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Platgs Letters — Evidence for the History of the Acagi@m

Thanks Prol. Paul Kalligas, and Chloe Balla etc.

When we are talking about the history of the Platé&tcademy it seems most natural to turn
towards the 13 letters, which are transmitted uhtename and which form last item in the
Platonic corpus in its tetralogical order. It woblel the natural thing to do, if we understand
/Academy’ somewhat pointedly as the Academy of®Itte pupil of Socrates and citizen of
Classical Athens. It is there where the earliet phahis intellectual career is referred &p(

7)? It is there where his teaching-method and tmsequences of this method for his writings
and writing in general are (as the Platdepf 7 tells us) amongst the most severe points of
dissent in his conflict with Dionysius IEp. 7). And last but not least: The major part of the
collection is about his Sicilian affairs, and -biing things even closer to the Academy — it is
(as you remember) Dion of Syracuse, to wHegn4 and to whose friends and companions
Epp. 7 and 8 are written, this Dion of Syracuse whomahcient tradition makes the money-
giver for the acquisition of the garden near thenggsium, i.e. the place where Plato founded
his school after his return from his stay with Byghagoreans in Southern ItdlyOf course

we do have letters to Pythagoreans, Epp. 9. 12.To Archytas). Reading the letters like that
we would be in good company because this is whatdeae throughout antiquity and down
the centuries to Early modern Times by no lesguard than a Cicero, a Marsilio Ficino (who
only exempted the first and the last) or even &a&id Bentley.

1. 19th century and beyond: Struggling with authenticity

But our confidence in taking these letters as imatedauthentic testimony of the historical
Plato has been shaken profoundly not only sinceemmotheorists of literature have tried to
convince us that every autobiographical text fodevwconsciously or unconsciously — the
rules of autofictionality? It has been shaken foremost by 18th and 19th pestholarship
with its investigations into the compatibility dfd letters with what is said in the dialogues,
its detailed reconstruction of the historical backods, and especially its painstaking
analysis of vocabulary and style. It was then wé@mer and highly learned men like Meiners
(1783), Ast (1816) or Karsten (1864) condemakd 3 letters of our collection as fraud, or,
in less derogative tone as pseudepigrapha, ireotasritten by the historical Plato. This
verdict was repeated in the twentieth century lgy Zeller in hisHistory of Philosophy and

saw a final revival in the midst of the 20th cegtur the works of Boas (1948) and
Maddalena (1948). The former even went so farhlikatot only claimeadll letters to be
spurious but also denied any truth to the histbaca biographical background which is
evoked by those of tHélat.Epp. which are dealing with Plat® Sicilian affairs: Plato, so
Boas, never travelled to Sicily (probably not etethe Pythagoreans); the traveling sage, the
sage and the tyrant are too common features ilegfeds spun around famous men to merit
any trust (Boas 1948, 453). Since these days shha&pudiation of the collection as a whole
the pendulum has swung back a little bit to a f&gd view: Thecommunis opinio still denies
the authenticity of most of our letters, but shansdight tendency to hold especially the
Seventh letter, sometimes th&venth andEighth, and very rarely th8eventh, Eighth letter
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and other members of the collection for writterth historical Plato (cf. e.g.
Erler/Ueberweg 2007). Partly this may be due tdfélcethat we have a more refined concept
of what we call fictionality than #®cent. philology: Perhaps we are more aware notetha
text which uses fictive elements or construestsofial situation (‘Fiktionalitatspakt’) to

make its statement cannot be dismissed as a wh@ei@dence for historical questions just
because of its fictionality.

But perhaps we should refrain from feeling so mueser than our predecessors. For if one
follows the discussion about the so-called ‘auttoeit of the letters through the decades, it is
nothing astounding that it is mainlp. 7 which was recaptured from the territories of
pseudepigraphy. It is not only the largest but &swe of?) the most rich letters concerning
both, biographical data (Plas youth, Plato and politics) and philosophical eot
(,Philosophical digression‘). But if one takes akohow it was recaptured, solutions quite
often end up in a kind of methodological circle: &#n style and historical content of the
letter is concerned neither computer-based stylgmatr repeated careful re-evaluation of
the historical data really were able to give finalgement about the question of authenticity
(scholars are arguing with equal vigor pro and @nhe question of authenticity). Thus
people turned towards the philosophical bits, awd seldomly decided about Platonic
authorship on the basis of how compatible the warfls- in the case oEp. 7 — the
philosophical digression were with their preconegwiew on Plato as a whole, the Plato of
the dialogues, of course. This is an approach wisidfuestionable foEp. 7 (digression as
later addition) and, even worse, made drop oaingfscholarly interest all those letters which
do not display more than popularized reflection$ltds or Platonic philosophy. With the
exception of perhaps theecond letter with its ,three kings" and their enormous carer |
Neoplatonic thought all letters which have beenwshepurious, have dropped out of the
mainstream of Platonic scholarship (exceptions, @lgcker)® Looking at this one is almost
tempted to presume that we simplgint Ep. 7 to be genuine, because we feel not able to use
it any longer if not so. For (or rather:) from trest of the collection most people do not want
anything at all, so they may well be spurious.

