation
                  of the Muses) that would suitably impress. Or are we to imagine Glaucon and Adeimantus
                  smiling? I would tend not to think so, based on my interpretation of their function,
                  and performance, in the dialogue. (Contrast Mattéi, Miroir, chapter three.)
               

            

         

         
            3. This is certainly playful, but is also, per Grube’s note, 235, n.11, the number of
                  days and nights in a year, every day more miserable. 
               

            

         

         
            4. True rhetoric, or the rhetoric of truth, means of course in this context not truly
                  rhetorical, as in well done (the art of), but rather rhetoric in the service of the
                  truth. The ideal platonic rhetoric both conveys the truth and persuades about the
                  truth. The form that it takes is determined by knowledge of the object of discourse
                  and of the audience to whom it is addressed. In both cases, this is knowledge of the
                  soul. This can be, as here, an image that captures, so to speak, the truth—in this
                  case, an image of a particular kind of soul, and in ways that perhaps go beyond what
                  an analytical description can convey. Such an image draws its potency from this relation,
                  and only in the second instance from the artfulness of the creator. Cf. Gorgias 502e ff.; Phaedrus 277b-d. If this is the case, and to the extent that it is, platonic images are more
                  than mere propaedeutic devices. I will have more to say about this below, in discussing
                  Plato’s treatment of painting, and, of course, of Homer.     
               

            

         

         
            5. See Grube, Plato’s Republic, 220 n.1
               

            

         

         
            6. Cf. 611d for the converse, the image of the sea god Glaucus dredged up from the sea,
                  analogized to the necessity of “cleansing” the soul of its bodily distractions.
               

            

         

         
            7. Cf. Heracleitus Fr. 2 “Therefore we ought to follow after what is in common; yet in
                  spite of the Logos being shared, most people live as if having a separate, private understanding” (my
                  transl.) This is of course not to ignore the difference in Plato between opinion and
                  knowledge. Rather it is to stress the shared access to the underpinning of the Ideas
                  that makes knowledge, and its pursuit, possible. At an even more basic level, human
                  communication itself denies the claims of the tyrannical soul.
               

            

         

         
            8. Odyssey XI. 326-327, cf. Aeschylus, Seven Against   Thebes.

            

         

         
            9. R. E. Allen, “Participation and Predication in Plato’s Middle Dialogues” (in Vlastos,
                  Plato I, 167-183, and n.17) Compare M. M. McCabe, Plato’s Individuals, 84-94 and M. Miller, Plato’s Parmenides, 168-183, 2268, n.32. On Rep.596a6-7 see also G. Fine “The One Over Many,” sections IV and VII for a realist reading. As Fine points out, Rep. 596a itself “contains no explanation of its use of ‘name.’” Referring to the Cratylus, Fine suggests then “that ‘n’ counts as a correct name just in case it describes well the property or kind to
                  which it refers, just in case its descriptions are especially revealing or apt, ‘n’ is an incorrect name just in case, although it refers to a real kind, its descriptive
                  content is less rich or informative” (215). Compare my comments on Eco above.
               

            

         

         
            10. Guthrie, vol. 219, 227. Cf. Prot.339a-347a. But a dramatic work, or a painting or piece of music, is somewhat a commentary
                  on itself insofar as it presents individual passages and characters in a context—e.g.,
                  Gilda in Rigoletto, or Vermeer’s Woman Holding a Balance. But see Moravcsik for suggestions on the difference in language used, its contrast
                  with philosophy, and an interpretation of its ostensible limits. Julius Moravscik,
                  “Noetic Aspiration and Artistic Inspiration” in Plato On Beauty, Wisdom and the Arts, eds. J. Moravcsik and P. Temko (Totowa, New Jersey: Rowman & Allanheld, 1982).
               

            

         

         
            11. As quoted in Jean-Francois Barrielle, Van Gogh, (London: Chartwell, 1984.)
               

            

         

         
            12. Stanley Rosen, The Limits of Analysis (New York: Basic Books, 1980) chapter four, section fourteen “Plato’s Image of Images”
                  (156-75).
               

            

         

         
            13. Cf. Apology 24bff. It is Meletus who “aggrieved on behalf of the poets,” not that he was one
                  of course, but because he brings the official charge of impiety.
               

            

         

         
            14. Cf. Rep. 492b on the dangers for oneself and others of being carried along, provoked to censure
                  or praise of what one sees or hears. Thus the extravagant language of both tyrants
                  and demagogues, from Socrates’ time down to our own (think of the harangues of a Mussolini
                  and Hitler), is often aimed at provoking the crowd to a sense of outrage at what they
                  have ostensibly unjustly suffered, an emotion specifically meant to be carried away.
                  This is not of course to deny the sometimes necessary positive version, righteous
                  indignation—tempered by right reason one always hopes. For a careful and balanced
                  defense of the ethical dimension of the dramatic experience, of Aristotle’s ascription
                  of fear for “one who is like us,” (Poetics, 1453a5), katharis, and the debate in Aristotle interpretation over purgation versus refinement, and identification versus distance, see the excellent discussion by Stephen Halliwell,
                  Aristotle’s Poetics (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1998), 177 ff. Also appendix 2, The Poetics
                  of Plato, and appendix 5, Interpretation of catharsis.

