TECHNE IN ARISTOTLE AND PLATO


We have discussed the essential relation of art and truth in order to define the parameters of our overriding question: must art arise for us merely as a representation? In order to think through this question, in order to think Being properly, and thus art, we must "step back" to the primordial Greek founding. 

1

"The Word of Aristotle: Being as Phusis"

We have said that art is originally and essentially named techne. Rather than understand techne as craftsmanship or skill, we understand it to mean the knowing bringing forth of a being into appearance as it is. We said that this essential bringing forth of art is poiesis (poetry) in the sense of composing, founding, and letting originate of truth. We distinguished this conception of poiesis from that which sees it as a derivational "making." The being that arises out of its own origin and order (arche), such as the work of art as so defined, has its Being in phusis. In order to "step back" to the essence of phusis and art as they were originally thought, in order, via a certain destruction, to peel away the conceptual layers that have become attached to and have covered over this original thinking, we will turn to Aristotle's Physics: "this first thoughtful and unified conceptualization of phusis is already the last echo of the original (and thus supreme) thoughtful projection of the Being of phusis as this is still preserved for us in the fragments of Anaximander, Heraclitus, and Parmenides" (Heidegger 1976, 224). 

1.1
"Phusis as Arche Kineseos"

Phusis is the arche of moving beings that have the arche of being-moved in themselves. This is not to be understood in the modern sense of moving in abstract space; plants too can move: "But something that continues to occupy the same place and so is not moved in the sense of change of place, can nonetheless be in the process of being-moved. For example, a plant that is rooted "in place" grows (increases) or withers (decreases)--auxesis and phthisis. And conversely, something which moves insofar as it changes its place can still "rest" by remaining as it was constituted. The running fox is at rest in that it keeps the same color" (Heidegger 1976, 229). What is at rest, too, is a moving being. Only what is essentially in motion can rest, we do not say that the stone rests: "Plants and animals are in the state of being-moved even when they stand still and rest. Rest is a kind of movement; only what can move can rest. It is absurd to speak of the number 2 as "resting." Because plants and animals are in movement regardless of whether they rest or move, for that reason they not only are in movement but have their Being as being-moved" (Heidegger 1976, 228). It is immediately evident that this description of the movement and repose belonging to the being out of phusis also defines the nature of the work's standing in itself. For instance, pertaining to the resting in itself of the work, Heidegger says that,  "[o]nly what is in motion can rest. The mode of rest varies with the kind of motion. In motion as the mere displacement of a body, rest is, to be sure, only the limiting case of motion. Where rest includes motion, there can exist a repose which is an inner concentration of motion, hence a highest state of agitation, assuming that the mode of motion requires such a rest. Now the repose of the work that rests in itself is of this sort" ("OWA" 48). 


Phusis is arche kineseos: the origin and ordering of movement and change (metabole), emerging into presence, "such that each thing that changes has this ordering within itself" (Heidegger 1976, 230). Aristotle then finds an opposing category; Aristotle opposes plants, animals, earth, and air to beds, robes, and houses. The former are growing things; the latter are "artifacts" (poioumena). The latter are still subject to movement and change, and thus repose: the being-moved of production and the rest of "having-been-produced" (Heidegger 1976, 231). What distinguishes the two types of things is the arche which belongs to the being-moved in each case. The arche of artifacts is techne.


Techne here, as with its relation to the work of art, does not mean craft, skill, or technique. "Rather, techne is a form of knowledge; it means know-how in, i.e., familiarity with, that which grounds every act of making and producing. It means knowing what the production of, e.g., a bedstead must come to, where it must achieve its end and be completed. In Greek, this "end" is called telos" (Heidegger 1976, 231).


However, the bed, as made out of wood, is, to that degree, a "growing thing": "However, insofar as such things (at a given time) may already be made of stone or of earth or of a mixture of these, they do have in themselves an impulse to change, but they have it only to that extent" (Aristotle, qtd. in Heidegger 1976, 230). The bed, in its nature as a usable thing, has no necessary relation to wood. "It could just as well be made out of stone or steel. Its woodenness is sumbebekos, that is to say: in reference to what the be 'really' and properly is, woodenness appears only incidentally. Insofar--but only insofar--as it is just wood, a bedstead certainly does have the arche kineseos in itself, for wood is what-has-grown of a growing thing" (Heidegger 1976, 233). The bed as equipment, we have said, uses up its material or thingly nature. The wood is used up and withdraws, just as the bed itself does as thing, into its serviceability. In the work of art that is created out of wood, however, the wood is set forth. The wood arises as the self-contained and subsisting (earth-phusis) which rests in itself.

1.2
"Phusis as Morphe"

Phusis is the arche of self-emerging into unhiddenness and resting in itself, the arche of moving-beings that have the arche of their being-moved in themselves. This gives us a clear view of the Being of moving beings. How should we thing the Being of phusis itself? Phusis is kinesis, and more. Phusis is also morphe. Morphe (form) will, once again, not be understood properly if we only think of it in terms of the matter-form distinction. 

