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I. 

It is not my intention to give Austrian philosophy or literature any credit for special 
achievements as far as the discussion of Platonism is concerned. On the contrary, 
Austrian writers and thinkers have tended to steer clear of Plato and thus more or 
less ignore a thinker and artist whom one cannot avoid if one is to deal with thought 
and art at all. The responses of Austrian authors to Plato’s works seem to me, on the 
whole, interesting, particularly as strategies of avoidance that are, in turn, revealing 
in the sense that they determine one’s own position. In the discussion on Plato, the 
philosophical, the aesthetic, the literary, and even the philological discourses would 
seem to overlap, and therefore the following paper should also be regarded as a 
minor contribution to the history of these four disciplines and thus as shedding light 
on a context which is by no means insignificant for Austrian literary and intellectual 
history. I hasten to add that the point is not to discuss individual aspects of 
Platonism, but instead to present an overall picture, and to focus on those points that 
have aroused the interest of a variety of writers. 

II. 

Plato’s place is marked also by controversy in the history of German philosophy and 
literature. Hölderlin, for example, praised him in a hymn as a person who created 
paradise, and then condemned him in Hyperion as an enemy of poets. In his novel 
Aristipp, Wieland portrays him as a liar who has betrayed the legacy of Socrates 
through his reports. And we are familiar with the negative views that Nietzsche 
expressed on the creator of a theory of ideas and his mentor Socrates. The contours 
of this dispute cannot be dealt with here even generally. Suffice it to say that 
German literature and philosophy tended to regard Plato as an incontrovertible fact 
involving the creation of a self-sufficient system and theory of ideas that has left us 
with the unavoidable point of departure for any discussion of metaphysics. Similar 
coherence will hardly be found among the views expressed by Austrian writers, 
although his name and his achievements – even if there is no express mention of 
them – play a key role for many of them, although it is a role that is scarcely 
discernible on the surface. 
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III. 

As is evident from his diaries, Franz Grillparzer read Plato throughout his life. There 
are entries on Plato from 1820 all the way up to the year of his death in 1862. He 
read Plato primarily in the original; later in life, due to his failing eyesight, he turned 
to German translations.1 The point of departure for Grillparzer’s scepticism toward 
philosophy and German philosophy in particular arises due to the neglect of 
psychology in German thinking, on the one hand, and Grillparzer’s admiration of 
the physicist and perspicacious psychologist Lichtenberg on the other: “O 
Lichtenberg Lichtenberg, why were you snatched so early from your fatherland!” he 
laments in 1809.2 And in 1816, he jots down the following from the Spectator: “Our 
disputants put me in mind of the scuttle-fish, that when he is unable to extricate 
himself, blackens all the water about him until he becomes invisible” and concludes 
the entry with the question: “Philosophers?”3 In his notes on Plato and Aristotle his 
chief aim is to find the basis among the Greek philosophers for the works of Kant 
and Hegel, and with respect to the latter, he writes: “In the final analysis, this 
Hegelian system is, indeed, based on Platonic ideas.”4 It is worth noting that this is 
the only place where Grillparzer makes any reference at all to the theory of ideas. 
The purpose of his notes is apparently not so much to emphasize the general, but 
instead the particular. Thus, in Phaedrus he does not perceive much more than the 
sublime criticism of a speech by Lysias rather than a treatise on rhetoric and beauty 
or – as Schleiermacher assumed – dialectics. There is only one lesson to be drawn 
from Grillparzer’s selective perception: rhetoric without dialectics is a futile 
undertaking. Naturally, Plato did, in Grillparzer’s view, advance far beyond the 
topic under discussion – as in the case of every major writer the actual reason for 
writing is taken up only to go to a point beyond.5 Grillparzer never tries to pin Plato 
down to a system; he appears only to have taken note of the aporias, which 
concerned him most. In a note he made in 1862 we read:  

The main task of Socrates, one which Plato continued in his dialogs, was 
obviously the following: to get the Athenians – such a wonderful people, 
the likes of which have never again been known in history, who, 
however, because of their sanguine temperament had a flaw, which was 
to undertake the most important things only in response to a whim, to 
some kind of feeling or passion – used to thinking, used to the 
investigation he calls dialectics. For that reason, the inquiry is always 
carried out with painstaking precision, the result, however, is lacking, 
although in philosophy the result ought indeed to be the main issue.6 

On repeated occasions, Grillparzer mentions the “hogwash” which he compares to 
the verbose speech in tragedies; his explanation for this, and he is likely right, is the 
tendency of the Athenians toward “Räsonnement.”7 The form of these dialogs is, in 
his eyes, superior to their philosophical validity. Philosophy appears to be less a 
matter of teaching or theory that is capable of being transformed into a state of the 
highest abstraction, than an activity, a working with and on words. The achievement 
of Plato is precisely the work on language: “Plato [is] entirely modern in the 
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emotional dissection of the original notions.”8 It is not the definition that is 
fascinating, but the dissection; not the result, but the process of analysis. 

