AR
W Durham

University
Durham E-Theses

Plato’s Later Moral Epistemology

CARLO CACCIATORI

How to cite:

CACCIATORI, CARLO (2022) Plato’s Later Moral Epistemology. Doctoral thesis, Durham University.

Use policy

@ @@@ This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution Non-commercial No
e Derivatives 3.0 (CC BY-NC-ND)

Academic Support Office, The Palatine Centre, Durham University, Stockton Road, Durham, DH1 3LE
e-mail: e-theses.admin@durham.ac.uk Tel: +44 0191 334 6107

https://etheses.durham.ac.uk


https://www.durham.ac.uk
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/3.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/3.0/
https://etheses.durham.ac.uk

Carlo Cacciatori
Abstract:

This Ph.D. thesis aims to provide a comprehensive account of the relationship between ethics and
epistemology in Plato’s late dialogues (specifically, Sophist, Statesman, Philebus, and Laws).

While scholars have been concerned with understanding the extent to which Plato’s middle
dialogues resonate with his early theory of ethical intellectualism (according to which knowledge is
a necessary and sufficient condition for virtue), Plato’s later moral epistemology has received much
less attention. The few scholars who have worked on the subject have argued that Plato’s late
dialogues present a radical transformation of the epistemological and ethical ideas displayed in Plato’s
earlier works. The scholarly debate has almost unanimously concluded that Plato’s late dialogues
heavily revise the theory of ethical intellectualism that, arguably, features in the earlier works.

Through an in-depth analysis of the late dialogues’ textual evidence, this thesis will show that
the so-called Socratic theory of ethical intellectualism has not been abandoned by Plato in his late
works. To this end, I will contend that the Sophist, the Statesman, the Philebus, and the Laws suggest
that (philosophical) knowledge is the ultimate condition that a moral agent has to meet to be fully
virtuous. In addition, taking for granted that philosophers alone can achieve a full and philosophical
virtue, I will also show that Plato’s later moral epistemology extends beyond philosophers. For, while
achieving philosophical knowledge is presented as a necessary and sufficient condition for being
virtuous, | will argue that Plato’s late dialogues establish that opinion, if true, is sufficient for acting

virtuously.
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Introduction

Famously, wisdom (co@ia) and knowledge (émotiun) are presented in Plato’s Protagoras as the
most powerful forces in human activity®. Indeed, after having suggested that knowledge is a fine thing
capable of ruling a person?, the Socrates of the Protagoras shows that no human being ‘willingly
makes a mistake or willingly does anything wrong or bad’3. Thus, Plato’s Protagoras ultimately
conveys the idea that, if someone achieves knowledge of what is good and bad, then no affection
(e.g., anger, pleasure, pain, love, fear) could ever make a moral agent act otherwise than knowledge
dictates. Moreover, at Men. 87c-89a Plato has Socrates and Meno hold a philosophical argument that
complements the one presented in the Protagoras. Indeed, after having assumed that (a) virtue is
good*, (b) all good is beneficial®, (c) virtue is beneficial®, and, finally, that (d) if something pertaining
to the soul is beneficial, it is knowledge’, Plato has Socrates and Meno conclude (albeit provisionally)
that virtue is indeed knowledge®.

Typically, scholars take this (and other) evidence to demonstrate that the Plato of the early
dialogues — namely, those works which, as stylometric studies indicate®, were written by Plato at the

initial stage of his philosophical career — (a) adopts the so-called Socratic® paradoxes'?, according to

1 Cf. Prt. 352¢2-7. Plato also explains that intelligence (ppdvnoic), just like wisdom (cogia) and knowledge (dmotiun),
is sufficient to save a person.

2 See Prt. 352¢2-7. For a similar idea — namely, for the view that a certain kind of knowledge, i.e., the knowledge of the
good and bad, is both necessary and sufficient for virtue, see also La. 199d4-7, Chrm. 174c1-2, Euthd. 278e-282a, Ap.
29d2-30al (where Plato argues that the best possible state of the soul — namely, its virtue — depends on wisdom [cogia]
and truth), Grg. 467a1-468e5 and 509e5-7, Prt. 331e4-6, 359b6-7, and 361a6-b3. See SEGVIC 2000 and SHEFFIELD 2014,
for an overview of the passages where the early Plato specifies that the moral agent has to achieve knowledge in order to
be virtuous.

3 Prt. 345¢. For a similar idea, see Men. 77e1-2 (where Plato has Socrates and Meno conclude that those who appear to
desire what is bad are ignorant about the object of their desire), Hipp. Maj. 296b, and Grg. 460a-c, 466a-469c¢ (where
Plato conveys the idea that, when the moral agent does not carry out actions for the sake of the good, such actions are
involuntary. For only actions which pursue the good are made willingly: on this, see CENTRONE-PETRUCCI 2012, p. 193).
4 See Men. 87d.

5> Cf. Men. 87e-8a.

& See Men. 87e.

7 Cf. Men. 88a-89a.

8 See Men. 89a. The philosophical argument that Plato makes in the Meno so as to demonstrate that virtue is knowledge
(and thus, that it can be taught) has been well illustrated by IoNESCU 2007, p. 114, HARDY 2011, pp. 192-199, BLUCK
1961, p. 336, and BEDU-ADDO 1984, p. 9.

9 Cf. BRANDWOOD 1990, who suggests that ‘there were two broad developments in Plato’s literary style: an earlier one
which was slow and gradual and a later, starting when he was about sixty, which was sudden and rapid’. Accordingly,
Brandwood concludes that the corpus platonicum should be divided into three groups ([1] early dialogues, [2] middle
dialogues, [3] late dialogues).

10 The reason why the paradoxes which ground the theory of ethical intellectualism are called “Socratic™ is that they are
thought to have been held by the historical Socrates (namely, the main character in Plato’s early dialogues). DODDS 1951,
p. 17, argues that the Socratic paradoxes were no novelties (and thus, it was not Socrates to “invent” them), but rather an
explicit formulation of what had long been an ingrained habit of thought.

1 1f the theses (i.e., [1] no one does wrong willingly and [2] virtue is knowledge) which ground the theory of ethical
intellectualism are called ‘paradoxes’, it is because, as Plato suggests at Prt. 353b1-c2, these controversial claims are
rejected by most people. For Plato’s Socrates explains in the Protagoras that most people think that ‘someone can know
that one course of action is better than another, but still be overcome by emotion, pleasure, pain, passion, or fear, so that
he chooses what he knows to be worse’ (IRWIN 1983, p. 183). Interestingly, Vincenzo Di Benedetto suggests in his
Euripide: Teatro e Societa that Euripides himself argues at Hipp. 373 ff. against the Socratic view according to which



which (1) no one does wrong willingly and (2) virtue is knowledge, and (b) is therefore committed to

2. Now, on an

a theory of moral epistemology which is labelled as ‘ethical intellectualism’
intellectualist theory of virtue, ‘knowledge is not just important for virtue: knowledge (i.e., a certain
kind of knowledge) is what virtue is’*®. Hence, given that the early dialogues’ theory of virtue
indicates that the moral agent who achieves a wise knowledge will never go wrong (for [a] knowledge
IS never overcome by affections and [b] ignorance is the only possible cause for wrongdoing),
scholars have generally concluded that the Plato of the early dialogues is indeed intellectualist.

Yet, while there is general consensus that the achievement of knowledge is presented in
Plato’s early works as a necessary and sufficient condition for attaining virtue (for he argues there
that virtue is knowledge), scholars tend to disagree on whether or not the early works’ intellectualist
theory of virtue is re-stated in Plato’s middle dialogues.

(a) On the one hand, some critics** argue that the fact that a new account of the human soul

is introduced in such middle dialogues as the Republic and the Phaedrus suggests that the

theory of ethical intellectualism that Plato endorses in the earlier works is rejected in the

virtue is knowledge. In fact, on Di Benedetto’s interpretation, Euripides suggests that irrational impulses, passions, etc.
may prevent the moral agent who knows what the good is to perform a good action (see DI BENEDETTO 1971, pp. 5-23).
12 See SNELL 1948, who, just like DI BENEDETTO 1971, acknowledges that Euripides polemically alludes to the Socratic
theory of ethical intellectualism (which is grounded on the two paradoxes according to which [1] no one does wrong
willingly and [2] virtue is knowledge). On these assumptions, then, Snell concludes that the theory of ethical
intellectualism is first attested in the Euripides’ Hippolytus.

13 ROWE-BOYS-STONES 2013, p. 64. | am here adopting this minimalist definition of ‘ethical intellectualism’ that also
other scholars (besides ROWE-BOYS-STONES 2013) accept (see e.g., GERSON 2020, p. 193, SHEFFIELD 2014, pp. 483 ff.,
BRICKHOUSE-SMITH 2002, p. 21, and RESHOTKO 2006, p. 89, DoYLE 2014, pp. 175 ff.). Yet, the theory of ethical
intellectualism has been variously defined by scholars. To start with, BLACKSON 2015, EVANS 2010, and BUTLER 2012
suggest that the theory of ethical intellectualism dictates that a belief about the good always causes action. Next, scholars
have described the so-called Socratic theory of ethical intellectualism as the doctrine according to which (a) intellect is in
control (and hence, every moral error is due to an intellectual error) and (b) every action results from the desire for the
good (for a similar view, see SEGVIC 2000, RESHOTKO 2006, PENNER-ROWE 2009, BRICKHOUSE-SMITH 2007, ROWE
2007h, 2009, and 2012b, FIERRO 2013, SEDLEY 2013, and KAMTEKAR 2018). Then, see VLASTOS 1969 (who purports
that, on an intellectualist account of virtue, people cannot act contrary to their knowledge of the good), HARDY 2009 (who
argues that, for an intellectualist, having knowledge of good and bad is necessary for attaining virtue — and hence, for
acting virtuously), and NEHAMAS 1999b (who specifies that Socratic intellectualism is the theory according to which one
has to know the definition of virtue in order to act virtuously).

14 See VLASTOS 1988, pp. 99 and 105: according to the intellectualist theory of virtue that Plato presents in his early
dialogues, no one (i.e., no one’s rational deliberation) can be overcome by emotions and appetites. However, Plato’s
views on the subject change as soon as he writes down the Book IV of the Republic. For, by introducing a tripartite
account of the human soul (and thus, by presenting irrational sources for moral action), Plato asserts that sometimes the
irrational parts of the soul may prevail over reason. Cf. also FREDE 1992, p. XXX, who also points out that, by specifying
in the Republic that the human soul is tripartite (and thus, [a] does not consist in just reason [as it is in the Protagoras]
and [b] is made of irrational parts too), Plato clarifies that irrational desires may eventually overcome the dictates of
reason. For a similar view, see also COOPER 1984, PENNER 2000, TAYLOR 2008 (esp. pp. 17-18), and DoYLE 2014. See
also GROTE 1865 (pp. 399-400) and NEHAMAS 1999b (esp. p. 27), who highlight the fact that, as the early Plato was too
preoccupied with intellect (and not with the character, habits, and dispositions of the moral agent), the middle Plato (a)
decided to pay much greater attention to the moral agent’s character, and, by doing so, (b) ended up rejecting the early
works’ ethical intellectualism. For a slightly different view, see CORNFORD 1933, IRWIN 1977 and 1979, and COOPER
1999, who argue that Plato had jettisoned Socratic moral psychology (and thus, the intellectualist theory of virtue) already
in the Gorgias (namely, an early dialogue), where Plato would already assign a place to non-rational desires which must
be trained so to be obedient to reason.



middle dialogues. For Plato maintains in the middle dialogues (especially in the Republic
and the Phaedrus) that the human soul does not represent a unified reason, but is rather
made of three parts (reason, spirit, and appetite) — two of which (that is, spirit and appetite)
are irrational. On this scholarly view, then, the fact that the Plato of the middle dialogues
(1) recognizes irrational sources of action (i.e., spirit and appetite), (2) establishes that
irrational appetites may eventually overcome the dictates of reason, and (3) acknowledges
that there are other motivating factors than reason as well (such as e.g., [irrational]
appetites and desires), demonstrates that Plato’s middle dialogues depart from the earlier
works’ theory of ethical intellectualism. Indeed, Plato’s middle dialogues would seem to
deny that virtue is essentially a property of reason.

(b) On the other hand, other scholars®™ maintain that knowledge is still central to Plato’s
account of virtue in the middle works. Christopher Rowe contends that it is not really the
case that either the Republic or the Phaedrus innovate on the early dialogues’ theory of
the soul. Thus, given that (1) the human soul is still presented in Plato’s middle dialogues
as a unified reason and (2) no other motivating factor than reason is introduced, Rowe
concludes that the Plato of the middle works is still committed to the intellectualist theory
of virtue endorsed in the earlier dialogues®®. Similarly, David Sedley argues that the Plato
of the middle dialogues is still genuinely intellectualist. In fact, he suggests that, although
it is the case that Plato’s middle dialogues introduce a new account of the human soul,
achieving knowledge is still presented as a necessary and sufficient condition for having
the demands of the carnal world (namely, the irrational appetites) fade into the

background®’. Hence, given that virtue is still basically knowledge, Sedley concludes that

15 See SHEFFIELD 2014, who argues that knowledge remains central to Plato’s account of virtue in the middle works. Cf.
WEIss 2007, who advances three objections against the view that, after having introduced at R. IV the new account of a
multi-parted human soul, Plato departs from the moral psychology of the earlier dialogues. See also SEDLEY 2013, who
argues that knowledge (informed by wisdom) is still presented in Plato’s Republic as the only valid currency for real
virtue. For a similar view, see O’ BRIEN 1967, pp. 164 ff., who suggests that ‘far from abjuring Plato’s youthful
intellectualism, the Republic sustains it by a psychological framework whose absence in earlier works has made that
intellectualism seem to many to be out of touch with reality’. Cf. Rowe 2009, who indicates that (a) the Republic’s
complex theory of the human soul is already present in the early works, and thus, (b) the Plato of the middle dialogues
does not move very far from the early dialogues’ moral psychology (and hence, from the so-called Socratic ethical
intellectualism), and PENNER-ROWE 2009, who argue that, given that the Socratic paradox ‘no one errs willingly’ is
reiterated even in the Laws (that is, Plato’s last work), Plato remains intellectualist throughout his philosophical life (in
spite of his acceptance of a parts-of-the-soul doctrine). Finally, see MOURACADE 2016, who agrees with CARONE 2001 in
saying that, while the Plato of the Republic allows for reason to be ruled by the non-rational parts of the soul, he is still
committed to the view that it is impossible for knowledge to be overcome by non-rational motivations in the soul. On this
interpretation, then, even the middle Plato would still be intellectualist.

16 See ROWE 2009 and infra p. iii fn. 15.

17 Cf. SEDLEY 2013. For a compromise position, see BOBONICH 2002, p. 23, who argues as follows: ‘In the early or
Socratic dialogues, Plato characterizes virtue as knowledge of the good and he thinks that all human beings always act in
accordance with what they know or believe to be best. In the Republic, Plato recognizes the possibility of acting contrary
to one’s belief about, and perhaps one’s knowledge of, what is best, but he characterizes complete virtue as knowledge



the Plato of the middle dialogues is a genuine Socratic who still firmly ascribes to the
theory of ethical intellectualism.

Curiously, however, while scholars have typically been concerned with understanding the
extent to which Plato’s middle dialogues reflect the early works’ theory of moral epistemology, the
scholarly debate has generally paid much less attention to how ethics and epistemology relate in those
(late) dialogues that Plato wrote down at the end of his philosophical career. Still, those few scholars
who have been working on this subject have determined that Plato’s late dialogues present a quite
radical transformation of the epistemological and ethical ideas displayed in the earlier Platonic works.
Indeed, both Terry Irwin'® and Chris Bobonich?®, having inferred that the Plato of the late dialogues
no longer requires the moral agent to achieve knowledge in order to be genuinely virtuous, conclude
that Plato’s late dialogues heavily revise the theory of ethical intellectualism (according to which
knowledge is a necessary and sufficient condition for virtue) that, arguably, features in the earlier
works.

Given this general framework, this thesis aims to produce a novel picture of Plato’s later moral
epistemology, obtained by assessing whether or not Plato’s late dialogues establish that, by achieving
certain cognitive states, the moral agent secures for herself a genuine virtue — or, at the very least, a
certain species of virtue. To achieve this goal, my analysis will be concerned with those late dialogues
that are explicitly — albeit only in part — concerned with ethical issues. For this reason, then, my
inquiry will not touch upon Plato’s Parmenides, that is, a dialogue that, unless proved otherwise,
could hardly be regarded as focused on ethical problems. Similarly, my investigation will not be
concerned with Plato’s Timaeus either. Indeed, the Timaeus’ textual evidence seems to unequivocally
suggest that this dialogue is committed to the (so-called Socratic) intellectualist theory of virtue. For
Plato’s Timaeus presents ‘an adapted version of the old “Socratic” denial of akrasia, the paradox that
nobody does wrong willingly (86d5-¢3)?°, and suggests that, while the moral agent can be defeated
by (irrational) affections, the very notion of being defeated still entails unwillingness (just as the

intellectualist theory of virtue dictates). This argument has been authoritatively supported by David

of what is good along with the dispositions that allow one to act on this knowledge. In both cases, being virtuous consists
in knowing and pursuing what is best, that is, the right ultimate ends’.

18 Cf. IRWIN 1995, pp. 339-345, who observes that Plato’s Statesman and Laws depart from the Republic’s theory of moral
epistemology. In the Stateman, Plato no longer requires the moral agent to acquire knowledge in order to be fully virtuous.
Indeed, on Irwin’s interpretation, achieving stable true opinion is presented in Plato’s Statesman as a sufficient condition
for having reason control the soul of a well-trained moral agent. As for the Laws, instead, Irwin contends that Plato would
indicate that the ordinary citizens (just like philosophers) may attain genuine virtue by acquiring a wisdom of some sort
(namely, a different kind of wisdom than the one attained by philosophers).

19 See BOoBONICH 2002, p. 90, who argues that the late Plato accepts that even non-philosophers (namely, those who have
not achieved [philosophical] knowledge) are capable of being genuinely virtuous.

20 SEDPLEY 2019, p. 60.

iv



Sedley. For Sedley argues in a recent and very influential article?* that the Timaeus is a vehicle for
Plato’s doctrine and (despite his endorsement of tripartite psychology) preserves a degree of
continuity with intellectualist-leaning dialogues like Protagoras, Gorgias, and Meno. Thus, starting
from the assumption that it is indeed the case that, as Sedley maintains, the Plato of the Timaeus is
actually intellectualist, this thesis aims to determine whether or not the other late dialogues?? share
with the Timaeus the same (intellectualist) theory of moral epistemology.

Accordingly, | shall first investigate in CHAPTER 1 (The Ethical Aspect of Plato’s Sophist)
the hidden?® (but still prominent) ethical (and epistemological) aspect of Plato’s Sophist. For, after
having considered how Plato defines at Sph. 226b1-231b8 the noble sophistry, | will try to identify
whether a sophist or a philosopher is described in the puzzling passage in question. Hence, by
demonstrating the valuable ethical and epistemological significance of both the noble sophistry
passage and the whole dialogue, | shall ascertain both the philosopher’s and the sophist’s (and the
ordinary people’s) ethical and epistemological nature. By doing so, I shall conclude that Plato’s
Sophist shows that there are two different modes of interaction between ethics and epistemology, both
depending on what cognitive state is possessed by the moral agent.

Next, CHAPTER 2 (Woof and Warp: the Statesman’s Weaver) will concentrate on the
elements of epistemological and ethical theory that Plato elaborates in the Statesman. Indeed, given
that Plato declares at the very beginning of the dialogue that the person who is in charge of the city’s
government has to possess knowledge, I will first investigate both whether the statesman’s knowledge
is technical or theoretical and if the statesman’s knowledge is actually ethically neutral, as some
scholars purport. Having clarified this, I will then take into account the epistemological and ethical
nature of the citizen body by evaluating if — and, eventually, to what extent — the citizenry benefits
from the statesman’s cognitive (and, potentially, moral) excellence. Ultimately, | will suggest that the
statesman and the ordinary people attain two radically different epistemological and ethical states.

Then, 1 will assess in CHAPTER 3 (Ethics and Epistemology in Plato’s Philebus) whether the
Philebus’ theory of pleasure tells us anything about the theory of moral epistemology endorsed by
Plato in this dialogue. For, in considering that Plato has Socrates and Protarchus specify at Phlb.
66c4-7 that pleasures are pure insofar as they are attendant to either knowledge (émotqun) or
perception (aicOnoig), | shall first endeavour to clarify what kind of knowledge is at stake at Phib.

66c4-7. To achieve this goal, however, | will first need to determine how many senses the word

2L Cf. SEDLEY 2019, who maintains that the Timaeus ‘encodes in its cryptic opening lines Plato’s confirmation that the
dialogue represents his own views’.

22 Due to the word-limit, my analysis will be limited to Plato’s Sophist, Statesman, Philebus, and Laws. | aim to consider
the Theaetetus — which, though being part of the same trilogy as the Sophist and the Statesman, is still believed by some
scholars not to be a late dialogue — in my forthcoming works.

2 For scholars generally agree that the dialogue’s project is chiefly onto-logical: see infra p. 1 fns. 30 and 32.

\Y



‘émotnun’ takes on in Plato’s Philebus. As soon as this task will be completed, I will then seek to
establish what kind of cognitive state is associated with the aicOnoig that some of the pure pleasures
are attendant to. In considering the theory of moral epistemology which grounds this theory of
pleasure, I will eventually clarify whether Plato’s Philebus re-enacts the so-called Socratic theory of
ethical intellectualism (according to which virtue is knowledge and no one does wrong willingly).

Finally, I shall analyze in CHAPTER 4 (The Theory of Moral Epistemology in Plato’s Laws)
the way in which epistemology relates to ethics in Plato’s last and longest (but seldom frequented)
work, the Laws. Firstly, I shall aim to establish whether or not Plato’s Laws allows for the possibility
that some people may eventually achieve a philosophical knowledge of the intelligible Forms. Having
clarified this, I will investigate the ethical nature of both those who are able to attain philosophical
knowledge and those who are not. By doing so, I will conclude that Plato’s Laws individuates three
different modes of interaction between ethics and epistemology, each depending on the
epistemological condition achieved by the moral agent.

Within this framework, | hope to show that:

(a) achieving knowledge is still presented in the Sophist, the Statesman, the Philebus, and the
Laws (just as in the Timaeus) as the ultimate condition that a moral agent has to meet in order
to be fully virtuous;

(b) Plato’s late dialogues show a great interest in finding a way to allow those people who do not
achieve knowledge to attain virtue.

Vi



CHAPTER 1: THE ETHICAL ASPECT OF PLATO’S SOPHIST

1.1. Plato’s Sophist: a polysemantic dialogue

Among the many controversies surrounding Plato’s Sophist, a central concern has always been
represented by its philosophical scope. Indeed, although it is now a well-shared idea that this Platonic
dialogue is a well-organized whole, scholars, in answering the question implied by the so-called basic
problem of this dialogue?*, i.e. ‘what is its philosophical ckomoc?’, have for decades been divided
into two schools of thought. Both employed ancient commentators to determine the nature of the
philosophical problems faced in Plato’s Sophist. However, they ended up with divergent results: some
highlighted Plato’s interest in metaphysics and ontology, whereas others stressed Plato’s dramatic
exigency of showing the sophist’s identity.

One wing, of which Noburu Notomi was a central spokesman?, approached the dialogue,
following Proclus’ method?®, by way of the so-called prologue. The frame narrative®’ reveals that
‘defining the sophist becomes the project which leads and governs the whole dialogue’?®. Therefore,
according to this view, the ontological and metaphysical issues which the Sophist takes into account
would be of secondary relevance?®.

Another way of interpreting the Sophist — which used to be much more widespread than the
former among scholars®® — extended Thrasyllus’ perspective by including the Sophist among those
Platonic dialogues, such as the Statesman, the Cratylus and the Parmenides, that describe Platonic
logic®L. For this very reason, the subtitle ‘TIepi tod évtoc” was later attached to the Sophist: thus, the
dialogue’s project would be chiefly onto-logical®.

Hence, beyond the dramatic project of defining who the sophist is and the onto-logical issues,
the scholarly debate has tended to assume that there are no other key topics in the Sophist®. The main
aim of this chapter is to investigate an apparently hidden aspect of this dialogue which has been

understudied by scholars. I will argue that a significant issue in Plato’s Sophist is the relationship

24 Cf. NoTtomi1 1999, p. 19.

25 |vi, pp. 21-22. See also CoB 1990 and MORGAN 1995.

2% See Procl. In Alc. 18.13-19.10 and In Prm. 658.33-659.23: the prologue (npooipov) of a dialogue indicates its overall
project.

27 Cf. Sph. 216a1-218c1. Translations (with minor changes) of Plato’s Sophist will refer to Rowe 2015a.

28 Notomi 1999, p. 23.

29 According to BURNET 1914, p. 223, the dialogue is divided into two separate parts: (1) the middle part (236d9-264b8)
discusses ontological problems (such as, ‘what is not’, ‘what really is’, and falsehood); (2) the initial and final sections of
the dialogue (i.e., 216a1-236d8 and 264h9-268d5), to be thought of as a unique dramatic whole, are concerned with
finding a definition of the sophist. On the assumption that defining the sophist is Plato’s main task in the Sophist, Burnet
argues that the middle part of the dialogue merely is a digression from the most fundamental inquiry about the identity of
the sophist. On this issue, cf. also NoTomI 1999, pp. 27 ff.

30 Many scholars highlight the relevance of the onto-logical project undertaken in Plato’s Sophist. See, among the others,
ALLEN 1965, BosTOCK 1984, FREDE 1967, MIGLIORI 2006, REALE 1991, and TRABATTONI 2005.

SLD. L. 11, 58. Cf. also EL MURR 2010b, p. 115, who discusses the rationale which grounds Thrasyllus’ arrangement.

32 See CENTRONE 2008, pp. vi ff., about this issue.

33 Only SoLANA 2013 seems to acknowledge that Plato’s Sophist is also concerned with ethics.
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between ethics and epistemology, which emerges when both the sophists’ and, implicitly, the
philosophers’ nature is articulated by Plato. In doing so, | will also show the reasons why Plato’s hunt
for the definition of the sophist does not provide a philosophical context alien to Platonic ethical
doctrine. To achieve these goals, then, | shall focus on a particular passage (Sph. 226b1-231b8) in
order to briefly sketch out, as a first step, how the definition of noble sophistry is presented by Plato.
Next, | will assess whether Plato is describing either a sophist or a philosopher in the puzzling passage
in question: this clarification will be propaedeutic to an outline of the theory of moral epistemology
exhibited by Plato throughout the dialogue. Then, I will analyse the interconnections between ethics
and epistemology by taking into account some aspects of the noble sophistry passage. After
demonstrating the valuable ethical and epistemological significance of this passage, | will move to
consider a more general issue that emerges from our analyses. 1 will firstly ascertain the philosopher’s
moral and epistemological excellence in the whole of the dialogue. Next, I will focus on the sophist’s
ethical and epistemological nature to draw some conclusions pertaining to the ordinary human being.
Finally, I shall conclude that Plato’s Sophist shows that there are two different modes of interaction
between ethics and epistemology, both depending on what cognitive state is possessed by the moral

agent.

1.2. The Sophistry of Noble Lineage (Sph. 226b1—231b8)
When Plato formulates at Sph. 226b1-231b8 the puzzling description3 of the sophist, he has already

made five® descriptive attempts®. Indeed, the sophist has been described as 1) a teacher of wealthy
young men (on what virtue is and on how to be virtuous)®’, 2) a merchant, 3) a retailer, 4) a
manufacturing trader of learnings®, 5) an eristic, who fights and earns money in private arguments*°.

As is widely known, a seventh and conclusive definition is tacked on at the end: the sophist is depicted

34 According to some scholars, the sixth definition of the sophist (which Plato provides us with at Sph. 226b1-231b8) is
substantially different from all the previous ones (cf. KERFERD 1954, p. 84, and CORNFORD 1935, p. 177). On a different
view, ‘we can see some continuity from the previous definitions’ (NOTOMI 1999, p. 65). | shall take a position on this
debate in due course.

35 As GIANNOPOULOU 2001, p. 102 fn. 2, points out, establishing how many definitions of the sophist Plato provides in
the homonymous dialogue depends on whether or not we consider that the Eleatic Stranger, when resuming at Sph. 231d8-
10 the definitions which had already been reached, divides the third one (originally made at Sph. 224 d4-e4) into two
different definitions. Those scholars, like 1-KAI 2017, p. 65, who think that Plato provides at Sph. 224 d4-e4 one single
definition of the sophist consider the description of the sophist at Sph. 231d8-10 as the fifth — and hence, not the sixth —
definition.

3 Scholars generally regard these descriptive attempts as ultimately successful but still incomplete (because of the absence
of a unifying core and class under which the nature of the sophist can be subsumed). For the definition of the sophist has
been dispersed through several subclasses, rather than being finally caught in one: see GIANNoPOULOU 2001, p. 103. Cf.
also EL MURR 2006, p. 8, KERFERD 1954, p. 46, and SAYRE 1969, pp. 152-153, on this matter.

37 See Sph. 221¢5-223hb8.

% The second, third, and fourth definitions of the sophist are presented in Sph. 223c1-224e5. Cf. BLANK 1985, who
concludes that, after all, the second, third, and fourth definitions fashion the sophist in the same way (namely, as a person
who earns money by selling his teachings while travelling around Greek cities).

39 See Sph. 224e6-226a5.



as 7) ‘an imitator of the wise’*°, namely a person who appears to be wise while not truly being so*.
However, it remains to treat the sixth definition of the sophist. Indeed, before producing the seventh
unified Aéyog which defines the sophist in all his deceptive grandeur®?, Plato describes a complex
beast*3, which causes perplexity among the Sophist’s readers.

Plato introduces his sixth attempt to define the sophist by representing his art as a cleansing
type (10 xofoptikdv €idoc) among the separative arts. Indeed, here Plato employs a body-soul
analogy** to better distinguish baseness, or vice (movmpia) from excellence, or virtue (&petr).
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The vices of the soul are divided, Plato says, into two species: some are comparable to the disease
(vécoc) which occurs in a body*®, while others to bodily deformity (eioyoc)*®. Now, while ignorance

(&yvow) has to be understood as a sort of deformity (aioyog)*’, cowardice, lack of moderation and

40 Cf. Sph. 268c1-d5.

41 Cf. NoTomI 1999, pp. 47-48, who summarizes Plato’s definitions of the sophist in the Sophist. See also GILL 2012, p.
144, who explains how (i.e., through how many dialectical divisions) the final definition of the sophist is achieved.

42 See GIANNOPOULOU 2001, p. 101.

43 Cf. Sph. 266a6-7.

4 See GIANNOPOULOU 2001, pp. 108-113 and I-KAI 2017, pp. 76-77, on the body-soul analogy.

45 Cf. Sph. 228b1-4. The soul’s discord (ctdo15), analogous to bodily disease (vocog), is presented as a sort of corruption
between things which are naturally akin. A otdog takes place in the soul when, for example, opinions (86&at) are at odds
with desires, anger with pleasures, and reason (Adyog) with pains.

46 See Sph. 228c1-d2. Bodily deformity is analogous to a sort of disproportion (duetpia) in the soul. The latter occurs
when things that are capable of movement, like the soul, set themselves some sort of target and, when trying to hit it, err
and miss it.

47 See Sph. 228¢10-d2, where Plato says that no soul is voluntarily ignorant of anything, and that ignorance is nothing
other than a deviation of a soul which is seeking the truth but wanders away from understanding (c0veoic). Therefore, an
unintelligent (évomtog) soul is that which is deformed and lacks in proportion. Cf. Ti. 87¢ ff., where ignorance is said to
be caused by an internal disproportion between a body — which shows a strong sense of corporeality — and intellect —
which is too weak in comparison with the body’s power. See also R. IV 444d8-11: ‘Virtue seems, then, to be a kind of
health, fine condition, and well-being of the soul, while vice is disease (vococ), deformity (aicyoc), and weakness’.
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injustice are to be considered as a disease (vocog) in us. In proceeding with the body-soul analogy,
then, Plato suggests that, if gymnastics and medicine are the antidotes to bodily deformity (aicyoc)
and disease (vococ), there should accordingly be correlative cures from the bad affections of the soul.
Hence, a corrective (koAaotikn) art is set out to curtail such vices as cowardice, lack of moderation,
and injustice, while the art of teaching (didackaAikn) is thought to be the cure from ignorance
(&yvowa) taken as whole. More specifically, education (roideia) should be employed to remove the
overbearing ignorance (apadia’®), that is, a certain species of ignorance which, the Eleatic Stranger
says, is ‘important and troublesome’, and also ‘equal in weight to all the other parts together’*°.
Nevertheless, education is in turn divided into two different species, of which admonition
(vovBemnTikn maudeia) is one. Indeed, since admonition is not sufficient to cure overbearing ignorance,
the so-called elenctic method®°, through which one is to think that he knows only the things he does
know and no more, is to be regarded as the most pleasing and effective liberation from apofio.
Accordingly, the person refuted becomes, through this art of refutation, pure, clean and beautiful.
For, she firstly removes those opinions (66&at) that obstruct the lessons (nabnuata) to be learned,
next she is challenged, and then she becomes ashamed of herself. Therefore, the art of refutation in
elenchus is to be regarded as a noble sophistry, as Plato points out in these lines:

EE. ti|g 8¢ moudevtikilg O mepi TNV patouov 80&ocopiov yryvopevog EAeYY0G €v T® VOV AOY®
TOPAPOVEVTL UNSEV GAL Muiv etvor AeyécOm ATV 1] YEVEL YEVVAIO GOPIGTIKY.

STRANGER: And of educative expertise, let the challenging that relates to empty belief in one’s
own wisdom, in the account that came up just now, be said to be nothing other for us than a
sophistry ennobled by family.

Sph. 231b5-9

1.2.1. _Is Socrates the Noble Sophist?
Now, why is this sixth definition of the sophist traditionally thought to be puzzling? The answer

comes from the Eleatic Stranger. Once he has presented the elenctic method as a fundamental tool to

48 Cf. CENTRONE 2008, p. 61 n. 40: duadia is variously defined by Plato within his corpus. It is presented as a species of
ignorance in the Sophist (see Sph. 229a9-c10). As unawareness of ignorance, duofia is always in contrast with Socratic
wisdom (cf. e.g., Ap. 29b1-2) which consists of knowing not to know anything at all. Cf. Ti. 86b1-87b9, where a similar
use of apoBio as species of ignorance seems to be made by Plato (on this, see LAUTNER 2011: he argues that pavia and
apadio indicate at Ti. 86b1-87b9 two different levels — not yet two distinct species — of the same disease, ignorance).
Further, apabio is presented in the Theaetetus as a vice which perfectly coincides with generic ignorance (&yvouwy) (see
e.g., Tht. 176c5). Therefore, | will render apabio as ‘overbearing ignorance’ when appropriate (i.e., when | adopt a merely
descriptive, and hence not interpretative, approach to the text). Nevertheless, | translate apabia as pure ‘ignorance’ when
| take on this interpretative reading of the text.

49 Sph. 229¢1-3. The fact that Plato characterizes auoia in this way allows us to infer that it might coincide with generic
ignorance (dryvowa). Indeed, although duabio is openly described elsewhere as a mere species of ignorance, Plato shows
no interest in describing what the other species of ignorance consist of. Indeed, if &yvowa is made of two or more species,
and dauabio represents only one of them, it is curious to note that the other species are not even named by Plato (cf.
CRIVELLI 2012, p. 19, on this particular matter). In this sense, how Plato features dpabio is meaningful too: as an important
species of ignorance, it is said to equalise all the others together by importance.

%0 Cf. KERFERD 1954, p. 88, and SOLANA 2013, pp. 78 ff., on how the Sophist’s &\eyyog works as a method of refutation.
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extirpate the folly of auabia, he says: ‘what are we going to call those who employ this expertise?
For myself, | am afraid to say that they are sophists*®!. So, is the Eleatic Stranger afraid of attributing
the name ‘sophists’ to those who employ a philosophical method? Is it for this very reason, then, that
a more cautious definition of this kind of sophistry as an art of noble lineage is chosen in the end? By
addressing these questions, | will attempt to determine whether the elenctic method here mentioned
pertains to the philosopher or the sophist.

There are two possible answers to the question of why all the Eleatic Stranger’s cautiousness
when defining the refuter: either Plato wants to highlight the excellence and the extraordinary ability
of the sophists, or he is suggesting that the person he is describing is not a mere sophist®2. The latter
solution is endorsed by those who believe that a similarity between the person described in the sixth
definition and a philosophical soul is undeniable: ‘the sophist of noble lineage looks a lot like
Socrates’®®, Mary Louis Gill says. Similarly, other scholars appeal to the sentence that follows
(‘Because to do so [that is, to call ‘sophists’ those who practise the cleansing art of refutation] would
be to attribute too great a status to them’ — M ugilov avtoic mpocdntmpey yépoag) to argue that Plato
is picturing a philosopher when describing the noble sophist. For giving the name ‘sophists’ to those
who employ the noble art of refutation, the Eleatic Stranger says, attributes too great an honour to
them (avtoic). Now, there are two ways of interpreting this avtoig. On my reading, however, both
conclude that the noble sophist is a philosopher rather than a sophist. For the adtoic might have, on
the one hand, an ironic tone, if taken as referred to the only plausible practitioners of the art of
refutation, the philosophers®. By virtue of being @i\d-copot, it might be argued, philosophers
eternally strive for a wisdom they will never attain. Accordingly, since the copiotig is the master of
a specific knowledge, it would be too great an honour to call ‘sophists’ the philosophers meant as
practitioners of refutation. Indeed, the philosophers disclaim any title which implies the possession
of any specific kind of knowledge®. On the other hand, the avtoic might be rather referred to the

sophists described in the previous five definitions®. According to this interpretation, the Eleatic

51 Sph. 230e5-231al: ‘EE. Ti §¢; Todg TadTn YpopéEVOVC THi TéXVN TIVOG PIGOHEY; £Y0) HEV YA PoPoDLaL GOPIGTAS PavaL’.
52 Beyond those who consider the noble sophist as either a philosopher or a pure sophist, some scholars, like Beatriz Bossi
(forthcoming) (a) — see esp. pp. 2-3 —, propose an alternative view. The noble sophist represents a mixed type of person
who does not fit into the two categories sketched above. Still, the noble sophist is closer to the philosopher than to the
sophist since his goals are the same as the philosopher’s. On a similar interpretation, the noble sophist signifies a hybrid
compound of qualities which feature both the sophist and the philosopher (cf. ROSEN 1983, p. 131). Or, as José Solana
puts it, the noble sophist is just a ‘hybrid of half noble and half (ignoble) sophistry’ (SOLANA 2013, pp. 82-83).

% GILL 2012, p. 145. For similar interpretations, cf. CORNFORD 1935, p. 181, DELCOMMINETTE 2013, p. 91,
GIANNOPOULOU 2001, pp. 101-102, GiLL 2010, pp. 180-181, and VITALI 1992, p. 177 fn. 101. For a slightly different
interpretation, see CAPRA 2001, pp. 128-131: the sixth definition of the sophist would denote a certain facet of Socrates.
Indeed, Plato would here allude to the fact that, if Socrates, as a philosopher, wishes to defeat the sophists by means of
dialectic, he needs to assimilate himself to them.

5 And hence, Socrates, the philosopher par excellence, to whom the idea of &\eyyoc is strictly linked.

%5 See TAYLOR 1949 p. 381 fn. 1, and CORNFORD 1935, p. 180 fn. 2.

%6 See MoviA 1991, pp. 171-174, who summarizes the scholarly debate on this very issue.
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Stranger would be reluctant to call ‘sophists’ the practitioners of the method of refutation since too
much honour would be devoted to the sophists. Indeed, they are not able to practise such a
philosophical, and hence noble, art as cathartic teaching®’. Whatever interpretation the avtoic is to
obtain, then, the character involved in the description of the noble sophistry must be a philosopher.
In this way, the cautiousness in defining ‘sophists’ the refuters is easily explained: mere sophists are
not worthy of the ‘noble’ art of refutation.

The opposite scholarly position takes the sophists to be the only possible practitioners of the
noble art. Accordingly, this sixth definition is to be regarded as a preliminary approach to the final
description of the sophist. However, if any similarity with philosophy and philosophers should be
found, this would not be surprising. Indeed, the sophists’ activities would be regarded as preparatory
to philosophy, as Kerferd argues®®. Accordingly, the sophists end up imitating Socrates to the same
extent that a counterfeit imitation resembles the genuine article®®. Hence, a certain similarity between
philosophers and sophists is still acknowledged by these scholars. However, such an association is
questionable for two reasons. First, Socrates is always willing to be refuted, while the practitioners
depicted at Sph. 226b1-231b8 are not like that. Second, these refuters are explicitly called educators
(d1aokarot), whereas Socrates would never tolerate being called so®°. Therefore, sophists are called
noble since they employ the philosophical and noble art of refutation, although they are not true
philosophers. Thus, the Eleatic Stranger is afraid to call them ‘sophists’, because they are more than
mere sophists, as they somehow practise the philosophical art of refutation.

Nevertheless, those who claim that Plato is describing a sophist — certain sophists, at least —
when producing the sixth definition seem to ignore something particularly relevant. The context
suggests that Socrates and the philosophers are the refuters described as noble sophists®®. Curiously,
Plato urges the reader at Sph. 231a6-b2 to be always on guard when similarities emerge. The most
savage creature, that is, the wolf, quite resembles a dog, the gentlest among creatures. What is more,
‘similarity’, Plato has the Eleatic Stranger say, ‘is the most slippery of kinds’®2. The fact that Plato is
here employing precisely this wolf/dog analogy must be taken into account. For the philosophers are

57 Cf. CENTRONE 2008, p. 69, fn. 44.

%8 Cf. KERFERD 1954, p. 84.

%9 See BLUCK 1975, pp. 40 and 46.

80 Cf. NoTtomi 1999, p. 66.

61 Cf. NARCY 2013, p. 198, DORTER 1990, p. 48, BERNABE 2013, p. 42, TREVASKIS 1995, I-KAI 2017, p. 90. See also
NoTomi 1999, p. 65 fn. 72.

62 See Sph. 231a6-b1: ‘Yes, and a wolf has quite a resemblance to a dog — the most savage of creatures to the gentlest. To
be safe, one must always be particularly on one’s guard when it comes to similarities; for similarity is the most slippery
of kinds. But still, let them stand as sophists; for the dividing lines on which the dispute will turn will, I think, be no minor
ones, when they guard their territory as they should’ (Kai yap xuvi ADKog, aypidtatov NUEPOTOT®. TOV 3¢ Go@AT] O&l
TavTov pidoto mepl Tog OpoldTTog del moteioBatl TV PuANKNIY: dAoBnpoTaTOV Yap TO YEvoc. dumc 8¢ £otm- oV yap
nepl opIKPAV Spwv TV aueiopitnov oifopat yevicesHat tote 6moTAV iKovdg urdtTtmoty). See also CRIVELLI 2012, p.
14, who argues that philosophers cannot be easily recognised throughout the Sophist due to misleading similarities, and
Bossi (forthcoming) (b), who attempts to collect all the qualities sophists and philosophers are said to share in the Sophist.
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compared in Plato’s Republic to dogs®® which must protect®* the flock from the dangerous wolves®,
understood there to be sophists®. With this in mind, we can infer that, when Plato warns against the
slippery similarities at Sph. 231a6-9, he is urging the reader to be aware of the risk of
misunderstanding who the sophist and the philosopher are respectively. Indeed, philosophers are the
only worthy practitioners of the method of refutation, since they are divine creatures®’ who put the
highest value on such things as knowledge (émotun), intelligence (ppdévnoic), and intellect (vodc)®e.
Accordingly, they are the only ones able to manage the elenctic method wisely. Moreover, the moral
characterization of the art of &ieyyoc is significant. For it reassures us that philosophers, and not
sophists, are those who Plato describes as ‘noble’ sophists. Indeed, those who undertake the art of
refutation become less aggressive and more moderate towards others®®. Curiously, this is a
remarkably distinctive feature of the Socratic method: for it is said by Plato elsewhere in his corpus
to inspire self-restraint — or, moderation — in the refuted’. In light of this, Kerferd’s reluctance to
acknowledge the noble sophists described at Sph. 226b1-231b8 as philosophers is not convincing.
Indeed, he underlines that Socrates, as a philosopher, would disclaim the title of educator. Therefore,
since the practitioners seem to give positive instructions and teachings, the noble sophists cannot be
philosophers, at least according to Kerferd. However, | have argued that this interpretation is not
entirely consistent with textual evidence. What is more, £\eyyoc, as a species of education (rodeia),
aims to remove overbearing ignorance in order to prepare for wisdom. Accordingly, the elenctic
method of education has no positive content: its aim is to purify people’s souls from intellectual errors
through a dialectical conversation. Therefore, the noble sophists are educators only to the extent that
they purify souls through dialectic without showing off their own knowledge. And, curiously, this is

exactly what philosophers’ work consists of, according to Plato, and what Socrates does in every

8 Cf. R. 1l 376a-c.

8 In addition to the Republic’s passage, see also Sph. 231b1, where the word guAdttwoty is meant to remind the reader
of the protective function played by the dog-philosophers.

8 Cf. R. 1 336b-d.

86 See CENTRONE 2008, p. 71 fn. 45.

67 Cf. Sph. 216a-c.

8 See Sph. 249¢10-d5.

89 See Sph. 230b10-c1. Whether or not the refuted makes moral progress (¢mi8156var) also depends on his pre-disposition
— and on god’s permission too (see Tht. 15006-d6). As a result, people who get cross with Socrates himself — and are
eventually angry at him because of his pedantry — might even desire to sink their teeth into him (cf. Tht. 151c5-8).
However, philosophers are able to both awaken and stop birth-pains. For they can give birth, when and if appropriate, to
what people carry inside them. On the contrary, minor arts, like Prodicus’ synonymic art, can only entertain those who
do not seem (to the philosopher as refuter) to be either pregnant or able to benefit from philosophical refutations (see Tht.
151b2-6; cf. also TRABATTONI-CAPRA 2018, pp. 176-177 fn. 42). Accordingly, the refuter must be a philosopher (that is,
being a philosopher for the refuter is a necessary — but not sufficient — condition), if the refuted wants to increase in virtue.
Therefore, if the refuted becomes less aggressive and more moderate towards others, it necessarily follows that she has
been successfully refuted by someone who can be nothing but a philosopher. See IRwIN 1995, p. 19, who remarks that
‘engaging in the elenchos is a means to moral reform’.

70 “Le réfutateur de Platon, qui correspond sans doute a Socrate, ne pratique pas la réfutation pur la refutation, pour le
simple plaisir de contredire une thése, mais dans ’espoir de rendere son interlocuteur meilleur’ (DORION 2000, p. 49).
Cf. also GUTHRIE 1978, p. 128 fn. 4, and CENTRONE 2008, p. 67 fn. 41, on this: cf. Tht. 210c1 and Grg. 458a2-5.
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dialogue in which he features as a main character, Sophist included. Indeed, he generally engages in
dialectical conversations with other people so to refute their arguments — while also being willing to
cross-examine himself',

To conclude, the only reason why the Eleatic Stranger is afraid of attributing the term
‘sophists’ to the refuters is that he wishes to prevent his interlocutor, Theaetetus, from confusing
philosophers and sophists. For, by calling the practitioners of the elenctic method ‘sophists of a noble
lineage’, the Eleatic Stranger aims to test Theaetetus’ ability’2 to properly recognize who is who. But
in doing this, he gives his younger friend a clue: the character described in the sixth definition has
nothing in common with the sophists outlined in the former five definitions: by being nobler than

them, he is a true philosopher”.

1.2.2. Moral evil and intellectual failure

Given that the noble sophist is to be identified with a true philosopher, | will now focus on the sixth
definition of the noble sophist in order to explore its moral relevance. This aspect has been seldom
taken into serious consideration by scholars. However, those few who have been interested in it, like
José Solana, take the moral argument as decisive when interpreting the noble sophistry passage’: it
is conceivable, Solana observes, as a part of a general attempt to modify the Socratic doctrine known
as ethical intellectualism”. Accordingly, Plato’s aim in the Sophist would be to abandon the Socratic

identification between vice and ignorance. Indeed, as Cornford argues, the new political theory™

"l See e.g., Grg. 458a2-5 where Socrates defines himself as one of those who would be pleased both to be refuted
(EheyyBévtmv), in the case that he says something untrue, and to refute (éheyEavtwv) others, if someone were to say
something untrue. Therefore, the philosopher is not at all less pleased to be refuted than to refute.

2 Some may argue that, since the Eleatic Stranger is employing “eristic” tactics (for he tests his interlocutor’s logical
abilities, and, in so doing, he is not dialectically constructive), he is not a true philosopher himself. However, just as Sph.
216b7-cl (as | will show later on) and the rest of the dialogue testify, the Eleatic Stranger is a true philosopher himself.
For the Eleatic Stranger shows honesty, just as a true philosopher does, in declaring his own opinions. Moreover, he
expects his interlocutor to do the same — and hence, to bring repair to the inconsistency that his opinion has been showing
throughout the refutation. Therefore, it is not a mere test: both the Eleatic Stranger and his interlocutor cooperate in order
to find out a true account of who the sophist is (on how the Socratic method of refutation works, with special regard to its
aim and the role of the refuter, cf. IRwIN 1995, pp. 20 ff.). In this way, it should not sound surprising that the Eleatic
Stranger, qua true philosopher, promotes practices which are not strictly related to philosophy. For, as the Sophist shows,
many are the similarities between a sophist and a philosopher. What is more, if the Eleatic Stanger ends up employing
unorthodox practices is just because he needs to understand whether or not the refutation will come to a happy end. In
other words, he wants to see whether he has to give up with the refutation just as Socrates does in the Meno (cf. esp. Men.
99a-100a) once he acknowledges the poor intellectual quality of his interlocutors.

73 “Tra le definizioni del sofista che vengono proposte, tutte negative, ve n’¢ tuttavia una (quella della cosiddetta “sofistica
purificatrice”) che ritrae correttamente il metodo confutatorio di Socrate (230b-d)’ (TRABATTONI 2016, p. 97).

74 See SOLANA 2013, p. 80, who argues that the elenctic method has both a moral-religious and an epistemological
significance. Accordingly, since the Socratic &leyyog is meant to produce a moral effect, Solana concludes that, for this
very reason, the method described by Plato in the Sophist can be only ascribed to philosophers like Socrates.

5 See SOLANA 2013, pp. 72 ff. On the contrary, the aim of this chapter is to demonstrate that such a moral theory is not
only Socratic, but also Platonic (see e.g., GERSON 2014, who argues that the so-called Socratic intellectualism is
thoroughly Platonic).

6 As | show in other parts of my thesis (see infra p. 69 fn. 448), | do not believe that Plato introduces in the Statesman a
new political theory. For I take the Statesman to basically ascribe to the same political theory as the Republic. In particular,
Plato’s Statesman merely sheds light on how the philosophical knowledge that is ascribed to philosophers in the Republic
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allegedly elaborated in the Statesman — another late dialogue traditionally associated with the
Sophist’” — would require Plato to revise the theory of ethical intellectualism’® too. Hence, it is worth
reflecting on the moral tenor of the art of noble sophistry passage, in order to pave the way for a more
general analysis of the complex shape which moral epistemology takes in the whole dialogue.

The first question which needs to be answered is whether there is a relationship between ethics
and epistemology at Sph. 226b1-231b8. Scholarly views on this very issue are split: some scholars
deny that a correlation between morality and knowledge is detectable in the passage (and throughout
the dialogue), whereas others believe that epistemology and ethics go hand-in-hand. The former view,
represented by Zina Giannopoulou, argues that ‘the fact that in the Sophist Plato makes a clear-cut
division between vice (movnpia) and ignorance (&yvowa) signals the attempt of undermining the
famous Socratic paradox “virtue is knowledge’®. On this interpretation, Plato’s Sophist shows that
there are causes of wrongdoing other than the reason itself. Therefore, moral evil would not
necessarily be generated by ignorance, that is, by an intellectual failure®. Indeed, since there are parts
of the soul which are irrational, moral evil might be the result of a psychological conflict (otdoig),
wherein the irrational parts of the soul rule over rationality. Accordingly, Sph. 227d-228e would
present vice as a kind of disease in the soul, that is, as a result of psychological maladjustment.
Therefore, such a psychological disorder would cause cowardice, lack of moderation, injustice, and
moral evil, in general. On this interpretation, Plato would be here distinguishing wrongdoing due to
ignorance — taken as a mere intellectual failure — from wrongdoing due to irrationality’s domination
over rationality®’. As a consequence, ethics and epistemology would end up being compartmentalized
into two topics which do not mutually communicate. Hence, the Socratic theory of ethical
intellectualism would be abandoned.

Another scholarly position, however, contends that ethics and epistemology are connected and
the noble sophistry passage speaks to this relationship. For the method of refutation is linked to the
moral virtue of moderation to the extent that the refuters not only produce moderation in their
interlocutors, but are also required to be moderate in their turn. On this interpretation, a connection
between morality and knowledge is manifestly present here: one does not strive for knowledge

without becoming moderate first. Moreover, one becomes moderate only if a cross-examination

may be (practically) applied to the city’s everyday life. Hence, | assume Plato to describe in both the Republic and the
Statesman the same most ideal constitution that might be ever thought of.

" “There can be no doubt that the Platonic dialogues entitled Theaetetus, The Sophist, and The Statesman belong together
— in that order and are meant to be a “trilogy”, regardless of when they were written’ (KLEIN 1977, p. 3).

78 ‘It is perhaps to prepare the way for this conception of statesmanship that Plato in our passage regards vice, not as
ignorance, but as a political sedition in the soul, to be remedied by “the justice that chastens”, the analogue of medical
purgation of disease” (CORNFORD 1935, pp. 182-183).

9 See GIANNOPOULOU 2001, p. 110 fn. 40.

8 Cf. DopDs 1945, pp. 19 ff.

81 See HACKFORTH 1946.



properly achieves the goal of getting rid of one’s own ignorance®. This implies that: 1) wrongdoing
always involves ignorance, and 2) the attainment of a moral virtue, e.g., moderation, depends on the
purification of the soul from ignorance. Hence, on this line of thought, Plato is still consistent with
his earlier views as he depicts ignorance as a moral evil, and not only as a mere intellectual failure®?,
On this interpretation, then, although the Plato of the Sophist shows himself to be a non-
intellectualist®4, this does not imply that ignorance does not indicate a fundamental moral evil®.

I will show that those who argue that ignorance cannot be conceived as a moral vice (which
also implies that there is no positive interaction between knowledge and virtue) are not convincing.
Indeed, the fact that Plato distinguishes in the Sophist two different kinds of vices (movnpiov/kaxiou)
— cowardice, lack of moderation, and injustice on the one hand, and ignorance on the other8® — might
not necessarily imply that ignorance does not play any role in moral actions. A passage from the
Republic reveals that ignorance — meant as a cognitive state of intellectual failure — might possibly
have some moral relevance. Socrates is listing there the vices which are opposed to the so-called
cardinal virtues®” and treats ignorance as one of the moral vices which affect the human soul:

Odkodv 6Tacy TIVOL o) TPV VIV TovTmV Ol odTHV eivol Kol TOATPAyHOGUVHYV KOi
GALOTPLOTPUYUOGVUVTV KOl EXAVAGTAGY PEPOVE TIVOG TA OAM TiC wuyiig, v’ dpyn &v adti] od
TPOGTKOV, GALL TO00TOV dvTog PUGEL ofov Tpémely odT® SovAedety, TTod & av SovAevetv
apykod yévoug dvrit; tolodt’ ETTa, olpal, VGOUEY Kol THY TOVT®mV TapoyfVv Kol TAdvnV sivol
Vv t€ adikiav kai dkolaciov kol dethioy kol duadioy kol GUAAG POV Tacay Kokiay.

Mustn’t it be a state of faction, as it were, among the three elements, a tendency to meddle or
interfere in each other’s roles — one part of the soul rising up against the whole with a view to
imposing its own rule on it, contrary to its own nature, which fits rather for enslavement, and to
enslaving the kind whose nature is to rule? These are the sorts of things we’ll say, I think, and in
general that it’s the confusion of these elements in the soul, and their straying from their proper
roles, that constitutes not only injustice but lack of moderation, cowardice, ignorance — in brief
every form of badness.
R. IV 444h1-8%

In this passage, ignorance (aua6ic)® is regarded as a moral vice to the same extent as cowardice, lack
of moderation, and injustice — and, curiously, these same vices are listed at Sph. 228d6 ff. too as moral
faults. However, when ignorance affects the soul, a domino effect occurs: the two irrational parts of
the soul become vicious as well, and injustice is gained by the whole soul. Hence, what Plato states

82 Cf. 1-KA1 2017, pp. 84 ff.

8 Cf. GoocH 1971, pp. 131-132.

8 According to GoocH 1971, p. 133, the Plato of the Sophist is not intellectualist: since Plato introduces at Sph. 226a-
1231b causes of evil other than ignorance, wrongdoing does not necessarily derive from ignorance, as the theory of ethical
intellectualism dictates.

8 Cf. GoocH 1971, p. 131.

8 See Sph. 228d6 ff.

87 The so-called cardinal virtues are respectively proper to each part of the tripartite soul. However, justice is proper to
the whole soul. That is why Plato lists four cardinal virtues, while the soul has just three parts: cf. CENTRONE 2008, p. 61
fn. 38.

8 Translated by Rowe 2012a.

8 See infra p. 4 fn. 48.

10



at R. IV 444b1-8 is that cowardice, lack of moderation, injustice, and also ignorance are all parts of
the whole of vice. In this very sense, they can all be equally considered as moral vices. However,
Plato is also suggesting something else here: whether the spirited and appetitive soul’s parts are
virtuous or not depends on the moral excellence of rationality®®. Therefore, if we return to the list of
the soul’s vices made by Plato in the Sophist®, it might be reasonably argued that Plato re-presents
there the dichotomy which is implicitly developed at R. IV 444b1-8%. In this way, we discover that:
(a) ignorance, cowardice, lack of moderation, and injustice are just different species, or forms, of
vice, which, when combined, constitute vice as a whole, and (b) the vices of the rational and irrational
parts of the soul are distinguished from one another just because ignorance is ontologically prior to
cowardice, lack of moderation, and injustice®®. Accordingly, if we take for granted that the description
of the moral vices made at Sph. 228d6 ff. is reminiscent of the theory developed at R. IV 444b1-8, it
can be inferred that the Sophist, like the Republic, shows that all moral vices arise out of ignorance®*.

Now, since all the moral vices ultimately arise out of ignorance, it is worth wondering whether
the cognitive state opposite to ignorance, i.e., knowledge, necessarily implies virtue or not. Let us
consider what the Eleatic Stranger says about the art of noble sophistry and its relation to ignorance:

EE. AMo v yoynv ve iopev dkovoav ndcav mdv dyvoodoav. @EAL Xeddpa ye.

STRANGER: We surely know that no soul is voluntarily ignorant of anything. THEAETETUS: We
certainly do.

% Indeed, when ignorance affects the soul, the three parts of the soul do not obtain a harmonic relation. Therefore, an
irrational part might eventually rise up against the whole and quite unnaturally impose its own rule on it. Accordingly,
when this disorder takes place in the soul (that is, when the soul is primarily affected by ignorance), first injustice, and
next the other forms of vice — such as cowardice and lack of moderation — arise. At any rate, all the forms of vice which
affect an unjust soul (such as cowardice, lack of moderation, and ignorance) are respectively opposed to the so-called
cardinal virtues (namely, courage, moderation, and wisdom) which occur in a soul provided with justice. Accordingly,
when the rational part of the soul rules over the spirited and the appetitive, justice is firstly attained by the soul. As a
consequence, the whole of virtue is also gained: each part of the soul minds its own business and therefore gains its own
virtue. Therefore, Plato’s Republic highlights the primacy of rationality — and, eventually, its relative vice — over the
spirited and appetitive parts of the soul. Indeed, insofar as the rational part is not in command anymore, the soul becomes
unjust. As a result, when the rational part of the soul is vicious, i.e., is affected by ignorance, also the spirited and appetitive
parts become vicious.

%1 See Sph. 2287e13-229a10 ff.: cowardice, lack of moderation, and injustice are apparently separated from ignorance.
92 Cf. Rowe 2015c and 2021, who argues that Plato’s description of virtue and vice at Sph. 226b1-231b8 (especially, at
Sph. 228) ‘is intended to remind us of the main treatment of areté and kakia in the Republic’.

% For one may be affected by cowardice, lack of moderation, and injustice only if she is ignorant.

% Indeed, rational and irrational parts of the soul are affected by different vices (cf. CENTRONE 2008, p. 61 fn. 38).
However, as both the Republic (cf. R. IV 440b, 440d, 441a, 444b; see also VEGETTI 20074, ch. 2, esp. pp. 147-148) and
the Sophist (cf. Sph. 230bl-e4; see also GoocH 1971, p. 131) demonstrate, the irrational soul’s parts become
philosophically virtuous only if the rational part does rule over them — and a necessary condition for this is that rationality,
in first place, is not affected by its peculiar vice, i.e., ignorance. Therefore, it is reasonable to infer that, on the other hand,
all the moral vices arise out of ignorance (cf. also Sph. 228¢7-8). Now, one might wonder why, if all the moral vices arise
out of ignorance, Plato thinks in the Sophist of two different methods for purifying the soul. Indeed, on the one hand, the
corrective (koAaotikn) art is meant to get rid of cowardice, lack of moderation, and injustice, while, on the other,
education (maideia) — Edeyyog, in particular — is concerned with removing ignorance (auabic). I shall show later on in this
chapter that there are two ways in which a moral agent can perform virtuous actions: philosophically and “demotically”.
In this sense, the corrective art is conceived of as a means to demotic virtue, while maideio and Eheyyog are the route to
philosophical virtue.
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Sph. 228¢7-8

As Bruno Centrone suggests, the Eleatic Stranger’s adherence to the thesis of the involuntariness of
ignorance is significant®®. For Plato refers here to one of the so-called Socratic paradoxes which
grounds the theory of ethical intellectualism®: no one errs willingly. Indeed, ignorance — beyond
representing an epistemological condition — has been acknowledged to be a moral vice. Therefore,
what Plato is stating here is that no one can be voluntarily vicious. As a consequence, knowledge,
namely, the cognitive state opposite to ignorance, is still considered as a necessary and sufficient
condition for distinguishing what is good (téryadd) from what is evil (t& kaxé)®”. Therefore, if one
knows what is good, he cannot desire what is evil for himself*®. Accordingly, just as is suggested in
the Protagoras, one can be overcome by excessive pleasures and pains only if he is ignorant (épa01c)
of the nature of goodness and evilness®®. Hence, wrongdoers do not intend to do actions which they
understand to be wrong. They are simply misguided by false opinion or ignorance. Therefore, virtue
is knowledge to the extent that all the irrational desires, feelings and volitions are instructed by the
knowledge that is virtue. Accordingly, the moral behaviour of the virtuous person is governed by the
knowledge through which the moral good is necessarily grasped®. With all this in mind, then, we
are in a position to conclude that, as Sph. 228c7-8 confirms, Plato re-states in the Sophist the theory
— labelled as ethical intellectualism — according to which knowledge is virtue and no one does wrong
willingly.

Therefore, the noble sophistry passage (Sph. 226b1-231b8) implies that ethics and
epistemology are strictly related. Indeed, desires, pleasures, pains, and affections in general'®! deeply
affect a moral agent only if she is initially affected by ignorance. Therefore, the Socratic theory of
ethical intellectualism is further developed: the soul is tripartite and its two irrational parts might
overcome rationality by imposing the rule of irrational affections over reason. Nonetheless, this
happens only when rationality is affected by ignorance and, therefore, the soul is not controlled by

% Cf. CENTRONE 2008, pp. 53-55 fn. 33. See also DoRrION 2000, pp. 48-49, who argues that the definition of the noble
sophist only apparently relates to sophists. For Plato provides what clearly is “‘une parfait description de la procedure et
des effets escomptés de 1’elenchos socratique’. So, the refuter does not practice &heyyog for the sake of it: if he refutes
someone, it is just because he intends to make his interlocutor a better person. Now, since ‘la doctrine de la vertu-science’
is in the background of the description of the noble sophist, Dorion says, it can easily be inferred that £\eyyog has a
pedagogical valence. It aims at purifying the souls from those faux savoirs which prevent people from acquiring that
knowledge which is virtue, and hence, happiness.

% See ROWE 2009, esp. pp. 36 ff.: Plato reiterates the Socratic paradoxes in his late dialogues (including the Laws).

9 Cf. Prt. 352c2-7.

% See Grg. 509e2-7, Men. 76-8, Prt. 358c6-d4.

9 Cf. Prt. 357e2-4.

100 See SEGVIC 2000, esp. pp. 22 ff., for an overview of the so-called Socratic theory of ethical intellectualism.

101 See Sph. 228b2-4: all these elements are responsible for the internal disagreement which takes place in the soul. As
Rowe 20154, p. 116 fn. 30, points out, in Republic 1V (437b-441c) Plato grounds the argument through which he divides
the soul into three parts on this internal disagreement within the soul. Cf. also DORTER 1990, esp. pp. 42-48, who suggests
that, although there is no explicit reference to the tripartite soul in the Sophist, this dialogue marks out several indirect
references to it.
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reason. Indeed, a knowledge informed by wisdom®?

