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Abstract: This study focuses on explaining the problem of cognition of the world soul through a
detailed analysis of passage 37a2—c5 from Plato’s Timaeus. It is divided into three sections, each
dedicated to interpreting a different part of the passage. First, the necessary conditions for the
soul to be able to cognize correctly are discussed. Second, it is demonstrated that the world soul’s
cognition is essentially discursive. It is further argued that the soul makes two different types of
declarations that form a single complex inner speech, allowing the soul to cognize both the
corporeal and the intelligible. Finally, it is explained how specific cognitive acts arise from the
soul’s inner speech.
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Introduction

The following study* focuses on interpreting passage 37a2—c5 from Plato’s Timaeus? and
addresses the issue of how the world soul cognizes. At this point of the dialogue, Timaeus has
already explained the nature and ontological status of the soul through the description of its
creation by the demiurge from the intermediate kinds of being, sameness, and difference (see
35a1-b3). He has also explained how the world soul obtained its mathematical structure,
spherical shape and circular motion, and how it was joined with the world body (see 35b4-37a2).
The passage in question, which follows immediately, is very important from an epistemological
perspective but exceptionally difficult to construe, so despite having been commented on since
antiquity, there is still no general consensus on its interpretation. Therefore, we find it useful to
analyze it in detail once again. The following exposition is divided into three parts, each
interpreting one section of the given passage. The first one deals with conditions that have to be
met for the world soul to cognize correctly, the second one with an inner speech that arises in the
soul based on its contact with an object of cognition, and the third one explains how specific
cognitive acts finally arise in the soul. Let us begin by quoting the passage in full, both in the
original Greek and in the English translation.

1 This is a third and final part of a larger project aiming to interpret the problem of the constitution and function of
the world soul in Plato’s Timaeus. For the two preceding studies see Stransky (2022) and Stransky (2023).
2 Unless otherwise stated, all subsequent references to Plato refer to this dialogue.
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e ovv &k ThC TawTod Ko Thig Batépov PVcEmg £k Te ovoiog TPV ToVTOV GLYKpPUEicH LoPEY,
Kol ava Aoyov pepiobeica kai cuvoedeicn, avtn 1€ AVOKLVKAOLUEVN TTPOg avTiV, dTov ovciav
oKedUOTNV EYovTOg TIVOG EQAmTNTOL KOl 6TV AUEPIOTOV, AEYEL KIVOUWEVT S0 TAONMG E0VTHG OT® T
&v TL TaOTOV 1] Kod 6TOV GV ETEpOV, TIPS BTL TE PdMoTa Kod d1n Kod dmmg kod omdTe cupPoivel Kot
T YLyvOEVE TE TPOC EKAGTOV EKAGTA EIVOL KOl TAGYEWY KOd TPOG TO KoTd TodTd Ex0vTo, del. Adyog
0 0 KT TOVTOV AANONG Yryvouevog mtepl te Bdtepov OV Kol mepl TO TAVTOV, &V T KIVOLUEVD VP’
abTOd PEPOUEVOG Bvey (BOYYOoL kal Myfg, dtav pev mepl 10 aicOntov yiyvnton kol 6 10D Batépov
KOKAOG 0pB0Og 1V gig micav avTod TV yoynv dayysidn, 60&ut Kai miotelg yiyvovrar BEPatol Kai
dAn0eic, Btav 82 av mepi TO AoyoTicdv 1) koi 6 Tod TadTod KiKAog £BTPOYOC BV avTd unvdoT, vodc
gmothun & 8 Avaykng dmoteleiton: oVt 88 &v @ TV dviwv &yyiyveshov, &v ToTé TIC adTO HANO
TANV yoynV einn, v pdAlov 1 tadAn0sg Epel.

Since, then, [the soul] was composed of three components — namely, the nature of the Same, [the
nature of] the Different, and of Being — since it was divided and bound together according to a
proportion, and since it revolves in a circular motion back upon itself, whenever it touches
something possessing scattered or indivisible being, it moves throughout its whole self and declares
what it is the same as and what it is different from. [It also declares] in relation to what especially
and how and in what respect and when it comes about that — among the things that come into being
or in relation to those that are always the same — any particular thing acts upon or is being acted
upon by any other particular thing. A speech, thus, arises, which is equally true whether it concerns
the Same or the Different, and which is borne along, without sound or noise, within that which
moves itself. Whenever it concerns the perceptible, and the revolution of the Different moves
correctly and transmits [it] to its whole soul, true opinions and firm beliefs arise. But whenever it
concerns the intelligible, and the revolution of the Same runs well and reveals them [i.e. the
intelligible beings], understanding and knowledge necessarily result. If anyone were to claim that
these two [forms of cognition] arise in something other than the soul, he would speak anything but
the truth.?

