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ON THE "GOLD - EXAMPLE" Il FLATO'S TIKAEUS (50A5 ~B5)

At Tim SO0A5-B5, Flato presents a concise, enigmatic illustration
of the "Receptacle" or "All-Receiving Nature." He imagines someone
moulding figures of all kinds in a lump cf gold, and continually re-
moulding each and all into all the others. Someone else then points to
one of these shaped pieces of gold and asks, "What is it?" (v{ mov’ é&ow{)
Plato comments on three possible replies to this question:

(1) panpd moog dnfoetav doparéorarov eimelv vt xpuods,

~ o 3
(ii) ™0 8¢ vpiywvov 8oa ve INha oxipara eveyiyvero, pndémore
Ayetv radra og 8vra, § ve petald Ti9Yepdvou peranintet,

3 J ~ ~ ~ ~ 3 9 b
(iii) ax\’ tav 8pa wal 70 vorobrov per aopaheifag £6EAY
3 ~
88y cr0ai TIvog, ayandv.

In the present paper, I shall discuss the interpretation of these three
;eplies. By fzr the fullest account of them to date is by FProf. Cherniss.1
He has effectively refuted many earlier views, but I am not fully per-
suaded by his own interpretation, snd in Part I of this paper I attempt
to show some difficulties in his reading. Then (II) I shall advance and
defend an alternative interpretation of my own. To conclude (III), I
shall comment briefly on the place of the example in its wider context
in the Timaeus.
g

I find four major difficulties with Cherniss' reading. First, it

involves an equivocal view as to the relation between the three main com~

ponents. On the one hznd, Cherniss holds that (i) and (ii) go closely to-

gether as contrasted answers %o the one question posed in the context:

1. Cherniss, Harold, "A liuch Misread Fassage of the Timaeus (Timaqps 4907~
S0B5)," AJP 75 (1954), pp. 113-130, at pp. 125-127. Henceforth all references
to Cherniss' view will be to this article - usually by page and line number,
thus: "128.6" = page 128, line 6.




e
#[(1i)] being the forbidden reply to the question ={ mor’ govi{ , %o
which [(i)] is the correct answer"z. But, on the other hand, he also holds
that (ii) and (iii) go closely together as contrasted answers to some
other question to which (ii) is the forbidden answer, and (iii) the
correct reply: "1d voioUrov here [in (iii) is the abbreviated alterna-

ll5

tive to the forbidden radra &g 8vra [in (ii)]."” He thus finds two correct
alternatives to (ii) = which is to say, his view of (ii) is basically
equivocal. To support his reading of (ii), Cherniss requires a certain
shift in the reader's understanding of the question to which (i), (ii)

and (iii) provide answers. The initial question is specifically asked

about some one thing that the asker points at {50A7-Bi1). On the recommended
answer (i), we are to say “hat that is gold (for it remsins gold, in the
midst of all its other changes); what we are not to say, is (ii) that what
the questioner points at is a "triangle," "square," or any other of the
passing shapes.4 But in order to progress beyond this point in the text,
Cherniss needs %o take *the basic question in a somewhat dif'ferent cense:
that question must now specifically concern the shapes that come to be

in the gold, for it is only as an answer to that question that (iii) can

be called for, as a new corrective to (ii). To support such a shift in
sense, Cherniss accords a rather marked, subject-switching force to £0B2
8¢ , and punctuates his translation so as to convey the shift by placing

a semi-colon between (i) and (ii), with only a comma between (ii) and (iii).

I believe we can fairly bring the required shift into relief by slightly

2. 125.4-6; cf. n.18, lines 3-7.

3. 127.25-26; cf. n. 19, sub fin.

4, This is the first of Cherniss' wviews of (ii) referred to earlier. Cf.
his n. 17, lines 3-18, and last 3% lines; also n. 18, lines 3-7.
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amplifying upon his translation. (The arrow-brackets are in the original;

only the words in square brackets are my additions:)

[ When the questioner asks what it is that he is pointing at,] by
far the surest answer so far as truth is concerned is to say "gold";
but as to the triangle and all the other figures that were coming té
be in it, [ if it is those he means to ask about,] <the surest thing
is >never to say "these are," since they < i.e. what would be denoted
by "these"> [i.e. those things that he is pointing at] are changing
even while one is making the statement, but to be content if with
some assurance he may be willing to accept <the statement> "What
is such and such <is>."[i.e., if he really wishes to know what
the square or triangle is, then be content if he will agree that
"what is such and such is - the triangle and the other figures."]

The following dialogue may help to wake these answers, and the necessary

shift, more clear:

(Y is moulding all sorts of shapes in some gold.)
Xe1 = (X, pointing to the thing in Y's hands, asks,) "What is that?"
(i) Y.1 = "This is gold."
X.2 - "Why don't you say that it's a triangle? It looks like one."
(ii) Y.2 - "Just then it did, but look: I have made it into something
else even while vou were speaking, so I couldn't properly
have said, 'what you are pointing to is a triangle.'"

X¢3 = "I sece, but what about those figures that you are moulding
in the gold?" [ 76 &€ vpiywvov read with subject-shifting
adversative force; cf. Cherniss' "but as to the...figures".]

(ii) Y.3 - "/hat about them? What you are pointing at is clearly not
the triangle, the square, or any other figure, for I make it
into something differerit even as you speak."

A4 - "But if that is not (a? the?) triangle, what is? What would
you refer to by the term "triangle"?"

(iii) Y.4 - (Remembering the contents of Tim 49D-E) "What is such and
such. I mean (cf. 49E5) what is permanently of such and such
o nature, and always recurs alike in all these cases: that iga
what I mean by 'triangle,' and I would be content if you
would accept that answer too."