— that is, the virtue of the rational part of the
soul — is necessary and sufficient for virtue as a whole. As a consequence, if a wise knowledge is
achieved, not only is ignorance as a vice averted, but also all the other moral vices — such as
cowardice, lack of moderation, and injustice — will accordingly be averted. Hence, the art of noble
sophistry passage shows that the Socratic theory of ethical intellectualism has not been abandoned. It
has rather been re-shaped by Plato in order to perfect the tripartite theory of the soul by providing a

more precise account of the complexity of the embodied human soul®,

1.3.  Being virtuous and acting virtuously

At this point, I will consider the more general ethical and epistemological account which emerges
from the whole of the Sophist. I will define in the following sections two different modes of
interaction between ethics and epistemology: one is distinctive of philosophers, the other of ordinary
people. Therefore, 1 will aim to determine the moral nature of philosophers and ordinary people by

analysing their respective cognitive states.

1.3.1. The philosophical souls in the Sophist

At the very beginning of the Sophist, Theodorus meets Socrates — following the agreement they made
the day before!® — and Theodorus introduces a new interlocutor: the Eleatic Stranger. He is said to
be a friend of the followers of Parmenides and Zeno (‘€taipov 6¢ TV auei [Mapueviony koi Zivova
[taipwv]’); but, what is more, he is said to be ‘very much a man of philosophy’ (uéAa 6¢ Gvopa
eocoeov)!%, Then, Socrates asks if he is a kind of severe god who observes how bad humans are
at making arguments and exposes them. Theodorus answers:

®EO. Oby odtog 6 tpdmoc, ® Tdkpateg, 100 EEvov, GAML HETPIOTEPOS TOV TePl TaG Ep1dag
gomovdordtmv. Koi pot dokel 0edg uév avip oddaudg etvor, Ogiog uiv- mavtac yop €Yo Todg
PLLOGOPOVC TOLOVTOVC TTPocayopevm. Q. Kai koddc ye, @ pile.

THEODORUS: That is not our visitor’s way, Socrates. There are people who make it their speciality
to win arguments, but he is more measured than them. Nor does the man seem to me a god at all

102 See Tht. 145e6-7, where wisdom (co@ia) and knowledge (émiotun) are said to be one and the same thing. Cf. also R.
IV 442¢6, where, as IRWIN 1995, p. 230, points out, Plato ‘speaks of wisdom (sophia) and knowledge (episteme) as the
virtue of the rational part and assumes that this is the virtue that produces the right instructions for the other parts of the
soul’.

103 See SEDLEY 2013, esp. pp. 82 ff., where he argues that Socratic intellectualism can still coexist with the theory of the
tripartite soul. Indeed, Plato believes that the tripartite analysis of the soul is an advance over the inherited Socratic
psychology: it allows the best possible account of the incarnate soul. On this interpretation, Plato never abandons the
theory of ethical intellectualism: it is instead perfected. However, SEDLEY 2013, p. 87, does not believe, as | do, that those
who have philosophical knowledge also gain a reasoned control over irrational and semi-rational drives. For he suggests
that the ascent to a high level of understanding makes the demands of the carnal world simply fade into the background.
Still, Sedley’s interpretation agrees with mine on a fundamental assumption: knowledge plays a crucial role with reference
to human moral behaviour. Cf. FIERRO 2013, who also focuses on how Plato conciliates the theory of Socratic ethical
intellectualism with that of the tripartite soul.

104 See Tht. 210d.

105 Sph. 216a4.

13



— which is not to say he is not divine; that is how | describe all philosophers! SOCRATES: Quite
right too, my friend.
Sph. 216b7-c1

This passage shows that philosophers like the Eleatic Stranger are more measured (petpudtepog) than
those who are merely competitivel®. Accordingly, they are not like a severe god who observes from
above and places blame on humans. Nonetheless, philosophers must still be regarded as divine people.
Now, the first implication which intuitively emerges from this statement is that philosophers are the
human beings closest to a state of perfection — which is what makes them worthy of being called
divine. However, how might such a state of human perfection be achieved, if not through the
attainment of the highest epistemological and moral states!®’? With regard to morality, we have
already shown that philosophers, being wise, are necessarily virtuous!®®., However, human moral
perfection, i.e., philosophical virtue!®, is often related to a state of complete happiness (edSaipovia)
in Plato’s works™°.

Now, how does the Sophist tackle all these issues? At Sph. 230d-e — that is, when he is about
to complete the sixth definition of the noble sophist —, the Eleatic Stranger explains what to do in
order to reach happiness: those who want to be happy must be ‘pure and beautiful to the greatest

106 Namely, the eristics: cf. Sph. 225e and Rowe 2015a, p. 99 fn. 3.

107 As we learn from Lg. X 916d-e, the gods are said to know (yryvdokewv) everything and to be supremely good (&pioto)
— cf. also Phd. 80d5-8, where the gods are also described as wise (pdovipor) and good (dyaboi). See Lg. X 897b-899b,
where self-moving souls are defined as divine since they are rational and connected with virtue; cf. also R. VII 518d-e,
where the capacity (duvapic) to think (ppoveiv) is presented as something divine which never loses its power.

108 See Sph. 228¢7-8.

109 That is, the virtue that is knowledge.

110 Indeed, given that (a) gods are supremely good (&pwostor) — and hence, virtuous —, and (b) philosophers are divine, it
then follows that (c) philosophers must somehow relate themselves to virtue. In fact, given what Plato has the Stranger
say at Sph. 228c¢7-8, we should assume that, since they have knowledge, philosophers cannot do wrong willingly. In
addition to this, a fairly considerable amount of textual evidence shows that humans who are divine (and virtuous — just
like philosophers are) are also happy. For, the human soul is said at Phd. 80a-81a to become happy if it makes its way to
the divine. At Tht. 176e3-4, instead, Plato indicates there that there are two different patterns in reality which humans
may stick to: one is godless and most miserable, whereas the other is divine (6glov) and the happiest (eddaipovéctatov).
Finally, Plato states at Ti. 90b-d that the moral agent who has devoted himself to true thoughts (‘aAn6gic povioeic’)
holds thoughts that are immortal and divine. Accordingly, ‘inasmuch as he is for ever tending his divine part and duly
magnifying that daemon who dwells along with him, he must be supremely happy’ (Gte 8¢ dei Oepanedovta 10 Ociov
EYOVTH, TE ADTOV £V KEKOGUIEVOV TOV SOi[lovVa GVVOLKOV E0VTd, Stapepdvimg svdaipova etvar). Interestingly, however,
Platonic evidence more explicitly shows that the achievement of happiness is somehow related to the attainment of a full
(philosophical) virtue. See R. | 353d9-354a2, where happiness is equated with doing well and living well — for a similar
view, see also e.g., Chrm. 172a, 173d; Cri. 48b; Grg. 507b-c; Euthd. 280b6 (on this, cf. MEYER 2008, esp. p. 12). In turn,
Plato specifies that a moral agent lives and does well (and hence, is happy) only when all his soul’s functions are properly
performed. Accordingly, since a soul is in harmony — and hence, all its functions are properly performed — only when
justice and all the other so-called cardinal virtues are attained, the achievement of happiness is necessarily linked to the
attainment of virtue. Conversely, the attainment of virtue necessarily implies the achievement of happiness. Now, some
may point out that this view is endorsed only by the early Plato. On this interpretation, then, the co-implication between
happiness and virtue disappears in the middle and late dialogues. On the contrary, as DEVEREUX 2017 points out, no
massive change occurs: for middle and late dialogues just fill in gaps within, or simply clarify, arguments and theories
which are left philosophically unpolished, or not properly developed, by the Plato of the early dialogues. As a matter of
fact, the Plato of the Philebus argues that the best life, which is a compound of pleasure and intellect, entails happiness
(see Phib. 11d, 20c-d, 22d). As | demonstrate elsewhere in my thesis (see infra Chapter 3), the best life is equated by the
Plato of the Philebus with a purely virtuous one.
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extent’ (kaOapdtatov kai kéAotov) L. Now, what do purity and beauty have to do with happiness?
It is worth addressing this question by appealing once again to the noble sophistry passage. The noble
sophist is to be understood there to be a philosopher, and his knowledge is there thought to imply
moral virtue!'?, In addition to this, noble sophistry has also been depicted as a cleansing kind among
the many separative arts. Hence, it first aims to extirpate from the soul anything that is in some way
bad'®. Now, when Plato states at Sph. 228a4-d4 that there are two different kinds of vice that affect
the soul, he says that one is like a disease (vocog) in the body, while the other is equivalent to bodily
deformity (oioyoc). Bodily deformity is in turn described as a kind of dissymmetry and disproportion
(&uetpia). Curiously, ignorance (&yvowa) is similarly featured: it is nothing other than a deviation of
a soul which is seeking the truth but wanders away from understanding (cVveoic)'**. Thus, since it is
out of proportion!®®, ignorance is said to be like bodily deformity. Therefore, since ignorance and
bodily deformity are strictly linked, and ignorance is among the moral vices, then a pure and beautiful
—and hence, happy — soul will be that which is no longer ignorant, and hence, vicious.

Now, from the noble sophistry passage we learn that the proposition ‘virtue is knowledge’
must be read as biconditional: the attainment of virtue always entails the achievement of a knowledge
informed by wisdom?*¢, and a wise knowledge necessarily implies being philosophically virtuous®’.
For, if we were right in reading through the Republic Plato’s distinction between two different kinds
of vices in the Sophist, we are in a position to conclude that wisdom is all you need in order to gain
virtue as a whole. Also, the refuters, qua wise philosophers, must be virtuous since they hold a
knowledge informed by wisdom!!® and cannot do wrong willingly*'®. Therefore, the soul which is
surely pure and beautiful — and hence, happy — to the greatest extent is that of the philosopher-refuter.

For he is wise and cannot be vicious for any reason whatsoever.

11 Cf. Sph. 230d6-e3: ‘STRANGER: For all these reasons, Theaetetus, we have to say that this challenging of people is in
fact the greatest and most authoritative of all cleansings, and one must suppose that if someone goes unchallenged, even
if he happens to be the Great King of Persia, his remaining uncleansed in the most important respects already renders him
uneducated and ugly in the very respects in which the person who is genuinely going to be happy ought to be at his
cleanest, purest, and most beautiful’ (EE. A todto 1 mévto fuiv, @ Osaitnte, Kol TOV ELeyyOV AeKTEOV OC 8pa peyio
Kol KUPIOTATH TV KaOEPGEDY £0T1, KOl TOV AVELEYKTOV b VOLIGTEOV, v Koi TUYXavY Bocidede 6 péyag dv, Té uéylota
axdBaptov dvio, anaideutdv Te Kol aicypov yeyovévar tadta 6 kKabapdtatov Kol KGAMGTOV Enpene TOV dvImg EGOEVOV
gvdaipova giva).

112 See Sph. 228¢7-8. Cf. also infra pp. 11-13.

113 Cf. Sph. 227d-e.

114 See Sph. 228¢10-d2: ‘STRANGER: And ignorance, surely, is nothing but the deviation of a soul that is trying for the
truth but wanders away from understanding’ (EE. Té ye pnyv dyvoeiv €otiv én’ aANBeiav OpuOUEVNC YUYTiG, TOPAPOPOV
GUVEGEMG YIYVOUEVTC, OVBEV BALO TTATV YOYTiG, TAPAPOPOV GUVEGEMS YIYVOUEVNG, 0VBEV GAAO ATV Tapo@pocHvVN).

115 Cf. Sph. 228¢1-7. See CENTRONE 2008, p. 57 fn. 35, about why ignorance is said to be out of proportion.

116 See infra pp. 11-13.

117 Cf. Sph. 228¢7-8.

118 See Sph. 216h7-c1 and 249¢10-d5. See also infra pp. 6-8 and 11-13.

119 Cf. Sph. 228¢7-8.
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However, what Plato says about the cross-examined soul is curious. Plato argues that, as far
as they have been purified through a dialectical refutation, the cross-examined souls expunge the
opinions (56&at) that obstruct the lessons (nodfpota) offered (mpocpepopévmv) to them!?°, So, we
somehow learn that opinions — some of them, at least'?! — might interfere with that activity of learning
which is responsible for removing ignorance from the soul. Now, there are two possible
interpretations — both plausible — of what Plato argues here. On the one hand, we might think that the
refuted gets rid of ignorance by removing from the soul those false opinions which obstruct the
lessons offered to them. We learn from Plato’s Republic that opinion (86&a) is neither ignorance
(&yvowa) nor knowledge (émiotiun), being intermediate between them?2. Moreover, the Sophist
shows that opinion (§6&0) might be true as well as false'?. Therefore, those who get rid of ignorance
by removing false opinions from the soul do not necessarily become wise. Accordingly, we might not
be able to exclude that, once false opinions and ignorance have been extirpated, a true opinion is the
best achievement the refuted will be able to attain. Therefore, since (a) virtue is knowledge and (b)
opinion — even if true — is a weaker cognitive state compared to knowledge!?4, the holder of true
opinions would be able to achieve only an incomplete or inauthentic kind of virtue. On the other hand,
the alternative interpretation suggests that the properly refuted souls become appropriately
philosophical. For, if the souls which extirpate ignorance by dismissing opinions as a whole finally
manage to learn all the lessons “taught” to them*2®, we might conclude that the souls which have been
properly cross-examined are able to attain the truth'?®. Accordingly, if one is able to attain the truth,
he would be also able to learn how he got there. Put differently, the one who knows the truth has
command of the science of dialectic. He is worthy of being called a true philosopher, as the cursus
studiorum thought for the philosopher-rulers in the Republic prescribes. As it turns out that those who
want to be happy have to extirpate vice from the soul to the greatest extent'?’, it is reasonable to

120 See Sph. 230c¢-d.

121 See Grg. 458a2-b2: there is no evil for a man as great as a false belief (yevdng §6Ea) about the objects of discussion.
What &\eyyog aims for is just to get rid of this greatest evil.

122 5ee R. V 477a-478b.

123 Cf. Sph. 263d6-8.

124 See R. VI 509d-511e: as the theory of the divided line shows, opinion (36&a) signifies a cognitive state which relates
to the visible realm — and hence, not to the intelligible realm whose understanding can be attained only by means of a
philosophical knowledge (on this matter, see also R. V 477e). Accordingly, ‘opinion accomplishes something uncertain
while knowledge accomplishes something certain’ (DORTER 2004, p. 11).

1251 consider mpoc@épom at Sph. 230c8 as having a relatively strong sense (namely, ‘to teach’).

126 Indeed, you can only teach something you know. And, according to Plato, the truth is the only thing you can actually
have knowledge of. Accordingly, only the truth can be taught, and, eventually, learned: cf. e.g., R. VI 485d3-4. However,
it does not necessarily follow from this that the philosopher gives positive teachings to the person he engages with in a
dialectical refutation. Indeed, he merely aims to purify people’s souls from intellectual errors through a dialectical
conversation. It is only to this extent, then, that philosophers (whose action is still informed by a philosophical knowledge
of the truth), qua leaders of the dialectical refutation, can still be thought of as educators, and hence, teachers (cf. infra
pp. 6-8).

127 Cf. Sph. 230d6-€3.
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assume that happiness must imply the achievement of a philosophical virtue, that is, of the virtue that
is knowledge'?8. Hence, a cross-examined soul — i.e., that which might be purified from moral vices,
and especially, from ignorance — will be happy to the greatest extent only if it ends up achieving a
knowledge informed by wisdom.

Now, the philosophical tenet according to which holding the wise knowledge typical of the
philosopher always implies the achievement of a philosophical virtue which is crucial for the sake of
happiness is reinforced by another passage of the Sophist (233a3-4) which implicitly re-affirms that
a knowledge informed by wisdom — that is, that which is virtue and therefore secures happiness*?® —
is what both refuted and refuter must long for. The Eleatic Stranger and Theaetetus are discussing
humans’ capacity to possess a full knowledge of everything:

ZE. Ei névta énictacOai Tiva dvOpdnmv éoti Suvatdv. OEAL Makdplov pevidy Hudv, o EEve,
NV T0 Y€VOG.

STRANGER: Whether it is possible for some human being to know everything. THEAETETUS: This
human kind of ours would certainly be blessed if it were.
Sph. 233a3-4

Therefore, those who would be able to achieve a complete knowledge of everything should be
regarded as blessed (unoxdpor) people’®. We learn from Plato’s Laws®! that such a state of
omniscience is assuredly met by the gods who both know everything and are always good. Now, it is
debatable whether humans might eventually reach this highest stage. However, philosophers are the
humans closest to the state of perfection typical of gods*2. Therefore, even though they might not be
able to know everything, they still possess the divine ability to grasp the Forms!®, Indeed, only
philosophers put the highest value on such things as knowledge, intelligence, and intellect (émiothun,
ppovnoic, vodg)t3, which are, in Platonic terms, the cognitive states required in order to become
acquainted with such intelligible entities as the Forms**®. For philosophers are well acquainted with
the practice of dialectic, that is, what is described in the Republic'*® as the hardest part of the cursus
studiorum for the philosopher-rulers, and which is similarly described in the Sophist as the greatest

science (peyiom émotiun)*>’. Now, the fact that dialectic is similarly presented both in the Republic

128 Indeed, this is the only means through which vice can be averted to the greatest extent, as Sph. 230d6-e3 requires.

129 See also infra pp. 10-12.

130 Sph. 233a3-4 shows that, if there were someone able to achieve a full knowledge of everything, the human kind would
be blessed (naxdaprov). Accordingly, we may reasonably assume that those who would eventually be able to achieve such
an omniscience would be blessed to the greatest extent.

181 Cf. Lg. X 916d-e: see also infra p. 14 fn. 107.

132 Indeed, philosophers are presented as divine people (see Sph. 254a-b and Sph. 216b7-c1).

133 Cf. R. VI 500¢9-d11 and Phdr. 249c6, where Plato explains that the philosopher is divine as he has an intellectual
contact with the Forms. See CENTRONE 2008, p. 5 fn. 6, who explains that, the fact that philosophers are defined as divine
in the Sophist suggests that they have knowledge of the Forms.

134 See Sph. 249¢-d.

135 See infra p. 77 fn. 481, and pp. 78 fn. 491.

136 Cf. R. VI 498a3.

137 See Sph. 253¢-d.
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and the Sophist allows us to infer that dialectic retains in the Sophist the same moral relevance it has
in the Republic. Accordingly, it is worth noting that the Republic’s philosophers use dialectic to attain
the ovsion!®, including, we might imagine, the virtues'®. In this way, by acquiring a philosophical
knowledge through dialectic, they arrive at the stage of being virtuous. Indeed, the wise (co(dg)
person is one who has knowledge (¢motiun). But, what is more, a wise person is also good
(6ya06c)1*0. Accordingly, since those who are wise are good, they are virtuous!*. Similarly, the
Sophists’ philosophers, who are the noble masters of dialectic, are virtuous because they have a
philosophical knowledge informed by wisdom. Accordingly, since they know what virtue is and are
virtuous#?, they cannot be anything but happy**®. Therefore, when Plato says at Sph. 230d-e that one
must be pure and beautiful to the greatest extent in order to be happy, he is saying that a would-be
wise person must seek for the philosophical knowledge that is necessary and sufficient for being
virtuous, and hence, happy.

With all this in mind, we are now in a position to draw some conclusions about the moral and
epistemological nature of the philosopher in the Sophist. First, a philosophical knowledge informed
by wisdom implies being virtuous®*4. Second, being virtuous is necessary for being happy'*°. Third,
since philosophers have a philosophical knowledge informed by wisdom — in particular, of what the
essence of virtue is —, they are necessarily virtuous. Philosophical wisdom is, in fact, a necessary and
sufficient condition for being virtuous. Indeed, even if irrationality strives in the soul to overcome
rationality, philosophers necessarily employ their wise knowledge of the moral good to keep desires,
pleasures, pains, and affections'*® controlled. For Plato commits in the Sophist to the Socratic
principle that no (wise) man errs willingly!4’. By being virtuous, then, philosophers end up being

happy too.

1.3.2. Sophists and ordinary people in the Sophist

138 Cf. R. VIl 523a.

139 See e.g., Lg. X11 965¢2, but also XI1 966b6, where the Nocturnal Counsellors, qua philosophers, are said to achieve a
(philosophical) knowledge of what virtue is by means of a dialectical investigation.

140 3ee e.g., R. 1 350b1-6.

141 Cf. e.g., Grg. 506d2-4 and Men. 87e1, where Plato explicitly says that those who are good are necessarily virtuous. As
WEISS 2001, p. 181 fn. 25, points out, ‘if Socrates calls himself an agathos, he must believe he has virtue, aréte. There is
in Greek no other adjective but agathos to denote one who is virtuous; and agathos is related etymologically to aréte,
through the superlative form, aristos’.

142 See Sph. 216b7-c1: since philosophers are divine creatures, they are close to a state of perfection. Therefore, they must
have knowledge (as far as this is possible for humans), and hence, be virtuous (in fact, virtue is knowledge: see Sph.
228c7-8). Cf. infra pp. 10-13.

143 Cf. Sph. 233a3-4, where Plato argues that those who know are blessed, and hence, happy. Cf. also Sph. 230d6-€3,
where Plato states that those who want to be happy need to extirpate vice from the soul to the greatest extent. For my
interpretation of that passage, cf. infra pp. 16-18.

144 See Sph. 228¢7-8 and cf. infra pp. 11-13.

145 Cf. Sph. 230d6-€3. Cf. also infra pp. 17-18.

146 See infra pp. 9-13.

147 Cf. Sph. 228¢7-8.
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Now that Plato’s Sophist has been ascertained to indicate that achieving a philosophical knowledge
informed by wisdom*® is a necessary and sufficient condition for being fully virtuous, it is worth
wondering whether a virtuous moral state which does not depend on knowledge — but rather on some
weaker cognitive state — is attested in the Sophist. The main question that I will therefore pursue to
answer in this section is the following: is it possible for ordinary people — i.e., for those who have
mere opinions and do not know what virtue is — to act virtuously?

A remarkable passage, which appears just before the final definition of the sophist, is apt. For
Sph. 267c2-d2 seems to testify to the fact that Plato’s Sophist does not allow for the possibility of
doing virtuous actions without having a wise philosophical knowledge of what virtue is:

EE. Ti 8¢ dikoocdvng 10 oxfina kol SAng cvAMBdnv dpetiic; ap’ ovk dyvoodvieg uév,
do&alovteg 6¢ mn, cEOdpo Emyelpodoy ool TO S0KODV G@icy ToUTO G €vOv aTOlg
npobupeiobaur paiveshar motelv, 6t pdiiota Epyors te Koi Aoyoig pipodvpevor; OEAL Koi mavo ye
noAlol. EE. M@V ovv mhvteg Amotuy dvoust Tod dokel etvat dikatol undauds dvteg; fj T00Tov
ndv Tovvavtiov; OEAL TIav.

STRANGER: But what about the shape of justice, and of virtue taken together as a whole? Don’t
lots of people who are ignorant but have some sort of opinion about it try hard to be eager about
making it appear that they have what they believe it to be, imitating it as closely as they can in
what they do and say? THEAETETUS: Lots and lots. STRANGER: And are they all unsuccessful at
seeming to be just when they are not so at all? Or is it the exact opposite of this? THEAETETUS:
The exact opposite.

Sph. 267¢2-d2

Plato is here paving the way for the final definition of the sophist and sketches out some of his moral
features. There are some people, he says, who are ignorant (&yvoodvteg) of the shape (oyxfua) of
virtue: the opinions they have (sc. do&alovtec) are therefore likely to be false!*®. Accordingly,
ignorance — or, false opinion — is the epistemological basis on which these people — that is, the
sophists*®® — ground their morality. In fact, they imitate (uipeicOar) as much as they can what they
falsely believe. In this way, they strive to make the false opinion they have about virtue apparent
(paivesOar). Eventually, some of these people may even manage to successfully pretend to be just
(Soxeiv eivan dicouot) — and hence, (to some extent) virtuous. However, the appearance of virtue that

sophists generally give rise to is false. Indeed, the species of appearance that they generate merely

148 That is, the philosophical knowledge that is possessed by a divine person who is able to (a) manage the elenctic method
wisely and (b) grasp the knowledge of what is good — whose achievement, in turn, allows for being fully virtuous.

149 Cf. Sph. 264d4-7: since speech (Adyoc) and opinion (86&a) are capable of being false, ‘it is possible both for there to
be imitations of the things that are, and for this to give rise to expertise in deception’, i.e., expertise in making false
imitations (cf. ROWE 20153, p. 171 fn. 111). Interestingly, the sophist is ultimately defined as the person who is able to
make false imitations of the philosopher. Hence, the opinions that sophists may have are likely to be false. See also Prt.
358c4-5, where ignorance (dpofio — that is, ignorance) is said to amount to having a false opinion (yevdng 66&a) on
matters of importance. Cf. also Lg. IX 864b6-7, where ignorance (&yvow) is described as ‘the loss of expectations and
true opinion about what is best’. Therefore, having a false opinion is to some extent connected by Plato to a state of
ignorance.

150 Cf. Sph. 268a7-8: the sophist is a dissembling (sipovikdc) imitator of the philosopher. For he pretends to be wise while
he is desperately ignorant.
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shows images (¢idwAa). In turn, these images — which may still be taken as true realities (ta dvta) by
those who are unable to distinguish what is real from what is apparent'® — merely are false
imitations'® of virtue (namely, imitations which are inspired by ignorance — or, false opinions — about
what virtue is).

Now, given that Sph. 267c2-d2 has shown that such people as the sophists (who do not have
philosophical knowledge about what virtue is) can only implement false imitations of virtue, we may
infer that Plato’s Sophist denies that a moral agent may act virtuously without actually knowing what
virtue is. This provisional conclusion seems to be confirmed by another passage that follows in the
text the one quoted above. At Sph. 267d9-e4, Plato distinguishes two kinds of imitation: (a) the
imitation accompanied by opinion — that is, the “opinion-imitative” (do&ouuntikn) imitation —, and
(b) the investigative (iotopwkn) imitation — that is, an imitation accompanied by knowledge
(émotqun). Only the former is suitable for the sophist (who is conclusively defined as a dissembling
[elpovikoc] imitator of the philosopher!®®). Indeed, a Soéaoticy “knowledge”>* —i.e., a “knowledge”
which is only apparent — is what the sophist can at best achieve!®. Hence, Plato seems to suggest at
Sph. 267c2-d2 that any such people as the sophists — namely, those who can at best possess mere
opinions about all things (virtue included) — can only pretend to be wise'®® by making illusory
“opinion-imitative” imitations'®’ of the philosopher (and of his virtue). Ultimately, then, Plato’s
Sophist appears to indicate that, if ordinary people are only able to enact a false imitation (of the
philosopher, and hence, of his virtue) accompanied by a false opinion, they are not able to achieve
virtue to any extent.

Yet, Plato argues at Sph. 263d6-8 that thought (didvowa), opinion (86&a), and appearance
(pavtacia)®® come about in the soul as false as well as true. Accordingly, there might still be a
possibility for those who have opinions (true opinions, at least) to (a) properly imitate the object of

their right opinion®® and (b) generate a true appearance of virtue. To test how reasonable this

151 See PALUMBO 1994, pp. 25-27. See also Sph. 216c4 ff., where philosophers are said to ‘take on all sorts of shape
(pavtalopevor) thanks to everyone else’s ignorance (&yvowr) about them’. Hence, philosophers may appear
(pavtalecOon) (to others) to be either experts in statesmanship, sophists, or completely mad people. Yet, they are none of
these things.

152 Cf. Sph. 234c ff. See PALUMBO 1994, pp. 45-46.

153 Cf. Sph. 268a7-8.

154 See CENTRONE 2008, p. 81 fn. 54, about the nature of the sophist’s Sofactiky “knowledge”.

155 See Sph. 233¢10-12: the sophist could never give an account of the truth (which is something that only the philosophers,
who are émotpoveg, can do). Cf. CRIVELLI 2012, pp. 23 ff., who analyzes the apparent omniscience of the sophist (who
is indeed a master of appearance).

156 Cf. e.g., Sph. 233c6-8.

157 See Sph. 268c1-d5.

158 Cf. CENTRONE 2008, p. 231 fn. 156: here, appearance is to be understood as a mere affection (nd0oc) of the soul that
is associated with perception.

159 “True’ opinions and ‘right’ opinions refer to the same epistemological condition. See e.g., Men. 97e6-98c1; Tht. 206¢3-
el, 207a9-b6, and 207b8-c4, where ‘dAnbng’ and ‘opo1y” are used interchangeably in association with 86&a.
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assumption may be, I shall now analyse whether Plato’s Sophist allows for the possibility that a true
opinion may grant the moral agent with the capacity to (a) produce a true imitation of what he truly
believes to be morally convenient, and hence, (b) act virtuously. To begin with, Plato first specifies
in the Sophist that thought (diévota) and speech (Adyog) are one and the same thing (‘Ovkodv didvola
név koi Adyoc tantov’) 0. Further, he explains that the former is “an internal dialogue of the soul with
itself that occurs without vocal expression, whereas the stream that passes from the soul through the
mouth together with sound is called speech’*®l. Next, Plato points out that the internal dialogue — that
is, the speech (Ldyoc) containing assertion and denial — that the soul silently entertains with itself in
the form of thought (Siévota) should be named “opinion’ (86&a)®2. For the latter is the completion
(amotelevotc) of the former!®®. Hence, since (a) opinion (86&w) is the final stage, or outcome, of
thought (Siévora)'®* and (b) thought (Siévota) is the same as speech (Adyoc), we may infer that what
makes speech and thought true applies to opinion too. If so, then, an opinion is true when it describes
— just as a true speech does — the things that are as they are®®: for a speech is true®® when it properly
links certain items — that is, verbs (pyuota)®’, which describe actions — to others — i.e., nouns
(dvopata), which specify who performs the action!®® —, both items being ‘things which are’*®. Thus,
given that (a) a speech is true when it asserts of a subject a predicate ascribing to it something that is
indeed (the case) about it'"°, (b) speech is the same as thought, and (c) opinion constitutes the outcome
of the activity of thinking, it follows that a true opinion, just as a true speech and thought, is that
which makes a true assessment of the unstable sensible reality’.

160 “Plato offers an account of thought as inner silent conversation (263d6-264b5). This enables him to extend his results
from speech to thought” (CRIVELLI 2012, p. 221).

161 Sph. 263e3-9. See also Tht. 189e-190a and 206d1-5.

162 Cf. Sph. 264a1-3: ‘ZE. "Otav odv 010 &v Woyfj katé Siévotav &yyiyvntar petd orydc, Ay S6&Eng &xeig 6t1 mpoceinng
av10; OEAIL Kai ndg [...]. .

163 See Sph. 264a8-b3.

164 As David SEDLEY 2004, p. 131, points out, Plato is here providing a successful explanation of false belief as other-
judging (which is something that he fails to prove at Tht. 189e4-190a8).

165 Cf. Sph. 263al1-b6: ‘STRANGER: But now we say that each and every instance of speech must necessarily be of a
certain sort. THEAETETUS: Yes. STRANGER: So, of what sort must each of our two be declared to be? THEAETETUS: The
second, presumably, false, the first true. STRANGER: And the true one says the things that are, as they are, about you.
THEAETETUS: Obviously’ (EE. TTowv 8¢ yé Tvé eapey dvaykoiov £kactov stvol tdv Adyov. OEAL Nai. ZE. Todtmv 81
Tol6V TvaL EkdTepov @atéov sivary; OEAL Tov pév yevdii mov, tov 8¢ dAnoF. ZE. Aéyet 8¢ avtdv 6 pév aAndng té dvra
¢ Eotv mepi 6od. OEAL Ti puiv;). On how ‘o¢ £otv’ should be rendered in translation, see CENTRONE 2008, p. 227 fn.
151.

166 See CRIVELLI 1990, pp. 81 ff., who widely explains how a speech may eventually become true.

167 See Sph. 262al.

168 Cf. Sph. 262al.

169 Conversely, a speech is false when the two items (i.e., verbs and nouns) are mistakenly linked to one another. Just to
reiterate the example that Plato makes at Sph. 262e13-263b13, ‘Theaetetus is flying” denotes a false Adyog: for the verb
‘is flying’ ascribes an action which is not (the case) — i.e., is not real, and hence, is false (for an analysis of the reasons
why the Adyog ‘Theaetetus is flying’ is to be rated as false, cf. CRIVELLI 1990, pp. 82 ff. and CRIVELLI 2012, pp. 233 ff.)
— to Theaetetus (that is, the alleged performer of the action). On this issue, cf. also SEDLEY 2004, pp. 131 ff.

170 On this, see GILL 2016.

111 Plato’s Sophist confirms the theory — which is also presented in other dialogues — according to which opinion (56&a),
even if true, lacks any epistemological stability (see Sph. 263d6-8, where Plato argues that opinion can be either false or
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Now, given that Plato’s Sophist shows that a true opinion (though representing an unstable!’?
cognitive state) allows for a true assessment of sensible reality, we may (speculatively) argue that the
moral agent who has true opinions (assumedly, about what is morally appropriate on certain
occasions) is able to act virtuously. Indeed, | have already shown that Sph. 267c2-d2 suggests that
the imitation of virtue that such people as the sophists carry out on the basis of a false opinion
generates an inevitably false appearance of virtue — for they just pretend to be just and are not
ultimately able to act virtuously'”. Conversely, we may therefore speculate that, in the case that some
ordinary people achieve an opinion which is true (rather than false, as in the case of the sophists),
they may ultimately be able to perform virtuous actions by (a) carrying out a true imitation of virtue
and (b) generating a true appearance of virtue.

To ascertain whether or not (and, eventually, to what extent) the text justifies this
interpretation, | shall consider once again what Plato establishes in the noble sophistry passage (Sph.
228c7-229¢3). First, Plato specifies that human vice can take four different forms (i.e., ignorance,
cowardice, lack of moderation, and injustice). Next, he indicates that, even if the moral agent is not
able to (a) expunge ignorance from her soul (by undergoing &.eyxoc*’#) and (b) achieve philosophical
knowledge (which allows people to attain a full virtue), such a person (who is therefore at best able
to possess a true opinion) can still be to some extent cured of cowardice, lack of moderation (that is,

the vices of the irrational part[s] of the soul), and injustice (i.e., the vice which affects the entire soul)

true. Hence, opinion is presented as a less stable cognitive state than philosophical knowledge). On the contrary,
philosophical knowledge is presented as an eternally stable cognitive state (see Sph. 253d-254b, where Plato argues that,
while ‘the sophist runs off into the darkness of what is not’, the philosopher, with his pure and justified love of wisdom,
‘is always engaged through reasonings with the form of what is’). For, given that (1) Plato draws elsewhere in his corpus
an ontological distinction between (a) what is (always the same) and (b) what comes to be and never is (cf. e.g., Ti. 27d-
28a, 29b-c), and (2) philosophical knowledge concerns what is always the same in all respects (i.e., the Forms: cf. R. VI
484b3-6), philosophical knowledge ends up representing a cognitive state which is as stable as its objects. Conversely, a
true opinion, which occurs when someone rightly judges the unstable sensible reality, is per se an unstable cognitive state.
172 Indeed, if I believe that ‘Theaetetus is sitting” while he is sitting in front of me (time1), | do certainly have a true opinion
about sensible reality at t;. However, if Theaetetus changes at t; his particular condition (e.g., he leaves), the true opinion
I used to have about him is not true anymore. This is how | interpret what the Eleatic Stranger says at Sph. 262e13-263b13
(esp., at 263a2 and 263b4-5) — namely, that a speech (Adyoc) like ‘Theaetetus sits’ (Oegaitntog kaOnTal) is true when it
‘says the things that are, as they are, about you’ (Aéyel 8¢ avTt@®v 6 uév dAnong ta dvta a¢ oty tepi cod). Put differently,
a speech (just like opinion and thought) is true when it provides a true assessment (which is worked out on the basis of
perception) of the sensible reality. Hence, if | believe that Theaetetus sits (while he is actually sitting), | am ascribing to
Theaetetus an action which is the case (for [a] Theaetetus is actually sitting and [b] the action of seating can be ascribed
to Theatetus — i.e., Theaetetus is able to sit). Yet, even if | hold an opinion which says the things that are as they are about
me at t;, my opinion (which is true at t;) may not be true anymore at to. For my act of believing is grounded on a (possibly)
true assessment of the unstable sensible reality —and hence, not on a (stable) philosophical knowledge of what Theaetetus
really is.

173 Since, as we maintain, (a) virtue is knowledge (see Sph. 228¢7-8) and (b) sophists are ignorant, sophists could never
be philosophically virtuous (that is, they could never achieve the knowledge that is virtue).

174 Since we are considering whether or not ordinary people — who may at best have true opinions (and thus, not the
knowledge that is virtue) — may eventually attain an inauthentic virtue, we need to assume that, in the case of these people,
ignorance has not been expunged from their soul through &\eyyog — but also through admonition, which, by the way, is
not per se effective. For, in the case that the elenctic refutation had been fully successfully conducted, a philosophical
virtue (that is, the virtue that is knowledge) would have been attained by the refuted.
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by means of corrective art (kolootikr té€yvn) — that is, by undergoing punishment. Now, to better
understand whether or not Plato’s Sophist suggests that a true opinion may be the key to a virtue of
some sort, | shall analyse how punishment may eventually succeed in making the human soul
courageous, moderate, and just. Plato does not explicitly address this issue in the Sophist. Yet, he
seems to take this problem into account in an earlier dialogue (i.e., the Gorgias) where the same
rhetorical strategy as the Sophist’s is used to shed light on his ethical account of the soul'”. In the
Gorgias, Plato explains that true political art is made of two parts (uopia): on the one hand, legislation
(vouobetikn téxvn) — which is to the soul what gymnastics is to the body — aims to save people from
acquiring moral defects in the first place; on the other, justice (dikarocvvn) — which is to the soul
what medicine is to the body — aims to cure the already corrupted souls!’®. Interestingly, Plato’s
Gorgias further clarifies that justice properly serves its own purpose when it prescribes criminals to
undergo a just punishment (i.e., a punishment which ultimately improves the criminal’s soul)’’.
Traditionally, scholars have been troubled by the fact that the Gorgias ‘has so much to say on
the subject of, and indeed about the necessity for, punishment’!’®, Indeed, Plato’s Gorgias would
seem to introduce two (apparently) inconsistent ethical theories. On the one hand, the Gorgias, like
the Sophist, reiterates the paradoxes which ground the so-called Socratic theory of ethical
intellectualism (according to which, virtue is knowledge and no one does wrong willingly)*”. As a
result, philosophical knowledge is presented as a necessary and sufficient condition to (a) distinguish
what is (morally) good from what is (morally) bad, and thus, (b) be fully virtuous®°. On the other
hand, the Gorgias, like the Sophist, introduces also a moral theory that has been generally defined by
scholars as “un-Socratic”8. In fact, by highlighting the ethical function of punishment, the dialogue
in question would seem to convey the (strikingly, “un-Socratic”) idea that (successfully) undergoing
an elenctic refutation (and thus, achieving philosophical knowledge) is not sufficient for (a) keeping
irrational desires under control and (b) attaining a full virtue!®?, In light of this apparent puzzle (i.e.,

the co-existence of “Socratic” and “un-Socratic” elements in the dialogue), scholars'® have argued

5 Interestingly, Plato clarifies the nature of virtue (as opposed to vice) at Sph. 228¢7-229¢3 by means of a body-soul
analogy. Similarly, Plato’s Gorgias explores the nature of virtue by exploiting a body-soul analogy (cf. Grg. 478a-b).
176 See Grg. 464b-c: both legislation and justice take care of the soul with a view to what is (morally) best (BéAtiotov).
17 Cf. Grg. 478a ff.

178 RowE 2007a, p. 27. Cf. also VLASTOS 1991, ch. 2, who argues that the Gorgias is indeed a transitional dialogue
(namely, a dialogue which, unlike the earlier works, does not make any reference to £€ieyyog as an essential means to
philosophical knowledge). For a similar view, see FINE 2003, p. 1 fn. 1, who also counts the Gorgias as a transitional
dialogue.

19 Cf. e.g., Grg. 488a-b.

180 See ROWE 2007a, p. 27. On the (so-called) Socratic theory of motivation for actions, see also PENNER 1991, who
argues that, according to a Socratic moral theory, humans only desire what is really good for them.

181 Cf. VLASTOS 1991, who argues that Plato’s Gorgias looks like an “un-Socratic” political dialogue.

182 See ROWE 20074, pp. 26-29.

183 Cf. e.g., ROwE 2007a and SEDLEY 2009.
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that Plato’s Gorgias does not feature any “un-Socratic” theory of moral epistemology®*. For, on the
assumption that punishment is analogous to &ieyyog, Plato’s Gorgias would still convey the
(“Socratic”) idea that undergoing a cross-examination — which would constitute for the refuted a

painful experience just as punishment is'®

— is a necessary and sufficient condition to completely
purge the human soul from vice. On this interpretation, then, the Socratic tenor of Plato’s Gorgias
would be preserved: for &\eyyog (presented under the guise of punishment) would still be the only
effective means to a full and philosophical virtue!®. Now, it is beyond the scope of the present chapter
to assess whether or not this reading of Plato’s Gorgias is sound. Still, we may assume that, if
punishment is to be taken as analogous to &.eyyoc also in Plato’s Sophist, it follows that punishment
would be as effective a means as £\eyyog to a full and philosophical virtue (namely, to the virtue that
is knowledge). Interestingly, however, not only is punishment clearly distinguished from &\eyyoc in
the Sophist!®’, but &\ eyyoc is also presented as the only effective means to philosophical knowledge,
and hence, to a full virtue (for ignorance — the worst disease in the human soul — could never be
expunged from the soul through punishment).

Yet, if punishment (a) cannot be thought of as being analogous to &ieyyoc in the Sophist, and
hence, (b) does not allow one to achieve a full virtue (i.e., the virtue that is knowledge), how is
punishment meant in the Sophist to cure the human soul of cowardice, lack of moderation and
injustice? The fact that kohaotikn téxvn is said to expunge from the soul all the species, or forms, of
vice (but not ignorance!) is meaningful. Indeed, if (a) virtue is knowledge and (b) &Aeyyog is the only
effective means to achieve both (as my reading of Plato’s Sophist suggests), it follows that corrective
art — and hence, punishment — merely allows the achievement of an inauthentic virtue (hamely, a
virtue that is not knowledge). As a result, we may assume that punishment holds in Plato’s Sophist a
merely “legal” meaning. On this interpretation, the Sophist would therefore anticipate the “theory of
punishment” that Plato more widely explores in his Laws. Indeed, Plato’s Laws establishes that the

lawgiver has to issue laws'® whose purpose is to either persuade (neibovca) the citizens to fulfil their

184 For a different view, see IRWIN 1979, p. 218, who more generally acknowledges that ‘Socrates’ previous argument’,
(i.e., Grg. 448e), ‘against the value of rhetoric assumed the truth of the Socratic Paradox. The defence of temperance and
continence’, (i.e., Grg. 491d; 505b-c), ‘assumes the falsity of the Paradox. The conclusions of these two main lines of
argument in the dialogue are never satisfactorily reconciled’.

185 Cf. SEDLEY 2009, esp. pp. 58-59.

186 See ROWE 20074, esp. p. 151.

187 See Sph. 228¢7-229¢3. While it is the case that the Gorgias and the Sophist share many similarities, it is still true that
these two dialogues are different in some other respects. In the Gorgias, the art of legislation is said to be worthier than
justice. Similarly, then, gymnastics is nobler than medicine. On the contrary, Plato’s Sophist establishes that &\eyyoc
(which is for the soul what medicine is for the body) is the most effective means for purging the human soul from vice.
188 See SCHOFIELD 2010, p. 23, who notices that the Athenian Stranger states at Lg. 1X 853b that laws are not framed for
heroes or sons of gods. Hence, laws (and thus, the punishment that comes along with the laws) are set for people who are
prone to vice.
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civic duties'®

or punish (koAalovoa) with violence and justice those on whom persuasion (initially)
has no effect'®. On a closer look, however, we see that punishment — as | will more extensively show
later on in this thesis — is presented in the Laws as a means for persuasion by itself'®%. Indeed, the
painful experience of punishment undergone by the criminals (assumedly) makes both the criminal
himself and those acquainted with him*®2 fear to suffer that same pain in the future. As a consequence,
both these people, who end up being persuaded (by their fearful feelings) to refrain from injustice in
the future®3, (a) achieve a true opinion about what is convenient to do on some occasions, and (b) get
the habit to do what ought to be done so to avoid the risk of being painfully punished in the future.
Now, if it is the case that Plato’s Sophist anticipates the Laws’ theory of punishment, it follows
that the Sophist allows for the possibility that ordinary people (who do not know what virtue is) may
still perform virtuous actions by carrying out a true imitation of virtue. For, by (directly or indirectly)
undergoing a painful experience of punishment in the everyday life, even non-philosophers may
achieve a true opinion about what is morally profitable (i.e., somehow courageous, moderate, and
just) on certain occasions. Yet, these people do not know the ultimate reasons why the virtuous actions
they perform (by imitating the object of their true opinion®*) are good. Indeed, they have just been
habituated to perform moral actions which do not call for any punishment. Therefore, if my argument
is correct, a conclusion is at hand: Plato’s Sophist (more or less explicitly) suggests that people who
are not fully wise but have opinions — true opinions, at least — can still act virtuously (but not be fully
virtuous) by achieving an inauthentic virtue (i.e., a virtue that is not knowledge).
Interestingly, the idea that a non-philosophical virtue may be attained by ordinary people is

introduced in earlier Platonic dialogues. To begin with, Plato has Socrates explain in the Phaedo that

189 See BOBONICH 1991, pp. 369 ff., and ANNAS 2010, p. 87, who believe that the laws, as Plato shows in his Laws, aim
to persuade people to obey the demands of their reason.

190 See Lg. IV 718b1-c6. Cf. also ZUCKERT 2013, esp. pp. 170 ff, who widely explains Plato’s analogy at Lg. 1X 875¢6-
el between legislators and doctors.

191 For a different interpretation, see BOBONICH 1991, p. 386, and STALLEY 1995, p. 478, who suggest that punishment is
needed solely when persuasion fails. Also, Stalley argues that the view that punishment merely has a deterrent effect is
supported by the language the Athenian Stranger uses at Lg. IV 721d in his specimen law on marriage.

192 For both these people will “either be filled with hatred for the unjust behaviour, or at any rate more or less recover
from this affliction’ (Lg. X1 934b1-3). Translations of Plato’s Laws are borrowed from GRIFFITH-SCHOFIELD 2016.

193 As STALLEY 1995, pp. 478-450, argues, both those who are justly punished and those who see them suffering become
better through fear.

194 Some scholars (cf. e.g., STALLEY 1995, p. 479 fn. 45 and SAUNDERS 1991, p. 165) argue that Plato has Socrates point
out at Phd. 68-69 that the kind of virtue which (a) consists in exchanging one fear for another and (b) merely is ‘a painted
imitation of virtue’ is indeed slavish and has nothing healthy, or true, about it. On this issue, | follow PETRucCI 2018:
‘philosophers will act courageously, or with temperance, because their acting is dictated by a qualified internal state,
shaped by ppdvnoig, while non-philosophers will act courageously, or with temperance, because their acting is determined
by the calculation of pleasure, pain, desire, and fear. In this sense, non-philosophical virtue is just a cxiaypoia: it is a
bad imitation of true virtue inasmuch as the former, albeit sharing the descriptive aspect with the latter, lacks its
fundamental core, that is its motivational basis’. Accordingly, Petrucci concludes that, given that Phd. 68-69 should be
interpreted in light of Phd. 82a (namely, where Plato introduces the notion of ‘demotic’ virtue), the so-called slavish
virtue presented at Phd. 68-69 is nothing but a demotic virtue. As | show on (infra) p. 26 fn. 195, a demotic virtue is an
inauthentic virtue which is achieved by practice and habit, and without knowledge.
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a virtuous action may still be performed even if stirred by non-philosophical motivations. As a matter
of fact, a moral agent may still act virtuously by practice (ueiétn) and habit (§00g). Nonetheless, such
a moral agent would not be fully virtuous: for, given that he does not know the reasons why he
performs good actions, he is not ultimately able to achieve a philosophical virtue (namely, the virtue
that is knowledge). As a result, he may only attain a kind of inauthentic virtue which Plato calls
‘demotic’!®, Plato also argues in the Meno that a moral agent may act virtuously without having a
wise philosophical knowledge about what virtue is. For Plato has Socrates point out that both those
who have philosophical knowledge and those who have mere opinions can equally perform the same
virtuous action'®. Indeed, a true opinion might be ‘in no way a worse guide to correct action than
knowledge’!®’. As a result, both those who know where Larissa is and those who merely have a true
opinion about that are said to be able to reach Larissa. Nonetheless, there is a significant axiological
difference between these two actions — analogous to moral actions: given that true opinions are
epistemologically unsteady, the holder of true opinion may eventually fail to reach Larissa in the
future; on the contrary, the one who has knowledge will always be able to reach Larissa.

To conclude, there are two different ways in which epistemology and ethics relate in Plato’s
Sophist. On the one hand, the knowledge informed by wisdom which pertains to philosophers only is
presented as a stable guarantee for being fully virtuous. On the other, non-philosophers appear to be
able to attain an inauthentic, i.e., a demotic, virtue. Indeed, the Sophist, just like other Platonic

dialogues, (more or less explicitly) implies that a true opinion may still allow one to act virtuously.

1.4,  Conclusions

This chapter has shown that a particular passage of such a polysemantic dialogue as the Sophist has
an extraordinary ethical relevance. Besides the ontological interest in defining what really is and the
project of describing the sophist, Plato shows that ethics too is an implicitly significant topic in this
dialogue.

As | argued, the Sophist’s art of noble sophistry passage (226b1-231b8) shows that, although
knowledge is not thought of as the only cause of moral actions — indeed, desires, pleasures, pains, and
affections are in a sense contributory causes of moral behaviour —, a knowledge informed by wisdom
is still required in order to: a) rule over irrationality and b) make all the contributory causes profitable

for the sake of virtue as a whole. Accordingly, the Socratic theory of ethical intellectualism is not

195 Cf. Phd. 82a10-b3, where Plato defines “demotic” virtue as a sort of virtue which (a) stems out of habit (800c) and
practice (uerétn), and (b) is attained without neither wisdom (co@ia) nor intellect (vodc).

1% In the Meno, Plato re-asserts the theory according to which virtue is knowledge. Indeed, scholars generally agree that
this theory is only apparently rejected by Socrates (see SCOTT 2006, pp. 161-175 and 186-193).

197 Men. 97c1-2. Cf. also Men. 96e7-97¢5. On the interweaving between virtue, knowledge, and true opinion, see
PETRUCCI 2011.
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abandoned, as some scholars have argued, but is rather further developed in the Sophist, to the extent
that it provides a more precise account of the complexity of the embodied human soul.

Additionally, the Sophist sheds light on two different ways through which virtue can be
somehow attained by the moral agent. Philosophers, as divinities, and some ordinary people ground
their moral actions on two different cognitive states. Philosophers perform as moral agents in virtue
of their stable and wise knowledge about essences (ovciat), virtue included. Now, since the Sophist
explicitly reiterates one of the Socratic paradoxes — the one according to which no one errs willingly
— which ground the theory of ethical intellectualism, no wise man might ever do wrong. Hence,
philosophers are necessarily virtuous because they know what virtue is. On the other hand, ordinary
people are not good enough to achieve a philosophical knowledge informed by wisdom. Nevertheless,
this does not imply that they are necessarily condemned to vicious life. Indeed, those who have true
opinion about reality — about virtue, in particular — can still act virtuously by properly imitating the
shape (oyfjna) of virtue they have just an opinion about.

To conclude, Plato’s Sophist establishes that a philosophical knowledge informed by wisdom
is a necessary and sufficient condition for being virtuous — as the theory of ethical intellectualism,
more widely systematized in other dialogues, prescribes. However, opinion, if true, is still sufficient
for acting virtuously. For a true opinion about what is truly thought to be proper to particular

circumstances may eventually imply virtuous actions.
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CHAPTER 2: WOOF AND WARP: THE STATESMAN’S WEAVER

2.1. Plato’s Statesman: a methodological note

EE. dAAa 01 petd TOV GOPLoTnV dvaykoiov, O Euol gaivetol, ToMTIKoV [Ttov dvopa] dalnteiv
v@V- kol pot Aéye TOTEPOV TV EMGTNUOVOV TV’ UV Kol TodTov Betéov, ) Thc; NE. ZQ. Obtmg.

STRANGER: Well then, after the sophist, it seems to me that the two of us must search for the
statesman. Now tell me: should we posit in the case of this person too that he is one of those who
possess knowledge, or what assumption should we make? YOUNG SOCRATES: That’s what we
should assume.

Plt. 258b2-5'%

This passage, which is located at the beginning of Plato’s Statesman, clarifies the scope of the
dialogue. The stated aim of this work amounts to addressing the (so-called Socratic)'®® ti ot
question, having the figure of the moAiticog as its object of interest. Interestingly, for the first time
within the context of philosophical and non-philosophical literature?®, the noun ‘molticéc’ is here
used by Plato to indicate the person who is responsible for taking care of the management of the city.
What is even more important to note, however, is that PIt. 258b2-5 has another fundamental message
to deliver. As it turns out, these lines shed light on the fundamental assumption which grounds Plato’s
inquiry: the statesman is assumed to be ‘one of those who possess knowledge’.

From the very beginning of the Statesman, then, Plato establishes that the person who will be
in charge for the city’s government has to meet a specific epistemological requirement: he has to
possess knowledge. Now, one of the main concerns of this chapter will be to assess what exactly this
knowledge amounts to. In doing so, | will clarify whether or not the kind of knowledge that the
statesman is assumed to possess is to any extent of a technical sort. In addition to this, I will also
evaluate if, and, eventually, to what extent, the citizenry benefits from the statesman’s cognitive (and,
potentially, moral) excellence. My investigation will therefore focus on three main points: 1) the first
section will be devoted to a reconstruction of the most important tenets that Plato presents in the
Statesman. In doing so, | will concentrate on the elements of epistemological and ethical theory that
Plato works out in this dialogue. As a consequence, | will touch upon the Statesman’s political theory

198 Translations (eventually, slightly modified) of Plato’s Statesman are borrowed from RowE 1997.

19 Although Plato is not trying to find out what *something* is — rather, he is interested in discovering who *someone*
like a statesman is like —, a specific method of investigation is being employed by Plato. Indeed, as some scholars have
already argued, this kind of investigation (which proceeds by addressing the “what is x” question) characterizes the
dialectical method of inquiry which is employed by the Socrates of Plato. On this very issue, see also VEGETTI 20074, p.
38, who argues that the Socratic form of dialectic (namely, that which [a] had been practised by the historical Socrates
and [b] is attested in the early Platonic dialogues) aims to answer the ‘Ti Aéyeig’ question. On the contrary, Platonic
dialectic (being opposed to Socratic dialectic) aims to address the ‘ti é511’ question. On this interpretation, then, Platonic
dialectic seeks to find out the Adyog ti|g ovoiog, that is, an exhaustive account of the essential features of the investigated
object.

200 philosophical and non-philosophical literature used to use a varied range of terms to indicate the person who is in
charge for the city’s government (e.g., ‘pfitwp’, ‘moitevopuevog’, ‘coufovioc’, but also ‘pritopeg xai otpatnyoi’). The
term ‘moArtikdc’ was used for the first time by an orator, Aeschines, to refer to a statesman in 343 BC (and hence, almost
five years after Plato’s death) in the oration On the False Embassy (184) (cf. HANSEN 1983, pp. 36-39).
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only tangentially; 2) in the next section, my analysis will focus on the figure of the moAtikdc in a
twofold manner: (a) after having ascertained what exactly the cognitive nature of the statesman
consists of, (b) I will assess whether it is the case or not that, as commentators have noted, Plato’s
Statesman shows that there are ‘no requirements for the statesman to be an ethically virtuous
person’?%: 3) then, | shall evaluate if — and, eventually, to what extent — the epistemological and

ethical nature of the citizen body benefits from the statesman’s excellence.

2.2. The Statesman’s weaver

ZE. Trv 6¢ mac®v te ToVTOV Gpyovcav kol TV VOU®V Kol GUUIAVI®OV TAV KOTO TOAV
EmpelovpEVV Kol TavTa cuvueaivovsoy opBotata, Tod Kovod Tf] KANcEL TepAaPovieg TNV
duvapy adTiG, TPOCAyoPEHOLUEY SIKALOTOT GV, MG EOLKE, TOATIKNV.

STRANGER: Whereas the one that controls all of these, and the laws, and cares for every aspect of
things in the city, weaving everything together in the most correct way — this, embracing its
capacity with the appellation belonging to the whole, we would, it seems, most appropriately call
statesmanship.

Plt. 305e2-6

This passage starts off the concluding section of the dialogue and provides a definition of what the
art of statesmanship is in relation to other forms of expertise (mpog &AAa). Indeed, Plt. 305e2-6 shows
that the statesman is the person who is provided with the capacity (dvvauig) to (a) control (Gpyewv)
the other arts and the laws and (b) ‘weave everything together in the most correct way’. Now, what
are the other arts which the statesman is called to supervise? What does Plato mean when he specifies
that the statesman is expected to ‘weave everything together’? And, finally, what is the art of
statesmanship in itself (ka0 adtv)? Is it inspired by some specific kind of knowledge? To answer all
these questions, it is worth analysing both the Statesman’s argumentative structure and its argument
in itself.

As some scholars have already noted?%?, the argument that Plato presents in his Statesman
shows a peculiar structure that is meant to help out with fulfilling the dialogue’s stated project. A
long series of divisions (which aim to define the moAirtikdc and his art of ruling) and a cosmological
myth (that brings divisions to a more advanced state) aim to highlight the excellence of the statesman
in ‘weaving together’ the citizen body. Now, to better understand what the method of division consists
of, we must first consider that the exchange between Socrates, the Young Socrates, the Stranger and
Theodorus is explicitly said to happen on the same day as the dialogue which is described in the
Sophist?®, Interestingly, the two dialogues show a high degree of consistency, if we consider the

201 BARTNINKAS 2014, p. 131. For a similar view, see also SCHOFIELD 1999, p. 174, CHERRY 2012, p. 123, and GRISWOLD
JR. 1989, p. 152, contra WEISS 1995, p. 222.

202 See e.g., ROWE 2000, p. 233.

203 See PIt. 258a2-6, where Plato specifies that (a) the dialogue represented in the Theaetetus took place on the day before
the facts described in the Statesman happen, and (b) what is narrated in the Sophist has just happened (hence, just a while

ago).
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method of inquiry which is employed by Plato in these two works. For both the Statesman and the
Sophist employ the same dialectical method?®* (which had already been theorized in the Phaedrus®®)
to seek for a definition of their respective objects of investigation — namely, the sophist and his art of
sophistry on the one hand, and the statesman and his art of statesmanship on the other. Dialectic, as
Plato argues in Plt. 285a7-b62%, features two different steps: (1) collection (cuvaymyn), which
consists in the bringing together of a multiplicity into a unity, and (2) division (dwaipeotig), which is
used for the subdivision of the unity into the various parts that naturally make up that unity?®’. As
such, the method of dialectic envisages the involvement of one kind, or class (idog, or yévoc), which,
being very large, will be divided into parts: among these parts, those which are deemed to be irrelevant
for the sake of the aimed definition will be discarded®®®. Accordingly, in the Statesman, the definition
of the moltikdg and his art of statesmanship will be obtained by means of a series of divisions through
which the relevant parts — that is, those which will not have been discarded — will be put together as

to form the definition of the object under investigation?®®.

204 According to Julius Moravcsik, the dialectical method of investigation (especially, the dialectical method of division)
comes to be associated with a refined ontological theory only in Plato’s late dialogues. On this interpretation, then, the
dialectical method of division which is presented in Plato’s late works would mark out a development in the Platonic
Theory of Forms (cf. MORAVCSIK 1972b, p. 159). For an analytical introduction to Plato’s method of division, see CAVINI
1995.

205 Cf. Phdr. 265d3-266b1.

206 Actually, Swipeoic is said at Plt. 285a7-b6 to take place just before cuvaywyy. More generally, Plato’s dialectical
method prescribes to collect first and then divide the collected unity. Cf. DE-CHIARA QUENZER 1998, esp. pp. 98 ff, who
argues that collection and division are not equal partners in the practice of the philosophical method of dialectic. Indeed,
although collection is a necessary part of dialectic, it is only a minor part of it.

207 Cf. ACCATTINO 1997, p. XV. For a definition of the dialectical method used by Plato in the Statesman, cf. IONESCU
2014, pp. 29-37. CORNFORD 1941 and SKEMP 1952 argue that collection can only take place before starting dialectical
divisions up. HACKFORTH 1945, however, suggests that collections are held at various times. For a deeper investigation
about Plato’s dwipeoic, see CHERNISS 1944, pp. 1-82, ACKRILL 1970, LLOYD 1965, MARTEN 1968, and FRONTEROTTA
2007, pp. 36-65.

208 With reference to the terminology used by Plato to indicate ‘kinds’, ‘parts’, and ‘classes’, a passage from the Statesman
appears to be revealing. For PIt. 263a2-b10 (namely, where [a] the Younger Socrates asks for the difference between
kinds [yévn] and parts [uépn], and [b] the Stranger replies in terms of classes [£id1)] and parts [uépn]) shows an identity
of sorts between gido¢ and yévoc — which therefore seem to be used by the Plato of the Statesman as two interchangeable
terms. On Sayre’s interpretation, a kind/class (s1doc/yévoc) individuates a group of entities which are considered by taking
into account the features that are shared among all. In turn, a part (uépog) indicates a group of entities which are considered
without making reference to the features which are shared among all the entities. Put differently, while a kind/class is
individuated by reference to the Platonic Forms (that is, all its parts are expected to participate in that same Form),
participating in the same Form is not required in the case of mere parts (e.g., ‘all constituents of the kind of odd number
participate in the Form Oddness, whereas a subset of numbers thrown together randomly will share in no common Form
other than number itself” [SAYRE 2006, p. 228]). If so, all the kinds/classes would be parts, whereas a part would not
necessarily constitute a kind/class: see SAYRE 2006, pp. 223-228.

209 Cf. ROwWE 2000, p. 234. In the Statesman, Plato clarifies what exactly the criterion through which divisions should be
carried out is like. An undefined criterion of ‘naturalness’ is meant to guide the entire process of division. In PIt. 262c10-
263al, Plato associates divisions such as those which distinguish between odd and even numbers (i.e., divisions which
are held to be correct) with divisions that can only distinguish either between the number ten-thousand and all the others
or between Greeks and all the other barbarian people. Such examples are meant to highlight the fact that divisions act
upon natural kinds/classes. Indeed, at Plt. 287¢3-5, Plato argues that divisions are carried out ‘at the level of joints’ (thus,
according to a principle of “naturalness™). Still on the method of division, it is worth wondering whether or not the
kind/class which is to be divided into parts contains parts, or is rather made of parts. On the latter case, a kind/class would
be nothing but a mere sum of parts. On the contrary, if the kind/class (i.e., the whole) contains no parts, it would be
something more than a mere collection of parts. However, Plt. 278a8-278c1 (where Plato denies that a syllable is a mere
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Now that | have clarified (in brief) how the dialectical method of division works from a
theoretical point of view, it is worth explaining what kind of results such a method of inquiry obtains
within the context of the Statesman. | have already established that a fundamental premise is advanced
by Plato at the very beginning of his investigation?!°: the statesman is assumed to be a person who
possesses knowledge (émotiun). As a consequence, a criterion according to which a moAttikdg can
be recognized is possession of émotiun?!!. Plato’s next step will be to show what kind of knowledge
the statesman’s émotiun consists of. Thus, Plato has the Stranger use, for the first time within the

dialogue, the dialectical method of division?'?

. Indeed, all cases of émotnun are divided by the
Stranger in such a way that two parts of knowledge are found in the end: a practical (Tpaktikn)
knowledge is presented as being opposed to a purely theoretical (yvootikn) knowledge. Having
specified that the statesman’s knowledge and the statesman, on the one hand, and the king’s
knowledge and the king, on the other, must be regarded as one and the same thing?'3, Plato establishes
that the king, and hence, the statesman, is more closely related to the theoretical sort of knowledge
than to the manual, or generally practical, species of émotun?4. Now that the knowledge of the
statesman has been determined as a theoretical kind of émietun, Plato carries out a second division
at Plt. 261c-d. Hence, having divided theoretical knowledge into two parts — referring to one as the
directive (émroxtucdv) part and to the other as that which makes judgments (iprticov)?® —, Plato
establishes at Plt. 261c-d that the statesman is expected to rear — and hence, to issue directions for the
sake of — living creatures (collectively, and not individually). Therefore, a first definition of the

statesman’s émothun is provisionally advanced: the moAitucoc’s knowledge consists of a knowledge

sum of letters) shows that, according to Plato, a kind/class is more than a mere sum of parts. Therefore, as the method of
division culminates in the ‘weaving’ together of the parts which have not been discarded, it follows that the final definition
(Mdyoc: see e.g., Sph. 268¢5-6) that is achieved by the end of the ‘weaving’ of the remaining parts does not constitute a
mereological unity (on this issue, see MORAVCSIK 1972b, pp. 158-167). On the Statesman’s dialectic, cf. also EL MURR
2010b, p. 125, who argues that ‘statesmanship is a model for dialectic inasmuch as the very processes (discrimination and
combination) involved in the art of the true statesman are the exact same ones the dialectician ought to display. The only
difference, but it is a crucial one, is that political interweaving aims at the simple resolution of contrariety, indispensable
to the unification of the city, whereas dialectic, being the “science of free men” (Soph., 253c), seeks to articulate forms
in logoi according to their multiple relations of communication in order to reach a given target’.