               Compare Crotty, The Philosopher’s Song 107-37, Chapter 4 “The Greatest Charge Against Mimetic Poetry.” Crotty sets up an
                  interesting radical contrast between narrative as a source of ethical paradigm (e.g.,
                  Charles Taylor, et al.) and philosophy. Narrative sins both by setting up fictional
                  models (even if of real persons), thus non-persons, per Crotty, and by dealing in
                  the temporal, the unrolling of a life-story; this is in contrast to the philosophic
                  life, in its pursuit of the stable, the fixed, the Ideas, which, he says, aims to
                  “transcend its surrounding conditions if it is to be truly good and to involve genuine
                  virtue” (123). But if narrative itself did not transcend the immediacy of the character’s
                  situation, nobody would be susceptible to the very emotional identification that is
                  problematic, nor would literature endure. 
               

            

         

         
            15. The extremity of Plato’s condemnation of drama should not I think be taken too literally.
                  It is, after all, a defense in the contest of philosophy and poetry, the “ancient
                  quarrel” (607b), and thus by its nature ironically excessive, especially ironic given
                  the heightened tone, shall we say, of Plato’s imagery in the myth of Er. As elsewhere,
                  the purpose is to put in high relief the difference between reasoned and unreasoned
                  judgment. Socrates is shown to be as much if not more concerned about the responses
                  of the viewer as about the basis of the author’s ostensible imitation.
               

            

         

         
            16. Martha Nussbaum, Poetic Justice: The Literary Imagination in Public Life (Boston: Beacon Press, 1995).
               

            

         

         
            17. Julia Annas, “Plato and the Triviality of Literature,” in Plato On Beauty, Wisdom, and the Arts, eds. J. Moravcsik and P. Temko American Philosophical Quarterly, Library of Philosophy,
                  (Totowa, New Jersey: Rowman & Allanheld, 1982) 1-28.
               

                Cf. White, A Companion, 248 ff., 256. Unlike Annas, White explicates the painting analogy as consistent with
                  the criticism of the poets, though with a somewhat different argument than mine. White
                  too takes the painting example to be about limited perspective, both painting and
                  poetry showing “things as they appear from a particular standpoint, not as they are,
                  so to speak, as wholes. . . . Just as the latter [painting] will present objects that
                  appear to be larger than others simply because they are closer, so the former [tragedy]
                  will present events in a manner that distorts our estimation of their value and the
                  value of the actions that might be performed” (256). But I suggest that it is not
                  the distortions within the painting that are at issue, rather the one-sidedness of painting as a whole (and
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                  the perspectival point of view itself as metaphor, and the content of the painting
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                  puts it nicely: 
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                     on a this-worldly reading of the myth, the motif of a prenatal life choice can be
                     interpreted as a stark emblem of the inescapably self-forming consequences of ethical
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               Still, for Halliwell, a “dilemma remains, a dilemma that the myth creates but cannot
                  by itself resolve. An exclusively this-worldly reading of the myth would discard precisely
                  what occasioned its telling in the first place, the tenet of the soul’s immortality”
                  (470). But on my reading of separation, there is no dilemma and the tenet of the soul’s immortality lives on in its demythologized, this-worldly form.
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                By the end of the dialogue, Glaucon has not much changed, in spite of the journey
                  of the middle books. What he would like is both the inner rewards of a soul at peace with itself, and as well, the “external visibility”
                  of a reputation now returned in the Myth of Er discussion, a sort of “debt justice”
                  for the beautiful soul in harmony. Now for the philosopher, and this is where our
                  views diverge. The problem is, as Ferrari sees it, that the philosopher has something
                  better in mind than this, however beautiful such a soul might be, and that is the
                  pursuit of wisdom. And this pursuit, the pursuit of the pure soul’s true home and
                  best life, the image of which renders the beautiful engaged soul of this life by comparison
                  “ugly,” could only ultimately be fulfilled by a disembodied soul. For the philosopher,
                  in sum, it is still second best. What I have argued is that we are better off than
                  Ferrari thinks. First, this is all there is, the rest are consolatory and beautiful
                  myths—for Glaucon, for Simmias and Cebes, and for us from time to time, albeit with
                  a smile. But second, that if I am right in what I have argued about the nature of
                  separation, the soul’s activity in this life, and consequently its real, lived immortality
                  is already achieved, then all is well that ends well. 
               

                35. Compare Annas, Introduction, 305. Annas objects that the “inner necessity he has portrayed is that of a person
                  who would thereby be incapacitated from being successfully unjust.” and that a real
                  tyrant is rather cold and calculating, “clever and effective in gaining and keeping
                  power,” “tireless bureaucrats with conventional opinions and unimaginative private
                  lives,” (304) a Lenin or a Stalin rather than a Caligula, she suggests. (304) It is
                  true that a cold lust for power is different than a craving for “feasts, revelries,
                  banquets, mistresses and that sort of thing” (573d). But many an actual tyrant or
                  dictator does both crave power to satisfy such desires, and/or surround himself with
                  such things when once in power. Such insatiable cravings do not of necessity exclude
                  a cold and calculating use of power to serve such desires or incapacitate him (nor
                  conversely exclude a lust for brute power for its own sake). 
               