Well, this was a little bit polemic, and of coursdo not have the final solution for all these
troubles. What | am proposing in the following at we just put aside the question of
authenticity, as far as it is the question “Was thritten by Plato, the author of the dialogues”
for a moment and try to contextualize our lettemsf another perspective. What has been
done for the (despite the name of the great phpllespin the prescript: not quite humerous)
sensu stricto philosophical passages of our texts, i.e. to f@nthinto the broader frame of
Platos and Platonic thought, has to be done for therathgortant features of our texts, the
historio-biographical content and — inseparablynamted to this — the question of literary
form and genre. We thus should listen carefullythe speaker(s) of our texts and ask
ourselves questions like: What kind of informatisngiven by the speaker about himself?
What kind of presentation of the persons in goestihe speaker, the addressee of the letter,
other persons) is aimed at? Is there a broadeenacgliintended by the letter than the one
given in the prescript? And if yes: What kind ofleance? And why did the author of the text
choose the form of a (then) open letter? By dom@ise gets a reference framework which
may supplement and guide the interpretation ofptmsophical passages. One also assigns
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our texts a more defined place within not only tistory of literature but also within the
history of — in the widest sense — the social pwsibf the intellectual within society.

| have gone through this szenario for the wholéectibn in my habilitation thesis and can
give you an impression of the results at the entthisfpaper. For this talk | have restricted
myself to a sketchy outline for two members of ¢tb#ection and within this outline to single
features of the texts which contribute to the goestbout the history of the Academy, as you
will see especially the history of the Academy asratitution in social interaction. | have
chosen — of course — tl¥eventh letter and, for reasons of contrast, fi@rteenth.

Before we start let me shortly remind you of thateat of theSeventh letter.
1. Plat.Ep. 7 before the background of Classical (auto-)bipgi@al writing
la. Plat.Ep. 7 content

Ep. 7 is addressed to the “associates and friendsadf(¥ Aiwvog oixclol Te xai eTaigor).

The letter is spoken into the situation after Bideath (June 354 A.B.and finds the friends
in Syracuse ,for the present” in a situation ofrpanentstasis. ,Every day brings anew
constant quarrels of every kindii(t@v eracewy moAdai xal mavTodamal Quoweval EXaTTNS
fuéeas dapogai 336d7f.). In addition the letter is, as has alrbdgn seen by WamowTz

an ,open letter”, i.e. in addition to the friendsno named in the prescript it also aims at an
implicit recipient, in our case: a wider publioxill come back to this latter point soch).

The prescript is followed by a short introducti®28d7-24b6). Plato not only refers to the
friends demand ,to support them by deed and worélyd) xai Aoyew 324al) but also assets
the horizon for the whole letter: It is the deaa [his political ambitionséqiSuuia 324al.

al), hisdiaveia (323d7. 324a3), i.e. his political views and aintsch will guide also Plats
reactions towards the frierddemands. Dio wanted freedom and the best lanSyacuse
(Ep. 7: 324b1/2Zupaxoaiovs ... Oty éAeudégoug elval, xaTa vouous Tovs agiaTous olxolvTag),
Plato knows this for sureifws capds 324a3/4). The tragic fate of the murdered pupil and
the repeatedly evoked divine influenegé+is Y=oy 324b2) make their first appearance here,
as well as ,Plato the teacher* (here: of Bioephew Hipparinos. 324b%).

The main body oEp.7 is structured into three paft©n the whole the narration follows the
chronology of Platts three journeys to Sicily. After he has retoldfir& and second journey
the speaker interrupts himself, because ,first shmounsel you as to the course you ought to
adopt in view of the present circumstances (330&34BovAcloas a yxon molely éx Ty viv
yveyovoTwy), SO as not to give the first place to mattersamfondary importance”. After the
advice there follows the third journey and whatgeped immediately after it. In all three
parts the speaker gives a kind of more generaht@iion to the reader before coming to his
main point: So in part | we learn how Pla@wnadiaveia was formed by the political turmoil
(The Thirty, Socrates etc.) during his youth in &tk (324b7—c4); before giving advice in
part Il he reflects upon the modalities of counsgin general (330c7-31d4) and gives a
report of what Dio and he himself tried to teaclomisius Il in the past (331d5-33c6). The
third part recounts not only the circumstancesefthird and last visit to Syracuse but

contains also the philosophical digression (341&¢3% This comes immediately before
3
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Plato has to comment on his final breakdown ofti@ta with Dionysius Il and thus the end
of all hopes to transform the political system yn&&use by non-violent means.

The letter ends in rather short final remarks:d’tatounts, deeply moved, the sad (in his
words: ,tragic’) circumstances of Di®violent death (se&4) and comes back to his advice
in part Il which is the consequence to be drawnabiRio’s death. The very last words of the
letter justify the whole third part of iEp. 7: 352a1-6), i.e. the report of the third jouroey

of ,absurd and irrational stories are being toldwtht. If, therefore, the account | have now
given appears to anyone more rational, and if a@ymiieves that it supplies sufficient
excuses for what took place, then | shall regaatl 2lscount as both reasonable and
sufficient.”

What you get is thus a text which takes its maiacstire from the chronology of the events
within the speakés life (the three journeys to Sicily) and fits alher points into this report:
first a quick resumé about the speakegmouth, second a fairly common political advide;d
the philosophical digression and fourth an intetigdren of his pupil Diés failure and death,
or, to sum up: autobiographical narration is tmectiring paradigm of this letter and it is
carefully interwoven with politics (the friendeequest, advice), philosophy (digression), and
biographical elements (Dio).

It is thus to look out for (auto-)biographical timgs as a means of contextualization.
1b. (Auto-)biographical writing in Classical Athens: A very short summary

When we start with this in the fourth century, daliest possible date for our letters (due to
Platos lifetime), we have first to state that thereassnch thing as a genre of autobiography
or biography. As you know, the history of biograjgegsu stricto (i.e. ofbioi) has its late

start in Hellenistic times. As far as auto-biognaconcerned we get even later; most
handbooks make AugustinuSonfessiones the first representative of this genre. But trossl
not mean that Classical authors never say ‘I’ ondibshow a significant interest in
noteworthy individuals. What we have to look foushare — one could say — (auto-
)biographical utterings within literary genres anigjly invented for other purposes.

