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Abstract

Apocryphal Plato: The Problematic of the Subject in Plato’s

Mimetology

This thesis considers how the problematic of the subject relates to certain problems which are
inherent in Plato’s conception of mimesis. A careful study of Plato’s mimetology reveals that
the boundaries between original and copy, presentation and representation are never entirely
unequivocal. His mimetology involves an understanding of mimesis within an eidetic relation,
that is, Plato sees mimesis only in terms of ** being a representation or a copy of the
intelligible eidos. Plato however 1s unable to sustain such a conception of mimesis, and I try
to illustrate in this thesis how the heterogeneous and equivocal nature of mimesis is

inextricably bound to the “mimetician”, that is, the mimetic subject.

In addition this thesis attempts to elucidate how mimesis can be eidetically determined
when it accounts for the visual arts. However when the thesis proceeds to an examination of
the literary arts a paradox emerges in the way Plato accounts for the mimetic subject’s
linguistic practice, the subject’s logos in general. In Plato’s understanding the most pernicious
form of logos is that which resorts to formal mimetic traits, and the poetic, rhapsodic and
sopnistic subjects’ linguistic practice presents a fundamental perversion of truth. Essentially
the logos or discourse of the subject disrupts the relationship of adequation that Plato tries to
sustain in his mimetology. Mimetic logoi undermine the original and the copy in a deceptive
way, and it is for this reason that Plato is critical of the mimesis that involves apocryphy and
dissimulation, because it leads to the deconstitution and withdrawal of the subject in his/her

mimetic deliveries.
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The problematic of the subject is principally tied to an effect that inevitably reveals the

mimetic paradox. The subject’s mimetic logos involves the proliferation of meaning which

supplants the eidos as truth-—as it no longer refers to it~and as a consequence it involves a

subjectal deconstitution and withdrawal. This thesis seeks to follow the manner in which
Plato constitutes the subject and conceives subjectivity by banishing mimesis altogether or
establishing its hoinoiological sense, in order to overcome the problematic of the subject and

to ensure it works in the service of truth.

In the four Platonic dialogues considered in this thesis- Republic, Ion, Cratylus, Sophist - 1
examine Plato’s understanding of mimesis and his decision to ensure the proper constitution
of the subject and its logos. The thesis concludes by situating this exploration of Plato’s
treatment of mimesis in relation to the Platonic constructs of subjectivity, and by highlighting
the way this treatment is inevitably undermined by the possibilities opened up by mimesis
itself. Mimesis ultimately remains equivocal and an aporia of sorts because Plato’s
mimetology concerns itself only with representation and falls short of addressing directly the

subject of representation.
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Chapter One

Introduction:

Plato’s Mimetology

“No work of mine exists on such philosophic topics, and none ever will,
for there is no way of putting them into words like other studies
[ouxovy oV YE REPL AVTAY £0TL CUYYPAUP OVSE UROTE

vEVNTOL PNTOV Yap 0VBaUdE £0TLY 0 AAAL padnnata].”

Seventh Epistle 341c4-6

1.1 The Platonic Schema of Mimesis

Within the history of scholarship on Plato, which inadvertedly implies the history of
Platonism; the question of mimesis presents itself ab initio.! Mimesis remains a
fundamentally unresolved idea in terms of its meaning, its concept as well as its manifest
discursive determinations insofar as it implicates so many other aspects of Plato’s dialogues.

if there has been a fundamental lack in the treatment of mimesis within the tradition of studies

' n many respects the question of representation as it is presented in the history of philosophy
manifests itself as a primary issue since Kant. The Kantian manifestation of the problem of
representation in many respects incipiently informs this study as the distinction between presentation
(Darstellung) which relates to sensibly present objects, or the objectively real and representation
(Vorstellung) which refers to objects that exist separately from any sensible or supposedly “objective”
presentation is treated as problematic, even as it becomes the basis of Kant’s treatment of cognition in

the Critigue of Pure Reason. See Helfer 1996.




on Plato, even as scholars have attempted to tackle the question head on, the lack presupposes
a delimiting effect of the potential of mimesis and the problems it generates. This delimiting
factor has much to do with the manner of approach to the problem which is almost always
oriented toward philological concerns, determining its etymology, its origins and its first
appearance in the literature. This ultimately underscores the epistemological motivations
which fundamentally re-inscribe mimesis to the Platonic schema where everything presents
itself as something other or as something else; a copy, a reproduction and more commonly a

representation.

I embark on this study knowing too well the shortfalls of approaching Plato’s
treatment of mimesis in such a restrictive fashion and thus I return to a consideration of the
Platonic schema of mimesis beyond its restrictive, though legitimate, philological
delimitations. In the four chosen dialogues, what left an impression upon me was that the
question of mimesis presupposes something altogether ignored by scholars and through the
work of Philippe Lacoue-Labarthe, | endeavor to properly address this discursive lacuna by
attending to the question of mimesis in the context of a broader and more challenging
problem. The problematic of the subject, that is, the subject of representation and as it
presents itself inversely the representation of the subject, is openly addressed. It is by
investigating the relationship between mimesis and subjectivity that I hope to shed light on
the idea of subjectal’ representation as it appears in Plato as loss, as withdrawal, as
apocryphy; as the ultimate descent into the world of shadows and as the famous allegory of
the cave in the Republic illustrates, it also promises a new constitution of the subject, as Plato

attempts to devise the roadmap for the ascension and subsequent redemption of the subject.

Certainly the work of Lacoue-Labarthe and Jacques Derrida guides and in many
respects influences my approach to the four chosen dialogues which I will be investigating in
this thesis. One question I will return to time and again is in what way this subjectal loss or

apocryphal withdrawal occurs in Plato. I will consider how this loss within mimesis manifests

2 See Derrida 1994: 275. I here follow Derrida when using the noun “subject” in its adjectival form.




itself and in what way does it challenge or critically undermine the Platonic schema of

mimesis.

However it is imperative to ask before considering the idea of mimesis in relation to
the problematic of the subject, what is the Platonic schema of mimesis? What encompasses
this logos on mimesis, what orients its conceptual and ontological orientations? The Platonic
schema of mimesis implies a particular conception of mus«sis that is not at all contrary to the
schema that many scholars orient their own work on mimesis. It is fundamentally the eidetic
orientation of mimesis that sustains the mimetology, it is by understanding mimesis in terms

of the eidos that Plato is able to ingeniously engineer a criticism of mimesis.

Because a thoroughgoing examination of the history of mimesis in Western
philosophy and literature is not possible here, as it is outside the scope of my thetic
deliberations, I will be confining the question to Plato’s writings. It is nonetheless important
to reiterate that the question of mimesis is continuously confronted by all philosophical
writing.> However it has never preoccupied any philosopher more than Plato, at least not until
Immanuel Kant’s appraisal of the problem in the first Critigue. The ambit of the problematic
is confined to Plato’s work in an integral way, as it is so rigorously tied to his conception of

the eidos, or what is known discursively as the “theory of forms”.’ Mimesis essentially is

> Walter Benjamin succinctly summed up the philosophical exigency of the question concerning
mimesis that “it is characteristic of philosophical writing that it must continually confront the question
of representation.” Benjamin 1998: 27.

3 As a momentary digression, 1 would like to highlight that it is not intended in this thesis nor is its
primary objective, to elucidate the “theory” in its contradictory and versional differences. The scope of
this thesis does not allow for such an investigation, suffice to say that my understanding of the “theory
of forms” will remain consistent to the idea of it being €v 18€av thus singular and one, and most
fundamentally a transcendental concept, thus remaining consistent to its metaphysical postulations.
Aristotle argued that the Platonic eidos is developed in his theory as non-sensible, separated
(transcendental) forms. See Aristotle’s comments in Metaph. 987 a32-b10; 1078 b12-1079 a4; 1086
a37- bll. That the eidos is “unchanging” see Plato Phaed. 78 c10-e4; Rep. 495 al0-b3; 508 d4-9; 518
€8-9; 525 b5-6; 534 a2-3. For a more detailed discussion on the “theory of forms” see Irwin 1999 and
Ross 1951,




understood in relation to truth or the eidos. It is understood as the representation of “what is”,
and thus it is held by the ontological question in such a way that it proffers a formalization of
the question of truth. To achieve this Plato has mimetic practices in general delimited to a
repetition of a prior presentation. What is of interest for Plato is that, if his philosophical
system (and subsequently his mimetology which holds this system together) is to work, then
the logical priority of the eidos has to be maintained and consolidated within this schema. In
sustaining the eidetic determination of mimesis Plato redresses one of the most foreboding
issues that permeates the literary tradition he comes out of; the issue concerning the
singularity of beings, the fixed conception of the human subject as one and singular, not only

in relation to the “self” but also, in relation to the engagement of things mediated in the world.

1.2 The Delimitation of Mimesis in Plato’s Mimetology

The main argument linking mimesis and subjectivity and the problems it proposes to the
mimetology at issue, requires us first and foremost to consider in what way the delimitation of
mimesis is stimulated within an elaborate mimetological undertaking in Plato’s dialogues.
Certainly one aspect of Plato’s mimetology that has, in many respects, delimited previous
studies on Plato’s concept of mimesis is that it has been approached precisely as concept.
Though in its delimitation mimesis can be broached conceptually it is only possibie because it
is oriented towards Plato’s conception of the eidos. Any delimitation of mimesis as concept is
only made possible by ensuring an eidetic orientation is consolidated. Before considering
some of the most notable readings of mimesis in the literature on Plato’s concept of mimesis,
I would like to consider how the mimetology presents itself schematically and thus consider
the exemplary theoretical position it takes within Plato’s philosophy. Before considering the
effect of this schematic delimitation of mimesis, I would like to first quote Jacques Derrida’s

formalization of Plato’s concept of mimesis:




“1. Mimesis produces the thing’s double. If the double is faithful and
nerfectly like, no qualitative difference separates it from the model. Three
consequences of this: (a) The double- the imitator- is nothing, 1s worth
nothing in itself. (b) Since the imitator’s value comes only from its model,
the imitator is good when the model is good, and bad when the model is
bad. In itself it is neutral and transparent. (c) If mimesis is nothing and
worth nothing in itself, then it is nothing in value and being- it is in itself
negative. Therefore it is an evil: to imitate is bad in itself and not just
when what is imitated is bad. 2. Whether like or unlike, the imitator is
something, since mimesis and likeness do exist. Therefore this non-being
does ‘exist’ in some way (The Sophist). Hence: (a) in adding to the model,
the imitator comes as a supplement and ceases to be a nothing or a
nonvalue. (b) In adding to the ‘existing’ model, the imitator is not the
same thing, and even if the resemblance were absolute, the resemblance is
never absolute (The Cratylus). And‘ hence never absolutely true. (¢) As a
supplement that can take the model’s place but never its equal, the imitator
is in essence inferior even at the moment it replaces the model and is thus
‘promoted’. This schema (two propositions and six possible consequences)
forms a kind of logical machine; it programs the prototypes of all the
propositions inscribed in Plato’s discourse as well as those of the whole
tradition. According to a complex but implacable law, this machine deals

out all the clichés of criticism to come.”™

What is of interest in the Platonic schema which Derrida describes as a kind of “logical
machine”, is that this schema of mimesis can only be maintained if one apprehends mimesis

or mimetic practices in view of the eidos or originary idea or model. It furthermore shows that

‘ Derrida 1981a: 187, n.14.




the Platonic schema fails to account for mimetic practices in general, so it is predictable that
all subsequent doctrines of mimesis (and indeed Plato’s own) will in some sense always be
escaping its terms. Plato’s own discourse, the very structure of his dialogical discourse,
escapes the hold of this logical machine. Moreover it escapes the pertinence or authority of
the eidos. The Platonic schema is disrupted by the potentialities of mimesis. The logical
“mimetic” machine cannot contain the potentialities of reference, be it as reference to “idea”
in the Republic, “other texts” in the Jon, “linguistic references” in the Cratylus or in the most
profound ontological questioning, “being in general” in the Sophist. What I want to contest in
this thesis is that the potential of mimesis can thwart the truth or any proper referral to the
truth. As a consequence what eventuates in the dialogues considered in this thesis is that the
Platonic schema, the “logical machine” ultimately showcases the alluring possibilities of the
differential structure of mimesis. This is certainly a climatic moment in the Sophist where the
proliferation of mimesis suggests that in the eidolon (the copy of a copy) the schema no
longer refers us back to any eidos or primordial model; it “is no longer referred to any

ontology or even to any dialectic™.’

However what 1 will be arguing shortly, after a brief consideration of the various
scholarly approaches to Plato’s concept of mimesis, is that Plato’s challenge within his
ingeniously engineered mimetological program is not to discount what (copies- eikons or
images-eidola) is produced by the subject-mimetician, but consider who the mimetician is.
This is primarily what is disregarded by the literature to date. Any engagement with Plato’s
concept of mimesis is confined to epistemological prejudices and has been unable to proceed

to explicitly or implicitly reinterpret the notion of the subject.

1.2.1 The Question of Mimesis Before and After Plato

It might be said that any reconsideration of the history of mimesis ultimately leads any

investigation to contradictions and confusion regarding the origin of the word and its

> Derrida 1981a: 235.




contextual usage.’ In describing mimesis, Willamowitz-Moellondorf referred to it as
“disastrous word” (ein verhangnisvolles wort)’ and did so recognising its equivocal nature

within the mythopoetic and philosophical tradition.®

I begin however here, by addressing Gerald Else’s original and thorough investigation
of the history of mimesis and its subsequent influence on the context by which the question of
mimesis has been generally received. Certainly Else addresses two possibilities of the
meaning of the verb mimeisthai by considering the validity of Herman Koller’s argument’
that mimesis, prior to Plato’s appropriation of the term, referred to the expressive power of
music and thus in musical mimesis it denoted a form of expression. Koller’s conception of
mimesis seems to be to some extent a romantic reconfiguration of Darstellung where it is
treated in terms of pure presentation, that is, mimesis in dance and music takes on a figural
and purely expressive quality thus it does not refer to any prior model. Else in many respects
focuses on the development of the word, its usage within various contexts of the literature of
the fifth century, however he is primarily guided by a determination of the historical moment
when it did come to mean “representation” pure and proper. Though he contests some of
Koller’s arguments regarding the expressive quality of mimesis, it is only because the concept
of imitation per se is not dealt with rigorously by Koller as he overlooks a formal designation
of its representational qualities.'® J.Tate similarly questions Koller for making secondary to
his study the sense of mimesis that sees it involving “imitation” and “copying” simple and

proper.'’

® For other general readings of the concept of mimesis in antiquity see Melberg 1995; McKeon

1936 and Moraux 1955.

7 Willamowitz-Moellondorf 1892: 479.

® Versenyi correctly recognised the equivocal nature of mimesis describing it as a “protean word”. See
Versenyi 1970-71: 30.

? Koller 1954,

' Else 1958: 73.

"' Tate 1955.




Gerald Else’s conclusion that mimesis is not a theoretical formulation in the fifth
century but much more “a bundle of interrelated, concrete word usages”12 does lead him,
however, to acknowledge that its true mimological sense originally denoting “a miming or

mimicking of a person or animal by means of voice and /or gesture”"’

was prevalent and this
is not at all inconsistent to Plato’s use of the term in books two and three of the Republic.
What is of interest is that the original mimological sense of mimeisthai finds itself translated
to the making of images and thus denoting the idea of mimesis as making a copy; a miméma.

Else correctly asserts that out of these strands of meaning Plato was able to develop an

exclusive and complex conception of mimesis in general.

What Else has certainly identified in this complex conception of mimesis is what
Derrida identified as the schema of mimesis, and given its propositions and consequences in
many respects explains the differential treatment of the question. One problem that notably
comes out of Plato’s treatment of mimesis in the Republic is determining its twofold sense.
The fact that there is a good and bad mimesis has inevitably captured the thinking of many
scholars and Tate most notably tnvestigated the two senses of mimesis and its cognates in two
short articles' to clarify and moreover resolve inherent etymological and philological
problems. The postulation of a value-laden conception of mimesis attempted to resolve the
different treatment of mimesis by Plato in the earlier books of the Republic and the
reappraisal of the mimesis question in book ten. In Tate’s work the question of the subject is

implicitly alluded to given what is deemed as good mimesis is a mode that resorts to a

' Else 1958: 87.

'3 Else suggests that the mimological sense of the verb mimeisthai originated from the Sicilian “mime”
which infiltrated the Ionic-Attic sphere in the latter third of the fifth century. Else 1958: 27.

' Tate 1932: 161-169. and 1928: 16-23. Others who have embraced Tate’s thesis and maintain the idea
of two senses of imitation include, Oates 1972 and Verdenius 1962. Alexander Nehamas argues that
Republic 394-97 does not generate two senses of imitation (50), and though he argues that all Plato
allows in terms of what Tate refers to as good mimesis is not so much an appropriate mimetic mode but

rather an appropriate mimetic object. Nehamas 1988: 50




nominative style where the subject of enunciation speaks in his own name and moreover

represents the eidos truly and accurately.

This Platonic concern, has more recently been taken up as an issue in Elizabeth
Belfiore’s work on mimesis in Plato’s Republic who also considers, like Tate, the idea that the
question of falsehood, equivocity and veridical errors are at issue in Plato’ treatment of
mimesis.”> Alexander Nehamas’ lengthy study of the mimesis question in the Republic arrives
at similar conclusions. However, with Belfiore, we note a consideration for the first time of
the effect mimesis has on the constitution of the subject. The limitation in Belfiore’s
argument, however, is that the subject considered is not the mimetician but the audience.'
Nehamas however tries to approach the problematic of the subject by attempting to consider
the contrast between “being an imitator” (mimétés) and “being imitative” (mimétikos).
Nehamas argues that it is not imitation that is excluded “but all poetry that involves
imitativeness”.!” However what this conclusion fails to account for is the subversion of
presence which mimesis effects, and in many ways this subversion has been cloaked by the
marginalisation of the problem as it appears in Plato’s work given that the eidos, regardless if
one is imitating it or imitative of things “like” the eidos, delimits all mimetic practices. In
essence, what I am surmising here is that for Plato the verbal and nominative characterisations
of the subject-mimetician does not preclude the subject from the problem of his or her
complete subreption, withdrawal and loss. The acceptance of what Nehamas refers to as the

mimétés at the exclusion and banishment of the mimétikos does not resolve the Platonic

project for a stable subject. For if we as~=rt the line that Plato wanted to ensure the theoretical

> According to Belfiore there are two senses of falsehood that preoccupy Plato when passing
judgement on mimesis in the Republic; 1. It being a copy,image, not original in the ontological sense
and 2. Mimetic productions do not contain a general truth (of a moral, historical and scientific kind)
that is, in the veridical sense See Belfiore 1983: 40.

16 plato’s greatest accusation according to E. Belfiore is the appeal to the childlike and foolish element
in a soul subject who is divided against itself, that is, mimesis impresses upon the “affective part of the
soul”. See Belfiore 1983: 61.

17 Nehamas 1998: 240; Ferrari 1989: 92-148
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elimination of the false imitator or bad imitator and thus protect the subjectivity of the “true”
imitator, the mimétés, (which in the context of Plato’s work presents itself as a monstrous
oxymoron) this will undoubtedly come up against a defeat already inscribed in the original

decision to banish the apocryphal mimetic subject.

Before outlining the final steps of my argument with regard to the literary tradition
which engaged with the issue of mimesis in Plato’s works, it seems imperative to assert that
Plato had to come to a decision regarding mimesis and its relationship to the subject, in order
to ensure the logical priority of the eidos. The abovementioned studies have failed to
explicitly address the importance of linking mimesis tc the problematic of the subject,
perhaps, because the issue enters a distineiis' philosophical terrain and thus remains invisible

and outside the economy and scope of many scholars’ concerns.

Nevertheless the problematic of the subject cannot be ignored. The Platonic treatment
of mimesis cannot be properly appraised without rigorously addressing the relationship
between mimesis and subjectal representation in Plato’s work. It seems imperative if we are
to account for the problems, ambiguities and inconsistencies within Plato’s mimetology that
we elucidate the way in which mimesis becomes problematic, because what is at stake is not
an ontological prevarication concerning the issue of misrepresentation and falsehood, but the
inescapable link to subjectal dissimulation and apocryphal withdrawal resulting from mimetic
practices. Ultimately, Plato seeks to determine the manner or method that any form of
subjectal constitution and preservation can be assured. If this involves the banishment of
mimesis, which in his eyes presents the most pernicious tendencies of the subject, then this
banishment is the decision that constitutes the subject, whether it be the philosopher-guardian

or the human subject in general.

What I want to avoid is the risk of vastly oversimplifying Plato’s deliberations on
mimesis, since in failing to read a presumption of subjectivity into Plato’s dialogues we fail to

concede in what way the ontological question delimits our investigative orientations. There is
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what seems to me to be a persistent exclusion of the problematic of the subject from the
philosophical apprehension of the mimetology, however, this excludes the briefly hedged
qualification and nuance in Nehamas® most recent article. Addressing the issue from the
vantage point of the problematic elucidated here, is to allow my work in many respects to be
guided by Lacoue-Labarthe’s primary and foremost issue concerning Plato, that the subject
cannot ever exhibit a subjectivity that is true, “authentic” without remaining indebted or held

by mimesis in general.

1.3 Elucidating the Problematic of the Subject: Mimesis and
Subjectivity

Though the problematic of the subject can be discussed with all rigor and philosophical
accuracy in its Kantian manifestation, in Plato the notion of subjectivity is implicitly
iterpreted and in many respects constructed in the Republic as Plato prescribes a new
constitution of the subject in the figure of the Philosopher-guardian. Certainly the problematic
of the subject presents itseif as a more complicated issue when we consider its pre-Kantian
reference. It is certainly referred to in its most logical and grammatical context by Aristotle in
the Metaphysics, as designating something that might be predicated on and certainly in the
context of my discussions on the Cratylus this characterization of “subject” as a grammatical
feature distinct from a predicate sheds an interesting light on the question of mimesis as it is

treated in terms of language.'® This Aristotelian formulation of the subject as hypokeimenon

'8 Aristotle uses 2 single word to establish the idea of an ultimate subject; hypokeimenon. In its use
Aristotle refers to being as hypokeimenon (“that which lies beneath”) because they are “not predicated
of anything ¢lse (i.e subject) but everything else is predicated of them”. Obviously the essentialism
implied by the Aypokeimenor (which refers to a prammatical subject and an ultimate subject in the
ontological sense) is of interest as the connection explains the Latin translation of hypokeimenon as
substantia and subjectum to encompass the two possibilities of subjectal reference that the term
hypokeimenon encompasses. See Aristotle Metaphysics 1017b13. The hypokeimenon is characterised
by its substantiality, it being self-subsistent (1028a23) and definite (1028a27). In Aristotle’s doctrine of

ousia things are depended on the hypokeimenon, they are because they are ‘in’ a subjectum.
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in essence grounds what Plato understood as the eidos because the subject grounds all
appearances, relativises all phenomenal things. Subjectivity may be foreign in the Greek
formulation, that is, if we account for its Cartesian manifestationt and Kantian treatment where
it refers to the human subject as subjectum but nonetheless it appears in Plato,”” as I would
like to argue, as the ultimate and underlying project in the Republic and this in many respects
motivates the treatment of all other dialogues considered in this thesis. The Sophist is
undoubtedly the most profound example of Plato’s attempt to fix the identity of the subject (a
subject which remains in contradistinction to its mimed double) where the philosopher-
subject is clearly differentiated from the sophistic subject, a boundary that is incessantly
blurred throughout the dialogue. As early as the Jon, Plato again is preoccupied by notions of
subjectal loss that leads to a unique conception of the subject as a singular being, substantially
speaking. In terms of this substantiality, the rhapsode in the Jon, the sophistic subject in the
Sophist, as is the poet and painter in the Republic are all represented as multifarious and in the
extreme sense miscellaneous beings in their self-projection, as they have nc fixed identity.
Their engagement in mimetic practices effects their sense of propriety, given they do not only
engage in many fechnai, which explains the Platonic criticism of polytechny, but invariably
embody many properties, which explains their protean character. It is for this reason the

question of mimesis has been postulated by Derrida as “an economic problem”™ as it effects

** In Platonic eidos and Aristotelian hypokeimenon subjectivity is understood in terms of substance or
substantiality, however it is to take a clearly Heideggerian line to understand them in terms of Being
(Dasein). It is clear that the connection of substance to the human subject is a development of the
modern age, but insofar as the Greek manifestation is concerned its connection to /ogos, eidos et al.
suggests a connection to the servant of this logocentrism, the philosopher himself, the philosopher as
subject; the Socratic subject being the “subject” par excellence.

20 Jacques Derrida, in an essay on Kant's third Critique, has called the proxomity of mimesis and
oikonomia "economimesis”, he identifies a “systematic link” between the two. Having identified an
exchange between the artist’s genius and nature, the economy of imitation and how it can be
distinguished from economy in general, reveals a “transeconomy” that lets the work of economimesis

unfold itself to infinity. See Derrida 1981b.
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the proliferation of images and subjects. However in locating the problematic at issue in my

thesis, I quote Lacoue-Labarthe, >’ who states this matter succinctly,

“The historical entry of mimesis, in the Republic, in fact paves the way
form an entire pedagogical debate (the famous education of the guardians)
wherein the haunting preoccupation with the economic will find its reason
in the problematic of mimetism- a problematic that is not, as is repeated
endlessly, principally a problematic of the lie, but instead the problematic
of the subject (one can scarcely see what other word to use), and of the

subject in its relation to language.”*

The problematic of the subject, ultimately is tied to the fact that in every mimetic act,
the subject is seeking to close a gap between the original and his or her representation of the
original object, thought or idea. This invariably opens the gap between the original thing
presented and that which represents it. In bridging this gap, the subject finds him or herself
lost within this spacing, as he or she can never assure true presence of the thing represented.
As a consequence all subjectal representation is not accorded with the prics:iy and
experiential efficacy of the original referent object, thing or idea. The subject is lost within its
mimetic representations; the subject is lost within mimesis. That Plato noted the most
pernicious sense of the mimetic in its mimological presentations is consistent to this
understanding of loss within mimesis as any pretension assumed by taking on another’s
persona, voice and actions involves a form of loss and withdrawal that prevents the proper
constitution of the subject, as the subject becomes other to him or herself; he or she becomes
other. In this thesis, I will attempt to respond to and extend this insight into subjectivity
keeping within view Plate’s mimetoiogy. Broadly speaking, the self that becomes other, the

self-as-other which has emerged as my rubric for describing the subject and its relation to

*! Philippe Lacoue-Labarthe’s work on mimesis and most notably “Typography” is a springboard to my
argument in this thesis. The influence of his work cannot go unstated as it inspired the investigation of
the relationship between mimesis and subjectal representation in Plato’s writings.

2 Lacoue-Labarthe 1989: 125.
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mimesis in Plato constitutes an account of subjectivity that in the four chosen dialogues
threatens the very stabilization of the subject Plato wants to consolidate, whether it be the
rhapsode, poet, painter, sophist or actor and in many respects the philosopher as such is

implicated in this problematic.

1.4 Apocryphal Plato: The Question Of the Authorial Subject

A notable feature of Plato’s writings is that Plato himself resorts to the forms of apocryphal
withdrawal that he is critical of throughout the Republic, Ion and the Sophist. Though I do not
want to address the issue with any kind of privilege, suffice to say that it forms the backdrop
to the very effect his texts have on the whole question regarding mimesis and its relation to
the problematic of the subject.” Plato’s dialogues work on a fundamentally mimetic level
given that Plato does not hesitate to speak through the Socratic prosopon, and yet he does so
condemning the very authorial dissimulation and apocryphality that legitimises his criticism
of mimesis and its ultimate expulsion from, not only the polis, but moreover all generic forms

of discursive and artistic expression.

This undecidabiiity regarding who speaks and for whom, is inextricably bound to
general concerns running throughout this thesis. The idea of an apocryphal textuality, of
masking, of ventriloquy, very much determines the nature of this undecidability regarding
who speaks, whose ideas are posed in the dialogues. This is undoubtedly bound to a
philological problem pertaining to the status of the ‘“historical Socrates”. When reading
Plato’s dialogues one is embroiled in a double reading , a constant shifting between narrator
and dialogician, writer and speaker, outside and inside the text, distance and intimate
proximity to the dialogical context. Essentially the two figures which embody all these

oppositions are simply Plato and Socrates.

23 For a more detailed consideration of the issue regarding the apocryphal character of Plato’s

discourse see Edelstein 1962: 1-22; Plass 1964: 254-278; Kosman 1992.
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Without accusing Plato of any form of naivety in his resort to such apocryphal
dimensions | would like, however to extrapolate in what way this paradox in Plato’s writings
plays itself out at the scene of his critical agenda and the ironical problem it presents. In
inaugurating the character Socrates as the spokesperson of his philosophy, Plato attempts to
develop a subjectal constitution more original than that founded in the discursive tradition he
denounces. In Socrates the subject par excellence is presented, a subject more original than all
subjectal representations. The shortfall of this exemplarity of subjectivity fournided in the
figure of Socrates is that for Plato it inevitably presents a reopening of the abyss of endless
mimetic effects. Part of the problem encountered in every consideration of Plato’s writings is
the question of whe is speaking, whose thoughts are being postulated in these writings. The
paradoxical confusion inherent in Plato’s dialogues are inherent in Platonism as such. The
periodic taxonomization of Plato’s dialogues seems not to necessarily resoive the issue
regarding the authorial propriety of certain concepts and ideas. However in arguing that this
mimetic structure of the dialogues proposes a fundamental paradox is only to suggest that
Plato, as authorial subject, fails to fix himself as himself precisely because his writing
becomes structurally implicated in the subjectal loss which his apocryphality effects; it
becomes a writing of dissimulation. To the extent that Plato’s writings are a requisite medium
for a traditional form of literature, namely “tragedy”, implicates the expectation of authorial

loss and absence.

But is there a possibility that Plato’s writiigs are not implicated in the denounced
medium of tragedy, in the mimetic diegesis that Plato condemns in book three of the
Republic? Certainly, Plato’s emphasis on a unique subject, Socrates, sometimes fails on the

side of noticing that his philosophy is a quest for a new constitution of the subject and thus
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does not within this inherent paradox, mark his own withdrawal and loss because Plato hopes

that he is beyond the reach of the equivocity that contaminates writing in general.**

[ resort to an essay by Jacques Derrida titled “Khora™ to better explicate how I
have endeavoured to approach Plato’s writings. Derrida draws a fundamental distinction
between the “philosophy” of Plato (which comes under the guise of “Platonism™) and his
“text”. “The philosophy of Plato,” Derrida explains, is an abstraction and a simplification,
while the text from which it has been excised is complex and heterogeneous, a multiplex of
innumerable threads and layers. The text produces numerous “effects”: semantic and
syntactical, constative and performative, stylistic and rhetorical, and what is apprehended as

the content of his text is expressed in the name of Platonism.”*

“This will be called Platonism or the philosophy of Plato, which is neither
arbitrary nor illegitimate, since a certain force of thetic abstraction at work
in the heterogerieous text of Plato can recommend one to do
so...”Platonism” is thus certzinly one of the effects of the text signed by
Plato, for a long time, and for necessary reasons, the dominant effect, but

this effect is always turned back against the text.””’

For Derrida, the logocentrism inherent in Platonism is the result of a certain process
of discursive legitimation and privileging of Plato’s “philosophy” over the “text” he has
actually written. By investing in the heterogeneous elements in the text and adhering to the
various philosophemes and ideas that are engineered within its innumerabie layers, I attempt

not to marginalise the basic tenets of Platonism but to determine in what way the paradox and

¢ Derrida's focus in his “Plato's Pharmacy” is the equivocity of the sign rather than the instability
inherent in “reference” or representation of the object. The polyvalence of the "pharmakon” in Plato’s
Phaedrus reveals an economy of meaning beyond the intentions of the author. See Derrida 1981a.

* Derrida 1995.

?¢ Caputo 1998: 82.

*’ Derrida 1995: 120
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the problematic of the subject is a constituent feature of the text, always keeping within view
the distinction which Derrida describes and which has informed Western philosophy since

Plato.

1.5 The Structure of My Thesis

The thesis 1s structured in such a way as to determiine to some extent a development of the
argument concerning the probleinatic of the subject and the inherent problems in Plato’s
mimetology. It attempts to move f - the simplest conceptions of Plato’s mimetology in the
Republic and Ion to the more profoundly difficult formulation of the problems inherent in
Plato’s schema of mimesis in the Crafylus and the Sophist. For this reason the thesis

encapsulates this development by identifying four sections.

The first and second sections of the thesis involves a consideration of the Republic and
the Jon respectively, where the purpose is to identify the subjectal withdrawal and loss in
mimesis, that is, the subjectal withdrawal attending mimes:s. The Republic elicits the manner
in which every act of mimesis or every mimetic activity involves the complete subreption of
the subject; the dissimulation of the subject. Plato’s attempt to arrive at the decision to banish
mimesis from the polis—the mimetic expressions and artifacts of actors and painters
respectively—presupposes the problems of subjectal dissimulation. The Republic is motivated
by the decision to provide a new constitution of the subject, in the figure of the philosopler-
guardian. What I will attempt to illustrate is that the decision of any philosophical constitution
of the subject is made possible only by way of dismissing its mimetic doubles. This dismissal
of mimesis is only possible if Plato maintains an eidetic relation for all mimetic productions
and finally to repress the question of subjectal representation in the Republic. The argument in
the Jon canvasses the problem at issue by addressing subjectal dissimulation and withdrawal
in terms of the rhapsodic and hypocritic subject. Plato again attempts to consolidate a
conception of the subject that is consistent to the demands of the Republic. It is a criticism of

the subject, who engages in theatrical mimesis in order to withdraw from his or her theatrical

I
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persona and so formally figures a split in the subject. Here again, I argue, that the ambiguity
of the hermeneutic models referred to in the dialogue as appropriate within discourse
contributes to the undecidability of the rhapsodic subject, who consolidates his/her subjectal
presence during a performance yet paradoxically is held by his/her representative persona

hence resulting in the loss of self.

In the third and fourth sections of the thesis, I take up the task of considering both the
Cratylus énd the Sophist in light of the argument developed in sections one and two. In these
sections I seek to expound on Plato’s awareness of the inherent equivocity of discourse and
determine in what way this equivocity is ineradicably built into language. Whether the
Cratylus makes that decistve step to thwart equivocity insofar as language is concerned,
where the grammatical subject is secured by again reassuring the priority of the eidos, it is
made possible by the theoretical elimination of falsehood and thus protecting the subjectivity
of the subject, by ridding language of its inherent ambivalence. Still, it will be argued that the
Sophist is implicitly caught up in the problems of the Cratylus. The question of the dual place
adopted by the sophistic subject and Plato’s way of exposing the sophist as a subjectivity
without a subjectum is done in terms of a constantly generated self-difference. 1 will attempt
to argue that the sophistic subject who is sought for is presented as a substitute for the
philosopher, taking identity from that designation and yet radically escaping that designation.
In the context of the Sophist 1 will elucidate in what way the sophistic subject presents him or
herself as a self-erased subject deconstituted by his or her difference to the philosophic
subject, but ultimately [ seek to determine in what way the sophistic subject mimes the
philosopher thus exposing in what way the philosophical subject is also bedeviled by

mimesis.
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The abbreviations used for ancient philosophical texts in the footnotes follow the
system of the second edition of the Oxferd Classical Dictionary.’® The only exception to this
is the Republic which is abbreviated as Rep. as opposed to the abbreviation of its Latin title
Resp. for Respublica. Translations that have been provided are those of noted scholars in the
field and translations that are my own are indicated by footnote. On occasion a direct
translation is not given where the context of my preceding cr following discussion makes the
sense and meaning of the Greek clear. Greeks words that have been transliterated generally
appear in italics. The exceptions to this are “mimesis”, “logos”, “mythos” “episteme”,
“techne”, “poiesis”, “diegesis”, “pseudos”, “hermeneia”, “dyhamis”, “dianoia”, “onoma”,
“genos”, “schema”, “onomastic”, “physis”, “aporia” and “diaeresis”. The latter appear
without italics because of their consistent and special usage throughout the thesis. Moreover
their discursive currency and regular usage in academic philosophy and classical studies are
acknowiedged. For Plato’s writings, [ have throughout followed the Loeb translations unless
otherwise indicated by footnote. Some of my own translations have been used for specific
passages especially when the ambiguity of certain words are not accounted for ia1 the received

translations and will be again be indicated by footnote.

2 Hammond and Scullard 1970: ix-xxii.

k.-x.uy‘,m et s
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Chapter Two

Typologies:
Mythopoetic Typos

“Most excellent of strangers, we ourselves, to the best of our ability, are the authors of
a tragedy at once superlatively fair and good; at least all our polity is franied as a
representation of the fairest and best life [7iv © noAtteta Evvéotnxe piunong

100 kaAAiotov kai dpiotov Piov] which is in reality, as we assert, the truest tragedy

[elval tpaydiav tiy dAnbectdtnyv]. Thus we are corposers of the same things as

ourselves, rivals of yours as artists and actors of the fairest drama
[Opy Gvtitexvol 1€ xai aviaywviotal 1o KaAAiotov Spapatoc].”

Laws. VII, 817 b2-6

2.1 The Poet’s “gidog AoyOV”

It is well known that what Plato inaugurates in the Republic as a principle theme, namely the

discourse on Justice (mepi dikaiov), leads to a kind of philosophical predestination to the

question of poetics and more fundamentally that of numesis. Certainly the discourse on
dikaiosyné has established or predetermined the context for the discussion of the traditional

pedagogy insofar as the m:ythopoetic discourses (i.e. tragedy or epic) have subsumed this

classical thematic.

What unfelds as a major Socratic concern, above everything else, is the kind of language
or discourse [eidocoywv] used by the poets on the question of justice and injustice

[mept Sixanostvng te kat adikiag, 363 €9-411. 3efore pursuing this concern, we would have to
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be in a position to understand how the derivation of the €16og of poetic discourse effects the

deliberations on the question of justice.

To begin to formulate cur concern, at least provisionally, we must ask: What can be said
about poetry’s £idogAdywv especially when it touches upon or attempts to extemporarily
thematize questions of the just or injust? Essentially, the question posed here is that of poetic
discourse, especially as the subsequent discourse in book two attempts to determine poetry’s

authenticity, tropic guilelessness and logical veracity.

It goes without saying that the poet’s logos reflects on the question of justice in ways
which ensures a certain distortion of truth. And it is certain that the question of poetic logos, its
themes and subjects, can scarcely be a simple matter. For it is not simply that poetic logos falls
out of the possibilities and efficiencies of philosophy as such, or even finally that it is supposed
to present itself or assume philosophical veracity. The problem diagnosed is that of its
predilection to lie, misrepresent and distort truth. It is subsequently a matter of its “content” and
this is the content of the question if one may say so. The strangest of speeches, according to
Socrates, concern  “what the poets say about the gods and  virtue
[toVtov 8€ TAVTOV ot tepl Bedv 1€ Adyor KawdpeTiic Bavpaociitator Aéyovrar, 364 b3].” That
is to say, the “content” of the poet’s exposition, that is, everything that concerns his logos is that
it subverts theological and moral prescriptions. These prescriptions, as I will atterapt to illustrate,
presuppose a fypos (pattera or type) that constitutes the ineluctable truths concerning the gods

and morality.

However what Glaucon rzcognizes (and Socrates here remains silently skeptical) is that
the witness (the overseer, the signatory) the martyras of these logoi cited by the layperson is “the
poet” [toig Adyorg ndprupag nowntig Endyoviar, 364 c8]. The “poet” is the figure here
considered, the martyras of the gods. And it is his traditionally prodigious role as martyras (the

one who bears witness and testimony regarding the nature of the gods) that Socrates considers
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morally sinister. Socrates will make certain precautions, though he does not admit it so early in

the dialogue, he will be obliged to do so by Glaucon/Thrasymachus in its ensuing moments.

“And they produce a bushel of books [Bifiwv 8¢ dpadov] of Musaeus and
Orpheus, the offspring of the Moon and of the Muses, as they affirm, and
these books they use in their ritual, and make not only ordinary men but states
believe that there really are remissions of sins and purifications for deeds of
injustice  [0g dpa Adoeig 1€ kal kabappol adiknudrov]l, by means of
sacrifice and pleasant piay 'dta Bvordv xol maididc] for the living and that
there are special rights for the defunct, which they call functions, that deliver
us from evils in that other world, while terrible things await those who have

neglected to sacrifice.” '

There is certainly an urgent need for a critical ablution of the nature of poetic language
and a philosophical rectification of the poet’s €idog Adywv as such. Certainly what is deemed
dangerous in the poets’ “bushel of books” [Btprwv 8¢ Suadov], is its pernicious polylogical
structure. The noise, din, hubbub, the babel [6puadov] made by the many voices permeating or
emanating from the poet’s text brings about onerous confusion regarding the discourse on the
gods. It is this dissimulation of voices and figures of discourse that certainly will inaugurate
Socrates’ epistasis of poetry by the end of the second book. Moreover, the epistatic redress of
the poet’s £i8o¢ Aoywv though it ixcvolves reinstating this logos within truth and moreover entails
detecting and expiating the lies akout the gods, which involves a critical remission of sorts, this
epistasis is rather more fundamentally concerned about the way the poet dissimulates and fictions

himself, speaks in many tongues, “babelizes™ in his discourse, appropriates and dissimulates

" Rep. 364 €3 - 365 a2

2 In “Des Tours de Babel” Derrida addresses the problem caused by translation, accounting for the
confusion of iz uage and its potentialities of meanings by using the example of the biblical story of Babel.

See Derrida 1985: 165-207
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himself with other voices. Socrates deplores his pernicious influence on ordinary men and the
state [10wdtag...kai néAeig, 364 e7) because it involves the duplicity of the subject, it involves

the withdrawal of the subject.

As T will attempt to illustrate this criticism of the “content” of traditional mythopoetic
discourse is the most sedulous and exhaustive critical exercise and it is the case only because it
preempts the criticism of the “form” or lexis of the poet’s discourse. In fact, the critique of the
poetic discourse or logos in book two, measures itself constantly against the question of justice
and certainly Glaucon commits himself to the pretensions of the poet who in his or her poetry
improperly describes the ‘just’ individuai. .he poet’s characters generally maintain “an opinion
or ungrounded belief of being ‘just’ [00Eav dikaroovvrg ntapockevacaéve, 365 b9].”What is
more important is that this doxic or opinionated propriety of being “just” leads Glaucon to the
presumption that the “seeming [t0 Sokeiv]™ in the case of the poet “governs or masters the
reality [kOprov evdopoviag]” and subsequently “overpowers the truth [tav dAafeiav Brdro].”
Socrates will commit to this judgment in his critique even as Glaucon devotes himself to the
poet’s pretense of “being just” without any reservations [€ni 10070 &1 TpenTéov SAwg, 365 cl-
3].” Ultimately what concerns Plato is the deception and pretension of the subject as a “just
being” and the most pernicious example of this deception is founded in the duplicity exhibited by

the subject of poetry.

There is in Glaucon’s doxological determination of “justice”, that is, this pretension to
being just, an element of secrecy. That behind this presentment of virtue therein lies an element
of deceit. Moreover, this specious ostentation of areté almost certainly never touches upon the

secret. We find here that the mythopoetic discourse already, in the manner it presents these

* The word 86Ea derives from Sokéa, thus the “seeming” is close to the idea of “opinion and belief” as
opposed to truth or knowledge. The entire philosophical program in Republic is essentially the positing of
truth (as a greater virtue and philosophically “just™) as opposed to what is critically determined as the

“seeming” aspect, non-truth basis of poetry.
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philosophical themes, forms the explicit critique of “the poets” en abyme on the issues. These are
questions and matters that exclusively belong to philosophy as such; it is a fundamental
philosophical propriety. Glaucon however declares himself, at least “seemingly”, to hide behind

the shadowy facade of the virtuous and just man. As Glaucon explains,

“For a front and show I must draw about myself a shadow-outline of virtue
[TIp6Bupa pev xat oxija KOKAM TEPL ELAVTOV OKLOYpadlay GpeTiic

neprypontéov], but trail behind me the fox of the most sage Archilochus,
shifty and bent on again. You may say it is not easy for a wrongdoer always to
lie hid [0V pddrov aet AavBavery xaxov dvra]. Neither is any other big thing
facile we shall reply. But all the same if we expect to be happy, we must

pursue the path to which the footprints of our argument point.”

Obviously in a very general way the terminology that will introduce the problem of
mimesis appears in the context of Glaucon’s bent towards the dissimulation of the ethical. The
term oxwaypodiav (shadow writing) and its meaningful filiation to all that suggests falsehood
and duplicity preempts the ontological determination of mimesis, in so far as it produces the pure
outward shadowy appearance of “the thing itself”. Glaucon suggests he will schematically sketch
around himself a oxiaypadiav apetiig (“the shadowy-appearance of virtue™).” This deception of
the shadow will not only return in subsequent moments in the dialogue, as it does in the cave
allegory in book seven, but does so in an explicit critical manner in the dialogue’s final moment

when the question of mimesis is reappraised in view of the “theory of forms”.

* Rep. 365 ¢3-6
> Glaucon at 365 b2 re-asks Pindar’s question “Is it by justice or by crooked deceit that I the higher tower
shall scale and so live my life out in fenced and guarded security?” (365b2), he answers the question,

considering the moral order of the mythopoetic tradition, “by crooked deceit” skoAiaig anaraig).
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What has already been discussed on the question of the “just” is preinscribed within
the discourse which will inauguraie the criticism of the logos of the poets, of poetic discourse in
general. Already the question of apaté (deceit), falsehood and the lie, has in a monolithic way
anticipated the censure of poetic logos. Moreover it involves the exile of the principal proponent
of this discourse, the poet himself. Though I may seem somewhat precipitous here, exposing this
critical scene, the question that presents itself as almost an exigency for the philosopher is, at
least from Glaucon’s standpoint, whether the poet’s facile tales could conceal or ensconce the
unjust man or the evil being [AavBavely xoxov Ovta, 365 ¢9]. The “footprints” or the traces of
the present logos [ta iyvn 16v AMdyov] suggests that an incorrect typology has marked the current
discourse, for though Glaucon suggests that it is “with a view to lying hid”
[€mL yap 10 AavOavewv, 365 d3], that is. through dissimulation and subjectal withdrawal, that
they will organize societies and political factions through the help of teachers of cajolery, the
imitative genos, it moreover forecasts the criticism of this false fypos which has marked the
logos. Though this ethic of deceit and dissimulation may elude the observation of the gods or can
be expiated by sacrifices and offerings to the gods,” the context has been conceived for Socrates’
critical intervention, for it is the philosopher who will be able to show “the falsity [wevdii] of

7
these arguments.”

The criticism of the poets is unavoidable, and it may be considered self-evident. How
will Socrates overcome the traditional ethical paradigm founded by the poets? Adeimantus, in
part, repudiates an anticipated rejoinder to his eulogy of justice and the just individual in the first
book and rather calls on Socrates to freely proceed and not decline the apelogetic response to the

question of justice that will supersede Glaucon’s logos.

® Rep. 365 el-4
" Rep. 366 ¢3
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2.2 The Arche-Politic: The Architechtonics of the Polis

Ir foregrounding this scene of the politics of poetry, as it has been recounted by Glaucon, I am
hoping to orient the discussion toward Plato’s ethico-political criticism of traditional poetics. In
order to anticipate the adversaries (i.e. the philosophers) of the criticism of traditional
mythopoetic discourse in books two and three, I would like to note how Plato plays the poet
against the philosopher. Though I would like to remain cautious and avoid speaking of a
“politics™ here, I would like to consider at least the political implications of the logos at hand,
that is to say, to consider how Plato opens the community of poets, soothsayers, rhapsodes,
actors and sophists (this bastard genos) to that of the philosopher, who supposedly carries an

irrepressible political exigency to maintain “truth.”

The philosophical transcription of the arche-
politic’ presents a political demand to critique the community of dissimulators and imitators. It is
precisely this critique that makes book two the writing and making of a new community. Its
clandestine project is that which ultimately involves, as I will illustrate in the ensuing chapters of

this thesis, the writing of a new subject who will reemerge at the scene of its deceitful

withdrawal and loss.

It is important to note that in this context we would need to understand the political not
in its restricted sense but in the broader sense, that is, as fundamentally theoretical. The arche-
politic is organized on the basis of a fundamental theoretical design, that is, on the essential
knowledge of diké or justice. Following Heidegger, the enquiry into art or mythopoiesis in
general is political to the extent it arises in theoretical connection to the Republic. In essence, the

question of the political or of politics in general, is the question of truth."’

® This stand in the name of truth is in an exemplary manner presented in the 4Apology, where Socrates is
depicted as a martyras of truth.

? See Rep. 369 c8

'* See Heidegger 1979: 64-166. “Hence if one still wants to say that Plato is here inquiring politically into

art, it can only meaning that he evaluates art, with reference to its position in the state, upon the essence and
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Socrates will proceed to define this community, the community that will be governed by
the guardian-subject, who is presented in the Republic as the exemplary #ypos of the subject. The
Republic, as in the case of all the dialogues considered in this thesis, seeks to establish an
appropriate conception of subjectivity. At 369¢8 Socrates suggests to his interlocutors that “we
create a city from the beginning in our discourse [t® AMdyw €€ apyfig moidpev méiv].” The logas
of the philosopher will create [row@uev] the arche-polis and certainly what this presupposes is a
pattern or an archetype of the body politic'' which will be written into the logos. That it is
written and founded “first” [€§ coxfic] suggests a premeditated deparure in the logos [t® Adyn]
at hand. It is for this reason the Republic becomes the discursive blueprint or arche-fypos of not

only the ideal polis but that of the guardian and citizen subject.

The phifosopher, as we will further see and yet in many ways can already anticipate, will
be the guardian of logos, of the nature of communication and discourse as such. After covering
what could be considered as a major diversion in the critique,'” an important question of the work
is raised. Socrates wants to determine whether it is better for a man to be “working in many tasks
or one [el¢ dv moAhdg téyvag epyalduevog, i 6tav piav eig, 370 b3].” Again as in many of the
dialogues, the polytechnical ability of the subject is questioned and it is made clear subsequently
that “it is impossible to do the work of many arts well [@dUvatov €va noAldg kaddg EpyalecOan
téyvag, 374 a7].” The polytechny is a concern throughout Plato’s writings as it is an ability
bedeviled by the economy of mimesis in general. The polytechnician lacks singularity as he is
adept in mary technai, thus he has propriety in many things and everything thus becomes his

property. The problem of mimesis coincides with, and perhaps explains, this ability of the

sustaining grounds of the state, upon knowledge of truth. Such inquiry into art is “theoretical” in the highest
degree, the distinction between political and theoretical inquiry no longer makes any sense at all.”
Heidegger 1979: 166.

"' At Rep. 374 a6 it is argued that Socrates and his interlocutors are “molding” a polis [énAdttopev thv

moAwv]. The idea of molding suggests creating an archetype .
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polytechnician, as he is able to feign possessing knowledge of many fechnai. The concern
moreover translates as an economic one, as the polytechnician is able to proliferate and

reproduce erroneously counterfeit and mimetically determined knowledge.

Indications throughout the early part of book two permit us to preempt the critique of
mimesis. The mimetician or imitator, before even the critique of his logos or work as such
begins, exceeds the requirements of the proscribed polis. The entire class of huntsmen and
mimeticians [of puntai] exceed the requirements of necessity in the politeia.”” This criticism
further includes “the poets and their assistants, rhapsodists, actors, chorus-dancers, contractors-

and the manufacturers of all kinds of articles, especially those that have to do with women’s

4

adornment.”” And certainly what was considered useful or gpeia in the original outline of the

polis determines in many ways how the work or arts of the mimetic genos is considered

L] ’ - Y ! 15
“unnecessary [ovx€1t 100 avayxaion, 373 b4].”

2.2.1 The Arche-typos of Subjectivity: The Guardian as Subject

The schemz of the polis is seen to be untenable here, without considering “the work of the
guardian [t®v dvhaxwv épyov, 374 el].” What 1s deemed necessary is the incarnation of the
dvAaE of the archepolis given the unappeasable problematic of the subject has to be superseded.
Socrates adds to the traditional constitution of the ¢VAaxa, that is, in addition to the traditional
qualities of “his high-spirited nature [Bvpoiewdng] his strength [ioyvpdc] and quickness
[taxve, 376 c4]'® a more essential quality. Socrates seeks to assure that he carries a philosophical

disposition, or more correctly, he must have the “philosopher” within him. This point refers to

12 Rep. 376¢-373d.

"> Rep.373 b1-7

'“ Rep.373 b8-c3

'* Though, for Plato, the genos is not anagkaion it is not yet excluded from the arche-polis.

'6 Such qualities are recognizable in the heroic ethos promulgated by the traditional mythopoetic tradition

from Homer to Aeschylus.
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the lack of a “philosophical nature [€t mpooyevécBar praidcodog Ty dpvoty, 375 e9]” in the
guardians fashioned by the mythopostic tradition.'” Already here the guardian subject is
distinguished from the subject of dissimulation, pretension and polytechny. The guardian is
represented as a subject that is to be fashioned in a manner that he bears resemblance to the
philosopher. Plato has thus already conceived subjectivity in terms of philosophical physis, in

doing this he is able to assert a new constitution of the subject in the figure of the guardian.

Whatever the interest accorded to the guardian, and this remains, despite politics, an
altogether philosophical interest, we need to consider to what extent this interest emerges out of a
philosophical exigency or uneasiness. This is certainly a matter we shall return to since the
question of pedagogy reveals a fundamental disjunction and theoretical conflict, as the traditional

form of pedagogy is set against the tropos'® of philosophical education.

In this rapid presentation of Plato’s development of the archepolis, the centrsl concern
being metaphysical as it considers the arche-fypos of subjectivity, and in trying to point out a
radical disjunction between the traditional pedagogy and that which Sccrates forcefully puts in
place, it seems important to begin to understand what this radical differentiation, or more

appropriately, disjunction, suggests within the philosophical presupposition of the new

pedagogy.

Socrates asks, after mature consideration of the poet’s eidos logon and its political and

pedagogical ramifications,

'" Plato undoubtedly has the traditional Homeric hero or basileus in mind. This is consistent given the
discussion at hand but moreover it preempts the Homeric examples that are later appraised and censured.

'®* See Rep. 376 ¢9
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“What, then, is our education?” [TigoUv © roudeic;] Or is it hard to find
better than that which long time has been discovered?

[ xoAenov eOpelv Beltio tig VMo 10D RoAlod xpdvou ebpnuévng].”"”

Obviously we can see that this question carries a fundamental philosophical
presupposition. To further the argument is almost to answer the second question in the negative,
that is, that traditional pedagogy is not found to be BeAticw (or better) and moreover has not stood
the test of time; it has proved maleficent to members of the traditional polis. Certainly Plato’s

emphasis upon the pedagogic essence of the mythopoetic tradition and its predominance in the

education of the polité or citizen is a fundamental concern, for the problem, as I will illustrate,
takes on one fundamental name; “mimesis.” This amounts to the pote:tiai problems that
inherently are generated when accounting for the relation between mi sz »nd subjectivity.
Ultimately it is the relationship between the two that foregrounds the furdamental question
concerning the relationship between philosophy and all cther discursive forms banished and

condemned in Plato’s dialogues.

2.3 Generic Differentiations: Mousiké and Logos

Socrates has now stressed the centrality »f the question of pedagogy in book two and in
particular part of the question presents a regard for the generic classification of traditional
pedagogics. Gymnastics and Music are considered to be the fundamental subjects for the body

and soul respectively. In order to understand the relation between them and discern what it is

they delimit, Socrates necessarily needs to maintain that the question of pedagogy is a question

of theoria. Theory is the arche and telos of pedagogics. 1t is for this reason the question of

gymnastics is subordinated to the question of povoikn which in essence encapsulates the

“theoretical™.

' For a parallel discussion on the question of paedagogics see Pol. 300b and Laws 844A.




31

The entire discussion on pedagogy is organized around two conceptions (a) a prototypal
design (the archepolis), that is, the theoretical schema of the philosopher’s polis and (b) a new
conception of subjectivity which involves the presesitation of the subject that is conceived from
the theoretical schema of the typology in books two and three. The education in mousiké is
prioritized in its deliberation, one, because it quite simply precedes and begins at an earlier age
[npétepov apEducda noudevoviag, 376 e7)>° and by way of sugxestion the education in mousiké

expropriates a philosophical responsibility, an education “for the soul {11 yuxi, 376 e6].”

What is revealed subsequently is that a fundamental eidos belongs to mousiké, in that its
logos is an originary condition of pedagogics and more broadly ethics. However this propriety
of mousiké, logos as its primary educational tool, is forthwith questioned, since in the diaeresis
there are “two kinds of logos [Adywv 3¢ Sittov e1dog, 376 8], two aspects or “forms” of
discourse, namely, the true [10 GAnBéc] and the false [wedBoc).”! One inevitably questions this
bipartition in the formal musicology and asks what legitimately prompts the idea of the pseudos

logos as essentially pertaining to falsehood or the “untrue”.*

If Piato passes over the geneolozy of the mythopoetic tradition, the development of the
~mythopoetic logos and its discursive mode, it is rather to set up a metaphysical opposition
between two kinds of logos by way of fashioning an order of subordination. The logos v ..:: is
classified as yeddo¢™ involves its inscription in the metaphysical order that the Republic as a

whole attempts to establish, that which ultimately presumes the eidos or Idea. The pseudos logos

0 See Rep. 377a 5.

2! See Hesiod’s Theog. 27-28.