                Annas also objects, “How can a detached lover of learning do justice to the pleasures
                  of gain? “(310) Hence that there is a tension between the philosopher-ruler developed
                  in the middle books, and the kingly ruler spoken of in Book IX, whose judgment of
                  pleasures is based on experience as well as “practical wisdom.” But Plato does specifically
                  require just such experience of the eventual philosopher-king—both in the general
                  experience as a member of the guardian class and then specifically mentioned again
                  just before the final ascent to a vision of the Good. He must “be compelled to rule
                  on matters of war and the government of youth so that they shall not be inferior to others in experience . . . and even in those years they must be tested as to whether they will remain steadfast
                  as they are pulled this way and that” (539e). It is odd that Annas, otherwise careful, ignores this. Perhaps because she
                  is predisposed to see a general tension between the practical and the theoretical?
               

            

         

      

   
      Conclusion

      
      
       I have argued that there is a Platonic hermeneutic circle that has an ontological
         sense. Firstly, the ordering of the soul is guided by what it seeks, an ordering which
         permits its ascent to the truth. That ordering can only be carried out because of
         the presence of that very truth in some form all along, while only fully justified
         at the end. Secondly, what is true for the soul, is mirrored in the hermeneutical
         circle of the Ideas themselves. To see the ontological dimension of the dynamic of
         both of these, and the relationship of the two journeys, a dynamic that is only given
         in its form in the Republic’s middle books, led to the discussion of the Phaedo. 
      

      
       The notions of separation (chōrismos) and difference given in the Phaedo provide a deeper understanding of both soul and Idea. Soul is seen as active in separating, and the identity of Ideas as manifested in the human activity of image-making in
         its various forms and at various levels. This activity is grounded in the presence
         (parousia) and communion (koinōnia) of the non-visible in the lived experience of an interpreted world of images. Platonic
         dialegesthai has as its formal ideal the completion of the circle of interpretation. The dynamic
         of noēsis is constituted by the successive attempts at achieving that ideal. The essential
         unity of subject and object, knower and known, is represented in the schematic of
         the Divided Line, a primary image of the act of interpretation. I have offered a reading
         of the Line as Plato’s ontological thesis on the necessary connection of reader and text throughout human experience. The process is described in schematic outline in the
         Divided Line, the Cave and the preparatory studies of the Republic, and in the analysis of opposites and of hypothesis in the Phaedo. This activity can only be fully understood if the dialectician sees, at each stage
         of human supposition, images as images, an insight which perpetually drives him further, or higher, but at the same time always ultimately back to the particular, now to be seen anew
         in its noetic context.
      

      
       There is then a presence of the Idea in the images that exist at various levels of rational consciousness.
         Hence, I argue, a form of eikasia or image-making capacity is active at every level of the experience represented in
         the schema of the Divided Line, activities which pass beyond the use of the literal,
         visible image.[1]     For Plato, the concept of image is not limited to the literally visible, and this is so even at the lowest level
         of everyday experience, which is, in my account of Plato’s view, constructed. Our ontologically crucial image-making capacity is exercised at various levels;
         it is the job of philosophy to understand this capacity in relation to both subject
         and object—the yoking together of knower and known of which Socrates speaks. (Rep.508a)
         This understanding can only be got in the actual process of experiencing the dynamic
         of knowledge as image and image-making in its various forms, while at the same time
         critiquing it and revealing both its suppositions and its elements—in principle, transforming
         doxa into epistēmē through an understanding of dunamis. The pre-critical, or pre-self-conscious manifestation of this unity is in the practices
         of everyday discourse. The life of the community through and in images is grounded
         in the interpretative capacity of human being, that is, in its image-making. The true
         philosopher is distinguished from the false, in part, by his taking this activity
         as his subject; that is, the study of images is the study of self-consciousness reflecting
         both on itself and its world as interpretable. Plato’s ontological argument is that
         the condition of the possibility of interpretation is the supposition of self-identical
         realities—this much is not controversial. But, I argue, the ontological status of
         these, is inseparable from the activity and the reality of the intellect (I do not
         say a product of it). Furthermore, it is only the phenomenon of interpretation which
         can point to this supposition as its ground, both in its positive, constructive activity,
         and in the scrutiny of the tensions, or the dynamic contradictions within experience
         as rational. In other words, this activity of soul is not merely a fortuitous means
         of access to otherwise independent realities.[2]    
      

      
       In my examination of the Republic, I show that the supposition of the Ideas is grounded in an intentional reversal
         of the argument concerning the relation of knower and known; that is, the inference
         from objects to capacities is reversed, to from capacities to suitable objects, as
         discussed in chapter two. It is for clarification about this relationship, this activity,
         and its ontological implications for the Ideas and the soul, that I turn to the Phaedo. It is in the Phaedo, that Plato shows us a notion of separateness that maps the activity and independence of Ideas. At the same time, it shows how
         the particular and only admissible notion of separateness behind the mythological
         imagery is applied both to soul and Idea, in the philosophical meaning of immortality and eternality. This analysis shows the inseparable unity of knower and known, without which the
         Ideas are not manifested. Hence both the immortality of the soul and the independence
         of the Ideas are interpreted as essentially atemporal experience wholly in this life. Thus the doctrine of Recollection and of the ostensible existence of soul and/or
         of the Ideas before and after this life is essentially a muthologia, as contrasted to a “religious metaphysic” (Stenzel). The radical claim resulting
         from this is that Platonic Ideas must be manifested immanently in the dialectic. Ideas
         achieve their actuality in human dialogue, within a logos. And it is with this understanding of the Ideas, worked out in chapters six, seven
         and eight on the Phaedo, that I return to the Republic in the final chapter, to apply the conclusions about the soul and the Ideas, and
         the nature of image-making. 
      