In this scheﬁa, Y.2 and Y.3 represent the two interpretations of (ii),
one set in contrast to (i) (= Y.1), and the other to (iii) (= Y.4). To
secure both senses of (ii) in the context, we require the shifts in the
understanding of the question at issue that are represented here by X's

questions. Since, on Cherniss' view5, the entire gold~example serves as a

. Cf. 125.1-2, 127.24 and 128.1-6. Against this part of Cherniss' view,
see my third objection below.
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brief illustration of all the preceding lines since 49C7, these required
shifts would of course receive support from the wider context. None the
less, it seems to me that they strain our passage to the limit. Though
that might not be decisive in itself; some other difficulties combine with
it to weigh strongly against Cherniss’ reading.

My second difficulty with Cherniss! reading is the plural vadza in
answer (ii). The vivid emphasis on pointing in S0A7-B1 clearly showed that
some one thing is denoted, and one question asked about it ( detwuvivvog &
Tivos abrlv gv woi epopévou vi mor’ Eovi ). The first reply prescribed
is clearly singular6, and Cherniss sees that (ii) must also have a basically
singular ferce: "[(ii)] must mean 'never to say that these are' in the
sense ‘uever to eay "this is triangle," "this is square," ete. "’ But
despite the singular question so vividly imagined in the context; Cherniss
maintains that Plato!s mention of the various possible shapes (©0 d& 7pf-
yovov Boa e dM\\a oyxifuora Zveyfyvero ) abruptly attracts the deictic
pronoun into the plural. Many interpreters have held that walUra refers
specifically to those most obvious plurals in the context (70 88 Tpiywvov
oo re \ha oyfjuara ) but Cherniss rejects that reading8 gnd must
accordingly hold that the <zalUra is drawn into the plural by those terms,
though referring not to them, but to some one subject which (in each case)

9

we would point at and inquire about.

6. As Cherniss says, "871 ypuods stands for ToUto Xpuods gort "(126.7).
7. DNote 17, end of first paragraph; my emphasis. Cf. lines 4-5 of second
paragraph (quoted n. 9 below ;, and note 18, lines 5-7.

8. DNote 17, second paragraph.

9. To appreciate the difficulty here, compare these passages in Cherniss:
(a) n.17, para. 2, lines 4~5 (a quote from A.E. Taylor, with Cherniss' com-
ment in brackets): "the figure [ i.e., the golden figure to which one would
point and say: 'this is...'] would be actually changing as you spoke."

(b) n.18, lines 3-5: Y"the golden shapes (i.e. the phenomena) [ note the plural]
to which the naif answerer is likely to point and say 'these are triangles,
squares, etc.!" Here compare 50A7 #ctuvivrog 6 Tivog alriv v , and
Cherniss 125.2-4,
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My third, and most general difficulty with Cherniss' reading is the
supposed parallel with 49D-E which he relies upon at every turn in his inter-
pretation. (In particular, it underlies his view of the (ii)-({iii) antithesis
as saying that not valra but 70 totoVrov should be called "triangle," "fire,"
or whatever.1o) In point of fact, that parallel is quite defective: (a) in
49D-E, we find four different complex references to the qualitatively in-
variant aspect of becoming (49D5-6 76 TotoUTov bef  and the other 0 7oto¥-
rov phrases in D6=-7, E5-6, and E6—711). Cherniss takes 50B4 vte 7otoUrov
as an abbreviated allusion to these phrases12, but he gives no explanation
why Plzio here omits the essential temporal modifiers so carefully retained
and varied in all four instances in 49D-E. Furthermore (b), to secure a
(ii)={iii) antithesis "exactly parallel"15 to 49D-E, Cherniss has to omit
S0B4 &dv Hpo , B4 wai and B4-5 ner’ dogadefag...vtvog . He provides no
explanation for the presence of these terms, nor does he explain th=z pre-
cise force of BS &yar&v in this context. For all these reasons - and
because I feel that the entire (ii)-(iii) antithesis based on 49D-E requires
a strained equivocation in our understanding of the context (see the first
objection above) - I find it difficult to believe that the parallel with
LOD~E is proper to our passage.1

Still another reason for this view, and my fourth and final difficulty
with Cherniss' reading, concerns the lines immediately following the gold-
example. In 50B5,ff, Flato says that 6 alrdg AGy0g lolds of the Receptacle.

He then explains his meaning in a way that fits only the (i)-(ii) antitheris,

10. Cf. p.127, last 5 lines: v0 voioUrov replaces ralra as the subject of
the statement.

11. Cf. Cherniss, p.115, n.3 on these phrases.,

12, Cf. p.128, bottom paragraph. Also AJP 78 (1957), p. 246 (top).

13, 128.3.

14, On my own view - cf, II and III below - that parallel is dropped, and 0
rotoUroy has a different role. -I am well aware that Cherniss' whole in-
terpretation of 49D-E has been challenged by Gulley (AJP 81[1960] , 53-64). I
have shown elsewhere that his challenge fails completely, but I cannct deal
with that point here; (see my paper, "On Plato's Timaeus 49D4-E7," forthe-
coming in the AJP). T



b=
and makes no use of (iii) at all. Eis remark at 50B6-8 (it must always be
called the same...) parallels answer (i) in the gold-example: we are always
to reply, "it is gold," for that much about it remains the same. In addition,
50B8~C4 parallels comment (ii): the Receptacle never truly takes on anyv of
the characters that it receives, although it may appear to do so. Cornford

brings out the parallel clearly:
The Forms, 'in some strange manner that is hard to express',
impress their characteristic qualities on the Receptacle. But
the Receptacle does not itezlf possess any of these characters
or qualities;, any more than gold in itself possesses a triangular
shape. The qualities do not belong to it; they only pass in and
ouv, like images crocsing a mirror.

