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SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION
The Problem of the Research and its Relevance

The concepts of separation (ympiopodc) and participation (LEOeELS)
can be rightly considered as one of the most essential elements of
Plato’s metaphysics. The claim that separation and participation are
original philosophical concepts introduced by Plato goes back to the
testimonies of Plato’s most famous pupil and ardent critic Aristotle,
who reported that Plato employed these concepts to describe the
relation between sensible particulars and their essences, which Plato
called Forms and claimed that they are eternal and can only be grasped
by thought. Aristotle’s testimonies are supported by the Platonic
dialogues — on the one hand, the concept of participation was mainly
used by Plato to describe how a Form, as an essence (ovcia) of a given
sensible particular, makes the thing what it truly is (for example,
beautiful things are beautiful because they participate in the Form of
Beauty; large or small things are the way they are because they
participate in the Form of Largeness or Smalness, and so on). On the
other hand, the concept of separation was used to stress the radical
ontological difference between these two classes of entities.

In the context of the history of philosophy, the question regarding
the concepts of separation and participation in Plato’s philosophy is
first encountered as a problem in the testimonies left by Aristotle. In
his treatises, Aristotle assigns these doctrines to Plato within the
general context of the critique of the theory of Forms. According to
Aristotle, Plato was the first thinker who took the general concepts
(i.e. universals) that were the main object of Socrates’ investigations
and separated (éydproav) them from all sensible particulars, claiming
that these general concepts are the essences (substances) of all things.
This concept of separation, according to Aristotle, is the main source
of the difficulties that can be attributed to the theory of Forms. On the



other hand, Aristotle also reported that even though Plato introduced
another concept — that of participation — to account for the relation
between Forms and sensible particulars in a meaningful and real way,
he left this second concept an open question and never investigated it
in detail. As J. D. Mabbott! rightly noted, the testimonies and criticism
provided by Aristotle can be considered as one of the main obstacles
in the way of any attempt to reconstruct Plato’s metaphysics. Given
Aristotle’s criticism of the allegedly radical separation between
sensible particulars and their essences in the philosophy of Plato, how
is one to interpret the concept of participation, which Aristotle only
mentions briefly? How do the worlds of constant change and
immutable being interact with one another — what does it mean to say
that the Forms are essences of all things and to simultaneously claim
that they have an entirely separate being from the world of sensible
particulars? In other words, it looks like that the concepts of separation
and participation, while pointing to one another, at the same time
establish a sort of tension between the worlds of being and becoming,
which cannot be easily dismissed. Nor is it immediately clear if Plato
himself saw this tension and tried to resolve it.

But how, given this context, should one understand the criticism
towards the theory of Forms and the concepts of separation and
participation that Plato himself developed in his later dialogues and
especially in the Parmenides? Did Plato criticize his own theory of
Forms on the same grounds that Aristotle did, or were his arguments
of a different kind than Aristotle’s critical remarks? Lastly, what is the
main aim of this criticism — do the critical arguments in the
Parmenides mark a break within Plato’s philosophy, a radical
reformulation of the theory of Forms (possibly - in the light of
Avistotle’s critical remarks), or do they point towards an attempt to
answer the internal contradictions arising within the theory of Forms

1 Mabbott, J. D. 1926. Aristotle and the ywpioudc of Plato, in: The Classical
Quarterly: pp. 72 — 79. Vol. 20, No. 2 (1926).
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itself by showing that these problems and contradictions can actually
be avoided and/or satisfactorily solved? To answer these questions at
the same time means to provide an anwer to three fundamental
problems related to scientific studies of Plato’s philosophy: first of all,
what were the specifics of Plato’s metaphysical system and especially
his theory of Forms? Can the concept of yopiopog, widely used by
Plato throughout his dialogues, be considered as solid ground for
claiming that Plato’s philosophy was a form of metaphysical dualism?
Or is this interpretation negated by the concept uébeéic, widely used
throughout of Plato’s dialogues as well? Secondly, what can the
specifics of Plato’s metaphysics tell us about Plato’s philosophy as a
whole? Do these specifics show that Plato held the same philosophical
position throughout the entirety of his dialogues (the so-called Unity
Thesis, most famously put forth by such scholars as C. Kahn?, P.
Shorey® and H. Cherniss*), or does the criticism presented in the
Parmenides point towards a development of Plato’s thought, an
evolution of his philosophical position (the so-called
Developmentalist Thesis, most famously put forth by T. Irwin® and G.
Vlastos®)? Thirdly, what can the specifics of Plato’s metaphysics and
the answer to the question of the conceptual unity of Plato’s
philosophy tell us about the relations between Plato’s philosophy and

2 Kahn, Charles H. 1996. Plato and the Socratic Dialogue: The Philosophical
Use of a Literary Form. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

3 Shorey, P. 1903. The Unity of Plato’s Thought. Chicago: University of
Chicago Press.

4 Cherniss, H. F. 1971. The Philosophical Economy of the Theory of Ideas,
in: Plato: A Collection of Critical Essays I: Metaphysics and Epistemology:
pp. 16 — 27. Edited by Gregory Vlastos. London: Palgrave Macmillan.

5 Irwin, T. 1977. Plato’s Moral Theory: The Early and Middle Dialogues.
Oxford: Clarendon Press; Irwin, T. 1995. Plato’s Ethics. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

b Vlastos, G. 1954. The Third Man Argument in the , Parmenides*“, in:
Studies in Plato’s Metaphysics (1967): pp. 231 — 264. Ed. R. E. Allen.
Routledge & Kegan Paul: London.



the thought of his contemporaries (especially Aristotle) and successors
(especially the philosophers of the early Academy)?

Throughout the history of philosophy, there have been numerous
attempts to deal with the problem of separation and participation in
Plato’s philosophy that took different approaches to the question at
hand. One approach was to interpret Plato’s philosophy in such a way
that the criticisms of Aristotle would not apply to it. One of the first
and most notable interpretations of this kind (and one of the first
interpretations to engage the concept of ympiouodg critically) was the
interpretation put forth by the neo-Kantian philosopher P. Natorp’, in
which the doctrine of ywpiopog is investigated as a problem in need
of a solution. This solution, according to Natorp, can be found in
Plato’s writings. By reacting to the problems that Aristotle attributed
to the doctrine of ympioudg and at the same time trying interpret Plato
as a sort of precursor to Kant and his project of critical philosophy,
Natorp interpreted Forms not as substances existing apart from
sensible particulars, but as objective laws and explanations that help
to explain the world of sensible particulars (in other words, for Natorp
the Forms in their function were very similar to the Kantian
categories). With an interpretation like this, Aristotle’s criticisms,
aimed at the concept of ywpioudg, can be successfully refuted, as the
Forms are no longer to be understood as existing in some “other”
world besides the realm of sensible particulars, but as inherent in (8v)
the latter as causes and explanations of everything that is and can be
known, and qua objective explanations remaining non-reducible to
sensible particulars or their properties. Another approach to the
problem of separation and participation would be to zero in on the
criticisms provided by Aristotle and show that they themselves are
unreliable, contradictory or misleading about the true purposes of
Plato’s metaphysical project. This approach stipulates that while

" Natorp, P. 1921. Plato’s Theory of Ideas: An Introduction to Idealism. Sankt
Augustin: Academia Verlag.



separation and participation were genuine Platonic doctrines,
Aristotle’s testimonies and arguments critical of the theory of Forms
present a distorted view of Plato’s philosophy. Most famously, this
approach was the one taken by American scholar H. Cherniss in his
analyses of Aristotle’s criticisms of Plato and the Academy?.

Thirdly, instead of focusing exclusively on or reacting to
Aristotle’s criticisms, one can base the investigation of the concepts
of separation and participation on the uncontroversial part of
Aristotle’s testimonies (i.e. that these concepts were unique to Plato)
and look for a more detailed description of each of these concepts in
Plato’s own dialogues. This approach can be considered as perhaps the
most popular of all, and has led to various formulations of the concepts
of separation and participation. However, it should be noted that
among the scholars of Platonic philosophy there is no clear consensus
on the true meaning of these concepts. While providing an overview
of the works dedicated to the problem of separation in Plato’s
philosophy, Gail Fine® rightly notes that even though everyone agrees
that the concept of ympiopog is an authentic Platonic concept, there is
no consensus on its real meaning and function within Plato’s
metaphysics. For example, according to T. Irwin®®, the thesis that
Forms are separate from sensible particulars means that Forms can
exist independently from all sensible particulars and that the Forms
are inexplicable in terms of anything related to the world of becoming
or related to the senses (that is, Irwin talks about two forms of
separation, especially visible in Plato’s early and middle dialogues,
one being ontological separation, while the other one being

8 Cherniss, H. F. 1946. Aristotle’s Criticism of Plato and the Academy.
Baltimore: The John Hopkins Press; Cherniss, H. F. 1962. The Riddle of the
Early Academy. New York: Russell and Russell.

° Fine, G. 2003. Separation, in: Plato on Knowledge and Forms. Selected
Essays: pp. 252 — 300. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

10 1rwin, T. 1977. Plato’s Moral Theory: The Early and Middle Dialogues.
Oxford: Clarendon Press



epistemological separation). In contrast to Irwin and his interpretation,
G. Else! and F. Cornford*? claim that the concept of separation simply
means that Forms are in a different place than their participants (in this
case one can’t help but think of the abode of the Forms as it was
described in Plato’s Phaedrus — the “plain of truth“ (dAn0gi0c mediov),
accessible only to the direct intuition of the soul).

The same can be said about the concept of participation as well —
according to some authors (Devereux®®, Fine!, Perl®), to say that
sensible particulars participate in Forms is tantamount to saying that
the Forms are in (év) sensible things. According to the mentioned
scholars, this sort of participation is especially evident in Plato’s
earlier dialogues. Other authors (Nehamas'®, Armstrong'’) interpret
the concept of participation in terms of the classical problem of
universals (that is, since Aristotle presented the Forms as universals,
participation should consequently be interpreted as a relation between
universals and their particular instances). Lastly, there also exists a
third interpretative strategy (which has solid grounds in Plato’s texts,

1 Else, G. F. 1936. The Terminology of the Ideas, in: Harvard Studies in
Classical Philology: pp. 17 — 55. Vol. 47 (1936).

12 Cornford, F. M. 1939. Plato and Parmenides. London: Routledge & Kegan
Paul.

13 Devereux, Daniel T. 1999. Separation and Immanence in Plato’s Theory
of Forms, in: Plato I. Metaphysics and Epistemology: pp. 192 — 214. Edited
by Gail Fine. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

14 Fine, G. 2003. Immanence, in: Plato on Knowledge and Forms. Selected
Essays: pp. 301 — 325. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

5 Perl, Eric D. 1999. The Presence of the Paradigm: Immanence and
Transcendence in Plato’s Theory of Forms, in: The Review of Metaphysics:
pp. 339 — 362. Vol. 53, No. 2 (Dec., 1999).

16 Nehamas, A. 1982. Participation and Predication in Plato’s Later
Thought, in: The Review of Metaphysics: pp. 343 —374. Vol. 36, No. 2 (Dec.,
1982); Nehamas, A. 1979. Self-Predication and Plato’s Theory of Forms, in:
American Philosophical Quarterly: pp. 93 —103. Vol. 16, No. 2 (Apr., 1979).
17 Armstrong, D. M. 1989. Universals: An Opinionated Introduction.
Boulder, CO: Westview Press, Inc.
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be it the early, the middle or the late dialogues), which treats the
relation of péBe&ig first and foremost as a relation between originals
and their copies (White®8, Sedley'®, Patterson?’, Allen?!).

This dissertation is dedicated to the inquiry of the problem of
separation and participation in Plato’s late dialogues. Like some of the
before mentioned interpretations, this inquiry is based on the
uncontroversial part of Aristotle’s testimonies. However, this inquiry
differs from the previously discussed interpretations in three major
ways. First of all, it differs from them in the methodological
importance it puts in the testimonies regarding Plato’s philosophy
found in Aristotle’s Metaphysics as well as the commentaries made by
Aristotle’s commentator Alexander (the so-called “indirect
tradition”). In this inquiry, Aristotle’s testimonies are treated first and
foremost as a source for potentially useful information regarding
Plato’s philosophical views. Naturally, at first sight this might seem as
a rather unintuitive and potentially even dangerous stance to make —
indeed, how can one expect to extract any valuable information from
a philosophical treatise that has the stated purpose of showing how
Aristotle’s predecessors used one or two of the categories or causes
that Aristotle himself identified, however, never reaching the complete
picture of reality that Aristotle supposedly does in his philosophy
because he correctly identified all of the causes and categories? Even
though this is a serious objection to make, it does not necessarily mean

18 White, F. C. 1977. Plato’s Middle Dialogues and the Independence of
Particulars, in: The Philosophical Quarterly: pp. 193 —213. Vol. 27, No. 108
(Jul., 1977).

19 Sedley, D. 2006. Form — Particular Resemblance in Plato s ,, Phaedo “, in:
Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society: pp. 311 - 327. Vol. 106 (2006).

20 patterson, R. 1985. Image and Reality in Plato’s Metaphysics.
Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing.

2L Allen, R. E. 1971. Participation and Predication in Plato’s Middle
Dialogues, in: Plato: A Collection of Critical Essays I: Metaphysics and
Epistemology: pp. 167 — 183. Ed. Gregory Vlastos. London: Palgrave
Macmillan.
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that one needs to ignore all of Aristotle’s testimonies on the
philosophy of Plato. Even if the information that Aristotle provides
regarding Plato might be suspected as misconstruing Plato’s real
philosophical views, one needs to show in what way Plato’s views are
misconstrued (in contrast with the approach of outright dismissing the
Aristotelian testimonies based only on the presupposition that they are
misleading and innacurate as a whole). Regarding Aristotle’s
testimonies regarding the Platonic concepts of separation and
participation, one needs to keep in mind the philosophical teachings
and vocabulary of Aristotle himself, as well as the fact that more often
than not he tends to present the views of his predecessors and
contemporaries in the language of his own philosophical project, and
then goes on to succesfully criticize these views on the basis of such a
reconstruction. In other words, while Aristotle in some sense distorts
the views that he presents, a hypothesis pursued in this inquiry is that
by separating Aristotle’s philosophical doctrines from his testimonies
can be considered a potentially fruitful way of gaining additional
information or finding out additional facts about Plato’s philosophical
views. Accordingly, an analysis of the testimonies provided by
Aristotle can be considered as useful in two senses. First of all, in a
negative sense an analysis of this sort could help show where Aristotle
presents basic facts about the concepts of separation and participation
and where he interprets them according to his own doctrines (that is,
such an analysis would show how not to interpret Plato’s own views
when the time comes to investigate the concepts in the Platonic
corpus). In a positive sense, an analysis of Aristotle’s testimonies
could potentially help unearth additional facts and information about
the Platonic concepts of separation and participation, facts that might
not be explicitly stated in Plato’s dialogues themselves, but would
eventually lead the inquiry to a better understanding of Plato’s

12



philosophical position, as well as supplement the statements and
information found in the Platonic corpus®.

Secondly, the approach that this inquiry takes towards the problem
of separation and participation, while grounded in Aristotle’s
testimonies used as an additional source of information on both of
these concepts, is to analyze it first and foremost as a problem that
Plato identified in his late dialogues and tried to solve. More
specifically, this dissertation aims to investigate the problem of
separation and participation not as Aristotle described it and assigned
it to Plato, but how Plato himself saw and tried to solve this problem.
By taking this approach, within the Platonic corpus the problem in
question can be localized in Plato’s Parmenides, where Plato subjects
the theory of Forms and the concepts of separation and participation
to detailed examination and critique. Based on the analysis of this
critical examination in the Parmenides, it is argued that the solution to
the problem of separation and participation (as it is formulated in the
Parmenides) can then be found in Plato’s dialogues Sophist and

22 In this sense, methodology-wise this dissertation is closest to the views and
ideas expoused by the so-called Tlbingen school (Krédmer, H. J. 1990. Plato
and the Foundations of Metaphysics. Albany, NY: State University of New
York Press; Gaiser, K. 2012. Plato’s Synopsis of the Mathematical Sciences,
in: The Other Plato. The Tiibingen Interpretation of Plato’s Inner-Academic
Teachings: pp. 83 — 120. Albany, NY: State University of New York Press;
Reale, G. 1997. Toward a New Interpretation of Plato. Washington, D. C.:
The Catholic University of America Press; for an excellent summary of the
main ideas and interpretative strategies of the Tibingen school, see Nikulin,
D. 2012. Plato: Testimonia et Fragmenta, in: The Other Plato. The Tlibingen
Interpretation of Plato’s Inner-Academic Teachings: pp. 1 —38. Albany, NY:
State University of New York Press). It should be noted, however, despite
this similarity in methodology, the main aim of this inquiry is more modest
than the ultimate aim of the TUbingen school — not to reconstruct the entirety
of the so-called “unwritten teachings” (&ypaea doypota) of Plato, but to use
Aristotle’s testimonies as a source of additional information in the
investigation of the concepts of separation and participation in Plato’s late
dialogues.
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Timaeus. Only by investigating these three Platonic dialogues as
inextricably related parts of one whole, one can gain a clearer
understanding of the philosophical significance of the concepts of
separation and participation in Plato’s philosophy.

Thirdly, one of the main premisses of this inquiry is the hypothesis
put forth by German philosopher Hans-Georg Gadamer?, that the
concepts of separation and participation from the very beginning point
to each other, and as metaphysical doctrines are inextricably
connected. In this dissertation, the analysis of the Parmenides, Sophist
and Timaeus is accordingly carried out with this hypothesis in mind
and at the same time shapes the general direction and aim of the
inquiry — to show that the problem of separation and participation as
it is described in Plato’s Parmenides does not signify a radical shift in
Plato’s metaphysical doctrine regarding the theory of Forms (in
comparison to the doctrine of the Republic, for example) and an
abandonment of any of these concepts, but rather points to an effort
by Plato to provide a solution that would save both of these doctrines,
ensuring both the fundamental ontological distinction between
sensible particulars and their essences, and the relation between these
two realms via the concept of uébeéic.

Thus, the relevance of this inquiry is based on the problem
investigated as well as the approach taken to investigate the problem
in question — the choice to analyze the problem of separation and
participation first and foremost as a problem within the Platonic
corpus itself, where it was investigated by Plato himself. As discussed
in this introduction, the relevance of the investigated problem is based
on the fact that the concepts of yopiouoc and pébeéig and their true
meaning and function have up to this day remained a point of heated
discussion among scholars of Plato’s philosophy. Additionally, an
investigation into the meaning of these concepts can also be

23 Gadamer, Hans — Georg. 1986. The Idea of the Good in Platonic —
Aristotelian Philosophy. New Haven (CT): Yale University Press.
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considered as relevant because the elucidation of these Platonic
doctrines would not only help to get a better grasp of Plato’s
philosophical project as a whole, but would also let one better
understand its specifics in relation both to ancient and modern authors,
highlighting the philosophical innovations that Plato introduced with
his theory of Forms. Lastly, such an investigation would also shed
light on the question whether Plato’s metaphysics can be considered a
conceptually unified system, or a philosophical system marked by
constant development and transformation.

One additional point that needs to be mentioned regarding the
added value of this dissertation is that one of the main claims of this
research (the claim that Plato describes the problem in the Parmenides
and then provides the solution to this problem in the Sophist and
Timaeus) is indirectly related to one of the most notable controversies
of Platonic studies in the twentieth century — the Owen-Cherniss
debate regarding the Timaeus and its dating in the Platonic corpus. By
employing a variety of philological (stylometric studies of Platonic
dialogues) and philosophical (esp. the argument that the distinction
between the realms of eternal being and constant change established
in the Timaeus is more akin to the doctrines expounded in the Republic
than Plato’s views in the Parmenides and Sophist) arguments, English
philosopher G. E. L. Owen® argued that Plato’s Timaeus should be
excluded from the group of Plato’s late dialogues to which it is
traditionally assigned and placed among the middle dialogues. On this
interpretation, the Parmenides marks a radical change in Plato’s
theory of Forms. American scholar H. Cherniss?®, who opposed
Owen’s thesis, claimed that the Timaeus should be assigned to Plato’s
late dialogues. Firstly, Cherniss was skeptical towards any claim that

2 0wen, G. E. L. 1953. The Place of the “Timaeus” in Plato’s Dialogues,
in: The Classical Quarterly: pp. 79 — 95. Vol. 3, No. 1/2 (Jan. — Apr., 1953).
% Cherniss, H. F. 1957. The Relation of the “Timaeus” to Plato’s Later
Dialogues, in: The American Journal of Philology: pp. 225 — 266. Vol. 78,
No. 3 (1957).
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stylometric analysis can provide the definite answer to the question of
the chronology of Platonic dialogues. Secondly, in his response
Cherniss argued that the distinction between being and change that is
central to the Timaeus can also be found in other dialogues that are
considered to be written later in Plato’s career (such as the Philebus).
In the context of the Owen-Cherniss debate, the previously discussed
claim of this dissertation about the relation between the Parmenides
and the Timaeus and Sophist can be considered a philosophical
argument that supports Cherniss’ position (it should also be noted that
Cherniss does not use a similar argument in his reply to Owen).