22 According to Belfiore the basis of Plato’s attack of the mythopoetic tradition is conditioned on the fact
that there is a vindication of the lie of falsehood. Hesiodic mythoi “speak lies like truth” and the pseudea of
the mythopoetic tradition is based on an incorrect typology. Plato according to Belfiore condones the
pseudea that resemble truth as long as they follow the prescribed typology of books three, 389b and 414b-c.
See Belfiore 1985: 50.

e T e e e em e bR i b b S L e e s

i g lmin e a o ep



32

will te elaborately treated only in terms of logos aAnBég. However, dozs Plato’s pseudology, the
discourse on the lie or the fictional, subsume the metaphysics of the dialogue or does it maintain
itself below or beyond metaphysical oppositions? This question we shall return to shortly, it

seems necessary to consider how Plate “~:3 the traditional pedagogical system.
2.4 Typographic Metaphor: On the Maternal Logos

“Do you not know, then that the beginning in every task is the chief thing

[Otkobv o168 1 dpyn mavtdg Epyov uéyiatov], especially for any creature that is
young ar.< tender? For it is then that it is best molded and takes the impression one
wishes to stamp upon it [HdAiota yap 81 TOTe TAATTETOL KOl EVEVETOL

Tonoc, Ov dv Tig BovAntau £xdotw Evonpivacal.”

The density of these metaphors of “impressions” and “moldings™® interests us because

the entire p2dagogical debate is oriented around the effects of a particular logos on the young and
the arche is significant in so far as impressions are permanently made. Socrates determines there
are two phases to the pedagogic metaphor; (a) a preparation of ground which involves a type of

“molding” of the subject and (b) the marking of the tynos of one’s discourse or logos on this

subjectal ground.

> Rep. 376 €9

 Rep. 377 a8-b3

%5 See Sling 1988. 41. Sling points cut that there are two distinct metaphors here: the first tAdteton is that
of molding in shape (377 c5-6) and the second €vdveran Tonog of imprinting an impression upon it. Also
see Theaet. 191d 6-7 for a similar use of the metaphor, where it is suggested that the mind receives
sensations and impressions (perceptions) like a block of wax stamped with the impressions of signet rings
(Gonep dakrvAiwv onuela évonuatvopévoug). Also in the Laws 789¢ mothers are told to mold their
infants like wax (rAGttewv...otov kfptov). A further example of the “molding metaphor” see. 4lc. 121d 6-7

(rpootétatal expéiecdat ToV YEVOUEVOV...QVATAGTIOVTAS TC HEAT TOV TALSAC).
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The traditional pedagogy is presented as a pernicious presentiment of the maternal or
the feminine as such. The maternal discourse, the pedagogy of mothers and nurses, does not take
into account the prematuration of the child’s psyche and Socrates recognizes in it its absolute
passivity.”® The metaphors of “moldings” and “receiving impressions” concerns itself with the
passive being of the child-subject and finds fundamentally pernicious the psychological
inclination and passive reception of the mother’s recitation of fables and stories. From here it is a
short step to assure that the concern further encapsulates the effects, impressions of the maternal
logos which in essence shows itself to be primordial, that is to say, it precedes or comes before

the discourse of philosophy.
2.4.1 Typography, Mimesis and the Feminine

Certainly the premature child is essentially predisposed to the effects of the maternal logos; the
effects which are deemed to be perniciously mimetic. The typographic metaphor illustrates the
effect of mimesis and how the mimetic is necessarily inherent in the maternal logos. This could
be considered an abrupt introduction to the problem of mimesis however it presupposes the
problem of the affective character of mimesis, it attests to the vulnerability and utter passivity of
the subject. Though it is the child-subject that is screened from a mimetic affectation, it is most
certainly the philosopher-guardian that this critique remains pertinent to. The critique of the
primordial logos of the mother is predisposed to molding, fashioning, sculpting the figure of the
guardian subject. Stated more rigorously, philosophy in its pedagogical supposition is, perhaps,
engendering a new conception of subjectivity in the example of the guardian-subject (the

phylaka) by drawing upon the typographic and essentially mimetic effects of the maternal logos.

%6 On the discussion of the passivity of the subject which the metaphors imply and its mimetic effects see
Lacoue-Labarthe 1989: n. 26. 126. Lacoue-Labarthe makes much of the typographic metaphor in his
Typography explaining, “Mimesis is the effect of the fypo-graphy and of the fundamental “in-semination”
which at bottom define the essence of paideia (of formation or of Bildung).” Lacoue-Labarthe 1989: 127,
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As we will see in due course, Plato’s conception of the guardian subject entails the “fictioning”,

“figuration” of the subject; it involves a fundamental mimetic predilection.

Questions of course persist, which might in the end defeat the pessibility of the subject
in the Republic. Thus, how would it be possible to elaborate the content of this subject without
admitting the problems that arise from its relationship to mimesis? Might the subject somehow
precede mimesis by giving us something that mimetic events then regenerate as replicas? Or, if
this is too thoroughly to gainsay Plato’s pedagogical and typological prescriptions, could it
perhaps, under an opposite description, be a subject that is consequent upon mimetic
duplication? Or even, might this subject finally exhibit a subjectivity that is “true” in the specific

sense of being free from remaining in fee to mimesis?

One necessarily has to concur with Lacoue-Labarthe on this point that the problem of

927

pedagogy is not simply “the problem of the lie,”"" of the pseudos logos, which Socrates will

castigate and censor in the ensuing moments of the dialogue. Instead it is oriented around the

228

problem of the “subject” especially in its passive relation i0 or more appropriately its passive

reception of the maternal logoi, which already implies a subordinate relation.

Behind a thematic still largely dependent on traditional pedagogics, that is, the maternal
logos, we can draw from this critical moment an uneasiness regarding the origins of these mythoi
recited by mothers and nurses. It is certain that Socrates had already had an idea of the fortuitous
constitution of the traditional mythology. Even if Socrates constructs an entirely new
mythology” it would be one that will be foundational for the polis, which in essence will
formulate the fundamental structure of subjectivity. Socrates recognizes the originary

differentiation of these mythoi recited by mothers and nurses and moreover alludes to their

27 Lacoue-Labarthe 1989: 125.
28 Lacoue-Labarthe 1989: 125.
2 Segal 1978: 315-335.
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obscure origins and derivation, their doubtful authorship and chance pedagogues. Socrates

explains,

“Shall we then, thus lightly suffer our children to listen to any chance stories
[t®v gmTuydvtwv niloug] fashioned by any chance teachers and so take into
their minds/souls [Aappdavetv ev toig yuxoic] for the most part contrary to

those that we shall think it desirable for them to hold when they grow up?”*°

The child’s natural submission to these mythoi, devised and authenticated fortuitously,
preoccupies Socrates precisely because it already entangles the child in a psychological
affectation, as these mythoi leave their “impression” on the soul. The child essentially is
engendered by these impromptu recitative mythoi. The question of pedagogy, though it already
subordinates the question of poiesis as poesy or as mimetic, is refocused or redirected by way of

concerning itself with truth which aiready presupposes its relation to the mimetic in general.

2.5  Pseudology: The Censure of the Pseudos

“We must begin, then it seems, by a censorship over our storymakers
[Emotamtéoy 101g pvBororoic] and what they do well we must pass
[kal Ov uev Gv xalov notiowoty, eykprteov] and  what  not, reject
[ov &' av un, anoxprtéov]. And the stories on the accepted list we will induce
nurses and mothers to tell to the children [tovg 6 £yxpOviag neicopev 1ag

Tp0od0oVG 1€ Kal untepag Adyerv 10ig mawot) and so shape their souls by these

stories  [kai mAGTIEWY TAG YuyOg avTdv Toig puborglfar rather than their i

bodies by their hands [roAv pdriov 1 1a copata 10lg xepotv]. But most of

%% Rep.377 b4-7.
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the stories they now tell we must reject [dv 8& Vv Aéyouot Todg morrode

gxpAntéov).™’

The censorship program adopted here attempts to respond to the problematic of the subject and
more implicitly the maternal influence on the subject. Socrates explains that an epistasis, a
“censorship over the mythopoets [Emotatntéov 10ig uvboro10ig]” is necessary and this overall
necessitates the implementation of a mythology that in essence can theorize its own conception
and origin. It is almost certain that the diverse figures and denomination of mythoi, the accidental
and “chance” circulation of tales and stories, must be redressed. The recognizably heterogeneous
and dissociated origins of the traditional mythology lead the enquiry to the urgent rectification of
traditional pedagogics. This entails a purification of its language and moreover, as we shall
subsequently see, its content and form. This philosophical epistasis, as I would like to refer to it,
does not merely redress the problem of the feminine alone, a problem which will be restated in
the beginning of the third book of the Republic, but moreover overhauls the problem of mimesis
in general. In the name of philosophy or under the pressure of something that exclusively has
proffered philosophy its right, namely diké, the mythology is interrogated and censured in view
of something other than its nedagogical influence; namely mimesis, that is, the inscription of the

subject by a fypos inappropriate to it.

Such an epistasis deems to suppress the pseudologic quality of the traditional
mythology yet, on the other hand, it attempts to conserve in its proper presentation a logos
aléthes, that is, a logos which is a likely presentation of truth. For though most of the stories
[toig uvBoig] that are “told by nurses and mothers [tag Tpodoig T kat untépag A€yewv]” are
answered to and thus “rejected [arokpitéov],” it is all mythoi that do not appeal to beauty

[xaAOv] and are not made or “poeticized well [dv xoAdv motowowv]” that are relentlessly

3! Rep.377 b9-c6.
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castigated.”” Socrates explains that after such an gpokrisis, a peremptory separation of all stories
that involves the bipartition of the true and false mythoi, that he and his interlocutors will
mandate mothers and nurses to shape “their children’s souls [rAdttewv dg yuyag]” with selected
or philosophically appropriate or “approved [toUg&yxpiBéviag]” stories. Mythoi will be
consecrated as philosophy and more ominously, through philosophy. The mythoi that are deemed
100G €ykpiBeviag, that is, all mythoi that are considered to be “appropriate” are those that

heretofore comprise of the “truth.”

It is on the grounds of truth that most of the stories are thrown away, cast out or
“rejected [tovg moAkovg exPAntéov].” This all begins necessarily through an act of censure, by a
censorship over the storymakers, the mythopoets. As we will soon determine, from book three
Plato regulates his entire critique of the mythopoetic tradition through what may be called an
epistatic program. It involves a scrupulous expurgation of the traditional mythology and thus
inaugurates the fictioning of the theoretical polity and most importantly the constitution and re-

inscription of the citizen subject.

The motive and interest in the traditional mythology is not sufficiently circumscribed in
the second book of the Republic. What is certain, in any case, is that a theoretical containment,
the implementation of a great example of mythology, the endorsement of paradigmatic mythoi, is
necessary for there to be an effective critique and a proper or justifiable epistasis. Indeed, it is the
heterogeneous and diverse forms of mythoi, which moreover implies the “accidental” forms of

the traditional mythology, that presents a critical and more explicitly a “theoretical” problem.

“The example of the greater stories [€v toig peiloorv poBorg] will show us

the lesser to [oyopeBa kat Tovg €Aattoug). For surely the pattern must be the

*2 The form content criticism is not formerly introduced (Rep. 377b9-c6) here however it is inaugurated in a
clandestine manner and not in a formal philosophical way. This has much to do with the fact no conception

of the eidos has at this stage been formulated.
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same [TOv abTOv Tinov eivai] and the greater and the less must have a like

tendency [kai tavtdv ShvacsBar 1o0g te peiloug kai Tovg EAdtovng].”

Certainly, in the example of the greater stories [roig uetlooiv pi8oig] Socrates has
discovered a fypos, a pattern or schema, that precedes all these differentiations and mythic
derivations that encompass the non-originary character of mythos proper. Certainly this #ypology
will lead the way for the critique of mythopoiesis, that is, the making, fashioning or constitution
of mythoi in their traditional presentation. Socrates discovers the mythopoetic typos in the
mythoi of Hesiod and Homer; he argues that therewith lies the great paradigm of the traditicnal

mythoi. Socrates goes on to say,

“Those that Hesiod and Homer and the other poets related to us
[O0¢ Hol086¢ te...xkal Ounpog npiv eAey€mny Kal ol dArol montali]. These,
composed false stories which they told and still tell to mankind
[oDT01 Ydip oV P¥Boug Toig AvBpdnolg yeudeic cuvtibévieg EAeydv e kal

AEyovoiv] one ought first to chiefly blame, especially if the lie has no beauty
in it [av tig un xoAdg yevdntan]...like when atiyone images (represents)
badly in his speech the true nature of gods and heroes
[Otay eikdln ng xakdg 1 Adyw nept Bedv 1€ Kal Rpowv otoi eiowv], like a
painter whose portraits bear no resemblance to his models {@onep ypadevg

undev €01k61a ypdowv otg v Spora Bovindh ypayau],

3 Rep. 377¢7-d1.
4 Rep. 377 d3-e4
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We would have to say that here the question of the pseudos™ emerges and forms the
basis of Plato’s criticism not only of traditional mythopoiesis but of mimesis in general. He
pursues the critical path of the initial constellation of the pseudos in the maternal logos as lie,
equivocation and more ambiguously “fiction”. The pseudos emerges as a systematic link to
mimesis; it forms the basis for an unremitting mimetological undertaking. It is no accident that in
the closing moments of the Republic Plato delivers a paradigmatic self-regulated typos for
mythopoiesis. A mythological model regulated by Plato’s philosophical typology is conceived in

ine example of the “Myth of Er*

which is presented as the foundational myth of the dialogue
itself. The irony of the Republic is that Plato himself advances the deep-seated fictionality of

every enunciative act. He himself advances this mimesis he thus far is critical of. It is for this

reason that the Republic could be read as the mimetic event par excellence.

It is to be noted that because the pseudos precludes the proper pedagogy that the
guardian subject would undertake, it is fundamentally because it is associated with the feminine

as it is conceived from within the maternal microcosm, the domestic world.”” The origin of the

3 See Liddell-Scott 1989: 901. wetdw (root WYA)- L. to cheat by lies, to beguile. 11. of statements, o be
untrue. 111. in Plat. fiction (see Cornford’s Republic). “The words ‘fiction’, ‘fictitious’, are used to represent
the Greek pseudos, which has a much wider sense than our ‘lie’; it covers any statement describing events
which never in fact occurred, and so applies to all works of imagination, all fictitious narratives (“stories’) in
myth or allegory, fable or parable, poetry or romance. As Plato does not confuse fiction with falsehood or
identity truth with literal statements of fact, pseudos should be rendered by ‘fiction’ or ‘falsehood’
according to the context, and sometimes by ‘lie’. It can also mean ‘error’ when it corresponds to the passive
verb epseusthai ‘to be deceived’ or ‘mistaken’ (Rep. 382b and 535¢). See Cornford 1945: 68. The position ]
take with regards to the meaning of pseudos is that it is within the pseudology of book two and three bound
to the lie and “fiction” is falsehood or a form of lying insofar as it does not represent or recount the truth.

* Rep. 614 b

 Its the repression of a maternal influence as far as possible, and any influence should be based on the
telling of stories which have been philosophically deemed kalon, beautiful, this epistasis (as we will
recognize Plato’s entire poetics is essentially an epistasis) is regulated by what one could call a ‘moral
aestheticism’, fo kalon. Plato is very much haunted by the impressive (tonog...€voguevaoar, 11.377b), the

typographic effect of the mythopoetic tradition (a Dionysianism possibly, if we think of Nietzsche), a
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pseudos, which refers to both the lie and fiction, is the feminine itself; moreover it refers to the

mimetic character of the feminine.

2.5.1 The Twofold Sense of the Pseudos: On Mimetic Fictions and Lies

From this point, and Plato has barely entered into the pseudological assignation of mimesis, the
pseudos is related to mimesis.” In stating that the mythopoets “don’t lie beautifully
(a1 xohdg wevdnraz],” that is, that they don’t make lies that resemble the “truth™, suggests that
the typos, the schema of all mythoi subsume the mimetic. Mimesis is hidden in its depths. When
the mythopoet makes “bad representations or eikons [etxa{n Ti¢ kax®ds]” like “a painter whose
portraits bear no resemblance to his models [donep ypadede undev oixdta ypddav otg v
opota Povandi} ypawar, 377 el-4],” mimesis is already, by implication a bad representation and
the pseudos is falsehood. Moreover, that which is not homoiological, that is, /ike its model, thus

adequately correct, is judged to be pseudos.

One can now ascertain two meanings of the pseudos”’ either the meaning of the “lie”,

of enunciative statements deemed to be “untrue”,*® which in essence clarifies the analogy to the

—— e

distinct form of feminine discourse (since it is mothers and nurses who first tell theses stories, mythoi)

which he wants to overcome, for it is without doubt, the “shaping of the soul” (...plattein tas psychas) that
preoccupies his philosophical program, for it insures the purity of the soul, the “polity” of the soul as such,
thus Plato recognizes that there is a discourse of the feminine and this is not the discOurse of truth, of
philosophy as such.

% Elizabeth Belfiore argues that the question of pseudos is to be considered independently from the
question of mimesis, however that is to ignore in what way the pseudology of book Ii alréady presupposes
mimesis as that which is nof (as pseudos). The mythopoet’s pseudos logos is analogically related to the
painter’s bad representation (which is not homoiological) at 377 e2-4 which anticipates in Many respects the
criticism of mimesis. The theoretical correlation between the pseudos and mimesis is alréady presupposed
by Belfiore 1985: 49-50.

** In his translation and notes on the Republic Corford explains that “as Plato does not confuse fiction with
falschood or identity truth with literal statements of fact, pseudos should be rendered by ‘fiction’ or

‘falsehood’ according to the context, and sometimes by lie” See Cornford 1945: 68. Though that may be the
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ypadevg or “fiction” which ailudes to the poetic creations of the mythopoet. However the
pseudos is determined in its linguistic application and meaning by the mimetology of the
dialogue, as the lie is intricately bound to fiction and inversely the fictional necessarily
encompasses the lie. The analogy to the “zoographer” is motivated by a similar determination or
mimetic relation which Plato reappraises in book ten. Plato seeks to determine that the problem
of the pseudos is related to the fact that it is a false representation. This formally or generically
suggests prevarication of the pseudos given it inherently need not subscribe to the order of truth.
Ultimately any understanding of the pseudos would account for a number of its senses, including
that it involves “deception”, that is, it beguiles or deceives by way of “lying”. Most importantly,
in the context of the Republic, the pseudos encompasses the epistemological “error”. All
possibilities of the pseudos appear fundamental in this context given that in many respects it

presupposes the mimetic as such.

Socrates proceeds to efface the pseudos, given that it has been determined that the
pseudos is not placed henceforth in the service of what is deemed kalon, that is, it does not
embody “beauty” in its essence and “truth” in its eidos. The example raised by Socrates
regarding the myth of Ouranos’ castration by Chronos, as it is told in Hesiod’s Theogony, and the
entire history of parricidal references in this myth is considered to be not only “an inelegant
deception, lie or fiction [0V kaAdc eyevoare, 377 €8] but moreover morally adjudged “the
greatest of lies [to péyiotov yedoc].” In this context the two possibilities of the pseudos are

denoted.

case, that context determines the meaning of pseudos its oscillation of meaning is of great interest especially
insofar as Plato seeks to assign it as falsehood when using the analogy to the painter. In the broad context of
the Republic where the “true” and the “false” is ultimately at issue, then the pseudos has a particular
Platonic determination where the fiction as pseudos uiltimately is fiction as bad representation thus
fundamentally a lie.

* See Page 1991:1-33

L L Lo
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2.5.2 The Mimesis of Castration as Epistatic Ritual

A description of a ritualized censure of the traditional mythoi is founded at this stage of the
dialogue. Lacoue-Labarthe explains “it cannot be wholly an accident that the first “example” of
fiction that Plato proposes for censure is the Hesiodic myth of the castration of Uranus?”*’
Though there is no theoretical way that Plato is able to contain within certain limits all forms of
bad “fictioning” and the fabrication of immoral “lies”, it is only by way of employing the figure
of castration, which is already referenced within a recognizable mythic scene, that Plato is able to

repress and silence the traditional mythology.

Thus it is the scene of sacrifice [Bvoapevoug] which inaugurates the re-telling, the
repetition of such mythoi under a pledge of secrecy. They are unfit to be spoken of as they are
nefarious and for this sole reason they must remain secret [81" anoppntov]. This ritualized
censorship imposes a silencing of sorts, it literally buries in “silence [ovydoBar, 378 a4]” the
horrific mythoi recounted and referred to in the traditional mythology. This bringing to silence
paradoxically though allows for a recitative repetition of these mythot to a select few, which
implies the philosopher’s genos. Though these mythoi are bound to a re-telling or re-citation they
are assured their preservation at the scene of sacrifice. Socrates details the ritual explaining that
that they are to sacrifice “not a pig, but some great and unprocurable, or more appropriately, an
arbitrary victim [Bvcapévoug o xoipov, GAAG TL péya kol dnopov Odua 378 a5-61.* This
epistatic ritual shows a concernment that apprehends or seizes the mythoi from free circulation to
the public, especially to all children, naive and vulnerable persons. One can thus see that these
mythoi are silenced through what could be deemed a naive repetition, that is, through a mimesis
of castration. This moment of sacrifice is without doubt an immense apotropy; an apotropaic

contrivance which involves turning away from the threat of castration. The sacrificial scene only

41 Lacoue Labarthe 1989: 130-1.

“2 | translated d&ropov as “arbitrary” given the clandestine nature of the sacrifice.
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allows for repetition, it warrants only mimesis, it codifies by way of a repetition of the recitation
and retelling of the mythoi within a ritualized context. What it ultimately achieves is the general

epistatic effacement of the myth of origins.

“Even if they were true I should not think that they out to be thus lightly told

to thoughtless young persons [o08" v £l v GAnGH, duny S=iv padiec

oVt A&yecOon npdg ddpovdg te kai véoug]. But the best way would be to
bury them in silence [aAra paiiora pev orydoBat], and if there were some
necessity for relating them [l §& Gvdykm tig v Aéyerv], that only a small
audience  should be  admitted under pledge of secrecy
[61” aroppntwv akovev g 6AlyioToug], and after sacrificing not a pig, but
some huge and arbitrary victim [Buoapévoug o xoipov, GAAG T péya

xat drnopov O0ual, to the end that only few as possible should have heard
these tales [Onwg 0 T €éhaxiotoig cuvépn akodoar]... They are not to be told
in our city [Kal o0 Aektéot... év i) nuntépg moret] nor is it to be said in the
hearing of a young man [o0d2 Aextéov vép dkovovni] that in doing the
utmost wrong he would do nothing to surprise anybody [w¢ adixdv 1d
goxata ovdev av Bovpuootov motol] nor again in punishing his father’s
wrongdoing to the limit [008" av dSicodvia natépa koldlwv Tavrl

tponw], but would only be following the example of the first and greatest of

the gods [GAAq Spam Gv Snep Bedv ot Tpditot 1¢ kol péyroron].”*

Thus it is fear of repetition, of mimesis, of “imitating” the first and greatest gods. The

fear of a young man admonishing his father’s wrongful acts by the most extreme ways

[kordalwv navty ponw] discloses the simulated character of this tropos, that “castration” can be
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repeated by way of “imitating” the paradigm. It is in this way that mimesis is indelibly tied to the
idea of tropos, the manner and the ways of action or praxis, something Aristotle considered

fundamental to mimesis and immediately here, we think of the drama, of tragedy.*

What is really involved here, when certain mythoi are prohibited in being cited and
recited to the guardian subject? Simply a corpus of mythoi are censured precisely because they
couid inspire a form of imitation, it could legitimize the mimetic tropos which Plato finds the
most pernicious example of subjectal depropriation. Thus it attempts, above all, to prohibit the
influence of the formidable mimetic effect of the traditional and archaic mythology precisely
because it iilustrates the fropos of imitation and the precarious possibility of repetition. This
unprincipled aspect of mimesis, its original mimological sense, is eventually considered in book
three, that is, the mimesis that involves the imitation of others’ actions and voices. This already
subsumes serious ethological questions, that is, it intimates a predisposition of the subject’s

“Imitation” of particular characters [116n] or mythic “subjects”.

Whatever we might make of what has turned out to be a “psychology” of the child-
subject, the lesson, with respect to the traditional mythology, is extremely ciear: the more these
mythoi are identified with, the greater the mimetic desire to repeat its lessons, imitate its
examples. Socrates adds, which essentially indicates the fundamental problem of the mimetic
disposition, since it takes literally or at face value the meaning of these myihoi, that “we must not
admit into our city [0 mapadextéov €igThv éAv] mythoi either wrought in allegory or
without allegory [0Vt &v Unovoiaig nenoimpévag ovte dvev vrovoldv), for the young are not
able to distinguish what is and what is not allegory [0 yOp véog oy 016G 1e kpivewv 6 1i 1e

dmévora kal 6 pr, 378d 5-9].%

“ Rep.378 a2-bs
** In defining tragedy Aristotle explains that it is “an iraitation of an action [pipncig npdtewg]”. See Poet.
1449b V1.7; Poer. V1.2 and V1.5.

* For further consideration on Plato’s understanding of allegory see Tate 1929.
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Socrates develops a psychology of the subject that leaves nothing unanswered and
recognizes the effect of the mimetic impression on the subject who listens to these tales. Without
a proper hermeneutic understanding, the competency and skill to read by way of Unévora * there
is a threat of being indelibly and unalterably marked by these mythoi. This said, it would also not
be too difficult to detect, running beneath this pedagogical debate, the guiding and constant
preoccupation with the hermeneutic or philosophical propensity to discern not merely the real
meaning or hidden thought of a mythos, moreover it is to exhibit the philosophical aptitude to
perceive the hidden dangers of the traditional mythology as a whole. As a consequence, it is
indeed mimesis that is at bottom averred because it is deemed absolutely pernicious to the young

who would naturally submit to it."’

Now to suggest, as Socrates does, that the essence of this epistatic program is the
absolute refusal of any form of mimesis is clearly to say that if there is to be a model, a fypos, a
paradigm or pattern to “imitate” they have to be ones which “bring the fairest ‘mythologizing’ of
areté or virtue to their ears [0 TL kdAAroTe pepvBoroynpéva Tpog APV axoveLy, 378¢ 21.” It
is on this basis the first stories should be composed, that is, bearing in mind the proper typos
which will assist composition or the poetic process. This is a preliminary declaration in which
Socrates unequivocally directs the discussion to the question of fypos, that is, to the typology

inherent in mythopoiesis.

2.6 Theologemes: Typology of the Divine

Now that Plato has sketched out the inherent problems in the traditional mythology, he returns to
the thematic announced at the outset. Plato has Socrates consider the fundamentat _seudological

structures and the abhorrent mimetism of the traditional mythoi z2zd thus by necessity

% For a discussion of Plato’s conception of huponoia see Tate 1929: 142-154.




contemplaies the manner by which he can critically delimit the inherent problems of traditional
mythopoiesis. The importance of considering properly and rigorously the typology of the

traditionai mythoi leads to establishing a #ypos which prefigures poetry and the composition of

mythoi in general.

Socrates considers Adeimantus and himself as founders of a polis and it is clearly stated

that they “are not poets [ovx €opgv nowmtai].” According to Socrates

“They are the founders of the models, [otxio1dig & 100 uev ToROUVE
npooniket e1dévar] on which poets must compose their myths [&v otg 8€i
nvboloyeiv 1oug momtag] and from which their poems must not be allowed

to deviate [nap’ odg £av no1dowv ovx Emtpentéov].”

They are oixiotoig, that is to say, “founders” and more appropriately “builders,
constructors” of the proper fypoi for all forms of mythopoiesis. This self-nomination of being
oikiotdig in itself suggests an anti-mimetic or non-poetic disposition. It evokes a demiurgic
disposition which involves a pure act of production. Socrates is careful to separate his demiurgic
role of “founding” proper fypoi, which is an originative activity, from the poet who will “make”
imitations, that is, pure reproductions based on the proffered Hypology. This differentiation is
consolidated further when Socrates states that “the founders are not required themselves to

compose fables [0V unyv ov101g ye mowmntéov puboug, 379 a7).”

*7 See Aristotle Poet. 1448b 1V 5 who explains this natural disposition toward mimesis in humans. “For it is
an instinct of human beings, from childhood, to engage in mimesis [t6 t€ yap pipneicOut cvvdutov 10ig
avOpwnoig €k naidwv £oti].”

8 Rep.379 al-4.
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2.6.1 First Typos of mythopoiesis: The Proper Physis of the Gods®

The decisive philosophical criticism is now produced, more or less according to the need for a
proper fypos. Adeimantus asks what would be “the patterns or fypes of logos concerning the gods
or of ‘theology’ as such [ot tUmot mept Beodoyiag, 379a5].” Socrates replies that “the true
quality of god” be attributed to him, that is, that “god is good in reality [¢yaBog 0 8e0¢ 1 dvt,
379a6].” The poet’s lexis would have to represent that and for this reason whatever form of
poetry is employed, whether epic, melic or tragic verse, that is, regardless of the poetic genre,

this necessarily must be the embodied #ypos in any poem.

The fact that a moral thematic is identifiably that which prefigures the first #ypos, it in
many respects, down to the last book of the dialogue and in its final signature, works through the
idea of the agathon as a noble object of the philosopher, a thematic which the mythopoets
effectively discount and omit, at least in its philosophical thematization.”® Now whether there is
essentially an ontological identification of god and the eidos of the ‘Good’, as it is elaborated in
book six, is certainly contentious. That it preempts the philosophical discussions on the ‘Good’
and the “Theory of Forms” in the Republic is very much apparent. The first typos is that god “is
good” and the “cause of the good”. Certainly Plato puts forth an appropriate theological typos or
theologeme which bearing in mind its #fypos and represenation establishes a proper conception of

god. :

“This then will be one of the laws and patterns concerning the gods
[t@v mept Beovg vopwy Te xat Torwv] 1o which speakers and poets will

be required to conform [év @ denoet Tolg Ayovtag Aéyety kol TolG

“ Rep. 3792 9-380c 7

%% The “Good” is discussed in book seven Rep. 507 b~ 509 ¢ and in many respects preempts the final

banishment of mimesis in the final book of the dialogue.
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nolovvTag Totelv], that god is not the cause of all things, but only of the good

[ 2avTev aitiov 10V Bedv GAAG 1@V dyabiv]).””!

How does what we might call this philosophical (onto-theological) typology of the
divine (what has been determined as the #ypos of the divine) operate in terms of the traditional or
archaic (Homeric and Hesiodic) representation of the divine? How does such a prescription of a
law or a nomos of theological types reply to the problems and the conditions of the traditional
theology? There is what could be described as a representational disproportion or dissymetry
between the divine fypos (prescribed by this philosophical typology) and the representation of the
divine which does not subscribe to any particular fypos. One can conceive of this disproportion
by declaring the problematic of mimesis. Without going ahead of ourselves here, since this
problematic will more overtly be dealt with in the third book, a typology of the divine, designs
the nomothetic presuppositions of what would be considered a proper form of mimesis. If
mimesis is a problem, that is, pernicious in its mythic representations and poetic initiations, then
a typology prescribed by philosophical “law” organizes, regulates, governs (assuming the laws
just now decreed) all mimetic operations. We ought not ignore the fact that it is the nomothetic
foundations of this typology that decrees and structurally corresponds to the schema of the

second fypos.

2.6.2 Second Typos of Mythopoiesis: The Single Eidos of the Gods*

“Do you think that god is a wizard and capable of manifesting himself by
design [Gpa yonra Tov Bedvoier elvar kol olov £€ émBovifig

pavtaleoBor] now in one aspect, now in another, at one time himself
changing and altering his shape in many transformations, [G¢AAote €v GAko1g

18éonc, 10Te pév avtdv yLyvopevov kat dAidttova 0 avtod e1dog

*! Rep.380 c6-9
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£1¢ MoAAGG nopdag] and at another deceiving us and causing us to believe
such things about him [1o1e 8¢ Nudc arat@via xal tolotvia nepil avtod
tolobto dokelv;] or that he is simple and less likely than anything else to
depart from his own form? [fj andoiv 1€ elvar kat Tdviey fikiota Tig

eavtod 180g exPaivev].””

What troubles Plato in the last section of book two regarding the logoi about the gods
[nepi Oeohoyiag] is that the gods are represented as “polymciphic” by nature, that is, they
assume “many forms [noAlag popdac).” They are represented as diverting and abandoning their

proper “form”, their essential nature or eidos. By never assuming “his own form

[tfig £avrod 18€ag],”™

the god is described as yontog, a juggler, a wizard and in essence a
dissimulator. The yontog is designated in the critical vocabulary as a term Plato employs in his

description of the mimetician.”

Socrates arrests the idea of the gods betraying an ideal theic form, which is simple
{anA®d¢c, 381c 8] and perfect. The dissymmetry in a god’s form, this disproportion which is the
effect or etiologically related to a change in theic form is denounced. The petafoiy in the proper
eidos of god is censured as an unfeasible condition of representation and moreover it is
considered etiologically improbable. *° As Socrates explains, “that which is in the best state by

nature or art or both admits least alteration by something else [10 xaAdg €xov 1 dVGEL T eV

*2 Rep. 380d 1-383¢ 7

> Rep. 380d 1-7

* See Rep. 381¢9 where it is argued that god would not want to alter himself or change form (that is to say,
divert from his essential nature [AdVvatov...0ed® €0éAerv av10v dAhoiotv] but rather perfectly and in the
fairest sense abides simply in his own form [kdArtotog kal dproTog AV €1g 10 SVVaTdOV EKAGTOG AVTDV
péver del anid év i av1ob popdii]. The example of Proteus is also raised (who is known to be
pantodapos. See Rep.381d 2.

55 See Rep. 598b where the painter (the zoographer) is described as yéntoc.

* At Rep. 381b4 Socrates explains, “it is least of all likely that there would be many forms in (a

polymorhic) god.
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fi qugotéporg  Erayioty petaPoriv Um’ GAhov Evdéyetal, 381a9-b2].”Y The mythopoetic
tradition is criticized for it has its gods transforming themselves, and changing themselves into
anonymous, strange “polymorphic” figures. It is thus necessary for Plato that this lexicon (this

type of fictionalized theology) is expunged from the ideal polis and that the proper typos is

assumed and recounted in every discourse.

2.7 The Pseudos as Truth: The Preinscription of the Fictional “Lie”

That there is in the logoi concemning the gods a type of logos which is identifiably fictional and
bound to the lie, has already been predetermined. The pseudos, the lying or fictioning in “words”
by way of logos [T &v 10ig Aoyorg yetdog, 382 C5] involves the diminution of truth, insofar as
the mythopoetic logos attempts to resemble truth [6 d¢ GAn6&Gg yeddoc, 382a 3].> That the
traditional theology is essentially pseudological suggests that for ev toig Adyorg yeddog actually
translates as “the falsehood [TO ye®bdo¢] in words, in discourse [€v toig Adyoig),” that is to say,
it refers to the“fictional” in general. So again, Plato’s theological nypos is one which opposes

itself to the execrating fictioning accounts of Hesiodic and Homeric mythoi.

The pseudos logos is essentially, in this context, what we understand as “fiction” or the
“fictional” discourse. From the formal point of view, there is the fact that “fiction” is considered
to be a form of logos bound to the lie as it can feign truth or simulate it. The exact mode of the
fictional logos is unimportant at this stage, as it will certainly be considered in the third book, it

is however sufficient for us to see in what way the content of this logos, that is, “the lie like the

*7 The soul or the psyche is also considered to least susceptible to changes and alterations as opposed to the
body see Rep. 381a 1-2 and discussions on the division of the soul in book four.

*® Much is made of 6 dx dAndc weddoc at Rep.382a 3 in the scholia. Shorey translates it as “veritable lie”
(Shorey 1930) and Belfiore translates it as “true lie” which in Plato’s account would present itself as an

oxymoron. (Belfiore 1985). Discussion of the use of w¢ as preposition or adverb. See Murray 1995: 149.




51

truth” elicits fundamental hermeneutical problems, that is, insofar as the reception of this kind of

logos is concerned.

“Pseudos (which resembles the truth or fei gns truth) - ignorance namely in the
soul of the man deceived [tolto wg dAnBdc YEVBOG, YeDA0g kaAOiTO,

1 €V i} yuxdi dyvoira 1} Tob gyevopévov ). For the falsehood in words is a
copy of the affectation in the soul [¢nei 16 ye ev 101G AdyoLg Hipumud 1t

109 €v i) yuyij €01t nabrpatoc], an after-rising image of it [xai Yotepov

YEYOVOS €18wAov] and not an altogether unmixed falsehood [0V vy

dxpatov yebdoc].”>

Thus the pseudos logos leaves an indelible impression on “the soul of the man deceived
[Ev i yoxdi... T0D éyevopévon],” its an inscription which comes into view essentially as a copy.
[t is a miméma of the affectation, the pathéma in the soul, an eidwhov, a supervening image
which comes temporally after the event [Votepov YEYOVOC] of its account. The pathéma thus
involves affective or passive emotional response to the pseudos logos whether it is the experience
of fear [phobos 382 E1] or madness [manian 382 E2] that is provoked. It is described as a
typographical impression that permanently marks the subject. Thus mimesis here appears as a
psychological projection in or of the psyche. The pathéma appears as a copy in reflection, the
subject reflects upon an eidolon, a mark on the soul that could only appear as a redoubtable
image of the pathéma. The subject equally as an experiencing self and object, is marked by an

impressed miméma, a phantasm which remains marked on the psyche.

Socrates does warn us again about the influence of the maternal logos and explains that
mothers must not “under the influence of such poets terrify their children with harmful tales

[und’ ad Ird otV Gvanerddpdar at HNTEPEG 10 todia Exdepatodviay, Adyovoar TOVG

* Rep. 382 b6-cl
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nodovg xaxdc]” that represent certain gods as apparitions that haunt the night in the likeness of
many strangers from all manner of lands [dgdpa Oeol Tiveg mepiéyovion viKTLp
moAroig EEvolg kot mavtodanoic ivdaiidpevor, 381 el-3]. In effect, the dissimulation of the
gods is questioned again. Obviously in dissimulation there is something troublesome and

dangerous particularly as it establishes a relationship of fear and misunderstanding in the subject.

“Then god 1s altogether simple and true in deed and word [6 8¢ anioDv

Kat GANOEg €v 1€ €pyw kot €v Ady®] and neither changes himself nor
deceives  [xai olte at0g pebictaton ovte GAhovg e€onard] others by
visions or words or the sending of signs [oUrte katd daviasiog ovre Kot
MOYOUG 0UTE KaTG onueimv mopundg) in waking or in dreams [o08’ Urap

W oy W 60
oV7 Gvapl.”

It is from this point in book two that mimesis will be subjected to truth or at least the
question of mimesis will be (to use Derrida’s terms) “commanded by the process of truth”.*! The
poet subsequently will be subjected to the law and types appropriate when referring to the gods,
in their logos.”> We mustn’t forget Plato lays down another fypos of theological discourse which
overrides the Homeric and Hesiodic fpoi, another type of discourse and “an appropriate form of
legein, and poiesis in general [nepl Bedv kol Aéyetv kol motely, 383 A3-4].” There is here, a

prescription of a typos with its imposed philosophical limits.

2.8 Homeric Thanatology: First Epistasis

In the third book Socrates proposes a type, a #fypos, a form of writing or discourse which will
expunge, overwrite or literally ‘write through’ [€Eaketywpev 386 c3, Swaypddwpev 387 h3] the

various maniacal references within works of poetry particularly those of the epos, that is, the

% Rep. 382 ¢7- 383 al
® Derrida 1981a: 193.
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works associated with the Homeric tradition as such. Explaining that an “opposite type”
{tov Evaviiov Tortov] is what must be required “in speech and in verse” [Aéxteov xai

notnteov, 387 c8]. Plato has Socrates not only prescribe a censorship on .the redoubtable
character and nature of Homeric verse and mythopoetics in general but moreover clears the way
for the development of what is deemed a truth oriented aletheic discourse on the gods, that is, he

imposes a proper theological #ypos.

One needs to ask what is the nature of this epistatic program, “this censorship of
mythic tales [émotatelv kol nepl 100tV TV P¥BwWVY, 386 b7-8]7” Where does philosophy or
the philosopher for that matter emerge as the arbitrator of logos in general? Book three begins
with the question of death, ron thanaton, and its representation in poetry. The concern is that it is
apprehended with fear [t0v @avarov dedievar] and the required epistasis involves the practice of
repression. The subsequent books of the Republic delineates a philosophical epistasis that is
nothing other than a repressive mechanism, a silencing of all that evades ontological
understanding. The Homeric verses are a form of writing which propose a typos which incarnates
a redoubtable thanatology, a linguistic ruse which is motivated by the very will to represent what
by its nature evades man (mortals, heroes) and language itself (the epos, the word), namely, the

subject of death.

One can begin by considering the Socratic citation of Homer’s thanatological references
and the general anomalous description of Hades, or as Socrates would argue, “this dispraising of

life in Hades, M&opeiv...10 &v' Awdov, 386 b9],”

“Ah, then, it is true that something of us does survive even in the Halls of

Hades, but with no intellect at all, only the ghost and semblance of a man

¥

[ momot, 1 pé T1g £0TL KAl £V Aldao doporot youyn kot eidwiov,

%2 Rep.380 c6-7
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atap dpévegovk évi ndumav].”®

“Unto him (Teiresias) was granted intelligence even after death, but the rest

of them are flittering shadows (or shadowy phantoms). [oiw nenvicdar,

101 8& oxial diocovor].”™

“Under the earth like vapour vanished the gibbering soul. [ywuyn 8& xotd

xBovdg, Nite kanvde, dyeto tetpryvial.”

Plato’s disquietude with reference to Homer’s thanatology is specifically directed
towards the representation of non-being and the shadow worlds that the Republic seeks to ascend
from. The threat of a form of subjectal loss reflected in the loss of one’s intellect [dpéveg o]
after death, impels his philosophical epistasis, which yet again reveals a concern regarding the
subject’s constitution. In every respect, such superintendence, such epistatic control actually
seeks to manage the economy of the pseudos logos. Plato’s epistasis is a denial of thanatos as a
radical negativity,® it essentially reviews the tropics of negativity as it is determined traditionally
within a general economy as a loss of being, of rationality, of the life forms. Homer’s
thanatology undercuts the ontological status of the “subject” in general whether it refers to the

epic hero Odysseus or the subject partaking in these recited mythoi about Odysseus.

There are certain consoling illusions regarding death that Plato would like to upraise,
however the epistasis over Homer asserts that there is something more fundamental at stake,

something which installs philosophical autonomy, something which safeguards its very economy;

% Homer 11.xxiii.103

* Homer Od.x.495

*> Homer //.xxiii.100

® This is quite overt in the thanatological thematic (the thanatography) of the Phaedo where Plato employs

what Derrida describes as a “rhetoric of borders” to enter into the metaphysics of “immortality of the soul”,

which in essence is overtly thematized at the end of book ten. See Rep. 608c until the dialogues end. See
Derrida 1993: 3
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the transcendentality of being, of philosophical being, which escapes presenting itself mise en
abyme, within the abyss of Hades, within what is abysmally thanatographical. Plato necessari.ly
questions Homer on the basis of a certain conceptualization of death, that is, in terms of this
radical negativity, its purported general economy? What seemingly is the exacerbation of life in
Homer, leads Plato to an impromptu deliberation of the enigmatic, abysmal fypos founded in
poiétiké itself. He can pave the way and subsequently see through this entire epistatic program

and superintend the works of the mythopoets.

Thus Plato’s epistasis involves placing under erasure®’ the Homeric vocabulary and this actuaily
entails covering over, wiping out, obliterating [e€ahetyopev, 386 c3], overwriting, or writing
through [Swaypadwpev, 387 b3}, throwing away, discarding, rejecting the entire mythopoetic
lexicon as such. The actual act of logically excluding or erasing “the entire vocabulary of terror
and fear [ta mepl Tadta dvopata mavta o deLvd 1€ kKal ¢ofepd drofintéa, 387 b8-9]” and
moreover negate, deduct, that is, through aphairesis [apoiperéa, 387 c11] every reference or
onoma, which will undermine the piety of reason involves a complete subreption of the pseudos

that accompanies every act of poiesis.

What is involved in this overturning and censorship of the Homeric vocabulary
[16 Tept Todta dvépara, 387 b8]?* In the first instance it concerns itself with the possibility that
the subject will be traversed by this lexicon and these tales in such a way that it will effect a

disquieting instability on their subject sense. Socrates explains,

% The words Siaypdaney and é€aieiyopev could refer to a process whereby the traditional lexicon of the
mythopoets is placed “under erasure” (sous rapture). The lexicon is cancelled out but not really rejected
given certain words are recirculated by Plato in terms of a new metaphysical and eidetic conception within
the mimetclogy. In many respects Plato is metaphorically pointing out the absence of any definitive
meaning and value in the traditional lexicon of the mythopoets and in recirculating them and apprehending
them in terms of the eidos there is in a sense an attempt to consolidate and assign to them their correct value

and meaning. See Derrida 1974: 19 and 60.
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“We are in fear for our guardians iest the habit of such thrills make them more
sensitive  and soft. [fueig 6¢ Lnep 1AV pvAdkwev dofovusda, uh EKTic
701V NG dpixng Bepudrepor xai LAAOKDTEPOL TOD SEovTog Yévavial

f“-“-\’] .9969

Thus in this critique, there is a recognized risk of the deconstitution of the subject in their
affective appropriation of the language inscribed in the pseudos logos. This consequence is
astutely recognized by Lacoue-Labarthe explaining that “mimesis is always related to the
preinscription of the subject in language” and thus it is no surprise that this potential
preinscription relates not only to the guardian subject but to the citizen subject in general, for
time and again, the effect of this is related to those who listen to these terrifying mythic

references; the listening subject [Tovg dkovovtac, 387 ¢3] who is attendant to these mythoi.

Hidden in this concern is the manner Plato regulates and controls this sinuous poetic
lexicon. Does it involve a simple discarding and negation or does it moreover attend to the
process of mimetic appropriation of the mythopoetic vocabulary which will later aid Plato’s
critique of mimétiké in general. This generalized appropriation of the Homeric vocabulary,
actually assures that mimesis can be conceived in these terms, for these onomata, such as
gldwAiov, okial aicoovot refer to images, shadows, phantoms and thus actually founds the
vocabulary of Plato’s mimetology. For Plato since these onomata will be circulated within the
developed mimetology as contrary to philosophy’s lexicon, it is most interesting that the
appropriation and regulation of the mythopoetic lexicon will define the schema in which they

will be apprehended. A mimetological vocabulary will be apprehended in contradistinction to the

% In one respect the reference to the onomata circulated within mythopoiesis preempts the concerns that
will most certainly guide the enquiry in the Cratylus.

 Rep. 387 c5-6

’® Lacoue Labarthe 1989: 42
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eidos and, if we consider the allegory of the cave,”’ it will form the terms of Plato’s own
mythological and mimetological constructions. Thus this appropriation of the Iexicon begins to
‘fix’ mimesis, its meaning, its concept, given mimesis will always be described by the vocabulary
appropriated by Plato. This philosophical vocabulary thus ultimately doubles, mirrors Homer’s.
The references to shadows (skiai) and phantoms (eidolon) in the Homeric thanatology are

appropriated, ‘made appropriate’ insofar as they elucidate Plato’s mimetology.”

Though from this, it is clear that what Plato wishes to absolve with regards 1o such
references to death, that is, within the locus of mythopoiesis as such, is fear itself [ded1€van], he
nonetheless prescribes to include in his model polis “sayings that will make the guardian subject
least likely to fear death [ap’ 0¥ Taira 1e AexTéov Kai 010 aVTOVE Totficat fiKioTo TOV
Bavarov dedigvar, 386 a7-b1].” It is clear that Homeric mythoi seem to treat death more in terms
of negativity and the fear it instills in the subject is the question of concern. And it is for this
reason, according to the nomothetically prescribed typology of the second book, “the opposite
typos will be required in speech and in verse [Tov & evavtiov TOmoV T00TO1G AEKTEOV TE KL

nowrtéov, 387 c8).”

Obviously, the whole epistatic operation presupposes that pseudos couid only involve
absolute vicariousness and the infinite circulation of “lies” and that in essence “liken the false to
the true [adoporovieg 1@ aAnBel 10 yebdog, 382 d4].” We are forewarned, in the beginning of
the third book, just before the closure of the topic of logos™ that the more “poetic” a mythos is
[6ow towtikdtepa] they should be deemed less suited to the ears of boys and men.™ There is in

this, as we have seen, the question of the guardian’s subject sense and his preinscription in the

' See Rep. 514a-521b
72 Thus mimesis appears at the scene of death, in the cavern or spelea. It legitimates Plato’s epistasis and
the theoretical vigilance to create a new foundation myth. The “Myth of Er” (Rep.613 e ff) becomes the

epilogical testament of the soul’s immortality.
" Rep.392c6
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symbolic order of the proscribed typology. This presents itself as a “psychological” proposition
which assumes the reducibility of the subject’s ethos or character to the fypos which is deemed

philosophically appropriate.

Now the same typological presuppositions concerning the content of mythopoiesis will
in effect be reemphasized in the discussion concerning “poetic” diction or style of speech
[10 Aétews, 392 ¢7].”” As I wili attempt to show, the onto-typology of the third book is
intricately bound to the decision that is meant to establish subjectivity. Plato is undoubtedly
seeking to secure subjectivity by ensuring that all forms of misrepresentation and equivocity is
eschewed from mythopoiesis. The problematic of the subject is inevitably adjudged in terms of a
decision regarding the mimetic typos that has infiltrated the stories and tales of the mythopoetic
tradition. Any consideration, from here on, concerning the question of lexis elicits inherently
pernicious effects on the subject of enunciation and moreover the multifarious consequences of

inherent forms of subjectal representation.

™ Rep.387 b3
7> For usage of lexi+ as referring to the manner or style of speech in Plato cf. Ap. 17d 3. “l am therefore an

utter foreigner to the manner of speech (Aé€ewg) here (i.e. the courts).”
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Chapter Three

Philosophical Poetics

Socrates: Pray, then, tf we strip any kind of poetry of its melody, its rhythm and its
metre, we get mere speeches as the residue, do we not?

[...€1l 115 mepLELOL Thig TOWOEWG TAONG TO TE PEAOG KOl TOV PpuBuUdY Kot 16 uétpov, d
Alo T 1§ AOyor yiyvovion 10 AewROpEvVOoV]

Callicles: That must be so.

Socrates: And those speeches are spoken to a great crowd of people?

Callicles: Yes

Sacrates: Hence poetry is a kind of public speaking.

[Anunyopia dpa Tig €0TLY 1} TOINTIKT]

Callicles: Apparently.

Scorates: Then it must be a rhetorical kind of speaking

[Ovxobv pntopikn dnunyopia av €iil]; or do you not think that the poets use rhetoric

in the theaters? [fj 0v pntopeveLy Soxolut oot ot rowtal €v 10ig Sedrporc;].

Gorgias 502 c4-dl

3.1 The Question of “Form” or Lexis

We have progressed toward a fundamental debate which in its classic form appears early in the
dialogue as the classic diaphora, difference or opposition between philosophy and poetry or
literature in general. The development of the debate is so little modeled upon a notion of generic

differentiation at this stage and it is for this reason that the third book introduces the matter of

e ey
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lexis or poetic diction in general [10 6& AéEewg, 392 ¢7] that is to say, the “style” or mode of

speech or discourse as such.’

The whole question now is consequently whether or not the question of lexis reveals the
problem of philosophy’s own “style” and moreover of Platonic /exis. For we have to ask what
does the question of lexis presuppose? The matter of logos presupposes a priori a privileged
consideration in the second book of the Republic. The priority of & Aéxteov (“the matter of
speech”), its discussion prior to wg Aextéov (“the manner of speech™) certainly is a philosophical
privilege and interest as it is pertinently of theoretical interest, a matter of theoria. It is,
moreover, a deliberate avoidance of the fundamental question concerning the “subject”
mimetician, a question that resurfaces with every attempt to delimit mimesis. Certainly the
construction of the subordination of lexis, obviously involves repressing the gaping chasm that
stresses the difference. However the question of /exis seems not only to advance, in the manner
in which it projects itself, the problem of enunciative practice or the manner of speech, of
discourse as such,” but it also advances the problem of the subject in general; the subject of
enunciation. The Republic presents, for Plato a fundamental challenge that involves not only

discounting what the mimetician produces, but also describing who the mimetician is.’

It is reasonable to ask where in the dialogue can we situate this strange proximity
between the d Aéxteov and the og Aektéov? Is it in the performance of the Platonic text that has
already, if we consider the problems of the dialogical form or philosophy’s lexis, become part of

the problem? Or does Plato’s dialogism or his lexis already propose a model for discourse? Is the

' See Ap. 17d 3 where Socrates claims to be unfamiliar with the “style of speech” used in the law courts.
2 Certainly lexis becomes a theoretical preoccupation in rhetoric in Aristotle Peri Rhetorikés.

3 See Lacoue-Labarthe 1989: 125
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Platonic dialogue the preliminary paradeigma of discourse?* This is a fundamental question
when considering what is at stake in the Platonic dialogue, bearing in mind that Plato ultimately

condemns the mimetic practice that he himself practices.’

3.2 On A¢Eic: the Modes of Enunciation

We must clarify, first and foremost, why there is an appraisal of the question of lexis? Is it

strictly a “formal” object in its thematic evaluation in the third book? In some respects, the mode

* Plato cannot really condemn those being dismissed as mimeticians in the first exclusion in book three, as
they are themselves being dismissed by mimeticians in the dialogue in general.

> Thus the entire problem of mimesis in the Republic, is centered upon his literary criticism, the cogency of
an irreconcilable contrariety between what is understood as Plato’s A&Eig, that is, the manner, the form of his
text and what is generally understood as the Adyoc, that is, its very content, its system of meaning, It seems
that Plato’s lexis, the dialogical form raises the fundamental difficulty of philosophy’s distance to the ruses
of mimesis. The mimetic structure of the dialogues (what can be referred to as its logomimetic structure)
undoes Plato’s epistemological inquiry on the matter of poetry. It collapses at the point where mimesis can
only appear as presentation, as a form of presence identifiable within a textual matrix. Plato’s lexis
probiematizes his logos, his mimetology. In Plato’s lexis there is a temporal distancing (since we are
reading the representations or retelling of ‘historical’ dialogues) arising out of a fundamental mimesis which
undoes what is deemed absolute in the diegetic presentation of a dialogue. Plato’s dialogues are structurally
representational in its structure, given its enunciative mode and thus mimetic in terms of its lexis. Though
the problem of mimesis is not peculiarly an exterior problem (external to the discourse), an object for
philosophical inquiry, it is philosophy’s parasite. Mimesis essentially has a parasitic relationship to
‘discourse in general’ (all enunciative and linguistic practices) which does not necessarily mitigate
philosophical discourse, that is, that form of discourse which is deemed philosophical in essence, that is,
according to its mode of discourse, enunciation, exposition which defines its logical essence. Mimesis
essentially subverts the presence of such an essence, contaminates (as it is a trope of contaminatio, as we
observe it generically in ‘parody’ or comedy e.g. in Aristophanes and Terence) what is understood as a
primordial philosophical essence, which is a question of propriety, property, pertains to the proper as such
insofar as the discourse of philosophy within a western tradition has delimited such an essence, that is, a
non-mimetic essence. It seemingly presents itself as a discourse or enunciative practice which claims a sense
of self-possession, self-presence of the philosophical “subject”. It thus alludes to what Derrida understands
as the “metaphysics of the proper,” which essentially holds the primacy of the ‘subject’, the enunciative

(speaking) subject; Socrates.

]
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of lexis is merely a question of style, of syntax, but does it moreover involve regulating the
manner or form of composition or of discoursing as such? The moral logos, which is represented
as an example of the second book, is problematically embroiled in the problem of lexis and its
explicit philosophical thematization is seemingly just as necessary.® The poet’s logos is not only
deemed to be problematic but so is the manner of poetic expression. What we discern in the
ensuing discussion of the third book is that the logos, the content or subject matter, of the
mythopoet is not only morally erroneous so is the manner of his discourse, his own enunciative
practices. Lexis is further embroiled in the moral/philosophical criticism that Platc pursues. It
will be formalized and disciplined especially since the “morality” of the mythopoetic tradition

will remain inarticulable and unrepresented in the newly constituted polis.

From this long critique of the content of mythopoiests, Socrates moves to a criticism of
lexis only in an attempt to discern the mimetic power and influence of mythopoiesis. When
providing an expianation for this critical regression, this movement from the content to the
statement, from the logos fo the question of enunciation or /exis, it might be argued that it is from
this point forward that the question of subjectivity is broached. The question is theoretically

entwined with the question of mimesis or representation.

Lacoue-Labarthe first elicits insightfully the link for Plato between mimesis and
subjectivity. He notices that Plato’s expulsion of mimesis is tied to the critical consideration of
what is properly called lexis, the mode or manner of logos or to use his terms “enunciation”
proper.” No doubt the proscriptive and prescriptive logos of the second book prepares the critical
appraisal of the poetic modes. Mimesis is consequently grounded in this original determination

of the subject of speech, of lexis. It becomes a question of the fundamental depropriation of the

® The question of the £180¢ AMdywv raised again Rep. 392 a S has now been prescribed bearing in mind the
criticism of the poet’s €180¢ Adywv treated in book two.
” Lacoue-Labarthe 1989: 132-133.




63

speaking subject, of the mythopoet who was critically derided in the second book. What is
distinct about the mode of mythopoiesis? As we shall see, Plato insists on this all the more in that

the lie, fiction or the pseudos is assumed by the question of lexis.

What emerges as the question of style resurfaces here as nothing other than the problem
of mimesis in its most general postulations. As we shall soon determine, it is a form of mimesis
which is variable in its expressive mode; a mimesis or a mimetic mode which appeals to the
theatre, to the actor; a mimesis which undoubtedly appeals to its original mimological sense that
Plato takes issue to. At 393d Socrates identifies three modes of lexis within the mythopoetic
example. One where the poet proceeds by “pure narration [amAfj Sinyioer],” another by
narr-:ive that is effected “through representation or imitation [10 pyuncewe]” and one which

“employs both modes [f 8t dudotépav nepaivovov].”

