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THE CONCEPT OF YAH (MATTER) IN PLATO’S TIMAEUS

There is a particular reason for the concept of matter (VAn) in Plato’s Timaeus
to be pondered upon: this reason has not so much to do with the fact that Plato was
the founder of idealism; that is, what is of the main interest is not to see how the
patriarch of idealism treats the most material of all subjects —namely, matter itself.
What is more important is that a meticulus research on the concept of matter provides
a pivotal point for assessing certain long-standing and tantalizing questions. These
questions relate not only with Plato’s Timaeus, but also with his thought in general.

One of the main questions we shall deal with in this paper is how iAn is
perceived by a philosopher with the intellectual presuppositions of Plato and the
particular tenets held by him; and, yes, how the notion of {iAn is perceived in a work
which was written after the Sophist, also after the State, and probably after the Poli-
ticus. It was written, that is, after Plato had expounded almost all the fundamental
doctrines which determine his entire philosophy. It has to be pointed out right from
the start that, as far as the concept of 1iAn is concerned, in Timaeus there are state-
ments grossly contradicting each other, repetitions, inconsistencies, tergiversations.
They are significant discrepancies indeed; I call them «significant» because they bear
upon important features of Plato’s overall way of thinking and forming of his own
philosophy, as will be discussed presently.

One reason allowing Plato to commit these inconsistencies 1s that his views of
matter are expounded in a purely dogmatic manner. What matter proper is, is
expressed in an apocalyptic way, in a way implying that Plato offers a sort of
revelation. This would be understandable, given the maternial nature of the subject
and the difficulty to be expounded through the terminology and view of an idealistic
philosophy. The sort of dialectics known from other dialogues is almost absent from
here. Certainly it 1s not accidental that Timaeus is not really a dialogue, but it is a
monologue of the person called Timaeus. In the final analysis, this is an exposition of
an aristotelian character — yet without the scientific spirit of Aristotle. There are not
even these questions/replies which, in other Platonic works, leave the reader with the
impression that the interlocutors reach their philosophical conclusions through the
way of a logically inevitable process.

The exposition of the Platonic (or supposed to be Platonic) views of matter
demonstrates a characteristic which applies to the entire Timaeus and 1s a
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fundamental feature of this work: in a work supposed to expound a scientific
question, the narration is couched by means of mythological notions. What Plato
essays to do is to expound the entire scientific knowledge about cosmogony that
had reached him. What he takes for granted though is the assumption that certain
notions can be approached by human nature only vaguely and imprecisely. This 1s
why the narration assumes this particular character. Still, whether what Plato
regards as mythological can be allowed to be contradictionary as well, is something
that remains to be examined, and so will be later on.

In order to see how Plato comprehends of matter, it is necessary to see how
matter is understood to participate in the structure of the universe; how this was
created (if created at all); and what was there (if anything) before cosmogony (if
any notion of before could make any sense at all). The Platonic view of matter in
Timaeus presupposes a fundamental distinction which is characteristic of his
ontology: on the one hand, there is «that which always exists and is not an outcome
of genesis» (10 Ov del, yéveowv 8¢ o Exov)', and on the other, that which «is
always becoming and yet it never is being» (T0 yLyvopevov pev aei, Ov d¢ ovde-
note)’. Besides, as far as genesis is concerned, this always takes place of necessity (£
avayxng)’. This is a deterministic view stated at many points of Timaeus*, as well as
in other works®.

The question which is invited then is how cosmogony is perceived in respect of
the foregoing distinction. Plato’s answer is that the world was made and its present
form started to exist from a certain beginning on. There is however a crucial remark
that has to be made at this point; a remark that is of utmost importance and may
escape attention when the unclear text of this philosophical work is studied: when
Plato refers to the universe, he usually uses the term «heaven» (0vpavog)®; he
seldom uses the term cosmos. Although the genesis of the «heaven» (that is of the
orderly universe) is closely related to matter (DAn) itself, this «<heaven» has to be
distinguished from matter proper. How can this distinction be made (if really Plato
succeds in making this), and how could it make some sense, will be examined in a few
moments. What is important is that this «heaven» was made as an image of the
eternal and immutable world. With regard to our topic, we should bear in mind the
notion implied: what was made is of a character which is dependent as correlate (as an
«image») to an eternal and timeless world.