Aim and Objectives of the Dissertation

The main aim of this dissertation is to present a systemic
explication of the concepts of separation and participation in Plato’s
late dialogues, focusing on the Parmenides and its thematic
connections to the Sophist and the Timaeus, as well as using the
testimonies found in Aristotle’s Metaphysics and the comments
provided by Alexander of Aphrodisias as sources of additional
information on these Platonic concepts. The following objectives are
raised in order to attain the main aim of the dissertation:

1. To provide the main problem of the investigation with the proper
historical-philosophical context before moving on to investigate
the concepts of separation and participation in the dialogues of
Plato himself by showing how Plato’s pupil Aristotle presented
his master’s theory of Forms, how he described and criticized the
concepts of separation and participation, how he saw Plato’s
philosophical project in relation to the teachings of other
prominent ancient philosophers — in the end this detour into
Aristotle’s works should provide the inquiry with a useful
auxiliary interpretative framework by virtue of which the concepts
of separation and participation can then be investigated within the
Platonic corpus.

16



2. After formulating such an auxiliary interpretative framework, to
localize the problem of separation and participation within Plato’s
late dialogues, to show its most salient features and main
premises, to elucidate the means by which Plato attempted to solve
it, and to evaluate if the solution proposed by Plato was successful
or not. At the same time, this objective can then also help to go
back to Aristotle’s own views on the subject and to accordingly
evaluate their accuracy.

General Thesis and Claims

The general thesis of this dissertation is that the problem of
separation and participation is most thoroughly described and
analyzed (as having two main aspects — a dianoetic and a noetic one)
in the “Parmenides”” and that it is the main theme of this dialogue as
awhole, at the same time connecting this dialogue with the “Sophist”
and “Timaeus” - dialogues that describe the solutions to the
problems highlighted in the “Parmenides” related to the concepts of
separation and participation. Accordingly , a systematic analysis of
the thematic connections between these three dialogues as well as the
testimonies left by the so-called indirect tradition (Aristotle and his
commentator Alexander) can help better reconstruct the contents of
the concepts of separation and participation as well as gain a better
understanding of the genesis and development of Plato’s theory of
Forms. The following claims are made to support and expound the
general thesis:

1. A correct auxiliary interpretative scheme for the purposes of
this dissertation can be constructed by analyzing the
testimonies regarding Plato’s theory of Forms and the
concepts of separation and participation that are provided in
Aristotle’s Metaphysics. First of all, Aristotle’s criticism of
the concept of separation is based on the claim that Plato
interpreted the essences of sensible particulars as universals
and at the same time claimed that they can be ontologically

17



separate from their instances (ontological separation being
one of the main criteria of substantiality in Aristotle’s own
metaphysics). Secondly, while Aristotle’s criticism of the
concept of participation is fixed on the concept’s vagueness,
in conjunction with Alexander’s commentary on the
Metaphysics, it points to a specific Platonic dialogue, the
Parmenides, where this concept was supposedly elucidated by
Plato himself. Thirdly, Aristotle humerous times notes the
affinity between Plato’s theory of Forms and the question of
the ontological status of mathematical objects (as well as
noting that in some sense the Forms were numbers), and this
insight leads the investigation to consider the concepts of
separation and participation in relation to this problem as well
as the ancient Greek concept of number while searching for
further answers in Plato’s late dialogues.

The criticim of the nascent theory of Forms presented in the
first part of the Parmenides is based on a specific
interpretation of the concepts of separation and participation
which, by relating the Parmenides to the Divided Line
analogy described in Plato’s Republic, can best be called the
dianoetic interpretation of separation and participation. This
interpretation rests on the premise that Forms themselves are
in some sense like the sensible particulars which participate in
them. An application of this intepretation to the theory of
Forms inevitably leads to the infamous “Third Man* argument
and a mereological (i.e. based on the dialectic between part
and whole) understanding of the concept of uébeéic.

The solution proposed in the second part of the Parmenides
by the eponymous character is not directly aimed at the
problems described in the first part of the dialogue. In the
hypotheses of the second part of the dialogue, the Forms are
not only investigated with no reference to the problem of the
being of sensible particulars, but they are also characterized
paradoxically: as at the same time being self-sufficient entities
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that stand by themselves with no relation to anything else, and
as capable of taking on any characterization whatsoever
because of their relation to each other. The main lesson of this
part of the dialogue is that the problem of separation and
participation appears not only when investigating the relation
between Forms and sensible particulars, but also when
investigating the Forms themselves and how they relate to one
another. By once again referring to the Divided Line analogy
described in Plato’s Republic, this problem can best be called
the noetic problem of separation and participation.

The problems regarding separation and participation that are
raised in the Parmenides receive their respective solutions in
the Sophist and Timaeus. On the one hand, in the Sophist Plato
works towards denying the claim that the Forms are
completely unrelated to each other and provides an
arithmological (based on the concept of number inherent in
Greek mathematical thinking) interpretation of the
participation relation, which at the same time explains how
Forms can be related to each other and how each Form can
remain itself by itself (a0 k' avtd). Here, Plato introduces
the concept of kowwvia (“communion®, “being-together*) to
best describe this interconnectedness of the Forms. On the
other hand, the dianoetic problem of separation and
participation which was highlighted in the first part of the
Parmenides is solved in the creation myth of the Timaeus —
by introducing the concept of “space™ (ympa), Plato
establishes the fundamental ontological difference between
Forms and sensible particulars, and at the same time bridges
the gap between these two realms, showing via the description
of the activities of the Demiurge how the visible universe
receives its determinations from the realm of the Forms,
ensuring their essential connection on a cosmological level.
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Methodology of the research

This dissertation is a theoretical inquiry into the chosen topic. One
of the main premisses of the investigation carried out in this
dissertation — that the problem of separation and participaton in Plato’s
philosophy should first and foremost be understood as involving the
fundamental inextricability of both concepts involved in the problem
— is based on a hypothesis put forth by German philosopher Hans-
Georg Gadamer in his work titled The Idea of the Good in Platonic-
Aristotelian Philosophy®. The analysis of the concepts of separation
and participation in the works of Aristotle (that is carried out in the
first part of the dissertation) is based on Gail Fine’s?’ analysis of the
concept of separation and the results of this analysis. Meanwhile, J.
Klein’s?® research into the concept of number that was operative in
ancient Greek mathematics was used as a basis for the arguments put
forward when discussing the relation between the theory of Forms and
the question of the being of mathematical objects (in the fourth section
of the first part of the dissertation). Klein’s insights into the
ontological presuppositions of ancient Greek mathematics not only
help to better understand the relation between the ympiopodg thesis in
the theory of Forms and the question of the mode of being of
mathematical objects, but also play a decisive part in investigating the
solution that Plato proposes to the noetic problem of separation and
participation in the Sophist (this investigation is carried out in the third
part of the dissertation).

% Gadamer, Hans — Georg. 1986. The Idea of the Good in Platonic —
Aristotelian Philosophy. New Haven (CT): Yale University Press.

27 Fine, G. 2003. Separation, in: Plato on Knowledge and Forms. Selected
Essays: pp. 252 — 300. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

28 Klein, J. 1992. Greek Mathematical Thought and the Origin of Algebra.
New York: Dover Publications, Inc; Klein, J. 1985. The Concept of Number
in Greek Mathematics and Philosophy, in: Lectures and Essays: pp 43 — 51.
Annapolis, Maryland: St. John’s College Press.
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The analysis carried out in the second and third parts of the
dissertation, which are focused exclusively on Plato’s dialogues, is
based on the interpretative principles formulated by J. Klein? and N.
Notomi®°. The main tenets of their proposed approach are to treat each
Platonic dialogue as a unity composed of the dramatic and logical
elements of the narrative, and to investigate each Platonic dialogue as
having a unifying theme that encompasses the dialogue as a whole.
Based on these interpretative principles, it is argued that the problem
of separation and participation is the main theme of the Parmenides as
a whole. This analysis is also supplemented by the research of
phenomenologist J. Sallis®*, whose analysis of the Divided Line
analogy in the Republic forms the basis of the interpretation put forth
in the second part of the dissertation — that the problem of separation
and participation (as found in the Parmenides) can be formulated in a
twofold way — as a dianoetic and a noetic problem.

Overview of Primary and Secondary Sources

Since the main topic of this inquiry is the problem of separation
and participation in the philosophy of Plato, choosing the relevant
primary sources is an objective of paramount importance. For the
purposes of properly contextualizing Plato’s philosophical views, the
most relevant primary sources used in this dissertation were the works
of Aristotle — more specifically, his Metaphysics, which can be rightly
considered an invaluable source on the topic of Plato’s theory of
Forms and its main tenets, as well as the concepts of separation and
participation in particular. Other treatises by Aristotle, especially the

2 Klein, J. 1985. About Plato’s “Philebus “, in: Lectures and Essays: pp. 309
— 343. Annapolis, Maryland: St. John’s College Press.

30 Notomi, N. 1999. The Unity of Plato’s “Sophist “: Between the Sophist and
the Philosopher. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

31 gallis, J. 1996. Being and Logos: Reading the Platonic Dialogues.
Indianapolis: Indiana University Press.
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Categories, Topics and Physics, were used to flesh out Aristotle’s
testimonies and specific arguments regarding the theory Forms in the
Metaphysics. In this regard, the commentaries on the Metaphysics by
Alexander of Aphrodisias can also be considered a very valuable
source of information — in his commentaries, Alexander not only
expands the arguments provided by Aristotle, but also provides
additional references to Plato’s dialogues in connection to specific
problems described in the Metaphysics (indeed, it is Alexander, not
Avistotle, who makes the comment that a more detailed description of
the concept of participation can be found in Plato’s Parmenides).
Additionally, since in the Metaphysics Aristotle frequently compares
Plato’s metaphysical theory to the philosophy of the Pythagoreans, the
fragments of Philolaus of Croton and Archytas of Tarentum were used
to better understand the passages where Aristotle makes such
comparisons. The connection between Plato and the Pythagoreans
points to a possible role that the mathematical sciences of Plato’s time
might have played in helping him shape his philosophical views, so
secondary literature regarding the state and development of
mathematics in ancient Greece was used to better flesh out this
connection. Of particular note in this regard are the works by T.
Heath??, J. Cleary® and D. Katz**. However, by far the most important
secondary source used in investigating this topic was Jacob Klein’s
phenomenal work Greek Mathematical Thought and the Origin of
Algebra®, in which Klein outlines the development of the
mathematical sciences from Euclid up to the birth of modern symbolic

32 Heath, T. 1921. A History of Greek Mathematics. Vol.1: From Thales to
Euclid. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

33 Cleary, John J. 1995. Aristotle and Mathematics: Aporetic Method in
Cosmology and Metaphysics. Leiden: E. J. Birill.

3 Katz, Victor J. 2009. A History of Mathematics: An Introduction. Boston:
Addison-Wesley.

% Klein, J. 1992. Greek Mathematical Thought and the Origin of Algebra.
New York: Dover Publications, Inc.
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mathematics in the works of R. Descartes and S. Stevin, at the same
time describing the ontological presuppositions that informed the
concept of number as it was understood in ancient Greek mathematics
(naturally, the Pythagoreans, Plato and Aristotle were also guided by
the same presuppositions in their investigations into the question of
the ontological status of mathematical objects).

The main Platonic dialogue investigated in this dissertation is the
Parmenides, rightly considered as one of the most enigmatic and
difficult dialogues in the Platonic corpus. Firstly, this dialogue was
chosen as the focal point of this inquiry because it was referred to by
Alexander of Aphrodisias in one of his comments on Aristotle’s
Metaphysics as the dialogue where Plato clarifies the meaning of the
concept of participation. Secondly, the Parmenides is well known as
a dialogue where Plato subjects his own theory of Forms to scathing
criticism in the hands of the eponymous character of the dialogue and
no other Platonic dialogue contains more arguments directly aimed at
the concepts of pébeic and ywpioudg than the Parmenides. Similarly
to the way that Aristotle’s Metaphysics is used in this investigation,
the Parmenides is not analyzed in a vacuum from other Platonic
dialogues — especially relevant for this inquiry are Plato’s Republic
and Greater Hippias as dialogues that expand on the themes
investigated in the Parmenides. These dialogues were used to
formulate the specific definitions of the problem of separation and
participation as they appear in Plato’s Parmenides. Other notable
dialogues used in this investigation are the Phaedo, Phaedrus and
Symposium. Regarding assessing the Parmenides from an historical-
philosophical point of view, of special note are the commentaries by
the neoplatonist philosopher Proclus and Rennaisance philologist and
philosopher Marsilio Ficino. Immediately after the analysis of the
Parmenides, the inquiry then goes on to investigate two other
important Platonic dialogues — the Sophist and the Timaeus. Like
mentioned earlier, it is one of the main theses of this dissertation that
the Sophist contains the solution to the main problem of the second
part of the Parmenides, while the Timaeus provides a way out of the
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paradoxes of separation and participation that are discussed in the first
part of the Parmenides.

The secondary literature used in this investigation can be
categorized into three main categories. First, there are the
monographs, articles and other literature that deals with the Platonic
concepts of separation, participation, or both. With regards to properly
assessing the testimonies on the theory of Forms provided by
Aristotle, this inquiry is most indebted to the work done by Gail Fine
in her article Separation® — the inquiry draws heavily from this article
when discussing the three senses of the word ywpiopog in the
philosophy of Aristotle. However, this investigation is at odds with
Fine’s assessment that although the concepts of separation and
participation were heavily used in the Parmenides and in this sense it
can be considered unigue, no definitive conclusions can be drawn
regarding these doctrines in Plato’s philosophy due to the aporetic and
inconclusive nature of the dialogue®. In assessing Aristotle’s
testimonies, this dissertation also frequently refers to the findings and
insights of H. Cherniss®. Of the literature devoted to the question of
participation, of particular note is the work by American author C.
Bigger, titled Participation: A Platonic Inquiry® —in his investigation,
Bigger also considers the first part of the Parmenides as devoted to the
problem of participation, also pointing out the importance of the
Timaeus in providing the solution to this problem. However, on the
one hand, Bigger’s investigation in this regard can be considered as

% Fine, G. 2003. Separation, in: Plato on Knowledge and Forms. Selected
Essays: pp. 252 — 300. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

37 Fine, G. 2003. Immanence, in: Plato on Knowledge and Forms. Selected
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Early Academy. New York: Russell and Russell.

39 Bigger, Charles P. 1968. Participation: A Platonic Inquiry. Baton Rouge:
Louisiana State University Press.
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inconclusive, since this author does not investigate the Parmenides as
a whole and how the hypotheses of the second part of the dialogue
might be related to the problems described in the first part.
Additionally, the premises of Bigger’s investigation might be
considered as anachronistic as his main goal in this work is to interpret
the concept of participation via the main tenets of A. N. Whitehead’s
process philosophy. Lastly, with regards to works dedicated to the
same problem as this dissertation, of special note is N. Fujisawa’s
article® on the usage of the term petéyewv in Platonic philosophy.
Next up is the secondary literature devoted to the analysis and
interpretation of the Parmenides. The principles of interpreting the
Platonic dialogues (treating each dialogue as a unity equally composed
of both dramatic and logical components and always having a single,
uniting theme that drives the argumentation) used in this dissertation
were formulated in J. Klein’s commentary on Plato’s Philebus* and
N. Notomi’s monograph on the Sophist*2. Since in this inquiry the
Parmenides is investigated as a dialogue with one overarching theme
and purpose, the most relevant secondary literature that was consulted
dealt with the dialogue in a similar manner — of particular note are the
inquiries by R. Brumbaugh®, M. Tabak*, K. Dorter®, Mary—Louise

40 Fujisawa, N. 1974. Eyerv, Metéyerv and Idioms of Paradigmatism in
Plato’s Theory of Forms, in: Phronesis: pp. 30 — 58. Vol. 19, No. 1 (1974).
4L Klein, J. 1985. About Plato’s ,, Philebus “, in: Lectures and Essays: pp. 309
— 343. Annapolis, Maryland: St. John’s College Press.

42 Notomi, N. 1999. The Unity of Plato’s ,, Sophist “: Between the Sophist and
the Philosopher. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

43 Brumbaugh, Robert S. 1961. Plato on the One: The Hypotheses in the
., Parmenides “. New Haven: Yale University Press.

4 Tabak, M. 2015. Plato’s ,,Parmenides” Reconsidered. New York:
Palgrave Macmillan.

4 Dorter, K. 1994. Form and Good in Plato’s Eleatic Dialogues: The
., Parmenides*, , Theaetetus*, , Sophist”, and , Statesman*. Berkeley:
University of California Press.
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Gill*®, C. Rickless*, K. Sayre* and G. Ryle*. Of course, the main
difference between this inquiry and these works is the thesis that the
problem of separation and participation is the main theme of this
dialogue. In this regard, it is argued that the Parmenides is not a satire
meant to ridicule Plato’s critics (the view of M. Tabak), that all the
hypotheses in the second part of the dialogue are equally important in
dealing with the main problem of the text as a whole (contrary to
Mary-Louise Gill’s view that only one of them is) and that the
dialogue is not simply composed of two thematically disjointed parts
fitted together by Plato during different parts of his philosophical
career (the interpretation put forward by G. Ryle). In this dissertation,
G. Vlastos’® classic article on the problem of autopredication and the
“Third Man” argument is also interpreted through the lens of the
problem of separation and participation — it is argued that Vlastos’
analysis is correct and that autopredication is indeed at the core of the
“Third Man” argument of the first part of the Parmenides. However,
by relating this argument to the Divided Line analogy of the Republic,
it can be shown that the thesis of autopredication also has premises
that are not explicitly mentioned in the text of the Parmenides.

Of the secondary literature dealing with Plato’s philosophy as a
whole, the most relevant works consulted in this dissertation were the
writings of German philosopher Hans-Georg Gadamer®! and

% Gill, Mary — Louise. 2012. Philosophos: Plato’s Missing Dialogue.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

47 Rickless, Samuel C. 2007. Plato’s Forms in Transition. A Reading of the
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American phenomenologist John Sallis®. Of significant importance is
Gadamer’s insistence on the continuity of the themes found in the
Parmenides, Sophist and Philebus, while Sallis’ analysis of the
Divided Line analogy in the Republic is used to better understand how
the grand metaphysical vision presented in this dialogue directly
relates to and informs the problem of separation and participation as it
is developed in the Parmenides.

In the context of Lithuanian academia, the problem of
participation was investigated in two articles by Vilnius University
scholar Skirmantas Jankauskas®. This dissertation is in agreement
with Jankauskas’ assessment that the main challenge of the first part
of the Parmenides that young Socrates aims to overcome is the
guestion regarding the being of sensible particulars, as well as with his
conclusion that the problem of participation as it is presented in this
dialogue stems from interpreting the Forms as in some way like or
similar to the sensible particulars which participate in them. Another
point of agreement with Jankauskas’ research is the thesis that the
concept of péBeig receives little to no elaboration in the philosophy
of Aristotle. However, there are a few points where this inquiry clearly
diverges from the analysis put forth by Jankauskas — first of all, the
main aim of this dissertation is to investigate the concept of
participation not as an isolated concept, but in relation to the concept
of separation (while Jankauskas focuses exclusively on participation)
and secondly, one of the core points elaborated in this dissertation is
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that the introductory exchange between Zeno and Socrates reveals
only a small part of the problem of separation and participation, so one
must not only look into the subsequent discussion between
Parmenides and Socrates to get a better grasp of the problem in
question, but also to show how the arguments of the second part of the
dialogue relate to the arguments put forth in the first part. Lastly,
another major point of difference from Jankauskas’ writings is the
thesis that Plato’s Republic is the dialogue that is most relevant for
understanding the difficulties of the first part of the Parmenides (while
Jankauskas analyzes the problem of péfe&ig with relation to the
Phaedo). Regarding the concept of separation, this concept is dealt
with in detail in N. Kardelis’ monograph on the insight of unity in
Plato’s philosophy>. Especially relevant for this dissertation is
Kardelis’ analysis of the Timaeus and his elaboration of the role that
the concept of “space” (ydpa) plays in relating the realm of sensible
particulars to the realm of eternal Forms. However, the Parmenides is
scarcely mentioned in this monograph, so this is a clear point of
divergence between this dissertation and the analysis provided by
Kardelis.
The Novelty of the Dissertation

The novelty of this dissertation is first of all grounded in the fact
that the approach taken in this inquiry — to treat the concepts of
separation and participation as inextricably connected and to treat
them as two parts of one joint problem investigated by Plato himself
— can be considered a novel way of approaching this topic in the
context of sholarship dedicated to the investigation of the concepts of
separation and participation. Secondly, although this dissertation
might be one of many works dedicated to the study of the Parmenides
as a whole, its main thesis — that the problem of separation and

5 Kardelis, N. 2007. Vienovés jzvalga Platono filosofijoje. Vilnius: Versus
Aureus.
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participation is the main theme of the dialogue as a whole — can be
considered novel in the context of modern Platonic scholarship.
Thirdly, the investigation pursued in this dissertation reveals the
dialogues under investigation as an hermeneutical unity — even though
the Parmenides, Sophist and Timaeus have their own specific theme,
each of these dialogues at the same time is also intertextually
connected with the other two. In this investigation each dialogue
reveals itself as both as a “minor” whole (as an individual dialogue)
and as a part of a “major” whole — the philosophical triptych composed
of the Parmenides, Sophist and Timaeus. This specific
interconnectedness of Platonic dialogues that guides this investigation
can be considered a novel way of understanding Plato’s philosophy as
a whole, i.e. as applicable to the investigation of other Platonic
dialogues as well. Fourthly, one of the main claims made in this
dissertation — that the problem of separation and participation is
explicated in the Parmenides and solved in the Sophist and Timaeus
— can be considered as relevant and novel in the context of the Owen-
Cherniss debate, as an additional argument that supports Cherniss’
position regarding the place of the Timaeus in the Platonic corpus.
Lastly, in the context of Lithuanian scholarship on the philosophy of
Plato, this dissertation is the first work to provide a systematic
investigation of the Platonic concepts of separation and participation,
as well as an in-depth interpretation and critical analysis of the
Parmenides as a whole. Consequently, this dissertation can be
considered an important contribution to Plato’s studies in Lithuania.