Plato's own explanation in SOB8ff thus seems to undercut one of Cherniss'

arguments for a parallel with 49D-E. Cherniss supports that parallel by
comparing B3-4 & ve...ucrevinrer with 40E2-4 pedyet . . .pdotg 16 They are
indeed similar pasaages, but Plato's explanation shows that the clause
within the gold-example makes a special and rather different point. At 49
E2-4, Flato cited the "fugitivity" of phenomenal individuals as a reason
why they cannot provide a stable, definite referent for such terms as "this"
or "fire" or "water" or the rest. At that point, his aim was to sgy taat

we should properly refer these terms to something else (to <0 7oioUwo«

aed ). But at 50B3-4 he is explaining why we should not speak of the gold

as being of-any-particular-shape: not because we should refer such shape-
words elsewhere (though Plato does believe that) but because these transi-
tory shapes have no real hold upon the nature of the gold, and cannot be
said to be what it is (i.e. cannot rightly answer the question v{ or’

goTi ). In 5CB2-4 Plato is concerned with talk about the Receptacle, not

about triangle or firs,

15 Cornford, Plato's Coesmology, p. 184, my underlining; cf. also p.181.
16, Page 125, n.17, lines 7=11, and page 125, n.18, lines 5.8.
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I
The cumulative effect of the difficulties I have indicated is to
leave me unconvinced by Cherniss' reading of the gold-~example. By own in-
terpretation will be very different from his, yet my basic orientation
toward the passage follows a principle which Cherniss himself has done
more than any other commentator to esta®lish. As Cherniss emphasized,
The whole sentence from S0A7 to the end... is determined by
the hypothesis that someone asks a question... and is framed
as the recommcniation of a reply to that questioner...; and
consequently the person who asks the question, not the thing

about which he asks, must be thought of aq the one who will
accept or decllne to accept this answer [i.e. as the subject

of 50B5 £0énp].!
In other words, the passage depicts in miniature a specific dialectical
situation of question~zud-answer; it preéents the schema of a dialectical
encounter, and it is in the context of that encounter that Flato's recor~
mendations are made28This fact is the key to the passage, as I shall try
to show. I first set forth the main lines of my reading, and then offer
a defense of its details.

The bacic antithesis or contrast in our passage is not between (i)
and (ii), nor (ii) and (iii), but between (i) and (iii); cr rather ~ since
(i) and (ii) go closely together as two sides of the same coin - between
the (i)=(ii) complex and (iii). It is a contrast between the best reply

(pawpd mpog dnfoctav dogoréorarov ) and a second-best reply (ore to be

'17. Cherniss, pp. 126=127.
18. Details will be added below, but the dialectical charac1er of the
pPassage is sufficiently proved by the question posed (cpopuvou Ti_TIC ﬁor
cOTt ), and by the language of (iii): Plato often uses €0€hetv of dia=
lectical readiness to say somethlrg, answer a question, or participate in
a discussion; he usually uses oﬁoécgcdeat for acceptlng an answer, but
8€xecoat is also found (n.b. Soph 247D6 £6éhotev dv 6€eo0at wai oOpo-
Aeveiv [ cf. 247E6]). e shall see that &yom@v and dopdleta also fit
this dialectical orientation.
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offered only under the specific dialectical circumstances cited, and to
be accepted only pet’ &oparefas... rivog ). That (iii) is only a second-
best reply is shown particularly by the wai{ (indicating that the point
which follows is an addition to the "surest" answer stipulated in [i]-[ii]),
as well as by &vardv (as often in Plato, the force of the verb is "to
settle for" or "acquiesce in" something - "to be content with it," even
though it fells short of the ideal one might desire19). But what is the
answer that we msy, in certain cases, be content with? Yhat does the 7o
To1oUTOV  jn (iii) signify? I believe the phrase is not, as it were, in
quotation-marks; it is not itself the content of the answer to be made,
but refers back to the kind of answer meant: the very one proscribed in
(ii), an answer in terms of 70 Tpiywvov Yoo ve ¥\\a oxfmara. (For this
kind of use of 70 7oioUrov , see particularly Laws VIIT.838FE2-%: Yriwg &

> S ~ ¢ ” ’ ’ ~ ”" N ~
al TO TOotoUTOoV £€eA0VToG ASYetV TavTasg duvaTov £0TAl TOTE TONMOXETV

["How can he ever make everyone willing to say that sort of thing"] where

70 TotoUtov refers to the views about sexual relations discussed earlicr.)
In sum, our passage depicts a dialectical encounter, a context in which only
one sort of answer is strictly correct, but where - if our questioner is of
a certain sort, a person willing to accept another kind of answer as well -~
we should be content to speak to him at his level, and reply to his question
in that other way. If someone points toward something appearing in a place
before him and asks, "What is that (to which I am pointing)?" the strictiy

sure and true reply (i) would be to say that it is the Receptacle (= gold

19. Cf. especlally Tim 2907-D1. akk cav qg_ 11ndevog nTTov Mo pey e da el nd-
Tag, gxgﬂav ypg, pcpvnpcvoug mg... wudtv avOpwﬁtvnv Exopev, wrX . Remarking
upon avyarav here, A.E. Taylor spoke of "its usual sense in classical Greelk,
"to put up with','not to grumble at'. e should prefer exactitude to appro-
ximation, and certainties to probabilities, but where the former are not to
be had, we must 'put up with','be decently contmnted with' the nearest ap-~
proximation we can get." (Commentary on Plato's Timaeus, p. 75)
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in the example). If we wish to speak "most securely with respect to truth"
we must (ii) avoid replying with the name of the particular appearance that
happens to present iteel? (for that term will not tell what that to which
he is pointing [i.e. the Receptacle] is). However (iii), in the event that
our questioner is someone willing to accept that sort of answer too, in
that spetial dialectical situation, we may be content with (settle for)
that strictly improper reply (ii), instead of insisting on the proper
answer (i). I shall now offer more detailed support for this interpretation,
support first for my analysis of the language in 50B1~5, then for my attri-

bution to Plato of the doctrine that I find in the passage.