It is safe to say that for Grillparzer Plato was the only recognized authority 
among the philosophers. Everything that philosophy has otherwise to show for itself 
is preformed in him and his work.9 Grillparzer is more interested in the procedure. 
Thus, it is not without reason that he takes note of the “stationary” element that 
distinguishes the tragedies of Aeschylus and transforms itself into garrulousness in 
the works of Sophocles and Euripides.10 Grillparzer’s interest is focused neither on 
epistemology nor on the ethical or political maxims. What concerns him is the 
formal quality of this thinking which seems to be self-sufficient in its aimlessness. 
Philosophy appears to have been a therapy for the Athenians, and it is precisely the 
inconclusiveness of the dialogs which leads Grillparzer to esteem the “divine 
Plato.”11 It is as if he wanted to overlook the consequences of Plato’s train of 
thought simply in order to better appreciate the rhetorical and psychological 
dimension. And because these dialogs present themselves as works of art, they have 
validity and permanence for Grillparzer, who also claims to see life in the Age of 
Antiquity mirrored there in a highly concrete fashion. What Plato’s philosophy loses 
in validity from a theoretical standpoint tends to become more binding from a 
practical point of view. 

IV. 

In nineteenth-century Austrian philosophy Plato obviously plays a less significant 
role than does Aristotle. When Theodor Gomperz wrote his Greek Thinkers he 
appears to have approached Plato with major reservations. Accordingly, the Greek 
Thinkers deserve attention solely by virtue of their influence on a wide range of 
personalities. For Karl Popper, for instance, they became an important authority. 
Benito Mussolini, for his part, gave them careful study,12 and Sigmund Freud ranked 
them among the ten most important books in his life.13 

Theodor Gomperz’s son Heinrich wrote extensively about the reservations his 
father had about Plato. His father spent more than three years working on the 
sections on Plato, but it seems that during the course of this work he clearly changed 
his mind about the Greek philosopher. According to the son, the material simply 
became too much for his father, whose difficulties were also increased by a certain 
inability to relate to the key points of Platonic thought (theory of ideas, immortality, 
religious-conservative attitude).14 Theodor Gomperz had certainly given credit to 
Plato, Heinrich Gomperz said, but he had given a condescending smile to the theory 
of ideas and had argued that the idea of immortality and the uplifting power of 
virtue was not supported by good arguments and that the ideal state was scarcely 
within the realm of human capabilities. But his father had, Heinrich Gomperz went 
on, identified Plato as the discoverer of association of ideas, regarding him as a 
precursor of the emancipation of women and praising him as the originator of an 
electoral process for the representation of minorities. All in all, his father had not 
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succeeded in presenting the unity of Plato’s thought, but, at the same time, had 
never tried to press the wide range of thoughts into the Procrustean bed of a system.  

Theodor Gomperz saw himself forced to expose the fallacies of Platonism, and 
this was not to be without consequence. On the other hand, the Platonic dialogs 
seemed to him to be the place for “free, unconditional dialog, inquiry, and 
research.”15 The fact that he supported the philosophy of experience of someone like 
Democritus and condemned the theory of ideas is typical of philologists at the end 
of the nineteenth century. But the fact that he succumbed to the “spell of Plato” is 
equally understandable – as is the fact that he changed his mind about Plato while he 
was working on the book. Grillparzer, for his part, simply ignored the theory of 
ideas; it appeared to him to be relatively uninteresting, and he did not concern 
himself with the unity of Platonic thought either. Theodor Gomperz distanced 
himself from the theory of ideas, and he also lost sight of this unity of thought. 
Instead, he became more and more interested in the formal qualities of the 
individual dialogs, especially in the procedure Plato used to present his arguments.  