210 See PIt. 258b2-5.

211 Cf. STERN 1997, p. 267, who observes that, in the Statesman, ‘it is repeatedly claimed that ruling requires science
alone, all other qualifications being unimportant’. For a different interpretation, cf. MARQUEZ 2007, p. 44, who argues
that the Stranger’s choice of words at Plt. 259¢6-8 ‘strongly suggests that the true statesman's effectiveness in the world
as a possessor of theoretical knowledge depends not on his knowledge but on his charisma (should he have it), that
indefinable “strength” of the soul that great leaders have; and this means that the gap between his theoretical knowledge
and the world of practice is not to be bridged entirely by his knowledge’.

212 Cf, PIt. 258e4-5.

213 See PIt. 258e8-9 and 259d3-5.

214 Cf. PIt. 259¢10-d1.

215 See Plt. 260b3-6.
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of the collective rearing of human beings (‘avOpadnov kowotpopkhy metiuny’)?*e. As a result, the
moltikdg is presented as a shepherd of humans?!’,

Now, although a satisfactory definition of political knowledge seems to have been already
achieved, Plato’s Statesman shows that such a characterization of the statesman’s knowledge proves
to be misleading. Indeed, a similar description of the statesman’s knowledge is not decisive. For the
same kind of émotqun (that is, a knowledge of the collective rearing of human beings) could be
equally ascribed to other experts, such as farmers, merchants, bakers, sports teachers and doctors,
who possess technical abilities. Undoubtedly, all these individuals could indeed claim — even more
reasonably than the statesman could — to be leaders of people, being their shepherds. For all these
experts are engaged (more than anyone else) in the nurture (tpoe1)) of human beings, statesmen
included?®. Therefore, given the inadequacy of this definition of the statesman’s knowledge as
knowledge of the collective rearing of human beings, the Stranger urges the Young Socrates to ‘travel
some other route, starting from another point’ (ITGAwv toivov €€ dAANG dpyig O&l kB’ Etépav 630V
nopevdijvai tva)?. As a consequence, Plato pauses the dialectical method of investigation to insert
a cosmological myth??, By narrating a mythological story which reworks some of Greek literature’s
most fundamental topics®?!, then, Plato intends to highlight the inadequacy of the provisional
definition of the statesman’s knowledge just reached. The cosmological myth describes a significant
discrepancy between a golden age (the Cronus’ age) and the present time (the age of Zeus)??2. Hence,
this topos describes a golden age in which humans live under the guidance of a god, Cronus. During
this era, people are born from earth??®, the god (who is also the creator of the world) looks after the
universe and its rotation from East to West, and peace and abundance spread all over in the universe
as the animals (human beings included) are entrusted to the care of divine demons. Therefore, the
golden age of Cronus is presented by Plato as an era in which these demons act as shepherds, as it

216 p|t. 267d11.

217 For a similar conception of the molitikdc, see X. Cyr. | 1 and VIII 2, 14; but also X. Mem. | 2, 32 and Il 2.1, where
Xenophon assimilates the good king to a shepherd.

218 Cf. PIt. 267e7-268a3.

219 p|t, 268d5-6.

220 The myth is reported by Plato in Plt. 268d5-274e4. For an analysis of the Platonic myths in relation to the Homeric
and Hesiodic models, see YAMAGATA 2010, pp. 72-83. On the vexata quaestio concerning the issue of how many cosmic
cycles are represented in the Statesman’s myth, see EL MURR 2010a and Rowe 2010a. For an interpretation of the
philosophical arguments that the Plato of the Statesman grounds on the myth, see KAHN 2009.

221 E g., Hesiod, in his Works and Days, opposes a golden age to the present era of humans.

222 See PIt. 269a1-8. See also PIt. 272b3 and 272c5, where Plato presents the age of Zeus as ‘our’ (namely, the current)
era. See also PIt. 275b8-c4, where Plato indicates that ‘the statesmen who belong to our present era’
(vdv Svtog modtikovg), being different from the shepherd god, ‘are much more like their subjects in their natures and
have shared in an education and nurture closer to theirs’. In these lines, Plato indicates the Statesman’s pragmatic ocxomnog:
he provides the statesmen of his current age with a guideline so as to help them (a) achieve political knowledge and (b)
act in accordance with it. Against the view that the era of Zeus represents Plato’s world, cf. NIGHTINGALE 1996, p. 86,
who argues that both the ages of Zeus and Cronus are fictional.

23 Cf. PIt. 271a ff.
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were, over the world. Within this “heavenly” context, then, the art of statesmanship (including “pre-
political” institutions such as families) is revealed to be totally useless. Furthermore, agriculture,
handicraft, and all the other similar kinds of expertise turn out to be unnecessary, as fruits
spontaneously arise from earth??*, However, as soon as the god (as the steersman of the universe)
‘lets go — as it were — of the bar of the steering-oars and retires to his observation-post’?>, humans
move from this golden age of Cronus to the era of Zeus. As a result, the universe starts rotating in the
opposite direction (from West to East), and human beings stop being guided by divine demons. In
this way, humans become responsible for their own sustenance. Unfortunately, however, humans
appear (at least, at an early stage of the Zeus’ era) to be unable to (a) protect themselves from the
hostility of the other ferocious animals, and (b) maintain themselves in a state of total self-sufficiency
(due to the scarcity of food). It is only at a later stage, then, that the gods finally intervene and bestow
upon humans the gift of the many crafts which are crucial for the salvation of the human kind?®.
Now, a reading of the Statesman’s cosmological myth??’ concerned with the scope of the
dialogue suggests??® that its main function is to amend the mistakes made at Plt. 267d11 when
defining the moAtikdc’s émotun as the knowledge of the collective rearing of human beings
(vBpdTV Kowvotpoikny émtotiuny). For the myth shows that the only entity which is worthy of
being called ‘shepherd of humans’ is a god or a demon. As a consequence, defining the statesman as

a shepherd of men is revealed to be mistaken. Indeed, the statesman is human — and not a god at all??°.

224 Cf. PIt. 271a1-272b4.

25 plt, 272€3-5.

226 See Plt. 274a-e. Cf. ACCATTINO 1997, pp. XVIII- XXI and ACCATTINO 1995, pp. 203-204, for an analysis of the way
in which the Plato of the Statesman talks about the introduction of technology in the human society during the age of
Zeus.

227 Many and various scholarly interpretations of the Statesman’s cosmological myth have emerged over the years. [1]
One interpretation consists in identifying the divine shepherd of the age of Cronus with the philosopher-ruler of the
Republic. On this reading of the myth, Plato would reject in the Statesman the idea that one needs to be a philosopher to
rule over a city (for such a controversial view, see GRUBE 1980, p. 279). [2] Alternatively, Christopher Rowe argues that,
if the myth has a specific message to deliver, this is surely marked out by the intention of presenting a sharp distinction
between divine and human reason: human reason (in the age of Zeus) is able to grasp only with great difficulty what the
god (during the golden age of Cronus) grasps with no effort at all (cf. Rowe 2000, p. 241). [3] Another interpretation of
the myth holds instead that the myth is deployed by Plato to play the dramatic function of separating the dialogue off into
two parts — one “Socratic”, the other “un-Socratic” (for this interpretation, see WEISS 1995; for a more radical view, cf.
SCODEL 1987, pp. 161-162, and ARRIGHETTI 1995, p. 226 [contra ROWE 1996, pp. 171-172]). [4] Then, the myth’s
function has been interpreted in light of its political significance: humans’ life in the age of Zeus would be presented in
such a way that the danger of heteronomy — and hence, of the human dependence on a third-party authority — would be
clear to the reader. For a different political interpretation, see EL MURR 2014, pp. 148-149 (and, similarly, BRISSON 1995
and CARONE 2004), who argues that the myth may be thought to mark out a distinction between a golden age (which
humans can only imitate) and a typically human age, which is highly political (during which, however, gods may still
guide humans). [5] Finally, (a) loNESCU 2014, p. 38, argues that the myth is meant to display ‘a metaphysical model in
four terms: the Demiurge, the Forms, the particulars, and the “indefinite sea of unlikeness” (&vopoidtrog dmepov dvia
novtov, 273d6-e1)’, and (b) NIGHTINGALE 1996 claims that the myth’s value is to show that gods must allow evil into the
universe so as to have humans possess free will.

228 See PIt. 268d5-e1l.

229 Cf. PIt. 275b8-c4, where Plato specifies not only that “this figure of the divine herdsman is still greater than that of a
king’, but also that ‘the statesmen who belong to our present era are much more like their subjects in their natures’.
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Thus, given also that many human beings (that is, farmers, merchants, bakers, sports teachers and
doctors) are all equally concerned — as much as the statesman is — with the rearing of human beings?°,
the myth shows that a more highly differentiated definition of the statesman, his art, and his
knowledge must be sought.

To achieve this goal, Plato brings the method of dialectical division back into play. Indeed,
Plato has the Stranger urge the Young Socrates to divide into two parts the art of the carer by using
the distinction between what is enforced and that which is voluntary?!. Having clarified that the
expertise that relates to subjects who are forced is called tyrannical, and that ‘the herd-keeping that is
voluntary and relates to willing two-footed living things’ constitutes an expertise that belongs to
statesmanship??, Plato argues that ‘it is a hard thing [...] to demonstrate any of the more important
subjects without using models’#2. Thus, having established the further premise that ‘the things that
are without body, which are finest and greatest, are shown clearly only by reasoning (Aéyw) and by
nothing else’?**, Plato clarifies once and for all that seeking for a definition of the statesman, his
knowledge, and his art with only one aid of sensible images (that is, by associating statesmanship
with a sensible image of this art) constitutes an unfortunate enterprise which leads to no result?®, As
a consequence, Plato has the Stranger urge his younger interlocutor to acknowledge that a
comparative model®® can actually help out with finding out a definition of the statesman (and his

knowledge)®’. In this way, the art of weaving®® is taken as a model (ropdderypa) of the art of

230 See PIt. 267e7-268a3.

231 See PIt. 276d8-11.

232 See PIt. 276e11-13.

28 PIt, 277d1-4: ‘Xorendv, & Soudvie, P Tapadeiypact xpdpevov ikovidg dvieicvocsdal Tt tdv ueldovov’.

234 PIt, 286a5-6.

235 <But I think the majority of people fail to recognize that for some of the things that are, there are certain perceptible
likenesses which are there to be easily understood” (PIt. 285d10-e1).

236 That is, a model that involves — even on a very small scale — the same kind of activities — and hence, the same essential
structure — as the art of statesmanship.

237 See Plt. 278a-e. See MOORE 2016, who argues that, ‘on the account of the Statesman, by offering an opportunity for
i) practicing abstraction in preparation for the dialectical method of collection, ii) developing a desire to know the
intelligible principles of our experiential understanding, and thereby iii) cultivating the affective éthos of the dialectician,
examples serve a psychagogic function’.

238 |t is worth wondering why Plato focuses on just the art of weaving (and not on one among the many other human arts).
In the classical Greece, the activity of weaving represents a pervasive metaphor for political activity. Just to make an
example, Aristophanes’ Lysistrata - which, as we may suppose, Plato was perfectly acquainted with — shows that the art
of weaving is taken as a model for political activity. Still, the art of weaving is unequivocally associated by Aristophanes
with the feminine world. Indeed, it is by weaving that women show men how they should manage their own affairs.
Interestingly, the art of weaving is not associated with the feminine world in the Statesman. For the political weaving of
the statesman is always associated with men. Thus, why would Plato still assume the art of weaving as the model of the
art of statesmanship? On this very issue, many interpretations have been advanced by scholars. On the one hand, some
scholars suggest that, although women were ideologically associated with domestic work in the classical Greece, male
weavers existed as well (see e.g., SCHEID-SVENBRO 1996, p. 23, who argue that the fact that male weavers do live in the
Greece of Plato is proved by Plato himself in his works: see e.g., Hp. Mi. 368c4, Phd. 87b and R. VI 369d.). On the other
hand, the art of weaving may also be thought to be implicitly associated with women in the Statesman (Plato’s Republic
shows that philosopher-queens may exist just as philosopher-kings). Therefore, by associating the art of statesmanship
with the (feminine) art of weaving Plato may be thought to convey the idea that he does not reject in his Statesman any
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statesmanship, namely, as a model through which the essential nature of statesmanship will be better
understood?®. In particular, the analysis of the model constituted by the weaving of a woollen cloak
is meant by Plato to help clarify the role that the art of weaving (conceived of as just one of the many
arts involved in the creation of a woollen cloak) plays throughout the productive process*°. By means
of this analogy, then, Plato aims to achieve two theoretical outcomes: (a) finding out that — and,
eventually, how many — other arts contribute to take care of the human race together with the art of
statesmanship, and (b) providing a definition of what such an art is in relation to other forms of
expertise (tpog dAAa) — by discovering what special role the art of statesmanship plays in the process
of giving a peaceful and ordered structure to the city.

Hence, having ascertained that studying the model of weaving allows for unveiling the nature
of the statesman, his art, and his knowledge, Plato establishes that not all the arts that contribute to
the production of the garment from wool play the same function throughout the productive process®*.
Accordingly, Plato has the Stranger make a further division which aims to identify two sorts of
expertise ‘in relation to all the things that people do’. In this way, the Stranger and the Young Socrates
end up distinguishing between a contributory cause of production and what is itself a cause?¥?. As a
result, those arts which do not make the thing itself — but rather provide tools for those that do — are
said to be contributory causes (cuvaitiot). On the other hand, those arts which bring the thing itself
to completion are defined as causes (aitiat)?*3. Once this has been clarified, Plato specifies that the
process of creating a woollen garment envisages three different steps: (1) at first, only the contributory
causes are at play, providing the tolls which are necessary for the achievement of the final product;
(2) next, the causes intervene to work the raw material out; (3) then, the art of weaving — which is the
most beautiful and the most important (‘keAliot xoi peyiotn’) among all the arts involved in the
creation of a woollen garment®*4 — brings the whole process to completion by intertwining woof and
warp?4,

Now, once the analysis of the art of weaving (conceived of as the most important expertise in
the achievement of the final product) is finished, Plato gets back to the art of statesmanship which,

just as the art of weaving, is said to be guided by a specific criterion, due measure (uétpiov). For it is

of the theoretical outcomes achieved in the Republic. Finally, an alternative interpretation suggests that the association of
the art of weaving with femininity would just be neutralized in the Statesman (see LANE 1998, pp. 163-169).

239 For an alternative interpretation, see DOs SANTOS 2018, p. 179, who claims that ‘weaving, in the Statesman, would be
an analogy for a particular aspect of the soul, the activity of thinking’, with a special reference to ‘its ability to establish
relations, and to identify, from such relations, identities and differences, which constitutes the capacity of the Aoyiotikdv,
par excellence’.

240 See PIt. 279a7-b5.

241 Cf. PIt. 281c6-d4.

242 See PIt. 281d8-11.

243 On the distinction between causes and contributory causes, cf. Ti. 46¢c-e, but also Phd. 99a4-d3 and Phlb. 27a.

24 Cf. PIt. 281c7-d3.

245 See PIt. 283a3-8.
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only by avoiding what is excessive that good and fine things may be produced?*®. With this premise
in mind, and having distinguished causes and contributory causes?*’ of the city’s government, Plato
reminds the reader of a provisional (and still incomplete) definition of the moAttucog’s knowledge that

had been reached earlier on in the dialogue®*®. The art of statesmanship?+°

individuates a knowledge
(émomiun) which is concerned with making judgments (ikptticr) and controlling (émraxtucr)?.
Interestingly, the kind of knowledge which is indicated by the art of statesmanship (just as for the art
of weaving) is said to constitute the most difficult and the most important thing to acquire. For the
statesman must be wise (ppovipoc), and only a few people manage to be so?!. Now, such an
epistemological characterization of the statesman allows us to clarify that the art of statesmanship can
be properly performed only when a man who is provided with wisdom (ueté ppoviicemc)??, and who
is indeed copdc and good (Gya86c)?®, rules with virtue (apetiy)?>* over the city (making it better than
it was before?®°) on the basis of his knowledge (¢motiun) and sense of justice (Sikawov)?>®. However,
what the good and wise statesman does in practice still remains to be seen. To shed light on this

aspect, Plato appeals to the model of the art of weaving. The art of statesmanship is compared to the

246 Cf. PIt. 284a5-b2.

247 It is by considering the Zpyov of the art of statesmanship that Plato distinguishes between causes and contributory
causes. In PIt. 287¢-289c, Plato enumerates those seven arts which can be thought of as contributory causes for the city’s
government: 1) the art which produces tools (including here all the contributory causes of weaving); 2) the art which
creates receptacles; 3) the art that produces the objects which provide support to those people who use them; 4) the art of
defence; 5) the art that provides entertainment; 6) the art that produces materials which can be used by other arts; 7) the
art that manages food. What these seven contributory arts produce is not directly made by the art of statesmanship, but is
still necessary for the sustenance of the city (see PIt. 287d-3-4). As for the arts which can be deemed to be causes (namely,
those which show a close resemblance to the art of statesmanship: see PIt. 303d-311c), Plato specifies that they are three:
(1) political oratory (see COOPER 1986, p. 91, about this); (2) strategy (see SINCLAIR 1988, pp. 81-82, about an alleged
attack on the strategists who live in Athens at the time of Plato); (3) the judicial art (interestingly, Plato specifies that in
the just cities neither judges nor laws should supervise and regulate the political activity of the statesman: cf. Plt. 298e5-
299a6; see also DUFFY 2020, p. 15, who argues that Plato specifies in the Statesman that ‘the ideal ruler may and will
sometimes act against even an ideal law-code’. As a matter of fact, Plato’s Statesman makes the rule of law the ‘second-
best’: cf. SORENSEN 2018, esp. pp. 412 ff. about this issue; on the intrinsic limits of law, see EL MURR 2014, esp. pp. 236-
239); (4) public education. These arts which are causes are guided by the statesman to the same extent as the weaver
supervises all the contributory arts. See COOPER 1986, p. 92 and 103-104, who provides a summary of the causes and
contributory causes of the good city’s government.

248 Cf. PIt. 258D ff.

249 Actually, Plato says ‘kingly rule’ (Bactiucr épyr)). However, given what he specifies at Plt. 258e8-9 and 259d3-5 (i.e.,
where he associates the king [and his knowledge] with the statesman [and his knowledge]), what he says with reference
to kingly rule is likely to apply to statesmanship as well.

250 See PIt. 292b6-10.

1 Cf. PIt. 292d2-293al.

252 See PIt. 294a8.

23 Cf. PIt. 296€3.

254 See PIt. 301c6-d6, where Plato says that a man who is willing and able to rule with virtue (apetfj) and knowledge
(émotiun), ‘would be prized and would govern a constitution that would alone be correct in the strict sense, steering it
through in happiness’.

25 Cf. DUFFY 2020, pp. 12-13, who comments on Plt. 293d4-e2 (in particular, on the very lines where Plato specifies that
the statesman, who is provided with knowledge and a sense of justice, preserves and improves the city ‘so far as he can’),
and argues that the ‘so far as he can’ clause does not indicate that the statesman is not a wise ruler. On the contrary, Plato
conveys the message that it may not be possible to preserve, or improve, the city if circumstances are sufficiently bad.
Even in that case, however, the statesman would still try to act so as to improve the city as much as possible.

256 See Plt. 293d4-€5.
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art of weaving to the extent that both of them coordinate the arts which are subordinate (vrnpétad).
In fact, the true art of statesmanship, just as the art of weaving, ‘must not itself perform practical
tasks, but control those with the capacity to perform them, because it knows when it is the right time
(éyxaiprog) to begin and set in motion the most important things in cities, and when it is the wrong
time (écaiploc)’®®’. As a result, the art of statesmanship — which, just like the art of weaving, controls
the subordinate arts — appears to have the authority to weave everything together in the most correct
way?258,

Yet, what the statesman intertwines by means of his art and knowledge — and hence, what the
art of statesmanship really is in itself (ka6 adtrv) — still remains to be clarified. At PIt. 306a-307c,
Plato explains that the statesman, as a weaver, deals with a material which is characterized by two
contrasting virtues. Indeed, a part (uépog) of virtue (courage) is said to be in a certain sense different
from another species (g160c) of virtue?®® (moderation). As a matter of fact, these two parts of virtue
are ‘extremely hostile to each other and occupy opposed positions in many things’?®°. Therefore, as
the citizens embody these two contrasting virtues, the statesman needs to order the subordinate
political arts to educate people so that they could be prepared to have a share in a disposition that is
courageous and moderate — in other words, in all the things that tend to some extent to virtue?®*. In
addition to this, PIt. 311 b7-c6 also demonstrates that the statesman is then expected to intertwine
these educated people — for all the others, that is, those who are either characterized by an evil nature
or affected by great ignorance and baseness, are either killed, sent into exile, and punished with the
most extreme forms of dishonour, or brought under the yoke of the class of slaves.

EE. Todto o1 téAog Veacuatog e0OLTAOKIQ CUUTACKEY YiyvesOonl AUEV TOMTIKTG TPAEEMG TO
BV Avdpeinv kai coepévov dvipdrmv f0og, OmdTav dpovoig Kol @iiig kovdv cuvayayodoo
adtdv TOv Blov N Poactukn TéYv, TAVIOV UEYOAOTPETESTUTOV VOUCUATOV Kol GploTov
dmoteléoaca [Got’ givan kovdv] Todg T EAAovg &v Taig TOLEST TavTag SovAovg Kol EAevdEépoug
apmicyovoa, cuvéyn ToVT® T@ TAEYpHaTL, Kol Kob' doov evdaipovi mpoorkel yiyvesOor mOAEL
TOVTOV Undapf] undev EAleimovca dpyn te Kol EMOTATT.

STRANGER: Then let us say that this marks the completion of the fabric which is the product of
the art of statesmanship: the weaving together, with regular intertwining, of the dispositions of
brave and moderate people — when the expertise belonging to the king brings their life together
in agreement and friendship and makes it common between them, completing the most
magnificent and best of all fabrics and covering with it all the other inhabitants of cities, both
slave and free; and holds them together with this twining and rules and directs without, so far as
it belongs to a city to be happy, falling short of that in any respect.

257 Plt, 305d1-4.

2% See Plt. 305a-€.

259 Cf. PIt. 306a8-10: these lines may suggest that ‘ido¢’ retains a twofold sense in Plato’s Statesman: for ‘cio¢’ indicates
(1) the kind, or class, which has to be divided into parts by means of dialectical divisions, and (2) the species which, being
equivalent to a part (uépog), may come out of the dialectical division of a class, or kind. See Plt. 262a8-b2, where Plato
argues as follows: ‘let the part (uépoc) bring a real species (150¢) along with it’.

260 See PIt. 306h9-11.

261 Cf. Plt. 308e4-309a3.
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PIt. 311b7-c6

This very concluding passage of the dialogue show that the statesman, through his art and knowledge,
aims to bind together two natures (@voeig) which are characterized by opposite tendencies (or
characters [fj6n]) — namely, the natures of those who strain more towards courage (whose firm
disposition is, as it were, like the warp) ‘and the ones of those who incline towards moderation, who
produce an ample, soft, and — to continue the image — wooflike thread’2%2. Ultimately, then, PIt.
311b7-c6 provides an accurate definition of what the art of statesmanship is in itself (ka0 avtiv): the
statesman’s own job, being inspired by his own knowledge, consists of a kingly intertwinement?3,

However, as the statesman-weaver cannot stretch the courageous and the moderate people on
a frame as if on Procrustean bed?®* — and hence, given that people cannot be tied together as thread
can be —, Plato clarifies the way in which the statesman brings to completion his act of interweaving.
There are two kinds of bonds that the statesman has to create. On the one hand, a divine bond
(consisting of a firm true opinion [6An0nc S6&a petd PePardoemc]?®® about what is fine [éhov], just
[Sixouov], and good [aya®dv], as well as of the opposite of these?®®) will function on the level of soul.
Put differently, a divine®®’ firm true opinion (about what is fine, just, good, and their opposites) will
be generated in the soul of the courageous and moderate people. Indeed, it is up to the statesman’s
music?%® to fit together that part of the citizens’ soul that is eternal with this divine bond (namely, a
true and firmly settled opinion). On the other hand, if the statesman has to get rid of any source of
discord (otdoic) within the city?®, he has to perform his interweaving abilities at the level of body
too. Indeed, the statesman has to ensure that people bind themselves together (through marriage) in a
correct way with respect to the procreation of children?’. It is, therefore, by means of these two bonds

(one divine, one human) that the statesman succeeds in weaving together the dispositions of

262 See Plt. 309a8-b7.

263 See PIt. 306al and EL MURR 2021 on this.

264 See LANE 1998, p. 173.

265 Cf. PIt. 309c6.

266 See PIt. 309¢5-d4 and 310e6-7.

267 Cf. PIt. 309¢5-8: the divine (fsiav) firm true opinion concerning the (sensible) objects that imitate the Forms comes
to be in the class of what is more than human.

268 See Phd. 60e5-61a4 (translated by Alex Long in SEDLEY-LONG 2011), where Plato has Socrates say what follows:
‘The same dream has often visited me in my past life, appearing in different guises at different times, but saying the same
things. “Socrates,” it said, “compose music and work at it.” In the past I used to suppose that it was encouraging me and
cheering me on to do what | was doing, like those who cheer runners. | took the dream to be cheering me on in the same
way to do just what | was doing, composing music, on the grounds that philosophy is the greatest music, and that that was
what I was doing’. I will ascertain later on in this chapter whether or not the music of the statesman consists of his
philosophical knowledge as Plato’s terminology in the Phaedo would apparently seem to suggest at first sight.

269 Cf. PIt. 308c6-7.

270 See PIt. 310b2-5. The idea of applying a eugenic policy to the citizenry has already been envisaged by Plato in his
Republic. For a detailed study of this aspect of the Republic’s KaAAimoiig, cf. VEGETTI 2003d, p. 296. On the extent to
which the statesman’s interweaving may be effective, cf. BENARDETE 1984, pp. 147-148, who says that ‘the lawful
education of moderate and courageous natures does not alter the nature of either [...]. Intermarriage and common opinion
cannot eliminate but can only soften the brutal resolution of conflicting interests which would otherwise occur’. For a
similar interpretation, see ROSEN 1995, pp. 187-188.
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courageous and moderate people, never allowing moderate dispositions (and people) to be alienated

from the courageous®’*.

2.3.  The statesman’s excellence

As the section above has shown, the kind of knowledge (émiotun) that is ascribed to the statesman
is presented as a theoretical (yvwotiki))?’? émotun which is concerned with making judgments
(cprrcry) and controlling (Emroaxctiki)?”. However, as some scholars have argued, the -ucog suffix in
the name ‘moAitikdg” would rather suggest that the statesman is someone who is provided with a
technical, and hence, practical, form of knowledge (émiotqun). Indeed, this technical émotiun is that
which allows the statesman to perform his art (t¢xvn)?’*. On this interpretation, the cognitive term
‘¢motun’ would have to be considered as being equivalent to ‘téxvn’2”. Indeed, the kind of
knowledge that the statesman achieves would not amount to a philosophical knowledge of the
intelligible Forms?’®. On the contrary, the moltucéc’s émotiun would rather signify a sort of practical
knowledge?’’. The next section of the present chapter will therefore be devoted to testing this disputed
reading of Plato’s Statesman. For | will aim to determine what specifically the kind of knowledge
which is possessed by the moAitikog consists of. Next, | shall analyse how Plato highlights the
relationship between the moAitikog’s knowledge and virtue. Accordingly, my investigation will aim
to ascertain whether or not being virtuous is presented in the Statesman as bound together with
knowledge (that is, with a philosophical knowledge of the intelligible Forms).

2.3.1. The molitixoc’s knowledge in the Statesman

| have already shown the way in which Plato characterizes the moAitikog’s cognitive nature at the
very beginning of his Statesman. For Plato specifies at Plt. 258b2-5 that the statesman should be
assumed to be ‘one of those who possess ériothun’. This piece of evidence should therefore be taken
to prove that the cognitive state which has to be ascribed to the statesman consists of an émiotrun of
some sort. Now, what kind of émiotun the statesman possesses would appear to be revealed by a
passage where Plato describes the nature of the ToAtikdg’s knowledge in a very peculiar way. Indeed,

taking for granted that — to the extent already specified — the king (and his knowledge) and the

211 Cf. PIt. 310e5-311c6.

272 Cf. PIt. 259¢10-d1.

213 See PIt. 292b6-10.

274 See ACCATTINO 1997, p. VIII.

275 See ACCATTINO 1997, p. 163, who observes that these two terms, that is, émiotiun and téyvn, are used interchangeably
in the Statesman. For a similar interpretation see e.g., ANNAS-WATERFIELD 1995, p. 3 fn. 5, SGRENSEN 2018, p. 406,
NEIMAN 2007, pp. 405 ff., GILL 1995, p. 294, GRISWOLD JR. 1989, p. 162 fn. 6, LANE 1998, p. 23.

276 See e.g., OWEN 1973, LANE 1998, ZuoLo 2007, and GIORGINI 2018.

277 Cf. GRISWOLD JR. 1989, esp. pp. 152 ff. See also CASERTANO 2018, p. 83, who argues that the science of the statesman
amounts to opinion.
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statesman (and his knowledge)?’® are associated with one another within the context of the Statesman,
it is interesting to note that PIt. 300e7-927° presents the statesman’s knowledge as being both an
Emotnun and a téyvn.

EE. Ovkodv &l pév ot Pacthkn tig téyvn, 10 TV mhovoinv TAfN00¢ Kol 6 cuUTG dT|Hog OVK (v
mote AGPol TNV TOATIKTYV TAOTIV EMGTHUNV.

STRANGER: Then if some sort of kingly expertise exists, neither the collection of people that
consists of the rich, nor all the people together, could ever acquire this expert knowledge of
statesmanship.

Plt. 300e7-9

This bit of textual evidence appears to testify to the fact that the two terms, émotun and
téyvn, are used interchangeably in the Statesman. For we see that Plato shifts at Plt. 300e7-9 from
one term to the other with no difficulty at all. Hence, as the statesman’s expertise is presented as an
gmotiun <> téyvn, one may argue that the epistemological condition of the moAttik6g amounts to a
technical expertise which provides the ability to perform some kind of activity. Indeed, the Greek
term ‘téyvn’ generally individuates a complex of technical abilities which, being inspired by an
incomplete understanding®° of the sensible world, allows one to perform some practical activities.
Therefore, if we assume that this is also the way in which we should conceive of téyvn in the
Statesman, it follows that the moltwkdg is to be acknowledged as someone who possesses the
technical ability (émotun <> téxvn) to practically perform his art of statesmanship?®L. In this way,
given his partial insight into the sensible world (i.e., an insight which is limited to the art of
statesmanship’s domain of action — that is, what is sensible), the statesman should be identified as
someone who merely knows how to make the most careful use of the art of statesmanship so to
provide the city with the best government possible. Thus, if it is indeed the case that the moAtikog’s
knowledge retains this technical meaning, it follows that the kind of expertise that the statesman
possesses is of a practical (and hence, not theoretical, as Plato explicitly states at PIt. 259¢9-d1) sort.
Indeed, the kind of knowledge that the statesman would on this interpretation possess would have to
be analogous to the kind of expertise that, for example, the shoemaker is provided with. For as the
shoemaker knows what to do in order to produce (or just repair) shoes (being good at performing his
art), so the statesman too knows what he has to do in practice in order to safeguard the city (being

good at performing this art).

278 See PIt. 258e8-9 and 259d3-5.

219 Cf. e.g., PIt. 287d1-4 and 296¢4-6.

280 This is also the case of mathematics which, being a (dianoetic) téyvn (see infra pp. 75-77), can only seek for — indeed,
it is not able to achieve — a complete, and hence, philosophical, understanding of what really is.

281 See ROWE 19954, p. 178, who explains that, in his translation of Plato’s Statesman, téyvn is generally rendered as
‘(kind of) expertise’, while émotAun as ‘knowledge’ or ‘expert knowledge’. Having made this premise, he then specifies
that ‘the difficulty with “art”, and the other standard translations of téyvn/emotiun, is that — unlike the Greek terms —
they tend to refer to certain sub-types of specialisms, and the central point in the Statesman is usually about what is in
common between all téyvon — i.e., that they involve expertise or specialized knowledge’.
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Thus, scholars would be reasonable in taking for granted that émotiun and téyvn are used in
the Statesman as two interchangeable terms and arguing that the statesman’s knowledge (émiotiun
< téyvn) is of a practical sort. Indeed, Plato would appear to describe the moittikog as a man who is
mainly focused on human affairs. If so, the statesman would not share with the Republic’s
philosopher-ruler his distinctive cognitive condition — that is, one which is primarily directed at
understanding the intelligible Forms. On this interpretation, the Statesman’s moAttikcog appears as a
political manager who knows what to do in practice in order to look after the city?®?. Interestingly,
this idea would apparently seem to be confirmed by Plato at Plt. 294a6-7. For it is argued there that
‘the art of the legislator belongs to that of the king’. Therefore, the statesman («> king)’s art would
appear to be chiefly concerned with practical tasks (that is, issuing laws)?8. The recognition of a
practical aspect of the statesman’s art even led John Stuart Mill to argue that Plato derives this idea
of the statesman as a man who is concerned with merely practical tasks from Socrates?®*. For
Xenophon has Socrates argue that kings, that is, those who rule, are to be conceived of as those who
know how to perform their political role by being aware of what has to be practically done in the
context of the city’s daily life:

Booi\éog 82 kai épyovtag od Todg té okfjmrpa Exovtag & eivar 008 Todg VIO TV TVYOVIOV
aipebévtoc ovde Tovg KAMMP® AoyovTag 000E TOVG Placapuévoug 0008 ToVg EEATUTHONVTOC, GAAML
TOVC EMIGTAUEVOVG GPYELY.

Kings and rulers, he said, are not those who hold the scepter, nor those who are chosen by the
multitude, nor those on whom the lot falls, nor those who owe their power to force or deception;
but those who know how to rule.

X.Mem.3.9.10.1-3.9.11, 1%°

Now, if we assume, as Mill does, that Plato recovers the Socratic account of &pyew that is evidenced
in Xenophon’s Memorabilia, it follows that the Statesman’s molttikog, who is the king of the city, is
not required to have a full understanding of what really is (that is, the Platonic [metaphysical] Forms).
In other words, if it is the case that the statesman only knows how to rule (e.g., he knows how to
prepare laws) by means of a merely technical knowledge (émotun < téxvn), it follows that his

activity is not inspired by a philosophical (and hence, complete) grasp of the basic constituents of

282 Cf. SCHOFIELD 2006, pp. 136-178 and COOPER 1986, pp. 90-102. On how the statesman approaches the city, see LANE
2005, p. 336.

283 Cf. GRiswoLD JRr. 1989, pp. 152-153, who argues that the statesman’s knowledge amounts to ‘the “practical”
knowledge of how to produce a polis that will withstand the challenges of the age. It is the knowledge of what to do and
when in order to keep the polis safe’. See GIORGINI 2018, pp. 265-266, who tends to agree with MiLL 1978 in claiming
that the statesman’s knowledge is different from the metaphysical knowledge which is proper to the philosopher-rulers
of the Republic. Rather, it would be a knowledge applied to practical matters. For a similar interpretation, see also JOWETT
18752, p. 308 and SAUNDERS 1992 (who claims that the Republic’s ideal statesman, who rules with insight into Forms,
retreats to the wings in the Statesman — i.e., where Plato presents the statesman as someone who is provided with practical
experience).

284 See MILL 1978, p. 432. See also SCHOFIELD 2006, pp. 142-143.

285 Translated by MARCHANT-TODD 2014.
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reality — namely, the intelligible Forms. Curiously, this account of the statesman’s knowledge seems
to be consistent with an assumption that some scholars have made in interpreting Plato’s Statesman.
Indeed, they argue that the existence of the Platonic Forms is denied — or, at the very least, Forms are

not explicitly mentioned — in Plato’s Statesman?®

. Accordingly, if the intelligible Forms are not at
play in the Statesman, then the statesman could never be presented as a man who performs his art of
statesmanship in light of a philosophical knowledge of the intelligible Forms.

Yet, two objections should be raised against the view that the statesman’s knowledge merely
consists of a technical expertise that only aims to complete practical tasks (while ignoring the
intelligible Forms). First of all, it is worth recalling the definition of the statesman’s knowledge which
Plato comes up with near the end of his work. He clarifies at Plt. 259¢10-d1 that the kind of émetun
that is ascribed to the statesman does not individuate a practical knowledge. For the moAttikog’s
knowledge is presented as a theoretical (yvmotikn) — rather than practical (mpoktikn) or manual
(xepoteyvikn)?®’ — émotiun (though being still to some extent concerned with performing practical
tasks, such as making judgments and controlling?®). Therefore, the moliticég’s knowledge cannot be
deemed to be merely practical?®®. Secondly, what is even more important to note is that, when Plato
describes the cosmological myth, he makes clear that the age of Zeus (which is to be thought of as
Plato’s current era) is the happiest of all the ages. Indeed, the age of Cronus, which may apparently
seem to indicate an ideal condition, is to be — quite paradoxically — conceived of as an era during
which people are less happy than people in the age of Zeus are. For Plato establishes that ‘the ultimate
criterion for people’s happiness is the degree to which they engage in philosophy’2%°. Hence, the more
people do philosophy?®!, the happier they are. Thus, if the nurslings of Cronus engaged in philosophy
(given also the heavenly condition of the surrounding framework), they would have been far happier
than those who live in the age of Zeus®®2. Yet, given that the nurslings of Cronus, contrary to those
who live during the Zeus’ era, do not sufficiently engage in philosophy, humans living during the age
of Zeus are happier than those living in the age of Cronus. If this speculative interpretation holds,
then the people who are more likely to be concerned with the noble philosophical investigations

would be those who are kings and rulers — namely, the most authoritative men living in the city during

286 Cf. e.g., OWEN 1973, LANE 1998, e.g., pp. 16 ff., ZuoLo 2007, and GIORGINI 2018.

287 Cf. PIt. 259¢10-d1.

288 See PIt. 292b6-10.

289 Cf. EL MURR 2014, pp. 263 ff., who also states that the statesman’s knowledge is not of a practical sort.

29 JoNEscu 2014, p. 40.

291 Plato clarifies at Plt. 272b8-d2 that everyone may engage in philosophy just by ‘talking both with animals and with
each other, and inquiring from all sorts of creatures whether any one of them had some capacity of its own that enabled
it to see better in some way than the rest with respect to the gathering of wisdom’.

292 Actually, Plato does not refer to ‘those living during the age of Zeus’ but rather to ‘those who live now’. However, we
have already assumed that textual evidence (cf. Plt. 269a1-8, 272b3, and 272¢5) allows us to conclude that there is an
equivalence of sorts between the age of Zeus and Plato’s current era.
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the age of Zeus. If so, then, taking for granted that the moltikog who is defined in the Statesman is
assumed by Plato to be someone who lives (or, will hopefully live) during the age of Zeus (namely,
his current era), we should conclude that such a statesman would be a true philosopher. On this
interpretation, then, the statesman’s émotiun would individuate a more valuable knowledge than the
merely technical one.

What we have so far assumed as a result of mere speculation appears to be confirmed by
textual evidence. To start with, Plato argues at Plt. 292d2-293al that the statesman is wise (@pdovipog).
For the art of statesmanship is by Plato said to be properly performed only when a man, who is

294 rules on the basis of his

provided with wisdom (peta ppovicenc)?®® and is indeed a copdc
knowledge (motiun)?®®. Now, what seems to emerge from this epistemological identikit of the good
statesman is that he is indeed a philosopher. As a matter of fact, all these cognitive terms (ppovnoic,
coopia, and émotun) are generally used by Plato to make reference to philosophy. Indeed, Plato
specifies at R. VI 511b3-e5 that the science of dialectic, being an émiotiun, allows one to contemplate
(Bcsopeiv) what is intelligible (vontog)?®e. Similarly, Plato establishes at Phlb. 58a1-6 that dialectic,

qua the truest and purest species of émotiun?®’

, Is concerned with being (16 6v) and with what really
is (10 dvtmc) in every way eternally self-same (‘10 katd TadTOV del TEPLKOS mavTog’)?®e. In turn,
epovNo1g, just as the truest and purest species of émotfun, is described in the Phaedo as a condition
(taOnpa) in the soul through which ‘the soul investigates by itself” and ‘passes into the realm of what
is pure, ever existing, immortal and unchanging’?%. Finally, coia is variously defined by Plato. For
it is (a) sometimes made synonymous with epovnoic®®, (b) said to be the same thing (tovtov) as

knowledge (motiun)®®, and (c) thought to co-implicate votic, namely the cognitive state of those

293 See Plt. 294a8.

29 Cf. PIt. 296€3.

2% See PIt. 293d4-e5. Based on Plt. 258e-259d, EL MURR 2018 argues that the Statesman considers a slightly more
complex scenario than merely repeating the Republic’s view of philosopher-kings: for he maintains that, either the ruling
king is a philosopher — and he is a true statesman —, or he is advised by a philosopher — who is the true statesman — and
then rules by true opinion only. | believe that Plt. 258e-259d, which considers the possibility that a private individual may
eventually possess the king’s expert knowledge, merely shows that such a private citizen (who would be able to give
advice to a king) should he himself be acknowledged as a true king. Thus, the true statesman still is, as Plt. 293d4-e also
testifies, the person who achieves philosophical knowledge.

2% Cf. also Phlb. 58¢7-d8, where dialectic, qua the truest type of émotun, is similarly defined as the soul’s capacity
(6vvapuc) to love the truth and to do everything for its sake. See infra p. 78 fn. 489.

297 At Phlb. 58a1-6, Plato observes that the fact that dialectic is the truest and purest among all the other kinds of
knowledge is to be acknowledged by anyone with any share in volg. As a consequence, a direct link between dialectic
and volg (i.e., the cognitive state [£€ic] of those who contemplate [Oswpeiv] what is intelligible [vontog] through
intellection [émotqun/vonoic/epdvnoic]: cf. R. VI 511b3-€5) is established by Plato. See infra p. 78 fn. 486.

2% Cf. infra p. 74 fn. 466: this is exactly what philosophical knowledge is concerned with, according to Plato.

299 See Phd. 79d1-7.

300 Cf. e.g., Phd. 69a10, c2, 79d6; Smp. 202a5-9; R. IV 433c8, VI 505b6; Men. 97c1-2, 98d10-12. However, as | will
show in the Laws’ chapter (see infra esp. pp. 110-122), ppovnoig does not always indicate a philosophical kind of
knowledge within the context of Plato’s Laws.

301 See Tht. 145e6-7. On this, see infra p. 87 fn. 522.
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who contemplate (fswpeiv) the intelligible Forms®®?, Therefore, this review of Plato’s use of
epoévnoig, cooia, and émothun shows that all these terms — especially when they are explicitly
associated with one another — individuate the same epistemological condition. Indeed, ppoévnoig,
coopia, and émotAun can all be used to refer to an eternally stable philosophical knowledge®®. For
only a philosophical knowledge (which is always true) allows for achieving a full understanding of
the intelligible Forms3®, i.e., of what is always the same in all respects®®. As a consequence, given
that ppovno1®®®, cogio, and émotun are all ascribed as cognitive conditions to the moltucog in the
Statesman, it follows that the statesman is a man who possesses a philosophical knowledge of the
intelligible Forms®"’.

Nonetheless, although it would appear that the Statesman’s moAttikog is someone who is able
to achieve a philosophical knowledge of the intelligible Forms, confidence in such a conclusion is
problematized by the fact that the intelligible Forms have been thought not to be at play in Plato’s
Statesman®®®. For, if Forms were not at play in the Statesman, it would immediately follow that the
moMTikOG’s Emotnun IS not philosophical. Now, to evaluate whether or not the Forms are at play in
the Stateman, | shall consider how exactly Plato describes the tasks that the statesman aims to
complete. Having compared the art of statesmanship with the art of weaving, Plato specifies that the
art (téyvn) which belongs to the statesman ‘must not itself perform practical tasks, but control those
with the capacity to perform them, because it knows (yryviokew)3® when it is the right time
(éyxaiprog) to begin and set in motion the most important things in cities, and when it is the wrong
time (axaiptoc)’3°. Now, one might wonder how a passage which is concerned with the statesman’s
t€xvn could allow us to establish whether or not the intelligible Forms are at play in Plato’s Statesman.
Indeed, an art (téyvn) — in this very case, the art of statesmanship — is unlikely, according to Plato’s
philosophical system, to be based on the understanding of the intelligible Forms. For an artist (e.g., a

302 Cf. R. VI 511b3-€5.

303 See Sph. 253d-254b: while ‘the sophist runs off into the darkness of what is not’, the philosopher, with his pure and
justified love of wisdom, ‘is always engaged through reasonings with the form of what is’. On this, see infra pp. 21-22
fn. 171.

304 Cf. R. VI 484b3-6.

305 See e.g., Phd. 78¢6-8, where Plato argues that the Forms always remain in the same state. See infra p. 78 fn. 488.

306 Cf. SPELIOTIS 2011, who observes that statesman’s gpovnoig ‘is a knowledge that comprehend[s] precisely at the same
time for everyone the best (épistov) and the most just and commands the best (Béitiotov)’ (294a-b)’. To have povnoig
(i.e., the knowledge of statesmanship which is also described in the dialogue as the knowledge of the mean, the fitting,
and the timely) ‘means to understand the true nature of things (272c¢)’. Being so, ‘truly wise (ppoviun) statesmanship (see
294a), the knowledge and enjoining of the fitting, will recognize both the subjects’ nature’

307 For a similar view, cf. KAHN 1995, who argues that the statesman’s émotfun <> téyvn is to be associated with the
Republic’s philosopher-ruler’s cogia (for both these dialogues show the same commitment to a dichotomic ontology —
Being vs. Becoming).

308 Cf. e.g., OWEN 1973, LANE 1998, ZuoLo 2007, and GIORGINI 2018.

309 See infra p. 14 fn. 107, where | show that, the gods, who are said at Lg. X 916d-e to know (yryvokew) everything,
are also described as wise (ppdvipor) at Phd. 80d5-8. Therefore, yryvdokewv potentially individuates the highest kind of
knowledge — and hence, not necessarily a merely technical one.

310 pIt. 305d1-4.
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painter), who possesses a merely technical knowledge, is not moved to action (i.e., she does not
perform her own art) on the basis of a wise knowledge of the metaphysical Forms®!t, However, the
important message that Plato conveys at Plt. 305d1-4 is that the statesman’s art (t€yvn) IS not
responsible for carrying practical tasks out. Yet, | have already shown that the art of statesmanship is
still expected to produce some effective outcome. Indeed, the art of statesmanship is expected to
coordinate the subordinate arts. Interestingly, Plato explains at Plt. 305d1-4 the reason why the
statesman is worthy enough to take control of the subordinate arts. The statesman knows (yryvdokewv)
when it is the right time (koupdc) to do, or not do, something in the interest of the city®'?. Thus, it is
because the statesman holds this knowledge that he stands out as the only good practitioner of the art
of statesmanship. As a consequence, it is not simply that, as some scholars have argued®!3, the
Statesman’s émotiun is synonymous with téyvn. Rather, Plato co-implicates émiotiun and téyvn
when he defines what the art of statesmanship consists of, who the statesman is, and, finally, what he
does in virtue of his art. Indeed, the statesman can properly perform his controlling (émntraxtikn)®H
art (téxvn) only because he possesses an émotfun of the xapoc.

In order to determine whether or not the intelligible Forms are at play in the Statesman, | shall
analyze the object of the statesman’s knowledge. To this end, I will seek to ascertain whether or not
the xapoc could ever stand for an intelligible Form, the understanding of which the statesman grasps
by means of a philosophical knowledge. To start with, the kapdg is associated at Plt. 284e6-7 with
what is in due measure (uétpiov), what is fitting (zpémov), and what is as it ought to be (6¢ov) — or,
in a few words, with ‘everything that removes itself from the extremes to the middle3*°. Now, Sylvain
Delcomminette®!® argues that, in order to better understand whether or not koupog, pétpiov, Tpémov,
and oéov relate to metaphysical Forms, it is worth (a) examining what Plato states with reference to
them in the Statesman and (b) comparing it with what he states about the Form of Good in the

Philebus®!’ (a dialogue usually thought to have been composed in the late period of Plato’s life, just

311 On the contrary, the expertise of the painter, the shoemaker, etc., is only directed at the sensible world.

312 Cf. EL MURR 2014, pp. 265 ff., who explains why ‘le savoir du politique est un savoir du kairos’.

313 Cf. infra p. 39 fn. 275.

314 See PIt. 292b6-10.

315 Actually, Plato divides at Plt. 284e2-8 the art of measurement (petpntikn) into two parts: one encompasses ‘all those
sorts of expertise that measure the number, lengths, depths, breadths and speeds of things in relation to what is opposed
to them’, while the other relates to all those sorts of expertise that measure in relation to what is in due measure, what is
fitting, the right time, and what is needful. On this issue, cf. LAFRANCE 1995, SPELIOTIS 2009, pp. 217-219, and FISHER
2018.

316 See DELCOMMINETTE 2005.

317 See DELCOMMINETTE 2005, pp. 348-350, who points out that Plato himself associates his Statesman’s analysis with
the inquiry pursued in the Philebus. At Plt. 284d1-3, Plato has the Stranger say that ‘we shall need what | referred to just
now for the sort of demonstration that would be commensurate with the precise truth itself’. Having assumed that ‘what
I referred to just now’ makes reference to PIt. 284b-c (namely, where Plato is concerned with ‘compelling the more and
the less [...] to become measurable [...] in relation to the coming into being of what is in due measure’), Delcomminette
concludes that Plato indicates that he will provide a clearer demonstration that would be commensurate with the precise
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like the Statesman). Strikingly, Delcomminette argues that Plato’s Philebus presents what is in due
measure (uétprov) — and hence, konpdg, Tpémov, and éov t00®!8 — as an essential aspect of the Form
of Good3!®. Hence, by knowing what is uétprov, xoupog, and the like, the Statesman’s moAtticoc would
become to some extent acquainted with the Good itself. On this interpretation, the statesman would
arrange the city in accordance with his understanding of what is intelligible (namely, the Form of
Good in all its aspects — i.e., pétptov, kapdc, mpémov, and d£ov)®2. I will not at this stage seek to
argue, as Delcomminette would appear to do, that the xoaipog that the statesman knows, being an
essential aspect of the Form of Good, stands in the Statesman for the Form of Good itself. Still, I will
contend that the analysis of what Plato says in the Statesman about the xaipdg is crucial for
understanding whether or not intelligible Forms are at play in the dialogue in question. Indeed, after
having specified that (a) the art of statesmanship, just as the art of weaving, has to preserve what is
in due measure (uétpiov)®?, and that (b) what is in due measure (uétpiov) is associated with what is
in the right time (xoupodg), what is fitting (npémov), and what is as it ought to be (8éov)*?2, Plato
establishes that it is up to the art of measurement (uetpntikn) to determine what is pétprov, koupdc,
npémov, and Séov. Next, Plato observes at Plt. 285a3-c2 that, to properly perform the art of
measurement, one needs to be able to ‘carry on investigations by dividing according to real classes’.
Now, | have already clarified that the person who is able to properly collect a variety into a class/kind
and then divide the kind/class obtained into parts/species is the dialectician®?3, What is more, | have
shown that ppovnoic, coeia, and émotiun — that is, the cognitive states of the statesman — are closely
related to dialectic, namely the discipline that allows one to achieve knowledge of the intelligible
Forms®?4. Also, | have specified that Plato observes at Plt. 285a3-c2 that the art of measurement can

be properly practised only by a good dialectician. Therefore, the koupdg — i.e., something which (a)

truth itself in a later dialogue, that is, the Philebus (i.e., where he will achieve the goal of ranking all those goods which
are necessary for humans in order to make their own lives the best possible: cf. Phlb. 66a4 ff.).

318 Cf. IoNESCU 2016, p. 81, who rightly observes that kaipdc, tpémov, and Séov are strictly connected to pétprov. Indeed,
what is in the right time (xopdc), what is fitting (mpénov), and what is as it ought to be (8éov) shed light on the many
aspects of what is in due measure (nétplov).

319 See IONESCU 2016, p. 79, who argues that ‘the concept of due measure elaborated in the Statesman seems to require
the existence of Forms, and among them, specifically of the Form of the Good. For due measure turns out to be a reflection
or a manifestation of the Good in the context of shifting circumstances of particular things that are subject to becoming
and generation’.

320 Cf. DELCOMMINETTE 2005, pp. 363-364, where he states that it is only by knowing how the Form of Good relates to
the sensible world (i.e., how human life is made good and happy by appealing as a model to the Form of Good) that the
statesman achieves a truly complete knowledge of the Form of Good (for he also has to be aware of the impact that the
intelligible Form of Good has on the ever-flowing world of becoming).

%21 See PIt. 284a5-b2.

322 See PIt. 284e2-8.

323 Cf. infra pp. 29-30.

324 See infra pp. 43-45.
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325 and (b) needs to be measured by means of a petpntiky évn2® — can

the statesman has to know
only be understood through dialectic®?’. As a consequence, given that dialectic, being associated with
philosophical knowledge®?®, is concerned with understanding the intelligible Forms, it follows that
what the statesman is expected to know (i.e., the kapdc) indicates a metaphysical Form®?°,
Accordingly, the moAitikdg in the Statesman turns out to be someone who achieves through
dialectic a philosophical émotiun®° of the intelligible Forms3L. Indeed, the xaipdg (i.e., the object
of the statesman’s knowledge) is implicitly assumed by Plato to fall under the ontological domain of
what remains in the same state and condition, being permanently the same. In this way, the xaip6g is

assumed to partake to a condition which belongs only to the most divine things of all®*?, that is, the

325 Cf. PIt. 305d1-4.

3% Cf. PEIXOTO 2018, p. 261: although ‘the wise man is not himself a man of action, he can still inspire the action of
politicians, contributing considerably to the good order of the city. His contribution comes particularly from the
possession of the metretike techne, i.e., of the just measure, which supports the notion of the aforementioned appropriate
time. Metron and kairos are therefore the ingredients that give authority to the true science’. For a similar view, see also
MILLER 1980 and MONSERRAT-MOLAS 2018. See also BOBONICH 1995b, p. 322, who points out that ‘Plato has repeatedly
emphasized that only the scientific ruler will have knowledge (292e1-9, 297b7-c2), only he will receive a philosophical
education’.

327 See BRISSON-PRADEAU 2003, pp. 49-50, who also attribute a metaphysical valence to pétpiov — and hence, to kapdc,
npémov, and d€ov too — on the basis of the fact that it can be known only by means of dialectic. For a similar view on the
metaphysical valence of pétpiov, see also FRAISSE 1988, p. 439 and GUILLAMAUD 1988, p. 370.

328 See infra pp. 43-45.

329 Contra this view, see GRISWOLD JR. 1989 and ZuoLo 2007, who argue that the xoipdc, like the pétprov, represents
what is appropriate for the occasion. Indeed, the kaipog and the like are said at Plt. 285a2 to be immersed in becoming —
and not in being, as the Forms are. Accordingly, as the koipog does not represent a Form (but rather, a quality of the
sensible world), the one who knows the kaipdg is not meant to achieve a philosophical knowledge. On this issue, however,
| follow DELCOMMINETTE 2005, who argues that the statesman knows the koipog both as a metaphysical principle and as
a Form which is instantiated in the sensible world. Therefore, it is only because the statesman knows the Forms of what
is in due measure that he can apply his art of measurement to what is in becoming (that is, the sensible world). For a
similar view, cf. LANE 1998, pp. 139-142 who, though denying that the Forms are at play in the Statesman, explains that
the kopdg gives the statesman a mean (uétpiov), a standard, which reveals actions that are required in a given situation.

330 On this, | agree with MARQUEZ 2012, p. 179, who argues that ‘the term epistémé is specially reserved in the Statesman
for those forms of knowledge that have something to do with the good, the just, and the noble — that is, those forms of
knowledge that can justly lay claim to the title of “wisdom” (sophia) —, and is never used of the art of the sophist’.
Curiously, Marquez also suggests that only a few scholars (e.g., SAYRE 1969, p. 149 and pp. 175-179) have noted that the
statesman’s knowledge does not individuate a merely technical knowledge. For a slightly different view on the issue, see
EL MURR 2010b, 2014, and 2018 (and, similarly, PEixoTo 2018), who claim that it is not simply that the Statesman recalls
the position held by Plato in the Republic (according to which the philosophers are the only true statesmen). Indeed, the
Statesman would convey the idea that either the statesman is provided with knowledge (and hence, he is a philosopher
himself), or he rules on the basis of a true opinion which is guided by a true philosopher. For an interesting point of view,
see ROWE 2015b, who argues that Plato thinks of the Statesman — and, similarly, of the Sophist — as a dialogue which has
to illustrate the sort of “account” that needs to be added to true belief in order to give substance to knowledge (thus, both
the Statesman and the Sophist would rescue from its apparent failure the Theaetetus’ third account of knowledge). As a
consequence, Plato’s Statesman would show that the essential ingredient that was missing from the Theaetetus’ third
account of knowledge is the method of collection and division. Therefore, the stateman’s émotiun would amount to a
true opinion which succeeds (by means of dialectical investigations) in providing the account of what is correctly believed.
331 See ROWE 2015b, lIoNEScU 2014, IoNEScU 2016, who also argue in favour of the idea that the Platonic Forms are
indeed at play in Plato’s Statesman. EL MURR 2014, pp. 162 ff., observes that textual evidence suggests that Plato proves
in the Statesman to believe in his typical ontological system. Indeed, he suggests at Plt. 269d6-7 and 269d5-6 that what
is divine and incorporeal is ontologically different from what is bodily. By arguing in this way, then, Plato alludes to the
existence of the intelligible Forms (which are indeed divine and incorporeal).

332 Cf. PIt. 269d5-7.
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Forms®3, Thus, the art (téyvn) of statesmanship (which, as | have shown, is still expected to produce
some factual outcome) can be properly performed only by the statesman who acts on the basis of a

philosophical émotiun®* of the intelligible Forms.

2.3.2. s the statesman (fully) virtuous?

Now that it is established that the Statesman’s moltikog émotiuov is provided with a philosophical
knowledge of the intelligible Forms (for he knows through dialectic the Form of the xaipdg and the
like), it is worth wondering whether or not the cognitive and epistemological excellence of the
statesman has an impact on his moral nature. In this regard, some scholars claim that the statesman’s
knowledge appears to be ethically neutral. On this interpretation, being able to measure according to
the mean — an expertise that, as | have shown, constitutes a crucial aspect of the statesman’s
competence — does not generate any ethical benefit. Indeed, ‘attaining to the mean is necessary not
only for statesmanship but also for all arts and speeches. In other words, the Stranger’s concept of the
mean is ethically neutral in that it is pursued equally by the sophist and the statesman’3*®. In addition
to this, those who argue that the statesman’s knowledge is ethically neutral also notice that Plato’s
Statesman fails to mention ‘the importance of choosing a morally good life based on the knowledge
of the ldeas’®*® — this being, by contrast, a claim that Plato repeatedly makes in his Republic.
Therefore, since Plato never has the Stranger (or any of his interlocutors) emphasize that knowledge
is crucial for a morally good life, it follows, so they claim, that the statesman’s knowledge does not
imply a morally good life®*”. On the contrary, another scholarly view3® maintains that the statesman’s
knowledge of what is in due measure makes him a well-balanced human being. Furthermore, scholars
who advance this view claim that, by knowing what is pétplov, kopdc, npénov, and déov, the
statesman becomes the living example of virtue. Given this scholarly dispute, | will seek in the
following section to address the issue so as to clarify whether or not the statesman’s knowledge is
presented in the Statesman as a mean to virtue.

In order to pursue this analysis, | will shed further light on the arguments of those scholars
who deny that the statesman’s knowledge of the kaipdg and the like (and hence, more generally, of
what is in due measure) has any ethical impact. The arguments of those who uphold the view that the
statesman’s knowledge has no ethical impact revolve around two main theses (which I shall call the

athesisand the Drhesis). As to the artnesis, Scholars argue that knowing what is in due measure and acting

333 See infra pp. 43-45.

334 As the statesman’s émotiun is properly directed at intelligibles, it can also be properly directed at sensibles (for Plato
co-implicates émotiun and té€yvn in his Statesman).

335 CHERRY 2012, pp. 122-123.

33 GRISWOLD JR. 1989, p. 166 fn. 24.

337 Cf. GRISWOLD JR. 1989, p. 166 fn. 24. For a similar view, cf. also BARTNINKAS 2014 and SCHOFIELD 1999.

338 See e.g., GIORGINI 2018, p. 277.
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in accordance with this concept is not peculiar of the moAtikoc émotuwv only. For the sophists too
are inspired by what is measured when they give their speeches in change of money. As a
consequence, the sophists and the statesmen, as artists, would make the same use of due measure.

Therefore, as the sophists are condemned to vicious life®3

, it follows that having knowledge of the
kapdc and the like does not imply being virtuous. As for the brhesis, scholars highlight the fact that
Plato’s Statesman, unlike the Republic, does not emphasise at all the fact that a wise knowledge of
the intelligible Forms is necessary for living a virtuous life. As a consequence, in the Statesman Plato
would no longer believe that one has to be wise (and hence, achieve a philosophical knowledge) in
order to be virtuous.

Now, it has to be conceded to those who endorse the arnesis that statesmanship and sophistry
appear to share the same status in one sense. For both statesmanship and sophistry are téyvoi®*.
However, the sophist and the statesman perform their own arts in two different ways. Indeed, the
sophist is ultimately defined by Plato as ‘an imitator of the wise’34!. Hence, the sophist represents a
person who appears to be wise when he performs his art of sophistry. Nonetheless, he is not truly
wise — for he just appears to be so**2. As a matter of fact, the imitation of the wise that the sophist
carries out by means of his téyvn is, as | discuss elsewhere in this thesis®*3, merely “opinion-imitative”
(do&opumTikn). As a consequence, the sophist’s art turns out to be inspired by an opinion which
cannot be anything but false®**. Therefore, since Plato shows at Prt. 358c4-5 that ignorance amounts
to having a false opinion®*, it follows that the sophist performs his art being inspired by ignorance.
Accordingly, even if the sophist’s speeches happen to be measured (e.g., they end up being measured
in tone), they are so as a result of mere accident®*. Indeed, the sophist’s action of writing his speeches
down is not guided by a wise knowledge of what is in due measure. By contrast, | have suggested

earlier on in this chapter that the statesman’s téyvn is inspired by what has turned out to be a

339 As | suggested in my Sophist’s chapter (cf. infra pp. 19-26), sophists can only make an imitation of virtue when they
perform their art. However, since they can only have false opinions about virtue, it follows that sophists can only generate
an inevitably false appearance of virtue — for they just pretend to be just. In sum, sophists are able neither to be virtuous
nor to act virtuously.

340 Cf. e.g., Sph. 236¢c4, where sophistry is defined as a avtactikty Tévn (appearance-making art). On the contrary, |
have already shown that the art of statesmanship is both t€xvn and émotrun.

341 See Sph. 268c1-d5.

342 Cf. infra pp. 2 ff.

343 See infra pp. 20 ff.

34 For sophists are o£ocogot: they think to know while they know nothing. It is just for this reason that sophists are (and
will always be) irremediably ignorant, and hence, vicious. Cf. infra pp. 4 ff., where I focus on the sophists’ false conceit
of wisdom.

345 See infra p. 19 fn. 149.

346 The fact that the sophist may accidentally produce good (and hence, virtuous) actions does not imply that he is able to
act virtuously, though not being fully virtuous. Indeed, a moral agent has to achieve at the very least a demotic virtue for
acting virtuously. In turn, a demotic virtue can be attained only by practice and habit (out of which, an unstable true
opinion may eventually arise). Therefore, sophists are still condemned to an irremediably vicious life. Indeed, acting
virtuously as a result of mere chance does not imply being at any extent attached to virtue.
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philosophical émotun of the intelligible Forms®’. Hence, when the statesman performs his art of
statesmanship, his action of ruling over the city is inspired by a philosophical knowledge of the
intelligible Forms. As a consequence, it is only because the statesman has scientific knowledge of
what really is in due measure that the sensible world (in this case, the city), over which he applies his
knowledge, ends up being measured. Accordingly, the statesman’s art does not make the same use of
uétplov, kaipog, and the like as the sophist’s art. Indeed, the sophists and the statesmen deal with
what is in due measure in two radically different ways: on the one hand, the sophists deal with what
is in due measure only accidentally, on the other, the statesmen make a scientific use of pétpiov,
kopog, and the like. As a consequence, the athesis — according to which the statesman’s knowledge is
ethically neutral in light of the fact that sophists (who are irremediably vicious) and statesmen make
the same use of what is in due measure — is invalidated.

