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CHAPTER ELEVEN.

L

The Limits of the Timaeus

On the above account of the dialogue as a whole, Plato% phitosophy is not
foundational but instrumental. It is not intended to present us with: finished:
doctrines, but rather with models to focus our thinking, which are progres-
sively wransformed into something less rigid and mere subtle. The Rapublic’s
sequel, the Timaeus, begins by disclaiming the authoritativeness of its
account. Timaeus acknowledges that “To discover the maker and father of'the
universe would be quite a job and, if we discovered him, to tell everyone
about him would be impossible” (28c). Moreover, not only in the case of the
creator but also in the case of his creation, we are told that an accurate
account is not possible, because only what has being is susceptible of stable
and rational accounts, while the universe belongs to the realm of becotming
and therefore can enly admit likely and’ unstable accounts {28b-29¢Y—
which follows also from the Divided Line’ contention that the visible world
is accessible only to doxa, not episteme. Accordingly, the dialogue is presented
as a miythos rather than a logos.

Nevertheless, the Timaeus is sometimes thought to demonstrate the oppo-
site,. that Plato had a foundational metaphysics in mind to which the other
dialogues allude in various ways. For after these initial disclaimers, the narra-
tive proceeds like a confident-description of the nature of things, so there is

£ some justification for the usual practice of downplaying the disclaimers and

reading the subsequent account as a work of foundational metaphysics, a
myth that may be translated into concepts as fully as the myth of the metals.
Both before and after the disclaimers quoted above, however, there are other
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indications that the account is not meant to be taken as definitive, although
the indications are of a more indirect nature. If Plato wants us to take the
metaphysies of the Timaeus seriouslty but not dogmatically, its Himitations are
better revealed only after we have had time to reflect on it, the way the tri-
partite soul and ewo-world medels of Books 4 and 5 were tacitly softened after
their initial appearance. He does this in the Timaeus not only by putting the
teaching in the form of a myth, with the above disclaimers, and by putting
_the myth in the mouth of someone other than Socrates, but also by present-
ing an account that is self-consciously incomplete, and indicating the missing
elements in 4 way that becomes apparent only after repeated readings.

Its incompleteness is signaled in the opening line, which must be the

strangest openity line in Plato: “One, two, thiee, but where is the fourth, dear
Hmaeus, of those who were our guests yesterday and are now our hoses?” The
strangeness of this line lies chiefly in the fact that the fourth person in this
presumably fictitious gathering is in principle impossible to idensify.! “Yester-
day” refers to the day that Socrates narrated the events of the corversation: of
the day before yesterday, that narration being the Republic, much: of which is
summarized at 17¢—19b.2 But since the Republic is 2 monologue without 2 dra-
matic frame—there is no setting of the stage in an introductory scene—it
gives no indication of whe the audience was to whom Socrates was speaking:
We could neot possibly have known that Secrates was speaking to four people,
let alone who they were. Why would Plate invent an unknowable member of
the Republic’s audience to be zbsent from the Timaeus? The problem is not
diminished if the reference was to some athet occasion than the narration: of
the Republic. If the referent of Soecrates’ question is in-principle unidentifiable,
then the only meaning thar Socrates’ question can possibly have for us is
simply that there is a missing fourth member. If we read the dialogue with the
possibility in mind that the opening words are meane to alere us to o corre-
sponding incompleteness in the account that is to follow, we will find that
there are four passages in which a fourth member is missing from a series. In
each case what is missing is a mediating term between: the realm of individu-
als and the source from which they derive. The incomplete mediations mean
that the metaphysics of the Timaeus is not a conclusive metaphysieal system,
and if Plato chose the opening words in erder to signal the omissions, then the
inconclusiveness was deliberately built into the metaphysics.

That momentary suggestion of a missing fourth is soen reinforced by a
more elaborate one. We know now that Socrates” audience for the previous
day’s narration consisted of the three who ate present for the Timaeus, and the
absentee; and today’s gathering consists of Cririas, Timaeus, Hermocrates,
and Socrates. Timaeus agrees that in exchange for Socrates’ having enter-
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tained them the day before with his narration, the rest of the four will enter-
tain Secrates in kind (17a-b), an offer that Hermoerates expressly seconds
{20c). Later, however, when Critias tells Socrates how they plan to pur this
into effect, he mentions Timaeus” speech, and then his own, but makes ne
reference to Hermocrates {27a—b). This omission is net redressed later, nor is
there any record of a dialogue called the Hermaocrates, to accompany the
Republic, Timaeus, and Chitias. That Plato never wrote such a dialogue can be
explained in any number of ways,? but Critias’ failure to anticipate the fourth
dialogue here, in the very dialogue where it is proposed, is surprising. Once
again an impression is created that something is missing, again the fourth:
member of a seties. ' '

Groups of three and groups of four figure prominently in the Timagus. Even
on a casual reading the prominence of the number thee is obvious: the world
is composed of the triad form-body-soul, the soul itself is tripartite, and body is
composed of triangles. Moreover, since the Republic like the Timaeus. opens
wi-th a reference to the previous day (“I went down yesterday™), if we count
Socrates’ conversation with Glaucon, Adeimantus, and the others as the firse
day, the present conversation of the Timaeus takes place on the third: day. Bue
the number four makes frequent appearances as well. Socrates classifies pt‘aepl"e
into four groups: ordinary people {like kimself), poets, sophists, and' p&i‘l&@r
phers (like Timaeus, Critias, and Hermocrates) (19¢-20a) Critias” story is
now in its fourth telling (after an. Egyptian: priest told it to Solon, Solon: tor
Critias” grandfather* and Critias” prandfacher to Critias himself: 20d—, 22b);
there are four elements (fire, air, watet, earth: 31b-32b); four types of sent-ien;
beings {gods, birds, fish, and land animals: 3%e—40a}; and, just as the dialogue
opens with a referenee to-a group of four membets, it ends with a list of the four
species into which men devolve in their next life (90e~-92b).

There are f‘m_-m passages, however, that present a threefold classification
where we would expect a fourfold one, and in each case the fourth member is
catled to our attention in a different context. Since each missing member is

~ one of the two terms by which contrasting realms are mediated, theiv absence

produces fundamental aporias in the metaphysics of the dialogue, but in an
implicit way that does not threaten to undermine at the outset the value of
the metaphysics as one way of conceiving the teleological nature of reality.