Morphe must be understood from eidos, and eidos must be understood in relation to logos....Eidos means the appearance of a thing and of a being in general, but appearance in the sense of the aspect, the "looks," the view, idea, which it offers and only can offer because the being as been put forth into this appearance and, standing in it, becomes present of itself--in a word, is. Idea is "the seen," but not in the sense that it becomes such only through man's seeing. Rather, idea is what something visible offers to the seeing, it is that which offers a view, the sightable. But Plato, overwhelmed as it were by the Being of eidos, understood it in turn as something present for itself and therefore as something common (koinon) to the individual "beings" which "stand in such an appearance." Thereby individuals, as subordinate to the idea which is the real being, were displaced into the role of non-beings. (Heidegger 1976, 249)

For Aristotle, on the other hand, beings are not non-beings in as much as they are self-forming; they put themselves forth into appearance. "In other words, eidos is genuinely understood as eidos only when it appears within the horizon of the immediate statement about the being, eidos to kata ton logon. That statement in each case immediately addresses a this and a that as this and that, i.e., as having such and such an appearance. The clue by which we can understand eidos and so also morphe is logos" (Heidegger 1976, 250). Morphe, as placing into appearance, is not "an ontic property of matter" but a mode of Being as ousia, becoming-present. Also, as placing into appearance, morphe is being-moved, kinesis.


We understand morphe, and since morphe is the Being of phusis, we also understand phusis, in terms of logos. Aristotle's thinking on this point is usually interpreted as meaning that form is posited on things based on mere "linguistic usage." For instance, we say that for Plato essences are "real," they have a "true" and separate existence; we then say that for Aristotle the forms or essences of things are only "nominal," or "merely" exist in terms of linguistic usage. 

That's what someone might say if he were ignorant of what the Greek logos and legein mean. But we need only recall the Greek definition of man's Being as zoon logon echon in order to find the direction our thinking must take if it is to grasp the Being of logos. We can--in fact, we must--translate anthropos: zoon logon echon as: "man is the living being to whom the word belongs." Instead of "word" we can even say "language," provided that we think the nature of language adequately and originally, viz., from the Being of logos correctly understood. The determination of the Being of man that became common through the "definition" homo: animal rationale, "man, the rational animal," does not mean that man "has" the "faculty of speech" as one property among others, but that the distinguishing characteristic of the Being of man is that he has, and holds himself in, logos. (Heidegger 1976, 251)

(note on logos, articulation of attuned understanding, and projective saying). Logos, from legein, means "to gather," "to collect": "legein means to bring together into a unity and to bring forth this unity as gathered, i.e., above all as becoming present; thus it means the same as to reveal what was formerly hidden, to let it be manifest in its becoming-present" (Heidegger 1976, 252). For this reason, the assertion (apophansis) is essentially an un-concealing. "And only because man is insofar as he relates to beings as beings, unconcealing and concealing them, can he and must he have the "word," i.e., speak of the Being of beings. But the words that language uses are only fragments which have precipitated out of the word, and from them man can never find his way to beings or find the path back to them, unless it be on the basis of legein. Of itself legein has nothing to do with speech and language" (Heidegger 1976, 252-3). Thus, Aristotle thinks here, in conceiving morphe in terms of logos, the essential relation of humanity to beings in the unconcealedness. 


Morphe, understood in its essential connection to logos, has priority over hule. Morphe is phusis to a greater degree: "What is more, this (namely, morphe as the placing into the appearance) is phusis to a greater degree than the "order-able" is. For each individual is said to be [a real being] when it 'is' in the mode of having-itself-in-the-end rather than when it is (only) in the state of appropriateness for...." (Aristotle, qtd. in Heidegger 1976, 254). Something is to a greater degree "when it is in the mode of entelecheia" (having-itself-in-the-end) (Heidegger 1976, 255). Thus, morphe is, in some manner, entelecheia. Phusis is a mode of ousia, becoming-present. Morphe fulfils this becoming present more so than hule in as much as it is entelecheia--entelecheia itself being a higher mode of ousia than matter as "appropriateness for." Phusis is also arche kineseos, the origin and order of being-moved. Being-moved is the Being from which rest and movement are determined.