The Structure of the Dissertation

The dissertation is composed of an introdution, three main parts,
conclusions and bibliography. The first part deals with Aristotle’s
testimonies on Plato’s theory of Forms, the concepts of separation and
participation, and the connections between the question of the
ontological status of mathematical objects and Plato’s theory of
Forms. The second part is dedicated to the analysis of the problem of
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separation and participation as it is described in Plato’s Parmenides —
the main premises of this problem are revealed by relating this
problem to the Divided Line analogy in the Republic, the hypotheses
of the second part are then thoroughly analyzed and related back to the
first part of the dialogue, showing its thematic and problematic
consistency and coherence. The third part of the dissertaction is
focused on the Sophist and Timaeus and the solutions to the problem
of separation and participation provided in these dialogues. The first
part of the dissertation establishes the first claim of the general thesis,
the second part establishes claims two and three, while the third part
establishes the fourth claim of this inquiry.

SUMMARY OF THE TEXT

1. ARISTOTLE’S CRITICISM OF THE CONCEPTS
OF SEPARATION AND PARTICIPATION IN THE
METAPHYSICS

The first part of this dissertation is dedicated to the analysis of the
Metaphysics, the treatise by the ancient Greek philosopher Aristotle -
one of Plato’s most famous pupils and ardent critics. In this analysis,
the main points of focus are Aristotle’s testimonies regarding the
genesis and main tenets of the theory of Forms, the criticism that
Avristotle provides regarding the concepts of separation and
participation, as well as the relation between Plato’s theory of Forms
and the philosophical systems of other ancient Greek philosophers that
Aristotle reports in the doxographical account of the Metaphysics.

Aristotle’s  Metaphysics contains three structurally similar
testimonies on the genesis of the theory of Forms and its main tenets
that in a general sense can be said to reveal Aristotle’s intepretation of
Plato’s metaphysics and his assessment of his master’s philosophical
views. In the first testimony (Metaph. 987a32 — 987b10), Aristotle
describes Plato’s theory of Forms as an answer to the problem of the
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possibility of knowledge in a world of flux, which was most famously
put forth by Heraclitus and Cratylus. According to Aristotle, by
following the example of Socrates, Plato was inquiring into
definitions, and maintained that definitions by themselves are not
related to the world of constantly changing sensible particulars.
Consequently, this means that definitions must be related to things that
are eternal, immutable and exist beside (mopd) the world of sensible
particulars. These eternal entities are the Forms — the essences of all
sensible particulars (which participate in them) and the true objects of
definition and knowledge. In this testimony, Aristotle not only
presents and interprets the Forms as universals, but also briefly
mentions the concept of participation as a name for the relation
between sensible particulars and their essences. He also identifies this
doctrine with the Pythagorean concept of imitation and reports that
Plato and other proponents of the theory of Forms had essentially left
this concept an open question. Lastly, in this testimony Aristotle also
attributes to Plato the view that between the Forms and sensible
particulars there is also a third, intermediate type of entities —
mathematical objects, which, like the Forms, exist alongside the world
of becoming.

The other two testimonies (Metaph. 1078b9 — b36 and 1086a32 —
b11) provided by Avristotle repeat the same narrative but also add one
additional detail to the story — the concept of separation and the
difficulties that stem from it. According to Aristotle, Plato was the first
philosopher who separated (€xy®pioav) definitions and universals from
sensible particulars, called these entities Forms and consequently had
to deal with a lot of insuperable difficulties inherent in his own theory.
Most importantly for the purposes of this inquiry, it is the thesis of the
separation Forms as universals from their particulars that Aristotle
found most objectionable in Plato’s theory of Forms. The testimonies
provided by Aristotle establish three facts that are relevant for this
inquiry — first, the concepts of separation and participation can
confidently be attributed to Plato as one of the main points of his
metaphysics. Secondly, in his testimonies Aristotle claims that while
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the concept of separation might be considered an integral part of
Plato’s metaphysics that at the same time is the main cause of most of
its problems, the concept of participation, on the other hand, is too
nebulous to warrant any further comments and analysis, and that most
likely it was identical to the Pythagorean doctrine of imitation, with
Plato only changing the name of the relation to “participation”.
Thirdly, by reporting that Plato posited mathematical objects as
existing beside the world of sensible particulars, Aristototle also points
to a possible connection between Plato’s theory of Forms and the
guestion regarding the ontological status of mathematical objects,
since Plato separated both mathematical objects and Forms from the
world of becoming. The second, third and fourth section of the
dissertation are accordingly dedicated to the analysis and elucidation
of each of these statements.

Immediately after discussing Aristotle’s testimonies on the theory
of Forms, the dissertation investigates Aristotle’s criticism of the
concept of separation. The analysis begins by discussing the term
yopopods and its usage in the works of Aristotle. Even though one can
distinguish three main senses in which Aristotle used this concept
(local separation, definitional separation and ontological separation),
it is only one of these senses that Aristotle used when talking about
and criticizing the theory of Forms, that of ontological separation (i.e.
the Forms being ontologically separate from sensible particulars
means that they can exist without being dependent on any other entity;
the same, of course, is not true regarding the sensible particulars). The
main premises of the objections that Aristotle has for the thesis of the
separation of Forms can accordingly be found in his own criteria of
substantiality — according to Aristotle, the main traits of an essence or
substance (ovoia) are its “separability and individuality (10 yopiotov
kol 10 100e T1)”, with the latter being exclusive to particulars. Since
the Forms are universals, they cannot be considered as being
ontologically separate from their instances and cannot be considered
as their essences or substances. In Aristotle’s view, the only sort of
primacy and separation that one can attribute to universals is
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definitional separation, but there is no universal that could be prior to
a particular ontologically.

The third section of this part of the dissertation is focused on
Avristotle’s criticism of the Platonic concept of participation. Even
though the testimonies discussed in one of the previous sections of
the dissertation immediately make clear the exact function that Plato
intended for this concept (i.e. the concept of participation was
introduced by Plato to account for the relation between Forms and
sensible particulars and to explain how the former establish the latter
gua essences), Aristotle never goes into much detail about the
specifics and philosophical import of this concept. He simply reports
that the concept was very vague and nothing specific can be said about
it — the concept of participation, according to Aristotle, was either left
as an open question by Plato and other proponents of the theory of
Forms, was a poetical metaphor that is ultimately devoid of any
significant meaning, or a term identical to the Pythagorean doctrine of
imitation, with Plato only changing the name from “imitation” to
“participation”. By focusing on the last of these points, the inquiry
then attempts to elucidate the concept of participation via a detour to
the fragments of Archytas of Tarentum and Philolaus of Croton, as
well as Aristotle’s testimonies regarding the doctrines of the
Pythagoreans. The result of this detour, however, is the conclusion that
the concept of imitation was one of many terms that Aristotle used to
describe the main thesis of the Pythagoreans, i.e. that numbers are the
essences of all things. In the end, judging from the testimonies
provided by Aristotle, it looks like that the concepts of participation
and imitation were both meant to account for the relation between
sensible particulars and their essences in the philosophical systems of
Plato and the Pythagoreans, and that nothing further can be said about
these concepts as both Plato and the Pythagoreans never elaborated on
them. However, Alexander of Aphrodisias in one of his commentaries
provides a useful clue on how to proceed with investigating the
concept of participation — he refers to Plato’s Parmenides and reports
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that the concept of participation was actually described more clearly
in this dialogue.

The fourth section of the first part of this dissertation investigates
Aristotle’s testimony that it was not only Forms that Plato separated
from sensible particulars, but also numbers and other mathematical
objects. Aristotle himself provides a detailed account of this question
in books 13 and 14 of the Metaphysics, in the context of the
investigation of the possibility that there might be non-sensible
essences that exist beside the world of sensible particulars. By
discussing Aristotle’s account, the dissertation aims to gain further
insights into the concepts of separation and participation by inquiring
into the mode of separation that Plato (according to Aristotle)
allegedly attributed to numbers and other mathemathical objects. The
main premise of this discussion is the possibility that a comparison
between the metaphysical theories of the Pythagoreans and Plato can
be used to better understand the specifics of the latter. By comparing
Plato’s views on the mathematical sciences, the mode of being of
mathematical objects and the true aim of these sciences with the views
of Archytas and Philolaus, Aristotle’s testimony regarding the
separation of numbers can be confirmed — Plato indeed treated
mathematical objects differently than Archytas or Philolaus did.
Another important finding stemming from this comparison is the fact
that both Plato and the Pythagoreans paid particular attention to the
phenomena of numbers and counting. This particular fact can be
further expounded by using the insights and research of philosopher
Jacob Klein —according to Klein, the main ontological presupposition
behind the concept of number in the mathematical writings of the
ancient Greeks was the notion that a number first and foremost
signifies a definite number of definite things, which are inextricably
linked to the act of counting. Counting means first and foremost to
count off a number of things, and the last word that concludes this
counting off is the number (ép1Oudc). Accordingly, this ontological
presupposition informed the thought of the Pythagoreans, Plato and
Avristotle. In their metaphysics, the Pythagoreans focused on the fact
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that everything is countable and can be expressed as numbers; Plato,
on the other hand, focused on the unity of the number qua number.
Lastly, Aristotle in his criticism of the Pythagoreans and Plato focused
on the fact that a number ultimately refers to a definite amount of
things (horses, dogs, etc.) and consequently, has no being independent
of sensible particulars.

The conclusions of the first part of the dissertation can be

summarized thus:

1. According to Aristotle’s testimonies, the concept of
separation was first introduced by Plato to deal with the
problem of the possibility of knowledge in the world of
sensible particulars. Regarding Aristotle’s criticism of the
concept of separation, the main takeaway is that Plato,
according to Aristotle, interpreted Forms as universals and at
the same time as the essences of all things (i.e. ontologically
separate from their particular instances), which is the main
source of the problems plaguing the theory of Forms.

2. Regarding the concept of participation, the most one can say
from what Aristotle reports is that it is at least clear what sort
of function Plato envisioned for this doctrine — to account for
the relation between sensible particulars and Forms, and to
explain how the latter can be causes and essences of the
former. On the other hand, the comment made by Alexander
of Aphrodisias opens up the possibility of finding a more
detailed description of this concept specifically in Plato’s
Parmenides.

3. Aristotle’s testimonies also point to a connection between
Plato’s theory of Forms and the question of the being of
mathematical objects. Like the Forms, mathematical objects
exist separately from sensible particulars, are eternal and
immutable, but at the same time are not the essences of things.
While at this point in the investigation the exact details of this
connection are still quite unclear, one thing can be said for
certain — Plato’s philosophy of mathematics (just like that of
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the Pythagoreans and Aristotle) was informed by an
ontological presupposition behind the concept of number
elucidated by J. Klein.

2. THE PROBLEM OF SEPARATION AND
PARTICIPATION IN PLATO’S PARMENIDES

The second part of this dissertation is dedicated to using the
insights gleaned from Aristotle’s testimonies found in the Metaphysics
to further investigate the problem separation and participation in the
works of Plato. The dialogue analyzed in this part of the dissertation
is Plato’s Parmenides — first of all, as the dialogue best known for
directly criticizing Plato’s own theory of Forms (in this respect
Aristotle’s testimonies can be compared and contrasted with the
arguments against the theory of Forms provided in the Parmenides)
and secondly, as the main source referred to by Alexander of
Aphrodisias regarding the specifics of the concept of participation.

The first section of this part of the dissertation provides a thorough
analysis of the first part of the Parmenides (Prm. 127el — 135d6), in
which a young Socrates introduces the theory of Forms to address the
challenge posed by the Eleatic philosopher Zeno — how can the same
thing be referred to by using opposite predicates, e.g. how can a
sensible particular be considered as “like” and “unlike” at the same
time? It is worth mentioning that at the very beginning of the
Parmenides the character of young Socrates introduces the same
concepts that Aristotle criticized in his account of the theory of Forms
in the Metaphysics — Forms, which exist separately (ywpic) from
sensible particulars, and the notion of the participation of the latter in
the former. A detailed analysis of the eight counter arguments that
immediatelly follow Socrates’ introduction of the main tenets of this
theory of Forms shows that each and every one of the paradoxes
highlighted by the character of Parmenides involves an application of
a certain interpretation of the concepts of separation and/or
participation:
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There are as much Forms as there are classes of sensible
things: each class of sensible particulars have a corresponding
Form (Prm. 130b7 — d9).

Three paradoxes involving participation (Prm. 130e4 -
131e7):

a. Sensible particulars participate in Forms by
having a share of the Form as a whole.
Consequently, the Forms will be separated from
themselves (Prm. 130e4 — 131b6).

b. Sensible particulars participate in Forms by
having a share of the Form as a part
Consequently, the Forms will be divisible (Prm.
131b6 — 131c11).

c. By taking a part of the Form of Largeness, large
things will become big by virtue of something
smaller than the whole of the Form (Prm. 131c12
—131e7).

The first “Third Man” argument: an additional Form will
always appear when considering a number of sensible
particulars and their corresponding Form. This new set of
entities will then generate another Form beside it and so on ad
infinitum (Prm. 131e8 — 132b2).

The paradox of Forms as thoughts: if things participate in
Forms and these are to be considered as thoughts, this means
that all participating things will composed of thoughts and
will be capable of thought; alternatively, participants are not
capable of thought, but then there will exist things that have
thoughts, but are incapable of thought (Prm. 132b3 —132¢11).
The second “Third Man” argument: if the relation between
sensible particulars and Forms is to be understood as the
relation between a copy and its original, it means that in some
crucial respect they must be like one another and have
something in common. Consequently, another Form appears
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which encompasses this set of entities, then another Form
appears and so on ad infinitum (Prm. 132c12 — 133a7).

6. “The greatest difficulty”: the Forms are radically separated
from all sensible particulars and therefore cannot be known or
meaningfully articulated. (Prm. 133al1l — 133d5).

Each and every one of these paradoxes can be specified even
further — on the one hand, each criticism put forth by the character of
Parmenides is based on a literal interpretation of the concepts of
separation and participation (the concept of ywpioudg in the first part
of the Parmenides is interpreted as local separation in the same way
that Aristotle spoke of local separation in his writings, while the
concept of participation is interpreted as literally the having or taking
of parts). On the other hand, in each of these arguments the Forms and
their essential traits are understood by reference to sensible particulars,
inevitably leading to the conclusion that the Forms should be in some
way understood as being “like” the things that participate in them. In
this respect the criticism of the concept of participation in the first part
of the Parmenides can be compared to the main problem of the
Greater Hippias — in both of these dialogues the concept of
participation is being investigated and interpreted as a mereological
problem, i.e. the question here is how something can participate in
their essence without taking a part of the essence. Lastly, the general
problem of the first part of the Parmenides can be elucidated even
further by referring it to Plato’s Republic and the Divided Line
analogy: the various difficulties and paradoxes that the character of
young Socrates encounters in the first part of the Parmenides
ultimately stem from the fact that Socrates attempts to grasp the Forms
via dianoetic reasoning that is described in the analogy of the Divided
Line as the attempt by the soul to move from the contradictory
testimony that is presented by the senses to a clearer understanding of
what causes the testimony to appear as contradictory in the first place.
In this sense the testimony of the senses then points to something that
is non-sensible and transcends the sensible world altogether. However,
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as Plato clearly shows in the Republic, at this stage of inquiry the soul
is still too dependent on sensible particulars and the images they
provide, so the intuition of the Forms themselves is not possible at this
stage of investigation. According to Plato, the Forms themselves can
be articulated only at the stage of understanding (vonoig), where the
Forms can be considered without any reference to any sensible
particular. Accordingly, the conclusion of this section of the
dissertation is that the main lesson of the first part of the Parmenides
IS negative in character — the way that the character of Parmenides
frames his counter arguments to Socrates’ theory of Forms is meant to
show how not to approach the question of the Forms and how to not
interpret the concepts of separation and participation. Parmenides
himself says as much when he assures young Socrates that all of these
difficulties can eventually be overcome. That is, they are not meant to
destroy the theory of Forms, but to reflect on it in a meaningful and
productive way.

The next section of the dissertation then focuses on the second part
of the Parmenides (Prm. 137c4 — 166¢5) and the eight hypotheses
regarding the One described therein. The analysis developed in this
section is based on three main premises — first of all, based on what is
said about the true aim of these hypotheses in the text of the
Parmenides, it can be argued that they are formulated as a sort of
answer to the problem of separation and participation as described in
the first part of the dialogue. Secondly, since the hypotheses of the
second part are interpreted as aimed at answering the problems of the
first part of the dialogue, all of them should be considered equal in
terms of the arguments and points that they bring to the discussion
(that is, the assumption here is that no one hypothesis of the second
part is more relevant than the others — all are equally relevant to the
task at hand). Lastly, the third premise of the investigation states that
the entities discussed in the second part of the Parmenides are Forms,
not sensible particulars.

The main conclusion that comes out of the discussion of the eight
hypotheses is that the second part of the Parmenides raises a new
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ontological problem which essentially involves a dilemma regarding
the Forms — either each and every one of the Forms is related in any
way possible with each other and because of this becomes virtually
indistinguishable from one another, or each Form exists separately
from every other Form in such a way that it becomes impossible to
articulate a given Form in speech as it points only to itself and nothing
else besides. It should be noted that even though at first glance this
problem seems to have nothing in common with the paradoxes and
problems of the first part of the Parmenides, this “separation” between
the two parts of the dialogue can be explained by the same reference
to the Divided Line analogy — while the inquiry presented in the first
part was carried out in the stage of dudvoia, the hypotheses of the
second part can be considered as an attempt to articulate the Forms in
the stage of vonoic. This is why the second part of the dialogue seems
so disconnected from the first part — the mode of investigating the
Forms completely changes.

Taking into account the main conclusions and lessons of both the
first and second parts of the Parmenides, the problem of separation
and participation can be formulated in a twofold way:

1. Asadianoetic problem, which deals with the relation between

sensible particulars and Forms.

2. Asanoetic problem, which deals with the question of how are

the Forms related to one another.

3. SOLVING THE PROBLEM OF SEPARATION AND
PARTICIPATION IN THE SOPHIST AND THE
TIMAEUS

The third part of this dissertation is aimed at finding a solution to
the dianoetic and noetic problems of separation and participation in
other dialogues of the Platonic corpus. First of all, it is argued that
Plato proposes a solution to the noetic problem in the Sophist. By
carefully following the themes and argumentation developed in this
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dialogue, it can be shown that the main aporia that the main
interlocutors find themselves in is the same dilemma that was
highlighted in the second part of the Parmenides — in both of these
dialogues, two alternatives are presented. Either all Forms are related
to each and every other Form and become indistinguishable from each
other, or each and every Form exists in radical separation from
everything else and cannot be meaningfully related to anything
whatsoever. The “communion” or “being-together” (kowvwvia) of the
five greatest kinds (Being, Motion, Rest, Sameness and Difference)
that is described in the Sophist can be considered the solution to this
dilemma, as a third way which points to a hierarchy that exists in the
realm of the Forms, with some Forms participating in other Forms (for
example, Motion and Rest participate in Sameness, Difference and
Being), while other kinds go through all the other Forms, at the same
time relating them to one another and separating them off in their
distinctness from one another (for example, Difference points to a
being-together of two or more kinds, at the same time ensuring that
they remain distinct from one another). In this respect the analysis
developed by Theaitetus and the Stranger from Elea points to Being
as a third kind besides the pair Motion-Rest, which at the same time
encompasses this pair and lets it show itself as this specific pair of
Forms. In other words, the being-together of these three Forms is
interpreted arithmologically — the category of Being unifies Motion
and Rest as a pair of opposites, but because of being related to
Difference, it remains a kind that is itself by itself, not identical with
Motion nor Rest individually and both of them taken together as a pair.
A similar interpretation of the interconnectedness of the Forms can
also be found in the Philebus, where the kind of the Good shows itself
as a triad composed of beauty, proportion and truth. In other words,
what at the stage of didvoiwo shows itself as the mereological (part-
whole) relation between a Form and sensible particulars that
participate in it, at the stage of vomoic reveals itself as an
arithmological relation in which a Form of a higher rank encompasses
other Forms that participate in it, but at the same time remains itself
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by itself (avt0 ka6' ad10), appearing to the mind’s eye as the other
(Etepov) of its participants.

After discussing Plato’s solution to the noetic problem of
separation and participation, the second section of the third part of the
dissertation is devoted to the investigation of the dianoetic problem of
separation and participation and the proposed solution to this problem
that is described in Plato’s Timaeus. The dialogue contains two
distinctions that are relevant for this investigation. On the one hand,
there is the distinction between Being and Becoming (or Forms and
sensible particulars), on the other hand, the Timaeus also establishes a
third kind between these two categories and calls it “space” (y®pa).
As capable of receiving both the imprints of the eternal Forms and the
traces of the primordial elements of fire, earth, air and water, this third
kind further establishes the separation between these two realms by
ensuring that each of these kinds remain ontologically distinct and
never cross over into one another. However, this separation is not as
radical as the one in described Parmenides’ “greatest difficulty”,
because the third kind at the same time binds these two ontological
realms together — since the ydpa is capable of receiving traces and
imprints from both worlds, it also grounds the possibility of the
existence of a visible universe, i.e. because of the function of the yopa,
the visible universe can appear as an image related to a paradigm
(mapaderypa). The ydpa, then, entrenches the separation between the
worlds of Being and Becoming, but at the same time it also bridges
the abyss between them by letting images appear as images and as
pointing towards the supersensible realm of their paradigms. This can
be argued to be the solution to the diaonetic problem of separation and
participation in the philosophy of Plato.