Human Vocations (1 ?b——Z‘kﬂ

Socrates begins his recapitulation of the Republic conversation with the
words, “Did we not first separate in it the class of workers of the land, and the
other crafts, from the class of defenders?” {17¢). In the Republic there was an
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ambiguity as to wherther the cisy is divided inte three classes or four
Althoupgh Socrates usually spoke of only three classes, that was because the
two lowest classes, the farmers and craftspeople, are taken tagether; in some
places, however, he kept them distinct, calling them the fron and bronze
classes, while the auxillaries are silver and the guardians gold (e.g., 415a-b}
Where the Republic tended to collapse the distinction between the farmers
and craftspeople, in the Fimaeus Socrates preserves that distinctiorn but col-
lapses the one between the guardians and auxiliaries, so that we are left with
three classes where we would have expected four. The Republic had made that
distinction when the city evolved from spirited to rational (412d-414b), in
order ulrimarely ro distinguish the philosopher from the warrior. Here the dis-
tinction is never made, and the guardians are said ve be both extraordinar-
ily spirited and philosophical {18a). This position cotresponds not to the
philosopher-rulers of the kallipolis in Book 7, er even to the complete
guardians of Book 4, but to the more primitive warmior society {375e) thae
. preceded the separation of the philosophers and warriovs.?
The omission of the distincrion between spiritedness and phitesophy is fur-
ther emphasized by a second owmission. In the Republic Socrates warned of
three waves of criticism that his propesals about the guardians would provoke:
one against the proposed equality of women {457b), a second against the
replacement of families by communal equatity (457c), and the thixd and
greatest against the recommendation thar there be philosopher-rules
{473c—d). Here Socrates repeats the firsy two waves ( 18c~19a}, and then asks,
“Then have we now gore through yesterday’s discussion, as far as a review of
the main points is concerned? Or do we still miss anything that was said, dear
Timaens, which has been omitted? {19z). “Nat ar all”, Timaeus replies; so the
diatogue proceeds without reference to the third wave, in which the rulers
would have been clearly distinguished from the spirited warriors by virtue of
being philosophers. In this opening discussion then, the question “Where is
the fourth? could be applied to the class of philosophers, which remains sub-
merged in the class of warriors from which the Republic had disengaged it.
The collapsing of the distinction between these two classes does not imply
a recantation by Plate of the difference between spiritedness and reason, for
they are clearly distinguished in what follows, reason being located in the
head and spiritedness in the chest (44d, 69d-70a). In fact, shortly after the
passages mentioned above, Socrates proceeds to praise Timaeus for 1) his
wealth, 2} his seatus {offices and honors), and 3} his command of philosophy
(20a). Those are the three distinetive orientations of the tripactite city and
the tripartite soul, and are here once again treated as distinct. Most telling of
all is that the middle section of the Timaeus will recapitulate the road to phi-
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l‘c..»s.ophy that is described in the middle of the Republic, but was omitted from
this summary at the beginning of the dialogue. In training the wasriors to
become ph-i=1’ésephers, the Republic had advecared using astronomy and hae-
mony as propaedgutim to- philosophy, since the two disciplines respectively
use l:he_ eyes and ears to awaken reason to rational order and goodness
{529¢-53 ld) The Timaeus, leaving behind its eartier failure te distinguish
betw‘een. the practitioners of war and philosophy, now precisely recalls the
tgaching of the Republic in saying that the senses of sight and' ﬁcaring and
the sci‘ences_of? astronomy and harmony thar they make possible, lead u’s “ox
:h*atl;gen-us of iahflbscgphﬁ, and no greater good than this has or wﬂ,l ever come
o the mortal race by the gift of the pods” (47a—e). Wi - is philosepk
omitted from: the eazliefsuin-maw? Sol” (hace). Why th?nl = philosophy
After. that summary Critias relates a story about the feunding of Athens
;hat he he_ard-' at the age of ten from his ninety-year-old grandfather, who had
hgard‘ it from Solon long before, who, in turn, heard it from a pri‘ésé in r,he:
Egyptian city of Sais (20d-22b}. The priest claims that many of the laws of
prgssnt—day Sais resemble those of ancient Athens, in particular the division
of the populace into four classes: 1} priests; 2) craftspeople; 3) shepﬁerds
hunters, land wotkers; and 4} warriors {242-b). Here the fourfold clbssiﬁca-,‘
tion: faf‘ the: Republic is rescored; except that now the muling class is comprised
of priests rather than philosophers. The priests assimilate to their own role
the- f':.:mctibn QF philosophers—the pursuit of wisdom (24b—c), just as in the
Repul_inlic. tlrfe philosophers appropriated to themselves the f‘uncti,cms of pviesltsm
thg foundmg_ and supervising of the people’s religion {379a 4@45—-4‘.155@);
The reasen that ea_ch can-appropriate the roke of the other is that botks med‘i:
ate bepween the divine and human realms, the priests working dbwnwardi
from the divine by purporting to canvey the will of the gods t-he.pﬁiibso hers
working upward from the human. PR
'er discrepancy between: the threcfold division of farmet-artisan-warrior
{ Il?‘c-—l-S'z_a} and the fourfold division of f’armer—artisans—wawioppr.iestsu (24a~b}
Eegvesr philosophy in an ambivalent position. In neither classification dbes
philosophy appear as itself: ity the former it is not yet separated from spirited-
ness; in the laster it is already absorbed into priestliness. This progressién-- paz-
aﬂ'el.'s the trajectory of philosophy in the Republic, where the philosopher
ori.gmglly ernerges from the watrior class and eventually develops into. some-
thing like a priest who rules with infallible divine wisdom. In their on;n wé
!:'Joth roles are relevant to philosophy. Philosophy may begin in wonderl buz
it will not get far if the wonder is not accompanied by a fighting s:piniir
‘Ellmat st:uggles'agaf-nst diffieulties and against conventional beliefs—Socratic
irony”, in its original sense, means the false modesty that cloaks hubris.$ But
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cogether with that false modesty and ies PrESUMPEUOUSTIESS is a genuine
humility. Philosophers, like priests, must ultimately ‘sgberdmat-er .th.gmselfves
to. something higher than themselves. The goat of pl‘-nl‘osaphy;; iff it is ever t:@[\:
become simple love of wisdom, must be to evercome the vanity of personal
achievement that is, however, one of its eriginal driving forees. Vflhatgver
wisdom we ateairy must initially be puechased withs a spirited stsu.gg-l'g.n othes-
wise our conclusions will be indistinguishable from di‘!v-ine i'rrspu-'am‘an-\,\ ‘a?nd
the philosopher indistinguishable from ehe priest. To: El:&e exteny t*%-iau ETIGSF
ophy is orly polemical argument, as it was for the .sopl‘usts, then thg ph ;’ ‘cz;z-
pher is engaged in just another form of competition or pa?l;fsmfc;i .bun if that
element s missing entirely, wisdom will collapse inte uncritical piety.
Neowhere in the dialopues does Plato claim to give an—gdéqua‘te.- raecg@-ﬂ @f
what philosophy is. The second and sevently letters (3lda-—c, }4;?1 e—d) ee:hoc
the Republic’s (3332} insistence on the impossibility of & v,erbalv..?re.:se‘maélon |
of philosophy at its highest fevel; and in the Fimaeus Secrates i3 sor fat:. rom
claimning so be capable of such a presentation that I.w dees: Iixou even profess to
be a philosopher himself—unlike Timaeus, Critias, and He@oemtes, on
whom ke ironically bestows that uitle, he is only an Gfdfnflf!F person
(19e~20a), The difficulty of discerning the necessary an_d'? sufﬁ'qctm. condi-
tions thas distinpuish the philosopher from the warrior-like sc:phlsts on one
hand, and the priest-like statesman on the othes,’ may be 1-!m.feAr-red from:
Plato’s fxilure to weite the promised dialogue, the Philosopher, which was sup-