By doing so you get a vast amount of texts theistapoint of which could be seen in th& 5
cent. with theEpidemiai of lon of Chios who is both: A narratee of his owrpressions and
encounters and a committed observer of the fambhis aays. One could go on by looking
through historiography, as e.g. Xenophofwgbasis, and the Attic orators, especially
Demosthenes, for autobiographical remarks and elgdime for biographical elements within
— again — Attic oratory, early Prose encomia, thieg literature about the Seven sages or the
remains of the writings of the early Socratics I{iding the dialogues of Plato insofar as the
display biographical elements). By doing so onesamgwith a set of common features for all
of these texts which one could call a kind of ‘“Tiggy’ of (auto-)biographical writing in
Classical times: All these texts are, insofar &sdisplay (auto-)biographical elements a)
‘Political’ in the sense that they cannot speak about tharkerhle person (be it identical

with the speaker or not) detached fromgoBs with its demands and obligations. Thus there
is often more than one addressee. b) Almost efldhiexts ring an apologetic tone: The
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remarkable individual cannot express himself oobject of interest without being asked to
do so. So very often an apologetic situation isatwasion (be it real or constructed) for
(auto-)biographical remarks. In a minor instanceasdes this apologetic moment can be
replaced by the role of the adviser. ¢) Mainly tigb the apologetic situation most of these
texts/passages are concerned withethes of the person in question and it is this concern
which governs what is told about the person’s de@gd®f this deeds you never get anything
like what we probably expect in an (auto-)biographaccount, i.e. a report “from cradle to
grave”; all you get, but this regularly is a kindresumé of one’s life (“Lebenssumme”), and
the e) display certain literary techniques, atha.(auto-)biographical material is put into a
digression, ii. (auto)biographical elements vengwoforeak into the chronological order of the
narration, and iii. autobiographical and biographelements are carefully interwoven.

Due to restrictions of time | cannot give you gty of the material, but since it is a bad
thing in a paper to ask es audience simply to believe, let me just remiod pf two famous
texts of our period which show the described fesgtum different ways, | mean Plago

Apology of Socrates and Isocrateer. 15 (rept avtidocewc). The former dates at the latest
into the 380ies of our century, the latter is camgerary to the date suggestedspt 7, i.e.it
dates 354/3 B.C., we do not know which one of thegetexts is earlier. Both texts evidently
have strong (auto-)biographical elements; in thee @ theantidosis-speech this is stated
explicitly (6a): ,this will be about my charactérw I live and about my profession” says
Isocrates, and we also can hear out of this wdralshte is going to give a kind of ,what his
life was hitherto all about’ (d)}or the Platonic Socrates the situation itsetie-reader knows
that Socrates wdhsurvive this — suggests the air of a resume epthlosopheés life. Both
texts intertwin the apologetic situation (b), a trial whiwas certainly once real in the case of
Socrates and may have had a real kernel in theoddsecrates, with certain elements of
fictionality: In the case of Isocrates this is sthexplicitly (6b:év oyfquatt droloyiag); in the
case of the Platonic Socrates Apwologies by the other Socratics, of whom we only have the
one of Xenophon, are sufficient evidence that weatoowe Socraté®wn words but that in
the Apology Plato was up to write a more comprehensive evialuaif his teacher. Both
speeches are eminently ,political’ in more than saeese: The charges against Socrates blaim
him to neglect the values of tpslis. For Isocrates a trigeri antidoseos is, as you know, just
then admitted by Athenian law if a donation fgyublic service is rejected. In addition to that
Socrates as well as Isocrates make their fatepanglle from that of their home-city. | have
put one passage for you on the handout. It isahetis passage from the first speech where
Socrates reminds his audience of his brave behauimder the Thirty in te case of Leon of
Salamis and makes this bitter experience the dauses refusal of traditional political
partizipation in thgolis. Mind that this information as almost all othetshaf biographical
information about Socrates given in the digression; in the second pawvbich the refusal
itself is made the basis of the — contrary to tharges: — benefit the Athenian youth could
gain from this man. It were these two elements tvinm@ade interpreters (e.g. Strycker/Slings)
take above all the digression as that part of peesh where the specific qualities of this man,
Socrates, are to be seen in a more general lewéhr$or more general remarks on (auto-
)biographical writing.

Let’s now turn back to our letters and see how thantfit this. FirstEp. 7
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1c. Areading of Ep. 7

If we go through our typology now the first itemeses — for our text — trivial. Of course, the
seventh letter is ‘political’. The historical background in Sigils well as the occasion at
which the letter purports to be writtestasisin Syracuse, the reflections about how to give
advice and the advice itself are ‘political’. ‘Ralal’ in that sense that they are evoked by or
aim at events which are primarily not concernedait individuals deeds or thoughts but
with the question which (kind of) government rulee community of Syracuse.