1. Timaeus, 27 d.

2. Ibid., 28 a (my italics).

3. Ibid., 28 a.

4. Ibid ,29d,38d, 44 ¢, 46 ¢, 68 e, 69 a, 87c.

5. Phaedo, 98 c, 99 b; Philebus, 27 b; Laws, 10, 891 e.
6. Timaeus, 28 c.
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The crucial question then comes up: what was the rble of UAn in the creation of
the «heaven»? As a matter of fact, this is the question which tantalizes the students
of Plato since his death to our day. Let us then try to see how this question comes up
out of the text of Timaeus: There is serious, and I think well substantiated, objection
to the existence of the notion of creation ex nihilo in Timaeus: in 29 ¢ the cause for
god to wish the universe to be «made« is clearly stated: the cause was that god
wished everything to become as similar to himself as possible. This is the starting
point for the making of the cosmos. How did this making come to pass? God «took
over» all the pre-existing formless matter and brought about order out of a
disorderly state of chaos’,

This (as well as that part of the work which precedes this point) clearly denotes
that there was a sort of matter already before the creative act (which is in fact adum-
brated as a decorative act) of god. We shall later examine what kind of matter this
was. What is of importance at this point is that Plato found something which was
«visible by its nature» (@uoeL 6patov). Thus the divine creative act is represented
not as a creation ex nihilo, but as an arrangement, an ordering of a pre-existing stuff
moving in a chaotic disorderly motion. This stuff was visible — which is clearly stated.
But was this the matter which we are seeing now? This is a crucial question, to which
the answer is not so simple. In order to answer this, it 1s necessary to take into
account another axiom which is set forth at this point of Timaeus: what comes into
being must of necessity be corporeal, and hence visible and tangible®. Does this mean
that «the stuff» which existed before the cosmos was not «corporeal» and visible and
tangible?

Whatever that was (we shall see later what it was) one thing is for sure: matter,
the well-known visible matter which makes up the body of the universe, was made in
the beginning. For it was then that the Demiurge mixed the four elements with each
other in order to create the commonly-known universe. And yet, the four elements
(fire, earth, air, water) were not made out of nothing. The Demiurge simply mixed
them in the appropriate manner (QTeQYQOAUEVOS ... EVVEONOE ®al Evveothoato
ovpavov 0patov xai arttov)’ for the purpose of producing matter. Hence, the well-
known matter appears as something new, as a novelty in the realm of being. But
newness does not apply to the notion of materiality as well —a notion which did
exist before the appearance of matter.

7. Ibid., 30 a: Oltw &1 ndy Goov fiv dpatdy napakafiov oty Hovyiav &yov, AAha KIVOUREVOY
TANUUEADS ®al ATaxTws elg TaELY avTo fyayev ix THE draEiac... .

8. Ibid., 31 b: Zwpatoewdig H¢ dN xai dpatdv drtdv Te Hel TO yevouevov elvar,

9. Ibid., 32 b,
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The difference is very significant and, to Plato, the elements which make up
this difference are absolutely clear: the pre-existing stuff was something inanimate,
whereas the matter, which was formed in the «beginning» of the cosmos, 1s the
«body»of an animate world, of a «perfect animal»'’. It is also quite characteristic that
the soul (which was bestowed by god to the cosmos) is regarded as «older» to the
world, but not older to the pre-existing disorderly stuff''.