Conditions for Knowledge (37a2-5)

For the soul to know, three conditions must be met, as outlined at the beginning of the
passage.* The first condition is that the soul must be mixed from being, sameness, and difference,
which is an evident reference to passage 35a—b3 that we have analyzed in detail elsewhere.® The
second condition is that the soul must be divided and bound together according to a proportion
(AOyoc), which refers to passage 35b4—-36b6. As we have previously argued, this operation aims
to make the soul receptive to harmony.® Now, however, it turns out that it is also a necessary
condition for the cognitive process as such, so let us find some reasons why this is the case.

3Trans. J. S. All other passages from the Timaeus are quoted in Zeyl’s translation (see Plato, 1997).

4 We maintain that these should indeed be understood as necessary conditions enabling the soul to cognize properly.
Before addressing the topic of cognition, Timaeus, as we observe, finds it necessary to mention explicitly once again
the three things he previously discussed, beginning with the opening word @te, which here carries a causal meaning
and can be translated as ‘inasmuch as,” ‘because,” or ‘since.” We can, thus, infer that without these conditions being
met, the soul’s cognitive function would either be impaired or entirely nonfunctional. From a philosophical
perspective, it is not plausible to regard the soul’s capacity for proper cognition as a mere accidental consequence of
its composition. On the contrary, in Plato’s strictly teleological universe, the demiurge is determined by his goodness
to do only what is best (see 30a—b) and so everything has a certain purpose. And since the ultimate purpose of the
world soul is to bring the reason (vodc) to the corporeal world (see 30b—c) and to care for it (cf. Phaedr. 246b6: yoyn
Taco mTavtog Empeleitatl 100 dyvyov) maintaining its order once imposed by the demiurge, it follows that the soul
has to be intentionally constructed so as to cognize properly both the intelligible and the corporeal.

5 See Stransky (2022).

6 See Stransky (2023, 44).
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Sensitivity to harmony and the possibility of knowledge may, in fact, be closely related. If we
take the example of the souls of mortal beings, we find that when the revolutions of the soul are
broken and damaged, it fatally affects the soul’s cognitive abilities and rationality.’ In a state like
this, harmony represents the primary remedy for the soul.® In other words, for the souls of mortal
beings, sensitivity to harmony is one of the important prerequisites for returning (as much as
possible) to their best state and thus being able to properly cognize both the intelligible and the
perceptible. A possible objection might be that the discussion here is not about the souls of mortal
beings but about the world soul. This point is certainly valid but given that the souls of mortal
beings are mixed by the demiurge from ‘what remained of the previous ingredients’ (ta t@®v
npocbev vmolowa) and ‘somewhat the same way’ (tpoémov pév tva tov avtov) (41d5-6), we
may assume that both types of souls share the same basic characteristics. Sensitivity to harmony
may not have the same ‘remedial’ purpose for the world soul since its revolutions are never
broken or damaged, but it is still essential.’

We believe, however, that there is another reason for this condition, which is even more
important from the perspective of the world soul and closely related to the constitution of the
corporeal world. When we look at how the demiurge creates the world body, we find that it
basically consists of the mathematization of the traces of the four elements, through which these
elements themselves come into being.® The world body, as well as the world soul, thus, possess
a certain mathematical structure,!! and in this respect, both entities can (in a certain sense) be
considered similar. So, if the pre-Platonic principle ‘like knows like” applies also in this case, we
can argue that this similarity is one of the necessary conditions for the soul’s ability to know the
corporeal world.*2

7 See passage 43e8-44bl: ‘It is this very thing — and others like it — that had such dramatic effect upon the
revolutions of the soul. Whenever they encounter something outside of them characterizable as same or different,
they will speak of it as ‘the same as’ something, or as ‘different from’ something else when the truth is just the
opposite, so proving themselves to be misled and unintelligent. Also, at this stage souls do not have a ruling orbit
taking the lead. And so when certain sensations come from outside and attack them, they sweep the soul’s entire
vessel along with them. It is then that these revolutions, however much in control they seem to be, are actually under
their control. All these disturbances are no doubt the reason why even today and not only at the beginning, whenever
the soul is bound within a mortal body, it at first lacks intelligence.’

8 See passage 47d2—e2: ‘And harmony, whose movements are akin to the orbits within our souls, is a gift of the
Muses, if our dealings with them are guided by understanding, not for irrational pleasure, for which people nowadays
seem to make use of it, but to serve as an ally in the fight to bring order to any orbit in our souls that has become
unharmonized, and make it concordant with itself. Rhythm, too, has likewise been given us by the Muses for the
same purpose, to assist us. For with most of us our condition is such that we have lost all sense of measure, and are
lacking in grace.’