      
       The thesis of this work then, is that the ontology of the Ideas in the Republic and the Phaedo is inseparable from the ontology of human being, that is, from the structure and
         life of the soul. On this interpretation, the Ideas are seen as indeed objective but
         as in a sense also a product of a permanent dialectical relationship. The Ideas, though
         something more than concepts, do not have any real independent existence outside of
         this human dialectical triad of world, soul and Idea. The stability of the Ideas need not be grounded in a static otherworldliness, and the condition
         of meaning is not temporally prior to human existence in general. 
      

      
       It should be clear that on this view the proper activity of individual dialectic
         is to be actively engaged in appropriating a logos. Insofar as this appropriation is a clarification of what is already in a sense in
         discourse itself (in the broadest sense of this term), the Ideas are latent in the
         human community at all times, and philosophy serves only as its articulation—one through
         which the Ideas “become useful and beneficial” (505a), that is, are given life, or
         are teleological. This activity of the human logos is traced in the Republic in such a way as to demonstrate that the presence and increasing articulation of
         being by soul is not an immediate intuition but a dynamically structured intellectual
         activity. In sum, the re-descent back down into the Cave is not merely a practical
         necessity but an ontological one, not only for the Philosopher/Ruler but for the very
         Ideas themselves. It is for this reason that the image of the Ideal City of the Republic must always be read, as Plato himself reminds us several times, as an image of the
         primary object of inquiry, the soul and its world.[3]    
      

      
       Another aspect of my exposition is what one might call the negative significance
         or aspect of the dramatic form of the dialogue. For I show that it represents not
         only the path to knowledge, and to being, but is an image for us in living color of
         obstacles in the way. These obstacles are, I argue, not merely the relative slowness,
         or anti-philosophical nature, of any given interlocutor, but are meant to represent
         something far deeper about the nature of the human situation and its relation to the
         Ideas.[4]     It is for this reason that it is so important to read correctly and carefully
         the portrayal of the interlocutors.
      

      
       The greatest constant obstacle or counter-current to the actualization of the dynamic
         outlined above is an obstacle inherent in the human condition itself. The story of
         the inter-penetration of world, soul and Idea is also the story of the natural obstacle
         to an understanding of it. This obstacle is the ontological tendency to reify particulars
         (or, in the case of the activities of dianoia, to reify a science or a system), that is, not to see the dynamic of the image. This tendency and its consequences, is portrayed
         in both the Republic and the Phaedo. In the Republic, we have Glaucon and Adeimantus and their concerns about the literal possibility
         of the ideal city, while in the Phaedo we have Simmias and Cebes, who fear for the “dispersal” of the particular individual
         to die that day, unable to see the deathlessness and separateness in which Socrates’s
         soul already participates. I argue that such a presence of the non-visible in the
         visible, is taken by Plato not to be restricted to the experience of physical nature,
         that is, to the parousia of the Ideas in the visible appearances, but to encompass all of the experience represented
         in the discursive practices of the community. But the analysis of the Republic and the Phaedo reveal how important, and how difficult, it is to expose the ground of this praxis, and to raise it to self-consciousness. The consequence of not  doing so is revealed as a vulnerability to the death of reason in sophistry, and
         its valuation or reification of the individual as ontologically most real. This is
         Thrasymachus’s implicit ontology—which is analogous to the reification of material
         particulars, the ontological ground of pleonexia.[5]     This results in the substitution for a true logos of a logos as eristic; here, discourse is subservient to power, either as an irrational end
         in itself or as a means to other irrational ends. What follows is the inevitable isolation
         of individuals (whether of individual souls or individual things), that is, a mere
         parody of their true separateness. The fate of the pleonectic tyrant is social isolation
         and ontological bad faith.
      

      
       This tendency towards the isolation of individuals contradicts the very practices
         of the human community. Thus the reply to Thrasymachus is founded on an appeal to
         the natural ontology of images and image-making which has the dialectical wholeness
         of meaning as its ideal. In the Republic, this ideal is characterized as the “kinship” of all the studies that reveal the
         non-visible ground of beings, as manifested in the various activities of interpretation;
         and, crucially, the achievement of this kinship is described as a continual project.
      