posed: tar succeed the Theaetetus, Sophist, and Statesman.® We.are given no-dia-

logue in which philesophy appears directly as irself, rs:_thlen nha.m ihd-?sec_t#y in

. ity examination of a particular question. The Timaeus ak?serpt-rmﬁ\:mef phi oso}
phy into the class of warriors in the three-part classification, and inta t&}aﬁ ef
priests in the four-pars classification, reflects the same unsr:'able ?qlarityg of
philosoplyy between spiritedness and wisdom: that the Republic andithe unfin-
ished Eleatic tetralogy veflect in their own, ways.

Elements and Gods (31b-32¢, 39e—41a)

Normally we think of a mean as a single medfiat-ion.bet\}.feem two ténnsﬁuﬁ
Timaeus points out that when the two teems are solids, lilke ﬁr{e- al:ld= carth, :
double mean is necessary—a third and fourth term, onelfrom; the s:dg of each
of the extremes (3Zb). Thus the fire and earth are me.c‘(iat:e.dE by both: air i;llde
water, it on the side of fire (“As fire is to air, air is to water”} and water og e
side of earth (“As air is to water, water is to earth”) (_3‘-1-1?—-32b)‘. The tee&n%n:te
of synthesis by a double mean is often at work in the d1aiogues i we tak.e 12 u;
an extended sense that is not always mathematical. The Republic’s Divided
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Line, for example, mediated between the eikastic Cave and the noetic Isles of
the Blessed' by means of pistis from below and dianoia from above. In the Sophist
the Eleatic visitor éffects a double reconciliation between the “friends of the
forms” and: the materialists, from above by collecting their respective princi-
ples within the comprehensive genus of “power” (247d-e), and from below
by having both parties recognize something of their opponents’ claims
(246e-247¢, 248e-249d). And in the Statesman the Eleatic stranger says that
the statesman wilt have to use a double bond—divine and human—in order ro
weave together the courageous and the moderate citizens (309b—c): the divine
bond is a common belief in the nature of the good (309c—e), and the human’

_bond'is intermarriage {310a—b),

Shortly after the passage in which the Timaeus presents the doctrine of the
double mean to link fire and earth by air and' water, we are told that corre-
sponding to: those four elements and their regions are the four fundamental
species. of beings: gods, winged animals, aquatic animals, and land animals.
The gods are mostly fire (40a), but Fimaeus also mentions gods assoclated
with.other elements: the fiest and eldest of the gods within Quranos (heaven,
the province of fire} is Gaia fearth) (40b—c), and these two, Ouranoes and
Gaia, give birth to Oceanus {ocean)} and Tethys (queerrof the sea} (40e), par-
ents of all the rivers of the world, After them are mentioned only Phorcys,
who is associnted with seq monsters, and Kronos, Rhea, Zeus, and: Hera, all of
whem are associared with. heaven, Ouranos. Just as Timaeus’ COSMogony
began with heaven {fire) and earth, his theogony begins with the gods of
heaven and earth. But whereas the cosmogony described two means that join
the extremes {aiv and water), the theogeny mentions, besides the gods of
heaven and earth, only gods associated with water (Ocean, Tethys, Photcys);
and then, instead' of proceeding 1o gods of air (such as Aeolus, Boreus, and
Zephyrus}, who are never mentfoned, returns to those of heavenly fire. Gods
of three of the elemental levels are mentioned, bus not the fourth. Coming so
soon after the explanation. of a need for air and water as means between fire
and earth, the reference to-only three of these four it their divine persenae is
surprising.

b the firse passage that we looked: at, the class of philosophers was sup-
pressed, who mediate berween the divine and human, from the side of the
humar, and enly the class of priests was mentioned, who mediate between
the divine and human from the side of the divine. Here again it is one of the
means between two poles that is left out, but this time it is the uppet mean,
the one closest to heaven that is omitted, rather than the mean closest to us.
Whether the opposition is between humanity and the gods, as in the first pair
of classifications, or heaven and earth, as here, the implication is, once again,
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that there is an incompleteness of mediation, a threefold classification where
we have been led to expect a fourfold ore.