Of what kind or nature this «stuff» is, is one of the big questions surrounding
Timaeus. This confusion is largely due to the rather grossly conflicting and
irreconcilable statements within this work. Thus, in 36 ¢, it is stated that whatever is
«corporeal« (Ompatoeweg) was made after the harmony, which emerged as the
outcome of the divine creative act. This, however, means that the materiality makes
its appearance only at the moment of creation of the cosmos. But such a proposition
contradicts what 1s stated earlier in the same work. Furthermore, that the «body of
the world became visible» (TO péEv On oMpa OPUTOV OVRAVOT VEYOVEV)'S, is &
statement leading to two inferences: firstly, the present body of the world did not
exist beginninglessly; secondly, whatever existed before the cosmos was invisible.
These points where Plato contradicts himself are not the only ones. For instance,
whereas in 36 ¢ he states that the cosmos had a «beginning» but will have no end, in
38 ¢ he clearly states that the cosmos will come to an end. However, [ am not going
to pick up all the points where Plato contradicts himself in this work. [ am only
pointing out that there are not few irreconcilable statements there.

Plato himself seems to feel that the views he expounds must suffer from
discrepancies —but he obviously seems to had never pointed them out. For. had he
realized them, he could have taken care to chminate them, or at least to offer a
resolution. I think, it 1s the suspicion of something going wrong that makes him later
(in 47 ¢ ff) to essay to provide a further exposition of what is exaclty the condition of
this pre-existent stuff, which was put in order by god. But it is obvious that, if he is to
rely on his previous assessments, he cannot release himself from the set of these
inconsistent and irreconcilable statements. It is worth following Plato’s words at this
point verbatim: «we then have to return back and to employ another principle for
those phenomena a principle more approprate to them; and, as we did for the
previous analyses, so now we have to start all over again. We have to examine the
nature of fire and water and air and earth before the creation of the heaven. as well
as the properties cxisting in that stage. For no one has hitherto explained their
coming to being; but we keep speaking as if we were talking to people who know

10, Ibid., 32 d-33 a.
11. Ibid., 34 b-c.
12. Ibid., 27 a.
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what fire is, as well what is cach of the other elements, saying that they are principles,
assuming that they are clements of the universe, whereas it is not appoprriate to any
man, who has even a little of prudence. to liken them to syliables. Now, then, what
we think about this, goes as follows: we are now going to talk not about the principle,
or principles, of all things (or, however anyone wishes to call them): not because of
any other reason, but only because it is difficult for me to expound my opinion
following the present method of exposition. So do not you think that it is my duty to
say this opinion, because even [ myself could not be able to convince myself that, had
I undertaken such a great task, 1 could be able to carry it out properly. But.
complying with what I said in the beginning (that is, paying proper attention to the
power of what is plausible) I will essay to say things which are not less plausible, but
more plausible, in respect of what has been said by others, either concerning things in
particular, or all of them, as an entity. Again then, having invoked god to help us as
saviour, and Keep us away from any irrational or inconsistent narration, and implant
to us plausible opinions, let us start our investigation again»"',

What is Plato doing then? He simply starts treating the issue right from the
start, changing his views and presuppositions, in order to overcome his cul-de-sac. In
doing so, he postulates not any more two (as he did at the outset), but three Kinds of
being: firstly, that which comes into being; secondly, that within which something
comes into being; thirdly, that in imitation of which that which comes into being is
made. Plato does not explicate his problem, but this can really be summed up in the
following questions: what is exactly the meaning and nature of matier before the
making of the cosmos? In order to answer this, he strives to find recourse to an
intuitive approach to a notion of all-inclusiveness, thus lcading himself to address the
notion of space. He does this, in order to escape the muluplicity stemming from the
postulation of four elements, since each of them is held to bz able to be transfor aed
into the other. He develops his assertion as follows:

Let us suppose that somebody forms all kinds of geometrical figures in zold,
and ceasclessly keeps transforming each one of them into all the others. If onc of
these figures were shown to someone, the most safe answer to the question «what 18
this?» could be: «this is gold». For what was made of gold cannot safely be called
«being« (OV), since this is changed all the time. This could be called «suche« (10 TOL-
ottov). The same can be said of nature, which accepts all kinds of bodics within
itself. We must always call nature by the same name: for it never gives up its
fundamental property, which is to accept all things within itself, and vet never, in no
way and in no case, does in itself (that is, naturc) assume any form similar to that of
the things that emerge and exist within it. For any particular thing, nature stands as a