What we are dealing with here is not
the phenomenon of logos but the poetically expressive and rhetorical nature of legein, the
manner of logos; of enunciative practice in general. Lexis is undoubtedly only a consequence of

mimesis. Moreover, the effect produced is the effect of the mask, it is an ethological concern, a

question of character or %00c¢,'® which involves assuming another persona, since the narration

® In Poetics 1448a 20-4, Aristotle makes this distinction stating that the poet “narrates as himself”
[anayyérovta...¢ TOV oTOV KOl gn netaBdiiovia) or by a mode of apocryphy, where one “becomes
other” [E1epov Tt yryvouevov].

? Rep. 393 d6-8

' Aristotle described fi0oc as one of the six important features that constitute the performance of tragedy.
Modern scholars have warned against the assumption that classical notions of ethos (character) can be
regarded as synonymous as those of our own. See Baldry 1971: 99-100. 1 treat ethos as a representational
entity which pertains to the idea of the mask or npdécwnov, of a persona which is represented within a
metafictive theatrical space by the hypocrités (the actor). Thus I try not to draw it away from its essential
connection to the tragic stage and the hypocritic subject’s propriety. Thus ethos is intrinsically linked to the
persona or mask. Certainly in Poetics XV 1-12, Aristotle’s ethological description refers to characteristics
in men’s natures however he sees them as projected, by way of the prosopon, onto the stage, by way of the

actors. So Aristotle’s ethos acts to determine the qualities of the actors who represent and perform the

T I AP T  T
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61¢ mpnoews involves the poet’s appropriation or dissimulating appropriation of a character’s
voice. Far from being a concern of recounting another’s logos, it is the appropriation of the
other’s voice, general being and efhos which remains disturbing for Socrates. It is a question that
concerns itself with the withdrawal and loss of the subject through mimesis. The narration
S1a punoewg propels a performative moment in which the status of the poet as autos, as an

autonomous self or subject constantly vacillates.'

3.3 Mimetic Diegesis and the Splitting of the Authorial Subject.

We are dealing, then, with a phenomerion of mimesis that involves the splitting of the speaking
subject, the schizophrenic status of the poet, a phenomenon that in the Jon is presented as a
modicum of rhapsodic practice.”’ This ‘split’ in the subject signifies the appropriation and
mastering reappropriation of another’s voice, another subject or being. Homer speaking as
Chryses represents a moment in which the status of the authorial subject vacillates, from diegesis

to mimesis and back; from the self to the other and back.

“The poet himself is the speaker and does not even attempt to suggest to us
that anyone but himself is speaking. But what follows he delivers as if he

were himself Chryses and tries as far as may be to make us feel that not

action. See Aristotle Poet. 1450a V1. 4-5; “Character is that in virtue of which we ascribe certain qualities
to the agents [t& & 1i8n, ka8’ & =orovg TIvag lvai dapey 1ol Tpdrrovtag).”

"' Murray 1996: 170 correctly suggests that the question of Jexis is not strictly an “aesthetic phenomenon”
that is, it does not bear entirely on an elaboration of a “poetics” (i.e. a theorisation of poiesis) but rather it
has ethical implications (and 1 add more specifically ethological considerations- of being other). For further
comment on the “ethical” concerns regarding the consideration of mimetic mode in book three see Ferrari
1989: 114-118 and Havelock 1963: 21-22.

12 Stanford considers the commentary on lexis as a fundamental criticism of “mimicry* (and especially its

onomatopoeic mode since it critically involves “the abandonment of one’s identity.” Stanford 1973: 190.
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Homer is the speaker, but the priestt an old man.
[A&yEL 1€ QTG O oG KAt 0Vd” EMYELPEL UGV Thv Sidvorav dAlooe
TPERELY, G AAAOG T1G O AEy@v 1 aVT0g Ta 8¢ petd taita donep attdg dv O

Xpiong Aéyer kai netpdton fudg 6t pdAota moriicar].”"”

Mimetic diegesis or narration “through or by way of mimesis [81d piunoswc],” that is,
by employing a mimetic narrational mode, involves a process of subjectal withdrawal, that is a
movement between two identities. This is evident in the structure of the narrative and especially
in its performative display. It seems, then, to be a fundamentally critical concern, as the critique
of mimetic diegesis addresses the vacillation of authorial voice, the splitting of the authorial

subject. The subject becomes double or presents him or herself as a double being, being two.

What is involved in the mimetic mode of diegesis is an indecision between two beings,
two subjects. Moreover it testifies to the dynamics of subjectal withdrawal, where the original
self withdraws or is lost in an other. This form of mimetic diegesis, according to Plato, is
pernicious as it undermines the singularity of the subject since any form of subjectal withdrawal
involves the authorial subject wavering between two different figures, two voices, two subjects.
Apocryphy, and its modal mimetic rendition, involves an interposed fictional subject (or
“figure”), who mimetically is carried by this subjectal vacillation. This involves a double
movement in the diegetic performance, in the enunciation of voices. This makes every disgesis
essentially mimetic in essence, as the subject’s recitation involves becoming other and

subsequently becoming double.

Given the nature of mimetic diegesis we can observe that we are not far removed from
the drama, from the theatre and the rhapsodic techne. In the diegetic mode that is presented “by

way of mimesis” we recognize the hypocritic operation of the mask or the prosgpon. The dual
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place of the subject, to which Plato has ingeniously called attention here, is a phenomenon which

in all the considered dialogues is known to bedevil mimesis.

“It is narration, is it not, both when he presents the several speeches and the
matter between the speeches? [Ovkovv dujynowg pév €ot xal 61av 10g
PoELS EKOOTOTE AEYN Kt OTay 10 petall 1dv pioewv]”...“But when he
delivers a speech as if he were someone else, shall we not say that he then
assimilates thereby his own diction as far as possible to that of the person to
whom he announces as about to speak? [AAL" 61av Y€ Tiva Aéyn piiowv

¢ TG GAAOG GV, Ap 0D T0TE OpOLODY aVTOV PNGOUEY 6 TL pEALSTO THY CVTOD

AE€w €xdoTw, OV Av mpoeinn wg Epoivta;]”

“And is not likening one’s self to another in speech or bodily bearing an
imitation of him to whom one likens one’s self?
[OvxovV 10 Ye Opo1oBv EqvTov GAA® T KaTa VR i katd offjpa pueicbal

gomv £kelvov @ dv 1ig opotot;J”

“In such a case then he and the other poets effect their narration through
imitation. [Ev 81 16 tolo01tw, g otkev, 0VTdG T€ Kal 01 GAAOL TOLTaL

310 pyioewc Ty Suynowy toodvran].”

Certainly we come to understand in Sud pipniceng ™v dujynowv towodvion that the
poiesis sets up diegesis in a particular way, it presents it in a way that involves another tropos.
The semantic inflexion of poiesis brings us closer to mimesis, but even more so to the apocryphy
that this mimetic mode implies. The apocryphal character of representation as it is implied by the

practice of “likening oneself to another [opototv €avtov dAAw]” illustrates that “by way of”

" Rep. 393 a6-b3
'“ Rep. 393 b7-d1
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mimesis, that is, dua pipoewg, a movement of withdrawal or loss of the subject occurs. And
here we must not ignore what is on the one hand the critique of mythopoiesis; its “style”, its lexis,
and on the other, the articulation of the question in its most restricted sense, the question of
poiesis or “poesy”, the art of the word, of language, of poetic discourse.”” And yet this questioh
of poiesis in general is subordinated to something more fundamental, that is, the subject that is
involved in mimesis. It can easily be shown that, mutatis mutandis, there is in any text or episode
of reported speech, this dual pesitioning of the authorial subject, both inside and outside the
event. There is thus already, in this identification or imitation of another’s words or discourse
[tv avtod Ag&iv], a dual-subject or a “being double” whenever anything is enunciated. What
becomes of interest though is what effect does this diegetic mimesis have on the subject? What is
at stake when the subject becomes /ike another g T1g dhAog wv]? These questions are intimately
bound to Plato’s critical motivation which has as much to do with arriving at some kind of
determination or hermeneutic delimitation of mimesis as well as assuring the proper constitution

of the subject.

3.4 Haplé Diegesis: The Constitution of the Subject of Enunciation

What has thus far lacked articulation or commentary is the distinct themes of books two and
three. Whereas the typology of book two presupposes political and let us add ontological
cogitations. Book three is essentially poetological, that is to say, it takes up the question of
poiesis in a prolusory way, in the form of an announcement and in anticipation of the
mimetology which circumscribes or delimits poiesis as fundamentally mimetic in the final book

»l6

of the Republic. Certainly there is the “bringing to decision”” the question of poiesis and

"> According to Heidegger poetic art [Dichtkunst] “testifies to the primacy of such art within Greek culture
as a whole...Therefore it is not accidental that when Plato brings to speech and decision the relationship of
art and truth he deals primarily and predominantly with poetic creation and the poet. Heidegger 1991: 165

'® Heidegger speaks of the zur Entscheidung bringen “bringing to decision” of the status of art or its

essence (starting at book III) but acknowledges that it is in traversing the seventh book (the discussion of
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certainly more overtly in the final book, the decision about mimesis. Of course, this decision or
this “bringing to decision”, besides it anticipating a normative hermeneutic exigency (a decision
based on “interpreting” pure and simple mimesis as such) requires setting up the problem of
poiesis as such, and especially its mode or lexis, since it sketches out the mimetological
presuppositions of the entire dialogue. This question is certainly raised only to better access the
ontological implications of the critique of apocryphy; the overt critique of the subject who

practices mimesis and the manner by which it is overhauled by a new constitution of the subject.
3.4.1 The “Trope of Apocrypty” as Subjectal Withdrawal

“But if the poet should conceal himself nowhere, then his entire poetizing and
narration would have been accomplished without imitation
[EL 8¢ ye undapoT avtdv anoxpinTeLto O ToLNTiG, niod Gy aLTdH

dvev ppioeng 1| Toinotg 1€ kol Sujynoig yeyovuia £in].”"’

The mimetic poet is criticized for “concealing himself [€avtov droxpinrToLTo 0 TOINTIC]” at
the moment of his representation. The Platonic indictment of mimesis is in Jean Luc Nancy’s and
Lacoue-Labarthe’s terms an “indictment of apocrypty, the dissimulation or dispersion of the
author (or the subject cf discourse) behind the figures (characters or mouthpieces) of dialogical

18

narration,”” What is essentially the modai quality of diegesis “by way of mimesis”, as Lacoue-

Labarthe explains, is that it is “indirect and apocryphal.””” It is appropriate to take this brief

e .

the essence of truth, based on the Allegory of the Cave) that the possibility of deciding upon art (and for
Lacoue-Labarthe deciding upon mimesis) is made possible in the tenth book. This is certainly a point which
we shall return to and nonetheless it is “in anticipation” that one makes an account of it. See Heidegger
1991. 168-169. See also Lacoue-Labarthe’s commentary on this passage in 1989: 75-77. Similarly Lacoue-
Laharthe is guided by the exigency of the decision concerning mimesis and the subject in the Republic,

'" Rep. 393 d3-8

** Lacoue-Labarthe and Nancy. 1988: 87

'° See Lacoue-Labarthe 1986: 273, “indirecte et apocryphe.”
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reference to the idea of apocryphy by Nancy and Lacoue-Labarthe and carry forward its tropic
sense, especially in terms of how it manifests itself as trope. This moreover elicits how Plato’s
lexis, his manner, his style, the presentation of his own discourse, or formally speaking, his
dialogues submits itself to the dramatico-mimetic order, that is, the model he himself condemns.
The critique as we have so far determined is of the subject mentally withdrawing from the ‘self’
that is his or her character during poiesis, remaining as detached or withdrawn subject. The ‘self’
that is before the audience, that is, during the performance, is then no subject, but as it were an
“emptied self,” as site of pure mimetic action. To reappraise the typological metaphor introduced
as a criticisin or suspicion of mimesis in book two, the subject is open to be marked, affected by
an other (i.e character), by an external identity that marks (#yptein) the soul in the act of

performative poiesis.

This of course raises a fundamental question given the context of Plato’s criticism of
mimesis. Who is the subject who delivers the words and actions of a character, if these come
from an apocryphal subject, that is, if these words and actions come from a self that is not a
subject? What is the ontological status of the emptied self always already mimetically marked by
the characters he or she represents? In turn, this question yet again raises a prior question
concerning Plato as such, the author of this criticism of apocrypty. Who announces this
criticism? Is it really Plaio or his mimos, Socrates? All this I hope will sharpen my thetic
concerns regarding the distinction and or interplay between two forms of apocrypty that will
consistently be canvassed in this thesis. The first now obtains, as a figure of philosophical will,
namely Plato, who withdraws, detaches or distances himself from his own work, yet still

becomes represented through it, by way of the figure of Socrates.

Though Plato can only be apprehended as the authorial figure external to the work he
still is a figure represented en abyme within it, by way of the Socratic prosopon or mask. The

intriguing fact regarding Plato, and he certainly does not naively commit to this, is that in every
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dialogue he is a figure figured as choosing to remain separated from “his” mimetic deliveries.”
As I will reiterate throughout this paper, the figuring of subjectal withdrawal becomes interesting
when one observes that what is threatened under this apocryphality or mimetic operation is the
distinction between literature (encompassing, poetry, drama etc) and philosophy and their
respective subjects. This distinction or difference between two logoi that Plato want to preserve
in the final book of the Republic as a diaphora.”' The refusal of the authorial subject to appear,
whose thoughts, I might add, cannot exist independently of the text that frames it, corresponds to

the non-arrival of the subject of philosophy.

So when “the poet does not conceal himself [undopod €avtov drnoxpunToLTo O

ronhg]”?

or does not assume an other’s prosopon or is not “playing the other,”* he achieves
diegesis “without mimesis [Gvev pyunicewg].” In the example on the passage from the Iliad
diegesis would be achieved dvevpwnocews. If Homer spoke as himself, “as Homer
[0¢ Ounpog]” and “not as Chryses [um og Xpvong]” then he would be adopting a proper non-
mimetic mode of diegesis.* Mimesis is even more formidable here for its apocryphal dimension
insinuates the subject hides, conceals him or herself, it thus participates in a paradoxical
ontological situation. A diegesis that resorts to mimesis ultimately necessitates the poet’s

apocryphy. One might say that we are simply dealing with the fact of enunciition in general, that

is, that the lexis of apocryphality prescrives the position of the poet in relation to mimicry.

2 There is only one dialogue that the historical Plato is notably present and that presence in the work is at
the scene of Socrates’ death that is at the discarding of the Socratic prosopon. 1t is interesting to note that
the only appearance of the Platonic prosopon is at the scene of the death of Socrates, this subsequently
assigns the power of authorial presence at the scene of the death of the father as it involves a discarding of
the Socratic mask. See Apology.

*! See Rep. 607 b5

2 Else points out how Plato finds in the poet’s “apocryphy” an unethical deception which moreover carries
through the ethical concerns of the dialogue particularly in the ensuing middle books. See Eise 1986. 25.

3 For the dramatic implications of the prosopopeiology in tragedy see Zeitlin 1996.

2 See Rep. 393 d3-4. -

o B Pp gl o i
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Mimesis thus determines the poetic effect of the “trope of apocrypty.” The mimological
dimension of apocryphal enunciative practices, that is, its most primitive modality involves a
complete subreption of subjectivity as it involves the enunciation of a fictional voice, the
appropriation of another’s prosopon or “figure”. However what I want to emphasize here is that
apocryphy, which describes the poetic trope that is dependent upon a diegesis through mimesis,

involves the fundamental paradox of enunciation, of being double or of being two.”’

We are dealing, then, not with the problem of diegesis but that of mimesis or of a
paradox of enunciation. From here it is a short step to introduce, after the legitimation of
GmAi Sunynoer™, that is, of narration “without mimesis”, the genres of the drama as diegetic
modes which involve mimesis. However a mimesis that presupposes the theatrical presentation
of the mask, of apocryphal lexis, suggests a pernicious diegetic mode given it assumes the
performative display of subjectal withdrawal. Before any such consideration it is impeortant to
ask what is it in subjectal apocryphy that Plato finds so pernicious, and in terms of appropriate
diegetic modes of discourse, why is it that “simple” or “pure” diegesis is privileged and
moreover, in what way does it eradicate the equivocity that apocryphal presentations supposedly

deliver?

25 Lacoue-Labarthe in his discussion of Diderot’s “Paradox of the Actor” makes much of Diderot’s relation
as author to his text, that is, that he occupies “two incorapatible places”, that is, he is author and character or
fictional prosopon. Beyond authorial cnntrol this leads Lacoue-Labarthe to consider the problem of
enunciation in a more limited scope, that is in relation of this paradox of being two, one as ;eneral
enunciator (author) and also in an act of segregation of setting hunself apart from the author to constitute
himself as character simultaneously. See Lacoue-Labarthe 1989: 250-251.

% The example of amAii Sviyynoig (simple and pure narration) is also stated/achieved “without metre

[avev yétpov]” Socrates quickly qualifies “he is not a poet [0V Ydp €ipt moinTixog).”
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3.4.2 Eradicating Subjectal Apocryphy: Equivocity of Discourse

We have to again proceed with an exposition of Plato’s decision to expel mimesis from the
polis and rescind it from the citizen subject in general. One point that needs to be re-stated, since
we are reiterating what Lacoue-Labarthe has already elicited, is that the initial expulsion of
mimesis, the first decision to expel mimesis is oriented towards a decision distinguishing

between two diegetic modes, that is, haplé diegesis and mimetic diegesis.”’

The privilege and
acceptance of “simple” diegesis derives from the fact that the narrator or authorial subject
remains himself or herself in the act of poiesis, rather than adopting another mimetic prosopon.
Certainly in the context of Plato’s own diegesis it seems legitimate to ask whether this is a
sustainable distinction, whether haplé diegesis is not in any way bedeviled by mimesis. When is
it that Plato is himself and Socrates a dramatic prosopon? Is not Socrates nothing other than
Plato’s mimetic persona. In addressing this concern, I do not want to accuse Plato of critical
naivety. Plato seems to recognize the difficulties in the prosopopoiesis subsumed by all diegetic
moaes. It is possible that all Plato concerns himself with is the consistency of authorial voice and
the unpretentiousness of the subject, even if it seems subjectivity becomes less connected or
related to an “original self”. Plato is cautious when approaching a mimetic diegesis which
involves a vacillation of authorial voice and the temptation of adopting a series of prosopa. How
does then Plato invoke the problem of subjectivity given our admission that “simple” diegesis
does not necessarily assure that on the occasion of enunciation the speaker does not entirely

remain himself or herself, given that in this purest and uncontaminated form of diegesis one

inevitably adopts another prosopon.

#7 There is the “mixed” diegetic mode which I deliberately left out in my discussion as Plato’s decision to

accept only “simple” diegesis suggests that Plato saw that the “mixed” mode as essentially mimetic.
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Lacoue-Labarthe certainly explores this decision concerning subjectivity and mimesis
in a resounding way. He asserts that the problematic of subjectivity is dealt with or explored by
Plato in terms of what he calls “the problematic of the {ie.””® Plato is seeking to secure a form of
speech that encompasses a sense of propriety and thus remains unequivocal. It involves securing
subjectivity by ensuring that when we speak, we speak as ourselves. Our words should not be
heard as the words of others. As Lacoue-Labarthe correctly asserts, “this is why the origin of
lying, of fiction, has to be sought actually in the direction of what is properly called enunciation.
It must be shown that the “mythic lie” proceeds essentially from poetic irresponsibility, that is,
from a fundamental perversion of poetic practice, indeed—ultimately—of linguistic practice in
general. 1t 15 because they put themselves out of reach and do not come to answer for their
discourse, it 1s because they do not assist or attend their productions but instead do everything to
give them the appearance of autonomy (of truth), it is because, finally, the author in them
disappears and thus gives free reign to the circulation of language, that poets “lie” and “show”

themselves to be incapable of decision before natural equivocity of discourse.”

So what seems to fundamentally concern Plato is, what Lacoue-Labarthe correctly

observes to be the “equivocity of discourse”, that is, the ability of words to conceal the identity

of the speaker and thus present themselves as illicit citations, as is the case with the rhapsode and

actor. Plato’s decision to expel mimesis has as its aim the ending of this equivocity; it is a

decision motivated by the potential ineffability of words and the identity of the enunciator of

these words. However if this is the reason that motivates the Platonic decision to expel mimesis

is this decision ultimately directed against the rhapsode and actor—the hypocrités, the

declaimer—the subject that plays the other? More importantiy, does Plato face in what has been

discerned as the inherent “equivocity of discourse” a more fundamental problem inkerent in

8 Lacoue-Labarthe 1989: 129,
# Lacoue-Labarthe 1989: 132. Lacoue-Labarthe’s emphases.
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discourse in general? Is not this “equivocity” permanently built into discourse (speech/oral or
writing/literary)?** Does not Plato’s decision to expel mimesis—since it presents all things
equivocally—point towards an unending equivocity in his own dialogues, his own writing? Can
the decision: to expel mimesis be made? Answering this will be the task of the succeeding
chapter, at this stage it seems necessary to determine in what way does this equivocity manifest

itself in the hypocritic subject, the subject Plato now turns his criticism to.

3.5 Hypocritica: The Critique of Dramatic Lexis

“There is one kind of poetry and tale-telling which works wholly through
imitation [0t Tfig TOLcEWG TE ka1 puBodoyiag 1) Hev 1 ppuioswng Ghov
£o7iv] as you remarked, tragedy and comedy [donrep ov Aéyerg, paywdia

1€ xal kouwdia] and another which employs the recital of the poet himself,
best exemplified, I presume, in the dithyramb [+ 6€ v anayyshiog avtob
100 tomtol’ elpoig & dv avtnv pdiiotd tov v d18upduforg’] and there is
again that which employs both, in epic poetry [/ § ad 81" dudotépav &v 1e

Ti| 1@V Endv mowioer].””

It may not be sustainable to simply assert that the “theatre” or the “drama” is conceived out of
the diegesis that occurs 61 pyunoewe, however it is certain that Plato discerns in dramatic lexis

not only an opposite mode, a mode that is in opposition,> critically speaking, to the sanctioned

% Certainly at this point I am alluding to the movement of Derrida’s notion of différance and though I do
not address it directly it certainly lingers in the background of this thesis. Essentially the equivocity of
discourse highlights in what way meaning is temporally deferred and yet in what way it supplies the loss of
meaning. The equivocity as such refers to the semiotic workings of difference and the constant deferral of
self-present intelligible meaning. See Derrida 1982.

*! Rep. 394 b9-c5

2 Rep. 394 b3. Opposite of simgiz narration occurs {évavtia yiyvetan] in the drama when we have simply

the alternation of speeches.
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and “politically” exempt mede of anAi) dinynoet, but a mode which removes or effaces the
subject altogether. As Socrates explains “when one removes the words of the poet between and
leaves the alternation of speeches [otav Tig Ta 10D woNTOD 10 pETAL TWV proewy eEapdv T4
auotfoia xatareinn, 394 b4]” a mode of lexis peculiar to the drama is described. Essentially
the mode of lexis referred to “is what happens in tragedy [0T1 €011 10 REPL TAC TPAYOSLAG
towovtov].” It is a mode of lexis that admittedly “works entirely or wholly through imitation

[8td pyunoemg 6An €otiy, 394 ¢1].”

As regards the poet’s dissimulation, the splitting of enunciation, as it has been
illustrated in the Homeric example and having accounted for the lexical or generic properties of
epic poetry, we now recognize something more explicit in drama’s entirely mimetic mode. It
involves the complete subreption of the authorial subject, the subjective or authorial effacement
of the subject responsible for the logos. This is in contrast to the dithyramb, where authorial
voice is not only distinguishable but present, it is “a recitation or a “messaging” which comes
entirely from the poet or authorial subject [ 8& 81" dnayyeriag avrod 10d moinrod).”™ In other
words in the dithyramb Plato discerns that when the subject speaks, he or she speaks as him or
herself. In the dithyramb there is a generically inherent consistency of authorial voice and the
subject. The drama —tragedy, comedy, rhapsody—is not regulated by the model of a true or
proper diegetic mode when the author is in some way present or presents himself. This

consistency of authorial voice is, according to Plato, undermined by the hypocritical techne.

It is for this reason Plato now pursues the most pernicious forms of mimesis, that is,
tragic mimesis, especially its exaggerated ethologico-mimetic elements. Tragedy and Comedy are
“wholly” mimetic, however it is a mimesis that entirely derives from a hypocritic efficacy; it is a

mimesis entirely of the mask or the prosopon. The actor or hypokrités not only declaims and thus

3 Aristotle in the Poetics describes tragedy as being performed 00 U aroyyehiag (Poet. 1449 b2-6)

.8
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effaces the poet-author, he or she also displaces the author. If we consider it from the perspective
of the poet-author or tragodidaskalos, the subject of enunciation or the speaker, namely the actor,
can never be made to coincide with the creative subject (i.e. the poet or author). In principle,
tragic mimesis or the “wholly” mimetic mode, can never guarantee or assure such an agreement
or a poetological relation. And moreover, the hypocritic subject (the actor) can never properly
even coincide with him or herself; the actor is psychologically split, he is always already
fabricated as other, he or she assumes the prosopon by discarding the self and thus never takes
responsibility for the things said nor does he or she make any proprietal claims, in terms of

. . . . . . 4
owning or laying autonomous claim to his or her enunciative acts.’

How is it then that Plato, even in this critical pursuance of the consideration of lexis, he
does not speak one word of philosophical discourse as such, the mode or style of philosopiy?*’
What can we gather from such a serious critical omission? What of philosophy’s /exis? What is
being performed or enacted in the very dialogue that concerns us? What does the Republic bring
to decision or more precisely what does it seek to decide upon? If the “wholly” mimetic mode
involves purely “the alternation of speeches [t1a peta&b 1@v pricewv],” the mode discussed is
essentially that of the “dialogue” or the “dialogical form” [t& éuoiBaia]® and Plato’s writings
are implicated in this criticism of mimetic diegesis but what Plato also achieves in resorting to

the very tropes he seeks to banish from all forms of subjectal exemplarities is the critical distance

from the equivocity inherent in discourse, in language and in writing.

** Havelock 1963: 21 argues that Plato is not concerned with genre diffe.ences but rather attempts to treat
“poetry as a whole” (that is, he is concerned with “poetics” pure and simple) however the turn to theatrical
(tragic) mimesis is a significant moment in the discussion of mimesis and it is more likely that Plato is
concerned (as the ensuing discussion on the guardian’s ethological models is concerned) with the
ethologico-mimetic effects of a most pernicious diegetic mode (which employs the dialogue as such) that is,
the theatre or the drama as such and its effect on the subject in general and more specifically later on the
guardian as political (citizen) or philosophical “subject”.

* Ta dpoPaia in this passage refers to the “dialogue form”. See Lacoue-Labarthe 1989: 192.
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Having said this, a critical decision has to be made, and a first attempt is made in the
early books of the Republic which 1 have thus far considered. Ultimately the decision regarding
mimesis has to be made because it has to take place if Plato is to assure that an exemplary form

of subjectivity is constructed, a subject which always coincides with itself.

“Are we to suffer our poets to narrate as imitators or in part as imitators and
in part not, and what sort of things in each case, or not allow them to imitate
at all [moTEpOV £GOOUEV TOVG TOINTAG {ULSVUEVOVG IV TOG SUYNCELS
noweioBar, & 1 pev ptovuévou, T 8¢ un, xal 0noia exatepa, 1 oVSE pipel

o6on ]’

This is not only a decision regarding mimesis and subjectivity that concerns itself with
the poets but most importantly the guardian-subject that Plato is attempting to exemplarily
construct in his ideal polis. Plato has Sccrates ask a question that ultimately elucidates the
ostensible theoretical purpose of the decision concerning mimesis, “Do we wish our guardians to
be good mimics or not? [...punticovg iv S€X etvar tog pOAakag §j ol; 394e2].” Ultimately
this decision regarding mimesis is a decision regarding the subj ect.”® Reflecting for a moment, it
is imperative to ask, has the decision regarding mimesis, which ultimately becomes the decision

regarding the subject, been made, has it been delivered?

7 Rep.394 d2-5
*® Plato at this point also warns that the subject is not represented equivocally given his concerns regarding
polytechnic abilities of the subject. The subject who engages in many things ultimately engages with

mimesis and subsequently presents him or herself as multifarious being. See Rep. 394 e6
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3.6 Deferral of the Mimetic Decision

Though mimesis thus far has been read as a disfigurement of the truth and has thus been
associated to the lie, falsehood and diverse forms of pretension, Plato has Socrates return to a
consideration of the constitution of the guardian; the exemplary subject. Socrates goes on to
explain,

“And does not the same rule hold for imitation, that the same man is not able
to imitate many things well as he can one? [OUkxoUv xal %epl PUNCEQG O

adtdg AdYoc, ST TOAE 6 avTdC pipeiodar ed domep £v o Suvardg;].”’

The subject “cannot imitate many things {moAla 0 avtog pipeicdat],” the logic of this
claim suggests that the subject becomes other, diversifies him or herself and thus this possibility
of polytechnical mimesis does not assure a healthy constitution of the subject. Undoubtedly if
Plato wants to assure the proper “installation” or constitution of the subject then the guardian
subject must be “incapable of imitating many things [dSVvatogelval moAAd KaAdg
mipueioBat, 395 b5].” Most interesting is that a paradox of production is introduced, in the first
instance the guardian-subject is prescribed with the role of demiurge of civil liberty
[elvan Snpiovpyovg érevBepia; thg toAews] and thus as demiurg “should not imitate anything
else [ov8&v &M 6€01 Gv aOTOVg GALO mpdtteLy 0VBE HipeioBar, 395 c1-5).” As demiurg, there is
an originative productive ability consigned to the guardian-subject and by not partaking in any
form of mimetic activity Plato is able to exclude mimesis from the subject’s productive
constitution. Presenting the demiurgic quality of the guardian-sutject tends toward the protection
of the self-identity appropriate to the subject. However by implicitly considering the

psychological impression of mimesis Plato seems to cancel out the demiurgic necessity of the

¥ Rep. 394 e8-9
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subject by having Socrates explain that “if they imitate they sheuld from childhood up imitate
what is appropriate to them [eav §& pdvion, pueiocBo 70 100101¢ TPOoHKOVIH EVOVE £K

natdov, 395¢41.”

Paradoxically there is an admission of mimesis in the subject’s constitution and
conseqently there again is some kind of delay in the decision concerning mimesis even as the
exigency for delivering the decision is acknowledged thus far. Is it because Plato recognizes that
the subject that demiurgically creates a truth is inevitably incommensurate to it? Is the finitude of
subjectal representation a concern given that without having formally embarked upon an
investigation of the eidos, which is transcendeatal in its Platonic formulations that no proper

account can be made of the mimetic allowance, of the potentiality of mimetic investure,

Plato is undoubtedly aware of the mimetic ramifications on any potential constitution
of the subject (and polis) given that the concern regarding mimesis and subjectivity is that the
guardian “may imbibe the reality that come out of his or her mimetic investments [...iva pny €x
1fig punosng 100 eivar anohadcswory, 395 ¢9-d1].” Socrates states clearly the effects on the
subject,

“Or have you not observed that imitations, if continued from youth far into
life, settle down into habits and second nature in the body, the speech, and the
thought? [...0Tt at piunoeLg, Qv £k vEéwv Toppn Sratedécsnoty,

elg €0 1e kol pV¥oLv KoBioTavTal Kol KoTd OGRa KOl ¢0vag Kol KaTa Ty &

’ 40
wavolay;].”

Here, clearly defined in this context, the guardian subject who engages in mimesis
becomes the thing or reality he or she represents and a different perception of subjectivity

emerges which sees the guardian as fundamentally a mimetic subject and not a demiurgic

““Rep.395 d1-4
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subject. Mast significantly the effect of mimesis is wide-ranging given if they settle and become
part of the nature of the subject it is externalized mimetically “in the body, the voice or speech

and thought [xat xata odua kot evag kot xatd v Sidvorav]”of the subject in question.

Plato’s main task now is to consider, above all, how he may clear the path to aliow for
some mimetic practices knowing too well that such a predisposition will ultimately undermine
the very constitution of the subject that he wants to establish. Given there is no absolute
banishment of mimesis thus far, even bearing in mind the criticism propelled throughout books
two and three, how is it that the guardian-subject, given the acceptability of some mimetic
practices [€av 6€ ppdvran, 395¢4] discriminates between what is derived or degenerate and
what is original or authentic? How is proper or improper mimesis or, for that matter, good or bad

mimesis differentiated in every mimetic investure?

One could hardly assert more strongly the paradox inherent ir: the critique of mimesis
thus far and 1t seems with what follows out of the early appraisal of the mimesis question that
Plato is aware of the critical and theoretical shortfalls in the critique thus far. An irrevocable step
forward can only be made if the critique is thoroughly based on a conception of the eidos. The
subjectal constitution is deferred at this point and it cannot stand as the inaugural and
conditioning point of its legitimate ground. Mimesis is now suspended upon an indiscernible
understanding of the subject who practices mimesis. And in order to understand “who” is the
subject of mimesis Plato finds it necessary to consider a proper philosophical formulation of the
eidos and thus illustrate in what way the subject can be conceived in relation to the eidos, that is,
how it could be eidetically conceived. To consider the subject (the subject who imitates, who
wills, who acts, who produces, who creates) outside of any eidetic conception makes no sense in
the context of Plato’s mimetology. To ensure the singularization of the subject, Plato is well
aware that there must be a complete dismissal of mimesis given a partial mimetic engagement

sets off a multiplicity of mimetic investments and possibilities. But the challenge now is to
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determine how Plato can achieve this process of singularization and subjectal reconstitution
without risking another return of mimesis. Certainly, [ will try, aided by Lacoue-Labarthe’s
reading, to explain the repetition of the decision which consequently will elucidate the overall
treatment of mimesis in its most general terms and whether this successfully warrants the

constitution of the subject of the Platonic politeia.
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Chapter Four

Mimetology

“Let us further say to her (muses) [tpooeinwpev 6& av1],
lest she condemn us for harshness and rusticity, that there is from
old a quarrel between philosophy and poetry

[011 madard pév tig Sradopa priocodiq 1€ xat ntonrixiy]”.

Rep. 607b4-5

4.1 Reiterations: Reappraising the Mimesis Question

One principal concern that forms the backdrop to the Republic especially as it evolves in the

“cave allegory” in book seven, is the question of subjectal loss, the loss of the subject of
philosophy in mimesis. Certainly in view of the division of the soul and “cave allegory”' the
return to the question of mimesis in the final book of the Republic is an attempt to save the
subject, to recoup this sense of loss that mimesis is attendant to. It is a decision regarding the
subject, a decision for subjectivity’ that is at stake in the Republic and book ten att:empts to

gather and reformulate the questions broached in the previous books.

Socrates in the final book’s opening vigilantly repeats the argument regarding the

necessary exclusion of all mimetic arts explaining that “in refusing to admit at all so much of it

' Rep. 514a-521b
? Lacoue-Labarthe approached Plato’s philosophy and its Heideggerian inierpretation by regarding both

alike as attempting to secure subjectivity by a decision which protects and produces the “subject”. Lacoue-

Labarthe 1989: 43-138.
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as is imitative; [To undauti rapadéyecOar avti Oon punnixn J° for that it is certainly not to be
received is, I think, still more plainly apparent now that we have distinguished the several parts
of the soul [ta Thg yuyxfig €16n).” The exclusion of mimesis, its repeated dismissal has become
more apparent, more transparent if we bear in mind the philosophical importance of the division
of the soul in book four and the cave allegory in book seven.’ By determining 7 tiig woyfig £i6n
and the two worlds of the ‘cave allegory’ it intimates that the mimetic dismissal is deemed

4
necessary.

However this dismissal does not occur without some expressions of reverence to the
tragic poets and Homer, without involving a philosophical apologia to “the first teacher”
[npdtog S18doxardc], Homer.” However the failed exclusion of mimesis we discovered in book
three, which anticipates the tripartite ‘division of the soul’ in book four, is oriented towards the
protection of the self-identity of the subject. Socrates appraises similar concerns investigated in
the earlier books, again identifying poetry as the cause of subjectal dispossession, and indicating
that the art of tragic poets and other imitators to be “a corruption of the mind of ali listeners who
do not possess as an antidote a knowledge of its real nature [Adfn Eoikev €lvar navta 16
toraita Tiig TV AKovdviny Sravoiag, doot ui Exovot ¢dppoxov 10 e1dévor otd olo Tuy dver

6v'ca.].”6

Plato interestingly refers to the need of a pharmakon to things of the mimetic kind
which corrupts the dianoja (mind, thought, judgement) of listeners. For the mimetic poison that

corrupts dianoia Socrates signals the need for an antidote. This antidote, Socrates refers to, is

A —

* 1T will proceed here assuming the reader is aware of the references being made in the other books of the
Republic. Any detailed discussion of the “division of the soul” and the “cave allegory” is beyond the scope
of this thesis. The expectation is that the generally accepted interpretative readings of the philosophical
statements made concerning the “psychology” in book four (Rep. 434d-441c) and the “speleology” in book
seven (Rep. 514a-521b) are acknowledged in the context of my discussion.

* According to Nehamas it is with the division of the soul (book 8) that the banishment of mimesis is made
possible. Nehamas 1988: 52

* Rep. 595 cl-c4

® Rep. 595 b3-b7
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knowledge of the real nature of things [10 £idévar adtd ola Tuyydver dvra] and it undoubtedly

refers to the biindness to the real in the cave allegory.’

What is problematic here is that the oral dismissal of book three, where the dianoia of
listeners 1s at issue, does not escape the implications of the “specular” pharmakon. The
“undecidability” of the pharmakon Derrida likens to the reversibility which constitutes the “trick
of the mirror”® or less literally the trick of mimesis. Socrates asks Adeimantus, though in this

case in its generality; “what imitation is in general [Miuncw 6Awg...]”

and in approaching it as
such, in its generality, is able to approach it differently, steering away from its oral or
mimological theorizations in book three.'® Following their customary procedure (i.¢ dialectics)"’

»12 115w his

the demiurge is considered in view of how he or she posits “a single Idea [e180c...8v].
or her demiurgic act adheres to the transparent order of forms and ideas. What is posited as an
e18o0g is within view, it is “seen”. Socrates explains, “...the demiurge who produces either of
them (i.e. couch/table) fixes his eyes" on the idea or Form [0 Snjovpyoc... kpo¢ v 1€av
BAEnwv, 10.596b4-b5].” What is interesting here is that we have a specular or visual precondition
in all demiurgic activity. The demiurge pog v 18éav BAénwv. The demiurge views, or keeps

within view the form or the idea of the thing produced, it concedes that any demiurgic production

tends toward an eidetic orientation.

7 Rep. 515¢1-2 The prisoners in the Cave are said to believe that “the truth is nothing but the shadows of
artifacts [tdg 1dv oxevaoct®dv oxtac).”

® Derrida 1981a: 157-8.

> Rep.595 c6

' Commentators have argued that there is a definitional difference between mimesis in book three which
they understand as referring to “impersonation” and book ten where it comes to refer to “representation” in
general. See Brownson 1920: 92-93; Cornford 1941: 324 note 1; Havelock 1963: 20-26.

"' Rep. 596 a5

'> Rep. 596 a6

"’ See Crat. 389 a-b.
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Let us however clarify this, the demiurge who orients his vision ®pog v 18€av, does
not in actual fact look upon the forms or the eidos in its most abstract sense. He looks upon the
phenomenal presentation of the eidos, the outline the general idea. This specular engagement is

confined to seeing, to the visual.'* Before presenting the “sun analogy”"’

Socrates states clearly
that with regard to the “many” and the “one”, “the former are seen [0pdcBatr] but not intellected
[vogicBar], while the ideas are intellected but not seen.”'® So the demiurge is confined tc a
specular engagement with the eidos and not a diancetic engagement. In other words, the

demiurgic act does not necessarily involve any intellection as such and thus restricted to a

phenomenal and eikastic orientation.

The demiurge thus “is not only able to make [rotfjoan] all implements, but he produces
[rowel] all plants and animals, including himself, and there to earth and heaven and in Hades
under the earth {596 c].”'” The demiurgic act is essentially a poetic activity, that is, in its
simplest form is considered to be creative or more accurately, “productive”. But what the
demiurge produces is the phenomenal; what is within view. But why is it that Adeimantus

describes the demiurge, incredulously maybe, as “a most marvelous sophist

"* Heidegger certainly attends to the conception of the eidos as the which gives itself “in seeing”, in 15€iv.
Heidegger 2002: 36.

" Rep.508b-c The avohoyia presented asserts the idea that the Good is founded or conceived in “the
intelligible region” [€v 1@ vont® ton®] with respect to intelligence [vols] and the sun is “in the visual
region” [€v 1® opat®]”, that is, with respect to sight and what is seen”.

' Rep. 507b

17 Harold Cherniss legitimately addresses the question regarding whether “god created the Ideas” (since
Plotinus, the Neoplatonic tradition has accepted the premise). According to Cherniss, “God is imitative”
(Cherniss 1932: 240). However Cherniss does explain that God’s imitation is different to the artist’s
imitaticn and as he points out divine imitation is ignored by Plato (Cherniss 1932: 242) This is not the case
in terms of the Sophist, however Cherniss highlights an ambiguity re: nature of divine imitation in the

Republic.

S e e oL e .
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[Bavpactov codroty, 596 d1}.”"* Certainly the relation to sophistics is deliberate and pre-empts
the classic problematic of the subject as it is presented in the Sophist, but the relation is assumed

because the demiurgic act involves in essence not true poiesis. creativity and production but

rather it is considered to be reproductive, it duplicates or reproduces what phenomenally is,

which is precisely why the sophist is suspect.

4.2 Heliotropism: The Specularization of Mimesis "

“But it is something that the craftsman can make everywhere and quickly.
You could do it most quickly if you should choose to take a mirror and carry
it about everywhere [l 6éAe1g AoPav xatantpov nepip€pery navroyii]. You

will speedily produce the sun [\Aov touoetc] and all the things in the sky,
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and speedily the earth and yourself {oavtév] and the other animals and

implements and plants and all the objects of which we just now spoke.””

A creator of all things [ardvtav rownmig, 596 d4] weuld be able to produce all things by way

. of mirroring them, but mirroring is confirmed as being itself mimetic for what is produced is the
“apperance [¢aivépeva)” of things not the “reality [6vta]” and the “truth [dAnOsiq].”* The
; figure of the mirror determines the nature of a particular form of mimesis not entirely thematised
in book three, what is at issue in book ten is “specular” mimesis. What do we understand about
the mimetic now? Mimesis is now incipiently ‘pure’ reflection. By interpreting mimesis as
“mirroring”, by confining mimesis to a “specular” or visual interpretation assures the mimetic
'* Prior to the divine demiurge being described a Bavpactov...codiotiv, what seemingly presents

him/herself as the demiurge in 596¢2 is described as Oauvpaatov dvdpa.
' Specularization of mimesis essentially refers to the process in book ten whereby mimesis is understood in
terms of philosophical eidos, it is conceived only within an eidetic relation. That is it assumes a mimesis

that creates icons and phantasms.

** Rep. 596 d9-¢4 )
" Rep. 596 e4
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confinement of the subject to the world of the cave, of shadows. Mimesis is now irrevocably

determined by the speleology® of book seven.

Cbviously the idea of a form and its copy is used now as an example [toVtwv {nmMowpev]
“to determine the nature of the imitator {...70v puntiv Todtov, Tig moT £otiv; 597 bl-2 1.” The
paradigm of the mirror introduced in book ten, is already embryonically present in book seven.
The failed attempt to dismiss oral mimesis provides an explanation for the philosophical

investigations in the sections concerning the “Divided Line””

and the “Cave allegory”.®* 1t
necessitates the repetition of dismissing mimesis and it can only be achieved by way of mimetic
repetition; the dismissal is itself mimetic. What could not establish itself in the form of a decision
concerning the mimetic expulsion nevertheless has been trapped, in a philosophical way, in the

specular or visual realm. It, in essence, has been “trapped in view” within the cave, the

underworld, the world of delusory shadows and phantasms.

Socrates is clear when considering the productive activity of the demiurgic craftsman®
that he or she does not make or produce 10 ov (“being”, “the real”). Concluding that “if he does
not make that which really is, he could not be said to make real being but something that
resembles real being but is not that [OVxoUv €1 un 6 €0t TOLET, 0VK GV 10 OV ToLcA, GAAG TL
towodtov oiov 16 8v, 6v 8& 0¥, 597 a4].” So the crafisman does “not make real being

folx &v 0 6v morot],” his productive import tends to that which “is not [6v..00}].” Therefore, in

2 Derrida describes the “cave allegory” of book seven as the “speleology.” See Derrida 1981a: 192.

2% See Rep. 509d-511e and 521c¢-535a. Images and reflections are said to be the object of the mental state of
eikasia (conjecture) See Paton 1921: 69-104.

* See Rep. 7.514a-521b. It is important to note in what way these Socratic '+ z“aphors are implicated in a
series of metaphors. The cave allegory is explicitly related to the line (517a-b) and as John Sallis correctly
observes “it takes over the images of light and the sun from the earlier analogy”. Sallis 1975: 445.

** The zoographer or painter is first compared in this example.

......
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the Socratic example, the craftsman “does not make “the couch in itself, the eidos of the couch

[oh 10 €180 moteL, 597a2]” but a particular couch.”®

It proves to be quite contentious to introduce the theory of forms to the logos
concerning mimesis. Many have been the academic debates concerning the place of the theory in
any mimetology or theorization of mimesis. Alexander Nehamas argues that the appeal to the
theory of Forms in seeking a definition of imitation at 595c7 is “strange” suggesting that it is a
peculiar version of the theory that is introduced in book ten, an argumeiit that implies the
extraneous character of the mimetology in the final book.”’” Nehamas suggests that any
description of the “three removes from reality” or the “one over many argument” as a
legitimization of any theory that suggests there are forms of artifacts is not necessarily required
to make the argument work. 2 However the vocabulary of the mimetology developed in the
Rejmblic suggests otherwise, for the argument sets to demonstrate that any poetic activity, and 1
mean that in its broadest “demiurgic” sense, always simply copies, represents “what is”
[1t €oTiv;]; it copies the eidos. Reiterating the question of mimesis in the context of book ten is a

necessary consequence of what has been determined in book seven. It is with the elucidation of

the eidos (the truth or aletheia) that the truth of mimesis can be decided. Something that by

% Prior to the allegory being introduced Socrates does assert the significance of re-introducing within their
logos the question about the eidé. See Rep. 507b. As John Sallis correctly points out it is an assertion that
occurs by way of logos. Sallis 1975: 402-3. Socrates says that they refer the many “to the one idea, of each
as though the idea were one; and we address it as that which is [0 €ot1v].”

? There is no intention here to consider whether the theory of forms should be extended to include artifacts
(as “beds” are treated in the painter analogy) suffice to say that I will argue that any extension of the theory
of forms only serves to enter mimesis within its specular determination, its confinement within the cidetic.
Some notable commentators have not taken the paradigmatic references to the theory of forms.
[.M.Crombie believes Plato “overstates his case” in book ten arguing that the choice of beds and tables is
“derisory”. Crombie 1962: 147. Others commentators who similarly see problems with the existence of
forms of artifacta include Grube 1974: 241 n.4; Cormnford 1945: 315-16; Woozley and Cross 1964.

% Rep. 596a

* Nehamas 1988: 54
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necessity needs to be pointed out has yet to be decided. Book three delivered but a deferral of the

decision concerning mimesis “in general”.

Book ten comprises a steady and intricate relation with the speleology of book seven.

E Its aim is to keep in view what Lacoue-Labarthe calls, after Derrida, heliotropism: “the motif of
: light” which has been “from tiie start constitutive of the discourse of philosophy upon its object:
the metaphysical.”® Any presumption of an illumination of the eidos inevitably ensures the
proper constitution of the subject. The idea of ‘heliotropism’ is oriented around the following

objective; it is designed to constitute the subject of philosophy. Within this heliotropic

perspective, might something “here or there...intrude or occur which would be completely

foreign to the metaphysical assumption of sight and the unbroken coercion of the theoretical 2"’

Ultimately Plato identifies this something to be the mutual cancellation by which the motifs of
the sensible and intelligible worlds, encompassed by the heliotropical myih of the cave in book

seven, in an obscure way, interact each other. Certainly the one thing that can ultimately be

responsible for this negation or cancellation is mimests as such.

It is in this way that the demiurge comes to be called a pwntig by 597e3. This
nominative substitution is within the logocentric movements of book ten the critical mechanism

used to see in any demiurgic act the mimetic as such. The image in the allegory of the cave is

reproduced in a highly theoretical formulation when considering the demiurge as piuntig or

mimetician since Socrates clearly states that “the producer of the product three removes from

E nature you call the imitator?{tov 100 1pitov dpa yevwnuarog ano tiig ¢UoEWg Pty KaAsis;].”

The movement of the logos in book ten undoubtedly repeats or replicates the

movements of ascent and descent that the speleology of book seven illustrates. That the

3 Lacoue-Labarthe 1993: 73. -
3! Lacoue-Labarthe 1993: 73 r
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mimetician is oD Tpitov yevvipatog suggests a degenerate offspring, however it also alludes to
the subjective confinement to darkness and the world of appearances and shadows. The
mimetician is a subiect lost in this world. a subject who withdraws in the theatre of shadows.
Ultimately it is the fact that the mimctician is three removes from nature that he is a subject /ost.
If this subjectal loss describes the mimetician, it is important to note that the subject as self is

lost, according to Plato, only in the demiurgic or poetic act as such. For in the forgetting of the

forms there is a forgetting of the nature of things and, in the theatre of shadows, it is also a

forgetting of this loss of the self.

$a i is significant for Plato to include under the name of pnmg the tragedian® and
not only thc ~raftsman. Moreover it is also convenient to include under this nomination the
painter or zoographer as well, who in an archetypal way typifies the mimetic. Any agreement
about the nature of the imitator at 597e8 occurs by way of noting a resemblance between all
imitators. Plato equates mimetic poetry to the work of a painter, and the painter’s ergon, in turn,

to the holding up of a mirror before nature.

4.3 The Painter and Poet Analogy: Establishing the eidetic orientation.

Many scholars have pointed out a lacuna in regard to the elements of the analogy presented
between the painter and the poet. Julia Annas believes that the analogy between painting and
poetry is inappropriate® that the concern regarding painting does not carry over to poetry and

“the whole point of the assimilation of poetry to painting, the source of the charges of triviality

3434

brought against it, is the denial of it of any creativity.”” So the poet like the painter engages in a

2 Rep. 597 e5. ““This, then, will apply to the maker of tragedies also, if he is an imitator and is in his nature
three removes from the king and the truth, as are all other imitators.” [Tod1” dpa £€otat xal O

TPAYMIONO1GG, ELNEP pynTig £0TL, TpiTog TIg AN0 PacALwg Kol Tiig AANOeiag TEPUKWE, KAl

TAVIES OL AAAOL IUTTOR. ]
* Annas 1988: 7 - : |
™ Annas 1988; 22 |
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purely mimetic act; it involves mere “copying” and for this reason .ends toward a triviliazation of

poetry.

Alexander Nehamas, on the other hand, argues that “painting is not denunciated™’
even though a sciies of analogies are used between painting and poetry in book ten. Though he
acknowledges that Plato’s argument against poetry depends on a series ~f analogies with
painting® based on this analogy Nehamas argues many commentators mis:akenly maintained that
Plaio intended to outlaw painting as well as poetry. However it is important, at this point, to ask
what are the motivations for this analogical presentation®’ especially since book ten incipiently
expounds the link between the essence of demiurgic poiesis — mimesis in general — and the eidos.
For as Heidegger has pointed out, in order to clarify Plato’s intentions, “it is only after the
elucidation of truth, in book seven, that the essence of mimesis, the ‘truth’ of mimesis, can be

decided.”*®

The analogy between tlie painter’s and a poet’s production certainly raises more
questions than it answers, especially as there is a further anz’ogy that posits the specularisation
of mimesis in book ten, that is, the paradigm of the mirror. The paradigm of the mirror leads
Flato to a realization that a specularisation oi’ mimesis would be immediately, if not theoretically,
problematic. If the demiurg in general is the mirror, the analogy fails to reveal the dimension of

aute-presentation that attends every praxis of artistic mimesis for, as Lacoue-Labarthe correctly

* Nehamas {998: 281 Also see Nehamas 1988: 47 “Plato’s argument against poetry depends on a serigs of
analogies with painting.” According to Nehamas many commentators mistakenly maintained that Plato
intended to outlaw painting (not enly poetry).

* Nehamas 1988: 47

*" Julia Annas for example acknowledges poetry is censored in book III but does not ask why it is banished
in book X. The significance of the analogy is intricately tied to the heliotropical myths and analogies of
vook VI and VII. Annas 1988: 8-9

** Lacoue-Labarthe 1989: 77. Heidegger argues that Plato intended an effective ¢ paration of art from

truth- truth as aletheia as Unverstellheit- in terms of which it has been characterized, is thus deferred to this

later book.
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asks, “Where have we ever seen mirrors reflect themselves?”” The analogy fails if the painter as
demiurg essentially uses the mirror as creative organon. If the demiurg holds up the mirror, is he

engaging in azmiurgy proper? Does he not recreate the eidos as eidolon?

4.4 Mimetic Proximities: the non-eidetic orientation of Mimesis

So far what has been determined is that the craftsman as demiurg orients his visioi: “toward the
idea”, that is, his demiurgic activity has an eidetic orientation. However the problem that presents
itself in what seemingiy is an unworkable analogy is that the painter’s orientation is toward

something else altogether. Soucrates asks Adeimantus,

“To which is painting directed in every case, to the imitation of reality as it is
[mpdg 10 6v] or of appearance as it appears

[tpoc 10 parvopevov, kg datvetoni?”

“Is it ar; imitation of a phantasm or of the truth?

[davidopatog f dAnbeiog ovoa pinois; ).

“Of a phantasm.” [@avidaopatog].

“Then the mimetic art is far removed from trith, and this, it seems, is the

reason why it can produce everything [IToppw dpa mov 199 aAnBoTg
M punticn ot kai, g £otke, Sid 1oito ndvia dnepydletat] because it
touches or lays hold of only a small part of the object and that a phantom

[6TL opikpdv T Exdotou E9dntetal, kKal 0o £ldwiov;]”

The criticism of mimesis is one grounded by the question of proximity, that is, of

contiguity in terms of truth, the immediacy or intimacy of mimetic production in terms of truth."’

e

¥ Lacoue-Labarthe 1989: 88. ]
* Rep. 598 b2-c4
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[Iéppw dpa mov 10D aAnBoUg 1§ uunTikn €ot, mimesis is understood, more specifically, in
terms of its distance from the truth, it being literally “far off” or “far away”, as if to say, removed
from, or not at home with” the truth. Is Plato then telling us that mimesis deceives (€€anatel)
only from a distance? Is distance, in fact, the very element that produces the mimetic effect, or
the dynamis of mimesis? Furthermore is Plato telling us to keep mimesis at a distance?*? Or to
keep one’s own distance from its affective deception, that is, from its anatii? It seems that Plato
inexorably carries mimesis in the direction of the ineffable eidolon and in the eidological,” the
notion of proximity is exposed to the idea of manifest eidola as mimetic productions. Is Plato’s
only concern, as Elizabeth Belfiore argues that of making “veridical mistakes”,* that is, of
mistaking images for realities? In short, what is of interest here is a representation of a subject

who, in the theatre of shadows, consciously figures itself gffected by the apparent, a subject who

ultimately is deceived by eidola.®’

A particular logic of relation is considered here, for though it is determined that by
imposing a mimetic proximity “a painter would be able to deceive [€€anat®] children and
foolish men with his picture [ypdyag] by exhibiting at a distance [néppwBev émideikvic],™* the

mimetic production considercd here, that which is produced by way of a certain proximity or

“" This notion of mimetic proximity is again referred to at 605b8-c4. “...the mimetic poet
[...pumTikdv moinenyv...] sets up in each individual soul a vicious constitution by fashioning phantoms far
removed from reality ...[e18wAa e18wAonor0Dvia, T00 8& AdAnBoig ndppw RAvY ddectdta].

*2 See Heidegger 1991.

* This is developed further in the Sophist involving a consideration of eikastic and eidologic producations
of mimesis.

* Belfiore 1983: 42

* With special reference to Rep. 605 €6-8, Belfiore argues that there is a theory of audience psychology
(Belfiore 1983: 40) and this manifests itself as the fundamental concern of book ten. The greatest accusation
against poetry is its “appeal to childlike and foolish element in a soul divided against itself” (Belfiore 1983:
61) that is, its appeal to the “affective part of the soul” (Ghhotpia nadn). If, as Belfiore argues, Plato “is
concerned with defending us against an uncritical acceptance of the pleasure: of imitative poetry” (Belfiore
1983: 62) then it is precisely because of this sense of subjectal /oss that is at issue.

‘© Rep. 598 ¢3
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spacing, turns to the subversion of presence which the eidolon effects. It also shows how this
subversion has been itself cloaked by the heliotropical myth in the Republic. Certainly alil
demiurgic erga invoke the play of this distance and it sees the presumptions of both essence and
eidetic presence is undone by the irreducible distance assumed by a certain mimetic proximity

between the eidos and the eidolon.

It seems the mimetology ultimately takes Plato beyond himself, for as Socrates argued
in book seven the eidos precedes and is “above” all things; including nature itself, all artifacts,
shadows and reflections in water. It could be radically argued that that the eidos itself might be
regarded as an absent product of the language and discourse in the Republic that reports its
presence. The logos in essence is mythos and it is mimetically determined. When logos is
understood as mythos it assumes a certain proximity or distance between the writer Plato and its
speaker Socrates. In the Republic, as in all the dialogues considered in the ensuing chapters of
this dissertation, mimesis has meaning, never on its own terms, say as “auto-production”, but
always in relation to an original adequation which allows truth, or more appropriately, the eidos
to stand in relation to all things. Now this adequation can only be established if the mimetology

facilitates and maintains the eidetic orientation of all mimetic acts.