The movement of seeing and inspecting what is around one is truly the highest state of being-moved only in the stillness of (simple) seeing, gathered into itself. Such seeing is the telos, the end where the movement of seeing first gathers itself up and essentially is being-moved. ("End" is not the result of stopping the movement, but is the beginning of being-moved of a movement consists above all in the fact that the movement of a moving being gathers itself into its end, telos, and as so gathered in the end, "has" itself: en telei echei, entelecheia, having-itself-in-the-end. (Heidegger 1976, 256)

From this we can say that the rest-repose of a thing standing in itself, for instance the work, is its returning to its own sheltering 5 and its gathering itself in the end (telos). The relation of the Being of phusis as morphe-entelecheia to the gathering itself in the figure (Gestalt, form) of the work is made even more explicit when, instead of entelecheia and telos, Aristotle refers to energeia and ergon: "Here, in place of telos, there stands ergon, the work in the sense of what is to be produced and what has bee pro-duced. In Greek thought energeia, means "standing in the work," where "work" means that which stands fully in the "end." But in turn the "fully-ended or fulfilled" [das "Vollendete"] does not means [sic] "the concluded," any more than telos means "conclusion." Rather, in Greek thought telos and ergon are defined by eidos; they name the manner and mode in which something stands "finally and finitely" ["endlich"] in the appearance" (Heidegger 1976, 256). Entelecheia most fully manifests what ousia is. This is what is essentially thought when Aristotle says that energeia is prior to dunamis. (note eg.s: oak tree, state over individual). However, this distinction, when translated into Latin as actualitas (actuality) over potentia (potentiality), loses its original force and meaning. When interpreted-translated by the Latins, the contrary, that potentiality is prior to actuality, seems more plausible: "Surely in order that something be 'actual' and be able to 'actual,' it must first be possible" (Heidegger 1976, 258).

1.3
"Distinguishing Kinds of Production: Making and Pro-ducing"

To avoid understanding growing things as a type of artifact, as a "self-making" artifact, Aristotle distinguishes between the modes of production (placing forth into appearance) involved with each. Making (poiesis) is one mode of production, "whereas 'growing' (the going back into itself and emerging out of itself), phusis, is another" (Heidegger 1976, 260). In the latter mode, producing (generating or deriving) is not making or fabrication; it is allowing something to become present, placing "something into the unhiddenness of the appearance." But there are other kinds of "derivation." 

Something that is generated (say, a table) can be derived from one appearance (that of "table") and placed forth into the same kind of appearance without the first appearance, from which the table is derived, itself performing the placing into the appearance. The first appearance or eidos "table" remains only a paradeigma, something which certainly shows up in the production but does nothing more than that and therefore requires something else which can place the order-able wood, appropriated for appearing as a table, into that appearance. In those cases where the appearance merely shows up, and in showing up only guides a know-how in its producing and plays an accompanying role rather than actually performing the production--there production is a making....It is also possible that the appearance--without showing up as a paradeigma in the proper sense, namely in and for a techne--can directly present itself as that which takes over the placing [Stellen] into itself. The appearance places itself forth. Here we have the placing [Gestellung] of an appearance. And in thus placing itself forth it places itself into itself, that is, it itself produces something with the same appearance. This is morphe as phusis. And we can easily see that a zoon (an animal) does not "make" itself and it kind, because its appearance is not and can never be merely a criterion or paradigm according to which something is produced form a hule....In genesis as placing, production is entirely the becoming-present of the appearance itself without the importation of outside help--which is the case with all "making." (Heidegger 1976, 260-1)


Does this negate all that we have said about the work of art? We had said that the work arises as a self-emerging and resting in itself: a self-concealing revealing. We said it is not solely and essentially the representation of a pre-existing model (paradeigma) which is the origin and goal of artistic "making." Yet we cannot say that the work is a phusis-being, that it grows and produces itself as a tree or a flower does. If it is not a being in phusis, in the sense of growing things, is it an artifact? No, we have distinguished between thing, equipment (artifact), and work. According to Aristotle, what is not brought forth as self-produced (i.e., out of phusis) is a product of "making" as derived from an external paradigm. This determination of things would appear to relegate art to the realm of representation, which, in fact, it has for the ensuing history of metaphysics. Yet, what Aristotle also says, and what remains an unsaid possibility within the metaphysical tradition, is that phusis names ousia: the Being of beings as such and as a whole. As well as designating a particular sphere of beings (growing things), phusis also names Being as such as the arising into unconcealment of a being from itself as itself. In this way, phusis is aletheia (Heidegger 1976, 268-9). Whatever is, in its arising in un-concealment (truth), must, in this sense, in as much as it is the showing of Being in and through itself, be a self-producing, self-concealing revealing. Things as they are, in their unconcealedness, are self-contained and subsisting; things as the self-shining of Being are the self-placing into appearance (morphe), the internal appropriate differentiation and delimitation (peras). Thus, the origin of the work is neither techne, as the arche of artifacts, nor phusis, as the arche of growing-moving things; rather, the origin and order of the work lies in phusis as Being.


In this distinction of phusis and techne as arche, Aristotle, following Plato, designates the work of art as an "imitation." Yet, the other possibility of this Greek saying, not properly understood by the Greeks themselves, the unsaid possibility that resides concealed and forgotten in all metaphysical thinking, claims that Being itself is phusis, Being is kinesis (the movement, happening, and setting to work of truth), that Being is morphe, the self-placing into appearance-form, that Being is Gestalt, that Being is the appropriate articulation of each thing within its own limits, order, form, or measure, and that beings in their Being are not externally limited, ordered, formed or measured. 