Ainsver (i) poses no problems, In answer (ii), in accord with the
ma jority of commentators, I take 7a%ra to refer directly to the preceding
plurals, and would translate the passage thus: "but as for the triangle
and all the other figures that were coming to be in it, never to speak of
those - which alter even vhile one speaks - as being." However, the exact
force of the B3 phrase undémore kéyctv TavTa &g 8vro. needs to be care-
fully explained. Both (i) and (ii) are given here as guides for answering
the single question =i nor’ tori , asked about some single thing to which
the questioner is pointing. %e cannot construe the B3 phrase to mean
"never to speak of those as being" in the sense "never to answer with the
words 'those exist'[nor even, in each separate case, with the words 'the
triangle exists' or 'the square exists! or whatever]." We cannot, for such
bare assertions of existence would be an absurdly incongruous reply to the
question z{ mov’ &ov{. What elée can then be meant by the phrase "to speak

of something as being"? I believe the answer is provided by Sophist 263B9,
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a passage closely parallel to 5OBB.¢O Plato there defines a false state-
ment as one vhich says about X things other than what is (the case about

’ ?
v’ ¥pa dg Svra

%) (26%B7 frcpe v Bveww). It is one which Td pf
Nyet (B9): "says that not-beings are beings" in the sense that it
"states things which are not (the-case-about-X) as being (the--case-about~
X)."21 In this passage, "to speak of something as being" is not "to say

of it, 'it exists'", but rather "to speak of something else's being it."
(I.e., it is to speak of its being what-something-else-is, or, better, of
its being-the-case-about [ holding true of ] some subject specified in the
context.) I believe Tim S0B2-4 is very similar. There "to speak of the
triangle (etc.) as being" does not mean "to say that they exist" (which
would be no answer to the question in the context); rather, it mesns "to
say that they are what the-object-that-the-questioner-points-to is"; in
short, it is to give "triangle" (etc.) as the answer to the question ¢
ror’ tor{ . The gist of the relation between (i) and (ii) is thus the fol-
lowing: "if someone should point and ask you such a question, the surest

answer is to tell him that it is gold, and never to reply that it is a

triangle or any other of those changing shapes."

20. Cherniss (at 126.10) cites Soph 263B9 to support his reading, but his
other examples there significantly differ from the Sophist passage;, and are
closer to his view of £08%, At Laws 642D3-9 the 8vra is clearly copuiative,
and accompanled both by an eXpllclt subJect and predicate term: Aéyopev g
oV pév renat deupévov Bvra, Tov 8¢ amaibeurov (cf. Laws 886D4-8); that is
not the case at Soph 263B. (At Laws 64108-D1, the verb is not eivat <)

21. As Moravcsik points out, mept ooV is understood from 26385 (cf. B11) in
both B7 and P9 (his "Being and lieaning in the Sophist," Acta Philosophica
Fennica 14 [1962] , at pp. 76w77). Instead of his "relational being," however,
I would speak (as above) of the being of facts: of its being (or not being)
the case that so-and-so. Cf. Cornford, Plato's Theory of Knowledge, p. 215,
n.1: "1& R 8vra , things which are not the fact", and p.214, lines 5-6

"what is (the fact)"; also Moravesik (op. cit.), p. 63 with n.t.

22, This is of course the same (i)=(ii) antithesis that Cherniss sees in the
passage (see Part I above). The reading of 50B3 given here was also that of
Moreau in his 19%9 book, L'Ame du MHonde...,p.16: "quant au triangle et a
toutes les autres figures que cette masse revet, jamais il ne faut donner ces
attributs comme étant ce que la chose en cuestion est" (my emphasis).
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On Cherniss' view, the &AM introducing (iii) is parallel to those
in 49D5 and D6. It sets up a (ii)=-(iii) antithesis "exactly parallel" (128.3)
to that in 49D-E, and has what Denniston calls its "eliminative" role, "sub-
stituting thes true for the false." On my view, there is no such (ii)=-(iii)
antithesis; no parallel to 49D-E. The &M\ introduces an affirmation

opposed to the earlier clauses as a conditional exception to the general

25

rule they state, The whole collocation &av dpa waf might be taken to-

24 N "
gether ', but I believe the yq{ belongs with 70 TOotouvov , not with the
verb; it ewphasizes the questioner's willingness to accept the answer

25

cited in (iii), over and above the strictly "safest" answver given in (i).

With the ¢dv ¥pa collocation ("emotional," not inferential &pa ), no:ice
Denniston's remark: " d&pc in a conditionsl protasis denotes that the hypo-
thesis is one of which the possibility has only just besn realized: 'If,
after all.‘“26 We cannot make a mechanical application of such judgments,
of course, but Plato's use of the particles here does seem (to me) to mark
a somewhat sudden or "just realized" quality about the exception that he

27

abruptly allows for in (iii).

