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PREFACE

THE following essay is published in the form in which
it was approved for the Degree of Master of Arts in the
University of London: it contains many things that I should
not have included e: py féowr drapvrdrrov.

In particular, I should like to say a word in explanation
of the ‘Additional Note’ on page 60o. The notion there
expressed was never intended as a piece of genuine Platonism;
it was put forward as a more or less fanciful apology for Art
from the modern point of view. So far as bodily perceptions
go, the Idea is of course dypdparés Te xai doxnudrioros kal
avagns ovgia: yet an artist who had cultivated Dialectic
might conceivably be regarded as directing the eye of his
soul towards the eternal pattern, and as so imitating, not
a copy, but reality itself. But such a ‘conceit’ is obviously
not Plato.

F. A. C.
July, 1g0g.
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NOTE

Prof. R. Adamson's Lectures on the Development of Greel: Philosophy
(Edinburgh, 1908) were unfortunately not available until the bulk of
this paper had been written. It may be noted that the present con-
tention is supported in part by Prof. Adamson’s opinion as expressed on
p. 77: ‘The final guestion which appears throughout all the minor
discussions of the Socratic ethics, What is the Good the knowledge of
which constitutes virtue ? never is answered by Socrates himeelf, At
times under the pressure of it he scems to approximate to a kind of
utilitarianism ; at other times a thing is held to be good when it fulfils
its function ; but no definite answer is anywhere given, and it is obvious
in Plato that a sense of this deficiency in the Socratic ethics lay at the
foundation of much of the theory of Ideas.’



THE ETHICAL END OF PLATO'S
THEORY OF IDEAS

TrE famous passage of the Phaedo in which the Platonic
Socrates recounts his experiences of previous philosophy
may be taken as typical of Plato’s general attitude towards
hiis predecessors. The dissatisfaction there expressed amounts
to this: that the earlier philosophers failed to make any
general interpretation of mnature from their discoveries.
Their theories were not so much inadequate, as unworthy,
to explain the problem of the universe. Anaxagoras, with
his doctrine of wvoiis, had come nearest to an intelligent
hypothesis, which should prove that all things are consti-
tuted in the best possible manner; but he had broken down
in the use of his ultimate and final cause, leaving men no
nearer to an infallible and all-embracing explanation.

Now this review in the Phaedo! was undertaken for the
purpose of leading up to a proof of the immortality of the
soul. No previous philosophy, Plato shows, could provide
sure foundation for such a belief: some final cause is
necessary, some ‘design’ in the universe, before we can be
convinced. This, then, is the real reason why Plato finds
previous systems unsatisfactory—that they fail to give
assurance concerning the most important of human con-
cerns. And not only is the question of Immortality left
without an answer: the whole province of knowledge, in
any true sense of the word, is unexplored; and, for the
sucecessor of Socrates, this means that the practice of virtue,
the conduct of life, is impossible, since true virtue must
depend on true knowledge.

From this point of view, then, the rise of Plato's dis-
tinguishing system may be studied. The Theory of Ideas,

' For a full discussion of this passage see Appendix A.
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in its earlier stage, should be regarded not merely as
a metaphysical or epistemological doctrine from which
various ethical teachings may subsequently, and more or
less accidentally, be deduced; but rather as a philosophy
whose object is above all to provide a consistent theory
of ethics, since such theory is possible only with a con-
sistent theory of reality and knowledge. The philosophical
systems of Socrates’ predecessors had all been inadequate
in the direction of ethics: it was Plato’s object to develop
a rational and sound basis for conduct. And this he did by
establishing an absolute transcendental standard of right
and wrong.

A very brief review will make manifest this common
failing of the Pre-Socratics. Most of them made no re-
ference whatever to ethical problems: they were content
to investigate the world around them, and in such physical
studies they were successful enough—for subsequent opinion
does not agree with Pindar’s taunt (rovs ¢uoiodoyoivras
épn Illvdapos drerij copias dpémewv kapmérv).! DBut,as Prof.
Burnet points out, ‘the traditional maxims of conduct were
not seriously questioned till the old view of nature had
passed away. . . . Later still, the prevailing interest in logical
matters raised the question of the origin and validity of
knowledge; while, about the same time, the breakdown
of traditional morality gave rise to Ethies.'? Amongst
such ynyevels ® may be classed the Milesians and the Eleatics
—whose teaching culminated in mere sterility. Xeno-
phanes, it is true, attacked certain religious doctrines, but
he must be regarded as a satirist rather than a philosopher,
or even a theologian. Anaxagoras, tried in the Phaedo, has
already been found wanting. Empedocles in his approaches
to ethical teaching merely repeats scraps of Pythagoreanism :

' Fr. 209 (Bergk). Cf. Adam on Rep, 457 B,

1 Early Greck Philosophy, ad init,

® Soph, 246. These people who Suoyvpilovrar Touto elvar pdvor b mapéxel
wpocBoify kal émaphy Twva, TalTdy clpa kai olalav dpi{épuero may represent either
materialists generally or in particular (as Kennedy suggests) the Atomists.
He says they must be the same as the oxdnpol xal dvrirvwro (udd’ e Guovoor) of
Theast. 1566 E.
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Sethol mdvdeidot kvduwy damoe Yeipas éxeofe, and the like.
The Atomists indeed formulated, so far as we can judge
from the fragments of Democritus, a very serviceable ethical
system ; but then Democritus was a contemporary, not
a predecessor, of Socrates—and by Plato he was persistently
and obtrusively neglected. Indeed, the only notice which
Plato seems to have taken of him was to wish that all the
copies of his works might be collected and burnt.! ‘The
story,’ says Dr. Adam,® ‘whether apocryphal or not, shows
that in antiquity Democritus was regarded as the high-
priest of materialism.” And Diogenes goes on to say that
the reason why Plato never alludes to him, even when he
has to contradict his theories, was his fear of coming to
blows with the best of all philosophers!® Thus there
is certainly no need to discuss the influence of Democritus’
ethics on Plato’s; for, in spite of certain superficial re-
semblances,* their ways of thought were fundamentally
opposed.

There remain only Heraclitus and the Pythagoreans, both
of whom figure largely, though in very different ways, in
the early history of ethics.

The ethical teaching of Heraclitus may be summed up
in the maxim 8ei émesfat 7 fuve. Now, without making
so much of the Adyes doctrine as did the late Dr. Adam in
his Gifford Lectures,® it may fairly be argued from fr. 92
(roi Adyov 8¢ éowvros fuwoi) that 7o fuwér is the Aéyos; and
it seems no less clear that ‘the Logos, regarded on its

! Diog. Laert. ix. 7. 8; he quotes from Aristoxenus.

i L c., p. 268,

¥ wdvrov ydp oxeddv tav dpyaiwy pewynuéves 8 MAdrov olbapol Anuporpirtov
Bapynuoveve, dAX' obd’ &' deramely T alrg Béo, BfAor Ori elBis s wpds Tov
dpioTor atry T@v Pihogogar & dydv écato,

‘ o.g. Fr. 28 dpaprins alrin 4 dpaBiy 1ob wpécoovos. Fr. 38 dyabiv ol 7d uj
dBixeiv, dAAA 7O pndt éBéhew. Fr., 10 eldaipovin olx év Boownuaciv olxel obb’
iv ypvog* Yuxh obenrfpov Baipoves. And esp. fr. 13 ol feol Tolow dvépimoum
SBotor Tayabd mdvra xal mada xal viv, TAfy drdoa BAaBepa kai dvarperéa. Tdbe §
ol wdhau oiire viv Oeol dvbpdimoion Bwpéovrar dAM" adrol Toiobea: éumerd{ovar Sid viov
rupAdryra xal dyvapooivgy,

" In particular his explanation of fr. 2 (roi Adyov Toud’ divros dei dovverc
yivorra dvlparor kTA.) seems very doubtful.
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material or corporeal side, is Fire’. Now most of the stray
fragments of Heraclitus which refer to conduct are con-
nected with our maxim in one or other of these identifica-
tions, If ‘the common’ be taken as equivalent to the
Logos or universal wisdom, then the greatest evil and folly
will be to live as men usually do, setting up their own
judgment—as (8iny éxovres Pppovnaw. The orderly principle
of the Logos, moreover, will make against aggression of any
kind ; hence, says Heraclitus, #8pw yxp3 ofevvier paidov
# mvpkaiv, and again pdyecbar xph 7ov Sfpov dmép Tod
vopov Skws Umép telyeos. If, however, we regard 7o fvviv
from the material point of view, we reach the most famous
of all Heraclitus’' utterings, that the ‘dry soul’ (i.e. that
which 1s nearest to Fire, the common element) is wisest and
best—adn £npn Yux copardry. Thissaying, too, seems the
only one that contains any practical moral advice : it may well
have arisen from observation of the symptoms of drunken-
ness, and it can certainly be taken as a warning against that
vice. But for the rest his ethical teaching appears to have
been altogether unserviceable: even when intelligible, it
is too vague and theoretical ; but the greater part requires
Socrates’ ¢ Delian diver’ to fathom it.!

So much then seems clear, that, unpracticable though 1t
may have been, Heraclitus himself had some sort of ethie,
and that it was no outcome of his doctrine of flux. But,
while his ethical teaching died and bore no fruit, his
physical theory (@s mdvra pget) blossomed out—according
to the traditional view—into the relativism of Protagorasand
its antinomian developments. This view we owe to Plato,
who in the Theaetetus identifies the Protagorean doctrine
wdvTov Xpnpdrov pérpov dvlpwmos with the Heraclitean
flux. If‘all things change and nothing remains’, he argues,
then each man is the measure of reality for himself; for
Plato agrees with all the ancients in interpreting the dictum
of the individual: ds ola utv €xacra éuol daiverar Toaita
utv €orv épol, ola 8¢ oof, Totalra 8¢ av gol? On the side
of cognition Plato further identifies both doctrines with

! Diog. Laert. ii. 22, ¥ Theaet, 162 A, Cf. Cratyl. 385 C.
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sensationalism, declaring that Theaetetus’ definition of
émioriun as alolnois is the same as the homo-mensura’.
And he then proceeds to point out that this theory must
hold of things moral as much as of anything else ; and while
he acknowledges that Protagoras does not develop the sub-
versive theory of morality which should, in his view, follow
from such relativism, he makes plain the inconsistency
of the position. It is important to notice how fairly Plato
treats his opponent; as Grote rightly says, there is no
warrant whatever in Plato’s discussion ‘for those imputa-
tions which modern authors build upon his dictum, against
the morality of Protagoras’.! He does not even charge the
partial Protagoreans (6cot ye dv un wavrdmaot Tob Ilpwra-
yopov Adyov Aéywoiv) ? with immoral doctrines: for although
they deny the real existence of such things as Justice and
Piety (év tols dikaiois xal ddixois kai dalots kal avooiots,
éférovaw ioyvpifecBar ds ovk éoTi Pploet alTav oldev obaiav
éavrob Eyov, aAAa T kow] Sofav ToiTo ylyverar ainles ToTe,
brav 86¢n kal doov dv doxjj xpévor), yet, he fully admits, they
do draw the line when it comes to the Beneficial and the
Good (mepl 8¢ Tdyala oldéva dvdpeiov €0’ olrws elvar dote
roApdv Siaudyeclar 6t kal & dv wpélipa oinbeica mwolis
éavtf] OfTar, xal éoTi TooobTor Xpbrvov oov dv kénTar apélipa,
wAjv ef Tis 7O dvoua Aéyor®—and of course the same holds
in the case of individuals). Such a reservation 1s incon-
sistent ; and Plato accordingly censures the inconsistency,
but not the morality, of Protagoras and his adherents.

At the same time it is certain that there were those who
found in the Protagorean doctrine a very convenient justifi-
cation for their lawless practice. Gomperz* rightly says
that while we know little about the context of the homo-
mensura tenet, one thing at least is certain, that ‘1t cannot
possess an ethical meaning; it cannot be the shibboleth
of any moral subjectivism, to which the sentence has not

' As an example of such imputations take Prof. Archer Butler's : ‘the
great object of the doctrine of Protagoras,” he says, ‘ was to unsettle the
principles of moral obligation, by denying the permanence of moral dis-
tinctions.' Leclures on Ancient Philosophy, p. 8564,

% Theact, 172 B. 1 Theaet. 177 D. 1 Greek Thinkers, vol. i, p, 451.
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unfrequently been turned in the hands of popular expositors.
It 1s a contribution to the theory of cognition’, and, in
itself, nothing more. Any immoral significance would have
to be read into the dictum by those who were desirous
of finding 1t there; and that such violence was committed
we know from the famous line of Euripides?

Ti & aloypbv, fiv uy Tolot Xpwuévors Sokf ;
—to which Plato is said to have retorted
aloxpov 76 y aioxpbv, kv Gokjj kiv uy Goki.

‘ Nothing,” says Dr. Adam, ‘could illustrate more clearly
the opposition between the Platonic and the Protagorean
standpoints.’? It would be truer to say, between the
Platonic standpoint and that which Plato considered the
legitimate inference from the Protagorean—and still more
the meaning which certain people for their own purposes
chose to put upon it.

Such then, according to Plato, is the necessary outcome
of the flux theory of Heraclitus when applied to ethics;
and Plato appears to have believed quite sincerely in the
truth of this historical development. But the way in which
he establishes the connexion is notoriously faulty:® he is
driven to invent certain esoteric interpretations of the
Protagorean doctrine, which we can hardly suppose to have
existed outside Plato’s imagination. And this indeed is the
only evidence we have for making Protagoras a philo-
sophical descendant of Heraclitus. The one Heraclitean
school of which we have any knowledge—oi géovres, as
Plato scornfully calls them *—was composed of people like
Cratylus, who were so far from exercising the multifarious
activity of Protagoras that they finally abstained even from
speech.” Ifa man who only moved his finger (rov 8dxrvdov

' Fr. 19 (Nauck). The line is parodied by Aristophanes (Frogs 1475).
The story is given by Stobaeus (Flor. b. 82).

2 l.c, p. 27b. ® This question is treated more fully in AppendixB.

t Theaet, 179 D. Cf. the referenee in Craiyl. 440 C.

% Arist. Met. T. 5. 1010 a 10 éx ydp ravrys vijs drokfbews éfqvinaer 4 depordiry
dofa Tav elpyuévar, | Ta@v Packivrar fpakreri{ar, kal olay Kpardhos elyer, bs 7o
Tehevraior oblity gero Jeiv Adyew, kTA,
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PLATO'S THEORY OF IDEAS 11

éxiver povor) was capable of any sort of ethical theory at all
it would surely be fatalistic, and very far removed either
from the relativism of Protagoras or the lawless results that
were supposed to follow from it. So that Plato’s identifica-
tion of Protagorean and Heraclitean doctrine is altogether
extremely doubtful.

Moreover, as already noted, the ‘homo-mensura’ tenet
seems to have had nothing whatever to do with conduct.
Such ethical fragments of Protagoras as we possess suggest
no harm of the ‘blameless nightingale of the Muses'.! The
famous utterance about the gods shows merely an open-
minded agnosticism ;2 his praise of the patience and calm
resignation of Pericles points to a lofty outlook upon life;*
while the two claims which Plato puts into his mouth
represent him as teaching a virtue which at the worst need
only be classed with the partial 8nuorikd Te xai moliriky
aperh that was not based upon true knowledge. There is
surely nothing immoral in undertaking to ‘ make men good
citizens’, in teaching a young man this lesson: edSBovAia
mwepl TOV olkelwy, bmws dv dpiora THY abrol oikiav dioikol, Kal
wepl Tdv Tis woAews, brws T& Ths wohews SvvardTaros dv ein
kal mpdrrew kal Aéyew.* And the same may be said of his
view as expressed in Theaetetus 167 : it is only from Plato’s
point of view that there is any harm in maintaining that
the function of the gogpés (or cogioris) consists in turning
men, not from Falsehood to Truth, but from the worse to
the better >—é&met off 7{ ye Yrevdij Sofdfovrd 7is Twa UoTepov

! (tompoerz sees an allusion to the fate of Protagoras in the fragment
of Euripides' Palamedes (Nauck, 588) éxdver’ éxdvere dv | mdvaopor, & Aavaol, |
rav obdéy’ dAylvovoar dpliova povoar.

* mepl piv Beaw olw Exw ol ws elaiy o8 ds olx elaiv kTA,

i Fr. 9 (Diels) ap. Plut. r@v yap vidav vep@y dvran kai kaday, dv oxTw B¢ Tais
racmaw Huépmar dmofavivray ynmevféws dvérhy’ eblins ydp eixero, & G5 moAdow
dvnro kard magay fudpny els edmoTpiny sai dvwduviny kal Tiv v Tois moAAoior Bifav:
was ydp Tis puv op@v Td davrot névfea dppwplvors Ppépovra, peyarippovd Te xai dvdpeiov
i3éxer elvar xal lavroi wpeicow, xdpra elbds Ty davroi dv Towoiole mpdypaou
dunyavipy. Plato himself gives similar restraint as a mark of the meunys
dwfip. Rep. 387 E, 603 E,

* Plat. Profag. 818 E. Cf. Rep, 600 C,

* See Appendix B. It is assumed that the Protagoras Speech in the
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dAn07 emoinoe Sofd ety olre yap ta un bvra Svvariv dofdoal,
otre dA\\a mwap’ & dv maoxy, Tadra 8¢ del dAnbi. aAN’ olpar
movnpds Jruxijs €éfet Sofafovra ovyyevi) davrijs XpnoTh émoinoe
Sofdoar éTepa Torabra, & 81 Tves T& Pavracuara dwd dmeipias
aAn0i xalolaty, éywd O¢ Belriow uév va érepa Tov érépav, aAn-
Oéarepa 8¢ ovdév.

Indeed, the only charge which can with any authority’
be brought against the morality of Protagoras, that of
having been the first to ‘ make the worse appear the better
reason’, has really nothing to do with the case. ‘The
imputation here cast on Protagoras’ profession,” says
Mr. Cope? ‘is rather that of logical than of moral
obliquity and error, though no doubt the latter may also ]
be implied.” The reference is doubtless simply to his theory
of logical contradiction,® any ethical application being
discountenanced by the words which follow in Theaet.
167 C (rods 8¢ ye aogolis 7€ kai ayabods pirtopas Tais moleat
TG XpnoTa avri Tedv movnpov dikaie dokelv €lval mwolel),

It is thus clear that there is no justification for attributing
to Protagoras anything immoral either in doctrine or prac-
tice; and it is equally clear that Plato makes no such
charges, but treats him throughout with respect and even
with veneration.*

How then comes it about that Plato opposes Protagoras
so persistently ¥ Why is it that he regards the Protagorean
doctrine, when consistently applied to conduct, as intrinsi-
cally false and subversive? The answer to such questions
is of the first importance, for it gives the key to Plato’s

Theaefetus represents the teaching of Protagoras as Plato understoed it. This
point seems to be proved conclusively in Dr. Schiller’'s Plato or Protagoras ?

1 Arist, Rhef. B. 24, 1402 a 23 xai 70 vov firre 8¢ Adyor speivTo woieiv TouT'
forlv.  wal dvrevfer Bucalws Edvoyépmwvor ol dvfpamor 10 Mpwraydpov émdyyelpa’ !
YeUdds Te yip oy kal obk dAnfis dAAA Pawduevor elkos, xal &v obdeud Téxry dAA
&v fmropiky kal EpLaTiky.

* Note, ad loc. cif. (Cope and Eand;,rs 3 adltmﬂ}

* wpwros épm Bvo Adyous elvar wepl wavrds wpawarar avrikeipévovs dAAgAots. J‘

ks

Diog. ix. 51 (R. P, 229),

+ As is suggested by the whole tone of the Profagoras, In 328 B Plato
quotes the way which Protagoras arranged for the payment of his feea.
¢Such is not the way,” Grote well remarks, ‘in which the corrupters of
man_klnd go to work.’
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PLATO'S THEORY OF IDEAS 13

whole attitude towards ethics. He censures Protagoras’
teaching, not because it is ‘immoral’, but because it is
unphilosophical, because it divorces virtue from knowledge
and wisdom and truth, because it regards only practical
consequences, and denies the existence of a standard of
right and wrong. The point at issue, indeed, is not one
of practical morality at all: it is the difference between
two fundamentally opposed views of philosophy—between
‘intellectualism’ or ‘rationalism’ (to use modern, and
somewhat loose, names) on the one hand, and ‘relativism’
or ‘ humanism’' on the other. Dr. Schiller! maintains that
Protagoras was the first great pragmatist: so be it—he
stands already condemned from the Platonic standpoint.
All ‘Humanism ’, ancient or modern, must fall before the
Platonic elenchus, for the fundamental error is the same in
all. To the claim which Protagoras made ? of turning men
from a worse to a better (nof a truer) frame of mind, Plato
would reply * How better?’, ¢ Better in reference to what ?’
The answer of Protagorean and other Humanism is that
everybody knows very well what is meant: that common
sense requires no test but practical consequences, that truth
is nothing transcendental or abstruse, but simply ° what
works’® And it proceeds to illustrate the position by
examples which either beg the question or else are entirely
irrelevant,* since they do not refer to problems of conduct.
But, as Plato points out in the words prefixed to this essay,®
it 18 only in questions of conduct that there is any difficulty
in finding a standard of reference: rdé’ éori 76 7€ dikaiov
kai 70 dbikov kal kakov kal aloypov kal ayalov kai kakbv . . .
mwepl bv SievexOévres xal ob Suvdpevor éml (kaviy kpiow alTedv
éXOetv éxOpol aAAnrots yiyvéuefa. Other disputes can be
settled with ruler and scales; but we can never hope for

' Plato or Protagoras? e.g. p. 18 ‘the difference between Protagorean and
modern Humanism concerns only a subordinate point of terminology .

4 Theaet. 167 C.

* Cf. Jamea's Pragmatism, p. 76, &e.

‘e, g. loc. cit,, p. 22 : ‘If T am short-sighted and you are not, your visual
perceptions will be ““ better " than mine, But this will not make them “ true ™
to me", 5 From Euthyph. 7 C.
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any certainty about questions of conduct until we have
established an undeviating and universal standard by which
to test them. This standard resembles in its fixity the Ideal
Beauty as described in the Symposium:' wparov uév dei dv
xai oUTe yryvouevov olre amoAAiuevoy, ovre avfavouevoy oUTe
pOivov, Emeita ob T pev kaddv, i 8 aloypiv, ovde ToTe pév,
ToTe 8¢ oU, ovde wpos uev TO kalov, wpos 8¢ TO alaypov, ovd’
&vla pév kadov, évla 8¢ aioypbv, @s Tiol pev ov xadidv, Tial Oe
aloxpdy . .. dAN’ avto kald aird ped’ avrod povoeidés del ov.

“Now the whole purpose of Plato’s early philosophy—such
is the contention of this essay—was to provide the required
ethical standard. Protagoras had denied the possibility of
any but relative truth, and, consequently, the possibility of
Knowledge; but Virtue, he asserted, was attainable, since it
had nothing whatever to do with truth or knowledge.
Plato, on the other hand, following his master Socrates,
taught that Virtue és Knowledge; but whereas the only
knowledge that Socrates recognized was ¢povnois,® practical
knowledge, the knowledge of consequences, Plato insisted
on the necessity of a truly scientific knowledge, whose
object lay altogether beyond the flux of phenomena. Such
an object he found of course in the Ideas, those eternal,
immutable, absolute entities, of which alone real émiocriun
was possible. It was to the Ideas, and in particular to the
Idea of Good, that he looked for the ethical standard which
all previous philosophy had failed to supply. In his old
age, when his mind seemed to grow religious rather than
metaphysical, Plato found that the nltimate reference must
be to God: ¢ &) Oeds Huiv wdvrev xpnudreov pérpov dv ely
paAioTa, kal woAD udAdov 7 wov Tis, ws Ppagiv, dvfpamos,’ he
says; whilst the best man will be he who resembles God
most nearly. Nothing could show more conclusively how

1 211 A.

? Though he used the name émarqun. Aristotle (who of course distinguished
intellectual from moral virtues) censures him for this : xai dpbis 70 Zaxparow,
dri oty loxupbrepov pporjoews: AN O1i émarquyy gy, ok dpfdy (Eth. Eud, 13.
1246 b 38).

¥ Laws 716 C. It is merely a theological way of expressing the idéa Tov
dyabfou.
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great Plato must have thought the importance of demolishing
the Protagorean position. Such a pointed reference in his
latest work justifies one in assuming that Plato’s youth was
largely employed in rendering possible an advance upon the
‘ relativist ' ethics.

‘Thus true virtue was now for the first time possible,
because the foundation of Knowledge on which it must rest
was now first laid. Knowledge must be cultivated—so it
seemed to Plato in his youth—not for its own sake but for
that of the virtue which it rendered possible. *The ethical
need,” says Windelband,! ‘drove Plato beyond Sophistry,
and led him to fight Protagoras the more energetically with
Protagoras’ own relativism. If there be virtue of any sort,
it must rest upon other than relative knowledge, which
alone the Sﬂphlsts considered.’