2

"The Word of Plato: Being as Dike"

Certainly in the writing of Plato the production of each thing accords with that kind of production we called "making." The eidos, the primary appearance of the being, for instance a bed, shows forth in the production of the bed, but this production (as making) requires an outside agent to effect the bed's appearance. It is for this reason that the true appearance of the being (eidos) stands in a seeming relation of discord with the artistic appearing of the being (phantasma). Yet, in Plato's essential thinking, as with that of Aristotle, there is an unsaid possibility: where Being arises as the appropriate articulation of each thin within its own limits, order, form, or measure, and where the work of art is the self-showing forth of Being in the figure-form (Gestalt). Plato gives this appropriate articulation (Being) the name dike.


In The Republic, Plato attempts to think the essence of dike-dikaiosune. We translate it with the word "justice" and think no more about it. However, we must do away with all moral-legalistic concepts of justice--such as equality, everyone getting "a fair shake," the balancing of accounts etc.--if we are to think the essence of dike as originally spoken by Plato. After a preliminary discussion of dikaiosune in the individual, Socrates tells Glaucon and Adeimantus that in order to see dikaiosune more clearly they should look at it as it is in "larger letters"; that is, they should look to dikaiosune as it exists in the polis (368e). Socrates' argumentative strategy here is not one of randomly choosing the polis over the individual as a primary topic of discussion, nor is Socrates displaying a "totalitarian" privileging of the concerns of the state over the "rights" of the individual--this is a strictly modern notion of the relation of individual and polis. Rather, Socrates is merely following what is the essential bent of Greek thinking: to see Being (ousia as becoming present) as most fully accomplished in the whole, to see Being as being-in-the-whole, as the fulfilment of what unfolds itself;
 we saw this nature of the Greek thinking of Being given the names entelecheia and energeia in Aristotle's work.


Socrates defines the nature of dikaiosune as it exists in the polis as follows: "I believe justice is the requirement we laid down at the beginning as of universal application when we founded our state, or else some particular form of it. We laid down, if you remember, and have often repeated, that in our state one man was to do one job, the job he was naturally most suited for" (The Republic IV.433a). In this way, dike means each person arising within the just limits of that which is proper to them. Those who are strong and brave have a natural tendency, out of themselves, to be, for instance, warriors. We say that their being warriors is proper (dike): "Quantity and quality are therefore more easily produced when a man specializes appropriately on a single job for which he is naturally fitted, and neglects all others" (The Republic II.370c); "justice is keeping what is properly one's own and doing one's own job" (IV.434a). It should not surprize us, then, that dikaiosune arises in the individual in as much as the elements of the latter exist within their proper limits: "each of us will be just and perform his proper function only if each part of him is performing its proper function" (The Republic IV.441e). When the aspects of the individual each arise within their own just limits, their own internal limits (peras) in as much as this is an inclination from out of their own nature, then we see that what is dike in individuals, as with the polis, is the natural order and harmony belonging to them: "The just man will not allow the three elements which make up his inward self to trespass on each other's functions or interfere with each other, but, by keeping all three in tune, like the notes of a scale (high, middle, and low, and any others there be), will in the truest sense set his house to rights, attain self-mastery and order, and live on good terms with himself" (The Republic IV.443d). (note: on attunement as the openness of the Open (Being); here, Dike as being arises in a particular attunement and articulation of things in their limits). The dikaiosune of each being is its arising within the order and harmony that is natural to, or arises from, itself. If is the beings arising within its own just or proper limits. Dike-dikaiosune "names Being with reference to the essentially appropriate articulation of all beings" (Heidegger 1979, 166). (note: on justice as what has its source in its own nature; tyrannical state etc. is the external imposition of an order).

2.1
"Art as Techne"

We see here that dike names Being much as phusis does for Aristotle. We said that for Plato beings (more properly non-beings) arise out of the process of "making." The primordial appearance, the true being, the eidos, shows itself in the making of the (non-) being. However, the eidos does not accomplish the placing into appearance of the (non-) being. The bringing forth into appearance requires an outside agent (architekton). We also said, in connection with Aristotle, that the arche of that which has the source of its being-moved, the source of its change or emerging into unhiddenness, outside itself is techne.
 This is the classic Platonic position pertaining to art (techne): techne is the occulting of the primary (true) appearing of the being (eidos). In its "making," the products of techne are to some degree, depending of the degree of the occulting, non-beings. This is the classic Platonic position because it guides all later thinking about art within the representational tradition: art is consigned to the realm of the flickering image (to horaton topos), to the realm of non-being, of un-truth--where truth is correspondence and un-truth is falsity (pseudos) (cf. The Republic II.377d-e, 379a). This notion of techne as an arche is disclosed through Plato's discussion of the relation of health to medical science or know-how (techne) as an analogy of the unfolding of dike in techne:


'Then has any form of professional skill [techne] any interest at which it aims over and above its own perfection?'