4.5 The Question of Mimetic Poetry: The Eidolon and Poetic Language

““Do you suppose, then, that if a man were able to produce both the exemplar
and the semblance [16 e pyunOnodpevov xat 10 €18wrov], he would be eager
to abandon himself to the fashioning of a phantom [£nt 1§} Tdv £18dAwv

dnuovpyig €avtov] and set this in the forefront of his life as the best thing

he had?”"’

7 Rep. 599a7
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For Plato, the demiurgic subject is lost within the acts that mediate poiesis to the eidos.
One mark in this loss in every demiurgic deed is losing sight of the eidce. An object that is
inevitably exterior to it accompanies the subject. However the nature of any production is
inevitably determined by its eidetic adequation. Socrates in referring to the demiurgy of the
subject refers to two types of poetic productions; “the exemplar or the copy
[t6 ppndnoopevov]” and “the eidolon [10 €idwlov].” The difference between the two is
significant in the context of the poet-painter analogy previously referred to. The mimetic nature
of 10 punBnoduevov is reduced to a simple copy in description and bears a proper relation of
adequation to the eidos. On the other hand, the €i8whov is determined to have an inadequate
relation to truth and in essence refers to a non-eidetic production. But who is the demiurge that
produces eidola? Is it all demiurges or does Plato want to identify a particular tribe or class of

demiurges?

The class of demiurge who engages in eidologic productions is not identified at this
point, however Socrates hints towards the subject “who knows all the crafts
[rdoag emotapéve 1ag Snuovpyiag kot TaAha ndvia],” a subject who is confirmed to be a
magician [yénri] and imitator [wwntii].** The demiurge that engages in mimesis “produces

phantoms, not realities {¢pavidopata ydp, AL ovx Svia notovotv].™?

What is suggested here is
that all productions by a polytechnical demiurge are phantasmatic in essence, they tend toward a
non-eidetic orientation. The eidos is no longer kept within view and so the eidolon, as phantasma
or phantasmatic in essence, presents itself as an excrescence of truth, a supplement of the eidos.
Most importantly the eidos 1s no longer a carried presence in the eidolon, but something exterior,

something that precedes the eidolon. In many respects the eidolon as phantasma “supersedes” the

eidos.

*® Rep. 598 d4
* Rep. 599 a3
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Socrates again, as he did in books two and three, re-introduces the Homeric example.
He asks whether or not the poet [otl &dyaBot worntai] knows the thing [t1® évt} about which he
speaks. Does the poet have the proper dianoetic relation to its object and most importantly in
speaking about it does he “represent it” appropriately or to be more precise “adequately”. This
certainly presents itself as a fundamental question in the fon where the dianoetic competency of

the poet is questioned under the heading of the question of hermeneia.

According to Plato mimesis relates to objects which exist in secondary form, separately
from any correlative sensible object or thing and doubly separated from any absolute form or
eidos. Conversely, the eidos relates to things in an intelligible way, and bearing in mind the
image of the divided line and the supplementary image of the speleology of book seven, it
problematically is related to absolute subjective noesis, the purest form of cognition. In the
Republic this is obviously presented in a way that is not foreign to its own criticism, it is
presented in the logos at hand. When Plato employs images or resorts to obvious analogical
presentations, he does so by way of mimesis. In other words, the eidos does not present itself in
the way of pure or absolute presence. The logos relates to the eidos by way of mimesis, it re-
presents it in a secondary or supplementary manner, even though it is argued that it is first
presented as an immediate presentation in noesis. The issue here is that it is thereafter
represented in logos. Inevitably, the problem bestowed on Plato is that the eidos itself as it is
referred to noesis (intellection) and moreover logos (dialectic), is a representation, not a

“presentation” pure and proper. In its reference it is irreducibly an eidolon.

This brings me to the mimetic logos that Plato sees poetry is derived of. Homer is
introduced to highlight that he is no “physician” that he cannot discuss matters concerning

physiology or medicine, but in any reference to a logos that concerns medicine, the poet is

350

merely an “imitator o: physician’s talk [uyuntmg povov tatpicdv Adywv].””" Overall, as he does

> Rep. 599c}.;
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in the Jon, the poet has no competence in regard to the logos concerning “the other arts.”’
However Plato does not want to confine his criticism to concerns regarding technical logos but
wants to extend it to the philosophical concerns pursued in books six and seven, that is, on the

logos concerning “the greatest and finest things [repi 8¢ @&v peyiotwv te xal koAdiotov].”

The turn from logos concerning technai to a fundamental philosophical context is a
significant one, as the choice to pursue “the greatest and finest things” is offered as a
philosophical and logocentric necessity. An intriguing space is opened here between the notions
of the eidolon and its relation to the eidos and in what way or manner it manifests itseif in logos.
One might ask: what finally is the difference between poetic logos and the logos peculiar to
philosophy? Can we associate philosophical logos with the eidolologic character of all poetic
erga? Can the Republic as the exemplary or paradigmatic loges, which in its movement attends
to the eidé as eidé, be redescribed in its claim to philosophical immediacy and vividness as a
logos which escapes totalizing presence? Can the logos in this very dialogue, be conceived only
outside the totalizing metaphysical notion of presence? Isn’t the Republic, in its movement, in the
experience of its logos, a representation, a mimetic logos mediating what is absolute (eidos) in its
own writing? All this however, will be predicated upon establishing firstly a generalized

description of poetry as archetypally a mimetic logos.

Mimesis is determined to be a falsity by virtue of its not letting the eidos present itself
as ifself in the logoi that represent it. The mimetic logos of the poet has meaning for Plato only in
relation to the eidos, never on its own terms. For this reason the poet, and more specifically
Homer, is a “creator of phantoms [g18®Aov dnpiovpyog, 599d4])” and in that respect Homer, and
one could surmise poetry as such, is of “no public service [un dnuosia]” in the political myrhos
of the Republic and Socrates consequently adds that there is “no Homeric way of life

[Btov Ounpiciv, 600b1].” What is peculiar is that the poet not only engages in a demiurgic

' See Rep. 599¢7-9 for the question concerning Homer’s competence in the other arts or technai
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mimesis which is foreign to the demiurge (eg. Carpenter), on the level of logos it is doubly
foreign to the philosopher’s work. The mimetic logos of the poet presents an eidolon, a
representation of an image, that is, it represents what is already a sensible presentation as we
have seen in the distinctive character of 10 pwunBnodpevov, the “first image”. In the eidolon a
duplication of the image presents itself, it is doubly removed from the eidos in which truth
emerges truly. Though I do not agree with Nehamas that the painter or zoographer (the painter of
living “sensible” things) is not excluded or dismissed in book ten, I do see in what way Plaio may
have seen poetry to be considered the more pernicious of the mimetic arts as it involves in its
ethological transcription a form of subjectal withdrawal. This provides sufficient reason to

dismiss “the class of poets [t1ovgmowmTIKOUG pNTdg)” or the “poetic tribe” from the mythic

State,

‘““Shall we, then, lay it down that all the poetic tribe, beginning with Homer,
are imitators of images of excellence and of the other things that they create
and do not hold on truth?

[Ovxolv TiBdHey and " Ounpov apEauevous navtag

TOVG ROMTLKOUG PpnTig eiddhmy dpetiic etvat xal T@dv dAMDV, TEPL © TO10

don, Tiig 6& aAnBeiag ovy dntecbar;].””

As in the Sophist, it is a class or genos that is to be dismissed and what is most
poignant about this criticism is that the challenge for Plato is not primarily how to discount what
the poet produces, as if to suggest that poiesis is only at issue here, rather it is to discount the
poet as mimetician.”” That Plato abandons the question of the subject and its intricate relation to
mimesis in book three and embarks upon the vivid poetological criticism in book ten, whereby

the what of representation is at issue, seems to reveal in what way establishing the distinction

[tag dAlag té€xvag).
*2 Rep. 600e4-7
3 Lacoue-Labarthe 1989: 89-90




99

between originals and mimetic copies is significant and may explain the reason for this
revisitation of the very question that inspired the philosophical seriousness of the middle books.
Book three insofar as it identifies the relationship between representation (mimesis in general)
and subjectivity also showed up the mimetic enquiry. It showed how fragile the distinction
upheld and critically maintained in book ten is; it leads towards an abyss in which originals (or
the eidos as such) can no longer be sighted for endless or perpetual mimesis. By metaphorically
relating the poetic to the techne of the painter’ what Plato does do is twofold, in the first
instance, poetry is represented within the eidetic example as a specular manifestation, however in

the second instance it represents poetry mimetically by way of analogy or metaphorical relation.

“We shall say that the poet himself, knowing nothing but how to imitate, lays
on with words and phrases the colors of the several arts in such fashion that
others equally ignorant, who see things only through words, will deem his
words most excellent, whether he speak in rhythm, metre and harmony about
cobbling or generalship or anything whatever. So mighty is the spell that
these adornments naturally exercise; though when they are stripped bare of

their musical coloring and taken by themselves, I think you know what sort of

2 showing these sayings of the poets make.”

[... k01 TOV TONTIKOV $IOOUEV XPWOHOT (TTA EXACTOV TAV TEXVAY TOLG
ovouaot kal pripacty EmEpopatilety abtov ovK Eraiovia GAX T
peloBat, MoTe £1€potg To10UT0G K TAV AdYwv Bempodot dokelv, dv 1€

TEPL TKVTOTOUIGG TIG AEYN €V PETPW® Kol PuBUY KAl dppovig, Tdvy £

d0KEelV AEYEGOOL, £0V TE TEPL CTPATHYLAG £AV TE EPL GAAOV OTOVODV OVTW

$pVoEL AVTA TOVTA HEYAANV TIVA KHANGLY EyeLy. ENEl YOUVOBEVTO YE TRV Tiig

T O A T S R s ot eoililer I B S PTT LA P LI 1 - W

ROVCLKTiG XPOUATOV TA 1BV ROTEdV, ATl €0 aUTdv Aeydueva, olpai oe

** For a comparison of the poet to the painter, see Rep. 600 e8-601a2
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] , 4 5
eidévar ola paiveton].’

It seems necessary to ask what this description of peetry presupposes. What is implied
by the ornamental nature of poetic mimesis? In many respects, it presupposes in an obvious way
another subaltern concern, that is, how dces what is present in poetry distinguish or singularise
itself, how does it appear as itself; that is to say, does it in essence conceal “what is” and
subsequently present itself deceptively? If poetry is taken by itself, apprehended in its own right,
by way of “stripping bare” its formal and thus exterior adornments, is it something other than
what it seems, as suggested by the passage above? What of “the poet’s technical application of
musical coloration [T povotxiic xpopdtev 1a 1@V tountdv]” is this to be considered as

something technically adjunct? Is musical coloration strictly an act of pipeioBor?

Plato obviously sees in the poet’s demiurgic acts a superimposing and extraneous
mimetic activity which fundamentally reduces poetry to something other than what its logos
endeavors to represent. This undoubtedly revisits the critical insistence of a form of Jexis that
reduces discourse to its “simplest” form. It is oriented toward distinguishing a “simple narrative
or diegetic form” (haplé diegesis) from mimesis. Thus when Plato sees in this act of pygioBar
the activities of musical coloration and lexical adornment, he is again attempting to hold up an
unsustainable distinction. In what way does this simple discourse, a discourse stripped of its
adornments and lexical and generic idiosyncrasies in actual fact present something as it really is?
Does any discourse in any way absolve itself of mimesis? Is it reasonable to postulate an
occasion of discourse that presents something, as it is, the eidos in its full presence? Isn’t the
intelligible eidos at the origin always already a representation mediated by words or language in
general? This however suggests approaching the nexus of subjectal presentation and mimesis ina
way that soon will issue why there is in book ten this Platonic insistence on approaching what is

represented, rather than engaging subjectal representation.

> Rep. 601 a4-b8
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4.6 Eidolopoiesis: Mimetic Exchange in the production of eidola

In broaching the notion of the eidolopoietic, that is, the poetic production or creation of eidola,
it is useful to begin with the following observation. For Plato, it seems, the eidolon elicits the
eidos as a “doubling” of the eidetic representation. In fact eidolopoetic doubling presents the
eidolon and the eidos as symmetrical opposites rather than equivalents. The eidolon thus is a
representation of something exterior, it is a mimetic excess attended to in eidolopoetics. What
does Socrates mean when he says that “the creator of the phantom [0 0D £186wAov Toinmg], the
imitator [0 pwintig] knows nothing of the reality but only the appearance
[0 v évtog ...100 §& dorvopévou].”> Doubling refers to the loss or concealment of the eidos
through a mimetic excess. What is represented is not the eidos itself but the copy of the eidos, the
eidetic representation.”’ So the “apparent” is represented in such a way that the representation is
excessive, superfluous and for this reason Socrates determines that “mimesis is concerned with
the third remove from truth [10 8€ &0 peicOaL 10970 00 REPL TPiTOVY HEV TL EGTIV  ATO THG

danBeiac).””®

However this mimetic proximity, this distance from the truth or the eidos itself
suggests that the representation as excess, this hyperbolic mimesis as representation of the
apparent or phenomenal, is precisely what is considered to be most pernicious according to the
philosopher. Does mimesis in book ten allow the eidolon to be overdetermined as eidos, display

itself as a nonpresentable idea? Might there be a notion of the eidolon as an excess of

representation, an excess that defies representation?

*% Rep. 601 b12
>’ See Rep. 601 d2-3. «...three arts...”[tpg£ig t€xvag]; the user’s art, the maker’s and the imitator’s
[xpnoouévny - morcovsay - prpncopéviyv]. “Now do not the excellence, the beauty, the rightness of every

implement, living thing, and action refer solely to the use [thv ypeiav éoti] for which is made or by nature

adapted.”
* Rep. 602¢1
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“The imitator knows nothing worth mentioning of the things he imitates, but
that imitation is a form of play [elvon mandidv], not to be taken seriously
[00 orovdnv v pipnowv], and that those who attempt tragic poetry, whether

in ijambics or heroic verse, are all together imitators [mdvtag eivan

pnrikove].””

Book ten in effect begins with Plato’s attempt to exiend previous notions of mimesis as
it has been developed in books two and three. Certainly what presents itself, which is of great
interest here, is that the subject who engages in this hyperbolic or exccssive mimesis, the
representation of the phenomenal as an excessive eidetic projection, is lost in his production. The
“threc removes” theorization or this proximal distancing displays a dialectic of displacement of
the imitator by the imitated and vice versa. In terms that I have used hitherto, the question is

whether the eidolon as such marks subjcctal absence or loss.

The characteristic form of the eidolopoetic in evidence in all these modes is, in
Platonic terms, the interaction between mimesis and its object eidos; mimesis disappears as the
eidolon, as supplementation of the eidos appears. If for mimesis we read “representation” in the
general sense, the eidolopoetic here yields the following in its productive import: the eidolon

disappears as the eidos appears. And conversely, the eidos disappears as the eidolon appears.

4.6.1 The eidolon as supplement.

If eidolopoiesis involves “the creation of phantasms and not real being
[davraouata ydp, aAl” ovk 6vta motolotv]” then it establishes itself non-eidetically, it creates a
non-eidetic manifestation and suggests that in producing phantasmata or eidola, representation
disappears. In other words, there is a supplanting of the original by the eidolopoetic production

and it annuls its secondary status. But with a fuller description of eidolopoiesis what we have is

** Rep. 602 b5-10
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an exchange of representations. Under this mimetic exchange, any representation passes into its
opposite. In other words, as the eidolon appears its status as representation disappears, for it is in
some way yet it is not in terms of the referential eidos.*® But this mimetic exchange also involves
the eidolon disappearing into representation; it takes on its secondariness in terms of representing
the eidos. There is more to add however, for it is the “three removes” theory that defines this
mimetic exchange, since the eidolon is “copy of a copy”, it already is a “representation of a
representation” and thus in one way, according tc ths logic of the mimetic exchange, the eidolon
presents itself as an on in its own right by way of supplanting the original and simultaneously

presents itself as an irrevocable supplement, an add on.®’

What 1 have tried to illustrate is that mimesis in general, or the form of mimesis that
operated in its full and most general sense in book ten, effects what I call the “mimetic
exchange.” What book ten allows, bearing in mind the heliotropical myths of the previous books,
is the incessant confusion of mimetic productions, whether they be described as eidola,
phantasmata etc. It cannot “in general” confine mimesis to the non-eidetic or the eidetic pure and
simple. The “three removes” theory allows for a temporal succession of eidola, the eidolopoetic
effect illustrates how the eidolon is a triumph of the non-eidetic through a “generalized” and
“sustained” mimetic exchange. Plato’s criticism of eidolopoiesis is bound to the fact that it opens

the gap between the eidolon and the eidos and given mimesis in general cannot close this gap it is

* This presents itself as one of the most disconcerting issues in the Sophist and will be dealt with in more
detail in chapters eleven and twelve of this thesis.

® Derrida appropriates this term from Rousseau, who saw a supplement as "an inessential extra added to
something complete in itself." Derrida argues that what is ce:nplete “in itself” cannot be added to, and so
there is a supplement only if there is an originary lack. In any binarism or oppositional set of terms, the
second term can be argued to exist in order to fill in an originary lack in the first. This chiasmatic
relationship, in which one term secretly resides in another and initiates a movement that constitutes and

deconstitutes the limit of a closure, Derrida calls invagination. See Derrida 1974,

BRER
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thus tied to “the work of spacing”.*> What is ultimately pernicious about eidolopoiesis is that the

eidolon substitutes for the eidos within the mimetic exchange.

The eidoion traps its own reflection, by identifying the mimetic representation of
mimesis as a mise-en-abyme an artistic production the matter of which comprises infinite self-
reference. * So by placing itself en abyme, the eidolon can succeed in depicting itself as it is, in
its own right, since when the eidolon appears in mimesis, it disappears, occurring as
representation and then appears, and so on. By extending previous notions of mimesis, Plato has
found that the only way to confine and define mimesis, is by way of generalizing it. Book ten
embarks on a description of the eidolon as manifesting the essential absence of the eidos. I
emphasize “essential” so as not to circumvent the philosophical underpinnings of the “eidetic

relation” in any theorization of mimesis.

4.7 Mimesis and the Philosophical Eidos

Having determined the equivocal nature of mimesis, it is important now to consider
how the question of mimesis has been generalized in terms of its meaning giving it an
epistemological ground. As early as Tate’s deliberation with the question of mimesis in Plato’s
Republic® and recently in Elizabeth Belfiore’s article “A Theory of Imitation in Plato’s

+565

Republic™ there have been attempts to reconcile the various meanings of mimesis, its form, its

concept and this is the most prominent issue in the scholarship; it’s the double deployment of

** Derrida 1974: 48

°} Barbara Johnson explains “(en abyme is) now used whenever some part of a whole can be seen as a
representation of that whole, often ad infinitum, as in the Quaker oats box on which a man holds up a
Quaker oats box on which a man etc.” in Derrida 1981a: 265.

* Tate 1928 and 1932.

* Belfiore 1984.
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mimesis in book three and book ten of Plato’s Republic.® An attempt is made to synthetically
relate what is obviously contentious within a rigorous epistemology, by resorting to a
hermeneutic -and one must say that the problem of mimesis is ‘rather a problem of its
interpretation, that is, of hermeneutics ~ which would fix, stabilize the meaning of mimesis
within a critical context. Philologists have failgd to ascertain the ontological problematic, that is,
they have failed to consider in what way the question of mimesis is forced to correspond to the
question of subjectivity. It is simply necessary to point out that subjectivity needs to be
understood as a structural necessity of formally representational experience. Such a
correspondence actually undermines the stabilization of what is understood within a regionalized
understanding in Plato as mimétiké®’ and what is understood as mimesis in general.®® One of the
inherent problems in Plato’s mimetology is that whether it is the subject of enunciation
(Socrates) or the subject of writing (Plato) both find themselves in a representational structure

“I?’

which separate the “I” from its mimetic investments.

Plato’s entire mimetology recognizes the epistemological problematic, the innate
complexities in any attempted epistemic determination of mimesis. The relation to poiétiké® is a
relation by determination, that is, to determine the substitution of one by (or for) the other, their

orientation within a similar economy. One necessarily is required to play out the relation between

% The repetition of the treatment of mimesis actually traps mimesis within the epistemological net weaved
in Plato’s metaphysical elaboration of his theory of Forms in book seven. By book ten mimesis is eidetically
determined.

67« the —ike forms of mimeisthai refer only to imitation of many things and that this helps to reconcile the
account of Republic 3 with that of Republic10”. Essentially ali -iké words designate an art or science.
Belfiore, argues that the “theoretical treatment of mimesis in Republic 3 and 10, however obscurely
presented, at least much more consistent and coherent that has often been thcught”. See Belfiore 1984: 146.
Moreover Belfiore argues that a technical vocabulary is used for a particular kind of mimesis that is
attacked in both book 3 and 10. Mimétiké is attacked as a particular kind of imitation “the /mitation of many
things”. See Belfiore 1984: 145

* See Rep. 595 ¢c6

* The question of mimesis is again raised in book ten and considered in terms to poetry. See Rep. 595 a3.
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mimesis and subjectivity for any engageinent with the relation between the imitation and the
imitated in Plato’s Republic. For what now is maintained in the second mimetic appraisal in book
ten is the absolute discernability of the eidos and the eidolon. There is an opportunity to bring
about the return of the subject by safeguarding mimesis from its litigious repetition. This
absolute discernability is maintained by way of presenting the theory of forms and in maintaining
the distinction between the representation and what is represented and the priority of what is
represented to its representation. The decision to again dismiss mimesis will assure subjectal
return as the decision contrasts the subject with what is “external” to the subject. Mimesis in
book ten is articulated upon the theory of forms and the paradigmatic reference to the theory
corresponds to a return of the subject, concurrent with every manifestation of its loss. The
introduction of the theory of forms and what follows as the second mimetic appraisal cannot be
coincidence nor moreover can it be considered nugatory and trivial as most serious commentators

of the Republic claim.”

Mimesis thus is treated in terms of a “generalized” conception dependent entirely on its
eidetic orientation. In book three it is conceived in terms of dramatic lexis, it is confined to its

theatrical meaning and mimological connotations. However it is conceived as such only because

" The discussion raised in book ten according to most commentators of the Republic is considered to be
“not serious”; this essentially is surmised because the introduction of technico-aesthetic concerns effects a
disorientation of the serious philosophical concerns appraised between books four to nine. See Crombie,
1962. G.M.A. Grube in his translation of the Republic argues “The painter is here (in book ten) used as an
illustration and if we take details too seriously they involve many difficulties, such as an existence of forms
of artifacta, that the forms are created by the gods, which they are nowhere else in Plato, and that the
carpenter imitates the Form directly” in Grube 1961: 241, n.4. W.J.Oates argues that in book ten Plato is
attacking the poets with “the crudest and most naive form of the theory of Ideas”. See Qates 1972: 39. Other
commentators who similarly question the purpose and problems introduced in book ten include Cornford
1961: 315-16; Woozley and Cross 1964: 284-85.
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the eidetic relation is not established, at least not in its rigorous philosophical postulations.”
However Elizabeth Belfiore sees that mimesis is consistently treated in the earlier and later
books, explaining that “what Plato consistently means in Republic 3 and 10 is that to imitate is to
make one thing (or person) similar to another thing (or person) in sound or shape.”’? So Belfiore
argues that Plato consigns himself to a “vocabulary of similarity” in order to develop a theory of
mimesis. However this is to engage a consistency that completely ignores an essentially
fundamental concern for Plato. In book ten Plato establishes the eidetic relation of mimesis, that
is, mimesis is read as a disfigurement of the eidos by producing eidola. Book ten yields an
assimilation of mimesis to the theory of forms. Having been assimilated as such, no alternative

figure is available with which to describe mimetic fictioning or fashioning.

As I have stated earlier, mimesis has meaning never on its own terms but always in
relation to an original adequation. But bearing in mind what Belfiore suggests, especially as she
argues that it is by way of introducing “...the —ike forms of mimeisthai”, by presenting it as an
“art” or techne, that allows Plato “to reconcile the account of Republic 3 with that of Republic
10.”” This type of interpretation misses the real point of Plato’s treatment of mimesis in the
Republic. In book ten, after having established the eidetic relation of mimesis, Plato restricts his
mimetology to a dismissal and discounting of what the mimetician produces and thus ignoring
the subjectal question of who the mimetician is? What this problem appraises is a failure to
recognize and account for the dynamic involving Plato’s two dismissals of mimesis from the

politeia. This is a matter I will soon return to and consider in greater detail.

"1 Scholars who accept that mimesis means “impersonation” in book three and “representation” in book ten.
See Brownson 1920: 92-93; Cornford 1941: 324 n.1; Havelock 1963: 20-26; Tate argues that “tenth book
of the Republic as supplementary to, and consistent with, the second and third”. See Tate 1932: 163 n.1

”? Belfiore 1984: 126.

" Belfiore 1984: 145-6
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4.8 The Visual and Acoustic Patterns of Mimesis

Returning to the poet as the archetypal mimetician, Plato proceeds with his criticism by
establishing the poet’s analogous relationship to the painter or zoographer. Invoking the elements
of a non-eidetic mimesis, Plato suggests a resemblance with a difference. The eidetic
undoubtedly is oriented in its simplest form to the visual, to the visibly apprehended. Yet in
referring to the errors of vision [tiic Syewg] caused by zoographic mimesis and the Confusion it
causes “in our souls” [év Tfi yuydi],” Plato’s presentation of truth or “reality” is entirely eidetic
in its orientation. This “error of vision” constitutes the non-eidetic essence of the eidolon given
what is represented is not real or, simply put, is false. The eidos in any visual representation of it,
in every zoographic demiurgia, is essentially other than the “real” which goes unpresented in the
eidolon. In other words, any visual apprehension is not eidetic in essence, as the eidos is
essentially hidden, lost, nonpresentable, concealed in the eidolon. And yet, in book ten, this
representation of the eidolon as non-eidetic is ambiguously inscribed since it emerges only in
interplay with the eidos and this is implicit when Plato treats mimesis under the rubric of the

eidetic metaphor.

In the terms I have already broached, what is subsequently being developed here is the
seed of a pathological description of mimesis,” what Elizabeth Belfiore determines to be the
greatest accusation against mimetic poetry’® based on a theory of audience psychology, that is,
the “appeal to childlike and foolish element in a soul divided against itself,”’” the “affective part

of the soul” (aArotpia nabi). The mimetic “associates with a part in us that is remote from

" Rep. 602¢10-d3

> Versenyi broaches the question of methexis as a fundamental concern for Plato as in any consideration of
mimesis would have to consider “the pathology of the audience at the performance of poetry”. See Versenyi
1970-1: 26

' Belfiore 1983: 40

" Belfiore 1983: 61
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»” and for this reason this

intelligence [rdppw 8 av dpovicemg SviL 16 &v TV TPOCOUIALT]
“distance” or “remoteness” from phronesis involves again a description of subjectal loss. This
“Joss of the subject” is of a different order as it is characterized by the notion of mimesis as
poetry. Though the relation to the zoographic and skiagraphic visual technai is referred to, Plato
wants to pursue the elements of subjectal loss implied by the poetic. It is more pernicious
fundamentally because this criticism does not “hold only for vision [tnv 6w{v], it applies also to

hearing [xaté Tiv dicoriv] and to what we call poetry.””

What is at issue here is the effacement of the graphic arts (i.e zoography and its related
artistic mode, skiagraphy or shadow painting). The exposition has thus brought us to the mimetic
mode which analogically invokes poetry explicitly. The analogy of painting [€x tii¢ ypudixiic] is
abandoned at 603 b8, as it is decided by Socrates that it can no longer be applied to the mimetic
mode that pertains to “hearing” [xatd Thv dxonv], a mode of mimesis that in its most

fundamental sense pertains to the non-visual or more appropriately, its non-eidetic forms.

At this point, the dismissal of mimesis and as a consequence poetry is more seriously at
issue.” Lacoue-Labarthe directs his attention at explaining this repetition as a failed
“installation” of the subject. What is discovered in Plato’s exploration of mimesis is the
theoretical and, more significantly, ontological connection to subjectivity. Mimesis, in fact, is
oriented towards the question of the subject, even as it is developed in book three and especially

in book ten as the protection and preservation of the self-identity of the subject.

® Rep. 603 al0

® Rep. 603 b5

%0 At this point I concur with Alexander Nehamas who argues that though poetry is “controlled” in book
three, in book ten “it is not to be admitted” with the division of the soul in book eight the banishment is

made possible. Poetry créates a “bad constitution” (xaxny moliteiav, 605 b7-8) in the soul. See Nehamas
1988. 52,
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Certainly, this preservation of the subject involves a hiatus or break between the
various psychological categories broached in book four with the division of the soul.* Socrates is
concerned about the “appeal” or the affectivity of mimetic poetry, the impressions it leaves on
the subject. Socrates turns to the psychological affectation that mimetic poetry effects, seeking to
determine very clearly, “that part of the mind to which mimetic poetry [rowoewg pipuntixi]
appeals” in order to “see whether it is inferior or the nobly serious part.”* To date, Socrates
explored mimesis in terms of the subject of mimesis, “producer” of a mimetic work, the mimesis
of the demiurge. Now the subject attendant to all mimetic productions is not limited to the agent
or demiurge, that is, the mimetician pure and simply, however it is attendant to by the listener,
the spectator who listens and observes the performance. The spectator is also displaced or
dispersed as subject by his act of listening, by attending to mimesis much in the same way as the

mimetician as demiurgic agent is displaced by his or her mimetic acts.

Plato has Socrates quickly return to a consideration of the representational mode which
involves language, poetic mimesis as such. This return seeks to determine the structure of
mimesis which effectively disperses the authorial subject. Poetic mimesis appears to be about a
pre-existent subject which, under the description presented in book three, only exists as a resuit
of mimesis. Plato inevitably returns to the criticism of poetry in the final book of the Republic in
order to reconstitute his poetics in terms of subjectal truth. Socrates explains in what way
subjectal representation occurs and goes on to consider the nature of the subjectal subversion

which poetic mimesis instigates.

* Though Nehamas argues that by Book 10 poetry “is not to be admitted” and that with the division of the
soul in book 8 the banishment of poetry is consequently made possible, I would like to defer whether Plato
has successfully established this condition of possibility, especially after a consideration of the affectivity of
mimetic poetry. Nehamas 1988: 52

% Rep. 603 c2-3
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“Mimetic poetry...imitates human beings acting under compulsion or

voluntarily, and as a result of their actions supposing themselves to have fared

well or ill and in all this feeling either grief or joy

[rpdrToviag, dapev, Avopdmovg mipeitat | pntikn fralovg A
gxovoiog npdkeis, Kol £x 100 npdrTewy fi 0 olopévoc 1 kaxdc

nempayéval, Kol £v 100to1¢ 81 Tdow fi Avmovpévoug i xaipovrac].”

Returning to places where Plato canvasses the potential subversion of subjectal
representation in book three, in reconsidering the question of poetry or more accurately “poetic
mimesis” what is again reappraised is the question of the subject. That “mimetic poetry

represents human beings’ actions [rpdttoviag...GvBpdrnovg ppeiton 1y ppnnixn]”® does not

simply refer to the formal dramatic and theatrical nature of mimesis, its most primitive and
] simple manifestation but ultimately refers to an originary and constitutive loss of the self. For

Socrates there is a subject who manifests itself as originary, in that it is a subject not installed by

mimesis,

“And does not the fretful part of us present many and varied occasions for
imitation, while the intelligent and temperate disposition, always at one with
itself [rapaninoiov...avtdt] is neither easy to imitate [oVTd pgdiov
punoacBat] nor to be understood when imitated [oUte pipovpuevov

evneteg kataiadeiv], especially by a nondescript mob assembled in the

E theatre [...ei¢ 8éatpa.]?”®
Socrates’ claim seeks to remain subtly but clearly distinct from that which 1s subject to f
mimesis. Thus for Plato the subject presents itself in terms of sameness, it is unvarying and
% Rep. 603 c4
% See Aristotle Poet 1449b VI. 7. o
®> Rep. 604 el or €2
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inimitable; it is “always at one with itself [rapaninciov...avtdi].” The above passage refers to a
proper conception of the subject given that it achieves presence in its resistance “to imitate”, It
presents a subject that is “inimitable”, a subject that is not ‘“easy to imitate
[ovTd padiov punoacOat].” Again the mode of mimesis considered is that related to the theatre

however more poignantly it addresses the spectator who is attendant to dramatic performances.

Plato believes what becomes present in the subject’s affectation and this subjectal
identification with varying and muitiple representations is the loss of the subject. Within the
mimetic performance, in the theatre, the subject is that which is lost in mimesis. This mimetic
identification is irr-Jucible to any unvarying or constitutive notion of subjectivity, signifying
radical and irremediable absence of the self through mimesis. Mimetic poets, in light of the
division of the soul,*® “destroy the rational part of the soul [anéAAvot 10 Aoyiotikév, 605b5].”
Mimesis is determined as falsity and as such corrupts by virtue of its not letting the subject
present itself in its singularity and sameness. As the mimetician is not inclined to the
Moyrotixov, that element in the soul which remains irreducible to mimesis, he attends to or tends

toward that which is pleasing and “easy to imitate [edpiuntov etvon].”

The ascent from the world of shadows and the subject’s reconciliation with the rational
part of the soul is stalled and desisted by mimetic productions that range from the zoographic and
more perniciously its poetic formulations. What poetry does, by virtue of its mimetic nature, is

demonstrate the subversion of the substantiality or identity of the subject.

4.9 Thaumatopoetics: Two Modes of Subjectal Representation

“This consideration, then, makes it right for us to proceed to lay hold of him

and set him down as the counterpart of the painter [...n0eipev avtiotpodov

*® That is on the basis of which the tripartite division of the soul was postulated at 603d3-7 in the
“psychology” of book 4.

BB 5 e T e s T

E |
+f
|'-.
J..
35
B
i
;
J
i




113

avtov 1@ Lwypddw]; for he resembles him in that his creations are inferior in
respect of reality; and the fact that his appeal is to the inferior part of the soul

and not to the best part is another point of resemblance.”’

It is important to note that Plato cannot abandon the eidetic metaphor, even though it
seems that painting, as Nehamas argues, is not ultimately at issue in book ten. If that is the case
then one should ask why the “poet” becomes the counterpart or in essence is presented “as
corresponding to” the painter or zoographer. Why is the example of painting or the example of
specular mimesis presented as the antistrophé of the audible or oral mimetic mode? Can the
decision regarding the dismissal of mimesis ever take place without assuring the specularization

of mimesis in its eidetic determination?

It seems that in book ten the exposition of mimesis can only be taken as a
demonstration of how the structure of subjectivity reiterates itself. In this light, what presents
itself before us is the decision that constitutes the subject, whether it be the subject of
enunciation (the poet) or the subject of painting (the painter). This decision is constantly deferred
and yet reappraised as a necessity for the philosopher. It is a decision about the subject that
occurs primarily to eradicate any form of equivocity that on one level the subject produces by
way of mimesis and the equivocity that affects and confuses the subject attendant to mimesis,

which in turn is mimetically affected.®

“And so scene-painting in its exploitation of this weakness of our nature falls
nothing short of witchcraft, and so do jugglery and many other such

contrivances.”[d) 8 L@V 1@ rabqpuan g dVoewe || oxLaypadia

%7 Rep. 605a6-b2
% At Rep. 605a, Socrates is very clear to what extent mimesis appeals to the mob, essentially referencing
the cave dwellers who are beset from within by a power of loss, having identified (by way of an

irremediable affectation) by mimetic shadows and the like.
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Observations such as the thaumatopoetic nature of mimesis, admittedly pertain to
representationally mediated experience of the subject, or at least the “affective” experience as it
becomes cast representationally. Understood thus, affectivity can be expected formally to
manifest the subject, if not as presence, then as lack of presence, as the subject is an affect of
representation or mimesis in general. It is precisely for this reason that Socrates claims, “the
mimetic poet [...unTikov motntiv...} sets up in each individual soul a vicious constitution by
fashioning phantoms far removed from reality [kaxnv moAttetay 13ig €xkdotov Ti Wi

gunodv...e18mha eidwonotodva, 10 5& dAnboig toppw RAvL ddeotdra.].”™

4,10 The Double Dismissal of Mimesis

There is notably an indecisive treatment of mimesis in the Republic as the last book revisits the
question of mimesis yet again. In book ten the second critique of mimesis presents itself as a
necessary repetition of the same problematic. This repetition emphatically affirms the
undecidable nature of mimesis, its ambivalent meaning or determinations.”’ This reiteration of
the mimetic decision cannot concede to the very possibility of a mimetic sense or any
representation as such, there is no locus classicus of the very notion, it is essentially non-
conceptual. Does it escape the reserve of the Platonic eidos, particularly since Plato attempts to
determine it as concept schematically, that is, in relation to the eidos. There is a rigorous
delimitation of mimesis within a fundamental epistemology, an uncompromising mimetologism

pre-empted by the speleology of book seven. Perhaps, it is here, from within Plato’s texts, that

® Rep. 602d3
* Rep. 605b8-c4
! Versenyi like Havelock attests to the “ambivalence of mimesis” re: “what Plato means by mimesis.

(Versenyi 1970-1: 24) Others who argue that there is no coherent concept of mimesis include Atkins 1934.
48-51; Annas 1981: 336-44.
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we will encounter the “strange mirror” which Derrida alludes to™ which reflects, duplicates and

multiplies those already supplementary marks or traces which oppose whatever maintains and

decides Plato’s texts or even “Platonism” itself,

Plato repeats the dismissal of oral mimetic discourse in book three of the Republic with
another dismissal in book ten. Essentially what is involved in this second dismissal involves a
dismissal of the specular copying that already implies the eidos. The oral dismissal in book three
already 1is tainted by its own equivocity. Plato dismisses poets/mimeticians as mouthpieces
through a mouthpiece of his own, Socrates; he resorts to a fundamental mimetic trope of
apocryphal mimesis. There is no doubt Plato would have been aware of the inherent self-
contradiction in the apocryphal nature of the dialogues, that what presents itself in the mimetic
dismissal in book three is a monstrous oxymoron insofar as self-presentation or authorial

subjectivity is concerned. And this presents itself as fundamentally a Platonic concern.
4.10.1 The Mimetic Paradox in Plato’s writings

Lacoue-Labarthe concurs that Plato would have been gravely aware of the fundamental
paradox proposed by the theoretical elimination of apocryphal mimesis given his own texts are
paradigmatically mimetic and apocryphal. As we noted earlier, Plato’s focus is on oral mimesis,
because a speaker who speaks in his own name is there to be questioned as to whether he or she
is speaking as him or herself. Acknowledging this, the question of whether Socrates is speaking
for himself does not resonate outside the boundaries of the dialogue itself. Socrates denouncing
mimeticians does so as Socrates, as every enunciation is made in his own name and not
hypocritically. Plato, being the author rather than the enunciator, remains hidden, apocryphal and
as such outside this discursive economy. Reflecting on Plato we approach his thought as a
metaphysical subject; yet having said this, how is it that we can avoid consideration of the Plato

who writes, the “real” authorial subject who is, in essence, an apocryphal subject hidden in his

2 Derrida 1981a: 191.
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writing. Plato, as mucii &= the sophist, poet and rhapsode, withdiaws himself from the critical

scene.

Plato does, however, come to glimpse that the problem of mimesis cannot be so easily
contained. The problem of Plato’s apocryphality is implicate¢ in the fact he writes Socrates’
speech, Plato’s voice comes inevitably to underlie Socrates’ enunciations, so Socrates, bearing in
mind the definition of oral mimetic modes, ultimately becomes Plato’s mouthpiece, he becomes
his mimos. As Lacoue-Labarthe correctly asserts “in reality Plato- and this is the height of the
paradox- does not speak one word of the philosophical discourse itself...But in the text it is

Socrates, ‘his’ mimos, the mimetic part of himself who speaks philosophically.””

So the decision to safeguard subjectivity is now referred to another decision, removing it
away from the theoretical dismissal of oral mimetic modes. The philosopher Socrates, as a
prosopon- an enunciating figure- echoes an external authorial will; there is the Platonic will
behind all his enunciations. Given Plato’s authorial will is not represented directly in the
dialogue, but can be ascertained only through an act of ventriloquy, the entire event of the
dismissal of oral mimesis is established as being itself mimetic. Mimesis in book ten is
essentially a mode of mirorring, and the very decision to expel mimesis is itself mirrored, by the
inherent paradoxy of authorial will. As Lacoue-Labarthe suggests it presents a failed attempt to

dismiss mimesis.

“This operation has a mirror, a theoretical trag- a “thaumatic” machine in it.

An extra one. And because of this everything is lost and swallowed in an

» 94

abyss”.

? Lacoue-Labarthe 1989: 135. Lacoue-Labarthe’s emphases. In dealing with Plato we treat his thought as a
metaphysical subject; but how is it that we can avoid consideration of the Plato who writes, and who
remains an apocryphal figure in relation to his writing. Plato, as much as the sophist, poet and rhapsode,
withdraws himself from the critical scene.

* Lacoue-Labarthe 1989: 134
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What does this “swallowing” into an abyss suggest in the context of Lacoue-Labarthe’s
statement? Does it suggest or allude to the deferral of the decision regarding mimesis? Does it
suggest its mirroring effect, the repetition of the decision, that decides upon a mimesis that “rears
itself from the abyss”? The decision to exclude or dismiss mimesis is still found to be
ungrounded and in essence what we do have or remains a possibility for the decision to be

delivered is to structurally bring forth and present subjectivity.

This redoubled criticism of mimesis, this critical repetition to adjudge mimesis in book ten
5 in terms of its specular projection, by necessity leads to a fundamentally different consideration
A of the question and its subject. Mimesis in book ten is re-interpreted, it is apprehended

differently as it attempts to aver the paradox of Plato’s own apocryphy. Mimesis is apprehended

IR R Licsimg
AL ) iy «_3-‘4‘1:—51‘_1-,:#

simply as “mirroring”, which proffers an interpretation which suggests the specular, visual or

eidetic dimension because it orients the question regarding mimesis to a rigorous philosophical

e R b I e s

; conception of the eidos. But still the mimesi ‘hat remains undecided on is the apocryphal and
oral mimetic mode considered in book three.

Thus the mode of mimesis that could not establish itself in book three of the Republic, that
is, the oral mimetic mode, is nevertheless trapped in the mirror of Plato’s own writing, it is
reflected in the mirror that is Plato’s “wniting”. It evidences that the dialogues represent an
“historical” authorial subject. “Plato”- the writing subject- is only self-possessed as subject by
wearing his Socratic prosopon. The author of the dialogues—of the texts ascribed to him, the
texts composed in his name—is mirrored as one who is “outside” the text who is beyond the
responsibilities of equivocity, such that will be identified in the Crafylus, that undermines oral
discourse or linguistic practices in general. What thie text as “mirror” captures is a phantasma
(phantom, ghost, specter) of an authorial subject. If we distinguish the decision regarding
mimesis and its ostensibie theoretical purpose, it seems necessary to consider why this repetition

or rather this philosophically taxing “doubling™ of the decision, why reiterate the mimetic
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decision? Does the decision regarding mimesis ever take place?”” Has the decision already been

made?

4.10.2 The Play of the Mimetic Decision

“The distinction between the two senses of imitation is in fact, as I have
argued, clearly, explicitly and deliberately made. The alleged contradiction
(of which commentators have made so much) between the earlier and later
discussion amounts to no more than a play upon words, and represents no real

inconsistency of thought.””®

There is nothing in the Republic one should and can subscribe an “alleged contradiction” to,
with reference to Plato’s discussion on mimesis. In Tate’s words, we do not have to go back on
this for there is “no real inconsistency of thought” and that what is aliegedly contradictory about
Plato’s treatment in books three and ten “amounts to no more than a play upon words”. As one
would have surmised, the concemn here, in our context, is the nature of this play, and whether it
emerges through a recognition of what, in our deliberations on mimesis, remains absolutely
irreducible to an epistemological ground. Is Plato’s “play upon words” rather the manifest
dissolution of an epistemology which fails (recognizes, and thus ‘playfully’ eludes its failure) to
economize what is essentially inordinately in excess. Is mimesis in Derrida’s understanding an
“undecidable”? Does it induce ‘play’, can it only be engaged with playfully? We have seen thus
far that mimesis warns of falling into the snares of metaphysical conceptualizations especially
given its orientations within Plato’s mimetology. The Republic itself is organized around this

incredible “play upon words”, a certain lugubrious playfulness, the play which s itself mimetic.

* According to Lacoue-Labarthe “a subject never coincides with itself’ meaning that writing always
“hollows out” what it attempts to install and this suggests that writing does not infinitely reflect itself or
“place itself en abyme”. For Lacoue-Labarthe the mimetic decision “never takes place”. See Lacoue-
Labarthe 1989: 136-7.




e T T b e
# kb iis pi bt n s Al e R L R b

.nﬁf'i’f;&fﬁ;: 373(1“:

[T
Bl

e e et s e s R LN I
R e s S s S e e A

LTI T
[ e

Fes X
R

gl

" o T e A s e
T MR L T
e R L A TR

-‘;__. s
1A LR P LR S

119

The entire thesis is possibly an adumbration of this “play” that is mimesis, it understands that
mimesis in Plato’s Republic can only be approached via negations and tropic detours, which in
essence my own writing necessarily has to repeat, duplicate. This means to engage in a reading
which is hyperbolically mimetic in essence, it engages with it until it is misdirected, takes an

unexpected detour. What this ultimately suggests is that mimesis is difficult to decide upon, our

deliberations exhibit the impossibility of a decision.

Nonetheless we draw upon all the patient brilliance Plato has resorted to in order to
track mimesis and the possibility of a decision. Decision ultimately is what Lacoue-Labarthe
notices as the will by which mimesis is expelled. But is the “play upon words” Tate identifies in

Plato, the “form of play [elvon moididy 602 b7]” that is mimesis, the play of mimesis that marks

the structure of Plato’s text?

I have constant occasion to note various ramifications of this play and this detour and this
deferral of the decision concerning mimesis. It is therefore, for Plato, a matter of eidetically
determining mimesis and thus expel it not only from his ideal polis but from the individual’s own
psyche. This stubborn permanence in the Republic to make a decision regarding mimesis is
underlined by a rigorous “onto-mimetology™’ as it is motivated by a more profound decision
concerning the subject; the philosopher-guardian.” For certainly in Plato there is in this mimetic
reappraisal in book ten a serious philosophical demonstration of how the structure of subjectivity
reiterates itself as it is marked through a series of self-protective decidings, so much so, the

philosopher becomes ultimately the phylax, the guardian of the citizen subject in general. In book

*® Tate 1932: 161.
*7 Derrida’s describes Platonic apprehension of mimesis within the history of western metaphysics as “onto-
mimetology” (see Lacoue-Labarthe 1989: 7) a term that attempts to demonstrate the loss of the subject in

mimesis. “Onto-mimetology” which is also “onto-typology” in Lacoue-Labarthe refers to a logic by which

the subject is cast as a figure of itself and thus lost as itself. See Lacoue-Labarthe 1989: 47-53.
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ten, it is the philosophical exigency of the decision that is of interest, as it has to be made in order
to assure a reconstitution of the subject. The decision ultimately seeks to salvage a conception of
the subject that is fashioned throughout the Republic in the philosopher’s name. Over and above
the original motivation for the decision which rested on a hypothetical purpose in book three to
eradicate the equivocity of speech and writing, to dismiss the language of falsehood, of shadows
and mimetic fypoi, it remains necessary to consider what should ultimately be made of this

decision and this unique constitution of the subject.

4.11 Plato’s Speleclogy and the Eidetic Metaphor

As I have attempted to illustrate, mimesis in the Republic is already twice ‘something’, this is
the apparent contradiction inherent in book three which necessarily is abnegated in the second
treatment or critical reappraisal of mimesis in book ten. Mimesis is both good and bad, at once
lauded and condemned.” It is here, that Plato finds himself in a logical predicament because by
book ten mimesis is treated epistemologically as it is brought within the visual realm. The
mimetology attempts to establish the eidetic correspondence of the mimetic following the
epistemology (the philosophy stricto senso) of books four to nine. This is the only way Plato is
able to epistemologically orient a consideration of mimesis in terms of the eidos. This is
fundamentally the structural and logical difference between the two critiques of mimesis, firstly
in books two and three and later again in book ten. The laborious and rigorous philosophical
ascent from book four established a conception of the eidos and the episteme that will aid in its
proper apprehension; dialectics.'” By estabiishing the priority of the eidos Plato is able to

facilely embark on the criticism of the zoographer and skiagrapher, who become the

% In book five, Plato extends the notion of the subject to incorporate the philosophical nature that all
guardians must have innate within them. The guardian subject presents itself as a more complex constitution
of subjectivity as the philosopher paradoxically must be basileus or king (Rep. 471¢c-474b).

* See Derrida 1981a: 189-193.
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paradigmatic mimeticians, but this criticism is undertaken to indirectly pursue a founding
criticism of the poiétés (the poet) and poiétiké (poetry) in general. In this way Plato is able to
repudiate and banish the mimetic and bespelling investment of the poets on the polity (the

acclaimed politeia) and the polity of the philosopher-guardian’s soul, by assuring their mimetic

- productions are eidetically evaluated.

4.11.1 The Critique of “Affectivity” and the Endless Return of Mimesis

Paradoxically the whole eidetic orientation of mimesis is not sustained and the problem
identified is a problem that similarly marks the mimetology in the Sophist. Poetic mimesis, the
form of mimesis which employs language as its medium, is difficult to eidetically determine.
Inevitably Plato again refers to the mimological aspects appraised in the third book to better
confront poetic mimesis. It is by approaching the psychology of the audience'® and developing a
critique of affectivity that he, yet again, attempts to make a decision. The decision regarding
mimesis from this point on, without surprise, concerns itself with the subject who listens to
poetic recitations and who moreover witness their performative epideixis. The “affectivity” of the
subject concerns Plato greatly and it is for this reason that “the greatest accusation against poetic
mimesis [16 Y& péyrotov KaTnyopniKopey avtiic] is its power to corrupt” [ixaviy elvat

MoPdcBat, 605c6].” Socrates goes on to discuss the generative influence of mimesis,

“When we hear Homer or some other of the makers of tragedy imitating one
of the heroes who is in grief, and is delivering a long tirade in his
lamentations or chanting and beating his breast, feel pleasure, and abandon

ourselves and accompany the representation with sympathy and eagemness,

' Dialectic is appraised in book seven and is expanded in terms of the speleology in order to adopt the
method for the proper apprehension of the eidos. See Rep. 531c-535a.

‘% See Rep.605 a where Socrates transparently states that mimesis appeals in general to the multitude.
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and we praise as an excellent poet the one who most strongly affects us in this
way.

[...Nudv dxpoopevor Ounpov 1§ GAAOD TIVOS TGV TpaYDSOROLGY

HILOVHEVOV TLVE TRV POV £V TEVOEL OVTX KOl LOKPAY PTHOLY ATOTELVOVTO,
£v 101 0Vpuois, i kol ddovidg te xal xontouévoug, 0100’ ST yaipopév 1e
Kat £voévieg Nudg avTovg EnNopeBa Evundoyovieg kot onovdalovieg Exaly

oTpev @g Gyabdv mowntiy, 8¢ Gv fudc 6 T pdAiota ovtw Stabf].”'*

Undoubtedly Plato leads us to a more pernicious claim for the subjectal loss involved
in witnessing and participating in mimetic performances. The subject “abandons” him or herself
by “accompanying” the representation, he or she is carried away and lost within the performance.
The subject who accompanies the performance is affected in an indelible way; they are
impressed [Evundoyovteg] by the performance. It is not surprising, yet again, that the critical
gesture that associated the traditional mythoi with the maternal, now associates the poetic with
the feminine and this most notably in the form of theatrical mimesis invoked by the criticism of
performance.'” Socrates explains in his criticism of performative mimesis that “what we were
praising in the theatre is that which pertains to woman [€x€ivo € yvvaikdg).” It is necessary to
ask to what degree is Plato’s critique of mimesis dependent upon what is discreetly feminine and
why this officious horror of all that is feminine, or whatever pertains to woman? Is what is
provoked from the outset what Plato understands as the deconstituting, depropriative aspect of
woman in general, the emotional and appetitive part of the soul. One recognizes here the basic
tenets of feminine discourse insofar as mimesis is concerned, though we need moreover to ask,
what is the relation of the feminine to mimesis? Is it an essentially maternal (or feminine)

motivation, an activity defined in terms of a reproductive ability?

"2 Rep. 605¢9-d5
'% Rep. 605el
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Froma Zeitlin peremptorily fixes the natural junction of the feminine and mimesis, she
explains, “Woman is the mimetic creature par excellence...Woman is perennially under
suspicion as the one who acts a part...but hides other thoughts and feelings, dangerous to men,

35104

within herself and the house. On the tragic stage Zeitlin identifies the tragic figure on the

stage in terms of the power of mimesis,

“The feminine is a tragic figure on the stage; she is also the mistress of
mimesis, the heart and soul of the theatre. The feminine instructs the other
through her own example- that is, in her own name and under her own
experience- but also through her ability to teach the other to impersonate

her.”'®®

However this appropriation of mimesis by the feminine obscures the whole discussion
of mimesis, as it docs not pose the question of mimesis in terms of the feminine in itself but
poses the question, yet again, in Plato’s terms. Zeitlin is duplicating a Platonic gesture, only
insofar as she accepts the Platonic interpretation of mimesis, the epistemological grounding of
what essentially remains groundless; what unfixes such a ground within a problematization.
What precludes Zeitlin’s “connection of the feminine and mimesis” is a complicity with the
Platonic interpretation of mimesis, thus virtually accepting what Plato castigated and here I need
to clarify that this does not necessarily subsume and assimilate the entire misogynistic
animadversion of the feminine as such. As Lacoue-Labarthe explains this complicity would
involve bringing “back what was condemned, namely (at least) a fixed (definite) interpretation of

mimesis, which is no doubt not only the platonic interpretation but which, since Plato, is

04 Zeitlin 1985: 85.
195 Zeitlin 1985. 80
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certainly the philosophical interpretation.”'® So when Zeitlin associates mimesis with the
feminine, she associates woman with everything that beguiles, seduces or perverts the mastery of
philosophy. Woman is everywhere associated with the mimetic dynamis that insidiously destroys

the sovereignty of reason as if the capacity of “reason” is an impropriety of the feminine.'”’

Socrates can describe the mimetic art as “an inferior thing [¢a0Aw Evyyryvopevn]”
given it cohabitates with an inferior and “engenders inferior offspring [¢aDAa yevvd 1) uiuntikyg,
603 b3-4]” and for this reason it is associated to the feminine as such. This argument works by
taking seriously the association of mimesis to the feminine given that the criticism of mimesis

was inaugurated in books two and three by establishing the link to the maternal.'®®

Foregoing the criticism of mimesis in terms of its eidetic determination has forced
Plato to come full circle and this foregoing becomes germane to the consideration of Plato’s
discussion of mimesis in terms of its original moment in books two and three. The dismissal of
mimesis, even having traversed in the final book its schematic determination by apprehending it
in terms of the eidos, has forced Plato to concede that the dismissal has not taken place. It can be
argued that the very reach of the second dismissal of mimesis has been reduced to again

encounter the problem inherent in the first occurrent dismissal.

SHEa S R BN e O S

"% Lacoue-Labarthe 1986: 279. “...c’est reconduire ce qui etait la condamne, a savoir (au moins) une
interpretation determinee de la mimesis, qui n’est sans doule pas, seulement l'interpretation platonicienne
mais qui, depuis Platon, est assurement Uinterpretation philosophique...” my translation.

'7 Derrida has much to say about this association or assimilation of the feminine to the themes philosophy
marginalizes, such as metaphor, style and writing (mimesis in general) most notably in Nietzsche’s writing.
However Derrida discerns a paradoxic in Nietzsche’s metaphoric discourse that can be described as
generically feminine (given his style of logos or his lexis). Derrida finds in Nietzsche’s text the
undecidability of all claims concerning woman and metaphor and similarly it presents itself as such in the
context of this thesis especially when woman is associated to mimesis. See Derrida 1979: 71.

"% Rep. 60626-9 refers to the affectation of the plaintive part of the soul [to® 8pnvaddouc] and it is all

reference to dirges and lamentations that are debunked as they were previously in book two.
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4.11.2 The Palaia Diaphora between Poetry and Philosophy

Aware that the mimological and thus theatrical mimetic modes have again been considered in
the Socratic examples in order to better ascertain the effect on the subject who bears witness to
the recitation of mythoi, Socrates continues to proceed to not admit poetry into the ideal polis.'”
But even this dismissal is desultory as there is again an exigent reappraisal or recalling of the
“topic of poetry” [avopuvnoBeiol nept mowioewg, 607 bl] and it necessarily takes on an

apologetic character [anoAedoynoBw, 607 b2]. Socrates legitimizes this appraisal necessitating a

call to the muse,

“Let us further say to her [rpoceinwuev 8¢ avtiy], lest she condemn us for
harshness and rusticity, that there is from old a quarrel between philosophy

and poetry [...67t makard pév Tig Stopopd draocodie Te kot mornTiki].” "

This can be seen from the provenance which Plato attaches to the inherited mythopoetic
tradition. Plato inherits the problem regarding the difference between philosophy and poetry.
Though the diaphora suggests a generic difference between the two, it presents itself in the form

of dismissal of mimesis as a polemic. But even in this polemical context, Socrates acknowledges

the spell poetry has over its subjects.