But before passing on to Plato himself it will be necessary
to discuss the two sources which suggested to him the con-
nexion of virtue with knowledge. One of these influences,
that of Socrates, is undoubted. The other, that of the
Pythagoreans (who have been mentioned already as, with
Heraclitus, the only predecessors of Socrates who dealt with
ethics), is more conjectural—though in reality it may have
equally, if not more, important in the development of
Plato’s thought. The evidence which we possess regarding
the Pythagoreans is so scanty, and of such doubtful authen-
ticity,? that we can never hope to understand their teaching
fully, nor to estimate aright their place in the history of
Greek philosophy. But this much at least is certain : that
their influence on Plato was very great ;3 that their interest
was largely directed towards conduct and religion ; and that

' History of Ancient Philosophy, p. 190 (Eng. trans.). It should be added that
this way of treating ‘Sophistry’ as though it were a definite school of
thought is old-fashioned, and, ‘ to say the least, misleading ' (Dr, Jackson, in
Encyc. Brit.). Gomperz calls it °illegitimate, if not absurd, to speak of
a sophistic mind, sophistic morality, sophistic scepticism, and so forth*
(vol. i, p. 415).

T Thus Prof. Burnet in the second edition of his Early Greek Phidosophy
entirely rejects the Fragments of Philolaus.

* As is proved, e.g. by Arist. Met, A. passim. The influence of Pytha-
goreanism on the Ideal Theory will be diseussed in Appendix C.
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in matters of religion they were closely connected with
Orphism. Here again we are brought before an obscure
subject ; but for present purposes it is enough to say that
Orphism, originating in a wild Oriental worship of Dionysus,
spread widely over Greece as a brotherhood practising a
quieter esoteric form of religion. Its chief feature was the
performance of certain mysteries or Orgia, whose function
it was to purify the soul. For, the Orphics held, the mere
fact of the soul's imprisonment in a body was evidence of
former sin: the idea is familiar in the form copa ofjua,
which with others like it plays so large a part in Platonism.
Moreover (to quote Dr. Adam ?) ‘ as soon as the doors of the
prison-house close round her, the soul has entered upon what
the Orphics variously called the “circle” or “wheel of genera-
tion” and the “ circle of Necessity ", a long and weary circuit
of birth and death which must be traversed before we can
return to the place from whence we came’. Now release
(AUgis) from this ‘ circle ' and all its ¢ appalling vicissitudes’
can be gained only by a process of kd8apots, which consisted
according to the Orphics chiefly in abstinence from animal
food and the performance of the ritual prescribed in the
Orgia.

Such was the belief which Pythagoras, driven from his
home by the tyranny of Polycrates,® must have found at
Croton. It is very possible that the 8iacos he there led had
previously been an Orphic brotherhood ; it is quite certain
that he incorporated into his teaching many elements of
Orphism. In particular, he adopted the Orphic view of the
need of purification for the soul ; and he introduced Knouw-
ledge as an element in this kdfapais.?

The importance of this step can hardly be exaggerated,
for it foreshadows the most characteristic feature in Socratic
and Platonic thought—that Knowledge is to be cultivated
for the sake of the soul: in another, though cognate form,
that Virtue 1s Knowledge. With the Pythagoreans them-

! . g. Gorg. 498 A, Crat. 400 B.
i Adam, L., p. 104, Cf, R. D. Hicks, Introd. to de dnima, pp. xx, xxix.
* Diog. Laert. viii. 8. * Cf, Adam, L., p. 198,
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selves ‘ Knowledge ' was confined as a rule to mathematics
and harmonics, studies which afterwards played so important
a part in the propaedeusis of the Republic; but while Plato
no doubt prescribed! mathematical studies very largely on
account of their power to produce dmopia, that feeling of
wonder? which is the beginning of wisdom, the Pythagoreans
found a moral and mystic significance in the numbers them-
selves. Hence it comes about that Pythagoras is mentioned
in the Magna Moralia® as the first to deal with virtue ; but
he made the mistake, we are told, of identifying the virtues
with numbers, so rendering his theory useless. We cannot
rest satisfied with a philosophy that explains justice as
a numerical product of multiplication: ot ydp éarwv % dikato-
otvn dpilfuds lodxis loos, as the author gravely remarks.
Thus the real importance of the Pythagoreans in the
development of moral philosophy must be sought rather in
the connexion which they established between knowledge
and conduct; for they seem to have looked upon mathe-
matical studies as a means of purifying the soul. Mystical
as these doctrines of Adgis and xd@apois may appear, they
were infinitely more suggestive than a fanciful application
of mathematics: they bear fruit not only in the myths of
the Phaedrus, Gorgias, and Republic, but also in the philo-
sophical ueAérn Bavdrov of the Phaedo.

Thus the influence of Pythagoreanism must be held partly
accountable for Plato's addiction to ethical speculations,
and in particular for his assuming so intimate a relation
between knowledge and virtue.

But there was, of course, a nearer and more direct
influence to lead him in this direction. ‘Socrates autem
primus philosophiam devocavit e caelo et in urbibus con-

- locavit et in domus etiam introduxit et coegit de vita
et moribus rebusque bonis et malis quaerere,’ so run the

" Rep. 524 D. (But in Laws 741 A Plato seems to suggest an ethical value
in the study of Mathematics.)

3 Theaet. 1556 D pdha +dp ¢pchoodpov Touro 76 wdbos, 10 Gavpdlev: ol ydp dAdn
dpx7) gehoa «pias #§ abry,  Aristotle held the same view : e. g. Mel. A. 982 b 12,

* 1182 a 11.
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famous words of Cicero.! Socrates was the first philo-
sopher who really dealt with ethics; leaving aside the
physical speculations of his predecessors wepi Tov avfpomweiov
ael Siedéyero.? His peculiar character, which united, as
Grote® points out, a ‘strong religious persuasion’ with
¢ great intellectual originality’, led him to his fundamental
principles, that oddeis éxav apaprdver, and the definition of
virtue as knowledge. Aristotle in his survey of the develop-
ment of philosophy attributes to Socrates the introduction
of general definitions and of induction;* he might well
have added the definite treatment of morality. This, in-
deed, is the most wonderful sign of his originality; there
is, it is true, a doubtful tradition that his ¢ master’ Archelaus
treated of ethics, and originated investigations for which
Socrates got the credit.>* But the one sample of his teaching
that has come down to us suggests a very different attitude
from that of Socrates: &\eye... 7d dixaiov elvar xal T
aioxpdv ov Ppiaer, aAAa vépa. For not only was the antithesis
of kara ¢pvow and xara véuor absent in its formal character
from the conversations of Socrates;® its moral significance
was still more alien to the whole spirit of his teaching. ‘It
lay in the Socratic tradition to harmonize nature and law
instead of setting them in opposition to one another; for
Xenophon makes his master defend civil law against Hippias
as a standard of justice on the ground that its dictates agree
with the inspirations of nature.'” So that one cannot attach
any lmportance to the statement of Diogenes. In fact
there is probably mo truth in the story at all, since it is
expressly stated by Plato that Socrates had no teachers.®

! Tuse. v. 10. Cf. dcad. i. 13, 1 Xen, Mem. i, 1. 16.

¥ History of Greece, ehap. 68,

' Met. M. 4. 1078 b 27 o ip éomiv & Tis 4r dwodoin Zwkparea Sucnias, Tovs T
ivaxTixols Adyovs xal vd dpifeoPar xafidow TavTa Yap éomr dude wepl dpxpr
émaTurs.

8 D. L. ii. 4 fouxe 32 xal ofros Gfacha 1ijs foudjs.  xal ydp mepl vépow wepuoad-
¢mee xai xahdv xol beaior” wap' ob Aafov Zwxpdrys T abffom alTds ebpeir
uredngn.

¢ As is deduced by Benn from the fact that the antithesis does not occur
in any of the Socratic dialogues of Plato. " Benn, p. 33.

* Laches 186 C éyd piv or . . . wparos wepl épavrot Aéyw Ini &ddoxadds po o
yéyove rovrov véx. CI. R P. 239 b,
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We owe it probably to the Greek love of finding some
originator for everything—the same tendency that traced
all laws back to Solon or Lycurgus, and all music to
Orpheus and Musaeus.! Thus we may rest satisfied with
the traditional view, as expressed by Cicero,? that Socrates
was the first to deal distinctly ‘ de virtutibus et vitiis omni-
noque de bonis rebus et malis’,

It is, moreover, true that certain of the Sophists, notably
Prodicus, had treated of problems connected with everyday
conduct ; but as they never sought to go beyond particular
cases, or to base their rules for action upon generalizations,
their treatment of morality cannot be considered philoso-
phical. What has been said of Protagoras applies to a
sophist like Prodicus:?® his teaching was not, in itself|
immoral ; but, like the house that was built on sand, its
foundations were unsound, and must give way under the
stress of dialectic scrutiny.

This is not, however, the place to attempt any general
account of Socrates’ teaching: it will be sufficient to
examine the following questions, which here demand
attention: How was his teaching an advance upon that of
Protagoras? How was it defective from the Platonic stand-
point ? And how did it lead up to Plato’s own philosophy ?
These questions are so closely bound up with one another
that it is impossible to treat them quite separately ; but we
can at least start with the first.

The main advance which Socrates made in dealing with
matters of conduct has already been indicated. His search
for Aéyo: of universal import lifted him above that scepticism
which marked both Protagoras’ and perhaps his own early
teaching.* ‘ Moral error, Socrates conceived, is largely due

' B0 Zeller (Presoc. ii. p. 398) : ‘These statements seem to have arisen
from the impossibility of conceiving the supposed teacher of Socrates to be
without an ethical philosophy. . .. That Archelaus accomplished anything
important in the sphere of ethics is improbable, from the silence of Aristotle,
who never once mentions him.’ Cf, Zeller's Socrates, p. b3,

1 Acad. i. 15.

? But not to Hippias, Polus, Thrasymachus, &c. (at least as represented by
Plato),

* Dr. Jackson's art, ‘ Socrates’ in Encyc. Brif. (p. 236) : ‘Socrates' theory of

B 2
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to the misapplication of general terms, which, once affixed
to a person or to an act, possibly in a moment of passion or
prejudice, too often stand in the way of careful or sober
reflection. It was in order to exclude error of this sort that
Socrates insisted upon 1o dpifec@a: xabfédov with éwaxrixol
Adyos for its basis. By requiring a definition and the refer-
ence to it of the act or person in question, he sought to
secure in the individual at any rate consistency of thought,
and, in so far, consistency of action.’! Consistency, then, 1s
the distinguishing feature of Socrates’ teaching ; and it was
the first time in Greek thought that comsistency had ever
been made possible—or even consciously desired.

Yet, great as the importance of this advance may have
been, Socrates still fell short of Plato’s standard. For though
he had nsen—to adopt the Platonic terminology—above the
level of Ignorance, he had not yet attained to that of Know-
ledge ; indeed, he may even have held that Knowledge 1s
unattainable. His doctrine, as much as that of the ordinary
popular moralists, must 1n consistency have been classed by
Plato in that intermediate state which lay hetwaenIgnﬂrmca
and Knowledge. nipixauer dpa, s éowxer, 8Tt T2 Tor wollaw
woAAa ropiua xalov Te wept xal Tav EX\aw perely mTow
xvAirdeirar To¥ Te pij Orros xal Tod drros eluxpwas? It is
true that the universality of Socrates’ conceptions distin-
guished them from the maxims of the unreflective multitude ;
but it cannot be denied that they fell outside the provinece
of Knowledge, simce only 10 warredas dv éoTt warrelas
yrewaror.® Lying as they did perafd dyvoias re xal émorjuns
they munst belong to &fe; and as a matter of fact their
characteristics are exactly described in the account of &ifa

edueation had for its basis a prefound and censistent seeplicism,” &e. This
view, however, seems to imply that 4 iue »afy recounted in the Phasdo are
those of the historieal Socrates, But v. Appendix A

! Jackson, L c., p. 237.

* Rep. 479 D, and Adam, ad ke.

* Bep. 477 A. IL might even be contended that the Protagerean position
would fall in the elass of dyrena. For Protagoras, as has been shown, denied
the possibility of trath and knowledge ; bat dinee knowledge is of 4 v, smch
doetrine as he had musé refer to v uf dr.—py e 8 pplaug varry dyrasree,
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which follows. For Plato says of d6f£a that it is fallible (u3
avaudpryrov),’ and that it apprehends the many and not the
absolute One.? Now the Socratic Adyo:, not being based
on the knowledge of reality, were liable to error ; and, para-
doxical as it may sound, they did not, for all their being
xaflohov, apprehend the true universal. What they sought
was a &v émt moAAady, not the év which 18 adrd kab’ atré? In
other words, the Socratic universal was not the Idea ; and for
Plato true Knowledge could have the Idea alone for its object,
since the Idea alone 1s ravreAws dv. Again, the Socratic Adyos
had only a conceptual, and not a substantial existence: there
could be for Plato no knowledge of what existed only in the
mind. We find in the Parmenides this very criticism. The
young Socrates (who may fairly be taken to represent the
young Plato*), in explaining the nature of his ¢ ideas’, first
calls them vorfjuara, which exist oddapuol dAAob: 1} év Yuyais
(132 B). ‘Is not this,’ asks Waddell, ‘a natural course for
one to pursue who had just come from the school of “ general
definitions ” which Aristotle directly ascribes to Socrates—
what could such definitions be but vofjuara? We have
before us, in fact, Tovs 7' émaxTikovs Adyovs kai TO dpifecBat
xaBéhov as Aristotle describes them." Parmenides is made
to criticize this doctrine severely ;®* and Socrates accordingly

1 477 E. T 479 E.

" The transition is seen in the early dialogues of Plato: e.g. Euthyphro
5, 6D,

¢ Cf. Waddell's Parmenides, p. xxix : ‘ as Socrates never held the views here
aseribed to him, we are entitled in the youthful Socrates to perceive the
youthful Plato, and to regard the opening statement of the dialogue as
an intentional notification by Plato of the character of his own early
theorizing upon metaphysical questions.” [The present writer is aware of
the uncertainty of any theory as to the date and subject of the Parmenides ;
but as the question was too large to discuss here, and it was necessary to
adopt one view, he has throughout followed the guidance of Prof. Jackson
(v. Journal of Philology, vol. xi).]

5 On the ground that if the Idea is a végua, this vénua must be of something
that is the same in all. But since rdAAa rav eidav peréxe (and €idy = réquara)
then either (1) &x vonpdrev Exacrér éore xal warra voe or (2) vojuara dvra
dvénrd dori—both of which are impossible, Itseemshighly probable that we
have here a record of the actual reasoning which led Plato to hypostasize tha
Socratic Adyou—or rather, to revise his own early theory that reality consisted
of mental concepts. He may have defined the steps of his argument more
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what is good is acting up to the conception of the corre-
sponding action, in short, knowledge in its practical applica-
tion.’! Thus in the actual conversations of Socrates, the
Good takes onthe colour of the particular subject of inquiry.
He denied emphatically the existence of any one universal
Good which had no particular reference : dAAa uiv, édn, €l
y' épords pe e 11 dyabov olda 8 undevos dyabiv éorw, ol
olda, épn, odre Séopar (Xen. Mem. iii. 8.3). Hence 76 dyabiv
is found to be the customary, the expedient, the useful,
or even the pleasant.? ¢ Utility, the immediate utility of
the individual, thus becomes the measure of conduct and the
foundation of all moral rule and all legal enactment.’s So
that Virtue, instead of being Knowledge in the Platonic
sense of the word, is merely a knowledge of consequences :
it is, to quote John Stuart Mill, ¢ an affair of calculation, and
the sole elements of the calculation are pains and pleasures.
. + » The standard of the Profagoras agrees with that of
the historical Socrates, who throughout the Memorabilia
inculcates the ordinary duties of life on hedonistic grounds,
and recommends them by the ordinary hedonistic induce-
ments—the good opinion and praise of fellow citizens,
reciprocity of good treatment, and the favour of benevolent
deities’ (Dissertations, iii. p. 342). And when he sought
for a more philosophical explanation of the Good, he

1 Zeller's Socrafes, p. 123,

T e.g Mem. iv. 4. 12 gqul ydp dyd 7o véupor Ykarov elvar. Our duty as
citizens compels us to obey the laws of the state ; our duty to the gods those
dypagor wépow which they have made, Cf. iv. 6. 6. In iv. 6.8 v dyaddn
is actually identified with ré dpéripor, Virtue may be advised because

its consequences are more pleasant to oneself, and also because vice leads to
punishment from fellow men ; but there is as well the fear of God to act as
a deterrent : éuol pdv olv ravra Adyav ol pdvov Tous cvwdvras éBdwe wowely dmdre
imd Tanv dvBpwmar dpgvro, dréyeobo Tdv dvooiaw re xal ddixav kal aloxpav, dArd
xai dmire &v lpnpig elev [there is a curious parallel in Genesis xvi. 7-13],
ireimep fymoarro pnldv dv wore dv wpdrrowey Peovs Siahafeiv. (Mem. i. 4. 19),
And yet this lofty teaching is after all only thie fear of consequences. The
Good is never in s0 many words identified with #3ay, ‘but he frequently
inculeates the practice of the virtues on account of the pleasures which they
bring" (v. Mem. ii. 1. 19; iv. 5. 9). ¢ Moreover if Socrates actually did some-
times call Pleasure Good, it is easier to understand how the Cyrenaics
eould have fathered their Hedonism upon him' (Adam, Introd. to Profag.).
Cf. Zeller, p. 126, ¥ Jackson, L c.
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actunally fell into the vicious circle! of identifying it with
virtue or wisdom. Dr. Jackson?® is doubtless right in finding
in the xouyrérepor of Rep. 505 (who supposed the ayafév to
be ¢pévnais) a direct reference to Socrates, although, as
Adam ?® observes, ‘ Plato’s criticism applies to himself, in
common with the other pupils of Socrates, and was doubtless
intended todo so.” Plato, however, by referring knowledge
to the hypostatic i8éa 70D dyaloi, avoided the otherwise
inevitable regress. (It may also be suggested that Socrates
too was guilty of the wAdvn of identifying the good with
néovi—although, as has been observed, he never does so
explicitly.)

Thus, in spite of his advance upon the empirical morality
of his predecessors, Socrates had no sound metaphysical basis
for his ethics.* 1t would, however, be most unwise to under-
rate his importance, since, as has been seen, his general
definitions not only made for consistency, but also pointed
the way for Plato. For just as Socrates said that Virtue is
Knowledge, and that Knowledge is (infer alia) of Aéyor, so
Plato repeated the first proposition—though by providing
an adequate object for Knowledge he raised the theory from
what was after all little better than prudential empiricism
into the first scientific system of Ethics that had appeared in
Greek thought. To use his own i1mages, 1t was a change

! of rotiro fyovperor odk Exovom Beifar, fimis Ppdvmais, dAN" dvayxdlovrar Tehev-
TavTes THY Tou dyafou ¢dvar, kal pdla, Egm, yerolos. wiis ydp olxi, Gv & Eyd, el
dvedifovtés e, Omt obx foper 70 dyabiv, Aéyovar madkw ds elbbow; gpdrpor vdp
atré pacw elvar dyalou, ds ad fumidvrar fudv § v Myovow, inaddr 70 Tob dyalfod
¢Péytanvrar Sropa (* when they utter the mysterious word . Adam).

¥ Jackson, l.c., p. 237,

¥ Note, ad loc.

* It would be too much to say that he remained a seeptie throughout, since
his quest of the general indicates a belief in the possibility of some sort of
knowledge. Dr. Jackson (Journal of Phil. xiii. p. 249) maintains that the ‘in-
complete Protagoreans’ of Theast, 172 A who held that ¢ while all parréouara
are equally true, one ¢arracua is better than another, and that the oegds is
one who by his Adym causes good garrdeuara to take the places of bad ones’
are intended to represent Socrates, Although the grounds for thisidentifica-
tion seem extremely slender it may perhaps be true, provided it be taken

to refer to Socrates only in his earlier days, before he had conceived 7d
xabidov dpileafar.
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from the lower segments of the Line to the highest,! an
ascent from the dimness of the Cave to the all-illuminating
rays of the sun—=ds éxyovdés 7€ Tol ayaloi eaiverar kal
opotéTaros exelve.®

It was, however, only gradually that Plato matured the
fruits of his early Socratic training; and in his earlier
dialogues we find abundant instances of his master's ways
of thought. Thus, to take but a few examples,in the Crito3
the Good is conceived of as the customary, in the Prota-
goras * as the pleasant, in the Futhydemus® and throughout
the Republic® as the useful and the expedient: kdAAisra
yap 8% ToiTo xal AéyeTar xal AeAéferar, he exclaims in 457 B,
0Tt TO pév wpéluov xalév,” 76 8¢ PAaPepiv aloypov. Such

! Adam (Rep., vol. ii, p. 157) pointa out that the lower half of the line
includes dofaord as well as dpard. Accordingly among Sofacra are contained
Td 7@y moAAWK WOAAR vopupa kalou T€ mépt kal Tav dAAav (479 D) ; and it has been
shown that SBocrates’ teaching ranked as Sofagrér. In 484 C such people are
called blind, pndly dvapyls v 7f Yuxf fxorres mapdderypa whereby to test
rd dvfade v pa karkav Te wép kal Swaiwy kal dyabav,

i Rep. 506 E.

v. esp. 60 A-61 E. Cf. the reason given against suicide in Phaedo 61 C
ol ydp Ppaoe Begurdy elvo,

* 333 D, 858 C, &c¢. (The whole argument as to dpery being SSaxrow
is also Socratic. Cf. the d8Aafeis Hdovai of Rep. 3567 B. If the Protagoras be
regarded as representing Plato's own view rather than that of Socrates—
an unnecessary and dubious supposition—it is open to explain the whole
hedonistic argument with Bury (Philebus, Introd., p. xxvii) as ‘of the
nature of a reductio ad absurdum, by which the right view is only hinted
at indirectly. The general result is to show that, if we equate Guood
with Pleasure and evil with Pain, then the art of living will consist in
rightly estimating the proportions of Pleasure and Pain—whether present or
future—which result from our actions. Consequently, Virtue is to be found
in Metretic Science as applied to pains and pleasures. From which we
deduce the conclusion that an outside criterion, the intellectual factor,
is necessary in order to render Pleasure an intelligible object of life's pursuit.’
So that, with this interpretation, the Profagoras appears to call, indirectly,
for the Theory of Ideas as the moral standard. The later hedonism (e.g.
Laiws 732) is discussed below, p. 57.

% 289 C-292 E. Cf. Zeller's Plato, p. 437.

* Cf. also 458 E. Krohn notes that 6 d¢éhuor settles the sort of poetry
that is to be allowed (386 C, 898 A); it sometimes makes lying permissible
(889 B); it decrees that an incurable man shall not be allowed to cumber the
ground (407 E); it underlies the selection of rulers (412 D, 431 E); and
it supplies the test of the value and beauty of oxevy and (ga (601 D)
(Studien, p. 870). CF. Gorg. 499 D,

" For xakév as including dyaév, v. Adam, ad loc. ; also Zeller's Plato, p. 60T,
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utilitarianism, as Krohn points out, ‘dringt bis in seine
letzte dialectische Conception vor’: 4 rof ayafoi idéa .. . §
Sixata xal Talla wpooxpnodueva Xphoipa Kal oPéitpa
yiyverar (505 A). Again we can see plainly that Plato
adopted the view that aperi is émworiun without having
at first any clearer notion of the nature of émioriun than
Socrates had had. He developed his own distinctive theory
in order to provide the possibility of knowledge—and
consequently the possibility of philvsophic and frue virtue;
but until he had conceived the Ideas his Virtue had to be
founded on a knowledge that was no truer than the Socratic.
Of this there are many examples in the Republic! par-
ticularly of course in those parts that deal with general and
unphilosophical education. In like manner Plato accepted
the Socratic method of searching for universal principles in
matters of conduct, and together with the method he
borrowed the terminology of Socrates. Thus we find in
the earlier dialogues a non-technical use of the terms which
afterwards became part and parcel of Dialectic: such words
as eldos,” [0éa,® mapdlerypa * are used in reference to Adyor
that are neither transcendental nor *‘separate’ (xwpiord), 1. e.
which have not yet been hypostasized. It is, however,
necessary to bear in mind that Plato never formulated
a fixed terminology ®: &ori &, ws éuol dokel, ov mwepl ovépaTos

'e.g. Rep. 866 C, 374 D, 882 A, 409 A sq., 413 A, 589 C,

7 e.g. Rep. 400 A, 402 C (rd 7ijs owppooivys elby xal dvlpeias xkrh. The
exact meaning is doubtful ; but Adam does not take ¢idn of the developed
Tdeas), 402 D, 483 A, 445 C, 454 A, 510 D. So Meno 72 C, 80 A, Symp. 210 B.
The example in Euthyphro 6 D is specially interesting, as showing the early
use of airé without any particular import. (CFE ib.5 D, 1 Ale. 129 B, Rep.
438 B aird évaora, adry) émoripy (N.B. the non-philosophical use of rapoveia},
659 A, &c.) For similar use of mapovaia cf. Gorg. 497 E, 506 D.