® If, hypothetically speaking, the demiurge had not granted the world soul sensitivity to harmony, it would be, in a
certain respect, less perfect than the souls of mortal beings, which would be highly inappropriate.

10 See passage 53b1-5: ‘[...] at the time the ordering of the universe was undertaken, fire, water, earth and air
initially possessed certain traces of what they are now. They were indeed in the condition one would expect
thoroughly god-forsaken things to be in. So, finding them in this natural condition, the first thing the god then did
was to give them their distinctive shapes, using forms and numbers.’

11 As Dicks (1985, 106) puts it: ‘[Plato was][c]onvinced that the whole universe operated according to mathematical
laws.’

12 Cf. Cornford (1997, 66) or Corcilius (2018, 59-60), who writes: ‘Structuring the world soul according to
harmonious relations can explain how the world soul can cognize such relations when it encounters them in the
things in the cosmos, as the mere presence of the elements of the cosmos in the world soul, without their harmonical
proportions, cannot. [...] the harmonious arrangement of the world soul’s own parts provides it with an internal
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The third and final condition for knowledge is that the soul must revolve in a circular motion
back upon itself, i.e., engage in a uniform and undisturbed circular motion. This condition refers
to passage 36¢2-d7, which describes the demiurge who forms the soul into a system of
concentric circles or spheres,® and sets it into motion. Circular motion thus appears to be
essential for the proper functioning of the soul, and the ultimate rationality of the world soul
depends on this motion not being disturbed in any way. This can be observed, again, in the
comparison with the souls of mortal beings whose rationality is lost as a direct consequence of
their incarnation to mortal bodies that causes a radical disturbance to their circular motion.'

The Speech of the Soul (37a5-b3)

In the following passage, Timaeus describes the way in which knowledge arises in the
world soul. We learn that it is through its inner speech, which consists mainly of the soul’s
declarations about the sameness or difference of a particular thing in relation to other things (and
presumably also in relation to the thing itself). Although this basic message is quite clear, we
consider this passage to be one of the most difficult to construe in the entire dialogue and its
interpretation has indeed provoked many disagreements among scholars. For these reasons, we
will now attempt to analyze it in detail. To begin, let us remind the relevant text in Greek once
again:

Otav ovcioy okedaoTnV EXOVTOG TIVOG EPATTNTAL Kol OTOV GUEPIGTOV, AEYEL KIVOLUEVT] 010 TAOTG
gavtiic 6t T &v TL TodToV | Kod 8tov dv Etepov, Tpdg dTL Te ndAoTo Kol Omm kol dmme kol OmdTe
ovpPaivel Kot o YIyvOpeva Te TpOC EKOGTOV EKOGTA E1VOL KOl TAGYEW KOi TPOG TO KOTO TODTAL
gyovta de.

Already Proclus distinguishes between three possible ways of construing this passage, all of them
making sense.’® The first possibility is to read the entire passage as one sentence, the second as
two sentences, and the third as three sentences. According to the first reading, the passage tells us
that the soul ‘touches’ both intelligible and corporeal things, and based on this ‘touch,” it declares
both the sameness and difference of the known thing, as well as other aspects and relations in
which it is involved. The second reading, which Proclus himself endorses, ends the first sentence
with the word ‘¢ovtiic’ (37a7), and the remainder is understood as a second sentence (into which
the verb ‘Aéye’’” must naturally be inserted). The difference from the first variant lies in the
distinction between what the soul says about the true nature of a given thing (i.e., whether it is
intelligible or corporeal) and what it says about the aspects belonging to this nature.® The third
variant ends the first sentence the same way as the previous one, the second at ‘Etepov’ (37b1),
and the remainder is treated as a third sentence, with the verb again taken from the first sentence.
This reading differentiates not only between the declarations about the true nature of the
particular thing and the rest of them but further between declarations about the particular thing’s

template that will allow it, presumably on the basis of the ,like is known by like* principle, to recognize when there
are the same, similar, or deviant arrangements in the things it encounters in the cosmos.’

13 The meaning of the text is not clear at this point, but we are convinced that the world soul is more plausibly
understood as a system of spheres, not circles — for a more detailed exposition of this problem, see Stransky (2023,
45, n. 10).

14 See again passage 43e8-44b1 which was quoted above inn. 7.

15 See Proclus, In Tim. I1. 302.16—17: Tpeic siot 16V mpokeyévay Tovtmv Aésmv dEnyhoelc, Adyov Exovoal TacaL.
For the following exposition, see Proclus, In Tim. Il. 302.11-303.14.