Causes of the Cosmos {48¢-53b)

Fhe previous discussion, Timacus says, divided t_:lé\e--uniWere mto wo f@mzzi
paradigmatic form that is intelfigible, and an imitation of i Ehali'.ls gef‘:er?tem
and visible. Wow a third must be added, the receptacle-thas receives fhe- t-ﬁ.lﬁ
tation (482—49%). Once again a fourth member is missing. I the previous dis-
cussion thae Timaeus is referring to, thete were I:hreeiterms,. ROt two, "No‘n en}y
did'he distinguish between the model of intelligible being and its tm:tgtron n
senstble becoming {27d-28c}, but he twice added: thas the’re st evnlsen be- a
third term, the cause by which becoming is brought into fes t-mmamﬁf-:: exis-
tencer “everything that comes to be necessarily comes.to-be by acause (<28a’~);-.
“in the case of what comes to be we say shat it is necessary that it come t be‘
by some cause” {28c). But there is no mention here of that fourth ].;)I?l'm@tplle,.
the cause by which what comes to be in the recepracle is brought inte exis-
tence in imitation of paradigmatic form.
A section of the Philebus corresponds remarkably closely to t’happresem:
passage. That passage too begins by saying, “I-;-eg us: dfnnde‘ ?Yew.shmg-f Ehajc,-
now exists in the universe into tweo patts, or rather;, if yfaua like, n:imcs three
¢23c). The three parts are limit, the um!‘fimiged?, and thg mlmm? of the tswe I?m',
the Timaens paradigmatic form corresponds to. limit i the I?_htl_ebm, the imi-
tation. of form in the realm of becoming corresponds to the mmnute of hmftr.
and the unlimired; and the receptacte corresponds te: the: unhmmeid'. But the
Philebus then adds the fourth principle that the present passage of the 'ﬁmagus
oraits, and does so in almost precisely the same words that iFimaeus- used at
28a and 28c. Secrates says that we must consides not only the two e.lemerxts
and the mixture that arises from them, but we must alse seek a fourth factgr,
the cause of the mixture, for “it is necessary thiat all things that come to be,
ae t0 be by a cause™ (Phifebus Z6e). .
cm'r'l:;::oempgasis in thc(e two dialosues is different. In the Fﬁilebu_s what is
sought is the mixture of limit and unl-i.mited, and its. cause‘.‘:i?he ps?lfm- is to:
mediate berween [imit and unlimited, and the mixture ¢ bea_ommg 1 ﬂmea.
tions as a mean berween them on the side of the unlimited; while the cause QE
the mixture functions as a mean on the side of limit. Here in the T‘Imaeu'; l:l'}e
problem is ro meditate between the eternal and the temporalj t%xan is, in
the language of the Philebus, between limit and the mixsure, not 11mlF and tze
untimited. These two—the eternal and temporal, form and beco@ng—h &
the two in the Philebus, are mediated in one way from below and in another
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way from above. The receptacle is the mean from. below; on the side of the
becoming,® But there must also be a mean from above, on the side of keing,
Why is there no discussion here of that fourth rermy, the cause thar mediates
dewnward by bringing becoming into. existence in imitation of being? les
absence is accounted for by something that Timaeus said just prior te this pas-
sage: “We shalf not now explain the principle or prineiples—or however we
conceive them—of il things, for no other reason than because of the diff-
culty of making our beliefs clear according to our present type of method”
{48¢).1He had raade the same poin after mentioning the: importance of the
causal principle in the earker passage as well, quored at the beginning of this
chapter: “To discover the maker and father of the universe wauld be quite a
joband; ifwe discovered'him, 10 telf everyone about him would: be impossible™
{28c): But the fact that a principle resists explanation does not mean that is
should not be counted among the relevant principles and thar the remaining:
principles-are by themselves sufficient, as Timaeus clairas here (48e, 49a).
Mythieatly, the firss principle is represented by the divine demiurge (28¢,
53b)} but we are given no precise conception of what this mythological char-
aceerization. represents in purely conceptual terms. We are told chat, being
good; he is not jealous and therefore made the world as much like himself as
possible (29e~30a), but we are not told what ft means to call him good, what
goodness is. In his productive aspect he is creative mind;, and since mind
operates by reason rather than force his creative shaping of material necessivy
is:described as persuasion (47e—48a}, but the metaphor of persuasion does not
gengrate clear and' distinct concepts when applied to cosmogony. We saw in
chapter 6 thae the explanation of creation, as a Tack of jealousy suggests an
emanatior theory—in the absence of a deliberate withholding (jealousy) die
world naturally follows from the creative principle—but Timaeus nowhere
makes this explicie. What we are roldis tha the individuals that poputate the
world are created only indirectly by the demiurge, for alt his direcs creations
must be eternal, and' directly by the eternal gods that the demiurge creates.
The necessarily immortal cannot generate the mortal except through the
medium of the contingently immortaf (41a-b J. But the creative operations of
the gods are no less mysterious and no less in need of demythologization: than
those of the demiurge, if we are 1o be able to distinguish philesophy from
piety and philosophers from priests.

Since Plato usually calls the material imitation of paradigmatie form “par-
ticipation”, the encire creation myth of the Timaeus can be regarded as an
image of the phenomenon of participation, in which temporal pricrity stands
for ontological priority. But i, like Parmenides in the first part of his epony-
mous dialogue, we ask ?recise ly what is meant by participation, which is after




360 -~~~ Chapeer Eleven

all only a metaphor, we will find no answer in Plata. ’I{he concept of E?Em‘%
~ pation s one of the fundamental aporias in Platonic pi_ntosophy-, Acfzgr nsgly,_,
whether we ask the question in mythic o eenaepms.n:b terms, we will fin ;m
reat answer to the question, “Where is the fourth?” {i.e., if Fhe gpwaz'd me 15—
ation between divine creacivity and mortal cseat&d’ness' is “ehe receptacle;
whesre is the downward mediation, the cause of participarion}?