? Euthyph. L. c., Rep. b07 E, 544 C, Hipp, mai. 289 D, Phaedrus 237 D, Theael.
184 D,

* Euthyph. 6 E, Rep. 529 D, 409 A, 472 C,

» Cf. Diog. Laert. iii. 64 woAAdwis 82 wal Siagépovow drdpacw Enl Tot abrov
oqumvoperoy ypTart THv olv iSéav wal ellos dvopaler wal yévos xal mapadearyua val
dpxnv xal aimiov. It is perhaps possible, though very difficult, to find a dis-
tinction belween Plato’s use of elfos and idéa. (Cf. Thompson on Meno 72 C.)
In Phaedrus 259 A Siakeyduevot is used of rérriyes. We have, however, & éori
as a technical term in Phaedo 75 C wepl dmavraw ols émoppayi(ducda 16 b éome,
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dupiaBirnais, ols Togolrawv wépL okéyis dowr Huiv mwpokeiTal
(Rep. 533 D).

Again, for both philosophers the beginning of wisdom
consisted in that self-knowledge! which showed up one's
own ignorance; but whereas from the state of dmopla
or vdpxwots which resulted, Socrates tried by his ‘ maieutic’
art to give birth to gemneralizations® it was Plato’s aim
to elicit the knowledge of the Ideas which (as explained
by avduvnais) was already in the soul. *This conception,’
to quote Nettleship,? ‘ of self-knowledge—which is at once
the spur to moral progress and the evidence of the inexhausti-
bility of moral truth—Plato embraced and assimilated in
all, and more than all, its original significance; and the
synthetical tendency of his mind naturally led him to seek
a systematic expression for what Socrates had put forth
as occasion served or required.’

Such then was the theory that Virtue is Knowledge as
Plato received it from Socrates. But that theory gives rise
to obvious and notorious difficulties— difficulties which result
indeed from the peculiar character of Socrates. ‘Himself
blessed with a will so powerful that it moved almost
without friction, he fell into the error of ignoring its
operations, and was thus led to regard knowledge as the
sole condition of well-doing.’* In spite of his genial
tolerance, his very strength of will must have made him
almost incapable of understanding the weakness of others.®
Judging by himself, he imagined that where émariun
was present, there could be no possibility of wrongdoing,
and so declared, generally, that oddels éxav dpaprdver. His
own explanation of sin was simply that there must have

! e.g. Charm, 169 D, 1 Aleib, 130 E, Phaedr. 229 E, Phaedo 60 E,

¥ Cf. Phaedr, 266 B. 3 Lectures and Remains, i. p. 248,

" Cf. o.g. Xen, Mem. i, 2, 1 ZTawparys . .. wparov plv depoliciay xal +yaorpds
wdvray dvfpamay dyxparioraros v, dlra wpds yeapiva wal Gépos wal wavras wivouvs
kaprepucwraros xrh. CF Symp. 217 A sq. And for his powers of drinking,
ib. 176 C, 214 A, 220 A Zaxpdry pefvorra oblels wawore idpaxer drfpamay,

. ‘What hand and brain went ever paired ?

What heart alike conceived and dared ?
What act proved all its thought had been?
What will but felt the fleshly screen?’
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been ignorance, perhaps temporary, in the soul: at the
moment of temptation the present ° pleasures of sin’ had
overridden and expelled the knowledge of their future
consequences. In otherwords, Socrates denied the possibility
of incontinence, as is pointed out by Aristotle: dmopiicete
8" dv mis wds dmohauBdvwv bplids akpareleral Tis. €mioTd-
pevor pév obv ol paol Tives olbv Te elvar Sewdv yap émoriuns
évolons, o5 weTo ZwkpdTns, dANo Ti KpaTelv Kal TepLéAKey
alTov domep dvlpdmodov. ZwxkpdrTys ptv yap OSAws éud-
X€To mwpos Tov Abyov a@s otk olons dkpacias: ovféva yap
vrolauBdvovra wpdrrew wapa 7o BéATiaTov, dAAa &’ dyvorarv.!

An even more searching criticism is made by the author
of the Magna Moralia.® He observes that Socrates, by
defining the virtues as branches of knowledge, did away
with the irrational part of the soul (since knowledge 1s
confined to the rational element), and consequently with
these emotions and passions. This indeed is the common-
place objection found with the Socratic position—that
it ignores human frailty: ‘video meliora proboque’ and
the like are quoted against it. And another point arises
from Aristotle’s (?) use of the word émiorfjuar (1n the plural) ;
for it suggests what would, from the Platonic point of view,
appear a very serious flaw in the Socratic structure, viz.
that he considered, not one Knowledge, but many know-
ledges —special sciences dealing with Courage, Temperance,
or Justice. And that such was actually the case 1s evident
on every page of the Memorabilia, to say nothing of the
¢ Socratic’ dialogues of Plato.

! Eth. Nie. vii. 3. 1145 b 21. Grant remarks that ‘the omission of the
article before Zaukparys seems to show that the real man, and not the personage
of Plato’s dialogues, is referred to, but yet the words of the passage before us
have obvious reference to Plato's Prolagoras 352 B’ [esp. drexvivs Savooipevor
mepl Ths émoTuns, dowep wepi dvlpamddov, wepiedkopérns tmd Tav dAlov drdrrav].
The inference to be drawn is plainly that, as before indicated, the Profagoras
does present us with the historical Socrates. Cf. Eth. Nie. vi. 13.

2 1162 a 16 ... olw dpfds 8¢ olros (Zaw.). 7ds 4ydp dperds émorfuas Erole,
Touro 8 éoriv elvar abvaror. al ydp Imorfjua wacat perd Adyov, Adyos B¢ év 7@
Stavonqring Tis Yuxfs dyyiverae popip. ~yivorrar olv al dperal wacar xar' adrov év
T@ AoyaTikg T Yuyds popiw,  cvpBaive olv abTy émarnuas wowouvrTe Tds dperds
dvatpetv Td dhoyor pépos Tijs Yuxis, Touro 8¢ moidv dvaipel kai wafos xal fos” Bio olx
dpfuws flaro Tavry Tav dpeTar.
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Further, since the Socratic test of right and wrong was,
as we have seen, merely a hedonic perpikn! of the effects
which any particular action would in the long run bring
upon the doer, 1t would evidently be open to each man
to assess those effects according to the standard of his own
inclinations — provided only that he took a sufficiently
general and consistent survey of them. And such, in fact,
was the development of the original doctrine actually made
by various of the Socratic schools. It was indeed nothing
but the Protagorean view, that each is the measure of all
things for himself, applied this time to conduct. Nor could
there be any better proof of the insufficiency of an ethical
theory that possesses no eternal, unchanging, absolute
standard of reference. Socrates himself (as we learn from
both Xenophon and Plato—nowhere perhaps better than
from the eloquent panegyric of Alcibiades ®?) was saved by
his peculiar personality from falling into any extreme,
either of asceticism or the reverse ; but his doctrine un-
doubtedly opened an easy door to individualism in morality.
And yet, even in his own case, a ‘ Virtue' which could
permit him to give the counsel which he bestowed upon
Theodote® may well give us pause. It would be wrong
to lay too much stress upon a particular incident, or to
forget the difference between ancient and modern opinion
on this topic ; but when all allowances have been made one
cannot but feel how great a gulf is fixed between such
morality and the lofty views expressed by Plato in the
Laws* And 1t 18 hard to ascribe the advance to anything
but the fact that Plato held consistently, throughout his

life, to an absolute standard of right and wrong-—while
Socrates did not.

1 Cf. Arist. Eth. Nic. x. 2. 1178 b 20,

¥ Symp. 215 8q. ? Xen, Mem, iii. 11.

4 Laws 836 sqq. Of course the morality of the Laws is far removed from
that found in e. g. Phaedrus or Symposium ; the change was doubtless due in
part to Plato’s increasing years, But then the years would only root him the
more firmly in the belief of an absolute standard. (As for the points about
the communism of the Republic which are objectionable to modern taste, it
must be admitted that they never fall so low as this chapter of the Memorab!
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In the light of this discussion it will not appear an
exaggeration to say that the ethical teaching of Socrates
was for theory either unintelligible or else a truism, and for
practice a sounding futility. There is no need to travesty
his doctrine! in order to substantiate such a statement.
Obviously virtue is ‘ Knowledge at once of end and of means
irresistibly realizing itself in act’*: the trouble is to acquire
that Knowledge. When its nature is further sought we
find that Socrates is ‘confessedly using the term as one
which neither he nor his interlocutors could adequately
define’.®* And, in matters of daily life, if the Knowledge
that determines virtue be so fleeting and subjective as to be
gsometimes lost and sometimes counterfeited by ignorance,
it seems hardly worth the wear of winning.

Therefore before the theory could satisfy Plato it would
have to be freed from its imperfections. According to the
view maintained in this essay, the Platonic philosophy
arose out of the attempt to make rational the Socratic ethie,
which, as Plato received it, was metaphysically and psycho-
logically unsound. If virtue is knowledge, we must provide
the possibility of knowledge. If nobody sins willingly, we
must explain how it happens that (as it seems) people do sin
willingly, The metaphysical difficulty Plato removed (as
has already been indicated, and as will be further shown)
by confining ‘ Knowledge’ to Knowledge of the Ideas; the
psychological difficulty he removed, or attempted to remove,
by his tripartition of the soult By the differentiation

! It is travestied, e. g. in Eth. Eud. i. b. 1216 b 8 Zaxparns piv olv § wpeaBirns
ger’ elvar TéAos T yvdoxew Ty dperfy, kal émelira v Eorw § Bikaoaivn xal Ti 1)
dr8pela xal Exagror Tdy popiaw abrijs émoler yip Tavr’ edAdyws, Emoriuas ydp ger’
elvay mdoas Tds dperds, &b’ dpa cvpBalver elfévar Te wal Sucaoodvny kal eivar Sivaiov,
dua piv ydp pepabixaper THv yewperpiar xal olkodopiav ral éopdv olkodopor xal
yewperpor. Cf Stewart on Eth. Nic. i. 8. 1098 b 24, It is unfairly stated also
in Eth. Nic. 1i1. 1116 b 4. In Prof. 845 D the words of Simonides are caricatured,

after the manner of a Sophist, into the doctrine that oldels éxav duaprave.

1 Jackson, . c.

* R. D. Hicks, 1. ¢, p. xxviii.

* We have the authority of the Magna Moralia for supposing that this was
Plato's object in ‘dividing’ the soul eis e 78 Adyov éxov xal els 70 dhoyow
(1182a). The division was at first into these two elements alone ; after-
wards 74 dAoyor was subdivided into fvpoedés and émbvppriely. In this
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of faculties Plato saved the Socratic theory from the ab-
surdity of a soul, which, though one and indivisible, was
nevertheless divided against itself. For, now that there
were several members in the soul, it became intelligible
to speak of dissensions and erdoers amongst them (e. g. Rep.
444 A sq, 554D sq., et passim). Knowledge might be
held, truly and consistently, by the rational element, the
‘ charioteer of the soul’ (70 #yepovikéy, 10 xvBepryriciy,
as it is called in the Republic), and yet its commands be
weaker than those of the irrational nature: the stremgth
of 70 émifvunTikéy might be greater than that of fuués,
Reason's ally, and the nobler steed unable to drag his
partner into the upward way. There was no longer any
question of the lower elements going against the knowledge
they possessed ; for they were, by their very mnature, in-
capable of getting the true wisdom : 9 yap axpoparés re xal
doxnpdrioTos kal dvads obola Svrws oloa Yuxis kvBepriry
povew Beary'—it is only the noblest portion of the soul that
finds its pasture in the fields of truth.? Those who fall
short of the beatific vision do so through the turbulence
of their passions, m@oat 8¢ moAdv éxovoat movor dareleis Tijs
Tob 8vros Oéas dmépyovrat, xal dmwelodoar Tpody Sofaocth
xpovrat. All are capable of virtue, since all possess reason,
and all have in some prenatal life beheld reality; this
knowledge they must try to recover by the power of
avduvnats, difficult though that may be : waca pév avfpamov
Yuxh ¢voet teféarar ta Svra, ) ok dv fAOev eis T68e TO
{@ov' dvappvioxeadar 8¢ éx Tdvde éxeiva o padiov amdop.®
respect Plato’s division resembles the Pythagorean. (See Appendix C.) It
may be further noted that Plato might have attempted to solve the difficulty
by distinguishing between the s and xrfjois of knowledge, as in the simile
of the weporepeay (Theaet. 197 C). The pasaage referred to, however, does not
deal with moral problems ; nor does it serve to explain even the question it
is brought forward to explain.

' Phaedrus 247 C,

7 Ib. 248 B. wvous is said to be cognate with Reality and Truth ( Rep. 490 B,
618 C, 611 E..

3 249 E. A human soul must have beheld truth : ol 4dp #§ pfywore [dotica rijy
dAfPeiar ely 768¢ figer 70 oxfjpa, Bei ydp dvfpamov ouriévar xat’ «lBos Aeybuevor, I

wordaw [dv aloffoear els v Aoyiopd cvvaipovpevor® Toirro 8 korly dvapimais bxelvaw
& wor’ el3ev fuav f) Yuyn) ovpwopevieioa Beg ath, (249 B),
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Thus the Knowledge that determines virtue is confined
to the AoytoTixér element of the soul; it is Knowledge of the
eternal verities, gained in the celestial journey with the
gods, and recoverable only by dvdurnois. And human
nature ‘ then shows likest God's’'! when (as in the harmony
that causes dixatoovvn) the highest part of soul has supre-
macy over the others (al 8¢ dM\at Yvxai, ) pétv dpiora Oeid
émouévy kal eixacpévn Umepnpev eis TOv €fw Tomov THV Tob
fvibyov xeparijy xktA.). Beneath the allegory of the Phaedrus
can be discovered a firm psychological basis for this ethical
doctrine : that the soul possessed of true knowledge cannot,
of its own accord, fail to translate that knowledge into right
action ;—though one may well feel loath to reduce that
gorgeous imagery to the bare outline of a formulated dogma.

But Plato’s psychology is in turn open to many objections.
For it is not consistently maintained 2 (such at least is the
common view); it fails to explain the phenomena of soul ?;
it is so crude that Plato cannot have intended it for more
than a metaphor* There is indeed a certain amount of
truth in each of these criticisms ; but their weight is lessened
by the fact that this peculiar psychology was conceived for
the specific purpose of rationalizing the theory that Virtue
is Knowledge.® Therefore when Plato requires the tripartite
view of soul for his argument, he uses it®; when (as e.g. in

! The divine mind being nurtured by pure intelligence alone : feov Sidrvoia
¥ir TE Kal EmOTHuY denpdTy Tpedopévy.

? Because it is put forward only in three dialogues {Phaedr., Rep., Tim.).

? v, Gomperz, vol. iii, p. 74.

* Archer-Hind, Introd. to Phaedo, p. xxxiii sq.

® This point is indubitably proved by the way the tripartition is introduced
in Rep. 436. Plato lays down the general principle §fAov &7 Tadrdr rdvarria
moweiv ) maoyav xard Taltér ye xal wpis ralrtiv olx Efedfoe Gua, Dore dv mwov
ebpioxwper dv alrols Tatra yyrdpeva, elodpela G ol rvalrov fjv dAAD wAelw,
Hence it is absurd te say that a man or & top can be both in motion and at
rest: we must distinguish their various parts. Similarly soul cannot
simultaneously both desire and loathe the same thing: there must be one
part that desires and another that loathes. The nature of the examples
given (the ease of & man who refrains from drinking though he desires to
drink, and the story of Leontius in 439 E) makes plain that the psychological
theory is intended to explain ethical problems.

® In Phaedrus 246, 248, Rep. 435 B, 602 C, 612 A, &c. (The examples in
Tim. 69 sq. do not concern the present argument.)
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discussing its immortality) he needs a single indivisible
soul, he takes that aspect.! Nor is there here any funda-
mental inconsistency. It is only the embodied soul that
is regarded as tripartite—precisely because it is only with
the embodied soul that ethical questions arise. Plato saw
plainly enough the difficulties of a ‘Faculty Psychology’,?
but he had no other means of explaining the breach between
knowing and doing. Although he uses such words as €idn,
yévn, or even uépn for the ‘parts’ of soul, yet he seems
to regard them rather as aspects or modes of mental
activity: ® ‘the two lower €idy,’ says Archer-Hind, ‘are con-
sequent upon the conjunction of soul with matter, and their
operation ceases at the separation of soul from matter.
Hence the soul in its true essence is one, €v yevouevor éx
moAdav (443 E); but this unity is possible only when the
two lower parts obey the Aoytorikér element (586 E). And
here Plato shows that the real purpose of all this theorizing
is ultimately practical. Adikaioovvy consists in the carrying
out of its own €pyov by each portion of the soul; the whole
aim of the Republic is to show how 76 ra adrel mpdrreww
is possible. The philosopher alone can fulfil these condi-
tions: 7@ ¢iroodpe dpa émouévns amdons Tis Yyuxis kal un
oractalolions €KAOT® TO uépel UTEpPXEL €is T€ TAANAa Ta €auTol
mparTeww kal Sikaiw elvair, xal 8% kal Tas Hlovas Tas éavrod
éxaoTov kal Tas BeArioras kal els 10 Svvardv Tas dAnbeordras
kapmovalat.

The relationship between the parts of the soul is, how-
ever, 80 difficult to explain that Plato does not attempt
to do so except by means of eixéves.* It is pictured in the
allegory of the winged horses and their charioteer in the
Phaedrus; it stands pel{w Te xai év peifov:t in the fabric
of the State, and again in the strange creature of Book ix,

1 Especially of course in Phaedo.

3 e.g. Rep. 611 B : nothing that is ovr@eror éx moAAdw, he says, can be didior,
Cf. Appendix A, p. 77 n.

® Rep. 439 B; 572 D suggests that Plato thought of ‘an ego as a separate
and distinet entity’, as is deduced by Krohn from the participles éyeipas,
toriacas, wpaivas, kivnoas, Hovydoas, v. Adam, ad loc.

4 Phaedrus 240 A. %o , = =*

C
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that is made up of man, lion, and many-headed monster.
But if it is argued from this that Plato never meant the
tripartition as anything more than a metaphor,! we shall
have to include the Idea of Good under the same category
—since Plato never explained its nature in any but meta-
phorical language. His object was to provide a system of
ethics, and this he accomplished by means of his theory

of Soul: he discovered the nature of justice and the means

of its practice, both in the State and the individual; but

he was not immediately concerned with any incidental
difficulties to which his psychology might give rise.? As

Aristotle ® says in a similar connexion: raiira 8¢ mwérepov

SidpioTar kabdmwep T& Tol cdparos pbpia kal waAv TO peplaToV,

9 78 Abyw Obo éoriv dydpieta mwepuxéTa xabdmep év T

wepipepeia TO kvpTdv kal TO koilov, ovfév Siacpéper mwpos TO

wapov.

Enough has been said to show the intimate connexion
between Plato’s peculiar psychological theory and his ethiecs.
It will be shown later on how i1mportant a part this theory
plays in the development of the State; for, just as in the
soul knowledge is the property of the rational element
alone, so in the State it is the corresponding section, the
¢ihbaogpor, who alone possess knowledge. Consequently
the only hope of Justice in the State is that its rulers shall
be philosophers, since then only can the rational element
command and control the others.?

It 1s, however, time to return to the metaphysical side,
and to substantiate the contention of this essay, viz. that
Plato developed the earlier theory of Ideas in order to pro-
vide a basis for ethics. The only certain account we possess
of the origin of that ¢ theory’ is the so-called Aéyot of éx Taw

! Rohde (Psyche, 8rd ed., p. 272, n. 5) says that the view that Plato never
intended the ‘Dreitheilung der Seele in wvollem Ernst, sondern immer
nur als von einem halben Mythus, einer nur einstweilen giltigen Hypothese’
will not appear credible from an unbiased reading of the passages that
deal with it,

# For the possible Pythagorean origin of the theory, v. Appendix C.
7 Eth. Nic, i. 18. 10.

E:’:?m':iﬂ'&Eth-l 41’3 D H'q.'
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émiogrnpdv, a8 given by Aristotle in the first book of the
Metaphysics.! This may be summarized as follows: Plato
had been so educated by Cratylus in the Heraclitean doctrine
of flux that he came to believe there could be no knowledge
of sensible phenomena, and this view he afterwards upheld
(dmdvrav Taov aloOntodv alel pebvrov kal émaTiuns mepl avToy
ovk olons, TatTa pév kal totepor olirws UmélaBev); but
Socrates, who concerned himself with moral speculations and
not at all with Nature as a whole, sought for the universal
in moral matters (Fwoxpdrovs 8¢ wepl peév va n0ika wpayuarevo-
pévov, mepl 8¢ Tiis GAns Puoews ovdév, év pévror TobTots TO
xabbéhov {nrodvros), and was the first to apply his mind to
the making of definitions. He thus showed Plato that
definitions must be of something other (mepi érépwr) than
sensible phenomena (for these being always changing can-
not be generally defined). Therefore Plato called these
other things ‘ Ideas’ (olirws ptv olv rd Totatira Tov dvrwy idéas
mwpoanydpevae), and supposed that all aiefnrd exist by the side
of them (mapi raira) and are called after them (kara raira
Aéyeabai) ; for ‘the many’ which have the same name as the
Idea exist by participation in the Idea (kara uéfefiv). In
the other passage (Mef. M.) Aristotle adds that it was not
Socrates, but his successors, who * separated’ or hypostasized
the Ideas;* and there too 1t 1s expressly stated that the
éptopol from which the Ideas arose were ethical (Swkpdrovs
0¢ mepi Tas Nbikas dperas mwpayparevouévov kKal mweplt TOUTWY
dpigeaBar kalddov {nroivros kTA.).

Now there is no reason to doubt the general accuracy
of this account. If it is at all coloured by Aristotle’'s own
point of view, it is in the direction of making the Ideas
more purely intellectual and less ethical than Plato intended
them to be.* But even so, it 18 made abundantly plain that

1 Met, A, 6, 987 b 29 sq. Cf. Met, M. 4, 1078 b 7 s8q.

3 GAN" & piv X, 1d wafdhov ol ywpiord démoies oUde Tols dpiopedst ol 8 Exdpigar,
xal Td Toiabra rav ovrav [Béas wpoonpyopevoar,

3 Cf. Adam, Gifford Lectures, p. 425: * Aristotle, for his part, represents the
Ideal Theory as originating in an attempt to find a sure foundation for
knowledge and knowledge only ; but when we read the dialogues of Plato
himself, we cannot but feel that there were other and hl_lrt‘il_.ly_lﬂgq powerful

c2
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the Ideas were developed out of ethical generalizations;
in other words, that the first concepts to be hypostasized
were ethical in character. The natural inference is, surely,
that Plato’s first concern was to work out a scientific theory
of conduct. Knowledge at first seemed valuable to him not
so much for its own sake as because it was the condition
of virtue.! Later on, as he freed himself more from the
trammels of Socratic thought, his philosophy tended to be-
come more and more metaphysical and less ethical; and
yet throughout supreme importance is attached to any
doctrine which may affect the human soul. But in his
early days it would have been impossible for Plato not
to have been peculiarly interested in ethics: as the pupil
of Socrates he was bound to concentrate on such topics.
This bias may perhaps have been due less to the bent
of Plato’s own mind than to the accident of his connexion
with Socrates; but this at least is the way he actually did
develop. It is doubtless the accident of his father’s having
been a physician that gave a biological colour to the whole
of Aristotle’s work ; 2 but nobody for that reason would deny
his interest in natural history. And yet (perhaps owing
to the one-sidedness of Aristotle’s representation, exaggerated
by commentators) it is common enough to find the view
maintained that ¢ Plato is before all things a metaphysician :
ethics, politics, logic, physics are to him so many forms
of applied metaphysics’3—that his interest in ethics is only

impulses at work,” Also Grant (Ethics, i. p. 182) : * Each of the two had his
own peculiar earnestness: Plato's was a moral earnestness, he seems never
to have left out of sight the overwhelming importance of everything by
which the human soul might be improved or deteriorated ; Aristotle’s was
a scientific earnestness, showing itself in a desire to sift and examine every-
thing, and to state the naked truth, as it appeared to him, regardless of
consequences,’

! Thus in Phaedo 115 E inaceuracy of expression is censured because ob
pévov els alitd TovTo mARupedes, dAAQ Kal kakoy Tt éumoel Tais fuyals,

* Cf A. E. Taylor's Aristofle on his Predecessors, p. 13,

? Archer-Hind's Phaedo, p. x. The statement is of course true in the sense
that Plato based his ethics, polities, &c., on metaphysics, But to speak of
these as ‘so many forms of applied metaphysics’ certainly seems to suggest
that they appeared to him as of quite secondary importance., Far truer is
Zellews vemark (Pinto, p. 435) : ¢ The philosophy of Plato is primarily ethical.