Yet, it still seems to be true that, as those who endorse the bthesis claim, Plato’s Statesman
does not explicitly show any strong commitment to the theory according to which one has to achieve
a philosophical knowledge in order to be virtuous, as Plato had argued in other dialogues. Therefore,
some scholars have inferred that, by the time that Plato writes the Statesman down, he no longer
ascribes to the theory of ethical intellectualism (according to which virtue is knowledge)3*. Now, |
will tackle this issue by considering Sylvain Delcomminette’s focused analysis of the Statesman’s
concept of what is in due measure. By doing so, | will definitively assess whether or not what is in
due measure in the Statesman is related to the Form of Good. What is more, exploring
Delcomminette’s argumentation will help us find out a method through which we will be in a better
position to (1) address the concerns of those who endorse the brhesis and (2) evaluate if their arguments
are cogent.

To start with, Delcomminette notices that Plato explicitly (though subtly) associates his
Statesman’s concept of what is in due measure with his discussion of due measure and other goods
in the Philebus®®. Indeed, he points out that Plato has the Stranger specify at Plt. 284d1-3 that what
he and his interlocutors have just said about the concept of what is in due measure will be discussed
again at some point in the future (rote). Having made the assumption that the ‘mote’ refers to the time
when the dialogue reported in the Philebus (will) take place, Delcomminette analyses the Philebus’
concept of what is in due measure in order to shed light on the Statesman’s discussion of what is
HéTplov, kapdc, Tpémov, and d€ov. As a consequence, he first explores the Philebus’ ranking of goods

and notes that what is in due measure (uétplov, kapdc) is presented in the Philebus as the most

347 Cf. PIt. 305d1-4, where Plato explains that the statesman performs his art, and hence, takes control of the subordinate
arts, because he knows (yryvioxew) when it is the right time (kapdg) to do, or not do, something in the interest of the
city. See infra pp. 44-47.

348 Cf. GRISWOLD JR. 1989, p. 166 fn. 24. For a similar view, cf. also BARTNINKAS 2014 and SCHOFIELD 1999.

349 See infra 45 fn. 317.
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important aspect of the Form of Good. Indeed, the first rank of goods — that is, the goods which are
the most necessary for humans to make their own lives as good as possible — is said at Phlb. 66¢4-7
to include measure (pétpov) and its cognates, i.e., what is in due measure and what is in the right time
(uétprov, kaiplov). Also, Delcomminette points out that Plato declares at Phlb. 65al-5 that beauty,
proportion, and truth (kéAioc, copuetpia, aindeia) are the Forms (idéon) which constitute the unity
of the Good itself (6ya06v)®C. Therefore, given that (a) what is well-proportioned (cOppetpov) and
beautiful (kdiov) constitute the second-ranked goods, and (b) the second-ranked goods are goods
insofar as they are individuated by means of the criterion of what is in due measure (uétprov, kopog),
it follows that the first-ranked goods (that is, what is in due measure — pétpiov, kaipdg) are to be
primarily associated with the Form of Good. Now, Delcomminette observes that Plato already alludes
in the Statesman to the Philebus’ discussion about the concept of what is in due measure. For what is
uétplov, koupdg, mpémov, and 6éov seems to be bound together with the Form of Good in the
Statesman. Indeed, Plato specifies at Plt. 283e5-6 that being aware of what is in due measure allows
us to distinguish what is good from what is bad. Similarly, also Plt. 284b1-2 conveys the idea that it
is only by preserving measure that good and fine things may be produced. Interestingly, the Form of
Good, as Delcomminette suggests, is associated with the concept of what is in due measure also in
other (earlier) Platonic works, such as the Gorgias®®?, the Protagoras®®?, and the Phaedo®.
Therefore, Delcomminette concludes that the Statesman’s concept of what is in due measure (i.c.,
what is pétprov, kaipog, mpénov, and déov) is indeed thought by Plato to be associated with the Form
of Good (as it is more widely argued in other dialogues). Nonetheless, he points out that the Plato of
the Statesman is not interested in providing a broad explanation concerning the nature of the link
between what is in due measure and the Form of Good. Indeed, he would just point the reader to the
more extensive demonstration (as to the fact that what is in due measure is essentially related to the
Form of Good) that he has already provided — or will provide — in his other works.

Now, taking for granted that, as Delcomminette argues, the Statesman’s concept of what is in
due measure is (more or less explicitly) associated by Plato with the Form of Good, this does not
imply per se that, by knowing the xaipog (that is, the essential aspect of the Form of Good), the

statesman is (and could never fail to be) virtuous. Indeed, if the Plato of the Statesman thinks that the

350 Cf. Phlb. 65a1-5: see infra pp. 85-86.

31 See Grg. 503d6 ff., where the good man, i.e., the man who speaks with regard to what is best, is said to ‘say whatever
he says not randomly but with a view to something’. Similarly, all the artists, who give some shape to their products,
‘place what they do into a certain organization, and compel one thing to be suited for another and to fit to it until the entire
object is put together in an organized and orderly way’.

352 Cf. Prt. 356¢4 ff., where, among the other things, the art of measurement is said to play a fundamental function for the
sake of the humans’ salvation in life. Interestingly, the art of measurement is presented in this passage, just like the
expertise of the Statesman’s moltikdg is, as both a téyvn and an émotAun.

353 See Phd. 99¢5-6, where 8éov is explicitly associated with the Good itself.
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knowledge of the xoupodg (i.e., an ontological object which is essentially associated with the Good
itself) implies being virtuous, we would expect him to openly endorse this ethical theory. Put
differently, we would expect him to reiterate in the Statesman (just as he does in other late dialogues,
such as the Sophist®®** and the Laws®>®) the so-called Socratic paradox (already presented in earlier

35 and the Protagoras®’) according to which ‘virtue is knowledge’.

works, such as, e.g., the Gorgias
Therefore, given that the Statesman’s moittikcog has been shown to possess a philosophical ériotun
of the intelligible Forms (and hence, assumedly, of the Form of Good too), we would expect Plato to
openly declare that the statesman’s knowledge of the Good itself grants him a full virtue®®,
Nonetheless, we do not find in the Statesman anything like such a strong commitment to the
intellectualist theory of virtue. Still, we may assume that, just as for the concept of what is in due
measure, the Statesman implicitly suggests that the attainment of virtue depends on the achievement
of knowledge. Actually, two passages appear to testify to this dependence: (1) PIt. 272b1-d2 and (2)
PIt. 301c6-d6. At PIt. 272b1-d2, Plato has the Stranger assess whether or not the nurslings of Cronus
are happier than the people who live during the age of Zeus. Hence, the Stranger establishes that, if
those who lived under Cronus had done philosophy, they would have been far happier than those who
(now) live during the era of Zeus. As a result, the idea is conveyed that that the more people do
philosophy, the happier they are. Now, given that (a) the Statesman’s molttikdg has a philosophical
émotun of the intelligible Forms and (b) happiness depends on the degree to which one engages in
philosophy, it follows that the statesman is happy to the greatest extent. For not only does he engage
to some degree in philosophy, but he is also able to finally achieve a complete knowledge of the
intelligible Forms (Form of Good included). Now, | have shown in the preceding chapter of this
thesis®*® that Plato endorses in the Sophist (a dialogue “chronologically” and “philosophically” related
to the Statesman>®°) a theory that he repeatedly claims for also in other earlier works: namely, that (a)
having a philosophical émotiun of the intelligible Forms is crucial for the attainment of a complete

virtue and (b) human moral perfection, i.e., complete virtue®, is related to a state of complete

354 Cf. Sph. 228¢7-8.

35 See Lg. V 731c1-7 and 1X 860d5-9.

36 Cf. Grg. 466a4-468¢2.

357 See Prt. 345¢4-e6 and 352 ¢ 2-7.

38 Cf. e.g., Prt. 352¢2-7, where knowledge is presented as a necessary and sufficient condition for distinguishing what is
good (tdyadd) from what is evil (ta koucd).

39 See infra pp. 10-13, where | argue that ignorance is presented also in the Sophist (just as in the Republic) as the most
fundamental moral vice from which all the others arise.

360 See PIt. 258a2-6, where Plato specifies that the dialogue represented in the Sophist has just happened. To this extent,
then, the two dialogues are chronologically related. As for the “philosophical”, and hence, theoretical, link, see Plt. 284b7-
8, where Plato has the Stranger say that ‘with the sophist we compelled what is not into being as well as what is’.
Therefore, this mention that Plato makes shows that the Statesman’s argument relies on the philosophical theory which
Plato has been developing in the Sophist. As a consequence, the two dialogues are also “philosophically” related.

%1 That is, the virtue that is knowledge.

52



happiness (evdapovia)*®2. Thus, given the philosophical and chronological proximity®® between the
Sophist and the Statesman, we may assume that, when Plato implies at Plt. 272b1-d2 that achieving
happiness depends on whether or not the moral agent engages in philosophy, the Sophist’s ethical
theory is still in the Statesman’s theoretical background. If so, Plato would already assume at PIt.
272b1-d2 that doing philosophy is necessary for being happy. Indeed, the achievement of a
philosophical knowledge of the intelligible Forms (and, especially, of the Form of Good) entails the
attainment of a full and complete virtue, which is crucial for achieving the greatest happiness. Hence,
we can therefore provisionally conclude that Plato’s Statesman implicitly alludes to the fact that
achieving a wise philosophical knowledge (of the Form of Good, in particular) implies being fully
virtuous.

PIt. 301c6-d6 supports our claim that, according to the ethical theory that Plato has in mind
when he writes the Statesman, having a philosophical knowledge implies being fully virtuous. Indeed,
after having established that the ideal statesman is a man who is provided with wisdom
(‘netd ppoviioemc’)®®?, and who is indeed ‘copdg kai dyabog’ (wise and good)®®®, Plato has the
Stranger draw further emphasis on the fact that only this kind of statesman, namely a man who is able
to rule with virtue and knowledge (‘pet’ apetiic kai émotnung Gpyovta’), will be able to succeed in
governing ‘a constitution that would alone be correct in the strict sense, steering it through in
happiness’3®. Therefore, PIt. 301c6-d6 (along with PIt. 296e3 — that is, where Plato specifies that the
good statesman is copoc kol aya0dc®”) more or less explicitly shows that virtue and knowledge co-

implicate36®

. Moreover, there would be an equivalence of sorts between dpet and émomun if we
assume that, when Plato states at Plt. 301c6-d6 that the good statesman rules ‘pet’dpetiic kot

emotung’, the ‘kai’ gets an epexegetic value. On this interpretation, the virtue that the statesman

362 See infra p. 14 fn. 110, where | argue that Platonic evidence (cf. e.g., R. | 353d9-354a2; Chrm. 172a, 173d; Cri. 48b;
Grg. 507b-c; Euthd. 280b6) shows us that the achievement of happiness implies being virtuous.

363 See infra p. 52 fn. 362.

364 See PIt. 294a8.

365 Cf. PIt. 296e3.

366 See PIt. 301c6-d6.

37 See infra p. 18 fn. 141, where | observe that scholars agree on the fact that there is in Greek no other adjective but
ayaBdg to denote one who is virtuous.

368 See MISHIMA 1995, p. 312, BoBONICH 1995b, p. 313 fn. 2, and BossI 2018, p. 288, who all agree on the fact that,
since Plato establishes at Plt. 301c6-d6 that the ideal statesman rules with virtue and knowledge, it has to follow that he
possesses all the virtues. Indeed, since he has knowledge of the Good itself, he cannot do wrong (for no one does wrong
willingly). See also MARQUEZ 2012, p. 320, who establishes that ‘only the statesman has complete virtue, since his
valuation of various things, and in particular of the policies appropriate to a city vis-a-vis external threats, is dependent
only on knowledge of the good, the just, and the noble, as well as the available facts of the situation. For the Stranger as
for Socrates, genuine virtue is knowledge’. See also GIORGINI 2018, p. 268, who agrees with PENNER 1992 and MCCABE
2016, and argues that the statesman, who holds the science of good and evil, achieves the whole of virtue, that is, a
philosophical, and hence, complete, virtue.
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attains turns out to be knowledge. As a result, the statesman’s virtue does consist of knowledge, as
the so-called Socratic theory of ethical intellectualism requires®®,

To conclude, Plato’s Statesman shows that the statesman’s knowledge is not ethically neutral,
as some scholars have argued. Indeed, | have clarified that it is not the case that irremediably vicious
people (i.e., the sophists) and the statesman possess the same kind of knowledge. Hence, | have
suggested that it is incorrect to argue that the same kind of knowledge inspires two radically different
ethical behaviours (one vicious, the other virtuous). On the other hand, | have acknowledged that, as
some scholars contend, Plato’s Statesman does not show a strong commitment to the theory according
to which one has to possess knowledge if she is to be virtuous. However, | have also suggested that
some philosophical theories are only alluded to in certain Platonic dialogues, as they are more
exhaustively presented in others, such as in Plato’s Statesman. Indeed, textual evidence (more or less
explicitly) shows that Plato alludes in various ways®'® to the fact that he still believes in a central
aspect of the theory of ethical intellectualism, whereby virtue is knowledge. For | have shown that
the Statesman’s molrtikog Emotmuwv (Who holds a wise philosophical knowledge of the intelligible
Forms — the Form of the Good itself included) is fully virtuous, as virtue is thought to be knowledge.
As a result, 1 have determined that the Plato of the Statesman is still consistent with a key aspect of
the theory of ethical intellectualism that he has more exhaustively developed and presented in other

dialogues.

2.4. The Statesman’s ordinary people

I have ascertained that Plato’s Statesman is mainly concerned with the figure of the molttikog
émomuov. Indeed, | have shown that the Statesman ultimately achieves the aim to define the
noltikog’s knowledge (for it is ultimately presented as a philosophical émotiun of the intelligible
Forms). In addition to this, I have also suggested that the statesman’s knowledge is (more or less
explicitly) presented as having a significant impact on his ethical behaviour. Indeed, as virtue is still
thought to be knowledge, I have determined that Plato’s Statesman establishes that the statesman is a
fully virtuous person. However, although the dialogue’s scope is mainly concerned with the figure of

the molticog émotiuwmy, we can still detect, as Christopher Bobonich has argued®’t, ‘an increased

369 After all, that (a) virtue is knowledge and (b) holding a wise philosophical knowledge implies being virtuous is
something that Plato (more or less explicitly) suggests at Plt. 296e3. For the statesman is said to be ‘copog kai dyadog’.
Therefore, the statesman is wise and (kai, that is to say ‘and hence’, if we assume that this ‘xai’ gets an epexegetic value)
virtuous. Therefore, also PIt. 296e3 suggests that virtue and (philosophical) knowledge co-implicate. See Bossi 2018, p.
301, who argues that Plato conceives of the statesman ‘as somebody who has reached the level of philosophical wisdom
which implies all the genuine virtues’.

370 That is, (1) by establishing a chronological connection between the Statesman and the Sophist, (2) by alluding in the
Statesman to the ontological theory that has been more widely explored in the Sophist, and (3) by (more or less explicitly)
showing that he still believes in the Sophist’s ethical theory (cf. infra Chapter 1, where | analyse the Sophist’s ethical
theory).

371 See BOBONICH 1995b, p. 313.
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interest in the nature and capacities of ordinary people, that is, non-philosophers’ in the Statesman,
as well as in other late dialogues. Thus, I will try to evaluate in the following sections Plato’s
presentation of ordinary people in his Statesman. Accordingly, | will first consider how ordinary
people are characterized from an epistemological point of view. Secondly, | will investigate if, and,
eventually, to what extent, their cognitive state has an impact on their ethical behaviour. By doing so,
| shall be in a position to finally assess whether or not Plato remains consistent throughout the
Statesman with the ethical theory that he has been endorsing in his whole corpus.

2.4.1. The ordinary people’s cognitive state

If it is actually the case, as it is sometimes argued, that Plato’s late dialogues are (additionally)
concerned with the ordinary people, we would expect Plato’s Statesman, as a late dialogue, to focus
on this kind of figure. The aim of this section will therefore be to evaluate how ordinary people are
presented by Plato in his Statesman from an epistemological point of view. In so doing, | will assess
whether or not (and, eventually, to what extent) the statesman’s knowledge — which has been proved
to be a philosophical knowledge of the intelligible Forms — has an impact on the ordinary people’s
cognitive state.

To begin, we may consider what Plato actually says about ordinary people in the Statesman.
After having suggested that the art of statesmanship, just as the art of weaving, takes control of all
the subordinate arts®’2, Plato has the Stranger and the Young Socrates clarify at Plt. 308d1-309a7
that, at a very initial stage, the statesman engages with ordinary people only indirectly.

ZEE. 008" dpa 1 katd @vowv dAndidg oboa Muiv TOMTIKT Uf ToTe &K YPNOTOV Kol KOKGV
avOpmTov Ekodoo eivan GueToNTAL TOAY TIVE, GAL ebdNAov dTL Tardidl TpdTOV PacAVIET, peTh
8¢ v Phcavov ab Toic duvapévolg moudevEly Kol VANPETEV TPOC TODT AdTO MOPASHOEL,
TPOoTATTOVSN KOl €mototodso avth, kaddmep Veaviiy Toig 1 Eaivovst kai Toig TAAAN
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cvumhokfy. NE. ZQ. TIdvv pév ovv. ZE. Tantov 1 pot todd' 1) Bacthiky @aivetot ndct Toig kot
VOUOV TA0EVTOIC Kol TPOPEDOLY, TNV THE EMOTATIKNC adTn Svvauy €xovca, ovK EMLTpEYEY
doKelv 8T P TIg TPOG THY oTHG cVYKpacty dmepyaldpevog 100G TL mpémov dmoTelel, Tadto 58
pova mopokerevestor Toadedev: Kol TOUG HEV U dLVAIEVOVG KOWMVETY 1iBovg avdpeiov kol
omppovog doa. 1€ GAL €0TL TEivovTa TPOG ApeTNV, GAL' gic dBeoTTO KOl VPPV Kol Adikioy VIO
kakig Big evoem dnwbovuévoug, Bavatolg te EkPaiiet kal puYaic Kol Taig peyiotalg kohdlovoa,
atipiong. NE. ZQ. Aéyetar yodv mog obtwg. ZE. Todg 88 &v apadig te ol Kol TametvoTnTt TOAAR
KUAIVOOLUEVOLG €l TO dovAkov brolevyvuaot yYévog. NE. Q. 'Opbotarta.

VISITOR: In that case, neither will what we have decided is by nature truly the art of statesmanship
ever voluntarily put together a city out of good and bad human beings. It’s quite clear that it will
first put them to the test in play, and after the test it will in turn hand them over to those with the
capacity to educate them and serve it towards this particular end. It will itself lay down
prescriptions for the educators and direct them, in the same way that weaving follows along with
the carders, and those who prepare the other things it needs for its own work, prescribing for and
directing them, giving indications to each group to finish their products in whatever way it thinks

872 See Plt. 305a-€.
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suitable for its own interweaving. YOUNG SOCRATES: Yes, absolutely. VISITOR: In just this very
way, it seems to me, the art of kingship — since it is this that itself possesses the capacity belonging
to the directing art — will not permit the educators and tutors, who function according to law, to
do anything in the exercise of their role that will not ultimately result in some disposition which
is appropriate to its own mixing role. It calls on them to teach these things alone; and those of
their pupils that are unable to share in a disposition that is courageous and moderate, and whatever
else tends to the sphere of virtue, but are thrust forcibly away by an evil nature into godlessness,
excess and injustice, it throws out by killing them, sending them into exile, and punishing them
with the most extreme forms of dishonor. YOUNG SOCRATES: At least it is put something like
that. VISITOR: And again those who wallow in great ignorance and baseness it brings under the
yoke of the class of slaves. YOUNG SOCRATES: Quite correct.
Plt. 308d1-309a7

As PIt. 308d1-309a7 shows, the superordinate moAttikog has to firstly use his téyvn so to hand the
citizens over to those with the capacity to educate them. For the statesman lays down prescriptions
for the subordinate teachers and directs them®”® so that all the ordinary people will be tested through
‘play’ (mandrd). Through this process, then, the statesman ends up knowing who is able to be educated
and who is not (i.e., those people who either show an irremediably vicious nature or are affected by
great ignorance and baseness). As a result, only those who the statesman acknowledges as being able
to (a) receive an education and (b) share in a disposition which is courageous and moderate (and in
all the other things which tend to virtue) are allowed to remain in the city. For the statesman expels
all the other (irremediably vicious) people from the woiic.

Hence, as soon as the remaining citizens complete their educational process, the statesman
more directly deals with all these people who, having been educated, can commingle with each other
and so be directed towards nobility®’4,

ZE. Tovg Aowmovg toivuv, dcwv ai @ucelg énl TO yevvaiov ikovol nou?}siag TUYYGVOLGaL
kafiotacHon kol 682.’;(106(11 HETA TEYVNG GUUUEIEY npog akknkag, TOVTOV TOG PEV EML TNV avéps:tav
UIAAOV GUVTEIVODGOG, 010V GTNHOVOPUEG VOpicas' adtdv eival tO otepedv N00g, Tog 68 £mi 1O
KOGHOV Tiovi T kol HOAaK® Kol KT TV £1KOVO KPOKMIEL SLOVIHLATL TPOCYPMUEVOG, EvVavTio
8¢ Tevovoag AAMANLG, TEPATOL TOIOVOE TIVA TPOTOV GLVOETY Kol cupmAékey. NE. Q. TTolov 61;
EE. [Ip®Tov pev Katd 10 GLYYEVES TO aswsvsg OV TiG Yuyfig avTdv pépog Oeio cmvapuocmusvn
Seon®, petd 82 1o Ogiov 10 {woyevig avtdv avdic dvipmnivorc. NE. TQ. TIéc todt' elneg aw;

VISITOR: Then as for the others, whose natures are capable of becoming composed and stable in
the direction of nobility, if they acquire education, and, with the help of expertise, of admitting
commingling with each other — of these, it tries to bind together and intertwine the ones who
strain more towards courage, its view being that their firm disposition is as it were like the warp,
and the ones who incline towards the moderate, who produce an ample, soft, and—to continue
the image—wooflike thread, two natures with opposite tendencies; and it does so in something
like the following way. YOUNG SOCRATES: What way is that? VISITOR: First, by fitting together
that part of their soul that is eternal with a divine bond, in accordance with its kinship with the
divine, and after the divine, in turn fitting together their mortal aspect with human bonds.
YOUNG SOCRATES: Again, what do you mean by this?

373 Just as weaving follows along with the carders: cf. Plt. 308d1-e2.

374 PIt. 309a8-b2. See DIXSAUT 1995, p. 264, who observes that, if education aims in the Republic at achieving a stable
character by the mixing of courage and moderation within a selected number of individuals, this is also the aim that the
Statesman’s education is meant to achieve.
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PIt. 309a8-c4

At PIt. 309a8-c4, Plato suggests that the statesman, as a weaver, deals with a material (that is, the
citizen body) which is constituted by people who embody two contrasting virtues, courage and
moderation. Therefore, given that the ordinary people who live in the statesman’s city embody these
two contrasting virtues, the statesman’s main concern consists of (at the very least>’®) mitigating this
contrast by harmonizing as far as possible these two classes of people (i.e., those who are chiefly
courageous and those who are chiefly moderate). To achieve this goal, then, the statesman uses two
different kinds of bond so to intertwine the two opposite natures (pvoeic) of the courageous and of
the moderate people. As a consequence, a divine bond (which has to be fit together with the part of
the educated citizens’ soul that is eternal and divine) is deployed along with a human bond (involving
marriage arrangements)3’®,

As for the divine bond (i.e., the only bond that is relevant for the sake of the present inquiry),
Plato further clarifies at Plt. 309¢c5-d5 that what the statesman fits (through his music [povca]®’")
together with the eternal (and divine) part of the citizens’ soul consists of a firm true opinion (&An6ng
36&a peta PePardoemc)®’® about what is fine (kdAov), just (Sikatov), and good (dyabov), as well as
the opposite of these®”®. As a result, a divine firm true opinion about what is fine, just, good, and their
opposites, comes to be in the soul of those who belong to the class of what is more than human (i.e.,
in the soul of all the educated ordinary people who the statesman allows to live in the moAg).

ZE. Tiv 10V kakdv kai Stcainv mépt koi dyaddv kol tév TovTolg évavtiov dviog ovcoy dAnof
d6&av peta Befoidcemc, omoTav &v [Toig] yoyaic &yylyvnton, Beiov enui &v Saluovl'(p yiyveoOon
vével. NE. Q. [pénet yobv obtw. EE. Tov o1 ToAMTikov koi Tov dyadov vopobéy ap’ iopev 6t
TPooNKeL povov duvatdv eivor Tf tfig Pocikiic povon todto avtd dumoteiv toig OpOdS
petodofodot mondeiog, obg EAEyopey vovon; NE. ZQ. To yodv gikog.

VISITOR: | mean, whenever it comes to be in the souls, the opinion with firmness which is really
true concerning beautiful things, just things, good things, and their opposites, something divine
comes to be in the class of what is more than human. YOUNG SOCRATES: That’s certainly a fitting
view to take. VISITOR: Then do we recognize that it belongs to the statesman and the good
legislator alone to be capable of bringing this very thing about, by means of the music that belongs
to the art of kingship, in those who have had their correct share of education — the people we were
speaking of just now? YOUNG SOCRATES: That’s certainly reasonable.
PIt. 309¢5-d5

Now, this overview of what Plato says in his Statesman with reference to ordinary people may
already appear to exhaust the scope of the present inquiry. Indeed, Plato explicitly specifies what kind

of cognitive state ordinary people achieve. For the citizens’ epistemological condition is presented as

375 Cf. EL MURR 2014, p. 271, and RowE 2018, p. 314, who highlight the fact that courage and moderation are by nature
at odds. As a consequence, EI Murr argues that the contrast between the two corresponding classes of people cannot be
wholly eliminated.

376 See infra pp. 39-40.

377 Cf. PIt. 309d1-4.

378 Cf. PIt. 309c6.

379 See PIt. 309¢5-d4 and 310e6-7.
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a firm true opinion (4An0ng 66&a peta PeParmdocwc). Therefore, as Plato is still committed — as | have
argued® — to the ontological theory according to which the eternal, immutable, and intelligible Forms
are opposed to the unstable sensible reality, it seems to follow that the citizens’ opinion (86&a, namely
a cognitive state through which only the sensible reality can be to some extent assessed)® is inferior
to the statesman’s philosophical émotiun (that is, a wise knowledge of what really is — i.e., the
Forms)®2. Indeed, the statesman’s authority has been shown to be basically grounded on
epistemology. As a matter of fact, if the moAttucog is what he is (that is, the leader of ordinary people),
this is just because he (a) is émotuwv (i.e., he has a philosophical knowledge of the intelligible
Forms) and (b) performs the art of statesmanship in light of his philosophical émotun. However,
many issues remain that need to be clarified. To start with, why are the people who the statesman has
to intertwine (i.e., the courageous and the moderate people) opposed to each other? Next, however
the quarrel between them originates, how is a firm true opinion meant by Plato to resolve the original
antagonism? Then, to what extent is this true opinion firm? And, more generally, what kind of
cognitive state does this firm true opinion consist of?

First of all, then, it is worth clarifying the reasons why the moderate and the courageous people
are presented as being opposed to each other. Plato has the Stranger establish at Plt. 307b5-7 that
actions that occur at the wrong time (that is, actions which are dxaipa) must be censured. For actions
which are either manic or lethargic turn out either sharper or too slow than is timely (kopoc)®®. More
importantly, people who are more akin to either set of qualities (that is, either to what is manic or to
what is lethargic) ‘praise (émowvodvteg) some things as belonging to their own kin, and censure those
of their opponents as alien’. As a consequence, these people end up not only performing excessive

(8coupor) actions but also engaging ‘in a great deal of hostility towards each other’3®. For they are

380 See infra pp. 44-47.

31 See e.g., R. VI 509d-511e, where the so-called theory of the divided line shows that opinion (56&a) signifies a cognitive
state which relates to the visible realm of reality. See also Ti. 27d5-28a4, where Plato has first Timaeus distinguish
between what always is and never becomes and what becomes and never is. Next, Timaeus connects each of these two
ontological realms with a specific epistemological condition: what always is is grasped by means of an understanding
(vonoig), which involves a reasoned account (Adyoc), while what never is is understood by means of opinion (86&a),
which involves unreasoning sense perception (aicOnoig dAoyoq).

382 Cf. GRISWOLD JR. 1989, p. 143, who argues that the Stranger ‘seems to want to distinguish between true opinion and
episteme (e.g., 301a10b3)’. For a radically different view, see CASERTANO 2018, p. 83, who argues that the divine, really
true, and firm opinion about what is fine, just, and good, and the opposite of these, (that is, the divine opinion which
comes to be in the soul of a daemonic man: see PIlt. 309c5—d4) is equated by Plato to the statesman’s knowledge.
Therefore, Casertano concludes that the true opinion of a daemonic being who lives in truth is exactly the same thing as
the statesman’s divine science. See also GIORGINI 2018, p. 280, who points out that Plato’s Statesman ‘marks a clear
departure from the hard and fast distinction between knowledge (episteme) and opinion (doxa) of the Republic’. For a
more moderate view, cf. BOBONICH 1995b, p. 322, who suggests that, given that Plato claims at PIt. 309e5-7 that, if the
moderate people achieve a divine true and firm opinion, they become ‘truly moderate and wise, so far as the state is
concerned’ (I will more widely discuss this passage in the following section). As a result, Bobonich argues that ‘the
precise meaning of this qualification is not clear: what the moderate (and presumably the courageous) have is not the sort
of wisdom a philosopher has, but it must be a quality that has some serious claim to resemble wisdom’.

383 See PIt. 307h9-c7.

384 See PlIt. 307¢9-d4.
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inspired by strong desires (£pmta’®®, ém@opion®®®) which make them disagree on the most important
things (for they are inclined towards opposite ends)®®’. Therefore, these two classes of contrasting
people are basically hostile to each other because their actions are inspired by radically different
desires. Indeed, the desires of the moderate people make them long for achieving an end which is
incompatible with what the courageous people desire to achieve. In this way, the courageous and the
moderate people end up (mistakenly) thinking radically different things to be xoipdg, and hence, to a
certain extent good®. In a word, if the moderate and the courageous people end up being hostile to
each other, this is because their actions are incompatible. For their desires make them differently think
of (and hence, have radically different opinions about®?) what the kapdc is, and hence, what is to be
generally thought to be good3%.

Thus, the statesman has to harmonize this disordered citizen body by mixing up these two
contrasting classes of citizens (i.e., that of the moderate and that of the courageous people). To achieve
this goal, the statesman binds all the citizens’ soul with an dAn6rc 66&a peta PePordoswg (that is, a
firm true opinion) which is explicitly declared by Plato to be divine. Indeed, such a divine firm true
opinion is akin to the eternal (and hence, divine®®?) part of the soul with which it is intertwined. Hence,
by having their eternal soul’s part intertwined with a divine and firm true opinion, all the citizens
succeed in recognizing a set of common values (such as, what is kélov, Sikotov, and éya6v)3®. In
this way, the divine aAn6ng 60&a peta PePardoewc that the statesman intertwines with the eternal
part of the citizens’ soul provides at the very least®®® one (alleged®*) benefit. In fact, the divine bond

385 Cf. PIt. 307e1-308a2.

386 See PIt. 308a4-9.

387 Cf. PIt. 308b2-4.

388 See infra pp. 50-51, where | explain that the ko1pog represents an essential aspect of what the Good really is.

39 Cf. Sph. 264a8-b3 and Tht. 189e4-190a6, where Plato specifies that thinking (SwavosicOat), and hence, thought
(d1Gvota), are to be identified with a talk (Adyoq) that the soul entertains with itself. The final outcome of this speech —
which is internal to the soul —amounts to an opinion (56&a).

3% See BOBONICH 1995b, pp. 314 ff., who argues that courage and moderation constitute two character-states which
involve tendencies to praise different and incompatible sorts of qualities (307d1-4) and to have incompatible desires
(307e1-308a9). In turn, then, each character state involves certain judgments about what is best. Thus, the judgments of
the courageous are inconsistent with the judgments of the moderate people. Therefore, Bobonich concludes that, in the
courageous and moderate people, there is an opposition between logically inconsistent judgments of goodness as well as
a concomitant incompatibility between the desires and emotions connected with these judgments. See also EL MURR
2014, p. 271, who points out that courageous and moderate people are opposed to each other as to their understanding of
the katpdg (on the basis of which they carry their actions out).

391 See ARONADIO 2015, who suggests that the notion of kinship (cuyyévewa) gets a positive sense at Plt. 309e6. For the
divine bond is said to be imposed in accordance with cuyyévewa. Thus, Aronadio argues that both the eternal part of the
soul (which is bound together with firm true opinion) and the firm true opinion itself are akin to one another as they are
both divine.

392 See PIt. 309¢5-d4 and 310e6-7.

3% In the following section, | will assess whether or not the divine bond has also an effect on the inner state of the
individual soul.

394 1 say ‘alleged’ because Plato does not explicitly indicate the extent to which the divine bond may be beneficial.
However, | agree with EL MURR 2014, pp. 279-281 on this issue. For he argues that the divine bond of firm true opinion
allows all the citizens to believe in a shared set of values. Indeed, the same true opinion is held by all the citizens (for it
is intertwined with the eternal part of each citizen’s soul). As a consequence, all the citizens end up rating the same thing
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that the statesman binds together with the divine part of all the citizens’ souls allows all the ordinary
people to recognize what is generally appropriate and good (i.e., what is k& ov, dikatov, and ayaddv,
but also, and most fundamentally, what is xapog). As a result, the eternal part of the soul of each and
every citizen indicates the same thing to be good. Hence, the divine bond of firm true opinion which
is imposed by the statesman on the eternal part of the citizens’ soul has the effect to unite the divine
part of each citizen’s soul to the divine part of any other citizen’s soul. In this way, the statesman’s
music (povoa)®*® (which is responsible for [a] bringing the divine firm true opinion about and [b]
intertwining it with the part of the educated citizens’ soul that is eternal) has all the citizens think in
the same way and hold the same values. Accordingly, given that Plato’s Phaedo similarly defines
philosophy as the greatest music3®, we may further conclude, as some scholars also do®¥’, not only
that (a) the statesman’s music is indeed his philosophical knowledge, but also that (b) it is in virtue
of the statesman’s philosophical knowledge that the ordinary people’s divine true opinion is firm3®%,

Still, how exactly does the statesman’s philosophical knowledge make the ordinary people’s
true opinion firm? To start with, the statesman, who has a philosophical knowledge of all the
intelligible Forms, perfectly knows what really is kdiov, dikawov, and ayabov. Therefore, the
statesman knows what ultimately makes a fine, just, and good thing just what it is. As a consequence,
he is not only able to recognize when the Form of what is fine, just, and good is instantiated in the
sensible world, but he can also give an account of what makes something that is k&\ov, dikaiov, and
ayabov what it really is. On the contrary, the ainbnc 60&a peta PeParmdoewc that the statesman binds
together with the eternal part of each citizen’s soul should be only taken to allow ordinary people to

recognize when something in the physical world is kéAov, Sixaiov, and ayadov3®®

. Hence, the citizens’
acts of thinking (which culminate in a true opinion that is in them inculcated by the statesman*®)
should be assumed to be firmly guided by the statesman’s philosophical knowledge. Indeed, the wise

statesman indicates to the citizens the physical instantiations of the intelligible Forms. Thus, the

to be good. For the rational part of the soul of all the citizens indicates the same thing to be good. In this way, the divine
bond of firm true opinion which is imposed by the statesman has also the desirable effect to unite the divine part of each
soul to the divine part of any other soul. In fact, the divine bond allows each citizen to recognize the kinship that unites
him to every other citizen.

3% Cf. PIt. 309d1-4

3% See Phd. 60e5-61a4.

397 Cf. ACCATTINO 1997, pp. 183-184 fn. 195, and ROWE 1995a, p. 243.

3% See ROWE 1995a, p. 243, ROwWE 2018, p. 317 fn. 35 and EL MURR 2014, p. 278 fn. 1, who all agree on the fact that the
citizens’ divine true opinion is made firm (for it is ‘petd Pefordoewc’) by the statesman’s knowledge.

3% Indeed, ordinary people who undergo the process of education ‘are capable of becoming (xafictacOat) composed and
stable in the direction of nobility (yevvaiov)’ (see Plt. 309a8-b2). Still, 6&a represents the cognitive state through which
only the sensible reality can be to some extent assessed (see infra pp. 57-58, esp. fn. 381).

400 See infra p. 59 fn. 389.
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citizens are instructed by the statesman to truly assess the sensible reality on a permanent basis*’*.

Still, although the statesman allows the ordinary people to properly judge the sensible reality, they
cannot give an explanation of what the statesman’s knowledge make them truly believe. As a
consequence, ordinary people are not as wise as the statesman-philosopher is. Indeed, the citizens,

402 and cannot achieve

being ultimately granted with a mere 66&a, are ignorant of the intelligible Forms
understanding of what is that which makes something what it really is.

To conclude, the aAn0ng d6&a peta Pefordoemg that the citizens welcome in the eternal part
of their soul allows them to correctly think (and hence, to have a true opinion) about what is kapdc,
Kaiov, dikarov, and dyabov within the context of the sensible world. For the wise statesman indicates
to the citizens the physical instantiations of the intelligible Forms. Also, the statesman binds the
citizens with the capacity to properly assess the sensible reality on a permanent basis. Yet, as the
ordinary people’s true opinion ultimately relies on the statesman’s philosophical émiotiun of the
intelligible Forms, they are not able to fully understand what it is that makes a certain physical thing
fine, just, and good. Indeed, ordinary people cannot achieve the philosophical knowledge of the
intelligible Forms. As a consequence, although ordinary people can properly assess the sensible

reality in virtue of the statesman’s instructions, they cannot explain why what they find to be kapdg,

KaAov, dikatov, and dyabov in the sensible world is what it really is.

2.4.2. How do ordinary people behave?

The ordinary people’s cognitive state has been ascertained to consist of a true opinion (about what is
K@Aov, dikarov, ayaddv, and their opposites) which is made firm by the statesman’s philosophical
knowledge of the intelligible Forms. Indeed, the eternal part of the citizens’ soul is bound by the
statesman’s knowledge with the capacity to acknowledge when the Form of what is kdAov, dikaiov,
and ayabov is instantiated in the sensible world. Yet, ordinary people have been shown not to be able
to understand what is that which makes a sensible “object” the thing that it is. For ordinary people
have been presented as being unable to achieve a philosophical knowledge of the basic constituents

of reality, that is, the Forms. Accordingly, the firm true opinion which is granted to the citizens has

401 Indeed, the ontological domain of 56&a is individuated, as | have already suggested, by the sensible reality. Therefore,
someone who is not able to get access to the philosophical knowledge of the basic constituents of reality (that is, the
Forms) can at best aim to truly assess the sensible reality by means of achieving a true opinion.

492 For a similar view, see MARQUEZ 2012, pp. 328 ff., who suggests that the An6rg 56&a pett Befordoewg that the
citizens welcome in the divine part of their soul consists of an inductive and inarticulate form of “knowledge”. For it
individuates ‘a catalog of propositions rather than a deeper understanding of the underlying forms’. Therefore, if it is the
case that firm true opinion is different from philosophical knowledge, Marquez argues that it must also be the case that
firm true opinion is different from the merely true opinion. Indeed, unlike the opinion which is merely true, a firm true
opinion is true in a wide range of circumstances. For a radically different view, cf. BOBONICH 1995b, pp. 322-323, who
argues that the citizens’ firm true opinion is firm as it constitutes a reasoned opinion. On this interpretation, then, moderate
and courageous people end up being able not only to grasp the reason why they truly believe something, but also to (a)
understand these explanations and (b) integrate them with the rest of their beliefs. Being able to do so, then, non-
philosophers would be able to do more than unthinkingly accept what they are told to believe.
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turned out to be epistemologically inferior to the moAtikoc’s émotiun, which consists of a wise
knowledge of the intelligible Forms. What is more, | have also suggested that, since the statesman
possesses a philosophical knowledge, he is fully virtuous. Indeed, Plato’s Statesman has been taken
to be (more or less explicitly) committed to the theory of ethical intellectualism according to which
virtue and knowledge are mutually co-implicated (for virtue is knowledge and knowledge is
virtue)*®®. Now, given that the ordinary people’s firm true opinion has been shown to be less worthy
than the statesman’s philosophical knowledge, it is worth wondering whether or not, and, eventually,
to what extent, the (epistemologically) inferior cognitive state of the citizens affects their moral
capacities. Accordingly, my analysis will assess the impact that the firm true opinion that the citizens
welcome in their souls may have on their ethical behaviour.

To start, it is useful to return to an aspect that | have briefly explored in the preceding section
of this chapter. Indeed, | have already suggested that the educated ordinary people who are not yet
bound by the statesman with an dAn6ng d6&a peta PePordoswmg are said in the Statesman to be in
contrast with each other. Indeed, we are told that there are parts (uopw) of virtue of no small
importance (presumably, courage and moderation) which are by nature (pvoet)*** at odds with each
other®®, Hence, ordinary people, who embody these two contrasting virtues, (a) are inspired by
desires (8pota®®, smbopion*®’) which make them think differently of (and hence, have radically
different opinions about*%®) what is appropriately good*®® and (b) perform actions under the guidance
of radically different thoughts and opinions (which are, in their turn, inspired by radically different
desires). In sum, ordinary people*? are ultimately presented as being hostile to each other, given that

they pursue contrasting aims.

408 See also infra pp. 55 ff. See infra pp. 13-18, where | argue that the proposition ‘virtue is knowledge’ (which is central
to the theory of ethical intellectualism) must be read as a biconditional.

404 EL MURR 2021, p. 241, rightly observes that ‘because this conflict is natural and because, for that very reason, the
difference between these two parts of virtue is unlikely to disappear, the statesman will resolve this conflict by making it
possible for opposites to become compatible, by transforming, as it were, antagonism into complementarity. This very
process crucially involves education, which is the sole concern of one page or so of the Statesman 308b10-309b7°.

405 Cf. PIt. 307¢9-308b8: these two parts of virtue (i.e., moderation and courage) are associated with some qualities.
Speed, sharpness, and vigorousness are linked to courage, while their opposites are related to moderation. Now, the fact
that Plato has the Stranger characterize in this way courage and moderation has been taken by some scholars (see ROWE
2018, pp. 316 ff., and BossI 2018, pp. 304 ff.) to be meaningful. For the fact that courage and moderation are (a) associated
with qualities which characterize the humans’ everyday life, (b) said to be naturally opposed dispositions, and (c) meant
to produce slavery and destruction, persuades that neither courage nor moderation indicate fully developed, or genuine,
virtues. Indeed, courage and moderation would fit unproblematically together in the case of a person who holds a
philosophical knowledge and attains the whole of virtue. Therefore, the fact that these two parts of virtue are said to be at
odds does not imply that virtue, being divided into two parts, cannot be understood as a unity which equates to knowledge.
Indeed, Plato’s Statesman suggests, as | have already shown, that the unity of virtue is maintained in the case of a
philosophical virtue.

406 Cf, PIt. 307e1-308a2.

407 See PIt. 308a4-9.

408 Cf, infra p. 59 fn. 389.

409 See infra p. 59 fn. 390.

410 Actually, Plato is not here concerned with individuals. Rather, he focuses on two classes of people (i.e., the class of
the courageous and that of the moderate people) which end up being hostile to each other. However, | have shown (see
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Therefore, it is in light of this opposition between the moderate and the courageous people
that the statesman needs to intertwine these two classes of citizens so to have them live in harmony.
Now, the most effective*!! means to intertwine these two classes of citizens consists, as | have already
suggested, of a divine bond that is attached by the statesman to the eternal part of all the citizens’
souls. As a consequence, this divine bond, consisting of a firm true opinion (&An6rg d6&a peta
BePoardoemc) about what is fine (kdlov), just (dikawov), and good (ayaO6v), and the opposites of these,
allows all the ordinary people to recognize what is fine, just, and good in the context of sensible
reality. What is more, the divine bond binds the eternal parts of all the citizens’ souls together. In this
way, the divine firm true opinion which is attached to the eternal part of each citizen’s soul allows all
the ordinary people to acknowledge their kinship and then to live in the respect of each other*!2,

However, it is worth wondering now to what extent ordinary people become so civilized to
manage to live a peaceful life. To investigate this, | will consider what Plato has the Stranger say
about the divine bond. Having specified that the divine bond is divine to the extent that it is akin to
the eternal part of the soul with which it is intertwined, the Stranger specifies that this divine firm
true opinion ‘comes to be in the class of the more than human’#t3, In this way, the divine ¢An0ng 86&a
ueta Beparwoemg (that the statesman binds together with the eternal part of the ordinary people’s
souls) is said to be welcomed in the souls of people who belong to a divine (Sopovio) kind (yéver).
Now, how could such people as the citizens — who are not able to achieve a philosophical knowledge
of the intelligible Forms — be divine? Indeed, Plato specifies elsewhere in his corpus that
epistemological (and moral) excellence is achieved by those who are worth being rated as divine
people. For he clarifies in his Sophist that those who are surely worth being called divine*'* are those
who (a) put the highest value on such things as knowledge (¢miotqun), intelligence (pp6évnoig), and
intellect (vodg)*® and (b) are therefore virtuous*®. As a consequence, the divine people come out to
be those who manage to (a) achieve a philosophical knowledge of the intelligible Forms, and (b) keep

their irrational desires, pleasures, pains, and affections under control by means of rationality (that is,

infra pp. 55-58) that these two classes exhaust all ordinary people in the Statesman. For all those people who are not able
to be educated so as to share in a disposition which is moderate and courageous are expelled by the statesman’s city.

411 See PIt. 308e4-309a3 and infra pp. 37-38: the statesman first needs to order the subordinate political arts to educate
people so that they could have a share in a disposition that is courageous and moderate.

412 Thus, the divine bond appears to have an impact on the human soul which is both intra (see infra pp. 58-60) and inter
psychic.

413 Cf. PIt. 309d1-4.

414 Cf. Sph. 216a-c. See also infra pp. 13 ff., where | argue that a state of human perfection, which amounts to be divine,
is achieved only through the attainment of the highest epistemological (and moral) condition. As a consequence, only
philosophers can be divine.

415 See Sph. 249¢10-d5.

416 Cf. Sph. 228c7-8, where virtue is said to be knowledge. Therefore, if you have knowledge, you are fully virtuous.
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by means of the reason’s virtue, cogioa*'’)*18

. Hence, given that the citizens’ firm true opinion has
turned out to be less worthy than cogia*'®, it would seem to follow that ordinary people lack the
rational capacity to achieve a philosophical virtue, and hence, to take a rational control of the irrational
desires. Therefore, given that a philosophical knowledge and a full virtue appear to be the main
qualities of those who are worth being considered divine, why are ordinary people (who welcome in
their souls a mere aAn0ng 60&a peta Befordoemg) still said to belong to a divine kind? Put differently,
is it actually the case that the citizens’ divine firm and true opinion does not allow them to achieve a
full virtue and keep irrational desires under control?

To address this issue, it is worth investigating the effect that the divine bond has on the
citizens’ moral behavior. In this regard, I have already suggested that the reason why moderate and
courageous people are opposed to each other is that their actions are not mutually consistent. For
these are inspired by radically different desires*?°. According to this picture which Plato provides us
with, the courageous and the moderate people’s ethical behavior appears to be basically determined
by the citizens’ (irrational*?!) desires. Now, the divine firm true opinion that the statesman binds
together with the eternal part of each citizen’s soul is declared to be divine, as I have just shown,
because it is akin to the soul’s part with which it is attached*?2. Interestingly, one scholar has noticed
that ‘the idea that only part of the soul is eternal is already conveyed by Plato in Ti. 69 c¢ ff. (cf. also
R. X 611 b-612 a)**3. More specifically, the part of the soul that is defined as eternal in Plato’s
Timaeus is reason itself. On this interpretation, then, the soul’s part which is said in the Statesman to
be eternal should be similarly assumed to consist of the rational part of the citizens’ soul*?*. Thus, on
the assumption that the Statesman’s eternal soul’s part is reason, Plt. 309c1-8 should be taken to show

that a firm true opinion is bound with the rational part of the ordinary people’s soul. If so, then, the

47 See infra pp. 43-44, where | explain that cooia, just as ppévnoic and émotiun, generally indicates a philosophical
knowledge of the intelligible Forms in Plato’s works.

418 See infra pp. 8-13, where | argue that the philosopher, who achieves all the virtues (and hence, the virtue proper to
rationality too — i.e., wisdom), manages to keep irrationality under the control of reason.

19 See infra pp. 43-44, where | explain that coeia, ppovnoig, and émotiun, being ascribed to the Statesman’s moAtikdg,
individuate a philosophical knowledge.

420 Cf, PIt. 307e1-308a9.

421 Indeed, they do not long for the good but rather for what is bad and controversial. Indeed, the ordinary people’s desires
make them perform actions which aim to opposite ends.

422 Cf, PIt. 309c1-2. Cf. BOBONICH 1995b, pp. 322-33, and GIORGINI 2018, p. 279, who argue that the citizens’ firm true
opinion is called divine because it is akin to the immortal part of the soul. In this regard, Bobonich observes that, although
we should not read into the Statesman the Republic’s theory of a tripartite soul, it is interesting to note that, according to
the Timaeus (69c-71a) and the Book X of the Republic (611a ff.), the immortal part of the soul is presented as the rational
(AoyroTikov) part.

423 See ROWE 19954, p. 243, who suggests that the idea that only part of the soul is eternal had already been conveyed by
Plato in Ti. 69 c ff. (cf. also R. X 611 b-612 a). Therefore, the Plato of the Statesman has the Stranger make reference to
a theoretical background which is not explicated. As a result, the part of the soul which is presented in the Statesman as
eternal has to be thought of as the reason itself. See also EL MURR 2014, esp. pp. 278-281, who also relies on the idea that
the eternal part of the soul which Plato refers to at PIt. 309¢1-2 is reason.

424 See ROWE 19954, p. 243 and EL MURR 2014, esp. pp. 278-281.
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statesman binds the citizens’ reason together with the firm capacity to truly assess the sensible
reality*?®. In addition to this, however, the divine bond that the statesman intertwines with the rational
part of the citizens’ soul may also be assumed to have a further impact on the inner state of the
individual souls*?®. Indeed, as soon as an aAndng 86&a petd PePoundoemg is bound together with the
ordinary people’s reason, ordinary people may be assumed to become able to act virtuously*?’. For
the divine firm true opinion which is attached to each citizen’s reason allows all the ordinary people
to live in the respect of each other*?, On this interpretation, then, the divine bond that the statesman
intertwines with the rational part of each citizen’s soul would allow rationality (which is informed by
the dAnOnc 06&a peta PeParmdoewc that the statesman binds together with reason) to rule over the
irrational desires within each citizen’s soul.

Actually, textual evidence suggests that what we have so far assumed as a result of speculation
is indeed the case. For the divine firm true opinion that the statesman provides ordinary people with
appears to allow people to perform virtuous actions (namely, actions which are inspired by the same
good desire — that is, a desire for the good of the whole city). Indeed, those who originally were
courageous and used to perform manic actions*?® are said to become tamed and “especially willing to
share in what is just® as soon as they welcome in the eternal part of their soul the divine bond*¥.
Similarly, those who originally were moderate and used to perform lethargic actions**! are said to
become ‘genuinely moderate and wise (6vtwg cd@pov kai ppoviov), so far as wisdom goes in the
context of life in a city (é¢ ye év molrsir)’*®2, as soon as the eternal part of their soul is attached by
the statesman to the divine bond. Therefore, it is indeed the case that people who used to be driven
by misleading desires to perform bad actions become to some extent attached to virtue as soon as the
statesman intertwines the divine bond (consisting of a firm true opinion) with their rational soul’s

part. As a result, if it is the case (as it is) that the originally moderate and courageous people used to

425 See infra pp. 60-61.

426 See ROWE 2018, p. 317, who points out that the statesman is concerned with “fitting together that part of their soul that
is eternal with a divine bond, in accordance with its kinship with the divine’ (cf. PIt. 309¢c1-2). As ‘the part in question is
presumably reason (which is immortal, being opposed to the mortal irrational parts, as e.g. at Timaeus 69¢c-70b), the
“fitting together” is either of the reasoning part of each soul (assuming that it can be divided against itself); or of the
reasoning parts of the members of the two groups; or of both)’. On my part, | am here suggesting an alternative reading
(namely, that the divine firm true opinion that the statesman binds together with the citizens’ reason has the effect of
reason taking control of the immortal part(s?) of the human soul).

427 For | have shown that the divine bond of firm true opinion which is imposed by the statesman on the eternal part of
the citizens’ soul has the effect to unite the divine part of each citizen’s soul to the divine part of any other citizen’s soul.
Therefore, the statesman’s music has all the citizens rate the same thing to be good and act accordingly (that is, virtuously
and for the sake of the good of the whole city). See infra pp. 60-61.

428 See infra p. 61.

429 Cf. PIt. 307h9-c7.

430 See PIt. 309d10-€3.

431 Cf. PIt. 307h9-c7.

432 Cf. PIt. 309e5-8.
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perform vicious actions because of their irrational desires**®

, it follows that the aAn6nc 60&a peta
BePardoemg that the statesman binds together with the citizens’ reason makes their reason harness
the irrational desires. Indeed, the firm true opinion appears to allow ordinary people (a) to be to some
extent attached to virtue, and hence, (b) to act virtuously.

Thus, ordinary people appear to act virtuously because they keep (just as philosophers do)
their irrational desires in control by means of the firm true opinion that the statesman binds together
with their reason. Therefore, the citizens’ poorer cognitive state (if compared to the statesman-
philosopher’s epistemological condition) would seem not to affect at all their moral capacity: for
ordinary people are still able to achieve virtue to some extent. However, it is worth wondering whether
it is indeed the case that the kind of virtue that ordinary people attain is the same kind of virtue as the

statesman’s. In this regard, some scholars*3

suggest that, to the extent that ordinary people’s
rationality overcomes irrationality (just as in the case of true philosophers), the citizens should be
assumed to attain the same kind of full and genuine virtue that the statesman (as a true philosopher)
achieves. On this interpretation, Plt. 309e5-8*%° is to be taken to convey the message that, as soon as
ordinary people acquire the divine firm true opinion, they become truly (6vtwc) moderate and wise.
As a result, even if the kind of virtue that the moderate (and, presumably, the courageous) people
attain on the basis of their firm true opinion is not exactly the sort of philosophical virtue that the
statesman achieves, it should still be a quality that has some serious claim to resemble that. On the
contrary, the fact that Plato has the Stranger establish at Plt. 305e5-8 that the people who welcome
the divine bond in their souls become truly moderate and wise only insofar as it is required to be wise
within the context of the city’s everyday life (‘d¢ ye év molteiq’) is really meaningful. For these
Plato’s words indicate that the kind of moderation (co@poctvn) and wisdom (ppdvnoig) that ordinary
people attain on the basis of their firm true opinion is different from the genuine moderation and
wisdom that only the statesman-philosopher can achieve. Indeed, ordinary people are declared to be

able only to carry moderate and wise actions out within the context of the city’s everyday life*3°,

433 See also infra pp. 61-62.

434 Cf. e.g., BOBONICH 1995b, pp. 322-323.

435 “\V/ISITOR: And what of the case of the ‘moderate’ sort of nature? If it gets a share of these opinions, doesn’t it become
genuinely moderate and wise, so far as wisdom goes in the context of life in a city, while if it fails to get a portion of the
things we’re talking about, doesn’t it very appropriately acquire a disgraceful reputation, for simple-mindedness? YOUNG
SOCRATES: Absolutely.”. (ZE. Ti 8¢ 10 tiic koopiog pOemS; ap’ 0D ToVTOV PEV HETOAAPOV TV S0EBV Sviwg cMPpoV Kol
epoOVIpOY, (¢ ve &v ToMTelq, yiyveton, uf kowovicay 8& Gv Aéyopsv émoveidiotdv Tva edmdeiag Sikandtora AapPavet
onunv; NE. ZQ. TTévo pév odv.).

436 See ACCATTINO 1997, p. 184 fn. 196. For a similar view, see ROWE 2018, p. 319, who suggests that Plato’s Statesman
would indicate that there are four levels of virtue: (1) virtue as we encounter in ordinary life; (2) virtue resulting from
primary education; (3) virtue as resulting from the acquisition of the divine bond of firm true opinion; (4) a level of virtue
above that — that is, one that involves a wisdom which is nobler than the wisdom which is conceived of within the context
of the everyday life (&¢ ye év mohteiq) (see. Plt. 305e5-8). According to Rowe, the Statesman’s ordinary people, who do
not practice pihocogia and do not have voidg, are guided by the state educators, under the control of the wisdom of the
statesman.
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Curiously, when Plato talks about the education that ordinary people have to undertake, he clarifies
that the statesman, by having people educated, aims to prepare them for having a share in a disposition
that is courageous and moderate, and in all the other things which tend (teivovto) towards virtue®®'.
Therefore, ordinary people appear to be able to share in a disposition that does not comprise the whole
of virtue but only tends towards virtue. Indeed, the dAn0ng 66&a peta BePoudocmg granted by the
statesman to the citizens only allows them to act in accordance with what they truly believe. As a
consequence, the ordinary people’s firm true opinion turns out to be a sufficient condition to act
virtuously. Yet, it does not allow the moral agent to be fully virtuous. Indeed, to be truly virtuous,
one needs to (philosophically) know what virtue is, and hence, to know why the action that the moral
agent performs is what it is (i.e., virtuous).

Now, as the ordinary people’s firm true opinion has turned out to be only a sufficient condition
to act virtuously, the kind of virtue that the citizens attain — being non-philosophical — appears to
resemble the kind of virtue that, as Plato explains in his Phaedo, can be attained
‘Gvev prrocoiac Te kai vod 8 (i.e., without philosophy and intellect). Indeed, a demotic, that is, a
civic (‘dnpotucr koi modrtery’)*3, virtue can be achieved even in the case that the moral agent, being
ignorant of the intelligible Forms, is guided by mere true opinion to perform good actions*°. For
Plato shows in the Meno that both those who know where Larissa is and those who have a mere true
opinion about where it is located can still reach Larissa**'. Nonetheless, there is still an axiological
difference between these two actions — analogous to moral actions. For the one who has mere true
opinions about where Larissa is located might eventually get to Larissa. However, since true opinions
are epistemologically unsteady (for they merely assess the unstable sensible reality), it is not sure
whether or not he will get there next time. On the contrary, the wise philosopher will always be able
to reach Larissa in virtue of his firm philosophical knowledge of the intelligible Forms.

Hence, while the kind of virtue that the Statesman’s ordinary people attain closely resembles
the account of demotic virtue that Plato presents throughout his corpus, it is still worth noting that the

Statesman’s account of demotic virtue apparently seems to be slightly modified. Indeed, while Plato’s

437 Cf. PIt. 308e4-309a3.

438 See Phd. 82b2. See RoOwE 2018, pp. 319 ff., and MARQUEZ 2012, pp- 324 ff., who agree on the fact that, ordinary
people, being unable to achieve a philosophical knowledge of virtue (and hence, to be fully virtuous) still manage to
achieve a partial virtue, and hence, to act virtuously. Indeed, being their habit and practice guided by the expertise of the
state educators (in their turn, controlled by the statesman’s wisdom), ordinary people succeed in achieving a civic, or
demotic, virtue. For a slightly different interpretation, see Bossi 2018, p. 289, who argues that those who reach virtue
through a divine firm true opinion attain a more genuine virtue than demotic virtue.

439 Cf. Phd. 82al1.

440 See Men. 96e7-97¢5 and 97c¢1-2, where Plato has Socrates point out that both those who have knowledge and those
who have mere opinions can equally perform the same virtuous action. For a true opinion might be ‘in no way a worse
guide to correct action than knowledge’. Similarly, Plato argues at R. VI 506¢6-10 that those who hold a true opinion,
being not provided with a philosophical knowledge (¢motiun), are like blind people who might still happen to travel the
right road.

441 See infra p. 26, where | more deeply analyze the Meno account of demotic virtue.
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Meno establishes that demotic virtue (being grounded on a mere true opinion) constitutes an unstable
moral achievement*#?, the Statesman shows that those who act virtuously (by means of a firm true
opinion that the statesman binds together with their rational soul’s part) belong to a divine (dapovim)
kind (yéver)**®. Furthermore, Plato has the Stranger clarify that the divine bond will be firmly
implanted (éugvecBo) in the citizens’ soul so as to become a stable (udvipoc) feature***, Therefore,
as the divine bond, which is firmly implanted in the citizens’ souls, constitutes a sufficient condition
to act virtuously, it follows that ordinary people will always be able to achieve a demotic virtue, and
hence, to act virtuously. In this way, the Statesman’s demotic virtue appears to be a more stable moral
achievement if compared to the Meno’s civic virtue. However, the reason why Plato characterizes the
Statesman’s demotic virtue in this way does not entail that Plato’s notion of demotic virtue is changed.
By discussing this point in detail, | will also address an issue which has so far been left unanswered.
For a sufficient discussion of this issue provides an explanation as to why ordinary people are still
depicted as divine (just as philosophers are) — despite the fact that they do not reach the philosophers’
epistemological and moral excellence®®.

I have already suggested that ordinary people (whose bad actions used to be driven by
misleading desires) become to some extent attached to virtue as soon as the statesman intertwines the
divine bond (consisting of a firm true opinion) with their reason. | have accordingly concluded that,
as the moderate and courageous people used to perform vicious actions because of their irrational
desires, then the aAn0ng d6&a peta PePardoewc (that the statesman binds together with their reason)
allows the citizens’ reason to rule over their irrational desires. Additionally, | have also suggested
that the ordinary people’s true opinion is firmly inspired by the statesman’s philosophical
knowledge**®. Therefore, if ordinary people manage to stabilise their irrational desires — and hence,
to act virtuously by achieving a stable demotic virtue —, this is ultimately due to the statesman’s
knowledge**’. As a result, ordinary people belong to a divine kind with a certain stability because the
statesman’s knowledge grants them a firm true opinion which constitutes the key for acting virtuously
(for it allows keeping the irrational desires under control). As a consequence, the Statesman’s account
of demotic virtue does not appear to be modified. True opinion is still meant to be a sufficient

442 Indeed, it is possible that the holder of true opinions will not get to Larissa when he will try to go there next time.

443 See PIt. 309d1-4.

444 Cf. PIt. 309e10-310a5: it is through legislation (which the statesman takes care of) that the divine bond becomes a
stable feature of the citizens’ soul. Ultimately, then, it is through the statesman’s knowledge that the divine bond will be
firmly implanted in the ordinary people’s soul.

445 See infra p. 63 (esp. fn. 414): epistemological and moral excellence appear to be required in order to be divine.

446 See infra pp. 60-61.

47 For it is up to the statesman’s knowledge to bind the eternal part of the citizens’ soul together with the divine bond
consisting of a firm true opinion. Therefore, if it is the case that the citizens act virtuously (and hence, keep their irrational
desires under control) on the basis of their firm true opinion, then the ordinary people’s demotic virtue ultimately depends
on the statesman’s knowledge.
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condition for achieving a demotic virtue, and hence, for acting virtuously. However, as | take the
Statesman to basically ascribe to the same political theory as the Republic*®, | assume that Plato aims
to describe in both works the most ideal constitution that might be ever thought of. Yet, | also take
Plato to (slightly) refine the Republic’s political and ethical theory by making all the non-philosophers
able to permanently attain the best kind of virtue possible. Therefore, the Plato of the Statesman
grounds the citizens’ cognitive state in the statesman’s cogio/émiotiun because he needs to enable
ordinary people to achieve a stable demotic virtue so as to develop an account of a truly virtuous city.
In this way, the statesman’s philosophical knowledge becomes the ultimate guarantee for a stable
demotic virtue (which would be per se unstable as it is grounded on a mere true assessment of the
sensible reality) Accordingly, Plato does not modify his account of demotic virtue in his Statesman.
Rather, he is accommodating to the Statesman’s dramatic context the account of demotic virtue that
he has more widely investigated throughout his corpus.

To conclude, the divine bond, consisting of an aAn6ng 66&a petd PePordoswmc, has been found
to allow all the ordinary people to act in accordance with what they truly believe. Indeed, I initially
suggested that the firm true opinion that the statesman binds together with the citizens’ eternal (and
hence, rational) part of the soul has a desirable impact on the inner state of the individual souls. For |
indicated that ordinary people act virtuously — and hence, keep their irrational desires under the
control of reason — thanks to the divine firm true opinion. Next, | determined that textual evidence
suggests that the divine bond makes all the citizens tend to some extent to virtue. Indeed, | showed
that ordinary people are said at Plt. 309d6-e8 to become virtuous just as far as is required in the
context of the city’s everyday life. Then, I concluded that the kind of virtue that the citizens attain is
a merely demotic virtue (for it is achieved without philosophy). For ordinary people are only able to
act virtuously (indeed, they are not able to be fully virtuous as the statesman-philosopher is). Finally,
| maintained that the fact that ordinary people are (implicitly) meant to be able to act virtuously on a
permanent basis does not imply that Plato modifies in the Statesman his account of demotic virtue
from prior dialogues. For | contended that he is just accommodating the notion of demotic virtue that
he has more effectively defined in other dialogues to the Statesman’s dramatic context.