But what we want, is not this rather unspecific sgerof ,political’ but a much closer
connection between the life of the speaker angaigical surrounding. And that is exactly
what we get: The Plato of thBeventh letter introduces his life as being unseparably
intertwined with the fate of his home-city Athefde very first moment in which he makes
us envisage himself is the moment of full legalamaty, when young Plato was old enough to
play an active role in the government of AtheBp. (7: 324b7f.:ci Odttov énovtod yevoiunv
kopoc).® That, as a youth, Plato was ,full of ardent des{B25b2émbvpia) to participate is
something not to be questiondsp( 7: 324b7noloig o1 tavtov Enabov. 324d2/3kal &y
Bavpactov ovdgv Emabov); participation is the normal duty of this youn@mgpoonkovto
npaynota 324d2). It were the “following changes” within tpslis (324¢1/2: 100 tveg TV

TN moremg mpaypatwov) which made this youth withdraw from his origireithusiasm for
politics. This Plato is — so we are toldEp. 7 — in his personal development almost wholly
dependent on the vicissitudes of his city: ,Somiethe Thirty ,were actually connections and
acquaintances” of him, but nevertheless they ailggd only by their misdeeds, ,above all*
(324el) by the pressure they put on Socrates coingethe case of Leon of Salamis (324el—
325a3). Thus Socrates, Plato,aged friend .., whom | would hardly scruplectil the most
just of men then living* (324e) is made, the filsstance which made young Plato refrain
from active political participation. Nothing we hegbout the philosophical dimension of this
encounter. The same is true when, in the followRigto utters his grieve about the trial of
Socrates (325b5-10): Under the charge of impiettoRd “comrade and friend”&é€aipov
325b5), so we are told, “was put to death by certaien of authority” (325b6/c2:
duvootevoviég Tveg ... anéktevay) which ,he of all men least deserved” (325cl),shese his
piety has been so obvious in his conduct undef iy, i.e. in his behaviour in his role as a
politically active citizen of Athens.

That Plato withdrew from all active participationthus something which has to be justified
by telling the story of his repeated disapointmeyspolitical reality. For this sake the
speaker oEp. 7 has created thethos of a young man who only reluctantly turns awaynfro
the ordinary way of political participation. Afténis introduction of the speaker the statement
about the philosopher-kings (326a6-b3) is onlyubey last consequence out of a series of
disapointments. In addition to his programmaticepal it rings also a strong apologetic
tone. Ifall laws inall poleis eptl Toaocdv t@V VOV ToAewv) are “almost incurable” the refusal
of young Plato is made less offensive for his haimte-Athens, and it is not by co-incidence
that the speaker presents himself here for thetfiree as philosopher: It is ,in his praise of
the right philosophy” drawvdv tv opbnv @ihocopiav 326a5) that he formulates his
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expectations for good governance, makes this eapes then his “conviction” d(avoio
326b4), which is the guiding principle for his atgts in Syracuse.

That this is just a very first level apologetic tendency within our letter may be guessed from
the very general tone of the passage which seakes rlany other passages of our text)
slightly odd if we imagine it spoken exclusivelyttee friends of Dio in their daily turmoil of
civil war at Syracuse. As | said before, we can enidlplausible thaEp. 7 as we have it was
intended to reach a wider public, i.e. not only fitbiends of Dio, but also (perhaps: foremost)
an Athenian public. | cannot go into details héngt, let me give you at least a few hints: First
the prescript itself “To Dits friends and comradessi (Aiwvos oixcior e xal etaigor) IS Of
remarkable non-preciseness. If Plato was ever macoge (as | still confidently believe):
Would it not have been much more natural to name ohthe friends he knew (e.qg.
Hipparinos (2))° instead of writing to a group, which, as far askmew, never reached any
kind of institutionalized power or had anythingdil regular meeting place or venue? Second
Plato often writes about things “in Sicily”, but im0 single instance adds something which
makes Sicily the place where his adressees livey@a’, “in your place” etc.) nor does he
anywhere leave out informations which Bidriends must certainly have been familiar with
(“Informations-Leerstellen”}! And third there are a couple of passages wherespieaker
addresses not only the friends, but also “otheplgeaho might ask”. You find one instance
on the handout; the passage connects the repatte @ifst to the second journey (330c2-5).
We would like to know more precisely who these ofeople are. We are not told anywhere
explicitly but end up with the Athenian public,we turn now towards the other instances
where the Plato dEp. 7 shows an explizit tendency to apologize.

This is — more or less — the case throughoutldétter. Not seldom Plato transfers the
responsibility for what has happened to some sapearal power or deity. This transfer of
responsibility is adhibited for the mere fact, tRédto undertook the travels to Syracuse at all;
so the former of these journeys (i.e. not even ritre desastrous one of the two) is
introduced as caused by “a fate ... perhdpes(uey xata Tiymy) because some of the
Stronger ones made then the beginning with thebtesuwhich have befallen Dio now.”
(Bowxey wmy ToTe umyavwuEve TIVI TOV xpeiTTovwY apxny Baréadar N326€1/2). And it is with
the name of Dio that we approach the very kern¢haf which makes the Plato Bp. 7 feel
guilty. You find the passage where Plato referfisofirst encounter with Dio on this very
journey (327al1-4) on your handout; note the windsdrof the verbal expression and how it
is now Plato himself, who “the one way or the othetva Teomov) is to be blaimed for all
future catastrophies (agaipnxavasa:) (327al-4). The main feature of this passage, the
“powers stronger than ustdym, Tixn Tic....), the claim, that he himself wanted only the very
best, and the permanent assurance, that it wassppihy alone who connected Dio and Plato
form a kind of ‘Leitmotiv’ throughout our text. ‘k& friendship, and philosophy’ are the
three most important lines, along whom Plato obsipuries to defend himself against
several charges.

On a first level the Plato d&p. 7 obviously feels critizized as a aperson who d&gen by
blind ambition and sheer greed. Out of those ewutii®m he fulfiled, so the unnamed
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detractors, his perilous mission at the court ofaByse which caused as its last bitter
consequence the murder of Dio and thus the entl lobjges.