- Levels of Sout {69c-73a}

When the demiurge sutns over the creation of all t:hat:.is I:rlortalf to: hmﬁoff;
spring, they take the immortal soul, reason, whi‘e-.h-‘nhe: demiurge had ;l'fi'aﬂ;
from: the not quite pure residue of the werld-seul (i.‘t*:#.df)‘,,- cve?t'e,amtfn m;; t he
human bedy, and within the body add a mostal soul comprising spmh- ness
and appetite {69c). Reason was housed in the headj (?44‘d), amfl now the ?im;
ited element is housed betwsen the neck and ﬁhq r-mdi.mf?ﬁ (uue-.,._m the Eep thir
of the torso) and the appetitive part occupies the midd‘le‘ third f)f Ei.h& tol;?
the lower thorax between the midriff and the nav?l? (;?Tﬁlla‘—e.}. Bliﬁ w u
about the fourth part of the body, the sbdomen? Thls case is not pl?@b emau:s;
in the way the previous ones were, where the fc:)utﬁh- member of a qufaraté:]? lSI
omitted altopethes, for Timaeus does go om to: diseqss- the abdomeq- after & .15;
diseussion: of the midsecrion is complere, but it is lfhe one part.! c?f the Gentivg-
bedy that is never connected with soul. At thay pmnﬁnhe sgy's,“ "I'he next :rh
jeet . . . is the way the rest of the body has come tevbe! ﬂ.?}e-)- The resq ; 't Cz
Eadiy" turps out to include only tweo categories, ts_hg- abdomenf‘ on one han .'
and the marrow and its products on the other, for t,:}qe Arrow is the ong;—:atw
ing principle of “bones, flesh, and all such nagures {73b). Matrow co? gnai
it itself all chree types of soul and is therefore gb}e to produce not en :de e; :
and bones, but structures as different as the brain and the sperm, and the
inal cord in between {73e—d). ' |
Spbﬁuﬁg;g:;&‘ thoca(x, and midriff are each the seat of a particular kind og
soul, while marrow combines alt three. Only the abdo}meg,.. the fourth part o
the body, seems to have no distinetive soul nature. ¢ is a kind 95 counterpar;
to marrow in that, while only in the funetion of marrow are alt tfhﬁee patts @;.1‘
the individual soul combined, only in the.ﬁmcti.on: of "the.abflomen- a;le: atd
three absent. Marrow bonds the soul to the bedy‘.m life {73k}, but;;- regr
dimensional kinds require two means to bind them (‘.32‘(:)‘)', anda segorfl : m;an
is-never mentioned. Can the second bond between soul and body be found:in
the function of the abdomen?

A distinctive king of motion does, in fact, take place in the abdomen, and

that is a prima facie indication of the presence of some kind of s_,oul,_ since soul
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is the principle of motion. The diseincrive motion of the abdomen is neither
rarional nor spirited nor appetitive—does it therefore imply a fourth kind of
soul? Timaeus describes the function of the abdomen as follows:

These who were constructing our race knew the incontinenee that would be in
us for drinks and food, and that through greed we wouldconsume far more than
what is moderate and necessary. In order, then, that they not be swiftly
destroyed by diseases and the mortat race come to-an immediate end without
reaching its end, foreseeing these things they set what is called the abdomen as
areceptacle to hold superfluous drink and food: And they coiled the formation
of the intestines atound, so. that the nowsistiment would not pass through,
quickly and force the body te quickly againy requite more nourishment, bring-

ing abeut insatiability and, by virtue of gluttony, making the whole mce end up
unphilosophical and uncultured, and disobedient to: the most divine part that

we possess. §72e-73a] '

Left to its own devices, then, appetite is subject to incontinence and greed,
Spiritedness too is subject to a pait of “unwise counselors”, the extremes of
Boldhess and feagfulness (69d); but since appetite is further both in nawre -
and' location from reason than is spiritedness, it is even less obedient {Z0ay
and' more susceptible to unwise counsel. The purpose of the abdeomen is to
curtail our tendency to insatiable cravings, makingus moderate and subduing
the importunity of the body sufficiently to.allow us to respond to the prompt-

. ings of divine reason. Whereas spititedness’ tendency to excess need only be

countered by the dictates of reason. coming from: above, the stronger ren-
dency to excess in the appetitive part must be countered both from, abave by
the alfiance of reason and spiritedness (70a), and from below by the
abdomen.!? The fourth part of the body;. then, becomes an additional ally of
reason against the unlimited greed of appetite, and functions as a fourth,
player in the game, in addition to. the three parts of the soub.

Bue Phato usually characrerizes the body as being by nature oppesed: to the
mind, the irrational to the rationall!? In. thas case how can the mechanical
body function here as the ally of reason? Is it ondy hecause of & design exrrin-
stcally added onto the body, by which reason uses the resistance of matter to-
its- own advantage—or is there also some as yet unspecified intrinsic soul ag
work, a principle of motion not reducible to the other three?If so, thie tension
between the three-part division. of the soul and the four-part division of the
body will once again point to an unmentioned fourth category.

There is no obvious principle of motion in the abdomen. Ir seems that
either the waste material would he conceived as being forced through the
intestines by the new food entering from above, analogously to the case of
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urination where downward pressure is exerted by air pressure fre:? ;-he-]-ung;
(91a), or else since it is akin to earth it narwrally moves in uhe. .1§ecﬁri? o
earth ’( ef. 81a). Even mechanical processes like these are not entﬁf‘ekyﬁ 50&8 3&5;,
however, as they foltow from the laws of na?n: éctwe'eb{g .. iz;tjzi-imw:; ;
is, tk oui. B ing any part of the tripartite soul to >
that is, the world-soul. By denving any par o ; o the Jowest
quarter of the bedy, Plate displays there the operation of uhc'e :wmfxlé wu&wrfﬂ
out the ovetlay of the vegetable {appetitive), animal {spirited}, or hum
wrationai) ls. . : I Liaa T oy
&affi‘ggzgi::;s as a whole is a single animal i which all other uht;gs,;-?vn?g
onlivi " ined H Since nothing exists outside of it; f&s
and nonliving, are contained as parts. : wide ol
ides 1 ishment (33¢). This refers not only to the fac
m. waste provides its nourishment (33¢). clers nos only to the fac
Zfae :;1 tivingeﬁngs are subjeet to inflow and outflow ﬁl:lea, iﬁ’:&) 50 tha: ;SE:
s-prad - mourishment of another, but also te proc
sy-praducts of one are the nourishment o - also tor proces
;h:nop::; nonliving things; such as the interchange of fire, air, and watea; 649;.‘;
54b-55¢). That is what Tiraaeus means by saying that '?rhen lslvfe cr&aﬁei&}g:)hg
made moreal animals out of the material of the cosmos body; it was v te& b
intention of paying it back (4Ze—43a): the ma;u-n:;h elseme:nts ap:;cir;; amm
ivi atEy aruce through elimination and exhalation
living bodies ate terurned to nature ¢h tion: and ¢ |
wgi%ls the organism is alive, and by decomposition aﬁten-dlea th. In fact, Fhﬁ; .lswc:
types of processes, living and nonliving, follow precisely the same laws:
Speaking of the hurnan body, Timaews saygs:

