Peace is not the absence of Conflict: a Philosophical Reflection 
 When we think of personal, inner peace, the concepts of “peace” and “conflict” look to be opposites. Conflict, in the sense of “agitation”, is excluded. But the subjective state of inner peace is often attained by successful self-managing of present inner conflict for the sake of ongoing wellbeing, not total exclusion or absence. If we think of social peace, conflict in the form of lethal violence is excluded, but formal/legal/business/ competition or difference of opinion, as types of conflict, are not. If we allow a concept of physical peace, a homeostatic or an eco-system made up of conflicting non-conscious entities might be peaceful as a stable whole. If peace can coexist with conflict in the social and physical ways noted, peace is not the absence of conflict, in some ways. 
In order to explicate a more general analysis of the thesis, this paper will:
 1.invoke a theory of meaning and truth; II. apply it to “peace’, in the related senses of personal, social, and physical peace; to peace-making and seeking; and to a lesser extent “absence” and “conflict”; and then at step III. draw some conclusions.
I  Different theories of  meaning and truth
Eastern philosophy has its distinctive theories of meaning and truth, undoubtedly known to peace seekers like Jains and Buddhists and peacemakers like Gandhi. As the son of a Jain Hindu mother, Gandhi would probably have been familiar with the practice of responding to a general assertion, like “Peace is not the absence of conflict” , with the reply: “In some ways”, and he would also have been familiar with the fourfold Hindu philosophy categories of assertion :a)  true, b) false, c)  neither true nor false; and d) both true and false- known as the catuskoti. 
The practice of responding with “ …in some ways” recognizes possible indeterminacy and equivocation. It  allows making distinctions  as a peace-making technique when asserting neither true nor false or both true and false c) and d)) above. It reflects a respect for the indeterminacy/vagueness of many concepts, propositional contents, and assertions, especially about important personal and interpersonal psychological matters of belief, value, and faith.
Some modern Western Philosophers would say of the Hindu catuskoti that category c), neither true nor false, is empty because a proposition is just something determinate which can be/ is either true or false, (law of the exclude middle) and propositions must be determinate. They would also say: category d) is nonsense, because a proposition must be determinate in sense and truth value, and cannot be true and false at once, in the same respect. (law of non-contradiction). They would say acceptance would open the way to vagueness/indeterminacy/inconsistency, instead of pursuing the clear/determinate intelligible truth, especially in mathematical physics and other natural science, as an ideal. Physical things are conceived as extended in space, perceptible (sensible, observable); or inferred from perceptions, ideally technically definable, and physically and numerically quantifiable/measurable, confirming or disconfirming  hypotheses. 
Determinacy is indeed a worthwhile ideal, especially in natural sciences, and can sometimes be attained. But in fact, and for many other Western philosophers, a degree of indeterminacy is sometimes ineliminable and acceptable. For example, a) it is ineliminable in defining aspects of psychological states of knowledge, love, intentional action; and b) perceptions of things like waves, clouds or colour e.g. two clouds can merge into one; a colour correctly described as “red-orange” or coral, henna, or terra cotta, will not be squarely either red or not, so catuskoti (c) above will be true of it. 
A quantitatively backed, stipulated definition, using a colour chart and measuring machine, plus “normal light and sight conditions” may be possible, but will not tell whether we have red or not in ordinary mixed contexts without the stipulated conditions and machine aids, so it will not be practically useful. One person will say it is red and a self styled “expert” with the chart and monitor will deny it.
 Some attributes/properties are determinate, like “ten feet tall’,  but some are not, like “ironic”. And so in a sense-category d)-both true and not true, can still be non-empty: and so can c) type claims like  “either X is red or  not red”. Even if the “same respect” condition is applied, the pre-existing knowledge of the one who is judging the meaning or sameness of a “respect”, and the other circumstances of the judgement or perception, will vary. At one level of abstraction, or magnification, a respect of a term can be determinate. But an expert will say it is actually not the same in detail. If relations, or orders of consideration, which are not about intrinsic properties, are not agreed to be “respects”, the condition will not apply clearly. 
A person with a given belief or emotion or expertise set should not say categorically that their  belief or feeling  or skill is a property which is either  present or  not present, even  in a given respect. There might not be determination/agreement with the judgement about the presence/sameness of the respect, like the reason for the belief or feeling or level of skill at some other level. The respect can be different in detail, judged relative to further implicit circumstances or further theoretical assumptions. Alleged consistency/ contradictoriness is often contestable. And finally determinacy cannot be expected of the relevant “respect” when the context is fictional, humorous, or ironic/sarcastic assertion. 
