Supplementary material

Appendix. A survey of further references to the εἰκὼς λόγος 
As indicated in note 37 of the paper, in what follows I propose a brief survey of other occurrences of eikōs and its cognates in the Timaeus. None of these analyses is meant to be exhaustive, but each aims to highlight how Timaeus does not use eikōs in order to downplay the epistemological import of his claims, while all cases are either compatible or perfectly consistent with one or more aspects of my reading. I will leave aside 55c–d, since its text is very puzzling (especially as to the textual puzzle at 55d5, θεός vs θεόν) and would provide no firm ground for the analysis: I discuss this passage elsewhere).[footnoteRef:1]  [1:  See Petrucci (2021).] 

	48b5–c2 and 62a4. At 48b5–c2 Timaeus starts arguing (probably against Democritus)[footnoteRef:2] that it is necessary to establish that the receptacle is a receptive and non-reducible principle. He states that ‘one who has ever so little intelligence should not reasonably (εἰκότως, Cornford does not translate the adverb!) rank them (i.e. the elements) in this analogy even so low as syllables’. In this case, the necessity to posit the receptacle and not to regard the elements as ultimate principles of the sensible realm is of course based on an obvious aspect of the physical realm, that is the transmutation of the elements, but relies on an abstract principle: that which is in flux cannot be a principle. Moreover, Plato could hardly regard this statement as negotiable: on the contrary, the very grounds of his ontology, which have been and will be specified in the dialogue, imply such an evaluation, which is thus based on them (especially on the idea that what is subject to perception is also generated: 27c5–28a4). Furthermore, such a statement cannot be part of the Demiurge’s reasoning: the receptacle is already available to the Demiurge, who will produce the elements, so it would be meaningless for him to think that the elements are not principles. All in all, we find a reference to reasonability here which directly concerns not just the sensible elements but their ontological status, and which definitely has a strong epistemological import. [2:  See Morel (2002) 141–42.] 

	The adverb εἰκότως also occurs at 62a4, where Timaeus analyses heat and emphasizes that the reason why fire is hot is the sharpness of the pyramid’s edges, which also determines the swiftness of the fire’s motion: these physical aspects allow fire to cut ‘our particles’, which we feel as heat. Timaeus concludes that, for these reasons, we reasonably (εἰκότως, again Cornford does not translate it) call this affection ‘hot’. Interestingly, in this case the description of the affection belonging to fire is not related to the fact that a sensible fire is a likeliness of the form of Fire, nor does the key point lie in the fact that, from the Demiurge’s perspective, fire is hot because of the shape of the pyramid. Of course, one can ascribe to the Demiurge a teleological reasoning such as ‘fire should consist in a pyramid in order to effectively produce the affection of heat’, but this cannot be the whole story here. Rather, consistent with a pattern of the dialogue’s last part, Timaeus wants to emphasize that the physical properties of the elements are not based merely on sensible qualities, but on their geometrical shape.[footnoteRef:3] If this is correct, two conclusions follow. First, the analysis of physical affections is reasonable since it is grounded in some more general and stable claims, namely those related to the geometrical nature of the elements, which, as we have seen (section IV), are not presented as doubtful. Second, and consistently, the reasoning advanced here proceeds according to the following implication: if fire has the geometrical shape X, it produces the affection Y; the former is true; then the latter follows. Now, neither premise is based on sense perception or vague images: the point is, on the one hand, that in order for the world to be perfect the elements must be identified with the perfect solids (which has already been shown) and, on the other, that from specific geometrical features related physical consequences follow (which is an analytic deduction).  [3:  See O’Brien (1984) 109–13, who also emphasizes the importance of other physical factors, such as density.] 

	67d1–2. Timaeus’ treatment of colours is introduced by saying that ‘it is natural and fitting to add here a reasonable account (μάλιστα εἰκός) of the colours’. It is telling that here Cornford does not translate eikos as ‘likely’, as he usually does, but must resort to ‘reasonable’: as a matter of fact, there is no reason why in Timaeus’ discussion of colours one should detect any hint that colours are the likeliness of forms or anything else. Rather, what follows is a reduction of colours to effluxes of elemental bodies interacting with the internal fire. Whatever interpretation of this dynamics one favours,[footnoteRef:4] it is very clear that Timaeus is appealing to two principles: first, that the like is known by the like; second, that what we call ‘colour’ is actually the way we perceive the affection produced by certain solids because of their stereometric shape. If this is the case, Timaeus’ insistence on ‘reasonability’ amounts to a reference to the geometrical structure of the elements, which has been previously established on stronger grounds: in other words, the theory he is proposing is absolutely reasonable (μάλιστα εἰκός) because it is based on a geometrical conception of the elements, which in turn depends on even more stable arguments (the Demiurge’s ordering action, the necessity of a geometrical configuration of the elements, etc.). [4:  See Brisson (1999) 167–74 and Ierodiakonou (2005) for possible options.] 