j ything ir the

The manner of filling and evacuation comes: about j;-:st ;s evislwaﬁh;n.g :l:m °

. itk meiph [ is ak 3

i i ied in dance with the principle that all tha

universe is carried ouwr, in accor ‘ all that o akin I
carried toward its kin. For the elements that surround us \glthﬁ;ﬂ; alway
. 3 . . .. - .2 ; 3 X 53 :
solve and divide us, distributing to each species its own kind. [&

L il inflow and: out-
E: is o this principle of like retiming to léke thﬁe::ﬁlbb(_)chly 123:;::;11; G:;d |
i - hand growth depends on f eing converted :
flow is based. On one hand growt o e
: h to flesk bleod to blopd. On the ether hand,
hone to bone, flesh to flesh, and tood ' i not only
bod - by its interaction with our environspent, !
is our body worn away by its interac | vironment, buo our
' joins wit ide air and our waste products with earth
breath joins with outside air and our wa ‘ b carth and waten
' : ine & velled at a bower point than eur breath bec
Owur feces and urine are expelled aga - o because the
' rer and earth are lower than the natural p
natural places of water and ear : wal place of 2t
i f elimination: detive, then, not from the s
(63c—e). The motions of elimination e O o
 the individual { rhy ional, spirited, or appetitive} but .
of the individual {whether rational, . _ . L ¢ e
i ation of the four kinds inte their resp
of nature, The continuing separation o o ins thelr respective
i hat the receptacle, the site of becoming,
laces is due to the face that the recep the . e i
Evenly balanced, and therefore sways and shakes, 12.} shaking sepaiﬁzr;ghi:
i - ; ; i ing fan separates t eat
rier and lighter elements the way a winnowi  the wheat
l;;:_::‘:he chaffg(52e—53a). The mation of the receptacle is a purely mechani
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eal motion, unlike the goal-ditected motions of vegetative, animal, and
rational souls, bus is is not a soulless motion, since soul fs the source of all
motion—eor at least alt motion that is not irational 1

The motion: of the receptacle cannot exist without soul, since the reasony
why the elements came o be mixed together in the firsy place, and why they
do not remain in their places once separated, is thar ‘

the revelutien of the universe, since it comprehends the kinds, and since it is

cireular and naturally wants to-come together with itself, squeezes them al} and
* allows no empty space to remair. . . . The coming together of the compression

pushes the small elements into the interstices of the large ones. [58a-b}

We already know thar this revolurion, of the universe is produced by the cireu-
far motion of the world.soul (36e}, so the ultimare cause of the shaking of the
receptacle is the world-soul, which forces unlikes together and thus creates the
imbalance that results in the shaking. In fact, since the motion of the world-soul
is 2 double circle—the cirele of the same and the circle of the different {36c)
ot only the centripetal motion that forces together the different, but also the
-shaking motion thay separates the same must have its sousce i, the motion of
the world-soul The receptacle itself and the differing weights of the elements.
are hecessary causes of the motions of natwre, but they are not sufficient causes,
They are what in other contexts Timaeus calls contributing or subordinate
causes (46¢, 68e), the necessary cause rather than the divine (68¢).16
Qur question was whether it the function of the abdomen we cam see the
second bond between sout and: body; the fourth element in the mediation, ag
In marrow we saw the firse bond. Marrow is the means by which the three parts
of the soul act on the physical werld: for the double medigtion. to be complete
there must also be a means by which the physical world acts en the saul. If we
tum: our attention outside the body, the most obvicus example of this iz sense
perception (43b—e),'” but if we confine ourselves to what takes place within
the body itself, the clearese example of the activiry of the body on the soub is
the intestines’ mechanical alliance with reason againss the excesses of appetite
(69d-72d}. Within the human body the “soulless” abdomen is the only part
where, in default of the presence of any of the three parts of the individual
soul, the operations of the world-soul appear beside them as a fourth,

Conclusion

The four passages we have been considering are all characterized by a tension
between a triadic classification and a quadratic one, and in each case the
omitted term was one of the two means between the source from which we
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eome and the realm of becoming in which we live—either between outh and
thought, gods and earth-dwellers, creator and creation, or whole and pars. L}
The philosophier is the wpward mean between human thought and divine

truth, as the priest is ehe downward mean. 2) The gods of the air mediate

downward between the element of the gods and the clement of humans, fire
and earths {39e—40z), as the gods of water mediate upward. 3} The cause of
the mixture of the rational and irrational is the downward mean between
being and becoming, as the receptacle is the upward mean. 4) The world-soul
is the downward mean between the cosmos and the individual—the whole
and parts {30d)—as the individual soul is the upward mean. _

As | suggested in the beginning, these four lacunae point to fundamental
aperias in the Timaeus’ account. 1) We are told thar philosophy is the greatese
gife thar ever has or will be bestowed upon us by the gods {(47b);. however,
what exaetly philosophy is, not only is never explained (nov did the promised
diatogue, the Philosophier, materialize), but is continuously conflated with
mythology througheut the Timaeus. 2} From beginning to end the dialogues
repeatedly emphasize our relationship to the gods; but how we are te conceive
of the gods or thieir patzenizasion of us is rever explained ina non-mythic way.
3) The causality of the good and the forms appears threughout at least the mid-
dle and late dialogues; but we are given no conceprual meeaphysical account of
what that means—only mythic accounts like the Timaeus, or metaphors like
“santicipating”;, “parraling”, “imitating”, and “striving towards”. 4) Fhe ascetic
element in Plato that peints us away from ehe body is balanced by the reminder
that we should not turn our back roo hastily on the corposeal world because we:
ate abso matural beings with a role to play in the natural world; '3 bue how is that
to be conceived? How cam we understand ourselves as pares of a greater whole,
when. our appetite and spiritedness continually insist on our egocentricity?
Plato provides us with no foundational metaphysics to complement the myth
of Br and show how our physical life is entirely a product of thie world-sou;, the
laws of nature, any mote than he shows how our ratienal life is a product of
divine reason. _