This is bad enough, but on a second level thersush more at risk for the Plato Bp. 7:
When Plato reaches the point to answer now theinatigequest of the friends he tells
amongst others what Dio and he himself tried t@ioice Dionysius 1l of. It is here where the
main apologetic tendencies of our text culminaternie passage. Plato writes:

Those who are urging me to address myself [333tfjaaffairs of today ought to hear what then tplace. I, a
citizen of Athens, a companion of Dion, an allyhi§ own, went to the tyrant in order that | mighinly about
friendship instead of war; but in my struggle witte slanderers | was worsted. But when Dionysiigsl tto
persuade me by means of honors and gifts of mansigée with him so that | should bear witness, iasfriend,
to the propriety of his expulsion of Dion, in tlidesign he failed utterly. And later on, while retimg home from
exile, Dion attached to himself two brothers fronhéns, [333e] men whose friendship was not derfvech
philosophy, but from the ordinary companionship ofitvhich most friendships spring, and which corfresn
mutual entertaining and sharing in religion and ticyseremonies. So, too, in the case of these tigads who
accompanied him home; it was for these reasonsbanduse of their assistance in his homeward votilzge
they became his companions.

Here again, we have ,Plato the Athenian®, the noeedy, good-hearted, impeccable friend
(,a companion of Dio, an ally of his own*), in opassage as a kind of contrasting foil for the
Athenians to be named in what follows. Here thiadrable man had to face the worst: Not
only that his pupil Dio, who through his ,justicepurage, modest temper and wisdom-
loving” (Ep. 7: 336a6f.avdeos dixaiov Te xal avdpeiov xal awepovos xai eihogopou: ,just and
courageous and temperate and wisdom-loving manf)ecalose to a fulfillment of the
cardinal virtues, as Plato says later in the letteat his role in the conflict with Dionysius I
is far from being unambiguous. This Dio also madm@de with his future assassinators.
The ,two brothers* are Kallippd$ and his brother. We cannot be absolutely surieftihahe
recipients ofEp. 7 this Kallippos, the future murderer of Dio, altdy was an official pupil of
Plato at the Academy as later tradition wants ronbe (cf. the list of pupils at D.L. 3,46:
221,5 Marcovich and Athen. 11, 119: 508e, whereaneetold that he and Dio knew each
other from their common time at the Academy). B troubles our speaker takes to make
clear that the disastrous acquaintance ,was natetefrom philosophy, but from ... mutual
entertaining and sharing in religion and mysticeceonies” makes it, as | think, highly
probable that it was exactly that rumour — forntedents of the Academy murder each other
at a place where their master himself was more tmae — against which our speaker wishes
to argue in our passage. It is Plato, the teachphitosophy, it is the Academy which is at
stake and which our speaker obviously feels obligedefend.

At a last and for our speaker obviously most imgairievel the loss of reputation of himself
and his pupils denigrates his philosophy as a wHoléhis respecEp. 7 displays, as did the
other texts from Classical Athens, the motif ofrastime of ons life”. Plato himself turns
the question if he should travel a second timééocburt of Syracuse a kind of acid test of his
whole existence an intellectual (328b6—c2). Whendgoing about Dits arguments for the
journey, Plato felt driven to go by the danger thebe did not, ,at some pointrgre) |
should seem to myself to be utterly and absoluteihing more than a mere voi€&oyog)
and never to undertake willingly any actidaiv).” (328c5f.). Again we have here thesg
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(,irgendwelche’328c3), the anonymous detractors. This time thewaurs are defeated not
by arguing about the events of the day, but bycallyi changing the perspective: When Plato
made his decision to travel a second time thisweaslue to meanlynot so honorable personal
aims but in full responsibility for his philosoplag such.

In this respect the philosophical digression isratispensable part of our letter: It is inserted
into the letter quite diligently at the very momefter Plato has given his apology the twist
that this all is not about pupils killing each athmit (for him) about philosophy; and before
he has to tell what happened during his third siay,before he has to recall how he got
almost into the midst of events in his fight witihoBysius Il in the garden (348a4—-350b5) and
his non pleasant encounter with Dio at Olympia (880). The digression is carefully
prepared through theeira (340b1-341a6) and is framed by the double verdgirest
Dionysius scripture §yngramma) (341a7—c3) (344d3—c2) — Plato keeps on stregheighe
not even really knew what was written in it. Whdat® gives his account about the, as | take
it, immediate evidence (thepinther) which can be reached only in a long process of
benevolent discussions and spending a life togeter these thingssyzen) (341a7-342a5)

we certainly are meant to understand this as a testimony for the spirit our speaker wants to
assume us for the school of Plato, the Academy. Within the letter this is provoked, once again,

by the wrong comradeship of Dio and his assasinators on the one hand, and the rash and
arragont activities of Dionysius II as a writer on the other. Reading the digression like this, it

has a function, quite comparable to that of the digression of the Apology: It shows the
peculiarity of the person in question, here: Plato the teacher. If we combine this interpretation
with the fact stated hitherto, that this text was designed for a wider Athenian public to defend
Plato and his school against the charge of having to face the responsibility for what went on in
Syracuse, this has also consequences for what we think the Plato of Ep. 7 wants to
communicate in the heart of the digression, when we learn that any kind of knowledge which

is gained by means of the ,Four* suffers from a contamination, i.e. the ,Four‘ bring with them

the qualities of things (fo poion-ti) ,no less than its real essence” (1o ov exaoTtou 342€3,
Bury). We then would have to understand this — miisbuted passage — along the lines as
e.g. was done by Gadamer (1964) or, less rigidydoy Fritz (1971/1981). Looking at the
digression within its context we indeed should eatlexpect a ,theory of teaching and
learning” on a ,propaedeutic level* (Gadamer 1968, 97) or, as von Fritz puts it ,the
central problem here is how to communicate knowd&tithan epistemologgensu proprio.