      
       What then is to be the reply by the reader/participant, as contrasted to that of
         the dialogue’s interlocutors, to the original question of the Republic as to whether the just man is happier than the unjust? This reply, I conclude, is
         contingent on the reader’s own successful interpretation of an ontological argument
         concerning the unity of being and knowing. As a lived process of the human community,
         this unity is one in which the individual finds, or rather makes, his identity, and
         hence his happiness, a happiness unknown to Thrasymachus. The subjective expression
         of this is the individual’s coming to understand happiness as a dynamic state rather than a static feeling. The defense of this state is linked to the notion of
         dunamis in the Republic. This experience is schematically described there, in the image of the Divided Line,
         as the dynamic creation of images in increasing order of stability, unity and clarity
         (saphēneia), hence of value. Ontological separateness, and systematic wholeness reflect the
         reality of capacities, which reality itself is the ground of our image-making. It
         is these very capacities which were, in the context of the argument of the Republic, the pre-supposition for the Ideas. The existential reality of the logos requires a phenomenology of interpretation and its objects. If Thrasymachus’s challenge regarding happiness is to be fully and objectively answered,
         the world of interpretation of both soul and object must be exhibited not only in
         its rational necessity but, to the extent that Plato thinks possible, in its ontological
         and teleological necessity. Hence the argument for, and the being of, capacities must
         finally be linked to the assertion of a common dialectical ground of both subject
         and object.
      

      
       There is then a philosophical pistis of noēsis, but arising out of dialectical reflection on human experience. It is this trust
         alone, so Plato believes, which will “save us if we believe it” (621c), rather than any
         muthos. What is shared on the basis of our capacities is the world of our experience. To
         acknowledge the reality of these capacities is no more than to acknowledge the structured
         nature of our experiences and our relation as thinking subjects in forming it. The
         philosopher’s world is the same world in this sense as the everyday world of the human
         dialexical community, but with the goal of achieving the greatest clarity about this
         experience, a goal which has its natural opposition in the seductions of immediacy,
         and the parts of us to which this immediacy is naturally addressed.
      

      
         This immediacy, in its various forms, is laid out in the description contained
         in Plato’s functional image of the dynamic of the tripartite soul. Myles Burnyeat,
         in “The Truth of Tripartition,”[6]     gives what seems to me a somewhat analogous reading of the tripartition of the
         soul thesis. Burnyeat argues that the three “parts” of the soul may be understood
         as three “rough groupings of motivational springs of action,” (18) a behavioral description
         of the givens of our human nature, and the necessarily social context in which these
         are worked out. These are mapped onto our desiring and rational natures as currently
         understood—in modern dress, as it were. Each part is “programmed” to certain behaviors
         from birth, though of course open to modification. They are the “starting points”
         in the journey. For the appetitive part, we have our “animal nature” with all of its
         equipment for interacting with the environment to satisfy its needs and desires, for
         spirit, we have an equivalent in our “status concerns,” and relevant behaviors, and
         for reason, we have “reason surveys the options . . . looks for the solution which
         in the circumstances is best overall, best all things considered. In the ideal case
         its wisdom enables it to determine what is best overall for each part of the soul
         and for the body” (13). Seen in this light, Plato can be read as laying out empirical
         examples that lead us back to a structure for a (moral) psychology of various comportments
         that give clarity by partition to what we do do, what we desire, and how we handle it, in either pursuit or restraint, whether
         simple animal needs and desires, or in willful “status concerns” like honor, or our
         rational capacity to sort out what is “best all things considered.” This helps with
         what finally on reflection we ought to do, if we both decide that it is best and have a rational confidence that we are
         on to both the truth and the good concerning X. What we attempt is to address, and
         redress, the situation that we find ourselves in—both internally, externally and socially,
         our environment. In doing so, we enlist the whole soul in transcending the immediacy of the particular. Restraint (or self admonition),
         for example, is, or can be, exercised on our appetites, anger, shame, grief etc.,
         either regarding ourselves or others (in community norms, laws or social interaction).
         “The role of shame before (not anyone, but) those he takes to be his equals suggests
         some involvement of the middle part as reason’s ally or executive . . . If I am right
         about this, the management of grief [per 604a] involves us as social animals as well as rational animals in the task of controlling our animal bodies” (18). Confronted with inner opposition, we make necessary choices, sometimes
         well and sometimes not so well—in the taking, for example, of unnecessary desires
         for necessary ones, or in giving in to just all of them. In effect, talk of opposing
         parts could be understood as a heuristic device, a description of human (that is, ensouled)
         behavior. That the soul is described as triple, then, is an insightful diagnostic tool. It is a precondition for getting things
         right through reflection and the education that orients our practices to the extent
         possible, in the pursuit of the good for human being. Thus the Republic’s portrait of the soul, becomes an analysis that confounds a Thrasymachian view of human
         nature: 
      

      
      
         Thrasymachus assumed, and Glaucon did not deny, that what lies deepest in human nature
            is pleonexia. This term covers both the desire for more and more and for more than others have. It is both greed and competitiveness, all rolled into one.
            The doctrine of the divided soul separates these two aspects: greed is a vice of appetite,
            assertiveness a vice of spirit” (21).[7]    
         

         
      

      Not that Thrasymachus cares, or is open to any such understanding. But then again,
         he is not the audience, Glaucon is, and more to the point, us. Burnyeat develops all
         this on the basis of exegesis of text, as one would expect. If it all sounds either
         too banal or too modern, well, better than a dusty Plato. Note that Burnyeat is not
         addressing the soul’s immortality, or the arguments for it. His sole concern is to
         render the tripartition thesis plausible, while remaining true to the text, in a way
         that does not require a belief in the soul’s immortality. “The principle of grouping
         may be imprecise and open-ended, but I submit that it is intelligible and should be
         acceptable to those who are skeptical about immortality and pre-existence” (9). As
         should be clear at this point, I fall in that category with regard to any literal
         before and after.
      