CONCLUSIONS

1. The analysis undertaken in this dissertation reveals the dual
problem of separation and participation in Plato’s late
dialogues first and foremost as an ontological and a
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cosmological problem. However, given the inherently
systemic nature of Plato’s philosophy, it is important to not
make the premature conclusion that Plato understood this
problem only in the terms of ontology and cosmology (even
though an ontological/cosmological approach proved to be
adequate for tackling the problems highlighted in the
Parmenides). The best that can be done at this point in the
inquiry is to provide a preliminary sketch of the implications
that the solutions proposed in the Sophist and the Timaeus
have for other areas of Plato’s philosophy, which can then be
in turn supplemented by further research. The solutions that
Plato provides to the dual problem of separation and
participation encompasses the entirety of his philosophical
project. First of all, on the cosmological level of Plato’s
philosophy this problem reveals itself as the fundamental
difference between the realms of Being and Becoming, which
at the same time is not absolute because of the cosmological
function of the y®pa. Additionally, while the visible universe
is permeated by the workings of Necessity, it gets its formal
determinations from the realm of the Forms, which, while not
directly related to the world of sensible particulars,
nevertheless makes it ordered and structured, and this order
that is inherent in the universe due to the Forms can be
understood and described by employing the language of
mathematics — numbers and strict geometrical proportions.
Next, on the ontological level of Plato’s philosophy, sensible
particulars first appear as images that are related to Forms as
their paradigms. On the epistemological level, sensible
particulars can be recognized as images and at the same time
point toward a supersensible reality only graspable by
understanding. Because of this, lastly, on the logical level,
thought can then properly perform its diairetic activities, i.e.
represent the kinds and their interconnectedness in language.
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2. The analysis performed in this inquiry shows that while
Plato’s essences (Forms) can indeed be interpreted as being
ontologically separate from all sensible particulars in the same
way that Aristotle describes this type of separation in his
Metaphysics, this does not necessarily mean that Aristotle’s
criticisms of the concept of separation and the substantiality
of Forms can be considered successful, nor can his criticisms
and testimonies be considered as essentially misrepresenting
Plato’s philosophical position. This mostly has to do with the
fact that Aristotle’s criticism of these aspects of Platonic
philosophy was based on his own criteria of substantiality —
separability and individuality (10 yopiotov Kai T T0d€ TU).
Naturally, if one accepts these criteria and interprets the
Forms as universals, then the conclusions are obvious — Forms
cannot be called substances. However, given the descriptions
of the relation between Forms and particulars that Plato gives
in the Parmenides, Sophist, Timaeus and Republic, it is not
really clear if Plato considered the Forms as universals in the
same way that Aristotle defined them. Additionally, even if
Plato did consider Forms to be universals in the Aristotelian
sense of the term, it is not clear if he would have accepted
Aristotle’s criteria for substantiality. In this case it is most
likely that the difference in the explication of the problem at
hand in each philosopher’s case was mostly due to the
different premises of their inquiries — in the case of Plato, the
premise undoubtedly was the standpoint of the mathematical
sciences, while in the case of Aristotle the premise was the
standpoint of the physical sciences of the time.

3. Looking back at Aristotle’s testimonies and criticisms of the
concept of participation in light of the findings of this inquiry,
it can be confidently said that Plato did not leave this term an
“open question” — Plato described pébe&ic both as a dianoetic
and a noetic problem in the Parmenides and then went on to
propose solutions to this problem in the Sophist and the
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Timaeus. However, it is also worth pointing out that Plato did
indeed never provide a fixed, formal definition of the concept
of participation in any of his dialogues — neither a definition
of participation as the relation between Forms and sensible
particulars, nor a definition of participation as the xowwvio
between the Forms themselves. Rather, Plato always
presented the problem and his solutions to this problem
indirectly, by way of dialectical detours (like in the Sophist)
and grand mythological tales (like in the Timaeus). This fact
would explain why Aristotle was so quick to dismiss the
concept of participation as a vague and nebulous term that is
not worthy of serious consideration.

The problems discussed in Plato’s Parmenides and the way
this dialogue is connected both to writings that can be
considered as written earlier (Republic, Greater Hippias) and
later (Sophist, Timaeus, Philebus) in Plato’s philosophical
career, shows that this dialogue should not be considered as a
point signifying a radical shift in Plato’s philosophical
interests. Rather, what the Parmenides shows is an attempt to
critically reflect on the main problems inherent in the theory
of Forms and a more in depth continuation of the same themes
that Plato investigated in other dialogues. For example,
Plato’s definition of justice as a sort of harmony between three
other virtues (moderation, courage and wisdom) can be
considered as anticipating amd ponting towards the
arithmological interpretation of Forms in the Philebus and the
definition of the kind of the Good as a triad composed of
beauty, proportion and truth.

The results of the analysis of the Sophist undertaken in this
inquiry show that on the noetic level the Forms should be
interpreted as arithmological numbers. This interpretation, on
the one hand, seems to confirm some of Aristotle’s
testimonies presented in the Metaphysics, especially the ones
regarding the affinity between Plato’s theory of Forms and the
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question of the ontological status of mathematical objects. On
the other hand, this conclusion can be considered a good basis
for investigating the evolution of Plato’s philosophical ideas
in the systems of Speusippus and Xenocrates, since the former
completely rejected the theory of Forms and claimed that only
mathematical numbers exist, while the latter identified
mathematical objects with Forms. In both of these cases, one
can suspect that these specific modifications to Plato’s theory
of Forms might have been related to the identification of
mathematical objects and Forms in Plato’s own writings. In
any case, any possible influence that the Platonic doctrine of
Forms-as-numbers might have exerted upon the philosophical
theories of Speusippus and Xenocrates can be considered an
area for further research based on the findings of this
dissertation.
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SANTRAUKA

IVADAS
Temos ir tyrimo aktualumas

Atskyrimo (yopiopog) ir dalyvavimo (péfefig) sgvokas galima
pagristai laikyti vienomis esminiy Platono metafizikos projekto daliy.
Dar klasikinés Antikos laikais garsiausias Platono mokinys ir kritikas
Aristotelis savo kirinyje ,,Metafizika®“ identifikavo atskyrimg ir
dalyvavimg kaip dvi originalias Platono filosofijoje vartotas sgvokas,
skirtas nusakyti santykiui tarp jusliskai suvokiamy daikty ir jy
nekintanéiy, amziny bei tik mastymui pasiekiamy esmiy — eidy (Sioje
disertacijoje Naglio Kardelio sitilymu®® pasirinkta naudoti ,,neutraly*
graikiSky terminy &eidog ir idéo vertimg — tiesiog versti juos kaip
»eidas/idéja“). Aristotelio liudijima palaiko ir paties Platono dialogai
—viena vertus, dalyvavimo sgvoka Platono buvo vartojama §j santykj
nusakyti turiningai, t.y. norint tiksliau paaiskinti, kokiu biidu eidas,
kaip jusliskai suvokiamo daikto esmé (ovcia), ta daiktg padaro tuo,
kas jis i§ tikryjy yra (pavyzdziui, graziis daiktai yra graziis, nes
dalyvauja grozio eide; dideli/mazi daiktai tokie yra todél, kad
dalyvauja didumo/mazumo eide ir t.t.). Kita vertus, atskyrimo sgvoka
Platono vartota norint nusakyti radikalig skirtj tarp Siy dviejy
ontologiniy poliy.

Filosofijos istorijoje atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo savoky Platono
filosofijoje klausimas kaip problema pirmiausia atsiskleidzia paties
Aristotelio paliktuose liudijimuose. Sias savokas Aristotelis Platonui
priskiria bendros eidy teorijos kritikos kontekste: anot Aristotelio,
Platonas buvo pirmasis mastytojas, Sokrato nagrinétas bendrgsias
savokas (t.y. bendrybes) atskyres (éydpioav) nuo jusliskai suvokiamy
atskirybiy ir teiges, kad Sios bendrosios sgvokos yra daikty esmés

%5 Kardelis, N. 2007. Vienovés jzvalga Platono filosofijoje. Vilnius: Versus
Aureus.
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(substancijos), ir i§ ¢ia, anot Aristotelio, esg iSplaukia pacios
sudétingiausios eidy teorijos problemos. Tuo tarpu dalyvavimo
savoka, kuri esg turi paaiSkinti, kokiu biidu eidai susij¢ su jusliskai
suvokiamomis atskirybémis, anot Aristotelio, Platono taip ir liko
nepaaiskinta. Kaip pastebéjo amerikie€iy filosofas J. D. Mabbottas®®,
Aristotelio pateikiama kritika yra viena pagrindiniy kliti¢iy siekiant
tiksliai rekonstruoti Platono filosofing pozicija — turint omenyje
Aristotelio kritikuojama radikalig skirtj tarp jusliSkai suvokiamy
esiniy ir jy esmiy, kaip reikéty interpretuoti dalyvavimo savoka, kurig
Aristotelis tik trumpai pamini ir detaliau neanalizuoja? Kokiu budu
jusliskai suvokiamy atskirybiy ir jy esmiy ontologinés sritys
saveikauja, ir kg tada apskritai reiskia sakyti, kad eidai yra daikty
esmés, jeigu jie niekaip néra susij¢ su jusliSkai suvokiamy atskirybiy
pasauliu? Siy savoky formuluotése ir vartosenoje slypi savotiska
priespriesa viena kitos atzvilgiu — atskyrimo sgvoka yra biitina norint
paaiskinti ontologing skirtj tarp daikty ir jy esmiy, tuo tarpu
dalyvavimo sgvoka biitina jsivesti norint turiningai paaiskinti santykj
tarp Siy sriciy. Taciau abi doktrinos tarytum neigia viena kita ir néra
aisku, kaip pats Platonas §j prieStaravima panaikino ar mégino jveikti
savo dialoguose.

Kaip Siame kontekste reikéty suvokti eidy teorijos ir atskyrimo bei
dalyvavimo sgvoky kritika, kurig pats Platonas pateikia vélyvuosiuose
savo dialoguose, ypatingai — kiirinyje ,,Parmenidas“? Ar Platonas savo
paties filosofing teorija kritikuoja tokiu pat pagrindu, kaip ir
Aristotelis, ar vis délto naudoja kitoniSkus argumentus? Ir koks yra
Sios kritikos galutinis tikslas - ar ,,Parmenide* pateikiama kritika zymi
savotiSkg 1Gzj Platono filosofijoje, radikaly eidy teorijos
performulavima (galimas daiktas - Aristotelio prieStaravimy §viesoje),
ar pastangg atsakyti | Platono eidy viduje iSkylancius prie§taravimus
parodant, kad jy vis délto galima iSvengti? Atsakyti j §iuos klausimus

%6 Mabbott, J. D. 1926. Aristotle and the ywpiouds of Plato, in: The Classical
Quarterly: pp. 72 — 79. Vol. 20, No. 2 (1926).
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bei taip formuluojamg atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo problemg reiskia tuo
paciu surasti atsakyma ] tris svarbius klausimus, susijusius su
fundamentaliomis  Platono filosofijos moksliniy tyringjimy
problemomis: pirma, kokia buvo Platono metafizinés sistemos ir ypac
—eidy teorijos - specifika? Ar Platono vartotg yopiopog savoka galima
laikyti solidziu jrodymu, kad Platonui galima priskirti metafizinio
dualizmo pozicija, ar tokios interpretacijos vis délto neleidzia laikytis
Platono taip pat placiai taikyta péfe&ig savoka? Antra, ar visame
Platono kuirybiniame palikime galima teigti esant vieningg filosofing
pozicija (vadinamoji wunitariné Platono kiirybinio palikimo
interpretacija (,,Unity Thesis“; ryskiausiais unitarinés interpretacijos
proponentais galima laikyti C. Kahng®, P. Shorey®® ir pastarojo
mokinj H. Chernissg®), ar dialoge ,,Parmenidas* aptinkama kritika vis
deélto liudija apie tam tikrg Platono minties evoliucijg (vadinamoji
evoliucionistiné Platono kiirybos interpretacija (,,Developmentalist
Thesis*; ryskiausiais Sios interpretacijos Salininkais galima laikyti T.
Irwing® ir G. Vlastosg®?) ir jo filosofiniy pozicijy raida? Tredia,
nusta¢ius specifinj Platono filosofijos pobudj ir atsakius j Platono
filosofijos konceptualinés vienovés klausima, galima klausti toliau —
koks Sios metafizinés sistemos santykis su Platono amZininky

5 Kahn, Charles H. 1996. Plato and the Socratic Dialogue: The
Philosophical Use of a Literary Form. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

%8 Shorey, P. 1903. The Unity of Plato’s Thought. Chicago: University of
Chicago Press.

%9 Cherniss, H. F. 1971. The Philosophical Economy of the Theory of Ideas,
in: Plato: A Collection of Critical Essays I: Metaphysics and Epistemology:
pp. 16 — 27. Edited by Gregory Vlastos. London: Palgrave Macmillan.

8 Irwin, T. 1977. Plato’s Moral Theory: The Early and Middle Dialogues.
Oxford: Clarendon Press; Irwin, T. 1995. Plato’s Ethics. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

81 Vlastos, G. 1954. The Third Man Argument in the ,, Parmenides“, in:
Studies in Plato’s Metaphysics (1967): pp. 231 — 264. Ed. R. E. Allen.
Routledge & Kegan Paul: London.
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(ypatingai  Aristotelio) ir pasekéjy (ypatingai ankstyvosios
Akademijos mastytojy) filosofinémis pazitiromis?

Taip formuluojama atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo problema numato
keleta prieigos ir sprendimo biidy. Pirma, galima pateikti tokig Platono
filosofijos interpretacija, kuriai paprasciausiai negalioja Aristotelio
kritinés pastabos. Vienas pirmyjy ir geriausiai zinomy bandymy
pateikti tokig interpretacijg (bei apskritai nagrinéti ywpiopog kaip
problema) — tai neokantininko P. Natorpo® atlikta Platono filosofijos
analizé, kurioje yopiopdc doktrina formuluojama kaip problema,
kurig privalu jveikti ir kurig Platonas esg jveikia savo dialoguose.
Reaguodamas | problemas, Aristotelio priskirtas platoniskajai
yopouds doktrinai bei siekes Platono filosofijoje jzvelgti I. Kanto
kritinés filosofijos anticipacija, Natorpas eidus interpretavo ne kaip
substancijas, nuo kuriy priklauso visas regimasis pasaulis, 0 panasiai
kaip Kanto kategorijas — kaip tam tikrus désnius ar principus, kuriy
pagalba galima apskritai pazinti jusliSkai suvokiama pasaulj. Tokiu
atveju aristoteliSkoji ywpiopog kritika nebetenka reikSmés, kadangi
eidai yra nebe kazkur anapus regimojo pasaulio, o yra jo dalis, yra (év)
paciame pasaulyje ir paciuose daiktuose kaip biitinos jy pazinimo ir
buvimo salygos, taciau tuo paciu vis tiek isliekantys nepriklausomi
nuo jusliskai suvokiamy daikty. Antra, galima susikoncentruoti ties
Aristotelio pateikiama kritika ir siekti parodyti paties Aristotelio
naudojamy argumenty prieStaringuma ir klaidinguma, tuo paciu
jrodant, kad nors Platono filosofinei sistemai tikrai galima priskirti
atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo doktrinas, Aristotelio kritinés pastabos,
galima sakyti, yra i§ pirSto lauZztos ir pateikia klaidingg Platono
filosofijos vaizdg. Taip S§ig problema savo kiiryboje sprendzia
amerikieciy filosofas H. Chernissas®®.

%2 Natorp, P. 1921. Plato’s Theory of Ideas: An Introduction to Idealism.
Sankt Augustin: Academia Verlag.

8 Cherniss, H. F. 1946. Aristotle’s Criticism of Plato and the Academy.
Baltimore: The John Hopkins Press; Cherniss, H. F. 1962. The Riddle of the
Early Academy. New York: Russell and Russell.
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Tredia, uzuot vertinus Aristotelio pateikiamos kritikos
patikimuma, galima tiesiog pradéti nuo jo liudijimy, kad Platonas
buvo pirmasis, kuris daikty esmes atskyré nuo jusliskai suvokiamy
atskirybiy ir taip pat teigé, kad pastarosios dalyvauja savo esmése, ir
kiekvieng i$ $iy savoky nagrinéti paties Platono dialogy kontekste, t.y.
ieskoti atsakymo j klausimg kaip Platonas savo kiirybiniame palikime
tiesiogiai ar netiesiogiai apibiidino dalyvavimo ar atskyrimo sgvokas.
Problema analizuojant pasirenkant §j prieigos biida, pateikta daugybé
atsakymy abiejy sgvoky atzvilgiu, tacCiau tarp Platong tokiu budu
nagrinéjusiy mokslininky néra vieningo sutarimo Siuo klausimu —
kalbédama apie atskyrimo savoka Platono filosofijoje ir apzvelgdama
reikSmingiausias $io filosofo metafizikai skirtas monografijas bei
straipsnius, amerikie¢iy mokslininké Gail Fine® pastebi, kad nors
atskyrimo sgvoka praktiskai visy mokslininky pripazjstama esanti
autentiSka Platono filosofijos sgvoka, vis délto néra bendro sutarimo,
ka ji tiksliai galéty reikSti bei kokia funkcija atlieka Platono
metafizikoje. Pavyzdziui, anot T. Irwino®, teigti, kad eidai yra atskirti
nuo jusliskai suvokiamy atskirybiy, reiskia tai, kad eidai gali
egzistuoti nepriklausomai nuo juose dalyvaujanciy daikty, bei tai, kad
eidy negalima paaiskinti ar eksplikuoti remiantis terminais,
pasiskolintais i§ juslinio patyrimo (t.y. Irwinas kalba apie dvi
atskyrimo riiSis ankstyvuosiuose ir viduriniuosiuose Platono
dialoguose — apie ontologinj atskyrimg ir apie pazintinj atskyrima).
Tuo tarpu G. Else®® ir F. Cornfordo®’ teigimu, sakyti, kad eidai yra
atskirti, reiSkia teigti, kad jie yra kitoje vietoje, nei juose

8 Fine, G. 2003. Separation, in: Plato on Knowledge and Forms. Selected
Essays: pp. 252 — 300. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

8 Irwin, T. 1977. Plato’s Moral Theory: The Early and Middle Dialogues.
Oxford: Clarendon Press

% Else, G. F. 1936. The Terminology of the Ideas, in: Harvard Studies in
Classical Philology: pp. 17 — 55. Vol. 47 (1936).

87 Cornford, F. M. 1939. Plato and Parmenides. London: Routledge & Kegan
Paul.
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dalyvaujancios jusliskai suvokiamos atskirybés (¢ia galima prisiminti
Platono ,,Faidre* aprasyta eidy buveing — ,tiesos lyguma* (6An0eiog
nediov), pasiekiama tik tiesioginei sielos Zitrai).

Atitinkamai yra ir su dalyvavimo savoka — kai kuriy autoriy
(Devereux®®, Fine®, Perl”) nuomone, teigti, kad jusliskai suvokiamy
atskirybés dalyvauja eiduose reiSkia, kad eidai yra (év) paciuose
daiktuose. Anot iy autoriy, toks dalyvavimo sgvokos supratimas ypac
rySkus ankstyvuosiuose Platono dialoguose. Kity autoriy (Nehamas',
Armstrong’®) teigimu, dalyvavimo santykj geriausia analizuoti kaip
santykj tarp bendrybiy ir atskirybiy (t.y. atsiremti j Aristotelio
liudijimus ir formuluoti santykio tarp eidy ir juose dalyvaujanciy
daikty dilemg kaip klasiking universalijy problema). Kita vertus,
esama ir treciosios termino péBe&ic interpretavimo strategijos (kuri
turi svary pagrinda Platono dialoguose, nesvarbu, ar jie priklausyty
ankstyvajam, ar vélyvajam Platono kiirybos laikotarpiui), kurioje Sis

% Devereux, Daniel T. 1999. Separation and Immanence in Plato’s Theory
of Forms, in: Plato I. Metaphysics and Epistemology: pp. 192 — 214. Edited
by Gail Fine. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

% Fine, G. 2003. Immanence, in: Plato on Knowledge and Forms. Selected
Essays: pp. 301 — 325. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

0 perl, Eric D. 1999. The Presence of the Paradigm: Immanence and
Transcendence in Plato’s Theory of Forms, in: The Review of Metaphysics:
pp. 339 — 362. Vol. 53, No. 2 (Dec., 1999).

L Nehamas, A. 1982. Participation and Predication in Plato’s Later
Thought, in: The Review of Metaphysics: pp. 343 —374. Vol. 36, No. 2 (Dec.,
1982); Nehamas, A. 1979. Self-Predication and Plato’s Theory of Forms, in:
American Philosophical Quarterly: pp. 93 —103. Vol. 16, No. 2 (Apr., 1979).
2. Armstrong, D. M. 1989. Universals: An Opinionated Introduction.
Boulder, CO: Westview Press, Inc.
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santykis pirmiausia suvokiamas kaip santykis tarp originalo ir kopijos
(White™, Sedley™, Patterson’, Allen™).