16 See Proclus, In Tim. 11. 303.8-10: dwagépet 8¢ abt tiic mpotépag, OTL ywpig uev tov mepi Thg odoiag Srakpivel
AOYyoV, ympig 8& TOV TEPL TAV TEPL TNV OVGIOV.
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sameness or difference in relation to other beings (or itself) and declarations about its other
aspects and relations.

In the context of contemporary discussions, Luc Brisson recapitulates these three possibilities and
endorses the first one.!” In our translation, we mostly follow Brisson'® and we construe the clause
beginning with ‘61w’ as dependent on the verb ‘Aéyer’ and coordinate with the clause beginning
with ‘mpoc &1’ which also depends on the verb “Aéyet.” The terms ‘€xacta’ and ‘mpog Ekactov,’
refer, in our view, to the things that the soul ‘touches’ and grasps their various mutual relations.
As for the verbs ‘stvon kol méoyev,” we believe that they, quite naturally, express the fact that
when a particular thing is involved in certain relations, there are two possible modes of this
involvement: either it somehow influences other things (i.e., acts upon them) or undergoes their
influence (i.e., is being acted upon by them). The world soul, of course, has to reflect all this in its
inner speech if its knowledge is to be true and complete. In sum, then, we believe that the inner
speech of the world soul consists, in principle, of two different types of declarations: 1) It defines
the substance (i.e., ‘what it is’) of each particular thing, declaring its sameness and difference in
respect to that thing itself as well as to other particular things (for we can characterize each thing
as identical with itself and different from the others).!® After specifying the substance of each
thing, the soul 2) grasps various relations which pertains to it and its active or passive
involvement in them. All this holds true in respect to the intelligible as well as to the corporeal.

However, there remains a major ambiguity that needs to be addressed. It is articulated in the
following question, to which Timaeus does not provide an explicit answer but which, in our

17 See Brisson (1998, 342-343). As for other alternatives, a rather strange reading is offered by Cornford (1997, 94,
n. 4): “The soul tells — (8t T° &v T TaOTOV T Kai dtov Gv ETepov) whatever it may be (say B) that something (A) is
the same as or different from — in what respect precisely and how and in what sense and when it comes about
(Bxaota etvon kol mhoyew) that it (A) is, or is qualified by, each of these terms (same and different) (mpod¢ &kactov)
in respect of any such thing (B), either in the sphere,’ etc.” Cornford's reading rests on four non-obvious decisions: 1)
interpreting ‘Exoaota’ in 37b3 as accusative referring to the pair of sameness and difference (tadtov xai £repov —
37a7-b1); 2) rendering ‘méoyew’ as ‘be qualified by;” 3) interpreting the pronoun ‘1’ in 37a7 as the subject of the
phrase ‘Exaocto givon xoi mhoyew’ (37b2-3); 4) interpreting the adjective ‘Exoctov’ in 37b2 as the antecedent of
‘6tw’ in 37a7. In Cornford's reading, thus, if we understand it correctly, the soul presupposes the mere sameness or
difference of a particular thing and declares only how this occurs and what are the aspects of that thing’s being same
or different or being qualified by these terms (mpog 611 1€ pdAiota kol dnn kol Omee Kol 0mote cupfaivel TPOG
ExooTov £KaGTO etvol kol mhoyew — 37b1-3). For a persuasive critique of Cornford’s reading, see Brisson (1998,
344-345), as the space is limited, and it is not possible to go through all the details here. For yet another reading
which can be seen as a kind of ‘middle way’ between Brisson and Cornford, see Frede (1996, 38, n. 17).

18 His translation of this passage runs as follows: ‘(B) toutes les fois qu’elle touche quoi que ce soit qui a une
substance divisible et [toutes les fois qu’elle touche quoi que ce soit qui a une substance] indivisible, un mouvement
la traverse tout entiére et elle dit (a) & quoi un tel objet peut bien étre identique et de quoi il peut bien étre différent,
(b) et relativement & quoi surtout et sous quel aspect et comment et & quel moment il arrive que chacun eu égard a
’autre soit et patisse (c) dans la sphére des étres devenus et par rapport aux étres immuables.” — Brisson (1998, 340).
A slightly different translation appears in Brisson (2017, 126) but the alterations are not substantial, so it is not
necessary to quote it again.