To sum up: Ep. 7 fits in any respect very well into the scenav® have developed for (auto-
)biographical writings in Classical times, wheneae proper was not at hand and thus a kind
of experimenting with different literary genres apd the door for making the remarkable
person main subject of orsewritings. That the author of our text chose thvenf of a letter
may have been offering itself by the very factttt@ was not the case with Isocrates and

! GADAMER 1964 (95 ,uberhaupt keine Theorie der Erkennsosdern eine Theorie des Lehrens und Lernens*)
, cf. also 97 ,propédeutisches Niveau“, ar@h FRITz 1978, 223 ,das zentrale Problem des siebten Briefas
Problem der Ubertragbarkeit und Mitteilbarkeit vBrkenntnis*, ebenso bementrs 1971, 232 ,dal ... zwar
natirlich auch von dem Weg zur Erkenntnis von Ideen die Redevistmehmlich aber von der Ubertragung
solcher Erkenntnis auf andere” (Hervorh. wanN FRITZ).
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Socrates, the charges against which he had to amitgpology did not happen in Athens but
in a distant place. When we are shown Plato thehtgathis may first seem a trivial thing to

note, but we do not find anything like this in avfythe other letters, so that this kind of inner-
Academic view on Plato is one of the peculiaribésur text.

So far forEp. 7. We do not have enough time to go with equadielice into the other letters

now, but let me give you at least an idea how hffi€ the situation is with them by having a
quick glance one other text of our collection, Ep. 13.

Ep. 13.

2. Ep. 13: Plato, friend of the family and sollicitor of Dionysius’ financial affairs

It is one of the letters of our collection whichshdespite his obviously spurious character
(here we can make for once a quite strong casefatilistic criteria) attracted some
scholarly interest, above all because of a numbtaild of Platts biography we do not find
elsewhere in our tradition

2a. Ep. 13:

As a whole it is this, the high density of biognagal, antiquarian, and prosopographical
detail which is one of the main features of thig.t&hus in this letter we see a Plato in
interaction with his familiy (the daughters of higces, his mother, Speusippos) including the
freed slave latrocles, with his friends and acaiaaices (Dio, Cratinos, Timotheos, Cebes of
Thebes, Terillos — Leptines, Erastos, resp. He)iema ambassadors of the king of Persia
(Philagrus, Philaides) — altogether up to 30 ddferpersons or group of persons, which is
more than twice as much askp. 7 in a text of about four pages.

A first impression of the obsession with detailoaf speaker you already get at the very
beginning of the text. Here you also find the tvilees main issues of our letter. Plao
familiarity with Dionysius Il which is developed the body ofEp. 13 mainly along the motif
of Plato as sollicitor of Dionysiuginancial affairs in mainland Greece. And a certand of
Pythagorizing colour which pervades the letter adale. As far as the last point is
concerned the very woibufoAov at the beginning of our text (360a2, again 363iet)ainly
rings a Pythagorizing torfé This becomes more explicit when Plato is sendsame
Pythagorean works* and Helicon, ,a man of whom gad Archytas ... may be able to make
use®. Helicon is, amongst others an indirect ptiEodoxos of Knidos, so we understand that
the author of this letter thought of the mathenatstde of Pythagoreanism. And if we are
right, and the Leptines mentioned later in theslet861a2. b3. 362b5. 363c3. d5) is the
Pythagorean (who is going to kill Kallipus at Rieg), then the Pythagorean colour pervades
this letter from its beginning to the end, for Lieps remains the main intermediary
throughout our text. ,Pythagorean colour” | calkttbecause — as Gaiser 1981 (in my opinion
correctly) against a big part of foregoing schdigrdhas pointed out — these Pythagorean
elements remain superficial in that sense that éineynot filled with any precise philosophical
content whatsoever. The same holds true for albpbphical allusions in this text: The
identification of the work&ythagoreia andDihairesels for Plato is difficult. Works with the
former title is attested for Aristotle and Xenoesdt' not for Plato. PlatoniDihaireseis are
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known to Aristotle, but probably this is a collectidone by Plats pupils which afterwards
was transmitted also within the Peripatdé.is also hardly possible to understand the named
titles generically’ and to identify them with dialogues of Plato (Thimaeus and the

Sophistes or Politicus respectively). This not only would cause chronalab

improbabilitiest’ but is also prevented by the partitive geneti®muld we understand that
Plato had ,excerpts from (certain dialogues)“ gerDionysius? So we are left in a cloud of
impreciseness concerning the philosophical sidtisfPlato — a kind of mathematical,
pythagorizing Platonism — rather than in an exadobpophical setting.

This corresponds very well to the rest of the tefst, even in his final adhortation ,keep
well and study philosophy and exhort thereto (3@8ddther young men and greet for me
your fellow-sphereists* we get nothing precise lo@ dne hand, and on the other read about
~Sphereists” who leave us with the question, iat® sends greetings to a football-team or
rather to a club of globe-enthusiasts, i.e. peufile gather around gohairion as a kind of
astronomical modéef And second, the philosophical profession is soingttvhichEp. 13
presupposes for its speaker simply as a matteaetf-&nd which is not a point of special
interest for this text (I will come back to this).