'What do you mean by that?'


'Suppose, for example,' I replied, 'that you were to ask me whether the body were self-sufficient, with no needs beyond itself, I should answer "It certainly has needs. That is the reason why medicine has been discovered, because the body has its defects and is not self-sufficient; medical skill was, in fact, developed to look after the interests of the body." Would that be a correct answer, do you think?'


'It would.' 

....


'Medicine therefore looks to the interest not of medicine but of the body.'


'Yes.'


'And training to the interest of the horse and not its own. Nor does any form of skill seek its own interest (it needs nothing) but that of its subject matter.'


'It looks like it.'


'Yet surely,; I said, 'all forms of skill rule and control [arche?] their subject-matter.' (The Republic I.341d-342c).

Plato seems to be saying that medical know-how (techne) is the arche, in the sense of ruling and ordering, of the body; this is due to the fact that all forms of techne "rule and control their subject-matter." In navigating, the sea-captain uses his know-how in the field of navigation in order to rule and look towards the good end of the subject-matter of his know-how: the ship. If the captain is also, or more pressingly, concerned with making money, then he uses financial know-how in order to rule and see to its good end the subject-matter of this know-how: his finances. In this way, techne would appear to be the arche of its subject-matter. Yet, we cannot say that techne is an arche for its subject-matter in the same way in which phusis or techne arise as an arche of a thing according to our discussion of Aristotle. That is to say, we cannot say that medical know-how (techne) constitutes the "making" of the body.  We cannot say, similarly, that the know-how of cookery constitutes the "making" of the cooked vegetables that one eats--certainly, "mother-nature" had a hand in the production of the vegetables.


Thus, Plato must be saying something else about techne here. Techne, that which constitutes the activity of everyone from a craftsman to a doctor, from a political leader to an artist, is a knowing bringing forth into appearance. Techne, when it is an external arche--for example, as the arche of artifacts--brings about the "making" of the being in its coming into appearance. However, techne can also be merely the guiding of the self-placing into appearance of the being whose arche is in phusis as morphe.

What could be more obvious than the opinion that phusis is therefore a kind of self-making, hence a techne, the only difference being that the end of this making has the character of phusis? And we do know of such a techne. Iatrike, the art of medicine, has its telos as hugiea, a phusis-like condition. Iatrike is hodos eis phusin. But just when the road seems open to an analogy between phusis and iatrike, the basic difference between the two ways of generating a phusei on comes to light. Iatrike, as hodos eis phusin is a being-on-the-way toward something that precisely is no iatrike, not the art of medicine itself, i.e., not a techne. Iatrike would have to be hodos eis iatriken in order to be at all analogous to phusis. But if it were, it would no longer be iatrike, because practising medicine has as its end the state of health and that alone, Even if a doctor practises medicine in order to attain a higher degree of the techne, he does so only that he might all the more reach the telos of restoring health--provided, of course that he is a real doctor and not some shrewd "businessman." (Heidegger 1976, 262).

If health, like phusis, is the natural order, harmony, and proper limits of the body, then if the body suffers a minor cut, it heals itself out of itself: its health as its natural order (phusis) is the source (arche) of the cure, the source of its own health. Medical know-how (techne), in cleaning the wound etc., merely guides or facilitates the workings of the natural order (phusis/health) of the body.

[A] man, entirely by himself, might become the [originating and ordering] source [arche] of health for himself, and at the same time he could be a doctor. He has the medical know-how [techne] in himself, but not insofar as he regains his health. Rather in this case, being a doctor and regaining health happen to have come together in one and the same man. But for that very reason the two also remain separated from each other, each on its own. And the same holds for everything else that belongs among things made. That is to say, none of them has in itself the origin and ordering of its being made. Rather, some have their arche in another being and thus have it from the outside, as for example a house and anything else made by hand. (Aristotle, qtd. in Heidegger 1976, 234)

Thus, the body's health arises out of its own natural order. It is a loose linguistic usage that says that the doctor "cures" the patient. Heidegger expands Aristotle's example of the "self-curing" doctor into a discussion of the relation of medical techne to health-phusis in terms of modern medical practice which may seem to keep the body alive "unnaturally":