“Let it be declared that if the mimetic and dulcet poetry [0 Tpog N3oviv
moLNTLKN KO 1} pipnorg] can show any reason for her existence in a well-
governed state, we would gladly admit her, since we ourselves are very
conscious of her spell [...knAovuévorg v avtiic’]. But all the same it would
be impious to betray what we believe to be the truth...Do not you yourself
feel her spell [oV xnA€i U avtiig xal o] and especially when Homer is her

interpreter, [0tav 1" Opnpov Bewpiic avtv;] then may she not justly return

' Rep. 606e1-60729
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from this exile after she has plcaded her defence, whether in lyric or other

measure.”'"!

The potentiality of loss is, in the end, something in which philosophy must contest by
virtue of its complicity with poetic discourse. Plato concems himself in his polemic with the loss
of subjectal power which poetry occasions, his contextualization of the problem, includes the
effect poetry has on the philosophical subject. Hence it is worth seeing how the decision
regarding mimesis and ultimately the subject is in essence unable o be made. The decision
becomes problematic precisely when Socrates decides to silence the muse, not allow her to plead
her defense. The muse is considered pernicious bécause of her faculty to put a spell on the
subject; possess the subject who attends her recitations. This is considered the only manner by
which 1o ensure that any project of subjectal salvage is fulfilled, that is, by repressing the spell
that poetry can cast on the subject. Evidently, poetry bears a property that is its own by virtue of

its mimetic character. Socrates in his final dismissive call also resorts to the charms of the muses.

“Even as men who have fallen in love, if they think that the love is not good
for them, hard though it be, nevertheless refrain, so we, owing to the love of
this kind of poetry inbred in us by our education in these fine polities of ours,
will gladly have the best possible case made out for her goodness and truth,
but as long as she is unable to make good her defense [anoloyncocBar] we
shall chant over to ourselves as we listen the reasons that we have given as a
counter-charm to her spell [dkpoacdped’ atriig Engdovies Ny avtoic

tobtov TOV Adyov, Ov AEYOHEY, KOl TadTy THY €NwdnAv], to preserve us from

slipping back into the childish loves of the multitude, [e0AaBodpevor adiy

i, e e e,

"% Rep. 607 b5
"' Rep. 607¢5-d2
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EUTECETLY £1¢ TOV TOOLKOV TE KAl 16V TV TOAMDV Epwra) for we have come
to see that we must not take such poetry seriously, as a serious thing that lays
hold on truth, [®¢ oD orovdactéov £mt 7ij o1V MOROEL G AANBEiag
1€ OnTopevn) Kol onovdaiq] but that he who lends an ear to it must be on his
guard fearing for the polity in his soul and must believe what we have said
about poetry. [GAX eviafntéov autiv i@ axpowpévy, rept ThHe £y aUVTH

nolreiag 8e81611, Kot vootéa dnep eiprikopev nepl Towoewg).”'

Obviously the decision has been presented and it is replete with criteria of subjectal
preservation. The second decision then, if it goes so far as attempting a theoretical elimination of
poetry and subsequently protects the subjectivity of the subject who is attendant to it, is likely to
come up against a defeat already inscribed in the original decision to banish mimesis. For the
mimesis that Plato again attempts to dispel, is the mimesis of the performance, of the theatre. It is
the mimesis interrogated in book three, that is, its primordial mimological manifestations.
Whether the arguments of the subsequent books which led to a reappraisal of the mimesis
question successfully leads to its banishment is questionable, given the actual dismissal of

mimesis is tainted by its own equivocity.

"2 Rep. 607e8-bl
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Chapter Five

The Question of Hermeneia

“Whenever a poet is seated on the Muses Tripod, he is not it. his senses, but
resembles a fountain [10te odx Eudpov Eotiv, olov 8¢ xpivn] which gives
cause to the upward rush of water, and since his art consists in imitation
[xat 1iig 1€y vne obong mpfoeax] he is compelled to contradict himself
[évaviia Aéyeiv] when he creates characters of contradictory moods; and he

knows not which of these contradictory utterances are true.”

Laws IV. 719 ¢2-9
5.1 Rhapsody and Philosophy: The Hermeneutics of Difference

In Plato’s Jon, there is a fundamental question that permeates the entire dialogue and it orients
itself around the question of hermeneutics in general’ and more specifically the questioning of
rhapsodic hermeneia. Within the confounds of my own thetic concerns it manifests itself
otherwise as the problem of what is the proper form of discourse or more appropriately the
proper mode of enunciation. Again it considers some of the fundamental concerns thus far

considered regarding the mode of lexis that is appropriate to discourse in general.

' According to Weineck, H. Flashar, in his afterword to the Tusculum edition of Jon, is one of its few
readers to identify the technique of interpretation as an important concern of the dialogue. Flashar, however,
concludes, in my opinion too hastily, that “principally, there can be no rhapsodic knowledge [in the sense of
techne],” and he proceeds traditionally to center his reading on Socrates’ notion of poetry (Flashar

1963.56). See Weineck 1998: 27, n.14.
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In the Ion, the rhapsodist is understood in relation to what Plato determines to be
* something like the argument which runs throughout book three of the Republic, that is, what is a
I proper lexis, a proper manner of speaking or an appropriate “enunciative mode”.> And this does
....... not exclude the question of a certain propriety in the Jon particularly as it is raised in relation to
hermeneutics or a proper interpretive practice. This seems to be the most palpable articulation of

Plato’s criticism of rhapsodic hermeneutics, that it does not lend itself or orient itself around the

object of a thought, of dianoia.

Something altogether different organizes rhapsodic hermeneutics. Socrates certainly

states early his concern regarding the nature of rhapsodic hermeneia, explaining that the
.. rhapsode’s role in the hermeneutic relation to the poet’s ergon is one of “apprehending his
* thought [thv T0vt0v Sravolav éxpavBdverv, 530 d8]” and “not merely the words he says

fun uovov ta €nn, 530 c1].” It is obvious that for Plato hermeneia is a question of apprehending
dianoia, it is to acknowledge the immanence and presentness of authorial meaning, it is to seek
essence, foundation, origin of the ergon in the thought; in the conceptual or thematic orientations
promulgated by the author. Thus the hermeneut should “seek out” (literally €xpavOdaverv),
comprehend and articulate dianoia, which etymologically amounts to the thought, purpose,

intention, and ultimately understanding “meaning” of the author’s ergon.

5 However let us concentrate here on another possibility of hermeneutics, that of poetic
and particularly rhapsodic hermeneia which as I will attempt to elucidate disrupts philosophical f

3 2 Lacoue-Labarthe considers the instability of the subject of enunciation most notably in view of Rep 307d.
See Lacoue-Labarthe 1989: 133. “The lon confronts the reader with the same problem that it itself is

concerned with: the problem of finding the true rationale and the true function for the elocutionists, (the

rhapsode) the critic.” Ranta 1967: 228. 1 suggest that if there is a true function of the rhapsode, it is not the
philosophical function or rationale, the understanding within the fon of the enunciative subject, certainly
clarifies disparities in the nature and function of philosophical speech (and always in relation to the Socratic

subject) and that of rhapsodic speech (which is not subjective, rather divinely dispensed and invested).
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hermeneutics, it fractures the metaphysical closure of the hermeneutic program. It is in the
question of speech, the performative enunciation of the rhapsode where we could possibly locate
a certain difference, even a volatile dissension toward the philosophical hermeneutics which
Plato desires to put in place. This will be the organizing theme of my speculations on rhapsodic
hermeneia to see how it continually and interminably undermines such epistemic viability or
undoes hermenzutic (interpretive) closure. And it is in the context of the question of hermeneia
that the difference between philosophical hermeneutics and rhapsodic hermeneutics essentially

leads our subject to an elucidation of hermeneia; its divided or twofold possibility.

S.2  Enthusiasmos and the Lodestone Metaphor

Let us begin under the heading of our preliminary concermns and see how rhapsodic
hermeneutics according to Socrates, does not proceed from a legitimate epistemic origin but
rather from an altogether irrational, fallacious, and ungrounded performative moment. Socrates
denies Ion both episteme (knowledge) and techne (art) with regards to rhapsody, particularly as
he lacks proper hermeneutic ground. Subsequently he introduces a metaphor to illustrate the

dynamis (power) which is the origin and source of poetic and rhapsodic hermeneia. Socrates

explains:

“This is not an art in you, whereby you speak well on Homer, but a divire
power which moves you like the stone which Euripides named a lodestone but
most people call “Heraclea stone”. For this stone not only attracts iron rings,
but also imparts to them a power whereby they in turn are able to do the very
same thing as the stone and attract other rings so that sometimes there is
formed quite a long chain of bits of iron and rings, suspended one from
another, and they all depend for this power on that one stone. In the same

manner the Muse inspires men herself, and then by means of these inspired

P T P ST
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persons the inspiration spreads to others, and holds them in a connected chain.
For all the good epic poets utter all those fine poems not from art, but as

inspired and possessed, and the good lyric poets likewise.”

{€on yap 10010 TEXVA REV 0VK OV TOpa 601 Tept Opnpov ev Aéyely, & viv §
1 ELeyov, Oeia € dLvapig, 1) Oe KLVEL, donep €v 1) Abw, fiv Evpridng flev
Mayviitiv ovouacey, ot 6 moAiot Hpaxieiav. xai yap attn n Xi0og o0
povov avtovg Tovg daktvAiovg dyet Toug o1dnpoic, alAd Kot dOvapsy
gvtibnol 1oig daxtviiolg, Aot av dVvacbal tadrov 10110 TorEiy Onep T
ABog, GAAoVg GyELV daxTVALOVG, BOT EVIOTE OpROBOG HOKPOG TAVY
oidnpiov xoi dakTviinv €€ aAnAwv fpTiton: ndol O€ 100T01g €€ ExElvng
¢ AtBov, 1 duvapig avpmrot. oVtw S kol 1 Moo evO€oug eV Totel
avt, S1a 6¢ Tdv evOéwv ToVTOY GAMDY £vBovotaloviwv opuabog
eEopTdTot TIGVIEG YO Ol TE TAV EXAV TOINTUL OL AYcB0l OVK €K TEXVNG GAN
£vBeot OVIEC KOl KATEXOHEVOL TTAVTA TAHTA TA KOAX AEYOVOL ROMUATT, KoL

o1 pelomotot ot dyador hoavteg).’

What we gather from the “lodestone metaphos™ is that Socrates denies Ion both episteme
(knowledge) and techne (art)* and proffers the divine dynamis as the origin and the source of
poetic creativity and composition. It is perhaps consistent with Plato to present a metaphor to
indicate the non-epistemic grounds and the absence of recognizable technical precepts to

illustrate the poetics of his day. Even as we attempt to determine the subject-genre which Plato

> Ion. 533 di-€9

* I will upraise the problem of finding a suitable translation for the word techne, particularly in the context
of the Ion, in the latter part of this thesis. It suffices that we embark upon its determinative use in the context
of Plato’s other dialogues and its Aristotelian determinations as ars. Iicwever this is in no way a peremptory
delimitation of the problem of its meaning, rather it needs an extensive treatment and one cannot improvise

or become to haste in giving forth an appropriate response.
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inaugurates in his own discourse, in the so-called “Socratic dialogues” [Zoxpatikol Adyor], he

essentially has to contend with the prominence of rhapsodic and sophistic logoi and discourses.

Such dynamis which the “lodestone metaphor™ attempts to illustrate, puts into question
the propriety of the poet’s creative genius and it would seem that the question of genius, the
natural gifts the poet brandishes (as fon does throughout the dialogue) involves what Pindar
understood as the natural or inherent sophia of the poet.” Later in Hellenistic literary criticism the
question of poetic sophia became a preponderate concein; the question of 1 peyaiodvii or the
question of “genius” in Pseudo-Longinus’ Iepi’ Yyouc® and in Latin criticism the ingenium in
Quintillian’s Institutio Oratoria’ we note the very “nature” or natural ability Plato wants to
underwrite. That Ion would be one ring [daxtvAtog] among many within the chain [0pua6oc)
divests from %im the very ability that he initially claimed; he is only granted the “divine

dynamis” [Oeia dvvaprg] which emanates from the Muse.

Certainly what the metaphor suggests is that such dispossession certainly challenges Ion
as “subject”, as the metaphor alludes to a passivity that implies subjectal loss. However Ion does
not acquiesce in the notion of him “being mad” [xatd paviav], his epideictic desire (as we shall

see) to recite or perform Homer is an attempt to disprove a maniacal disposition.

Ion’s denial of being xata paviav is overlooked by Socrates, however an entire strategy

is involved here, and it is seemingly necessary if the critical elucidation of rhapsodic

> See Olympian 2, 83- 86. “Wise (sophos) is he who has much knowledge by birth/nature (¢ud)”. Thayer
clearly articulates this notion of sophia as divinely inspired or naturaily inherent in the poets. Thayer 1975:
6-8.

® See Pseudo-Longinus, On the Sublime (Ilepi Yyoue) II: 1.

7 See Quintillian Institutio Oratoria, book X. 11:12. It is by nature, by the orator’s natural gifts, according to
Quintillian, that true creativity and a proper imitatio can be achieved. So it is by way of naturae or the

ingenium that we can understand the true productive and formative force of the orator.
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hermeneutics is 1o effectively take place. Socrates argues that the possessed Ion (who is enthéos)
is in a possessive trance, that madness or delirium has dispossessed the rhapsodic subject. 76n
enthedn® or possession, which leads to the breakdown of the ego, the deconstitution of the
“subject” allows Socrates to realize that it is by way of t6n entheén (which literally implies a
possession of the god, being “full of the god”, of being literally engodded®) that he can speak of
the dispossession of the subject or ego.'® Thus there is nothing self-propagating or originative in
terms of the poet’s work. His ergon is essentially not his own, authorial propriety is impossible to
maintain. But we are left to consider how does this “impossible propriety” measure up in terms

of an understanding of the subjectal withdrawal presented.

If what links Homer (the poet) to Ion (the rhapsode) is this divine dynamis (from the
Muse), this power which deconstitutes the personalities, the subject sense of Homer and Ion, then
Plato has succeeded in exposing this deconstitutive factor in what is referred to as 1@v évBéwv.
Contrarily, the dialogue, the Ion itself as text, is the incarnation of the Socratic subject; it is
constitutive of nhilosophical subjectivism. In Plato’s writings the Socratic prosopon (the figure
and the person) is “the prototype of the subject itself*"' in Plato’s Dialogues. Through a self-
propelling dialectic the dialogue exemplifies the very constitution of the philosophical ‘subject’
as opposed to its skepticism of a community of interlocutors which the philosophical subject is
measured against, the cothers whom Socrates ironically denigrates and disavows, namely, the

sophists, poets and rhapsodes alike. Plato inaugurates the dialogue because it estabiishes the

¥ See Jon 533 e7

> The translation of t@v évledv as “engodded” is possibly the most literal in the context of the Jon. See
translation in Farness 1991: §5.

' Dodds, in reference to the notion of divine inspiration or possession argues for the early understanding that
“creative thinking is not the work of the ego” Dodds 1964: 81 or see chapter three: The Biessings of Madness.
64-81.

"' Lacoue-Labarthe and Nancy 1988: 86.
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conditions of possibility of the speaking subject (Socrates), the beginning of the tradition of the
self-knowing subject, the genesis of the philosophical subiect as such. Plato’s rationale here (and

in all the dialogues considered in this thesis) serves to highlight the decision that constitutes the

subject.

The philosopher (as we note in the Republic) exiles, banishes philosophy’s other, a
counterfeit logos which is identified with the dynamically inspired pocis of the past who are
exposed to the apocalyptic trends of Socratic discourse. The Jon is thus the beginning of a debate
which is relayed throughout the entire Platonic corpus, it generates the exchange which
subsequently ascertains the authenticated, aletheic (truth-revealing) logos of philosophy. What is
sieved out of the exchange (that is, the exchange between Socrates and Ion) is the difference
between Socrates and others. It engages an opposition or diaphora (as Socrates implores in book
ten of the Republic), which gives rise to the ancient quarrel between poetry and philosophy
respectively. 1 have already pointed out the lacuna which this diaphora highlights and in many

respects, it is for this reason that the diaphora invites a return of the subject concurrent with

every manifestation of its loss.

The impossible propriety of the rhapsodic subject presupposes that Socrates occupies a
very singular place in the Platonic dialogue, that being the presentation of the “proper” subject.””
This role allows Socrates to dramatically convey an officious and critical power over lon since

the dynamis which the “Lodestone metaphor” attempts to illustrate, puts into question the

'? Else suggests that the figure of Socrates in the “Dialogues”, that is to say, “the Unvarying Mar” serves
Plato as a “personal example” of the proper and exemplary non-mimetic subject. Else 1986: 32. Certainly,
he is dramatically juxtaposed (and consistently we might add) to the protean and mimetic subjects (poets,
sophists and the like). Socrates agonistically would identify and situate himself in relation to what in the

Timaeus was generically (or geneologically) identified as the mimetic genos, tribe or race.
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propriety of the poet-rhapsode’s creative, epideictic and interpretive competence. Moreover the

metaphor shows how subjectivty is destablished.

Jon’s hermeneutic praxis does not pertain to techne or imply a form of technical savoire
faire [Eon yap Totto téxvn pev ok, 533 d1]. That lon would be one ring among many within
the chain divests from him the very ability that he initially claimed; his hermeneutic praxis is
possible only because of the divine dynamis (theia dynamis) which emanates from the Muse. The
rhapsode’s speech is invested or dispensed by divine power or dynamis,” it is not properly the
rmapsode’s utterance or speech but a dynamis divine in essence that allows for the moment of
enunciation, for the possibility of speech. Thus in every enunciative act it is not his own logos (in
the proprietary sense) that is heard, that is to say, it is not educed from the rhapsodic subject, or a
proper speaking subject who could claim what he says is his own. So who is speaking? And if
what is proper in speaking is indubitably a property of the philosophical subject, namely
Socrates, what is the nature of the rhapsodic subject? This certainly will be relayed as a critical
concern throughout this section insofar as it impinges upon not only a certain criticism of poetry
and rhapsody, a criticism of hermeneutic models hidden within the connotations of the question
of hermeneutics as it is presented by Plato, but more so the question concerning the subject of

enunciation.

5.3 Entheosis: Poetic Mania and the Deconstitution of the Subject

Unlike Shelley’s apologetic reading of the Jon'* as a positive account of divine inspiration in

poetry, which essentially presents the Jon as a model of romantic discourse and criticism, of

515

romanticism as such, is according to Pappas “a misunderstanding of the Jon,”” and explains that

" Jon. 532 d3
' Sheliey 1965: 233-248.
'> pappas 1989: 381
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“the claim of poetic madness is as derogatory as any other imputation of insanity...it looks like a
concession to poetry only because readers have underestimated the anti-poetic arguments in other
sections of the dialogue.”"® The very acumen of Pappas’ comment lies in what is discernibly a
criticism of poetry by promulgating the creative impotence of the rhapsodic subject, the lack of a

techne that regulates all epistemic endeavors.

Plato sets his criticism against a poetry of enthusiasmos, of inspiration as such.'” It is a
criticism of the poet-rhapsode’s mania or madness.® As Taylor notes, what made a poet
“distinctive” was his technique, his craftsmanship, his resort to techne'’, and in the Jon
something altogether novel and unconventional is ascribed to the poet. In the Jon, Plato certainly

denies the poet an architectonics, a technical ability with words.”°

' Nicholas Pappas does not elaborate any further on the question of poetic madness in the Jon, but does
later reconcile it, indirectly though, to the idea of perspectivism in poetry or the privileging of the notion of
perspective as opposed to the interests in universals in Plato’s philosophical discourse. See Pappas 1989:
381

'7 See Partee 1971: 2 for a consideration of how the question of inspiration influences Plato’s literary
criticism.

' Mania or madness is not intended to suggest a purely clinical or psychoanalytical determination, it is a
restricted form of madness, considered only in relation to “inspiration”. For a more detailed study of the
relationship between the two see Pieper 1964.

¥ See Taylor 1926: 38.

? See Ap. 22b-c. Socrates seeking the wisest of men, concludes that the poets do not compose from
knowledge or wisdom [oV codig moweiv] but by nature because they were inspired
[aAld $doeL TV kat evBovoraloviec]. ALE. Taylor does reference inspiration by qualifying it as “non-
rational”. Taylor 1926: 39. In the Phaedrus possession and poetic madness is said to derive from the Muses
[ano Movodv katoxwyn 1€ xal pavia, Phdr. 245 al-2]. The psychological state of the poet at the moment
of poiesis is one of mania and Socrates states the precondition of possessive madness as the only possibility
for poiesis proper. At Phdr. 245a5-9 Socrates says, “he who without the divine madness [dvev paviag)
comes to the doors of the Muses confident that he will be a good poet by art [éx 1&xvn] meets with no
success and the poetry of the sane man [tod cadpovotiviog] vanishes into nothingness before that of the

inspired madmen [t&v pawvopévov]”.
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However, beyond the denial of lon’s techne, the charge of being xo1d paviav is more at

issue because the implied return of mimesis in the dialogue ultimately is the madness that ends

subjectivity. What is precisely threatening about madness, as Lacoue-Labarthe alleges, is the

threat to the subject, to the authority the subject assumes, an authority which is philosophically
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deemed, an authority which belongs to the philosopher, a monopoly which in all the extant

o
- A
e
S
LR
I

T

dialogues, in whatever is extant from the philosophical literature of the writer Plato, is the
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monopoly (by means of dialectic., by a composed dialogism) which belongs to the speaker
Socrates, the essentially propitious example of the philosophical “subject”. Insofar as the
discourse of philosophy is concerned, Lacoue-Labarthe is correct to state, that “the ‘subject’,

. . . . . . 2
there is no other word, is still what remains in question.””’

Now with reference to the poet, or what is understood in poetic activity, Plato seizes

g poiesis and differentiates it from the rational, thus philosophical by exposing the poet as one
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“inspired and put out of his senses, and his mind is no longer with him [av €vBedg 1€ YEviytan

Kol EKkdpwv Kal 0 voUg unken v avtd £viy, 534 b6-7).” Now it is precisely in the sense of being
frenzied, senseless, out of one’s mind, literally €x¢pwv, that the poet is differentiated from the
philosopher. The poet is without will or purpose, without phronesis, his is essentiaily a non-
rational and fallacious hermeneutic praxis as it is not dependent upon a techne or episteme.
Socrates is careful not to allow Jon to demonstrate his rhapsodic art, thus Ion’s claim to techne is

immediately denied”” and the dialogue develops via the presentation of the “Lodestone

2! Lacoue-Labarthe 1993: 88.

2 Jon. 530 d5-531 al. Interesting to note that Socrates does claim that any performance (or exhibition,
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epideixai as he literally states) will require a more appropriate time, a time of leisure to listen to him
[rowficopar oxnoAiiv akpodobar]. This would be digressive, that it would actually disrupt the dialectical
progression and subsequent denunciation of lon if any rhapsodic epideixai was allowed within the context of

the dialogue. Ion is twice denied an epideixis. See fon. 53049 and 536d8.
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Metaphor” into an assiduous critical analysis of the poet-rhapsode’s mania, his state of entheosis;
the deconstitutive factor which infects the subject or otherwise a subjective deconstitution which

is described by way of being “carried out of himself [¢€w cavio® yiywn, 535 b9).”

Does Plato offer a simple exclusion of madness® and a reconstitution of the “subject” in
the Jon, a positing of the proper (Socratic) subject? Plato recognizes the pernicious nature of
madness to the subject and he discernibly recognizes it in the poets, rhapsodes and the like; there
is a discernment in the Jon (when considering “poetics” or “rhapsodics™) of what we might call
poetic mania or furor poeticus.** If what is assured from the outset is a sense of dispossession,
disappropriation, a frenzied madness, then possibly it is what Nietzsche found in “logica’
Socratism”, an impossible Dionysianisin®’; its very exclusion, the folly of a mad discourse. But it
is to be reminded that lon doss not acquiesce in the notion of him “being mad [xard paviav];”
his epideictic desire (as we shall see later) to recite or perform Homer, to provide a performative
hermeneia, is an attempt to disprove a maniacal disposition and demonstrate an exclusive

hermeneutic ingenuity.

Piato is undoubtedly desirous of a rational discourse, which does not mire the self-

possessed philosopher with the madness of poetic recitation. Ion’s rhapsocdics endorses an

2 See Lacoue-Labarthe 1993, In the Section in Chapter 4: Obliteration, subtitied ‘Exorcising Madness: The
Appropriation of the Unthought’, Lacoue-Labarthe poses the idea in Heidegger’s reading of Nietzsche of the
“exclusion of madness” and the very possibility of such an exclusion (and whether such an exclusion is only
possible through an act of appropriation). Similarly it can be suggested that Socrates will have to resort to a
similar act of appropriation to determine the nature of the rhapsodic subject is. For an argument along these
lines see Wilcox 1987: 158

2% As Penelope Murray suggests, there is a parallelism or analogy in the Jon which Plato wants to put into play,
that is, the parallelism or “old association” between poetry and prophecy and this in the context of the dialogue
is relayed “in order to give credence to Plato’s picture of the frenzied poet”. See Murray, 1996: 118 and 1992:
32-33.

*> Nietzsche 1967: 88-89. Originally published in 1886.




139

invidious discourse whose dynamic affection is the subject’s dispossession. All of this is not
completely unrelated to Plato’s later criticism of poiesis, one indeed has to acknowledge the
failure of an accordant poetics, a theory of poetry in Plato’s works, for his criticism is lived in the
dialogues, there is no presentation of poetical dicta; there is rather what Hans-George Gadamer
correctly observes to be a presentation of philosophical values and originative moral concerns.”
Essentially the Jon is Plato’s elaboration of a proper or more appropriate form of discourse, of
enunciative practice, of speaking and more specifically an alleged rational discourse, which is
paradeigmatically philosophical. One considers Plato’s work insofar as it inaugurates a
philosophical moment and the program of philosophy as such. Now in terms of poeiics it is more
likely that Plato allows for a form of poetic activity that is evidently concordant with a technical
savoir-faire that bases itself on some sort of epistemic justification or hermeneutic ground. This
new form of poetic discourse which Socrates essentially proffers, reads as something like the

organon of what philosophy inaugurates, something Plato effects, that is, a new rhapsody.”

Overcoming what can be described as the atechnical character of rhapsody, in the
exhaustive criticism of the poet-rhapsode’s enthusiasmos (inspiration) or madness, attempts to
constitute an originative philosophical criticism by way of recasting the hermeneutic model of
the rhapsode within the dianoetic acumen of philosophy’s neoteric hermeneutic model. Thus
because there is nothing self-propagating or originative in terms of the poet and rhapsode’s
interpretative praxis, a new hermeneutic orientation is inevitably projected. But we are left to

consider how does this hermeneutic briefing measure up in terms of our understanding of

* See Gadamer 1990: 70-72

" Bahizly 1992: 29-52. Baltzly essentially argues that beneath Plato’s apparent criticism of poetry (in all its
forms) there is essentially a systematic Platonic theory of the interpretation of poetry (in the hermeneutic
activity of the rhapsode). Baltzly argues that within the /on there is a Platonic literary criticism in process.
La Driere argues that the fon is essentially oriented around the question whether there is “a scientific

me‘hod™ available for a “criticism of the poetic art.” See La Driere 1951: 26.
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rhapsodic hermeneutics. The fact remains however, that one fundamental point Socrates instates
is that lon occupies an ambiguous hermeneutic fopas which as the “Lodestone Metaphor” asserts

divides him, makes him other to himself. Socrates explains,

“For not by art do they utter these things [oD y&p téxvn Taita Aéyovow], but
by divine influence [aAia Betq Suvdper); since, if they had fully learnt by art

to speak on one kind of theme, they would know how to speak on all. And for

....
------

this reason God takes away the mind of these men and uses them as his

ministers, just as he does soothsayers and godly seers, in order that we who

AN S

hear them may know that it is not they who utter these words of great price,
when they are out of their wits [oig volig un ndpeotiv], but that it is god
himself who speaks and addresses us through them [¢AX" 6 Be0g ahtdg oty

6 Aéyav, Sud oltev 8¢ ¢OEyyeTar Tpog udc). "

The “genesis” of poetic activity, the prototypical state of the poet, is the state of being

out of his senses and the ontological implication of this is certainly made manifest by Plato.

Socrates says the poet is “out of his senses [oUx €udpoveg dvteg, 534 a2-3].” Poets are always

controlled, subdued, “held [xateydpevol mavia, 533 e8] by the power of the Muses® and the

distance recognized by Plato between poetry and philosophy is intrinsically related to the
distance between mimesis and fruth,” and it is in this distance (a recognition of the archaism of
the mythopoetic tradition) that Plato detects a deviation in his own discourse, his own logos from
this archaic tradition. Plato sees in the tradition which the rhapsode Ion represents (whom at least
within the dialogue we accept to be the representative of this archaism) a sense of subjectal loss,

the frantic and possessed body of the poet (who compares to the Corybantian worshippers in

2 Jon. 534 ¢5-d5

% Plato in the Laws (Nomoi, Book V1I) develops similar netion of man being god’s toy/plaything (tavyiov).
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their state of madness, 534 al), the breakdown of phronesis, the engodded poet, the poet entheos,
through whom “God himself speaks [aAL” 6 Bedg atdg €onv 0 Aéywv, 534 d3-4].” The poet’s
“mind is not present [oig vo¥¢g un napeotiv, 534 d3],” there is a displacement of his subject

sense, he has no sense of self, he is a divided or split “‘subject”.31

Consequently, the Jon is the dialogue “about the subject”. The Jon in its most formal
sense opened the path to the problematic of the subject implied by the idea of t@v évBéwv. The
idea cannot but resound when we take into account the “the Dialogues”, that is, the dialogical
form as we understand it, its generic essence, is the “genre” of the subject par excellence.”> The
dialogue (this genre form which belonged to the dramatic poets) is more correctly the eponymous
genre of the Socratic subject,” whatever it is in the person and character that invests itself into
the literary devices Plato employs for his inaugurated philosophical program, the founding of a
new discourse, that is, philosophy which breaks from the archaism, the “irrationality” to use

Dodds terminology™ of the mythopoetic tradition.

*? See Lacoue-Labarthe 1989: 78-86.

1 See Tigerstedt 1970: 164 who argues that the idea of poetical inspiration in terms of its manic view, it
being linked to & state of madness is not evident in Homer, though there are signs of it in Hesiod and Pindar.
Tigerstedt essentially formulates in a historical analysis of the nction of enthousiasmos the view that it takes
on the manic and frenzied sense only in Plato’s work. See also Tigerstedt 1969: 7-13.

2 See Lacoue-Labartt. « «;:d Nancy 1988: 86. Lacoue-Labarthe and Nancy, in their elaboration on the
Dialogue understand it as the fulfillment of the “moral genre of the fragm.s:” in German romanticism
(Schlegel) and the formation .f a “subjective literature” in general. Both acknowledge its origin, in terms of
the extemporization of subjectivities (of speaking subjects) in Plato’s examples.

* Sokratikoi logoi in Aristotle possibly does not only refer to Plato’s dialogues whose main spokesperson is
Socrates, there are examples of other such logoi, such as Xenophon. According to David Sider the term
Socratikos logos also refers to literary dialogues, thus it often refers to a ‘genre’ of the dialogue, that is, 2
literature w%.ich employs the dialogical form. See Sider 1981: 15-19. In this context though, ¥ want to

consider why Plato privileges the “genre” of the dialogue to promulgate his philosophy.
* See Dodds 1945: 16-25.
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5.4 Mimesis and Inspiration

As a point of departure, one should essentially consider what thematic connection there is
between mimesis and inspiration described in the lodestone metaphor. This question certainly
lies behind a thematic largely dependent upon Gerald Else’s scholarly contribution on Greek
poetics, for he discerns that “many of the fuller, more substantial expositions in Plato treat poetry
under the headings either of inspiration [évOovolaouoc] or of imitation [piunoig], but these two
concepts always appear separately. One might be tempted to take them as positive and negative
indicators respectively, but the facts turn out to be less simple. Inspiration is not necessarily a

term of praise, and imitation by itself doe: r >¢ necessarily convey dispraise”.”

The impossible propriety that Plato identifies with the mythopoetic tradition essentially
is bound to Plato’s criticism of mimesis*® and all discourses —the sophistic, poetic and rhapsodic
logoi—which are mimetically invested. Socrates explains that it is “not an art in” Ion
[ToTt0 tE€xvn pev ok Ov mapa ool, 533 d2] rather “a divine power” [Oeic duvapg, 533 d2]
which permits his logos.”” What is the poetic power or energy invested in the poet-rhapsode? It is

obviously this claim that allows Plato to not accommodate techne-episteme within the sphere of

* My thetic position regarding the so-called texts which deal with “imitation” and those which treat
“inspiration” as it will be consequently proven accepts Else’s stand that it would be “inefficient and
misleading” to divide the Platonic corpus to these two generic types (i.e “inspiration texts and imitation
texts”). Else 1986: 5

% Penelope Murray discusses the fon by considering the question of mimesis and appraising that the
criticism of inspiration in the Jon preempts the denunciation of poetic mimesis as the implacable law
determining the poet’s praxis. Murray argues “mimesis and inspiration are identical” (Murray 1992: 46),
nowever their is a problem in securing the logic of this parallelism, in so far as the paradox of mirresis
elicits the possibility of a virile or creative element, an active sense which undermines the passivity of the
poet-rhapsode in the moment of entheosis (inspiration).

*" We will return later to the question of the multiplication of the divine logos in the activity of hermeneusis

into logoi.
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mimetic praxis in the later Dialogues, and in the Jon similar denials are made. “It is not an art in”
Ion, in other words, it is by recognizing a lack, an impropriety that Plato has Socrates expose the
utter passivity of the poet-rhapsode who is moved by a divine power, a dynamis (which if we
recount the metaphor) is mimetic in terms of its contaminative effect, its ability to reproduce
itself and replicate its effect, the very fact that it surpasses human ingenuity. Is it here that the
poet’s “great nature”, his ueyao¢via, resides as the Pseudo-Longinus would later argue?”® Or
should we be asking whether Plato-Socrates denies the poet-rhapsode this precocity, for he has
no technical ability, no techne as a creative resource and subsequently no true episteme, that is,

no knowledge or understanding of his poetic praxis?

The dynamism which infects the poet, reproduces itself in the poet and consequently
possesses him [xatéyet] is mimetic”’ in essence, because mimesis is effectively at play in the
reproduction and duplication of this dynamis. As one might gather when considering the
metaphor, dynamis implies true reproduction. This dynamis is disseminated mimetically by the
“magnet stone” [Mayvfitiv...M0B0¢] that imparts this dynamis to other “rings” {101 daxtviiorg].
As the metaphor images this, the Muse imparts this 8eia SUvapg to the poets and rhapsodes

alike, that is, it has the power to create or more correctly do what the stone creates and does

* Pseudo Longinus, Peri Ipsous XXX111, 4. The Pseudo-Longinus also speaks of the poet’s “great nature”
[ueyain ¢vorc, IX, 11].

¥ Spariosu’s argument that the concept of mimesis is fundamental to the criticism of poetry in the Jon seems
to be considerably difficult to maintain throughout this particular text, though I do accept that what i call the
mimetic dynamism which pervades the entire tradition of mythopoiesis presents itself within the context of
the metaphor of the Lodestone, insofar as the whole question of replication or reproduction of a source
dynamis is implied. The fon is possibly the working through (within Plato’s philosophic criticism) the
concept of mimesis which resides within the critical appraisal of the mythopoetic tradition in the later text,

the Republic. See Spariosu 1991: 13-26.
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[doT av SHvacBar tavtdv Tolto noreiv dnep f ABog, 533 d9-el]. IToweiv? in this context
means more than “making” or “production”; it is essentially oriented towards mimesis, that is, to
the mimetic replication of the dynamis imparted by the Muse. Poiesis is subsequently related to
this dynamis, though for Plato it is important to illustrate that the poet proceeds ‘in composition’
after being inspired and enthused, thus possessed and held by this dynamis, and that he never
proceeds from techne. The dynamis disseminated from the experience of entheosis (possession
by the god) becomes a precondition of any creative act for the poet and rhapsode. We can
nevertheless begin to discern what is at stake in the Jon, at least mark out a number of motifs
which highlight the agon in Plato’s work insofar as the opposition between philosophy and
poetry is concerned. We can now ask, what in fact is the relationship between entheosis
(possession, this deconstitution of the subject) and the subject of madness? To what degree is
this relationship organized by the notion of mimesis, or at least its interpretation? In the criticism

of rhapsodic hermeneutics is there an implied criticism of mimesis as such?

It is imperative at this point to reiterate that the general problematic of hermeneia, the
two potential meanings the word carries, is an extension of the problem of the subject, that is, in
what | have discerned to be the entheosis of the poet and rhapsode (bearing in mind the
implications of the “lodestone metaphor”). The problem can further be condensed to 1¢ccount for
the relation between theia dynamis and mimetics as such. Such dynamism allows for a

replication of this dynamis, this capacity of the poet, and subsequently in his interpreter; the

** Penelope Murray makes a valid point regarding the paradox or terminological contradiction in Plato’s use
of poiein in this context. Where an ufter passivity is illustrated (an inability to create, make, compose as an
intentional praxis) in the metaphor, the word poiein appears as a contradicting this lack of authorial
intention. Murray looks at 534a2 [ovk Eudpoves...notodo1v] stating this is a “contradiction in terms, since
poiein and its cognates when used of poetry generally refer to the craft aspects of poetic composition”. See

Murray 1992: 29. However, this is how Aristotle can relate poiesis to mimesis and what is crucial for Plato
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rhapsode. It is a dynamic quality, invested or “put into” [§Ovaprv éviidnot, 533 d7] the poet, it is
essentially invested power, a reproducsd dynamis. If dynamis within a linguistic context also
refers to the power of signification, or meaning in general, thus it becomes apparent that the
dynamis imparted by the Muse, is the dynamis of speech, of enunciation (as in the case of the
“fresh-voiced daughters of Zeus” who invested the power of speech in Hesiod in the Theogony“)
but also in extensicn the dynamis to project meaning to words, meaning to every utterance, a
semantic possibility. However, in the context of the Ion, this remains a hermeneutic problem and
it is difficult to determine whether theia dynamis involves the communication of meaning as
such. It perhaps involves communication proper, rather than the transmission of some allegorical
content which the poet and rhapsode as herménés has to reveal in the finitude of an interpretive
act, of an hermeneia. This problem we shall return to later, whereby the hermeneutic problem is

properly appraised.

5.4.1 The Question of Authorial Propriety

In relation to ancient Greek poetics, one problem has emerged, above all, as a rudiment
questioning of the relation between imitation (mimesis) and inspiration (entheosis)” which
endlessly recalls the question of the artist’s activity in terms of the idea of authorial propriety,

that is, insofar as we understand how the poet owns his actions, his thoughts, his very creation.

in the context of the /on is that poiesis is not always technical, that is, it is not guided by a techne; there is
no proper technical operation of the poetic (creative) act.

*! See Hesiod, Theogony 33-35, “...And breathed a sacred voice into my mouth, with which to celebrate the
things to come and things which were before”. |

“ See G.F.Else’s review of W.J Verdenius’ Plato’s Doctrine of Artistic Imitation and its Meaning to Us,
(Else 1953: 263). Else does present the relation between imitation and inspiration as an unresolved “thorny
problem” which possibly any insight on this relation could implicate Plato in his own criticisms, if one can
determine a relation; it can never properly be strictly a logical one. The Pseudo-Longinus similarly

considers the relation between mimesis and inspiration in his Peri Ipsous, section 13:2.
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The question of authorial propriety in the Jor is one that questions the intentional and authorized

praxis of the poet.

“For a poet is a light and wiaged and sacred thing, and is unabie to ever indite
until he has been inspired and put out of his senses, and his mind is no longer
in him. [KoDgov yap xpiiua mointig €0TL KOl ATHVOV KAl 1EPOV, Kol OV
TPOTEPOV 010G TE MOLELV, TPV AV EVOE0G 1€ YEVIITONL KAl EKOpmV Kot O voiic

UKETL &V GOt eviy ]

What manifests itself as poetry is never realized prior [0o0 npotepov] to inspiration, that
moment of “being engodded” [€vO€og e yévntai]. Creation or 10 mot€iy is never censidered the
willed act of the author. Plato puts into question the notion of subjective (authorial) control, and
entheosis certainly undermines the intentions of the poet, a creative intentionality as such. If we
followed attentively this section of the text, the poet is understood by a sense of /oss, subjective
loss, what is more properly a subjective displacement (that is, a displacement of himself, of being
outside of himself) for he is ekphron (‘out of mind’ ek-phron or more literally his mind is “out
of”, or “outside” what is in the corporeal sense, his body, thus effectively other to himself,
divided) and also his nous “is no longer in him” [0 voig unk€n év avtd €viy]. Essentially (and
possibly ideally) god or the divine enters in him, possesses him, he becomes entheos, he becomes

engodded if we are to consider the ontological implications of the word genetai.

Still more precisely, such a creative ability at the most originative moment, regulates
poiesis to divine authorial assurance. In terms of poiesis, the activity of composition, creativity as
such, there is a powerlessness that Plato recognizes in the poet’s creative ability if he has not

experienced entheosis. Thus tdv €vBewv, this engodded aspect, is identified as a treasure, a

“ Jon. 534 ba-7
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possession [ktiijta, 534 b&] even as it possesses, without which the poet cannot create, or engage
in poiesis [8 av Tovtt £y 10 xThNa, adUvatog g noely, 534 b7-8].  Plato essentially
dislodges the poet’s poiesis from all creative and authorial autonomy. Notwithstanding, all this
is not totally unrelated to the poet’s resort to something which can be defined as techne, he
composes without artistic ability or knowledge [0V téyvn rotodviec, 534 b9], something which
Aristotle in his Poetics does not deny the poet, that is, a certain rechnic essence in noteiv or
“production”.* Poiein for Plato designates an operation that essentially refers to mimesis, that is,
to the mimetic replication of the dynamis imparted by the Muse. If poiein is related to this divine
dynamis and illustrates that the poet proceeds ‘in composition’ only after being inspired and
enthused, affected by, possessed and held by this dynamis, Plato’s criticism of the poets and
rhapsodes will be critically endorsed, as techne does not precede composition. In a sense, behind
this criticism resides a criticism of a feminine aesthetism because for Plato it is purely passive,
not virile or “really creative™. Such a determination of poetics and rhapsodics as essentially a
“nassive” disposition constantly solicits Plato’s philosophic criticism. At any rate this is what
explains Plato’s treatment of rhapsodic hermeneutics, that it essentially remains a hermeneutic
problem. The problem of interpretation as such is certainly at issue here, as it becomes a question

of what 1s being “reproduced” in every act of hermeneia.

It remains fundamentally difficult to determine whether divine dynamis involves the
communtcation of some divine message (a transcendental signified) or simply communication
proper. lon’s logos is reduced to a fundamental hermeneutic practice, which excludes any form

of inventio, of an improvised reflexivity in relation to the Homeric narratives which he recites.

* See Aristotle Peri Poiétikés. We here approach a kind of turning point in ancient Greek literary criticism,
since for Aristotle poiesis corresponds to, or is a strict correlate of techne. Aristotle’s theory of poiesis
involves recognizing certain technical precepts which are essentially prescribed in his theory of poetry,

essentially techne is poiesis.
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Ion or one must say, the rhapsode in general is an interpreter three times removed from the
original logos, since rhapsodes are “interpreters of interpreters” [Epunvéwyv epunviic yiyveobe,
535 a8],” that is to say, interpreters of the poets themselves.*® One cannot help but return to this
for there is a redoubled criticism in the Jon, one of the poets and a criticism of those who show
utmost fidelity to their logos, namely, the rhapsodes. This could shed light on the nature of the
Platonic enterprise, that is, of the criticism of rhapsody and its peculiar hermeneutic model that it
alters the scheme of hermeneutics so as to better clarify the philosophical (dialectical) orientation
that it presupposes. The hermeneutic presupposition involves the “interpretation” of a work or
poem according to its eidos or authorial idea which is essentially divinely bestowed upon the
work. It is by now well clear that the propositions of the Jon seem to be ordered by this double

determination of hermeneia.

However, what 1 want to discern is in what way the rhapsode exhibits a different
hermeneutic relation and whether in effect it undermines Socrates’ description of the rhapsode as
a subject who is deconstituted by the logos he or she exhibits. It will be shown in the ensuing
chapter that the rhapsodic subject is not a passive mediator of poetic language or logos, the
performative character of the rhapscde’s hermeneia attests to a fundamentally more radical
conception of hermeneutics in so far as it preempts the fundamental problematic of the subject

which the thesis addszsses.

* The question of the rhapsodes being éppunvémv épunviic is a logical manifestation of the concept of
mimesis as it presents itself in book ten of the Republic. Even though Socrates never mentions the word
mimesis, the entire discussion on poetry in the lon presupposes it. Plato is very early on aware of the
dynamis of poetry, what he recognizes (I must add) a certain life and creative value of the poet, his being
disposed towards mimesis. For a comparative reading of inspiration “in relation to” and “in terms of”
mimesis, see Murray 1992,

*® This argument can be compared to the one that runs throughout book ten of Republic where the painter’s
mimetic productions (and subsequently the poet by analogy) is “three times removed from truth or the

eidos”
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Chapter Six

Rhapsodic Hermeneutics

“Then we shall be right in calling those divine of whom we spoke just now as
soothsayers and prophets and ail of the poetic turn: and especially we can say of the
statesmen that they are divine and enraptured, as being inspired and possessed of god

when they succeed in speaking many great things while knowing nothing of what they

”

say.

"Opbax dp’” av xaioigev Oeiovg 1€, 09¢ vuvOT EAEYOUEV YPNOUDSOVE KAl HAVIELS KO
1 100G TOLNTLKOVG OMAVTOG KAl TOVG TOALTIKOVE OVY, IK10Ta ToVT!V daipey Gy Oelov
¢ 1€ elvar Kai évBovotdlely, Eninvovg dviag kai Katexopévoug £x 1od Beod, Stav
xa1opODdot Aéyovteg ToALA Kol peydha mpdypata, pndev elddteg dv Aéyovorv.

Gorgias 99 €9-dS

6.1 Divine Heurema: Theological Poetics

What are the implications of the relegation of poetic-rhapsodic praxis to a hermeneutic
translation or interpretation of the divine logos? What are the hermeneutic networks and
connections between the human (or anthropological) and the divine (or theological)? Does the
thematization of this hermeneutic relation to the divine logos inform this systematically
organized criticism of the poet-rhapsode as enthused, maniacal, dispossessed subject? Is the
rhapsodic subject who is essentially limited toc the maniacal effects caused by his entheosis,

strictly limited in its value by that passive form of relation to the divine?

It is almost as if the determination of the rhapsodic subject as enthused and maniacal

inhibited any theoretical breakthrough regarding the exact nature of rhapsodic hermeneutics. In
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short, the determination of rhapsodic hermeneutics cannot be made determinable unless a
“psychology” of the subject is written. As will become clear, we shall pass close to a humanistic
{(philosophical) determination of the subject which resurfaces here as nothing other than the
propitious philosophical exatnple, Socrates. It happens that in the Jon, the question of the subject
is recapitulated in the immediate certitude of the self-present (self-knowing) Socratic subject. A
demonstration of the rhapsode’s lack of subject sense (of being subject) is given when Socrates
having considered poetry and rhapsody as undeveloped and non-definable technai, arrives at the

exar;ination of its products, or more correctly, erga. Socrates says further on in relation to this

. .
¢ GP e,

“For the god...intended him to be a sign to us that we should not waver or
doubt that these fine poems are not human or the work of men
[ESI'n 0VK avBpwmiva £0TL T4 KOAQ Taiite Towuata 0VSE avBpwnwmv], but
divine and the work of gods [oAAd O€ia ka1 Oedv], and that the poets are
merely the interpreters of the gods, according as each is possessed by one of
the heavenly powers [01 8¢ rownTal OUSEY GAN i EpUNVIIG ELOL TRV

»l

Bedv, xuteyouevor €€ 610V av £K00TOG KATEXTTOL].

Hence, these poems [taita rowpara] are not the erga or the work of a human author; they are
not the product of a human being. To quote Socrates, “oUk avBpwmiva”; they do not pertain to
any human faculty, neither to the human itself, rather “they are works of the gods
{@Aha Bgia xoi Bedv].” The authorship of all poems is radically untranslatable if understood in
terms of anthropos; it enters the whole domain of the divine, or what is considered theia. Poets
are merely “interpreters of the gods [€punviic elon wdv Oedv]”, thus in terms of the poiémata

they have a secondary role of carrying the works, translating the words of the gods to humans as

' Ton 534 ¢1-5
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such. The poets (like Hermes) are the messengers of the gods, or as Socrates refers to them, the
hyperetais;’ the chosen servants of the gods, ministers to their logos.” It is immediately clear, that
Plato is undermining the role of the poet-thapsode. Soon after we are reminded that “the god of
set  purpose sang the finest songs through the most inferior poets
[tabta évderkvipevog 0 Beog eEenimdeg S1d 10D davAotdton morrtod 10 KdAAMGTOV uédog
Yoev, 534 e6-7)" and Socrates further underscores the distancing of the poet from the poiémata,
not only by devaluing his role, nor by an inequitable degradation of his role as mere interpreter or
messenger of the gods, rather this impropriety in or depravity of the poet’s praxis is intrinsically
related to him not being author, a creative authorial figure. The audience’ is left never to doubt
[pn Srotdalwuev, 534 e2] that “these fine poems are not human or the work of men, but divine
and the work of gods [0tL 0UKk avOpunivd €01t 1@ KaAd Tata notipate 008 avopwrwy,

arla B€ia xol Oedv],” and the poet is supposed to evince [évoeifaofar, 534 €2] the divine

authorship of the poiémata.

Socrates references paradigmaticaily the case of Tynnichus “who never composed a

single poem [c08ev nenot enoinor moinua]” of deserved mention who produced the ‘paean’.

2 Jon 534 ¢9

* The notion of the poet being the servant of the Muses was a conventional description of the poet, particularly
in the phrase Movcwv Bepanwv (e.g. Hesiod’s Theogony 100). Gee Murray 1996: 120.

* 100 pavrotdrov mowrod at 534 E7, I translated as “the most inferior poets” and discarded Lamb’s
trapslation “the meanest of poets”. Essentially, there is a logic of secondarity (in relation to the role of the
poet) which runs throughout this section of the text. Consider the reference to Tynnichus the Chalcidian,
who though mentioned for having produced the “pacan” (which is qualified properly as “an invention of the
Muses”’) never produced anything of worth, in this context, Tynnichus is considered in the most denigrating
sense as phaulotatos. See Ion 534 d4-8.

> See 534d1-2, iueic ot axovovteg also see 534a7 and 534b2. This suggests the importance of the audience
as the final link in the chain which the metapbor suggests. In the acdience (as in the listener or reader) lies
the destinational reception, the apprehension of the divine logos. For lato it highlights the “pure passivity”

of reception.
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Paradoxically it is considered (and Tynnichus himself supposedly conceded this) that it is “the
invention or finding of the Muses”, [eVpnud ©t Mowsdv, 534 d9]. This example merely deploys
the concept of the author in terms of the divine, that the original find or discovery of the
poiémata, the poems as heuréma, as inventio cannot be detached from some sort of divine moira.
It certainly puts into the framework of this discussion the whole questior. of the deep disparity
between invention [ebpnud] and imitation (mimesis);’ the former is most proper to the gods (the
Muses) whereas the latter, the most intimate essence of mimesis or poetic mimetism is pertinent

to the poets themselves.

The hermeneutic question the Jor orients itself around (along with the hermeneutics of the
dialogue itself) is the nature of rhapsodic hermeneia. Thoﬁgh this may not seem a major
discovery in terms of the thematics which assembles the question of hermeneutics, in any case it
asks that we consider what has been elucidated thus far. Essentially rhapsodic hermcneia has no
epistemclogical motivation, it does not orient itself towards some. dianoetic telos and this
otwviously is a critical (philosophical) consideration which bears entirely on the essence of truth.
But when Socrates states that “the rhapsode ought to make himself an interpreter of the poet’s
thought to his audience” [10v ydp paywdov épunvéa S&1 100 monToD ThHe dravotag
yiyveoBal toig axovovor, 530 c4-5]7 he is determining the role of the rhapsode as an
intermediary, who transmits what is present to the understanding as the poet’s dianoia. In other
words, Socrates anticipates a hermeneutic engagement that fundamentally lends itself to a

metaphysics of presence, since the rhapsode should access within an ordered apprehension a

® The difference in terms of the mimetic nature of inventio and what is purely imitatio (that is, the most
technical, non-original sense of mimesis) in Book X of Quintillian’s /nstitutio Oratorio will be discussed in
conclusion, in the summation of what can be ascertained as a detour in Plato’s concept of mimesis
particularly since Aristotle in later literary criticism, this is more discernible in the Pseudo-Longinus’ Peri

Ipsous (“On the Sublime”) and obviously Latin literary criticism (particularly Quintillian).
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pregiven, originary logocentric or a dianoetic presence within the work.” However we reack an
interminable paradox here, as the propriety of the poet’s logos still remains in question. The
poet’s composition (that is, the poem) is nothing other than the articulation of the divine logos
and the interpretive pronouncement or enunciation of this divine logos. Socrates, as we noted in
the previous chapter, originally argues that t& Aeyopeva vno 100 mointod, that is, “what the poet
says™ corresponds to what the poet thinks, the dianoia of the poet. This essentially should be the
object of the rhapsodes hermeneutic exercise. Though it is at the aforementioned turning psint of
the dialogue, that is, when lon’s techne is held in disputation, that the problem of the poet’s
legomena is essentially that of knowing or grasping the dianoetic essence of ta legémena of the
gods (or of the Muses), Socrates clearly states that it is not in fact the poet who speaks but rather
“the god himself is the speaker [0 020gaitdg €omv O Aédyov, 534 d].” What is in fact
apprehended in the poet’s voice is really another voice; the divine voice is articulated in all

poetry, a dynamis or power (divinational in essence) altogether foreign to the poetic subject.

The hermeneutic engagement therefore entails an engagement that is foreign to, other to
the supposed author of the poem. There is no object of dianoia to present or make imniznent
within an interpretive act. So how sufficiently does rhapsodic hermeneutics coerrespond to our
understancing of hermeneutics, of interpretation as such? Does hermeneia actually involve the
interpretation of some hidden meaning or allegorical content of the divine logos? If the god

speaks through all poets, particularly as Socrates recognizes poets like the rhapsodes, as a passive

7 See Janaway 1992: 1-2

7 La Driere argues that the Jon is oricited around whether Ion can speak on Homer, whether he can provide
an epistemic ground for any discourse on Homer’s work. If Socrates questions Ion’s competence on
“talking about Homer” [Aéyetv nepl Ounpov] as LaDriere argues, then possibly we should consider more
carefully Ion’s epideictic competence and how Socrates bypasses lon’s offer for an epideixis of Homer’s
poetry, as an illustration that rhapsodic techne is not strictly epistemic but rather a performative one, alas

the comparison to the hAypokrités. See La Driere 1951: 28-9.
® Ion 530 ¢3




154

mouthpiece of the gods, what now of the dianoia of the poet? Does hermeneia involve, as in the
case of the rhapsode, interpreting in the logos of the gods, a divinely dispensed truth? Or is there
another more original possibility, does rhapsodic hermeneutics entail the theatrical or
performative enunciation of logos as such? Does it involve a hermeneutic participation in the
logos which becomes altogether transformative, other to any originary dianoetic essence? Is the
hermeneia of the rhapsode translatable only insofar as we can rigorously recognize its
performative dimension? What is drawn from all this, besides the performativity of logos or what
we may discern as a performative poetic, is an etymological criterion that affirms another

possibility of hermeneutics.

6.2 The Double Meaning of Hermeneia

Rhapsodic hermeneia most probably is related to the role of the messenger god Hermes. It is
possibly all about delivery, the deliverance of the divine logos to man (via the poet and
subsequently the rhapsode) and the possible interpretive participation in this logos within the
hermeneutic chain that the “Magnet Metaphor” denotes. Guthrie in reflection on the meaning of
the word herméneus and its cognates in the Jon clearly states that the word in this context refers
to the “messenger or go-between”, who is “simply reporting what he is told”.” The word more
appropriate in this interpretation of hermeneia is ‘transference’, that is, it refers to something sent

and thus transferred.'® Heidegger in his “A Dialogue On Language”, actually highlights the

? Guthriel975: 203

‘* T would not decline the possibility that ermeneia in the context of the Jon could possibly connote some idea
of poetical-rhapsodic “transference”, particularly in relation to words such as 10 €puaov (a godsend,
something which is reputed to be the gift of the gods), and particularly in the role of Hermes as a messenger of
the gods. Though I do not deny its meaning as “interpretation”, this however is complicated by the nature of
this interpretation whether it is reduced to an interpretation of meaning, to the content of signs or words or

more notably reducing something to signs and words, as in “putting into words” and in *“‘giving utterance to”.
See under “Eepfig Liddell and Scott 1989: 315.
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importance of the two meanings of hermeneia, especially converging upon the meaning of the

word in the Jon,

Inquirer: The expression ‘hermeneutic’ derives from the Greek verb
hermeneia. The verb is related to the noun hermeneus, which is referable to
the name of the god Hermes by a playful thinking that is more compelling
than the rigor of science. Hermes is the divine messenger, He brings the
message of destiny; hermeneia is that exposition which brings tidings because
it can listen to a message. Such exposition becomes an interpretation of what
has been said by the poets who, according to Socrates in Plato’s Jon (534 ¢)
hermenés eisin ton theon-"are interpreters of the gods”.

Japanese: 1 am very fond of this short Platonic dialogue. In the passage
you have in mind, Socrates carries the affinities even further by surmising that
the rhapsodes are those who bear the tidings of the poets’ word.

Inquirer: All this makes it clear that hermeneutics means not just the

interpretation, but even before it, the bearing of message and tidings."'