=
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secondary and derived; in other words, that his years!
of training under Socrates failed to imbue him with his
master’s spirit, to which the study of human conduct seemed
the one supremely important matter, leaving him for heri-
tage nothing but the cold inductive method of searching
for abstract universals altogether unrelated to humanity.
Thus, had it been only because of his intercourse with
Socrates, Plato must necessarily have devoted his energies
at first to ethical questions; but there was another powerful
influence to drive him towards placing his theory of con-
duct on a firm footing. We have seen already the serious
importance which the Protagorean teaching assumed in
Plato’s eyes, and how Plato’s first object may well have
been to establish that standard of truth and reality whose
existence Protagoras denied. But besides Protagoras there
were others of the Sophists, who, by the distinction they
drew between ‘the natural’ and ‘the conventional’? and
by the consequent depreciation ? of ordinary social arrange-
ments which they deduced from it, seemed to Plato to be
undermining morality. This antithesis has already been
mentioned in connexion with Archelaus (who is said to have
first employed it) ; and it was there pointed out that Socrates
was opposed to the opposition of xara ¢iow and kara véuov
—doubtless because of the subversive tendency 1t was likely
to develop in the sphere of conduct. Thus Plato may well
have received from his master the desire to counteract this

o starts from the Soeratic inquiries on virtue, which furnished the material
for the carliest development of his dialectic method, and for those eonceptual
determinations from which the doctrine of Ideas eventually sprang,’ &e.

1 viz. from 407 ()-890 B.C.

? The subject has been well treated by Grant, Aristolle’s Ethics, vol. i,
pp. 151 8qq. ; also by Benn, *The Idea of Nature in Plato (Archiv fiir Gesch, d.
Phil, ix)." Tho locus classicus is Arist. Soph. Elench, xii. 8 : it is there stated that
this antithesis was the commonest sophistical device for creating paradoxes,
so that it appears to have been used rather *as a mode of arguing than as
a definite opinion about morals’ (Grant). It is amusing to note that Plato
makes Callicles accuse Socrates of this very trick (Gorg. 483 A & &) xal ob
TouTo TO ooddy KaTaveronkd s KaKoupyels £ Tois Adyos, ddv uév Tis katd vluor Aeyp,
kard oo imeputdr, fdv 52 Td T PpUgees, Td Tou vipov).

1 v 8& 70 piv xard guow abruis T @ahylis, 70 bi kard viopoy 7o Tois wodhois Soxouv.
Arist, L c.
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tendency by ascertaining exactly the meaning of ¢deis and
the dictates which might be regarded as xara ¢dow. For
hitherto no definite significance had been given to ¢vous.
By the Sophists it was used simply as a name to juggle
with: *Nature’ was called in ‘ to support crude, paradoxical,
and anti-social doctrines’ (Grant). We have several famous
examples of the applications they made of it in the dialogues
of Plato; and though these are (as Grant remarks) ‘ dramatic
and imaginary’, yet ‘ we may fairly conceive them analogous
to what was occasionally heard uttered in Athenian society .
Thus Hippias in the Protagoras declares that kinship of
spirit makes men fellow citizens, ¢doet, od vépw 70 yap
Gpotov T® opoiw ploel ouyyevés éoTiv, 6 O¢ vouos, TUpavvos v
ror dvlpomav, woAhé mwapa Ty Ppiow Pidlerar (337 C, D);
a doctrine which may sound plausible to modern ears, but
which would have deleterious effects on the ancient idea
of the city-state.! Callicles in the Gorgias asserts that,
according to nature, might is right, and incidentally justifies
theft ? and invasion.? @doer pév wav aloxiév éaTv dmep xal
xdkiov, 70 ddikelabai, véuw 8¢ 70 adikeiv,* adding that only
a mind vitiated by too long study of philosophy would
think otherwise.® So Thrasymachus in the Republic defines
70 8lkatov as ovk dANo 7L 7) T0 ToD kpeiTTovos ocuupépor.® And
(Glauco, accepting the view that laws have been made
in the interest of the weaker, explains the origin of this
arrangement by a theory of social contract.’

1 Adam indeed |Gifford Lectures, p. 288) regards this as a glimpse of fthe
other and more humane conception of Nature, acecording to which men are
naturally not enemies, but kinsmen, , .. The words.. ., convey the notion
of a brotherhood among men of learning and eulture, analogous in some
degree to the Stoic community of wise men’. Such an interpretation is,
however, extremely conjectural, And even if it were true, we may well
doubt whether Plato would not have dreaded any broadeast dissemination of
such an anti-social doetrine. He himself had certainly panhellenie (v. Rep.
469 B sq.), and probably cosmopolitan leanings (v. Rep. 427 B, 499C); but
then his cosmopolitanism would be founded on a sound ontology, not the
vague and shifting ¢ious of Hippias,

1 Gorg. 484 B. ¥ 483 D (Xerxes). t 488 A,

* 484 C sq. ® Rep. 338 C.

" Rep. 859 sq. (v. Adam, ad loc.). Cf. also Rep. 864 A (§éfp xal véuy) and
3813A,cwhere, the distinetion between ¢ise and réyvp is made—afterwards

L) =
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Now the grave dangers likely to result from such theories
(and there can be no doubt about their prevalence in Athens
at this time') must have impressed themselves most forcibly
on a mind like Plato’s.? If existing laws and customs were
to be abandoned because they were contrary to Nature, it
became above all things urgent that Philosophy should
come to the rescue; and its duty would be to explain—as
all the physical philosophers had failed to do—what ¢daos
actually was.® No one had yet discovered a ‘primary,
fundamental, and persistent’ element, ‘as opposed to what
i1s secondary, derivative, and transient’;* Plato was the
first ® to develop any possible account of such a conception.
Hence we should expect to find Plato establishing some
theory of ¢dois; and, by deducing from his Nature the true
dictates of Nature, refuting the immoral and anti-social
teaching of a Callicles or a Thrasymachus. And this is what
we do in fact observe. In describing the Ideas, Plato not

worked out fully in Laws 889 A-800 A. Finally, Plato reached a unity
between Nature and Convention ; for in Laws 714 C we read that the function
of laws is Lo safeguard the actual constitution of the particular state for
which they are made, xal rdv ¢pvoe Gpov Tot &walov Aéyecbm kadliod’ ofiTw,

' v. esp. Adam, ad. Rep. 337 A.

! He refers to such dangers in Theaet, 172 B when speaking of the ¢ partial
Protagoreans ’.

3 Cf. Adam, Gifford Leciures, p. 429 : ‘In any case, the need for asserting
the objective reality of the moral standard may well have seemed to Plato
all the greater on account of the teaching of the Sophists,” &e, Adam, how-
ever, supposes Plato’s polemic to have been aimed particularly at Protagoras.
This no doubt is partly true : Protagoras, as the champion of véuos, would tend
to disparage existing customs as ‘conventional *. But Plato must have been
even more concerned to withstand such upholders of ¢dois as Hippias and
Thrasymachus, since the dangerous interpretation which they put upon
‘the natural ' would be still more disastrous in its results.

Adam well illustrates the importance of this opposition by its manifest
effects upon Athenian poliey. ‘By no other argument [than that of 4 ¢voe
gpos Totr Suwaiov] was it possible even to attempt to justify the imperial rule
of Athens in the eyes of a nation which regarded the independent city-state
as the only legitimate form of polity ' (1. e., p. 282).

* Prof, Burnet (L ¢, p. 18) gives this as what ‘in Greek philosophieal
language ¢iois always means’.

* The Sophists of course gave no systematic account of gvais ; most of them
indeed (like Socrates) relinquished physical speculation as vain and un-
profitable. Still less had they any consistent account to offer of rd ¢gvokdw
Bixauor,
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only emphasizes the notion of their reality in Nature, but
even employs the very word ¢dois as one of the commonest
means of distinguishing them. For Plato, Nature meant
the world of Ideas, not ¢ physical patterns to be found in the
sensible world, of which we should naturally think, in spite
of the warning of Proclus, eiwfle yoiv ¢ IIAdrwv kal émi Td
vonTa pépewy ToliTo T0 TS PpUorews dvopa’l Passages to prove
this statement are to be found throughout the dialogues,
excepting of course the Socratic dialogues, in which we
should not look to meet any mention of the antithesis.®
It was Plato, and not Socrates, who saw the importance
of investigating the pretentious appeals to ¢vois made by
the Sophists, since thus alone there was a chance of re-
settling, and this time upon a sound basis, the moral rules
of the multitude.

Now an examination of the principal places in which this
use of ¢vois (as equivalent to the Ideal world) occurs un-
doubtedly goes to substantiate the view here maintained,
that Plato was intent on establishing a theory of ¢dous in
order that he might settle current morality. For although
it is true that the Ideas generally are described as existing
in Nature,® and while the crudest of them have their
abode also év tfj ¢voer?, yet by far the majority of

1 Waddell, ad Parm, 182 D,

7 Benn (. ¢., p. 837) goes so far as to make the more frequent use of xard
¢vmy and xard vépov into a canon for marking the lateness of dialogues,

3 Parm. 132 D (already referred to as showing the step of hypostasization),
Relinquishing the deseription of Ideas as wénuara existing odBapot dAMof: %
tv Yuyals, he says vd pév iy raira dowep mapadeiypara éordavar &v Ty Pvce, Td
&¢ diha Tovrois fawcévar kTA, He could have given no more characteristic
account of the Ideas,

* Even ‘such half-jocular instances’ (Taylor) as the Ideas of owxevacra :
obxoly TpTTal Tves kAivar alrar ylyvovrar pia piv § & 7 ¢loa oloa, fv paiper
dv, ds &yPpai, Oedv épydcacfar (Rep, 597 B). Only one bed can have been
wrought ér 7y ¢doa by God—whether of His own will or by necessity
(697 C); and it is this bed, existing v ¢ioer, that is made by the gurovpyis,
and imitated by the Snmovpyds (697 D). In Phaedo 103 B we read of an Idea
of relation existent in Nature: adrd 70 évavriov éavr@ évavrior olx dv more
yévoiteo, olTe T4 fv fHuiv ovre T & 7P puce (i e. whether regarded as immanent
or transcendent], If there be any such thing as 76 7 ¢ioee dropa, Plato

states in the Crafylus (esp. 390 sq.) that it can be known only by the dialecti-
cian, who has knowledge of the Ideas. CF. Iiep, 473 A,
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instances are found to refer to aesthetic and moral Ideas.!
Mr. A, E. Taylor,? indeed, goes so far as to say that ‘ except
where the theory has to be made intelligible to persons
who are assumed to stand outside the strict philosophic
curriculum of Plato's school, all the cases which oceur are
those either of (1) mathematical, moral, and aesthetic
“norms”, or (2) of organic types and the organs and
elements which enter into their composition’. And he
proceeds to reduce these classes ultimately ¢ to one common
type, that of mathematical relation’. With his second
group we are not concerned in an examination of the
earlier Theory of Ideas; but we may accept his account of

1 The sesthetic and the moral are hard to distinguish in Greek thought
(may &) 70 dyafdv xaddv, Tim. 87 C) ; but the examples may be roughly classi-
fied as follows :—

(1) Aesthetic: Rep. 401 C, where it is ordained that the Snpovpyol of the
Cily are to ixvedew v 7ov xahot Te xal eboyquovoes ¢piow, because of the results
that such workmanship will produce on the young citizens., This is not
vet the fully developed Idea of Beauty, aird xad’ airo uef alrov povoadis
del ov, of Symp, 211 B ; but, both in language and thought, it is on the way
towards that real Beauty. This latter is found in Book v (476 B) : ordinary
A fieaor wal gihoBedpoves Tas Te xakds gpavds domaforra xal ypoas kTA. . . . abrod
8¢ rot kaloi dBivaros alrav % Sidvoia Ty guow [Beiv Te kal dowdcacfa:. There
are but few (oxdrmo) to whom that power is given. So in Phaedrus 2564 B the
Idea of Beauty, recalled by dvaprnois of a previous existence, is called 4 rod
kaArovs ¢puas : while in 249 E that existence in the Ideal world is gvoet—maca
piv dyfpamoy Yuyn ¢ioe Teléarar 7d Ovra (though in this case ¢dret means
perhaps ‘by its very nature’ and goes with guvyq).

(2) Moral and Political : Rep, 501 B, The institutions of the City must
be ordained by philosophers, after the pattern of Ideal Justice which exists
in Nuture : dwepyaliupevor mvkvd &v . . dmoBAémoer wpds 70 ¢ucer Sinaiov xal
xardy kal o@gpov xal wmdvra 7d Towavra. Cf. Adam, ad loc., for a refutation of
Bosanquet's interpretation of *natural’. In the domain of Politics too we
find an undeveloped ¢dois as the goal of the first sketch of the City (ef. Adam
on 370 A, 428 E shows exactly why oAy cogh dv el xard ¢giow olsiobeioa
woMes : it i8 because the rational element will rule; just as in Ton. 30 B we
read Sd B rov Aeyiopow rirde voiv ueiv v Yuym, guynv 8 év cauar cuvioTds 70
ndy oureTerTAiveTo, Omws OTt kdAAioTov el xard plow dpiordy Te dpyovr dmepya-
opévos. In Polit, 808 D it is said that the truly Ideal City, § xard pvoww dinfds
olioa Huiv wohirien, will consist only of selected citizens.

¥ Mind, N.8, xii. p. 6. It may be noted that in Rep. 525 C we find Ideas
of Numbers deseribed as goeis. Mathematics must be truly studied pg
[Swrieis, AAN' fws &v éni Qav 7ijs T@v dplfpav Pudews dpivwvTa 7] vonoa adrp,
This last gqualification should be noticed : gwais, the Ideal, can bo known ® by
thought alone ',
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class (1) as proving the position of this essay. For, deep as
Plato’s interest in mathematics may have been, even before
his intercourse with the Pythagoreans, we can hardly
suppose it to have outweighed his natural bent towards
ethical investigations, fostered as it was by the influence of
Socrates. So that if M, Milhaud and Mr. Taylor are right
in finding that ‘the metaphysical problem suggested by
the existence of the mathematical concept is the very basis
of Plato’'s whole theory’, it must be with the proviso that
Plato subsequently introduced this mathematical relation
into a theory which in the first place arose almost entirely
from ethical speculations. One might indeed say * entirely’,
but for the fact that Plato was also desirous of solving by
his Ideal Theory the puzzles which Zeno had started as to
the possibility of predication ; but this object was certainly
subsidiary, and ‘with clearer views about relations and
negations the paradox of Zeno ceased to perplex’.! Plato
doubtless repeated certain attributes of the Parmenidean
70 Oov 1n his specification of the Ideas;? but it would be rash
to lay more stress than that upon the Eleatic influence on
the Theory of Ideas.

We are thus justified in aseribing the conception of the
Ideas in large part to Plato’s desire for a rational theory of
¢vos, from which might be deduced a consistent and * anti-
sophistic’ system of ethics. Moreover, while the references
quoted (in note 1, p. 41) all tend to prove the validity of this
position, there is one passage which even by itself seems to
place it beyond dispute, viz. the famous speech of Socrates

' Jackson, art. ‘ Socrates’, Encyc. Brit. He shows that Plato, in order to
meet the Eleatic puzzles, added ‘to the fundamental assertion of the exis-
tence of eternal immutable ideas’, the objects of knowledge, two subordinate
propositions, viz. (1) ‘the idea is immanent in the particular’, and (2)
‘there is an idea wherever a plurality of particulars is called by the same
name ' ; and that these ‘two supplementary articles’ were afterwards with-
drawn. Plato certainly deals frequently with the question of Predication
(e. g. Crat. 439 D, Phaedo 101-108 E, Rep. 628 C sq., Theaet, 164 C, 182 D) ; but,
important as it seemed to him, he never lays the same stress upon it as he
does upon moral problems, Adam's note on Rep. 523 C undoubtedly exag-

gerates the importance of Predication in the development of the theory of
Ideas.

? e.g. Rep, 07 B, &e.
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in the Theaetetus (176 A-177 A) where he expounds in lofty
and impassioned language the doctrine of éuoiwois fep. It
is not easy to persuade men, he says, that the customary
motives of virtue are of no avail—iva &) ud xaxds kal iva
dyalos doxp elvar talra pév ydp éoTiv 6 Aeybuevos ypadv
U0Nos. Virtue must be practised for its own sake,' for the
likeness to God which it imparts, and not for the vulgar
rewards coveted by the multitude. The wages of sin they
know mnot: od ydp éoTwv #v boxoloiv, wAnyai Te xai fdvaro,
bv éviote wdoyovow oldtv ddikobvres, dAla fv adivarov
éxpuyeiv. The real penalty consists in the life that must be
led, both in this world and the next, by the man who
assimilates himself to the ungodly pattern: mapaleiyudror,
@ Pike, év 7@ Svri éordrav, Tob ptv Oclov eddatpoveordrov, Tob
8¢ dbéov aOhiwrdrov, oy dpdvres Ort olTws €xer, Dmwd NAbid-
TTés T€ Kai Tijs €oxdrns avolas Aavlavover TG pev dpoiov-
pevor e tas ddixovs mpafets, T® 8¢ avopotoduevor. These
patterns, like that other év olpavg iows mapadeiyua, are
established for ever in Reality and Nature :* they are none
other than the Ideas—r10 e dikaiov kal kakov kai adppov
xai wavra Ta Towabra. At length we have discovered the
eternal and absolute criterion by which all questions of
conduct must be judged. True knowledge is knowledge of
these mapadeiyuarwv év 7§ dvrt éoréTwr, and its function is
to make manifest the only commendable motives for pur-
suing virtue or shunning vice.

It is thus abundantly plain that Plato's purpose in
initiating the Ideal Theory was above all things ethical.
Further, it seems likely that at first he dealt with only
those classes of Ideas which were required to solve the
problems that lay before him. If the view already taken of
the Parmenides be correct (viz. that we have there an
account of Plato’s own philosophical development), we find
that he started by admitting (1) Ideas such as duoiérys, év,
moAAd, kali wdvra boa vuvvdy) Zivwvos fixoves: and (2) olov

1 Cf. Symp. 208 D.
¥ The extreme similarity to the words of Parm. 182 D necessitates the
identification of i» & dvmi with év 7y puroe.
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Sikalov Tt eldos avrd xal adrd kal xalol kal dyabol kal
wdvTeov av Tov ToloUtwy. In other words, he assumed the
existence of those Ideas which would help to settle the
puzzles of Zeno and the ethical problems suggested by
Socrates ;1 other Ideas, like Man, Fire, or Water, he 1s
doubtful about, while yeXota (olov Opif kal wyAds kai gimos)
he utterly refuses to consider. Such reservations obviously
mark the initial stages of a philosophy; and Plato accord-
ingly puts into the mouth of Parmenides his own mature
criticism of himself. ¢The theory,” he says, ‘is incomplete.
He implies that it might have been expected to include
and account for physical objects, as well as moral or intellec-
tual conceptions ; that it will not be complete until it does
include such objects, even the most insignificant of them ;
and that he looks forward to a time when Socrates’ [1.e.
the Platonic philosophy] ¢will so far gain the victory over
his boyish aversion as to make that important stride in
speculation’ (Waddell). His expectations were fulfilled:
the Ideal Theory came later to include an explanation of
the entire universe; but its roots must be sought in the
field of ethical inquiries first cultivated by Socrates.

So much may be inferred from what is at least a possible
view of the origin of the Ideal Theory. It would, however,
be unsafe to lay much stress on any arguments drawn from
such a source, since all accounts of that origin must
necessarily be conjectural and disputed; nor is it possible
to discuss here the various other accounts of it that have
been given. Certainly the latest, that of Prof. Burnet,
who regards ‘the earliest form of Platonism as practically

1 This view (which Adam declares ‘ not unlikely”) is in part derived from
Waddell's Introduction to the Parmenides (p. xxix). It is, however, only
partially true to say that ‘ the Theory of Ideas itself began with the hypos-
tasization of Justice, Goodness, and so forth, and afterwards enlarged its
scope s0 as to include the other inhabitants of the Ideal Sphere’' (Adam,
p. 428) ; for such expression leaves out of account the first class of Ideas
mentioned in Parm, 130 B. No doubt the importance of these latter is much
less than that of Sixauor kakdv dyaflv k7d., and probably they are placed
first only for dramatic reasons (the presence of Parmenides and Zeno);
but they should not be altogether disregarded—as apparently they are by
Waddell
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indistinguishable from Pythagoreanism’! tends (whatever
truth it may contain) to emphasize the ethical significance
of Plato's first draft of the Theory.? Again, Lutoslawski,
laying particular stress on éfaigvys in Symp. 210 E, supposes
that the conception of Ideas arose out of a sudden appre-
hension of Ideal Beauty—in part ‘the result of the long
previous development of Greek art’.2 This view seems far-
fetched and unlikely to receive general credit; but, if there
be any truth in it, the close connexion between 74 kaldv
and rayafév suggests that it will run at least not altogether
counter to the position maintained in this essay.

So, too, if the Megarian origin of the Ideas be accepted,
that view will go to confirm the position here maintained.
For we know that Euclides dealt with the Good, reducing
all other conceptions to its nature: olros €&v 70 dyafov
amepaivero moldois dvopuaot xalolpevor' 6te pév yap ¢pdvny-
ow, ore 8¢ Oedv, kal dAhote voiv kal & howwd. Now, though
this dyafér can have been no more confined to ethical
Good than was Plato's (8éa Toi dyafof, yet it must un-
doubtedly have included the conception of ethical Good.
So that, if Plato received his early training in the school of
Megara, he may well have heard there an application of
rudimentary Ideas to problems of conduct.®

1 Early Greck Philosophy, 2nd ed., pp. 8564-6.

2 The connexion between Pythagoreanism and the ethical side of Platoniam
has been already touched upon (pp. 15-17), and will be further discussed in
Appendix C.

3 Plate's Legic, p. 285,

' Dieg. L. ii. 106,

8 Too much stress must not be laid on this argnment. The Megarian
Theory of Ideas, first suggested by Schleiermacher's interpretation of the
phrase ol vaw elbav ¢pidot (Soph. 246 A), is still a bone of contention to most
scholars. Prof. Jackson is strongly against Schleiermacher's view. 8o
Campbell (noto, ad lve.) says, ‘ We have no authority for supposing that the
Megarians departed so far from the Eleatics as to admit a plurality of €i3.
Prof. Adamson, however, points out (Development of Greek FPhilosophy, p. 88)
that ‘in the face of tho discussions in Diodorus Cronus in regard to move-
ment, &e,, it cannot be held that the Megarians consistently and unam-
biguously maintained the Elealie position of the singleness of Being. They
ecrtainly admitted a plurality of intelligible units. . . . But if there be
independent grounds for assigning the conception of plurality of being to
the Megarians, then every reason disappears for refusing to recognize here
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But whatever may have been the historical beginning ot
the Theory of Ideas, this much is certain: when Plato had
once obtained a sound theory of ontology and epistemology
he was at liberty to work out in detail the ethic which was
its final cause. At first sight it might perhaps seem that so
transcendental a philosophy could avail but little in settling

__ the problems of human life. And this, indeed, is the

‘criticism which Aristotle so pertinaciously makes of the
Ideas, and especially of the Idea of Good.! Aristotle’s
objections, however, are so well known, and the unfairness
and superficiality of most of them have been so frequently
discussed, that there is no need to treat of them again here.
Nothing, indeed, could prove more convincingly the eternal
soundness of Plato's philosophy than the trivial and unin-
telligent remarks of the Magna Moralia® (which on this
point probably reproduce, though in a debased form,
Aristotle’'s own opinion): Plato went wrong, he tells us,
THY yap dpeThv kaTéulfev €ls THv wpaypateiav THY Umep
ayabob, ol 87) dplas ol yap olkeiov. Umép yap Tév bvrov kal
aAnfeias Aéyovra ok €8el Umép dperis Ppdlewr obbér yap
ToUTw kakelve kowév. Truth and Virtue have nothing to do
with each other: what an echo of Protagoras!—& &7 Twes
Ta Pavrdopare Omd dmwepias aAndf kalolow, éyad d¢ BeAtiw
ptv & ETepa TOV €Tépwv, ainbéaTepa 8¢ ovdév. He is trying
to dethrone that very absolute standard which Plato, in
defiance of Protagoras and even of Socrates, has been at
such pains to establish ; in a word, he denies the possibility
of any judgment in morality but the conventions of the
multitude or the fleeting sensibilities of the individual.
Reality and truth, so far from being unrelated to dperd,
form the indispensable foundation on which its practice is
possible, and the one criterion by which its value can be
~estimated. The Theory of Ideas is the touchstone * whereby
we may test our golden deeds.

the Megarian doetrine : there is no other doctrine known to us, not even
any form of Plato's theory of Ideas, which could be described so accurately
in the terms used in this passage °,

! e.g. Eth. Nic. 1. 7. - 4 1182 a.

3 Cf. Gorg. 486 D.
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Leaving, then, these arid and meaningless objections, we
may proceed to show, very briefly, from Plato’s own works
how he actually did found the conduct of every department
of life upon knowledge of that Good which Aristotle con-
sidered so entirely unserviceable. The Theory of Ideas not
only idealized the conception of €pws, but taught refinement
and discretion in practice. Dialectic, or study of the Ideas,
formed the culminating branch of the education of those
philosophie rulers who both perfected themselves and
enabled their less gifted fellow citizens to live virtuously
according to their lights. It was the same Theory which
settled the conflicting views as to Pleasure that neither
Socrates mor Plato, in his early days, had been able to
decide. It taught the function and the art of poetry and
rhetoric, and was the basis of all Plato’s aesthetic. And
finally, by the hope of immortality which it secured, and
with which it was inseparably connected, the Ideal Theory
rationalized and encouraged that puehérn Oavaroi after
which Pythagoreanism had blindly striven, thus supplying
the only true motive and goal for a just and holy life—
Opolwats Bed.