23. Cf. the passage from Aristo le cited in n. 27 below.
24, Cf., Charm 168A10: an cdtdfﬂuﬂ of itself as well as others is ahsurd,
"if, indeed, there really is such a science" (cav dpa nal eoriv ), Also
Phaedrus 257C3 eav dpa nal c@clndﬂ ("if he should be willing, after all"
[CF. Ver Verdenlus ad loc. in Mnem. ser.4,8 (1955), a at p.283, with pp. 266-7
ad 228E1J,.
25 The waf mlght Just possibly, though I think this less likely here, be
taken to mean "even": "If he is willing to accept even that sort of answer...'
26. Denniston, The Greek Particlesg, pa 5]s
27. We may perhaps compare a passage in Aristotle (Cat 8.11a26-29): particu-
lar brainches of knowledge are not properly spoken of as relative to something
else, but if, after all, they are to be spoken of thus, it is 1n v1rtue ol
their genus (knowledge) that they too can be called relative: oN el dpa
watd 0 yévos wai abrat mpdg T Acycfat . =In Tim 50B4-5, there seems to
me to be a strong cunulatlve force from the exceptlon-marklng NG 5 the
"sudden" or just-realized o Gpa » and waf denoting the addition of some-
thing over and above the earlier 1tems. Theso, coupled with the contrast be-
tween uauo?... doparéovacov  and pcr dovaleiag Tivos , and the particular
force of d&yardv (see below), all suggest a much looser relation between (iii)
and (i)=(ii) thah that which Cherniss finds.
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As noted in Part I above, S0B4 70 7oioUtov lacks the temporal
qualifiers so carefully varied but consistently conjoined with that phrase
in 49D-E. That fact appears to me to undermine any parallel with 49D-E,
and I take it instead that vd +~otoUrov refers back to the preceding
answer (one in terms of "triangle" and so forth).28 The words yet’
doparefag. ..Ttvog  stand (as indicated by the Tig ) in contrast to 50B1
1onpd mpog aA.Octav doparésraTov , The word &dmékcta seems here to mean
an inward feeling of security or confidence, the qualified ( 7ig) sense of
certainty with which somecne might accept the less-than-safest reply. I
have found no exact parallel for such a subjective meaning of the term,
but it easily and naturally takes on that connotation from the context
here.>? Though the word &£6éietv often functions as a mere auxiliary, it
has a more important role here. The nuance conveyed by the use of both
£0€ ety and &&xcofat  is an ermphasis upon the voluntary, the spontaneous
and sincere character of the questioner's acceptance: it is not for form's
sake nor argument's sake that he accepts the answer, but because it repre-

sents the degree of dialectical insight this speaker can attain.ao Eodketv

28. For 1 toiolUrov as a loose backward reference to the sort of thing
said just before, cf. Laws 838E2-3 (quoted p.8 above), Parm 131B9, Meno

75E4 (cf. Laws 683E8). “Sometimes, of course, it is a more specific reference
to the preceding words (cf. Phdrs 261E5, Rep. 8.562E6, Laws 694C9 and Soph
241D8), but that is not the case nere.

29. The words 6¢xco0at ( close to OSpoleyeiv , cf. Soph 247D6) and ceeAp
permeate the clause with a subjective slr that readily infuses itself with
adwaACta . Compare the controversy over cdmakcta in Ev. Luc. I. 4, J.H.Ropes
persuasively argued that the dogdieta there "is that of the ‘person who is
to know, not...the facts or doctrines"; snd that "the mind of a CGreek, when
he associated 'security’ with 'knowing,' naturally turned o the securiiy of
the knowledge itself, rather than that of something else which was in some
way related to the knowledge" (Jnl Theol. St. 24 [ 1923] at p.69 and p.70). In
light of the adverbial function of the perd phrase qualifying ©o€xec@at we
might also compare Soph. 0.T. 613, yvdop +dd’ doparis.

30, We shall return to the connection between this voluntariness, Platonic
Peitho, and the éd@ékctd 7t¢ when examining the meaning behind Plato's
inclusion of the third component.
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in Plato of'ten has such a dialectical role, indicating readiness to engage
24
31

in an argument or to maintain (or agree to) some position. Perhaps the

test example is Parm 133B: the problems about "participation" can be sur-
mounted only by a man of wide experience and natural ability, willing +o
follow through a long and difficult argument (aeckot d¢...Emec0at ), There
is perhaps also a nuance to the use of 8éxec0at here. It stands in con-
trast to the fuller dialectical security of answer (i)-(ii), and so conveys
the idea of simply accepting or agreeing to answer (iii ), without pressing
on to scrutinize those weaknesses that male the statement strictly invalid.
Compare Crat 421D7-9: ASY® Yap ow cindra. ol pévror pot dowei npopdocts
Syt Béxec0at, &G podupnrdov radra d1aonéfacat . So too, in Tim 50BS5,
dExea0at signifies onc's passive acquiescence in a kind of replw that

32

has not bsensubjected to (and could not withstand) full dialectical scrutinys

31. Various dialectical cases: Tht. 170C6, 172R3, 177C9 (w1th drapdycobdat ,

etc.); Tht 184E8, Soph 247D1 6, Crat 43106 (with onpoleveiv , ouyywoeiv );

Tht 106D5, Parm 137C9 ( eimeiv ) T Rep 506C5, E4. Often, Plato uses the

term £0€\etv in methodological discussions strongly colerzd by a background

of ¢hical evaluations. The "digression" in the Tht has two zood examples: if

an orator can be made to forsake his petty blokerﬂnf7 and is then willing %

turn his attention to abstract moral traits in thewrselves, he will see what

a poor thing his usual chatter is: c@c\ctV'at 175C1 and 177B3. With the latter,

and B2 A®yov &€p dolval te uai éésaueat » of. Crat. 426A2-3: an appeal to

foreign-language orlglns to explaln the meanings of words is a dodge (like
a deus ex machina) used only by i £0érovt NGyov Bt dSvar wTA.