      
       Again, what is the basis then of the process of sorting out what is best “all things
         considered.” The experience of dialectical analysis of our image-making leads to the
         conclusion that this clarity is itself an implicit goal of the human community of
         speech or lexis in its various forms; experience is implicitly ordered and hierarchical in its clarity.
         This ordering has a ground, a direction, and a motive force. The ground is in the presence from the very beginning of the non-visible within the visible,
         which is to say, the presence of a structure of interpretation in the object at each
         level of experience, that has its source in a level of consciousness above it (my
         exposition of the Divided Line). The direction of this order is towards the increasing unity of higher orders of experience, the
         kinship of the redefined sciences, that is, of interpretations of experience, which
         is the goal in principle of dialectic. But dialectic in this broad sense should not
         be conceived as something that is merely the subjective activity of the individual
         philosopher. Rather, it is the activity called for and called forth by the collective
         experience that is the human community of discourse, whose interpretation, whose image-making,
         is its world. In this sense, dialectic is no more than the explicit expression in
         lexis of the activity of soul defined as a rational interpreting being. Soul understood
         in this way is its activity, is what it does, and its activity as interpretation is its immortality,
         to the extent that interpretation is productive of logoi that embody self-identical objects in the richness of its relations.
      

      
       But if the rational soul as achieving or manifesting its immortality is the expression
         in the subject of an interpreted world of images, then the separateness of the Ideas
         is in this sense dependent on, or interdependent with, the individual rational self-consciousness.
         The individual is in this sense the motive force through which the Idea is manifested, the Idea as object of interpretation. The kind
         of being of the capacities (dunameis) is indicative of the kind of being of the Ideas, a being that is supposed as intellectual
         activity, the supposition of a dynamic structure behind the continuity or stability
         of the knowing subject and object known, and the unity of these two in the dialectical
         project of the rational community. A being, or the real, can be in this sense the
         rational form or shape of an activity; it is the morphē behind the logos.[8]     This activity concretizes in the subject as soul (as noēsis) and in the object as Idea. The difference between the object of opinion and the
         object of knowledge is, finally, in the difference of the condition or operation of
         the soul in relation to the world that it has, and which in its activity it constitutes.
         But, crucially, it does so in response to, or as the expression of, real possibilities
         of rational interpretation from the side of existence. To ask where these possibilities exist is to deny them the very independence that they have as
         wholly self-identical, “beyond heaven.” Just as the legitimate answer to when the Ideas exist is that they exist in the experience of atemporality within the temporal.
         It is in this sense, again, that reasons are to be understood as causes—if the supposition
         of capacities, of the dunameis of psuchē, is objectively real or justified in the analysis of experience as rational. The Ideas
         would then be interpreted as the highest, and ideal, form of praxis. And justice is the condition of soul that reflects or mirrors this ideal in the
         act of sorting out “what is best.”
      

      
       The non-visible soul is in fact visible in the everyday activity of its interpreting,
         as is the non-visible quality of its world of experience. The construction of the
         ideal city offers an analogical image of how a soul would look internally in its best
         possible, most ontologically real, order if we were able to see it. The reply to Thrasymachus
         is already implicit in his use of discourse at all, that is, in its ontological presuppositions,
         which is why ontologically he must finally remain silent. The original issue of the
         happiness of the unjust man versus that of the just man has been shifted from a consideration
         of a subjective feeling to that of an objective state, by showing that the former
         is not what we essentially are as rational interpreting beings, able to determine
         what “living well” is in this light. If we see ourselves as essentially engaging collectively
         in a discourse that brings us together rather than drives us apart, it is clear as
         well not only why Thrasymachus must remain silent but why the tyrannical soul of Book
         IX is ontologically alone, and why this is truly a loss, not just of friends, but
         of human identity. The end and goal of the journey of the Republic is not to turn a Thrasymachus from ontological darkness to the light, unlikely in
         any event—but rather, the rest of us.
      

      
       One cannot understand the nature of the human spirit, and its living well, without
         at the same time coming to understand just why, and how, it is at home in the house
         of being, in the world of its image-making—thus the intimate interrelationship between
         soul, world and what Plato named the Ideas.  
      

      
      Notes

      
      
         
            1. See Klein Meno  (112-150, esp. sec. 3). “The pattern of eikasia  on the lowest level anticipates similar patterns on higher levels of the Line,”
                  (14) and Klein's development of the notion of the dianoetic extension of eikasia. My own development of the crucial importance of eikasia, though somewhat different, is stimulated by Klein's analysis.
               