The limits of this essay do not permit a detailed discussion
of these different topics, fruitful as such discussion might
be. We must, therefore, rest content with indicating merely
the lines on which Plato applied his fundamental doctrine
to each of these cases. To adapt his own phrase, dmoypagyv
Oct viv OedoacBai, kal Ty TehewTdTny dmepyaciav Tapiévar.

*Epws, as the intellectual impulse from which the philo-
sophic life arises, may fitly stand first. Now Socrates had
employed the word as a part of his accustomed eipwveia: he
spoke playfully of ¢uhocopia, & éud maiikd,! and called
himself épacris Tov Siapéoewr kal cvvayoyorv.? But such
jocular allusions are very far removed from their Platonic
developments. “Epws in Plato’s handling ascends the
brightest heaven of philosophy: & ye dvrws ¢didopabis . . .
ouk auPAdvorro o8’ amoliiyor Tol épwros, mwply atrod b EoTv
éxdoTov Tijs ¢pioews dyracfar.’ So in Rep. 403 C, he says, det

' Gurg, 482 A. ® Phaedr, 262 B. 3 Rep, 490 B.
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0€ mov TedevTdr T4 poveikd €ls T& ToD KaloD épwrikd. Simi-
larly in Rep. 501D ¢ihbéoogor are called 7o dvros Te kal
dAnfeilas épacrai; the épwrikés takes rank with the philo-
sopher! since he is an expert in the épws émi copia,? the love
that leads to wisdom. The result of a god-sent uavia,® the
best gift of heaven, it arises from dvduvnois of the Ideas
awakened by the beauty of their sensible copies *—and more
particularly by the beautiful form of the épdpuevos.

The more poetical and mystical side of Plato’s erotic
teaching is, however, so well known ® that it need not be
discussed again ; we are here concerned rather to show how
its lofty visions were capable of producing moderation in
passion. Nor, indeed, is it wonderful that, with so exalted
a view, Plato should declare that ¢ dpfos &pws méduke koouiov
7€ kal kalob cwppivws Te kal povaikds épav,® that the best love
seeks to find the attributes of God in the beloved (so causing
évfovoiaouos in the lover),” that the €pws feios is of rav caw-
¢pbvwr Te kal Sikaiwy,® or that the soul which has left the
body after a life devoted to philosophy (épfds dihocodoioa
kal 7@ ovTt TeBvdval peletaoa) is able to throw off all traces
of the coarser passions—wAdvns kal dvolas xal ¢éfwrv kai
aypiov époTav kal Tov dAAwv kakdvr Tov drlpemeiov dmnl-
Aayuérn.? Zwppoaivn is the mark of all genuine épws, since
the memory rijs 70D xdAXovs ¢vocews that awakens love
perceives it uerd coppocivys év dyvd Bdlpe Beldoay .1

But besides the more general aspects of the cwgpoaivy
caused by his high view of €épws we may note how,
even in the most questionable region of Plato’s treatment,
his raidepacria pera ¢idosopias is saved from excesses by
philosophic knowledge of the Ideas. Above all things, the

1 Phaedr. 248 D, 2 Meno 70 B, et passim. ¥ Phaedr. 245 B ; cf. 244 A.

! Ib. 244 D; hence the pre-eminence of &iis (ef. Rep. 507 C) over the other
senses, though even by it ¢pdvnois by dparas (250 D),

® It has been treated in particular by Dr. W. H. Thompson (Appendix to
his Phaedrus), Cf. Zeller's Plato, pp. 191-6. The development of épas,
through its various ascending stages, is traced in Symp. 208 E-212 A, In
210 B it leads to perception of the essential unity of all beauty, and so to
that of the Idea. CFf Lutoslawski, . c.

® Rep, 403 A. T Phaedr. 263 A. 8 Laws 711 D. " Phaedo 81 A.

1 Phaedr. 245 B.
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good of both parties (and especially of the épopevos?), is to
be sought in such a relation ; hence waidepacria and ¢ido-
copia, he tells us, ought to meet in one (fupBaleiv eis Taird),
el péAer fvpBivar kakov yevéabar 76 épacTy wmaudika xaploa-
ocfai.? Consequently mere affinity is not sufficient, eav un
TvyYXdvy Y€ wov ayaliv év.® Finally, though Plato was still
Greek enough to treat with comparative leniency occasional
lapses into a vice which personally he strongly deprecated,*
yet it must be noticed that he puts forward ¢ihooopia, know-
ledge of the Ideas, as the only deterrent : éav uév &) olw eis
TeTayuévny Te SlarTav xal Pilogopiav vikjoy Ta PBertio THS
Siavoias dyayévra,® all will be well., Evil is due to neglect
of philosophy, éar 8¢ 87 Siairy PoprikeTépa e kal apihocipw,
and will be but rare, dre o wdop Jdedoyuéva Ty OSiavoia®
mpdrTovtes. But the refining influence of his philosophy is
most clearly seen in the change which it wrought in Plato’s
opinion on this very subject. A life spent in the pursuit of
Dialectic leads him in his old age to speak of vice ‘ in terms
of unequivocal reprobation .’ Thus the Ideal philosophy is
by no means fruitless of practical results in its application
to épws; on the contrary, it enables the philosophic lover
povayot . . . TikTew ovk €ldwha aperns . . . aAla ainli), dre
Toi dAnfods épamropéve: Texbvre 8¢ dperiy dAnbij kal Opeyra-
péveo mdpyet Oeopidel yevéaBat, kal eimep 7@ dA@ avbponwy
alavdre kal ékeivo.®

Passing to the subject of moAirik# or ‘social ethics’, it may
be said that there is no aspect of life on which the influence

1 Symp. 209 B. 7 Ib. 184 C. * Th. 205 E.

‘* For Rep. 468 B need not be considered us more than a8 Thompson
calls it) & ‘ concession to the popular sentiment of the day ".

® Phaedr. 256 A, C.

& Sidvora has not here of course its technical sense (as in Rep. 6510 A)
of ¢discursive ' reason (as Adamson translates it), Cf Thompson's Mano,
p. 291.

" Thompson, . c. Cf Laws 838 E, 841 D. The same advance may be
noticed in other matters. “Epws has little to do with the distasteful ! eu-
genics ' of the Republic; but in Laws 889 A conjugal affection is encouraged :
ward guav uiv ydp wparov keirad, Avrrys 38 dpaTikds . L . kal poyady racay . . .
eipyecBar woiel . . ,, yovaifi Te abrawv olkelovs elvar idovs,

& Symp. 212 A,

D
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of the Ideal philosophy is more marked. This may be due
partly to its importance in the Republic ; but in addition to
that accidental predominance it was considered by Plato as
wold peyiorn kal kaAliorn Tijs Pppovijoews.! Plato puts into
Socrates’ mouth the claim of being perhaps the only Athenian
who was able émixeipeiv 7§ s dAnfds molitiky Téxvny kal
wpdTTEly Ta moMiTikd, the reason being that he considered
the good of the citizens, not their pleasure (o0 wpds xdpw
Aéywv, ol wpos 7O f0itoTov, alha wpos 70 BéAriorov ®), But, in
the present state of affairs, such wisdom was not regarded ;
oUKk €0éAwy motely & ov wapatvels . . . oUX €fw 6TL Aéyw év TH
dikaornpiew. Hence, as an historical fact, both Socrates and
Plato held aloof from politics.* The political ignorance,!
simplicity,and foolishness of the philosopher, % doxnuosivy
Sew, 86fav aPBelrepias mapexouévn, are elaborately described
in the wonderful passage of the Theaetetus.® A philosophic
training (at least if prolonged wéppw T7s HAikias) appeared
to an average Athenian gentleman like Callicles as ruinous
to the noblest constitution; he could not help regarding
adult philosophers with ridicule, indignation, and contempt.®

Such charges Plato reviews and dismisses in Kepublic vi.7
By the simile of the ship whose crew drug the pilot and
then wivovrds 7€ kal edwyovuévovs mAelv @s 70 €lkds ToUS
rotoUtovs Plato shows his scorn for the vulgar detractors of
philosophy, and at the same time gives them a terrible
warning. IToAirikdj is no fit study for the mob: solong as the
Athenians continue yalkéws xal gkvroréuov cuuPovAetorTes
T& mohiTikd,® 1t 18 not likely that the philosopher’s guiding
will be followed. éav un ol pirbéoopot Bacgikebowav €v Tals
mwéheaiv, 7} ol Bagi\ijs Te viv Aeybuevor kal SvvdaTatr ihoco-

1 Symp. 200 A,

? Gorg. 521 D, E. It need hardly be said that this Béiriorer is hot the
Flatonic idéa Tov dyabov,

3 Apol. 28 B, Rep. 496 C-E, 692 B. Plato casts reflections on Athenian
statesmen in Rep, 488 B, 516 C.

* Theaet. 174 B, Cf. Gorg. 484 D,

5173 C-175 B.  Gorg. 484 C sqq. Cf. Phaedr, 249 D,

' 487 E-489C. Cf, the philosopher's revenge in Theaet. 175 C sq.

* Prot, 324 C,
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pricwot yynoins Te kal ikavios, kal TolTo ey Tavriv fvuméoy,
Svapls e mohiTiky kal PthocoPia . . . odk €oTL kakdy watla
Tais mwoheat, dokd &' ovde 7@ avlpwmive yéve! This idea is
the key to the Republic ; but the philosopher can accomplish
nothing without such an Ideal State, uy 7vxev wolirelas
wpookolans' €v yap mwpoonkodey avTds Te paAXlov avffceral
xal pera Tav (Siov Ta kowve cooe”

Having laid this foundation Plato proceeds to set forth in
detail the training of the philosophic ¢vdaxes. Their educa-
tion includes not only the elementary studies of music and
gymnastic, and the later ©propaedeutic’ studies of Book vii,
but also a prolonged and arduous training in Dialectic,
which leads eventually to direct apprehension of the Ideas.
Now it is plain that, in a State which we are founding o0
piy mwpos Tovre BAémovres, Gmws €v T Hutv €Bvos EoTat
Stadepovrws etdatpov, adAX’ dmews & Tt pdAioTa 6An 3 woles,® the
luxury of so protracted an education cannot be allowed for
its own sake : our principle must be the same as Milton’s,
‘ Not taking thought of being lafe, so it gave advantage to
be more fit.” This most liberal of educations is given solely
that the ruling class may be able to fulfil its political
functions : they owe this service to the State in repayment
for their rpods) mapd rév dAlwr ;' they have been produced
simply domep év opvivesw fyeubvas Te kal Paciéas, duewiy
7€ Kal TeheaTepoy éxeivor memardevpévovs.® It 1s true that as
a climax we may allow

‘The happy few,
Who dwell on earth, yet breathe empyreal air’

to devote themselves to contemplation of the Good;® but
that is only after they have spent a blameless life of self-
sacrificing nsefulness (yevopévov mevrnrovrovrdv Tods Siacw-
Oévras kal dpioTelTavTas wavTa wEVTY) €V €PYOLS TE Kal €mi-
oripais wpos Tédos). Moreover, although 706 pér moAd mpos
Pihocodia SiarpiBovras, they must take their turn in manao-

B,

ing public affairs and in educating the next generation of

b Rep, 473 1D, # 1Ib. 497 A, 3.Ib, 420 B ; ef. 576 D.
*Ih. 515 C, i Ih, 520 B, ¢ Ih. 540 A, B.

D 2
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guardians. The life of the ¢dAaf is no bed of roses: émira-
Aaimwpotvras, we read, ody ®s kaldv Ti dAN’ @5 draykaiov
wpdrTovras. They must be forced back into the Cave, and
must, however unwillingly, accustom their eyes again to its
darkness.!

Thus by the illustration of the Ideal City Plato shows how
practical the object of philosophy should be. Philosophy
might be advantageous to oneself, since it provides an aim
in life, as well as profit and pleasure;* but it was less for
one’'s own sake than for others’ that it should be studied.?
Mere theoretical and unapplied study Plato is the reverse
of commending : a man may be clever but a rogue ; * nor is
he much worse than those év maideia éwpévovs SiarpiBew dia
téovs, since such dilettanti éxbvres elvar o0 wpdfovary,
fyoluevor év pakdpwy vijoots €T amekicbar® Nay more, such
purposeless philosophizing seemed to Plato as subversive to
morality as the influence of the Sophists, which it resembled.
It corrupted the young, leading them domep oxvAdkia to
worry their elders with the fangs of eristic they had so
lately cut ;® or even worse, it caused piooloyia, the greatest
of all evils." Against such effects Plato was always on his
guard. ‘ He was persistently haunted by a sense of the awful
danger of tampering in any way with the securities of the
moral life, of the fatal discords that one jarring word might
introduce into the complicated harmonies of the soul.’® If
the study of philosophy was not to have beneficial results
upon mankind, it would be better to leave it altogether
alone.? Itisstrange,indeed, thatany careful reader of Plato
should fail to perceive the deep ethical purpose that under-
lies the most abstruse developments of his philosophy.

The objection, however, may naturally be raised that if|
according to Plato, virtue be truly attainable only through

1 Rep. 520 C, 539 E. ? Glaneco in Symp. 173 A, C,

* Cf. Rep. 500D, 628 A. Cf. the test of the molmikds dvijp in Meno 100 A
olos wal dAhov woifjoas wokiTikdy, * Rep. G19A.

5 Ib, 619 C. ¢ Ib. 539 B. 7 Phaedo 89 D.

" SBhorey, The Idea of Good in Plato’s Republic, p. 218. (Cf. also pp. 220, 221.)
He refers to Prof, 814 A, Laches 187 B, Hep, 608 B, &e,
¥ Cf. Rep. 4561 A.
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knowledge of the Good, and if that knowledge be possible
only to the survivors of an education lasting at least fifty
vears, then his ethical theory is indeed visionary and imprac-
ticable, and his system of education an unserviceable ideal.
But to the latter objection one would answer that Plato’s
conception of education as a rpogp! of the whole nature,
a meptayoyn YUXNS €k vUKTEPLYRS Tivos Nuépas els ainBuiv?
a mepikomry of the sensual appetites which domrep podvBides
.« . WEPIKATO oTpéPovat THY Tis Yuxijs Syrv *—that such an
ideal cannot fail to inspire the teacher, unrealizable though
he may feel it to be: @aAAa xai émixetpoivri Tot Tois kalois
kaldv xal wdayewv 6 Tt dv 70 qvuPi walbeiv.* One has only
to read Nettleship’s essay in Hellenica to understand the
living power of Plato’s Theory of Education ;® whilst the
recurrence of the Republic as a set book for pedagogical
examinations in the Universities proves its value even under
modern conditions.®

So to the former criticism it must be replied that the
high requirements of Plato’s ethics are, from his own point
of view, fully justified. Plato makes no scruple of insisting
that but few are chosen : vap8nkopipor pév mordoi, Bdkyor 8¢
7e wmaipor.” He has a contempt for 76 wAffos as great® as
that of Heraclitus,—though he is less bitter than ¢ xokkvoris
oxAoroidopos.? The many can never attain to that true
virtue which, fyovuévns dAnbeias, includes 7ov dAdov 7ijs
dihooopov pioews yopov (Viz. avdpeia, peyalompémreia, edudleia,
priiun)l® But Plato is very far from supposing that they

1 Of. Nettleship, p. 71. ? Rep. 521 C. 3 Ib. 519 A.

* Phaedr, 274 A.

8 Cf. Dr. Adam’s advice to a schoolmaster to ‘ read and re-read’ this essay,
‘It gives,” he says, ‘ the best ideal I know of after which a schoolmaster or

teacher should strive' {Memoir, p. x1i). Nettleship has indeed dealt so
finally with the subject of Plato's Theory of Education that no more need be
said of it here,

% The modern teacher cannot however fall back upon dvdurnos as it is used,
€. g., in the Meno; and its substitute, heredity, is often the reverse of an ally.

T Phaedo 69 D ; cf. 76 B, Theaet. 176 B, Phaedr. 260 A, B,

* Rep. 494 A ¢uddoogor dpa nAfifos ddivaror elvai. 536 A ol ydp vifovs éde
dnreoba [Ppidogopias), dAAd yvnaiovs, Cf, 576 C, Gorg. 474 A,

* Timon ap. Diog. Laert, ix. 6.

18 Rep, 490 C,
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cannot be virtuous at all: under the guidance of the
philosopher-g¢haxes ! they may practise a partial virtue,
% OnuoTixy xal wohiTiky) dpersj as it is called in the Phaedo?
Hence the enormous importance which attaches to the
philosopher : he has not only to be virtuous himself, but
to superintend the virtue of the masses. For such a task
it is essential that he have a genuine acquaintance with the
Good: olpat yodv 8ixaid Te kal kald dyvoolueva Omp more
ayald éoariv, o0 moAhod Tivos dfiov ¢Pihaxa kexriiolar dv
éauTdV TOV TOUTO dyvoolvTa, pavretoual 8¢ undéva avra mpbrepov
yvéoealar ixavis.® Thus the fact that the multitude cannot
rise to the truest virtue is all the more reason why those
whose €pyor it is to rule should receive so elaborate an
education.

Knowledge of the Good furnishes so far-reaching an
insight that the ¢vAaxes will be able to descry the &pyor
of each individual in the State—thus enabling him ra
éavrod mwpdrrewv (i.e. to be just): which, it may be added, is
perhaps the hardest task for the modern schoolmaster.
Further, it allows the philosopher to justify the means
by the end in a manner somewhat repugnant to present
day morality. Since the only real lie, 76 @s dAnfis
(or dxparov) rebdos, is the lie in the soul,* the ¢iAécogpos
may resort to Yreddn év dapudxov elder,® like the yevvaior

! Rep. 500 D sq. Cf. 540 A, B.

* 82 B. The snbject is treated exhaustively in Archer-Hind's Appendix.
He distinguishes two main varieties of this vulgar dpers dvev ¢pporfioews. We
are here concerned only with that described in Rep. 500 D sq. dnporicd
dperfhy which has no philosophic guidance (being founded only on 3éfa)
is valueless, even when @eig poipg mapayeyropérn (Meno 99 E); but when
ordained by one who possesses émorqun it is ‘ no longer a contemptible thing’,
The philosopher *does not econstruet it on any utilitarian basis’ [this state-
ment should be somewhat qualified], ‘but out of his knowledge of ideal
truth, . . . Yet, as the multitude hold it, it is utilitarian ... thus they are
still, though in a far more refined sense, &' drolaciav cecagporicuévol’
(Archer-Hind, p. 152). Presumably the souls of those who have practised
such superintended virtue may in another incarnation be promoted to the
rank of philosophers : the other class will pass into bees or wasps or ants,
7 wal els rabriv ye waday 70 dvBpamvor yévos, kal ylyveofar & alriy dvipas perpiovs
(Phaed. 1.¢.),—though a far more terrible fate is given in Rep, 619 C to the

man éfer dvev guAooopias dpetifs perelAnpara,
3 Rep. 606 A. * Ib. 382 B, 485 C, * Ib. 382 C, 389 B, 459 D.
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Jevdos of Rep. 414 B-415 A, or the xAfjpot xouyrol which
fraudulently regulate marriages! (It has been already

~._ observed how such utilitarianism colours the Idea of Good,

§ Oikata kal TadAa mpooxpnodueva xphoipa Kal dpéipa
yiyverar.?) Thus, like St. Paul, ¢ @s aAnfds ¢iréoogos must
be ‘all things to all men, if haply he may win some’?® In
fact, so far from idly dreaming the impossible, Plato goes
out of his way to make philosophy consider the weakness
of actual humanity:* in the department of moAirikd know-

ledge of the Ideas connects itself intimately with everyday
life.

In the matter of Pleasure, again, it was the Ideal Theory
which first brought Plato to a distinet and certain doctrine.
‘We have seen that Socrates, in common with some of the
Sophists, was at times inclined to Hedonism, and that from
this tendency in his teaching arose the Cyrenaic develop-
ment. Plato apparently started by sharing the views of his
master (e. g. in the Profagoras);® but afterwards he seems
to have turned violently anti-hedonistic. ‘ Thusthe Gorgias,’
says Bury,® ‘emphatically maintains that, so far from

! Rep. 460 A, ? Ib. 605 A,

* Since parallels between Plato and St. Paul are frequently drawn it may
perhaps be not too fanciful to see a resemblance in the dpers) dvev gpurogogias
to ‘works " uninformed by faith. Moreover, just as both the vulgar dpern and
the  works®' are superficially good, so neither Plato nor St. Paul has any
desire to induce lawlessness by his censure of customary morality ; on the
contrary, Plato seeks to establish such virtue on a sound basis; while
St. Paul uses exactly similar language with regard to the Law (wdpor olw
watapyovper &d THs wioTews ; uf yévoeror dAAd wopor lorwper. Rom. iii. 81;
cf. chap. vi, &¢.). It may be added that, as Plato has no patience with
abstract purposeless philosophy, so St. James declares faith without works to
bo dead, since ix rav épyay §) wioris redadfny (James ii. 22).

# It makes no difference whether 7 év Adyors xeipérny wékis can ever exist on
earth or not (592 B) : the point is that its internal constitution is formed so
as to regulate men as they now are,

¥ According to the view of the Dialogue taken in this paper : but v, Bury,
Philebus, p. xxvii,

¢ l.c. ‘Socrates’ is so set against Pleasure in the Gorgias that his opponent
declares the result of his teaching would be 7 &owep Alfor (Gv (434 A),
In 506 C 8qq. he recapitulates the arguments, that : (1) vé §3¢ wal 70 dyafiv of
rabrow éomv § (2) 10 f5) wpaxtéov Evexa Tou dyafui ; (3) dyaBiv consists in
the presence of dperf), which in all cases wapayiyvera: Tédfer xai opbirnre xai
Tl:xl"'ﬂ.
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pleasure being the highest good or right object of universal
pursuit, it is, on the contrary, better to suffer the pain of
injury than to inflict injury, and better to suffer the pain
of just punishment than to escape unpunished and unre-
formed. And a similar purely hostile tone to the claims
of Pleasure is observable in the discussion in Republic ix
(580 D ff.), which deserves close comparison with that in
the Philebus, as emphasizing the fleeting, illusory, and
impure character of most kinds of pleasure (esp. 583-4),
and ascribing the best and truest kind to the philosophic
life of contemplation (586 E)’! In all these earlier dis-
cussions there is, then, but little mention of the Ideas—
indeed, the only direct mention occurs in the passage last
referred to.? Consequently Plato is not able to come to
any final decision on the subject of Pleasure, since such
a decision ‘requires that it shall be reduced, as it were,
to the same common denominator as Knowledge and the
Good 3

This final decision is made in the Philebus.* The object of
that Dialogue is to determine the relative places of Wisdom

1 It is emphatically stated (Rep. 607 A) that #8or) xal Avwm must not be
allowed to rule in the City devi véuov Te xal Tob ko] del Béfavros elvar BeAriorov
Adyov.

? Indirectly there does seem to be a reference to knowledge of the Ideas,
For Thompson (Introd. to Gorgias, pp. ix, x) proves ‘ the substantial identity
of the notions of Justice or Virtue which are briefly sketched in the Gorgias,
and thoroughly worked out in the Republic’. Butsince Swwoouvy (in Rep.)
consists in the dpporia (whether in maero- or microcosm) caused by the
supremacy of Aoyporiedy, it follows that the gexpposivy (of the Gorgias), which
consists in xdopos or rdfis, must also depend ultimately on the direction of
Reason—i, &. knowledge of the Ideas. Further,the same authority holds that
pérpor in the Philebus is only a more abstract term (as suiting the meta-
physical character of that Dialogue) for xéomos or riafis of the Gorgias,
So that here too may be traced, in a rudimentary form, the notion that the
Good formed the ultimate standard by which to judge Pleasure.

* Bury, L c., p. xxiii.