Sioje disertacijoje atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo problema Platono
filosofijoje, kaip ir ka tik aptartuose tyrimuose ir monografijose,
nagrinéjama pirmiausia remiantis Aristotelio paliktais liudijimais ir
kritika eidy teorijos atzvilgiu. Vis délto svarbu patikslinti tyrimo
pobidj, jo aktualumg ir pridéting verte kg tik aptarty monografijy,
straipsniy ir studijy kontekste. Sis tyrimas nuo ka tik aptarty pozicijy
skiriasi trimis svarbiais aspektais — pirma, metodologine svarba, kuri
Siame tyrime suteikiama Aristotelio kirinyje ,,Metafizika*“
pateikiamiems liudijimams bei juos papildantiems Aristotelio
komentatoriaus Aleksandro patikslinimams (t.y. taip vadinamai
,netiesioginei tradicijai*). Siame tyrime Aristotelio pateikiami
liudijimai pirmiausia traktuojami kaip potencialus naudingos
infomacijos apie Platono filosofines pazitiras Saltinis. Savaime
suprantama, tokia metodologiné nuostata i§ pirmo zvilgsnio gali
pasirodyti esanti neintuityvi ir netgi pavojinga — kaip galima tikétis
gauti naudingos informacijos i§ angazuoto filosofinio veikalo, kurio
vienas i§ retoriniy tiksly buvo parodyti, kaip Aristotelio pirmtakai
naudojo vieng ar kitg paties Aristotelio identifikuotg priezast] ir
kategorija, taCiau ne jas visas, ir todél taip ir nesugebéjo pateikti
iSbaigto tikrovés suvokimo? Nors $is prieStaravimas rimtas, taciau
vien remiantis juo nederéty atmesti visus Aristotelio pateikiamus

3 White, F. C. 1977. Plato’s Middle Dialogues and the Independence of
Particulars, in: The Philosophical Quarterly: pp. 193 —213. Vol. 27, No. 108
(Jul., 1977).

4 Sedley, D. 2006. Form — Particular Resemblance in Plato’s ,, Phaedo “, in:
Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society: pp. 311 - 327. Vol. 106 (2006).

> Patterson, R. 1985. Image and Reality in Plato’s Metaphysics.
Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing.

6 Allen, R. E. 1971. Participation and Predication in Plato’s Middle
Dialogues, in: Plato: A Collection of Critical Essays I: Metaphysics and
Epistemology: pp. 167 — 183. Ed. Gregory Vlastos. London: Palgrave
Macmillan.
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liudijimus apie Platono metafizikg. Jei Aristotelio ,,Metafizikoje®
pateikiama informacija ir iSkraipo Platono filosofing pozicija, privalu
parodyti, kokiu biidu Platono filosofiné pozicija iSkraipoma (o ne
iSkart atmesti bet kokj Aristotelio liudijimg remiantis vien iSankstine
prielaida apie pamatinj jy nepatikimuma). Sioje vietoje aptarinéjant
Aristotelio pateikiamus liudijimus apie atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo
sgvokas, omenyje reikia turéti paties Aristotelio filosofines doktrinas,
bei faktg, kad savo amzininky paziiiras Aristotelis dazniausiai pateikia
bitent per savo terminologijos prizmg, ir pasiremdamas Siuo pagrindu
jas negailestingai sukritikuoja. Taigi, Aristotelio pateikiamy liudijimy
svarba Siam tyrimui pirmiausia slypi papildomoje informacijoje apie
Platono filosofing pozicijg, kurig galima gauti atskyrus paties
Aristotelio filosofing pozicija nuo jo pateikiamy liudijimy ir kritikos
eidy teorijos atzvilgiu. Sia prasme Aristotelio liudijimy ir pozicijos
aptarimas gali bliti naudingas dviem prasmémis — negatyvia prasme
Sis aptarimas leisty geriau suprasti, kur Aristotelis pateikia faktus apie
atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo sgvokas, o kur jau interpretuoja Sias sagvokas
per savo filosofijos prizme; pozityvia prasme (tai buvo paminéta kiek
anksCiau) Aristotelio pozicijos aptarimas suteikty papildomos
informacijos apie atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo sgvokas Platono
filosofijoje, t.y. fakty, kurie néra eksplicitiskai iSreiksti paties Platono
kiiryboje, taciau vis délto leisty geriau suprasti paties Platono pozicija
ir papildyty informacijg, aptinkamg Platono dialoguose’’.

" Siuo atzvilgiu disertacijoje Aristotelio liudijimy atzvilgiu naudojama
pagrindiné metodologiné nuostata artimiausia vadinamosios Tilibingeno
mokyklos atstovy (Krdmer, H. J. 1990. Plato and the Foundations of
Metaphysics. Albany, NY: State University of New York Press; Gaiser, K.
2012. Plato’s Synopsis of the Mathematical Sciences, in: The Other Plato.
The Tiibingen Interpretation of Plato’s Inner-Academic Teachings: pp. 83 —
120. Albany, NY: State University of New York Press; Reale, G. 1997.
Toward a New Interpretation of Plato. Washington, D. C.: The Catholic
University of America Press.; i$samia $ios mokyklos pagrindiniy nuostaty ir
iSkelty hipoteziy apzvalga pateikia D. Nikulinas (Nikulin, D. 2012. Plato:
Testimonia et Fragmenta, in: The Other Plato. The Tlbingen Interpretation
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Antra, §is tyrimas nuo anks¢iau aptarty pozicijy skiriasi prieigos
budu, kuriuo pasirenkama nagrinéti atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo
problemg  Platono  filosofijoje. =~ Nors  siekiant tinkamai
kontekstualizuoti ir/ar papildyti nagrinéjamos problemos supratimg
disertacijoje analizuojami ir Aristotelio liudijimai atskyrimo ir
dalyvavimo klausimu, vis délto atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo problema
Siame tyrime nagrinéjama pirmiausia kaip problema, kurig savo
dialoguose mégino iSspresti pats Platonas, t.y. ne kaip problema, kuria
Platono filosofijai priskyré Aristotelis savo ,,Metafizikoje®. Pasirinkus
§i prieigos buda, atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo problema Platono
kiirybiniame palikime galima lokalizuoti dialoge ,,Parmenidas®,
kuriame Platonas negailestingai kritikuoja savo paties eidy teorija, o
kartu su ja—ir atskyrimo bei dalyvavimo savokas. Atsiremiant j §iame
dialoge pateikiamg kritika, kaip bus parodoma tyrimo eigoje,
sprendimo j atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo problema toliau galima ieskoti
Platono dialoguose ,,Sofistas ir ,,Timajas“. Bitent tiriant Siuos tris
Platono dialogus kaip tematiSkai ir problemiskai neatsiejamai
susijusius galima iSgauti aiSkesnj atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo savoky
filosofinés funkcijos Platono filosofijoje vaizda.

Tredia, Sioje disertacijoje nagrinéjant atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo
problema Platono vélyvuosiuose dialoguose remiamasi vokiecCiy
filosofo Hanso-Georgo Gadamerio’ iskelta hipoteze, kad atskyrimo ir
dalyvavimo sgvokos Platono filosofijoje turéty biti traktuojamos kaip
neatskiriamai susijusios tarpusavyje ir viena Kita numatancios, tad

of Plato’s Inner-Academic Teachings: pp. 1 — 38. Albany, NY: State
University of New York Press.) pozitriui j netiesioginés tradicijos svarbg
norint tinkamai rekonstruoti Platono filosofines paziiiras. Vis délto svarbu
pazymeéti, kad galutinis Tiubingeno mokyklos tikslas buvo atkurti Platono
,heuzraSytus mokymus (Gypoagpo 6dypota), tuo tarpu Sio tyrimo apimtis
gerokai Kuklesné — remiantis Aristotelio liudijimais kaip papildomos
informacijos Saltiniu, iStirti atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo sgvokas Platono
velyvuosiuose dialoguose.

8 Gadamer, Hans-Georg. 1986. The Idea of the Good in Platonic —
Aristotelian Philosophy. New Haven (CT): Yale University Press.
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tyrime plétojama ,,Parmenido® bei kity tyrimui aktualiy teksty
(pirmiausia — ,,Sofisto* ir ,,Timajo*) analizé ir Platono filosofijos
interpretacija tuo paciu numato ir atitinkama pagrindinj tyrimo tiksla
— parodyti, kad ,Parmenide” apraSoma atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo
savoky kritika nurodo ne j radikaly postikj paties Platono filosofijoje
ir kazkurios i§ $iy sgvoky atsisakyma po ,,Parmenido* sekusiuose
dialoguose, o ] pastangg pateikti tokj nagrinéjamos problemos
sprendima, kuris i§saugoty abi §Sias savokas, ir uztikrinty tiek pamatine
ontologing perskyrg tarp jusliskai suvokiamy daikty ir jy esmiy, tiek ir
$iy sric¢iy susietuma per puébe&ig santyk].

Taigi, Sio tyrimo aktualumas Siuolaikiniy Platono filosofijos
tyrimy kontekste pirmiausia grindziamas jame nagrinéjama tema ir
pasirinktu prieigos prie atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo problemos biidu —
pasirinkimu atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo problemg pirmiausia nagrinéti
kaip problema, kurig savo dialoguose sprendé ir pats Platonas.
Nagrin¢jamos temos aktualumas grindziamas tuo, kad ywpiopdg ir
uébe&ic savoky Platono filosofijoje reik§mé, kaip pabréziama Siame
ivade j disertacija, iki $iy laiky iSliko Platona tyringjan¢iy mokslininky
ir filosofy diskusijos centre. Be to, turint omenyje $iy savoky centring
role Platono filosofijoje, kurig joms priskiria visi jo metafizing sistema
nagrinéje ir interpretave autoriai (pradedant nuo Aristotelio),
yoploudg ir uébeic sgvoky tyrimg aktualiu galima laikyti dar ir dél to,
kad bitent Sios problemos patikslinimas ar iSaiSkinimas tyrime
pasirinkto prieigos btido pagalba gali padéti ne tik geriau suprasti
paties Platono filosofijos pobiid] ir tiksliau rekonstruoti pamatines §ios
filosofinés sistemos sgvokas, bet ir tinkamai jvertinti jos specifika tiek
lyginant su Platono amzininky filosofinémis paziiiromis, tiek ir su
moderniomis Platono kiirybinio palikimo interpretacijomis, bei padéti
atsakyti j klausima, ar Platono metafizikg galima laikyti konceptualiai
vieninga filosofine sistema, ar vis délto joje galima jzvelgti tam tikrg
raida ir pamatiniy Platono metafizikos savoky plétote ir
transformacija.

Verta paminéti dar vieng Sio tyrimo aspekta, neSantj pridéting
verte Platono filosofijos tyrinéjimams. Vienas pagrindiniy disertacijos
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teiginiy, kad atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo problemg Platonas apraSo
dialoge ,,Parmenidas® ir sprendimg $iai problemai pateikia dialoguose
»Sofistas® ir ,,Timajas®, yra netiesiogiai susijes su viena rySkiausiy
dvidesimtojo amziaus kontroversijy Platono filosofijos tyrimuose —
gin¢u dél dialogo ,,Timajas“ priskyrimo vélyviesiems Platono
dialogams, kurio ryskiausi dalyviai buvo angly filosofas G. E. L.
Owenas’ ir amerikie¢iy mokslininkas H. Chernissas®®. Remdamasis
filologiniais (specifiskai — stilometriniais Platono dialogy tyrimais) ir
filosofiniais (ypatingai — teiginiu, kad ,,Timajo* kosmoliginiame mite
jsteigta skirtis tarp amzinosios bities ir amzinojo tapsmo sriciy liudija
$i dialoga savo filosofiniu turiniu esantj artimesniu ,,Valstybei“ nei
»Parmenidui“ ar ,,Sofistui) argumentais, Owenas teigé, kad dialogas
»limajas® turéty buti priskirtas Platono viduriniojo laikotarpio
kiirybai, t.y. kad jis buvo paraSytas anksCiau uz ,,Parmenida“ ir
,.Sofista“. Siam Oweno teiginiui oponaves Chernissas, viena vertus,
skeptiskai vertino stilometriniy tyrimy svarba norint iSspresti su
Platono dialogy chronologija susijusius klausimus, bei, kita vertus,
teigé, kad ,, Timajuje* jsteigta skirtj tarp buties ir tapsmo galima aptikti
ir kituose vélyvojo laikotarpio Platono kiiriniuose (pvz. ,,Filebe®). Sio
ginCo kontekste galima pastebéti, kad vieng pagrindiniy Sios
disertacijos teiginiy — kad ,,Parmenide* aptarinéjama eidy teorijos
problema sprendziama ,,Timajuje — galima traktuoti kaip filosofinj
argumentg, palaikantj Chernisso pozicija (pats Chernissas savo
straipsnyje pagrijsti savo pozicijai panaSaus argumento nenaudojo).

® Owen, G. E. L. 1953. The Place of the “Timaeus” in Plato’s Dialogues,
in: The Classical Quarterly: pp. 79 — 95. Vol. 3, No. 1/2 (Jan. — Apr., 1953).
8 Cherniss, H. F. 1957. The Relation of the “Timaeus” to Plato’s Later
Dialogues, in: The American Journal of Philology: pp. 225 — 266. Vol. 78,
No. 3 (1957).
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ir

Tikslas ir uzdaviniai

Pagrindinis Sios disertacijos tikslas — pateikti sistemiSka atskyrimo
dalyvavimo problemos Platono vélyvuosiuose dialoguose

eksplikacija, daugiausia démesio skiriant dialogui ,,Parmenidas‘ ir §io
dialogo tematinéms bei probleminéms sgsajoms su dialogais ,,Sofistas
ir ,,Timajas®“, bei kaip papildomos informacijos Saltinj panaudojant
Aristotelio ,,Metafizikoje* pateikiamus liudijimus bei $iy liudijimy
patikslinimus Aristotelio komentatoriaus Aleksandro kiiryboje. Siam
tikslui pasiekti atitinkamai keliami Sie pagrindiniai uzdaviniai:

1.

Prie§ imantis nagrinéti atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo savokas paties
Platono filosofijoje, suteikti $iai temai tinkama istorinj—filosofinj
kontekstg ir pirmiausia i§samiai parodyti, kaip Platono eidy teorija
ir pagrindinius jos teiginius pristaté bei vertino jo mokinys
Avristotelis, kokiomis savo paties filosofijos prielaidomis
remdamasis jis kritikavo atskyrimo bei dalyvavimo sgvokas, bei
kokias sgsajas ar skirtumus jzvelgé tarp Platono metafizikos ir jo
pirmtaky filosofiniy paziiiry, tokiu budu siekiant iSgauti kuo
patikimesne interpretacing schema, kuria remiantis tyrima biity
galima pratesti nagringjant atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo problema
Platono kiuirybiniame palikime.

IS Aristotelio liudijimy apie eidy teorija iSgavus pagalbing
interpretacing schema, tinkamga tikslui aiskiau suvokti atskyrimo
ir dalyvavimo problema Platono filosofijoje, paméginti
lokalizuoti $ig problemg vélyvuosiuose Platono dialoguose,
tinkamai jg temizuoti, parodyti pagrindines jos prielaidas ir
atskleisti, kokias konceptualines priemones Siai problemai
i8spresti pasitelkia Platonas, bei jvertinti, ar Sias priemones ir
Platono pateikiamus argumentus galima laikyti pakankamais
i8spresti formuluojamai problemai, tuo paciu jgyjant galimybe
grizti atgal ir jvertinti paties Aristotelio pateikiamg Platono
filosofijos kritika.
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Bendroji tezé ir ginamieji teiginiai

Bendroji Sios disertacijos tezé: atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo problema,
kaip turinti du aspektus, dianoetinj ir noetinj, issamiausiai aprasoma
Platono dialoge ,, Parmenidas“, yra pagrindiné jo tema, organiskai
sujungianti abi Sio dialogo dalis ir temiskai susiejanti ,, Parmenidg *
su dialogais ,,Sofistas” ir ,, Timajas*“, kuriuose Platonas pateikia
sprendimus | , Parmenide” isrySkintas problemas, susijusias su
atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo sqvoky taikymu. Sisteminé Siuos tris dialogus
siejanciy teminiy sqsajy bei netiesioginés tradicijos (Aristotelio ir
Aleksandro) pateikiamy liudijimy analizé leidZia tiksliau rekonstruoti
atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo sqvoky turinj bei geriau suvokti Platono eidy
teorijos geneze ir raidg. Siekiant Sig tezg jrodyti ir pagristi,
disertacijoje pasitelkiami Sie ginamieji teiginiai:

1. Tinkamg pagalbing interpretacing schema, kuria remiantis
galima turiningai nagrinéti atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo sgvokas
Platono filosofijoje, galima i§gryninti analizuojant Aristotelio
kiirinj ,,Metafizika®, kuriame pateikiami Aristotelio liudijimai
apie eidy teorijos kilme bei konkrettis argumentai, nukreipti
pries atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo sgvokas. Pirma, Aristotelio
pateikiama atskyrimo sgvokos kritika paremta teiginiu, kad
Platonas daikty esmes interpretavo kaip bendrybes ir tuo paciu
teigé jas esant ontologiSskai atskirtas (vienas pagrindiniy
substancialumo kriterijy  Aristotelio metafizikoje) nuo
jusliskai suvokiamy daikty, i§ ko esa kyla didziausi eidy
teorijos sunkumai. Antra, dalyvavimo savokos kritika
Aristotelio  ,,Metafizikoje*  iSrySkina  Sio  termino
neapibréztuma, taciau tuo pat metu nurodo j konkrety Platono
dialogg — ,,Parmenidas‘ — kuriame esg $i sagvoka buvo aprasyta
paties  Platono.  TreCia, Aristotelio ,,Metafizikoje*
pabréziamas glaudus rySys tarp Platono eidy teorijos ir
matematikos objekty ontologinio statuso klausimo (ir kai
kuriose ,,Metafizikos* iStarose liudijamas eidy ir skaiciy
sutapatinimas), kuris atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo sgvokas skatina
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toliau tirti bltent senovés graikams biidingo matematikos
objekty (ypatingai — skaiciy) suvokimo kontekste.

Platono dialogo ,,Parmenidas® pirmojoje dalyje aprasoma
eidy teorijos kritika yra paremta atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo
sgvoky interpretacija, kurig, susiejant ,,Parmenida* su dialoge
»Valstybé* iSdéstyta padalintos linijos analogija, galima
pavadinti dianoetine atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo sgvoky
interpretacija, kurios pagrindas yra pamatinis daikty esmiy
susietumas su juose dalyvaujanciomis jusliskai suvokiamomis
atskirybémis, ir eidy interpretavimas per jusliSkumo prizme.
Siuo pagrindu eidy teorija nuoseklus atskyrimo savokos
taikymas priveda prie ,treCiojo Zmogaus“ argumento, O
dalyvavimo sgvokos taikymas — prie mereologinio (t.y.
paremto daliy ir visumos dialektika) péfe&ic santykio
supratimo.

Antrojoje ,,Parmenido® dalyje to paties vardo veikéjo
siilomas ,,sprendimas‘ néra tiesiogiai nukreiptas j pirmojoje
dialogo dalyje iskilusias problemas — antrosios ,,Parmenido®
dalies hipotezése eidai ne tik nagrinéjami atsietai nuo jusliskai
suvokiamy atskirybiy bities klausimo, taciau taip pat ir
interpretuojami dvejopai — ir kaip sau pakankami bei niekuo
nesusije vieni su kitais, ir kaip dél sgsajy su giminingomis
kategorijomis prisiimantys bet kokias savybes ir dél Sios
priezasties visiskai neartikuliuojami. Tokiu biidu Sioje dialogo
dalyje iSrySkinama problematika nurodo | tai, kad atskyrimo
ir dalyvavimo problema iSkyla ne tik kalbant apie santykj tarp
eidy ir jusliskai suvokiamy atskirybiy, taciau taip pat ir paciy
eidy srityje. Dar karta atsiremiant | dialoge ,,Valstybé®
aprasyta padalintos linijos analogija, Sia problemg galima
pavadinti noetine atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo problema.

Platono dialoge ,,Parmenidas* iskeltos problemos, susijusios
su atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo sgvokomis, iSsprendziamos
dialoguose ,,Sofistas ir ,,Timajas“ — viena vertus, ,,Sofiste®
paneigiamas paciy eidy tarpusavio nesusietumas, isryskintas
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antrojoje ,,Parmenido® dalyje, o taip pat Siame dialoge
pateikiama aritmologiné (t.y. paremta senovés graiky
mastymui biidingu skaiciaus suvokimu) dalyvavimo sgvokos
interpretacija, kuri apima vien tik mastymu pasiekiamy esiniy
sfera, bei paaiskina, kaip jos susijusios tarpusavyje ir tuo pat
metu kiekviena gali biiti traktuojama kaip pati savaime (00t0
k00 avto). Sioje vietoje lemiama vaidmenj vaidina nauja
Platono jvedama sgvoka — kowmvia, arba ,,.bendryste®. Kita
vertus, ,,Timajuje” apraSytame regimosios visatos sukiirimo
mite pirmojoje ,,Parmenido” dalyje iSryskinta dianoetiné
atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo problema apipavidalinama ir
iSsprendziama apibtidinant Demiurgo veiklg — Siame dialoge
per Platono jvesta ,,erdvés® (ydpa) sampratg tuo pat metu ir
jsteigiamas pamatinis ontologinis atskyrimas tarp eidy ir juose
dalyvaujanciy daikty, ir uztikrinamas $iy ontologiniy sfery
susietumas.