19 We must, however, keep in mind the distinction between two forms of sameness and difference (i.e., the divisible
and indivisible ones — see passage 35a), from which it follows: 1) The sameness and difference will not pertain to the
corporeal things in the same way as they will to the intelligible ones, as anything which is corporeal is constantly in
the process of change; 2) Despite this fact, it is, according to Timaeus, still possible to meaningfully declare both
sameness and difference about the corporeal things. In this context, Klaus Corcilius emphasizes that the world soul
has no direct or intuitive insight into the essence of the particular things as such (i.e., without regard to other things),
but its cognitive activity consists in comparing the thing it cognizes with all other existing things. — see Corcilius
(2018, 66-74).
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opinion, cannot be avoided: Does the first type of the soul’s statements also include statements
about the similarity of a particular thing to other things, or not? Closely related to this problem is
also another question: Do the soul’s statements about a particular thing always operate within a
single ‘realm’ to which that thing belongs (i.e., intelligible or corporeal), or does the inner speech
of the soul also reflect relations across both ‘realms’?%°

We believe that there are at least three reasons that suggest positive answers to both questions.
First, the revolution of the Same is referred to in several places as the revolution of the Same and
the Similar (tadtod kai Opoiov),?t which may indicate a close relation between declaring
sameness and similarity. Second, and more importantly, the world soul holds true opinions and
firm beliefs about the corporeal world (see 37b8). But having a true opinion about the corporeal
world means, among other things, understanding it as an image (eikwv) of the intelligible
paradigm (cf. 29a6-b2). To know the corporeal world, it is, therefore, necessary to relate it to this
paradigm to which it is somehow similar. If the inner speech of the soul did not include
statements about similarity, reflecting relations across both ‘realms’, it would not be able to grasp
the corporeal world as an image of the intelligible paradigm, and thus the world soul could not
hold true opinions and firm beliefs about it.?2 Third, and finally, we know that all types of the
soul’s statements pertain to both the corporeal and the intelligible ‘realm’ (see 37b2-3). This, in
other words, means that even regarding the intelligible entities, the soul should declare ‘in
relation to what especially and how and in what respect and when it comes about that any
particular thing acts upon or is being acted upon by any other particular thing’ (37b1-3). Even if
we accept a plausible (but not self-evident) hypothesis that there are certain mutual relations
between the intelligible entities, it seems inappropriate to declare also their temporal aspect (see
omote at 37bl), since the intelligible does not exist in time. Nevertheless, this difficulty can be
avoided if we allow for the possibility of the soul’s statements across both ‘realms’ because in
regard to relations between the intelligible entities and the corporeal things, declaring their
temporal aspect makes sense.??

Cognitive Powers of the Soul (37b3-c5)

In the previous section, we saw that the knowledge of the world soul consists of a
multitude of different but interconnected declarations through which the soul comes to know both
the substance of each thing and numerous relations that pertain to it. ‘A speech, thus, arises,
which is equally true whether it concerns the Same or the Different, and which is borne along,
without sound or noise, within that which moves itself.” (Adyog 6¢ 0 koatd TOwTOV AANOTG
yryvopevog mepi te Bdtepov Ov Kai mepl 10 TOVTOHV, &V TA KIVOLUEVE® VO' aOTOD PEPOUEVOS (VED
eBoyyov kai Nyfc — 37b3-6). It is quite clear, then, that according to Timaeus, knowledge is
essentially discursive. It is probably not surprising that the soul makes this speech without sound
or noise, but it may not be entirely clear what Timaeus means by saying that it is equally true
whether it concerns ‘the Same’ and ‘the Different’. This may, quite obviously, mean that the

20 Both these important questions are also addressed by Moural (2012, 145-146).

21 See passages 36d1, 39b7—c1, 40b1-2, 42¢4-5.

2 Cf. Karfik (2007, 109-111).

2 This, however, brings along a rather non-obvious consequence: understanding the intelligible will not be complete
if we do not also grasp it as a model for the corporeal world, i.e., we must also take into account its paradigmatic
aspect. Of course, on an ontological level, this assertion does not deny the absolute independence and
self-sufficiency of the intelligible entities. From an epistemological perspective, however, it seems important to
relate to the intelligible not only in its separateness but also as a paradigm for the corporeal world.

44



world soul correctly declares both the sameness (or similarity) and difference of the given thing
in relation to itself and other things.?* It is not clear, however, why Timaeus should explicitly
emphasize this fact, as there is no reason to think that the opposite possibility (i.e., that the world
soul correctly declares only the sameness or only difference) would ever occur to the reader of
the dialogue. Another rather tentative possibility is that by ‘the Same’, Timaeus means the
intelligible, while by ‘the Different’ he means the corporeal, and he thus asserts that the speech of
the soul is equally true whether it concerns entities of one ‘realm’ or the other. We can support
this suggestion by claiming that although both sameness and difference manifestly pertain to both
‘realms’, the role of sameness is more dominant among the intelligible entities (as each Platonic
form is always identical with itself in a strong sense) while the role of difference is more
dominant among corporeal things (as each thing undergoes a process of change, being identical
with itself only in a much weaker sense).?®