Thus the “bearing of message and tidings” specifically refers to the poet’s and
rhapsode’s hermeneutic practice, as it 1s they who “put into words” and “give utterance to” the
message of the gods. It is their words that resonate and transmit the message of the divine logos,
more specifically they direct this logos and transfer it to a receiver, the audience. Within the
history of philosophy it becomes in some sense a divine missive and “the message of destiny”
which appraises the very possibility of logos, of discourse as such and most importantly a
hermeneutic possibility. Thus hermeneia is important insofar as the logos is transferred by this

divine dynamis and subsequently finds its destination in the listener, in the audience who tends to

" Heidegger 1971: 29.
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the logos transferred. 1t is also in this respect that it is dispensed by the god to an ineiuctable
destination. This essentially is the relation of theia moira to the logos itself, that it becomes
destinational, the logos is foreordained as a directive, a missive. And it is from this notion of
hermeneia that an inadequate interpretive operation will be exposed as Socrates is unable to
speak directly about, make palpable within some sort of hermeneutic clarification, the logos
which the poet-rhapsode approach unless, as we will see in the epilogical moment of the

dialogue, Socrates resorts to an immense trope of rhapsodic identification.

Everything here rests upon the presentation of the “lodestone metaphor”. What Plato
announces or proposes, by resorting to this operative metaphor, is that to a larger degree
hermeneia attests to the passive nature of poetic-rhapsodic logos. The poet and the rhapsode are
understood within a hermeneutic relation. Socrates earlier states, that if the poets are the
interpreters of the gods, the rhapsodes are the “interpreters of interpreters”
[epunvéwv epunviig YiyveoOe, 535 a8). The poet and rhapsode within the hermeneutic relation
are suspended links in the chain, dynamically related. In this chain of hermeneutic relations we
can discern the contamination, the mixing and also paradoxically the differentiation, conflict,
incommensurability of voices, discourses, logoi. Each performative or interpretive intervention
involves the grafting of one performative enunciation, voice, discourse to another and the poetic-
rhapsodic hermeneutic relation subsequently divulges in the transferential event interpretive

supplements and dynamic re-inscriptions; the proliferation of logoi.

Rhapsodic hermeneutics does not ultimately make immanent an original, pre-given
thought. It is not even dependent on an ontology of prior understanding, it does not inhabit or
locate the object of a dianoia; it does not even deliver with epistemic and technical assurance any
axiological, epistemological and theological essence of thought. As we will see poetic-rhapsodic

hermeneia disrupts and fractures the conditions, processes, the fundamental mimetism of the
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hermeneutic circle. The “lodestone metaphor” aversely proffers an alternative hermeneutic motif
since hermeneia can never proceed from the assimilation of dianoia but rather permits the

rhapsode to disengage his performative logos from the origin.

Plato’s criticism of the poets and his redoubled denouncement of the rhapsodes (Ion, as
the representative of this genos) is based on the fact that poetic and rhapsodic hermeneutics does
not engage in the clarification of the meaning of the divine logos. Rather it steeps itself in the
articulation of the divine logos in the multiplied forms of various poetic logoi. Rhapsodic
hermeneutics tends towards a generative multiplicity of logoi, a disseminative discourse. One
recalls the “genres” of the dithyramb, of lyric poetry and tragedy as an exemplification of this
multiplying of discourses, of voices, of all that transpires as generic forms of these logoi.
Socrates states “this man sings dithyrambs, another laudatory odes, another dance-songs, another
epic or else iambic verse, but each is at fault in any other kind [za §” dAAo ¢adiog avtwv
gxaotég €otv].”"” Socrates claims that the thapsode’s articulation of the divine message is not
consistent, it contaminates the divine logos through a fragmentation which characteristically
descends to man, the realm of mortal beings, as a timorous plurality of logoi. This plurality (in
terms of genre forms and poetic conventions) attests to the differential specificity of literature as
such. Plato is interested in a normative poetics, he would like to consider poetry as a “whole”, as
science [mowntik...t0 6hov, 532 c8] and not in terms of its polytechnical properties and

discernible “genre” differentiations.

Thus in the Republic Plato can begin his epistatic exercise and censorship of poetry by
formulating within his criticism a “genre” of mimesis to strategically establish its normative and
epistemic generality [t0 GAov]. Plato effects in his philosophical poetics an obvious

homogenization of these different logoi (i.e. lyric, dythyrambic, tragic, epic etc.) under the

‘2 Jon. 534 ¢3-5
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catchword “mimesis”. Plato’s indictment of mimesis is an arraignment of whatever it is poiétiké
or literature encapsulates, that is, a pernicious plurality of logoi. And what Plato recognizes in
rhapsodics by immediately reducing it to a hermeneutic problem, is that its logos or its mode of
hermeneia would not have any hermeneutic puissance. The performative nature of rhapsodics
inscribes within its logos the possibility of sustaining a dynamic discursive exchange which as a
consequence resists the codification of hermeneutics as an interpretative activity oriented toward

dianoia.

6.3 The Hermeneutics of Enunciation

Ion deciding he is not the hermeneut [€punvig] of other fechnai decides he is the hermeneut of
different voices and subjects;”” and this is where the meaning of hermeneia (in terms of
rhapsody) shifts by alluding to a performative dimension. It has much to do with the ethological
concerns (i.e. questions of dramatic characterization, prosopopeic identification) that define the
performative character of the rhapsode’s hermeneutic engagement. Ion explains he is the

hermeneut of what “befits a man to say, and the sort of thing that a woman should say; the sort

' See Pappas 1989: 384. Pappas briefly highlights What | have understood in the uniqueness of the Homeric
pronouncement regarding various so-called technai (which 1 recognize as discourses). Pappas explains,
“What lon knows, when he understands a Homeric passage about charioteering, is not something about
charioteering, but about Homer on charioteering” 1 depart from Pappas on what he understands as Ion’s
“claim to knowledge” regarding Homer, for the /on as a philosophical dialogue problematizes the epistemic
grounds of the rhapsode’s hermeneutic practice, that is, Ion as herménés is different to the modern sense of
the hermeneut, our understanding of the role of commentator and interpreter. We mustn’t ignore, that in the
art of the rhapsode (that is, if we can conclude that there is something that is known as a techne of the
rhapsode), there is no scope within this art, within the performative (recitive) aspect of the rhapsode’s art
for commentary and interpretation. Socrates does challenge in the rhapsode a “mode” of mimesis, that is, a
purely imitative (and representational) recitation of Homer’s poetry and this “mode” of mimesis is
extemporized in the metaphor of the Heraclea Stone. We thus do understand that (according to this
metaphor which accents the “mode” of mimesis), Homer’s poetry is nothing other than a mimesis of the

divine logos.
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for a slave and the sort for a freeman; and the sort for a subject or for a ruler.”"* Following
Murray, “lon’s claim that the rhapsode will know the kinds of things that it is appropriate for
different characters to say shows some awareness that knowledge of poetry might be something
other than knowledge about its factual content. Socrates refuses to recognize the distinction

between content and expression which lon is tentatively trying to formulate”."

But in saying this, lon is caught in a problematic hermeneutic web, and it is the
duplicitous and dissimulative nature of what he enunciates or says that Socrates denounces.
There is no unity or homogeneity of authorial logos, nor is there a totalizing epistemic
plausibility in rhapsodic hermeneutics. This leads Socrates to class the rhapsodes with the most
criticized genos of the Republic; the hypokritai, the actors who are identified as Ion is, by their
duplicity. However we must consider by contrast, that lon does not work from any
epistemnological presumption and the transformative possibilities of the poetic-rhapsodic
hermeneutic relation remain rich and inexhaustible. Any performative hermeneia certainly
challenges the interpretive authority of the subject as it involves assuming an other prosopon,
appropriating an other voice. Herewith is founded the pernicious nature of rhapsodic hermeneia

which in essence resists interpreting logos but rather resorts to theatrically representing it.

It is for this very reason Socrates brands lon a Proteus, one who changes character,
changes beings, assumes many personas [rovtodanog yiyvn, 541 e8]. He does not identify with
the propriety of a single authorial voice rather he is attendant to different and diverse voices, and

this only after abandoning the claim of retaining a penurious knowledge of the epistemic grounds

of other rechnai represented in Homer’s poetry (i.e. medicine, charioteering, generalship etc.).
Ion as hermeneut cannot make a decision about these diverse and multiplied logoi and thus

annuls in principle every claim to a techne and discovers his competence in performative

" Jon 540 b4-6
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recitations or hypocritical enunciative practices. lon is always speaking as the other. Ion does not
attend to the techno-epistemological unity organized by a dianoetic telos which essentially

defines the aforementioned fechnai.

One concludes from this that Jon interprets not what Homer intends to say on these
various technai, it is not completely the object of a dianoia and making a decision about some
general concept or episteme. What interests fon is Homer’s unique pronouncement regarding
these diverse discourses, the staging of these different voices and logoi. It is the splitting of
Homer’s voice (that he can be both Odysseus and then assume the role of Achilles) which
pertains to an Aypocriric and subsequently ethological interest Ion, as rhapsode, exemplifies.
Hence Ion struggles to make a decision throughout the dialogue, not only between (a) several
technai (1.e. charioteering, medicine, generalship), which essentially involves his exegetical
competence in these fechnai; but also (b) concerning the nature of poiesis or poiétiké as a whole,
where he can assure knowledge of a primary epistemic ground for rhapsodics. His hermeneutic
praxis lends itself to the possibility of the other’s logos; any transferential hermeneutic play

affirms an originary difference between multiple and inexhaustibly diverse logoi.

This hermeneutic play of any enunciative act suggests that rhapsodic hermeneutics does
not seek to decipher a truth or a dianoetic arche nor does it occupy wholly an eschatology of
thought. Rhapsodic hermeneia involves a performative intervention which guarantees not the
presentation of the authorial dianoia, but within the hermeneutic relation and its dynamic play, it
involves the dissemination of other voices, other logoi; its divine, poetical and ethological
transcriptions. Such a hermeneutic possibility cannot present the unity of a dianoia, there is no
constitution of the subject in the apprehension of dianoia, we rather become aware of how the

subject interminably divides and is differentiated within the chain of hermeneutical transference

'’ See Murray 1996: 130
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that unfolds. From one act of hermeneia to the next, the rhapsode gets further away from the
origin of dianoésis. Rhapsodic hermeneia suggests a veritable and transformative hermeneutic

possibility.

6.4 The Paradox of the Rhapsodic Performance

One cannot help but ask why a rhapsode becomes the other speaker of this dialogue and
‘rhapsody’ the object of criticism in general. What concems Plato beyond determining on a
purely philosophical ground the status of rhapsody? Is it simply to determine whether Ion can
lay claim to techne (art) and episteme (knowledge), that there is in rhapsodics a discursive form
or hermeneutics which tends to the content or signified concept of the work? Or is it more
poignantly a question of the status of the rhapsode as an intermediary? Socrates himself in the
“Magnet Metaphor” refers to him as the middle ring [0 6€ pécog ob 0 paypdoc, 536 Al] who
lays claim in his own disputed techne a privileged passage of communication, the transference of
a logos to a corruptible and easily enthused audience or “listeners” [o1 dxovovteg, 534 d1-2]. fon
meeting Socrates (who plays his recognizable role as eiron, the ironist par excellence) after
carrying off first prize in a contest of rhapsodes'® is immediately challenged to a new agon which
resonates as the origin of the palaid diaphorad between poetry and philosophy which Plato
identifies in boeck ten of the Republic. Typically the dialogue develops in its ritual elenchus
towards exposing Ion, who frustratingly exposes himself as a protean type, a duplicitous, divided
subject. In this exposé we also recognize what Plato’s grievance is against rhapsody. Essentially
it is tied to Ion’s privileged role of transferring or transmitting to an audience an hermeneia,
performatively playing out what the divine logos causes on the level of entheosis of the poet,

rhapsode then listener. As Partee observes it determines “its pernicious effects on the intellect™."”

' Ion 530 a5
"7 Partee 1973: 213. Obviously this is a rudimentary concern in Plato’s work, the affectivity of poetry, its

effect upon reason.
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It is a participatory essence of spectacality, of the performance as such, of the theatricalization of

the logos, where Plato ascertains the pernicious influence of the theatre.

6.4.1 The Splitting of The Subject: The Poetics of Subjectal Withdrawal and

Return

In a noted passage of the dialogue, Ion speaks of a doubleness experienced, a subjective
division, at the moment of hermeneutic engagement, an eloquent dissolution of all the Socratic
determinations centering around the question of the maniacal, divinely enthused subject. Ion

states,

“For I look down upon the them from the platform and see them at such
moments crying and turning awestruck eyes upon me and yielding to the

amazement of my tale. For I have to pay the closest attention to them since if I

set them crying, I shall laugh myself because of the money I take, but if they
laugh, I myself shall cry because of the money I lose.

[S€1 ydp pe ko cpdSp’ avTolg TOV VOV TPOSERELY' MG EQV HEV KAQLOVTOG O
V106 KaOiow, avTog YeEAGoOpaL apyvptov AaifBdvoy, éav de yeAdviag,

aUTOS KACVOOUAL OpYVPLOV ONMOAAYG,).”

Socrates asks further,

“And are you aware that your spectator is the last of the rings which I spoke
of as receiving from each other the power transmitted from the Heraclea
lodestone? You, the rhapsode and actor, are the middle ring; the poet himself
is the first; but it is the god who through the whole series draws the souls of
men whithersoever he pleases, making the power of one depend on the other.

[OioBa ovv 611 0VT6¢ £0TLY 6 BEQTNG TdV SuKTVALWV O EGYATOS, OV EYW®

g€Aeyov vro Tijg Hpaxiewwndog ABov an’ aAiniov Ty Svvapty o
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MopPdverv; 0 82 NGOG oL 0 PaY®SOg KAl VIOKPLTAG, O d€ TpdTog
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omot uv PovAnton @Y avOpwRwy, dvaxpepavvug €€ aAARAwV

mv dovagy).”

Ion divides himself during performance as does the hypocrités (the actor),’” He
simulates that he is among the scenes he is describing (whether in Ithaca or Troy)*® paying
“attention” [rpocgyewv] to his auvdience’s response, attending to the success of his transmission
of the theia dynamis which makes the moment of hermeneutic transmission and “participation”

[methexis] possible. Ion is complicatedly both éxdpdv, that is, “out of his senses”’

and gudpav,
in his right mind, fuiiv conscious and aware of the theatrical situation, that is, cognizant and in
complete Tpooexer. What is at stake in this psychological division, or schizophrenic state of the
rhapsode Ion? How is it that being *“in possession” [xateyopevocg)], at a complete loss of control,
disappropriated and alienated from himself that Ion can simultaneously and intentionally be
something other than the maniacal state which seems to dictate him. How is it that he can claim
complete mastery over his performance, his characterizations and paradoxically assume mastery

over the uncontrollable or unmasterable state of delirium, frenzy, possession which Socrates

accuses Ion of?

Firstly, we have to recognize that in some way, Ion like the actor is a declaimer, for he
claims propriety over the performance, the transmission of a dynamic logos to his audience. lon
seemingly does not succumb to the dynamis described in the “lodestone metaphor” he ostensibly

is not possessed. On the other hand when Ion relates a tale his eyes are filled with tears, and

'® Ion 535 al- 536 a3
'* See Laws book 11 659a-d cite for further description of the split sense of the actor as subject of his or her
own performance.

2 Jon 535 ¢2
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when it is a tale of fear his hair stands on end and his heart leaps,” a man who seems
involuntarily held by the stories related by himself, he is simultaneously an audience member, an

attendant to his own recitation.

I have already pointed out that the rhapsodic subject hesitates here. The hesitation is
between two representations. One involves lon’s loss of propriety, of being “held” [xatéxeiv] by
his own performance thereby his self loss, the other involves fon’s self gain, its manifestation in
this self loss as that which has concealed itself in order that Ion might appear. If this performative
paradox is examined, it exhibits the characteristic nature of rhapsody and its relation to mimesis.
As I have indicated the two representations in question are those of subjectal presentation, which
involves the autonomy and ownership of the self and subjectal loss respectively. An overall
effect of subjectal loss is created by hesitation between these two psychological representations

of the rhapsodic subject.

The demonstration of the character of this psychological division is not difficult. First,
the two psychological representations exist, as it were side-by-side. At the very culmination
where lon asserts himself during the manifest presentation of his performance lon himself is
concealed. But seen from the opposite side, this subjectal withdrawal becomes a manifestation of
Ion’s persona; it reveals a mask. There is in this subjectal withdrawal a process of

defamiliarization which signifies that there is something behind the mask or persona.

This is ultimately the paradox of the rhapsodic performance and its subject, that in the

oscillation between the presented and lost versions of the subject, you have an indecisive

2 Jon 535 d7-8
22 Ion 537 c4-9
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oscillation between ioss and gain.® One might say, that this oscillation happens in the
performative experience and moreover affects the audience’s mimetic identification with this

subjectal economy.

6.4.2 Mimetic Identification or Methexis

It is for this reason the rhapsodic subject is condemned because it is his position as middle man
that makes him a more threatening figure insofar as the rhapsodic performance is concerned; it
impinges upon Plato’s perturbation of the performance and his criticism of the theatre. As
0 uéoog (as intermediary) he is privileged as being the final passage which will transmit to the
audience (within a bespelling performance) his own dynamis over them or perhaps a dynamis
which resembles that which is received as theia moira. The fact the rhapsodic subject can divide
himself, that is, ‘being’ both ekphron and emphron™, reveals his duplicity as he participates and
shares in the audience’s experience and can concurrently detach himself and stand outside of this
participation. Ion can assume some distance from his performative epideixis by not being
affected by the dynamic logos which is transferred during the performance to the spectator. This
is the impending factor and most critical in the context of the Jon, something we have already
discerned in the Republic, it is the form of participatory identification (methexis) that is deemed
pernicious. Methexis involves the mimesis of the audience who participates in the performance

and thus are possessed and marked by it in an indelible way. It is this “passive” mode of the

2 Weineck acknowledges the “diametrically opposed relationship” Ion has with his audience instead of
being “magnetically” related to them. She admits that the relationship between poetic text, rhapsodic text,
and the passion of the audience emerges as far more complicated than initially asserted. Weineck 1998: 30.

* This impinges upon the other oppositional schema interposed in the Jon that is, the relation betwee
katéchein (being possessed, to be held) and proséchein (to hold to, to give heed to). This certainly corresponas
to the rhapsode assuming a state of pascivity or a more active performative role. Tigerstedt is correct {25 are
other commentators) in pointing out that complicatedly “possession cannot be Ion’s lot” (Tigerstedt 1969: 21)
particularly if lon has the performative capacity to pay close attention to his audience

(tov volv tpocExety, 535e4-5].
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spectator, his/her ‘passive receptivity’ that Plato finds even more deleterious, that is, the passive
and immediate identification of the spectator. One cannot help but think of the “polity of the
soul” its contamination and putrefaction if we consider the context of Plato’s criticism of
dramatic poetry in the Republic. The rhapsode’s mimesis like the actor’s mimesis, is one which is
apparently more active and virile.”” 1t is in this respect that the mimesis and the hermeneutic
activity of the rhapsode in the context of a performance (in his act of role-playing, in his
dissimulation) is threatening and of pernicious effect as it presupposes and attest to, as Lacoue-
Labarthe would understand it, “a fundamental disappropriation”.”® Plato cannot help but think
that the spectator’s pathetic identification is itself disappropriating, it is related to an
uncontrollable alteration of the spectator’s pathos, feelings, and it is possibly in this respect
Aristotle’s catharsis has a place in any theory of the theatre. However this pathos (associated to
inspiration in the Apology)z"r is related to enthusiasmos only by way of an unmasterable
disappropriation of the subject. If it is related to mimesis it is only as a fundamental passivity,

that is, through pathetic identification.

What seems to allude to the “utter passivity”®

of the poet/rhapsode that the “Magnet
Metaphor” reveals early in the dialogue now exposes a duplicitous and disappropriative feature
of the rhapsode’s performative and hermeneutic expression. Paradoxical thoughts emanate from

this peculiar response by Ion commenting on his performances, disconcerting encugh to have

forced our complete reconsideration and rethinking of Socrates’ metaphor insofar as it fails to

% Nietzsche endeavored to save mimesis from the metaphysical snares of Plato’s philosophy; recognizing Plato
managed to appropriate and expose mimesis in terms of an arrant passive assignation. See Lacoue-Labarthe
1994. 107 and 109-110.

* Lacoue-Labarthe 1994: 110.

¥ In Apol. 22¢5-6, poetical inspiration is considered a ndBog (pathos) to which poets are subjected to
(nemovBoviee)

% Guthrie does make it clear that Socrates’ intention in the dialogue is to highlight “the utter passivity of the
poet”. See Guthrie 1975: 203, n.L.
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disqualify or make obsolete the active hermeneutic participation of the rhapsode, who by this

stage is likened to the actors, the hypokritai.

A certain movement has occurred, a sudden shift in interest, forthwith ihe spectator is
considered by Socrates. Rhapsodic influence needs to be curbed. Its performative essence, its
active and virile nature, poses a threat to the audience. Ion paying closest attention to them
[avroig Tov vouv tpocéyewv] ratifies his non-possession, his non-passivity; he rejects being in a
state of frenzied possession. It certainly conveys the possibility for inventio or what is “really
creative” (to use Lacoue-Labarthe’s terms) in the performative activity of the rhapsode.
Moreover it highlights the economy of success and failure by infecting, altering, influencing the
pathos of the audience. If successful, and this requires the audience’s complete submission to the
tale recited through a discharge of tears, through emotional or pathetic release, Ion will laugh and
run off with the takings; however if he fails, since the audience would laugh given they would

not have been nonplussed by his performance, he shall cry for the money he will lose.

Does this though presuppose that the rhapsode does not simply echo or repeat the
articulated logos of the poet? Does the rhapsode within this plurality of transmitted logoi play an
essentially more active role than the poet? Can he strictly be identified by a mimetic passivity? Is
the activity of the rhapsode more pernicious than that of the poet since he occasions an active

form of mimesis?

There is a founding moment in the criticism of Ion in that he is denied the claim that
poetic texts or poiémata are a source of techne and episteme. The inanity of lon’s opprobrious
claim to techne in particular extends to the folly of his being as such, he not only knows no thing
but further he is no one. Ion is a man who does not recognize properties and subjects (in terms of

poetics) but is also without properties and qualities, and following Lacoue-Labarthe, he could be
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understood as “a subjectless subject, a pure no one”.”” However, if rhapsodic hermeneia does not

exemplify a movement towards the comprehension of dianoia, then the rhapsodic subject (his
madness and paradoxical will, his split, schizophrenic, double nature) ontologically enacts or
performs the hermeneutic relation; by bearing the other’s voice, the other’s logos, the other’s

discourse; by “being other”.

If the audience (or the spectator) is the last ring in the plurality of rings drawn together
by this dynamis (if we understand the metaphor correctly) is the rhapsode’s role more important
and thus more threatening for Plato? Is the rhapsode seen to exemplify a pedagogical role rather
than a strictly performative one? Is the Jon more a criticism of rhapsody than of poetry per se?
Or is it in fact a redoubled criticism, that is to say, a criticism which implicates poetry with

rhapsody as such?*

6.5  Philosophical Rhapsodics: Hermeneia as ‘Interpretation’

Considering its agonistic structure, one might see the Jon as the text which attempts to
determine the wisdom that resides within the dialogue between lon and Socrates. It is lon who

classes Socrates amongst “the wise men [1®v coddv, 532 d6]” and Socrates in ironic response,

2 Lacoue-Labarthe in his Diderot: Le Paradoxe et le Mimesis, discusses in great detail the entive
differentiation between the active and passive forms of mimesis. Interestingly his reading of Diderot deals
with the paradox of mimesis, in so far as its duplicity is concerned, its double nature. In Diderot’s “The
Paradox of Acting”, Lacoue-Labarthe sees Diderot “converting mimesis” (Lacoue-Labarthe 1989: 265),
where the passivity an entire tradition associated with mimesis is relinquished by displaying its active
essence.

* Tigerstedt at least considers the possibility that the Jon could be a disguised criticism of poetry, however
decides in his reading that their are no direct anti-poetic sentiments expressed. However, it seems necessary
that at least what Guthrie recognizes as Socrates’ desire to expose “the utter passivity of the poet” (See
Guthrie 1975: 207) should be addressed, or at least posed as a question. The Jon is a complex and
ambiguous dialogue, in so far as authorial intention is concerned, it seems likely there is the insinuation of a

criticism of poetry. See also Tigerstedt 1969.
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distinguishes as sophoi the rhapsodes and actors alike. The irony though is inextricably related to
the agon between the philosopher and the rhapsode, even as Socrates refers to himself as a
“simple layman [i510mv dvBpwmov, 532 e1]” who “speaks the plain truth [taAn0#q Aéyw, 532
d9]” Ion the rhapsode will be identified as the lying declaimer of this truth. Yet the irony of the
Ion, and one dare say the entire corpus of Platonic literature, is that the sophia of the others
(whether it be the sophist, the rhapsode or poet etc.) is not only challenged in the name of truth
but furthermore appropriated for the sake of truth. This sophia though exceeds Plato’s discourse

as such, it is appropriated, played with and showcased by his own interpreter, Socrates.”'

By the dialogues end, Ion is forced to choose between being ddikos (unjust) or theios
(divine), having been accused by Socrates for playing him false [€uot Vmooyduevog, 541 e3]. It
is against the background of this definition or ontological determination of Ion’s subject, that
Socrates achieves mastery and control over the rhapsode’s dissimulating and protean nature.
Nonetheless, before such a decision is made possible, before we can actually account for the
possibility of what must be termed a ‘philosophical’ decision, Plato who even though he stands
outside yet between his two protagonists in the dialogue, essentially has to stage Socrates, make
Socrates assume the role of the rhapsode to illustrate this role, to make a decision about
“rhapsodics” as such since ion problematically remains coy and evades him and presents himself,
protean like, as incomprehensible. The possibility of this decision belongs to the other’s
discourse and is never properly philosophical; there remains that element of indecision. This
indecision belongs to the masquerader, the dissembler, impostor, it belongs to the rhapsode lon

who is unable o decide upon who he is.

' If we consider the thematics of the dialogues and their dramatico-philosophical arrangement, Plato is
resolutely wary of all “other” discourses that do not proceed from a consideration of philosophical archai.
In the Jon his association or pairing off of rhapsodes and actors by virtue of certain resembling features in

their performative practice lays bare a new founded critique on the performative and theatrical essence of

their ‘genre’ mediation.
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Thus the dialogue deliberately raises the problem of hermeneia insofar as it attempts to
determine subjectivity. If the concept of hermeneia governs the oppositions Socrates instates;
emphron/ekphron, epistéméfentheds, techné/theia dynamis, which are encapsulated by the
binarism, philosophy/poetry then we would have to consider its undecidability in terms of its
meaning. For the philosopher it would involve interpretation as such; but on the other hand, for
the rhapsode it would involve performative messaging and dissemination of other logoi,
encapsulating a complex array of divinational or ethological preconsiderations. What
interpretation is to be placed on the recognition of this undecidability concerning hermeneia?
The problem is intricately tied to Ion’s subject sense because in the hermeneutic experience of a
subjectal split, :bn’s hermeneia is not grounded in the claims of Socrates’ metaphor. Ion

problematically resurrects himself as a figure of a subject who possesses consciousness and will.

If hermeneia prefigures the possibility of a decision Socrates, if not the rhapsode Ion,
necessarily has to resort to making, then the only assurance by which a logical or reasonable
conclusion can be arrived at in the dialogue, would require Socrates’ resort to an immense trope;
a parodical identification with and of the rhapsode. Plato thus has to make Socrates present at the

scene of mimesis by mimetically identifying with the rhapsodic subject.

And what of hermeneia? What if it was presented as ambiguous, undecidable insofar as
its meaning is concerned? What if, in the context of the Jon, it had no proper or determinate
meaning? Does this etymological undecidability set into motion the play of these opposites, the
hermeneutic play of Socrates and Ion, the dialogical space or the space of communication which
proffers the possibility of hermeneutics, a hermeneutics which in significant ways effects the
communicative or dialogical movements back and forth? Is the dialogue itself bequeathed by
another hermeneutic problem? Certainly, the contextual double role, function and meaning of

hermeneia undermines and challenges the fixity of these oppositions set up by the Socratic
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argument. Socrates depends on the meaning of hermeneia as interpretive act (and not as an

expressive or performative praxis) in order to undermine Ion’s paradoxicai subjectal will. Above

all, the problem concerning rhapsodic hermeneutics is a problem inherent in the subject of
enunciation, in that the subject who is at once present during his’her performative epideixis,

simultaneously withdraws from that scene, he/she ultimately remains unaccountable insofar as

their mimetic and hermeneutic deliveries are concerned.

e N P

There is here then the philosophical exigency of a decision in the Jon and it will have to
be made by the philosopher in a way that will force us to acknowledge Fis self-contradiction.

Thus, if we follow the dialectical trajectory Plato leads us through; it is one which leads us to an
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empty topos of hermeneutic possibility. Socrates’ lexis or style (resorting to parodical

identification) involves appropriating the role of the rhapsode to interpret the “rhapsodic” as

such. Such parodical identification (and parody or irony cannot be ignored as fundamentally
ﬁ mimetic fropes) involves capturing the protean lon, whose role is marked by an unstable
ambivalence, by the fact he is 'ipso facto, “a no-one”.

LI

Socrates between 538 b9 to 539 d5 does not speak as the philosopher but as the other.

This is where philosophy’s assured essence is questionable. Though its search for truth claims
precedence over literature’s traditional concern for poetic lexis, philosophy’s logos is always

contaminated by the other’s style. In three cited examples,” Socrates wants to decide (xpivan,

538 dS) whether it is the rhapsode’s art to decide on “the correctness of what Homer says

oS ~'C-TI‘-_:'$;."__ il £k

32 Though the irony of the staging of Socrates as rhapsode completely evades lon, he has to succumb to a
philosophical dynamis, to an epistemological ascendancy and mastery which all hermeneutic play will
remain subordinate to. Ion is completely dispossessed, as Socrates appropriates the very power which lon is
supposed to possess, he disembodies it from Ion, repeats the very performance of dissimulation which will
fool Ion (as Ion does his audience) into this spectacular methexis. See Wilcox 1987: 158-60 for a detailed
discussion of the metamorphosis of Socrates as rhapsode.

» Jon. 538 b9-539 dS
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[6pOdc Aéyer"Opnpog, 538 ¢S5)” when reciting various passages of the Iliad or that of other
experts who identify with a techne, namely in reference to the doctor’s, fisherman’s and finally
the seer’s art. According to Socrates it is only these experts that can decide on various technical
and epistemic matters recounted in Homer’s poetry. Ion is figured as not only a no-one but

moreover as one who knows no-thing.

However Socrates’ ascendancy in this dialogue depends upon him having to assume the
role of the other, speak for the other. Socrates’ speaking as and for the other involves the
complete and conclusive subreption of the other; the arrant silencing of the other, the
marginalization of the other s logos. Though the :clationship between the Socratic prosopon and
theatricality is well known in the “dialogues”, it is this masquerading of the other, this theatrical
ventriloguy which forges Socrates’ complicity with the rhapsodic subject. As soon as there is
identification with the other, with the other s discourse, then there is always mimesis.>* And this
certainly proffers itself as the classic hermeneutic moment in the dialogue where Socrates’
interprets the rhapsode (his role, his subject), abandoning hermeneutic difference and
guaranteeing the authority of the hermeneutic motif which has preoccupied the entire history of

metaphysics.

All this raises one important question. Has Plato, yet again, abandoned the problematic
of the subject as it was presented in the Lodestone metaphor and in Ion’s description of subjectal

split? Has the question concerning subjectivity and the problems it raises concerning hermeneia

* Lacoue-Labarthe proffers interesting understanding of theatrical mimesis as an imitation forged through
“identification”. The very acumen of Lacoue-Labarthe’s understanding of mimesis through identification (the
actor’s mimesis) is its pernicious effect on the audience; as they replicate the process of identification. Lacoue-
Labarthe 1994: 109-110.
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been marginalized by a reorientation of the hermeneutic question to what can be described as

principally philosophical prejudices and preconceptions?

By dictating the dialogical event, the hermeneutic context of dialogical exchange, Plato
avoids confronting the vagaries and vicissitudes of the subject, of subjectal division. In this
parodical identification resides the philosophical exigency to recover the meaning of hermeneia
as interpretation and not risk the primordial implications of hermeneutics in the endless and
incessant transferential possibilities already presupposed by the deferral of hermeneutical
meaning and the meaning of hermeneutics as such. Socrates, as Plato’s hermeneut, returns io Ion
a decided meaning of hermeneia when deciding on lon’s subject. By illustrating clearly his
context (which is philosophical in essence) and annulling the open and generative possibilities of
the rhapsode’s subjectal presentations, Socrates proffers a philosophically decided meaning of
hermeneia as “interpretation” which thereby delivers this meaning within a totalizing dialectics,
thereby ignoring the problematic of Ion’s subject that marks the dialogue. The philoscphical
dynamis which brings about the event of interpretive closure, that is, a closed formalization of
the hermeneutic theme by presenting and illustrating a saturating taxonomy of rechnai and their

epistemicity, overrides Ion’s false pretense.

So the protean Ion exemplifies the failure of the other to make a decision about where he
stands, he is undecidably manifold, pantodapés. In this way he blurs the roles, no longer
permitting a decision between them. However, this condition of being pantodapds, confirms
Socrates’ hostility to Ion. lon is forced to choose being theios (divine) so as to avoid the
indetermination of ‘who he is’, and risk being dd1xog (unjust). And yet again, it is the question of
justice [dixarootvy], which inaugurates the criticism of mimetic poetry and its very indictment
in book two of the Republic. This decision (which, as we have determined, is a decision

philosophy requires to be made in regard to Ion’s subject) finally leads lon to assume a proper
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subject sense, to be recognized properly as ‘subject’ and subsequently rest any claim on techne
and episteme. However, Socrates is not altogether autarchic, he can only claim ironico-
philesophical mastery over Ion by playing, imitating the rhapsode via identification and thus
interpret the rhapsode, through krowledge of Ion’s dissimulating techne. In this respect there is a
contamination of the purity of philosophical logos, particularly in the dialogically assayed
hermeneutic participation Socrates and lon unfurl, the originary difference between philosophical
and rhapsodic interpretive praxis. Thus to interpret or identify the rhapsode, Socrates has to
identify with lon and engage in an unrestricted methexis, which lends itself as the classic
hermeneutic moment of the dialogue. Socrates thus assumes the role of the rhapsode, recites
Homer himself, divides himself in order to illustrate his argument, to make transparent élarify his
own logos; in order to interpret (and this possibly is intimately related to the bearing of certain
platonic tidings) the discourse or logos of the other, which will amount to the hermeneutic

determinations of philosophy itself.*

3> The difficulty in discerning Plato’s authorial voice or the philosophical intendment of the author (i.e. Plato)
is most certainly divulged by what has been determined within our discourse as “the problem of Socrates”.
Plato’s anonymity is topical in any reconsideration of the Dialogues and in the context of the Jon it is made
more obtrusive since “authorial voice”, or a propriety of the logos is questioned insofar as the poet/thapsode is
concerned. Plato should be understood in terms of intricate authorial evasions and prosopopoieic identification
considering that in this dialogue (i.e. the fon) Socrates is Plato’s mouthpiece and essentially the hermeneut of

Plato’s Dialogues as such.
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Chapter Seven

Orthonomatologies

“The account given by us all must be, of course, of the nature
of imitations and representations.”

Mipnciy p&v yap o xoi anelkactav 1 Tapa Taviwv

nav pnoévra xpeav tov yeveabal.

Critias 107 b6-7

7.1  On the Propriety of Names

In the Cratylus we are confronted with two notions of the correctness of onomata and
immediately the delineated theme of the dialogue’s subtitle is set within discursive view. Against
the background of this complicated inquiry, in which enormous difficulties are presented to the
reader in determining its nature,” what I consider to be addressed in this dialogue is the question
of the propriety of language in mythopoetic discourse. From the beginning, it takes issue with
what I call an orthonomatology, a study or a logos concerning the “propriety” of onomata, that is,
in what way they are proper or correct in their signifying function, especially in the context of

the use of onomata within the mythopoetic tradition. The discourse of the poets is nothing ctier

' There has been much discussion regarding the structure of the Cratylus, its style and its composition.
Commentators have tended to be critical of its compository form, noting many ellipses and gaps. This
stylistic problematic (and the mode of discourse) has furthermore elicited a chronological interest in the

Cratytus, more often than not situating it before the “middle period”. See Robinson 1969.
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than fiction, that is, the very thing against which philosophical discourse claims to constitute

itself.

Whether this is an epistemological orientation or a fundamentally linguistic
questioning, I will not labor at this point to segregate.” The “orientation” of the dialogue or
doubled logos to certain philosophical or non-philosophical conceptions of language and more
precisely onomata® tends to elucidate where both philosophical and linguistic concerns are
implicated in the orthonomatology of the dialogue. The Cratylus seeks to determine the propriety
of onomata in order to ascertain the truth and falsity of logos in general. A fundamental

philosophical matter concerning the question of falsehood overhauls any linguistic concerns.

We might note here that the presentation of two obvious, though characteristically
oppositional, theses, namely, that of Cratylus and Hermogenes and the emergence of a third

mediative (or intermediative) thesis presented by Socrates himself, is not a discursive accident.

* Many commentators have pursued with interest the epistemological concerns of the Cratylus obviously at
the cost of marginalizing the power of its linguistic interest. The interest in truth statements and predication
theory fuels their commentaries. See. Robinson 1969; Anagnostopoulos 1972; Richardson 1976; Nehring
overtly argues that onomata have an epistemological function. See Nehring 1945: 14 Nehrig insists that
Greek philosopher’s interest in language is not linguistic but epistemological or philosophically oriented
inquiry. Nehring 1945: 13. Gerard Genette’s reading of the dialogue certainly privileges a linguistic
approach to its key thematic, that of the function of onomata within linguistics, though it is very apparent
that as a linguist (with a structuralist background) he seems to carry through in his Mimologiques a
problematization of reference, what he understands as “mimologism” though committed to the possibility of
reference, observes its inevitable ablution in the linguistic motivation (the “eponymic” motivation as he
describes it) of onomata as such. See Genette 1994.

* Certainly we would have to begin by pointing out a confusion regarding the use of the word ornoma in the
Cratylus. Onoma covers, in the Greek language, two heterogeneous possibilities: (a) that of nomination,
that is, the proper name and (b) as common noun (in which it is worth noting that in the latin nomen both
linguistic possibilities are captured). J. Gould Jr uses “word” in general as translation of onoma. See Gould
1969; 20. Robinson notes that in Plato’s use of onoma “there lay undistinguished at least five notions that
are distinct now: the proper name, the name, the word, the noun, and the subject of predication™. See

Robinson 1969; 222.
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The dialogue can only establish the integrity of philosophical logos if it addresses the terms of an
opposition that ultimately prefaces the orthonomatology at issue. The manner in which
philosophical logos reasserts its priority over mythos, poetic discourse in general again is spelled

out in the cycle of arguments which only Socrates can disrupt.

7.1.1 Nomothetic and Naturalist Orthonomatologies

Firstly we will attempt to simply situate the first thetic propositions of the dialogue, both the
Hermogenic and Cratylic theses, and subsequently devote our analysis to the movement of
Socrates’ logos with a regard to what is at stake in the orthonomatologies of both Cratylus and
Hermogenes. In the Cratylic discussion concerning the propriety of the onoma, in the attempt to
determine its proper function, ‘reference’ is established by nature or physis. According to
Cratylus there is a natural association or reciprocation between an onoma and its referent.
Cratylus argues “that everything has a right name of its own, which comes by nature
[ovépatog OpOéTYTa Elval ExdoTov 1@v Sviny $voel repukviov]” and that “a name is not
whatever people cali a thing by agreement [xoiovtobro elvar Svopa O dv Tiveg
EuvBuevor xakelv xahdot, 383 a5].” According to Cratylus, onomata have a natural propriety,
they by nature belong to their objects or referents. That is to suggest, not only do onomata signify

their referents, but they encompass the signified or carry the ‘concept’ of the thing referred to.

Hermogenes opposes the natural conception of onomata, he questions the natural
commensurability that characterises the Cratylic determination of the propriety of onomata. The
positing of the arbitrary nature of onomata by Hermogenes is based on the recognition of the

correctness of names being determined by “convention” [EuvOnxn] and “agreement”

[6poroyio].! The arbitrary nature of onomata (of words, or signs) is essentially an implacable

* Cra. 384 dl1. The Hermogenic thesis considers the problematic of ‘reference’ more astutely by

understanding (in Sassurean terms) the question of the arbitrary nature of language. The arbitrariness of
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criticism of Cratylism. Hermogenes insists “no name belongs to any particﬁlar thing by nature
[0V yap dpvoeL ExGoTE TEduKéval dvopa oL3EV 00deviv]” but only by habit and custom of those
who employ it and who established the usage [dAMd vOu® kot £Bet TdV EB1odvTOV TE
xal xoAovviov, 384 d7]. It is almost certain that the orthonomatological problemaiic can be
reduced to a fundamental aporia. The two oppositional theses are torn between proper
explication and rupture, for both the naturalist and nomothetic prescriptions are built upon the
“aporia of reference” as such, that is to say, the fundamental problem of the manner in which an

2% &

onoma “refers”, “references” or postulates a proper referential function.

From the dialogue’s outset, Socrates is situated between two theses; he has been asked to
be “a partner in the logos at hand [avaxoiveownueda tov Adyov, 383 al].” Now this partnership
presupposes, already, a mediation of the two orthonomatological theses, it represents a dialogical
aporia, where reconciliation, mediation will depend on drawing attention to the notion of
opBotnta, which amounts to a consideration of what Genette determines to be at issue in the
orthonomatology, the “propriety of names”.” So what I seek to reassert at this point is that the
aporia, the inability to reconcile this thetic heterogeneity, suggests that the dialogue is less about
the correctness of names stricto senso but a consideration of the properties of an onoma, the
propriety of the onoma insofar it embodies the thing referred to. It appraises fundamental

Sassurean terms, as it engages the issue concerning whether the signifier embodies the signified.’

onomata turns us to questioning the very nature of onomata especially if they supposedly have a natural
propriety.

> La propriété des noms. Genette understands that what is at issue in the dialogue is not strictly
“correctness” of names. but rather it is really a question of their “propriety”. Propriety suggests a
correctness of word choice insofar as words are assigned correctly to things, that is to say a determination of
a words proprietary power in relation to the object it is assigned to or “belongs to”. See Genette 1995: 12.

® The bond between the Signifier and Signified is arbitrary. There is nothing in either the thing or the word
that makes the two go together, no natural, intrinsic, or logical relation between a particular sound image

and a concept. See Ferdinand de Sassure’s Course in general linguistics.1974.
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Though Socrates appears to adopt and defend the Cratylic thesis, it is only to better
address the Hermogenic thesis without disrupting this opposition. He asks Hermogenes who
attests to the arbitrariness of onomata that there is in words a true and a faise, as there are true
and false logoi. If a logos is to be true or false, then the parts of a logos may be true or false.
Socrates arrives at the conclusion that if the smallest parts of a logos are onomata therefore
onomata may be true or false. At this point I do not yet want to elaborate on the nature of logos
structure as such but I would like to state here, in suspension, that all onomata, that is, onomata
within a logos structure, are to be conceived, according to Plato, in terms of whether they are true
or false. It seems an onoma is but a little logos and that the onoma seen as logos presumes a

priority for the generation of its onomastic component.

Thus the Cratylus posits two orthonomatological orders that no doubt are modified and
subsequently regulated by this inapparent stricture of the aporia at issue, namely, the problem of
“reference”. At this stage the problem presents itself as whether the onoma truly refers or
incorrectly refers to things. The fundamental aporia attenuates the credulity of the
orthonomatologies introduced, for the conception that onomata “refer” or enter into some natural
or nomothetic “correspondence” to things, the object of reference or referent as such, is
obfuscated by the generalization of the property and propriety of onomata insofar as their

onomastic function, or if one prefers, their linguistic motivation is concerned.

‘What matters in the orthonomatologies at issue is the abstract determination of the
proprietal relation, association or reciprocity of onomata and their referents. It is at this point,
thus presented to us in its problematization, not as a question of if they “refer”, but in what
manner the problem of reference is superseded. For Socrates any orthonomatology that takes the
Hermogenic line then would in some way involve the undoing of the relationship between the
onoma and its referent and it is that which Socrates would like logos to effect and that is at the

primary level that an onoma is true in itself. And the fact that logos is raised in relation to the
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orthonomatology considered is no accident as Socrates’ object is to establish in what way logos

assures the propriety of the onoma, the commensurability between word and thing.

7.2 The Aporia of Reference

How does one focus on this impossible place, the aporia that has problematized the
orthonomatologies at issue? What now, in what appears to be an overt critique of the
Hermogenic thesis or of the conventialist onomatology, is at stake? Does Socrates’ critique of the
arbitrariness of language play a fundamental role in opening another critical space? Does the
Socratic refutation of the Hermogenic thesis present itself as a double critique, that is, of the
Cratylism pursued and, for the moment, asserted in the dialogue? The possibility of a critique
under the title of the dialogue, in the name of this dialogue, is something that truncates itself
through the critical expropriation of the nomothetic prescription of Hermogenes’
orthonomatology. Certainly what ensues from the aporia is a criticism which puts its object in
place, a criticism which tampers with neither its presuppositions nor its prescriptive effusion of

its onomatological framework, in constituting a concept of the onoma as such.’

7.2.1 Onomastic Motivation and the Workings Of Logos

Considering its strictly philosophical interest, Socrates raises the question of truth, asking
Hermogenes whether there is anything in which one could determine a “true logos”
[Adyoc ainBnc] and a false one [wevdng]. One can discern here, in what sense this philosophica]l
preoccupation with the logocentric structure of logos solicits the interest of most commentators

of the Cratylus, especially as it presents itself as a compelling resolution of the epistemological

” The fundamental aporia which preoccupies the orthonomatology incipiently recounts the problematic
concerning the subject of speech, writing or discourse in general. It is an issue intricately linked to the
equivocity inherent in discourse as it has thus far been thematised in the Republic. Moreover it prepares the

ground for the discussion in the Sophist.
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break or dialogical aporia.® It is the notion that logos constitutes the onoma by assuring it
performs a proper referential function. The linguistic motivation of onomata is clearly
determined within a sentence or statement, within logos as such. For Robinson the motivation of

the onoma rests (and this is contrary to what Socrates asserts, however we shall return to this) on

its function within logos.

el s
G %‘r“:‘ 4

i

Socrates: Is there anything which you call speaking the truth and speaking
falsehood [...xaAeig T aAnGi) A€yelv kol yevdi;)

Hermogenes: Yes

Socrates: Then there would be true speech and false speech?
[Ovkovuv €in dv Adyog aAnd1g, 0 8¢ wevdng;]

Hermogenes: Certainly

Socrates: Then that speech which says things as they are is true, and that

which says them as they are not is false?

Hermogenes: Yes

Socrates: 1t is possible, then, to say in speech that which is and that which is
not?

['Eotiv dpa 10910, A0Y® AEyety 10 Ovia 1€ KOt un; |

Hermogenes: Certainly.

Socrates: Is true speech true only as a whole, and are its parts untrue?

Hermogenes: No, its parts also are true.

® Section 385b-c of the dialogue provides for some scholars a determinate discussion of what is at issue,

essentially fulfill there proper linguistic function within a statement or logos and that is a purely referential
function, that is, they designate, name or refer. In a purely logical manner, scholars such as Robinson and
Anagnostopoulos have considered what is discussed at this point as of true philosophical interest and thus
marginalizing the mimetic theory of language (Cratylism) by asserting that the onoma’s functioning is “to

refer” and not to describe or represent their referents.
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Socrates: Are the large parts true, but not the small ones, or are all true?
Hermogenes: All, in my opinion.
Socrates: 1Is there, then, anything which you say is a smaller part of speech
than a name? [ Eottv ouv 6 1t AEYELg AdYOU OIKpGTEPOV LOPLOV
arro 1 Svopa;]
Hermogenes: No, that is the smallest.
Socrates: And the name is spoken as a part of the true speech?
[Kat 10 dvopa dpa 10 100 ainboic Adyov Ayetan;]
Hermogenes: Yes.

Socrates: Then it is, according to you, true.’

One can discemn in Richars Robinson’s studies on the Cratylus, in what sense the
orthonomatology involves consolidating the onoma has a referential function within logos.
Onomata will be correct insofar as they “refer” or “name”. “The purpose of a name is to refer us
to a thing.”'® The epistemological exigency is notable insofar as the aporia of reference needs to
be surmounted. The Socratic inquiry at this point of the dialogue has disrupted and
problematically perverted the onoma’s proper linguistic function. Socrates precludes the
arbitrariness that correctly describes onomata and their proper function. Socrates attempts to
situate his discourse within its Cratylic limits. Robinson, though, observes a false reasoning or
argumentation at 385 b-c, since Socrates almost asserts onomata describe, represent their

referents, which suggests onomata perform what logoi perform. But it seems we must take

®Cra. 385 bc

** “The purpose of making a name is to have a means of referencing people to something and the purpose of
using the name is to refer someone to it” (Robinson 1956: 334). Pfeiffer believes that the argument at 385
b-c attempts to establish the “correspondence theory of truth.” Pfeiffer 1972: 93.
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account that Socrates is, at this stage of the dialogue, pursuing the Cratylic argument; exhibiting,

reiterating, tracing it at the limit of the aporia.

One may argue that the Fregean thesis, no doubt, provides Robinson with a scientific
and subsequently “proper” point of departure in resolving the problem of the aporia of reference
in the Cratylus.' The onoma is not to be conceived on the basis of containing by nature or
physis an “ideal” conception, meaning, description of its referent, the onoma is essentially
unmotivated in this sense. It cannot function like or as logos, it should not be conceived as a

“little statement”."” Robinson concermns himself that such a conception of onomata involves

seceding to names a metaphorical function or motivation. According to this conception “all

language is metaphorical””

if we admit they can perform what logos does, then a quasi-
metaphoriciiy of onomastic function is accredited to onomata. However if the nature-theory of
onomata is based on its metaphorical functioning, as Robinson asserts, then this insistence on the
referential function of onomata, which complies with an arbitrary conception of the sign, will
remain wary of metaphorical motivations as it will pervert “reference” pure and simple, since
this quasi-metaphoricity of onomata will involve insinuating things without actually referring to

them. Metaphor is the increasing destruction of the onoma and its proper linguistic function.™

The metaphoricity of onomata infiltrates the medium in which it properly functions within,

"' Gottlob Frege established the conception that sense determines reference. “A proper name (word, sign,
sign combination, expression) expresses its sense when it stands for or designates its reference.” Frege
1980: 61.

'> Robinson observes Plato has constructed a bad argument at 385 b-c where an onoma is determined to
perform what logos does. See Robinson 1969: 335.

" Robinson 1969: 335.

" Derrida, in “The White Mythology”, believed that philosophers have attempted to define metaphor on
philosophical terms as a figure that can be explained by its reference to an other, more properly
philosophical language. Derrida explains, “metaphor is determined by philosophy as a provisional loss of

meaning, an economy of the proper without irreparable damage, a certainly inevitable detour, but also a
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namely, logos or to use Robinson’s term, the “statement”. The role of onomata, accounting for
their quasi-metaphoricity, is made conspicuous at this stage by the discursive deliberations at 385

b-c. However Plato seems more patient, for he wants to discover the work of onomata, their

productivity and function at the root of the aporia, that is, the suspension of referentiality.

What section 385 b-c' has achieved above everything else, is that it exposes the primal
and unsettling contigency of the aporia at issue. To say that it is a defective or unsound
explanation of onomastic function is to ignore the manner in which Plato would like to keep the
question of onomata open to the aporia. If that is the case, the passage in 385 c-d certainiy
intensifies the aporia of reference in such a way as to make the issue of orthonomatology much

more complex, by suspending the innocent plenitude of onomata.

Socrates approximates onomata to logos, they can correspond to conceptuality or the
concept of the thing, that is to say, deliver a signified. Since the “onoma is the smallest part of
logos [AOyoL opikpdTEpOV pHdpLov dAlo Ty Ovopa, 385 c5]” then as it is possible to utter speech
or make a logos that is either true or false “so it is possible to utter either a false or a true name
[Gpa Svopa webdog kal aAnbeg Aéyewv, 385 ¢9].” According to this argument, regardless of the
misconceptions the scholia impose on the passage,'® there is precisely a role or function of
onomata which involves the representation of the signified. Perhaps we could go so far as to

assert that there is the working of the onoma to resemble logos, something commentators of the

history with its sights set on,and within the horizon of, the circular reappropriation of literal, proper
meaning”. Derrida 1982: 270.

'* Malcolm Schofield disputes that section 385 b2-d1 is an insertion and not part of the textus receptus,
which admittedly would resolve many problems scholars would have with its process of reasoning. Though
Robinson believes (though a bad argument) it is posited as a refutation of the Hermogenic thests (1969:123)
Schofield argues that this peculiar passage violently interrupts the flow of the dialogue and essentially
“irrelevant” to the context. See Schofield 1972: 246.

'® See Robinson 1956: 324-341. Lorenz and Mittelstrasse 1967: 1-20; Weingartner 1970: 5-25. See also
Pfeiffer 1972.
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dialogue have remained reluctant to accept.” Now, I do not want to accept this unitary
conception of the onoma, which asserts that it can serve a representational function, that it is a
container of the signified, but I would rather suspend its motivations within the aporia that the
orthonomatology of the Cratylus is inscribed within. For at this stage the concepts or theories of
onomata, both in the Cratylic and Hermogenic formulations, are founded and paradoxically

suspended in the aporia of reference.,

7.3 Onomatopoetics: “Naming” and the Technics of Mimesis

This long theoretical disquisition on the orthonomatology of the Cratylus has produced a
supposedly aporetic limit on the discussion. Socrates obviously repeats and mobilizes the logoi
of his interlocutors within the equivocity of this aporia, it becomes the site of the Socratic
operation. Having refuted the possibility of the arbitrary nature of onomata, that is, their
nomothetic prescriptions'® Socrates creates an impasse, whereby he considers how a conception
of onomata can be sustained other than by pure reference and conceived by naturally

representing the eidos or essence of things.

"7 Aristotle in his On Interpretation [Tlepi’ Eppnveiac] explains onomata cannot be true or false as such but
propositions or statements determine this, thus determining the arbitrary nature of the onoma, “Onomata are
by convention, no onoma signifies by nature” [10 8& ocuvBnknyv, 6TL ¢UoEL TdV OvopdTev 0VBEY EoTIv].
“An onoma is a sound  having meaning established by convention alone
[‘Ovopa pév odv €61l poovh onuaviikt katd covBiknv)...while no part of it has any meaning, when
considered apart from the whole [fig pndév pépoc £o1i onpavrixdv kexwpiopévov, ch.2; 20]. G.S. Kirk
believes that the hermeneutic approach to this dialogue has been heavily influenced by Aristotle’s Cratylus
(in his Metaphysics) who is a convinced Heraclitean. We are confronted with the problem of two different
Cratyluses. See Kirk 1951: 253.

** I tend to agree that the refutation of Hermogenes’ conventionalism occurs earlier, that is, at Cra. 385 c,
though it is heuristically worked through in the discussion of the “shuttle analogy” (Cra. 387 e).
Commentators who propose this; See Weingartner 1970: 15. Lorenz and Mittlestrass 1967: 7. The strategic
criticism of Protagoras’ homo mensura doctrine (Cra. 385 €) and Euthydemus Of Chios’ “relativism” (Cra.
386 e) forces the abandonment of the scphistic conceptions of truth, creating the path for the theoretical

appraisal of the eidos in this context.
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Socrates explains that “things have a fixed reality of their own, not in relation to us nor
caused by us [oV¥ mpog Mudic 0VSE VY uwv, 386 el]” and concludes that “things exist of
themselves in relation to their own reality imposed by nature [GAAG xa®' oitd npdg
v abtdv odoiav Eyovia Tmep nédukev].” Immediately, what is suggested and considering the
followis:g argument regarding the ethical import in praxeis which are understood as having “their

own separate nature [GAA ait@v Tiva iStov ooy Exovoar;]””

is an anti-relativist, therefore
anti-conventionalist reasoning and thus there is a consideration of things having their own
essential nature and properties. Socrates considers “naming”, the act of designating a name for a

thing or the act of “referring” to a thing by name, as a distinct praxis

[10 ovopalewv mpagig tig €otv, 387 c8] with its own peculiar nature and discernible properties.

Following the logical trajectory of the argument Socrates explains that “naming”
[onomazein] is a kind of praxis and that the onoma is an instrument, that is, an organon that
facilitates this praxis. Socrates relates the onoma as organon to an analogous instrument, the
shuttle.”’ What is of interest in this formulated analogy is the technical puissance illustrated by
the example of the shuttle. As the shuttle is used to weave fabric, so does the onoma function in

“naming” things. As Socrates explains,

“A name is, then, an instrument of teaching and of separating reality, as a

shuttle 1s an instrument of separating the web.

[Ovopa dpo S18ackaAilkdv i £0TLY Opyavov Kot SLokpitikov Tiig ovoiag, o

onep kepKig Vdpdouarog,].”?