Say that two doctors suffer from the same disease under the same conditions and that each one treats himself. However, between the two cases of illness there lies a period of 500 years, during which the "progress" of modern medicine has taken place. The doctor of today has at his disposal a "better" technique and he regains his health, whereas the one who lived earlier dies of the disease. So the arche of the cure of today's doctor is precisely the techne. There is, however, something further to consider here. For one thing, the fact of not dying, in the sense of prolonging one's life, is not yet necessarily the recovery of health. The fact that men live longer today is no proof that they are healthier; one might even conclude to the contrary....Techne can only co-operate with phusis, can more or less expedite the cure; but as techne it can never replace phusis and in its stead become the arche of health as such. That could only happen if life as such were to become a "technically" producible artifact. At that very moment, however, there would also no longer be such a thing as health [the natural order, harmony, and proper limits of the body], any more that there would be birth and death. Sometimes it seems as if modern man rushes headlong towards this goal of producing himself technologically. When he achieves this, man will have blown himself up, i.e., his Being as subjectivity, into the sky where the simply meaningless is valued as the one and only "meaning" and where preserving this value appears as the human "domination" of the globe. (1976, 235-36)


We have seen that, for Aristotle, techne cannot be the arche of a being, such as the body, in the same way that phusis can--out of the thing's own nature. We have seen that techne is the guiding of the health, or self-healing (self-emerging into appearance, phusis-Being), of the body (being). At first glance, it appeared that Plato, in contradistinction to Aristotle, posited that medical-techne is the arche of the body, rather than health-phusis. This would correspond to, and would be supported by, the infamous Platonic denigration of the work of art as a product of paradigmatic making with its origin and order (arche) outside itself. However, if we attend more closely to Plato's text we will see that for him, as with Aristotle, techne is the "mid-wife" to phusis-dike-Being; techne guides the self-emerging and placing into appearance that is Being. In this way, we will see that Plato holds out another possibility for art as techne: that it is a relation to Being, rather than the non-being of the representational image; the possibility also arises that the work of art has its arche in its own nature, in its self-placing into appearance (Being as phusis-morphe) in the figure (Gestalt). Rather than a non-being, then, the work, having Being as its arche, is the self-shining of Being in the work as form.


In the preliminary discussion that constitutes Book I of The Republic, dikaiosune, the unfolding of what is proper, is assumed to be (in the manner of its unfolding) only in as much as it is in know-how (techne).


'Yes, but look here,' I said, 'suppose someone asked him "How then does medical skill [techne] get its name, Simonides? What does it supply that is due and appropriate and to whom?" How do you suppose he would reply?'


'Obviously that it is the skill that supplies the body with remedies and with food and drink.'


'And if he were asked the same question about cookery?'


'That it is the skill that supplies the flavour to our food.'


'Then what does the skill we call justice supply and to whom?' (I.332c-d).

Dike, that is, unfolds itself in techne; techne is the guiding of the self-appearing of dike. (That, for Plato, dike shows itself in techne is most famously expressed in the analogy of the "ship of fools" as "ship of state" [cf. VI.488a-489a]).


Because techne is thought of as the knowing-guiding of the self-presencing of dike as Being, the philosopher, the one who knows the Good, is conceived of, by Plato, as an artist, and his knowing as a knowing-bringing forth (techne). For instance, the ideas brought forth in the philosophic dialogue are thought of as artistic sketches: "'I say, Glaucon,' I put in, 'you're putting the finishing touches to your two pictures as vigorously as if you were getting them ready form an exhibition'" (II.361d). Similarly, the discussion of the "ideal" polis, where dike is to be found, begins with "an imaginary sketch of the origin of the state" (II.369c). The artist's sketching, of course, is a sketching of the whole, where each part arises within its limits and each is sketched in its proper hue:

We are therefore at the moment trying to construct what we think is a happy community by securing the happiness not of a select minority, but of the whole....Now if we were painting a statue, and were met with the criticism that we were not using the most beautiful colours for the most beautiful parts of the body--for we had not coloured the eyes, the body's most precious feature, purple, but black--we could, I think, reasonably reply as follows: "It is absurd to expect us to represent the beauty of the eye in a way which does not make it look like an eye at all, and the same is true of the other parts of the body; you should look rather to see whether we have made the whole beautiful by giving each part its proper colour. (IV.420c-d)

Socrates' painting of the ideal polis, in its sketching-bringing forth of the whole in its own appearing, as with all works of art, does not refer to external existence; it need only refer to the appearance (eidos) that it itself brings forth: "'If a painter, then, paints a picture of an ideally beautiful man, complete to the last detail, is he any the worse painter because he cannot show that such a man could really exist?'" (V.472d).


Along with the know-how (techne) of the philosopher-ruler in bringing forth the dike of the polis, and along with the artist's techne in bringing forth the appearing of the eidos, Plato uses the example of medical know-how, as does Aristotle, in order to demonstrate that techne cannot produce a cure for the body; rather, the body's natural order and harmony (phusis-dike-health) is its own arche; it heals itself out of itself. Plato wishes to make this point in order to form a comparison, an analogical illustration, with the way in which the healthy (dike) polis has its origin and order (arche) arise out of its own natural order and proper limits. Conversely, the polis that is adikia is one in which, like the unhealthy body, indiscipline and disorder hold sway: "And the prevalence of indiscipline and disease in a community leads, does it not, to the opening of law courts and surgeries in large numbers" (III.405a). Indiscipline in individual, body, and polis means that their order and measure is sought externally; the body, unable to heal itself out of its own natural order, needs the surgeon to attempt a "cure"; the criminal, unable to be just out of his or her own natural order (dikaiosune), needs the judge to attempt a "reform": "And when not only the lower classes and manual workers, but also those who have some pretensions to a liberal education, need skilled doctors and lawyers, that is a pretty conclusive proof that the education in a state is disgracefully bad. For is it not a strikingly disgraceful sign of a bad education if one has to seek justice at the hands of others as one's masters and judges because one lacks it in oneself?" (III.405a-b).