Most Western Philosophers recognised these “laws” were ideal only and the possibility of indeterminacy and equivocation. Plato wrote dialogues in which his created character “Socrates,” drawn from life based on his teacher Socrates , brings out the equivocations in claims about justice being “the interests of the stronger”, by showing “strong” is equivocal as between mind and body to challenge Thrasymachus and Callicles, who expressed this sort of view.[footnoteRef:2] Alas, Plato’s own response to the inconclusive Socratic quest for knowledge, via teasing out of equivocations on the meaning of “good: was to propose a univocal account of good and justice, based on the idea that Good and Being were univocal terms standing for unchanging transcendent “Forms” in which their changeable instances participated. Republic proposed an account of “man” as composed of reason, temper and appetite. Reason is represented in the state by a set of elite “Guardians”, with no families or property to distract or corrupt them. They were to be focused from birth on these Forms, so they would know and love the good, practice justice, and rule the other parts of society from the top down, wisely and justly. [2:  They had concede that they meant “strong” not in physical strength, but daring to seize power from others. ] 

Aristotle, his pupil, on the other hand, rejected the proposed Republic and instead  used a doctrine of analogical predication or equivocation, to question Plato’s own doctrine of Forms, and especially the Form of the Good. Plato’s Republic was the first Western political tract, and it was first criticised by its author’s best student, Aristotle.  Aristotle accepts the determinate ideal behind Natural Science of substances/being, and himself privileges theoretical knowledge and syllogistic logic as ideal in that domain. But in other domains of discourse, like ethics,  he also accepts indeterminate practical and ethical knowledge/reasoning and he rejects the necessity of univocal Forms of Being and Good, and the elite politics, substituting his analogical pluralist account of the words “being” and “good” for the univocal transcendent Forms, and questioning some of the alleged implications of the notion that the state is just  “man writ large”.
In his pre-scientific concept of a person, persons are substances which have:
a) spiritual/intellectual self or soul with capacities, like consciousness, knowledge of truth , and desire for wellbeing, memory and imagination. These direct others, of type- b)
b)  sensory-motor capacities, like the five senses and limb movement, associated with sensory pleasure and pain. “Higher” capacities of type a) and b) nurture “lower”type c) 
c) autonomic capacities, like digestion and respiration, by wise diet and excercise. In turn, non-conscious type c) capacities enable the existence of consciously directed capacities of type  of type a) and b), and the rise or orexis of their physical “needs” prompt  higher types of activity in response from the mind/body composite. Capacities are mutually dependent in different respects. There is a separation of powers/division of labour.  
 He claims “being” and “good” apply primarily to “substances”, natural, living, animal, and persons, rational, and/or divine, but also, in a secondary way, to other ‘categories’ of “being,’ like the acts of these substances’, their passive states, their qualities, quantities, relations, places and times (Nicomachean ethics,1096b3ff).Persons are the paradigm of substances. Presence of any non-substantial entity, at a place or time, is a mode of existing, but does not graduate it as a substance. On this account, caused actions, groups, organisations, states, and human thoughts can also “exist” but in a ”secondary sense.[footnoteRef:3]  [3:  In his ethics, he shows how adding circumstances, based on category attributions,  to abstract descriptions of act-types, like “killing” can alter their moral status from bad to excusable or good, so “killing is wrong” can be true and false, in different circumstances.] 

 Aristotle gives another example to explicate his theory of analogical predication at Metaphysics Book IV 1003a16-1004a. Terms like “health”, similar to “good” and “exist”, had both primary and secondary meanings. The primary meaning of health is a bodily state. In a secondary sense, any causes or effects, signs or symptoms of the bodily state of ”health”, such as diet, exercise, medicine, complexions, or urine, can also be said to be “healthy”, but not in good health. 
In what follows I will be treating  all four of the Hindu catuskoti categories -true, false, neither true nor false and both true and false- as non-empty and Aristotle’s theory of equivocation by reference to a paradigm, or analogy, as true . Persons are paradigmatic substances or existents, and the capacity pf reason a) above is the top capacity in a hierarchy of capacities along with b) and c) level capacities of human nature in order to argue that “peace” is similar to “being”, “:good”, and “health”, with primary and secondary uses, and the thesis in question, “Peace is not the absence of conflict,” applies truly to peace in assertions mainly where the secondary senses are involved, but also in the primary sense “in some ways.”