13. Ibid., 48 b-e.
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moving mould, which changes according to what enters it, but nature proper remains
always something different from these figures. This is the way in which Plato percei-
ves of this all-inclusive notion, which he contradistinguishes from things them-
selves contained in it. As he puts it, that within which moulding takes place is best
prepared only if it is formless, that is, in itself deprived of any form. Thus Plato
goes ahead with a purely idealistic abstraction and strives to correlate what is
material with what is invisible. The means he employs towards this goal is quite
obvious: he postulates a formless all-inclusive element, which is deprived of all
qualities, and which 1s formed only by what it contains. This i1s why, he argues, we
should call the primeval stage is some invisible and formless kind of being, which
receives everything in it and which participates to the intelligible world in a way
which is difficult to be explained'.

To Plato, this is a third kind of being: it is a kind of space, which is eternally
existing, it is not susceptible of corruption and provides place to everything that
comes into being. But this space itself cannot be comprehended, unless through a
reasoning which is not supported by sensible experience, and thus, by an argument
which is very difficult to be believed””. Hence, before creation there are three
fundamental forms existing: the absolute being, space proper, and that which comes
into being (Ov T€ xal ymEaY ®Kai YEVEOLY ... TOL TELT ®al TRl 0vEavov yeveabaw)'.

However, despite the employment of space as an independent element existing
before creation, Plato cannot provide an answer to this question: what constituted
genesis before «the heaven» came into being? that is, what constituted materiality
before the creation of matter? To this questions Plato did not provide any answer
until the end. He merely stated that, in the reality before creation, all these elements
(fire, et.c.) existed in a condition without reason an measure: they existed in a
condition from which god is absent’.

Certainly though this does not constitute an answer. It is then the case that
Plato has not been able to solve the problem of matter in Timaeus. In view of this, it 1s
not strange that scholars and commentators of Plato such as A. E. Taylor'® and F. M.
Cormnford'" passed by the problem of the conception of matter in Timaeus, and left
this virtually unexamined. For indeed it is Plato himself that left his problem moot,
obviously because he himself had not formed a clear view of it. He contended
himself with self-contradictions, which he essayed to protect from philosophical and

14. Ibid., 51 a.

15. Ibid., 52 b.

16. Ibid., 52 d.

17. Ibid., 53 c.

18. A. E. TAYLOR, A Commentary on Plato’s Timaeus, Oxford, 1928.
19. F. M. CorNFORD, Plato’s Cosmology, London, 1937,
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logical test, covering them behind statements of pseudo-mysticism. Thus, at the end
of Timaeus, he comes back in order to aver that, whatever existed before creation did
not participate, unless by chance, either in analogy or measure; neither anything was
worthy of receiving any of the names given to them by us now, such as fire, water
etc®. That is we refer to «fire» (as Plato recurrently does in Timaeus), but this fire
was not really fire.

To essay to idealize matter, postulating a notion of matter without qualities, is
something which could be understandable for an idealist such as Plato. However, he
moved towards this direction with very uncertain steps and finally he did not provide
an intergraded answer to this question. He stopped at appealing to mysticism and
virtually confessing his inability to comprehend and really articulate the problem. So
Plato does say what the state of things before creation was not, but he does not say
what this was. He stops at asserting that there was something, yet something that
cannot be named or even described. Certainly that «something» was not the matter
which constitutes the «body» of the universe after the making of the cosmos.

My conclusion is that the concept of matter in Timaeus is quite significant, at
least in one respect: it demonstrates that some, by no means unimportant, tenets of
Plato are of a dependent and unelaborated character. The way in which this concept
is expounded denotes that Plato himself essays to give an account of an issue that he
probably heard from somewhere, but which he had not really assimilated. At least
in the text, there is no serious attempt to clarify the obscurities and self-
contradictions surrounding the exposition. Even the concept of space, which seems
to be after all introduced in order to solve the quandary, remains finally unclear and
enigmatic. There is no really any theory about the nature of space proper; space is
referred to only en passant, when he refers to the nature of the elements and
creatures of the «necessity»?'. One might suspect that this vagueness is left as it
stands consciously, in order to avoid critical questions about the entire idealistic
philosophy. For it should not be disregarded that in the work which followed
Timaeus, namely the Laws, some vital and crucial aspects of Platonic idealism seem
to be reconsidered. My assertion then is that in Timaeus certain views taken from
other cultures are present in an incomplete and unassimilated form. It is not
difficult, for instance, to point out biblical influence; and certainly we cannot know