               See also N. D. Smith’s “Plato’s Book of Images,” in Philosophy   in Dialogue: Plato’s Many Devices, 1-14, edited by Gary Alan Scott (Northwestern University Press, 2007). There are
                  many similarities, and we are both concerned to examine Plato’s use of images and
                  his understanding of just what an image is. Our main difference seems to be that I
                  give a wider interpretation of image and image-making. For one thing, we both see
                  philosophers as image-makers, and image as having a positive sense. Smith would have
                  the objects of  noesis  as attained without the use of images, or leaving images behind. He takes the philosopher,
                  and images and workings of the Republic as incomplete knowledge, thus “educational,”
                  and “provocations”—an invitation to discourse as compared to an eventual dialectic,
                  and I would agree, thus my turning to the  Phaedo. But I argue here that the process is already begun in the dialogue between the reader
                  and the writer, in specific contrast to the interlocutors, and that the Republic’s images properly understood, along with the notions of image and image-making itself,
                  are heuristic devices with ontological import. Thus, the epistemic role of “opposites”
                  applies not just to the philosopher’s preparatory studies but to the larger realm
                  of all of the objects of the various kinds of  dianoia. Finally, I would argue that the geometer per   se  does not quite see his images as  images—he sees them as images that he uses, true, hence in the exercise of his dunamis. But insofar as he sees no need to go further to seek their ontological status in
                  relation to a noetic object, an Idea, he does not quite see them as  images, in the platonic sense of that notion that I argue for.
               

            

         

         
            2. Compare Charles Griswold, “Plato’s Metaphilosophy: Why Plato Wrote Dialogues,” in
                  Platonic Writings, Platonic Readings, ed. C. Griswold, 143-68. “ . . . inquiry, or philosophical questioning, or simply
                  understanding something, have implications concerning the presence of intelligibility.
                  . . . For progress in these object-level discussions is the evidence for the metalevel
                  inferences concerning the eidē (forms)” (163-64).
               

            

         

         
            3. For example 371e, 372e, 376c-d, 420b-c, 472, 545b, 575, as given in Robert Baccou,
                  Platon: la Republic (Paris: GF Flammarion, 1966) 394, n.65, who also cites Adam, 91-92, note.
               

               Contrast Bloom, Republic (440, n. 65 in his Interpretative Essay to his translation), 307-436. Bloom sees
                  the Republic in exclusively political terms; its theme is “the relationship of the philosopher
                  to the political community” (307). For Bloom the study of the soul is still in order
                  to find one's way in the literal politeia, philosophy for Bloom is ultimately political philosophy, and as should be evident
                  by now, I do not find this to be the case for Plato, even in the Republic. Plato’s view of precisely our ethical/political situation and its problems, our
                  self-understanding in this sense, I have argued, is inseparable from a resolution
                  of the epistemological and ontological issues. And this explains both the Phaedo’s metaphysical arguments in context as well as the necessity of the Republic’s middle books, the dramatic presence of a Thrasymachus, and what is needed for a meaningful
                  rebuttal.
               

               See also Reeve, Philosopher-Kings, (28-42), particularly on the relationship of justice and happiness in the argument.
                  (Compare Vlastos, “Justice and Happiness in the Republic,” in Vlastos, Platonic Studies) Reeve points out that for both Glaucon and Plato justice must be seen as a quality
                  of soul rather than of actions (Cephalus and Polemarchus) or of law and institutions
                  (Thrasymachus). And that it is with this understanding that the argument of the dialogue
                  is to be developed. 
               

            

         

         
            4. Cf. Griswold, “Metaphilosophy,” 153 and n.21.

            

         

         
            5. In other words, ontologically, why there cannot be a “science of advantage” (Penner, my emphasis), hence not a craft of rule to the disadvantage
                  of the other. For a similar conclusion, compare Terry Penner, “Thrasymachus and the
                  ‘hōs alēthōs’ Ruler,” Skepsis Vol. 20 (2009); 199-215. Penner argues that there cannot be a pleonectic science because
                  a science by its nature acts in pursuit of the advantage of its specific object/kind,
                  and its natural function or end, not of the individual per se. The doctor does not treat Mr. Jones, but rather the patient, strictly speaking, his
                  body. Thrasymachus is backed into this corner because he needed to avoid a ruler prey
                  to error, and so turned to the suggestion of a “true ruler,” i.e., one with knowledge,
                  a science then. But then, Penner argues, Socrates has got him—there cannot be such
                  a science directed at the practitioner’s interests, etc. a separate science of pleonectic
                  rule which would be at the expense of others—the potential science of unjust ruling
                  is blocked by the honor among thieves argument, which is inconsistent with a totally
                  unjust, that is, self-serving, ruler. (212-13)
               

            

         