' Cra. 387 d1-2

* See Aristotle On Interpretation [Peri Hermeneias] 16b 33. “Every sentence is significant not as a tool
{organon] but by convention”. Language as organon according to Aristotle suggests a naturalist conception
of linguistic functioning,

? Cra. 388 b9-cl
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The onoma has a bi-organic function; that is to say, as organon it performs two things.
The result of this definition is worthy of note: (a) The onoma serves a diacritical function, it
separates or distinguishes between “essences” and here already the didactic operatien of this
definition is overt in its intentions. The onoma is diakritikon in its function, it is a precondition
of its organo-technic operation, that it “separates essences [diakpitixdv tijg odoiag,].” So its
diacritical efficacity is determined by it being able to differentiate the essence [fig ovoiag ] of
things, what Kretzman understands to be a “taxonomic” function;* (b) The onoma is considered
furthermore as an organon didaskalikon, that is, it performs a didactic role. More poignantly it

communicates proper knowledge or communicates “essences”, it becomes a didactic organon.
7.3.1  Onomastic Essence: Onoma as Representation of tfig ovolog

However we must remain careful and not suggest that Plato supports the naturalist view of
language, represented by a vibrant Cratylism, that is, that in words are contained the “essences”
of things, tfig ovolog of referents. Plato has Socrates depart from the Cratylic thesis, recognizing
that names are correct if they represent the “interior nature” of things, that is, they bear a
representation of the eidos of a thing. For Socrates, “essences” precede names. Names function
as an addition to “essences”. What is discerned as 1ijg obotag is ontologically prior to the onoma.
Though Socrates seems to comply with the naturalism of Cratylus, insofar as the question of
language is concerned, by stating that “pames belong to things by nature
[¢VoEL 10 dvépa elvar 1oig Kpdynact, 390 d],” he will however problematize this strict
“natural” commensturability of word and thing with the appraisal of the mimesis question.
Certainly mimesis will affect two attitudes of language, both the semantic and semiotic functions

of the onoma. However we shall return to this later, it seems imperative to return to the problem

2 Kretzman understands the diacritic function to be essentially “taxonomic”. As he further explains,
“taxonomy may be the employment of names already imposed on real things according to their nature™. See
Kretzman 1971: 128.
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of the eidos for it has presented itself within the scholia as the center of the web of concerns,

questions, themes which permeate the Cratylus.

According to the very logic of such a requestioning of the Cratylic logos to the
classically Socratic antilogos, Socrates’ concemns, as I would like to note, do not simply
reproduce the traditional Cratylic thesis, the argument from physis, even though Cratylism
remains a model for the ensuing discourse on “onomata”. Such a model is necessary for in it

Plato ~onironts the detision to appraise the exemplary problem of Cratylism, that is, mimesis.

As the shuttie must be made by the carpenter in view of its “ideal form” [10 £idoc, 389
b2], in view of the eidos, regardless of its material; “woo(’, metal, iron”, so the name must be
made in the same way, regardless of its material sign; letters or syllables and moreover whether
in Greek or barbaric/foreign tongue. The carpenter makes the shuttle based on the “real shuttle”
or the shuttle that carries, partakes or properly contains in its interior the eidos
[0 éomv kepKig, 389 b6 or O Tiig kepkidog Exev £180g, 389 b9].2 This suggests that all technai
should properly orient its activities around the eidos and the shuttle analogy already raises the
question concerning a metaphysics of “interiority”, given that the discussion at this point has led

to a consideration of the eidos of things.

At this point of the dialogue the conception of the eidos in the shuttle analogy and

mimesis as such have been beckoning each other indirectly. It is certain that the shuttle analogy

L

begs the question, it anticipates the mimetology of the dialogue’s third moment. And yet for

% Brian Calvert though admitting that the conception of eidos (form) in the Cratylus is akin to ‘transcendent
forms’ discerns in its articulation (that is, in the context of the shuttle analogy) a plurality “as opposed to the
unity characteristic of the classical form” (Calvert 1970: 26) He develops a genus-species determination of
two types of 16eat the ‘form’ proper (which in its generic determination refers to shutties “whose nature is
to weave”) and the “Proper-Form” (rpoctixov €180¢) (which refers to the species of shuttles “whose nature
is to weave cloth A”. He is prepared to concede the transcendentality of the forms only insofar as “the

Proper-Form acts as a link between this world and the world of forms”. Calver: 1970: 34,
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unclarifiable reasons Plato has introduced the notion of the eidos in an #mbiguous and, for some
commentators, paradoxical manner.>* In many respects, one could see how this problem of the
eidos, again is embroiled in the very problematics of language, words and signs which the
dialogue develops. Somehow we have found ourselves in the linguistic lacuna of paradoxicalities
and ambiguities which Plato has already thus far been inextricably bound to, perhaps
unintentionally. However the problem of the eidos is presented already as a problem of a certain
conception of the eidos proper, it is hidden within the structure of the eidos as such. Since the
term eidos contains the motif of its Platonic determination, one cannot ignore its metaphysical
sense. One naturally and by necessity dwells on the problematics of the Platonic lexicon in this
case to consider whether the eidos is that of “transcendent forms”, which we note its articulation
and conceptual orientation in the Republic)® and consider whether, as most commentators have
been prepared to accept, a technical or generic sense in its contextual application. In the case of
the latter, it would undoubtedly presuppose a distinction which ascertains, in the case of its

technical or generic and epistemic usage and determination, a non-metaphysical supposition.

One is compelled to reconsider, and this I believe by necessity, whether the burden of the
metaphysics of the “eidos” modifies the technical sense of the term? Does it eschew its

metaphysical determination, that is, does the determination of eidos escape metaphysics proper in

# Calvert suggests Plato has distinguished the “transcendent form” in the dialogue with a sense of
“nervousness and hesitation” (Calvert 1970: 35). Luce on the other hand sees a process of argumentation
which has ambiguated tiie terminological usage of the term eidos suggesting that the Cratylus presents the
theory of forms “in a less complete and less clear way” (Calvert 1970: 24) bearing in mind that she is
comparing the theoretical elaboration of eidos in the Cratylus to its classical conception in the Phaedo and
Republic. See also Luce 1965.

® Most scholars reading Plato’s dialogue according to the “evolutionistic” and “unitary” approach of
Shorey’s Plato or within its historical determination have conceded that the Cratylus prepares the: ground
for the development and formalization of the “Theory of Transcendent Forms” in the Phaedo and Republic
(or in Plato’s dialogues of the ‘Middle Period’). See Ross 1951: 18-21; Luce 1965: 30. Calvert 1970: 34-
35. Kahn 1973,
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the context of the Cratylus? Socrates explains in an important passage that the nomothetes (who
is essentially the “onomaturg”) must have “his eye fixed upon the absolute or ideal name
[...BAEROVTO TPOG aDTO €xervo 6 Eomiv Gvopa, 389 d6).” Certainly here there is a degree of
speculative metaphysics presupposed by the act of “seeing the thing itself” or in the looking
toward the “thing itself” [PAérnovta npog avto] as it repeats the Platonic schema endorsed in
book ten of the Republic.”® Everything is possibly opened up in two questions: What is that
which is the name [éxewo 0 éoniv Svopal? And following Plato’s eidetic prescriptions, one
should furthermore ask “what is the proper form of the name or what is the name’s eidos

[0 10D Ovdpatog e1dog, 390 a7]?7”

This problem anticipates many other questions, which we shail treat in due course,
however | would like to slow down for a moment and address the last question. What is the
name’s eidos? What is it in the name we have fo see, speculatively speaking? Is it it’s shape,
form or figure? This would already contradict what Socrates has already warned us against, that
15, the accidental form or arbitrary quality of the organon whether it be the name or shuttle. The
name’s form is its intelligible essence or idea and ousia is grounded in the eidos. Ultimately the
ousia of a thing is its eidos. To add to this “metaphysics” of the essence, what is paramount is
that ousia or essence is fundamentally the presence of the eidos, that is, the eidos is present as
essence or ousia. So though eidos is not clearly formulated it nonetheless emerges schematically
as a metaphysical conception, that which is present in the onoma. The eidos as onoma is the
ultimate subject and implicitly designates the ousia itself, that which is the essence of things, that

which purely is without further qualification.

* At 389 bl, again the carpenter (like the name-maker or onomaturg) has to keep in view the eidos
[npog €xeivo 10 €180¢] of the shuttle and never make a shuttle modeling it on a particular one. See also 390

a 1 where thv avtiyv 18éav of an organon (whether shuttle or name) must be reproduced.
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Thus the notion of eidos is metaphysical, in its conception and formulation, to the exient
to which it precedes “representation”, that is, to the extent it is copied or reproduced. It is
important to recognize that the eidos as far as the onomaturg is concerned needs to
BAEmovTa npd¢ oo, that is, view the eidos, and this assumes in its reflectivity, in the specularity
of the reflective act, a presence of the eidos to consciousness. The eidos is fashioned as a
moment of pure presence, thus structurally and ontologically is determined, by what Derrida

understands to be a “metaphysics of presence”.

7.3.2 The Eidetic Orientation of Onomastic Mimesis

What is principally at stake, then, is a conception of the eidos attending to the demands of a
metaphysics of presence. Thus the way “the onomaturg ‘makes’, ‘fashions’, that is, poiéin the
onoma is in view of its eidos [PA€novia rpOg avtod €keivo 0 £omiv Gvoua, TAvVIa 10
ovopata TOEL 1€ xoi TiecBm, 389 d5].” We are now in a position to understand how the
eidos of the onoma fulfils itself in its representation, that is, its “onomatopoetic
[1d ovopata moteiv]” or mimetic representation as onoma. The proper eidos of the onoma would
assume that tiig ovsiag of things is represented purely and simply. Onomata must work by
diacritically determining tiig ovotag, the essence of things as such. The onoma’s functioning is
therefore open to modification, insofar as its functioning is not determined by its capacity ‘to

refer’ to things alone but furthermore ‘represent’ the concept, idea, the essence of things.”

What now must be considered in the onomatopoetic concerns of the Cratylus is if

onomata have been ‘fashioned’ or ‘made’ in view of the eidos. Paradoxically, the vopo8€mg is

? Raphael Demos believes that the nature of the name’s functioning is “bipolar” in its ability to actually
‘reference’ or ‘refer’ and/or contain ‘sense’ or ‘meaning’ (that is, contain the signified). See Demos 1964:
600-2. J.Ackrill in his “Demos on Plato” (which is a response to the cited article) is critical of Demos’
persistence with the mimetic theory (which Demos recognizes causes much difficulty) and restates that

logos/statements necessary condition of language function. See Demos 1964: 610-3.
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spoken of as the maker of onomata, but the nature of his onomatopoiesis must be questioned.”®
For there is the possibility, as his name suggests, that the nomothetes “gives” [thetei] or
arbitrarily confers onomata, by way of nomos rather than “make” them, that is, in an act of
production or poiesis proper. This suggests that it is never in view of the eidos. Though Plato
wonld see in “making” or any poetic predilection a problematic complicity with mimesis, he is
nonetheless engrossed by its congenital philosophical workability. The nomothetés implicitly is
the arbitrator of language but moreso, like Hermogenes, determines onomata as arbitrary.” It
seems unlikely then that “he gives to each thing the proper form of the onoma

[0 10D dvépatog e180¢ anodidw, 390 ad].”

There is a return to the motif emphatically developed in book ten of the Republic®® of the
relation between “maker” and “user” of organa, given that now onomata have been conceived as
organa. In the case of who will “superintend the work of the nomothetés [10U vopoBétov €pyw
gmotomoetg, 390 c2]” it is considered by Socrates that the dialectician [Swahextikév, 390 c8]
that is, the philosopher, which amounts to saying the Socratic subject as such, iz only able to
access the truth about onomata or determine an orthonomatology. From this point on, the
philosopher, the dialectician will reinterpret onomastic use according to its mimetic motivations
and subsequent modifications in the etymological exercise. Additionally, the philosopher-
dialectician would have to evaluate the orthonomatology at issue by determining how onomata

function, what work they d¢, how they signify and this is what has precisely been lacking up

% At Cra. 424 a6 the ovopootixdg is referred to as the maker of onomata, since the relation presupposes the
art or fechne of making onomaia [N t€)xvn 1 Ovopaotixny), which is pursued in the context of its mimetic
disposition.

 Nancy Demand makes much of this contradiction of the nomothetes’ role and function as an onomaturg
who should appeal to the proper or ideal form of the onoma though paradoxically determines their
arbatrariness. As Demand explains “a nomothetés who gives names by ¢voet is a contradiction”. Demand
1975: 106-7.

** Rep. 598¢
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until the prelude to Socrates’ etymologies. We must not ignore, however, that what presses
against this aporia of reference is mimesis itself for it disorients the onoma in terms of its
referential function as it, in the first instance, does not assure the identity of the referent and in
the second, the identity of the onoma used to refer to the eidos is moreover not guaranteed.
Mimesis breaches the constitution of an orthonomatology. Its disruptive effects and motivations
in etymology, in liberating onomata, the signifier from its orientation toward its referent, will
lead Plato to ameliorate its onomastic force or dynamis by determining its subordinate relation to

the eidos as truth.

BT R T T
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Chapter Eight

Poetic Etymologies

Socrates: Now what are we intended to mean by discourse {tov Adyov]?

I think it means one of three things.

Thaetetus: What are they?

Socrates: The First would be making one’s own thought clear through
speech by means of verbs and nouns

[...70 Thv avto® dravoray spdavii Toleiv Sia dwviig petd

pnuatv 1€ Xl Ovopatwv}, imaging the opinion in the stream that
flows through the lips, as in a mirror or water [donep eig katontpov 4

¥3wp v 86Eav  Extumovpevov eig v Hid 100 oToOLATOG PoTv].

Theaetetus 206 c8-d4

8.1 The Onoma as Literary Object

Much has been written regarding what is deemed to be the most philoscphically significant part
of this dialogue' however this occurs at the cost of excluding or subordinating the ‘Socratic
etymologies’ to the philosophically pertinent discussion on the question of language and truth.
Commentators have chosen to ponder on the etymologies in a haphazard manner, overlooking the

seriousness of the etymological exercise.” Gerard Genette correctly observes in his Mimologiques

' Cra. 422a
? Guthrie describes Socratic etymologies as a “pseudo-science”. (Guthrie 1975: 25). Taylor describes the
etymologies as “fanciful” and believes that it is “plain that we are not to find the serious meaning of the

dialogue here”. See Taylor 1960: 77-8. For Shorey they are “outrageous etymologies” and serve to parody
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that the etymological section of the dialogue has “a seriousness excluding neither sophism nor a
sense of play”.” However is this sophism motivated by a pure doxographic or critical interest?
Are the etymologies pureiy an illustration of sophistic studies on language or those pertaining to
the etymologies of the mythopoetic tradition?* Or does the entire dialogue orient itself around
what could be understood as its title? Is the “Cratylism” of the dialogue what ultimately governs
its enquiry? Now, what the etymologies produce or effect, even in its fictive or poetic
proliferations, potentially and unremitiingly has other more serious consequences that are

enfolded within the dilemma of the dialogue; the problem of signification; of meaning and sense

and the aporia of reference.

Our intention here has only been to feed off the idea that something of mimesis is at
stake in this dialogue. Certainly the discussion after the etymological section of the dialogue
places some powerful constraints on the effect of mimesis and moreover on certain mimetic
effects, the playful and poetic convolutions, which the etymologies spiil forth. In keeping with a
classical conception of etymology we may lose site of the demands of the etymological section,
in turn we should persist reviewing whether there is in the etymological section of the Cratylus
another movement of the ‘etymological’, another motivation of onomata? De the etymologies
Socrates zdvocates lead to the fulfillment of meaning, the deliverance of the signified or the

etymon as such?

the etymological speculations of Plato’s contemporaries. Shorey 1965: 211. Like Shorey, Levinson
describes the etymologies as a “circus parade”. See Levinson 1957: 26. Of the comunentators who have
considered that the etymologies have a certain purpose in the context of the dialogue’s themes and concerns
and for a notably systematic study of the etymologies see Brumbaugh 1957: 8.

* Genette 1995: 7

* Susan B. Levin in her study of the etymologies, argues that Plato takes the literary tradition as a central
opponent. See Levin 1997: 47.

L LT IO S
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What one can discern in Socrates’ etymologies is that the onoma becomes the object
itself, the literary thing as such. It is no longer comprehended in relation to things or objects
purely and simply, but rather in relation to the subject or subjects of mythopoetic discourse as
such. It involves the appropriation and recirculation of the Homeric lexicon. The onoma is
furthe =v.-~re treated as a diacritic instrument or organon. Beyond objective relations, it is the
fictive or literary onoma that is particular to the intentions of the etymology. For there is a
productiveness in the onomata circulated and diffused within the mythopoetic corpus as they
indubitably have a currency of meaning. Etymology determines the onomastic, rhetorical and
metaphoric force and value of onomata. Here the onomata etymologised become, in fact, the sole
linguistic object, or otherwise, accounting for the poetic effects of the etymologies, the “literary

object” par excellence.’

Socrates ironically first turns to the sophists for aid in seeking the best way or most
“correct manner to investigate [6pBotah pev Tiig oxéwewc)” the problem. Hermogenes declines
the sophistic approach, and agrees “to pursue the inquiry following the lead of Homer and the
other poets [rap” Ounpov xpi pavBaverv kol tapa v dAlwov tomtdyv, 391 d1].” By way of
appropriating the vocabulary and atomic onomastic examples of the poets Socrates inaugurates
his etymological exercise, but surely only to locate its cffects, its movement at the margins or
limits of discourse as such. Certainly, Plato in all his dialogues has never ceased to mix his
language with that of the literary or mythopoetic tradition. Inevitably this is the double bind of

the Platonic dialogue, it being constantly reinscribed within the field of mythopoetics.

> Heath is emphatic about the literary interest the onomata have in the etymology section of the dialogue
explaining that “this part of the dialogue (i.e. the etymology section) stands to the rest much in relation
which the ‘myths’ in other dialogues stand to the rest in them” (Heatn 1988: 201). Levin argues that the
onomata analysed by Plato were also etymologised in literary sources and this according to her is evidence

of the dialogue’s link to that tradition (Levin 1995: 98-99). See also Levin 1997.
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8.2 Inspired Etymologies: The Poetics of Syntithetic Logos

One understands better now, no doubt, in what sense, having determined the literary currency
of onomata, the etymology designs itself as a literary rehearsal of productivity and effects of
mythopoiesis. To stress the point, it presents itself as an importunate solicitation of the
“production” or the poeticizing of meaning which subsumes the imminence and indefinite
linguistic motivation of the onoma as proper name. Thus, before beginning an exposition of the
etymologies (which I will say now, will not reconstitute the “order” or “structure” of its
deliberation)’ it seems imperative to note that though the etymologies do not attain the scientific
or philological rigor it purports to (accounting for the fact they take up two thirds of the
dialogue) it regardless revitalizes onomata, exhibits a signifying motivation, but not in the sense

whereby it heals the breach of signifier and signified and closes in on the aporetics of reference,

but to manifest the onoma most palpably and intensely within a network of signifiers, which are
circulated within the internal nexus of mythopoetic lexicon. ‘
We will begin the commentary with Socrates’ etymology of Zeus’ onoma 1

b S

{70 100 Awog Svopa]. Socrates explains that in etymologizing the onoma “Zeus” that its result
brings about a logos, namely that Zeus’ onoma etymologized is “exactly like a logos
[Eotiv olov Adyog, 396 al).” Essentially we divide it into parts, for some call him Zfjve. and
others call him Ato, but “the two in combination express the nature of the god

[&v dnhol v $voLy o1 Oeo, 396 a5].” Thus Zeus’ onoma is opened by its divisibility and

subsequent double postulation. As Socrates goes on to explain, Zeus’ onoma is the correct and
appropriate name of the god, since the etymology reveals a logos within his onoma which

® See Brumbaugh 1957-8. Brumbaugh charts the ordering principles at work in the eqymologies (in some |
instances cosmological, logical etc.) which is worked through by wkat he determines to be a “dialectical §
etymology”. Brumbaugh 1957-8: 506.
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adequately represents his nature, for it is “through whom [3v" 6v] all living beings have the gift of
life [CTiv]”. The onoma Zeus reveals a series of signifiers which make up, syntagmatically or in

combination [cuvtiBéueva] a logos, namely, & 6v Liiv aet ndot 10ig {Bowv dndpyer.

The meaning of Zeus’ onoma is certainly not constituted immanently. It will require
that its logos “represents” the meaningful nature of the god, but the subject Zeus is instituted in
by other signifiers, and bearing in mind the disappearance of the designative function of the
onoma as proper name, the representation will imply a natural motivation of the onoma by
representing the physis of its referent. The Onoma is suspended between its designative function
and its revealed signifying possibility, its ideality as onoma is to contain the signified; the deity’s
physis. We can see now what aporiai are attendant on any theory of “reference” or pure
referentiality and essentially they are theoretically imposed on the concerns of the Cratylus. The
onoma as signifier presents the signified which reveals Zeus’ physis. This revelation of physis is
dependent however on another signifier within the syntagmatic chain of signifiers. The
contingent linkage or syntithesis which presents Zeus’ name as a logos is subsumed by the
onoma.” The proper name Zeus reveals or manifests itself as a syntithetic logos, that is, it

produces significatory effects and dynamic diversions of meaning. Certainly, Plato recognizes

here the indefiniteness of reference, the conundrum of the fundamental aporia that is the arche

problematic of the Cratylus.

Now whether we can admit that the onoma proceeds from the idea that its meaning can

be determined by a semanticism, that is to say, that there is a semantic fertility in onomata, I

" Derrida’s idea of the “signifier of the signifier” seems important to note particularly as it illustrates the

movement of language, though in its origin “conceals and erases itself in its own production. There tne
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signified always already functions as a signifier” (Derrida 1974: 7) or as Derrida puts otherwise “the )
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would like for the time being to leave open. For though the etymologies illustrate the exigency of
making onomata perform a semantic function, that they become meaningful by way of recovering
an ostensive reference,” we should suspect, in view of ©0 00 Ad¢ Svopa, what it reveals,
discloses, manifests [Ev d1A0i] is not a presence of Zeus’ physis (that is, a signified) but rather a

chain of other onomata.

That an onoma can reveal itself as logos or present itself as a kind of logns (speech,
discourse, statement, proposition) would seem factitious or even illogical, at least according to
the presuppositions of the correspondence theory of language or the referential logic. Somehow
the syntactic relationship between the smallest part of logos (the onoma) and the whole (logos as
such) has been inversed and here we necessarily recall the paradoxicality of the implications of
the passage in 385 b-c. In the example of Zeus’ onoma the etymolegy reveals the index of a
double movement which, in effect, displaces the onoma: (a) that the name as proper name serves
at a primary level a designative function, it refers to a subject and in this waat is presupposed is
the nomothetic principle of onomastic function and (b) that on a more substantive level, names
through etymologization, “signify”, carry or convey an essentiai meaning, namely, represent the

physis of the “subject” in question.” In this sense Socrates’ etymologies semantize or even

signified is originarily and essentially... always already in the position of the signifier”. See Derrida 1974:
73.

® Thomas W. Bestor argues that Plato’s Cratylus is preoccuppied with semantics. A number of semantic
systems are considered (especially as they reveal their structure in the etymologies). See Bestor 1980.

? It is certainly not by chance if; in the purely designative function of the name Hermogenes, Socrates (along
with the Cratylus) discerned a further “cignifying” possibility of the proper name. Cratylus disputed
Hermogenes and the propriety of his name as such (that is, that it is not appropriate or proper to him) in the
opening of the dialogue (see Cra. 383 b6); he is not the “sox of Hermes” (which etymologically speaking, is
what the onoma “Hermogenes” means). Certainly even in the proper name we encounter the problem of it
being a word as such (an onoma in its more general sense, beyond its nominative sense). And as such it
begins to signify (semenein). Certain!y the significatory motivation of the proper name as name, word, sign

in general legically stymies the designative function of the proper name, where it ought to purely or
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idealize the significance and force of the onoma, however this double movement does not
apprehend the poctic or playful convolutions of meanings which indicates an irreducible aiterity.
What is of interest here is the dissemination of the proper name which transforms itself into a
common name or other onomata. The operation is notable in the onoma Awévvaog. Etymologized

it reveals two other onomata d1dovg and oivov, an adjective and a common noun.

The quite simple etymological result of the onoma Zeus reveals a syntithetic logos [i.e.
ou” Ov Lijv aer mdo 101 Ldaty vmapyet]. It presents itself as a structure greater than the onoma
[Ala]. Though paradoxically it is generated by the onoma, it is a syntithesis of signifiers which
emerges from the onoma. However the syntithetic logos is heterogeneous, it reveals a
performative or poetic dimension of logos. It is not syntactically of interest; it is not cvvtugig
(syntax) that is properly described.' It is for this reason contingent compared to the grammatical
syntax or the order of a sentence or statement. It forces us to consider the revelatory importaiice
of the poetic or contingent productions of the etymologies. The force of this syntithetic logos
owes much to its figural manifestations, since the iteration of the onoma Zeus (accounting for its
new contextual conditions after its division into two other onomata) leads to a contingent
syntithetic revelation which, in essence, alters the onomastic or significatory force of onomata.

This etymology of 10 10U Awog évopa certainly complicates the functioning of the onoma,

transparently designate or reference the namebearer Hermogenes. The Cratylic position which attests to the
linguistic correctness of names signifying the nature or physis of the thing, object, person etc. named,
preempts the motivation of Socrates’ etymologies and ¢specially that proper names (and Socrates as we will
soon come to begins with the proper names of gods and heroes) before serving a designative or
nominational role, are already caught up in the network of onomata (Hermes, genos) and it begins to
signify. As Derrida astutely puts it, the proper name as such “is not supposed to signify anything yet it does
begin to signify”. Derrida 1974.

'% As opposed to the grammatical function of syntax or ovvtatig (which governs the “order” of onomata

within a statement, proposition or sentence) I want to emphasize (bearing in mind the movement of the
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precisely because it proffers the possible autonomy and sovereign significance of the onoma as
such. There is something like a pure “motivativity” in the onoma to disclose or strew itself as
logos, that is, as a syntithesis of other encrypted signifiers. The syntithetic charge of the onoma
leads to the deferment or suspension of what in a philclogical etymologism involves the
divulgence of the etymon, the simple, atomic, real or actual and present signified. However
considering the poetic effects of the etymologies, where the unity of signification is not
imperviously concerted, its fundamental conjuncture is certainly the rehearsal of the mythopoetic
lexicon, even as it risks de_.raying the “scientificity” or philological credulity of the
etymological operation. In our present example, what the onoma Zeus evokes irreducibly adheres
to other encrypted or hidden signifiers, which according to Plato, are eponymies, for the
etymological project, though exorbitant, when compared to the mythopoetic adumbration of
onomastic disseminations, narrativized and fictively strewn, endeavors to establish “the eponymy
of the onoma [1 o ovépoatog énmvuuiag, 395 b],” which amounts to a scinzntization of the

onoma.

The etymological exercise is not automatically or essentially the extension of
inspiration or prophetic revelations. There is rather a dialectical link between inspiration (the
inspire(i logoz) and the philosophical work which leads to the peculiarities of onomastic
motivation. The eponym incnes a point of contact with other onomata or signifiers. In its
elaboration it charges an other disc ourse, it recirculates onomata within another discursive field.
This is a discourse which philosophy is in constant dialogue with, a discourse in which it is
compromised to, in its borrowings, appropriations and imitations, it is the mythopoetic discourse

as such that the etymologies are led back to.

etymological operation) the structural openness of the syntithetic logos and its poetic or figural

manifestation, i 'iberation of the signifier from occupying the place of the signified.
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8.3  Eponymies: The mimetic motivation of the onoma

The word enwvopiag does not bear directly on the idea of “designation™ purely and simply;
that is to say, the eponym is not simply a cognomen, an appellative onoma, a sumame or
nickname. As Genette correctly observes “it serves to give meaning to a name thought to be
without one, that is to say, to find in it one or two hidden names, themselves hypothetically
meaningful.”"' It depends upon a number of determinations of which the most notable conception
is that the eponym is a “significant” onoma. In other words it is a significant name for a subject
or more generally the genos in question, thus it becomes a descriptive “nickname” or “surname”.
Orestes’ name (“mountain man”) bears ‘significance’ geneollogically for the meaning of his
name is generically and naturally inscribed, it is xata ¢vowv. It is in accordance with his nature
though paradoxically not of his father’s genos, that is, of the Pelopidae in general.'? It is obvious
that this type of eponymic motivation, bears significance insofar it is true by way of physis and

moreover geneologically.”

Socrates’ explains that “the offspring of each class will be of the same class
[£E" éxdoTov YEvoug E1epov tol0Utov €ykovov] and consequently the progeny of a genos

“should be called by the same names [xAntéov &1 tavta ovopara, 394 ¢51.” So a progeny who

"' Genette 1995: 18.

'2 See Cra. 395 a2. B. Rosenstock makes a point of Orestes is Socrates example of a monstrous name since
i eponymically refers to his savage nature (0peivog, “mountainous”, 394 €7). It is in contradiction to his
father’s nature whose name eponymically reveals that he is “awesome in perseverence
[ryaotoc wivta v énpovny, 395 a6]”. For Rosenstock this reveals the “sophistic” force of the eponyms
sirice they reveal disinherited and illegitimate meanings, resulting in eponymic ambiguities, it is Plato’s
intention (Rosenstock concludes) that the Cratylus is staged as the drama “of a disinherited and illegitimate
son sceking for his patrimony and his legitimate name”. See Rosenstock 1992:403 and 415.

> Hesiod in his Theogony 143-5, refers 1o the genos of Kvihaneg explaining that their name is an eponym
referring to their “one round eye” [kvxiotepng 698eruo¢]. He explains that the Cyclopes name is an

eponym [KVkhoneg § Svopa fioav éndvupov].
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are “born according with nature {kata ¢votv yryvougvoig] the appropriate or same name should
be given [1G adta arodotéov ovopatal.” Those born contrary to the nature of a particular genos,
that is, mopa ¢pvowv, are deemed monstrosities [év T€patoc] of the genos they belong to. Those
who are by nature é&v1tépotog “should receive the name of his class
[10 ToD yévoug 6vopa arnodoteov]” or to appropriate the term used by Socrates, a subject born
contrary to the nature of his genos should take on or hold the eponym (nickname or surname,
v Enovopiav Exetv, 394 d7) of the genos which befits his nature.' The eponym is significant
only if it correctly refers to a subject or genos (that is, the physis of this genos). The perversions
of physis yields monstrosities, it involves a deviation from the proper nature of genos since it
progenically engenders “monsters”. We have come to determine that the eponym cbviously does

not properly designate the subject who is mapd ¢Ooiv and consequently &v tépazoc.”’

Based on this account, nothing should be left to chance or presented contingently
insofar as onomata are concerned, there is a natural propriety in onomata. Essentially they
encrypt, hide and subsequently through etymological analysis reveal eponymies, which signify

the characteristic “nature” of the genos concerned. And it is the eponymy as a revealed

"* As Socrates explains an “impious son” cannot take the name of his pious father [to® eboeBovc]. In other
words he cannot take on the eponym “Theophilos” (beloved of god) or “Mnesitheus” (Mindful of god)
since his teratological nature is in contradiction to the name which correctly designates the genos who are
Kata ¢voty.

'> Considering the context of this discussion of geneologies and eponymies, it seems to present itself as a
fundamental concern for Plato to be able to segregate, divide or differentiate by genos. In the Fimaeus there
is discussion concerning the unclassifiable genos of imitators and in the Sophist (to which 1 refer the reader)
an urgency is expressed in the inquiry of sophistics to classify, identify again another “unclassifiable genos”

that is, the genos of sophists who dissimulate themselves within the genos of philosophers.
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“significant” name, that is, it presents or brings into presence the nature encrypted in the or:oma

as proper name.'®

But is there something in the eponym or to put it otherwise in the motivation of the
eponym which alludes to the possibility of engendering “monstrosities” or perversions of its
natural and proprietal meanings which Plato sees as problematic. If we go through the family
scenes or the geneologies of the mythopoetic tradition is there revealed in the eponymies an
implicit invocation of their status as monstrosities of language. The eponym should reveal a
“familiarity” or cohabitation with meaning, that is, insofar as ineaning presupposes the physis or
disclose the nature [dnAoUv v dvowv, 395 b6] of a family, a genos or the father [t® ratpt, 395

a2).”

From the foregoing discussion of geneologies and eponymies we should retain the tdea
that, along with the account of the problem of reference or its stated aporetic limitation, the
linguistic motivation of the eponym 1s mimetic in essence. The eponym is engendered in the
“named-after” relation'® which is essentially a mimetic relation, that is, it can oily be accounted
for in terms of its derivative or derivational constitution. The eponym thus involves the
representation of the thing itself, the representation of physis or nature. The iriotivation of the

eponymy is mimetic, there is a determinably derivative sense to the word. Eponymy and mimesis

'® Gerard Genette explains that “if the question of eponymy is horn on the privileged ground of the proper
name it gains all its value and importance only by being able to transpose, or transplant itself, afterward, to
the more difficult, but far reaching and hence more significant ground of common names and nouns”. See
Genette 1995: 17.

' Certainly the eponym can take on the same status as wriiing, that is of the bastard or parricide son, and
here I refer the reader to Derrida’s discussion of the parricidal scene in Derrida 1981a: 75-84.

'* Susan Levin determines the conception of the eponym centers on the fact onomata are correctly assigned
to their referents. This assignation involves establishing the “named-after” relation. Other notable examples
raised by Levin is the use of eponymy in the Phaedo, where particulars participating in the forms are named

after them [...tHyv énwvupiav loxewv, Phaedo 102 b1-2). See Levin 1997: 49-52.
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are on par, since both involve representation in their adequated relation to the physis of things.
The invariable feature of the function of the eponym in the Cratylus sketches cut one aspect of
the mimetic which in many respects constrains the syntithetic openness of the etymologies. It is
commanded by correctness or more correctly truth as such, that is, insofar as the eponym is the
fulfillment of reference. However does the eponymic motivation, given it is fundamentally
mimetic, reveal another liberating performative dimension that breaches its essentialized
refereniial functioning, its conformity with physis and the world? Eponymies can involve
mimetic lesions that can prove, in their pure “representational” motivation, to unsettle the
propriety of the onoma. The eponym in essence presents itself as something like an arche-onoma
which exceeds the traditional and restricted sense of the onoma as it releases a series of repressed

significations which as a consequence thwart the orthonomatology at issue.

8.4 The Specelum of the Onoma

The task is thus to seek “the eponymy of the onoma [ 100 Ovopatog Erwvupiag, 395 b]” in
Socrates’ etymologies. From the determination of the eponym as a representation by way of the
“named-after” relation of physis or nature of a subject or genos, it preinscribes its ideality as a
locus or container of a present or immanent meaning. One may come to consider that reference
and representation as such would rather present itself as a circumscribed problem. However it is
almost inevitable and at the same time an important step of the etymological operation that the
meaning of the onoma can be extended, since the onoma embodies an inextricable texture of
hidden signifiers, which in their proliferation do not destroy meaning or cede to unpredictable

ambiguities'’ but rather that the possibility of meaning as determinate and closed off,

' Robert Brumbaugh is very much aware that “an ambiguity of meanings confront the etymologist”.

(Brumbaugh 1957-8: 508 n.6). Bruce Rosenstock also asserts that the etymologies illustrate the
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consistently remains open. The meaning of an onoma remains open not because it necessarily can
mean “anything” but because there is never a prior determination of meaning. We have in the
eponymic motivation of the onoma further onomastic conrections and correlations that can never
be harnessed or saturated by the poeticity of the etymologies. There is always a surplus of
meaning established; a dissemination (to use Derrida’s working of the term) arising from the
eponymic motivation of the onoma and it is in this respect that the etymologies are of a seminal

interest rather than purely semantic one.

The eponymy of the onoma, as representation of nature or essence, can be describad as
an intelligible ideality which is mimetically bound or tied to the onoma. However does it suggest
a pure unity, that is, insofar as Tv ¢voiv is eponymically carried and represented, in an essential
way, by the onoma? The problem of the Socratic etymologies, even in their admittedly inspired
and poetic form, do not reveal or disclose [SnAci}” a pure layer of meaning, a transparent
signified. It is necessary here to point out, again, that the eponymic motivation of the onoma
amounts to representing or at least describing the nature [Tyv ¢0cv] of the god. Now is this what
is achieved in the etymology of the onoma Apollo [ AnéAlw] and here it should be reiterated that

the fact’ AndéAAw is the god’s onoma is suspended in the eponymic moment.

Socrates explains that “the name Apollo [' AnoAAw®] is admirably appropriate to the
power of the god [xdAMata ketpevov pog Ty dOvauy 10D Beod, 404 e5)” and as he further

explains,

unmasterability of language (especially its rhetoricity) which intensifies ambiguities. See also Rosenstock
1992: 415.
% Robinson argues that the account of the name as §qhopa (revelation, disclosure, description) has led the

discussion to associating it to pipunua, believing it a fallacy in the argument. See Robinson 1956: 336-337.
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“No single name more aptly indicates the four functions of the god, touching
upon them all in a manner declaring his power in music, prophecy, medicine

and archery.

[0U Yop €omiv 6 T Gv pdAdov Gvopa NPHOCEY EV BV TETT0PCL SVvdpeot Taig
10D B0V, dote Tacdv edpanteca kal dnAov TpomoV TIVA HOVGIKTV TE

KOl pavTikiy Kol lotpikhy kol tofiknv].”!

There are subsequently four determinations of the god’s physis and dynamis: 1. as god of
purification [Grolovwv- purifies and washes away] and purgations {aroAdwv- delivers from
evil]. 2. Truth as simplicity, as the Thessalians call him, that is, Ankovv (simple) 3. Controller of
darts in archery, as in PoA@v, for he is “ever darting” [0el ParAwv] and 4. the alpha in Apollo

signifies “together” [10 opod] as in “the harmony in song [rept v €v 11} @d{} apuoviav].”

In the last determination of the onoma, Socrates explains that by “changing homo to
alpha [petafaiovieg avii 1o oo dAga]” when it was originally' OpomoAdv, we try to capture
the harmonic meaning of his onoma. A second lambda is added because without it it sounded like
disaster [anoAd, andAwAa] that is to say “it presented itself as a homonym for catastrophe

[T Opcbvupov £YiyveTo 16 yahend ovépat).”?

The etymological content revealed in the onoma Apollo may be, in essence, erroneous
but what seems important is to consider how its eponymic effects do not depend on onomata
being orthos (correct, proper). The eponymic effect essentially crosses and even exceeds
etymology, this preoccupation with the efymon. It is the effect of simulacra, the mirroring or

reflexion of hidden, buried and accumulated onomata, which introduce onomastic shadows and

*' Cra. 405 al-4
2 See Cra. 404e-406a for the etymology of the onoma Apollo.
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images or, if one attends to this movement, traces of meaning. Here, we are alluding to fissures
and breaches in the onoma as a linguistic atom which cannot be dominated by Socrates’
etymologism or for that matter any science or philosophy. With the etymologization of the
onor:a ‘Apollo’ we have the presentation of feur other onomata, a reduction into four simple
elements in which an equivocity is inherent therein; anAod (simple), aet BdAloviog (ever
darting), Amohovoviog (purifying), opomoloiviog (accompanying).” Meaning does not
homogeneously present itself, even as the etymology of Apollo’s name attempts to cease the
movement of meaning, it relaunches it, as it is embodied in the trace structure of the onoma. The
onoma ‘Apollo’ reflexively reproduces other onomata (homonyms, paronyms, and other

onomastic inscriptions) and this is precisely the speculum of the onoma.

The etymological exercise has revealed nothing but supplementary evocations, chains
of signifiers, with no stability of meaning, that is, it does not reveal an efymon. It can be
discounted as poetic or “playful [radikdg]” in its evocation, however it ambivalently suggests a
serious working through of the fundamental problem of referentiality. For this reason an
explanation of this signifying flux is called for.>* Socrates realizes that “the interpretations run
away with him [410e]” and by the end of the etymological exercise “everything is flowing and

moving and always full of constarit motion and generation [GAAG peiv xat ¢€pecBar xai peota

2 1t is at Cra. 406 al-3 that Socrates at the end of the etymologization of the onoma “Apolio”, reveals four

onomata (as linguistic atoms).
* Rep.411 b
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glval Tdong $opdic kol yevéoewg Get, 411 ¢51.”% We note that in the eponymy of the onoma the

multiplied effects of supplementarity”® displaces the origin, the efymon and as such the onoma is

marked by an irrevocable absence.

The flux of significations seriously impugns the attempt to supersede or move beyond
the aporia of reference. What now will be performed and made explicit in this new skepsis or
analysis of onomata is the reappraisal of the mimesis question within the horizon of the eidos as
a linguistic ideality. This is a critical moment in the dialogue, since the generalized equivocation
of the etymologies threatens the absolute univocity of the eidetic. The project is to delimit
mimesis; neutralize its generation or etymological propagation of buried and accumulated

signifying possibilities.

% Mackenzie argues that “the flux doctrine is first presented in the ironical context of the etymologies”.

Mackenzie 1986:137. For similar views on the Heracliteanism of the etymologies see also Friedlander
1964: 205.

% In following Derrida’s reading of Rousseau concerning the supplementary character of writing, I wish to
follow a similar logic highlighting an effect produced when following the supplementary logic of the
etymological section of the dialogue. Onomata refuse to occupy, even in their eponymic motivation, their

proper, subordinate place in the economy of the orthonomatelogy. See Derrida 1974: 153-5.
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Chapter Nine

Onomastic Mimesis

“When the representation of things spoken by means
of gestures arose, it produced the whole art of dancing.
[A10 uiunoig T@v AEYOUEVV O idx 1. YEVOREVN THV

opxNoTIKNV EEEpYAcato &y vi dduacav].”

Laws VI 816 a5-6
9.1 Stoicheiology: Linguistic Atomism

It is clear that the working of the etymologies, which in its illustration sought to think through
the relationship betweert the onoma and its referent and thus work beyond the aporia of
reference, proved to be too open to every investure of etymologization. Certainly with the
fundamental probiems of the “foreign origins” of words, the subtractions and additions of letters
which has led to the alteration of the forms and meanings of various onomata has led to the
obfuscation of their origins,' this explains the failure of the etymologies to arrive at the etymon of

any name.

Socrates considers that what the investigation requires at this stage is a more minute
analysis. It has been agreed that attention will be given to “the elements [otoixgia] of sentences
and words [...Adywv xal ovopdrov, 422 al.” The stoicheion is not subject to the field of infinite

substitutions and derivation, it represents the closure of an atomic unit ang structure. As Socrates

''See Cra. 418 a7.
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explains, “for these, if they are elements, can no longer rightly appear to be composed of other
onomata [tadta ydp mov ovkéTt dikatov davijvar € drleov ovopatwv Euykeiueva, v oltag

&xn, 422 a5).” The philosophical exigency, as it manifests itself in this renewed investigation of
the orthonomatology, observes that at some point the proliferation of onomata can be haited by
way of disclosing the stoicheion of an onoma. Socraies illustrates this movement of his

stoicheology by explaining to Hermogenes,

“We said just now that agathon was composed of agaston and thoon; and
perhaps we might say that thoon was composed of other words, and those of
still others, we should be right in saying that we had at last reached an
element and that we must no longer refer to other words for its derivation
[...em oToLYElw 1€ HdN elvar Kot oDKéT ToUTe Mudc Seiv €1 GAla

ovopata vadépetv].™

The etymologies have shown that alterity is operative within the structure of the
onoma. Socrates though acknowledging the trace-structure of the onoma believes that the
stoicheion is structurally requisite in the onoma. In other words that this alteration of the onoma,
its proliferation and anaphora, its referencing other onomata, can cease at the revelation of an
atomic unit, namely the stoicheion. The stoicheion of the onoma is for Socrates an atomic unity

within the onoma which is immutable, invariable and permanently present.

Socrates thus has found an arche that would contain the problematics that the
etymologies have spilled forth; an atomic entiiy which does not retain any permanent traces of
other onomata. The stoicheiology requires that in order to trace the stoicheion of the onoma it
will need to be considered by resorting to “an alternative method of investigation or inquiry

[...8€1 Ty 10V Rptev Ovopdiov OpBdthta etvat, 422 ¢3],” a tropos of investigation which will
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rigorously subordinate the work of onomata within the mimetology of the final section of the
dialogue which will in essence . .7 the work of difference in the constitution of onomata. The
investigation subsequently considers the stoicheiology of “the first or original onomata”
[t@v mpwtwv ovoudtwv], that is, as opposed to the compound derivative forms of
10 votara ovopota. The stoicheion becomes the substantive atomic unit founded in the original

onomata.
9.2 Tue Tropology of Mimesis

This new fropos of investigation is not necessarily structurally contingent and provisional. The
entire movement of the investigation harbors the problem of mimesis and its conceptual filiation
to the problem of reference or referentiality as such. This new directive of the investigation and
we should account for its fropos as that which will supersede the problems of the initial aporia
which underwrite the orthonomatologies, certainly delimits the problem of referentiality to a
fundamental mimetology. it will be deemed necessary to take into account what this
mimetological limit or presupposition signifies now, beyond its hypothetical presumption in the
“shuttle analogy”? It is clear by now that the concept of stability and permanence presupposed
by the stoicheiology will assist us in thinking the relationship between mimesis and the onoma,
especially in the manner it refers to a metaphysics. Above all, in considering the mimetic as the
natural motivation of the onoma, it proposes an instituted bridging of the aporia founded in the

original orthonomatologies.

By this stage Socrates has become more attentive to the hidden problematics of the

reducibility of the onoma as mimetically motivated. All onomata “have [Exeiv|” a principle of

£ Cra. 422 a8-b4
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correctness’ which is based upon “the intention of showing the nature of the things named
[...T@v dvopdtov 1 6pB6mg Toradm Tig EBovAETo £lvan, oia SnAodv clov EkaoTéV £0TL TGV

évtwv, 422 d1-2].” The verb dniow though it suggests in its general contextual usage in the
Cratylus the intention “to signify or indicate”, that is, in pure linguistic terms. It furthermore
presupposes the mimefology. AnAow refers to a natural mimetic actuation, it involves making
visible or manifest, disclosing and revealing the eidos. We can see already how this lines up
mimesis in terms of truth, since the mimetic motivation of the onoma would involve making
manifest, bringing out of invisibility, disclosing, making visible the named thing’s ousia. But the
inherent problems in this particular model of language and orthonomatology underwritten by
mimesis, will soon be made apparent, for certainly Plato strategically is working toward the
prioritization of truth, the thing in itself, the ousia of things in order to supercede the mimetic
proliferations of onomata in any consideration of their correctness. From this point on, the

reappraisal of mimesis is prescribed by its “intention” and almost arbitrary motivation.

“What sort of an imitation is a name?

[GARG Tl dv pipnoerc £in 10 Svopa;]™

The form of the question to which Hermogenes necessarily has to respond to already
entails the determination of the onoma as a ‘representation’ or ‘imitation’ [piunoeig). It is
posited and considered in terms of mimesis and moreover in terms of a generic type of mimesis.
Already the onoma is determined as a “representation” of something exterior to itself, it refers
generically to something outlying or lying outside, namely, the thing, pragma or ‘being’ itself
(ta dvta). The question of mimesis radically presents the onoma in terms of its separateness, its

distance from “things-themselves”. But is the onoma as mimesis a degenerate and somewhat

> See Cra. 422 d6 The question of propriety is alluded to in the word £xeuv.
*Cra 432 c8




214

superfluous entity? Let us retain the schematic and dialogical workings that structures the
pe g

mimetology.

Mimesis firstly is grounded in its original and primitive manifestation, given its
mimological sense, in the sign language of the body. Socrates makes this point clear explaining
that

“If we had no voice or tongue and wished to make things clear to one another,
should we not try as dumb people actually do, to make signs with our hands
and head and person generally?

[el dwviv uf €lyyopev unde yAdtTay, EBoviducba e dniolv

GAMAAOG TG TTpdypata, ap oK Gv, Gomep vV ol éveol EneyelpoTpevdy o

paivewv taie yepot kol 17 kedodd kai 1@ dAhe sdpan].”

| It follows that in the body’s signs; what the body, hands, head onpatvewy, is that they
are “in imitation of the nature of the thing in question [pytovuevor avTiv Ty ¢vov 10D
npaypatog, 423 a3].” It is in mimetic impersonation, that is, in the employment of certain
mimetic schemes or schematic representations that the expression or the intention of making

meaning transparent or manifest is achieved and accomplished as dnioud.

Another example of mimetic language is that of onomatopueia, “the imitation by voice,
tongue or mouth [¢wvii xat yAwtm kot otdpan].” Socrates explains that an onoma in this case
would be “a vocal imitation of that which is imitated, and he who imitates with his voice names
that which he imitates [ Ovop” dp” €otiv, ¢ €0tKe, piunpa ooV} EKElvon O pINETTaL, Kal
ovopalet 6 poVrevog Th dwvi} 0 v wpditar, 423 b7].” In onomatopoeia there is an obvious
mimetic correspondence or phonic homoiosis between sound and sense. Thus according to

Socrates

> Cra. 422 €2-5
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“People who imitate sheep and cocks and other animals were naming those
which they imitate [ToUg 1@ TpOPoTa LIHOVUEVOUG TOVTOVE KO TOVG
AAEKTPLOVEG k21 10 dAAa (Mo avaykoloiped av oporoyeiv dvopdlery ta

e Grep ppodvron].”

Mimesis is explicitly thematized in terms of its various forms or tropoi. Now two tropoi
of mimesis have been explicated, (a) that which pertains to the body or “bodily imitation
[munoapévov...100 cdpatog]” and (b) the expression, communication that involves “the
imitation by voice, tongue or mouth [¢pwvij xat yYAmtm xat otopan],” onomatopoeia proper. In
this notion of onomatopoeia there is the conception that in onomatopoeic expression the thing
imitated is named, that is, ovopaleiv tatta anep ppoBvton. Thus mimesis here involves more
than naming, it involves “representation” as such. Socrates introduces mimesis to highlight a
fundamental disparity, a certain distance between what is named and its referent or nominatum.
He attempts to illustrate that the mimetic correspondence is not assured by the principle of
identity, by a proximity of sign and its meaning, sound and sense. When Socrates asks
Hermogenes “what sort of an imitation is a name”, the question of onomastic correctness

confuses itself with its assured homoiological determination.

The tropology of mimesis insofar as language is concerned enters into a different
thematic plain when considering the nature of musical mimesis, which is related to
communication, expression, evocation since we are contemplating the tropos of vocal
expression, that is, what can be described as the expression by use of the voice or phoné.
However Socrates in considering musical mimesis will proffer for the first time a different
schematology of the onomastic techne [M t€xvnn ovopaoctikn), which as we shall soon see,

presents itself as a faithful image of the ousia of things.

®Cra. 423 c4-6 } 3
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According to Socrates a name shall never be warranted as having been made if (a) “we
imitate things as we do in music, although musical imitation is also vocal [o0x €av xaBdrep Tij
povolki) pipotpeta ta npayuata ovtw pipovueda.. . xaitol ¢uvii Ye xal 101 povpeda, 423
c8-b3]”. So the nature of the onomastic techne should embody a different #ropos of mimesis, as it
is a distinctly different form of vocal expression that is peculiar to music. Moreover, (b) the
onomastic techne involves the imitation of a distinct object, thus it does not produce an onoma
“by imitating that which music imitates [ovk £€av arep 1 LOVOLKT HILETTOL KOl TUELG
ppuopeba, 423 b4-d2].” In attempting to clarify the nature of musical mimesis, Socrates clearly
states that music imitates the sound [¢wvij], shape [oxfijna] and colour [xpdua)] of things and that
“the art of naming is not employed in imitation of those qualities and has nothing to do with them
[Eotke toivuv oUK €dv Tig TaTo pipiirat, 0UdE Teptl Tadtag Tag RUNoeLg i t€xvn 1

4 ) 54 ,,7
OvopaoTiKn elvat].

The kind of mimesis whose case is thus being considered and thus preoccupies the
onomastic techne does not involve the imitation of the objects peculiar to musical mimesis,
namely, “sound” [¢wviy], “shape” [oyfina], and “colour” [xp@pa).’ Subsequently the onomastic
techne necessarily has to involve imitating an object which is distinct and peculiar to the process
of naming, of nomination as such, so in essence ‘mimophony’ [uiunua ¢oviy] is not purely
onomatopoeic or disposed toward euphonics or musicality. Socrates tries to determine or mark
the difference between the tropos of onomastic and musical mimesis. The latter lends itself to the
imitation of appearances and a phenomenality of things; the former pertains to discourse and
language, to the intelligible eidos of things. The most important development of our
understanding of onomastic mimesis is that it is a mimesis that pertains to techne and it is

brought paradoxically into opposition of what is discernibly a non-technical or rather atechnical

"Cra. 423 d4
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form of mimesis. The onomastic techne thus is a techne which in its operation involves mimesis
as such. Thus it is determined that the mimesis of onomata does not cemprise of pure
representationality, of imitation as such in the purest sense, that is, an imitation of
oovh, oxiina, xpdpa, it is not a pictorial or ornamental representation of the appearance of
things. Essentially, onomastic mimesis is the ‘representation’ of the “essence” or “essential
nature” [thv ovoiav] of each thing, the rendering present the ousia of things, not its mere
phenomenality. It is a mimetic practice that supersedes and extends itself beyond the

schematological and chromatic displays of musical mimesis. Socrates goes on to explain,

“If anyone could imitate this essential nature (or essence) of a thing by means
of letters and syllables he would show what each thing really is
[el Tig avT0 ToUT0 HYeToBon dVvarTo ExdoTow, THY 0VoLOV YPAHPOOL 1€ KOl

cvAhafBaic dp ovk dv Snhoi £xactov 6 onv;].”

So there are three determinations of mimesis, three distinct fropoi which the tropology
has considered, which are subordinated to the tropos of mimesis identified as onomastic: (a) the
onomatopoeic or mimophonic [utunua ¢wvij] (b) that peculiar to music [rovoixn] and finally (¢)
the graphic form, which incorporates painting and writing in general [ypad¢ikn]. Certainly this
tropology of mimesis announces the internal division of the mimetic and it shows us yet again
how a tropology, the diverse mimetic tropoi, opens up many possibilities of mimesis. Socrates,
without doubt, attempts its circumvention, tries again to contain the many permutations of
mimesis, especially the zropics of its mimophonic, graphic and musical expressions and most

notably its ornamental and supplementary effects.

® See Cra. 423 d6-9
* Cra. 423 ¢7-9
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9.3  Onomastics and the Graphic Metaphor

So what is the t€xvn of the name-maker [0 ovopaotikdg]? The technical nature of onomastic
mimesis, as we have so far determined, considers as its object not a certain phenomenality or
exteriority of things, but something interior to the thing, its very essence, its ousia. As an object
of mimesis, the name-maker certainly and accountably has to employ a mimetic practice which
lies outside the primitive order of mimesis which involves the imitation of the apparent and
phenomenal but more importantly lies outside its “imitative” and mimological determinations.
This is possibly the most difficult section of the dialogue to circumvent, as we are still unclear as
to what the nature of onomastic mimesis is, particularly as it involves naming the nature of an
interiority (the ousia) of the thing without yet being sure what this interiority entails. This is the
obstinate direction Socrates would like to take the entire thematics of the question of onomata, to
their epistemological indeterminations. Socrates plays on these mimetic resonances, especially in
connecting the question of mimesis to the orthonomatology of the dialogue, in order to bring us

to another epistemological crossroads.

So the problem of onomastic mimesis in the Cratylus is that it is delimited or inscribed
within the order of truth. The object of the name-maker’s mimesis is not a phenomenality or what
is apparent in reality, but something more interior. This interiority, the essence or ousia of the
thing has to be represented. The name’s representation of the “thing itself” measures onomastics
(name-making) in terms of truth. The correctness of an onoma or the onoma’s propriety or
correctness depends on how adequately it represents and reveals the object’s ousia; the truth or
reality of the object. Onomata as mimetic productions are thus constituted by the order of

mimesis and this sets up a relation of homoiosis or adequation between the onoma and pragma.

“We must in turn give names to things which ought to have them, if there are

any names to which they can all, like the letters [wonep ta otoryeia), be
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referred, from which it is possible to see what their nature is and whether
there are any classes among them, as there are among letters. When we have
properly examined all these points, we must know how to apply each letter
with reference to its similarity or resemblance [xatd thv opotdtna] is to be
applied to one thing or many are to be combined; just as painters, when they
wish to produce a representation [ol (wypddor BovAduevor adopototv]
sometimes use only red, sometimes some other color, and sometimes mix
many colors [tQv ¢appdxwv], as when they are making a picture [ ek v]
of a man or something of that sort, employing each color I suppose, as they
think the particular picture demands it. In just this way we, too, shall apply
letters to things, using one letter for one thing, when that seems to be
required, or many letters together, forming syllables, as they are called, and in
turn combining syllables and by their combination forming nouns and verbs.
And from nouns and verbs again we shall finally construct something great
and fair and complete. Just as in our comparison we made a picture by the art
of painting [Oonep exel 10 {Pov i} Ypadixii]), so now we shall make
‘ language by the art of naming, or of rhetoric, or whatever it be

[&viadBa TOv Adyov Ti dvopaotiki i pnropicdi | fimig £otiv R téxvn).”"

As it appears, the onomastic techne bases its mimetic activity by use of the stoicheion
(letter) to create syllables and in combination onomata. Analogically the zoographic techne

employs the pharmakon (colour) to fulfill its imitation or representation. The stoicheion is

correctly applied to things “by resemblance or similitude [xatd v opotdmral” and similarly

; ' Cra. 424 d5- 425 a4
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the zoographer or painter is said to make his paintings assuring a mimetic similarity [a¢opototv]
to things. Onomata are subsequently based on the mimetic composition of the stoicheia as are
colours in pictorial mimetics or zoography. What now is discernibly “language” in its formation
is based on mimetics, however we should follow Socrates further in this mimetology of
onomastics so as to return to the fundamental protlematics of the stoicheion. The stoicheion is a
phonic signifier which is thematized by the insistence on the phoné. But even in trying to draw
his conception of the stoicheion away from the paradigm of the onomatopoieic or musical
mimesis, Socrates resorts to the scriptual or graphic metaphor to illustrate the function or
workings of the stoicheion within onomastic composition. This movement into graphologics is
interesting as it insists on pursuing the compositional paradigm by reference to graphic mimetics,
which in terms of language or onomastic composition is least resourceful when considered

graphologically.