Tyrimo metodologija

Sioje disertacijoje atliekamas teorinis pasirinktos temos tyrimas.
Viena pagrindiniy $io tyrimo prielaidy — kad atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo
problemg Platono filosofijoje reikia suprasti kaip problemg, kurioje
neatskiriamai susijusios abi nagrin€¢jamos sgvokos ir tinkamo Sios
problemos sprendimo nejmanoma pateikti nagrinéjant tik vieng i$ jy —
paremta Hanso-Georgo Gadamerio hipoteze, iskelta kiirinyje ,,Gério

“81 Lkurios §is autorius vis délto

idéja Platono ir Aristotelio filosofijoje
toliau neplétoja. Pirmojoje Sios disertacijos dalyje analizuojant
atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo sgvoky vartoseng Aristotelio filosofijoje kaip

pavyzdys panaudotas analogiskas Gail Fine®? atliktas tyrimas

81 Gadamer, Hans — Georg. 1986. The Idea of the Good in Platonic —
Aristotelian Philosophy. New Haven (CT): Yale University Press.

8 Fine, G. 2003. Separation, in: Plato on Knowledge and Forms. Selected
Essays: pp. 252 — 300. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
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atskyrimo sgvokos klausimu bei $io tyrimo rezultatai. Nagrinéjant
eidy teorijos sasajas su matematikos objekty ontologiniu klausimu,
kaip prielaida daugiausia remtasi J. Kleino® teze, kad senovés graiky
matematiniam mastymui budingas unikalus skaiCiaus suvokimas i$
esmés nulémeé Sio klausimo plétote pitagorininky, Platono ir
Aristotelio filosofinése sistemose, ir Sis skaiCiaus suvokimas savo
ruoztu leidzia geriau suprasti atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo problemag
Platono filosofijoje. Si Kleino jZvalga taip pat svarby vaidmenj
vaidina treciojoje tyrimo dalyje ieSkant atsakymo j noetinés atskyrimo
ir dalyvavimo problemos sprendimg Platono dialoge ,,Sofistas*.
Antrojoje ir tre¢iojoje tyrimo dalyje atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo
savokas nagrinéjant Platono dialoguose, kaip pagrindinés prielaidos
naudojami J. Kleino® ir N. Notomi® siiilomi interpretaciniai principai
— traktuoti kiekvieng Platono dialogg kaip loginio ir dramatinio
kiirinio lygmeny vienove, bei pirmiausia nagrinéti kiekviena dialogg
kaip turintj jam vienam biidingg tema, kuri apjungia visa dialoga. Siy
interpretaciniy principy pagrindu parodoma, kad atskyrimo ir
dalyvavimo problema yra pagrindiné dialogo ,,Parmenidas® tema.
Antrojoje ir treciojoje tyrimo dalyse plétojant pagrinding tyrimo tema
kaip pagrindiné prielaida pla¢iai naudojama fenomenologo J. Salliso®
atlikta padalintos linijos analizé, kurios pagrindu atskyrimo ir
dalyvavimo problema ,,Parmenide” formuluojama dvejopai — kaip
dianoetiné ir kaip noetiné atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo problema.

8 Klein, J. 1985. The Concept of Number in Greek Mathematics and
Philosophy, in: Lectures and Essays: pp 43 — 51. Annapolis, Maryland: St.
John’s College Press; Klein, J. 1992. Greek Mathematical Thought and the
Origin of Algebra. New York: Dover Publications, Inc.

84 Klein, J. 1985. About Plato’s “Philebus “, in: Lectures and Essays: pp. 309
— 343. Annapolis, Maryland: St. John’s College Press.

8 Notomi, N. 1999. The Unity of Plato’s “Sophist“: Between the Sophist and
the Philosopher. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

8 gallis, J. 1996. Being and Logos: Reading the Platonic Dialogues.
Indianapolis: Indiana University Press
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Literatiiros apZvalga

Pagrindinis §io tyrimo tikslas yra iSsiaiSkinti Platono poziiirj i
atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo problemag, tad $io tikslo atzvilgiu svarbiausiu
uzdaviniu galima laikyti tinkama pirminiy Saltiniy pasirinkimg. Norint
tinkamai kontekstualizuoti Platono filosofija, pirmiausia remtasi
Aristotelio veikalu ,,Metafizika®“, kadangi biitent jame galima rasti
daugiausia argumenty ir liudijimy, susijusiy tiek su Platono eidy
teorija bendraja prasme, tiek ir konkrec€iai su atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo
sgvokomis. Siekiant iSgauti kuo labiau iSbaigta Aristotelio filosofinés
pozicijos vaizda taip pat remtasi ir kitais jo kiiriniais — $iuo pozitiriu
tyrimui ypac svarbiais laikytini Aristotelio kiiriniai ,,Kategorijos®,
»lopikos®, ir ,Fizika“. Patikslinant Aristotelio filosofing pozicija
Siam tyrimui riipimais klausimais taip pat svarbiu reikia laikyti
Aleksandro i§ Afrodizijo komentarus ,,Metafizikai®, kadangi juose
Aleksandras ne tik iSplecia ,Metafizikos* teksta vertingomis
pastabomis, taciau kai kuriuos Aristotelio nagrinétus klausimus
susieja su konkreciais Platono dialogais (pavyzdziui, uZuomina, kad
aiSkesnio dalyvavimo sgvokos iSaiskinimo reikia ieSkoti Platono
dialoge ,,Parmenidas“, savo komentaruose pateikia butent
Aleksandras). Be to, kadangi ,,Metafizikoje* Aristotelis Platono
pozicija pakankamai daznai lygina su pitagorininky filosofine tradicija
(ir net tam tikra prasme mato tarp jy testinuma), tinkamos Platono
filosofijos kontekstualizacijos tikslui taip pat pasitelkti pitagorininky
Filolajo Krotonie¢io ir Archito TarentieCio fragmentai. Sgsaja tarp
pitagorininky bei Platono savo ruoztu numato matematikos moksly ir
ju plétotés jtaka Siy mastytojy filosofinéms sistemoms, tad norint
detaliau iS$skleisti $ig sgsajg taip pat remtasi studijomis, skirtomis
senoves graiky matematikos apzvalgai ir aptarimui — Cia labiausiai
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vertéty paminéti T. Heatho®’, J. Cleary®, D. Katzo®® atliktus tyrimus.
Vis délto nagrinéjant matematikos mokslo jtaka Platono filosofijai
daugiausia remtasi vokie¢iy filosofo J. Kleino kiriniu ,,Graiky
matematinis mastymas ir algebros kilmé*“ (,,Greek Mathematical
Thought and the Origin of Algebra“®®), kuriame autorius nagrinéja po
graikiSkuoju matematikos suvokimu slypincias ontologines prielaidas
(kuriomis vienaip ar kitaip rémési ir pitagorininkai, ir Platonas, ir
Aristotelis), bei kaip $iy prielaidy pagrindu matematikos mokslas
vystési nuo Euklido iki pat R. Dekarto ir S. Stevino laiky.
Pagrindinis Siame tyrime nagrinéjamas Platono dialogas — tai
»~Parmenidas®, turbit vienas enigmatiSkiausiy ir sudétingiausiy
kiiriniy visame Platono kiirybiniame palikime. Norint tinkamai
i$siaiskinti Platono poziiirj j atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo problema Sis
kiirinys pasirinktas visy pirma todél, kad kalbédamas apie dalyvavimo
savoka j ji nurodo Aristotelio komentatorius Aleksandras, ir antra, dél
to, kad Siame dialoge lyginant su kitais Platono veikalais galima
aptikti, ko gero, pacig didZiausig argumentacijos, kuriame detaliai
nagrinéjamos savokos péfelig ir ympiopodg, koncentracija. Savaime
suprantama, jis néra nagrinéjamas izoliuojant ji nuo kity Platono
dialogy — reikSmingais $iam tyrimui Platono kiriniais taip pat reikéty
laikyti ,,Valstybe* ir ,,Didjji Hipija“ (kaip bus méginama parodyti
tyrimo eigoje, butent Siuose dialoguose reikia ieskoti ,,Parmenide*
iSrySkinamy problemy iStaky ir paaiSkinimo), déstymo metu
argumentacijai papildyti taip pat pasitelkiami tokie dialogai kaip
,Faidonas®, ,,Faidras“, ,,Puota® ir kt. Vertinant dialogg ,,Parmenidas*

87 Heath, T. 1921. A History of Greek Mathematics. Vol.1: From Thales to
Euclid. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

8 Cleary, John J. 1995. Aristotle and Mathematics: Aporetic Method in
Cosmology and Metaphysics. Leiden: E. J. Birill.

8 Katz, Victor J. 2009. A History of Mathematics: An Introduction. Boston:
Addison-Wesley.

% Klein, J. 1992. Greek Mathematical Thought and the Origin of Algebra.
New York: Dover Publications, Inc.
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i8 filosofijos istorijos perspektyvos taip pat atsizZvelgiama j
komentarus, kuriuos jam para$¢ neoplatonikas Proklas bei Renesanso
laikotarpio filosofas Marsilio Ficino. Po ,,Parmenido* tyrime
pasirinkti nagrinéti dialogai ,,Sofistas* ir ,,Timajas“ — pirmajame is jy,
kaip teigiama Siame tyrime, galima rasti sprendimg pagrindinei
»Parmenido* antrojoje dalyje iSrySkinamai problemai, kai ,,Timajuje*
pateikiamame regimosios visatos sukiirimo mite, bei kaip méginama
parodyti Siame tyrime, galima surasti Platono sprendima pirmojoje
,Parmenido* dalyje aptariamoms atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo aporijoms.

Kritinés literatiros aptarimg pradéti galima pirmiausia nuo
straipsniy, monografijy ir veikaly, kuriuose atskyrimo, dalyvavimo ar
abi Sios sagvokos buvo nagrinéjamos kaip pagrindiné tema. Vertinant
Aristotelio pasisakymus eidy teorijos ir atskyrimo sgvokos klausimais
Siame tyrime daugiausia remtasi jau kiek anksCiau paminétos
amerikie¢iy mokslininkés G. Fine straipsniu ,,Atskyrimas®
(,,Separation“®!) — pirmojoje disertacijos dalyje panaudojamos trys
termino yopiopodg taikymo reikSmés, kurias savo tyrime atskleidzia
Fine. Tiesa, Siame tyrime nesutinkama su §ios mokslininkés nuomone,
kad nors Platono dialoge ,,Parmenidas® Sios sgvokos aptarin€¢jamos
turbiit plaCiausiai nei bet kuriame kitame dialoge, vis délto dél
neaiskios paties dialogo paskirties negalima daryti kokiy nors
galutiniy i$vady atskyrimo ar dalyvavimo® sgvoky klausimu. Norint
kritiskai jvertinti Aristotelio liudijimus, kaip pagalbine priemone taip
pat remtasi amerikie¢iy mokslininko H. Chernisso® monografijomis
Siuo klausimu. I§ kiiriniy, kuriuose nagrinéta dalyvavimo sgvoka
Platono filosofijoje, labiausiai vertéty paminéti amerikieciy

%1 Fine, G. 2003. Separation, in: Plato on Knowledge and Forms. Selected
Essays: pp. 252 — 300. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

9 Fine, G. 2003. Immanence, in: Plato on Knowledge and Forms. Selected
Essays: pp. 301 — 325. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

9 Cherniss, H. F. 1946. Aristotle’s Criticism of Plato and the Academy.
Baltimore: The John Hopkins Press; Cherniss, H. F. 1962. The Riddle of the
Early Academy. New York: Russell and Russell.
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mokslininko C. Biggerio monografijg ,,Dalyvavimas: platoniskas
tyrimas“ (,,Participation: A Platonic Inquiry“®**) — Siame tyrime
dialogas ,,Parmenidas® taip pat jvardijamas kaip kirinys, kuriame
Platonas mégina iSsamiau apibrézti dalyvavimo problema ir surasti jai
sprendima. Vis délto Biggerio tyrima, viena vertus, Siuo klausimu
galima laikyti kiek nei§samiu, kadangi §is autorius visai nenagrinéja
antrosios dialogo dalies bei jos s3sajy su pirmosios dalies aporijomis,
be to, Biggerio pasirinktas prielaidas galima laikyti
anachronistiSkomis, kadangi pagrindinis jo uzmojis Siame veikale yra
interpretuoti dalyvavimo sgvoka remiantis angly filosofo A. N.
Whiteheado proceso filosofija ir jos pagrindinémis prielaidomis. Siy
tyrimy kontekste kaip Siai disertacijai svarbus taip pat paminétinas
japony mokslininko N. Fujisawos® (1974) straipsnis apie
veiksmazodZzio petéyewv vartoseng Platono dialoguose.

Kalbant apie Siame dialoge vystomg dialogo ,,Parmenidas®
interpretacija, jos pagrindiniai principai — traktuoti kiirinj kaip loginio
ir dramatiniy lygmeny vienove, visada pirmiausia ieskoti temos,
sujungiancios visa dialoga — paimti i§ anks¢iau minéto filosofo J.
Kleino komentaro dialogui ,,Filebas*® bei japony mokslininko N.
Notomi monografijos apie Platono ,,Sofistg“®’. Siekiant dialogg
»~Parmenidas® nagrinéti kaip vientisa dialoga, tyrime remtasi kitomis
monografijomis, kuriose $is dialogas interpretuojamas kaip paskirtas
vienai konkreCiai temai ar problemai — Sia prasme tyrimui

% Bigger, Charles P. 1968. Participation: A Platonic Inquiry. Baton Rouge:
Louisiana State University Press.

% Fujisawa, N. 1974. Eyewv, Metéyerv and Idioms of Paradigmatism in
Plato’s Theory of Forms, in: Phronesis: pp. 30 —58. VVol. 19, No. 1 (1974).
% Klein, J. 1985. About Plato’s ,, Philebus “, in: Lectures and Essays: pp. 309
— 343. Annapolis, Maryland: St. John’s College Press.

% Notomi, N. 1999. The Unity of Plato’s ,,Sophist “: Between the Sophist and
the Philosopher. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

68



aktualiausiomis laikytinos R. Brumbaugh®, M. Tabako®, K.
Dorterio'®, Mary — Louise Gill'%, C. Ricklesso!®, K. Sayre’io'®, G.
Ryle’i0'® monografijos. Tiesa, $is tyrimas nuo visy $iy monografijy
pirmiausia skiriasi savo pagrindine teze — kad atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo
problema yra pagrindiné ,,Parmenido* tema, sujungianti visa dialoga
ir suteikianti jam vienuma. Sia prasme daugiausia tenka polemizuoti
su M. Tabako nuomone, kad ,,Parmenidas‘ téra satyra, skirta paSiepti
Platono kritikus, su Mary-Louise Gill interpretacija, kad viso dialogo
esm¢e sukoncentruota tik vienoje i§ astuoniy antrosios dalies hipoteziy
(Siame tyrime visos astuonios antrosios dalies hipotezés laikomos
vienodai svarbiomis), bei su G. Ryle'io pozicija, kad dialogo
»Parmenido“ dalys visai nesusijusios tarpusavyje, antroji i§ jy
greiCiausiai paraSyta véliau ir prijungta prie pirmosios. Per atskyrimo
ir dalyvavimo problemos prizme¢ tyrime taip pat interpretuojamas
klasikinis amerikieciy mokslininko G. Vlastoso straipsnis apie
autopredikacijg ir ,treCiojo zmogaus* argumentg’®, kurj galima
aptikti dialogo ,,Parmenidas® pirmojoje dalyje — Siame tyrime
sutinkama su Vlastoso analize, kad autopredikacija yra pagrindiné

% Brumbaugh, Robert S. 1961. Plato on the One: The Hypotheses in the
,,Parmenides ““. New Haven: Yale University Press.

9 Tabak, M. 2015. Plato’s ,, Parmenides” Reconsidered. New York:
Palgrave Macmillan.

10 Dorter, K. 1994. Form and Good in Plato’s Eleatic Dialogues: The
., Parmenides*, , Theaetetus*®, , Sophist”, and , Statesman*. Berkeley:
University of California Press.

101 Gill, Mary — Louise. 2012. Philosophos: Plato’s Missing Dialogue.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

192 Rickless, Samuel C. 2007. Plato’s Forms in Transition. A Reading of the
,, Parmenides . Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

103 Sayre, Kenneth M. 2005. Plato’s Late Ontology: A Riddle Resolved. Las
Vegas: Parmenides Publishing.

104 Ryle, G. 1966. Plato’s Progress. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
105 Vlastos, G. 1954. The Third Man Argument in the ,,Parmenides“, in:
Studies in Plato’s Metaphysics (1967): pp. 231 — 264. Ed. R. E. Allen.
Routledge & Kegan Paul: London.
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,tre¢iojo zmogaus‘ argumento prielaida, taciau disertacijoje susiejant
,Parmenida“ su Platono ,,Valstybe* ir padalintos linijos analogija taip
pat méginama atskleisti pacios autopredikacijos tezés prielaidas.

Zvelgiant j atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo problemg visos Platono
filosofijos kontekste, vertingomis Siam tyrimui galima laikyti vokieciy
filosofo Hanso-Georgo Gadamerio®® ir amerikie¢iy fenomenologo J.
Salliso'® jzvalgas. Ypa¢ svarbus tyrimui yra Gadamerio teiginys, kad
esama tiesioginio rySio bei testinumo tarp ,,Parmenido* ir dialogy
»Filebas® ir ,Sofistas®. Tuo tarpu J. Salliso atlikta ,,Valstybéje*
aprasomos padalintos linijos analogijos analizé panaudojama siekiant
atskleisti ,,Valstybés® rysj su ,,Parmenide® plétojama atskyrimo ir
dalyvavimo problema.

Lietuvoje dalyvavimo problema Platono filosofijoje nagrinéta
Vilniaus universiteto mokslininko S. Jankausko'® straipsniuose.
Tyrime sutinkama su Jankausko interpretacija, kad ,,Parmenido®
pirmojoje dalyje pagrindiné problema, su kuria bando galynétis
suvokiamy atskirybiy) esaties klausimas bei su Sio mokslininko
iSvada, kad dalyvavimo problemos esmé yra eidy prilyginimas
jusliskai suvokiamiems daiktams. Tyrime taip pat sutinkama su §io
mokslininko i$vada, kad Aristotelio filosofijoje savoka upéfeic
kaipmat atmetama, net neméginant jos kaip nors turiningiau

196 Gadamer, Hans — Georg, 1980. Dialogue and Dialectic: Eight
Hermeneutical Studies on Plato. New Haven and London: Yale University
Press; Gadamer, Hans — Georg. 1986. The Idea of the Good in Platonic —
Aristotelian Philosophy. New Haven (CT): Yale University Press.

107 gallis, J. 1996. Being and Logos: Reading the Platonic Dialogues.
Indianapolis: Indiana University Press; Sallis, J. 1999. Chorology: On
Beginning in Plato’s ,,Timaeus“. Bloomington and Indianapolis: Indiana
University Press.

108 Jankauskas, S. 2015. Platonas Vs Zenonas, arba esiniy ontiskumo
problema ,, Parmenide “, in: Logos: pp. 6 — 11. Vol. 85 (spalis — gruodis);
Jankauskas, S. 2017. Aristotelis vs. Platonas: uéOeéic sqvokos kritika, in:
Problemos: pp. 99 — 114. Vol. 91 (2017).
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analizuoti. Vis délto Sioje disertacijoje sickiama dalyvavimo sgvoka
iStirti susiejant jg su atskyrimo sgvoka (o ne kaip izoliuotg savoka), bei
teigiama, kad norint deramai iSskleisti dvigubg atskyrimo ir
dalyvavimo problema Platono filosofijoje, reikia analizuoti ne tik
izangine diskusijg tarp Sokrato ir Zenono (ji, Siaip ar taip, atskleidzia
tik dalj vaizdo apie atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo problema), bet taip pat ir
visus likusius pirmosios dalies argumentus, o taip pat ir parodyti,
kokiu biidu antroji dialogo dalis atsako j pirmojoje dalyje iSkeltus
sunkumus. Siame tyrime taip pat laikomasi prielaidos, kad péfeéic
problemg ,,Parmenide” daug tiksliau galima paaiskinti siejant $j
dialoga su Platono ,,Valstybe™ ir joje apraSyta padalintos linijos
analogija (kai S. Jankauskas pébe&ic problema eksplikuoja
interpretuodamas  dialoga  ,,Faidonas®).  Atskyrimo  savokai
reik§mingas démesys taip pat skiriamas ir Vilniaus universiteto
mokslininko N. Kardelio monografijoje ,,Vienovés jzvalga Platono
filosofijoje*!%. Ypa¢ svarbia galima laikyti N. Kardelio atliktg dialogo
,»imajas‘ analiz¢ ir galuting jos iSvada, kad yopa (,,erdvés®) sgvoka
Siame dialoge naudojama sujungti jusliskai suvokiamy atskirybiy sritj
su amzinyjy eidy plotme. Vis délto Sioje monografijoje dialogui
,,Parmenidas‘ démesio skiriama labai mazai.