Socrates refers to the time of Asclepius as a time in which healing (techne) is the appropriate bringing forth of the natural order of the body, not the attempt to impose an external order. However, with modern methods of treating disease, the struggle against death is extended.

'[I]t was not till the days of Herodicus, so they say, that doctors made use in their treatment of modern methods of cosseting disease. Herodicus was an athletic trainer, whose health failed, and he proceeded to make first and foremost himself, and then many others after him, miserable by a combination of medicine and physical training.'


'How did he do that?'


'By dying a lingering death. His whole attention was devoted to his disease which was mortal; he could not cure himself of it but spent the rest of his life too busy to do anything but doctor himself and being made wretched by any departure from his routine treatment. And his skill prolonged the struggle against death till he was an old man.' (III.406a-b)

The treatment of Herodicus is monstrous in that it takes one out of his or her proper nature; rather than bringing forth and guiding the health (phusis-dike-Being) of the body, Herodicus' techne is an external imposition. For instance, we may say that a relative who has had his or her "struggle against death" prolonged by a life-support machine, although still technically "alive," is no longer the same person--be it due to the non-responsiveness of the coma-condition or, if out of the coma, the seeming change in personality that accompanies the brain damage. The relative, it could be said, has been taken out of his or her proper limits and natural order. And it is in this respect that Heidegger says that "the fact of not dying, in the sense of prolonging one's life, is not yet necessarily the recovery of health. The fact that men live longer today is no proof that they are healthier; one might even conclude to the contrary" (1976, 235). Living longer is not necessarily the recovery of health which, as the self-emerging out of itself that is the phusis-dike-Being of the body, cannot be provided for externally by the life-support machine. For Socrates and Plato, the proper order of the individual, the phusis-dike-Being of the individual, is his or her proper role or job within the polis. 


'If a carpenter is ill,' I replied, 'and goes to a doctor, he expects to be given an emetic and be cured, or to get rid of the trouble by purge or cautery or operation. If he is ordered to undergo a long cure, wrapping his head up and all that sort of thing, he will probably say that he's no time to be ill and that a life in which one must give all one's attention to one's ailments and none to one's proper job simply is not worth living. then he will dismiss the doctor who has given the advice, go back to his normal routine, and either regain health and get on with his job, or, if his constitution won't stand it, die and be rid of his troubles.'


'That's the right way for that sort of man to treat medical advice,' he agreed.


'The reason being,' I said, 'that hi has a job to do, and if he does not do it, life is not worth while.'


'Yes, clearly.'  
(III.406d-e)


In contradistinction to Herodicus' treatment, Socrates presents Asclepius as an example of a case in which techne is a responding to and a guiding-bringing forth of the natural order and proper limits of the body. In this way, in bringing forth the proper order and just limits (phusis-dike-Being) of the thing, Asclepius is a great statesman.


'Let us say, then, that Asclepius too knew all this, and therefore introduced medical treatment for those who have a good constitution and lead a healthy life. If they get some specific disease, he gets rid of it by drugs or surgery, but tells them to go on leading their normal life so as not to make them less useful to the community. But he makes no attempt to cure those whose constitution is basically diseased by treating them with a series of evacuations and doses which can only lead to an unhappy prolongation of life, and the production of children as unhealthy as themselves. No, he thought that no treatment should be given to the man who cannot survive the routine of his ordinary job, and who is therefore of no use either to himself or society.'


'You talk as if Asclepius was a real statesman!'


'Of course he was...' (III.407c-e)

Just as the body that is within its proper order and limits has the source of its health arise out of itself, so too the polis has its dikaiosune out of its own natural order and just limits (phusis-dike-Being).
 In the body-polis that heals itself out of itself, that which is diseased or incurably corrupt is excised for the good of the whole: "This then is the kind of medical and judicial provision for which you will legislate in your state. It will provide treatment for those of your citizens whose physical and psychological constitution is good; as for the others, it will leave the unhealthy to die, and those whose psychological constitution is incurably corrupt it will put to death" (III.409e-410a).
 