2.5. Conclusions

448 My view is that Plato’s Statesman sheds light on the practical effects that the statesman’s philosophical knowledge
(that Plato has more widely considered in the Republic) has on the city. Accordingly, | do not think that Plato introduces
in the Statesman a new political theory. Rather, | believe that the Plato of the Statesman is concerned with refining the
Republic’s constitutional project. For example, when the Plato of the Statesman clarifies that those people on whom
education has no effect must be either exiled or even Killed, | assume that he is just making the Republic’s KaX\imoiig
(which already was an ideal standard) an even more ideal city. Indeed, in suggesting that only people who are to some
extent virtuous (that is, at the very least able to attain a demotic virtue) are allowed in the city, Plato relies on the (even
more idealized) Republic’s account of the ideal city.
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This chapter initially showed how the argument that Plato presents in his Statesman is structured. It
demonstrated that it is through a long series of dialectical divisions and a cosmological myth that
Plato defines the moAtikdg and his art (téyvn). Having ascertained that the art of statesmanship is
associated with a knowledge (é¢motrun) that is used by the statesman to make judgments and keep
control, it argued that the statesman is in the end defined as a weaver who intertwines two different
classes of people (i.e., the courageous and the moderate), as if they were woof and warp.

Next, my analysis focused on the statesman’s theoretical (yvootikr) émotiun. Having
advanced the idea that the statesman’s émiotiun of the xaipdg allows him to properly perform his
téyvn, | suggested that the Statesman’s molttikog is someone who is able to achieve through dialectic
a philosophical émwotqun of the intelligible Forms. Secondly, | showed that the statesman’s
knowledge is not ethically neutral. For, as Plato’s Statesman is still (more or less explicitly)
committed to the theory of ethical intellectualism (according to which virtue is knowledge), it is the
statesman’s knowledge that allows him to be fully virtuous.

Then, | considered how ordinary people are characterized from an epistemological point of
view. Additionally, | assessed whether or not the cognitive state that they hold has an impact on their
ethical behaviour. Thus, I argued that the aAn6ng 66&a peta Befardosmg that the citizens welcome in
the eternal part of their soul allows them to correctly think (and hence, to have a true opinion) about
what is kopog, kédov, dikawov, and ayadov within the context of the sensible world. Still, because
the ordinary people’s true opinion relies on the statesman’s philosophical émiotiun of the intelligible
Forms, | suggested that the citizens are not able to achieve a full understanding of the intelligible
Forms. As a consequence, | contended that the Statesman’s ordinary people merely achieve the kind
of virtue that Plato defines as demotic in other (earlier) dialogues.

In conclusion, the Statesman’s textual evidence suggests that Plato remains consistent
throughout this dialogue with the theory of moral epistemology according to which philosophical
knowledge allows one to be fully virtuous, whereas a mere true opinion is a sufficient condition for

acting virtuously.
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CHAPTER 3: ETHICS AND EPISTEMOLOGY IN PLATO’S PHILEBUS

3.1. Plato’s Philebus: émiotinun and aiocOnoic

2Q. TTépmrtag toivuv, ¢ Hdovag £Bepey AADTOVG OpLodpevol, KaBapag ETOVOUAGOVTEG THG YOXTIC
aVTiic, émotiuoig, T0G 0¢ aiobnocaty éxouévac; TIPQ. "Towc.

SOCRATES: And as fifth, the pleasures which we recognised and discriminated as painless, calling
them pure pleasures of the soul itself: some of them are attendant to knowledge, others to
perception. PROTARCHUS: Perhaps so.

Phlb. 66c4-744
While seeking to rank those entities which are to be admitted as goods (aya6d), Plato provides at
Phlb. 66c4-7 a curious description of those goods which are to be ranked as fifth. Indeed, Plato has
Socrates claim in this passage that pure pleasures, qua fifth-ranked goods, are attendant to (¢ropévac)
either knowledge*® (¢émotiuac) or perception (aicOnoic). Now, this statement is both puzzling and
intriguing for a variety of reasons. (1) First, Plato has Socrates specify that pleasures are to be
acknowledged as goods (that is, as pleasures which are pure) provided that they are attendant to either
knowledge or perception. Strikingly, however, Plato does not further clarify this assertion. (2) Next,
Phlb. 66¢c4-7 shows that ‘émotuaig’ (and thus, not ‘€mothun’) is what some of the pure pleasures

follow. Hence, we may wonder whether Plato really means to argue that some pure pleasures are

»451 »452

attendant to ‘forms of knowledge ™" or ‘sciences’™*, or if he uses the plural form of ‘émomun’ to
indicate a specific (singular) knowledge. (3) Then, the very fact that the passage in question suggests
that those pure pleasures which are not attendant to perception follow émotipong is per se highly
problematic. Indeed, the term ‘€motun’ is generally used in the Platonic corpus to indicate many
different cognitive states. Thus, it is ultimately unclear what kind of émotun is at stake at Phlb.
66c4-7. (4) Finally, the argument (about pure pleasures) that Plato presents at Phlb. 66¢4-7 seems to
be grounded on an underlying theory of moral epistemology that requires more careful analysis.

Indeed, the euporetic conclusion of the dialogue®>® suggests that enjoying pure*** pleasures (38ovoi)

449 When not stated otherwise, translations (with minor changes) of Plato’s Philebus will refer to HACKFORTH 1945.

450 Actually, Plato says ‘émotmipaig’ (and thus, not ‘dmotqun’). Yet, as | will more extensively argue throughout this
chapter (see infra pp. 82-83), what Plato has here in mind is a specific form of émotqun. Indeed, if he was here arguing
that pure pleasures are attendant to émotiuong, an unreasonable consequence would follow: if Plato actually meant to
claim that pure pleasures are attendant to either (technical) sciences or aicnoig, he would have argued that pure pleasures
follow two equivalent cognitive states (namely, cognitive conditions which would to the same extent be grounded in
unreliable sense-perception). For these reasons, my translation follows HACKFORTH 1945 and FOWLER 2006, who both
render ‘€motqpoig’ at Phlb. 66¢4-7 as ‘knowledge’ (as if Plato wrote ‘émotiun’). For similar uses of the plural form of
‘émotun’ to indicate a specific (singular) knowledge, see Tht. 197e-200c, Phd. 75d4 (on this, cf. ROwE 1993, p. 175),
and Phdr. 276c3.

451 Cf. GOSLING 1975.

452 See FREDE 1993 and DIEs 1949.

453 See Phlb. 61al1-d3, where Plato has Socrates and Protarchus agree that both pleasures ()3ovai) and intellect (vodc) are
necessary for the best life.

454 The reader may wonder whether or not ‘pure’ means ‘purified’. If so, however, we would expect Plato to explain from
what pleasures would have to be purified. However, this clarification is missing from the text. In this regard, CARPENTER
2015, pp. 187-188, suggests, in consideration of Phlb. 53a, that ‘purity has been carefully defined as being truly or exactly
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— and hence, attaining such goods — is necessary*>® for living the best life. In turn, Phlb. 11a1-d10
clarifies that a good (éyabov) is indeed a state (8£1c) and a condition (51G0go1g) of the human soul
which makes people’s life happy. Thus, given that, for Plato, (a) happiness is related to virtue*®® and
(b) pure pleasures — namely, those goods which contribute to the moral agent’s best (i.e., happy and
virtuous) life — are said at Phlb. 66¢c4-7 to be attendant to either knowledge or perception, Phlb. 66c4-
7 may be taken to shed light on how ethics and epistemology are related in Plato’s Philebus. Indeed,
Phlb. 66c4-7 seems to imply that, in order to (a) enjoy pure pleasures, and hence, (b) seek for living
the best (that is, a happy and virtuous) life, people need to meet a fundamental epistemological
requirement (namely, either achieving knowledge or being able to follow perception).

Given all these issues, | shall therefore endeavour to address in this chapter the following
questions: (1) to what extent are pure pleasures attendant to either knowledge or perception?; (2-3)
what is the kind of knowledge that is at stake at Phlb. 66¢c4-7?; and, finally, (4) given that Phlb. 66c4-
7 (assumedly) sheds light on the Philebus’ theory of moral epistemology, can Plato’s Philebus be
thought of as re-enacting the so-called Socratic theory of ethical intellectualism (according to which
virtue is knowledge and no one does wrong willingly)? To answer all these questions, | will first aim
to find out what kind of émiothun pure pleasures attend to. By doing so, | shall also demonstrate that
the word ‘émotun’ is indeed used by Plato in different senses in the Philebus. Next, | will try to
determine what kind of cognitive state may eventually be associated with the aicOnoic that some of
the pure pleasures are attendant to. Then, | will assess whether or not Phlb. 66c4-7 (and, more
generally, Plato’s Philebus as a whole) sheds light on a particular theory of moral epistemology.
Eventually, I will conclude that Plato’s Philebus indicates that there are two different ways of

attaining virtue, each depending on the achievement of a specific cognitive state.

3.2.  Two different cognitive terms: émotiun and aicOnaoic

To start, Phlb. 66¢c4-7 shows that émomun and aicOnoig indicate two different epistemological

conditions. Indeed, Plato suggests that pure pleasures are attendant to either knowledge or perception.

the very thing that one is. [...] Purity marks the lack of any qualifying conditions, caveat or hedging when declaring
something an exemplar of its kind, truly and entirely what it is’. On Carpenter’s interpretation, then, pure pleasures are
those which are only pleasant and never unpleasant. Later on in this chapter, | will suggest that, to be pure, pleasures need
to meet specific requirements.

455 However, enjoying pure pleasures is not presented by the Plato of the Philebus as a sufficient condition for living the
best possible life. Indeed, Phlb. 61al-d3 indicates that achieving intellect (vodg), qua epistemological good, is also
necessary for attaining such a goal. Unlike (pure) pleasures, however, intellect is presented as a good (érya86v) per se (cf.
e.g., Phlb. 13e4-5, where Plato has Socrates specify what follows: ‘SOCRATES: | suggested intelligence, knowledge,
intellect, and so on, as being good’ (ZQ. ®povnoic te kal Emotiun kal vodg kai mévO’ 6moca, 61 kot apyig &yo 0&uevog
sinov dyadad).

4% See infra p. 14 fn. 110 and 53 fn. 362. Cf. R. 1 353d9-354a2; Chrm. 172a, 173d; Cri. 48b; Grg.507b-c, where happiness
is equated to doing well and living well. In turn, Plato specifies that a moral agent may live and do well only if her soul
is fully virtuous.
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Yet, what remains unclear is the sense in which Plato uses the term ‘émiotiun’ when he establishes
that some of the pure pleasures are attendant to knowledge (émiotipouc). Thus, the first aim of this
section is to outline the many cognitive states that the word ‘€¢motiun’ indicates throughout the
Philebus. Next, I will try to find out what kind of knowledge is at stake at Phlb. 66c4-7. To achieve
this goal, I will then seek to (a) determine what kind of cognitive state aiocOnoig indicates at Phlb.
66¢4-7%°" and (b) ascertain the extent to which oicOnoig and émotquong indicate two different
epistemological conditions (as Phlb. 66¢4-7 would seem to suggest). Eventually, I shall conclude that
Phlb. 66c4-7 establishes that pleasures are pure insofar as they are attendant to either philosophical

knowledge or true opinion (through perception).

3.2.1. Philebus’ émortnun: a polysemantic term

At Phlb. 66c4-7, Socrates and Protarchus are still pursuing the goal of ranking all those goods which
humans need to attain so as to make their lives as good as possible. Hence, when they come to
consider the fifth-ranked goods, Socrates and Protarchus have already clarified that: (1) the first rank
of goods includes measure (uétpov) and its cognates — that is, what is measured and timely (uétpiov,
Kaiplov); (2) what is well-proportioned (cOupetpov), beautiful (kéiov), perfect (téieov) and self-
sufficient (ikavov) is to be ranked as second; (3) the third place is to be assigned to intellect (vodc)
and intelligence (@povnoic), while (4) the fourth is to be attributed to the soul’s own properties —
namely, sciences/kinds of knowledge (émotfjuon), arts (téyvar), and correct opinions (6pOai 66&at).
Finally, Socrates and Protarchus establish at Phlb. 66c4-7 that (5) pure pleasures are the fifth-ranked
goods. Hence, after having determined earlier on at Phlb. 51e7-52a3*® that pure pleasures (a) are
painless, (b) stem from the soul itself, and (c) ‘fall into two sub-groups, pure colours, sounds, smells
or geometrical shapes*®, and the pleasures of learning’*®°, Plato has Socrates and Protarchus further
clarify at Phlb. 66c4-7 the nature of the fifth-ranked goods. For Plato has Socrates and Protarchus

establish that pure pleasures are attendant to either émotipoug or aicOnoic*®.

457 Given that Plato does not take perception into account when he ranks all the goods which are necessary for a happy
and good life, we may assume that aicOnoig is nonetheless included in the ranking of goods under the guise of some other
epistemological good. On this interpretation, then, aicbnoig should be taken to indicate at Phlb. 66¢c4-7 one of the
epistemological states that Plato has Socrates and Protarchus rank as goods.

458 The whole sentence that Plato writes down at Phlb. 66¢4-7 is governed by ‘&0spev’ — which indicates a back reference
to Phlb. 51e7-52a3.

459 See Phlb. 51b1-7.

460 Cf. Phlb. 51e7-52a3. See LANG 2010, pp. 154-155.

461 Cf. FLETCHER 2017, p. 202, who, though recognizing that Socrates actually divides pure pleasures into two species,
suggests that the reason why pure pleasures are distinguished in two species has nothing to do with epistemology. For she
argues that ‘Socrates divides the pure and true pleasures into two species, (1) a very specific group of psychic pleasures
that are taken in pure and absolutely beautiful objects of sight and hearing, and (2) the ‘less divine’ pleasures of smell,
which are rare examples of bodily pleasures of restoration that are preceded by painless destructions’.
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Now, to better understand what kind of cognitive state the word ‘émiotiun’ indicates at Phlb.
66c4-7, | shall first explore the many different senses that this word takes in the Philebus. To begin
with, émotun is associated with arts (téyvor) and correct opinions (0pOai 66&at) in Plato’s Philebus.
Indeed, as we saw above, émiotriun is said to form (together with téyvat and 6pOai 66&Ean) the class of
the fourth-ranked goods*®?. Hence, these fourth-ranked (epistemological) goods (i.e., émotiipa,
téyvat, and opBai 60&Ear) are to be considered as less worthy than vobdg and @povnoig (namely, the
third-ranked goods). Indeed, émotijpon, téyvar, and opbai d6Ear, being grounded on perception?®s,
are more distant from the truth than vot¢ and @pévnoic*®* (which are indeed said to be concerned
with true being*®). Ultimately, then, on the assumption that, throughout the Philebus, the term
‘¢motnun’ holds the sense it takes in the ranking of goods, it follows that the term ‘émotiun’ is not
used in this work to indicate a philosophical knowledge. In fact, while, elsewhere in Plato’s corpus,
a philosophical émotun is said to be concerned with true being — namely, what is eternal and self-
same*®® — the Philebus’ ranking of goods (i.e., Phlb. 66a4-c7) assumes that émotijpa, just like téyvar
and opOai d6&an, are not concerned with true being. Therefore, we may grant that, throughout the
Philebus, the word ‘é¢motjun’ is used by Plato to indicate a non-philosophical (and thus, more
technical) knowledge which is to be associated with arts and true opinions. If so, then, Phlb. 66¢4-7
would be conveying the idea that a non-philosophical (and thus, more technical) knowledge is what

some of the pure pleasures (namely, those which are attendant to émotijuar) follow.

462 Cf. Phlb. 66c4-7.

463 See Phlb. 39al1-b2, where Plato specifies that (a) true opinions — which are written, as it were, in the soul in the form
of sentences — spring in the soul when memories and perceptions conjoin with affections, and (b) as soon as these opinions
are “written” in the soul, a craftsman makes his intervention. Curiously, Plato also clarifies that a painter (who is within
the human soul) paints pictures and attaches them to the opinions that spring in the soul. Thus, Plato’s Philebus shows
that both téyvar — for painting constitutes a téyvn: cf. Grg. 448c and Prt. 312d — and 6pfai 60&ou are strictly related to
perception. What is more, given that émotijpon are associated with éyvn and 6pOai d6&ar, Phlb. 66¢4-7 should be taken
to suggest that émotijpon () are associated with perception, and hence, (b) individuate a less accurate cognitive state than
vodc and ppovnoig — which are indeed said to be concerned with the most stable and true among ontological entities, that
is, true being.

464 Cf. Phlb. 59d1-5 (but also Phlb. 65d2-10), where the third-ranked goods (i.e., vodc and ppovnoic) are presented as
worthier epistemological goods than émotijpon, téyvar, and 6pBai 6&ot. For vodg and @pdvnoig are said to be closer to
the truth.

465 Cf. Phlb. 59d1-5: ‘SOCRATES: And are not intellect and intelligence the names that command the greatest respect?
PROTARCHUS: Yes. SOCRATES: Then these names can be properly established in usage as precisely appropriate to thought
whose object is true being’. (ZQ. Ovkodv vodc ot kol epovNolg & y° Gv g Tipnosie pdhoto ovopata; ITPQ. Nai. Q.
Tadt’ dpa €v taig mepl 10 OV Gvtwg Evvoialg €otiv annipipopéva 0pBds keipeva Kodeiohar).

46 See R. VI 484b3-6: ‘Since those who are able to grasp what is always the same in all respects are philosophers, while
those who are not able to do so and who wander among the many things that vary in every sort of way are not philosophers’
(émedn @Ado0EOL HEV 01 TOD del Kotd TanTd MoadTwg EXovtog duvapevol épamtectat, ol 8¢ un GAL” év moAAOTG Kol
navToimg ioyovoty mhavdpevol od eihocogot). See also R. V 478a6-7, where philosophical knowledge (émotiun) is said
to be set over what is, to know it as it is. Indeed, dialectic — namely, the cognitive process of intellection (vonocig) that
takes place in the soul (cf. also R. VI 511c3-e4) — aims at understanding the basic constituents of reality (that is, the
intelligible Forms). Finally, cf. R. VIl 533e7-534b2, where the term ‘émotiun’ is used by Plato in the sense of ‘vonocig’
— for they both indicate the higher section of the divided line. Accordingly, both ‘émiotun’ and ‘vonoig’ may be taken
to signify the condition (rd6nua) in the soul which allows one to achieve a wise and noetic knowledge of the intelligible
Forms (see R. VI 511b3-€6).
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Textual evidence testifies to the fact that one of the possible senses that the term ‘émiotiun’
takes in the Philebus is indeed ‘technical knowledge’. For Socrates and Protarchus are seeking to
define at Phlb. 55¢4-58a6 the truest and purest forms (or species) of vod¢ and émiotiun*®’. To achieve
this goal, Protarchus and Socrates first take into account the sciences (nadfuozo) that are primarily
related to émotiun*®®. Hence, they agree that some of them are productive (Snpovpyucéc), while
others are concerned with education (moudeia) and nurture (tpoen). Next, in considering the
productive sciences, Socrates and Protarchus agree that some of the (productive) manual arts
(xepotéyvikan) are more accurate than others. For, after having established that the degree of accuracy
which is proper to each manual art depends on whether or not counting, measuring, and weighing are
employed as methods of reasoning*®®, Socrates and Protarchus ultimately suggest that such manual
arts as music, medicine, agriculture, navigation, and strategy are less worthy*° than those (such as
the arts of shipbuilding, housebuilding, and many other woodworking crafts*’*) which make frequent
use of measures and/or similar mathematical standards of correctness*’2. Ultimately, then, this review
of the more or less accurate forms of émotqun that Socrates and Protarchus pursue at Phlb. 55¢4-
58a6 confirms that Plato relates the term ‘€momun’ to the yepotéyvicor. Accordingly, one of the
possible senses that the word ‘émiotfiun’ takes in the Philebus is indeed ‘technical knowledge’.

Still, when Socrates and Protarchus conclude that some manual arts are worthier (i.e., more
accurate) than others, they have not yet achieved the goal*”® of finding out what is the purest form of
émotnun. Hence, to lay the ground for the final definition of the purest form of émotiun, Plato has
Socrates and Protarchus clarify that the art of numbering (dpOuntucy t€xvn) is to be divided into two
species: (1) the art of calculation and measure — which merely is the manual art that is employed by

those common people who compute sums of unequal units (such as two armies or two herds of cattle)

“67 For, by doing so, they aim to better understand the nature of the pure pleasures.

468 Curiously, while Socrates and Protarchus manage to discover the nature of the truest type of émotun, they do not
even try to determine what is the truest type of vobc. In light of this, we may speculatively assume that Socrates and
Protarchus do not even seek for the definition of the truest kind of vodg given that they already accomplished that task.
Earlier on in the dialogue, indeed, they determine that dialectical intellection (émotun-véneic) — through which the
intelligible Forms come to be known — is the noblest instance of émotAun-voig. Interestingly, vodc is presented in Plato’s
Republic as the cognitive state (8€1c) of those who contemplate (Bsmpeiv) what is intelligible (vontdg) (cf. R. VI 511b3-
e5).

469 As CARPENTER 2015, pp. 189-191, points out: ‘lacking measurement explains the lack of reliability or constancy, and
the lack of clarity’. On Carpenter’s interpretation, Plato is here introducing an epistemological theory which she calls
‘paradeigmatist’. Indeed, Plato would here be ranking all the kinds of knowledge (from the lower to the higher). Hence,
the more knowledge is stable the more it is accurate, clear, and accountable.

470 For such manual arts as music, medicine, agriculture, navigation, and strategy (a) are conjectural, (b) do not use
numbers (or any other mathematical standard) as tools of work, and (c) train human senses by experience and routine
Indeed, just to make an example, numbers are not used by the musician to find a musical harmony (which rather results
from practice — see Phlb. 56a, where Plato explains that musical harmony merely results from the observation of the
vibrating strings).

471 For all these manual arts use instruments like the straightedge and the compass as tools of work: cf. Phlb. 56b-c.

472 On the art of building as a mathematical art, cf. STALLEY 2010, esp. p. 227. Cf. also HARVEY 2009, esp. pp. 280-281.
473 For a complete overview of Socrates’ and Protarchus’ project of the defining the truest émotiun, cf. Phlb. 55¢4-58a6.
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—and (2) the science of mathematical objects — which is employed by philosophers when practising
geometry and doing calculations. Thus, Plato has Socrates and Protarchus specify that there is a
notable difference between these two species of apOuntucy téyvn*’4. Strikingly, however, no
explanation as to the reasons why these two species of the art of numbering are so different from one
another is provided. Accordingly, we may assume that, when Plato argues that there are two different
species of apiOunrtikn t€xvn, he relies on a theoretical background which (a) is imported from other
dialogues and (b) is left implicit in the Philebus. If so, then, we may assume that the ultimate reason
why the philosophical dpOuntikn teéyvn is so different from the common people’s art of calculation
and measure is that these two species of the art of numbering serve different purposes. For the
craftsmen’s art of calculation and measure, on the one hand, serves a merely practical purpose.
Indeed, just to make an example, a housebuilder merely calculates how much wood he needs for
building a house. On the other, the geometry and calculation practised in philosophy
(caté prhocopiav) may be assumed (on the basis of what Plato indicates in the Republic*™) to serve
a completely different purpose. Indeed, the would-be philosophers, as Plato clarifies in his Republic,
must get acquainted with arithmetic, geometry, and astronomy so as to be prepared to achieve a
complete knowledge of the intelligible Forms*’®. For, it is by achieving a dianoetic*’’ (i.e.,
mathematical)*’® knowledge that the would-be philosophers*”® become able to recognize the physical

instantiation of the intelligible Forms (which, however, the dtavontng can only seek [(nteiv] to see

474 According to CARPENTER 2015, pp. 192-193, the (manual) art of numbering that those who build ships, houses, etc.,
employ is only slightly accurate. On the contrary, the philosophical science of mathematical objects is much more precise.
475 Generally, scholars argue that the project that Plato undertakes in the Philebus is not only consistent with, but also
auxiliary to, that of the Republic. Apparently, indeed, Plato argues in both the Philebus and the Republic that some
pleasures are truer than others (on this, cf. PARRY 2010, esp. pp. 221-223, but also OBDRZALEK 2010 and STALLEY 2010).
Also, Plato distinguishes good from bad pleasures in the Book IX of the Republic. Similarly, he aims to achieve the same
goal also in the Philebus (see REIDY 1998, esp. p. 343, who suggests that, as Plato is not happy with the results of his
inquiry in the Republic, he decides to undertake a similar one in the Philebus; cf. also WARREN 2010, esp. p. 21, who
argues that, as Plato maintains in the Republic that philosophers do not enjoy an endless intellectual ecstasy, he aims in
the Philebus to discover those pure pleasures that philosophers enjoy once the intellectual ecstasy is over). Accordingly,
scholars generally agree that these two dialogues are consonant with one another (see infra p. 74 [esp. fn. 466], where |
also show that these two dialogues are both committed to the Theory of Forms). Given this general consensus on the
topic, | will seek to assess the epistemological nature of the Philebus’ mathematical, but still technical, knowledge
employed by philosophers on the basis of the Republic’s epistemological theory (see CARPENTER 2015, esp. pp. 197 ff.,
who also reads through the Republic the Philebus’s theory of “knowledge”).

476 The Republic prescribes that those who are going to be philosopher (-rulers) must be prepared for vonoig through
arithmetic, geometry, and astronomy. These subjects allow in turn the access to a dianoetic method of reasoning (cf. R.
VI 510c2-d3).

477 Cf. R. VI 510c2-d3.

478 Cf. R. V1 510c2-d3.

479 For the Sovontig’s capacity of understanding is limited to the ontological domain of the sensible reality. In fact, the
dravontng can at best use sensible figures (such as drawings, constructions, examples taken from experience) as images
of the intelligible Forms.
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[i8iv] at this stage*®

— for, to achieve a complete understanding of the intelligible Forms, a higher
cognitive state than Siévota is needed*®t).
Thus, the analysis that | have so far pursued has shown that Plato preliminarily clarifies at
Phlb. 55¢c4-58a6 that:
(@) the term ‘€motiun’ may eventually be ascribed to a technical knowledge — and hence, both to
non-mathematical (i.e., music, medicine, agriculture, et similia) and mathematical arts (that is, all
the arts of building and the philosophical science of mathematical objects);
(b1) common people and (would-be) philosophers appeal to the art of numbering in two different
ways;
b>) the philosophical science of mathematical objects, as a technical knowledge, is
epistemologically worthier (i.e., more accurate) than the common people’s apt@untiky téxvn*e.
Indeed, on the assumption that the Philebus’ philosophical science of mathematical objects is
analogous to the Republic’s dianoetic (that is, mathematical) knowledge, we can conclude that
the Philebus’ philosophical science of mathematical objects, though being ultimately concerned
with the deceptive sensible reality®® still allows one to achieve an (incomplete*®*)
understanding*®® of the intelligible Forms.
Yet, neither the (would-be) philosophers’ apiOuntikr t€xvn nor any other kind of technical
knowledge is ultimately presented by the Plato of the Philebus as the truest form of knowledge.
Indeed, Plato has Socrates and Protarchus finally introduce dialectic as the truest and purest species

480 See infra p. 121 fn. 711, where I show, on the basis of R. VII 527b9-11 and R. VII 527al-b2, that (a) the Republic’s
diGvoio draws the soul upwards (i.e., towards truth) and (b) geometry is practised for the sake of knowledge.

481 To grasp a full knowledge of the intelligible Forms, achieving the epistemological condition which is signified by
vonotg, Emothiun, or vodg is necessary. See infra p. 78 fn. 491, where I observe that vonoig, émotiun, vodg, (but also
copia and @povnoig) indicate the highest epistemological condition — namely, the philosophical knowledge of the
intelligible Forms.

482 Although Plato does not explicitly maintain that the philosophical science of mathematical objects, qua technical
knowledge, is epistemologically worthier (i.e., more accurate) than the common people’s dpOpuntikn te&xvn, we may still
draw such a conclusion on the basis of the fact that, as | explain throughout this chapter, the Philebus is thoroughly
consistent with the ontological and epistemological theory that Plato more widely illustrates in other dialogues. In
particular, see infra p. 76 fn. 475, where | show that the Philebus shows a high degree of consistency with the Republic.
483 Cf. R. VI 510c2-511al. See BENATOUIL-EL MURR 2010, pp. 43-57, who argue that Plato, while suggesting that the
expert in geometry employs sensible figures as the objects of her reasoning, specifies that the target at which the expert
in geometry aims consists in the Form of the sensible geometrical objects (assumed as images of the intelligible Forms).
Yet, ‘Socrate dit sans ambiguité que le logos des géométres porte sur (mepi) les diagrammes qu’ils tracent’. Accordingly,
the davontmg, who can merely seek to understand the intelligible Forms, is ultimately able to focus on sensible objects
only. On the contrary, the dialectician does not need to appeal to the sensible reality to grasp a full knowledge of the
intelligible Forms. For a similar interpretation, see FERRARI 2017, p. 873, and SMITH 1981. For a slightly different view
of the Republic’s diavoua, cf. FRONTEROTTA 2006.

484 For, on the assumption that the Philebus’ philosophical science of the mathematical objects is analogous to the
Republic’s dianoetic (namely, mathematical) knowledge, the person who is said in the Philebus to be able to manage the
philosophical science of the mathematical objects should be then assumed to be able to make hypotheses (with respect to
the existence of the intelligible Forms) of which, however, she is not able to give an account of.

485 Cf. infra pp. 121-122 fn. 717: this understanding can at best be deductive. Indeed, one has to be a good dialectician in
order to become perfectly acquainted with the intelligible Forms.
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of émotun*®. For dialectic is said to be concerned with being (10 6v) and what really is (10 éviwg)
in every way eternally self-same (10 katd TtV del mepukoc mavtoc)*®’. Hence, insofar as it allows
one to achieve a complete understanding of the basic constituents of reality (i.e., the intelligible
Forms)*®, dialectic is presented as the truest among all the species (or forms) of émotiun*®. Still,
Plato’s Philebus also shows that votic and ppdvnotg are names that command the greatest respect**.

Indeed, vodc and gpdvnoig, just like émotiun qua dialectic*®!, allow one to achieve a complete

486 Cf. Phlb. 58a1-6, where Plato has Socrates claim what follows: ‘the cognition of that which is, that which exists in
reality, ever unchanged, is held, I cannot doubt, by all people with any share in vodg at all’. Thus, given that dialectic is
indeed concerned with what really is ever unchanged, it follows that dialectic and vo{Ug are strictly linked to one another.
See also infra p. 75 fn. 468, where I show that vodg is indeed presented at R. VI 511b3-e5 as the cognitive state (£€1g) of
those who contemplate (Bewpeiv) what is intelligible (vontdg).

487 See Phlb. 58al-6. Cf. infra p. 74 fn. 466, where | show that, according to Platonic epistemology, philosophers are
those who are concerned with what is the same in all respects.

488 HARVEY 2009, pp. 282-283, fn.7: ‘Forms are indirectly referred to as to v at Republic vi 511¢5, vii 533b7, and 533c1;
there are several references to the forms by means of the adverb &vtwg, including Rep. x 597d2, Phaedrus 247c7, and
247e2-4; Phaedo 78c6-8 refers to the forms as always remaining in the same state. «...» Socrates’ later description of the
objects of dialectic as what is unmixed (apewtotarta, 59¢4) matches Symposium 211el, where the Beautiful itself is called
unadulterated (gilucpivéq), pure (kaOapdv), and unmixed (&uetctov)’. Harvey also highlights the fact that VLASTOS 19652,
p- 5, ‘identifies the intensified expression ‘really real’ (§vtwg dv) as a Platonic innovation, and includes Philebus 58a1-6
alongside these other passages as referring to the Forms’.

489 Dialectic is (epistemologically) worthier than all the other forms of émotiun due to its (a) highest degree of clarity
and precision and (b) closeness to the truth. For dialectic — that is, the truest type of émotun — is presented at Philb. 58c7-
d8 as a capacity (dvvapuc) in the soul which allows people both to love the truth and to do everything for the sake of it.
Curiously, a dialectical émotqun is variously defined by Plato in his corpus. For it is defined as ‘dOvauc’, as ‘mopeio’
(see R. VIl 532al-b5), as ‘mafnua’ (cf. R. VI 511b3-e6). However, all the definitions of dialectic imply that a dialectical
gmotiun, just like vodg, allows people to achieve a complete understanding of the basic constituents of reality — that is,
the intelligible Forms

490 Cf. Phlb. 59d1-5, but also 65d2-10.

491 Cf. infra p. 78 fn. 489, where | suggest that, although a dialectical émotiun is variously defined by Plato (for it is
defined as ‘dvvayuc’ [cf. Phlb. 58c7-d8], as ‘mopeia’ [see R. VII 532a1-b5], as ‘mabnpa’ [cf. R. VI 511b3-€6]), it always
indicates an epistemological condition which allows people to achieve an accurate knowledge of the truest ontological
objects (i.e., the intelligible Forms). Interestingly, pp6vnoic is similarly presented at Phd. 79d1-7 as a condition (ma6npa:
cf. infra p. 74 fn. 466) in the soul which is fully activated ‘when the soul investigates by itself” and ‘passes into the realm
of what is pure, ever existing, immortal and unchanging, and being akin to this, it always stays with it whenever it is by
itself and can do so’. Similarly, vodc is introduced by Plato at R. VI 511b3-e5 as the cognitive state (£€ic) of those who
contemplate (Oswpeiv) what is intelligible (vontog) through intellection (émiotiun/vonoig/epovnoic). Thus, Plato’s use of
such cognitive terms as ‘€momun’, ‘vonoig’, ‘vodg’, ‘epovnoig’ (but also ‘coeia’, as I shall show in due course) is
somewhat ambiguous. Indeed, R. VI 511 b ff. shows that the first two, and highest, sections of the divided line are
respectively named as ‘vonoig’ and ‘dudvola’. In turn, both vonoig and didvotla are subsumed under the section marked
by vovg. Interestingly, however, Plato names (at R. VII 533¢7 ff.) the first two sections of the divided line ‘émotun’ and
‘duvown’ and specifies that both of them should be subsumed under the section marked by vonoic. Accordingly, given
also what Plato says at R. VII 533d7-e2 (namely, that ‘we won’t dispute about a name when we have so many more
important matters to investigate”), we may reasonably conclude that both in Plato’s Republic and, more generally, in the
Platonic corpus, all these cognitive terms (i.e., émotiun, vonotig, vodg — but also, epoévnoig and coeia) indicate the same
epistemological condition (namely, that which is concerned with the intelligible Forms). With special reference to the
Philebus, LANG 2010, pp. 154-155, argues that Plato’s use of cognitive terms in this dialogue is somehow problematic:
for ‘vobg (reason), ppovnoig (intelligence) and émotun (knowledge)’, he says, ‘have until this point been used as
alternates, but at 59d the first two are restricted to thought about true being and at 66b they are ranked third, while
gmotijuon (kinds of knowledge) are relegated to fourth place’. To understand how Aristotle (a) clarifies the
epistemological meaning and the psychic foundation (within the rational part of the soul) of such cognitive terms as
gmotiun, epdvnoig, vodg, and cogio and (b) ends up filling a gap within Plato’s epistemological terminology, see EN VI
1140a-1141b.
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understanding of true being — i.e., the intelligible Forms?*®2, Ultimately, then, the review of the truest
forms of émotun that Plato has Socrates and Protarchus pursue at Phlb. 55¢4-58a6 shows that the
term ‘€motnun’ is also used in Plato’s Philebus to mark the same kind of philosophical knowledge
that is also indicated by such cognitive terms as “vod¢’ and ‘ppovnoig 3.

As a result, my analysis of Phlb. 66a4-c7 (i.e., the passage where Plato has Socrates and
Protarchus rank the human goods) and Phlb. 55c¢4-58a6 (namely, where Plato has Socrates and
Protarchus seek for the definition of the truest form of knowledge) has shown that it is indeed the
case that the word ‘émotiun’ is used in Plato’s Philebus in many different ways*®. Indeed, the term
‘émiotnun’ may indicate in Plato’s Philebus a technical knowledge as well as a philosophical
knowledge of the intelligible Forms*®. For, on the one hand, the term ‘émotun’ applies both to (a1)
the technical knowledge that common people use when they perform such manual arts as music,
medicine, agriculture, etc., and (a2) the technical knowledge that the (would-be) philosophers who
practise geometry and do calculations possess. On the other, (b) dialectic (which [a] is indeed

associated with vodc*®® and ppovnoig and [b] allows one to achieve a wise and noetic*®” knowledge

492 See Phlb. 58e4-59b6, where Plato says that vodc and gpdvnoig deserve the highest honour as they give true insights
into those objects which, being forever in the same state, meet the requirements of certainty, purity, truth, and integrity.
On this, cf. also Phlb. 59d1-5.

4% See Phlb. 13e4-5, where émotfiun, vodg, and pdvnoig are said to belong to the same (epistemological) “family” (cf.
HACKFORTH 1945, p. 124 fn. 1, who suggests that these three words are used synonymously). See also Phlb. 22a ff.,
where intellect (vobc) and intelligence (ppovnoig) are presented as the most superior epistemological goods. Interestingly,
however, voig and ppdvnoig are still to some extent different from one another. Indeed, while voig is presented as a state
of the soul, ppévnoic is introduced as a process, or condition, in the soul. Actually, Plato defines votg at R. VI 511b3-e5
as the cognitive state (£€1c) of those who contemplate (Bewpeiv) through the science of dialectic (émotiun/vonoig) what
is intelligible (vontdg). On the other hand, ppdvnoic is presented as a condition (ma6npa) in the soul through which ‘the
soul investigates by itself” and ‘passes into the realm of what is pure, ever existing, immortal and unchanging, and being
akin to this, it always stays with it whenever it is by itself and can do so’ (see Phd. 79d1-7).

494 Cf. CARONE 2005, p. 75, who, while commenting on Plato’s Philebus, argues that the term ‘¢miotiun’ ‘embraces not
only the precise knowledge of the Forms — a sense however that it keeps (as the “truer”, 61d10-e4) — but is given also a
broad sense (cf. 59b7, 61d10—e3), which allows everybody to participate in it’.

49 See Phlb. 61d10-e4, where Plato openly declares that ‘émotun’ is used in the Philebus as a twofold cognitive term:
‘And knowledge was of two kinds, one turning its eyes towards transitory things, the other towards things which neither
come into being nor pass away, but are the same and immutable forever. Considering them with a view to truth, we judged
that the latter was truer than the former’ (trans. by FOWLER 2006). Thus, we may reasonably conclude that the term
‘émotun’ applies in Plato’s Philebus to both a technical and a philosophical knowledge. Cf. NEHAMAS 1984, p. 31, who
points out that the Philebus would show that émotfjpon of changing things are less true than émortfjuot of unchanging
things.

4% Cf. Phlb. 58a1-6. See also infra p. 74 fn. 466, p. 75 fn. 468, and p. 79 fn. 493,

497 For the sake of clarity, I shall occasionally call the philosophical knowledge of the intelligible Forms ‘wise and noetic
knowledge’. By doing so, I aim to make it clear that I do not refer to the (still!) “philosophical” science of mathematical
objects. Cf. R. VV 477a6-478e6 and Ti. 51d3-52a7 (‘Intellect [vodc] always involves a true account while true belief lacks
any account. And while intellect remains unmoved by persuasion, true belief gives in to persuasion. And of true belief, it
must be said, all men have a share, but of intellect, only the gods and a small group of people do’).

79



of the intelligible Forms) is presented as the truest form of &motun.
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To conclude, then, Plato’s Philebus uses the word ‘émictqun’ in two (main) senses — namely,
in the sense of a) technical and b) philosophical knowledge. As technical knowledge, the word
‘gmotun’ is ascribed to both ai;) manual arts and a;) the philosophical (dianoetic) science of
mathematical objects. Therefore, we may reasonably conclude that it is in the sense of dianoetic (i.e.,
mathematical) knowledge that émiotiun is associated at Phlb. 66a4-c7 with the fourth-ranked
(epistemological) goods (namely, téyvor and opOai 56&ar*%8)*%°. Indeed, on the one hand, the common
people’s technical émotiun — which serves a merely practical purpose — is not as worthy and
(potentially) effective as true opinions (and arts) — which, as I shall show later on in this chapter, may
even allow the moral agent to perform good and virtuous actions. On the other, wise and noetic
knowledge constitutes an accurate cognitive state (for it allows one to achieve a complete
understanding of the basic constituents of reality) which cannot be compared to 6pbai 66&at (and

téyvar) — which at best allow people to provide a true assessment of the (deceptive) sensible reality.

3.2.2. True opinions and aicOnoic. Pleasures and émotiun

4% Curiously, Plato’s Republic shows that both the term ‘dmiotiun’ (see R. VIl 533e7-534a8 and infra p. 79 fn. 495) and
‘éxvn’ (see R. VI 511¢3-d5) are used by Plato to indicate a dianoetic knowledge. See also infra pp. 112-122, where |
argue that a true opinion may be viewed as a species of dianoetic knowledge.

4% See infra pp. 20-22 and 112-122, where | argue that a true opinion is the epistemological outcome of a dianoetic
cognitive process. Hence, it is indeed the case that, elsewhere in his corpus, Plato associates didvoio with dpOai d0Eat
(and thus, with téyvou: see infra pp. 73-74).
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Now that the word ‘€miotqun’ has been ascertained to take on different senses in Plato’s Philebus, I
shall aim to determine what is the kind of knowledge that some pure pleasures are attendant to.
However, to be in a better position to achieve this goal, | first need to establish what kind of cognitive
state aicOnoig indicates at Phlb. 66¢4-7. For, given that perception is said at Phlb. 66c4-7 to play
such a crucial role (indeed, perception is what some pure pleasures follow), we would expect Socrates
and Protarchus to include aicbnoig in their ranking of goods. Yet, as aicOnoic is not even mentioned
in the ranking of goods, we may actually wonder whether, by saying that aicOno1g is what some pure
pleasures follow, Plato would rather imply that some pure pleasures are attendant to a (ranked)
epistemological good which heavily relies on perception. To address this issue, | will first consider a
passage, Phlb. 39al-b2, where Plato explicitly argues that true opinions and perceptions are strictly
linked to one another.

2Q. 'H pviun 1oic aicbnoect cvumintovso gig Tadtov kakeiva 6 mepl TadT’ €oTi Td TOON T
poivovtai pot oxedov olov Ypaeety UMV &v Toic Yuyoic ToTte Adyoug kod dtav pev dAn0R yphen
[tobto 10 maOnpa], 86&o 1€ AANONC kol Adyor dm’ avtod ocvuPoaivovoty dAnbelc &v Muiv
yryvopevol: yevdii & dtav O torodTog Tap’ MUV YPOUUOTEDS YPAyT, TavavTio Toig dAndéoty
amépn. TIPQ. TIévo pév odv Sokel pot, kai dmodéyopon to pndévia obTmg.

SOCRATES: It appears to me that the conjunction of memory with perception, together with the
affections consequent upon memory and perception, may be said to write words as it were in our
souls; and when this experience writes what is true, the result is that true opinion and true
assertions spring up in us; while when the internal scribe that | have suggested writes what is false
we get the opposite sort of opinions and assertions. PROTARCHUS: That certainly seems to me
right, and I approve of the way you put it.

Phlb. 39a1-b2

At Phlb. 39al-b2, Plato has Socrates argue that, when perceptions conjoin with memory and
affections, words are written, as it were, in the soul. In turn, in the case that this conjunction (of
perceptions, memory, and affections) writes true words in the soul, true opinions — in the form of true
assertions (Aoyor) — spring in the soul. As a result, Phlb. 39al1-b2 appears to suggest that a true opinion
is the best epistemological condition which may eventually be attained through oicOno1c®®. On this
interpretation, then, we may further infer that, when Plato maintains at Phlb. 66c4-7 that those pure
pleasures which do not follow émetipoug are attendant to aicOnotg, he is rather suggesting that such
pure pleasures are accompanied by true opinions (which are indeed presented as the fourth-ranked
goods). Interestingly, a certain theory of perception that Plato introduces elsewhere in his corpus
seems to suggest that it is indeed the case that aicOnoic at Phlb. 66¢c4-7 actually indicates a true
opinion. For Plato’s Timaeus shows that those affections (ra6npota) which are so intense to disturb

the soul may prevent the moral agent from properly assessing the sensible reality. As a consequence,

500 See FLETCHER 2012, pp. 62-98, who argues that (a) Plato distinguishes two different species of aicOnoig and (b)
pleasures may be different from one another depending on what species of aicOnoig they are attendant to.
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aioOnoic — which is the means through which na@fiuata are felt by the moral agent® — is presented
in Plato’s Timaeus as being (potentially) responsible for (a) making the human soul unintelligent
(8vovg)®®2 and (b) causing®® excessive pleasures (i.e., the ‘evil’s most powerful lure’) and pains (that
is, those which make the human soul run away from what is good)®%4. Thus, Plato suggests in his
Timaeus that pleasures which are attendant to aicbnoic are not necessarily pure (for pleasures which
follow perception may also be excessive). Accordingly, given that Plato argues at Phlb. 66c4-7 that
pleasures are pure even if they are attendant to aicbnoic, we may (speculatively) conclude that a good
perception (namely, an aicOnoic which, if combined with memory and affections, generates a true
opinion, as Plato indicates at Phlb. 39a1-b2) is at stake here®®. If so, then, the pure pleasures which
are attendant to aicno1c are indeed those which follow a true opinion through perception.

Now that we have ascertained that Phlb. 66c4-7 (implicitly) suggests that pleasures are pure
insofar as they are attendant to either émotiuang or true opinion (through oicOnoic®®), we find
ourselves in a better position to determine what kind of knowledge pure pleasures follow. For, as |
previously argued, (1) Plato uses (in his Philebus) the term ‘€motun’ in two (main) senses: namely,
as a) wise and noetic knowledge and b) technical knowledge; yet, | have also clarified that (2) the
term ‘émotun’ is also ascribed to the most accurate species of technical knowledge — namely, to b1)
dianoetic (i.e., mathematical) knowledge. Accordingly, given that the term ‘€motqun’ is used in
Plato’s Philebus to mark radically different cognitive states, we now need to determine whether a
philosophical, a dianoetic, or a (generically) technical knowledge is what some of the pure pleasures
are attendant to. Now, given what we have so far concluded (with reference to both [a] the Philebus’
émotun and [b] aicOnoig at Phlb. 66¢4-7), we can finally draw some definite conclusions as to what
epistemological condition the term ‘émiotiun’ signifies at Phlb. 66c4-7. (1) First, pure pleasures
which do not follow aicOnoig are unlikely to be attendant to a dianoetic émiotun. Indeed, if this were
the case — namely, if some pure pleasures were attendant to émiotrun as dianoetic knowledge —, pure

pleasures would have been said by Plato to follow two equivalent cognitive states. Indeed, on the one

501 Cf. BRISSON 1999, pp. 152-161: affections become reasoned perceptions as soon as they hit the brain and are therefore
transmitted to the seat of the @povipov. However, when affections do not reach the rational part of the soul, their
perceptions remain irrational.

502 See Ti. 43e8-44b1, for Plato’s account of how perceptions (and affections) may make the human soul unintelligent.
On this issue, see also FRONTEROTTA 20182, p. 239 fn. 169, who argues as follows: ‘Ecco perché la discesa nel corpo
rappresenta per 1’anima una condanna e una perdita di sé: le sensazioni (che dipendono dal corpo) sembrano infatti
«dominarla» e sconvolgerla, muovendola da ogni parte’.

503 Cf. Ti. 86b1-c2: those affections that cause folly (&vowx) constitute a disease in the soul. Accordingly, when a person
is not able to properly see, or hear, he is not able to use his reason. As a consequence, such a person ends up feeling
excessive pleasures and pains.

504 See Ti. 69¢3-d6. Cf. also WOLFSDORF 2014, pp. 133-134, who suggests that pleasures and pains which arise from
irrational perception are those ‘brute’ pleasures (as he calls those) which result from nutrition, hydration and sex.

505 Hence, memory may be taken at Phlb. 39a1-b2 to be responsible for connecting perceptions and affections to rationality
(that is, the @povipov in Plato’s Timeaeus: see infra p. 82 fn. 501).

506 See DELCOMMINETTE 2006, pp. 362-375, who actually argues that perception always entails opinion.
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hand, oicOnoic at Phlb. 66¢c4-7 indicates a true opinion. On the other, dianoetic émotiun®”’
represents an epistemological good which is associated with true opinions (and arts)>%. Hence, given
that Plato seems to keep émomun distinguished from aicOnoig at Phlb. 66¢c4-7 (for he argues that
pure pleasures are attendant to either knowledge or perception), it is unlikely that pure pleasures
which do not follow perception are attendant to dianoetic émiothun (which is, as an epistemological
good, equivalent to true opinion)®®. (2) Similarly, we should rule out that pure pleasures which do
not follow perception are attendant to émotun qua the common people’s technical knowledge.
Indeed, the person who possesses this kind of technical émiotrun act on the basis of practice (namely,
by taking advantage of his empirical experience). Hence, given that (a) the common people’s
technical émotiun (just as true opinion, through oicOnoic) heavily relies on perception®® and (b)
Plato seems to keep émotun distinguished from aicOnoig at Phlb. 66¢4-7, we are in a position to
conclude that Phlb. 66¢4-7 should not be taken to convey the idea that pure pleasures which do not
follow true opinion (through perception) are attendant to émiotrun as technical knowledge. (3) Then,
given what we have so far concluded, it has to be the case that Plato suggests at Phlb. 66c4-7 that
those pure pleasures which are attendant to émietuong follow a philosophical knowledge. Ultimately,
then, Phlb. 66¢4-7 conveys the idea that pleasures are pure insofar as they are attendant to either true

opinion (through aicnotc) or émotqun as wise and noetic knowledge.

3.3. Pleasure and Virtue

After having established that (a) the word ‘émiotiun’ is used in Plato’s Philebus as a polysemantic
cognitive term (for it may mark a technical knowledge as well as a philosophical knowledge) and (b)
aicOnoig indicates at Phlb. 66¢4-7 a true opinion (attained through perception), | have concluded that
Plato’s Philebus ultimately suggests that pleasures are pure insofar as they are attendant to either wise
and noetic (that is, philosophical) knowledge or true opinion (through aicbnoic). Yet, given that pure
pleasures are said to be attendant to two radically different cognitive states, | shall now aim to clarify
whether or not there is any axiological difference between (pure) pleasures which follow
philosophical émiotun and those which are attendant to true opinion (through oicOno1g). To achieve
this goal, I will aim to address in the next two sections the following question: ‘are all the pure

pleasures (namely, both those which follow philosophical émotqun and those which are attendant to

%07 See infra pp. 75-77.

508 Cf. Phlb. 66a4-c7: true opinions, arts, and émotun as dianoetic knowledge are to be viewed as the fourth-ranked
(epistemological) goods.

509 What is more, dianoetic knowledge is per se heavily grounded on perception. Indeed, a dianoetic knowledge is that
which allows people to (a) acknowledge the physical instantiations of the intelligible Forms, and thus, (b) properly assess
the sensible reality. Hence, we should rule out the possibility that the kind of émiotqun that is at stake at Phlb. 66¢4-7 is
dianoetic. For dianoetic knowledge represents an epistemological condition which heavily relies on aicOnoic.

510 Cf. infra p. 75 fn. 470, where | explain that Phlb. 56a shows that technical arts like music merely results from practice.
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true opinion [through aicOnoic]) equally pure and virtuous?’. In answering this question, | shall
suggest that there actually is a slight difference between pure pleasures which are grounded on
different cognitive states. Eventually, I will also shed light on the theory of moral epistemology which
Plato seems to allude to when he argues at Phlb. 66¢4-7 that pure pleasures (which are necessary for

a happy — and hence, virtuous — life>'?) are epistemologically grounded.

3.3.1. Philosophical émiotnun, pure pleasures, and virtue

To ascertain whether or not pure pleasures which are attendant to philosophical érietun are good
and virtuous, I shall consider the euporetic conclusion of Plato’s Philebus. The message that this
dialogue ultimately conveys is that humans may grasp the supreme good (‘t0 mavtdmoaocty dyadov’)
only if they live their life by mixing the truest pleasures and the truest knowledge®?. Thus, Plato’s
Philebus shows that enjoying the truest pure pleasures is crucial for living the supremely virtuous
life>23, In this regard, given that Plato distinguishes pure pleasures which follow a nobler cognitive
state (namely, wise and noetic knowledge) from those which are attendant to a less worthy
epistemological condition (that is, true opinion), we may reasonably assume that the truest pure
pleasures which Plato refers to at Phlb. 61al ff. are those which follow the truest knowledge (namely,
philosophical knowledge). If so, then, Plato’s Philebus should be taken to convey the idea that
achieving the truest émotiun (i.e., a philosophical knowledge of the intelligible Forms) is crucial for
enjoying the truest pleasures — and thus, for living the most desirable life (namely, that which mixes
up the truest pleasures and the truest knowledge). Now, to clarify whether it is actually the case or
not that Plato’s Philebus presents the achievement of a wise and noetic knowledge as a fundamental
condition for enjoying the truest (i.e., the most virtuous?) pleasures and living the supremely virtuous
life, 1 shall consider what Plato (more or less explicitly) says about pure pleasures throughout his
Philebus.

511 Cf. Phlb. 11a1-d10 and infra p. 71 fn. 450 and pp. 71-72.

512 Cf. Phlb. 61al ff.

513 Cf. infra p. 18 fn. 141, where I show that ‘being &yadc’ entails ‘being virtuous’. See also infra pp. 71-72 (esp. fn.
453): a well-mixed life of pleasures and intellect is said in the Philebus to imply happiness. In its turn, the attainment of
happiness implies the achievement of virtue (on this, cf. e.g., R. 1 353d9-354a2). Hence, Plato’s Philebus appears to deny
both hedonism and anti-hedonism (on this, see COOPER 1999, pp. 150-164). Accordingly, although we may assume that
the Philebus does not abandon the view that the life of a philosopher is god-like (and hence, that the philosopher lives an
unmixed life of intellect — even though, as Aristotle will also argue in EN X, it cannot be god-like for a long time as
Aristotle will also argue in EN 10), it should also be acknowledged that this work, being concerned only with analysing
the best life available to humans, does not aim to show, as some scholars have argued, that the unmixed life of intellect
is the best (on this, cf. FREDE 1993, p. xliii, FREDE 1992, p. 440 and TENKKU 1956, p. 219). For to live the best life, the
moral agent still needs to enjoy pleasures (cf. CARONE 2000, pp. 261 ff., AUSTIN 2012). Yet, pleasures which are necessary
for living the best life are those which are attendant to certain epistemological conditions. As a result, we may reasonably
conclude that pure pleasures (namely, those which are necessary for the best life) are dependent goods (on this issue, see
BOBONICH 19954, esp., p. 122, but also MOORE 1903, esp. p. 90 — who argues that having an awareness of feeling real
pleasures is necessary for enjoying pure and virtuous pleasures). For, in order to be pure, pleasures need to be attendant
to either a wise and noetic knowledge or true opinions.
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Having established that pure pleasures have their origin in virtue®!*, Plato points out that these
belong to the class of things that possess measurement (upestpio)®®. Now, to ascertain the extent to
which pleasures which are attendant to philosophical émiotqun are pure and virtuous, I will first
consider what Plato says in his Philebus with reference to those goods which are ranked first and
second. Interestingly, some of the second-ranked goods (that is, what is well-proportioned
[ooupetpov], beautiful [kdlov], perfect [téleov] and self-sufficient [ikavov]) are presented by Plato
as intelligible entities. For Plato argues at Phlb. 65al-5 that beauty and proportion (kdAiog and
ovppetpia) — plus truth (GAndeia) — are the Forms (idéot) which constitute the unity of the good itself
(6ya®6v)®. Thus, given that (at the very least, some of) the second-ranked goods represent
intelligible Forms, we may reasonably assume that the first-ranked goods too, being higher-ranked
than beauty and proportion, are to be thought of as intelligible Forms. If so, then, the first-ranked
(ontological) goods — such as measure (uétpov) and its cognates (namely, what is measured and the

timely [pétplov and xoiprov]) — should be assumed as Platonic Forms®'’. As a result, given that (a)

514 Cf. Phlb. 45e5-8.

515 Cf. Phlb. 52c1-d1: ‘SOCcRATES: And now that we have fairly well separated the pure pleasures and those which may
be pretty correctly called impure, let us add the further statement that the intense pleasures are without measure and those
of the opposite sort have measure; those which admit of greatness and intensity and are often or seldom great or intense
we shall assign to the class of the infinite, which circulates more or less freely through the body and soul alike, and the
others we shall assign to the class of the limited” (XQ. Ovkodv d1e petpiong §on dukekpipeba ywpig tég te kabapdg
Nndovag kai tag oyxedov akabaptovg dpBdg av Aeybeioag, mpocHdLeV T AOY® TiC PEV GPOdpaic Ndovais apetpiav, TG
8¢ pn Tovvavtiov dupetpioy: Kol <TOC> TO péya Kol 10 GPodpdv ab <SeyopEvac>, Kol mOAAKIS Kai OMYEKIC Y1yvouévog
ToloTag, TG ToD dmeipov ye éksivov kai fTTov Kol PiAlov S1d Te GOUOTOC Kol Yoyfic Pepopévov [mpoc]dduey odTig
sivan yévoug, Ta¢ 8¢ un t@v ppétpov). (Translation by FOWLER 2006). | take Phlb. 52¢1-d1 (but also Phlb. 26b7-c1) to
imply that pure pleasures belong to the class of things that possess measurement to some extent. Hence, | follow both
HARVEY 2009, p. 15, and FREDE 1993, p. liv, who argue that pure pleasures are ‘honorary members of the “limited”
class’. Similarly, FLETCHER 2012, p. 205, maintains that ‘Socrates’ main criterion for evaluating things as good or bad in
the Philebus is whether or not they exhibit measure (uétpov), as a result of the imposition of limit’. On Fletcher’s
interpretation, then, while a debauched person enjoys excessive (i.e., false) pleasures, a sober-minded person enjoys
measured (i.e., pure and true) pleasures in his very sobriety (12c-d). Similarly, I argue that virtuous people enjoy pleasures
which are pure since they (a) are attendant to certain cognitive states (and thus, are different from those false pleasures
enjoyed by foolish people) and (b) belong to some extent (as they are informed by a certain cognitive state) to the class
of things that possess measurement. For a similar interpretation, cf. also loNescu 2015. For a different view, cf.
WATERFIELD 1986, who suggests that (a) reason represents the Limit, pleasures individuate the Unlimited, and (b) a well-
mixed life (between Limit and Unlimited) is that which is characterized by pleasures and reason. Thus, Waterfield
concludes that not only impure pleasures — but, actually, all pleasures — represent the Unlimited. Contra this view, | argue
that Phib. 27e-28a suggests that pure pleasures (unlike the excessive, and hence, impure, pleasures) belong to the class of
things that are measured. In fact, if it is actually the case that pleasures and pains admit of the more and the less (for they
belong to the class of indeterminate things), it is also the case that pure pleasures are to be distinguished from the impure
ones. Indeed, pure pleasures are good and (to some extent) virtuous. Accordingly, as what is indeterminate could never
be good, it follows that pure pleasures belong to some extent to the class of measurement.

516 Cf. Phlb. 65al1-5: ‘Then if we cannot hunt down the Good under a single form, let us secure it by the conjunction of
three, beauty, proportion, and truth; and then, regarding these three as one, let us assert that that may most properly be
held to determine the qualities of the mixture, and that because that is good the mixture itself has become so’.

517 Before ranking all the goods, Plato focuses at Phlb. 66a4-8 on the ontological relevance of measure (uétpov) and its
cognates: these are (assumedly) presented as ontological objects that share an eternal nature. Accordingly, given that
Plato’s ontological theory dictates that only the intelligible Forms are eternal (see R. V 478a6-7 and VI 484b3-6 and cf.
infra p. 78 fn. 488), we can therefore (reasonably) assume that the reason why measure and its cognates are presented as
eternal (ontological) objects is that they are (implicitly) regarded as Platonic Forms. See also R. VI 486d8-9, where Plato
suggests that pétpov belongs to the realm of Platonic Forms. Indeed, since (1) the Forms (F) are necessarily true and (2)
the truth (T) is akin (cvyyevij) to what is measured (éppetpia), then (3) what makes measured what is measured, i.e., the
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the moral agent who possesses a wise and noetic émotiun is perfectly acquainted with the Platonic
Forms (Form of Measure included) and (b) pure pleasures belong to the class of measured things, we
are in a position to draw some conclusions. (1) First, pleasures which are attendant to émotun are
perfectly measured (i.e., they reliably belong to the class of measured things). Indeed, pure pleasures
which are attendant to émiotiun are informed by the moral agent’s philosophical knowledge of the
Form of Measure. (2) Next, pure pleasures which are attendant to émotun are not only perfectly
measured, but are also to be assumed as fully virtuous. For Plato argues at Phlb. 61al ff. that the
supreme good — and hence, the supremely virtuous life — can be attained by the moral agent provided
that she blends the truest pleasures and the truest knowledge. Hence, given that (a) philosophical
émotnun is indeed the truest knowledge (and hence, it is truer than the true opinion that some of the
pure pleasures are attendant to) and (b) pure pleasures which follow philosophical émetiun (as
distinguished from those pure pleasures which are attendant to the less worthy true opinion) have
been assumed to be the truest, we may conclude that the moral agent who possesses the truest
knowledge (through which she informs her [truest] experiences of pleasure) is the one who (a) mixes
truest pleasures and truest knowledge, and thus, (b) lives the supremely virtuous life. As a result, the
(truest) pure pleasures that such a moral agent enjoys are to be conceived of as being good, pure, and
virtuous to the greatest extent (for they are enjoyed by the moral agent who lives the supremely
virtuous life)>28,

Ultimately, then, Plato’s Philebus (more or less explicitly) suggests that possessing a
philosophical knowledge of the intelligible Forms (that is, the truest émotiun) is crucial for (a)
enjoying the truest (i.e., the purest and most virtuous) pleasures, (b) attaining the supreme good, and
(c) living the supremely virtuous life. Moreover, textual evidence may be taken to further confirm
that Plato’s Philebus actually indicates that achieving philosophical knowledge is a necessary and
sufficient condition for being fully virtuous. To begin with, Plato argues at Phlb. 30a ff. that ‘there
exists in the universe much that is “unlimited” and abundance of “limit™’. In turn, a presiding cause
of no mean power is said to take care of combining limit and unlimited so as to create a harmonious
universe. Curiously, however, Plato has Socrates specify at Phlb. 30c2-7 that this presiding cause (a)
orders and coordinates years, seasons, and months, and, more importantly, (b) has every right to the

title of vodc®® and (kai) cogio. If we are to conjecture that “xoi’ features an epexegetic value, Phlb.

Measure itself (uétpov) (M), is something true: [(F = T) (T > M)] = (F 2 M). Accordingly, puétpov and its cognates,
just like the intelligible Forms, are not only eternal, but also true.

518 Cf. Phlb. 45e5-8, where Plato argues that pure pleasures have their origin in virtue. See also Phlb. 64e5-7, where
moderation (uetpidoc) and proportion (cuppetpio) are said to manifest themselves in all areas as beauty (kdAlog) and
virtue (&petn). Thus, given that pure pleasures which follow émiotiun are the truest (for they are perfectly measured), it
follows that pure pleasures which are attendant to émotiun are perfectly virtuous.

519 Traditionally, scholars have always been puzzled by Plato’s use of the term ‘vodg’ in the Philebus. HACKFORTH 1945,
pp. 56-57 fn. 1, suggests that Plato distinguishes in his Philebus a transcendent vodg from an immanent vodg — the latter
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30c2-7 is to be taken to suggest that vod¢ and co@ia are used interchangeably by Plato. Indeed, voig
and cog@ia are co-implicated also some lines later — namely, where Plato considers the human soul
(i.e., the microcosm) as being analogous to the universe (that is, the macrocosm). For Plato has
Socrates establish at Phlb. 30c9-10 that ‘there could be no wisdom, that is, intellect, without a soul’

20 voiig dvev yoyiic). Still, why would the Plato of the Philebus associate these two

(Zooia uv xoi®
cognitive states with one another? To answer this question, | shall appeal once again to what Plato
argues elsewhere in his corpus with reference to this issue. For, given that the Philebus does not
provide the reasons why votic and cogia are co-implicated®?!, we may assume that Plato is here once
again relying on a theoretical background which is imported from other dialogues and is not fully
explicated (but rather just alluded to) in the Philebus. Interestingly, Plato openly declares in his
Theaetetus that knowledge (émotun) and wisdom (cogia) are the same thing (tatov)®?2. Now, on
the assumption that Plato is here using the term ‘émotiun’ in the sense of philosophical knowledge,
we may already conclude that the reason why vodg and co@ia are co-implicated in Plato’s Philebus
is that coeia, just like vobc and émotqun (and also @pdvnoig), individuates a philosophical
knowledge of the intelligible Forms. Yet, given the aporetic conclusion of the dialogue (which,
indeed, does not achieve the goal of defining what émotfun really is), we may doubt that Plato’s
Theaetetus ends up defining coia as a philosophical knowledge of the intelligible Forms. Yet, we
should still note that Plato repeatedly uses (throughout his corpus of works) ‘cogia’ and ‘ppovnoic’
interchangeably®?®. Hence, on the assumption that (a) cogia and @pdvmoic represent two
interchangeable cognitive terms (and states) in Plato’s Philebus too, and in consideration of the fact
that (b) @povnoig and vodg are introduced by the Plato of the Philebus as two equivalent
epistemological goods (which allow people to achieve a complete understanding of the Platonic
Forms), we may conclude that the reason why coeio and vodg are co-implicated in Plato’s Philebus

is that they mark the same cognitive state. On this interpretation, then, Plato’s Philebus presents

being the self-projection of the former. On Hackforth’s interpretation, then, Plato would be considering at Phlb. 30a ff.
only the immanent vodc. On the role of the transcendent vodg in Plato’s Philebus, cf. HACKFORTH 1936 and MENN 1995
(who argues that volc plays the same function as the Demiurge in the Timaeus). For a different view, MASoN 2014.