Crucial to the intellectual development of Theodor Gomperz was his close 
association with British philology, philosophy, and social sciences. He dealt very 
intensively with the works of George Grote and John Stuart Mill. Mill’s review of 
Grote’s book on Plato found its way into the German edition of Mill’s writings, for 
which Gomperz was responsible. The review appeared in the twelfth and final 
volume, and it had been translated by none other than the young doctor of medicine 
Siegmund [sic!] Freud.16 Freud had been given the job of translation at the 
recommendation of Brentano.17 The bias against the metaphysicist Plato is clearly 
evident in Mill’s writings; however, this rejection of the philosopher goes hand in 
hand with a re-evaluation of the dialectician:  

The real merits, however, of the Platonic dialectics are not dependent on 
this religious and metaphysical superstructure; and before we follow 
Plato farther on that slippery ground, we must dwell a little on the debt 
mankind owe to him for this, incomparably his greatest gift.18 

On repeated occasions Mill attempts – in concordance with Grote – to emphasize 
Plato’s importance as a dialectician rather than as a moralist, although he is aware 
that Plato was, first and foremost, definitely a moralist.19 At the same time both 
scholars are conscious of the inconsistencies of Platonic thought, especially in 
respect of the definition of virtue.20 The previously admired theory of ideas thus met 
its death “in a fog of mystical Pythagoreanism.”21  

Anglo-Saxon criticism of Plato tends to focus on the dialog Theaetetus because 
it concerns the essential question as to what “knowledge” is. I will not here go into 
Plato’s complex line of argumentation against the celebrated epigram of Protagoras 
“homo-mensura” and George Grote’s defense of it, but what is important in this 
context is that, while Grote and Mill indeed recognize that the course of the dialog is 
inconclusive, at the same time they consider the questions it raises as essential to 
philosophy itself. Grote concludes – and in so doing wins approval from Mill – that 
the following is the key to Gomperz’s approach: All of Plato’s critics are 
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preoccupied with the notion that they are dealing with a body of ideas and a ready-
made system, 

even when professedly modifying it. Their admiration for Plato is not 
satisfied unless they conceive him in the professorial chair as a teacher, 
surrounded by a crowd of learners, all under the obligation (incumbent 
on learners generally) to believe what they hear. Reasoning upon such a 
basis, the Platonic dialogues present themselves to me as a mystery. They 
exhibit neither identity of the teacher, nor identity of the matter taught: 
the composer (to use various Platonic comparisons) is Many, and not 
One – he is more complex than Typhôs.22  

Gomperz tries to provide a precise analysis of the various attempts to define what 
constitutes knowledge: The fact that the source of our knowledge is sensual 
perception makes this dialog in particular important and interesting for philosophical 
debate even in the twentieth century.23 Here, again, it is not so much the right 
answer or the result that is significant, it is the procedure that Socrates uses. First of 
all, in the Theaetetus there is repeated reference to the fact that no positive results in 
any shape or form can be expected from this dialog. Furthermore, Socrates presents 
himself as a helpful intermediary:  

It is not as critic that Socrates is introduced, but as accoucheur, for the 
son of the “esteemed and portly” midwife Phaenarete assists into the 
world the thoughts of the youthful Theaetetus, whose portrait is painted 
in the most sympathetic colours. It is only because at these intellectual 
births some discrimination is required between mere phantoms and 
genuine offspring, that it becomes incumbent on Socrates to test the 
thoughts of which Theaetetus is delivered, and decide whether they can 
live or no.24 

It is significant that the disputant is given a degree of freedom, which must not be 
mistaken for arbitrariness, although it definitely does considerably limit the position 
of authority held by Socrates. The dialog Theaetetus was especially important to 
Austrian philosophers in many other cases, and for that reason will be mentioned 
again in the following. 

Theodor Gomperz also devoted a good deal of attention to the dialog Phaedrus. 
As Grillparzer already observed, its issue is that of overcoming the pure rhetoric of 
Lysias; Socrates can counter with a language far superior to the flowery speech of 
Lysias and others like him. However, there is more substance to this dialog, for 
Plato also wanted to overcome what poetic writing otherwise consists of; he would 
turn his back on it here, even if it was supported by 

the two pillars of dialectic and psychology. Himself one of the greatest 
among authors, if not the greatest of all, he mounts here to a height from 
which he looks down upon all authorship and all rhetoric, recognizes and 
sets forth all their weaknesses and drawbacks with incomparable depth of 
insight.25 