 II. Applying the Analogy of Attribution by reference to a paradigm theory to Peace
I will sidestep Physical Monism, or Reductive materialism and the determinacy obsession against which I have argued elsewhere.[footnoteRef:4] Also sidestepped is Social Darwinism, survival of the competitive fittest, which does not explain family nurturing, love, or morality.[footnoteRef:5] Applying a pluralist, “interactive dualistic” non-physicalist account of the rational conscious person and a pluralist method of determination to “peace is not the absence of conflict”, and to illustrate the pluralist analogical view consider the following taxonomy of meanings of the concept of peace. [4:  The Natural Law and Belief: Secularism, Theism, and Religion in Dialogue Nova Science New York 2019]  [5:  See T. Nagel’s Mind and Cosmos:Why the Materialist Neo-Darwinian Conception of Nature is almost certainly False ,  Oxford University 2012 and J. Griffith’s Freedom :the end of the human condition, an  ebook  on www.human condition.com] 




                                                                     PEACE 
Personal                                                  Social                                                                  Physical   
Inner/Immanent/subjective                Transitive/external                    “Natural”  acts of physical entities 
Passive/Awed/Meditative                    Structural /collective                 (however “natural” is conceived)
Episodic Stillness, silence, serenity    Celebration/ Consensus:             “Normality” for living things  
 On-going perceived wellness            Justice/ rule of law                         Perception of physical event 
Acceptance/contentment/                  Equality, freedom, desert            Health/ homeostasis of body 
Self-sufficiency/delight                        Social needs satisfied                   ( normal temperature/pressure) 
Self-control/knowledge/respect       Security/ No lethal violence           Cosmic/ planetary peace
Harmony/Together-ness                    Tolerance of culture difference       Stability of nature:      Virtue/Will-deed unity                        Co-operation                                                Eco-stability of a system
 Play/creation/leisure                        Conditional competition: business/          enabling personal/social 
 Self-development                              /sport/recreation                                           peace and conflict 
Introspective/private                        Public/interpersonal                                     Peaceful physical death
 Personal, social, and physical peace can each and all be made the object of peace seeking. This can include the following activities:
                                                       Peace-seeking/creation/making/keeping
                                         Managing Conflicts of self-rule (swaraj) and word-deed unity  
                                          Confronting social injustice e.g. Gandhi’s  Satyagraha
                                          Preserving health and planetary environmental peace
                                         Mediation/negotiation though institutional processes/procedures
To save time, I will give just a few examples of each. 
Personal peace      Looking at the night sky; painting or music or gardening; feeling content with life
Social Peace….Signing a peace treaty; attending a marriage ceremony; singing in a choir. 
Physical peace    Rain, Sleep; viewing a landscape, health
Peace-making ---Breaking up a fight; mediating a neighbourhood dispute; joining a demonstration.
 The primary meaning of peace,in Aristotle’s sense of the paradigm case, I suggest, is personal peace: individual persons’ subjective passive experience of peace, or an active, peaceful disposition based on perceived wellness, and/or bearing the other marks noted, in the left column.[footnoteRef:6] Such experience or perceived ongoing personal peace is often the product of virtuously embodied/expressed wellbeing, and the finality, or architectonic end, of the other three modes. Persons truly attributed the marks of peace in that personal column understand peace, in the primary sense, and want to create or nurture ongoing peaceful social institutions, in the middle column, and physical peace, for the sake of all. They do so by means of just policies and roles, enabling shared information, decision-making, and benefit (justice). [6:  On the marks of wellbeing, Aristotle’s remarks in ethical works are collected by Aquinas in ST. II-IIae 182.Delight, knowledge of the highest good, ultimate goods, permanent/cumulative, self-sufficient, immanence, leisure, absence of evil.] 

Social peace is attributed to collections/groups of persons making up a state or organisation, an artefact, with roles and incumbents, designed by a leadership group. A group is not a separate substance but a relation of persons, caused by persons,  and ideally personal. There is no “self-control” because there is no self. But there are analogues of personal features like goals, repertoires, decisions, actions, and impacts. An ethically ideal social order, or rule of some leading role  incumbents over themselves and others, is working well politically according to just policies. It can be the effect of, and collective wider embodiment of, individuals who at least understand the meaning of personal peace, intending such inner peace in some respect, as a prime architectonic end. 