' 64 A 8qq.: e g. kal & Exaoror Tolvuv Tav Tpidy wpos THY HborTy xal Tov vouw
kplveper Bef ydp [Belv worépy paddov fvyyerds Exacrov alrdy dwovepotpuer, In
62 A it is observed that the final appeal must be wpds dAfifeaar. We find, by
the illustration of colour, that #8ey is most true and beautiful when pain-
less and pure (b8 B), Again (68 C) it is proved that #8orfy cannot he the
Good (cf. 54 D) : for, if it is always a yéveois, not an olela, it must always be
a means, not an end.
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and Pleasure; and the only criterion by which the choice
can be made is the Idea of Good, in its three aspects of
aifleia, perpioTys, and kdAdos. Tried by each of the three,
Pleasure is found wanting : for (1) §dovs) uév yap dwdvrov ala-
{ovicTarov (Whereas vois is frot Tabrov kal dAjbeia 1) mdvrov
opoiéTaTor Te kal dAnbéoTarov). (2) oluat ... Hlorijs utv xal
wepiyapelas ovdty Tav dvTov wepuxds dueTpdTepor edpely dy
Tiva,—vob 6¢ xal émiaTiuns éuuerpidrepor ovd dv €v more.
(3) Whereas ¢pbévnow pév kaivoiv . . . ovels womore ol Umap
otfr’ 8vap aloypdv olire eldev ofire émevénoev oldauf ovdauds
kTA., yet fdoval (kal Tabra oyxeddv al péyiorar) are frequently
accompanied by 76 yeloiov 1} 70 wdvrwv aioyicror. Hence
our verdict is that though the Good must be awarded the
first place, uvplw v’ al wvoDs Wlovijs oikeibrepor kal mwpoo-
¢véaTepor wépavTar viv T[] Tob wikdvros [8éx. Pleasure, in
fact, comes wéumrrov kara v kpiow, and then it includes
only those #8ovas &s €0ecuer aldmovs dpiodpevor, xabapis
emovopdaavtes Ths Yuxis abTis, émiaripats, Tas 8¢ alabijceaiy
émouévas.

Thus the Idea of Good, so far from being utterly remote
from human concerns, provides a certain and accurate
solution — its mathematical accuracy is indeed almost
amusing—of the conflict which all must face. It is the
‘Choice of Hercules’ over again: but instead of a pretty
little apologue we have now an incontrovertible proof. The
Platonic ‘Good’ does not seem to be so hopelessly ob
mwpaxtéy after all. It leads Plato to take a much wider
and more sympathetic view of life than was possible in
his anti-hedonistic period. Hence in his old age we find
him returning to a position which superficially seems
identical with that of the Protagoras (Laws 734 A). But,
to quote from Mr. Benn's essay on ‘The Idea of Nature
in Plato’}! ¢ since writing the Profagoras Plato has learned,
as the Philebus and Timaeus show, to interpret Pleasure
as an index of a healthy and normal condition, so that to
accept it as a guide is now, in his opinion, more clearly
equivalent to placing oneself under the guidance of nature;

Y Archiv fir Gesch. d. Phil. ix, p. 40,
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and this is why he now ventures to avow that *“ no one if he
can help it will allow himself to be persuaded to do what
is followed by more pain than pleasure” (663 B); and to
declare on another occasion, in language as strong as
Bentham'’s, that * pleasures and pains and desires are by
nature the most human thing of all, and on them every
mortal necessarily hangs and depends” (732 E).

Plato’s aesthetic doctrine, again, is especially interesting,
for it shows very clearly how his whole outlook on life was
dominated by ethical considerations ; whilst the permanent
value of his conceptions is proved by the art they have in-
spired. There can be no doubt about Plato’s real love for
poetry,and for art generally: when he is forced to make hard
regulations he feels that ¢idia yé 7is pe xal aidos éx waidos
éxovoa mepl ‘Oufpov dmokwlver Aéyeww.! The idea of Beauty
permeates all his philosophy. ¢The loveliness of virtue
as a harmony, the winning aspect of those “images” of
the absolute and unseen, Temperance, Bravery, Justice, shed
around us in the visible world for eyes that can see, the
claim of the virtues as a visible representation by human
persons and their acts of the eternal qualities of “the
eternal ”, after all far outweigh, as he thinks, the claim of
their mere utility.’? His own inclinations, if, as a private
individual, he could have given them free play, would
certainly have been all in favour of art, and of those artists
whom he considered divinely inspired. And yet, as a matter
of fact, his hostility to art is notorious—so much so that
it has often seemed to his admirers quite incompatible with
his temperament. But the explanation lies in the fact that
Plato was concerned above all with character and conduct ;
anything, however desirable, which may harm that, must go:
oU yap mpb ye Tijs dAnbeias Tiunréos dvip.

It was then on ethical and religious grounds that Plato
excluded poetry and the other arts from the Ideal State.
And it must be remembered that ‘ he was thinking less of

1 Rep.595B. Cf, 607C, Cf. Adam on 501 B.

4 Walter Pater, Plalo and Platonism (p, 245) : the whole of Chap. x is most
illuminating.
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the inherent possibilities of Art, than of actual Greek Art
and poetry’:! Plato’s quarrel was not so much the weda:d
diapopd with poetry as such, as a censure of the evil
qualities which he found in Homer or Hesiod.? The same
considerations led to his judgments on painting, the plastic
arts,® drama,* and music.® So powerful is ‘the ethical
influence of aesthetic qualities'® that we can allow these
arts into the City only in their best and simplest form:
péyas yap 6 dydv, @ ¢pire I'havkwv, péyas, ovy Soos dokei, T8
xpnorov 1) xaxdv yevéclai, dore olre Tipf €émapbévra olre
Xpipaciv oite apXfi ovdeut@ ovdé ye moinTikij dfiov apeijoal
dikatoavvns 1€ kai Ths dAAns aperns.’ If only Poetry can
prove herself ob pévor %deia, ddha kai wpehiun wpos Tas
wolireias kal Tov Blov Tdv dvBpdmwor, we shall be only too
glad to receive her—douevor dv xaradexoipefa.® Nothing
could be plainer than that Plato’s objections to Art were
primarily ethical : Art, as then practised in Greece, was
detrimental to the character; even at its best, ‘Art, as
such, as Plato knows, has no purpose but itself, its own
perfection—dp olv xal éxdory T@v Texvowv EoTt TL cUupEpoy
dAdo 7} 6Tt pdAhioTa TeAéav elvar;’® For purposes of moral
training Art was either harmful, or, at least comsciously,
useless. (Cf. Gorg. 501 Dsq.)

But, as usual, Plato would not be content until he had
brought the Theory of Ideas to bear upon the subject under
discussion. So far the arguments against Art have been
of & more or less empirical nature : before they can be finally
accepted they must be proved éx 77js eiwBuvias pebidov.

1 Adam on Rep. 598 A,

1 e.g. their tales of the gods (Rep. 877-89), and of herces (ib. 391-2), CF
607 A. ¥ Ib. 401 B.

¢ Both comedy (ib. 606 C) and tragedy (ib. 605 C) are proscribed. The
influence of acting is bad for the character (ib. 396).

* Only the Dorian and Phrygian modes are allowed (ib. 889 sq.).

® The phrase is Pater’'s. Cf. esp. ib, 401 B ... ira pf &v xaxias eixdo
Tpepdpevor Huiv o Ppuraxes dawep v kaxy Bordvy, KA,

™ Ib. 608 B. 8 Ib. 607 C, D.

* Pater,.c. He says that Plato ‘anticipates the modern notion . .. “art
forart'ssake™’. But Plato would never have pushed the theory to the lengths
expressed, e.g. in the Preface to Dorian Grey.
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Plato’s own devotion to Poetry was such that he could not
willingly exclude her in the way that his sense of duty
bade him ; and he therefore seems anxious to receive the
support of the Ideal Philosophy. Hence it is not very
wonderful that (as Adam says)! he ‘bases his unfavourable
verdict on what must be admitted to be a narrow and
scholastic interpretation of his own ontology’, for he was glad
enough to find any application of it which would strengthen
his reason against the pleadings of a life-long affection.?
The metaphysical grounds on which Plato objects to Art
are well known, and need not here be detailed. The artist
makes but a second-hand imitation of the really-existing
wapddetypa: eimep piuntis éari, Tpitos Tis dmwd Bacidéws kal
77is dAnlelas meguxds® Even the object that he copies has
no existence, so that his art is only a ulunois davrdopares.t
So far from knowing wdaas pév téxvas, wdvra 8¢ T& dvlpa-
meia T& wpds dperiv kal kaxiav kal 7@ ye Ocia, he knows
nothing at all; for who would be content with making
eldwha if he understood reality 7% or if any of the poets had
been useful to the State in legislation, strategy, invention,
or any other human activity, would they have been treated
so poorly?® No, 7ol pév bvros ovdev émaier, Tol O¢ paivo-
pévov : 7 in fact he will not even possess right opinion as to
the value of his work—olire dpa eloerar ofire dpla dofacer
O pipnTS TEPL OV Av pipnTaL wpos kaAdos 7 wovnpiav.® After
so crushing a defeat poetry will no longer cause Plato any
hesitation: except where its influence is directly beneficial
—dbaov povov Uuvovs Beols kal éykouia Tois ayabois—it cannot
be admitted into the City.® And if we feel any symptoms
of yielding to our former love, we must resort to this final

1 On Rep. 598 A.

* This must not be taken to mean that Plato was insincere in seeking
a metaphysieal justification for what he had already determined on other
grounds. It is simply a question of the order in which the arguments
shaped themselves in his mind.

8 Ib, 597 E. t 1Ib. 597 A. ® Ib. 599 A, ¢ Ib, 600 D,

7 Ih. 601 B. 8 Ib. 602 A, ¥ Ib. 607 A.

Additional Nofe.— It may seem strange to us that Plato places the 3nuovpyds
higher than the (pypdgos; but we must remember the poor estimation
in which painters were held by the tirecks, We should bLe inclined to say
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decision, émadovres Nuiv adrols ToiTov Tov Adyow, bv Aéyouev,
kal TavTnr THv €m@dir, edAaBolpuevor wdAiv éumedeiv €is ToV
matdikby Te xal TOV TOV WOAAGY Epwra.l

~ And yet, in spite of all Plato’s strictures, there is no doubt
that the Ideal Theory has been most fruitful in this very
matter of Art. It not only provides an absolute standard
of taste, but, as Adam points out, ‘it is also a historical fact
that Plato’s vision of a transcendent standard of Beauty,
“everywhere and always and in all relations beautiful,” has
fired the imagination of artists in more than one genera-
tion, and was in particular the inspiring motive of the art
of Michael Angelo, in whose lifetime the famous Academy
at Florence made Platonism live again.’? Nothing could
clear Plato more triumphantly from the charge of sterility :
‘out of the eater came forth meat, and out of the strong
came forth sweetness.’

that while the workman copies the phenomenon, the artist directly imitates
the Idea; wet this thought does not seem to have oecurred to Flato,
A passage like Rep. 472 D can surely suggest nothing of the sort. In spite of
what Adam says, the (gypdpos who paints a mapdBeiypa, olos dv el § xdhAioros
dvfparmos, is not credited with any apprehension of the Ideal man. He
is simply doing what Socrates mentions (Xen. Mem. iii, 10. 2) éx modddw
ouvdyortes Td if dxdoTov kdAMioTe ofitws Td cdpara wxakd woieire aivecfar.
Indeed, the only artist who could paint direct from the Ideal world would be
one who had been all through the philosopher’s education ; and his duties
as puiaf would hardly allow him leisure for anything so trivial as making
S0

' Rep. 608 A. There is also the argument from Paychology, that the lower and
rebellious element of the soul delights in excessive emotions (604 D-605 B),
and that these are fostered by tragedy. The heaviest charge of all is that it
demoralizes xal Tobs émeweis. Moreover, Plato elsewhere (Meno 99 C) repeats
the Socratic opinion that poets wrote ol cogig, dAAd ¢ige Tevi xal érfovadforres
(Apol. 22 C). And yet such évfovoiacuds, even though it comes feig poipg
(Meno, l.c.), and is a branch of the divinely-sent parvia (Phaedrus 245 A,
248 E)—and, incidentally, though the inspiring god be Apollo, the patron of
the City—yet is ranked only at the third remove from Reality., Plato
is certainly loyal to the Ideas !

T Gifford Lectures, p. 428. He refers (note on Rep. 598 A) to J. A. Symonds’s
Renaissance in Italy, vol. ii; p. 328 : ‘Michael Angelo, seated between Ficino
and Poliziano, with the voices of the prophets vibrating in his memory, and
with the musie of Plato sounding in his ears, rests chin on hand and elbow
on knee, like his own Jeremiah, lost in contemplation, whereof the after-
fruit shall be the Sistine Chapel and the Medicean tombs,” Michael Angelo
did, so to say, paint directly from the Ideal.
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The subject of Rhetoric need not detain us long. Its
nature is discussed at length in the Gorgias—the type
of Rhetoric there considered being of course that practised
by ordinary orators and taught by Gorgias. In 453 &
Gorgias admits that meifods Snpuovpyds éoriv 4 pnTopiki
is a fair definition ; but he is unable to answer satisfactorily
the question, Persuasion as to what? Socrates, therefore,
proceeds to class gnropici with éyromoila as an art whose
end is mere gratification:! both are branches of xoAakeia.®
Thus, as it is ordinarily employed, Rhetoric is hurtful;?
its only real use is to enable a man to expose his own in-
justice.# This leads Socrates to the consideration of a higher
sort of Rhetorie, which aims at the improvement of the
audience.” At this point there arises the need of some
standard (which such men as Miltiades, Themistocles, and
Pericles did not possess) other than a man’s own interest:
6 dyalfds dvip kal éml 70 BéATioTor Aéywr, & dv Aéyn dANo Tt
o0k eikfj épel, dAN’ dmwofAémwv wpés T¢;° Hence we reach
the final definition of Rhetoric, which depends upon Dia-
lectic or knowledge of the Ideas: it is to the Ideas of Justice
and Temperance that the true orator will look, endeavouring
to produce similar qualities in the minds of his hearers.—
wpos TalTa BAémwy 6 piTwp éxetvos, 6 TEXVikGS Te Kal ayalbos,
. . . wpos ToDTO A€l TOV vobv E€xwy, bmws dv alTol Tols woliTals
Sikatogtvy peév év Tais YJuyais yiyvnrai, adikia 8¢ aralldrTn-
Tai, kal coppoaivy pév éyylyvnrat, dakoacia 0¢ amaldrrnTal,
xal 1) dANn dpern eyylyvnral, kakia 8¢ amip.

Similarly it is argued in the Phaedrus that the orator
must have Knowledge, or else he will put good for ewvil,
unwittingly (260 A-C). If ggropiki be téxwvn Yrvxayeyia
Tis Oe Adywor,® he must evidently know exactly whither
he is leading the minds of his audience. Therefore the
rhetorician must not only understand psychology: he must
also learn the method of Dialectic, and moreover what

1 Gorg, 462 D, ? Ib. 463 A. 3 Cf. ib, 502 E.,
* Ih. 480 B ; and, in a secondary way, to defend himself against an unjust
enemy, '

* Ib, 503 A. ¢ Ib, 503 E. 7 Ib, 604 D. ® Phaedr. 261 A.
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is acceptable to God—éar p7n 7is T@v Te drovoouévwv Tas
pUoets StapiBuionrat, kai kar’ eidn Te daipeigbar & dvra kal
pd (8éa Suvards fj kald €év éxacTov mepihapPBdvew, of wor’
€orat Texvikds Aéywv mépt ka@' Soov Suvardv dvlpémre.! The
road is long, but with such high ends in view we cannot
wonder at that; while even the objects of vulgar Rhetoric
can be best attained by this method.!? Thus the training
of the true gnrwp is the same in many ways as that of the
Dialectician.® ‘Yet,” as Zeller says,* ‘they do not abso-
lutely coincide. The philosopher instructs his hearers by
imparting truth, and guides them methodically to discover
it ; the rhetorician seeks only to persuade, and to work upon
their wills and inclinations: and, as the majority of man-
kind is incapable of scientific knowledge, he can rely only
on probabilities, and must not hesitate to deceive those
whom he wishes to convince’ We have seen how the
¢oraf of the Republic must employ this kind of Rhetoric:
it is in fact the channel through which he teaches to the
populace that dnuorikd Te kal mohiriks) dperi which is the
highest they can attain. So that the Ideal Theory not
only explains the art of true Rhetoric, but shows when its
practice is justifiable.

This ¢ persuasion’ of the multitude on the part of the
philosopher is illustrated by the use to which he puts the
doctrine of immortality. °In the true Platonic system
of ethics immortality plays no part,’ as Archer-Hind says.?
But since the many cannot, as we have seen, ever rise to
the conception which renders possible a true moral code,
‘the best they can do is to accept one from the philosopher

! Phaedr, 273 E ; ef. 277 B. 1 1h, 274 A,

3 It is noticeable that knowledge of the good, the just, &c. (rdv Zxalev Te
xal kakav kal dyabav imorquas ixorra 276 C) will keep a man from the barren
habit of writing—except madids xdper. The noblest work, and that which
best suits the philosopher, is the improvement of others’ minds by the art of
Dialectic : wod &' olum xalhinw owouds) wepl alrd yiywera:, Grav ris v Biake-
kT TéExVD Xpwpevos, AdBay Yuxiy wpoaixovoar, guTelp T€ kal oweipy per’ dmory-
pns Adyovs, ol davrois 7@ e puredoartt Bonfer Ivavol xal obxi dxapmoc dAha §yorres
oméppa, ofev dAkoi tv d\Aois fifea: Ppudueror TouT aei dfdvaror mapéxev lxavol, Kal
Tov ExorTa ebBugorely mowotvTes €ls Loov dvfpwry Svrariy pddiora,

4 Plato, p. 514, % Introd, to Phaedo, p. xiv,

ERS— —
Pee——
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. . . But the philosopher must hold out some inducement for
the people to receive his teaching; and this inducement
may be derived from immortality. The philosopher will
persuade the people to follow his precepts by showing that
a life of intelligent virtue is the forerunmner of free in-
tellectnal enjoyment in the invisible world, but a life of
vice can only lead after death to helpless cravings for bodily
pleasures which are out of reach. So by deducing im-
mortality from the ideal theory, Plato uses that theory
to provide a working code of morals for those who are
incapable of rising to the only true and rational virtue.’
To this may be added the threats of eternal punishment
which Plato (borrowing perhaps from Pythagoreanism)
holds over the incurable sinner;! to say nothing of the
degrading transmigrations which a life of vice entails.
All these ‘inducements’ to virtue follow directly from the
doctrine of immortality.

But it cannot be too strongly insisted upon that such con-
siderations are merely popular: with the philosopher they
will have no weight. He will pursue virtue for its own
sake, not for that of any external punishments or rewards,
as do of &/ axohaciav cecwppoviopévor. Mindful of his high
origin he will fear nothing but the effects of vice on his own
nature—

‘And think how evil becometh him to slide,
Who seeketh Heaven and comes of heavenly breath ;’

his only dread is alienation from God here and hereafter.? It is
true that Plato suggests that for the feogidsjs ¢ all things work
together for good’, even in this life; od yap 8% vmwé ye Geav
woTe dueleirar ds dv mwpobuueicOar é0éAp dikaios yiyveohau
kal émrnlelwv dperny eis 6oov Svvardv avlpame dpoioiohat
few.® But it isnot for such viknripia that heruns ; for after
all they are obtainable only in the visionary City of the
Just. Yet if that City can never be established, the good

! Gorg. 525 B-D, Rep, 616 A, Phaedo 118 E.

2 1t is only the philosopher who ean join the company of the gods after

death : Phaedo 82 B, 108 C. Cf. 107 C.
3 Rep, 618 A, Thereis here perhapsan echo of Socratic thought : ef. Apel. 41 C.
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man will still seek to found it in himself'—éavriv xaroixi-
¢ewv. His endeavour will be to grow like to God, and this
he can accomplish only by the aid of philosophy. Constant
intercourse with the unchanging nature of the Ideas - rera-
ypéva drra kai kata Tavta ael éxorra—will assimilate him
gradually to the divine: Oelw 83 kal koouiw 6 ye ¢pirboodos
optAav kbouids Te kai Oetos eis 70 Suvardv dvbpdme ylyverar
Hence his education will derive far more from the study of
philosophy than from the scurrilous tales told by poets of the
gods : indeed, these must not be permitted at all, e/ péxovow
nuiv of pudaxes Beoceeis Te kai Oeiot ylyveaclar, xal’ doov
dv@pdme éml whetarov oidv Te® Finally, this dpolwais 1o Oeg is
depicted as an escape (¢uvy#d) from the evils of this life;
since otk dmoléclar Ta kaka Svvaréyv, the only help for the
righteous man is to attempt évdévde éxeioe pedyew ért rdyioTa
And this‘escape’, this f becoming like to God’, means the
intelligent philosophic practice of virtue: duolwais 8¢ Sikacov
kal Soiov pere Pppovijcews yevéolar* Thus dpoiwos 16 Oeg
xkara 10 duvaréy, which is ¢ the ethical end for man 5 cannot
be achieved except through Knowledge of the Ideas.

This notion, Orphic or Pythagorean® in origin, of philo-
sophy as a deliverance from the evils of this life and its
bodily conditions, is elaborated in the Phaedo. The body is
there spoken of as a prison,” from which escape is possible
only when soul is freed from body. This separation, Adeis

1 Rep. 592 B.

? Ib, 500 C, D. He will even attempt to produce this result in the people,
g0 far as they are capable of approaching 7d feoedés Te xal feoelxedov (501 B,
And after all man as such is olpdvior ¢purdv, olx Eyyeor (Tim. 90 A).

3 Kep, 883 C. The overwhelming importance of education is shown by
Phaedo 107 D oddiv ydp dAro éxovra els "Aidov § Yuxy) épyerar mAfy 75 maideias
T€ xai TPOPTS, KTA,

4 Theaet. 176 A sq.

* Adam, ad Rep. 6183 A. It recalls, as he says, ‘the old Pythagorean
maxims §xov feg, deodovleiv v¢ Oeqw. Cf. Laws 716 C (already quoted)s and
Rep, 540 A.

¢ See Appendix C.

7 e.g. Phaedo 62 B. In B2 E occurs the forcible phrase wapalaBovoa avrdv
iy Yuxir 3 Pidocopia drexyvas Sadedeudvny &y 7@ owparnt kal mpookexodAnuévny,
draycalopévny B¢ Dowep Bid elpypot Bid Tovrov oxoweigbar Td Ovra, krh. Cf. the
Pythagorean notion of cwpa ofjua, which is referred to in Phaedr, 250 7
Gorg. 493 A, Cral. 400 C,

E
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kal ywpiouds Yvyis amd cwparos, is in effect Death ;! but
usually the soul has grown so ‘clotted by contagion’ with
the corporeal that she cannot escape even then.? With the
philosopher, however, it isdifferent : his whole life has been
a ‘rehearsal of death’, ueAérn favdrov; hence in his case
alone is the deliverance complete.?

Now this pelérn Bavdrov consists in the study of Philo-
sophy, and the life that such study demands. The captivity
of the soul is due to three causesin particular: (1) mistaking
sense impressions for truth: dofdoveav Taiita dAnliy elvas
dmep dv kal 70 cdpa ¢7; * (2) indulging in bodily pleasures—
thus undoing the work of Philosophy ;% (3) considering that
what awakens such pleasures must be most surely true—
b wdvTov péyioTov Te kakav kal éoyarov éore.® The first and
the last of these causes are in a sense intellectual—Philosophy
is plainly the cure for them ; whilst the second will be
eradicated as the soul grows in wisdom. For the soul of the
philosopher understands the folly of binding herself in the
fetters from which ¢ihogopia has loosed her, by indulging
again in bodily pleasures: on the contrary, yaAfvny TodTwy
mapackevafovoa, émopévn T® Aoyloud kal del év TolTw oloa,
70 aAnlés kal Octov kal adbfacrov Oewpévn kal Om’ éxelvov
Tpepouévn, (fiv Te olerar obtw Selv Ews dv (fi, kal émedav
TeAevTHiay, €ls TO ouyyevés kal els TO TotodTov ddikopuévny dmrnh-
AaxOar rédv avlporiver kakoy.”

Thus the doctrine of Immortality will encourage virtue
even in the philosopher: xaAdév yap 16 &fhov kal % éAmis
peyain.®  Its influence will not be direet, as in the case of

! Phaedo 67 D. The same definition of 8avaros is given in Gorg. 524 B.

? Phaedo 81 C Jeldnuuérny . , . imd 70U owparoedous 1 soul becomes suppvrov
finally. 78 owparoadis may be taken (in view of 80 B; cf. Theaet. 1565 E) as
equivalent to rd ¢awdpera: hence she can be freed only by philosophy,
which will raise her above the phenomenal world to that which is Tois
Sppac: okor@des kai ddés, vogriv 5& kal guhooopia aiperdy (Phaedo 81 B).

* Ib. 80 E et passim, * Ib. 83 D, ef. 81 B.

5 Ih, 84 A. For thus soul becomes 80 cwuaroedns that soon after death she
falls back into another body, xal &k Totraw duoipds dori Ths Toi Belov 7e xal
kafapov val poveedous ouvovaias,

8 Ib. 83 C. T ITh. B4 A, ® Ib. 114 C.

Additional Nofe, It is perhaps hardly mecessary to point out that the
doctrine of Immortality and the Theory of Ideas are inseparably connected,



PLATO'S THEORY OF IDEAS 67

the multitude, but it will be none the weaker for that.
Immortality demands the preparation for death; and that
pelérn, while it enables the philosopher to face death cheer-
fally and calmly,! at the same time compels a life of austerity
and freedom from the tyranny of the body.? When that
stage of purification has been reached by the soul, and not
before, Philosophy will

‘Tell her of things that no gross ear can hear;
Till oft converse with heavenly habitants
Begin to cast a beam on the outward shape,
The unpolluted temple of the mind,

And turns it by degrees to the soul’s essence,
Till all be made immortal.’