[bookmark: __DdeLink__5389_3410856612]	72d4–9 and 75b2–c7. After his account of the ‘tripartition’ of the human soul, Timaeus states that it is impossible to be certain that what he has just said is true (τὸ ἀληθές), for this would require a god to confirm it. Yet one should be confident that what he has said is to eikos. Here truth and reasonability cannot be opposed to each other (simply because in this case the reasonable should coincide with the false): the point is that Timaeus’ statement might be true, but no confirmation can be drawn that it is certainly true. Hence, the most Timaeus can say here is that his account is reasonable, that is reasonably true. Three aspects are key here. First, a claim is certainly true, hence, non-negotiable, if a god confirms it. While the account of the soul cannot receive this confirmation, many of the preceding claims can, namely all those which are directly related to the Demiurge’s generative activity. Hence, one can deduce that virtually the whole section of the ‘works of reason’ (at least) is to be regarded as certainly true.[footnoteRef:5] Second, I have already highlighted a case in which Timaeus’ account deserves to be regarded as certainly true: this is explicitly stated at 51a–b, concerning the status of the receptacle. This not only emphasizes the high epistemic value of Timaeus’ claims about the receptacle, but also testifies to the fact that the reasonable account does not have a single epistemic degree: rather, it is the case that within the whole tale different parts dealing with different objects have different degrees of certainty and negotiability. Finally, Timaeus’ reasoning here confirms another crucial aspect I have pointed to, namely the fact that the epistemological value of a part of the reasonable account also depends on its premises. Indeed, the statement that a claim can be regarded as certainly true if a god confirms it suggests that one can acquire such certainty when the claim is directly based on an effective account of a god and his action. This cannot apply to the case of the human soul, however, for only the rational part has direct divine origins, while, as is well known, the infusion of rational souls into bodies is the work of the lower gods (see especially 69c) and, above all, the very production of the mortal parts is described as a psycho-physiological reaction of the body to the embodiment of the rational soul (see especially 42a–b).[footnoteRef:6] However, it is likely that Timaeus’ confidence has the same origin: although one cannot draw any confirmation from god himself, the reconstruction of the Demiurge’s teleological reasoning and of the ontological framework within which the lower gods operate is strong enough as a premise to ensure that Timaeus’ claim is as reliable as possible, and hence reasonable in this specific sense.  [5:  One cannot exclude that ‘god’ here is used as a kind term, and in this case it would include the lower gods. It seems to me that this possibility can hardly be admitted, for else the lower gods could provide confirmation in the way Timaeus takes the Demiurge to do. Be that as it may, my point is broader: there is no structural opposition between reasonability and truth, while divine confirmation, whatever ‘god’ may refer to, does ensure that a reasonable account is also true.]  [6:  See especially Karfik (2005) 204; Fronterotta (2007) 143–44; Johansen (2004) 143–46.] 

	All this also applies to other passages from the last part of the dialogue. For example, at 75b2–c7 Timaeus attributes a sort of comparative evaluation to the lower gods: since it is impossible for a part of the human body to be both protected by a thick layer of flesh and to be cognitively fit, the lower gods have evaluated that for the head it is convenient to be intelligent, though fragile. Burnyeat has detected here an instance of ‘practical divine reasoning’, and this would support his interpretation of the eikōs logos.[footnoteRef:7] I would not deny this, but I would also suggest that such an explanation only grasps a part of the story. To say that Timaeus is just reproducing the divine reasoning (or better, the lower gods’ reasoning) is to suggest that he is providing an immanent description, whereas what he is really doing is providing an explanation of a very specific aspect of the human body based on a set of cosmological premises, which have already been crucial for higher aspects of the cosmogony, for example, the principle that intelligence is the condicio sine qua non for a living being to be good (30a6–c1). These formulations are perfectly compatible, but the latter emphasizes the logical construal of Timaeus’ reasoning: the point is not just that this or that claim grasps the divine reasoning, but that it may do so at different levels, and based on different premises. [7:  Burnyeat (2005) 157–58.] 

	90e6–91a1. A similar discourse applies to the last reference to the reasonable account: Timaeus says that according to it (κατὰ λόγον τὸν εἰκότα), males behaving contrary to justice will be born as women in the second generation. Though I am not inclined to take this and the following claims of the tale literally, the question remains why it is reasonable that the second generation for unjust men should consist in reincarnation as women. Again, consistent with Burnyeat’s interpretation, one might say that this is simply the prescription of the divine reasoning, and rightly so, for the threat of degeneration is ethically just and even profitable as a means to push human beings towards self-care. However, a more important aspect emerges from this passage: however one reads it, it seems to me difficult to regard it as being epistemologically equivalent to, say, any claim concerning the Demiurge himself, the receptacle, the elements or even the physical dynamics of the elementary solids. The reasonable account once again turns out to be a compound of narrative parts, each having a different epistemological degree. If this is the case, this difference probably depends again on the specific premises of this section, concerning how the lower gods negotiate biological needs based on an evaluation of both the Demiurge’s example and the laws of natural necessity. In other words, while the specific object of this part of the tale cannot but determine a lowering of the epistemic degree of its contents, the premises of this part of the discourse ensure that Timaeus’ account is the best reasonable account one can have of human generation. 
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