2b. Contextualization

What this text is interested in above all, beconlear if we read it against our typology. The
Plato ofEp. 13 is firmly rooted in his home-city Athens. Itnrgentioned twice (361c3. 362a2),
it benefits from deitourgia of Dionysius (the Leucadian ship 361b6f.), thubekts is the
framework, the “at us"fuiv 361e3) within which Plato communicates with Dicngs

Yet all elements which ‘Athens’ evoked in the othetts we have discussed here as
‘political’ are either absent igp. 13 or occur in an altered form: The speaket the author)
of Ep. 13 does not imply any other adressees but Diosysimself. On the contrary, he sends
information, sealed with thg/mbolon, which would lose any significance if dissipatedat
wider public (363b1-5). In the reality of the télxére is nothing this Plato has to apologize
for: He has no conflict with his immediate sociaeonment, his home-city, with whomever
in Sicily or Syracuse. Even in the case of Dio ®listo displays a wait-and-see attitude
(362e2-7), worlds apart from the deep dispair efRhato ofEp. 7. If he speaks “with
trepidation”, then this is just in his recommendatior Helikon, because “I am uttering an
opinion about a man, and man though not a worttdeas inconstant creature” (360d2, cf.
Ep. 7: 335e). Nothing we hear about any other unaastaand thus nothing we hear about
real dangers for ong philosophy or the resumé of ésidife. Looking back into orie own
past means for this Plato to remember anecdotesHione told in the beginning of the letter
with its symposiastic niceties at the court of Bisins (361alff.). The worst this Plato has to
indulge is some bodily ,illness* (361a5) which cdide cured by Dionysitsvife (not even a
doctor). The alternative to the apologetic tone,fhsition of an adviser is present in the letter
and is marked with the typical attitude of the idedviser, who speaks without any
restrictions, i.e. withtappnoia (,frankness®). But is is neither about politicsrrabout his
philosophical concerns that this speaker advisesyBius buftept tov xpnudtwv (,about
your financial affairs” 362c3ff.)., i.e.the credivthiness of his adressee outside Sicily.
Altogether theethos we get for this Plato is the one of a man, who$e as a philosopher has
11
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not any longer to be established by refusing aiwegiblitical role, he simply is Plato, the
well-known author of the dialogues (the writingBiis Plato is a man of culture (the statue),
of common sense in practical issues (the money}lami— no wonder that — intimate friend
of the mighty inside (Timotheus) and outside (Dising) Athens.

Modern scholarship (partly) found this picture loé great philosopher distasteful and thus
argued that here for once a letter originally stemgnfrom a hostile branch of the traditions
about Plato found the way in our collection (Gaik@81). | do not think that we should
assume that, because this would be, as far asdemgra quite singular case within the
collections of letters of famous men which normalbynot preserve the hostile traditions
about their ,hero’ (let alone that we have no lamtthis reading in the whole ancient
tradition, Plutarch quotes our letter several tinieis imitated in theSocr.epp. and
Chion.epp.).

What is true in this bewilderment is the fact tthag Plato certainly was designed for an
audience whose expectations were completely diftdrem that ofEp. 7 and that this
audience was acquainted with substantial partseohostile traditions which had formed after
the great philosoph&r death. Take for example the symposiastic scetie d&teginning of the
letter: Of course one is reminded of Aristoxenasstering about thelakes at the table in
Syracuse, but at the same moment one may think@fi&les and the beautiful youth in lon
of Chios. Equally théythagoreia may make one think of the long-winded story alilato
plagiarizing Pythagorean thought. But the Plat&mf13 does not buy these works and they
are sent — so to say — into ,the other directitmom Athens to Sicily. All rivalry which later
tradition ascribed to the relationship betweendPéatd the Pythagorean Archytas is equally
far away, let us only note, that Archytas, as Rl&towithout any further questions, the
Pythagorean philosopher Archytas and not any lotigepolitician ofEp. 7. And finally,

when it comes to Plato looking through the cretbsfof the tyrant (an idea which met with
deep dislike in scholarship), this was a motif gdigmiliar for an ancient recipient, even if we
refuse to compare here ag&p. 7 where Plato takes care of Dsdinancial affairsdp. 7:
346¢1-5). It seems that the motif ,philosopherfidecares for financial issues' is more
common than we primarily think, at least from Heifgic times onwards: We have traces of a
(certainly spurious) letter from Dionysius Il to&ysippus, where the latter did a similar
service to Hermias of Atarneus.

Taking all this together we end up for our lettéthvan author who is well versed in an
obviously at his time long tradition of writing alche remarkable person as well as with the
different strands of the traditions about Platiife and thought. He writes for an audience
which can appreciate hints he gives towards evete antiquarian, biographical and
prosopographical material, an audience which ishmmore interested in seeing the great men
of former days as people like themselves, culttvateen dealing with practical issues of the
court than to get deeper insight in philosophicabems. | think we have to envisage an
audience similar to that we can imply for the eaniriters of biography sensu stricto, let it
be an Antigonos od Carystos or a Hermippus. Theg®es wrote for an educated elite about
philosophers as ,people like you and me’, also apbuosopherslifes. But a Hermippus
never shed anything hostile upon his philosophbesuttermost he evokes is good-hearted
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banter, not hatred. One cause for that attitudeeigact, that (at the latest) in the 3rd century
knowledge about philosophical issues obviouslyspobething like an integral part of
commonpaideia, but for Hermippus and his audience did not haxghang so immediately
important that it would be worth argueing about étters likeEp. 13 are in a good sense
~unterhaltungsliteratur* (literature for your entgéinment), they are fiction without the eager
zeal to take sides in philosophical discussions.