The philosophy that inspired such a conception—and still
more the passage that follows in Comus—can hardly be
charged with uselessness for morality.

Thus the promise of early Platonism is abundantly ful-
filled. The Idea of Good provides the moral standard which
Protagoras had thought unnecessary and impossible. Those
who have no such standard, undév évapyés év vfi Yruxp Exovres
wapadetyua undé Suvauevor domep ypapns els 76 ainbéocTaTov
dmoffAémovres kdkeioe del dvapépovTés Te kal Oedpevor ds olow
7e drptPéorara,—they are indeed blind; nor can they
possibly make enactments concerning beauty, goodness, and
justice in this world unless they understand the eternal
archetypes in heaven.? They have ‘no single aim of duty
which is the rule of all their actions, private as well as

Without the belief in pre-existence (which is signified in the soul’'s being
eternal) the notion of dvdpwnois would be meaningless—and with it will
fall the psychological foundation of the Ideal Theory. Again, the middle
part of the Phaedo (as interpreted in App. A) is taken up with showing that
Immortality is a necessary corollary to the Theory of Ideas.

! It is of course the express purpose of the Phaedo to prove that gaivera:
eledras dp 79 Gvmi v pidogopig Suarpifas Tiv Biov Pappeiv pédhwy drwofaveicfai
kol evedmis elvar k7A, (63 E). Cf. Rep. 486 B.

? Plato speaks in no mystical sense about the hindrances caused by the
body and by vegorpogia (Rep, 407 C) ... mpds paffoeas dorwacovy xal dvvofoes
7€ xal pehitas wpls davrdy yahend, xepalfns Twvds alel Sarages xal [Alyyous
iwonrevovoa xal alrimpéry éx guhogopias Eyyiyverfa, kTh,

* Rep. 484 C.

E 2
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public ;! no pattern by which to mould themselves or their
fellow citizens.?

We have seen further that this transcendent Good 1s by no
means inapplicable to the concerns of daily life.? For ‘until
a man learns what it is that makes the different sorts of
goodness intrinsically good, his possession of them is only
the hold of opinion and not of knowledge. The knowledge
of the Good will fill up to their full measure all the inchoate
ideas of morality which we have thus far come across.
This 1s the highest object of knowledge (uéyioror pdbnpua),
and in it all the utmost aspirations of the speculative spirit
will find satisfaction’.* And as Shorey observes, the Idea of
Good is ‘the fulfilment of the treatment of the dya@év in the
minor ethical dialogues’;® the reason that these dialogues
are ‘tentative or negative' being simply ‘the inability of
Socrates and his interlocutors to show how the proposed
definitions, if accepted provisionally, represent the Good .
‘ There are many virtues,” he says, ‘but there must be one
eidos or form which causes them to be virtues—é.’ 6 elow
aperal.

So far Shorey is right: the Idea of Good is primarily an
ethical standard ; as @pryxés of the Platonic philosophy it
must necessarily have some bearing on conduct; it does

! Rep. 519 D, Jowett’s trans. ? Ih. 540 A.

* That it is as practicable as the Aristotellan edBaiporvia is admitted even by
Stewart (on Eth, N. i. 7. 6-8) : ‘In this section Aristotle virtually maintains
all that Plato contended for in his doctrine of the Idea of Good. As the
Idea of Good is the unity of good things and that by reason of which they
are good ; in other words, as it is that definite system or order, by belonging
to and subserving which, particular things are said to be good rather than
pleasant or otherwise attractive to mere sense, so happiness is that orderly
and beautiful life in relation to which, and only to which, man’s powers and
opportunities have any signifieance.” And ifit be contended that the Platonic
Good was open to the philosopher alone, it may be replied that Aristotle’s
final definition of dpery insisted on its being dpiopdrny Adyy xal ds dv & Ppdwi-
pos dpioeer (Eth, N, ii. 6. 15), Aristotle, too, thought that virtue was possible
for the multitude only through the philosopher’s guidance (cf. Archer-
Hind's Phaedo, p. 168). And yet the Sewpnrinds Bios, which Aristotle placen
as the climax of felicity, has no elaim to serve the common weal.

* Nettleship, Lectures vol. ii, p. 216. * Shorey, L c., p. 289.

¢ Ib. p. 220, He proceeds to illustrate the point from Meno, Laches,
Charmides, Protagoras (349 E), Gorgias (468 E), Republic (833 E, 367 B), &e.
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mean, as Shorey says, ‘a rational, consistent conception of
the greatest possible attainable human happiness, of the ulti-
mate laws of God, nature, or man that sanction conduct,
and of the consistent application of these laws in legislation,
covernment, and education.’? But when he regards all the
rest that Plato says of the idéa Toi dyabod as ° poetic vesture ’
which must be ‘stripped off* before its meaning can be truly
known, he is not only committing unintelligent vandalism,
but obscuring the whole significance of Platonic thought.?
For Plato’s conception of the universe was not anthropo-
centric; and the Good is infinitely more than a moral
standard for man. It is the creative cause of the world, and
lies beyond all existence, ovx otaias bvros Tod ayabod, aAl’
ért éméxewva Tiy ovoias wpeoPeig kai Svvdper Dmepéxovros.®
The Good rose far above the purpose for which it was
originally conceived ; it is a ‘measure’, but for that very
reason it must be perfect and entire, drekés yap ovdtv
ovdévos pérpov,t and must indeed be identified ultimately
with God Himself >—since, in the last resort, ¢ 83 feds Huiv
wavTy XpnpdTey pérpov dv €in.®

Moreover, the Good is presented in the Fepublic as ‘the
true and ultimate object of all creation—the o €vexa of the
whole universe and every part thereof, and consequently
the regulating law of everything which exists, so far as it
exists, both organic and inorganic, and the mparor ¢idov for
which the whole of Nature, with greater or less degree of
consciousness, for ever yearns and strives’.” Nothing, indeed,
could be more characteristic of Plato, and of that fecwpia
wavTos uev Xpovov mdons 8¢ oboias which he professed, than
that what he developed first as an ethical standard should
turn out eventually to be nothing less than the final cause

LA Coy P 239.

T Cf. Adam, Republic, vol. ii, p. 172. Shorey's interpretation gives an
entirely wrong meaning to tho words dpery and dyafdv, which in Greck are
never confined to ethieal good.

7 Rep. 509 B, ' Ib. 504 C.
* Ample reasons for this identification are given by Adam, Gifford
Lectures, pp. 442 8q. ® Laws 716 C,

T Adam, Repullic, vol, ii, p. 172,
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of the universe. We return in faet to where we started :
the Phaedo shows that nothing but a teleological explanation
could satisfy Plato—oddev dXho oxomelv mpooikew avlpome
xal mepl avrob kal wepi EAAwy aAX’ 1 7O dpioTov kai 70 BEA
orov.! And if when dealing with physical phenomena Platé
took so wide a view, how much more essential would he
deem it when the subject was the most important of all,
xaAov Te wépt kal Oikaiwv xai ayalaov ?

Thus Knowledge of the Good means an understanding of
the entire xéouos, and the working of all its parts. Until
a man reach that standpoint from which he can perceive not
only the fitness of each member for its own function but
also the general purpose that it serves, he cannot be said, in
the truest sense, to have attained virtue., Small wonder that
the dialectic training lasted so long, since in thislife, indeed,
it could never be completed ; but on that very impossibility
the philosopher based his surest hope of another life, in
which, no longer seeing ‘ through a glass darkly’, he might
come to direct apprehension of the Good. So vast is his
conception that Plato can find no words to express it : like
God, the Good is past finding out, kai ebpovra eis wdvras
advvarov Aéyew.? Accordingly he falls back upon the image
of the Sun, &s éxyorés 7€ Tob dyabob ¢aiverar kal duotéTaros
exeivep.® Yet the most glorious object in the visible universe
18 an inadequate figure of the Good, and must not be mis-
taken for ‘the Maker and Father of all’; even the Sun is
‘ but a moment’s mood of His soul’, and is

“lost in the notes on the lips of His choir
That chant the chant of the Whole’.

! Phaed, 97 D, £ Tim, 28 C ; of. Rep. 506 D sq. * Rep. L. c.
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Tae difficulties of this passage are so notorious that it
seems necessary to discuss the interpretation of it maintained
in the present essay, viz. that we have here a sketch of the
development of Greek Philosophy as far as the Theory
of Ideas; further, that Plato’s intention is to show the
1nadaquacy of all previous systems for anything connected
with morality—and, in particular, for proving the immor-

tality of the soul.
To hﬁtgm with, there are at least three possible interprota-

tions of the words éyd obv oot Oietpt mepl avrdv [sc. wepi
yevécews kal ¢bopas tHv alriav], éav ﬁau}\n, Td Y€ €ud

wdfn.
{1} The view that the account given is that of the

actual philosophical development of Socrates 18 now usually
regarded as untenable. Socrates may perhaps have been
acquainted with the physical speculations of the Ionians
and others—indeed, he could hardly have helped knowing
something of their teaching; but, according to all the
evidence! we possess, he had a very low estimaté both

1 The evidence of Xenophon is as follows :—
(a) Mem. i. 1, 11-15, from which we learn that (i) Bocrates considered

physical speculations as of very secondary importance compared with rdv-
fpumeva eldévar, and in fact despised the guowdiyo : dAdd xai Tovs gpovri{ovras
Td Towavra papaivorras dwedeixvve, (1i) He thought it impossible to reach any
certain results in such matters (rabra ol bwvardy o dvfpmoss ebpeiv ), —witness
the disagreement between the various physical philosophers (rois piév Soweiv
dv pévor 16 bv elvas, rois 8 dweipa 70 wAflos, krh.). (iil) Further, he asked what
practical benefit such speculators could bring to themsclves or others, Could
they by their knowledge (if they ever got it) hope to affect the winds and
seasons ? iv) Gﬂnnﬂquentl]', Mocrates confined his inquiries to human

affairs : alros 3t wepl vav dvfpamelar del Biehéyero,

(b) Mem. iv. 7, 6. Bocrates, indeed, considered such studies impious

Snn did Xenophon himself, l.c, sup.): olre xapi{eofar Gécis &v fHyeiro wivw

nrotrra, & éxcivor cagrviom olx {Bovifdnoar, and went on to accuse Anaxagoras
of insanity. But for his own part wéxp vou deperipov wdrra kal alris gvvesrdnea
mal gvwdiefre Tois dvrovai.

Aristotle also says emphatically Zawpdrovs 8¢ wepl piv ra {fued mpayparevo-
pdvov, wepl Bi Ths GAns piews olév, xTA. (Met, A, 6. 987 b 1),

CL also Plato, Apol. 19 B. In answer to Meletus' charge that he wepepyd-
{ereu (nrév 1d ve bmd s xail olparia, Socrates replics that he understands ofire
piya obre puxpir of such matters; ironically adding that he is far from
despising such knowledge, if a man possess it.

It need hardly be added that the ‘Bocrates’ of the Clouds, slung up in Lis
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of the accuracy and the value of such investigations. Indeed,
he considered Nature a far less instructive object of stud
than his fellow men: 7& pév otv ywpia xai Ta Sévépa oddév

' é0éer 8iddakey, of 8 €év TP éﬂ‘fft dvlpawmor (Phaedr.
280 D). |

(2) The view that Plato is here ‘recounting his own
experience ’,! thnu]%h held by many authorities, is exceed-
ingly doubtful. For, as Zeller * points out, ‘the influence
on the earlier formation of Plato’s mind which can alone be
certainly attested [Arist. Met. i. 6], viz. of the Heraclitean
philosophy, is obviously not touched upon here.’ It is true
that the 7rip of Phaedo 96 B is probably that of Heraclitus ;
but there is no mention of the flux doctrine—which is the
part of Heracliteanism which Aristotle considers so im-
portant in the mental development of Plato. ‘Nor does
the passage in the Phaedo, on the whole, convey the im-
pression of a biographical account’ (Zeller).

Further objections to this view will appear in what
follows.

(3) The remaining view, that the passage is (again
to quote Zeller) ‘rather an exposition of the universal
necessity of prﬂfrass from material to final causes, and
thence to the Ideas’, is in every way more satisfactory.
Plato is in fact giving a sketch (somewhat similar to that
of Arist. Met. i) of the development of philosophy up to his
time.? The theories of Anaximander, Anaximenes, Em-
pedocles, Heraclitus (as seen above), and probably of Ale-
maeon, are passed in review,—and all rejected as failing
to explain causation. Even An oras, whose doctrine
of voiis gave Socrates such wonderful hope, is found in
practice to be equally disappointing: he, as much as any
of his predecessors, failed to discover the final cause of the
universe. Indeed, it is (says Plato) simply a misnomer to
apply the name of ‘cause’ to anything but 6 BéArigror :—
previous thinkers err in aAlorpie dvopar: mpooxpouevol’ @s
aiTiov avTo wpoTayopeveLy. ,

Thus ‘the Good’ is the true airia yevéoews xal ¢phopds, and

hasket to investigate perdwpa, is too obvious a caricatlure to be taken at all
seriously. [May Plato possibly be hitting back at Aristophanes when he
speaks in the Theaefelus of the lawyer, puzzled in turn by the philosopher, as
iAiypiov Te dwd DymAov kpepaofeis xal BAénay peréwpos dvader (175 D) 7]

! Archer-Hind, ad loc.

1 Plato, p. 10, n. 18,

3 It may be contended that Plato’s habit is rather to depict the mental

progress of a typical individual. Still, in the history of the microcosm we
are at liberty to read that of the race,
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it 1s this airia which Greek thought has endeavoured vainly
to reach. And yet until it be discovered we cannot prove
indi[?fmtably the immortality of the soul (Phaedo 96 A), for
so only can we answer the question, v{ 76 dv del yéveaiv 8¢ odx
éxov, kal T{Td yiyvopevov pév del bv 8¢ obdémore ; (Tim. 27 E).
Such a cause previous thinkers seem blindly to have sought
after ; such a cause! Socrates would gladly have learnt,
whether by his own investigations or another’s (99 C). But
since he tailed to discover this final cause (émreidn 8¢ ratrys
éarepiiOnv) he was compelled to have recourse to the second-
best? means of investigating this cause. (It is important
to notice that what he speaks of is the delrepos mhois éml
v THs alrias {frnow.)

Up to this point Plato’s account has been plain enough;
but the mention of the 8elrepos mhoDs has given rise to
interminable disputes amongst commentators. The phrase
obviously i1mplies some mpdros mwAols émi THv ThHs altias
{(iTnow. Now since the airia required was 76 dyaféy, this
mwpdros wAods xTA. would evidently be that which would
lead most directly up to the Good. This wpéros wAois
Socrates fancied he had discovered in Anaxagoras doctrine
of voiis, since such teaching, had it been consistently de-
veloped, must have employed no other cause but the first in
its explanation of the universe. But, when this last hope
failed (for the ¢uoioAéyor had certainly been of no avail),
Socrates found that he must leave the direct investigation
of the Good, and betake himself to the indirect—the dedrepos
wAois.

Moreover, besides its impracticability, Socrates feared the
danger of such attempts at immediate intuition of the Good.
Just as those who look at the sun itself are apt to have
their eyes injured by its brilliance,® so Socrates thinks he
must guard against a similar ‘blinding of the whole soul’
if he attempt the direct investigation of the true airia. In
previous speculations the mind had been shielded from the
glare by the medium of ¢awéueva—the secondary physical

' s rowavrys alrias. That the airia Socrates sought was that drp dv BéAtTioTa
¢xp (in other words, rd dyafév) is made abundantly plain by the whole of
Chaps. xlvi and xlvii. He wanted some teleclogical explanation of the
Universe.

? There can of course be no other valid explanation of 8¢«irepos mhous, The
argument here is like that of Simmias in 85 C, D.

i Cf. Laws 897D u volvww ¥ dvavrias olov els fhiov dwofiimovres, visra
peanuBpig éwaydpevor, moupobpuela iy dwdxpiowy, krh. The same figure is used
in Xen, Mem, iv. 8. 14 J waot pavepds dondn elvar filios ol imrpine Tois dvfpimos
dovrdv depiBas dpav, dAL" dav Tis alriv dvauBas éyyapp Beaafar, Ty dyur dpaipeita,
Cf. Rep. 515 E,
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causes set up by the early philosophers and even by Anaxa-
goras; but now that philosophy was giving up this means
of &?pmach it must find some other means to soften the
dazzling nature of the Good. And this new method 1s
precisely the dedrepos mhoiis, the indirect way which Socrates
himself travelled in his philosophy ; and in Plato’s hands
it will turn out to be nothing else than the Dialectic Method,
which leads the mind from phenomena to the Ideas, and so
by means of the Theory ufp Ideas, ultimately to the Goo
itself.

It will be seen that this account involves a somewhat
unusual explanation of Chap. xlviii; but a passage of such
notorious difficulty is surely open to any new interpretation
which may render it less unintelligible, Besides, the ex-
planation {era adopted requires only the transposition of
the opening sentences, reading the words BAémrwv mpos 7a
wpdypara Tols Supact kal ékdotp TOv alcOicewv émiyeipdv
anteoclar adraov?® alter émeidn dmepiikn & dvra oxomrdv. The
passage will then run as follows: *Edofe Tolvvr pot, 7 & 8s,
perTa TaiTa, emreldn ametpikn Té Odvre ckomav PBAémwv® mwpos
TG wpdypuara Tols dupact kal ékdory Tov alolioewr émiyeipov
amrreclar avrdv, detv edhafnlnvar pn wdboiut bmep of Tov
fAtov éxhelmovra Oewpobvres kal oxomovuevor Siapleipovrar
ydp mov €vioi Ta OSupata, €av uiy ev Udarti f] T TolOUT®
okomdvTaL THy elkbva avTob. [TotobTov TL Kal éyd dievorifny,
kal é8etoca uny mavrdmaot Ty Yuxy Tvdprwleiny.’] €dofe &1
pot xprivat els Tobs Adyovs katauydvra €v ékeivois okomely TOV
bvrov Ty dAfifetay kTA.—and may be literally translated :

‘It seemed then to me after this, when I had given up
investigating reality by looking at phenomena with my
eyes and attempting to grasp them with each of my senses,
that I must take care not to suffer what they do who gaze
at the sun in an eclipse. For some of them have been
known to lose their eyesight, if they do not look at the
sun’s ima%e in water or some other such substance. [Such
a danger I perceived in my own case too, and I was afraid
lest my whole soul might be blinded.] It seemed to me

! Thesa words have been suspected by Dr. Jackson and Mr. Archer-Hind ;
and certainly they cannot yield any satisfactory sense in their usual position.
It is, however, surely better to transpose than to omit, provided a plain
meaning can be found for the words in their new place. For a similar
transposition of doubtful words cf. Phaedo 66 B—by Schleiermacher (v,
Archer-Hind, ad loc.),

* For an even lurger concourse of participles cf. Gorg. 494 C kal Suyduevor
TAnpotvTa xaipovra ebdapdvas (v,

* This sentence (likewise suspected) certainly looks like a gloss ; but with
the above change it is at least harmless—which it was not before.
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then that I must take refuge in hypotheses (or general
conceptions, the Socratic definitions), and examine the truth
of existence in them.’

Before going further it may be noticed that this explana-
tion not only provides a meaning for the words transposed,
but also affords an interpretation of Chap. xlviii more In
accordance both with the whole passage (Phaedo 95 E-101 E)
and with the parallel passages in Republic vi and vii. And
it may be mentioned 1n passing that one has no longer to
explain ra dvra by the 1mpossible sense of f phenomena’,’
nor ta& wpdypara by the equally impossible meaning of
‘ideas’.? This latter difficulty, it is true, is superseded by
Mr. Campbell’s explanation, quoted in Appendix II of
Archer-Hind’s Phaedo ; but since that interpretation con-
tains so many doubtful points it may not be amiss to
criticize it briefly. Mr. Campbell’s theory is based upon
his * making the eclipse a material part of the similitude ’;
he then goes on to draw the following parallels:

El} fitos = Ta& dvra, 1.e. ideas.

2) fiAtos ékhelmwv = T& Svra, eclipsed in the form of yiyvé-
peva, or material nature.

(8) Image of fiAtos éxhelmror in water = image of yiyvépueva
in Adyou, 1. e. Socratic universals.

Now in the first place it is surely against all canons of
criticism to interpret fully all details of such a simile: of
TOv fAtov éxAelmovra Oewpoiivres kal okomoluevor are pre-
sumably astronomers investigating the nature of the sun 1n
an eclipse. In an eclipse, because it is the only time when
it is possible to see anything of the sun at all, and conse-
quently the only time when astronomers would think of
looking at it. Besides, the fact that the sun is in eclipse
would decrease its power of dazzling. So that to make the
eclipse ‘a material part of the similitude’ spoils the whole
meaning of the passage. Plato intended the eclipse as an
ornamental addition or a touch of homely colour, recalling
the occasions when people would be seen staring at the sun:
it is no part whatever of the meaning of the allegory.

Secondly, it may be objected that Mr. Campbell, although
not expressly omitting the idéa o0 dyafot from the ‘ Ideas’
with which he identifies 7& &vra, does not sufficiently

! As Jackson does, J. of Phil, x. p. 137.

? abrd va wpdypara (66 D), which Archer-Hind quotes to prove that
wpaypara = Ideas, is of course quite different. In 103 B mpayua evidently
means a particular phenomenon, Besides, how could one lovk at Ideas
Fois oppaar
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emphasize the supremacy of the Good.! For it is plain
that, whatever else fAios may represent, it must here stand
for the airia which Socrates had attempted to discover;
and it is no less plain that this airia = rdyafév. So that,
even from the passage under discussion, it appears that the
parallel intended is fiAios = rayaféy. And the truth of this
explanation is rendered even more certain by the analo

of corresponding passages in the Eepublic.? In 506 E Plato

1 This supremacy of the Good over the other Ideas is seen in the following
passages of the Republic :—

(2) 508 C, where we obtain the ratio dyafdv: fles=vois wxal 7d voou-
peva : fyns gai Td dpwpera,

(1) Now in 508 B we read that 8 fixios Gfus piv obx €ovir, afrios 8 dv alris
dparas ix almijs TavTys, i. e. dyafév, though not actually vows, is the canse of it,
and dyofé» must be perceived by vois.

(¢) From 508 E we see that it is % ol éyafov i8fa which mjr dAfBewar mapéye
rois muyrwosopévors (i, . the objects of knowledge, Lthe 1deas) kal r@ yryrawoxort:
v Sivar (i, e. power to exercise the faculty of knowledge or vénos) dwobldwort,
Thus (and cf. esp. what follows) the Good is distinguished from the Ideas,
since it provides them with their dAqfec. Moreover, just as ¢ws and &fus are
not, but are like, the Sun; so difjfea and Emorqun are like the Good
(dyafoedy), but inferior to it (dAL" & pealdvas TipnTéor iy Tob dyafov Ev),
And v. esp. 509 B, where the Good supplies Ideas not only with the gift of
being known, but xal 76 elval 7¢ xal Ty ololar in’ Exeivov avrois wpooeivas, olx
obrias Gvros Tou dyaboi, dAN Er éméxeva Tis obolas wpeoBelg mal Swwape bmep-
€ XOVTOS,

xl:_{i} That the feye of the soul’ would be blinded by the sight of the Good
18 shown by Eep. 5156 E,

(¢) A comparison of Rep. 516 B and 517 B makes it quite clear that—

(i) In the simile, the cave-dweller will be able last of all to see the sun
itself : redevraior riv fhuor odx &y iBaowy . .. dAN alriv kaf airév. Moreover he
will go on to reason that the sun is the cause (rpémor Tivd wdvrew aitios) of all
dpupeva,

P‘Eii} In the world of vopra (& v§ yrworg), it is the Good that is seen last
(redevraia ) vou dyafoi i8éa), and that with diffieulty (wai péws). And here
too one must go on to reason that it is the Good which is the cause, navraw
bpfiy Te wai xoA@v airie, and which & 78 vogrg dispenses diffear kal vovr.

(f) Rep. 533 A. Bocrates declines to expound the Good itself, as he thinks
Glauco would no longer be able to follow him (ef. Symp. 210 A). For
he would no longer be looking at an image, but at truth itself: od8" eixdva dv
€7t of Aéyouer Bous, dAN" alrrd 1d dAnfés. Now this statement comes after the
description of the propaedeutic studies (wdera Taira wpoolud éorv alroi Tob
vopou, bv Ber pafeiv) which lead up to Dialectiec. But it is not till after
a prolonged course of Dialectic that one can grasp the real nature of the Good
(632 A), this ecourse embracing an investigation of each other Idea, without
sense perception—én’ adrd & fomwv Exacror. Hence all that has gone before
b33 A, ineluding the other Ideas, must be transcended by the Good (cf. 508 E,
509 B).

: It::| may perhaps be questioned how far it is justifiable to explain the
simile of the Phaedo by that of Republic vi. But it is generally admitted that
the only way of explaining the imoféceis of the Phaedo is by the help of Rep. 506-
6518. Moreover, if, as seems highly probhable, the Phaedo was written shortly
after the Republic, it is inconceivable that Plato should have changed the
terms of so prominent a similitude.