520 Taking for granted that the ‘xai’ takes here an epexegetic value, the equivalence between cogia and vodg is (even
more decisively) highlighted by the ‘prv’. On these assumptions, we can reasonably conclude that Plato is here suggesting
that wisdom (coeia) always implies intellect (vodg — i.e., the cognitive state of those who practice copia).

%21 Some scholars, like VOGT 2010, p. 254, argue that the Plato of the Philebus is not really interested in exploring the
epistemological nature of cogia. For, having first suggested that cogia is not considered as an epistemological good
which is worth being ranked among the goods which are necessary for a happy life, she argues as follows: ‘The only
plausible reason, I think, why wisdom does not figure in the ranking, is that wisdom is, compared to pleasure, a composite.
Many things figure in wisdom — pleasures and pains, measure, the fine and proportioned, and our cognitive activities.
Actually, as we see, all the items on the list are relevant to an account of wisdom, and probably also to an account of any
of the other virtues’.

522 See Tht. 145e6-7: for a complete overview of how scholars interpret this apparent equivalence between cogio and
gmotiun at Tht. 145e6-7, cf. FERRARI 2011, p. 218 fn. 25.

523 Cf. e.g., Euthd. 281b6 and 281d8; Smp. 202a5-9; R. IV 433c7-d9. See infra pp. 110-122, where | argue that in Plato’s
Laws the term ‘ppdvnoig’ is not necessarily used to indicate a philosophical knowledge.
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wisdom (co@ia) — just like other Platonic dialogues do — as a cognitive process of (or, condition in)
the soul which allows (just as vodg, ppovnoic, and [philosophical]®?* émotun)?® one to achieve a
stable knowledge®?® of the intelligible Forms®?’.

Now, after having ascertained that the Philebus’ coeia individuates — just like vodg, ppovnoig,
and (philosophical) émotyun do — a wise and noetic knowledge of the intelligible Forms, | shall
analyse cogia’s ethical import according to Plato’s Philebus. To this end, | will consider what Plato
has Socrates suggest at Phlb. 49a1-3:

Q. Todv dpetdv & Gp’ od cogiag mépt 10 mAffog mavimg dvieyduevoy peotdv pidmv kai
do&ocopiag éoti wevdodg; TTPQ. TIdhg &° ov;

SOCRATES: And of all the virtues, is not wisdom the one to which people in general lay claim,
thereby filling themselves with strife and false conceit of wisdom? PROTARCHUS: Yes, to be sure.
Phib. 49a1-3°%

In this passage, Plato has Socrates convey the idea that, while the conceit of wisdom (8o&ocogia)
constitutes a moral vice, wisdom (cogia) is to be thought of as one among all the virtues. Similarly,
after having clarified that such a cognitive fault as the conceit of wisdom — which ultimately consists
of overbearing ignorance (apadic) — constitutes a species of ignorance (éyvoua)®?°, Plato’s Sophist
suggests that (a) ignorance (all its species included) is a moral vice and b) the opposite cognitive
condition — that is, wisdom (cogia) — is to be deemed to be one among all the virtues (&petai). Now,
on the assumption®° that Plato’s Philebus®3! and Sophist®® share the same ethical theory, we should
conclude that the Philebus (just as the Sophist and the Republic) suggests that: (a) ignorance is a
moral vice to the same extent as cowardice, lack of moderation, and injustice, (b) the moral agent
becomes fully vicious (namely, cowardly, immoderate, and unjust) as soon as he is affected by
ignorance, and (c) achieving ignorance’s opposite cognitive state (that is, wisdom [coia]) is crucial
for attaining a full virtue. On this interpretation, then, Plato’s Philebus ends up (more or less
explicitly) indicating that achieving wisdom (cogia) — that is, a philosophical knowledge of the
intelligible Forms — is a necessary and sufficient condition for being perfectly and fully virtuous.

524 See Phlb. 58c7-d8, where Plato uses the term ‘émictiun’ to indicate a philosophical (and dialectical) knowledge.

525 Cf. Phlb. 59d1-5, 65d2-10, 58¢7-d8.

5% See infra pp. 77-80. Similarly, Plato argues at R. 1V 429al-3 that cogio — and hence, ppdvnoig (for these two terms
are usually used interchangeably throughout the Platonic corpus) — may be equated to knowledge (émotun).

527 That is, what is always the same in all respects — namely, the Forms: see Phlb. 58e4-59h6.

528 Translated by FOWLER 2006.

529 Cf. Sph. 229¢5-9.

530 Making this assumption seems to be reasonable given that both the Philebus and the Sophist are late dialogues —
namely, works which have been written down by Plato during (almost) the same period of time.

531 See Phib. 48c2, where Plato has Socrates say that ‘surely ignorance (&yvoua) is a vice (xaxoév)’ (Translation by FOWLER
2006).

532 Elsewhere in this dissertation (see infra pp. 10-13), | have suggested that Plato’s Sophist re-presents in its turn the
Republic’s ethical theory. See infra p. 76 fn. 475, where | show that the Philebus may similarly be taken as the prosecution
of Plato’s Republic. Thus, we may reasonably assume that some of the Republic’s philosophical tenets are implicitly
reiterated also in the Philebus.
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Ultimately, then, Plato’s Philebus may be taken to suggest that the most fundamental
requirement that a moral agent has to meet in order to live the supremely virtuous life is to achieve
the truest knowledge (namely, the philosophical émotiun of the intelligible Forms). Indeed, attaining
the truest knowledge has been acknowledged as a crucial means for (1) enjoying the truest pleasures
(that is, the pure pleasures which, being attendant to émiothun, perfectly belong to the class of
measured things), and thus, (2) living the supremely virtuous life (by means of mixing truest pleasures
and truest knowledge). Accordingly, given that Plato’s Philebus has also been ascertained to (more
or less explicitly) convey the idea that achieving philosophical knowledge is a necessary and
sufficient condition for being fully virtuous, pure pleasures that are attendant to philosophical
gmotnun are to be deemed as being supremely virtuous (for they [a] are informed by the moral agent’s
philosophical knowledge of the intelligible Forms — the Forms of Measure and Virtue included — and

[b] contribute to the moral agent’s supremely virtuous life).

3.3.2. True opinion (through aicOnoic), pure pleasures, and virtue

The previous section has shown that pure pleasures which are attendant to émotiun are perfectly
virtuous. For, given that achieving a philosophical émotyun of the intelligible Forms has been
ascertained to allow people to (a) be fully virtuous, and thus, (b) enjoy fully virtuous pleasures, | have
concluded that pure pleasures®®® which are attendant to wise and noetic knowledge are induced by
the moral agent’s philosophical knowledge to entirely (mévin) accompany (cvvakoAovBodot)
virtue®*. However, Plato’s Philebus suggests that pleasures are still pure (and hence, good and
virtuous) even if they are attendant to a less worthy cognitive state than philosophical knowledge —
namely, true opinion (through aicOnoic)®®. Hence, the aim of this section is to assess whether pure
pleasures which follow true opinion (through perception) are as perfectly pure and virtuous as those
which are attendant to (philosophical) émomun. In pursuing this goal, | shall also seek to clarify
whether or not (and, eventually, to what extent) true opinion is presented in Plato’s Philebus as an
ethically profitable cognitive state.

To start, when Plato has Socrates say at Phlb. 66¢4-7 that pure pleasures may also be attendant
to aicOnoic, he ultimately aims to suggest, as | have already shown®®, that pure pleasures may also

follow true opinion (through perception). However, opinion individuates a less worthy cognitive state

533 Such pure pleasures are the truest. For these pleasures are those which are perfectly pure (i.e., measured).

534 See Phlb. 63e5-7, where Plato has Socrates argue that some of the pure pleasures entirely accompany virtue. Hence, |
am here assuming that the pleasures which entirely accompany virtue are those which are attendant to philosophical
EMOTAUN.

53 See Phlb. 66c4-7.

536 Cf. infra pp. 81-82.
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than wise and noetic knowledge®®’. For, after having clarified that opinions (unlike [philosophical]
gmotiun) may be as false as well as true®®, Plato appeals at Phlb. 39al1-b2 to a book-soul analogy
S0 as to better explain the reasons why opinion individuates an unreliable cognitive state. Plato first
likens the human soul to a book. Next, he specifies that, when perceptions conjoin with memory and
affections, some words are, as it were, inscribed in the book-soul®*°. Then, he finally establishes that
these words form opinions in the soul. Thus, this argument that Plato introduces at Phlb. 39al-b2
appears to indicate that one person may eventually attain a true>* opinion in the case that she
investigates (through memory) past and present perceptions (and related affections)®*! so as to give
rise to a true assessment of the perceived sensible reality®*. Similarly, the epistemological theory that
Plato consistently endorses throughout his corpus suggests that those who achieve a true opinion are
able to carry out a true assessment of the eternally flowing (and hence, deceitful) sensible reality>*.
Yet, as both Phlb. 39al-b2 and, more generally, the epistemological theory that Plato introduces
throughout his corpus seem to indicate, achieving a true opinion (which results from perception

conjoining with memory and affections) is not yet sufficient for attaining a complete understanding

537 See e.g., Phlb. 38b6 ff., 39al-b2, and infra pp. 80-83: while a philosophical knowledge (which can be nothing but
true) is concerned with what is always stable and true (i.e., the Platonic Forms), opinions (which may be false as well as
true) are merely concerned with the unstable sensible reality. Hence, given that sensible reality (and its perception) may
be deceiving, it follows that opinion (86&a), which is epistemologically grounded on perception, constitutes a less worthy
(and accurate) cognitive state than philosophical knowledge.

5% Cf. Phlb. 38c1-3. See GOSLING 1959, p. 51, who, while commenting on Plato’s Philebus, argues as follows: ‘in a
perceptual situation my sensory experience, together with memories derived from previous ones, combine to enable me
to form an opinion about my present one’. Still, given that opinions are concerned with sensible (i.e., unstable) objects,
they are epistemologically unstable.

539 See DERETIC 2009, who claims that ‘our capacity to think’ (Sidvowo) contributes (just as memory, perceptions and
affections) to writing sentences in the soul.

540 On the contrary, the person who (a) looks at someone else from a distance and (b) still wants to make up his mind
about what he sees is likely to (1) hastily misjudge the sensible reality, and hence, (2) held a false opinion. Indeed, just to
reiterate the example made by Plato at Phlb. 38c5-d10, a false opinion is held when the perceiver sees a man beside a
rock beneath a tree and mistakes him for a statue made by shepherds. Cf. KENNY 1960, p. 51 and ff., for an analysis of
how false opinion is presented by Plato at Phlb. 38¢5-d10.

%41 For example, if | (a) “perceived” in the past that chocolate is good to eat (e.g., by eating a measured quantity of
chocolate) and (b) have a similar perception (and affection) in the present, my soul may end up comparing memories of
past perceptions (and relative affections) and present perceptions (and relative affections). By doing so, my soul may
eventually draw the conclusion that (a) chocolate is generally good to eat and (b) eating measured quantities of chocolate
is pleasant. Thus, | (i.e., my soul) may eventually achieve a generally true opinion about sensible reality (i.e., about a
particular aspect of chocolate). Yet, as | do not have a complete knowledge of what is pleasant and really good (to eat), |
may possibly (a) eat too much chocolate in the future, and thus, (b) suffer from indigestion. Accordingly, the true opinion
about sensible reality that | have achieved on the basis of my (past and present) empirical experience may eventually
become false in the future. For such a true opinion is not grounded on a complete and perfect knowledge of the most basic
constituents of sensible reality (i.e., the intelligible Forms).

542 Cf. Tht. 186a10-b9, where Plato specifies that, by comparing past and present perceptions, a person (that is, her soul)
may eventually become able to truly assess (kpivewv) the perceived sensible world.

43 See infra pp. 21-22, esp. fns. 171-172.
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of the basic constituents of reality (i.e., the eternally true and stable®** intelligible Forms)®*. For the
one who has true opinions is generally presented as a person who is able to provide a true assessment
of the sensible reality, but not to understand the reasons why the sensible world has its (sensible)
appearance. Thus, given that true opinions, qua fourth-ranked (epistemological) goods, are openly
declared in Plato’s Philebus to be less worthy cognitive states than wise and noetic knowledge®*, we
may ultimately conclude that the reason why true opinion (which merely results from perceptions
conjoining with memory and affections) is not as valuable as philosophical émicthun is that the former
cognitive state, unlike the latter, does not allow one for giving an account of the reasons why the
perceived sensible reality is how, and what, it is.

After having further clarified how different true opinion and philosophical knowledge are as
cognitive states in Plato’s Philebus, | shall now consider what Plato has Socrates and Protarchus
suggest at Phlb. 40c8-d10 — namely, that (a) enjoying pleasures (fdec0ar) is analogous to having
opinions (So&aCewv)** and (b) the moral agent who perceives a pleasure which is not about anything
real feels a pleasure which is not pure — but rather impure, and thus, false>*,

Q. Ovkodv v So&alev pdv dvimg del td 1o mopdmav do&dlovt, pfy &n’ ovol 8¢ und’ émi
yveyovoot unde én’écopévorg éviote. ITPQ. Tlavu ye. XQ. Kail tadtd ye v oipot T drnepyalopevo
86Eav wevdii Tote Kai 10 Yevdddg Sofdlew. 1 yap; IIPQ. Nai. ZQ. Ti odv; odk dvtomodotéov Taig
AOTang Te Kol Moovaic TV TouTtev avtiotpoeov E&v év ékeivolg; TTPQ. Tldg Q. Qg v uév
yoipew dvimg del T@ TO Topdmay OTMoodV Kol €ikf] yoipovtt, pun uévrol &ml toig ovol und’ éml
101G Yeyovootv &viote, TOAAGKIG 8¢ Kal Iomg TAEIGTAKIG £l TOIG UNdE péAAoVGi mote yevioecshal.

SOCRATES: Now we found that, though a person holding any opinion at all must hold it in fact,
yet it might sometimes have reference to what was not a fact, either of the present, the past, or the
future. PROTARCHUS: Quite so. SOCRATES: And there, | think, lay the source of our false opinion,
of our holding opinions falsely. Did it not? PROTARCHUS: Yes. SOCRATES: Well then, should we
not ascribe a corresponding condition, as regards these references, to pains and pleasures?
PROTARCHUS: How do you mean? SOCRATES: | mean that though anyone who feels pleasure at
all, no matter how groundless it be, always really feels that pleasure, yet sometimes it has no

544 See Ti. 27d5-28a4, where Timaeus (a) distinguishes what always is and never becomes from what becomes and never
is, and (b) connects each ontological realm with its relative epistemological domain. As a result, what always is and never
becomes is associated with understanding (vonoig) and reasoned account (AOoyoc), while what becomes and never is is
related to opinion (86&a) and unreasoning sense perception (aicOnoig GAoyog).

545 Cf. Tht. 186¢7-e12 (and SEDLEY 2004, p. 111, who comments on this very passage) for the Platonic account of the
epistemological limitedness of true opinion. See FERRARI 2011, p. 88, who suggests that the Plato of the Theaetetus argues
that a person who perceives a sensible object is not necessarily able to achieve a reasoned assessment of the perceived
sensible reality. On this, see FREDE 1999, p. 382, who suggests that ‘we perceive the colour red, but we do not, strictly
speaking, perceive that A is red’.

546 Cf. Phlb. 66a4-c7, where votig and @povnotig (and thus, by implication, also [philosophical] émotiun, and cogia) are
indeed presented by Plato as the third-ranked (epistemological) goods.

%47 See Phlb. 38b6 ff.

54 See FREDE 1992, p. 443, who divides false pleasures into four species (for a similar interpretation, see also IRWIN
1995, p. 328 ff.; for a different view, see DYBIKOWSKI 1970 and DELCOMMINETTE 2003): (1) false pleasures (and pains)
as propositional attitudes (36¢-41b); (2) overrated pleasures (and pains) which end up being false (41b-42c); (3) states of
freedom from pain which turn out to be false pleasures (42c-44d); (4) pleasures which are false as they are mixed with
pains (44d-50e). On this interpretation, the false pleasure that | am considering in my analysis is of type (1). Indeed, the
false pleasure that | am taking into account consists in a propositional attitude (namely, in an intentional mental state that
is directed at an object). Yet, given that all false pleasures result from a cognitive error (on this issue, cf. GOSLING 1959,
esp. p. 44), | assume that Phib. 40c8-d10 is about false pleasures of all types.
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reference to any present or past fact, while in many cases, perhaps in most, it has reference to
what never will be a fact.
Phlb. 40c8-d10

This passage shows that a moral agent feels false pleasures in the case that his experiences of pleasure
are grounded on something which is unreal. Hence, given that what is unreal not only does not exist
at all in nature, but may also be mistaken for something else (due to a misleading perception of the
sensible world)®*, Phlb. 40c8-d10 may be taken to show that the moral agent who mistakenly
thinks®° that she enjoys real experiences of pleasure actually feels pleasures which are ultimately
false (i.e., neither virtuous nor pure)®?. If so, then, Phlb. 40c8-d10 may also be taken to imply that,
conversely, the moral agent who has a true opinion about sensible reality may eventually enjoy
pleasures that are really true®2. As a result, we may conclude that Plato (implicitly) argues at Phlb.
40c8-d10 that the moral agent who has true opinions®? may eventually feel pleasures that are really
true (i.e., to some extent virtuous®* and pure).

Thus, while it is true, as my interpretation of Phlb. 66¢c4-7 indicates, that pleasures which
follow true opinion (through aicOnoic) are pure®®, it is also the case that such pure pleasures are to
some extent different from those which follow philosophical émiotun. Indeed, pleasures which are
attendant to true opinion (through perception) are not authentically pure and virtuous. In fact, the
moral agent who enjoys pure pleasures on the basis of his true opinion does not really know>*® the
ultimate reason why the pleasures he feels are actually good and pleasant. However, as my
interpretation of Plato’s Philebus (especially, of Phlb. 40c8-d10) suggests, the moral agent who has

549 For example, a person who is colour-blind perceives an object which is red as a green one. Hence, although such a
person may think to hold a true (and real) opinion about sensible reality, the opinion she has is false (and unreal). Similarly,
a person affected by diabetics who takes pleasures from eating a considerable amount chocolate may think to enjoy true
(i.e., real) pleasures (for she tastes a good food). Yet, her pleasure is not real (indeed, for a person affected by diabetics,
chocolate is always harmful and never truly pleasurable).

550 On the basis of his false opinion about a certain sensible object (or event) being a source of real pleasure.

%51 Indeed, a pleasure is not really pleasurable when it is impure — i.e., when it does not belong at all to the class of what
is measured: see Phlb. 52c¢1-d1.

%52 See infra pp. 81-82: pleasures are false when the sentences written in the soul generate an opinion — which results from
memory conjoining with perceptions and affections — are false (cf. Phlb. 41a ff.). Conversely, pleasures are true when a
true opinion is generated in the soul (see Phlb. 38b2 ff.).

553 Namely, the moral agent who [a] explores his memories of past perceptions [and relative affections], [b] compares
them with present perceptions [and relative affections], and [c] acknowledges (that is, calculates), by exploring memories
of past perceptions, which sensible objects (or events) are real sources of pleasure. By analogy, such a moral agent is able
to acknowledge in the present a certain sensible object (or event) as a real source of non-destructive — but rather beneficial
— pleasures (in fact, Phlb. 38b2 ff. shows that a true opinion results from perceptions conjoining with memories and
affections). On Plato’s conception of calculation (especially, in the Theaetetus), see SEDLEY 2004, pp. 109-11. On the
nature of analogy as method of thinking, cf. FRONTEROTTA 2016, and AST 1956, p. 150 s.v. dvaioyilopa.

554 Interestingly, Plato clarifies at Phlb. 45e5-8 that all pure pleasures have their origin in virtue.

555 Pure pleasures which are attendant to true opinion (through aicOnoic) end up being inspired by a true assessment of
the sensible reality (that is, by the moral agent’s [empirical] acknowledgement of a certain sensible object being a real
source of true [i.e., to a certain extent virtuous, pure, and measured] pleasures). Indeed, all pure pleasure are to some
extent measured: cf. Phlb. 52c1-d1.

556 Unlike the person who has philosophical émotun of the intelligible Forms — the Forms of Measure and Virtue
included.
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true opinions about sensible reality (and hence, not about the [truest] philosophical knowledge of the
intelligible Forms) is still able to (a) enjoy pleasures which — though not being as perfectly pure and
virtuous as those which are informed by the moral agent’s philosophical émotiun — are still to some
extent good, and thus, (b) to perform virtuous actions — but not to live the supremely virtuous life that

only the really wise people can live>®’

. Ultimately, then, true opinion is presented in Plato’s Philebus
as an ethically profitable cognitive state. Indeed, the theory of moral epistemology that Plato (more
or less explicitly) presents in this dialogue shows that the moral agent who has true opinions about
sensible reality, though not being able to attain the supreme good, may still attain the kind of imperfect
virtue that is elsewhere in Plato’s corpus defined as ‘demotic’**®. Indeed, Plato’s Philebus (more or
less explicitly) suggests that a moral agent may still to some extent participate in virtue (and hence,
enjoy pleasures which, having their origin in virtue, are still to some extent pure) without

philosophy®®°.

3.4. _Conclusions

This chapter has shown that Phlb. 66¢c4-7 represents a crucial passage for understanding the theory
of moral epistemology that Plato (more or less explicitly) presents in this work. Indeed, after having
established that the term ‘émotun’ is used in different senses in the Philebus, | have first suggested
that Plato specifies at Phlb. 66c4-7 that pure pleasures are those which are attendant to either
philosophical émietiun or true opinion (through aicOnotig).

Next, | have shown that those pure pleasures which follow énietiun are informed by the moral
agent’s philosophical knowledge of the intelligible Forms (the Forms of Measure and Virtue
included). Hence, after having established that Plato’s Philebus suggests that achieving a
philosophical émotiun of the intelligible Forms allows people to be fully virtuous (and thus, also to
enjoy fully virtuous pleasures), I have argued that pleasures which are informed by the moral agent’s
philosophical knowledge of the intelligible Forms are perfectly virtuous and pure.

Then, | have suggested that Plato’s Philebus shows that true opinion represents an ethically

profitable cognitive state. Indeed, the Philebus may be taken to testify to the fact that the moral agent

%57 See [PI.] Epin. 977¢1-d2: ‘If the human race were deprived of number, we would never come to be @pdvipor in
anything. We would be animals unable to give a rational account, and our soul would never obtain the whole of virtue.
An animal that does not know two and three or odd and even, one that is completely ignorant of number, could never give
an account of the things it has grasped by the only means available to it — perception and memory (aicOoeig Koi pvnupag).
But while nothing prevents it from possessing the remainder of virtue — courage and moderation — no one deprived of the
ability to give a true account can ever become wise’. Whoever the author of the Epinomis is, these lines confirm that,
within the context of Platonic tradition, perception and memory — assumedly, the main components of a true opinion —
are sufficient to act virtuously, but not to give a full account of virtue.

558 See R. X 619c6-d1. See Men. 96e7-97c5: true opinion may be ‘in no way a worse guide to correct action than
knowledge’. Cf. PETRUCCI 2011 on this. Cf. R. VI 506¢6-10 and Men. 96d1-97c4: those who hold a true opinion — and
thus, not a wise and noetic knowledge (émotun) — are similar to blind people who happen to travel the right road.

%59 See Phd. 82a10-b7.
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who has a true opinion (which results from perceptions conjoining with memory and affections) about
sensible reality may eventually enjoy pleasures that are really true (i.e., to some extent virtuous and
pure). Nonetheless, | have also argued that the moral agent who enjoys pure pleasures on the basis of
his true opinion (and hence, not in light of his philosophical émietqun of the intelligible Forms) is not
aware of the reasons why the pleasures he feels are somehow pure. Accordingly, after having
established that pure pleasures which follow true opinion are therefore to some extent different from
those which follow philosophical ériotqun, I concluded that Plato’s Philebus presents true opinion
as a means to an imperfect virtue (namely, to the kind of virtue that Plato defines as demotic in other
dialogues).

Ultimately, then, my analysis has shown that Plato’s Philebus establishes that achieving
philosophical knowledge is a necessary and sufficient condition for being fully virtuous, as the so-
called Socratic theory of ethical intellectualism®®, more widely systematized in other dialogues,
prescribes®®*. However, attaining a true opinion (which constitutes a less worthy cognitive state than

philosophical knowledge) is still presented as a sufficient condition for acting virtuously.

%0 Indeed, although Plato’s Philebus is not explicitly committed to the so-called Socratic theory of ethical intellectualism
(according to which, virtue is knowledge and no one errs willingly: cf. Rowe 2009, SANTAS 1964, and SEGVIC 2000),
this dialogue (more or less explicitly) establishes that achieving a wise and noetic knowledge of the intelligible Forms
allows people to be fully virtuous (and thus, to enjoy the truest pleasures).

%61 For a similar interpretation, see BUTLER 2007 and KENNY 1960, p. 52. For a different view, see EVANS 2007, esp., pp.
356 ff., and FREDE 1992, p. 430, who argue that, while rejecting in the Philebus a strong intellectualism, Plato endorses
in this dialogue a weak intellectualism (according to which the mixed life — of pleasure and intellect — is the most choice-
worthy). Yet, we may still assume that the Plato of the Philebus is genuinely intellectualist and Socratic (cf. Rowe 2009).
Indeed, Plato’s late dialogues generally reiterate the Socratic moral paradoxes which ground the theory of ethical
intellectualism (see e.g., Sph. 228¢7-8, Lg. IX 859¢-864b [on this, see SAUNDERS 1968, who argues that no Socratic
paradox is rejected in the late works], and Ti. 86d5-e3). Thus, why should Plato deny the intellectualist theory of virtue
in the Philebus — which is, after all, a late dialogue as well?
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CHAPTER 4: THE THEORY OF MORAL EPISTEMOLOGY IN PLATO’S

LAWS

4.1. Plato’s Laws: an epistemological and ethical puzzle

AQ. énel tadta €1 ToTé TIC AvOpdTO®V PUGEL Ikavog Beig poipa yevvnOeig maparaPeiv duvatog ein,
VOU®V 00OEV BV €01T0 TV APEOVTOV £AVTOD: EMGTAUNG YOp 0DTE VOHOG 0UTe TAEIS ovdepuia
Kpeittov, 0088 B4 dotiv vodv 008evog DKooV 00dE doDAov GAAL TavTmV Epyovio eival,
gavmep GANOVOC ELeVBEPHC TE HVTOC T KATd QUGLY. VDV 38 0 Yép 6TV 000D 0DSAUDG, AN’
i katd, BpayD- 610 01 TO dgvTEPOV QipeTéoV, TAEY TE KOl VOOV, 6 61 TO HEV OC €Ml TO TOAD Opdl
Kol PAEmel, 10 & éml mhlv ddvvatel. Tadta o1 TdvoE giveka eipnTot.

ATHENIAN: Though if there were ever a member of the human race of satisfactory character, who
by some divine allocation of talent was born with the capacity to assume such power, he would
have no need of laws to rule over him, since no law or regulation is more powerful than
knowledge. Nor is it right for mind to be the servant or slave of anything; rather (if it is the real
thing, and its nature truly free) it should be the ruler over all things. As things stand, however —
well, no such person exists, not in any place nor in any fashion, or only to a very limited degree.
So we must opt for what is second-best: regulation and law — which can see the general picture,
and have an eye to that, though they cannot see things in every detail.
Lg. 1X 875¢3-d6%?

Lg. IX 875¢3-d6 sheds light on a crucial aspect of the political theory that Plato works out in his final
work, the Laws. For the passage in question suggests that neither law nor any other kind of regulation
is more powerful (kpsittmv) than knowledge (émotun)®®3. Thus, in the case that no such person
provided with émotun exists, what is second-best (namely, a constitution which is regulated by
laws) should be implemented. Now, this bit of textual evidence — as | argue in a separate article®* —
helps us to understand what is the most fundamental reason why the constitution of Magnesia (that
is, the city that Plato has the Athenian Stranger, Cleinias from Crete, and Megillus the Spartan build

562 Translations (with minor changes) of Plato’s Laws will refer to GRIFFITH-SCHOFIELD 2016.

%63 The Laws’ political theory is (at the very least, in this respect) consistent with the Republic’s. Cf. SARTORI-VEGETTI-
CENTRONE 20114 p.744 fn. 16: Bruno Centrone, while commenting on R. IV 427a2-7, argues that the Republic shows
that, insofar as the ruler has philosophical knowledge, and hence, virtue, a corpus of written laws is worthless. On
Centrone’s interpretation, Plato anticipates in the Republic some of the Statesman’s arguments (cf. esp. Plt. 293c-d and
300c-d). Accordingly, the philosopher-ruler is above the laws as he does not need any. For a different interpretation, cf.
BOBONICH 2007, esp. pp. 161 ff.: even if the philosopher has knowledge of the Forms, some laws (which are inspired by
the philosopher’s knowledge: see e.g., R. VI 484c-d and R. V11 520c-d) still need to be issued.

%64 See CacclAaTorI (forthcoming), where | argue that the Republic’s KoAAimolig and the best and most perfect city
outlined at Lg. V 739a3-740a2 indicate the same communistic city. | then conclude that the Laws’ Magnesia, as a second-
best city, constitutes an approximation of this communistic city. More specifically, | first contend that the old proverb,
which (a) is ascribed by Plato (at Lg. V 739a3-740a2) to the best and most perfect city and (b) prescribes that ‘the things
of friends are in common’, suggests that the best and most perfect city is that in which women, children, and all the
material goods are shared among all the citizens. Now, some scholars deny that the Laws’ best and most perfect city and
the Republic’s KaiAinolig indicate the same ideal city (for communism does not apply to all of the KaAAiroAic’s citizens).
Yet, | maintain, after VEGETTI 1999, that Plato provides at Lg. V 739a3-740a2 an inaccurate description of the socio-
economic system of the Republic’s Kairimolig (qua the Laws’ best and most perfect city) because he aims to cast doubt
on the feasibility of such an ideal city where material goods are held in common provided that philosophers are rulers.
By doing so, then, Plato justifies the need for a new (i.e., a second-best) constitutional project, namely one in which there
is no philosopher who is able to gain political power. See also infra p. 96 fn. 567.
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Aoy in the Laws) is only a second-best®®. Indeed, Lg. 1X 875c3-d6 establishes that the best city is
that in which a person provided with émietun has control. Hence, if we take for granted that émiotiun
indicates in the Laws (as it usually does throughout the Platonic corpus) a philosophical knowledge

of the intelligible Forms®®®

, it follows that the best political constitution is that in which philosophers
(that is, people who possess philosophical knowledge) are rulers®®’. Yet, the Athenian Stranger,
Cleinias, and Megillus clarify at Lg. 1X 875¢3-d6 that, given that, as things stand (vbv), no one person
provided with a fully philosophical knowledge exists (or, if he does, only to a very limited degree
[kata Bporyd]), a constitution regulated by law is what they choose to implement. Thus, the political
theory that Plato has the Athenian present at Lg. 1X 875¢3-d6 allows us to infer that the ultimate
reason why Magnesia is merely a second-best is that no one person provided with a fully philosophical
knowledge is expected to exist in the city that is being constructed Aoy in the Laws. As it appears,
then, Lg. IX 875c¢3-d6 has more than a merely political message to deliver. Indeed, the passage in
question also suggests that a deliberate epistemological theory is being produced in Plato’s Laws.
For, on the assumption that the Laws’ émiotrun indicates a philosophical knowledge of the intelligible
Forms, Lg. IX 875¢3-d6 implicitly suggests that philosophical knowledge represents an unattainable
(epistemological) goal for all the Magnesians. If so, then, all the citizens of Magnesia would have to
content themselves with a poorer cognitive condition than philosophical émetun.

Now, the general scope of this chapter is not only to investigate more deeply the Laws’
epistemological theory, but also to determine how epistemology relates to ethics in Plato’s Laws.
Firstly, then, | shall aim to establish whether it is really the case or not that, as Lg. IX 875c3-d6

implies, no philosopher is expected to exist in Magnesia. To this end, | will evaluate whether or not

%65 See CACCIATORI (forthcoming), where | argue (contra SCHOFIELD 2006, pp. 231-234, SAMARAS 2010, p. 177, and
SCHOFIELD 2010, p. 16) that the reason why Magnesia is a second-best city is not that it does not enact a communistic
policy (actually, Lg. V 739a3-740a2 shows that women, children, and all kinds of goods are shared among all the citizens
in the best city). Indeed, Lg. 1X 875¢3-d6 shows that the ultimate reason why Magnesia is a second-best city (thus, inferior
to the Republic’s KaArirolg which Plato presents at Lg. V' 739a3-740a2 as the best city — that the Laws’ best city is to
be identified with the Republic’s ideal city is also maintained by MULLER 1997, p. 228 fn. 2, BALLINGALL 2016, BARKER
1977°, and KAHN 2013, contra MILLER 2013, BOBONICH 2002, esp. pp. 11-12, BoBoNIcH [forthcoming], and NATORP
1895) is that no philosopher is expected to exist in Magnesia (for a similar view, see LEVIN 2012, p. 362, and RASHED
2018, p. 120). Accordingly, Magnesia, being a second-best city, represents an approximation to the ideal city of the
Republic (for a similar view, see KAMTEKAR 1999, p. 248). In this way, the Laws’ foundation of Magnesia ends up
constituting a more feasible constitutional project than the one that Plato presents in the Republic (for a similar view, see
NIGHTINGALE 1993, p. 279, BROOKS 2006, FESTUGIERE 1936, pp. 423, 426, 444, LisI 2001b, LAks 1990, LAKsS, 1991,
LAKsS 2000, MOUREAU 2017, p. 385, ROWE 2010b, SAUNDERS 1970 p. 28, SIMPSON 2003, and STALLEY 1983, pp. 9-10;
for a slightly different interpretation, see MEYER 2006, p. 380). Indeed, the aim of the Laws is to prescribe what to do in
the case that philosophers are not in the position to become rulers (for a similar view, see KRAUT 2010, LAKs 2000, and
PRADEAU 2002, and RowE 2010b, contra BoBONICH 2002, BOoBONICH [forthcoming], and KLOSKO 1986).

%66 Plato could never argue that no one person provided with a merely technical knowledge (émotiun < téxvn) is
expected to exist in Magnesia. Indeed, many people provided with technical expertise are expected to live in Magnesia
(cf. e.g., Lg. VI 751a-752b and 758a-760a, where judges, agronomists, military officers, priests, etc. are said to be
expected to live in Magnesia — see p. 37, where | show that Plato believes that a technical knowledge is possessed by such
people as those mentioned above).

567 Therefore, Plato never recants the Republic’s political theory. On this issue, see SCHOFIELD 1998, p. 241 and VLASTOS
19652, pp. 234-238, contra BARKER 19775, p. 340.
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the members of the so-called Nocturnal Council possess a philosophical émiotiun of the intelligible
Forms. Having clarified this, | will (a) analyze the impact that the Nocturnal Counsellors’ cognitive
state has on their moral nature and (b) ascertain whether or not the Laws’ political theory allows such
people as the Nocturnal Counsellors to exist in a second-best city like Magnesia. Secondly, | will aim
to more widely explore the complex theory of moral epistemology which Plato argues for in his Laws.
Accordingly, I will first examine what kind of cognitive condition is at best achieved by those
Magnesians who do not belong to the Council that meets at night. Next, | will consider what kind of
virtue can be at best attained by such people. Then, I shall investigate how good moral actions may

stem out of fear, law, and true Adyog, as Lg. VI 782d10-783b1 suggests.

4.2. The epistemological and ethical excellence of the Laws’ Nocturnal Counsellors

To begin our analysis of the epistemological and ethical nature of the members of the Nocturnal
Council, I will briefly analyze once again what Plato has the Athenian Stranger say at Lg. 1X 875¢3-
d6. The Athenian suggests that, in the case that a person provided with émiothun exists, he should be
in charge of the government of the city. However, since no such person provided with émotiun is
assumed to exist in Magnesia®®, Magnesia —which is, indeed, a second-best city — has to be governed
on the basis of a complex law code®®®. Thus, on the reasonable®’® assumption that the kind of émotiun
that is here at stake is philosophical, Lg. 1X 875¢3-d6 implicitly shows that no one person provided
with a philosophical knowledge of the intelligible Forms exists in Magnesia.

4.2.1. The Nocturnal Counsellors’ philosophical (?) émotiun

Now, is it really the case that, as Lg. IX 875c3-d6 implies, no philosopher is expected to exist in

Magnesia? Apparently, a negative answer to this question should be provided. For the twelfth Book®"*

%68 For Lg. 1X 875¢3-d6 indicates that people who are at best émictiuovec to a very limited degree (koo Ppayd) are those
who are expected to live in Magnesia. Hence, as I take ‘xotd Bpay’ to specify the “quality” (of the ordinary people’s
knowledge) — rather than the “quantity” of people who know —, | assume that Lg. IX 875¢3-d6 suggests that only people
who are scarcely émotiuoveg are expected to live in Magnesia. For a similar (qualitative) use of ‘katd Bpayv’, see Ti.
27c1-2: “TIMAEUS: That, Socrates, is what all do, who have the least portion of wisdom’. (T1. AAX’, & ZdKkpotsg, TOVTO
ve On mhvteg Soot kai katd Bpoyd cmepocivig petéyovotv) (Translated by CORNFORD 1937).

%69 ] g. 1X 875¢3-d6 ultimately establishes that every city has to be ruled by a moltucog émotuwv, if it is to be the best
city. Interestingly, the political theory that Plato works out at Lg. 1X 875¢3-d6 reminds the reader of arguments that Plato
had supported in earlier dialogues. To start with, Plato had argued in the Statesman that ‘law could never accurately
embrace what is best and most just for all at the same time, and so prescribe what is best’ (Plt. 294b10-c2). Also, Plato’s
Republic suggests that it is crucial for every ruler to achieve a philosophical émietun. Indeed, having a philosophical
émotun allows one to acknowledge what is good for each and every person on all the occasions (see R. V11 520a6-d4).
Thus, Plato’s Republic ultimately indicates that a moAtikog needs to be émotiuwv, if he is to rule for the sake of the
common good.

570 Plato’s political philosophy suggests that philosophical émotfun is the only kind of knowledge that is superior to
(namely, above) the laws. For both the Republic and the Statesman show that those who have a merely technical émotun
(even if it is of a mathematical sort) must respect the rule of law.

571 As KLOsko 2008, p. 4, points out, Plato first mentions the Nocturnal Council in the Laws’ tenth Book (see Lg. X 908
and 909a). However, it is in the twelfth Book that he massively focuses on this political institution. Similarly, MORROW
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of Plato’s Laws seems to introduce people who closely resemble the philosophers®’. In fact, the
members of the Nocturnal Council are presented as divine people®”. Curiously, Plato explains
elsewhere in his corpus®™ that only the philosophers are worth being considered divine®”. Indeed,
Plato’s Sophist establishes that philosophers — namely, those who put the highest value on such things
as knowledge (¢émotun), intelligence (ppévnoic), and intellect (vodc)®’® —are divine people®’. Also,
Plato’s Republic determines that philosophers, who spend their time with what is divine and ordered
(i.e., the intelligible Forms), are indeed divine®’®. Therefore, given that (a) a philosophical knowledge
of the intelligible Forms is attained by those who are worth being considered divine and (b) the
Nocturnal Counsellors are presented at Lg. X1l 951b5 as divine people, we may already conclude that
the Nocturnal Counsellors do possess a philosophical émothun of the intelligible Forms.

Interestingly, the fact that philosophers and Nocturnal Counsellors share the same cognitive
nature is further confirmed by textual evidence. For Lg. XII 962c8-d5 shows that the only worthy
member of the Nocturnal Council is the person who has the capacity to focus on one target only and
always shoot at this:

KA. OV &fjta, ® Eéve, capdg ye: €1 & ovv Tomdlet del, SoKeT pot Teivety 6 Adyog ovTog £i¢ TOV
oVALOYOV OV lmec VOV VOKTmp Selv cuvidvar. A®. KaAcO’ dvmélaPec, ® Khewvia, kai Sel 67
10TV, O 6 VDV TAPESTNKMG NIV AdYog pmvoel, mdicav dpetiv Exetv- g &pyet T pn mhavicOot
TPOG TOAANL oToYaLOUEVOV, BAN’ €i¢ &V PAémovTa Tpdg ToDTO Gel To mhvTa olov BEAN dpiévar.

CLEINIAS: No, my friend, or not for sure. Mind you, if | had to guess, | suspect this line of
argument points to that council which, you’ve just been saying, would need to meet at night.
ATHENIAN: Right in one, Cleinias. This body, as our present discussion indicates, will need to
manifest virtue in all its fullness — the ruling principle of which being not to be all over the place
and aim at one thing after another, but to keep the eye fixed on a single target and consistently
aim all its shafts at that.

Lg. X1l 962c8-d5

As Lg. X1l 962c8-d5 establishes, to be part of the Nocturnal Council one has to meet a fundamental
requirement: he must be able to attain a full virtue by looking to (BAérswv) one single target®>’®. At Lg.
X11962d7-963a4, Cleinias and the Athenian Stranger further clarify this assertion. Indeed, they argue

1960, pp. 501-502, argues that the Nocturnal Council does not appear suddenly in Book XII. Indeed, a number of allusions
to the Council that meets at night can be found in the previous books of the Laws.

572 For a similar view, see BRISSON-PRADEAU 2007, esp. p. 154, KRAUT 2010, MEYER 2006, O’MEARA 2017, and
PRADEAU 2019, esp. pp. 219-224: they argue that the people who belong to the Council that meets at night guide the city
on the basis of a fully philosophical knowledge.

573 See Lg. XI1 951b5: “&vOpmmot el Oeiol Tiveg’.

574 See infra pp. 13-14 and 63-64.

5% Cf. e.g., R. VI 500b8-d2 and Sph. 216a-c.

576 See Sph. 249¢10-d5.

577 Cf. Sph. 216a-c. See also infra pp. 13 ff., where I argue that the state of human perfection (i.e., the state of those who
are divine) can be attained only by means of achieving the highest epistemological (and ethical) condition. Accordingly,
only philosophers can be divine.

578 See R. VI 500¢9-d2.

579 Cf. also Lg. X11 945d1-e3, where Plato has the Athenian Stranger say that ‘it is absolutely essential that the Counsellors
should be remarkable for virtue in all its forms’. See FERRARI 2015, p. 1073 fn. 67, who observes that, as the future
Nocturnal Counsellors need to aim at one single target, they must aim to know the one single Form of Virtue.
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that the future member of the Council that meets at night (who is required to manifest virtue in all its
fullness) has to understand that virtue is the only object that should be honoured pre-eminently and
toward which everything else should 1ook®. Thus, virtue constitutes the one single aim that the
Nocturnal Counsellors must always have in view, if they are to be fully virtuous. Now, the way in
which the Nocturnal Counsellors are supposed to achieve this goal is elliptically described at Lg. XII
963al-9. For Plato has Cleinias and the Athenian Stranger explain in those lines the nature of
virtue®8L: virtue consists of four parts and voic (intellect) guides (fyepdva) them all. In fact, vodc°8?
is the target which everything — and, especially, the three remaining parts of virtue — should look to
(BAémew). As a consequence, achieving voig (i.e., the most important part of virtue)® is crucial for
those who are required to (a) look to virtue as one single aim, and thus, (b) attain a full virtue. Indeed,
it is only by means of vodg that such people as the Nocturnal Counsellors®® manage to know

(cuvid€iv) what virtue is, both in itself and in its parts®®. Now, on the assumption that voic indicates

580 At Lg. XI1 962d7-963a4, the Athenian Stranger specifies that those who think to be the wisest (copdtator) people —
while they are not — are not able to acknowledge that there is one single target (i.e., one object of particular value) that
everything else should look to. On the contrary, the Nocturnal Counsellors (who are required to be fully virtuous) are said
to succeed in acknowledging the importance of virtue — which they, in fact, manage to assume as the one single target
that everything else should look to.

%61 FERRARI 2015, pp. 1074-1075 fn. 70, observes that the way in which Plato treats virtue at Lg. X1l 963a6-9 reminds the
reader of arguments that Plato had already maintained in the Book | of his Laws. At Lg. | 631c-d, virtue is actually said
to consist of four parts. For Plato has the Athenian Stranger distinguish lesser (i.e., human) goods — that is, (a) health, (b)
good looks, (c) strength in running and other bodily activities and (d) wealth (which is not blind provided that it follows
opovnoig) — from greater (that is, divine — see GRIFFITH-SCHOFIELD 2016, p. 42 fn. 18, who argue that the decision to
classify the greater goods as divine is ‘best understood by reference to the treatment of reason or intelligence (nous) as a
divine element in the human soul (4. 713e-714a)’) goods — namely, (1) opdévnoig, (2) moderation (i.e., a rational state of
soul characterized by self-control ‘peta vod chepav yoyiig &¢’), (3) justice (that is, the combination of the first two
with courage), and (4) courage: see Lg. | 631c1-d2. On the one hand, human goods are said to be good insofar as they
look to (BAémewv) the divine goods. On the other, the divine goods are good provided that they look to (BAénew) vodg —
which is, in fact, presented at Lg. | 631d2-6 as the divine goods’ guide (ygpudva). As a result, Lg. 1 631c1-d6, just as Lg.
XI11 963a6-9, establishes that, to be gppovav/évvoug (see infra p. 99 fn. 582), coepwv, dikatog and davdpeiog (in a few
words, to be fully virtuous), a moral agent must follow vodg. Therefore, achieving vodg (which is therefore the most
important part of virtue) is crucial for being fully virtuous.

582 For the sake of precision, | will refer to vodg as the part of virtue which guides all the others. However, when Plato
presents the nature of virtue and describes what to do in order to attain a full virtue, he uses ‘vodg’ and ‘@pdévnoig’ as two
interchangeable terms. At Lg. |1 631c1-d2, it is argued that the third ranked virtue (i.e, justice) consists of the combination
of the first and second ranked virtues (that is, pévnoig and moderation). Similarly, we may assume that the second ranked
virtue (i.e., moderation) is combined with the first ranked virtue (namely, ¢pdvnoic). Hence, given that, on the contrary,
Plato openly declares that moderation consists of a coepwv state of the soul that is associated with vodg, we should
speculatively conclude that votic and @pdovnoig are used by Plato as two interchangeable terms. Interestingly, Lg. XII
963a8-9 and 964b3-6 confirm that vodg and ppdvnorg are used interchangeably. For both vobg and gpovnoig are referred
to as the part of virtue which guides all the others. Thus, vodg and ppovnoig are used as two interchangeable terms (which
indicate the soul’s rational virtue — namely, wisdom) within contexts which are philosophically pregnant (namely, where
Plato considers the possibility that the second-best city may turn into the best city by having wise and purely virtuous
philosophers rule over Magnesia).

%83 For voic guides the three remaining parts of virtue (see infra p. 99 fn. 581).

584 Cf. Lg. XI1 963a10-c2, where Plato argues that only the statesman’s (‘moAtikdv’) vodg can state so clearly what virtue
is. Therefore, the Nocturnal Counsellors, qua statesmen, are able to understand (through vodc) what virtue is, both in
itself and in its parts.

585 See Lg. X1 963¢3-d2: ‘A®. Ti &' 811 81 mpoBupsichoi te cuvidsiv oitod Koi év oic; KA. Olov év tiot Aéyeic; A®. Olov
Ote téTTapa EQNOAUEY APETTIC €10T Yeyovéval, dfjhov Mg &V EkaoTtov avaykn eavat, tettdpmy ye Svtav. KA. Ti ufiv; AG.
Kai piv v ye dmavto TodTo mposayopsbopsy. Gvapsioy yap @apev ApsTiv tval, Kol TV @povNow apsTiv, Kol té dVo
TEALD, B¢ BVTOC VT 0D TOALY GAA' Ev TodTo povov, dpetiv. KA. TTévy puév ovv’.
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in the Laws — as it does in the Republic — the cognitive state (8€1¢c) of those who contemplate (6swpeiv)
what is intelligible (vontdc) through intellection (émotiun/vonoic/ppévnoic)°8®, it follows that the
Nocturnal Counsellors’ vovg (as an intellectual virtue) allows them to achieve a complete knowledge
of the intelligible Forms, and thus, of the one single Form of Virtue. On this interpretation, then, Lg.
XI1 962¢8-963d2 would suggest that, to attain a full virtue by focusing on one single target®®’, the
Nocturnal Counsellors must first achieve vodc®®. Indeed, it would be by means of voic that the
Nocturnal Counsellors would be able (a) to achieve an émiotun of the highest kind (namely, a
philosophical knowledge of the intelligible Forms — Form of Virtue included)®® and (b) to look to
the Form of Virtue as the one single target®® that they need to focus on if they are to be fully virtuous.

Interestingly, Lg. VIl 817e5-818a3 suggests that the Nocturnal Counsellors are indeed
prepared by education — just like true philosophers are®®! — to acknowledge the existence of the
intelligible Forms.

AQ®. "Et1 o1 toivuv T0ic EAevbépoig EoTiv Tpia pabfpaTa, AOYIGHOL HEV Kod T mepl aplBpovg &v
nédnua, petpnticy 88 prkovg kai mumédov kai Bébovg dc Ev ab devtepov, Tpitov 88 THG TV
GoTpOV TEPLOSOV TPOC GAANAL (g TEPLKEV Topevechal. TaDTA 08 COUTAVTO OVY MG AKpPPeiog
gxopeva Oel domovelv To0G TOALOVG GAAG Tvog OAlyouc—oDg 0€, mpoidvieg €ml 1@ TEAEL
Qpdoopey.

ATHENIAN: In that case there remain, for free people, three subjects of study: one subject is
arithmetic, and everything to do with number; the second is measurement (of length, area, or
volume), which can be treated as a single subject; the third deals with the wheeling of the stars,
and the nature of their movements relative to one another. There is no need for the majority of the
population to labour at these subjects in their entirety, in the minutest detail, but a small minority
do need to. Who they are, we shall explain at the end of our discussion, that being the appropriate
time to do so.
Lg. VII 817e5-818a3

These lines show that all the citizens of Magnesia are required to learn the basics of three disciplines
(i.e., arithmetic, geometry, and astronomy). However, the Athenian Stranger points out that, while all
the Magnesians need to get acquainted with arithmetic, geometry, and astronomy®%?, only a small
minority of individuals is required to study these three subjects to a level of precision®®. In this regard,

the Athenian Stranger further clarifies that the identity of these people who are supposed to study

586 See infra p. 78 fn. 491, where | show that émiotiun, vonoic, and ppovnoic (but also cogia) are indistinctively related
to the intelligible world. For they all indicate a cognitive process, or condition in the soul, which, being inspired by
intellect (vodg), allows one to know the intelligible Forms.

%87 Cf. Lg. XI1 962¢8-db5.

%88 Indeed, voig is the chief part of virtue by means of which the whole of virtue is attained.

%89 See infra p. 100 fn. 586.

590 Cf. Lg. X1l 964a3-5. See also Lg. XI1 965d4-7: the Nocturnal Counsellors are expected to know that the four parts of
virtue are both one and the same and four different things.

591 For we learn from the Republic (see R. VI 509d1-511e3 and VII 533c7-534a8) that only philosophers are able to
manage so great a science as dialectic (see infra pp. 17-18). Indeed, only philosophers have already undertaken a specific
education — made of gymnastics, music, and mathematics — which prepares them for dialectic (i.e., for achieving a stable
knowledge of what really is and always remains the same — that is, the Forms).

592 Cf. BARTELS 2017, p. 117 fn. 6, for a focus on the mathematical education that Magnesians are expected to undertake.
5% See BARTELS 2017, p. 196.
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arithmetic, geometry, and astronomy to a level of precision will be uncovered at the end of the Laws.
As the twelfth and last Book of Plato’s Laws focuses chiefly on the Nocturnal Counsellors, scholars
have generally agreed that such a small group of people who need to study these three subjects to a
level of precision is made of the Nocturnal Counsellors®®,

Yet, even if we take for granted that the Nocturnal Counsellors do undertake this cursus
studiorum to a level of precision, why would this imply that such an education prepares them to
acknowledge the existence of the intelligible Forms? | shall provide an answer to this question by
appealing to other Platonic dialogues. To start with, Plato’s Republic presents arithmetic, geometry,
and astronomy as the subjects which characterize the poxpotépo mepiodoc®® — that is, the longer
preparation which constitutes a necessary step to undertake in order for people to become true
philosophers. What is more, Plato also establishes in his Republic that those who prove to be excellent
in these three subjects end up being prepared for dialectic —i.e., the final stage of the cursus studiorum
which is needed to become lovers of the sight of truth (euoBeduoveg tiig dinbeiog). Therefore,
Plato’s Republic treats arithmetic, geometry, and astronomy as introductory, so-called proemial,
sciences: for they pave the way for dialectic®®® — namely, a science (émotiun) that is associated with
the cognitive process, known as vonoic®”’, through which the intelligible Forms come to be fully
known. Indeed, a dialectical method of inquiry, as we learn from Plato’s Phaedrus®® and
Statesman®®®, aims to find the definition of something by following a precise procedure. First, a
dialectician carries out a collection (cvvaywyn) — which consists in the collection of a variety into a
unity. Next, he works out a division (Swaipeoic) — which aims to divide the unity into the various parts
that naturally make that unity up®®. Then, the dialectician keeps on dividing until, after eliminating

various subdivisions, he finally achieves the definition that he was initially searching for®%.,

594 «The Athenian here indicates for the first time the provision he will in due course make for a council charged with the
oversight of the workings of the whole social and political system that is being described: see 12. 961a-969d’ (GRIFFITH-
SCHOFIELD 2016, p. 282 fn. 86).

5% Cf. R. VI 504b2 ff.: to achieve the finest view of all the virtues, a good guardian of the city needs to go round by a
longer route, and work just as hard at his studies as he does in the gymnasium. This longer path encompasses the study
of the so-called propaedeutic subjects (i.e., arithmetic, geometry, astronomy, and harmony: see R. V11 536d6; for a focused
analysis of these introductory sciences, see CATTANEI 2003) that prepare the student’s soul for carrying vonoic out — i.e.,
for achieving knowledge of the ovoiot (cf. R. VII 523a). At a later stage, those in their thirties who will have successfully
completed the introductory studies of mathematics will take an even longer route. By doing so, they will get acquainted
with the greatest among all the disciplines, dialectic (see R. V11 539¢; for a complete overview of the cursus studiorum
that a good guardian of the Republic’s ideal city has to undertake, see VEGETTI 2003e, pp. 603-610).

%% Cf. R. VII 536d5-8.

%97 See R. VI 511b3-€5, where Plato defines vodg as the cognitive state (§£1g) of those who contemplate (Oswpeiv) through
the science of dialectic (émotqun/vomoig) what is intelligible (vontdg). Therefore, the science of dialectic (‘tod
dahéyesBan émotiun’) turns out to be associated with the highest state of mind which can at best characterize the human
soul, vonoig.

5% Cf. Phdr. 265d3-266b1

59 See PIt. 285a7-b6.

600 See infra pp. 29-30.

801 Cf. lIoNEScU 2014, p. 29.
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Accordingly, the one who is able to pursue dialectical investigations of this sort finally achieves a
stable knowledge of the most basic constituents of reality (that is, the intelligible Forms®%?) by
becoming aware of the many facets that make up reality.

Interestingly, the Nocturnal Counsellors appear to be able to carry out investigations that
closely resemble the inquiries that dialecticians, qua true philosophers, pursue®®. Indeed, the
members of the Council that meets at night are required to attain a full virtue by looking to (BAénew)
one single target (i.e., virtue itself). To achieve this goal, however, they need to attain vodc®®. Indeed,
vodg, being the guide of the three other parts of virtue, allows them to know what virtue really is —
both in itself and in its parts®®. Hence, the Nocturnal Counsellors (namely, those who achieve
voic)®® are able (just as dialecticians are) to acknowledge virtue both as single unity (i.e., virtue in
itself — assumedly, through ocuvvaywyr) and as a composite whole (that is, virtue in its parts —
presumably, through dwipeoig). Accordingly, given that (a) textual references suggest that the
Nocturnal Counsellors undertake a specific cursus studiorum which is rooted in intensive
mathematical studies®®’, (b) the intensive study of arithmetic, geometry, and astronomy — as Plato
shows elsewnhere in his corpus®®® — paves the way for dialectic, and (c) the Nocturnal Counsellors are
actually said at Lg. XI1 965¢2-3 to be able (just as dialecticians are) to look away from the things that
are many and varied towards one single Form (uiov id¢av)®%, we can draw a definitive conclusion:
the Nocturnal Counsellors are prepared by an intensive mathematical education to achieve vodg and
to manage dialectic®'®. On this interpretation, then, the Laws’ Nocturnal Counsellors turn out to be
able to achieve a philosophical knowledge of the intelligible Forms. As a result, such people are also

able to assume the one single Form of Virtue as the one single target which they must look to if they

602 See infra pp. 29-30, for a complete overview of the method of dialectic.

603 Cf. VERLINSKY 2016, p. 184: ‘the Nocturnal Council should perform this role of the mind, and the goal of Magnesia,
unlike that of all other states, is virtue. The knowledge of virtue entails the understanding of its unity and, simultaneously,
of its fourfold character; this knowledge can be attained through the investigation of each of the four cardinal virtues,
which should be defined, i.e., the senior members of the Nocturnal Council should master the dialectical method, making
them real philosophers’.

604 See e.g., Lg. XI1 963a1-d2 and Lg. X1l 964b3-d9 ff.

605 See Lg. XI1 963¢3-d2.

608 For they are required to attain a full virtue. To do so, they need to look to the guide of the three remaining parts of
virtue — that is, vodg. Therefore, to attain a full virtue, the Nocturnal Counsellors must first achieve voig.

807 Cf. Lg. VIl 817e5-818a3.

608 See R. V11 536d5-8 and infra pp. 118-122.

899 Cf. Lg. XI1 965¢2-3, where the Nocturnal Counsellors are said to be able to acknowledge virtue as a single Form (‘piav
idéav”) which is made of multiple parts (for an account of virtue as a complex unity which is made of parts, see Lg. XII
963al-d2 and 964al-bl). See FERRARI 2015, p. 1083 fn. 78: the method of dialectic has one peculiar feature. Dialectic
allows people to (a) acknowledge the existence of the many particulars that characterize the ordinary world and (b) achieve
knowledge of the most basic constituents of reality (i.e., what is one and universal: the intelligible Forms). For a complete
overview of the Platonic account of dialectic, see R. VII 537b ff., Phdr. 265d-266¢, Sph. 255c-d, and Phlb. 15d.

610 See infra p. 74 fn. 466, where | argue that Plato shows at R. VI 511¢3-e4 that dialectic (a) is the only means through
which the intelligible Forms can be fully known and (b) constitutes a process of intellection (vonoic) that takes place in
the soul. See infra p. 100 fn. 586, where | explain that vonocic is inspired by vobc. Therefore, dialectic and votg end up
being mutually associated.
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are to achieve the goal of being fully virtuous. Not surprisingly, then, Plato has the Athenian Stranger
state at Lg. XI1 966b6 that the real (6vtwg) guardians of the laws (that is, the members of the Council
that meets at night) are able to grasp a knowledge of the truth (sidévon té mepi v dA0stov)®l,
Indeed, by also specifying that (a) the truth is a fine and stable thing and (b) to persuade men of it
certainly constitutes a difficult task®'?, Plato implies that the Nocturnal Counsellors constitute the
small minority of people who are able to achieve a philosophical émiotiun of the truth (i.e., of the
intelligible Forms)®13, and thus, to assume the Form of Virtue as the one single target which they must

look to in order to be fully virtuous.

4.2.2. The Nocturnal Counsellors’ ethical excellence

The Nocturnal Counsellors have been determined to represent philosophical souls who are able both
to pursue dialectical investigations and to achieve a complete understanding of the intelligible Forms
(including the Form of Virtue). Moreover, my analysis of the Nocturnal Counsellors’ cognitive
condition has also indicated that epistemology and ethics seem to be strictly related in Plato’s Laws®*,
Indeed, I have suggested that the Nocturnal Counsellors need to attain a complete knowledge of what
virtue is if they are to achieve the goal of being fully virtuous. Hence, as the aim of this section is to
more deeply analyze how epistemology and ethics relate in the case of the Laws’ Nocturnal
Counsellors, I will evaluate the extent to which the Nocturnal Counsellors’ excellent epistemological
condition has an impact on their moral status.

To start with, the Laws unequivocally shows that the members of the Nocturnal Council are
required to be fully virtuous®®. However, what does it mean for the Nocturnal Counsellors to be fully

virtuous? At Lg. XI1 963a6-9, Cleinias and the Athenian Stranger suggest that virtue is made of four

611 See Lg. X1l 967e4-968al, where the Athenian Stranger seems to allude to the fact that the Nocturnal Counsellors are
able (just as true philosophers) to give a reasoned explanation (‘dodvat tov Adyov’) of precisely those things of which an
account can be actually provided. In this regard, see Smp. 202a5-9 and Men. 97¢6-8 and 97e2-98a8, where Plato states
that the fault of 6p6bn d6&a — if compared to philosophical knowledge — consists in the failure in giving an account (8156vot
Loyov). See Moss 2014, esp. p. 182, who observes that the cognitive process that yields the account (Adyog) individuates
an émotun of the highest kind.

612 Cf. Lg. 11 663e3-4: ‘KA. KoAdv piv 1) dAi0sia, & E€ve, kod povipov- Eowe pmy ob padiov slvar teiberv’. Hence, Lg. |1
663e3-4 indicates that it is not easy for humans to get acquainted with dAn6<w (i.e., with what really is, and hence, with
the Forms). Thus, Lg. 1l 663e3-4 implies that only a small minority of people become as wise as philosophers are. Cf.
Phd. 68c8-d1, R. V 475b4 ff., VI 493e2 ff., and VII 535a3 ff., where Plato clarifies how difficult is for humans to reach
the (ideal) condition of the philosophers.

613 See R. VI 506D ff, where Plato says that aAn0s1a makes understandable what can be fully known (that is, the intelligible
Forms). See also Phd. 78d1- 5, 76d, 76e, 92d9, and Ti. 27d-28a, 29b-c, where Plato says that what really is (i.e., the
Forms) is eternal and stable.

614 In this regard, BRISSON-PRADEAU 2007, p. 27, observe that the inquiries of various kind (i.e., political, epistemological,
metaphysical, etc.) that Plato pursues in his Laws are all worked out for the sake of an ethical investigation that pervades
the whole dialogue.

615 See Lg. XI1 962¢8-963a4.
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parts (i5m)®*° (i.e., intellect [vodc]®Y’, moderation [cwppocivn], justice [Sikatoovvn], and courage
[avdpeia])®i8. However, voiic is presented as the part of virtue which everything — and, in particular,
the three remaining parts of virtue — needs to look to (BAémewv)®!®. For vodc — which allows one to
know (cvvidsiv) what virtue really is (both in itself and in its parts)®?° — is meant to guide (7yepodve)
moderation, justice, and courage. Accordingly, attaining votg — that is, the part of virtue which all the
others need to look to — is presented as a crucial condition for the achievement of virtue as a whole.
Indeed, as volc represents the target which the three remaining parts of virtue must look to (being the
guide of them all), it follows that a moral agent cannot be properly moderate, just, and courageous if
she has not achieved vodg yet. As a consequence, achieving vodg is the most fundamental requirement
that the Nocturnal Counsellors have to meet if they are to achieve a full virtue (that is, a ‘virtue in its
entirety’ [counacoa dapetn]®?t which consists in the combination of all the four parts of virtue).
However, is it only because it is the combination of all the four parts of virtue that the
Nocturnal Counsellors’ virtue is to be considered full? To address this issue, I shall consider what
Plato has the Athenian Stranger state at Lg. XI1 963e1-8. Interestingly, the Athenian Stranger argues
that, although avépeio and votc are a single thing (i.e., virtue), these two virtues are still given two
different names. Indeed, while they are one and the same, they still differ to some other extent. On
the one hand, courage has to do with fear and can be found in both animals and young children.
Hence, the idea is conveyed that one may be to some extent courageous for erroneous reasons (i.e.,
through fear, and without a reasoned account, A6yoc®?2, of what virtue is). On the other hand, the
Athenian points out that ‘without the help of Adéyog no soul ever has been, ever is, or ever will be in

the future wise, and hence, possessed of intellect (ppoviudg te kol vodv Eyovca)’®?®, Therefore, what

616 See Lg. XI1 963c5.

617 Actually, Plato says ‘ppovnoic’ (and not ‘vodc’). However, I take ‘ppévnoig’ and “vodc’ to be used interchangeably
within contexts (like Lg. XIl 963a6-9) that are philosophically pregnant. For the sake of clarity, then, I will keep on
referring to ‘vod¢’ as the part of virtue which everything needs to look to. On this issue, cf. infra p. 99 fns. 581 and 582.
618 See Lg. X11 964b3-6, where Plato presents the four particular virtues which make up the whole of virtue. This passage
reminds the reader not only of the division into four cardinal virtues that Plato carries out in the Republic, but also of the
Protagoras’ discussion of the relation between the whole virtue and its different parts. According to CENTRONE 2008 and
2021 (esp. ch. 10), the Plato of the Laws endorses the same account of virtue as the Protagoras’. On this interpretation,
virtue as a whole is to be conceived as a whole which is made of parts. Each part of virtue, however, makes its appearance
only when the whole virtue is attained in the first place. In turn, the whole of virtue is achieved only when intellectual
virtue (namely, wisdom: coeia - vodg: cf. infra p. 100 fn. 586) is attained. Therefore, Centrone ultimately suggests that
Plato’s Laws, just like the Protagoras, establishes that virtue is knowledge.

b19 Cf. Lg. XI1 963a8-9.