20. Ibid., 69 b-c.

21. Ibid., 46 e: Ael ®ai 1a ' avaeyxns ywvopeva T Aoyw napabéoBat. The notion of necessity
is vigorously present in this work. In fact, the world is held to be the product of a combination of
necessity and rationaliry.

22. Ibid., 34 b: Aua mdvra &n Taita evdaipova Bedv avtov eyevwmoato. Cf. Genesis, 1, 8 1, 10; 1,
13; 1, 31, etc.: «and God saw that it was good». CF. also Timaeus, 34 b: Gyahua yevwioag 0 mamp, fryaotn
T€ ®ai evppavbels £ru On pdihov Hrowv Tpodg 10 Tapdderypa emevonoey danepydoactar, in relation to
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what was Plato’s harvest from his discussions with the priests in Egypt during his
visit there. Some of my recent research has shown that old accounts, according to
which Plato availed himself extensively of the old wisdom of other cultures, is not
without sound argument™,

It is truc of course that Plato sometimes seems not to pay too much attention
to, or to put too much importance on, the consistency of his writings: to him these
writings arc but a game, a «joyfull game» (a2 tadwiy)-, But what could
Plato be today without these writings? Thus, Plato refers to the genesis of the
universe without providing a consistent account either about matter, or space. He
treats a par excellence material issue in an utterly idealized way. This i1s what
rendered the exposition problematic; and this 1s why he finally fails to illuminate the
point he intended to expound in the first place. The transition from the world of
ideas to the world of matter 1s by mo means easy to Plato. In essaying to provide an
account of creation, his concept of space would be the connecting notion between
these two worlds. But this is extremely difficult to Plato, too. For the problem of
space proper is inherently related to the problem of Ideas or Forms. The latter is
what Plato made his last attempt to solve in his next dialogue, the Laws. But hardly
could someone sustain that this attempt was finally successful.

It was not until quite later, that is, at the time of Plotinus. that Platonic thought
addressed itself to the question of matter ad hoc and provided a full account of i+,
Plotinus obviously realized that Plato’s initial trcatment, as it was standing, could
lead nowhere. So he made the distinction between intelligible and sensible matter.
Intelligible matter is held to be indefinite and composite, but unchangeable. This
notion was introduced because the forms of the intelligible world are in need of o
substratum and because the matter of the sensible world needs an archetype in the
intelligible world. Sensible matter is necessary, but this should not be identified cither
with particular clements or with atoms or with the infinite or with any mixture.
Matter proper has neither limits nor shape. This matter is incorporeal. with no
quantity and no quality at all, Tt receives all kinds of forms in it and i1s nccessary for
the structure of bodies to make sense. In the next treatise of the Enneads, namely the
one entitled «On Matter»™, Plotinus sustains that matter proper is non-being (it
Ov), so this does not belong either to the category of the sensible things or to that of

Crenesis, 1, 262 «Let us make man in our image after our likeness». Also, cf. the reference to «the race of
the prophetss, in Timaeus, 72 4, when the «prophets» was something unknown and alien to the hellenic
workd.

23, P. Tzamarikos, The Concept of Time in Origen, Bern, Peter Lang, 1991, Ch, 5.