In all of these cases, that of the unfolding of dike in techne, of the philosopher's artistic sketching of the eidos, and of the medical know-how that is the guiding of the health of the body, techne is understood as the knowing-bringing forth of phusis-dike-Being in a being. In this way, the true artist, with techne as this bringing forth, occasions the appearance of the truth of the thing:


'The graphic arts are full of the same qualities and so are the related crafts, weaving and embroidery, architecture and the manufacture of furniture of all kinds; and the same is true of living things, animals and plants. For in all of them we find beauty and ugliness. And ugliness of form and bad rhythm and disharmony are akin to poor quality expression and character, and their opposites are akin to and represent good character and discipline....We must look for artists and craftsmen capable of perceiving the real nature of what is beautiful, and then out young men, living as it were in a healthy climate, will benefit because all the works of art they see and hear influence them for good, like the breezes from some healthy country, insensibly leading them from earliest childhood into close sympathy and conformity with beauty and reason.' (III.401a-d) 


We have seen that art, in its essence as determined in the primordial Greek founding is not necessarily the externally determined derivation of a pre-existing appearance, that it is not necessarily a copy of poor accordance (homoiosis) to the original. We shall now attempt to follow how this Greek formulation of the relation of art and truth unfolds in the course of the Western tradition: firstly, in its manifest (Said) development in the form of representational metaphysics; secondly, in terms of the latent (Unsaid) possibilities that, lying concealed, order and structure the history of metaphysical statements in their unfolding.


Notes
�.  This notion of being-in-the-whole is prevalent throughout Plato's assertions that the good of the polis is the good of the whole (the common-wealth). More particularly, it can be seen in his assertion of the need for a common interest, especially among the Guardian class, that makes the members akin to a body:


What is more, such a state most nearly resembles an individual. For example, when one of us hurts his finger, the whole partnership of body and soul, constituting a single organism under a ruling principle, perceives it and is aware as a whole of the pain suffered by the part, and so we say that the man in question has a pain in his finger. And the same holds good of any other part in which a man suffers pain or enjoys pleasure. (The Republic V.462c-d)


Similarly, we should note that in defining the philosopher, the one who loves knowledge or wisdom and whose ultimate object of knowledge is the Good, Socrates asserts that loving entails loving the whole of the thing: "'Well, I hardly need to remind you,' said I, 'that if a man can be properly said to love something, it must be clear that he feels affection for it as a whole, and does not love part of it to the exclusion of the rest'" (The Republic V.474c).


�.  We should point out that Plato also distinguishes between internal and external sources of being-moved: "Well, if anything does change its proper form, must not the change be due either to itself or to something else?" (The Republic II.380d).


�.  We see, too, that Plato's conception of the artistic sketch, as what brings forth the appearance of the thing, is not one of simple one to one representation of that which pre-exists in as much as Socrates' analogical illustrations are fantastic constructions: "But you listen to my illustration and see just how greedy I am for comparisons. For there's really no single thing one can use to illustrate the plight of the better type of philosopher in contemporary society; one must draw on several sources for one's illustrations in defence of him, like a painter combining two or more animals into a goat-stag or similar monster" (VI.488a).


�.  The healthy body and just polis are so in their natural order and proper functioning. The unhealthy body, out of its proper order, is not able to function as it should; the attempt to prolong the life of this body means an unhealthy concentration on "remedies" which still do not allow the individual to lead his or her proper life. Similarly, the unhealthy (adikia) polis, tyranny is the clearest example, is one in which an unhealthy concentration on the prolongation of the life of the state occurs; the state is not allowed to function within its proper limits. The tyrant,


'...must keep a sharp eye out for men of courage or vision or intelligence or wealth; for, whether he likes it or not, it is his happy fate to be their constant enemy and to intrigue until he has purged them from the state.'


	'A fine kind of purge,' he remarked.


	'Yes,' I returned, 'and the reverse of a purge in the medical sense. For the doctor removes the poison and leaves the healthy elements in the body, while the tyrant does the opposite.' (VIII.567b-c)


�.  On the topic of the polis as a being out of phusis, Socrates remarks, "And once we have given our system [politeia] a good start...the process of improvement [growth, phusis] will be cumulative" (IV.424a).


�.  For other relevant comparisons of medical and judicial health, see the following passages:


	'Otherwise,' he said, 'they will spend their while time making and correcting detailed regulation of the sort you've described, always expecting to achieve perfection.'


	'You mean,' said I, 'that they will lead lives like invalids who lack the restraint to give up a vicious way of life.'


	'Exactly.'


	'And a very attractive life they lead! For all their cures and medicines have no effect--except to make their ailments worse and more complicated--yet they live in hope that every new medicine they are recommended will restore them to health.' (IV.425e-426a)





'Men don't reckon that life is worth living when their physical health breaks down, even though they have all the food and drink and wealth and power in the world. So we can hardly reckon it worth living when the natural principle by which we live breaks down in confusion, and a man of his own choice avoids one thing that will rid him of wickedness and injustice, the acquisition of justice and excellence, now that they have been clearly shown to be as we have described them.' (IV. 445a-b)