This dialog allows Gomperz to pay tribute to Plato’s procedure, one which rejects 
every dogmatic commitment and makes writing itself debatable. Schleiermacher 
described the necessity for the reader to become actively involved in the text in 
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order to open its secrets.26 Of course, we are talking here about the philologist’s 
Plato and not the philosopher’s Plato. Heinrich Gomperz repeatedly appears to 
censure his father for not investigating thoroughly the philosophical aspects of 
Plato’s dialogs. Nevertheless, the father’s attempts are indeed impressive at every 
phase of the work because he succeeds in defending in discursive fashion the variety 
of Platonic thought against any attempt at a one-sided approach. He views Plato’s 
works as a process and makes no attempt to overlook the fallacies. In his eyes, Plato 
is the “great original thinker” who, when “he has trodden the path of error to the 
end, […] is nearer to the truth than if he had halted half-way.”27 Had he not read 
Grote and Mill, who both had drawn attention to those qualities in Plato’s work that 
were worthy of praise and beyond all metaphysical concern, Theodor Gomperz 
probably would never have reached this far in his judgment on Plato.  

V. 

A special variation in the reception of Plato in Austria is worth mentioning. In 1897 
the young Heinrich Gomperz published a work entitled Grundlegung der 
Neusokratischen Philosophie, in which he characterized Plato as “the most noble, 
the richest, and the most reliable source” for understanding Socrates.28 In it he tells 
of a strange group, which took seriously the Socratic maxim that a good person 
could suffer no evil. Accordingly, the members of this group thought bad marks in 
school were not to be taken seriously. The group’s motto was: “Paidias charin” – 
“for the love of the game.” Adherents to this neo-Socratic teaching held the view 
that everything is merely a game and that all human activity has no serious purpose, 
but is instead part of a game. For Gomperz, the Paidia offers a way to transform the 
world altogether. All activity will be merely for the sake of the game:  

It will happen […] that the simplest farmer will no longer respond to the 
question “Why do you till the soil?” by saying, “In order to make a 
living!” Instead, he will reply: “paidias charin.” And the wisest scholar 
will no longer respond to the question “Why do you ponder?” by saying, 
“In order to benefit mankind.” He, too, will reply: “paidias charin.” Thus 
man will become similar to God, who, when asked “Why did you create 
the world?” could only respond by saying, “For the sake of the game, 
paidias charin.”29 

A rather simple solution to social and theological problems by a man from a family 
of good standing! Socratic irony here undergoes transformation into Viennese 
decadence. Socrates, the Platonic Socrates, becomes the advocate of a new code of 
conduct, which can deliver humanity from evil by avoiding all worldly interests.  

Of course, this pronouncement is not to be taken completely seriously, and the 
jocular tone, paradoxically, clearly offers an opportunity to do justice to Platonism 
in all its complexity. What appears here to be a joke is a clear indication of the 
degree to which the Socratic teachings were internalized. What, on the one hand, 
could be regarded as a game or paidia could, on the other hand, be interpreted as an 
inclination toward experimentation, something which is revocable, something which 
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opens up possibilities and then again can be revoked. There is, however, a deeper 
significance to the fact that the décadents in Vienna chose Socrates of all people as 
their patron saint. This becomes especially apparent when one looks to Nietzsche 
who regarded Socrates as the buffo, the harlequin, the epitome of the décadent. 
Plato, on the other hand, is considered the artist par excellence, but this is only the 
case if the ethical and political substance, which constitutes Platonism, is 
disregarded. If the only thing that is important is paidia, the game, then one can 
either have a good laugh with this adaptation of Socrates on the part of Jung Wien or 
else even dismiss it as being irrelevant. However, this perspective is revealing in 
terms of the mentality that lies behind it: once again, philosophy no longer appears 
as a system or even as a reliable science, but instead as an activity with no strings 
attached. In the case of Heinrich Gomperz, philosophy is not brought down from the 
heavens to the people as it were. It is, instead, freed from the shackles of dogmatism 
and academia and transformed into a concept of art.  

I must confess that when one looks at these things with the strict tradition of 
thought in mind then the approaches of the young Heinrich Gomperz do seem 
somewhat outrageous and juvenile. It is a naïve utopia devised by a young man from 
a well-to-do home for whom it is possible to solve all social and ethical problems by 
taking a detour through a very subjectively adapted Socratic philosophy. Of course 
it is difficult to distinguish between irony and seriousness (of intent). However, this 
ambiguity is what gives the text its particular appeal as a departure from accepted 
academic practice. At the same time, it demonstrates that henceforth philosophizing 
can be possible not only in the hallowed halls of academia, but that it can also find 
its way back onto the street and into day-to-day life. It shows that the problems of 
the workday in particular would be easier to master if people were capable of 
philosophical observation. Having said that, it is conceivable that someone who 
heard all this talk about everything being for the sake of a game could interpret it as 
downright dangerous cynicism.  