In recent decades the Timaeus has frequently been linked with the Par-
menides over the gquestion of whether Plato repudiated his easlier theory of
forms. The criticisms of that theory, which appear in the Parmenides, lend
themselves to this interpretation, but the theory reappeass intact in the
Timaeus which, by all seylistic measures, was writken. after the Parmenides.!?
would like to suggest a different way to understand their complementarity: To
repeat what 1 said earlier, metaphysics functions in Plato instrumentally
rather than dogmatically, s a means of thinking about the intelligible, not as
a definitive account of truth. The Parmenides reminds us of the doctrinal
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inadequacy of: metaphysics by showing the aporias in the metaphysieat theory
of for:-:ns; but it reaffirms the instrumental value of the theory in & brief pas-
sage that appears to be a mere afterthought of Parmenides:

Only amian of very great nacurat ability witt be-able ro uniderstand that there is
acertain genus and essence, itself-by-itself, for each thing, and only a seil more
amazing man will be able so diseover alf these things and teach someone else to
evaluate them properdy. . . . But if anyone, in view of these and other such Jdif.
ficuleies, will not permis the existence of forms of things or mark off a single
form in. each case, he will not have anything on which to fix his thenghes, as
:g?g as hﬁ doe;[not p?mgia the idea of each thing to be always.the same, an@i i
s way he will utterly destroy the i ok

been well aware of thiz. ﬁﬁazc:? pover cf dscouse Youseem o me i have

The Tmrzaeus* is the counterpart of the Parmenides in this respect. Whereas the
Parmenides emphasized the limitations of metaphysies while reminding us
almost as an afeerthought, of its mmportance, the Bmaeus shows us the val'-uc:
of metaphysics by giving us the most ambitious metaphysical account in alf of
'lPlam, while at the same time reminding us almest incoﬁspi‘euousiy—bmh b

its mythic form and by its missing mediations—of the timitations of such a-::
aCCount. '

Notes

1. For some of
1O-FF. :

2. Not everyone agrees that the Timaeus is a sequel to. the Republic, si -
doctrines central to the Republic are left ot of the %ma:zs:l::mmﬁ;oszezf:;
have 4s§1gge5ted" instead that the Timaens was written afrer an early rvers'rtm of &:e
Republic which did not include thase doctrines, and before the version that we knaw:
A.“ E. Taylor mentions Hensy Jackson and R. I, Arxcher-Hind as deferiders of tEia- viev;;
(A Qe?mmnmry on Plato’s Timaeus [Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1928} 27). Bue there is
no evidence fer this claim and it is rejected not enly by Taylor (*'3‘25‘ bus by everyone
since, as far as § kow. Others make the opposite claim: not thar the Repué!:‘c {as we
Lnow it} supersedes the Timagus, bur dhar the Timaens supersedes the Republie {i.e
that the abbrevigred summary is meant to repudiare by their absence those dbcuri{:u;;
of Fhe Republic to which Plase no. tonger subscribes). W. K. €. Guthrie, for exampfe,
;]v:;tes, "Ple;{tzz; is telling ui explicitly that in the years since he wrore i';: his: imerzst;

€ veered from an idealistic view of society towards practical policy™ § 4 Ficeara
Greek Philasaphy, Vob. 5 [Cambridge: Cambridge Univzrsity(;’i?s;s()hlg;&é&;:g?ﬁi{
others consider the summary Rot to refer to the Republic ac alt, bue ;& some, othe; éon-
versation. Thus E M. Comford argues that because m ‘

: : atters that are imporeant in the
Republic have been left ourt, and because “Plato fgives] his own clear indication