Timaeus, then, informs us of how exactly this inner speech arises. ‘Whenever it concerns the
perceptible, and the revolution of the Different moves correctly and transmits [it] to its whole
soul, true opinions and firm beliefs arise.” (6tav pév mept 10 aicOnTOV Yiyvnton kai 6 Tod Ootépov
KoKAog OpBOC iV gic mdicay avTod?® THYV Yoyny Swayysidn, 6Em kai mictelg yiyvovron PEPatot
kol dAndsic — 37b6-8).2" ‘But whenever it concerns the intelligible, and the revolution of the
Same runs well and reveals them [i.e. the mtelllglble beings], understanding and knowledge
necessarily result.” (8tav 8¢ av mepi 10 Aoyiotikdv 1j koi 6 10D TadTod KdKhog £dTPoYOg AV ADTY
unvoe, vodg Emothun t€ £ avaykng dmotedeital — 37¢1-3).

We believe that this section contains a certain tension. On the one hand, Timaeus claims that the
individual cognitive powers pertain to the whole soul (66&a and micTig are said to do so in 37b7—
8, and while in the case of vodg and émiotiun this is not mentioned explicitly, there is no reason
to assume that it does not apply to them as well). On the other hand, it seems that the revolutions
of the soul are at least to some extent specialized. When knowing the perceptible, the correct
operation of the revolution of the Different is important, whereas when knowing the intelligible,

24 See for example Cornford (1997, 96-97), Brisson (1998, 347-348) or Robinson (1995, 80).

%5 Cf. Stransky (2022, 468, n. 35).

% The meaning of the pronoun avtod here is not entirely clear, and some scholars have proposed textual
emendations. See, for instance, Archer-Hind (1888, 117), who reads avtd instead of adtod, thus creating a parallel
with the same pronoun in 37c2. This option makes good sense, as both pronouns could then refer to the objects that
the soul ‘touches’ and cognizes, first within the corporeal, and then within the intelligible ‘realm’. However, since all
extant manuscripts contain the form atdtod, we should try to find a different solution. This problem is already
reflected by Proclus, who notes that the pronoun can be interpreted variously (moAloy®g), and he himself interprets it
as standing in for Adyoc (see Proclus, In Tim., 11. 311.30-33). A more plausible interpretation, however, seems to be
to relate it to the closely preceding phrase 6 Tod Batépov kdKhog, as many scholars do — see, for example, Cornford
(1997, 95), Robinson (1995, 81) or Martin (1841, 49). A rare criticism of both this and Proclus’ reading is advanced
by Alfred Taylor, who argues that it would be strange to speak of the ‘soul of the logos’ or the ‘soul of the circle of
difference,” and he, therefore, suggests interpreting avtod as standing in for ovpavod, since the entire passage deals
with the soul of the world — see Taylor (1928, 180-181). This interpretation, again, makes sense, but from a textual
perspective, it seems less likely given the absence of the term ovpavog in the entire passage under discussion. Taylor
is quite right in noting that speaking of the soul of the revolution of the Different, which is itself part of this soul,
seems somewhat odd, but if we understand the phrase ‘its soul’ (yvyn avtod) as meaning ‘the soul in which this
revolution belongs,” it seems reasonable enough.

2" We construe the phrase §6&at kai miotelc yiyvovrot PEPoiot kai dAndeic chiastically (cf. Archer-Hind 1888, 117 or
Karfik 2007, 110), though of course it cannot be ruled out that both adjectives apply to each of the nouns, and thus
both opinions and beliefs are firm and true. However, this minor detail does not significantly alter the overall
meaning of this passage.
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the revolution of the Same must run properly. So, the question is: Do different types of
knowledge pertain to different revolutions of the soul (i.e., 66&a and miotig to the revolution of
the Different and vodg and émiotiun to the revolution of the Same), or do all these cognitive acts
always belong to the whole soul, meaning that its revolutions are not, in fact, specialized, or is
there some other possibility?

Josef Moural also points to this tension, arguing that the text in question may not require any
specialization at all and, moreover, that the strong specialization theory brings about absurd
consequences since it is necessary to predicate sameness also in regard to the perceptible and
difference in regard to the intelligible.?® We find the claim that the text may not require any
specialization at all problematic and we believe that the above-quoted passage 37b6—c6 quite
explicitly contains at least what Moural calls a ‘quasi-specialization’.?® On the other hand, it is
undoubtedly true that the predication of both sameness and difference is necessary for true
knowledge of the perceptible as well as of the intelligible, which means that the revolutions
cannot be strongly specialized in the way in which Moural conceives it. A possible solution could
be to accept the concept of quasi-specialization and argue that, due to the prominence of
sameness among the intelligible entities and of difference among the corporeal things, the correct
functioning of one of the revolutions is always crucial, while its cooperation with the other
revolution is also needed but of secondary importance.