Mokslinis disertacijos naujumas

Sio disertacijos mokslinis naujumas pirmiausia grindziamas faktu,
kad Siame tyrime pasirinktas prieigos biidas —atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo
sgvokas susieti ir sistemingai nagrinéti kaip bendra problema,
apraSoma ir sprendziamg Platono dialoguose — specifiskai atskyrimo
ir dalyvavimo sgvokoms Platono filosofijoje paskirty tyrimy kontekste
yra naujas buidas spresti §ig problemg. Antra, nors $i disertacija yra
viena i§ daugelio tyrimy, kuriuose kaip visuma nagrin¢jamas Platono

109 Kardelis, N. 2007. Vienoveés jzvalga Platono filosofijoje. Vilnius: Versus
Aureus.
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dialogas ,,Parmenidas®, vis délto pagrindiné jos tezé — kad dialoge
centring vietg uzima atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo problema, kuri sujungia
abi dialogo dalis — Siuolaikiniy Platono filosofijos tyrimy kontekste
yra nauja. Trecia, Sioje disertacijoje plétojamas tyrimas nagrinéjamus
velyvuosius Platono dialogus atskleidzia kaip hermeneuting visuma —
nors ,,Parmenidas®“, ,,Sofistas* ir , Timajas“ kiekvienas turi sau
budingg specifing tema, kiekvienam i§ jy taip pat buidingas savotiskas
intertekstualumas kity dviejy dialogy atzvilgiu, ir tyrime
atskleidziama, kaip kiekvienas i§ $iy dialogy atsiskleidzia kiekvienas
atskirai kaip ,;mazoji* visuma, ir kaip vientiso filosofinio tripticho
(,,didziosios*™ visumos) dalis. Tokia Siame tyrime vystoma Platono
dialogy tarpusavio susietumo sampratg galima laikyti savotiska
interpretacine schema, padedancia geriau suprasti Platono kiirybinj
palikima kaip visumg (t.y. taikyting ir kitiems Platono dialogams),
taigi, kaip naujg biida, kuriuo galima interpretuoti Platono dialogus.
Ketvirta, vieng pamatiniy $io tyrimo teiginiy — kad atskyrimo ir
dalyvavimo problema Platonas eksplikuoja dialoge ,,Parmenidas‘ ir
iSsprendzia ,,Sofiste ir ,,Timajuje” — moksline prasme galima laikyti
reikSmingu ir nauju Oweno-Chernisso kontroversijos kontekste,
kuriame §j teiginj galima traktuoti kaip papildomg argumenta,
pagrindziantj Chernisso pozicija dialogo ,,Timajas* priskirtinumo
vélyvajam Platono kiirybos laikotarpiui klausimo atzvilgiu.
Galiausiai, atsizvelgiant ir ] tai, kad Lietuvoje tiek dialogas
»Parmenidas® kaip visuma, tiek atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo savokos bei
ju tarpusavio sgveika néra pakankamai i§samiai nagrinétos temos,
Sioje disertacijoje atlikta pamatiniy Platono metafizikos kategorijy
analiz¢ galima laikyti turin¢iy pridéting verte Antikinés filosofijos
tyrimy plétotei Lietuvoje.

Darbo struktira
Disertacijg sudaro jvadas, trys dalys, i§vados ir literatiiros sarasas.
Pirmojoje dalyje nagrinéjami Aristotelio liudijimai Platono eidy

teorijos atzvilgiu, jo pateikiama kritika atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo
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sgvokoms, bei matematiniy objekty ontologinio statuso klausimas
Aristotelio ,,Metafizikoje™ bei Sio klausimo sgsajos su Platono eidy
teorija.  Antrojoje  dalyje analizuojamas Platono  dialogas
»Parmenidas®“ — susiejant §] dialoga su kuriniu ,,Valstybé*
iSrySkinamos pagrindinés pirmosios dalies aporijy prielaidos, detaliai
nagrinéjamos antrosios veikalo dalies hipotezés, parodomas abiejy
daliy tematinés ir probleminés sgsajos. Treciojoje dalyje nagrin¢jami
Platono dialogai ,,Sofistas* ir ,, Timajas®, parodoma, kokiu btidu juose
sprendziama ,,Parmenide” isSryskinta atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo
problema. Pirmojoje tyrimo dalyje grindZiama pirmasis ginamasis
teiginys, antrojoje dalyje grindZziamos antrasis ir treciasis ginamieji
teiginiai, o treCiojoje dalyje grindziama ketvirtasis disertacijos
ginamasis teiginys.

DESTYMO SANTRAUKA

1. ATSKYRIMO IR DALYVAVIMO SAVOKU
KRITIKA ARISTOTELIO ,METAFIZIKOJE*

Pirmojoje disertacijos dalyje nagrinéjamas garsiausio Platono
mokinio ir kritiko — graiky filosofo Aristotelio — kiirinys ,,Metafizika“,
ypatingg démesj atkreipiant | Siame veikale pateikiamus liudijimus
apie eidy teorija bei jos kilme, Aristotelio kritika atskyrimo ir
dalyvavimo savoky atzvilgiu, bei sgsajas tarp Platono metafizikos bei
kity Antikos mastytojy filosofiniy pazitiry, kurias savo tekste
atskleidzia Aristotelis.

Aristotelio ,,Metafizikoje” galima isskirti tris struktiiriskai
panasias iStaras apie eidy teorijos kilme¢ ir pagrindinius teiginius,
kurios atskleidzia, kaip Aristotelis bendrgja prasme suprato Sia
metafizing teorijg, kaip interpretavo pagrindinius jos teiginius bei su
kokiy Platono amzininky paZzitiromis jg siejo. Pirmajame pasakojime
(Metaph. 987a32 — 987b10) Aristotelis Platono eidy teorija pristato
kaip atsaka j zinojimo problema, kurig iskélé Hérakleitas ir Kratilas,
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klausdami kaip galima kg nors Zinoti apie daiktus, kurie nuolatos kinta
— sekdamas savo mokytojo Sokrato pavyzdziu, Platonas atsakydamas
] Sia problemg teigé, kad apibrézimai negali buti niekuo susije¢ su
daiktais, kurie nuolatos kinta, taigi, jie privalo nurodyti j amzinus
daiktus, kurie egzistuoja $alia (mopd) pastaryjy. Sie amzini daiktai yra
eidai — visy kintan¢iy daikty esmés ir tikrieji bet kokio Zinojimo ar
apibrézimo objektai, o visi jusliSkai suvokiami daiktai juose
dalyvauja. Siame liudijime Aristotelis ne tik apibréZia ir interpretuoja
eidus kaip bendrybes, taciau taip pat pamini ir ,,dalyvavimo* (kaip
zymincCig santykj tarp eidy ir jusliskai suvokiamy atskirybiy) sagvoka ir
sutapatina ja su pitagorininky vartotu ,,mégdziojimo* konceptu, vis
délto teigdamas, kad Platonas Sios savokos tikraja reik§Sme paliko
»atviru klausimu®. Aristotelis Siame liudijime taip pat pranesSa, kad
Platonas teigé tarp eidy ir jusliskai suvokiamy daikty esant
matematikos mokslo objektus — jie, kaip ir eidai, egzistuoja Salia
jusliskai suvokiamy atskirybiy pasaulio.

Kiti du Aristotelio ,,Metafizikoje* pateikiami pasakojimai
(Metaph. 1078b9 — b36 ir 1086a32 —b11) atkartoja bendrg $io pirmojo
liudijimo struktiira, taciau tuo paciu prideda viena reikSminga detale —
atskyrimo sgvokg ir su ja susijusius sunkumus, iSkylancius eidy
teorijai. Anot Aristotelio, Platonas buvo pirmasis, kuris atskyré
(éxdproav) apibrézimus ir bendrybes nuo jusliSkai suvokiamy
atskirybiy ir suteiké jiems ,,eidy“ pavadinimg, tuo paciu jveldamas
savo metafizing teorija i daugybe nejveikiamy sunkumy. Biitent eidy
atskyrimo sgvoka, Aristotelio teigimu, yra pati nepriimtiniausia
Platono filosofijos dalis. Taigi, Aristotelio pateikiami liudijimai
jsteigia tris Siai disertacijai svarbius faktus: pirma, Platono filosofijai
tikrai galima priskirti doktrinas, j kurias nurodo terminai ,,atskyrimas*
ir ,,dalyvavimas®. Antra, Siuos terminus vis délto reikéty vertinti
nevienareikSmiskai — atskyrimo sgvoka sudaro Platono eidy teorijos
branduolj, taciau taip pat yra paciy didziausiy Sios teorijos problemy
Saltinis. Kita vertus, dalyvavimo sgvoka, nors Platono vartota, esg
buvusi pakankamai neaiski ir tapati pitagorininky naudotai
»meégdziojimo* sgvokai. Trecia, pateikdamas liudijima, kad Platonas
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Salia visy jusliSkai suvokiamy daikty teigé esant ne tik jy esmes, taciau
ir matematinius objektus, Aristotelis nurodo j sgsajg tarp Platono eidy
teorijos ir matematiniy objekty ontologinio statuso klausimo.
Antrajame, treCiajame ir ketvirtajame Sios dalies skyriuose detaliau
nagrinéjamas kiekvienas i§ §iy Aristotelio teiginiy.

Po Aristotelio liudijimy aptarimo pirmiausia detaliai analizuojama
Sio mastytojo pateikiama atskyrimo savokos kritika. Analizé
pradedama nuo termino ,atskyrimas“ (ywpiopdg) vartosenos
Aristotelio filosofijoje tyrimo — nors Aristotelio kiirybiniame palikime
i§ viso galima i$skirti tris pagrindinius Sios sagvokos taikymo atvejus
(xopropog kaip atskyrimas vietos, apibrézimo arba bities atzvilgiu),
vis délto ,,Metafizikoje* Aristotelis eidy atskyrimg nuo jusliskai
suvokiamy daikty suvokia pirmiausia kaip atskyrima biities prasme
(t.y. ontologinj atskyrimg — eidai gali egzistuoti nepriklausomai nuo
to, ar egzistuoja juose dalyvaujantys ir nuo jy priklausantys jusliskai
suvokiami esiniai) ir bitent Sia prasme eidy teorijg kritikuoja.
Aristotelio pateikiamos kritikos pagrindg sudaro jo paties Kelti
substancialumo kriterijai, bei eidy kaip bendrybiy interpretacija. Anot
Aristotelio, pagrindiniai esmés/substancijos (ovOoia) bruozai yra
»gebéjimas egzistuoti atskirai ir individualumas (10 yopioTov Kol O
160e t1), o individualumo kategorija sietina iSskirtinai su
atskirybémis. Taigi, kadangi eidai yra bendrybés, vadinasi, jie negali
egzistuoti atskirai nuo jas instancijuojanciy atskirybiy ir tuo labiau
negali buti jy esmémis. Anot Aristotelio, geriausiu atveju galima
kalbéti nebent apie bendrybiy atskyrima apibrézimo atzvilgiu, taciau
ontologiniu pozilriu néra tokios bendrybés, kuri galéty egzistuoti
neinstancijuota.

Tyrimas toliau plétojamas méginant analogiSkai i$nagrinéti
»dalyvavimo* savokg bei jos vartoseng bei kritika Aristotelio
,Metafizikoje“. Nors i§ pirmajame Sios dalies skyriuje aptariamy
Aristotelio liudijimy apie eidy teorija pakankamai aiSku, kokia
funkcijg $is terminas vaidino Platono metafizikoje (ji i§ esmés turéjo
paaiskinti, koks yra santykis tarp eidy ir jusliSkai suvokiamy
atskirybiy, bei kaip daikty esmés padaro Siuos tokius, kokius jie ir yra),
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vis délto, prieSingai nei termino ,,atskyrimas® analizés atveju, savo
liudijimuose dalyvavimo sgvokos atzvilgiu Aristotelis nepateikia
detalesnés informacijos apie konkrety Sios doktrinos turinj, ir tiesiog
keleta karty pakartoja ta pacig mintj apie pamatinj Sio termino
neapibréztumg Platono filosofijoje — dalyvavimo savoka, anot
Aristotelio, yra arba ,atviras klausimas®, arba nieko nereiSkianti
poetiné metafora, arba reiskia tg patj, kg ir pitagorininky naudota
»mégdziojimo* savoka. Atsiremiant | $ig sgsaja, tyrimas toliau
tesiamas trumpu ekskursu j kitus Aristotelio liudijimus apie
pitagorininky filosofines pazitiras bei pitagorininky Archito
Tarentiecio ir Filolajo Krotoniecio fragmentus, taciau konstatuojama,
kad ,,mégdziojimas* kaip sgvoka buvo tik vienas i$ Aristotelio vartoty
terminy, skirty apibiidinti pitagorininky teze, kad skaiCiai yra daikty
esmés. Taigi, panasu, kad tiek Platono ,dalyvavimo®, tiek
pitagorininky ,,mégdziojimo* atveju Aristotelis tiesiog maté termina,
kuriuo pastarieji mégino iSreiksti santykj tarp jusliskai suvokiamy
daikty ir jy esmiy, taciau taip ir detaliau nesugebéjo Sio santykio
paaiskinti. Tiesa, naudingg Siam tyrimui uzuoming suteikia Aristotelio
komentatorius Aleksandras, nurodydamas, kad Platonas aiSkiausiai
dalyvavimo sgvoka apibrézé savo dialoge ,,Parmenidas®.
Ketvirtajame pirmosios disertacijos dalies skyriuje papildomy
jzvalgy apie atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo sgvokas Platono filosofijoje
meéginama iSgauti i§ Aristotelio liudijimo, kad Platonas nuo jusliskai
suvokiamy daikty atskyré ne tik jy esmes, taciau taip pat ir skaicius
bei kitus matematikos moksly objektus. Pats Aristotelis §j klausimg
nuodugniau nagringja tryliktoje ir keturioliktoje ,,Metafizikos*
knygose keldamas klausima, ar i§ tiesy esama kokiy nors juslémis
nesuvokiamy esmiy. Siame tyrime detaliau aptariant matematiniy
objekty atskyrimo kritikg Aristotelio ,,Metafizikoje* pirmiausia
méginama jzvelgti esminius panasumus ir skirtumus tarp $io klausimo
ir tame paciame kiurinyje apraSytos atskyrimo doktrinos kritikos —
Siame skyriuje viena esminiy prielaidy yra ta, kad Aristotelio
liudijimuose pabréZztos sgsajos tarp pitagorininky ir Platono
metafiziniy pozicijy gali padéti geriau suprasti tiek eidy teorijos
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specifika ir jos kilmg¢. Palyginus Platono pozilirj j matematikos
mokslus, jy nagrinéjamus objektus bei Siy moksly tiksla su Archito ir
Filolajo fragmentuose iSreiSkiama pozicija, galima patvirtinti
Aristotelio i$sakyta liudijima, kad butent Platonas, 0 ne pitagorininkai
atskyré skaicius ir kitus matematikos moksly objektus nuo jusliskai
suvokiamy atskirybiy. Taip pat galima pastebéti, kad tiek Platonas,
tiek aptariami pitagorininkai didele svarbg skyré butent skai¢iavimo
fenomenui. Sj fakta geriausiai galima paaidkinti vokie¢iy filosofo
Jacobo Kleino jzvalga, kad senovés graiky matematinis mastymas
pasizyméjo unikalia ,,skaiCiaus* fenomeno interpretacija, esmingai
nulémusia senovés graiky matematikos plétotés krypti — senovés
graiky matematiniame mastyme bet koks skaicius pirmiausia nurodo j
du ar daugiau cia ir dabar esanciy daikty. Tiek pitagorininkai
(akcentuodami fakta, kad visus jusliskai suvokiamus daiktus galima
iSreiksti skaiiais), tiek Platonas (akcentuodamas paciam skaiciui
budinga vienumg, kurj skaicius i$laiko nepriklausomai nuo to, kiek
objekty iSreiSkia), tiek ir juos visus Siuo klausimu kritikaves
Aristotelis  (kuris kritikuodamas skai¢iy matematiniy objekty
atskyrima susikoncentravo ties faktu, jog bet kuris skaicius yra tam
tikry individualiy daikty (pvz. zirgy, Suny ir t.t.) kiekybiné iSraiska,
matematikoje nagrinéjama tarsi egzistuoty atskirai nuo daikty, kuriy
kiekybe ji iSreiSkia) i§ esmés rémési tuo paciu skaiciaus suvokimu,
taCiau skirtingai ji iSplétojo.

Taigi, apibendrinant pirmaja disertacijos dalj ir jos tyrimo

rezultatus, galima i8skirti tris jzvalgas:

1. Platono metafizikoje atskyrimo sgvoka pirmiausia turi biiti
suprantama kaip atsakymas j zinojimo galimybés problema,
kuri savo ruoZtu susijusi su tam tikra fenomeny pasaulio
ontologinio statuso interpretacija — jusliskai suvokiami daiktai
negali buti tikraisiais Zinojimo objektais, kadangi yra nuolatos
kintantys ir nepastoviis. Cia taip pat reikia pabrézti Aristotelio
pateikiamos kritikos pagrindg — eidus Platonas esg suvoké
kaip bendrybes ir tuo paciu atskyré nuo visy kity daikty
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ontologiniu pozitriu, taiau dél Sios priezasties, anot
Aristotelio, jie negali biiti daikty esmés.

Remiantis Aristotelio komentarais apie dalyvavimo sgvoka,
aiskesnj preliminary vaizda galima susidaryti tik apie jos
funkcijg Platono metafizikoje — ji esa turéjo nusakyti santykj
tarp daikty ir jy esmiy, bei paaiskinti, kokiu biidu daikty esmés
yra visy kity daikty priezastys. Kita vertus, Aristotelio
komentatoriaus Aleksandro pasteb¢jimas, kad Platonas
dalyvavimo sgvoka paaiskino savo dialoge ,,Parmenidas®, taip
pat nurodo | galimybe apie Sig sgvoka daugiau suzinoti
konkrec¢iame Platono dialoge.

Avistotelio teigimu, Platono metafizikoje galima teigti esant
tam tikra ry$j tarp matematikos objekty ir daikty esmiy — kaip
ir eidai, pirmieji yra amzini ir nekintantys, taciau vis délto jie
néra daikty esmés ir tikrieji Zinojimo objektai. Vis délto
kalbant apie konkrety $io sarySio turinj, aisku tik tiek, kad
Platono matematikos filosofija buvo paremta senovés graiky
matematiniam mastymui budingu unikaliu ,skai¢iaus*
fenomeno suvokimu, taCiau iki galo lieka neaisku, kokij
vaidmen] jis atlicka Platono metafizikoje bei ka jis pasako
apie sarysj tarp eidy ir matematikos objekty.

2. ATSKYRIMO IR DALYVAVIMO PROBLEMA
PLATONO DIALOGE ,,PARMENIDAS*

Antrojoje disertacijos dalyje méginama ieSkoti atsakymy |
Aristotelio ,,Metafizikoje* atskyrimo ir dalyvavo savoky atzvilgiu

iSkeltus klausimus, ir atsakyti j jo mestus prieStaravimus Platono eidy
teorijai. Atitinkamai, Sioje dalyje pagrindinés analizés objektu

pasirinktas Platono dialogas ,,Parmenidas® — visy pirma, kaip kiirinys,

kuriame tiesiogiai kritikuojama Platono eidy teorija (taigi, Cia
atsiranda galimybé palyginti Aristotelio pateiktus liudijimus ir kritikg

su paties Platono iSreikstu pozitriu tais paciais klausimais), ir antra,
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kaip Saltinis, j kurio svarbg norint geriau suvokti dalyvavimo sgvoka
nurodo Aristotelio komentatorius Aleksandras.

Visy pirmiausia, Sioje disertacijos dalyje detaliai iSnagrinéjama
pirmoji dialogo dalis (127el — 135d6), kurioje jaunasis Sokratas,
norédamas atsakyti | Zenono i88tkj, pristato savo siiiloma eidy teorija,
kuri gali paaiSkinti, kaip tuo pat metu vieng daikta galima jvardinti
priesingais zodziais (pvz. kaip gali tas pats daiktas biiti ir panaSus, ir
nepanasSus). Pastebétina, kad jau pacioje dialogo pradzioje
formuluodamas savo atsakymga jaunasis Sokratas jsteigia tas pacias
sgvokas ir teiginius, kuriuos savo liudijimuose pristaté ir kritikavo
Aristotelis — eidus, kurie egzistuoja atskirai (ywpic) nuo jusliskai
suvokiamy daikty ir pastaryjy dalyvavima eiduose. Kaip atskleidZia
iSkart po eidy teorijos pristatymo sekantys aStuoni Parmenido
kontrargumentai Sokrato pozicijai ir tyrime atlickama Siy
kontrargumenty analizé, kiekviena Parmenido ir jaunojo Sokrato
nagrinéjamy aporijy vienaip ar kitaip susijusios ir iSplaukia i§ tam
tikros atskyrimo arba dalyvavimo sgvoky interpretacijos:

1. Yratiek eidy, kiek ir juos atitinkanciy daikty klasiy: kiekviena
jusliskai suvokiamy daikty klasé turi atskira esmg¢ pacia
savaime (Prm. 130b7 — d9).

2. Trys dalyvavimo paradoksai (Prm. 130e4 — 131e7):

a. Daiktai eide dalyvauja pasiimdami eida kaip
visumg. Vadinasi, eidai yra atskirti nuo saves
paciy (Prm. 130e4 — 131b6).

b. Daiktai eide dalyvauja pasiimdami eido dalj.
Vadinasi, eidai yra dalts (Prm. 131b6 — 131c11).

€. Pasiimdami didumo eido dalj, daiktai yra dideli
pasiimdami kazka mazo (Prm. 131c12 — 131e7).

3. Pirmasis ,treCiojo Zmogaus“ argumentas: Salia eidy ir
jusliskai suvokiamy daikty visada atsiras dar vienas atskiras
eidas, kuris apima pirmajg esiniy pora, Salia Sio eido atsiras
dar vienas eidas ir t.t. ad infinitum (Prm. 131e8 — 132b2).

4. FEidy kaip min¢iy paradoksas: jei daiktai dalyvauja eiduose, o
Sie yra mintys, vadinasi, visi daiktai sudaryti i§ minciy ir yra
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mastantys; arba daiktai néra mastantys, bet tuomet esama
daikty, kurie turi mintis, bet néra mastantys (Prm. 132b3 —
132c11).