24. Phaedo, 276 ¢.

25. PLominus, Enneads, 11, 4: «On Matters («ITepl thnzs).

20. PLomiNus, Enneads, 1, 4: «[ 1601 TOD OUWIIHEL ROL EVEDYELGLS,
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the intelligible ones: matter proper is but a potentiality, subject to the power of form
(loogm); this 1s the potentiality serving to the appearance of the Forms in the
sensible world. This potentiality becomes reality only through the domination of the
Form over matter. This notion of potentiality (that is, uncomplete realization of an
inherent essential property) appears only in the sensih!s world; for in the intelligible
world nothing exists in potentiality: in that world everything exists in the state of full
reality, everything there is essense. This Neoplatonic account is absolutely absent
from Timaeus. The question of matter proper had to wait some five centuries in
order to receive a valid and consistent exposition, a really full account within the
scope defined by the premises of this philosophy.

Panayiotis TZAMALIKOS
(Thessaloniki)

H ENNOIA THE YAHE XTON TIMAIOTOY MMAATONOX
MeoiAnyn

‘Eav vmapyel fvag daitepog AOYog v va ote0euvnbel N EOL VANS (avTi-
hmym otov Tipaeo tob TTAATmVOS, avtog 0 AGYOS dEV EYRELTUL TOOO OTO YEYOVOS
oL O TTAatwy fitav O #zat® EEoyMv WOUTNHG TOD WEaAOOD. "Omwg £ THV DOTE-
OV (CTODELLVIEL T OYETLAN EPEVVA, T OLEQENYNON TOD AVITERM DEPUTOZ (LTOTEAET
(i (10 Tig Avdieg Albovg yud va dotavmboiv PEpAd EQWTNIUTA, AGODMVTH AUl
01OV Tipato eWOTERM, GAAR ®al 0TV oxeyn ToD TAGTWVOS yeviroTeoa.,

T »vpLoTepa o Ta TnTipata oL Nag WIaoLoAoby elval TO TMS aviL-
hapfdavetal v AN Evag @LAO00QOoS IE Tig TpoimobEoels xal Tig emouUmoes
o [TAdTmvog, Zal pailota 0¢ Eva EQY0 TOU EYOAPN HETA WITO TOV ZOQLOTI).
neta ad v MoAtreta zal, mbavotata, wetd arod tov HHoAtrixo. "Evodagn,
dnhadn, aqod 6 Iidtwv elye 1ON ExDEoEL 0%EAOV TO CVVOLO TMHV WTOYPEMY TOV
O aDOOILOVV TNV OAN GLAOTO@LL TOW.

"H hatwvirn epl VANG avtilnym otov Tipao spoimmobetet pia Ogpedinon
OLALZOLON AVUQEQOIEVN OTIV OVTOAOYLX TOV: “YITOZEL EXETVO TO OTOLOV TAVTIOTE
ITTAOYEL XUl OEV EXEL YEVEON) -TO OV afl, YEVEOLY OF 0t £xov (27 d) ®ul ££61v0 TO
OSTOLOV TTAVTOTE YEVVATOL UL TOTE OEV \NTHOYEL -TO YLYVOUEVOV HEV (el OV OF
OMOETOTE (28 a). "EE dhhov, ot 6,TL aqoyt TRV YEVEOT, (UTN TTAVTOTE Aciavel
Z0av € avayxng (28 a), jua aroyn (aoyn the altiomtog) tou O TTAdTmv £7u-
vadaver o8 duagopa onueia Tob Tiarov (29 d, 38 d, 44 ¢, 46 ¢, 68 ¢, 69 a. 87 ¢),
(tAA(L %atl OF GAda Epya To (Paidwv 98 ¢, 99 b didnfioc 27 br Nowor 10,891 ¢).
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wal Paoyn apguopnmon mepl Tob eav tmapyer otov Tinato. Kai Oxu Gowa:
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wovo pe v dnuovpyia Tod xéopov —medtaon f Ooia XATAPWEN AVTLYA-
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RATAQEVYEL OF ia Evvola «TTEQLEXOVTOSH, YLl Vi Eeuyel Gutd Thv TOAAQTAC-
TNTa 7TOV OUVLOTa | Tapadoyn E0Tw ®ai TEooGpwWY PoOvo oToL elwy, agod avTa
petaoynpatiCovrar and 16 Eva otd dGiho. “Etol 6 ITAGtwv mpoyweel ot pia
®abapa Wealiotinn dgaipeon xai mpoomabel va ovvdvaoel 1O VA0 peé 1o
adparo. ‘O 1pémog ov EmAéyel elval Qavepds. AnpLovpyel Eva dToLov meQLE-
¥OV, TO 6molo ®abe POPa LOPPOTOLETTAL CUYKEXOLLEVA LOVO QIO §,TL TTEQLEYEL.
I'” aUTo, Aeyel, g v OVORACOVUE TNV (PYLLn ®xatdoTtaon ovTe i, OUTE Gfpa,
ovte thp, ovte DOWO, oTTe Timwote Ao Exelva wov yevvvral. TO ovprépaopd
Tov elvat 6tL adtd 1O dolov Dntfipxe firav xamowo eldog d6PATO %l GpopPo,
10 Omolov Ta déxetal Oha xai 10 Omolov HeTéxel TOD voNToD XaTd TEOMOV dVoE-
Enyntov xai 1pomov ov elvat ToAD SVOROAO v yivel dviilnttog (51 a).