         
            6. Myles Burnyeat, “The Truth of Tripartition,” Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, (2006), 1-23.
               

               See also Mitchell Miller, “A More ‘Exact Grasp’ of the Soul? Tripartition in the Republic and Dialectic in the Philebus,” in Truth: Studies of a Robust Presence, ed. Kurt Pritzl O.P. vol.51 (Washington D.C.: The Catholic University of America
                  Press, 2010), 40-101. Miller argues that the account of the soul in the Philebus “supplants the tripartition of the soul that Socrates both presented and challenged
                  in the Republic,” in leaving behind the problematic “agent-like parts” of the former
                  description of a union of soul and body. Personification is replaced by rather a carefully
                  parsed “continuum” of the soul’s dialogue with itself over the course of the discussion
                  of the Philebus, and that “in the one set of passages in which Socrates in the Philebus resorts to personification, his dramatized interrogations of “the pleasures” and of
                  “reason and understanding” at 63a-64a, he portrays them in dialogue with himself,
                  not in agent-like interaction with one another . . . mutually apportioned ‘elements’
                  in the well-integrated whole of the good life” (99). Miller does find some anticipations
                  of this in the Republic, though not as much as I do, and the tension for him remains. In my own reading of
                  image and allegory, and my analysis of the dynamic of the Divided Line, etc. I stress
                  even more the notion of the soul in inner dialogue, and in process in this life—not
                  the soul as embodied but rather, one might say, the body as ensouled, thus in constant
                  search of right measure, the continuum of lived life. This is not to say that the
                  “longer way” as explicated by Miller regarding the Philebus is at all superfluous, far from it. In Miller’s excellent and carefully detailed
                  analysis the “longer way” is explicated in a credible way—given real flesh and bones.
                  (And recall that I felt the need to turn to the Phaedo to further my own interpretation.) But perhaps I have found a way congruent with
                  his interpretation. Miller himself concludes that, given his analysis, a return to
                  the Republic is called for to see perhaps just how tripartition is gone beyond even within the
                  confines of that dialogue, as well as in the Phaedrus and the Timaeus. 
               

            

         

         
            7. Compare Paul Ludwig, “Eros in the Republic,” in The Cambridge Companion to Plato’s Republic, ed. G. R. F. Ferrari (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007), 202-31. A Thrasymachian
                  tyrant is ruled by his desires, but as much by the valuations of his thumos, in a “reaction against the convention that previously restrained him, that is, a desire
                  to commit an act merely because the act was previously forbidden. Conventionality
                  . . . is still remotely governing the tyrant in his embrace of the unconventional;
                  thumos is still policing his soul, asserting a new self that is a breaker of laws.” . .
                  . “The tyrant is not merely anomian but antinomian” (230). 
               

            

         

         
            8. See Mitchell Miller: Plato's Parmenides: The Conversion of the Soul (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1986). Miller asks whether in the Parmenides Plato is turning away from the Ideas or is it a call for a radical revision of them?
                  He asks, are we looking at “Reappropriation or Departure?” (Part Two. Section A. of
                  the Epilogue, [168 ff.]) Miller opts for reappropriation—or rather, that the problems
                  posed to the “young Socrates” by Parmenides in the first part of that dialogue are
                  addressed to the theory of Ideas as it would have been understood by Glaucon and Adeimantus
                  but not by the older Socrates of the Republic. Moreover, he holds that the Republic has a subtext that already points the way, at least insofar as it already points to
                  the limitations of Ideas as developed there. That is, as do I, he suggests that the
                  limitations of the interlocutors are a key. By the use of visual imagery and particulars
                  as sensibles Socrates is made to play to the easiest way to bring the interlocutors
                  along in distinguishing a One over a Many, etc. And in the Parmenides: “By his repeated recourse to sensible similes and by his inability, when pressed,
                  to explicate their content in nonimagistic language, the youthful Socrates shows that
                  he still thinks his new notion of forms in terms proper to physical-sensible things”
                  (169). Miller holds that this limitation is not itself gone beyond in the Republic—either because Plato could not at that point fully explicate the Ideas, or more because
                  it would be inappropriate given the dramatic context, or both. But, he claims, the
                  need to go beyond is clearly indicated. We agree that the use of sensible particulars
                  and sight metaphors do serve the rhetorical purpose that he suggests—and that dialectic
                  obviously is offered as a future program (and perhaps beyond the reach of the interlocutors). My own claim here is
                  that the use of sensibles as particulars and sight metaphors, in both the Republic and the Phaedo, are themselves consciously meant by Plato to be read as images hence as metaphor, and that their limitations precisely if not read that way are indicated. 
               

               Miller also says that the “new sense of 'is' and ‘is-not’” introduced in the Parmenides
                  “pertains to what we can say about the forms . . . and [Parmenides] treats both as belonging to the context of
                  logos, of veridical discourse about the One. That the Parmenides secures the Republic with this new notion only after the fact, so to speak, makes conspicuous that the
                  Republic itself is not primarily concerned with the forms as objects of discourse” (175). Clearly
                  my exposition of the theory of Ideas, use and status of images etc. in the Republic and the Phaedo more or less directly opposes this last claim. For in what I develop, discourse and
                  logoi are key from the very beginning. I have also made clear in various places, on the
                  other hand, that the two dialogues are programmatic or propaedeutic, even for the
                  philosophical reader as distinguished from the interlocutors of each. But I claim
                  that there is more developed, more than mere latent paths, more than mere hints, about
                  what is to follow than Miller would allow. (See also Miller's “Platonic Provocations:
                  Reflections on the Soul and the Good in the Republic,” in Platonic Investigations, [1985] ed. D.J. O'Meara.)
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