Peace-making activity, as an efficient cause, enables personal peace to go from intentional end, where it is absent, to an executed personal, social and physical reality. So the primacy of personal peace with respect to social and social to physical peace is not absolute, and it is worth trying to spell out this complex interdependence in order to explain our intuition that Aristotle was right to question the univocal, top-down approach to such concepts as being, good, justice etc. 
Broadly speaking one cannot easily explain social peace or physical peace or peace making without reference to personal peace as primary, since social peace in organisational design is in part the creation of the collective aggregate of persons, in some way personally  at peace. [footnoteRef:7] One can describe and enjoy personal psychological peace even in unpeaceful social contexts like wartime and failed states, and when dying a peaceful death, where “peaceful” physical systems collapse. It would be hard to describe social peace without reference to /describing personal peace and the majority of individuals in a group being at peace, or to pick out peaceful bodily homeostasis without reference to the peaceful psychological and social states of wellbeing enabled by it. Yet physical peace is the necessary condition and material enabling cause of inner and social peace. Although personal peace is in some ways primary, secondary social and physical senses are also important. Social peace is an external institutional cause, effects, expression, signs, symptom, and enabler of personal peace, as exercise. Complexion, urine, or medicine are of signs of health. and its absence can make personal peace for some individuals actually impossible.   [7:  An asylum seeker from a repressive violent unpeaceful regime can still be personally peaceful while not having social peace; social peace can obtain in some of the ways marked, even if a few individuals have no personal peace, but not if the great majority have no such peace.] 

If we apply the Hindu taxonomy of assertions: true, false, neither true nor false, both true and false .  and the analogical theory of predication/ meaning to the thesis in question we get: 
1.Peace is not the absence (nonexistence) of conflict, in some ways. This is true of some of the examples above.  
2.In some ways, peace is the absence (nonexistence) of conflict. This is true of examples like lethal violence. 
3. Peace is neither: the absence of conflict nor (not the absence of conflict). Again, with the qualifier “in some ways” this is true; without the qualifier, “in some ways”, it is false.
 4.Peace is (the absence of conflict) and (not the absence of conflict). Proposition 3 and 4 look contradictory. If we add: “in some ways” they can be true. If we add: ‘at the same time and in the same respect’, this looks to be self-contradictory and false. But even then, if peace is indeterminate in personal, psychological and social cases, or the method of measure, or “respect” is still indeterminate, this can be disputed.
The “same respect” options are pretty much the criteria give above for peace In the three categories. If we look at Inner peace, as a whole, and in respect to the sub-criteria listed above, e.g. serenity and perceived wellness, which I am suggesting is basic or primary, and with respect to the presence of absence of conflict, then
 1. For Personal Peace, peace is not the absence of conflict looks false, and assertion 2.above looks true. Even here however there might be present at least an implicit potential conflict between the beliefs and desires in personal self-rule, and their unruled counterparts; and between a peaceful creative artist and the tradition. But a person might preserve their personal peace even in the presence of an ongoing social or physical conflict.   
If we look at Social Peace, or collective peace, peace is compatible with conflict with respect to  business or sports competition, and tolerance of disagreement in belief or desire, provided it is immanent or expressed “peacefully” within the rule of just law governing public demonstration of cultural difference. In those two respects, peace is not the absence of conflict.
In another way, what Galtung call “positive peace” requires justice.[footnoteRef:8] Justice is about peace and the managing of conflict, not its absence. On the other hand, negative peace-the absence of lethal conflict- is part or social peace, and in this respect of social peace, peace is the absence of conflict. So 1. Is false in that sense. [8:  See Galtung, J (1996) Peace by Peaceful Means ] 

 Justice as virtue and law is focused on resolving differences of belief and desire peacefully between individuals in, and between, groups like families, neighbourhoods, cities, and nations. The criteria for justice can “compete” for attention: Equal respect for another’s humanity; equal opportunity for attaining public information, decisional power, and benefit, can conflict, and they might need some distinguishing from ( and can compete with ) equality of wealth or tax; freedom from abject poverty and violence, can compete with freedom for self-advancement; and recognition of merit and contribution and desert, entails both honours lists and esteem, and prisons and fines. 