In this reduced sense the Academy, so | thinkjllgpsesent inEp. 13: Plato is the
philosophical teacher surrounded by his pupilsshwriting philosophical tracts which reflect
the Early Academg interest in mathematics, the pythagorizing eldmegnsome strands of
Platonism, but all this is observed from a hugeaiicse. One could even say:Hp. 13 the
distance has grown so big that from the Acadengylagng institution of philosophical
research and exchange just the lighthouse, the¢ pgindasopher Plato is visible. If this is
partly due to an increasinf specialization and thais-communicability of the discussions to
outsiders we may only guess. For the readers ichpldEp.13 certainly the same holds true
as for the author of our text: they are highly eted members of an elite which had or
wished to have some closeness to the mighty of tlagis, but they were no philosophical
professionals, both of them, the audience as weatha authorEp. 13 in this sense is a
witness of how the Academy was seen in Hellentsties from the outside, not from any
person in closer contact to it, let alone fromdesihe Academy.

5. The other Plat.Epp.: SUumming up

We have now reached a point where we have gaimad samiliarity with — chronologically
speaking — the two poles of our collecti@m. 7 certainly is part of the eldest core of it and
presents us with, as | think we are allowed to sgppsome perspective from inside the
Academy, whereaSp. 13 with high probability has to be counted amonigetmost recent
members of our collection, and shows no signs wieats, that it presents anything else but a
view on the Hellenistic Academy from the outside.

The next steps now would be to go through all otexts of the collection along the same
criteria and to fit them into the scale at whospagite end&p. 7 andEp. 13 are to be
positioned. As you might have seen in our discumssidp. 13 we would need for this a
much more detailed framework concerning both, ity of (auto-)biographical writing
and the traditions about Platlife and thought. Due to restrictions of timenlyogive you
some outline with what we end up after this procedli we examine the whole collection the
first thing which becomes obvious is the producpesver ofEp. 7. Apart from the very short
texts (mainlyEpp. 10 and 11) of our collection which due to theiradinsize do hardly allow
for extensive comparison almost all letters seebretspired by¥p. 7 in the one or the other
way. If you take the letter of the Sicilian grotp. 3 (To Dionysius, supposed to be written
after 360) is closest tap. 7; these letters share Plaépology of Socrates as a common
intertext and the author &p. 3 knewEp. 7 so well that he took over even single expression
of style and vocabular¥p. 8 (To Dio’s comrades and friends, 353/2) is, a&p. 7 an open
letter, and gains special meaning if we read & ksd of revised, more precise version of the
political advice ofEp. 7. Ep. 1 (To Dionysius, in 360) is most probably spun out of one motif
of Ep. 7 (the travel fare)ep. 4 (To Dio, 357/6?) shares withp. 7 prosopographical
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peculiarities (Herakleides and Theodotes). egy13 (To Dionysius, not before 365) is
obviously inspired not only bip. 7; we can also connect it with other members of ou
collection Epp. 2, 3, 6, 12, perhaps 1). Concerning a relativerabiogy one would say that

Ep. 8 is closest t&p. 7, Ep. 1 closest t&p. 13, perhaps written before the latt&pp. 3 and

4 show some tendencies to get over the Classicatljggms of (auto-)biographical writing,

but do not yet display the full range of Hellerideatures. That their supposed dates are both
beforeEp. 7 and that they both presuppose this very leterahstrates their post-Platonic
date.

The second group of letters, the Pythagorizing ¢dBpg. 2, 9, 12), fits into this first
conclusion. They form a very heterogeneous groumévertheless share some common
features: All letters of this group are, again Miganfluenced byEp. 7. Especially its most
important membelEp. 2 (To Dionysius, after 3607?) reads in his major parts as a kind of
rhetorically embellished shortened remak&pf7 with neo-pythagorean color. This brings
up the second common feature: All these letterdbearead as reactions towards the
pseudopythagrean literature that emerges from'theeBt. onwards. And third: In all these
letters Plato already is ‘the famous philosophdrbwioes not need any legitimation in this
respect, even if his role in society remains taliseussed now and thdgp. 2 andEp. 13
share remarkable prosopographical details, | dikilihe author oEp. 13 rather knew
alreadyEp. 2 than the other way round.

There remairkpp. 5, 6, 10 and 11, of whidBp. 10 is too short to make any substantial
guesses based on our method. The other threes|&pgx 5,6, and 11 widen the geographical
horizon and guide our eyes now to MacedoBja b: To Perdikkas, 353/37), Assop. 6:

To Hermias, Erastus and Coricus, not after 350&)Tdrasoskp. 11: To Leodamas, autumn
360). With their common theme of “Plato sends hipildacquaintance or does not send his
pupil/acquaintance” resp. here again it is abolvPlato's Academic surrounding which is
discussed in its various involvements in local foxdi Ep. 5 seems relatively oldEp. 6 has
close connections tp. 2 and seems to have inspired a detad@fl13, thus belongs to the
more recent texts; aldgp. 11 cannot have been written before the seconcbhtie 3
century. So far for relative chronology. | am sdiwgt | cannot show up with a simple time-
line, things are quite tricky, as you may haveireal.

Taking all this into account we now come back ® qluestion from which we started: The
letters under the name of Plato — Evidence fohtk®ry of the Academy? What | have
proposed here is by accepting the fictional charamftthe majority of these texts and by
contextualizing them with the literary traditiontside the Platonic corpus we get clues for
what audiences they were written by what kind dhau Doing so we can answer the
guestion at the beginning of this paper with ‘ydgie letters then give us an idea of the
perception of Plato and his school from the outditlen the oldest members of the collection
answer questions which obviously came from theas@rivironment of the school, not from
within. The answers given by the oldest texts afamllection probably stem from within the
school or someone so closely connected to it tiratifn Plato was mainly ‘the teacher’; in
the more recent letters we get a rather distamt vie ‘the philosopher’ as we know him from
his writings. In this sense the corpus of the Plattetters as a whole is an interesting and
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rich testimony how questions and answers about Rlad the Academy underwent changes
through the centuries along the main lines of tlamifold reception of Plats thought.
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