AUTO 10 eldog elval, xata tov IMidrwva, Eva 1eito €ldOg DMAPEEWC:
Elval éva eldog xwpov, 6 dmoiog Ddpyel tavtote, dév Emdéxetat ghopay xai
napéyel Tomov ot Oha Boa yevvavrat. ‘O 1105 Opwg dév elvarl avtiAnmroe,
Tapa péow Evog eidovg voBov ovAhoylopo, Evog ovhhoylopod Tov O6molov dev
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ouvodevel xaBohov 7 alotnon xai 6 6molog elval dvoxola motevtog (52 b).
“Etol, mpiv ato v dnpovpyia trapyovy toia eidn: To dutdAvto Ov, O x®EOS
nai éxelvo 10 diolov yewvatal (Ov Te xai xwoav xai yEVeoLy ... Tola oLy xai
mpiv ovpavov yevéobal 52 d). "Ev ToUTOLS, Tapd THY avayvmoLomn ToD mpov
(¢ GQVEEAOTNTOV OTOLXELOV TEOTapyovtog Tiig onwovoyiag, O IMidatwyv dEv
WTOPEL v ravinoel otd xe@aha®mdes Epwtnua. Ti ovviotd thv yévealy ...
moiv ovpavov yevéobar; Me dhha Adyia: Ti ouviotd Thy «DAmOTTa» iV AIto
v dnpovpyia tig TAng; 210 tpwmua avtd O IMidtwv dév wtdpece va da-
VINOEL G TO TEAOS. "Ava@Eépel (g OtL, piv amo v dnuovpyia dha avtd
Ta oToLyela (D, ¥A.) fioav YwEig AOYo ®ai pétpo xai yevirdeg fioav oTnv
RATAOTAON TTOV NTav QuoLkd va edpioxetal ®Gbe oaypa and 16 dmoltov Aeimel
0 0eog (53 ¢) . Z¢ avtd, eDELOKOMEVA TOTE OF AUTN TNV QUOLKN RATAOTOON,
Edwoe yLa P @opda O BEOS TiC NOPYPES Twv, IE TV EVEQYELX TMV WOEMV ®al
v apBp@v (53 ¢). "AMG Befaiwg avtd dév ovviotd dmdvmon. Kai elval
yeyovog Ot O TTAGTwv dEv puitdpeoe v EEMEQAOEL TO OVYKEXOLULEVO TTRORANUA
g dvilnyews thg UAng otov Tiuawo. “Etor 6 Midtwv Aéer 10 Tl dév dvan
®Rat@otaon meo Tig dnuovpyiag dhha dév Aéer Ti elvar. "Apxreltar otoO v
ONAWOEL OTL xdTt DITNEYE —AAAG ®ATL TO OTTOTOV OV WTOEEL Vi Ovopaobel, xal
Befaime vaty wov dév elvar 1 UAn T 6moia AmoTELEL TO «OMa» TOD CVWTAVTOS
LLETA TNV ONpLovpYyia.

[Mavayuwms TZAMAAIKOZ

141