If we look at physical peace, with respect to mind-body interaction during meditation and homeostasis, it is peaceful in a secondary sense, in that the physical events are not consciously peaceful, but meditation is enabled by neurons and/ or homeostasis produces or enables the other two kinds of peace, and a stable planetary environmental system, containing conflict, enables them. They enable the peaceful perception of a physical object like part of the Grand Canyon, and the latter enables them in a interaction. Aikido is a state of mind and a  nonviolent physical combat. 
Peace-making is about bringing about justice and preserving or restoring it-managing conflict, so is clearly not the absence of conflict. Gandhi connects self -rule, swaraj, to the conquest of violence by “warriors for peace”,[footnoteRef:9] bringing peace out of conflict; bringing about the absence of conflict in his society where it is present; restoring consistency of will and deed to the British Raj adversary by asking the to realise their own preaching of democracy and the rule of law, not contradicting it in practice; and in his activist satyagraha there is confrontation (conflict) with the unjust institution though strike, demonstration, sit in, fasting against imprisonment and more. The I-messages advised in Conflict Resolution Theory can contain implicit confrontation and report conflict.  [9:  The title of Lanzo del Vasto’s book about Gandhi was “Warriors for Peace . Waging Nonviolence is an important movement with an excellent  website  ] 

III Some conclusions
If we think of “is peaceful/at peace” as a many -placed predicate of the form: ”A  is at peace with B with respect to R in circumstances C”, then what we put in the R variable will determine the truth of “Peace is not the absence of conflict.” With the primary sense, inner personal peace, substituted on the variable R , the value of the variables A and B are persons  and the thesis is largely untrue: peace is the absence of conflict, except perhaps with respect to some aspects of self-rule and creativity. For social peace , A and B are usually distinct, and the thesis is largely true, except for negative peace-lethal combat or violence. Physical peace is not interpersonal, but an object to object or person-object interaction, in which A or B or both can be at peace; and in some respects, it is quite compatible with conflict.  
So “Peace is not the absence of conflict”, in most of its secondary senses, is true. Even in the primary senses, where it largely is the absence of conflict, conflict is not absent “in some ways” from inner peace as wellbeing, where self-rule, as real potential conflict is inhibited, or held in check voluntarily or there is blow back from tradition to creativity. If we had time we go could further into the equivocal meanings of “absent”, or “existent”, which would themselves have primary and secondary uses in the sense as noted by Aristotle above. 
Armed with the above taxonomy of peace, in part II above, one can make the case for the thesis of non-absence of conflict from peace using the concept of conflict alone. The word “conflict” itself is a prime example of the indeterminacy of a term, with two dozen meanings: agitation, confusion, hypocrisy, indecision, inconsistency, perversion and worry (personal);combat, competition, confrontation, contrast, contradiction, contrariness,, crime, disagreement, discordance, discrepancy, difference, fight, non-cooperation (strike, boycott), riot, rivalry, violence, war, and worry (social) and collision or disorder disease  (physical). A few of these meanings of conflict-e.g. combat, competition, contrast, difference, non -cooperation, are not excluded by some marks of our four meanings of peace, and some are.
 Reductive Physicalists today argue that everything must be determinate in order to be said to exist and the method of determination is narrowed to objects/events with physical descriptions, like extended objects identified by perception, inference, and quantitative language and measurement. Only physical objects and event are known to really exist. Persons, as dualities of mind and body, and their beliefs and values, like peace, will not really exist for Physicalists in the primary, univocal, physical sense of exist/being/presence. Talk of souls must allegedly  be in principle translatable into physical terms alone. Persons as composites of soul and body will not meet the univocal physicalist criterion of existence. And neither do meanings, wellbeing, moral principles, and even physical laws themselves. Moral judgements about slavery, invasion, or dispossession, are emotive, neither true nor false, or meaningless, for extreme physicalists like the so- called “logical positivists” and “verificationists “ of the 1930-50s.[footnoteRef:10] Total scepticism or idealism will often lurk when this position is pushed to its limits. [10:  See e.g. Language Truth and Logic by A.J. Ayer. Happily, this period of Physicalist dominance is waning. See Dreyfus and Taylor, Reason Recovered] 

Gandhi would have been aware of this deep division of belief between materialist and non-materialists within Western culture, as a British-trained lawyer; and with the contrast between it and the catuskoti and Hindu Philosophy. He could well have believed that the relentless quest for determinacy in the post-Enlightenment West, with its reductive physicalist implications for morality, had much to do with the imperialist/colonialist explosion involving many European nations. If practical moral and aesthetical judgements are down-graded as inferior in clarity, certainty, and merely emotive, because indeterminate, as in the reductive Physicalist views, they are at best less important than scientific judgements. 