the historical speculation regarding this question see Sallis 1959
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that the summary actually given is complete . . . Plate eouil‘d-‘ not bave stated‘ more
Fairely that Soctates is not to be supposed tohave namated the :.vh}e- cgmersau?fas m
fhe- R’eﬁibﬁe a3 we have it It follows st ende that he d“td':-l sor intend the lji‘eps;b iz to
stand as the first dialogue in ks new series. ... However}lno grﬁuﬁd rernamgé l@r any
inference that Plato meant the contents of the later books of the Rep@im 1;0 , :tgxp;e';;
seded or corrected by the Timaeus” (Plare’s C&mﬂf@@f fLondon: Bguﬂe ige,‘ a;
43}, Bur Plato-does not give a “clear indiu:aui‘ug“' that the summary iz mmzd ez;——-ﬂ’zs -m‘
judpemens is made only by Timaeus (192, dhe veny persor who request b l eB M e
mary.‘ because of his inability to remember the conversation, adéﬂt}aﬁéw ‘(!_375 ).-. . rann.
Bel:ie,‘ves that Soerates’ rermark ag about eelebrating rel‘fwfes@ivali ofthe Wdie.s[l (\;I‘E’n’ntxseg:
28e) iva reference so the Lesser Panattienaes, “which cocureed: cwo-mpn b 1 1@;1
su ‘ ests- that “Socrates proposed this city on various occasions and thalz it was ev?
as«g‘lg?ﬁs-’“ (3967, 21}, Also see Sallis 1999, 22-23. Be they ag it may, E"l‘agw ceulc};;a;d ;
hav.é weitten this part of the Timaeus withous expeaﬁmghi; weadefs. te be reminded o
the Repnblic, so | shall teeat it that way to see what follows.from the comparisan.
3. See, for example, Corniord 1937, 7-8 & n. 2 Guthie 1975, Ml
4. Taking the subject of eiwer (“told™) in 20k o b& Solon: éwﬁh C:a . Pmﬁn
Joweet}. The referent of the verb is grammatically ambt.g?reus‘ and ﬁsamegnn:ia?s en
1o refer ta Dropides, Critias’ great-grandfadher, but (Qv_mas lgt;zn. refers to this as ¢
story “that old Critias fthe grandfather] heard: fromy Svolm '(@2.5@)’;. 5470y e philocor
5. In the timocracy that is the first stage of the degeneration: (&:‘ﬂ-ﬂ ! eEp ile >
phers are seill distinct from the warrioes althoughs they are now. politically subseevien
o them. _ .
. Cf. Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics 4.7 _ . .
g Cf. St;:sman 303b, 309. The rofe of 2ctual priests in the Smtesman is more eir
cumiscribed, hawever: 290c-d. 260t
8. Statesman 2572-258a; cf. Sophist 216e~17a. “ o |
2. The receptacle is ontologically an extreme but cosm@iogmlaﬂzr a t;z:;ar:s Z:if;
ically it > it is the feast determinare level of realicy; as
logically it is an extreme because it is t ast determina " % 25 Seing
i i ‘ inate. By logically in is o mean: because i
{form} is. the most determinate. But cosmol Y e T e
could not come into being if there were not aleea 37 a recepuacle. The Tima @
::::;t c:: c?asmoi"ogical side, the Philebus the ontological side. A ;:qu?u dlt;al:ray ans#::
ot EEeT PR ham; . the One prier to individuals because
in Plotinus, where matter must emanate from. t _ viduals because
::rlﬁe ;;;li'ncipie of individuation. {a. mean}, and: yet iv must be considered as the lass
i ‘ it is-least determinate.
ernanaiion of 2k (an extreme} because it is leas§ Ctermina . .
em:ga]‘":lvgen as he refuses to discuss the principle [‘a-px-.dq:/t%f he makes &1;: Bm;;s;ﬁ ::
o ible by ust ‘ ae word in a different sense threughout t
conspictous as pessible by using the same w 5 eren shroughout the
in the folfowing sentence: “But holding to what |
passage, ss, for example, in ¢ e Mo 1o what | swda e
nning {kat’ dpxds] a e efficacy of likely accounts, I shall ey to-g &
beginning v’ dpxds] about the efficacy _ : 5 give one ne
i but o before, and: speak from the beginning
less likely than others, but more so as ) ‘ g
i it | things” 48d). Also see Comford 1937,
ipxfiskabout each thing and the totality of all things™ ¢ Mso see ¢ %
‘;g)fmsljﬁaruis Timaeus from explaining this principle, thar there is little agreement

is peferr t has ¢ 0 eart
" AMONg cOMmentators as to even what he is seferring zo. It has been taken to m
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thaw “whar he is going to take as the ABC of things miay be capable of further analy-
sis, only ‘for our present purposes’ we shall not try to: analyse any further” (Tayior
309% Or that Timaeus is employing “a method which aims only at ‘probability” or
Tikelifiood”: to atain to ‘firse principles’ we should need o employ the ‘dialectic®
rmethod” {R. 3. Bury ed., Timaeus etc, [London: Heineman, 1929} FrOu2). Or “Thia
waming may mean that the elementary triangles themselves are reductble £o num.
bers, and' number pethaps to be derived from unity; but e will not here pusk: the
analysis so far. Or ic may mean that no. one cam ever really know the ultimate constic
tution of body, because there can be no sucly thing as physical science, but only a
‘probable” account™ (Cornford 1937, 162.}. But ence we notice thae the three-pare
classification of being {form}, becoming, and e receptacte, omits-a-fourth term—rthe
cause o principle which had been mentioned at 28¢ and' 48¢, and which corresponds
to the fourth term in the Philebys clagsification—~—we cam see thap this s the principle
that Timaeus is refusing to bring into his account.

Y. This classification has 2 certain figueative plausibiliey even today: reasan in the
brais, spiritedness in the heare (as the etymology of “eourage” testifies}, and appetite
ire the storach.

I1Z. And even from withis, by the tiver (71a-dj,

13: Most niotably in the Phaedo: see 64d-67a, 80a-b. In the Republic thisopposition
isexpressed in terms of the conflics between: rationality and appetite.

4. 304, 32¢, 39, 69¢, 92¢.

¥5. Phaedius 245c—e; Faws 104395b-897b. Whether sout is alse die sousce of irra.
tional motion is a matter of continuing controversy; see Richard Mehr's suevey of the
literatuze {The Plasonic Cosmology Heiden: Brill, 1985], 116-19% Guthsie (1978}
rejectsthe view that soul s the source of irtational motion, which dates back te antig-

ity (see Taylor 1928, 155 {6}, and which has mare recently been defended by Comn-

ford (1937, 205), J. B. Skemp {The Theory of Motion i Plao's Laver Dialogues.
tArnsterdam: Hakkent 19671, 3-3, 76}, Leonardo Tardn (“Fhe Creation Myth in
Plaro’s Timaens”, in. Anton and Kustas, Essays in. Anciens Greek Philosophy [Albany,
NLY:: Stare University of New Yok Press, 1971], 372-402), and . 8. Clegp (“Plaso’s
Vision. oﬁ@ﬁaes"‘,.@l&s.simﬁﬂ'uaﬁeﬂy {L9%6]% Mohr, on the other hand, defends some-
thing like Guthrie’s pesition, Guthrie’s reason, for rejecting the sraditional view is that
“evena myth Gf dhis is all mythical) should be internally consistent, and in Timaeys”
story the disorderly motion was there before the world-soul was created™ Timaeus

explicitly says, however, that al though this was true of the: order of his presentation,

the epposite was true in the order of actoality:

With regard to the soul, it is not the case that since we are now- undertaking to
speak of it after [the bodyl, it follows thag the god planned it to be younger, For
when uniting them he would not have allowed the elder o be ruled by the
younger. Bur we [humans], participating greatly in: the accidental and random,
also speak that way. But the god made the soul carlier and more venerable than
the body, since soul was to be master and ruler, and body the subject. {34b—]
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Body ceuld:not have existed priorto soul; then, despite the sequence of Timaeus nar-
sazivs, and if not body then not metion.

14 CF Phaedo: 995

V7. Here agair the law of nature thaw like goes o like ivavwork {eg., 45b-dk

18. See, for example, Phaedo 61h-67b.

13. For details sec Dorter 1594, -9