52. With Crat 421D, qucted just ahove, compare Tim 29C-D, quoted (in wart)
in n.19 above; Plato there continues, saylng it is flftlng men accept a
"likely account" in these matters( vdv eiwndra ploov &modexopévous ). The
myth in the Timaeus is one level of approach to the truth, a possible stopping-
point for those h¢;llng to accept it, though there are more abstract or ad-
vanced degrees of insight to be had, for those "willing" and able to pursue
them. The eiuds pU00S has (at leaSL) the function of met0d , inducing cer-
tain kinds of people to accept a reverential feellng for the cosmos, mucn as
the Prefaces of the Laws have the role of ﬂcleﬂ), inducing acceptance of
lavs. (I.b. Laws IV. 725A4-7, with AS 8€EnTat and 684C2~3, 7ol vdpoug ouUg
cnovrcg ot émJOLo.u5SkOVTGt . Cf. H. G8rgemanns, Beitrdge zur Interpretation
von Platons Nomoi [1960], 20-56 and passim. As at Laws IX.875A-D [notlce
£9eAetv there| the techniques of Peitho are a concession to the &o0fveta
of human nature [ Laws 875A2,B7, Tim 29D1, 68D-69A, etc.] - or at least that
of the many [ Laws  875D2-3, 718D-E; cf. Tim 51E5-6, 53D6-7].)
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The verb &Yan&v appears to me to give the strongest support for the
present reading. It can, of course, mean "to delight in fully," "cherish,"
or "be (wholly) content with, 132 Very often, however, and especially in
dialectical contexts and in conjunction with a conditional clesuse, the verb
(and its relations) have the sense "to rest content with" or "to settle for"
something less than the ideal. Here are various examples, first from non-
dialectical, then from dialectical contexts:

(a) 1. Rep V.475A9-B2: If men desirous of honors cannot get them from
the great, they are content to get them from the smalls wav
pa ond MELLEVWV . . LTS Olt 1pOoTEPWV . . « Ttpdpevot dyandotv

2. Prot 328A8-B1: &\\& uav i OA{yov €oTiv 1S, . Ayarmedv,
7. Laws IV.68407-9: ifen wish that their treatmant should be pleasant,

but should be thankful if it takes only smwall pain: w0 88
sotiv ayaﬂnrov...ct waf T1g perd Adnng pn pcyakng d0vatTo HTA

4, Laws IV, 705A1 2: a city-site is too close to the sea, 8pwg ¢
dvvarnTdv wai Tobro.

5. Laws IV.718D5~7: el nal ph péya Tr, ontwpdv 88 .. .mdv ayannov.

6. Laws V.735D7: a tyrant could take the best and strongest measures,
""but someone without such power, if he can so much as (D6 el

uat) effect the mlldest measures, w111 be quite content to
do even that much - aycﬁwvrwg dv wut o Torolrov bBpdoctev

(Cf. England ad loc.)

7. Rep V.472B-473%B: we cannot fully realize the forms in actions,
but should be contert to come as close as we can; ( éyaﬂ&v
in 472C1, C3, and 47382).
(B) 1. Tht 207A3~7: we cannot list all the parts in a wagon, but would
be content, when asked to dﬁflne it by enymeratlpg 1ts narts,
if we could list a few: &AM ayaﬂ¢pcv av epwrnodévreg 87
eotiv dpata [c;. 206E6 7 Tt gnactov , and the question in
Tim S0A7=B1], i Exotpev cimelv wrd

2. Tht 1u4C9 Socrates chides himself for being content with
( ayaﬂav) a purely verbal argument.

3. Crat 439B6: What method men should use to dlscover truth is too
" “much to decide; oYaﬂn*ov "Bt wai rolro opohoynood@at - that
they ought not to go about it through names, etc.

4, Soph 241C07-9 and lieno 7501 (less clear cases).

33, A.E. Teylor's statement quoted earlier (n. 19 above) does express one
common sense of the verb, but is of course too limited; cf. LSJ Se V.
34, Rather different is Crat 430A1:’A\\’ &yamnewdv wai toVrg, which approuaches
an impersonal statement of sufficiency: if Cratylus will admit even this
much, Socrates has enough to refute him. (Cf. 43%0A3 not Yap av nat rovro
tFapnoi s and the similar passage at Soph 247C9-D1: et YEP TU Hal TPt upOvV £0&-
Aouot “UYXWPET Vews cEapuet (sc. for refuting them).)
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This small selection of cases will suffice to show the sense "to settle for"
or "acquiesce in" somewhat inferior circumstances.-” That sense fits easily
with the exception-making force we found for 4Md& and the additive force
of waf{ , as well as the other details. However, it seems to me difficult to
take &yomdv here in the sense required by Cherniss' reading of a (ii)-(iii)
antithesis that parallels 49D-E, the sense of a true, full contentmen*t with
the dialectically proper answer - full satisfaction with the ideal. Even if
we do read B4 &N as parallel to those in 49D5 and D6, the reasons for the
edv Hpa conditional, and especially for B4 wai, remain most unclear. Fuc-
thermore, 49D-E gave a schema for talking about fire and water (or whatever)
in a manner GuwoAcoTaTa pawpd (49D3). If there is a (ii)~(iii) antithesis
parallel to 49D~E, why is the ideal answer said to be acceptzd only pet’
dowareiug., . TtvoG 2 And why cught wve to be content if it is only accepted

thus?