5. Antrasis ,tre¢iojo zmogaus™ argumentas: jei santykis tarp
eidy ir daikty suprantamas kaip santykis tarp originalo ir
kopijos, vadinasi, jie tam tikru atzvilgiu privalo biti panasis
ir turéti kazka bendro. Tokiu atveju Salia jy atsiras dar vienas
eidas, kuris juos apima, $alia §io eido atsiras dar vienas eidas
ir t.t. ad infinitum (Prm. 132c12 — 133a7).

6. ,,Sudétingiausias argumentas: eidai yra radikaliai atskirti nuo
jusliskai suvokiamy atskirybiy ir yra susije tik vieni su kitais.
Dél Sios priezasties eidy negalima pazinti ir nieko turiningo
apie juos pasakyti (Prm. 133al1l — 133d5).

Galima dar labiau patikslinti $iy aporijy specifikg — viena vertus,
kiekviename i§ §iy Parmenido argumenty atsiremiama j tiesioginj
atskyrimo ar dalyvavimo sgvoky supratimg (atskyrimo sgvoka
»Parmenido*“  pirmosios  dalies  argumentuose  pirmiausia
interpretuojama kaip dviejy daikty buvimas skirtingose vietose, t.y.
kaip tai, kg Aristotelis buity pavadings ,,atskyrimo vietos atzvilgiu®;
tuo tarpu dalyvavimo savoka tiesiogiai interpretuojama kaip daliy
pasiémimas ir/arba turéjimas, Kkitaip tariant, interpretuojama
tiesiogiai); kita vertus, kiekviename i$ iy argumenty eidai, jy esminés
savybés bei santykis su juslikai suvokiamomis atskirybémis patys
savo ruoztu yra interpretuojami per jusliskumo prizme. Siuo aspektu
pirmojoje ,,Parmenido* dalyje pateikiama dalyvavimo sgvokos kritika
galima palyginti su Platono dialoge ,,Didysis Hipijas* iskeliama
pagrindine problema, bei pastebéti, kad abiejuose dialoguose jusliskai
suvokiamy atskirybiy dalyvavimas eiduose interpretuojamas kaip
mereologiné problema, t.y. keliant klausima, kaip daiktai gali
»~dalyvauti“ eiduose, nepasiimdami jy dalies. Galiausiai, bendra
pirmosios ,,Parmenido dalies problematika geriausiai galima suprasti
atsizvelgiant j Platono dialoga ,,Valstybé* ir jame aprasoma padalintos
linijos analogijg — ,,Parmenido® pirmojoje dalyje apraSomos aporijos
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i8kyla todél, kad jaunasis Sokratas eidus mégina apmastyti tarpisko
pazinimo (S1Gvoia) srityje, kurioje siela, nors ir nuo priestaringy jusliy
liudijimy atsigrezia link paciy eidy, vis dar yra pernelyg priklausoma
nuo jusliskai suvokiamy atskirybiy bei jy teikiamy vaizdiniy, kad
galéty apmastyti daikty esmes pacias savaime. Anot Platono, §j tiksla
galima pasiekti tik tiesioginio supratimo (vonoic) srityje, kuri nebeturi
jokiy sasajy su jusliskumu. Taigi, Siame skyriuje daroma i§vada, kad
pagrindiné pirmosios ,,Parmenido* dalies pamoka yra negatyvaus
pobiidzio — Parmenido pateikiami prieStaravimai interpretuojami kaip
leidziantys geriau suprasti, kaip nereikéty mastyti apie eidus ir jy
santyki su jusliSkai suvokiamomis atskirybémis, bei kokios gali biiti
pastaryjy mastymo kaip panaSiy j jusliSkai suvokiamus objektus
pasekmés.

Aptarus pirmgja ,,Parmenido” dalj disertacijoje toliau
analizuojama antroji $io dialogo dalis (137¢c4 — 166¢5) ir joje
apraSomos astuonios Parmenido hipotezés, kuriose teigiamas arba
neigiamas Vienio buvimas ir detaliau aptariamos i§ kiekvienos
hipotezés i§plaukiancios i§vados. Sioje tyrimo dalyje remiamasi trimis
pagrindinémis prielaidomis: pirma, remiantis ,,Parmenido* tekste
nusakoma aStuoniy hipoteziy paskirtimi, teigiama, kad pastarosios
postuluojamos pirmiausia siekiant atsakyti j atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo
problema, kuri savo ruoztu iSrySkinama pirmojoje dialogo dalyje.
Antra, jei antrosios dialogo dalies tikroji paskirtis yra atsakyti j
pirmojoje dalyje keliamus klausimus ir problemas, tuomet Sios
aStuonios hipotezés turéty biti interpretuojamos kaip turin¢ios
vienoda svarba. Trecioji Sios tyrimo dalies prielaida — tai tezé, kad
antrojoje ,,Parmenido* dalyje aptarin¢jami esiniai yra eidai arba bent
jau | eidus panasis esiniai.

Aptarus astuonias hipotezes Sioje tyrimo dalyje daroma iSvada,
kad antrojoje ,,Parmenido” dalyje iSkeliama dar viena ontologiné
problema, kurios branduolj sudaro dvi alternatyvos — arba visi eidai
siejasi absoliuciai su visais kitais eidais (juose ,,dalyvauja“), bet tuo
paciu patys tampa nebeatskiriami vienas nuo kito, arba kiekvienas
eidas egzistuoja atskirai nuo visy kity, tac¢iau jo nebejmanoma nei kaip
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nors eksplikuoti, nei kaip nors susieti su visais kitais eidais. Pastebima,
kad nors Sioje dialogo dalyje nagrinéjamos problemos i§ pirmo
zvilgsnio atrodo kaip niekuo nesusijusios su pirmosios ,,Parmenido*
dalies aporijomis, vis délto §j ,atskyrimg“ tarp dviejy nagrinéjamo
teksto daliy galima paaiSkinti remiantis anks¢iau minéta padalintos
linijos analogija — antraja ,,Parmenido* dalj galima interpretuoti kaip
pastangg mastyti eidus jau nebe tarpisko pazinimo, o tiesioginio
supratimo srityje. Biitent dé¢l Sios prieZasties antrojoje dialogo dalyje
net néra galimybés atsirasti problemoms, kurios biity analogiskos
pirmosios dalies aporijomis — antrojoje ,,Parmenido® dalyje visiskai
pasikeicia paties tyrimo prielaidos.

Atitinkamai, remiantis antrojoje disertacijos dalyje atlikta dialogo
»~Parmenidas® analize, atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo problema dar tiksliau
galima suformuluoti dviem biidais:

1. Kaip dianoetine problema, kuri iSrySkinama pirmojoje
dialogo dalyje ir kurioje klausiama, kokiu budu jusliskai
suvokiami esiniai susij¢ su savo esmémis (eidais).

2. Kaip noeting problema, kuri iSrySkinama antrojoje dialogo
dalyje, ir kurioje klausiama, kokiu btidu eidai susije vieni su
kitais.

3. ATSKYRIMO IR DALYVAVIMO PROBLEMOS
SPRENDIMAS DIALOGUOSE ,,SOFISTAS“ IR
» TIMAJAS*

TreCiojoje disertacijos dalyje méginama atsakyti j praéjusioje
tyrimo dalyje suformuluotas dianoetine ir noetine atskyrimo ir
dalyvavimo problemas. Visy pirma, teigiama, kad atsakymo j antrgja
Sios problemos formuluote atsakymo reikia ieSkoti Platono dialoge
»Sofistas®. Atitinkamai nagrinéjant $io dialogo dramatinj vyksmag bei
problematikg, kuri jame plétojama, galima pastebéti, kad pagrindiné
aporija, su kuria Siame dialoge susiduria svecias i§ El¢jos ir Teaitetas,
yra ta pati dilema, kuri buvo akcentuojama antrojoje dialogo
,Parmenidas* dalyje — abiejuose dialoguose pateikiamos dvi
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alternatyvos: arba visi eidai siejasi absoliuciai su visais kitais eidais,
arba kiekvienas eidas egzistuoja atskirai nuo visy kity eidy, ir niekaip
su jais negali buiti susijes. Biitent ,,Sofiste” pristatomg penkiy
svarbiausiy giminiy — buties, skirtingumo, tapatumo, judéjimo ir
rimties — ,,bendrystés* (kowvwvia) sampratg galima laikyti atsakymu j
Sig aporija, savotisku treciuoju keliu, kuris teigia, kad eidy srityje
galima jzvelgti hierarchija, kurioje vieni eidai yra pavaldis kitiems ir
juose dalyvauja (pavyzdziui, judéjimo ir rimties giminés dalyvauja
tapatume, skirtingume ir butyje), o kiti eidai persmelkia absoliu¢iai
visas kitas gimines, jas tuo pat metu ir susiedami, ir atskirdami viena
nuo kitos (pavyzdziui, skirtingumo kategorija visada numato dviejy ar
daugiau giminiy konfrontacijg, jy buvimg viena kitos atzvilgiu, taciau
tuo pat metu visas jas vieng nuo kitos atskiria). Savo ruoztu svecio i$
El¢jos ir Teaiteto atlickamoje analizéje biities kategorija pasirodo kaip
trecia kategorija Salia judéjimo ir rimties giminiy, tuo pat metu jas
sujungianti ir leidzianti atsiverti kaip priesingybiy porai. Kitaip tariant,
Platono ,,Sofiste” santykis tarp Siy trijy eidy interpretuojamas
aritmologiskai — biitis judéjima ir rimt] sujungia, suteikia Sioms
kategorijomis vienartSiSkuma, taciau skirtingumo kategorijos déka
iSlicka sau tapacia gimine, nesutampancia nei su judéjimu, nei su
rimtimi kiekviena atskirai, nei su abiem kartu. Analogiska eidy
bendrystés interpretacija galima rasti ir Platono dialoge ,.Filebas®,
kuriame gério giminé atsiveria kaip trejetas, kurio nariai yra grozis,
darna ir tiesa, ir kuris kaip priezastis dialoge nagrinéjamg proto ir
malonumy misinj padaro geru. Kitaip tariant, tai, kas diGvoia srityje
buvo suprantama kaip mereologinis (daliy—visumos) santykis tarp
eido ir jame dalyvaujanciy daikty, vomoig srityje atsiveria kaip
aritmologinis santykis, kuriame aukstesnio rango eidas tarsi skai¢iuje
sujungia du ar daugiau zemesnio rango eidus, bet tuo paciu isliekia
avTo k' avTo (pats savaime) ir mgstyme pasirodo kaip $iy eidy kitas
(Etepov).

Aptarus Platono siilomg sprendimg noetinei atskyrimo ir
dalyvavimo problemai, antrajame treciosios dalies skirsnyje griztama
prie dianoetinés atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo problemos ir jai sprendimag
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méginama surasti dialoge ,,Timajas“, kuriame Platonas apraso
regimosios visatos atsiradimo mitg. Tyrimui svarbiausios Siame
dialoge jsteigiamos dvi skirtys — visy pirma, tarp amzinosios bties ir
amzinojo tapsmo sfery (eidy ir jusliSkai suvokiamy atskirybiy), ir
antra, tarp $iy dviejy ontologiniy kategorijy ir trecios giminés, kuria
Platono Timajas jvardina kaip ,.erdve™ (ydpa). Si tre¢ioji giminé, kaip
talpinanti savyje visus pirmapradzius bet kokio jusliskumo pédsakus
ir tuo pat metu leidzianti eidams savyje palikti amzinos biities
ispaudus, pirmiausia sutvirtina atskyrimg tarp eidy ir jusliskai
suvokiamy atskirybiy, neleisdama Sioms giminéms sumisti
tarpusavyje ir taip uztikrinanti kiekvienos i§ jy ontologine specifika.
Kita vertus, tik yopa déka Sios dvi giminés gali biiti susijusios
tarpusavyje — priimdama savyje tiek ir pirmapradZius jusliSkumo
pédsakus, tiek ir amzinosios buties jspaudus, ,erdvé“ suteikia
galimybe atsirasti visai regimajai visatai, t.y. tik tre¢iosios giminés
déka gali atsirasti skirtis tarp atvaizdo ir jo pirmavaizdzio
(mopaderypa) kaip tokiy. Taigi, ydpo tuo pat metu ir jtvirtina
atskyrima (yopiopdc) tarp eidy ir jusliskai suvokiamy atskirybiy, ir
suteikia vieta regimosios visatos atsiradimui, Sitokiu biidu uzgrisdama
praraja, ziojincig tarp amzinosios biities ir amzinojo tapsmo sriciy.
Tokiu bidu kosmologiniame ,,Timajo“ mite Platonas pateikia
sprendima dianoetinei atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo problemai.

ISVADOS

1. Tyrime atlikta analizé atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo problemga bei Sios
problemos sprendima, pateikiama vélyvuosiuose Platono
dialoguose, pirmiausia atskleidzia kaip ontologinio ir
kosmologinio pobudzio problema. Vis délto zinant Platono
filosofijos sistemiskuma, negalima daryti i§vados, kad bendraja
prasme Platonas atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo problema suvokeé tik per
ontologing ir kosmologing prizme (nors toks poziiirio taskas, kaip
parodé¢ S§is tyrimas, yra adekvatus iSspresti ,,Parmenide*
formuluojamoms problemoms). Sioje vietoje remiantis tyrimo
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rezultatais galima pateikti preliminarig ,,Sofiste” ir ,,Timajuje*
sitlomy sprendimy implikacijy kitoms Platono filosofinés
sistemos dalykinéms sritims apybraiza, kuri galéty biti papildyta
tolimesniais §ios temos tyrimais. Visy pirma, kosmologiniame
lygmenyje atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo problema atsiveria kaip
atskyrimas tarp amzinojo tapsmo ir amzinosios biities sri¢iy, kuris
tuo pat metu ir jveikiamas, ir sutvirtinamas sgvokos y®pa déka.
Dél  batinybés  veikimo  regimojoje  visatoje  veikia
priezastingumas, tuo tarpu formaliis visa ko apibrézimai gaunami
i§ eidy srities, kuri tiesiogiai nesusijusi su visata, taciau visa kam
suteikia apibréztuma, kurj tyrin¢jant gamta galima iSreiksti
skaiéiy ir geometriniy proporcijy pagalba. Antra, ontologiniame
lygmenyje jusliSkai suvokiamos atskirybés atsiveria kaip
atvaizdai, panaSumo santykiu susij¢ su savo originalais — eidais.
Trelia, pazZintiniame lygmenyje per jusles pazjstami daiktai gali
bati atpazinti kaip atvaizdai, savo ruoztu nurodantys j nematoma
tikrove, kuri pasiekiama tik mastymu. Ketvirta, loginiame
lygmenyje atsiranda mastymo diairetinés veiklos galimybé, t.y.
galimybé per kalba ir Zodzius kaip tikrovés atvaizdus atvaizduoti
konkrecig giming ir viska, kg ji po savimi sujungia. Kitaip tariant,
nuo pat visatos iStaky ydpa déka abi tikrovés sritys susiejamos,
tuo pat metu iSlaikant kiekvienos is jy specifikg.

Remiantis tyrime atlikta atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo problemos
Platono vélyvuosiuose dialoguose analize, galima konstatuoti, kad
Platono metafizikoje esmes (eidus) tikrai galima apibiidinti kaip
atskirtus nuo jusliskai suvokiamy atskirybiy trecigja Aristotelio
vartota termino yoploudg prasme, ty. kaip atskirtus bities
atzvilgiu. Tai vis délto nereiSkia, kad Aristotelio pateikiama
kritika (o eidus jis kritikavo buitent Siuo pozitiriu) ir liudijimai Siuo
atveju kaip nors pakenkia eidy teorijai ar neatpazjstamai ja
iSkreipia. Anot Aristotelio, pagrindiniai esmés/substancijos
bruozai yra gebéjimas egzistuoti atskirai ir individualumas (to
YOPLoTOV Koi 10 T0d€ T1). Kadangi, Aristotelio teigimu, eidai yra
bendrybés, jie automatiskai neatitinka nei vieno i§ §iy kriterijy,
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vadinasi, ir negali biiti substancijomis. Taciau atsizvelgiant j tali,
kaip eidus ir jy santykj su jusliskai suvokiamomis atskirybémis
savo dialoguose (,,Parmenide”, ,Sofiste, , Timajuje*,
,» Valstybeje®) aprasé pats Platonas, negalima uZztikrintai teigti, kad
pats Platonas daikty esmes laiké bendrybémis biitent ta prasme,
kokia §j terming vartoja Aristotelis. Antra, net jeigu Platonas ir
laiké eidus esant bendrybémis tokia pat prasme kaip ir Aristotelis,
néra aisku ar jis bty pritares Aristotelio keliamiems
substancialumo kriterijams. Siuo atveju galima jtarti, kad lemiama
itaka nagrinéjamos problemos eksplikacijai Platono ir Aristotelio
tekstuose galéjo padaryti kiekvieno i§ $iy mastytojy pasirinktas
iSeities taSkas — Platono atveju tai be jokios abejonés buvo
matematikos moksly iSeities taskas, privilegijuota ontologine
pozicija teikgs matematikos moksly objektams, tuo tarpu
Aristotelio atveju tai buvo to meto gamtos moksly (fizikos) iSeities
taskas, privilegijuota ontologine pozicija teikes gamtiniams
daiktams (,,Stai Sitiems*).

Vertinant tyrime aptartus Aristotelio liudijimus ir Kkritika,
pateikiamg dalyvavimo doktrinos atzvilgiu, galima pagrijstai
teigti, kad Platonas nepaliko Sios sgvokos ,,atviru klausimu* — tiek
kaip dianoeting (santykio tarp eidy ir jusliSkai suvokiamy
atskirybiy), tiek kaip noeting (santykio tarp paciy eidy) problema,
uébe&ic savoka Platonas detaliai aptaré dialoge ,,Parmenidas®, o
sprendimus pateiké dialoguose ,,Sofistas ir ,,Timajas‘. Vis délto
galima pastebéti, kad Platonas Siame tyrime nagrinétuose
tekstuose nepateiké jokio formalaus apibrézimo, nei ka reiSkia
uébe&ic kaip santykis tarp eidy ir jusliskai suvokiamy atskirybiy,
nei ka reiskia kowvovia kaip santykis tarp paciy eidy, ta¢iau savo
tyrimo rezultatus Siuose dialoguose pateiké netiesiogiai —
»Sofiste” per dialektinj nukrypimg nuo pagrindinj pokalbio
dalyvius dominancio klausimo (,,kas yra sofistas?*), o ,,Timajuje*
per vaizdingai nupasakota regimosios visatos atsiradimo mita. Si
aplinkybé tuo paciu paaiSkina, kodél Aristotelis biitent taip ir
jvertino dalyvavimo doktring Platono filosofijoje.
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Sprendziant i§ to, kaip Platonas ,,Parmenide” iSskleidé ir
vélesniuose dialoguose mégino i$spresti atskyrimo ir dalyvavimo
problema, bei to, kaip glaudziai ,,Parmenide* nagrinéjamos temos
priklausomos nuo ir susijusios su ankstesniais dialogais (ypac su
,»Valstybe* ir ,,Didziuoju Hipijumi®), kaip dialoga ,,Parmenida*
galima traktuoti ne kaip savotiSka liizj Platono filosofijoje, kuris
zyméty nepakankamos filosofinés sistemos atmetimg ir jos
pakeitima nauja metafizine doktrina, o kaip natiraly atsigrezima j
eidy teorijos pagrindines prielaidas ir Siy prielaidy iSskleidima, t.y.
nuosekly méginima reflektuoti tai, kas ir taip visada slypéjo pacios
teorijos prielaidose. Pavyzdziui, Platono ,,Valstybéje* apraSomas
teisingumo kaip tam tikras trijy dorybiy (nuosaikumo, narsos ir
iSminties) santykis jau netiesiogiai nurodo | aritmologing eidy
interpretacija bei ,Filebe” aptinkamg Gério apibrézimg kaip
darnos, tiesos bei grozio trejeta.

Tyrime atlikta dialogo ,,Sofistas* analizé¢, parodziusi, kad
noetiniame lygmenyje eidai turéty bati suprantami Kkaip
aritmologiniai skai¢iai, viena vertus, patvirtina kai kuriuos
Aristotelio ,,Metafizikoje* iSsakytus teiginius apie eidy teorijos
susietumg su matematikos objekty ontologinio statuso klausimu
bei eidy ir skaiCiy tapatybe, ir kita vertus, leidzia §io tyrimo
rezultato pagrindu tirti tolimesng platonizmo raida Speusipo ir
Ksenokrato filosofinése sistemose. Speusipas savo filosofijoje
visiSkai atmeté eidy teorija ir teigé, kad egzistuoja tik
matematiniai skaiciai, tuo tarpu Ksenokratas savo kiryboje
sutapatino matematikos moksly objektus su eidais. Abiem atvejais
galima jtarti, kad §iy mastytojy sprendima vienaip ar Kkitaip
modifikuoti eidy teorija galéjo nulemti butent skaiciy ir eidy
sutapatinimas Platono metafizikoje, kuris Siame tyrime buvo
atskleistas kaip viena i§ pagrindiniy ,,Sofiste* plétojamy temy
siekiant i§spresti eidy tarpusavio susietumo problema. Bet kuriuo
atveju, galima eidy kaip aritmologiniy skai¢iy doktrinos jtaka
Speusipo ir Ksenokrato filosofinéms pozicijoms galima laikyti
potencialia tolimesniy tyrimy sritimi.
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