However, we find this solution rather unconvincing for several reasons. First, even this reading
leads to the conclusion that for true knowledge, the correct functioning and cooperation of both
revolutions is necessary (even if one should play a more important role). Thus, it is not clear why
Timaeus shall consider it necessary to explicitly emphasize the dominant role of one of them.
Second, even if we accept the thesis about the prominence of sameness in the intelligible and of
difference in the corporeal ‘realm’, it would be clear that defining each particular substance
(whether corporeal or intelligible) requires declaring its sameness with itself and difference from
the others. The correct functioning of both circles would, therefore, be practically equally
important in both cases. We thus believe that even the quasi-specialization theory does not allow
us to fully understand the passage in question.

A different and quite interesting (and almost ‘Aristotelian”) solution that aims to preserve the
strong specialization theory is proposed by Francesco Fronterotta. According to him, the regular
and uniform motion of the revolution of the Same allows the intelligible entities to be properly
‘imprinted’ into it, and the soul, according to the principle of the identity of the knower and the
known, identifies with the particular intelligible object and vodg and émotiun thereby emerge.
On the other hand, since the revolution of the Different, which is five times divided, does not
possess such regular and uniform motion, it clashes violently with its objects of knowledge. As a
result, no mutual identity is formed between the soul and the corporeal world, making only 66&o
and wioteig possible.®® It seems to us, however, that Fronterotta completely ignores the
discursivity of knowledge. As we have already seen, the world soul comes to know various
objects via an inner speech that consists in declaring their sameness and difference, as well as
different relations in which that object participates. Nowhere does Timaeus suggest that the soul
identifies (to a greater or lesser extent) with the objects of its knowledge.

28 Moural (2012, 143, 147-149).
29 See Moural (2012, 147).
%0 See Fronterotta (2007, 120-121).
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Let us, nevertheless, reconsider the question of whether the theory of a strong specialization,
granted that we accept the discursive character of knowledge, really brings about absurd
consequences, as Moural claims. We believe that Timaeus does indeed hold the strong
specialization theory, but the consequences are absurd only if we accept a certain assumption that
underlies Moural’s interpretation. The assumption being that the function of the revolution of the
Same is to predicate only sameness (or similarity) and the function of the revolution of the
Different is to predicate only difference. Given how Timaeus labels the revolutions, this
supposition seems reasonable, yet apart from this fact, nothing else supports it. On the contrary,
in the preceding passage (see 35a ff.), we have seen that the entire original mixture from which
the demiurge created the soul was made of the intermediate kinds of being, sameness, and
difference. After being divided into harmonic intervals, the demiurge longitudinally cut it into
two parts, folded them into the shape of the letter Chi, and by joining the ends together, created
the spherical soul. The key message here is that both the revolution of the Same and the
revolution of the Different are composed of being, sameness, and difference. In other words, both
revolutions are made from the same mixture, and both, therefore, have a share in sameness as
well as in difference.

We, thus, see no sufficient reason to assume that the revolution of the Same declares only
sameness (or similarity) and the revolution of the Different only difference or, more generally,
that each of the revolutions conducts its own independent inner speech.3! So, one can support, in
our opinion, the strong specialization theory while at the same time avoiding the absurdity
pointed out by Moural. But, still, we may ask: Why do the revolutions need to be specialized at
all? Why is it not simply the whole soul that approaches both the intelligible and the perceptible?
The answer lies, as we see it, in the different nature of the intelligible and the perceptible and,
correspondingly, in the different motions of the revolution of the Same and the Different, the
assumption being that through its motion, the soul can approximate (and therefore ‘touch’) the
nature of the object it cognizes.®? It is by the simple, uniform, and regular circular motion of the
revolution of the Same that the soul approximates the immutability and changelessness of the
intelligible entities (cf. 34a1-3 where this motion is associated with vodg), whereas through also
circular but various motions of the divided revolution of the Different, the soul approximates the
manifold movements of the corporeal world (cf. 43b2-4). Plainly, the world soul still retains its
intermediate position and circular motion, not identifying with either the motionlessness of the
intelligible or the non-circular movements of the corporeality, but, nevertheless, due to the
specific motion of both its revolutions, it becomes capable of ‘touching’ and knowing these two
types of being.®