620 See Lg. XI1 963¢3-d2.

621 See Lg. | 630a7-b3: attaining the combination of all the four parts of virtue (i.e., a counaco apetn) is far better than
achieving only one part of virtue (e.g., courage).

622 With reference to this passage, | render ‘Adyoc’ as ‘reasoned account’. For I take Plato to suggest at Lg. XII 963e1-8
that a courageous action may be performed even if (a) the moral agent’s reason (Adyog) has not achieved a complete
knowledge of what courage is, and hence, (b) the moral agent cannot give an account (Abyog) of what courage really is.
Yet, the virtuous action that this kind of moral agent will eventually be able to perform should not be regarded as fully
courageous.

6231 g. XI1 963e5-8.
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Lg. X1 963e1-8 ultimately shows is that there are two ways of approaching virtue. In fact, one can
be virtuous either with or without Adyoc. In the case of the Nocturnal Counsellors, however, the kind
of virtue that they attain should be deemed to be accompanied by Adoyoc. Indeed, the future members
of the Council that meets at night attain a full virtue®?* by achieving votc. Thus, given that, as Plato
has the Athenian establish at Lg. X1 963e5-8, no soul possesses voi¢ without the help of Adyoc®?®, it
follows that the Nocturnal Counsellors’ virtue (which they attain by looking to votc) is full also
because it is accompanied by Adyoc®?. Accordingly, the reason why the kind of virtue that the
Nocturnal Counsellors attain is to be considered full is twofold: (1) it is the combination of all the
four parts of virtue and (2) it is accompanied by Aoyog (for the members of the Council that meets at
night [a] know the reasons why they are virtuous and [b] can give an account of the reasons why they
act virtuously)®?’.

Therefore, if the Nocturnal Counsellors end up attaining a virtue which is full, this depends
on their excellent cognitive condition. Indeed, it is just because they first achieve vodg that the
Nocturnal Counsellors manage to attain (a) the whole of virtue (namely, the combination of all the
four parts of virtue) and (b) a complete virtue which is accompanied by A6yog (thus, not attained for
erroneous reasons). Interestingly, the fact that the Nocturnal Counsellors achieve a stable®?®
philosophical knowledge of the intelligible Forms has some further impact on their moral nature.
Indeed, both Lg. V 731c1-7 and Lg. 1X 860d5-9 demonstrate that the Plato of the Laws believes that
no one can do wrong willingly®°:

AB. 10 8 ad TV Bc01 Adtkodoy pév, 1ot 88, yryvdoKew ypf TpdTov Piv 8Tt g O &dikog ovy
EK®V GOKOC: T@V YOp UeYioTOV KaK®Y 00Ol 00daU0D 0VOEV EKQOV KEKTT|TO (v TOTE, TOAD 08
fiKioTo &V 101G TOV £aVTOD TYIOTATOIS. Yoyt &, MG glmopey, dAndeig yé éoTv TG TYUADTOTOV:
&v OOV T TIOTATO TO PUEYIGTOV KoKOV 0VSELS EkV U mote AAPn kai Cfj S1é Piov kekTnuévog
avTo.

624 For they are required to do so: see Lg. X1l 962¢8-d5.

625 Cf. Lg. XI1 963e5-8: ‘A®. &vsv yap Adyov Kol gUcsl yiyveton avpsio yoyr, divev & o Adyou woyt epoviudg T Kai
vobv &yovca ot £yéveto mmdmote 0BT’ EoTv 008’ aBic moTE YEViGETAL, MC EVTOC ETEPOL’.

626 Hence, given that they attain moderation, justice, and courage by looking to vodc (which always comes along with
L0v0¢), the Nocturnal Counsellors are properly moderate, just, and courageous. See MEYER 2006, who points out that the
Nocturnal Counsellors need to know that virtue is the proper goal of legislation. To do so, they need to understand what
virtue is and how the various particular virtues are related to each other. In brief, then, the Nocturnal Counsellors need to
understand the account (Adyog) of virtue (see Lg. X1l 964a-b).

827 Indeed, the achievement of vodg allows the Nocturnal Counsellors not only to know the Form of Virtue, but also to (a)
be competent to find words to properly explain what they know (i.e., the truth) and (b) support words with actions: cf. Lg.
XI11 966b6-7.

628 See infra p. 91 fn. 544, where | show, on the basis of Ti. 27d5-28a4, that, to get acquainted with the ontological realm
of what always is and never becomes, one needs to achieve a philosophical knowledge of the intelligible Forms. See also
Phd. 78d1- 5, 76d, 76e, 92d9, and Ti. 27d-28a, 29b-c, where Plato says that what really is (i.e., the Forms) is eternal and
stable.

629 The fact that the Plato of the Laws believes in the intellectualist theory of virtue (according to which no one does
wrong willingly and virtue is knowledge) implies that the moral agent who possesses philosophical knowledge (which is
per se stable) is, and will always be, virtuous. Indeed, the person who knows what is good cannot do wrong for any reason
whatsoever.
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ATHENIAN: But when it comes to people who do wrong, but the wrong-doing can be cured, then
we have to realise — well, for a start, that no wrong-doer is a wrong-doer from choice. Nobody
would ever choose to possess himself of any of the world’s great evils, let alone store it among
his most valued possessions.

Lg. V 731cl-7

AB. Q¢ 0 pev adkds mov KaKOG, 0 08 KUKOG (K®V TOoDTOG. AKOVGING O& EKOVGIOV 0VK £xEl
nparTecol ToTe AGYOV: HK®V 00V EKEIVE Qaivolt’ dv AOIKETV O AdIKMY T(® TNV AdIKioY AKOVGLOV
TIfepéV®, Kol On Kol VOV OpoA0YNTEOV EUol: GOUEN UL YOp BKOVTOG AOIKETY TAVTOC.

ATHENIAN: That the unjust person is, | take it, bad, but the bad person is not that way intentionally.
It can never make any sense for an intentional action to be performed unintentionally. So to
anyone who holds the view that injustice is unintentional, the person who acts unjustly would
seem to be doing so unintentionally. What is more, | would now have to go along with him, since
| agree that all those who act unjustly do so unintentionally.

Lg. IX 860d5-95%°

In both these passages, Plato explicitly reiterates®®! one of the so-called Socratic®®? paradoxes®®
which grounds the theory of ethical intellectualism®*: ‘no one can do wrong willingly’. The message
that this paradox conveys is that, if one knows what is good, he cannot desire what is bad for
himself®>. Accordingly, a moral agent can be driven toward viciousness only if he ignores the nature
of what ought to be done®®. Hence, in the case that a moral agent has a stable philosophical
knowledge (and thus, if he stably knows what is morally profitable), he is, and will always be, fully
virtuous (for the Plato of the Laws believes that no one does wrong willingly)®®’. Therefore, since the
Nocturnal Counsellors attain a stable philosophical knowledge of the Form of Virtue, they will always
be granted with a full virtue — having no chance to fall into viciousness.

To conclude, this analysis of the way in which ethics and epistemology relate in the case of

the Nocturnal Counsellors®® has shed fundamental light on the Laws’ ethical theory. For the Plato of

630 See FERRARI 2015, p. 772 fn. 20, and pp. 778-779 fn. 22, on how the Socratic dogma (according to which wrongdoing
is involuntary) is treated by Plato in these lines.

831 Similarly, Plato re-states this so-called Socratic paradox in the Sophist: cf. Sph. 228¢7-8 and infra pp. 11-12.

832 Myrthe BARTELS 2017, p. 11, argues that ‘the strongly Socratic tenor of these parts’ (i.e., the Books | and II, where
Plato focuses on the theme of dpet and the four dpetai) ‘of the Laws, which had disappeared from other late dialogues,
is in itself equally surprising’. However, this thesis has shown that all the late Platonic dialogues generally present (either
implicitly or explicitly) strong Socratic (to use Bartels’ terminology) echoes. Not surprisingly, then, even Plato’s last
dialogue, the Laws, presents a theory of moral epistemology which can be labelled as intellectualist.

833 For a different view, cf. SCHOFIELD 2012, who argues that the Athenian upholds the ‘Socratic paradox’ that no one
does wrong willingly without relying on ‘Socratic intellectualism’.

634 See ROWE 2009, esp. pp. 36 ff.: even the Plato of the Laws, who reiterates the famous Socratic paradoxes, identifies
himself as a true heir of Socrates.

835 See Grg. 509e2-7, Men. 76-8, Prt. 358¢6-d4.

836 Cf. Prt. 357e2-4.

837 See infra p. 105 fn. 629.

838 The Nocturnal Counsellors are not the only excellent entities that Plato’s Laws presents as wise and fully virtuous.
Indeed, the worthiest epistemological and ethical condition is ascribed to the gods. For, having presented the gods as the
measure of all things (cf. Lg. IV 716c4-6), Plato clarifies at Lg. X 900c8-e9 and X 902e4-903a3 that the gods — who are
not expected to play any active (political) role in Magnesia — are co@oi and exercise intellect (vobg: PESCE 1978 argues
that the divine vodg is always in contemplation of the Forms, and hence, of the Form of Good; CHERNISS 1944, p. 605,
states, instead, that vodg is by Plato conceived to be either god or an essential characteristic of whatever deity may be).
Now, as Plato’s Laws establishes that virtue is knowledge and no one does wrong willingly, we expect the gods, which
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the Laws has been determined to commit to the (so-called Socratic) theory of ethical intellectualism
according to which virtue is knowledge®®*® and no one does wrong willingly®°. Indeed, the
achievement of vodg (that is, of a philosophical knowledge of the intelligible Forms — especially, of
the Form of Virtue) has turned out to represent a crucial condition for the attainment of a full virtue
(namely, one which [a] consists in the combination of all the four parts of virtue and [b] is
accompanied by Aoyoc). Not surprisingly, then, for the Nocturnal Counsellors (who are required to
manifest virtue in all its fullness) nothing is more important than following the rule of intellect (vodg)

(for voig allows the Nocturnal Counsellors to know what virtue is®4).

4.2.3. Are the Nocturnal Counsellors expected to exist in Magnesia?

Plato’s description of the epistemological and ethical nature of the Laws’ Nocturnal Counsellors is
striking. Indeed, the Nocturnal Council has turned out to be made up of people who are worthy of
comparison with the Republic’s philosopher-rulers®®2. For, like the philosopher-rulers of the
Republic®3, the divine members of the Council that meets at night are (more or less explicitly) said
to achieve a philosophical knowledge of the intelligible Forms®**. Indeed, it is by achieving such an
excellent cognitive condition that they also manage to attain a complete virtue in all its fullness®*.

Similarly, the Republic’s philosopher-rulers are said to attain a full virtue on the basis of their

are supremely wise, to be fully virtuous. Interestingly, this is what Plato clearly states at Lg. X 900c8-€9: in fact, the gods
are said to be good (&yofoi) with all manner of virtue.

639 See CENTRONE 2021 (esp., pp. 306 ff.), who argues that the Laws advocates the idea that, as soon as intellectual virtue
(i.e., wisdom: cogia = vodq) is achieved, the whole of virtue is attained.

640 See KAMTEKAR 2018, pp. 105-111, on how the term ‘willingly’ should be understood. On the same issue, see also
SAUNDERS 1968, pp. 421-34, KAMTEKAR 2019, and TRELAWNY-CASSITY 2010.

641 Cf. Lg. XI1 963a1-d2 and Lg. X1l 964b3-d9 ff.

642 See ROWE 2010b, who argues that Plato’s Laws does not recant the Republic’s political theory (according to which
the best city is that in which philosophers are rulers). Similarly, KRAUT 2010 observes that the Nocturnal Counsellors
constitute an élite which is made of people who, being able to attain wisdom and virtue in its entirety, are granted with
political authority. O’MEARA 2017 argues that the Nocturnal Counsellors possess the political science. MEYER 2006
maintains that the future Nocturnal Counsellors, being the future legislators, need to achieve expert knowledge (Lg. XII
961e-962c) — in particular, the expert knowledge that pertains to the moAitucdc (see Lg. XI1 936b). On this issue, see also
BARKER 19775, pp. 406-10, KLOSKO 1988, and SABINE, 1950, p. 85.

643 See R. VI 500c9-d11 and Phdr. 249c6, where Plato explains that the philosopher is divine just because he has
intellectual contact with the Forms. Thus, if there is a Form of Virtue, the philosopher is able to become familiar with it.
84 As Glenn MorrROW 1960, pp. 510 ff., points out, the Council’s knowledge would be a great help to the state. Indeed,
the excellent knowledge — which, on this interpretation, allows the Council’s members to understand the underlying
principles of the laws — that the members of the Council possess would make the Nocturnal Council the savior of the
state. For a similar point of view, see SAUNDERS 1962, p. 54, GUTHRIE 1978, pp. 370-371, BRISSON 2005, and PRADEAU
2004, p. 123. For a different interpretation, see KLOSkO 2008 and BARTELS 2017, pp. 189-197, who argue that the
members of the Nocturnal Council individuate a polis-internal authority which is made of people who cannot be compared
to the Republic’s philosopher-rulers (who, in light of their philosophical knowledge of the Forms, are indeed qualified to
rule). MARQUEZ, 2011, p. 190, like MORROW 1960, recognizes that if there is to be some occasion on which the laws can
be changed then it would be better if these changes were informed by the knowledge generated by an institution like the
Nocturnal Council’.

645 Cf. KRAUT 2010, who argues that the Nocturnal Counsellors approximate themselves to wisdom (cogia = vodc). As
a consequence, they attain a worthier virtue than the ordinary (that is, demotic) one.
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philosophical knowledge informed by wisdom®. Thus, the Laws’ Nocturnal Counsellors appear to
be the twins of the Republic’s philosopher-rulers. Nevertheless, | have already noted that Lg. 1X
875c¢3-d6 suggests that no one person provided with philosophical émetun is expected to exist in
Magnesia. As a consequence, Lg. 1X 875c¢3-d6 would seem to rule out the possibility that the
Nocturnal Counsellors (who closely resemble the Republic’s philosopher-rulers) exist in Magnesia.
If so, however, what would the value be of including an entire Book (i.e., the twelfth and last Book
of Plato’s Laws) which focuses on just such excellent people as the Nocturnal Counsellors? To (a)
address this question and (b) finally establish whether or not such philosophical souls as the Nocturnal
Counsellors are thought by Plato to be present in Magnesia, it is worth accounting for a passage (Lg.
X11'969h2-7) at the end of Plato’s Laws:

A®. £dv ye pmv obtog Huiv O Ogiog yévnton cvALoYog, & @ikol £taipot, mapadotéov ToHTE THY
TOAY, AUELGPNTNOIG TE 00K £0T” 0VdENin 0VIEVE TOV VIV Tapd Ta0’ ¢ Emog eimelv vouobetdv,
dvtog 8¢ Eotar oyxeddv Bmap dmoteteleouévoy ob ouikp®d mpdclev dveipatog dG T AdY®
Epnyaueda, kePaAfic vod t€ kKowvmviag eikdva Tva Tog cuppei&avteg [... .

ATHENIAN: Anyway, if this divinely inspired council of ours does come into existence, my dear
colleagues, we should hand the city over to it. On that point there is to all intents and purposes no
disagreement among any of our present-day lawgivers. No, it really will be a kind of waking
version of what we touched on a little earlier in our discussion — treating it as a dream — when we
put together that composite picture, as it were, of the head and the mind [...].

Lg. XI1 969b2-7

In these lines, Plato has the Athenian argue that, if a divinely inspired institution like the Nocturnal
Council — which has turned out to be made of divine philosophers — comes into existence (yévnzou),
its divine members should (necessarily®4”) govern the city. Indeed, in the case that such philosophical
souls as the Nocturnal Counsellors come into existence and take control of Magnesia, the perfect
waking vision (brap dmotetelecpuévov) of the dream (dveipatog) that Plato has the Athenian Stranger,
Cleinias and Megillus describe in the Laws’ twelfth Book®® would come into being as well.
Consistently, Plato states at Lg. 1X 875c¢3-d6 that, if people who are able to assume the power of a
philosophical émotiun will ever exist in Magnesia, they will have to rule. Indeed, the best
constitution is that in which people provided with philosophical émiotriun take control®*®, Still, Plato
specifies at Lg. IX 875¢3-d6 that, in the case that no such person provided with émiotiun exists, what

is second-best (i.e., a constitution which is regulated by laws) should be opted for. Hence, as the most

646 See also R. 1V 442¢6, where the terms ‘wisdom’ and ‘knowledge’ are used interchangeably to indicate the virtue of
the rational part of the soul. See infra p. 13 fn. 102, where | show the extent to which Plato believes that wisdom (co@ia)
and knowledge (émwotrun) are one and the same.

847 The fact that Plato uses the verbal adjective ‘mapadotéov’ in the apodosis clause suggests that the condition stated in
the protasis will have to necessarily take place in the future: see VAN EMDE BOAS-RIJKSBARON-HUITINK-DE BAKKER
2019, pp. 112 and 268.

648 As the twelfth Book of Plato’s Laws is concerned with describing the political institution known as Nocturnal Council,
the Athenian Stranger and Clenias must be concerned with the Nocturnal Council when they make reference to ‘what we
have touched on a little earlier in our discussion’.

849 Cf. Lg. IX 875¢3-d6.
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prominent feature of Magnesia’s constitution (which is a second-best) is that it is governed by laws,
it follows that the political theory that Plato works out at Lg. 1X 875¢3-d6 implies that such excellent
people as the Nocturnal Counsellors are not expected to exist in a second-best city like Magnesia®®.
On a closer look, this is also the message that Plato (subtly) conveys at Lg. X1 969b2-7. Indeed, the
complex conditional sentence that features in Lg. XII 969b2-75%%! suggests not only that (a) it is
possible that a political institution like the Nocturnal Council will come into existence in the future,
but also, and more importantly, that (b) such excellent people as the Nocturnal Counsellors are not

expected to exist at the moment of Magnesia’s foundation®?2.

However, given that both Lg. 1X 875c3-d6 and Lg. XIlI 969b2-7 indicate that such
philosophical souls as the Nocturnal Counsellors are not expected to exist in Magnesia, why would
Plato still dedicate an entire Book (meaningfully, the last one of his Laws) to these excellent people?
Interestingly, Plato has the Athenian Stranger point out at Lg. XIlI 969b2-7 that he and his
interlocutors have treated the possibility of having such philosophical souls as the Nocturnal
Counsellors rule over Magnesia as a dream which will become real as soon as these divine
Counsellors will come into existence. Plato similarly argues in his Republic that the project of
founding the KoALimolig (i.e., an ideal city where philosophers are rulers and rulers are philosophers)
represents a dream which has become (dmotetéieostan) reality®®3. Hence, as soon as the Nocturnal
Counsellors, qua true philosophers, will (a) come into existence and (b) become rulers, Magnesia will
take on the appearance of the ideal city that Plato describes in his Republic. Accordingly, Lg. XII

969h2-7 ultimately shows that, even in the context of a second-best city (where no person provided

850 See infra pp. 95-97: if the Nocturnal Counsellors existed, these people would have necessarily been required to take
control of Magnesia. Similarly, Plato’s Republic shows that philosophers are constrained to go back to the cave and rule
over the ignorant mAfi6og. Therefore, as (a) the Laws seems to rely on the Republic’s political theory (according to which
the best city is ruled by philosopher-rulers) and (b) Magnesia is ruled on the basis of a complex law code, it follows that
such philosophical souls as the Nocturnal Counsellors are not expected to exist in Magnesia (as Lg. I1X 875¢3-d6 also
confirms).

81 Namely, the conditional sentence that (more or less explicitly) conveys the idea that, if the divinely inspired Nocturnal
Council comes into existence (yévnta), the dream [of having philosophers rule over Magnesia] will (§otot) come true.
82 For the conditional sentence that features in Lg. X1l 969b2-7 individuates a prospective condition type. Interestingly,
prospective conditions (which have éav + subjunctive in the protasis clause, and a verb form with future reference in the
apodosis) are used by the speaker to present fulfilment of the condition as very well possible/likely. However, by using
this type of condition, the speaker also means to indicate that it is only in the future that the condition will possibly be
fulfilled (for the condition is not expected to be fulfilled at the present time): see VAN EMDE BOAS-RIIKSBARON-HUITINK-
DE BAKKER 2019, pp. 552 ff.

853 Cf. R. IV 443b7-c2: ‘Our dream, then, has become reality — we said we had an idea, immediately we started founding
the city, that we were probably stumbling, with a bit of divine help, into some preliminary outline of what justice might
be’ (Tékeov Gpa NUiv 10 Evimviov dmotetéleotat, 0 Epapev DTOTTEDGOL MG EDOVG ApyOLEVOL TiiG TOAE®G oikilev KaTA
06V Tva gig apynv Te Kol THnov Tva Thig dkatoocvvng kivéuvedouey EuPepnkévar). Translations of Plato’s Republic are
borrowed from RowE 2012a. Now, the fact that R. IV 443b7-c2 indicates that the dream of founding an ideal city governed
by wise philosophers has already become reality (drotetéleotar) is meaningful. Indeed, Lg. XII 969b2-7 conversely
suggests that the dream of having such philosophical souls as the Nocturnal Counsellors rule over Magnesia is a dream
which will possibly come true (8otat) in the future. Thus, while Plato’s Republic suggests that the dream of founding the
KoaAliroAig has already become real, the Plato of the Laws considers a completely different context (where philosophers
are not expected [at least, at the very moment of the city’s foundation] to become the rulers of the city).
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with émotun is expected to exist at the moment of the city’s foundation), it is still possible that such
philosophical souls as the Nocturnal Counsellors will come into existence in the future®*. Therefore,
by dedicating the entire twelfth and last Book of his Laws to such excellent individuals as the
Nocturnal Counsellors, Plato intends to set a target which those who live in the second-best city (i.e.,
people who are at best émotipovec to a very limited degree [kata Bpoyv®>®])®°® must strive to

approximate to as much as they can®’.

4.3. s it possible to live virtuously in a second-best city?

Now that we have ascertained that no philosopher is expected to exist in Magnesia, a separate issue
needs to be addressed: is it possible or not to live virtuously in a second-best city like Magnesia?
Since (a) the Plato of the Laws is intellectualist and (b) no philosopher is expected to exist in
Magnesia, it then follows that no Magnesian may eventually be fully virtuous®®, Still, Plato makes
at Lg. X 875¢3-d6 an assertion that is worth deeper analysis. For he implies that only people who are
at best émotrpovec to a very limited degree (kota Bpayv) are going to live in Magnesia. Thus, | shall
now aim to assess the extent to which the people who are expected to live in Magnesia can be thought

of as being émothpoveg to a very limited degree. To this end, then, I will investigate the nature of a

854 In this way, Plato’s Laws features a slightly more negative picture if compared to the Republic’s. Indeed, although the
Laws’ twelfth Book presents the Nocturnal Counsellors as the twins of the Republic’s philosopher-rulers, they are not
expected to exist in Magnesia (at least, at the moment of its foundation). Yet, Magnesia still represents an approximation
to the ideal city of the Republic (for a similar view, cf. KAMTEKAR 1999, p. 248). Indeed, while Lg. IX 875¢3-d6 suggests
that no philosophical soul is (initially, at least) expected to exist in Magnesia, Magnesians still have to approximate
themselves to a philosophical standard as much as they can. As a consequence, Plato’s Laws does not aim either to replace
nor to better (as BoBONICH 2002, BoBONICH [forthcoming], and KLosko 1986 argue contra KRAUT 2010, LAKS 2000,
and PRADEAU 2002, and Rowe 2010b — who rather think that the Laws does not entail any substantial change in Plato’s
political theory) the Republic’s constitutional project. For Plato’s Laws just prescribes what to do in the case that
philosophers are not in a position to gain power and become rulers. Accordingly, the project of founding the second-best
city of Magnesia ends up providing a more feasible political project than the Republic’s (for a similar view, see
NIGHTINGALE 1993, p. 279, and BARTELS 2017, p. 18, esp. fn. 25, but also BROOKS 2006, FESTUGIERE 1936, pp. 423,
426, 444, Lisi 2001b, LAKs 1990, LAKS, 1991, LAKS 2000, MOUREAU 2017, p. 385, RowEe 2010b, SAUNDERS 1970 p.
28, SIMPSON 2003, and STALLEY 1983, pp. 9-10. For a slightly different interpretation, see MEYER 2006, p. 380).

85 Cf. p. 3 fn. 10.

85 See Lg. IX 875¢3-d6.

857 What Plato says about dreams in other dialogues may be taken to support this kind of interpretation. At Ti. 71e2-72a2,
Plato argues that god gave divination as a gift to human folly (dpposivvn). For no one engages in divination if he is in his
right mind (8vvoug): he can engage in divination only when his power of understanding is bound in sleep or by sickness.
On the twofold assumption that (a) the Nocturnal Council plays within the city the same function that vodg plays within
the soul (i.e., the Nocturnal Council guides the city just as vodg guides the whole soul: for this interpretation, see PRADEAU
2019, esp. p. 219-224, and VERLINSKY 2016) and (b) Magnesia is not &vvoug (for such philosophical souls as the Nocturnal
Counsellors do not exist in Magnesia: cf. Lg. X 875¢3-d6), it follows that Magnesia (and its citizens) may benefit from
the god’s gift of divination — which Magnesia engages with while being asleep (that is, Magnesia engages with the gift
of divination that appears under the guise of a dream). Interestingly, Plato clarifies that a dream ‘allows the better element
in the soul to investigate on its own, to reach out beyond itself and see what it does not know, whether something past,
present, or future’ (R. IX 572a1-3). Therefore, by describing the dream of having Nocturnal Counsellors take control of
Magnesia, Plato may intend to provide the imperfect Magnesians with the gift of divination so that they could learn what
has to be done in the future in order to (a) become they themselves philosophers and (b) turn the second-best city of
Magnesia into the Republic’s ideal city (which is indeed governed by philosophers).

558 For a similar view, cf. STRAUSS 1975, p. 133: ‘if virtue is knowledge, almost all citizens lack genuine virtue, for they
possess at best only true opinion’.
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cognitive state that is widespread among the citizens of Magnesia (namely, ppoévnoic). Next, | will
establish whether or not the Laws’ ¢pdovnoig individuates an ethically profitable cognitive condition.
Then, | shall investigate how good moral actions may stem out of fear, law, and true A6yoc.

4.3.1. What is ppovnoic in Plato’s Laws?

A common argument in the vast scholarly literature on the notion of @poévnoig in Plato’s Laws goes
as follows: throughout the dialogue, epdvnoig represents a form of attainable wisdom, namely, one
that is interchangeable with cogio (wisdom)®® — that is, the most superior epistemological good
which pertains to philosophers only and through which the intelligible Forms come to be fully
known®®°, If so, then, given that (a) the divine members of the Nocturnal Council (who are the twins
of the Republic’s philosopher-rulers) are authentically wise (cogoi) philosophers®® and (b) a
cognitive state such as ppovnoig is widespread among the Magnesians®®?, it would then follow that
(at least some of)%®3 the Magnesians are as wise as the Laws’ Nocturnal Counsellors.

However, our inquiry has already clarified that no such people as the Nocturnal Counsellors
(i.e., people provided with philosophical knowledge) are expected to exist in Magnesia®®*. Thus, this
framework cannot be disregarded when defining what the Laws’ ¢pdvnoig consists of. Indeed, if

philosophical souls are not going to be present in Magnesia, then ppdvnoig — which individuates an

859 Cf. BoBONICH 2002, pp. 197-201; 520-521 n. 124 (‘In the Laws, as elsewhere in his corpus, Plato frequently
interchanges phronesis and sophia and their cognates: 689d2, d4, d5, d7, 696¢8, and 710a6’), and PRAUSCELLO 2014, pp.
68-73. Cf. also BRISSON-PRADEAU 2007, esp. p. 154, where they define Nocturnal Council as ‘la Maison du retour a la
raison (co@povictipiov)’. Finally, see MORROW 1960, pp. 564-565, who thinks of gpovnoic as philosophical wisdom
(copia).

860 Cf. infra p. 100 fn. 586, where | suggest that cogia, just as émotumn, vénoig, and voic, indicates a philosophical
knowledge of the intelligible Forms.

861 Cf. infra pp. 97-107. See also PRAUSCELLO 2014, p. 69, and MORROW 1960, pp. 564-565, who think that, since the
Nocturnal Counsellors constitute the ‘ruling elite’ of the second-best city of Magnesia (for they excel both morally and
cognitively), Magnesia represents a faithful reproduction of the Republic’s KaALizolg. On this issue, see also BARKER
19775, pp. 406-10, KLOSKO 1988, and SABINE 1950, p. 85.

862 As Susan Sauvé Meyer points out, ‘the Athenian regularly insists in Book 3 that phronésis is a characteristic of the
city (e.g., 693b), without specifying which citizens will possess it, or how it differs from correct opinion’ (MEYER 2015,
p. 119). See also FREDE 2010, p. 112, who argues that the guardians of the laws, that is, (hon-divine) people who possess
either ppovNo1G or true opinion, are assigned with the job of saving the city’s harmony. Accordingly, Frede concedes that
at least some of the guardians of Magnesia’s laws are provided with ppovnoic.

663 Cf. PRAUSCELLO 2014, pp. 68-73, who argues that, while only a small minority of people (i.e., a few philosophers) are
said in the Republic to be able to become rulers, all the citizens (being provided with a philosophical, or quasi-
philosophical, knowledge) would be presented in the Laws as being potentially able to become rulers. On this
interpretation, then, this would therefore be the most notable difference between Magnesia and the Republic’s KoAAimolig.
For a similar view, see BOBONICH 2002, pp. 197-201 and 520-521 n. 124, who maintains that the difference between the
Laws’ Nocturnal Counsellors (qua the Republic’s philosophers-kings’ twins) and Magnesia’s ordinary citizens is nuanced.
Indeed, even those who do not belong to the Nocturnal Council would be able to grasp the objects’ intrinsic value (just
like the wise Nocturnal Counsellors do).

864 See Lg. 1X 875¢3-d6 and X1l 969b2-7. Cf. also infra pp. 107-111. In this regard, see STALLEY 1983, pp. 92-93, who
argues that the Plato of the Laws (differently from what the Plato of both the Republic and the Statesman suggests) does
not believe anymore that humans may attain both epistemological and ethical excellence. Indeed, the reason why
Magnesia is only capable of a second-best constitution is that such a wise ruler (toAtikog Emotiuwv) as the Republic’s
philosopher-ruler is not expected to exist in Magnesia. For a different view, see MILLER 2013. For a focused analysis of
Magnesia as a second-best city, see KLOSKO 1986, pp. 211-237.
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epistemological condition widespread among Magnesians®®®

— is unlikely to indicate the same
cognitive state as coia®® (i.e., a philosophical knowledge of the intelligible Forms®®’). By framing
the discussion around this issue, | will endeavor to define what kind of cognitive condition is indicated
by the Laws’ ppovnoig. Hence, | will first test a provisional definition of @povnoic as firm true opinion
(nbnc d06&a PEPatog) — as associated with a passage from the Book Il of the Laws. Next, | will
consider another option that emerges from Laws X — i.e., | shall account ppovnoig as thought
(dwavowar). Then, I will conclude that Plato’s Laws introduces a new notion of ppdévnoig. For | shall
show that the Laws’ ¢pdovnoig individuates a cognitive condition that encompasses both firm true

opinion and diévota.

43.1.1. Ppovnoic as firm true opinion (dindnc 66Ea féLaiog)

To begin this analysis of the Laws’ opovnotg, | will first recall that no Magnesian is expected to be

able to attain the epistemological condition indicated by coeia (i.e., a philosophical émotiun).

668

Indeed, as the text implies®®®, no philosopher exists in Magnesia. Thus, given that no such person

provided with émotun lives in the city, we expect Magnesia to implement a second-best constitution
(namely, one which is regulated by laws)®®°. Not surprisingly, then, those who live in Magnesia are

presented by Plato as people whose life is heteronomously guided®’°:

A®. [1epi 6mn tovTOV dlavondd ey ovtmot. Badua pev Ekactov nuav nynooueba t@dv (hov Oeiov,
gite o¢ maiyviov Exeivov eite (bg 07501)8?] TIVL GLVEGTNKOG: 0D Yap O1 ToDTO Y€ Y1yVADOKO Hev, t60¢
o¢ Topev, 6t Todta T naen &v nuw otov vaupa i opufpvooi Twveg évoboal on®oiv e NUag Kol
Mg GvOédkovsty dvavtior oboon & dvovtiag Tpaelg, ov 811 Swplopévn apetr) Kol Koxio
Keltal. wd yép onowv 0 Adyoc 8elv tdv EAEemv cuverduevov del kKol undoufi AmoAEmOUEVOV
gkeivng, avOédke toic dAloig vedpoig Ekactov, Tavtny’ givor T 100 Aoyiouod dymyny ypuoiv
Kol igpdv, Thg mOAE®mG KOWOV vOUoV EmKaAovUEVIY, BAACG 0& oKANPag Kol odnpds, TV 08
HOAaKTV GTe YpUGTV obeav, TAG 88 BAL0G mavTodamoic sideoty Opoiag. d&iv 1 Th kaAkiot dyoyh
1] T0D VOpOL del GLAAAUPEVELY- dte Yap ToD Aoyiopod Kadod pEV Gvtog, Tpdov 8¢ Kai ov Praiov,
deloBon vANPETOV AVTOD THV AYOYTV, OTMOG GV £V HLAV TO XPLCODV YEVOC VIKA T GANG YEVT. Kod

565 See infra p. 111 fn. 664. It should also be noted that Lg. 111 693d2-e3 shows that the city that is being constructed Adym
in the Laws needs to have gpovnoig (together with freedom [éAevbepia] and friendship [pidia]) as its proper element.
Thus, we should assume that at least some of the citizens of Magnesia are able to achieve such a cognitive state.

666 See CENTRONE 2021, p. 298, who argues that ppdvnoig indicates in the Laws a second-best cognitive condition which
does not individuate the philosophers’ divine knowledge. See also BARTELS 2017, p. 24, who concedes that it is not
necessarily true that what the Plato of the Laws means by ‘ppdvnoic’ is the same as what he means by using this word in
the Republic (namely, an epistemological condition which, just as cogia, amounts to a philosophical knowledge). On
Bartels’ interpretation, the Laws’ ppdvnoig represents ‘an advanced stage, characterized by the presence of Adyoc, of an
innate capacity of human beings qua human beings’ (BARTELS 2017, p. 113).

87 Cf. e.g., Phd. 69a10, c2, 79d6; Smp. 202a5-9; R. IV 433c8, VI 505b6; Men. 97c1-2, 98d10-12: ‘@pdvnoig’ is
synonymous with ‘coeia’ in contexts which are philosophically pregnant. On the contrary, in contexts where everything
is second-best (just like the Laws’ literary framework is), ‘epovnoig’ generally indicates a less worthy cognitive condition
than philosophical wisdom (cogia).

668 See Lg. IX 875¢3-d6 and Lg. XI1 969b2-7.

869 Cf. Lg. 1X 875¢3-d6, where Plato suggests that, in the case that no philosopher exists, a constitution regulated by laws
should be implemented.

670 For a similar description of humans as people who are governed by some external (and divine) entity, see also Lg. VII
803c4-5 (‘vOpawmov 8¢, dmep simopsy Epmpocdev, Beod Tt maiyviov tvon pepmyavnuévov’) and VII 804ad-b4 (‘Gavpata
6vteg 10 TOAD’).
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obtm oM mepl Bavpdtov mg Svimv Hudv 6 ubbog apetiic cecOUEVOC AV €in, Kol TO KpelTT® E0nTod
Kol fiTTo dpetiic cecmpévog av e, kol 10 kpeittodontod Kol fiTTm eival TpOTOV TIVE PavepOV v
yiyvotto pdAlov 6 voel, kail 6Tl oA kal ididtny, TOV HEV AdYov aAnbT Aafovta &v avtd mepl
TV EAEe®V TOVTOV, TOOTE EmOuevov Ol (v, oAy 8¢ 1 mapd Bedv Tvog 1| mapd TovToL TOD
yvovtog tabta Adyov mapaiafodcav, vouov Bepévny, adti] 1€ OLIAETV Ko Toig GAAOIG TOAECTY.

ATHENIAN: Well, let’s think about it like this. Let’s take the view that each of us living creatures
is a puppet belonging to the gods, put together either as their toy or for some serious reason — that
being something we don’t know. What we do know is that these feelings®”* we have are all like
tendons or strings inside us, drawing us but pulling in opposite directions, towards opposite
actions, and in fact the demarcation line between human virtue and vice lies here. According to
this account, there is one of the pulls which each of us must always follow, never letting go of
that string, and resisting the other tendons; this pull comes from the golden and sacred string of
calculation, which is called the public law of the city; the other strings are hard, made of iron —
where this one is pliant, being made of gold — but resembling various kinds of things; and we
must always cooperate with the finest pull, which is from the law, since calculation, fine as it is,
is also gentle and non-violent, and therefore its pull needs helper to make sure the golden type of
string within us overcomes the other types. In this way our story of human virtue, about us being
puppets, would turn out to have achieved its effect, and the meaning of being ‘more than a match
for himself” or ‘less than a match for himself” would become somewhat clearer, and the city and
the individual — well, the individual needs to take the story of the puppet-strings to heart, as
something true, and follow it in his life: and the city, receiving the story from one of the gods, or
from this individual with knowledge of these things, should make it into a law for itself and other

cities to live by.

Lg. | 644d6-645h8

In this passage, Plato presents a story (Adyoc) of virtue according to which living creatures are to be
conceived of as ‘puppets of gods’®’2. Still, humans seem to be able to take advantage of some
decision-making autonomy®”. Indeed, they have (psychic)®”* emotions which (just as tendons do)
drag them towards either vice (kokio) or virtue (&petn). To live virtuously, then, humans ought to
follow the golden and sacred string of calculation®”® — that is, ‘the public law of the city’®. To better
clarify this assertion, Plato has the Athenian Stranger establish that the function of the public law of

)677

the city — being inspired by either gods or someone who knows (yvovtoc)®’’ virtue and its Adyoc®’® —

671 Namely, pleasure and pain — which are defined at Lg. 11 644¢6-7 as a pair of mindless and opposed advisers. Lg. Il
644d1-2 further clarifies that calculation presides over all this.

672 Actually, what Plato says at the beginning of Lg. | 644d6-645b8 is that each of the living creatures is a divine (0siov)
puppet (‘put together either as their toy or for some serious reason’). At Lg. VII 803c5, Plato clarifies how that ‘6giov’
should be understood. For Plato indicates that the human being is designed by god as a kind of plaything (‘6g0® t1 aiyviov
sivan pepmyavnuévov’). Therefore, human beings should be conceived of as puppets which are handled by gods. As to
the number of gods, MAYHEW 2010, pp. 209-210, argues that the Athenian moves back and forth between ‘the god’ and
‘the gods’. Hence, this specific detail would suggest that, if the Laws’ theology is concerned, it is of little importance
whether we say that there is one god or more than one.

673 As Schofield (see GRIFFITH-SCHOFIELD 2016, p. 59 fn. 40) rightly observes, Lg. | 644d6-645b8 appears to suggest that
humans are able to resist, or cooperate with, the pulls of different string (for a similar point of view, cf. STALLEY 1983,
p. 61). On this interpretation, humans would still be somewhat free to determine by themselves their moral actions.

674 Namely, ‘internal to the human soul’.

575 Plato specifies that the golden and sacred string of calculation is a gentle and non-violent — in a few words, the finest
— pull in the human soul. Yet, this pull is not able to overcome by itself the other tendons.

576 For the golden and sacred string of calculation is to be identified with ‘the public law of the city’.

677 See infra p. 14 fn. 107 and p. 44 fn. 309, where I show that the verb ‘yryvéokerv’ may eventually indicate the highest
kind of knowledge.

678 Namely, the story according to which the golden and sacred string of calculation represents the pull that each of the
living creatures should always follow.
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is to persuade people to always follow the golden and sacred string of calculation (so as to carry out
a calculation of pleasures and pains). Now, given that no one person provided with a (philosophical)
knowledge of what virtue really is is expected to exist in Magnesia, it follows that the gods are the
only entities which, by perfectly knowing virtue and its Adyog, may inspire the city’s law®’®.
Accordingly, the ultimate meaning of the story of virtue that Plato introduces at Lg. | 644d6-645b8
is that humans, qua puppets of gods, should always follow the golden and sacred string of calculation
just as the civic law (which stems directly from gods) dictates®®.

Now, given that humans are expected to follow as strictly as possible the divine law, we may

assume, at this stage of the analysis®!, that guardians of the laws®?

need to be appointed by Megillus,
Cleinias, and the Athenian Stranger (i.e., the fathers [in speech] of Magnesia®®3). Hence, taking for
granted that a search for human representatives in Magnesia of the divine law is to be carried out, we
may further assume that such a selection process passes through an epistemological and ethical
assessment of all the candidates. Indeed, as | have argued, virtue is still thought by the Plato of the
Laws to be knowledge®®. Also, | have ascertained that no philosopher exists in a second-best city
like Magnesia. Therefore, the good guardian of the Magnesian laws should be assumed to be the
person who most closely resembles the wise philosopher®®. For Plato would have made a foolish
move if he had Megillus, Cleinias, and the Athenian Stranger entrust the laws of the second-best city
with completely dumb and vicious people.

Taking all these assumptions for granted, what would the best cognitive state be that we may
expect the guardians of the Magnesian laws to attain? To address this issue, | will determine the
highest epistemological condition ascribable to the citizens of Magnesia. By doing so, | will discover
the cognitive state that at best pertains to the guardians of the laws — that is, the (assumedly) most
talented people in Magnesia. To start with, I shall consider a passage from the Laws’ Book III where

679 See infra p. 106 fn. 638.

680 Cf. Lg. IV 709a7-c3. See KLOSKO 1986, p. 217, MoRRow 1960, p. 544, and CLEARY 2001, p. 125, who argue that,
since the gods appear to be ‘the Kings” who are ‘the supervisors of the All’, they should be assumed to be the true creators
of all beings, laws included.

81 As | shall show in the next few pages, Plato openly acknowledges that (a) guardians of the laws need to be appointed
(see e.g., Lg. 1 632¢5-d1 and infra pp. 117-118) and (b) they have to be exceptionally worthy people (see Lg. VI 753e5
and infra p. 114 fn. 685).

82 Namely, people who, though not being as perfect (cf. infra pp. 107-110, where | suggest that no philosopher is [initially,
at least] expected to live in Magnesia) as the lawgivers (that is, the gods: cf. Lg. X 916d-e, where the gods are said to be
wise and virtuous; cf. also POWERS 2004, who observes that the gods are foundational to the city’s law code) would still
(a) be expected to be actually present (and politically active) in the city and (b) be able to guide the others in the name of
the divine law.

883 The issue of who is/are the legislator(s) in Magnesia is disputable. Dominic O’MEARA 2017, pp. 107-110, argues that
Cleinias, Megillus, and the Athenian Stranger, as divinely inspired people, are the three legislators in speech. On the issue
of whether or not these three interlocutors should be assumed as lawgivers, see also BARTELS 2017, pp. 140-150.

884 See infra pp. 103-107.

885 As a matter of fact, Plato states at Lg. VI 753e5 that the guardians of the laws are expected to be men of the highest
caliber (‘péhota dxpot’), and ‘of no little worth’ (o0 padroy).
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both the worst cognitive state that humans may be affected by (i.e., ignorance, auobio) and
ignorance’s (good) epistemological counterpart (i.e., ppdvnoig) are considered.

A®. Odapgv 0M vov, ko’ 000V 10vTeg TNV Aoy ToD Adyov, TV peyiotnv duabiov tote €keivny
TNV OOVOULY ATOAECAL KOl VDV TODTOV TODTO TEQPVKEVAL TTOLETY, MGTE TOV Y€ vOopoBETny, €l TobO’
oVTOG &Yel, TEWPOTEOV TAIG TOAECIY QPOVNoY HEV Gonv duvatov Eumotely, v & @dvolov 6Tt
paioto Eopetv.

ATHENIAN: Very well. Our claim, as we set out on the remaining part of the journey which is our
argument, is that it was ignorance®® of the highest order which destroyed that power in those
days, and which still, in the natural order of things, has the same effect nowadays. In consequence
the lawgiver, if that is how things are, must try and introduce whatever ppdvnoig he can into cities
and, as far as possible, eradicate folly.

Lg. 111 688e3-8

This passage clarifies how dangerous ignorance could be for humans: for duaia is presented as one
of the main causes of disruption for a city. Having established this, Plato has the Athenian Stranger
specify that the lawgiver has to address the root causes of the disorder (potentially) generated by
ignorance. Indeed, the lawgiver is expected to introduce (as far as he can) a specific cognitive state
(namely, ppovnoig) in those cities over which he imposes his laws. Similarly, then, within the context
of a city like Magnesia (which indeed receives its laws from a divine lawgiver), the lawgiver provides
the citizens with as much ppovnoig (that is, the highest epistemological condition which the lawgiver
may grant to the citizens of a second-best city) as possible®®’. By doing so, indeed, the lawgiver aims
to prevent the city’s people from being affected by the lowest cognitive state (ignorance [auadia]).

Apparently, then, ppévnoig individuates the best cognitive condition available to those who
are expected to live in Magnesia. If so, ppovnoig would indicate the cognitive condition that the most
talented Magnesians (i.e., the guardians of the laws) may at best achieve. As a result, the best
guardians of the laws (i.e., the most brilliant among those who guide the city in the name of the divine
law) should be labelled as ‘ppovodvteg’. Interestingly, Lg. 111 690al-c3 shows that people who do
not achieve philosophical knowledge should respect the ppovodvteg’s leadership.

A®. Eiev- d&idpota 88 51 10D e dpyetv kol dpyecdon moid £6Tt kol moca, £V 1 TOAESY pueydhoug
Kai oupoic &v Te oikiaig doanteg; dp’ odyl &v v 16 Te TaTpdg Kol PnTpdg; Koi SAmC Yovéag
gxyovov Gpyewv aiopa opBov mavtayod av ein;, KA. Kai pdia. A®. Tovte 0 ye émduevov
yevvaiovg dysvv@v dpyewv: Kol tpitov €11 T00TOIC GLUVERETAL TO TPEGPLTEPOVG UEV Gpyely OElY,
veotépoug 8¢ dpyecOor. KA. Ti uiv; AG. Tétoptov 8 ad Sodrovg pev dpyecbar, deomdtag 68
dpyewv. KA. TIdg yap ob; A®. IMéumtov ye oilpor 10 kpeittovo p&v dpyetv, tov frto 88
Gpyeool. KA. MdAa ye avaykaiov apynv eipnkac. A®. Kai mieiomy ye év obunacty toig {dotg
ovoay Kai katd puoty, dg 6 OnPaioc Epn noté ITivdapog. 1o 8¢ péyistov, ¢ Eotkev, déimpo Ektov

886 Cf. infra p. 4, esp. fn. 48: CENTRONE 2008, p. 61 fn. 40, argues that apadie is variously defined in the Platonic corpus.
For it is presented as (1) a species (180¢/yévoc) of ignorance in the Sophist (see Sph. 229a9-¢10), as (2) unawareness of
ignorance in the Apology and in the Timaeus (cf. Ap. 29b1-2 and Ti. 86b1-87h9), as (3) generic ignorance (&yvoia) in the
Theaetetus (see Tht. 176¢5). Throughout this chapter, | will assume that ‘aua6io’ indicates in the Laws, just as it does in
the Theaetetus, a generic ignorance. Therefore, | will keep on translating ‘auafio’ as ‘ignorance’.

87 The fact that Plato specifies that the lawgiver has to introduce as much ppévnoic as possible in those cities over which
he imposes his laws suggests that he is concerned with a second-best (political) scenario. Indeed, the best city is that in
which neither law nor any other kind of regulation are more powerful than philosophical knowledge.
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av yiyvoiro, émecBon pév 1OV dvemotuovo KeAEDOV, TOV 6& ppovodvia 1yeichai te Kol dpyetv.
kaitol 10016 ve, o [ivdape copdtote, oYed0OV 00K dv Tapd eOo Eywye @ainv yiyveshat, Kota
QOO €, TNV TOD VOOV EKOVTIMV APV GAL’ ov Biotov Tepuiviay.

ATHENIAN: Very well. And claims to rule and be ruled? What kinds of claim are there? How
many kinds, in cities large and small — and in households for that matter? Isn’t one claim that of
a father or mother? In general, wouldn’t the claim of parents to rule their children be regarded as
valid everywhere? CLEINIAS: Absolutely. ATHENIAN: Second to that, the claim of the high-born
to rule the low-born. And third, after these two, the claim that the older should rule, and the
younger should be ruled. CLEINIAS: Of course. ATHENIAN: Then again, fourth, that slaves should
be ruled and their masters rule. CLEINIAS: Obviously. ATHENIAN: Fifth, | suspect, that the
stronger should rule and the weaker be ruled. CLEINIAS: A form of rule with a compelling logic
to it. ATHENIAN: Yes. And widespread, too, occurring naturally, as the Theban poet Pindar
pointed out, throughout the animal world. But the strongest claim, by the looks of it, would be the
sixth — that the person without knowledge should follow, whereas the person who has @pévnoig
should lead and rule. Though even here, with all due respect to your wisdom, Pindar, | would
hardly myself describe this as contrary to nature: it follows nature in being the rule of law over
those who by their nature accept it willingly, and not under duress.

Lg. 111 690al-c3

Plato states in these lines that the one who is not able to get access to émiotiun is bound to follow the
epovdv’s guide. For the one who has @povnoic must lead the dvemotmpuoves. In this regard, the
Athenian Stranger makes clear that this leadership is (a) according to nature and (b) exercised by
means of law. Therefore, the ppovdv is meant to rule over the dvemotipoveg on the basis of laws®8,
Ultimately, then, Lg. 111 690al-c3 suggests that, within the context of Magnesia (where no one person
provided with [philosophical] émotun is expected to exist), ppdvnoig individuates the second-best
cognitive state, one which is on the same level as the laws which are second-best. Indeed, ppoévnoig
appears to be the highest epistemological condition which people who are not able to attain a
philosophical émetun may at best achieve. Thus, epovnoig has to be taken to indicate the cognitive
state which at best pertains to the guardians of the laws — namely, to the most talented Magnesians
who guide the others in the name of law.

Now that epdévnoig has been definitively acknowledged as the highest epistemological
condition that Magnesians may achieve, one issue still remains to be addressed: what does ppovnoig
precisely amount to as a cognitive condition? By exploring how Plato’s Laws describes ignorance
(i.e., the worst cognitive condition which humans may be affected by), I shall achieve via negativa a
more accurate definition of povnoic (that is, the best epistemological condition which Magnesians
may achieve)®. To start with, Lg. 111 689b2-c3 provides us with a definition of ignorance:

A®. Tic odv 1} peyiom dikaing dv Aéyorto auadia; ckomeite ei cUVEOEEL Kai GOGV AeyOUEVOV-
gy pgv on v totdvde tibepar. KA. Toiav; A®. Tryv dtav 1@ 1t S6Eav KaAdv fj dyadov sivan un
P} T0DT0 GAL pGT, TO 88 TovnPOV Kail ddtkov Sokodv etvor GIAR Te Kod domdlnTat. TodTnV THYV
Srapovioy Amng e kai Ndoviig Tpog v katd Adyov 86Eav duadioy enui sivon v doydny,
peyiotnv 6¢, 611 Tod TANBoLG €Tl THG Wuyiic: TO Yap AvmobueVoV Kol 11d0peVoV adTHG dmep STjHog

888 See infra pp. 112-114.
9 Cf. Lg. 11l 688e3-8 and infra pp. 114-115, where @pévnoig is presented as ignorance’s good epistemological
counterpart.
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1€ Kol mAfifoc mOAEDC oTv. AB. dtav oLV EmGTANOIC T S6EaIG F| AOY® &vavTidTal, TOig PVGEL
GpyLKOiG, 1| Yoyn, ToDTO Gvolay TPOCsAYOpED®, TOAEMS TE, OTOV APYXOLCY Kol VOHOLS [T TeibnTot
10 TAT00¢, TOVTOV, Kol o1 Kol EVOC avopog, OmdTAV KaAol &V Yoyl AdYoL EVOVTEG UNOEV TOIDCY
TAEOV GAAGL O TOVTOIG WAV TovvavTiov, TaTog mhoag duabiog Tag TAnupelestatag Eymy’ v
Oeinv TOLe®G T€ KOl £VOG EKACTOV TAOV TOMTAV, GAA’ 0V TAG TAV dMovpy®V, €i dpa pHov
Katapovidvete, @ Eévor, O Aéym.

ATHENIAN: And what might justifiably be described as ignorance of the highest order? See if you
both agree with what | say. Ignorance of this kind, in my view. CLEINIAS: Is what? ATHENIAN: Is
when someone does not love what he has decided is fine and good, but instead hates it, loving
and favouring what he thinks is evil and unjust instead. This discord, | maintain, between pain
and pleasure on one side and rational opinion on the other is the ultimate — and also the greatest
— ignorance, because it affects the most populated part of the soul — the part which feels pain and
pleasure being to the soul what the common people and population at large are to the city. When
the soul opposes knowledge, opinion, rational argument — the things which should direct it — this
I call folly. It’s the same in a city, when the population at large does not obey the rulers and the
laws — and equally in an individual man, when the fine arguments present in the soul count for
nothing, but instead produce their exact opposite. All these are (forms of) ignorance which |
personally would class as the most discordant both for a city and for each individual one of its
citizens — not the ignorance of the uneducated, if you see what | mean, my friends.

Lg. 111 689a5-c3

At Lg. 111 689a5-c3, ignorance®® is accounted for as the cognitive state of those people whose soul
opposes knowledge (émotiun), rational argument (Adyog), or opinion (66&a). Now, given that, as
things stand, (philosophical) émotiun®®* is achieved by no Magnesian, it follows that an opinion

flanked by rational argument — i.e., a true opinion®®?

— constitutes the best epistemological
achievement that a Magnesian (whose soul opposes ignorance) may achieve. What is more, since (a)
epovnoig is presented at Lg. 111 688e3-8 as the good epistemological counterpart of ignorance and (b)
a reasoned and true opinion is introduced at Lg. 111 689a5-c3 (and, similarly, at Lg. IX 864b6-7)%% as
the best epistemological outcome which those Magnesians whose soul opposes ignorance may attain,

epovnoig should be then (provisionally) assumed to basically consist in a true opinion.

69 Plato actually says ‘é@voie’ — which should be rendered as “folly’. However, évoua is to be identified with ignorance
(dpabio > Gyvowr: cf. infra p. 115 fn. 686). Indeed, Plato clarifies at Lg. 111 689a5-c3 that, if someone does not follow
the rule of what ought to be followed (that is, émotiun, Aoyog, or 86&a, in the case of individuals; vopog, if a city is
concerned), ‘tavtag ndoag auabiog’ would occur. Therefore, those who do not follow what reason dictates to follow are
affected by cognitive conditions which are all (forms of) ignorance. Accordingly, | believe, contra Schofield (see
GRIFFITH-SCHOFIELD 2016, p. 119 fn. 34), that Lg. 111 689a5-c3 does not convey the idea that Gvoua is a (sub-) species
(e1d0c, yévoc) of ignorance (&podia, dyvown). See Ti. 43e8-44b1, where the soul is said to become unintelligent (&vouc)
when it is governed by aicOnoig. For, when the soul becomes unintelligent and is in a state of folly (Gvoux), excessive
pleasures and pains — which are fused with an irrational (&Aoyog) sense-perception — take place. Therefore, even if we
assume that Plato treats dvowx at Lg. 111 689a5-c3 in the same way as he does in the Timaeus, it follows that a soul which
is Gvoug does not achieve knowledge of what is good or bad, and thus, is ignorant. Indeed, in the case of a soul that is
dvoug, reason does not manage to give direction to the soul.

8911 take ‘émotfun’ at Lg. 111 689a5-c3 to indicate a philosophical knowledge.

892 As no Magnesian is expected to attain philosophical knowledge, an opinion flanked by rational argument (that is, an
opinion which is led by reason [Loyoc] towards true epistemological outcomes) is the best epistemological achievement
that a citizen of Magnesia may be actually expected to make.

6% |g. IX 864b6-7 suggests that ignorance (&yvouwa) ‘is the loss of expectations and true opinion about what is best’
(EAmidwv 8¢ xai 60ENG Thig dAnbodc mepi o dpiotov doeoic). My translation follows GRou’s (1769) emendation (which
is also accepted by FERRARI 2015, contra PANGLE 1980 and SAUNDERS 1970). Thus, I read ‘8oeoic’ (loss), instead of the
‘€peog’ (striving) which has been handed down by the manuscripts.
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To test this (provisional) definition of ppoévnoig as true opinion, I will now take into account
a passage from the Laws’ Book I where Plato has the Athenian Stranger explicitly establish that
epdvnoig is the cognitive state which pertains to some of the guardians of the Magnesian laws.

AO. Katd®V 3¢ 0 Beic TOVG VOLOVG BTOGLY TOVTOIG PUANKOG EMIGTIOEL, TOVG UEV O10L PPOVINOEMG,
ToVG 0€ O aAnBovg d6&ng idvtag, 6Tmg TavTa TadTA GVVINGAG O VOO EMOUEVA GOOPOGVVT] Kol
dtkatooHvN AToPNVY], GAAX U TAODT® UNde GLAOTIHIG.

ATHENIAN: Then the lawgiver will review his laws and appoint guardians to watch over all these
things; some of these guardians will be guided by @pdvnoig, others by true opinion, so that
intellect can knit all these arrangements together and declare that they follow moderation and
justice, not wealth or ambition.

Lg. 1632c5-d1

In this passage, Plato describes ppovnoig as a cognitive state which pertains to some of the laws’
guardians but not to others. Indeed, while some of the guardians of Magnesia’s laws are @povodvte,
the others merely possess a true opinion. Now, as epévnoig and true opinion are presented as the
guardians’ cognitive states, one may wonder whether ppovnoig actually consists in a true opinion, as
our inquiry has provisionally determined. If so, however, why would Plato distinguish ¢pévnoig from
true opinion at Lg. 1 632¢5-d1?

To shed light on the relationship between @povnoig and true opinion — and hence, to ascertain
whether ppdovnoig is a superior form of true opinion or it is not a form of opinion at all —, 1 will appeal
to a passage from Laws Il where ppovnoic appears to be equated to a certain kind of true opinion:

AB. Aéyw totvov TdV naidmv Toudikny eivar Tpdv oicOncty Ndoviv kei MOy, Kai &v ol dpetn
yoyfi kai kaxio mopayiyveton mpdtov, todT ivol, epdvnoty 8¢ kol dAndeic §6Eac PePaiovg
g0TUYEC 8T Kol TPOG TO YAPAC TaPeYEVETO- TELEOG & 0bV £0T° dvOpmmog TadTa Ko Té &v ToVTOIG
TAVTO KEKTNUEVOG GryoOdL.

ATHENIAN: Well, I maintain that with children, their first childish perception is pleasure and pain,
and that it is in these that virtue and vice first make their appearance in the soul. As for gpévnotc,
namely firm true opinion, which can be relied on, well, you’re lucky if they make their appearance
even in old age — certainly the person who has acquired them, and all the good things that go with
them, is a complete human being.

Lg. 11 653a5-b1
Lg. 11 653a5-b1 suggests that ppovnoig is not identifiable with true opinion simpliciter. For it appears
to amount to a particular kind (namely, a superior form) of true opinion: ppévnoig consists of a firm®%
(BéBaroc) true opinion®®. Hence, if, on the one hand, ignorance (auabio/dyvoa/évola) represents the
greatest epistemological evil®®, on the other, ppévnoic as firm true opinion constitutes the highest

epistemological good that Magnesians may achieve.

694 See MEYER 2006, who argues that Lg. |1 653a suggests that a stable true opinion amounts to wisdom in the case of
human beings (cf. Lg. 111 688b and PIt. 309c). Cf. also MEYER 2015, p. 188, who points out that ppdvnoig constitutes a
more robust cognitive state than the one individuated by sense-perception, memory, and mere opinion.

8% There is an equivalence of sorts if we assume the ‘xoi’ with an epexegetic value, as | have done.

6% See Lg. 111 688e3-8 and infra pp. 114-115.
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4.3.1.2. dpovnaoic as thought (d1avoia)

| have argued that the Laws’ textual evidence suggests that @povnoic (i.e., the epistemological
condition which is at best attained by the guardians of the laws) consists of a firm true opinion (éAn0mg
d6&a BéPanoc). Still, 1 have not clarified yet what makes this true opinion firm. To discover this, I will
now focus on the education which is devoted to the guardians of the laws. By doing so, | will (a)
determine the reason why the guardians’ gpdvnoig amounts to a true opinion which is firm and (b)
assess the epistemological complexity of the Laws’ ppdovnoic.

To start with, 1 will recall what Plato states at Lg. VIl 817e5-818a3%%": while all the
Magnesians are required to learn the basics of three disciplines (arithmetic, geometry, and
astronomy), only a small minority of individuals is asked to study these three subjects to a level of
precision®®, | have already argued that this small group of people is made up of the Nocturnal
Counsellors. Indeed, such people are presented as excellent individuals who are able (just as

69 Thus, given that Plato shows elsewhere in his corpus’® that

philosophers are) to manage dialectic
such an intensive study of arithmetic, geometry, and astronomy paves the way for dialectic, | have
concluded’? that the Nocturnal Counsellors, being true dialecticians, are those who are required to
study arithmetic, geometry, and astronomy to a level of precision. Yet, | have also suggested that such
excellent people as the Nocturnal Counsellors are not expected to exist in Magnesia. Not surprisingly,
then, Magnesians (the guardians of the laws included) are depicted as ‘not entirely wise’ (un mévo
cogoi) people’®?.

Still, Plato also specifies that men of the highest caliber (‘péiota Gkpor’) and “of no little
worth’ (o0 padror)’® are expected to become guardians of the Magnesian laws. Thus, such worthy
people may be assumed to be those who approximate themselves to the Nocturnal Counsellors’
excellent state by being educated in arithmetic, geometry and astronomy’® to a lower (but still
sufficiently high) degree of precision than the Nocturnal Counsellors’’®. Indeed, as such philosophers
(and hence, such dialecticians) as the Nocturnal Counsellors are not expected to exist in Magnesia, it
follows that the guardians’ education cannot be so precise to grant them with the ability (which

pertains to the Nocturnal Counsellors) to manage dialectic. As a result, the education that the

897 See infra pp. 100 and ff.

6% See BARTELS 2017, p. 196.

8% See infra p. 102 fn. 609.

700 See R. VI 536d5-8.

01 | am able to draw such a conclusion since I assume that a specific theoretical background is imported in Plato’s Laws
from other dialogues. See infra p. 121 fn. 709.

702 See Lg. VI 752¢1.

708 Cf, Lg. VI 753€5.

704 Cf. R. VI 510c2-d3: interestingly, these three subjects (which pave the way for dialectic) are associated with Siévota
in the context of the Theory of the Divided Line in Plato’s Republic.

705 Still, the laws’ guardians (especially, those who are ppovodvrtec) should be assumed to undertake this mathematical
education to a higher level of precision than the other Magnesians.
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guardians undertake can only prepare them for a less worthy cognitive state than the Nocturnal
Counsellors’ philosophical émotqun (namely, an epistemological condition achieved by means of
dialectic)’®. Therefore, given that (a) the best guardians of Magnesia’s laws are ppovodvtec’”’, (b)
epoévnotig has turned out to indicate a superior form of true opinion — that is, a firm true opinion
(&nbng 86 PEParog) —, and (c) the guardians of the Magnesian laws (assumedly) undertake a
mathematical education, we can speculatively conclude that what ultimately makes firm the true
opinion that the guardians at best achieve is the cursus studiorum that they engage in. Ultimately,
then, the guardians of the laws should be assumed to achieve the highest epistemological good which
is available to Magnesians (i.e., povnoic as firm true opinion) by learning how to use the
mathematical method of investigation which is proper to arithmetic, geometry, and astronomy (that
is, the subjects that the guardians get acquainted with through their education).