Perhaps the Western indifference to the moral evil of organised slavery and economic exploitation resulted from such a generalised moral agnosticism, implicit in the “determination” based cognitive model underpinning capitalist imperialism: what can be measures can be managed. T
he tendency to see moral and political values as less universal, knowable, certain, capable of consistency and rationally grounding than Natural Sciences may have contributed to the Indian takeover and the Raj. Asked what he thought of Western civilisation, Gandhi famously replied:” It would be a good idea”. But he himself never claimed certainty for his own practices and beliefs in satygraha. He said he was “making experiments with truth”. Such intellectual modesty was part of his cultural inheritance, and it should be seen as present in ours, but often displaced with scientistic hubris rather than scientific understanding of knowledge as learned ignorance, and peace as both personal non-conflict  and  managed conflict. Peace is not the absence of conflict “in some ways”. 
Appendix
Architectonic Relations in Practices, Capacities, Actions, and Politics
Architectonic relations are found in supply chains and co-operative mutually dependent chains of practices and professions where one is the finality of one, two or several others, such as shippers, captains, navigators, and helmsmen; boat builders, sail-makers; and carpenters; or the chain starts with commissioning clients, architects, builders, brick makers and layers. Relations between first and last terms are mutual, in some respect/way “top down” in finality, but in other respects like efficient or material causality two way or “bottom up”. 
The idea of conditional, relative, limited finality, or an “architectonic relation”, can be further illustrated with Aristotle’s examples in explaining the capacities or powers of humans mentioned in section 1 and personal intentional action. We saw that actions are not substances but can be said to exist/have an identity and be good in a secondary sense .The language of form, matter, end, and cause can be transposed to entities in the nonsubstance categories analogically.The “form” of an action is given in reply to the question: What is the object of the action? e.g. “killing”; the end is given by answering: what result must follow if successful? e.g.-a living entity is dead; the agent/doer of the act, is the answer to: who?  and so on for its “detailed matter,”including means of performance, (how?)time,(when?) place (where?), and relevant relations to other persons and objects. Then, having supplied the description of the particular agent’s act  here and now; the agent’s  intent and motive in performing this complex act type in the set of circumstances, now supplied in answering these questions, allows one to identify, and then assess the good/bad  of the whole act as performed. We now know its main form-matter-efficient and final cause elements, and their interdependencies. The final intent in doing the deed is architectonic “top-down” to the whole act: Oswald assassinated Kennedy with a rifle  in Dallas in 1963. But its impossible to fully describe without identifying the abstracted nuclear elements of the deed itself, its basic “form”-killing; “end” result (dead president); its efficient causes and other “material” circumstances, minus the crucial individual agent’s actual defining intent in doing the deed , here and now. The action exhibits analogical “division of causal elements “
In individual human acts, their “nature” as quasi-substances is given by their object/end result : looking at a sunset, chopping wood, and intent/motive :why it is done. Looking at the sunset might be done to attain peace. One chops wood for a fire perhaps. One can do neither without some material conditions, but their physical substates are not their directing finality. An individual can be in the chain of organisational practices without being conscious of its architectonic rationale but the activities are really interdependent, and eventually move practical reason towards specific results.Even if an individual peace-maker has no present inner peace,-institutional processes of peace are ultimately effects of individual persons, not vice versa. 
Aristotle uses his  analogical theory of meaning to offer a more pluralistic account of “good “and “being”.  “man” and  ”reason”‘ as they appear  in Plato’s account, projected onto the State as “man writ large”. In Aristotle’s account of the man/state analogy there is a more complex theory of human nature, capacities, and action and recognition of inter-dependency and bottom up “communication” between capacities, analogues of “ divisions of labour” and “separations of power”, reflected in a less top down albeit aristocratic politics of the state. There is recognition of failures of reason in many more senses and ways than Plato allows. 
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