To defend the present reading further, I shall now attempt to show
support for the doctrine we found expressed in the passege. ‘e have seen
that the gold-example gives the schema of a dialectical encounter. The most
proper answer there is that prescribed in {i)~(ii), but (I have argued)
Plato advises in (iii) that we may be content with a strictly improper
answer under certain conditions: we msy agree (for agreement's sake) in
cases where our questioner does not perceive the need to seek the fuller,
stricter truth of the matter. Clause (iii) advises a concession, instead of

a rigid insistence on the strictly true account. In short, it advises a

25, Cf. Ingemar During's observation on Plato's use of ayardv ,"expressing
an attitude of philosophic resignation" (Aristotle in the Biographical Tradi-
tion [ Goteborg, 1957 ] p. 351). The clearest cases of that use seem to be
Rep V..72B-477B and Tim 29C-D (with Critias 106B-107D).
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reply which is "more dialectical," in exactly the sense of leno 75D5—7fiédrt
6% Yowg 70 draientt udrepov pi névov wdAnoR droupivectar, eXN& wal &1’ Ewefvaw
&v‘&v TPOOPONOYY el déva. & puwrlw. lMoreover, precisely that manner of
agreement was, as many have remarked, the hallmark of Socratic dialectic,
epitomized at Xenophon, liem. 4,6,15: Sndre 6% adrds (sc. Socrates) ¢ 1@
Ny d1eBfot, 614 v pdhtora Spoloyowudvuw gmopelero, vopffwv radrny Thv
dopdhet av eivat Aéyou. . Part of the point here is no doubt the every-day
examples used in his talk (Gorgias 490E-491A), but central too is his relidnce
on the step-by-step agreement and response of interlocutors, and the conse-
quent accommodstion of his teaching to their capabilities. Such accommodation
remains a basic principle of Plato's later dialectic, as of his theory of
persuasion. We find it in the "midwife" speech of the Theaetetus: just as
midwives are the best match-makers (1ht 149D-150A), so Socrates can judge
which studen®ts deserve to stay with him, and which may be sent off to Prodi-
cus (151A-B). At Politicus 277C the principle is s£ated clearly: for those
who are able to follow it, a verbal definition of any living creature is
much better than a picture or model; but for others, thosewill suffice:

chwng o6& wol owpndong Actpoupytag AECetr wal on@

dnholv maw g@ov pakkov mpéret Tolg Au 1rv01g
gricobat®  Totg 5 X\ots dta et poupyidv,

Still another version of the principle is indicated soon after in the Foli-
ticus. At 285D-286A, Plato distinguishes between Forms that have sensibly
apparent images and those (by far the more important cases) that do not.

In the case of the former, he says, if someone asks.for an account of them,
we can - if andwhen we want to reply without taking pains and without going

into a discussion - simply indicate the sensible likeness:

Lotr nev rwv ovrmv pa01w5 rarTopalelv atd@nfat Tivesg opotornfcg
L,QU“OOLV ag oVBEY akcﬁov 6nkouv Brav adriv rtg ﬁouknen rm koyov
a1rouv1t [sc. by asklng Tt mor’ orf{?] teni Tou pf petd ﬁoaypafmv
AXNS xwptg Aoyou pwbtug cvbct‘adeat
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Flato clearly does not believe that any terms can really be ostensively
defined, nor that any matters can be adequately dealt with xwpig Adyou (n.b.
Soph 218C1-5). It is no* the same thing at all to say that some Forms have
readily discernible sensible images, and to say that one can adequately
treat those matters just by pointing those images out. Plato does maintain
the first, but all he says about the latter is that, when we want to, we can
deal with certain questioners just by ostensive presentation of an image,
XWwpig Aoyvou. When would we want to do so? Presumably, when (as said at Polit.
277C) our questioner is not one of those who is able to follow out a lengthy
logos. If one of those "able to follow" asks us, "what is fire?"56 we may
embark on a logos of the lengthy mathematical sort that Plato gives in Tim
53Cff. But if one of "the others" inquires, we may simply strike a match or
point to some flame, and show him some of that stuff, saying, "this is fire." 20
By the same token, if one of those "others" points at some fire and asks us,
"wnat is that?" we may be content to say that it is fire. (We may be content,
because he is marked as one of those "others" precisely by his willingness
to accept that sort of answer with the sort of dogdAetd vt realized in
dialectical agreement at an unexamined verbal level.58) The genuinely proper,
strictly secure reply [ sc. that given in (i)-(ii)] is reserved for 7o3ig
duvapévorg Ereclat .

According to Phaedrus 275E, one of the major faults with written works

is that they cannot thus accommodate their message to their readers' specific

capabilities (cf. 276A6-~7, E6). According to Phaedrus 271C10-272B2, the art

56. E.O., by asking { ot & cott, 70 1nup; Cf. Polit. 285R2 Tm ASyov altoWvrt .
37 rouro ip eort " Cf. Polit.277C ...mpémer Toig éuvapCVOtg gneclat ,

70Tg &  #\NotG... With Polit 277C and 2850, compare Parm 153B8 9 (cited p.13
above)ceckot 8¢ Tdvu TIOXNAG wal noppmecv TTPAYVOTEVOPEVOU 7OV cvéctuvupévou
gnegdat , and notice Tim 53C3 ouvéleosde . See also the earlier references for
"dialectical £@€ietv given above.

38. Neb. Xwpig ASyou in Polit 285E and Soph 218C1-5, with which cf. Phdrs
2634, and (especially) Tim [8B6~8 (with 5157-C5).,
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of persuasion rests precisely on suvch an accommodation of one's logos to
the hearer's aptitudes. It wust adjust thus to his level, for it achieves
its end of VYuaywyfa (261A) not by force, but by his voluntary acquiescence.a
If that acquiescence must to some extent be won by various irrationa’ devi=-
cesqo, yet it must also mcke some plausihle appeal to whatever degree of
rationality the hearer has. For the great majority of men, capable of right
opinion but not of voug (zig 51E), a partial or mythical account will serve
(cf. Tim 29C-D). Such devices as the noble lie of the Republic, the Timaeus'
myth of a creation or the theology of Laws X are Plato's "way of gelting
across to the masses veracities and sanciities whose formal essence was
beyond their grasp."41 We may deal thus with those masses who Tﬁ @ﬁ;ﬁ ndévov
“Ov vépwv cuvaroloudoloiv (Laws XII.966C5-6), so long as the ruling
segment diaroviconrat O ndoay wioTiv Aafeiv (C7) on all important matters.