Interestingly, this definition of @povnoic as a firm true opinion achieved by means of a
mathematical method of investigation seems to be confirmed by a sentence that comes from the tenth
book of the Laws. Indeed, Plato indicates at Lg. X 888b3-4 the kind of cognitive process which
humans can at best implement:

AO. [...] péyiotov 8¢, 6 viv 00OV MyR 00, TO mEPL ToVG BeoVg OpBGS dravonbévta (v KoAdS i
pn.

ATHENIAN: [...] the greatest thing, which at present you think is of no importance, is thinking
correctly about the gods and thus living nobly or not.
Lg. X 888b3-4

Lg. X 888b3-4 shows that what really matters when religion is concerned is to entertain a good
relationship with gods. The best way to do so, then, is to think correctly about them (‘mepi tob¢ Ogovg
opOdg dovonBévta’). On the assumption that having correct thoughts is important no matter what
the object of reasoning is (and hence, no matter whether or not gods are concerned), thinking
(drovogioBar) — and, more specifically, having a correct (6p61}) thought (Stévowa) — turns out to be the
best cognitive process available to the citizens of Magnesia. Accordingly, given that (a) ppovnoig is
the highest epistemological condition which is attainable by the citizens of Magnesia and (b) diévoia
is the best cognitive process which Magnesians are able to work out, it follows that ppovnoig and
diévoror are mutually related™®. Now, even if we take for granted that gpdévnoig is associated with
davota in Plato’s Laws, how would this confirm that the Laws’ gpovnoig individuates a firm true

opinion which is achieved by means of a mathematical method of reasoning?

% Hence, the Laws’ guardians become in a sense deficient philosophers.

07 See Lg. 11 653a5-b1 and infra esp. p. 118.

708 Interestingly, the education that those guardians of the laws who have gpévnoic (assumedly) undertake consists of
arithmetic, geometry, and astronomy — that is, the three subjects that are associated in Plato’s Republic with a dianoetic
kind of thought (cf. R. VI 510c2-d3).
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To address this question, | shall take for granted that Plato directs the reader of his Laws to
arguments and conclusions reached in other dialogues’®. On the basis of this assumption, then, I will
take the Laws’ dwavown to indicate (just as it does in the Republic) an effective (but imperfect)
epistemological condition. Indeed, Plato’s Republic shows that the diavontrc (namely, a person who
occupies himself with geometry, arithmetic, and everything else like that)’'? appeals to sensible
figures (drawings, constructions, examples taken from experience) while working out his thoughts.
Actually, such a person uses sensible figures as images of what he can only seek ({nteiv) to see
(i8€iv)"*L. In fact, the goal at which the tavontiig aims (i.e., the epistemological outcome which he
can only seek to achieve) is a noetic knowledge of the intelligible Forms’*? (after all, he aims to make
claims for the sake of the thing itself, i.e., the Form itself*3). However, to grasp a full knowledge of
the intelligible Forms, a higher cognitive state’* than diévota is needed. For the Swovontig can at best
aim to achieve an understanding’® of the intelligible Forms by making hypotheses of which,
however, he is not able to give an account of. Therefore, the fact remains that, as Bénatouil and El
Murr point out, the Stovontic’s reasoning (Adyoc) is still about sensible objects’®. As a result, given
that (a) the Laws’ diavowa and the Republic’s dwavoia (assumedly) share the same epistemological
status and (b) d1Gvoua is associated with epovnoig in the Laws, it follows that the Laws’ povnoic,

besides evoking a firm true opinion, also indicates a dianoetic (i.e., mathematical) thought process’*’.

799 See ROWE, 2010, p. 35, and, similarly, O’'MEARA 2017, p. 118, who argue that Plato’s Laws implies a theoretical
background which is imported from other dialogues.

"0 Cf. R. VI 510c2-d3.

"1 See R. VII 527b9-11, where the Republic’s Siévota is said to draw “a soul towards truth and bring about a philosophical
cast of mind, directing upwards those elements in us that we now wrongly direct downwards’. See also R. VIl 527al-b2,
where Plato says that geometry should be practised for the sake of knowledge (yvdoic: see R. VI 508e1-509a5, where
Plato associates yvaoig with aArfsia and yryvookew with émetiun).

M2 Cf. R. VI 510c2-511al. See infra p. 77 fn. 483: BENATOUIL-EL MURR 2010, pp. 43-57, basically argue that the
dwavontng, who aims to achieve an understanding of the intelligible Forms, is ultimately able to focus on sensible objects
only. On the contrary, the dialectician does not need any sensible object to grasp a full knowledge of the intelligible
Forms.

"3 Taking for granted that the guardians’ @pévnoic is generally associated with the Republic’s Siévoia, the Laws’
opovnolg ends up being the only epistemological means through which the intelligible Forms may be somehow
approached. Hence, insofar as the guardians have some indirect contact with the intelligible world, they may be thought
of as those people who retain some small trace of divine nature (however much humans can share of gods’ perfection, as
Plato says at Lg. X 906b1-3). Indeed, although they do not have access to dialectical studies (and thus, cannot achieve a
full knowledge of intelligible Forms), they can still aim to attain a deductive knowledge of what is intelligible by
employing sensible figures as images of the metaphysical Forms.

14 Namely, the epistemological condition that is individuated by voneic, émotiun, or vodg. See infra p. 75 fn. 468 and
77 fn. 481, where I observe that vonoig, émotiun, vodg, copia (and also ppdvnoig — at least, within contexts which are
philosophically pregnant) indicate the highest epistemological condition — namely, that which pertains to philosophers.
15 Deductive, at best. Indeed, to achieve a propositional knowledge of the intelligible Forms, one has to be a good
dialectician.

16 Cf. BENATOUIL-EL MURR 2010, p. 54.

7 Accordingly, the Laws’ Siévoto (just as the Republic’s Siévoia) should be viewed as a hypothetical thought process
that assumes certain hypotheses (‘such as the odd, the even, the various figures, three kinds of angles, and so on’: see R.
V1 510c3-5) as the starting-points of the (dianoetic) reasoning. On this issue, see DORTER 2004, p. 13, and FERRARI 2014,
p. 39. See also SARTORI-VEGETTI-CENTRONE 20114 p. 775 fn. 79: Centrone argues that a hypothetical method of
investigation is proper to arithmetic, geometry, and the other disciplines of this sort (namely, astronomy and harmony).
As for the hypotheses used in mathematics, Centrone observes that ‘hypothesis significa, prima che un’assunzione
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Thus, the fact that Plato (more or less explicitly) associates ppovnoic with both dAnonc 66&a BERarog
and dwavota should be taken to suggest that the Laws’ opdvnoig indicates a cognitive condition which
consists in a dianoetic (i.e., mathematical) cognitive process’'® whose epistemological outcome
consists of a firm true opinion’*®. Ultimately, then, the Laws’ gpovodvteg should be thought of as
people who are able to truly assess the sensible reality (for this is 56&a’s ontological domain’?) by
exploiting their stable capacity (which their mathematical [i.e., dianoetic] education grants them) to
acknowledge the physical instantiations of the intelligible Forms.

To conclude, then, Plato introduces in his Laws a new notion of ppévnoig’?:. For the Laws’
epovnoig does not represent the same cognitive condition as the philosophers’ cogia (as is typical in
Plato’s earlier works). Indeed, I have suggested that povnoig represents an epistemological condition
which encompasses both a true opinion which is firm and diévowa.. Moreover, | have argued that the
education that the Laws’ gpovodvteg receive grants them with the capacity to properly assess the
sensible reality (and thus, to achieve a firm true opinion about the instantiations in the physical world
of the intelligible Forms) — though they are not able to understand what it is that makes a certain
physical thing the thing that it is (i.e., the intelligible Forms themselves).

4.3.2. Ppovnoic and demotic virtue

Now that we have ascertained that the best epistemological condition that Magnesians can attain is
epovnoig (i.e., a dianoetic cognitive process whose epistemological outcome consists of a firm true
opinion), we should aim to clarify whether or not epoévnoic plays an ethical function within the

congetturale, letteralmente «cid che € posto sotto, a base di un ragionamento» (cfr. 511b6). | matematici le assumono
infatti come «evidenti a tutti» (d1). Il modo in cui le ipotesi sono menzionate («ipotizzando il pari e il dispari» etc.) non
chiarisce ancora se si tratti di: a) concetti; b) ipotesi sull’esistenza di quelle realta, che cio¢ esistano numeri pari e dispari,
etc. [...]; ¢) definizioni vere e proprie; d) conciliando (b) e (c), definizioni che implicano 1’esistenza’.

"8 That is, a mathematical method of investigation which, though aiming at grasping some kind of understanding of the
intelligible objects, is ultimately concerned with sensible figures. Interestingly, EL MURR 2015, p. 16, argues that PIt.
277e-279a shows that ‘the use of the paradigmatic method allows people to secure the starting point of an enquiry, by
methodically stabilizing opinion, because it is the procedure of drawing parallels and systematic comparison resulting
from the dialectical use of paradigms that enables the soul to find the elements it judges rightly when these elements are
transposed into more complex sets’. Thus, El Murr’s analysis may be taken to confirm the idea that, as PIt. 277e-279a
shows, a firm true opinion consists of a true act of thinking which allows people to (a) assume the right starting points of
an enquiry, and hence, (b) achieve a true and stabilized opinion about the world’s most complex elements.

719 Platonic epistemology (see e.g., Tht. 189e4-190a6 and Sph. 264a8-b3) suggests that SiGvoto and firm true opinion may
actually conjoin so as to generate a complex and unified epistemological condition (such as e.g., the Laws’ ¢povnoig).
For Plato specifies that thinking (diavogicBot) — and hence, thought (5idvowa) — is to be viewed as a talk (Adyoc) that the
soul entertains with itself. The final outcome of this speech — which is internal to the soul — is then said to consist of an
opinion (86&a) (see SEDLEY 2004, p. 130, who, in commenting on Sph. 263d6-264b3, argues that this theory of cognitive
psychology is found both in Plato’s later works [see Sph. 263d6-264b5 and Phlb. 38c2-e8] and in earlier ones [cf. Chrm.
166¢7-d6 and Grg. 505¢1-507b7]). Indeed, 86&a represents, as Sph. 264a8-b3 confirms, the completion (drotelevtnoig)
— that is, the final stage, or outcome — of thought (d1Gvoua)

720 According to the Republic’s Theory of the Divided Line, opinion (86&a) is by definition concerned with the sensible
world. Similarly, | have shown that diGvoua. too is ultimately concerned with sensible objects.

21 By introducing this new notion of @pévnoig, then, Plato aims to make the Theaetetus’ — and thus, the Sophist’s —
account of diGvola consistent with the one which he presents in the Republic’s Theory of the Divided Line (cf. R. VI
509d1-511e3 and VII 533c7-534a8).
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context of Plato’s Laws. Indeed, as the Plato of the Laws believes that (a) virtue is knowledge and (b)
no philosopher is expected to exist in Magnesia, it is worth wondering whether or not it is possible to
live (to some extent) virtuously in a second-best city like Magnesia. As a consequence, | shall now
aim to understand whether or not the guardians’ @povnoic allows them to approach virtue to some
extent.

To start with, Lg. Il 654b11-d4 seems to suggest that the person who (correctly) thinks
(SravoeicOar) about what is morally beautiful is able to have a sufficiently good conduct of life’22.

AB. “KaAidg ddet,” opév, “Koi KaAds opxeitar’: motepov “ei Kol kaAd dost Kol kaAd opyeitor”

npocOGuey i un; KA. TIpocHdpey. AG. Ti§’ dv To KaAd T& TyOOLEVOG ETvOr KOAY Kod T 0icypdL
aioypd obTg avToig xpftal; PEATIOV O TO10DTOG TETMOELUEVOG MUV EGTal TV YOpEiay T Kol
LOVGIKNY | O¢ v 16 Pev copatt Kai Tf mvii 1o Stavon0av eivat kodov ikavée drnpeteiv Suvnoj
EKAOTOTE, Yaipn 0& un Tolg KaAoig UnNdE Woh To U KoAQ; §| "Kelvog 0g v Tf] eV emVT] Kol T¢
copatt pf wévo duvardg N karopdody, § SravoeicOar, Th 68 fdovi kol Admn kotopOol, To pév
donalopevog, oo kahd, To 8¢ duoyepaivmv, omodca pn kakd; KA. TTIoAd 10 dtapépov, @ Eve,
Aéyeig Thic mandeiog.

ATHENIAN: “He sings well”, we say, “and he dances well”. Should we add: “if the songs he sings
are good, and the dances he dances”? Or not? CLEINIAS: Yes, we should. ATHENIAN: How about
believing that the good things are good and the bad things bad, and treating them accordingly?
Which we will regard as better — the person with the kind of education in dance and music that
enables him, on any particular occasion, to give a satisfactory rendering, using his body and his
voice, of what he conceives to be good, though he does not take pleasure in things which are good,
and does not hate things which are not good? Or the one who, without being perfectly able to get
his voice and his body right, in line with what he thinks, nevertheless does get pleasure and pain
right, because he responds warmly to what is good, and cannot bear what is bad? CLEINIAS: There
is no comparison, my friend, as far as education is concerned.
Lg. 11 654b11-d4

At Lg. 1l 654a-656c, Plato has Cleinias and the Athenian Stranger establish that the citizens need to
receive a musical education from childhood. For music gives a correct discipline to pleasures and
pains and creates order within human souls. Hence, after having determined that (a) ‘the person who
has been well educated would be able both to sing and to dance well’"?® and (b) the success of the
music performer depends on whether or not she manages to convey moral beauty (1o kaiov)’2* — that
is, virtue’? —, the Athenian Stranger suggests at Lg. 11 654b11-d4 that a person who is not perfectly
(mévv) able to state in words and to express in gestures what he conceives (diavogicbat) to be good
(that is, a person who is not completely able to convey moral beauty by singing and dancing perfectly

well) may still be able to profit from the thoughts she has in mind. Indeed, such a person may still be

722 Cf, STALLEY 1983, p. 125.

2 | g. 11 654b6-7.

724 Noteworthily, ‘70 xoldv’ is said to be opposed to ‘1o aioypdv’ (i.e., what is shameful).

725 Cf. Lg. 655b3-6: ‘the melody and movements associated with virtue (épety) of soul or body — whether true virtue itself
or some likeness of it — are in all cases good (xaid), whereas those associated with badness (koxio), by contrast, are
entirely the opposite’.
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able to have the right feelings of pleasure and pain based on what she thinks to be morally beautiful
(1cohér) 728,

Now, how could Lg. Il 654b11-d4 help us figure out whether or not the Laws’ @povnoig
individuates an ethically profitable cognitive condition? Interestingly, Lg. 1l 654b11-d4 seems to
(implicitly) suggest that the person who (correctly) thinks (SiovoeicOat) about what is morally
beautiful, even if he is not completely able to convey moral beauty by singing and dancing perfectly
well, may still be good enough in conveying moral beauty by dancing and singing reasonably well’?’.
Now, given that (a) a diavowa (thought) is the product of the activity of diavogicOou (thinking) and (b)
the Laws’ @pdvnoig consists of a didvoio whose epistemological outcome is a firm true opinion, we
may assume that Lg. 11 654b11-d4 is about a person who has ppévnoic. On this interpretation, then,
Lg. 11 654b11-d4 ultimately suggests that the povdv (that is, the educated person who carries out a
correct o1avola whose completion is represented by a firm true opinion about 10 koAdV) is quite good
at conveying with his actions what he correctly thinks moral beauty (16 kaAov) to consist of. If so,
then, Lg. 11 654b11-d4 shows that the Laws’ gpdvnoig individuates a cognitive condition which is to
some extent morally profitable: for it allows one to perform fairly (but not perfectly’?®) good actions.

Actually, that the Laws’ @povnoig constitutes a crucial condition for performing fairly (but
not perfectly) good (moral) actions seems to be further confirmed elsewhere in the dialogue. For Lg.
Il 653a5-b1 shows that the achievement of gpovnoic is fundamental for a human being to reach
perfection.

AB. Aéyw totvov TdV naidmv Toudikny eivar Tpdv oicOncty Ndoviv kei MOy, Kai &v ol dpetn
yoyfi kai kaxio mopayiyveton mpdtov, todT £ivor, pdvnoy 88 kol dAndeic S6&ac PePaiovg
g0TUYEC 8T Kol TPOG TO YAPAC TaPeYEVETO- TELEOG & 0LV £6T° dvOpmmog TadTa Ko Té &v ToVTOIG
TAVTO, KEKTNUEVOS Ayodd.

ATHENIAN: Well, | maintain that with children, their first childish perception is pleasure and pain,
and that it is in these that virtue and vice first make their appearance in the soul. As for ppévnoic,
namely firm true opinion, which can be relied on, well, you’re lucky if they make their appearance
even in old age — certainly the person who has acquired them, and all the good things that go with
them, is a perfect human being.

Lg. 11 653a5-b1
At Lg. Il 653a5-b1, Plato shows that pleasure and pain are the first things that children perceive.

Accordingly, pleasure and pain are responsible for having virtue and vice make their first appearance

726 See STALLEY 1983, p. 125, who argues that Lg. Il 654b11-d4 ultimately suggests that the person who has the right
feelings of pleasure (who is still not able to express with a high degree of precision what he has in mind) is to be preferred
to the person who, though being able to express what he thinks (dwavoeicOor) to be good, does not love the good or hate
the bad.

727 For such a person enjoys pure pleasure and ‘responds warmly to what is good, and cannot bear what is bad’. See infra
pp. 71-72, where | argue that pure pleasures, qua goods (éyafd) which are means to happiness, must be somehow related
to virtue. Thus, those who enjoy pure pleasure must be to some extent virtuous — and hence, in some way able to convey
moral beauty.

728 Namely, the person who has a (assumedly, correct) thought (Siévowa) about what is morally beautiful cannot perform
the perfectly (i.e., fully) virtuous actions that only the divine, wise, and fully virtuous philosophers are able to carry out.
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in the human soul. On the other hand, ¢pdévnoic, qua firm true opinion, is said to make its first
appearance in old age, if it does appear. Interestingly, the person who acquires ¢p6vnoig —and all the
goods that come along with it — is presented as a perfect (téAeog) human being (&vOpwmoc). Now, this
very characterization of the person who acquires gpdovnoig as a perfect individual is important. For
the Nocturnal Counsellors, qua wise and (fully) virtuous philosophers who are perfectly able to find
words to explain the truth and then to back up words with actions’?°, are emphatically declared to be
divine’. What is more, Plato implicitly determines at Lg. 1X 875c3-d6 that, as things stand, such
excellent and divine people as the Nocturnal Counsellors are not expected to exist in Magnesia. Thus,
the fact that Plato specifies at Lg. 11 653a5-b1 that the person who is lucky enough to be ppovdv (and
not yet coadg) is perfect qua &vbpwmoc may be assumed to suggest that such a person is perfect to
the extent that a human being may be té\eoc. On this interpretation, then, if we take for granted that
being perfect entails the achievement of virtue”™, we should conclude that a Magnesian who is
epovadv — and hence, worthy of being described as (humanly) perfect — is able to attain virtue
according to his capacities. Thus, since the Plato of the Laws believes that (a) (full) virtue is
(philosophical) knowledge and (b) no wise philosopher exists in Magnesia, it follows that the Laws’
epovav — that is, the most talented person in Magnesia, who is not able to achieve a philosophical
knowledge of what virtue is — is unable to be as (fully) virtuous as the Nocturnal Counsellors. Yet,
epoévnoig (i.e., the second-best cognitive state) should still be conceived of as the key to a second-
best kind of virtue (i.e., a non-philosophical virtue). Therefore, given that (a) epdévnoig has been
assumed to allow people to perform fairly (but not perfectly) good actions”? and (b) philosophers are
fully virtuous as they act virtuously and know the reasons why they are virtuous™3, Lg. Il 653a5-b1
should ultimately be taken to suggest that ppovnoig represents a sufficient condition to perform fairly
good actions, but not to be able to explain why the performed action is virtuous.

Now, this theory of the Laws’ ¢pdvnoig as a sufficient condition for the attainment of a non-
philosophical virtue seems to be confirmed by Lg. Il 653b2-6. After having clarified that ppovnoig —
and all the goods that come along with it — makes a human being as perfect as possible, Plato has the
Athenian Stranger specify that virtue consists of a consonance (copemvia) between reason (Adyog)
and pleasure, pain, and similar feelings’3*:

A®. 11dov1| O Kol PrAa kol AOTN Kol picog av 0pBdg &v Woyoic &yyiyvavtol LT® SVVOUEVEOY
AMOY® Aappdver, Aapoviov 6€ TOov AOYoV, GLUEPOVACOGL T® AdY® OpOdC €ibicbot VIO TMV

729 Cf. Lg. XI1 966b6-7.

730 See See Lg. X1 951b5 and infra pp. 97-100.

731 See infra pp. 13 and ff., where | argue that a state of human perfection can (assumedly) be achieved only through the
attainment of the highest epistemological and ethical condition.

732 Cf. Lg. 11 654b11-d4.

733 See infra pp. 103-107.

734 See CARONE 2002, pp. 33 ff., who analyses the extent to which virtue may be thought of as a consonance between
reason and pleasure, pain, and other feelings.
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TpoonKOVIeV 00V, abtn "6’ 1 cupEoVia cCOUTACH LEV APETH, TO O TTEPL TOC TOOVAS Kol AVTTOG
Te0pappévoy anTilg OpODS HOTE LGETV HEV & YpT| LOETV g00VG €€ dpyTig uéxpt TELOVG, oTéEPYEY
0€ O yp1 oTEPYEWY, TOVT  ADTO ATOTEUMY TQ AOY® Kol TOdEioy TPOGUYOPED®YV, KOTA YE TNV EUNV
OpB&C v TPOGUYOPEVOILG.

ATHENIAN: If pleasure, friendship, pain, and hatred arise in the proper way in the souls of those
who cannot as yet grasp the reason for them, and if, when they do grasp the reason, their feelings
are consonant with that reason because they have been correctly trained by the appropriate habits,
then this consonance in its entirety is called virtue, while the part of it which has had a proper
upbringing where pleasure and pain are concerned, so that, from the very beginning to the very
end, they hate what they should hate and love what they should love — well, separate off this part
and give it the name ‘education’, and in my opinion at least you will be giving it the right name.

Lg. Il 653b2-c4
Lg. Il 653b2-c4 basically establishes that pleasure, friendship, pain, and hatred can be correctly
trained by the appropriate habits provided that they are consonant with reason (Adyog). When this
whole consonance between feelings and Adyog is reached, virtue (apetny) is attained. Now, on the
assumption that Plato’s Laws implies a theoretical background which is imported from other
dialogues”®, we may further assume that reason (Aoyoc) at Lg. 11 653b2-c4 indicates a specific part
of the human soul, namely, the rational one. Hence, taking for granted that the Republic’s ethical
account of the soul is also replicated in the Laws’®, it follows that the rational part can both achieve
its proper virtue and be affected by its peculiar vice. If so, then, the soul’s rational part of the soul is
virtuous when wisdom (copia) is attained, while it is vicious if it is affected by ignorance (&yvota)’’.
However, as this investigation has clarified, no Magnesian is expected to attain cogia. Indeed,
epovnoig (i.e., a second-best epistemological condition) is the best cognitive state that Magnesians
can attain”®, Thus, if we grant all the above, a conclusion emerges: the Laws’ ppdvnoic should be
assumed as the proper virtue of the rational part (Adyoc) of the soul (for coeio constitutes an

35 See infra p. 121, esp. fn. 709.

736 Interestingly, both Lg. 111 689a5-h7 and IX 863e5-864a8 present ignorance (&yvoua) as one of the possible causes of
immoderate actions. Indeed, while it is actually the case that spirit (Buudc) and pleasure (Rdovn) are also presented at Lg.
IX 863b-d as causes of moral faults, Plato specifies at Lg. VV 731d6-732b4 that the excessive love of self — which, being
the cause of all human faults, is the greatest of all evil — lies at the root of ignorance. Accordingly, Plato seems to re-state
in the Laws that ignorance is to be conceived of as the greatest of all evil which causes all the kinds of moral faults (for a
similar argument, see e.g., Grg. 458a2-b2 and Ti. 88a). On the basis of this textual evidence (especially, of Lg. 111 689a5-
b7 and 1X 863e5-864a8), GERSON 2002, p. 153, has argued, contra BoBONICH 1994 and 2002, pp. 261-263, that an
opposition within the soul is recognized in the Laws exactly in the manner that occasions the soul’s partition in the
Republic. For a similar interpretation of the Laws’ tripartite soul, see IRWIN 2010, pp. 99-100, PFEFFERKORN 2020, and
WILBURN 2013. For a different view, see (1) SAssI 2008 and BOBONICH 2002, pp. 263—4, who argue that Plato’s Laws
introduces a bipartite account of the soul, (2) LAURENT 2006, who argues that the Plato of the Laws does not speak in
terms of parts of the soul, and (3) BAIMA 2018 who stays neutral on this issue. See also PANGLE 2009, p. 459, who argues
that the Republic and the Laws share the same account of justice. For justice would be presented both in the Republic and
in the Laws as a state of the soul’s harmony which can be reached only by achieving a philosophical knowledge of the
human good (see R. 1V 435b-444e and Lg. IX 863e-864a). For a different view, cf. JOUET-PASTRE 2006, who argues that
there is no such an account of virtue as harmony between the soul’s parts in the Laws (namely, the same as the Republic’s).
For an overview of the Laws’ “psychology”, see BARTELS 2017, p. 87 fn. 48, KAHN 2004, and MEYER 2015, pp. 172-
173.

787 See infra p. 126 fn. 736.

38 Cf. infra pp. 110-122.
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unattainable goal for any Magnesian)’®. On this interpretation, then, Lg. 11 653b2-c4 should be taken
to ultimately suggest that the rational part (A6yog) of a human soul may (a) train pleasures, pains, and
feelings of the like and (b) make them properly habituated (so as to hate what should be hated and
love what should be loved) provided that the reason’s proper virtue (i.e., ppovnoic) is first attained.
Therefore, Lg. 11 653b2-c4 is to be conceived of as conveying the idea that the attainment of virtue
(which consists of having all the affections properly habituated) depends on the achievement of
epdvnoig — that is, a second-best epistemological condition which, within the context of the second-
best city of Magnesia, represents the proper virtue of the rational part (Adyoc) of the soul.

Ultimately, then, Lg. Il 653b2-c4 shows that gppdovnoig is a crucial condition for attaining
virtue by turning pleasures, pains, and similar affections into good habits’*°. Now, the fact that
epovnoig allows people to participate in virtue by habit suggests that the ppovotvteg’s virtue is indeed
non-philosophical. For a virtue attained by means of habituation and without philosophy’* is defined
elsewhere in Plato’s corpus as a demotic, or popular, virtue which is different from the full virtue that
only philosophers attain. For a moral agent who does not have philosophical knowledge (especially,
of what virtue is) can act virtuously (that is, for example, she can enjoy moderate pleasures’#? or be
brave on some occasions) just as philosophers do’*3. However, as she is not fully aware of the ultimate
reason why she acts virtuously (for she does not know what virtue really is), such a moral agent
cannot be as (fully) virtuous as a philosopher can be’*4,

Now, | have shown that the Laws’ ppdovnoig individuates an educated dianoetic thought whose
completion is represented by a firm true opinion about sensible figures which are viewed as images

of the intelligible Forms. Next, I have suggested that Plato’s Laws presents the most talented people

39 Yet, it does not necessarily follow that the Plato of the Laws rejects the Republic’s ethical account of the soul. Indeed,
Plato is just re-adjusting it in the Laws in light of the dialogue’s dramatic context (which indeed describes a framework
where whatever comes into existence can at best be a second-best). Thus, we may reasonably assume that, within contexts
that are not philosophically pregnant, the Laws’ virtue of the rational part of the soul is not wisdom (as it is in the case of
wise, and fully virtuous, people), but rather a mere approximation to wisdom (i.e., the Laws’ ¢povnoic).

740 See Lg. 11 653b2-c4.

71 Cf. R. VII 518d11: ‘E0e1 éivev @rhocoiog apetiic petetinedta’. Accordingly, the Plato of the Laws relies on
philosophical theories that he had more widely argued for in his earlier works. Indeed, Plato had established in both the
Republic and the Phaedo that there are two different ways to attain virtue (i.e., philosophically and demotically). See also
e.g., R. VI 500d, X 619c, and Phd. 82a10-b3, where Plato defines demotic virtue as the virtue which stems out of habit
(£060¢) and practice (uerétn), by needing no wisdom (co@ia) or intellect (vodc).

742 See MOURACADE 2005, who argues (just like ANNAS 1999, CARONE 2002, and STALLEY 1983 do) that (a) Plato allows
the moral agent who is virtuous to enjoy pleasures and (b) the Laws seems to allow for psychological hedonism (e.g., cf.
Lg. 1l 663a8-b2, V 732e4-733al). See also CARONE 2003, who maintains that Plato’s Laws presents the most virtuous
life as that which is the most pleasurable.

743 See Men. 96e7-97¢5 and 97¢1-2, where Plato has Socrates establish that a moral agent can perform a good action even
if she does not possess philosophical knowledge. Indeed, a true opinion may be ‘in no way a worse guide to correct action
than knowledge’.

744 Since virtue is knowledge, a moral agent who acts virtuously without knowing what virtue is attains a virtue which is
not full. Indeed, (a) she does not have (philosophical) knowledge (which is the necessary condition for attaining a full
virtue — that is, the combination of all the parts of virtue), and (b) she is not authentically (that is, knowingly) virtuous
(for she is not fully aware of the reason why she acts virtuously).
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in Magnesia (i.e., the ppovodvrec) as perfect people’®

who act virtuously and are able to get pleasures
somehow right’#6. Then, | have argued that ppévnoic is a crucial condition for participating in virtue
by habit’’. Therefore, assuming that the Plato of the Laws is still faithful to the ethical theory
according to which a demotic (i.e., a non-philosophical) virtue can be attained by means of
habituation, we are in a position to draw a precise conclusion. The Laws’ ppovnoig — which is (more
or less explicitly) declared to allow people to act virtuously by means of habituation — individuates a
morally profitable cognitive condition. Indeed, the achievement of ppovnoig (i.e., a firm true opinion
which completes an educated dianoetic thought) implies attaining a (presumably, stable) demotic
virtue™®, For ppovnoic enables even non-philosophers to (a) permanently recognize the instantiations
in the physical world of what is good (i.e., of the intelligible Form of Virtue) and then to (b) have a
firm true opinion about those sensible figures which are to be viewed as images of the Form of Virtue.
On the basis of this (stable) epistemological achievement, then, the ppovodvteg, qua moral agents,
(permanently) train their feelings and turn them into good habits. In this way, they get the habit to
(permanently) act in accordance with what they are educated to (truly and firmly) believe. As a result,
such people become able to act virtuously and to achieve an (assumedly, stable) demotic virtue’.
Yet, the ppovodvtec remain unable to be (fully) virtuous. Indeed, they (a) do not know what virtue is
(and philosophical knowledge is needed for attaining the whole virtue”®) and (b) are ignorant of the

ultimate reason why the good actions that they have got used to perform are good .

45 See Lg. 11 653a5-b1.

746 Cf. Lg. I1 653a5-b1, Il 654b11-d4, and infra pp. 123-127.

7 Cf. Lg. 11 653b2-c4.

48 As it is grounded on a mere true assessment of the unstable sensible reality (see e.g., Men. 96e7-97¢5 and 97¢1-2,
where Plato argues that a demotic virtue may be achieved by means of a true opinion — that is, a mere true assessment of
the ontologically unstable sensible reality), demotic virtue is per se unstable.

749 See TARRANT 2004, p. 154, who argues that, within the context of Plato’s Laws, ‘virtues other than wisdom clearly do
include much that is acquired by practice, the kind of quasi-virtue that often features in so-called early and middle
dialogues’ (e.g., Men. 88b, Euthd. 281c; Phd. 68a-69e, 82a-b). Actually, as both Lg. Il 653b2-c4 and my analysis of this
passage (see infra pp. 125-128) demonstrate, habituation, along with practice, plays a crucial role in the acquiring of the
ppovodvteg’s demotic virtue. Indeed, the ppovodvreg, by (a) becoming habituated to act in accordance with what they
are educated to recognize as morally appropriate and (b) habitually practicing their actions in accordance with what they
are educated to truly and firmly believe, are able to achieve a stable (see infra p. 128 fn. 748) demotic virtue.

%0 See infra pp. 112-118.

51 Accordingly, the Laws’ ppdvnoig concerns actions, but not their motivations (for it does not allow anyone to achieve
an adequate understanding of the Form of Virtue). Hence, the Laws’ ¢pdévnoig can be thought of as a sort of practical
wisdom which allows one to act virtuously, but not to be (fully) virtuous. Curiously, a very privileged source to better
understand this Platonic theory of ppdévnoig as practical wisdom is offered by Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics. To start
with, Aristotle argues that ppovnoig is concerned with what is only for the most part true (see Arist. EN | 1, 1094b19-22).
Next, having specified that the criterion of all the moral actions is ‘what is intermediate’, Aristotle defines ethical (n0wucr)
virtue as ‘a habitual state concerned with choice, lying in a mean relative to us, this being determined by reason and in
the way in which the man of practical wisdom (ppdvnoic) would determine it’ (Arist. EN 11 6, 1106b36-1107a3). Thus,
Aristotle’s povnoig represents the crucial key for a calculation of what is, in ethical terms, the ‘right mean’. Likewise,
the Plato of the Laws seems to be concerned with finding a way to allow non-philosophers to live a sufficiently virtuous
life. Interestingly, this problem seems to constitute a matter of lively debate within Plato’s Academy. Indeed, Xenocrates
too is concerned with allowing ordinary people to live a sufficiently worthy life. For he distinguishes ppdvnoig, which
coincides with human wisdom, from purely theoretical wisdom (cogia) (fr. 177 1.P.). However, given that Xenocrates
points out that the Good is attainable by the wise man alone (fr. 152 1.P.), we may assume that the Xenocratean gpévnotg,
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4.3.3. Fear, law, true Loyoc and demotic virtue

The preceding section has shown that the Laws’ ¢povnoig is indeed a morally profitable cognitive
condition. For ppdovnoig allows one to achieve a demotic — i.e., neither philosophical nor full — virtue.
As a result, 1 have been suggesting that, although the Plato of the Laws is committed to the
intellectualist theory of virtue (according to which [full] virtue is [philosophical] knowledge), it is
still possible to live to some extent virtuously (i.e., to act virtuously by habit on a permanent basis)
in the second-best city (namely, in a civic context where no philosopher is expected to exist).
Interestingly, however, the Laws’ theory of moral epistemology shows that ppdovnoig is not the only
means through which an inauthentic virtue may be attained. Indeed, Lg. VI 782d10-783b1 determines
that humans (&v@pwmot) — and thus, not divine philosophers’? — may eventually perform fairly good
actions through fear, law, and true A6yoc™? (i.e., not by means of the philosophical knowledge that
only the fully virtuous philosophers possess) .

Now, to better understand (a) the extent to which the combination of fear, law, and true Adyog
may grant the moral agent with a non-philosophical virtue and (b) whether the non-philosophical
virtue attained through fear, law, and true Adyog is the same as the stable demotic virtue that the
epovodvteg achieve, | will undertake a line-by-line reading of Lg. VI 782d10-783b1.

A®. Opd mévto Toig dvOpdmolg £k Tprrtiic ypeiog kai émbuuiog ApTnuéva, St GV dpeth Te 0Toig
ayopévoig 0pBig kal tovvavtiov arofaivel Kak®dg dybeiow. Tadta &’ £0Tiv £ PEV Kol TOO1G
€00V¢ yevopévorg, fiv mépt droacav wdv {dov Eueutov Epmta £xov, LEGTOV 0IGTPOL TE 0TIV Kol
avnkovoTtiog Tod Adyovtog A0 TL O€lv mpdttey TANV TG Ndovag kol Embupiog tag mepl drnavta
TadTa dromAnpodvta, AVTNG Tfig amdong el d&iv oedg arnalAidttev: Tpitn 6€ MLV Kol peyiom
ypeio kai Epog 0&HTATOC DOTATOC HEV OpUATOL, SOTVPMTATOVS 08 TOVG AVOPOTOLS paviog
amepyaletar mavtog, 0 mepl TV 100 YEVoug omopdyv VPpel mheiotn kaduevog. O o Ol Tpia

being equated to human (rather than divine) wisdom, represents the minimal epistemological requirement that the moral
agent has to meet so as to act virtuously (but not to be as perfectly virtuous as the moral agent who achieves a divine
theoretical knowledge is). On the difference between theoretical (i.e., divine) and practical (that is, human) knowledge in
Xenocrates, see HORKY 2018, esp. p. 43.

52 See infra pp. 124-127.

53 Cf. Moss 2014, p. 196, who maintains that, when Plato says ‘Andng Adyog’, by saying ‘Adyoc’ he does not mean
‘reason’, but rather ‘account’, ‘argument’, or ‘explanation’. Accordingly, ‘when in his last dialogue Plato develops the
notion of a right logos in connection with virtue, and does so in ways that closely anticipate Aristotle, he has this same
general sense in mind: the virtue-conferring right logos is an account. More specifically, and in keeping with what we
saw in the Meno, it is an account that both prescribes certain things as good and shows why they are good’. Similarly,
both LORD 1914, p. 2, and GOMEZ-L0oBO 1995, p. 20, agree that, when Plato says ‘aAndng Adyog’, ‘Adyog” does not mean
‘reason’, but rather an ‘account that shows why something is-to-be-done’. See Ti. 51d3-52a7, where Plato says that
intellect (vodg) always involves a true account, while true belief lacks any account (‘kai t0 pév dei pet' dinbodg Adyov,
10 8¢ dhoyov’). However, since what Plato says at Lg. VI 782d10-783b1 applies to men (évbpwmot) — and thus, not to
divine philosophers — and (b) no philosopher is (initially, at least) expected to live in Magnesia, it follows that the kind
of virtue that Plato introduces at Lg. VI 782d10-783b1 is not philosophical (namely, the kind of virtue which is attained
by means of the d\n6ng Adyog that always comes along with vodg). Also, the fact that Plato specifies at Lg. VI 782d10-
783b1 that this virtue is attained by habit (and by means of fear and law too) suggests that the virtue in question is not
accompanied by a true account (for, as already shown, a true account would be sufficient to achieve a full virtue).

54 Meaningfully, (philosophical) knowledge is not explicitly mentioned among the three great goods through which virtue
is achieved (for Plato’s account of virtue, see Lg. VI 782d10-783b1). Thus, given that (a) Plato’s Laws is committed to
the intellectualist theory — according to which (full) virtue is (philosophical) knowledge — and (b) philosophical
knowledge is not mentioned among the three great goods, it follows that the kind of virtue that Plato introduces at Lg. VI
782d10-783b1 is inauthentic.
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voonuato, Tpémovta gig 10 PEATIoTOV Topd TO Aeyouevov fdloToV, TPIcL UEV TOIG HeYioTolg
nelpdoBot katéyew, PO Kai VOU® Kol T@ dANBel Moy®, Tpooypopévoug pEvTol Movoaig Te Kol
aymviolot Bgoic, ofevviviav Ty abény Te Kol Emppony.

ATHENIAN: | observe that all human actions spring from three needs or wants (resulting in virtue
for those who are influenced in the right way, or its opposite for those who go astray). The three
are: from the very moment of birth, (1) food and (2) drink — for which, in all their forms, all living
creatures have an instinctive desire which drives them to distraction, and makes them deaf to the
suggestion that they should do anything other than satisfy the demands of pleasure and desire for
all these things, and so free themselves always from any kind of discomfort. Our third and greatest
need — our keenest (3) lust — is the last to make its appearance, but sets people ablaze with frenzy,
in a raging inferno of imperious desire to sow a new crop of humans. These three unhealthy
impulses must be directed towards what is best, and not towards what is generally described as
most pleasant, using the three great goods — fear, law, and true Adyog — to try and keep them in
check, and calling also on the Muses and the gods of public competitions to damp down their
growth and check their flow.

Lg. VI 782d10-783b1

Having clarified that ‘what is balanced and in proportion is far better, in terms of virtue, than what is
extreme’’™, Plato has the Athenian Stranger argue at Lg. VI 782d10-783b1 that humans who do not
have a philosophical émotqun may still perform virtuous actions provided that they take proper
control of their needs and desires. There are three chief needs or wants (ypsioag xai émibopiog) — the
desires for (1) food and (2) drink, and the need for (3) procreating — that, if not kept in check
(katéyewv), may turn into true diseases (voonuata). Yet, these three (potentially) unhealthy impulses
may be kept in control by means of fear, law, and true Adyoc. Indeed, these three great goods may
still allow a moral agent to direct the three (potentially) unhealthy impulses towards virtue (&petn)
and what is best (10 BéltioTov).

Hence, Lg. VI 782d10-783b1 shows that a moral agent may perform virtuous actions provided
that she (a) follows the city’s laws, (b) experiences fear, and (c) has a true Adyog. However, how
exactly (and to what extent) may the combination of fear, law, and true Adyog allow one to act
virtuously? To address this issue, | will first determine what kind of cognitive state ‘true Aoyog’ at
Lg. VI 782d10-783b1 is related to. Interestingly, Aoyoc™® is identified with thought (Siévoia)’™’ in
both the Theaetetus and the Sophist. What is more, Sph. 263d6-8 clarifies that thought (diGvoia) — as
well as opinion (86&0) and appearance (pavtacio) — is generated in the soul as false as well as true’®,
Furthermore, opinion (86&a) is said at Sph. 264a1-3 to be the completion (droteledoic) of thought
(d1avoia). Accordingly, taking for granted that the Theaetetus’ and Sophist’s epistemological theory
is re-stated in the Laws, ‘aAn0ng Adyog’ at Lg. VI 782d10-783b1 should be taken to indicate a correct
thought (d1Gvoia) which is completed by a true opinion. Thus, on the assumption that ‘aAn0ng Adyog’

5 Lg. VI 773a6-7: ‘10 yap OLOAOV KO GOLUETPOV GIcPETOV Hupilov Slopépel TpdC GpeThV’.

756 See Tht. 189e4-190a6 and Sph. 263d6-264b3, where Siavoua is defined as a speech (Adyoc) that the soul entertains
with itself. See also infra p. 122 fn. 719.

57 In turn, thought (Siévota) is said to be analogous to the activity of thinking (SiovoeicOon).

8 See infra pp. 20-22.
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at Lg. VI 782d10-783b1 indicates a true didvoio. whose completion consists of a true opinion, ‘true
Aoyog’ individuates a cognitive condition which is different from the one signified by the Laws’
epoévnois. Indeed, while the Laws’ opovnoic consists of an educated dianoetic thought completed by
a firm true opinion, ‘Aéyog’ at Lg. V1 782d10-783b1 is emphatically said to be true, but not firm"®.
Therefore, ‘aAnbnc Adyog” at Lg. VI 782d10-783b1 should be conceived of as a correct (but not
educated) thought’®® whose outcome consists of a true (but not firm) opinion. As a consequence, what
Lg. VI 782d10-783b1 ultimately shows is that the combination of true (but not firm) opinion, fear,
and law allows one to achieve an inauthentic virtue (i.e., a non-philosophical virtue through which a
moral agent performs virtuous actions by keeping potentially unhealthy impulses controlled).

Now, given that ‘aAn0ng Adyog’ indicates a different cognitive state than the Laws’ ppdovnoig,
we may already conclude that the kind of inauthentic virtue which Plato is concerned with at Lg. VI
782d10-783b1 is not the same as the stable demotic virtue which the ppovodvteg achieve. However,
to better understand if this is really the case or not, I will more deeply investigate the function that
the laws play within the context of the second-best city of Magnesia. To start with, Plato’s Laws
makes clear that, to preserve the city’s harmony, a lawgiver is called to issue laws. In turn, these laws
need to be followed by as many people as possible. Indeed, to the extent that as many Magnesians as
possible follow the lawgiver’s laws, the city’s harmony is preserved’®. Not surprisingly, then, Plato
defines at Lg. VII 822e4-823a6 the best citizen possible as the person who strictly follows the
instructions that the lawgiver gives.

AO. yeypoppévev 8 TanTn TOV VOp®V T€ Kot OANG Thg moltteiag, oV TEAE0G 0 TOD SLaPEPOVTOC
TOALTOV TTPOG ApeTnV Yiyvetal Emaivog, GTov avToV TIG Q1] TOV DINPETHGAVTA TOIG VOUOLG BploTa,
Kai melddpevoy PbAoTa, TodToV Eivar TOV dyaddv: tedemTepoV 8¢ MOE eipnuévov, dg Epo. Og v
10i¢ 100 VopoBETov VopoBeTodvtog Te Kol Emavodvtog kol WEyovtog melddUevog Ypaupuacty
S1e€600n TOV Blov dpatov. ovtoc 8 e Adyog dpBdTaTOC £ig Ematvov ToAitov, TOV TE VOHODETY
OVTOC Ol ) LOVOV YPAPEY TOVC VOLOLGS, TTPOG 0& TOTG VOUOLS, OG0 KaAd odT@ OOKET Kol i1 Kol
glvat, VOpOLG Sumemleyuéva Ypagety, TV 88 dxpov modtnv undév frtov tadta dumedodv fj To Todg
{nuiong VO VoUWV KOTENUUEVQ.

ATHENIAN: Once our laws, and the social and political system as a whole, have been written down
in the way we are suggesting, our approval of the citizen who is outstanding in terms of virtue
will not confine itself to saying that whoever is the best servant of the laws, and the most obedient
to them — that this is the one who is good. A fuller description would be: ‘whoever passes his
whole life, consistently, in obedience to the writings of the lawgiver — both his laws and his
(positive or negative) recommendations’. This is the most accurate form of words when it comes
to praising a citizen, and it puts a corresponding onus on the lawgiver to do more than merely

9 Also, “Adyoc’ should not be taken to indicate the rational part of the human soul. Indeed, while a given part of the soul
may be either virtuous or vicious, it makes no sense to say that a part of the soul is true (or false).

760 Assumedly, the kind of Adyog <> Siévoia that Plato refers to at Lg. VI 782d10-783b1 is to be conceived of as being
prepared by no education. This is the reason why ‘Aoyog’ indicates at Lg. VI 782d10-783b1 a merely true opinion: for
there is no education to make this epistemological achievement firm.

761 Therefore, also the guardians of the laws are required to follow the strict rule of laws. Yet, they do not need to be
threatened by the penalties envisaged by the laws for criminals. Indeed, although they are not able to give an account of
the reasons why they act virtuously, they are still able to achieve a firm understanding of what ought to be done on certain
occasions.
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write the laws; in addition to the laws he has to write down his views — say what he thinks to be
good, and what not good — blended in with the laws. The perfect citizen should treat these views
as immovable, no less than the ones which have the backing of the law and its penalties.

Lg. VII 822e4-823a6

Lg. VII 822e4-823a6 stipulates, on the one hand, that the citizen who aims to be outstanding
(dropépovtog) in virtue (mpog apetnv) must not only obey the laws, but also live his whole life by
following what the lawgiver ‘praises and censures’ (€rovodvtog kai yéyovtog) in his writings. On
the other hand, Plato has the Athenian Stranger point out that the lawgiver must not only write the
laws down but also interweave them with writings which reveal ‘what he thinks to be good and what
not good’. Not surprisingly, indeed, the true aim of all correct legislation is to have people
approximate as much as possible to a philosophical (i.e., full) virtue’®. To this end, the lawgiver has
to either persuade people to do (or not to do) some actions’®, or punish those on whom persuasion
has no effect’®*. To this extent, then, the lawgiver has to issue laws’® (which envisage penalties for
those who are not respectful of them) and intertwine them with preambles (zpooiiua). For, by means
of preambles, the lawgiver — just as a doctor does when he converses with his patients about what is
good for their health’®® — aims to convince the citizens that what his laws prescribe will surely have
a good impact on their ethical life.

Ultimately, then, Lg. VII 822e4-823a6 suggests that the citizen who is outstanding in virtue is
the person who (a) is not only aware of the punishments that she would undergo (in accordance with
laws) if she was criminal”®”, but also (b) persuaded of the laws’ intrinsic rightness’®8. Now, some may
argue that this theory of law which Plato presents at Lg. VIl 822e4-823a6 introduces punishment as

a ‘kind of fallback or safety device which is needed when persuasion fails’’®°. Interestingly, however,

62 Cf. Lg. IV 718¢8-10 and | 630a1-631b1.

763 BOBONICH 1991, pp. 369 ff., argues that, when ‘Plato in the Laws insists that the laws try to persuade the citizens,
what he has in mind is rational persuasion: the citizens are to be given good epistemic reasons for the true beliefs that
they are to adopt and for the course of action they are to follow’. Similarly, Julia Annas maintains that the Laws’ citizens
‘obey the demands of divine reason not only by habitually conforming to the laws but by coming to understand them’
(ANNAS 2010, p. 87).

764 See Lg. IV 718b1-c6. Cf. also ZUCKERT 2013, esp. pp. 170 ff, who analyses the legislator-doctor analogy (see Lg. 1X
875c6-el).

765 See SCHOFIELD 2010, p. 23, who points out that the Athenian Stranger states at Lg. IX 853b that it is shameful to
produce laws on crime in a city ‘which we are saying will be well managed’. However, Lg. 1X 853c—d clarifies the reason
why laws are necessary: laws do not concern heroes and sons of gods. Indeed, laws — and hence, the penalties which come
along with laws — are thought for people who, being not (philosophically) divine, may eventually be dragged towards
vice (see Sph. 254a-b and Sph. 216b7-c1).

766 See LEVIN 2012, who observes that, in the Book 1X of the Laws, Plato shows that, in his dealings with the patient, the
free doctor would be ‘using rational, almost philosophical, arguments to get a firm grip on the disease from its origins,
and then go further back into the whole nature of bodies in general’ (Lg. 1X 857d2-4). In turn, the doctor’s arguments
would be fully understood by the patient. Indeed, patient and doctor would mutually exchange Adyou (i.e., rational
accounts: Lg. IV 720c—d and IX 857d).

767 See BARTELS 2017, pp. 134-140.

768 Thanks to the laws’ persuasive preambles.

769 STALLEY 1995, p. 478. In addition to this, Stalley argues that the view that punishment has a deterrent effect is
supported by the language that the Athenian uses at Lg. IV 721d in his specimen law on marriage. See BOBONICH 1991,
p. 386, who claims that punishment is needed solely when persuasion fails. On the other hand, Trevor SAUNDERS 1991
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Plato’s Laws seems to suggest that punishment is by itself a means for persuasion’’°. Indeed,
punishment is said at Lg. XI 934a7-b3 to benefit both the punished and those who see him being
punished. For both these people will ‘either be filled with hatred for the unjust behaviour, or at any
rate more or less recover from this affliction’’’*. Assumedly, then, the painful experience of
punishment undergone by criminals inspires fear in both the criminal himself and those acquainted
with him. Indeed, while the punished is threatened by the idea of being punished again in the future,
those acquainted with him fear to suffer the same painful experience of punishment. As a result, both
the punished and those acquainted with him end up being persuaded to refrain from injustice in the
future.

Now, this analysis of the Laws’ theory of punishment’’? allows us to achieve a better
understanding of the theory of moral epistemology that Plato argues for at Lg. VI 782d10-783b1
(namely, where the combination of fear, law, and true opinion’’® is said to grant the moral agent with
an inauthentic virtue). Indeed, | have shown that both the person who undergoes punishment’’* and
those acquainted with him become empirically aware’” of which moral action is commendable and
which is not’’® on certain occasions. For, by means of their (direct or indirect) painful experience of
punishment, both of these people learn what should be done on certain occasions, so as not to suffer
the pain of punishment in the future. Hence, the fear of being punished in accordance with the laws
grants these people with a true opinion about what ought to be done on certain occasions. It is on the
basis of this true opinion, then, that these people acquire the habit of doing what is appropriate to do,
so to avoid the risk of being painfully punished in the future. Ultimately, then, Lg. VI 782d10-783b1

argues that the Laws offers an entirely medical view of penology. Hence, punishment should be viewed as a means for
curing the wrongdoer from afflictions. See also MACKENZzIE 1981, who maintains that the analogy with medicine has a
metaphorical value. Thus, Mackenzie agrees with Saunders about the fact that Plato’s penology primarily aims at
reforming (i.e., re-educating) the wrongdoer.

70 See BARROS DA CUNHA 2018, who individuates two aspects of crimes: injury (BA&pn) and injustice (éducio)). She
suggests that the former requires only restitution, whereas injustice calls for punishment — to be conceived of as a means
for educating the human soul which, being affected by disordered emotions or ignorance, falls into injustice. On this
interpretation, then, Plato would require punishment only for cases of injustice.

1 Lg. X1 934b1-3.

72 See TRELAWNY-CASSITY 2010, p. 231: ‘Punishment originally was justified in the Laws by its ability to reform
wrongdoers or to protect the community from those who are incurable; now punishment has developed an additional
function, performing general and not just specific education. This is the first, but by no means greatest, change in the
penology of the Laws’.

3 As already suggested, true opinion appears at Lg. V1 782d10-783b1 under the guise of 4Andng Adyog. See infra pp.
130-133.

74 See e.g., Lg. | 646e-647d. Cf. also Buccloni 2007, who clarifies that punishment is meant by the Plato of the Laws to
coerce obedience to the virtuous laws by serving as a threat to potential offenders.

775 For both these people (who achieve a true opinion by means of the fear provoked by the punishment envisaged by the
laws) end up being able to acknowledge, on the basis of their everyday experience, what should be done on certain
occasions so as not to suffer the pains of punishment in the future.

776 Cf. STALLEY 1995, pp. 478-450.
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should be taken to convey the idea that a true opinion (which is not firm’’’, but rather inspired by the
fear of being punished in accordance with the laws) may allow one to participate in virtue by habit.
Accordingly, Lg. VI 782d10-783b1 shows that the combination of fear, law, and true (but not firm)
opinion may grant the moral agent with the sort of inauthentic’’® virtue which is called ‘demotic’, or

7% and in the Republic’® (and, implicitly, in the Meno"®)782, Thus, as in the

‘popular’, in the Phaedo
case of the ppovovvrtec, these people — who take control of their (potentially) unhealthy desires by
means of a true opinion (inspired by the fear for the laws’ penalties) — achieve a sort of virtue through
habituation. Nevertheless, these people’s demotic virtue is not as stable as the ppovodvtec’s popular
virtue. Indeed, such people (unlike the ppovotvtec) are not able to permanently act in accordance
with what they are educated to recognize (i.e., the instantiations of the Form of Virtue in the visible
world). For they can only occasionally acknowledge (on the basis of their empirical experience) what

is lawful and what is not.

4.4. Conclusions

By plunging into the ‘strange chaos’’® of Plato’s Laws, this chapter has shed light on the complex
theory of moral epistemology that Plato argues for in his last work. Indeed, I first ascertained that the
members of the so-called Nocturnal Council are prepared by an intensive mathematical education to
achieve a philosophical knowledge of the intelligible Forms. Also, having ascertained that Plato’s
Laws is committed to the intellectualist theory of virtue (according to which [full] virtue is
[philosophical] knowledge), I argued that the Nocturnal Counsellors’ philosophical émiotrun grants
them with a full virtue. Nevertheless, | suggested that Lg. IX 875¢3-d6 indicates that no philosopher
exists in a second-best city like Magnesia. Indeed, | also noted that Plato (more or less explicitly)
claims at Lg. XII 969b2-7 that such excellent people as the Nocturnal Counsellors (who closely
resemble the Republic’s philosopher-rulers) are not expected to exist in Magnesia at the moment of

its foundation.

77 For they are not educated to (permanently) acknowledge the instantiations in the physical world of the intelligible
Form of Virtue. They just learn to refrain from injustice by means of their (direct or indirect) painful experience of
punishment.

78 For it is not inspired by philosophical knowledge. See CAIRNS 1993, pp. 373-378, who argues that virtue is not
conceived in the Laws in terms of (philosophical) knowledge. On the contrary, the Laws’ virtue is motivated by education,
habituation, and the fear of incurring disgrace.

779 Cf. Phd. 82a10-h3.

780 See R. V1 500d, X 619c.

8L Cf. Men. 96e7-97¢5. See also infra p. 127 fn. 743 and p. 128 fn. 748.

82 See KRAUT 2010, who argues that demotic virtue is the kind of virtue that most citizens of Magnesia are at their best
able to attain. For a similar interpretation, see also Moss 2014 and PEsce 1978. For an overview of the Platonic demotic
virtue, see KAMTEKAR 1998.

83 NIGHTINGALE 1993, p. 279, who quotes WILAMOWITZ 1920, p. 655.
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Next, | showed that, despite the fact that (a) the Plato of the Laws is intellectualist and (b) no
philosopher is expected to exist in Magnesia, it is still possible to live to some extent virtuously in
such a second-best city. Indeed, I explained that ppdvnoig — i.e., the cognitive state which is proper
to the most talented guardians of Magnesia’s laws — constitutes a morally profitable cognitive
condition. For, after suggesting that the Laws’ povnoic (which is not synonymous with philosophical
knowledge) indicates a dianoetic cognitive process whose outcome is represented by a firm true
opinion, | showed that the ppovodvteg, qua moral agents, are habituated to act in accordance with
what they are educated to truly and firmly believe. As a result, | maintained that the Laws’ ¢pdovnoig
allows one to attain a stable demotic virtue.

Finally, I claimed that, within the context of the second-best city of Magnesia, ppovnoig is
not the only means through which a demotic virtue may be attained. Indeed, after briefly analyzing
the Laws’ theory of punishment, | argued that Lg. VI 782d10-783b1 shows that a true opinion (which
is not firm, but rather inspired by the fear of being punished in accordance with the laws) may
occasionally allow one to participate in virtue through habituation (that is, by being habituated to act
in accordance with what is [empirically] found to be appropriate).
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Conclusions

Those scholars who have been concerned with giving a complete account of the ethical and
epistemological aspects of Plato’s late dialogues have argued that, by the time that Plato writes down
the Sophist, the Statesman, the Philebus, and the Laws, he no longer ascribes to the (intellectualist)
theory according to which achieving knowledge is a necessary and sufficient condition for being fully
virtuous. On the contrary, through developing a comprehensive and novel study of Plato’s late
dialogues, this dissertation has shown that Plato’s later moral epistemology is generally consistent
with what Plato endorses in his earlier works. I explained that Plato’s later moral epistemology
provides that:

(a) those who achieve a philosophical knowledge of the intelligible Forms can be nothing
other than fully virtuous (just as the earlier works’ ethical intellectualism dictates);

(b) those who are not able to achieve philosophical knowledge may still attain an
inauthentic virtue (namely, the demotic kind of virtue that Plato more widely
describes in the earlier dialogues), and hence, act virtuously (though being still unable
to be virtuous in the sense of (a)).

Indeed, by investigating the (understudied) relationship between ethics and epistemology in
Plato’s Sophist, | first showed in CHAPTER 1 (The Ethical Aspect of Plato’s Sophist) that achieving
a philosophical knowledge informed by wisdom is presented in the dialogue in question as a hecessary
and sufficient condition for being virtuous. For, after having analysed Sph. 226b1-231b8, | suggested
that Plato’s Sophist shows that (a) ethics and epistemology are strictly related and (b) the so-called
Socratic theory of ethical intellectualism has not been abandoned. Additionally, by investigating the
more general ethical and epistemological account which emerges from the whole of the Sophist, |
also showed that people who are not fully wise, but have opinions — true opinions, at least —, are
presented by the Plato of the Sophist as being able to act virtuously: for they may eventually attain
an inauthentic (that is, demaotic) virtue.

Next, CHAPTER 2 (Woof and Warp: the Statesman’s Weaver) revealed that, within the
framework of the political theory that Plato develops in his Statesman, the moAitikog (namely, the
person who has political power) is presented as a wise individual who has philosophical émotiun of
the intelligible Forms. Having clarified this, I then considered some textual evidence so as to clarify
whether or not the statesman’s philosophical knowledge is indeed presented in Plato’s Statesman, as
some scholars suggest, as an ethically neutral cognitive state. Thus, | concluded that the Plato of the
Statesman is consistent with the theory of ethical intellectualism endorsed in earlier dialogues. For |

showed that the Statesman’s textual evidence indicates that having philosophical knowledge implies
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being fully virtuous. Additionally, however, | determined that philosophical knowledge is not the
only cognitive state that Plato considers in the Statesman to be ethically profitable. Indeed, I explained
that, by accommodating the notion of demotic virtue (more explicitly defined in earlier dialogues) to
the dialogue’s literary context, the Plato of the Statesman determines that the ordinary people’s firm
true opinion (&AnOnc 66&a peta PeParmoewc) — which (a) merely allows for properly judging the
sensible reality and (b) is therefore less worth than philosophical knowledge — allows them to act
virtuously.

Then, CHAPTER 3 (Ethics and Epistemology in Plato’s Philebus) highlighted that a particular
passage of Plato’s Philebus is especially revealing as to the theory of moral epistemology endorsed
by Plato in this work. For, after analyzing the many senses that the word ‘émiothun’ takes in the
Philebus, 1 showed that Phlb. 66c4-d3 (namely, the passage where pure pleasures are said to be
attendant to either émiotun or aicOnoic) indicates that pleasures are pure insofar as they are attendant
to either philosophical knowledge or true opinion (through perception). Hence, | argued that pleasures
which are informed by the moral agent’s philosophical knowledge of the intelligible Forms are
perfectly virtuous and pure. For | determined that the Philebus suggests that achieving a philosophical
émotun of the intelligible Forms allows one to be fully virtuous (and thus, also to enjoy fully
virtuous pleasures). Still, | also established that pleasures may still be somehow pure — and hence,
virtue can be somehow attained by the moral agent — through a subjective, but nonetheless true,
calculation based on perception. Indeed, | showed that the moral agent who achieves a true opinion
about the sensible reality is able to act virtuously (though he is not able to give an account of why the
actions he performs, and the pleasures he enjoys, are to some extent virtuous and pure).

Finally, CHAPTER 4 (The Theory of Moral Epistemology in Plato’s Laws) showed that
Plato’s Laws is committed to a very complex theory of moral epistemology. To start, after having
ascertained that Plato’s Laws is committed to the intellectualist theory of virtue (according to which
[full] virtue is [philosophical] knowledge), | argued that the members of the so-called Nocturnal
Council are fully virtuous: for their philosophical émoetun grants them with a full virtue. Next,
having suggested that Plato’s Laws introduces a new notion of povnoig (which does not indicate
philosophical knowledge — as it is usually the case in Plato’s earlier works —, but rather a dianoetic
cognitive process whose outcome is represented by a firm true opinion), | showed that the Laws’
@povodvteg, qua moral agents, are able to acquire the habit to (permanently) act in accordance with
what they are educated to (truly and firmly) believe. As a result, | maintained that the Laws’ pdvnoig,
as a cognitive state, allows one to act virtuously on a permanent basis. Then, | argued that epdvnoig
is not the only cognitive state through which people who are not able to (a) achieve a philosophical

knowledge and (b) be fully virtuous may eventually act virtuously. For, after having briefly analyzed
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the Laws’ theory of punishment, I showed that a true opinion (which is not firm, but rather inspired
by the fear of being punished in accordance with the laws) may allow one to participate in virtue by
habit.

In sum, the overall conclusions of this thesis can be summarised as follows:

(a) Plato is, throughout his life, a genuine intellectualist who believes that (1) virtue is knowledge
and (2) a moral agent has to achieve (philosophical) knowledge, if she is to be virtuous;

(b) Plato’s later dialogues are highly concerned with the problem of finding a way to allow
ordinary people (hamely, those who are not able to achieve philosophical knowledge) to act
virtuously. Indeed, while it is the case that Plato introduces the notion of demotic virtue in the
earlier works, this thesis has shown that it is in the late dialogues that Plato more decisively
addresses the problem of granting ordinary people with a non-philosophical virtue.

Essentially, then, out of this analysis of Plato’s late works a unitarian picture of his philosophy (and,
especially, of his theory of moral epistemology) emerges. Indeed, to give an account of the
complexity of the human soul, the Plato of the late dialogues relies on the intellectualist and the
demotic theories of virtue that he had introduced in his earlier works. Thus, if the account | have
provided is justified, the results of this thesis compel us to acknowledge that Plato was philosophically
consistent throughout his works. What is more, this thesis also helps us to better understand the
intrinsic nature of the theory of ethical intellectualism which Plato endorses throughout his corpus.
Indeed, | established that, while conceding that irrationality may eventually overcome reason, the
Plato of the late dialogues still (soundly) believes that achieving knowledge is a necessary and
sufficient condition for attaining a full virtue. Hence, the analysis | developed throughout this thesis
demonstrates that the introduction of irrational sources of action does not necessarily invalidate an
intellectualist theory of virtue. Finally, if the nature of the only theory of moral epistemology that
Plato endorses throughout his life has been decisively clarified by this analysis, it follows that this
thesis sheds crucial light on the theoretical basis which Plato’s disciples, qua philosophers, either
departed from or adhered to. Thus, while further studies are required to answer such questions as,
e.g., ‘how do later philosophers, and philosophical schools, handle Plato’s heritage?’, ‘is Aristotle’s
philosophical system especially inspired by Plato’s late works?’, ‘to what extent does the Stoics’
intellectualism resonate Plato’s later moral epistemology?’, this thesis represents a necessary starting
point for a better understanding of not only how Platonism originates, but also of how it develops on

the basis of Plato’s entire corpus.
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