Though the mimetology of language may seem ridiculous or capricious
[yehoia...paveioBar, 425 d1] in its logic, given what is maintained is that “things are made
manifest through imitation in letters and syllables [ypaupaot xat cviraBoic 1a npdypata
pepunpéva katadnia yryvopeva, 425 d2],” it is because Socrates remains alert to the problems
the graphic metaphor presents. The analogy of onomastics to zoographics anticipates an
operation that leads us back into the initial aporia. There is a kind of disconcerting similar::y that
constitutes the two operations even as one tends toward the representation of “essences” and the
other imitating appearances.'' Yet the two operations are conducted in a movement that is drawn
into the entire field of mimesis. That, of course, keeps the gap between the two open even as

Socrates attempts to institute in onomastics a veritable form of mimesis. This is already a

'' Goran Sérbom understands this to be the discernible feature which separates nominal mimesis and

pictorial mimesis, that in the case of the former the onoma is a miméma only insofar as it represents the

el .
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sufficient indication that the mimetology inherently, in its logical and ontological determination,
unsettles the mimetic hierarchy it attempts to constitute. The problem being that it resorts to the
graphic nictaphor which reveals the very schema of mimesis itself. Socrates’ stoicheology will
now introduce the phonological prescriptions of the mimetic, it will now reflect upon what
appears to be an appeal to phonologics; thus treating the stoicheion as an elementary sound or

phonic signifier in attempt to move away from the vagaries of graphic mimesis.

9.4 Phonomimetics or Glossal Mimesis

“The letter p& (rho), as I was saying, appeared to be a fine instrument
expressive of motion to the name giver who wished to imitate rapidity, and he
often applies it to motion [xaAdv £8okev dpyavov eivar Tfig kiviceng

1 10 6vopato TOEPEVE TPOG 10 dpoporodv i) dopd]. In the first place, in
the words petv (flow) and pon (current) he imitates the rapidity by this ietter
[S1a TovTOU TOVYpAUpaTOg THY dopav pwpeitar], then in 1popog (trembling)
and in tpexewv (run) and also in such words as xpovelv

(strike), Bpaverv (break), epeixev (rend), Opvntewv (crush)

xepuatifewv (crumble) puupeiv (whirl) he expresses the action of them all
chiefly by means of the letter rho; for he observed I suppose, that the tongue
is least at rest and most agitated in pronouncing this letter, and that is

probably the reason why he employed it for these words.”"

What one supposes is introduced here is a forgetting of the graphic metaphor and the thesis

which successfully accounts for the mimetic relationship between the stoicheion as phonic

“essence of a phenomenon, its ousia” whereas the latter represents or imitates “contingent qualities, colors
and shapes”. See S6rbom 1966: 111-12.
2 Cra. 426 d3-e5
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signifier and the eidos it represents. in the example of ‘rho’, the representation of the idea of
“motion” or kinesis is made manifest. Mimesis is advanced, in this context, as the possibility of
pure glossal correctness and thus assuring the emergence out of the primitive exemplification of
onomatopoeia. The tongue or glotta (in the example of the letter ‘rho’) schematically and in
terms of the sound or phoné reproduces or represents the idea of kinesis. This in essence is not a
purely onomatopoeic act or praxis but insinuates into presence of the stoicheion or gramma the
idea or concept of kinesis, it carries or encompasses the signified (the idea of motion or
rapidity).”” The stoicheion ‘rho’ represents the concept or idea of kinesis. Following this glossal
mimetics, Socrates valorizes the domain of ideality, of conceiving the stoicheion as a
reproduction based on an idea, which is determined phonomimetically. The sound or phoné
carries or represents the idea. However we note further the physiological or glossal
determinations where phonomimesis also refers to a schematics of representation, if we account
for the tongue’s movement, action and rhythm, similarly carries the conception or idea of motion.
As Socrates expiains, “the tongue [tnv yA@ttav] is least at rest and most agitated in pronouncing
this letter”. The possibility of glossal mimetics, which is “sensible” or physiological in essence,
seems to correspond to the ideality of sound or phoné which encompasses the intelligible idea.
We can follow this double mimetism, the two activities of mimesis, in the stoicheology at issue.
The phonomimetic and the glossomimetic are phonologically concomitant. Let us consider what

Socrates says further on,

Tt o~ h

“lota again, he employs for everything subtle [t¢ 8¢ av 1dta npog ta Aerta
navra], which can most readily pass through all things. Therefore he imitates

[amopueitar] the nature of 1€vat (go) and iecBar (hasten) by means of 1ota,

Y John Sallis correctly notes the difficulty of this theorization of the stoicheion especially since “rho” is
meant to represent or encompass the idea of kinesis it is a stoicheion absent from the onoma it represents

conceptually. See Sallis 1975.
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just as he imitated all such notions as yoxpov (cold, shivering), {€ov
(seething), cetecBat (shake), and oetoudg (shock) by means of ‘phi’, ‘psi’,
‘sigma’ and ‘zeta’, because those letters are proncunced with much breath
[T mvevpaTddn 10 YpappaTo, TAVIA TQ TO10UTO LEMUNTOL QVTOTG OVORAL
«@v]. Whenever he imitates that which resembles blowing [kat dtav nov 10
dvowdeg nuntar], the giver of names always appears to use for the most part
such letters [xavtoyod éviatla g T0 oAy 10 TOLQITY YPAUOTA

emepey paivetar 0 10 ovopata TOéuevog]. And again he appears to have
thought that the comprehension and pressure of the tongue in the
pronunciation of ‘delta’ and ‘tau’ was naturally fitted to imitate the notion of
binding and rest [rpog v pipnowv 1od deopod kol Tiig ordoewg]. And
perceiving that the tongue has a gliding movement most in the pronunciation
of ‘lambda’ [611 &€& OAtcBaver paArota v 16 AaBda 1 yAdTTo KaTLddv], by
resemblance made the words [adopordv wvopaoce] Acia (level), 0AtcBivery
(glide) itself, Airapdv (sleek), xoAA@ddeg (glutinous), and the like. Where the
gliding of the tongus is stopped by the sound of gamma he produced the
nature of yxioyxpov (glutinous), YAvk (sweet), YAor@deg (gluey). And again,
perceiving ‘nu’ is an internal sound [100 & ab vd 10 €icw aioBouevng

i pwvic], he made the words €vSov (inside) and £vidg (within), assimilating
the meanings to the letters [0¢ adopor@v 1oi¢ ypduoot ta €pyal], and

‘alpha’ again he assigned to greatness, and ‘eta’ to length, because the letters
are large. He needed the sign O for the chief element of the words. And in this

was the lawgiver appears to apply the other letters, making by letters and
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syllables a name for each and everything, and from these names he

compounds all the rest by imitation [...covti8évar droppovupvoc].”™

Phonomimetics brings language close to voice and breath, appeals to a
“pneumatological®” conception of the stoicheion. It promulgates a natural mimesis which

involves “breath and voice” as in the exaniple of stoicheia pronounced with much breath

[4 3

[0TL Avevpatddn Ta ypaupata); ‘psi’, ‘zeta’ and ‘sigma’ phonomimetically represent a
“pneumatological essence [10 ¢vo®ddeg pyiitar].” The phonomimetic depends entirely on certain
glossal workings and functions and it is dependent on the rhythmic and physiological workings
of the tongue in its mimetic disposition to produce the stoicheia. The “gliding of the tongue”
produces lambda and stopping or ceasing the gliding movement of the tongue produces gamma.

The gramma as such is not the written stoicheion which is secondary, it is the naturalized or

idealized gramma as elementary sound, that is, it conveys a phonematic quality. Obviously this

would be one way of forgetting the graphic metaphor which implies a certain distancing or
spacing in the mimetic correspondence produced between mimeme and its object or referent. The

phoné, its pneumatological essence, can naturalize mimesis, institute the presence of phoné and

idea. Socrates however has not resolved the problems of this natural or mimetic quality of the
stoicheion, for in another theoretical or dialogical intermission he accepts the phonomimetic as
the basis of the correctness of onomata'®, which in essence concludes his dialogue with
Hermogenes. However the phonomimetics of the stoicheiology still carries the premises of its

own deconstruction. The turn in the dialogue, the substitution of speakers or interlocutors, the

" Cra. 426 €6-427c9

'* Derrida works through the metaphor of the “writing on the soul” in the Phaedrus and in the case of
Rousseau a valorized metaphoric writing which is divine and living to illustrate a natural writing (which is
not secondary; writing in the literal or strict sense) is immediately “united to the voice and breath”. That

“its nature is nat grammatological but pneumatological. It is hieratic.” See Derrida 1974: 17.
' See Cra. 427d1
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substitution of Hermogenes for Cratylus, implies a new victim of the dialogical scrutiny;

Cratylus. Hermogenes was never essentially the target here, for in the founding moment of the

dialogue it is a Cratylism at issue, given its orthonomatology presupposes the mimetic.

We see here in its pinnacle moment the resurgence of the Cratylic problematic, that is,
what Plato now turns to is the trace of mimesis in the Cratylism propounded. Cratylus will enter
the field of this discussion however only to see how mimesis divides itself again to bring us again
within view of the aporia of reference, which again needs to be reiterated is what the Cratylus
portends to theoretically supersede. Socrates advises Cratylus that they must “look both forwards
and backwards [BA€newv dpo npdoom kai onicow, 428 d8]” in order to accede to the problems
any orthonomatology proposes. Such is the structure of this dialogue; it appeals dialogically to a

double movement, committed to a mimetic logic, a logic of repetitions and reiterations.

9.5 The Two Cratyluses: Mimesis as Supplementation

Again Socrates, alongside Cratylus, reintroduces the graphic metaphor just as he acceded to the
possibility of a mimesis which seemed to insinuate itself within presence in its pneumatological
prescriptions. Again Socrates revisits the aporia, approaches the gap, the distance, the
unassailable hiatus between the mimeme and its referent by again instituting pictorial mimetics
within his mimetology. The phonomimetic conception of language, may have drafted the | #

rudimentary linquistic principles of Cratylism, a theory of the natural or mimetic motivation of

i g L e

onomata. It may have potentially brought the dialogue to a close by prescribing an
orthonomatological premise which should have appealed to Cratylus. However it is scarcely
surprising that Socrates is able to rick out, throughout his mimetological deliberation, the
warnings against mimesis. One is warnied again of the foreseeable virulent condemnation of

mimesis; its double tenor. Socrates begins by asking Cratylus,

S R LE N LA WA
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Socrates: “You would agree, would you not, that the name is one thing and
the thing of which it is 2 name is another?” [ap oVx dAlo pév &v daine

0 Svopa eivat, GAlo 8¢ £keivo oD 10 Svoud omiv]

Cratylus: Yes, 1 should.

Socrates: And you agree that the name is an imitation of the thing named
[...td Gvopa dpoAoYeig tipnud Tt eival 100 npdyuatog)?

Cratylus: Most assuredly.

Socrates: And you agree that paintings also are imitations, though in a
different way, of things? [xal 1a {oypa¢nuata Tpdnov Tiva GAAOV AEYELG
RUAHOTO ETVOL TPaYLATOV TLVOV;].

Cratylus: Yes.

Socrates: Well then- for perhaps 1 do not understand, and you may be right-
can both of these imitations [tavdta audotepa ta punuortal, the paintings and
the names, be assigned and applied to the things which they imitate, or not
[td 1 {oypoadruata KAKEIVE 16 OvOpaTa, TOlg RPAYRACIY MV HIUHULOTO,
goTLy, 1} 0V]?

Cratylus: They can."

The problem raised here is noi the mimetological problem concerning whether

onomastic mimesis is similar or concomitant to the imitations of the zoographic arts, the

difference has already been established, insofar as the object of onomastics is the ousia, the
essence or being of things and that of zoographics is a contingent phenomenality. The problem is
the nature of the relation or reference to the thing named or represented, which in essence , if we
try to understand what the mimetology prescribes, is an ontological problem of the relation

between the original and copy, the notation which we have already noted circumscribes and
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underwrites Plato’s mimetology in the Republic. What in fact happens here is that onomata are
now considered in terms of their mimetic relation to “things in themselves”, rather than “in
themselves”. What the etymological undertaking revealed and what Socrates seeks 1o reestablish
in the dialogue’s third moment is a restoration of the problem of reference, the aporia that
connately illegitimatizes the proposed orthonomatologies. Cratylism proposes the unity of
onomata which essentially proposes that the onoma embodies the signified, their propriety is
prefixed; it is prior {o any reference, application or referral to things. Socrates again wants to
draw Cratylus to the limit of the aporia of reference, by creating a passage, by way of the
specular-pictorial analogy, to subordinate the Cratylic thesis to the problematics of the aporia. He
does so by propelling the mimetico-relational motivation of onomata, which in this case is

pushed to the extreme, by introducing the paradigm of the “two Cratyluses”.

The mimetology is an inevitable passage into the problematics founded in the aporia.
Socrates must try twice to supersede the Cratylism instituted. Of course, this redoubled effort,
and one must concede this, involves Socrates unequivocally affirming that of all that has been
thought on the subject of onomata, on the possibility of onomastic correctness, only a
fundamental impropriety ‘;in” onomata can be discerned. Socrates further on comments on the

nature of this impropriety, opening up the problematic to “truth” as such,

“I call that kind of assignment in the case of both imitations- paintings and

names correct [Kal® €ywye Sravounv €N AQUGOTEPOLG HEV TOTG

nipacty, 1ot 1€ Lwotg xai toig ovopaoty, optv], and in the case of
names not only correct, but true [€nl 3& 101 OVOpaL TPOG TA GOV Kal
ain6iy]; and the other kind, which gives and applies the unlike imitation, I call

incorrect and in the case of names, faise [Tnv §” £tépav, Ty 100 Gvopoiov

7 Cra. 429a1-b3
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860t 1€ Kot Entdopdv, ovk OpOMv, kal yevdii 6tav én” dvéuacwy ).

So the mimetology proposes another conception of mimesis which involves
understanding the mimeme (whether it is the onoma or the zographéma) as something applied,
conferred or imposed upon things that is, if we consider carefully what is suggested by the
meaning of éntgopdv. More problematically it suggests an “addition”, a supplementation, insofar
as the mimeme “brings upon” or epipherei on the thing itself something that not only resembles it
but is other and in difference to it, a supplement of the thing itself. However what is “given to”
[86owv] things is something exterior, and as it is declared in the passage, it could be something
“unlike” [avopoiov] the thing itself or something “like”. What is of interest here is that the
propriety of onomata is inscribed within the order of truth. Because onomata represent the non-
contingent qualities of things, namely their ousia or essence, it implies a more veritable
mimetism which makes onomata either true [dAn6ii] or false [wevdii]. This determination of the
onoma in terms of truth, its installation within the order of truth is no mere accident of reasoning,
it can be supposed as a philosophical necessity; a necessity in light of the aporia. By establishing
a “relational” logic of mimesis, Socrates is able to consider the propriety of onomata in terms of
truth, he considers the possibility of the pseudo mimetic productivity of onomastics and
subsequently alludes to the improprieties and degenerative properties of the onoma, insofar as it
does not properly represent what is appropriate to or in a sense the “properties [ta npoonkovia]”
of things. The mimetic capacity of the onoma wrenches it from its condition of origin, of being
prior to things in the Cratylic sense, that is, correct “in themselves”. Cratylus insists onomata can
never be incorrect and that they are always orthés and he does so even in accepting that paintings

or pictorial representations can be “incorrectly assigned [p7) 0p9dg dravéperv, 430 d9).”

8 Cra. 430 42-7
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Socrates has set up the mimetista of onomastics in terms of truth, moreover he has
subordinated it to truth by way of the constitutive “relational” logic of mimesis which
presupposes something prior to the onoma as mimeme as such. Again a decision has to be made
about the propriety of onomata, but, paradoxically, it is a decision (as it was the case in the
Republic) about mimesis in general or everything that is subsumed by mimesis. The paradigm of
the “two Cratyluses” in essence brings to a decision and this I understand in the strongest critical
sense the conditions of possibility of any orthonomatological hypothesis. By considering the
paradigm at issue, hence the insistence on mimesis, Cratylus has to necessarily concede that what
is proper to onomata is an “impropriety” which in essence prepares the ground for the

metaphysics of truth or the presupposition of aletheia.

“The image must not by any means reproduce all the gualities of that which it
imitates, if it is to be an image [008€ 10 rapdnav §€q navra amodolvar,

oldv €0ty @ £ikdlel, €t uéAher eixqv eivan]... Would there be two things,
Cratylus and the image of Cratylus [ap’ dv 8Vo mpdypate €in To1dde, otov
Kpattiog xat Kpatohov eixav], if some god sheuld not merely imitate your
colour and form, as painters do [el Tig Be@®v pu1i povov 10 ooV xpdRa Kat
oxfina aneikaoceev donep ol Loypddor;], but should also make all the inner
parts like yours, should reproduce the same reflexibility and warmth, should
put into them, motion, life, and intellect, such as exist in you, and in short,
should place beside you a duplicate of all your qualities? Would there be in
such an event Cratylus and 271 image of Cratylus or two Cratyluses?
[rétepov Kpatirog v xai ewxav Kpatolov 161" €1 10 Toto0D10V,

7 8vo Kpatvror].”
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And Further on,
“Surely Cratylus, the effect produced by the names upon the things of which
they are names would be ridiculous, if they were to be entirely like them in
every respect [[eloia yov...0nd 1@v 6vopdtov nddot dv ékeiva dv
OVOLLOTO EGTLY T OVOUOTA £1 RAVTA TOVTa)H QUTO1G Opotwdein].
For everything would be duplicated, and no one could tell in any case which
was the real thing and which the name. [8t11a yap dv mov navta yévouto,
Kal OVK av £X0t VTGV EINELV 0VOELG OVSETEPOV ONOTEPOY EOTL TO UE

. L] Y N W !9
a010, 10 4 Ovopa).”

The entire reading of this passage, which can only be understood as the endorsement of
Plato’s mimetology in relation to onomastics, in fact, proceeds from the assimilation of mimesis
to truth. The onoma has thus far been understood in terms of the rectitude of its iconographic
production, it has been determined as an eixav.” This iconology of the onoma already
subordinates it to its object of reference, it separates it, makes it different. The onoma, as the
“paradigm” suggests, is an €ixov, a secondary production; second to the original. The onoma as
mimeme can never be entirely like the thing it represents {1 ndvia tavtoyf avtolg opowwdein],
the degree of homoiosis achieved will always be in the Platonic sense one of adequation. A total
mimesis will produce an equivocal and troubling double, it will “engender two of the same
[dittd yap dv mov ndvta yévorto],” which paradoxically presupposes an internal division of the
original. The order of truth establishes an order of priority which in essence premises the
question of “propriety” as such. Any conception of the two [ditta] productions of mimesis
necessarily has to be reinscribed within this aletheic order, where the mimeme is ontologically

nothing more than an eixav, this is, according to the relational logic of the mimetology.

% Cra. 432 b2- d8
2% See Cra. 431 ¢2-9
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However there is another possibility, for if there were “two Cratyluses [6vo Kpatdior]”
according to the “paradigm” the entire ground of the mimetology will immediately miscarry what
is schematically represented by the notation “Cratylus and the image of Cratylus
[Kpatodog kat etkwv Kpatdrov].” Certainly the implication of this supplementary logic of
onomastic mimesis which doubles or duplicates the thing itself, suggests the surreptitious manner

in which onomata work; suspending reference and operating within a logic of substitution.

What is threatening about onomastic mimesis when it is apprehended in terms of this
logic of suppiementation is that it can effect a proliferation of onomata, as the etymologies
revealed, and the dissimulation of the “thing itself”. This is provoked from the outset by its
linguistic function and constitution, which essentially, in a pernicious significatory movement,
will lead us back to the aporia of reference, which the relational logic of the mimetology attempts
to overhaul. Again, as in all the dialogues which attempt to circumscribe mimesis, a “typology”
is prescribed for onomastics, that is to say, the tomog of things;”' its intrinsic quality is prescribed
for the mimetician. The essential mark or feature of things has to be retained in the mimetic

production of onomata.

Just as there was an urgent need to epistatically purify the logos of mythopoiesis in the
Republic, so here there needs to be a serious purification of language as such, from the
stoicheion to the composite onoma. Socrates by the dialogue’s end, by again resorting to the
stoicheiology, discerns the incorrect use, application and subsequent insertion of the ‘lambda’,
which represents “smoothness”, “sofiness”, in the word oxAnpdtng (“hardness”). Cratylus
concedes that he discerns the meaning of oxAnpotng “by way of custom [610 ye 16 £60¢g, 434
e4],” admitting that the insertion of the °‘lambda’ is an impropriety in the onoma

[oUkx 0pB@g Eykerton, 434 b6]. The admission that “custom, not likeness, is the principle of

2 See Cra. 432 €5




232

signification/revelation [...tiv dpotdnta dhmpa elvar...wd £€08og, 435 b2},” is paradoxically a
Cratylic admission of the arbitrariness of onomata.” In positing the arbitrary nature of onomata®
Socrates establishes an impasse, at least insofar as the aporia is concerned, whereby the
necessary link between name/signifier and concept/signified is established. One understands
better now, no doubt, that there is no orthonomatology proposed by Plato. It will be necessary to
confirm that the Cratylus is as anti-Cratylic as well as anti-Hermogenic since the symmetry of
these two orthonomatologies is its central motif, even though it is figured out or figured through
the aporia of reference. It involves, in its ironic oscillations, a questioning of the epistemological
implications of any correspondence or referential logic. This is evident in the fact that Cratylus
fizs to admit that it is far better (methodologically and didactically) to learn “from the truth itself
[€x tfic aAnBeiag]” rather than from the eikon [€x Tiig €1kdvog, 439 a6-b2] or for that matter, the
onoma. This gives rise to two possibilities of epistemology; moreover it gives rise tc a

differentiation within the field of knowledge.

9.6 The Exclusion of Mimesis: The Two Orders of Truth

How is it that we can propose what is at stake in the Cratylus is the theory of
knowledge? The epistemological exigency by necessity establishes the truth of two orders; of an
order of onomata (names) and the order of pragmata (things). To what degree is such a
differentiation generated by the aporia of reference? We have noted that paradigmatically
onomata can arrest the passage of reference, of referencing “things in themselves”, that is, “in

showing the nature of the thing” [fitigévdeiletar o1dv éon 10 nplyua, 428el] as such.

22 Socrates even after this conclusion still ascribes to the arbitrary function of onomata, a mimetic

motivation (as if to incorporate within this orthonomatology the “Cratylism” just denounced). He explicitly

states that “cusiom indicates...both by the like and by the unlike” [t0 £80¢...xal Ouoi® Kt Gvopoie dnhoi,
435 b3].
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Accordingly the fact of the appearance and onomastic production of onomata is deemed
unnecessary, for in seeking their correctness (0p06tyta) Socrates raises a question mark over
whether we can learn, gain knowledge about things through them, especially as they are

engendered mimetically. Socrates warns Cratylus that,

“He who in his inquiry after things follows names and examines into the
meaning of each one runs great risks of being deceived [el Tig {mdv 1a
rpdyLato Gkorovdoitoig Ovéuaot, oxon®y olov kactov BovAetan

glvar, 4p Evvoeic &t o0 ouikpog Kivouvdg EotLy é&_,omon:'n91‘1\»0(1.].""24

It is curious here that, a completely new problem is presented in the Cratylus, which
certainly moves us further from its original interest in onomata as such and toward the question
of the “truth of things [thv aAnBeiav tdv dvrwv, 438e].” Obviously by discarding the anterior
nature of onomata, Plato wants to consider how they stand in the pretense of the question of
truth. The difficulty presented by this new problem, pertaining to the theory of knowledge,
becomes more acute when we begin to consider the “two classes of onomata”
[ta étepa ovopata] which  Socrates alludes to, “those which point towards rest
[v0 €nt v otdow dyovia]” and “those that point towards motion [t €t Ty ¢opav].” Given
this identification Socrates discovers the difficulties inherent in any propriety of the onoma, he

thus considers separately the true being of things [t®v 0vtwv] without resort to language.

The Cratylic thesis is further blown asunder precisely by way of revealing or exposing
the weaknesses of the entire discourse on onomata in the Cratylus. How do we come to “know”
things? According to Plato it is certainly not in onomata. Socrates explains “It is not in onomata”

but “we must look for something else, not names, which shall show us which of these two kinds

2 At Cra. 435 b8 the example of numbers [1dv ap1Bpdv] is introduced to analogically attest to the

arbitrariness of the onoma.
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are the true names, which of them, that is to say, show the truth of things

[...0eiavta dfjAov Ot v dAnBeray v Sviwv, 438 a6-el].”

Socrates asserts by 438e¢ that things, nature, truth, reality, 1a 6vta may be learned
“without resorting to onomata or ‘without’ onomata as such [...dvvatdv pabeiv dvev
ovopdrtov ta 6vta]” and resorts to the most natural and straightest or “just manner
[elxog te kot Sikardtatov]” of apprehending ta 6vra, that is, “through each other if they are
akin and through themselves [€l i Euyyevii €0ty kat avta 8t avtdv, 436 b6].” So the principle
of identity is presented or posited as the only true means of epistemic accession. However
Socrates does assert that knowledge of things “through themselves [01 avt®v]” is essentially
possible by recognizing difference, by acknowledging fundamental heterological presuppositions,
for he concedes, “whatever is other and different from them would signify not them, but
something other and different [10 yap mov €1epov €xevav kol dAloiov £tepov

dv 1L kol aAhoiov onuaivov, dAla ovk €xeiva, 438¢].”

E This amounts to the assertion that there is an exterior difference referred to, which is
different to the significatory differences interior to the language system, that being between 1
onoma and pragma. The theory of knowledge proposed, of knowing things “through themselves”
as opposed to knowing things through onomata, is critically directed against the equivocity of
language and against any assertion of the propriety of onomata. Knowledge of things cannot

possibly be acceded “within” language. Plato identifies a notable infidelity in onomata, in their

mimetic proliferations and substitutions they can never properly or justly represent ta évta.

Onomata are constituted by the supplementary logic of mimesis. How the notion of secondarity

is tied to Platos’ conception of language, how it is caught in the web of the descriptive appraisal

of mimesis has by now been established by exposing the twofold constitution of mimesis.
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Which is the better and surer way towards knowledge is a preoccupation or concern that
isolates or excludes the mimesis question to another order, that of onomata as such. The real
matter lying beneath the Socratic description of onomata as eikones (proxys, stand ins,
substitutes) of “things-themselves” is to delineate that knowledge of 7a dvta will have to be
attained outside of language or be arrived at without resorting to onomata, and it is in this way
the epistemological quandary of Plato’s suppositions leaves us considering the “form of things
[Tg avtod 18éag, 439 d1].” And here it is the subject that is protected from a language that
embodies the differential unrest, flux of its signifying possibilities. In retrospect what was
ascertained in the etymological section of the dialogue was the unreliability of the linguistic and
mimetic practices of the mythopoetic tradition. It is essentially on this basis that the conclusion is
a self protective deciding, not only for the subject in general, but moreover it involves the self-
preservation of the philosophical subject against the equivocity of onomata and language in

general.

We already have a foreboding that mimesis is presented in other Platonic dialogues, as a
form of falsehood, it is derivative and encapsulated by the pseudos (lie, fiction, falsehood,
unreality). Yet in the Cratylus it is climatically asked whether it is more correct to gain
knowledge and learn of realities in every heuristic endeavor from (i) the representation or icon
[ex iig €ikdvog] or (ii) from the truth [€x 1ii¢ dAndeiag, 439 a7-b2]. “From the truth” amounts
to accessing knowledge of things “through themselves” [avta €€ ait@v]® and that whatever is
discerned or apprehended regarding the nature of things through the eikon [éx thig eixdvoc] is
knowledge gained or things learnt “from names” [éx tdv évopdtwv]. There is an exclusion and
abasement of onomata, for in essence, onomata are mimetically invested; they are essentially
eikones and as such unreliable. The onoma is declared outside the domain of truth, outside of

true knowledge or an epistemicity which is derived “from the truth” [£x tijg dAnBeiac]. But on

B
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the other hand onomastic mimesis escapes the closure of this order of truth, it is able to question
the epistemological hypothesis and obligation. Onomastics appears as another or different order,
which though iconological in essence, that is, it engineers the supplementary work of onomata,
produces the referential limits between these two orders, it inaugurates a referentiality which will

no longer belong to a metaphysics of plenitude and preserce.

In the Cratylus we are drawn to the ungraspable limits of the aporia. Though onomastic
mimesis is excluded by the dialogue’s end, even though Socrates persisted with it for the
dialogue’s entire duration, because it affirms and yet unsettles the mimetology propounded, it is
articulated around the division between word and thing. In many respects the aporia is that which
grounds mimesis. In the Crafylus it leads to the closure and condemnation of the philosophical
problematic of mimesis, since it leads us to the aporia. Onomastic mimesis is pernicious because
it conceives the onoma in relation to the thing, though simultaneously alters and withdraws the
possibility of this relation, it unsettles the idea of the onoma as essentially founded on reciprocity
or association to the world, nature or 70 dvta. Always, what announces itself is the inherent
paradox of onomastics, of mimesis in general, it being proper and improper in its linguistic
motivation. On the one hand, it is motivated by a supplementary logic, where it doubles or
proliferates its work and productions leading to a series of figural and signifying substitutions
and displacements and on the other hand, in trying to restrain it within the mimetological field,
works subordinately to the origin or original, that is, it remains incapable of origination.
Essentially it is difficult to conceive of the onoma as in any sense supblying a referent. The
orthonomatology of the dialogue has shown how onomata constantly frustrate the desire for some
assurance of onomastic unity and representation of self-present meaning and truth. What we have

rather encountered is an endless series of onomastic inscriptions, a perpetual redoubling of an

2 Cra. 439b4-9
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onoma upon onoma, such that the possibility of reference is incessantly deferred and

differentiated.

Plato’s mistrust of language is bound to the inherent equivocity of discourse and the
onomata it circulates.’® Ultimately this distrust extends beyond language and attends to the
subject who uses language as an organon of dissimulation and misrepresentation. In many
respects the aporia in the Cratylus is the aporia that leads us to the crossroads of the sophistic
field. The Sophist, as we shall see, again reappraises the issues brought to an aporetic end in the
Cratylus as Plato seeks to determine the nature of the sop'hist and his dissimulative use of logos

as a similucrum of philosophy’s logos.

% Derrida has alluded to in his writing on the Phaedrus that for Plato truth presents itself in the form of an
inward revelation, a “writing in the soul”, that makes itself visible “reflectively” to the mind as a pure

presence. Sez Derrida 1981a.
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Chapter Ten

The Sophist as Aporon Eidos

Stranger: Then those who participate in all those governments -with the exception of
the scientific one- are to be eliminated as not being statesmen, but partisans
{dArd otaciaotikolg]: and since they preside over the greatest counterfeits
[kol €18dAmv peyiotwv tpootatag ovtag], they are themselves counterfeits, and since
they are the greatest imitators and deceivers/cheats [peyiotovg 8& dviag pipuntag Kol
yvontog), they are the greatest of all sophists [ueyiorove yiyvesOa: 1@v codrLot®@v

coprotag].

Socrates: This term “sophist” seems to have come round quite rightly to the so-called

statesmen [€1¢ TOVG TOALTLKOVG].

Stranger: Well, this part has been exactly like a drama [toU10 pév ateyvax Ruiv
wonep Spdpa)l. Just as we remarked a moment ago, a fsstive troop of centaurs and
satyrs was coming into view [Kevravpikov opdcBat kat Zatvpikdv tiva Biacov],
which we had to separate from the art of statesmanship [Ov ywprotéov and moirtikiig
gin 1éyvng]; and now we have succeeded in doing this, though it has been very
difficult.

Politicus 303 ¢1-d2

10.1 Authorial Apocryphy: The Xenos as Unnamed Subject

It is by now well established that what has been imputed to Plato as a philosophy of apocryphal

dimensions, insofar as the authorship of the dialogues is concerned, is but a philosophy coming
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out of the death of Socrates.' “Platonism” is essentially the rehearsal of the Socratic scene or
moment; Socrates the philosophical figure par excellence. Things are far from being as simple
as that in Plato’s Sophist. A new prosopon is introduced within the dialogue, a prosopon which
literally takes the place of Socrates in a remarkable figural substitution. The Zévog Eaeatng (The
Eleatic Stranger), as the chief prosopon of this dialogue is Socrates’ substitute, he wears the

Socratic mask.

In order to explain this substitution of roles, it is perhaps necessary to ask why the
Stranger [€€vog]? Why is he granted in this dialogue such a position of prominence and
importance? He is described by Theodorus as “a real philosopher” [dvdpa ¢rAdcodov, 216 a6]
and Socrates shows a sense of ironical concern that maybe Theodorus has brought to their
company some god and no mere stranger [o0 Eévov GAAG Tiva Bedv, 216 a9] a god of refutation
and elenchus [Bedg av 1igeleyktikde, 216 bS] since they may be worthless or inferior
[dadAovc] in the elenchtic discourse.” Though Socrates will not feature prominently in the
ensuing discourse on the sophist and thus is given a passive and secondary role in the dialogue,
this figural substitution is significant insofar as it remains implicated in the issue concerning the
problematic of the subject in the Sophist as it doubly distances Plato’s authorial voice. The
distance between Plato and the Eleatic protagonist has now been doubled. The Eleatic
philosopher is a ‘stranger’ not only because he is a foreigner but more significantly because he is
the unnameable, the other which Plato speaks through. The Platonic voice is heard in the other,

in the foreigner and most significantly in the figure or person that cannot be named. The distance

' Derrida 1981a: 163.
 In Republic 381 d Socrates is critical of a Homeric line where god’s are described as disguising
themselves and thus appearing to mortals as Strangers or xenoi. Is this suspicion of disguise a suspicion

toward the Stranger’s Subject? Is the Stranger the Philosopher or the Sophist?
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elicited by this masquerade is not simply a form of duplicity nor is it of dramatic relevance it

highlights the problematic of the subject that, in an incipient manner, Plate remains attendant to.

Though Heidegger correctly discemns it is a dialogue which is “Socratic” in essence,’ the
Stranger’s reception presents to the reader a fundamental authorial problematic, which is
adumbrated by the withdrawal of Socrates from the critical scene, given what is being posited
here 1s the inauthentic philosopher, the fabricated [rAaotdg, c6] philosopher who is represented
in the dialogue in a concealed way. This presupposes an apocryphality which in essence points
not only to the title of the dialogue, that is, to the sophist (to what Heidegger understands to be “a
mere playful imitation of sophistry”),* but to Plato as such. Therein lies the exigency of the
question that poses the dviwg dridcodoc, the “real philosopher”; the Socratic philosopher par

excellence, the truly divine [8€io¢] philosopher.’

The Stranger is an enigmatic and unclassifiable prosopon. All we know of him through
Theodorus is that he is from Elea. And though he does not consider him a god, as Socrates
assumes in jest, he is nonetheless described as Betlog an epithet Theodorus ascribes to all
philosophers [tovug d1hocodoug, 216 cl1]. However, the Stranger remains unidentifiable, for
Socrates remains suspicious knowing very well that it is not any easier to recognize the genos of

philosophers as it is to recognize the genos of gods [totto peviot kivéuvever 10 y€vog ov

* Heidegger 1997: 164
4 Heidegger 1997: 160
* Friedlinder reminds us that much must be made of the dramatic scene, alluding to the fact that though
Socrates is formaily absent, he is listening and implicitly present by way of the ear, even though it is without
any form of discursive participation. What does this suggest? What do we make of what Friedlidnder’s

constant references to Socrates being attendant to the discourse though in silence. The discourse is

conducted in Socrates’ shadow who is “silently listening”, attendant to the Stranger’s logos. Friedlander
1969: 251, 254-5 and 257.
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oA T pdov...£ivat Stakpiverv f 10 107 820, 216 ¢5]. In fact, Socrates’ suspicion of the
Stranger refers to the very problematic the dialogue itself endeavors to clarify, the ability to
identify, segregate and select lineages or genoi {16 Yévoc...8takpiveiv]. Socrates does not fail to

attend to this, further on he explains:

“For these men- [ mean those who are not feignedly but really philosophers-
appear disguised in all sorts of shapes [otot mavtoiot daviaduevor...

ol pn TAaoTdg AL dvieg dthdcodor], thanks to the ignorance of the rest of
mankind, and visit the cities, beholding from above the life of those below,
and they seem to some to be of no worth and to others to be worth everything.
And sometimes they appear disguised as statesmen and sometimes as
sophists, and sometimes they may give some people the impression that they
are altogether mad [xat Tot€ pev molitixol pavraloviar, 101€ d€ coprotat,

101 & €0TLV 0lg SOEAV TAPAOYOLVTO GV (G TAVTATASLY EXOVIES HAVIKGC]).™

Beyond the mistrust Socrates displays toward the Stranger (beyond this declared
suspicion toward the Stranger’s anonymity) it is obvious that the Stranger who appears’ to show
himself as a philosopher represents the moment in the dialogue where the status of his subject is
deeply implicated with the status of the sophistic subject. The Stranger, at this stage, occupies in
reality no place, he remains double— statesman, sophist, madman— and in these three lineage’s

resides the specter of the philosopher. This is tied to the rudiment question this thesis tries to

® Soph. 216 ¢5-d2
7 At Soph. 216 ¢5-d2 davralépevor, davratoviar highlights the distinct lexicon of Plato’s mimetology for
what “appears” or the forms of pretension alluded to in this passage again highlights the issues concerning

the subject.




%;

242

address, the problematic of the subject. The Stranger’ anonymity or his unassignability is here

even more formidable, he remains unideniifiable and without a proper lineage.

We may accept that the Stranger is literally a foreigner (a non-Athenian) and not pursue
the matter further. However we would have to naturally ask where does the Stranger dissociate
himself from Socrates, and moreover, where does the Stranger depart from the philosophy of
Plato? Should we ask who the Stranger is, rather than why Plato pays him such reverence in the
dramaturgy of this dialogue? Is there a doxographical exigency to name, identify, that is,

establish the identity of the Stranger, as the philological credulity of Marsilio Ficino confirms?®

It is obvious that we are not simply dealing with the problem of who is speaking but
rather that the enunciative subject is (in terms of a sophisticated and artful “apocryphality”)
possibly two “beings”, the philosopher or more radically the sophist in disguise. It goes without
saying that the introduction of the Stranger does not explain this double pose nor does it
elucidate the nature of his apocryphy. Is the Stranger Plato’s mouthpiece? Is the Stranger the
organon of the philosopher, who speaks in place of Socrates? Is this name §€vog an eponym of
sorts, the eponym of the philosopher and sophist equally? The Stranger as the nameless and the
unnamed—god-foreigner-stranger—could radically be considered the surrogate voice of two
subjects, both philosopher and sophist. Another explanation, which of course is not so explicit in
its testimony, is that the Stranger is the arche-philosopher, the archetypal or “model” figure of
the philosopher, the exemplary philosophical subject. Since no proper name can be marked in the
dialogue, the Stranger can thus be viewed, in the context of the dialogical enquiry, as an

anonymous figure that dissimulates between being a philosopher or sophist in an attempt to arrest

® If we consider the commentaria of Allen’s study, Ficino states that the Eleatic Stranger was Melissus and

his entire commentary certainly remains consistent in his reference to the Stranger as Melissus. Allen 1989:

221
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the nature of the subject in question. In this final possibility the Stranger doubly displaces Plato

from his text, as the mask worn by Plato is nameless, it has no character and no being,

The issue concerning the Stranger’s anonymity needed to be if not rigorously pursued, it
at least had fo be acknowledged givén the nature of the subject in question in the Sophist. What I
have illustrated is that the Stranger’s anonymity is complicitous to the sophist’s anonymity. The
question why the Stranger takes charge in the Sophist, and why Socrates remains silent and is
literally absented’ remzins inscribed within the dialogue’s structure. For though the Sophist is
essentially an enquiry on sophistics and a determination of the sophist’s eidos and genos, it
seems that the Stranger’s anonymity is in some way implicated in the subject of this enquiry. The
Sophist also seeks to determine the philosophical genos by default. So the Stranger who is
represented as the enunciative subject is an obscure and neutral subject and his marked
apocryphality is an issue already implicated in the search for the unnamed and unknown beast,
the sophist. However his subject is also marked by the search for the philosophical subject in
general. The Stranger as mask or disguise will present himself as a formidable threat insofar as
he is already surreptitiously confused with the subject of this inquiry. The sophistic and
philosophical subjects are irremediably or even vertiginously engulfed in the equivocation of the
Stranger’s subject. It is for this reason we pay attention to the Socratic suspicion, because the
Stranger is both the philosopher and sophist, that is, “either one or the other” or “neither ene nor

the other”. Thus the Stranger as subject becomes the prosopopoiesis of the dialogue’s subject.

® In the Politicus the Stranger is the dialogue’s main enunciative subject. Socrates though is a principle

participant (and interlocutor).
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10.2 On Diaeretics: The Paradeigma for the Philosophical Hunt

In order to catch a glimpse of what this dialogue seeks to posit in its investigation, it is
necessary to name the object of investigation, designate it by mname, make it subject to the
enquiry. Obviously the investigation proceeds “with the sophist [dnd 1o codrotot, 218 b9]”,
but the Stranger discerns that he and Theaetetus “share only his name in common
[...o0 K&y 1000V TEPL TOVVOpa pHévov Exopev kowvi}, 218 ¢2].” The philosopher and sophist
are not yet distinguishable, they are in some way identical insofar as their designation by name is
concerned. Both by nomination are akin and affiliated. We can understand now how the
derivation sophist is carried out; it proceeds from a concept or notion of sophia'® which both

sophist and philosopher partake of.

However we must bear in mind that this similarity is only granted insofar as both
philosopher and sophist share a common name and the Stranger takes numerous precautions to
initiate a logos or argument which will ascertain the difference between these two figures of
sophia. The Stranger initiates a logos which will lead to “an agreement [cvvopoloyncacBor]”
about the subject or determine “the nature of their subject [népt 10 npdyna avro).” However he

will not entrust what is named or nameable without exposing it to logos as such. This is

' See Rep. 428 aSff. The conception of sophia is that it is something achieved (or gained) independently
from a techne. Sophia is distinct from techne, yet interestingly enough the Stranger in trying to hunt the
sophist is first attempting to apprehend his techne or determine what sophistics in general entails. Socrates
explains there are manifold epistemes (or knowledges) which do not determine sophia as such, sophia is the
property of the subject whe encompasses all forms of knowledge [tdv dAhwv Emotnudv codiav

xaheioOat, 429 ad]; episteme in general. This paradoxically is a sophistic propriety, sophia is possibly the
propriety of the sophist (in the same way it is a philosophical propriety). The Stranger needs to determine
where the impropriety (in terms of sophia) lies within sophistics, for both philosopher and sophist share the

name in common.
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essentially a logos which appeals to the constitution or restoration of what would be the very
essence of the philosopher and the sophist, it approaches the fundamental question concerning

the subject of sophia. The Stranger expresses this with much urgency;

“We ought always in every instance to come to agreement about the thing
itself by argument rather than about the mere name without argument.”
[3€1 &€ el mavtdg Ept 10 TPAYULO aLTO pdAlov S1d AGywv Ty ToDvope

sl ]

Hovov cuvoporoynoactal ywpic Adyov].

Having agreed upon the method of their logos, that they approach their subject not by
name alone but by way of logos or proper argument [dta Adywv], the Stranger proceeds
identifying a twofold objective. They are to posit the #ropos (manner, character) of the sophist
and determine his phylé (tribe, race) and as a result arrive at a determination of the philosophical
subject. What will be played out in the “ontology” of the Sophist is what Gilles Deleuze
described as the logical subjugation of the phantasm or the similucrum.”? Though we are going

ahead of ourselves here, it needs to be pointed out that the Stranger’s logos is an epinoesis (a

search and seizing in the form of knowledge) of the sophist’s equivocal nature. Ultimately the
object of the enquiry, the quarry to use the hunter’s metaphor, needs to be determined as subject,
it needs to be predicated. However, the Stranger forewarns Theaetetus of the quandary that they

are approaching, as he explains clearly

“The tribe which we now intend to search for, the sophist, is not the easiest

b thing in the world to catch and define {16 8¢ ¢Drov 0 viv Emtvoduev

"' Soph. 218 c4-5
12 See Deleuze 1990.
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Enteiv ob raviov pdotov cuALaPeiv ti mot” €0y, O codiotic] and everyone
has agreed long ago that if investigations of great matters are to be properly
worked out we ought to practise them on small and easier matters

before attacking the very greatest. So now, Theaetetus, this is my advice to
ourselves, since we think the family of sophists is troublesome and hard to
catch [yoAenov kot Suabipevtov fynoapévolg etvat 10 10D codtotod

yévog] that we first practice the method of hunting in something easier.”"

The Stranger discerns that the sophistic genos is difficult to trail, it is troublesome
because there is no track to follow, no easy 080¢, no easy pathway that could lead to the sophist.
However it is because there is no proper place wherein the sophist resides that he is in essence
like the Stranger, that is, an anonymous and empty subject, and for this reason is considered to be
atopos. So the sophist has no property at this stage and what seems more difficult, he resides in

“no place” in particular; he does not reside in a place or fopos that makes him visible to the

enquiry.

In order to provide a discursive departure, the Stranger begins by seeking a paradigm that
would hopefully provide the method by which the sophist can be approached. The search for the
sophist and his genos will be gathered by way of “the simpler example [€v dAlg pdovi v
1EBodov]”, which amounts to saying the scientific and elementary method. Notably, the
paradigm sought for is that of the angler [domaAtevtig] which the Stranger hopes will offer
himself and Theaetetus the “method” [n€6odov] which will prove suitable for the purpose of

their logos."

" Soph. 218 ¢6-9
1 See Soph. 218 e-219 a. The paradeigma sought for becomes the metaphorical name of the sophist, it at

least anticipates the nature of his techne; being the “acquisitive” art. The Stranger states the sophist is
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10.3  On the Sophistic Techne: The Impropriety of Polytechnics

“What is the sophist’s art? [GAAd Tiva vy avtov;].”"

How should one go about determining the sophist’s techne? Everything which sophistics
falls under cannot simply be consigned to the determination of a single techne. And now it is
obvious that it is a problem of techne and not the sophist (his figure, visage and moreover his
genos or tribe) that has stalled the Stranger’s logos. Beginning the search by way of considering
techne involves acknowledging that there is never any pure and simple techne which defines
sophistics in general.'® Consequently there is for this reason no simple figure of the sophist that
one can bring within view. In spite of the enormous range of the sophist’s techne, the whole
machinery of the diaeretic method brings the sophist and philosopher closer together. Diaeretics
has yet to distinguish the legitimate and authentic philosopher from his imitation. The

philosopher is still implicated with the dissembling sophist. As we shall soon see, when arriving

“related” [Euyyevii] to the angler (221 d7), that is, of a related or similar genos or family, as both are sort of
“hunters” [Bnpevtd].

** Soph. 221 dS

'* John Sallis though interestingly points cut that this beginning is “curious” in terms of attempting a
determination of sophistics, especially since Socrates denies techne to the sophist (Sallis refers to the
Gorgias). 1t should be said that in the Gorgias it is pnropixn (rhetoric) at issue and not sophistics, though
admittedly this distinction would pose similar problems for the philosopher since both rhetoric and
sophistics are theoretically related, that is, they resemble one another. In the Gorgias Socrates pursues a
vast political question regarding public speaking and confined within the sphere of the political. Socrates
does contend that “rhetoric is an image (semblance or similucrum) of the branch of politics
[Eot 1 prytopiich...toALTLKTC popiov €i8wAov, 463 d1}”. In the sophist an unclassifiable and enigmatic
figure is pursued, the most pernicious kind who portends to be a kind of “philosopher” or more
problematically the philosopher as such (the archetypal figure of sophia). See Sallis 1975: 468. For a

similar argument which questions the proclamation of sophistics as techne, See Chadwick. 1984: 93.
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at the eristic art (€protikov) and the diacritic art (Suaxpirikn) the philesopher is found to be like

those who make a trade out of mimesis, that is, those who simulate the philosopher’s techne.

The Stranger clearly explains to Theaetetus that with regard to the sophistic techne, the
class or its gereric configuration “partaies of no simple/mean art, but of a very many sided one
[00 ydp TL doOANG péToYGV 0T TéXVNG...GAA €D pdda mowkidng, 223 c1-2].” Further on, the
Stranger clarifies that techne appears to belong to a particular genos, “it presents an appearance
or phantasma of being [...¢dviaocua napéxetar, 223 ¢3 ].” So techne essentially is the property
of “another genos [GAX &tepov elvai Tt yévog]” and it is in essence simulated by the sophistic
genos as mowkiAng. In appropriating the techne of another genos (the Stranger incipiently refers
to the philosephical genos here) the sophist withdraws into the simulacrum of the philosopher’s
genos. What was shared in common between the philosopher and sophist by way of techne,
suggests it is only phantasmatically true in the sophist’s case, and thus the sophistic subject

misleadingly identifies himself with the philosopher’s genos."

Now if the sophistic techne (which the Stranger considers in order to discern the genos
which the sophist belongs to) is a techne par excellence, it is only a techne of the simulacrum or
the ¢avraopa. At this stage his techne movkikng, that is, his many-sided or “mixed” and impure
techne (which we might add overtly suggests an impropriety) prevents the sophist from
belonging to a particular genos because the Stranger cannot assure the verity of his techne and

eidos as such.

Behind the approach to the question of sophistics, which is, still dependent largely on the

method of diaeresis, we observe one thing, that the sophist is related to a techne nowiing. Martin

'7 Qallis 1975: 472
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Heidegger correctly questions this designation, asking how does a single techne'® that which is
subsumed by a single name be mowxiAng?” The Stranger appraises a little further on this issue

and questions the sophistic techne for being arguably “a single techne [pi@ téxvn]”.*’ and it is

*
*

here perhaps that the problem of the sophist (though the Stranger in the dialogue’s opening
acknowledged the difficulty of this particular examination)’' is brought to our awareness insofar
as his relation to simulacra, phantasms threatens to essentially divert the diaeretic appellation of
classes to what is apparent, to the phantasma as such. But on the question of the sophist’s techne,
it is suffice to say that if his techne produces the phantasma then it is, as techne, phantasmatic in

essence, given it simulates or imitates another genos’ techne.”

The Stranger finally arrives at a definition of the sophist which is multiple and
subsequently multifarious. It is certain that the Stranger had already had a hint of the sophist’s
polytechnical ability. However the concern for the philosopher is that it arguably feigns to be
encompassed by the law of a single techne, and this contributes to the difficulty of identifying

10V cudioTikdv yévoe.? The Stranger explains:

“The sophist is nothing else, apparently, than the money making class of
disputations, argumentative, controversial, pugnacious, combative, acquisitive
art [OV8&v AAL” T} 10 XPpNUOTLOTIKOV YEVOG, (3G £0LKEV, EPLOTIKTIG OV TEYVIG,
The Gvnihoyikiig, Tiig apdroPnmrixiic, g paynrikiic, tic ayovioTikig, Tiig

KTkiic £otv, ¢ 0 Adyog al pepivuke viv, O codtoriig].”*

'* Heidegger 1992: 271.
** Soph. 232 ¢2

2 Soph. 233 d9

2 Soph. 217 d

2 Soph. 223 c3-4.

2 Soph. 224 c8

% Soph. 225 57 -
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It goes without saying that the Stranger’s principle concern is to explain this multiple
position the sophist assumes taking into account the polytechnical nature of his techne. The
Stranger warns Theaetetus that “he is a many-sided creature [t0 moikilov eivat Toito 10 Onpiov,
226 a6]” and thus should be approached with caution. This issue concerning the polytechny of
sophistics goes beyond a moral or philosophical questioning of what is heterogeneous and
discordant within the diaeretic order. It is preoccupied with a fundamental difficulty that the
order of diaeresis cannot clarify, that is, firstly, who is the sophist or the sophistic subject? What
is his phylé or genos? And secondly what is the subject of sophistics or sophistry as such? One
notes that in these two questions underlies an order of philosophical privilege, clearly the
Stranger’s diaeresis is preoccupied with the subject of sophistics, that is, the “what is” which is a
paradigmatic epistemological question, neglecting to see how it is intrinsically bound to the
ontological question of “who is” the sophist. The sophistic techne is pursued in the first diaeresis
out of philosophical necessity but the difficulty here is that in being notxiAng it is thus difficult
to classify. Any possible classification of the sophistic techne is dependent upon, in a restricted
way, a clarification of the question of the sophistic subject as such, which involves addressing
the problematic regarding who the subject in question is. The Stranger acknowledges the
philosophical difficulty inherent in the multiplicity that governs the sophistical techne. Seeking

an affirmative acknowledgment of this very difficulty from his interlocutor, he asks,

“Do you see the truth of the statement that this creature is many sided

[16 mowkiAov elvan Totto 0 Onpiev] and as the saying is, not to be caught

with one hand?”®

 Soph. 223 €8
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The duplicity of the sophist, the simulacrum of his polytechny plays on identifying with
the philosopher. The sophist “plays™ on belonging to a proper place, that is, the philosopher’s
topos. It is only by way of simulating the philosopher’s techne that the sophist can legitimate his
polytechny. And by identifying with the place or fopos of philosophy the sophist is able assure
the truth of his techne nowxiAng, It is here, more than clsewhere, the Stranger seeks to determine
the impropriety of the sophist’s techne, it needs to be chartered by the truth of the logos at hand.
This legitimation of sophistics, polytechnics and mimetics essentially is derived from a common

techne the sophist and philosopher partake of, namely, the elenchus.

As the greatest and most efficacious of all discursive purifications, the elenchus is
common to both philosopher and sophist, it has shown itself as a property of sophistics, as a
fundamental propriety of the sophistic techne, and the Stranger acknowledges this commonality
but he makes the admission with fear [poPoipar coprorag ¢avar, 231 al], in case he and
Theaetetus have granted the sophists “too high a mead of honor”
{Mn neilov avtoic npocariouey YEpag, 231 a3].” Certainly we cannot discount the avowal of
fear and horror to what the diaeresis disclosed as merely an ironic denouement.”® The timorous
commonality of the philosopher and sophist alludes us to the issues concerning the problematic
of the subject in the dialogue’s opening. The art of the elenchus is the logocentric propriety of
both philosopher and sophist and this commonality of technics of logos (and most notably the
fact that it is in a paradoxical relation to the antilogics that described sophistics immediately

before this identification)”’ does not lead to an assimilation of the sophist v the genos of

% Taylor and Cornford consider uf peilov avtoic npocdanrmyey Yépag, as ironic. (See Taylor 1926: 381
n.1; Cornford 1935: 180 n.2). However this in all seriousness suggests that we have encountered a passage
where a real fear of resemblance and similitude has been admitted to between philosopher and sophist.

7 See Soph. 225 b8 ff. The dvtihoyixdv is a determinatior: that properly identifies the sophist yet somehow
the sophist has become embroiled in a classification of the diacritical which has made the sophist a

practitioner of the elenchus, the Socratic techne par excellence. Certainly we have reached a boundary or
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philosophers. The sophistic subject does not belong to this genos he merely resembles the

philosopher. As the Stranger explains further on,

“Yes, and a wolf is very like a dog, the wildest like the tamest of animals. But
the cautious man must be especially on his guard in the matter of
resemblances, for they are very slippery things.

[Kat yap xuvi MO0, Aypladtatov NREp®TAT. TOV 8& AodaAi Sl tdvimy
HAALOTO TEPL TAG OPOLOTNTUG UEL TOLETTOuL THY duAakv 6Aicbnpotatov

véip 10 yévog].”?®

Although the elenchus is established as a common techne of both philosopher and
sophist, the question of assimilation, of belonging to the same genos is, of course, not yet
admitted. But if it is not admitted as such, it gestures and points toward a commonality by means
of resemblance, that is, by homoiosis. However the philosopher must keep his guard “on matters
of resemblance [nept tag opordiag]”, and he must protect, guard [¢vAdttwoiv] a boundary or
limit [6pwv]® which, diacritically speaking, separates, distinguishes, differentiates the “like from
the like” and “the worse from the better” which is essentially what diacritics seeks to
accomplish, that is, it seeks to differentiate ihe philosopher from the sophist. The Stranger

necessarily needs to preserve a generic and tribal boundary or border.”® So resemblance does not

horon which the sophist has violated, especially as he has appropriated the diacritic and kathartic techne
which is peculiar to the field of Socratic philosophy.

2% Soph. 231 a 3-5

29 Cornford’s translation of Soph. 231 a7-8 suggests that the issue of the boundary between the sophist and
philosopher, that is, the tribal boundary is of no small matter.

3% See Soph. 226 c5 ff. Awaxprnikiv or the art of discrimination accomplishes two things. The diacritic
determination of separating the “worse from the better” [t0 p&v x€ipov ano BeAtiovoc] involves a kathartic

function, and furthermore the ‘“separation of like from like” [t0 & Ouotov a¢” dpoiov].
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admit assimilation, there is rather a point of difference that as a matter of urgency needs to be

preserved.”!

It seems important to point out the duplicity of this exclusion of the sophist from the
legitimate genos of the philosopher. Paradoxically the Stranger acknowledges the philosopher’s
identification with the most improbable genos by way of homoiosis or resemblance. The
Stranger’s strategy operates from the place of the sophist, and what makes this an alarming
situation, so disconcerting that it requires a revaluation of the masquerade that moves the entire
logos, is the confusing legitimation of philosophy as sophistics. The elenchus, the Stranger
asserts, directs us to the “legitimately born art of sophistics [n yéver yevvaia codrotikn]”, and it
directs us to a lineage of proper practitioners of sophia, which both