Accordingly, we believe that Timaeus has good reasons for maintaining the strong specialization
theory. And yet, this in no way denies the fact that inner speech and cognitive acts belong to the
whole soul and not just to its parts. Through the revolution of the Different, the soul does indeed

31 Cf. Corcilius (2018, 79-81), who also claims that the whole soul leads only one speech and examines in detail the
significance of the verbs dtayyéAlewv and unvoew (37b8 and c2). In his opinion, both revolutions function more like
»~messengers’ Who transmit certain information without understanding. The revolutions of the soul as such, therefore,
do not possess knowledge any more than, for instance, the movements of certain bodily particles caused by
perception, which likewise inform (é€ayyeidn — 64b6) the rational soul about the character of the stimulus that
exerted an influence (tod TomMoavtog v dbvapuy — 64b6).

32 Cf. Karfik (2004, 197-198).

33 Cf. Stransky (2023, 46-48).
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‘touch’ the corporeal world, but only when it ‘transmits [it] to its whole soul’ (gig ndcav avtod
v yoynyv dwyyeiln — 37b7-8), ‘true opinions and firm beliefs arise’ (56&ot ki wictelg yiyvovrat
BéParor kol aAnbeic — 37b8). Neither d0Ean nor wictelg thus belong exclusively to the revolution
of the Different but to the whole soul. As we mentioned earlier, Timaeus does not say the same
explicitly about the revolution of the Same, but we, nevertheless, believe that something very
similar holds true also in this case. When the soul ‘touches’ the intelligible entities and the
revolution of the Same ‘reveals them’ (avtd punvoon — 37¢2), ‘understanding and knowledge
necessarily result’ (vobg émotun te €€ avdykng amoteieiton — 37¢2-3) (again, as we see it, in
the whole soul). Despite the difference between and specialization of the revolutions, it would,
therefore, be incorrect to think of the soul as composed of two (or more) distinct and largely
autonomous parts.

In the concluding sentence of the passage in question, Timaeus informs us that ‘If anyone were to
claim that these two arise in something other than the soul, he would speak anything but the
truth.” (tovte® 8¢ &v @ TV Svtmv &yyiyvesBov, &v moté Tic ovTd A0 TANV Woynyv imn, méiv
udAiov 1 TaAn0sc épel — 37¢3-5). This sentence has often been analyzed in the context of the
question of whether vodg, according to Plato, can and does exist separately or whether it can arise
only in the soul,® but this inquiry plainly lies outside the scope of the present paper.

Conclusion

In this paper, we have dealt with the problem of cognition of the world soul based on a
detailed analysis of passage 37a2—c5 from Plato’s Timaeus. First, we demonstrated how closely it
is related to Timaeus’ preceding exposition, as three conditions have to be met for the soul’s
cognitive powers to function correctly. It has to be 1) mixed from (the intermediate kinds of)
being, sameness, and difference; 2) divided and bound together according to a proportion, and 3)
set into a uniform circular motion. If this is so, an inner speech can arise in the soul based on its
‘touching’ the intelligible as well as the perceptible objects. The cognition of the world soul,
therefore, turned out to be essentially discursive. As we showed in the second part of this study,
the inner speech consists of two different types of declarations. First, the soul declares mere
sameness (or similarity) and difference of the particular object, both in relation to the object itself
and to the others, thus revealing what that object is (i.e., its substance). Second, it declares
various relations that pertain to that object and its active or passive involvement in them. All this
gives rise to specific cognitive states in the soul. Thus, in the third part, we explained how exactly
this happens. We mainly dealt with the question of specialization of the revolutions of the soul,
embracing, in the end, a so-called strong specialization theory. We argued that the soul
approximates, and therefore ‘touches’, both the nature of the corporeal realm (through its
revolution of the Different) as well as the nature of the intelligible one (through its revolution of
the Same). This ‘touch’ gives rise to specific cognitive states (i.e. d6&a, miotelg, vodg and
émotiun) that, however, always belong to the whole soul, not just one of its revolutions. The

3 1t is not entirely clear what this dual refers to. Grammatically, it could be referring to the two most recently
mentioned cognitive acts, namely vodg and €motiun, or to the two types of knowledge, that is d6&at and mictelg on
one hand, and volg and émiotiun on the other. In terms of the overall meaning of the passage we consider the second
option more likely, as it is not clear why Timaeus would emphasize that just vodg and émotiun arise only in soul,
when 86&at and wiotelg obviously do so as well.

% For a view that it does exist separately, see Hackforth (1936) or Menn (1995), for an opposite view that it does not,
see Cherniss (1944) or van Riel (2013).
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world soul, thus, conducts a single but incredibly complex inner speech that allows it to correctly
cognize both the corporeal and the intelligible.
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