VI. 

The “spell of Plato” exerted a lasting influence especially around the turn of the 
century. There was scarcely a thinker whose attention was not drawn to him.  
Wittgenstein frequently mentions the Theaetetus – something which comes as no 
real surprise. And he always cites the same passage concerning the object of “to 
imagine”; Wittgenstein does not reproduce the text verbatim, but instead appears to 
paraphrase it,30 thus making it difficult to trace precisely the link to Plato. Typically, 
it is a matter of semantics: for example, the word “vorstellen” (to imagine) has 
entirely different aspects of contextual meaning than the word “to kill.” 

For Ernst Mach, Plato’s allegory of the cave is a successful example of how 
effective the popular notion of an antithesis between appearance and reality can be. 
He considers the allegory to be “a pregnant and poetical fiction” that was, however, 
“not thought out to its final consequences” and therefore exerted “an unfortunate 
influence on our world-view”: “The universe, of which nevertheless we are a part, 
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became completely separated from us, and was removed an infinite distance 
away.”31 This is where the criticism of metaphysics sets in. Plato seems to have the 
right approach, but the consequences of his failure to carry through with the allegory 
are fatal.  

The most radical criticism of Plato comes from Karl Popper, whose reception of 
Plato merits special mention not so much because of its philosophical substance but 
because of the tenacity with which the demystification takes place. Popper cites 
R.H.S. Crossman’s Plato To-Day from the year 1937 but also makes reference to 
George Grote and Theodor Gomperz: “This interesting book [i.e., Crossman’s Plato 
To-Day] (like the works of Grote and Th. Gomperz) has greatly encouraged me to 
develop my rather unorthodox views on Plato, and to follow them up to their rather 
unpleasant conclusions.”32 With amazing over-meticulousness Popper gathers 
together every small detail he can find to use against Plato. Even Gomperz is taken 
to task for succumbing to the spell of Plato. In this manner, the book becomes, in a 
very impressive way, a commitment to the importance that the author attaches to 
Plato, while, at the same time, the book is a settling of accounts on Plato’s political 
attitude and his thinking generally. And Popper readily admits to this – albeit at the 
end of an appendix that includes his response to Levinson’s critique:  

Yet I do not wish to end this long discussion without reaffirming my 
conviction of Plato’s overwhelming intellectual achievement. My 
opinion that he was the greatest of all philosophers has not changed. 
Even his moral and political philosophy is, as an intellectual 
achievement, without parallel, though I find it morally repulsive, and 
indeed horrifying.33  

Popper’s commitment to the spell of Plato could hardly be more succinct. The 
philosopher Plato is blamed for forming the theory, which paved the way for 
fascism, National Socialism, and Stalinism. Popper is, like Gomperz, no longer 
concerned about determining the possibilities of error or erroneous actions 
themselves and then committing himself to them. For him Plato becomes the most 
consistent dogmatist of an anti-enlightenment and mystifying attitude. 
Unfortunately, it is not apparent from this book – in which polemics has such a 
dominant place – where precisely the overwhelming achievement of the Greek 
thinker could, indeed, lie; this aspect very obviously distinguishes Popper from 
Gomperz. He simply continues, as far as I can see, Plato’s train of thought. The 
more idealistic Plato’s portrayal of his ruler, the more negative it becomes 
politically, Popper claims:  

The great importance which Plato attaches to a philosophical education 
of the rulers must be explained by other reasons – by reasons which must 
be purely political. The main reason I can see is the need for increasing to 
the utmost the authority of the rulers. If the education of the auxiliaries 
functions properly, there will be plenty of good soldiers […]. Thus 
Plato’s philosophical education has a definite political function. It puts a 
mark on the rulers, and it establishes a barrier between the rulers and 
the ruled.34 
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Popper is the last of a line of Austrian thinkers who have typically regarded Plato in 
an anti-idealistic light. Even the attempt to make the best people into rulers is 
contrary, as Popper sees it, to Plato’s claim that he is seeking an ideal state. The 
empirical method is mobilized against the Utopia, which is not regarded by Popper 
as a principle that gives us grounds for hope and keeps us alive and well. Instead, it 
is depicted as a constraint that leads to destruction. 