”Un-

So long as the devices of persuasion win the wills of unenlightened,
awakened" men to voluntary compliance with the law, we must be content with
that, and not insist upon accounts too elevated for their understanding.
Indeed, were we to force on them the strictly trve account - if we told
everyone they are but dreaming and that their image-world is not truly
reel (n.b. Tim 52B3-C5) . we might only meke curselves appear ridiculous and
so relinquish any influence upon events. (Men must live together, and Totls
Ye uotv‘{'] 71 mipdrrovcty dyarnTdv Spovoeiv Polit 260B7-8 - at whatever

level possible.) Therefore a skillful dialectician, a man who understands

the weakness and complexity of mortal human nature, will be content with

39. M.b. Philebus 5818-B2: f} roU reiOetv [rexvi]... 80U a 8t  eudvrav &K’ o
&1& pfag nototro « On the entire subject, see C.P. Segal's stimulating paper,
"Gorgias and the Psychology of the Logos,” HSCP 66 (1962), 99~ -155.,

4o. cf. Segal passim oﬁa#afn, vonrefo and 7éplig . Think too of cﬁgﬁctv

in the Laws, and the "psychagogic" role of the liver at Tim 71A-720!

41. Gregory Vlastos, in Rev. of Religion 13 (1949), at p. 277,

42. Ccf. n. 32 on p. 13 above, and GBrgemanns' book (cited there) on peitho

and its role as a concession to human adecvcta(pp. 155-161 and passim).
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what agreement he can get, and not force on his interlocutors truths more
advanced than they are ready to accept. In the dialectical encounter visua-
lized in the gold.-example, the most proper answer is that specified in (i)-
(ii). When someone points at an appearance and akks its nature ( =f tot’
goti ), the only genuine, perduring nature that he really points to is the
"Receptacle" (Tim 49E7-50A2). There is no form or character truly existing
there where he is pointing [ for the Form itself camnnot be "there" (cf. 52
A3) nor be a "this," while the phenomenon does not truly in-form the Recep-
tacle (50C1-2), and itself has only fleeting image-being, not that of the
really real (5202-D1)]; hence no reply in terms of forms or characters (70
6¢ tpfywvov 8oa e #Na oxfpara eveyiyvero ) can truly tell the nature of
that-which-is-pointed-out. The proper answer therefore should avoid such
predicates entirely. However, these considerations are more than most people
can accept45, and in the event that our questioner is someone willing to
accept that improper kind of reply (in addition to the best or surest one),
we may be content to give him that as an answer: &\’ &dv #pa wal o voiolrov
per’ dogarefas £68hp oéxecOal Tivog, dvyardiv.

III

Even if my argument is accepted, misgivings may no doubt remain as te
why FPlato makes this passing concession in this context. I have no real an-
swer to that, and can only reply that any interpretation of the gold-example
leaves it somewhat enigmatic. As we noted in Part I (pp. 5-6), Plato goes on
to deal directly with the Receptacle (at 50BSFf & advdg 63 ASyos ), and in
doing so he makes use of (i) and (ii), but not of (iii). Thus he himself did

not wholly integrate the passage in its context. Nor do ancient testimonies

43, Only few achieve clear conviction about the Forms (cf. Parm 133B-C,
Tim 51E); the many remain within that "dreaming" state (Tim 52B-C) in which
we fail to draw the requisite distinctions.
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seem to help. Aristotle only once refers to the gold-example, but he is
puzzled by it; tco, and comments only on clause (i).44 Simplicius quotes
at length from the gold-examp1e45; but he stops at 50B4 perartinret | and
thus omits clause (iii) entirely! The explanation he provides in the context
clearly shows that he took the gold-exémple as an illustration of the Recep-
tacle°46 He quotés lines 49E6-50A4 with it, and apparently takes it that
ad7oY népt in SO0A5 refers back only to lines 49E7ff, in which the subject
of the Receptacle (év %3) was introduced. Cornford took much the same viewl,‘L7
but Cherniss holdshe that it illustrates all of 49C7-S0A4.

MNone of this really dispels the enigma, nor is anything likely to do
so. lie can say that at Tim 49-50 Plato is concerned with the logic of state-
ments involving ostension?9 He seeks to distinguish the stable or invariant
factors which enter into the constitution of the transitory occurrences at
which we point. With characteristically vivid imaginative force, he does
this = not by imagining the effects of slow, relentless processes of change
(cf. lMelissus B7), nor by contemplating the "certain uncertainties" over
vast extents of time (cf. the ode in Sophocles' "Ajax" 646-683); instead he
imagines an artisan ceaselessly moulding some gold (why gold?) into all va-
rieties of shapes. Around this vivid image he then builds a dialectical en-
counter in which various possible replies are discussed, and then adapts the
whole to his exposition of the obscure "all-receiving nature." Perhaps - given

such a complex array of purposes = the enigmatic character of the passage was

quite unavoidable.

.

EDWARD M. -LEE
The dJohns Hopkins University

4k, de pen. et corr. II.1,329a13-21. See Shorey, AJP X (1889), pp.63-65.

45, In De Caelo, p.636, 22-27 (Heiberg).

46. Tb., 358 27 =637,19 (n.b. 636,28-29).

47, Plato's Cosmology, pp. 181-185 (n.b. 181 [bottom] , 183 [top], and 184
[bottom - quoted on p. 6 above]).

48, 125.1-2.

ho. Compare Stilpo's argument in Diog. Laert. II.119 (107 18-20 [Long}), and
cf. Crat 429B-4314 and Polit. 285D-286E.
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