VII. 

Contrary to Popper’s own intention, I, for my part, cannot read his text as a 
fundamental refutation of Plato. I see it as more of an attempt at liberation. With an 
enthusiasm that demands respect and a persistence that is irritating, these people go 
after Plato as if that were the way to clean up the house of European thought. It is 
entirely legitimate to ask whether this effort could not have been directed also 
toward making the complexity of Platonic thought somewhat more vivid. This is 
especially true in the case of Theodor Gomperz, whose critical discussion did, after 
all, lead to a far more varied result. Popper’s autobiography does, indeed, clearly 
reveal how important Plato was to him as a thinker in cases where the focus was not 
on political issues.35 

Hermann Broch took a gentler, almost nostalgic approach to the farewell to 
Plato. One of his essays, from 1932, is entitled “Leben ohne Platonische Idee” 
(“Life without the Platonic Idea”). In it, however, he scarcely makes reference to 
any one of Plato’s individual works. But he does argue that Platonism must be 
regarded as a decisive point in the development of the human race. It appears as the 
product of the disintegration of religion and, accordingly, the intellectual becomes 
the guardian of the Platonic idea. At this point, according to Broch, the Platonic is 
no longer universally binding: “The rule of the intellect passes over to the rule of the 
worldly, and this marks the beginning of that strange process through which the 
universally binding character of reasoning, too, is handed over to worldly matters.”36 

The end of Platonism apparently coincides with the end of large fields of 
philosophy; philosophy itself, insofar as it is identical with ethics and metaphysics, 
is no longer valid.37 The intellectual and the hero – this too is a product of the 
decline of religious (or Platonic) thought – concur, according to Broch, in their 
rejection of Platonism.38 Philosophy, and here in particular Platonism itself, has 
been replaced by a new manner of thinking, “since that which can be scientifically 
proven takes places exclusively within the tautology of the logical and 
mathematical.”39 It is highly likely that Broch had the Vienna Circle in mind when 
he wrote this passage. He assumed that this philosophy was also determined by the 
desire for a savior, a bringer of salvation, and that “the new Platonic freedom would 
one day arise out of the darkest constraint of rational reason: the ‘irrational ratio’: 
the present state of the world.”40 Whatever Broch may have meant by this, the 
important point is that the Platonic idea has had its day and that this is utterly 
deplorable. The end of the Platonic era can be likened to the period of Advent, 
which is waiting for a new religion, one for which “philosophy is not only a post- 
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but also a pre-religion.”41 The present is regarded as a transitional period, and it is 
by no means certain whether “the philosophical striving will find its new shape in 
the bare mathematical formulas or else whether it will be restricted for the time 
being to poetic expression.”42 Broch, whose text is to be found at the end of a long 
farewell to Plato, leaves us with this perspective. The farewell is by no means easy 
and has caused most of those mentioned here sorrow and difficulty. Theodor 
Gomperz, Popper, and Broch are all looking for an escape from Plato’s cave and, at 
the same, have the feeling they are losing the protection they need.  

But do Austrian writers try to escape the cave to which they seem to be 
confined by the Platonic allegory? Hans Blumenberg provided us with good 
evidence of the mutations of the cave allegory in the works of Wittgenstein.43 But as 
compelling as the allegory may be, it is just as disturbing as the concept of the 
totalitarian state. It is not because Plato wanted to see all the writers banned from his 
state that many thinkers have tried to free themselves from this concept. It is 
because the suggestive power of Plato’s thought is so attractive. The kind of 
literature, which sees itself as committed to such idealistic views and would like to 
slave away on concrete objects, will not find any hospitality in Plato’s works. 

Heimito von Doderer, writing on his theory of the novel in 1959, decreed that, 
for him, idealism was useless. The novelist was, he added, “least of all an idealist, 
and, for him, Plato’s cave allegory is as useless as Kant’s Ding an sich.”44 This is a 
brief, but succinct rejection of Plato and his allegory. It well illustrates the dividing 
line between the complex of Platonic thought and Platonic imagery on the one hand 
and literary writing on the other. It is precisely at the site of such seismic faults that 
powerful movements and tremors become noticeable, and that is where Philosophy 
and Literature have to set up shop – even if it happens to be dangerous.  
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