[The reasons for supposing that the Phaedo followed the Republic are thus
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refuses to expound the nature of rdyaliév (adré uév 7i mor’
éori Tdyabiv édooper 7o viw eivai) ; accordingly he takes as

. summarized by Mr. R. E. Gaye (following in the main Dr. Jackson) in his

book on Plato's Conception of Immortality, chap. v :—

(1} The difference of tone. *In the Repullic Plato takes up a far more con-
fident attitude with regard to the possibility of the attainmment of knowledge
than he does in Phaedo ), whieh may perbaps show that he is ‘beginning to
feel doubts which he finds it difficult to set at rest". This is not conclusive,
for obviously the argument euts both ways.

(2) Doctrinal development. v. Rep. 611-612 A, where the principles
of the method for investigating into the true nature of the soul are given—
and this method is evidently carried out in Phaedo. This argument also is
not conclusive,

(3) A much more cogent arpument can be found by comparing the proof of
the immortality of the soul in Rep. x with that of Phaedo. It seems certain
that ‘ to any one having the Phaedo before him the flimsiness and insufficiency
of the argument for immeortality in Rep. x could not fail to be obvious’ [for
there is no proof that abicia is really the fvpprror saxdv of the soul]. * In my
view,” says Mr. Gaye, ‘the proof of the immortality of the soul in Phaedo is
intended to correct and supersede the proofs in Phaedrus and Eep., which must
by this time have been regarded by Plato as inadequate.” Cf. E. 8. Thompson,
Introd. to Meno, p. Liv.

In addition to these,

(4) A fourth argument may perhaps be drawn from the fact that the ideas
of oxevarra found in Fep. * do not oceur in Phaedo. However, as Mr. A. E,
Tavlor points out, ‘such half-jocular instances ' are used only when (as in
Rep.) ‘none of the interlocutors are philosophic ecompanions of Bocrates.
Hence the comparative avoidance of technical termes of the school, and the
use of ‘‘ popular ' illustrations. Socrates adopts a different tone when be is
talking with philosophers like Simmias and Cebes.

(5) Something may possibly be deduced from the psychological theories of
the two dialogues. That of the Phaedo, although vitiated by its explanation
of the spiritusel in terms of the material (e. g. the famous example in 84 D),
st least avoids the dwopic caused by the theory of the Republic. For by an
application of the Eleatic elenchus we might thus criticize it : The Ideu]
Btate is ultimately composed of individuals, and every individual is tripartite.
But the relation of the three elements in any individual is (according to the
Rep.) inexplicable unless studied ‘writ large’ in the State [peifw e xai év
peifove ... i tou peilovos Jduowrnra év T Tob éAdrroves iBéq émoxomoivres,
368 D). Thus a fresh Republic must be construcied to explain each individual
in the Republie, and so on to infinity. The argument is indeed similar to the
Tpiros avBpamo; of Aristotle : we are reduced to the absurdities of the indetinite
regress.

a%'iatn however appears, quite inconsistently, to assume that the members
of the dpyorres class consist entirely of the Aeyworwior element ; the gpuiaxes
entirely of v fvuoediés ; the dpuovpyei entirely of vd érbvuprievr. BSo that at
the time of writing the Repulblic he does not seem to have noticed this
difficulty. But it is such an obvious flaw in his psychological theory that he
may very probably have perceived it soon afterwards, and so have dropped
this explanation in the Phaedo and all subsequent dialogues.

This van hardly be set forth as a very conclusive proof ; at the same time
it may be asked whether Plato would be likely to expound the psyvehological
doetrine of the Republic affer that of the Phaedo.

But whatever view be adopted as to the relative chronologieal order of the
Republic and Phaedo, it seems to be universally admitted that they must have
been written somewhere about the same time ; and for the purposes of this
paper, so much is sufficient. For, if they were separated by no long interval,
the simile of the sun must have had in each the same significance, standing
for the Idea of Good. )
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eikév the Sun, ds éxyovis Te Tol dyafol paiverar kal &;zmén:ras‘
exelvo. Cf. 508 B, where we read again of the Sun as 7oy
ToU a'}raﬂﬂv éxyovor, bv Tayaloy é E'}rEFF‘J;*CFEP avdloyov éavr.

Thus we can establish the parallel : fAios = rdyafév. But
so dazzling is the brightness of the Good, that one cannot
look at it without some medium. What then are the
eikéves in which, as it were, Socrates beheld the Sun; the
medium through which he sought to attain understanding
of the Good itself'?

The eixéves ap{aarantly represent at first the Socratic
Adyot, the general definitions (ka@éAev) from which arose
the hypﬂstatm Ideas of Plato. The change from Aéyo: to
Ideas is typified in the Phaedo by the alteration of phrase-
ology : contrast 99 E with 100 B. The real medium, there-
fore, through which Plato proposes to reach the Good is the
Theory of Ideas. The Adoyor (of 99 E) are not the Ideas
themselves, but they develop into Ideas as the progress is
further traced.

It is quite true that the first Adyos which Plato dmoriferar
is in fact the Ideal Theory; but that is not the same
as identifying Aéyor with I eas'-l What Socrates in effect
says 1s this: Smﬂe I was afraid to investigate the ultimate
airia directly, I had recourse to the second-best method of
approaching this airfa, viz. that of general definitions or
hypotheses. But I am very far from admitting [od yap
wdvy ouyxwp® is an obvious litotes] that this method (év Tois
Adoyois okomely Ta dvre)is inferior to that of the physicists
(€v €pyois). I called 1t a dedirepos whobs, it is true; * but that
1s only because what might a priori seem the wpﬂirns- wAols
is both impracticable and dangerous.’ (Cf. Simmias’ re-
mark, 85 D. 'What Socrates takes is 7oy yoiiv BérriaTor TOw
avBpomivey Aéywv kal Sucefedeykrérarov—the mwpaTos being
more than dv@pemwos.) He then goes on to describe what
is practically the Dialectic Method of Rep. vi and vii (and
of the M’Eﬂﬂ} HTTEEEF.EI-"DE‘ €kdoToTE Aoyov (= t}rraﬂfn'w} dv av
K pive Eppmpfvﬁﬂ“rarnr elvat, & pey dy ot dokij TolTw cuppavely
rilput s ainby dvra, kal mwepl airias kal :lrfpi’ Tor dA\Aav

1 Adyoe is never used in the sense of Ideas, ol Yol Adyoe of Theaet. 165 A is
another matter. Pref. L, Campbell, ad [oc., refers to this passage, and says
Adyor = Biakexrien, which is (indirectly) true,

? This answers the objection that Plato would not speak of the Dialectic
Method as a Bedrepos mhotis. It is really the paxpotépa 68is of Rep, 511 B, which
is & very long and tedious ropeia compared with the short-cut of ﬁnnxngﬂras—
if only that had led anywhere! And (as shown above) we have not here an
account of the mental development of either Socrates or Plato. This explains
too the curious phrase o' dAhor Tpiwor alris elny Pupw, 97 B,
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amravrov, & & dv pif, @s odx ainfy. What that Dialectic
Method means is perhaps most concisely stated in IZep.
511 B adros 6 Adyos (‘the argument by itself’) dwrerar 7j
o0 Staléyeabar Suvdpuel, Tas dmobéoeis moobuevos olk dpxas
aA\a 7o Ovti vmobéaets, olov émfBdoes Te kal dpuds,! iva pexpt
Toi dvvmoblérov [1.e. the Idea of Good] émi v Tol mavrés
apynwv ldv, ayrdpevos aivTns, wdAw av éxbuevos Tov €xelvys
éxopévaw, oltws éml Tedevry karafaivy, alecbnre wavrdraocy
ovdevi wpoay popevos, aAXN eibeaiy alrois &t alrdv els aitd [as
Adam reads in his latest edition], xai reAevra eis eidn.

It will be seen that the discussion which follows in the
Phaedo is conducted entirely in accordance with these
directions (v. esp. 107 where the first dmoféoes, kal el mioral
Dpuiv elow, buws émiokentéa capéorepor). Cebes, however, is
made, with dramatic propriety, to complain that he does not
understand Socrates’ meaning. ‘But,’ replies Socrates,
‘what I mean is nothing new, but what I never cease talk-
ing about. To explain to you the sort of cause I am
investigating I'll have to go back to our old well-worn
friends the Ideas [r& moAvOpiAnTa often so used] and start
from them. I assume the existence of an absolute Beaut
and Good and Magnitude and so forth [the words adré xaf’
avté must mean mnothing less than full-blown hypostatio
{8éar: we have got beyond Socratic M-ym% , it you will
grant me these, and allow their existence, I hope to make
plain to you from these [éx rotrwv, from the Ideal Theory] the
ultimate cause of the universe, and to prove the immor-
tality of the soul.” This postulate Cebes of course grants at
once ; likewise the consequences [ré& cvuBaivovra in the
language of Dialectic] Whif;}l Socrates deduces, that particular
things are e. g. beautiful because they share in the lden of
Beauty. Socrates then generalizes to the dméfeois that the
cause (alria) of anything is the Idea; he is not interested
here 1n the relationship hetween Idea and particulars—elre
wapovoia, he says, eite xowwvia eite émp kai dmws mwpoayevo-
pévn® ol yap éri Toiro Suoyvpifopat, dAX' L T kalp wdvra
T& xkald xald—indeed he finally expresses the connexion no
more clearly than by a dative case. But this much at least
he regards as acpaléoraror : that particulars are somehow
caused by the Ideas.

This ﬁ’jgot-hesis is indeed the first Aéyos which Socrates
moriferai in accordance with 100 A ; 2 it serves to shield us
from the glare of the ultimate airia itself. And from this
imofleats he goes on to deduce, as one of the evuBaivorra, the

U Cf. Symp. 211 C. ¥ Cf. Adam, Republic, vol. ii, p. 175,
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immortality of the soul. We have obtained at least a work-
ing hypothesis to explain t4v airiav yevécews xal ¢bopas,
and, as we read in 95 E, before that was reached it would
be impossible to prove adequately ws a@dvarov 1) Yruy1.

‘We are not here concerned with Plato’s proof of immor-
tality ; it need only be said that the one which follows
is based upon (and indeed inseparably connected with) the
Theory u? Ideas. It remains, however, to examine the
difficult passage in 101 D-E. Plato has proceeded, after
making his first dwofeots, to quote various illustrations
of its validity. He ends by insisting that he can admit no
other cause but the immanence (or whatever it may be)
of the Ideas: secondary causes kai Tas dAlas 7as Totavras
kouvreias éons dv xaipewv, wapeis amokpivacfat Tols ceavrod
gopwrépots’ ov 8¢ Sediws dv, TO Aeybuevov, THv cavrol okiav
xail Ty amwelpiav, Exdpuevos éxeivov Toll aapalols Ths bmobécews,
oUTws amoxpivaio dv. [The sentence ei dé 7is . . . Sragwrer has
been rejected by Prof. Jackson on very sufficient grounds.]
Now what is meant by this ‘ certainty of your hypothesis’?
In the context! it can hardly refer to anything but the
Umobeais which Plato has just made and employed in the
cases that followed, viz. that the airia of anything is
the Idea—or, more generally, the assumption of the Ideal
Theory. Whatever happens, he says, you must cling to the
Theory of Ideas as the one sure foundation of all reasoning
as to causation.

Now the word {wéfeais, as is shown clearly by Mr, E. S.
Thompson,® has two distinct senses: (1) an assumption—
the meaning; which is nearest to its original sense (@ év7i
vmoféaets, olov émifdoeis Te xal dpuds). This seems to be the
meaning of the word here: your assumption is the Theory
of Ideas, and that you must cling to at all costs.

(2) * There is,” says Thompson, ‘a special Platonic usage of
the term, to indicate a provisional definition of a common
term or concept. This usage goes back to Socrates. ... Cf.
Xen., Mem. iv, 6. 13 émi Ty dmébeawv émavijyev dv mwdvra Tov
Aéyov @8é mws.'® The word, however, may owe this sense

I Cf. 100 D roirro ydp pot Soxel daparéoraror .. . kal Tovrov dyduevos fyotua
olk dv wore meceiy, dAAL" dogalis dvar . . . drokpivacPar 811 v@ kaA § Td kald
kahd, Cf. 105 B Ayw ) map' 4y 70 wplitov iAeyov dmbrpiow, Ty dogali
drelry, KTA.

1 On Meno B6 E, q. v. for examples.

* Probably the example he quotes from Gorg. 454 C (iva ol 7d cavrot xard
Tiv imifeciv dmws &v Soudp mepaivys) is rather a case of the firat usage. * That
you may rather develop your own views in your own way in accordance with
the premisses nssumed’ (W. H. Thompson).
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to an older than Socrates even. According to Prof. Burnet,’
‘ The technical terms used in Plato's Parmenides seem to be
as old as Zeno himself. The dmwébfesis is the provisional
assumption of the truth of a certain statement, and takes
the form e/ moAAd éorwv, or the like. The word doos not
mean the assumption of anything as a foundation, but the
setting before oneself of a statement as a problem to be
solved (Ionic dmoféobfatr, Attic mpobérfa:r).’ If this bo truo,
the technical use of the word is really Ionie, while the
ordinary Attic sense of ‘assumption’ is preserved when
there is no such special sense.

Now 1t i1s most easy to explain the present passage by
supposing that Plato employs the word dméfeocs first in its
ordinary (Attic) sense, and then in its technical (Ionie
and Eleatic) sense (= dpy# dvamédexros). He continues:
émeidn 8¢ éxelvns aivriis éor oe 818ovar Abyov [sc. of your
original assumption), @cavrws dv 8iolns, dAAnY al tmbbeawy
tmroféuevos fiTis Tov dvwber Beiriorn gmfymrn, iwosg éml T
ikavov €\bots, dua 8¢ ok dv ¢Upos [better than ¢ipow]
womep ol dvridoyikol mwepi T€ TS dpxis Siakeybuevos xal Tav
ig éxelvns wpunuévov, eimep BotAotd TL Ty bvTwy elpeiv KT

he two usages were not so rigidly distinct that Plato could
not thus pass from one to the other. In any case we have
here undoubtedly the language of Dialectic as set forth in
Rep. vi and vii. The words dAAqv ab dméfeaiv bmobépevos
nris 7ov dvefer [i.e. more general]l PBexriorn dalvoro
evidently refer to the process {f rising from one hypothesis
to another, testing each carefully, and rejecting (avacpeiv)
all that are ihuﬁ untenable, until at last one reaches the
apxn avemoberos or Good. This completes one half of the
Inalectic Method —thie owaywyd of Bocrates and the
FPhaedrus; the other half, dcaipeois, consists in a descent 1o
redevral. ‘The moment we pass from dmofices to the
ayafor, our Adyee will thereby receive the attestation which
they have hitherto lacked. and will be converted from
twoféres 1uto dpyai, whence we may descend to coneclusions
(redevrai) a5 much more certain than the redevral of the
geometer, as oertified dpyaf are more certain than uncertified
twoféoers.” {(Jackson. Jowrnal of Philology. L. )

The meaning of the Phaede passage s now plaon  The
examples which bave just been given—that !c]lze canse Of
cne mans belng taller tham amother is the zagpoweio of
weyeBor, of the fact that two is two ust be due to
peTEoYETus THE tvades—are not sufficlemtly gemeral v

4 Lwrly Grood Pladiveapi g, Sud wd , g W01, a0 4.
F
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satisfy an opponent. You must therefore, clinging of course
still to your first assumption that causation 1s Euﬂ to the
Ideas, proceed to lay down other and more general (7a
dvwler) cases, until you reach one which will satisfy your
npfnnent (fws éml 1o ikavov €\Bois). The 7t ikavéy cannot be
taken to mean the Good, the dpy#y dvuméferos!; the ex-
pression is far too vague and unemphatic for anything so
important. Nor indeed would such a transcendent idea be
in place. We do not here require the second (Siaipecis)
process of Dialectic. 'What has been done is sufficient for
the argument in hand ; Plato merely warns us that it is not
sufficient to satisfy the demands of the dialectician: we have
not yet completed the pakporépa odés. Until the apxm
avvmrréBeros (1. e. rayalév, the airia Socrates was at first seek-
ing) has been reached, it is impossible to work out its results
(Ta €£ eéxelvns apunpuéva), though an avridoywkés would try to
mix up the two processes(the cvraywysq and Staipeais) and to
take as certain dpyaf what are in reality only unattested
vmobécets.

APPENDIX B. ON THE THEAETETUS

I. Plato identifies the doctrine of Protagoras with (1) the
Heraclitean flux-theory, (2) sensationalism (Theaetetus’ de-
finition of émworiiun as alefnois). But (a) he establishes the
first i1dentity by extremely weak reasoning; while it 1s
certain that (b) theories (1) and (2) are contradictory.

(a) Plato, in order to prove his point, maintains that
Protagoras taught esoterically (pvifaro—év dmoppiite EXeyer)
to his pafnrai two interpretations of his doctrine :

(1) That All 1s Motion (bs 76 mav xivnois 7v), Motion
being the principle of Preservation, Rest that of Corruption.?

(i1) That there is no Existence (odd¢v €oriv, del 8¢ yiyve-
Tat)—which development he uses in particular to link
Protagoras with Heraclitus.

We cannot, however, suppose that Plato found any trace
of such doctrines in the writings of Protagoras. And al-
though Protagoras’ theory is connected with that of Hera-
clitus by Sextus Empiricus,® yet, as Prof. Campbell points

1 Cf Adam’'s Repullic, vol. ii, p. 175. *irxavdr 7 is not the unhypothetical
idea, although it may very well happen in any given case to be a imdfeas,
of Good.’

4 Plato himself develops this idea in Phaedr. 245 C,

* R. P. 228 ¢nolv olv & dvip (Mparaydpas) iy UAny pevariy evar, krh. It is
well to remember Grote's warning, that 0An was not used in this philosophical
senso until the time of Plato and Aristotle { History of Greece, vol. vii, p. 50, n. 1),
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out,! ‘there are three sources, independent of Protagoras,
from which the account of Sextus may have been derived :
the Cyrenaics, the Theaefetus, and Aristotle.’

So that on the whole we may judge that it was Plato's
addition (not to say misrepresentation) to make the doctrine
of dvBpwmos pérpov ‘ the type of a contemporary theory, and
interwoven with that of ﬂgrmﬁtus e

(b) Heraclitus would never have said that knowledge is
sensation. Omn the contrary our senses are so deceitful that
they present to us an appearance of permanent Being in
what is ever changing. xaxol pdprupes dvBpamoiaiy opBarpot
xal ora PapBdpovs Yuxas exovrov.® ¢ What our senses
perceive,’ says Zeller,* ‘13 merely the fleeting phenomenon,
not the essence; the eternmally {iving fire is hidden from
them by a hundred. veils; they show us as something stiff
and dead what is really the most movable and living of all
things. Knowledge is not of the flux of phenomena, but
of the Logos, the all-directing principle: &v 70 cogév, émi-
oraclar yvounv f oin te kvBeprioar(?) mivra Sid wdvrow.
And a little of 511{;51 wisdom, unlike mere information
(moAvpabin véov ob 8i8doxel®), is hard to win ; but like gold
1t 1s worth the labour of getting: xpvedrv of dilfuevor yijv
woAAY dplcaovat kal elpiokovaty oAiyor.

It is thus evident that Plato had no right to identify
Heraclitus’ doctrine with sensationalism. Also another
reason is seen for dissociating Protagoras from Heraclitus.
Nothing could be more alien to the view of knowledge just
%untad than dvfpwmos pérpor and its corollaries: indeed,

eraclitus would doubtless have included Protagoras along
with Hesiod and Pythagoras, Xenophanes and Hecataeus,
as having missed wisdom in the quest of moAvuadin.” ‘The
greatest clerks are not the wisest men.’

I1. Secondly, it may be noted that Protagoras probably did
not intend his doctrine to be ‘ pushed to its minutest results,
according to the Megarian method,—not only “man” but
“each man”, not only so, but *“every creature”, and even

' In his Theaetetus, p. 253. ¢ Ib., p. 255,

* There is no need to adopt Bernays' BopBdpov Yvyas éxorros. He objects
that BapBapos could not have meant ‘ rude’ in the time of Heraclitus, But
of course it bears its usual meaning : ‘Eyes and ears are bad witnesses to
men if they have souls that understand not their language’ (Burnet)., Cf.
Zeller, Pre-Soc. i. p. 90 n.

4 lLe, p. 88  Fr. 656 (R. P, 40.. The reading is doubtful.

* Fr. 16 (R. P. 81).

T Fr. 8 (R. P. 44b). Thus interpreted by Zeller (L ¢, p. 91 n.".

* W. H. Thompson (Archer Butler's Lectures, p. 199 n.).

F 2
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the same person at different times'! Still the deduction
is a very mnatural one: surely the g xuvnxeqﬁahur is the
measure of reality for hlmEE{f'—llldEEﬂ Plato’s gibe recalls
the familiar story of Mr. F. H, Bradley's dog. If Aristo-
phanes’ yJriiAla ) were to measure 1its leaps 1t would un-
doubtedly do so in terms of its own feet! So that Plato
does not seem to be putting a very unfair interpretation on
Protagoras’ words.

III. As for Plato’s interpretation of the maxim, ¢ which
gives a sharpnﬁss and precision to the term dvfpwmos, as
equivalent to éxacros fjudv, which it probably had .m::t when
first used,’® the truth seems to be that the distinction
between man gua human being (the genus) and man qua
individual belongs to a later stage nfg thcmght, and never
occurred to Protagoras. But so far as he consciously in-
tended either meaning, it is certain that he thought rather
of the individual. Foritisimpossible to believe Gomperz’s*
view, that ‘the reference is not to this or that specimen
of the genus, not any individual Tom, Dick, or Harry, but
universal man. The sentence has a generic and not an
individual significance’. In spite of all his reasoning the
traditional interpretation seems secure. As Dr. Adam says,®

‘unless we follow the Platonic explanation of the text,
we must suppose that throughout a large part of the
Theaetetus Plato is fighting a ow ; and we must further
believe that all the ancients from Plato and Aristotle down
to Sextus Empiricus either misunderstood or deliberately
traduced the doctrine of Protagoras.’ Thus Plato merely
pushed to 1its logical conclusion the legitimate meaning
of the tenet,

IV. On the ethical side, as has been shown in the text,
Plato treats Protagoras fairly enough. The following points
may be added : ﬁo hnu gh (111 157 D) Plato makes Theaetetus
&grﬁa that ayafov kai m:r.ln:f are things which have no real
existence {Juﬁ Tt elvar aAla yiyveoBar aei), yet this is in-
tended only to refute a particular argument, and indeed
to lead up to what he admits later on (177 D)—that in the
case of such notions nobody (even including those who
make justice mere matter of convention) would dare to press
the relativity theory to its necessary issue: e. g. to affirm
that what is beneficial (or good) for a city is beneficial only

1 Campbell's Theaeletus, p. 255.

3 Clouds 144 dviper’ dpme Xapepivra Zwrpdrys
YdAday drdaous @MAairo Tous abriis mibas,
* Campbell, L ¢, * L., p. 463. ¢ 1.c., p. 274
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so long as it remains in force, and no longer. Finally
(186 A) xalodv aloxpby, ayabov kaxév are found to be espe-
cially (év 7ols paMiora) classed amongst those qualities
which are perceived directly by the mind (adry 8’ adris
7 Yruxh, k7A.). The essence of these the mind ¢ considers in
relation to that of each other, thinking over the past and
present with a view to the future .1

From this last statement there arise two interesting proofs
of the connexion of Good with Knowledge.

(1) In 186 K we read that the objects of aiclnois have no
share of reality or truth (o0 péreorv aAnleias dyracOar’ olde
yap ovoias), %111; émorun 18 necessarily of aAffeia and
oveoia. Therefore émwriun is not aiclnois. And the con-
clusion may be drawn that, since dyafdr xaxév and such
qualities are not the objects of alofnots, but are cognized
immediately by the soul, they ¢ partake of truth and reality’
—in other words, are the objects of émoryun.

(2) Perception of the Good means the foresight of conse-
quences. Now since one test of knowledge is prediction,
this regard mpés 7@ péAovrea in connexion with the Good
implies a relationship between it and Knowledge. An
notion of good which is not based upon Knowledge will
give you no surety as to the future.

Here the pragmatist would seem to score off Plato. *The
E.EEEEJ to the future,’ says Dr. Schiller, ‘leads to a trium-

nt vindication of the Humanist interpretation. For
how does the future decide between two rival theories
of truth? By the value of the consequences to which they
severally lead. That is precisely the meaning of the prag-
matic testing of truth by its consequences.'—And, one must
add, precisely the old petitio of pragmatism. For when to-
morrow comes and we have to ‘try it and test its worth’,
we shall be just as much in need of an absolute standard
whereby to measure the ‘consequences’ of to-day's actions.
The appeal to the future in no way precludes the necessity
of a standard.

Besides from the Platonic standpoint the reasoning 1s
fallacious, since it neglects the other feature of Knowledge
which Plato always insists upon, viz. the ability to give an
account of itself? Now Humanism would never be able,

' gal rovrav por Sowel &v Tois pdhiora wpds GAAnAa oxoweicfum Tiv coiay,
dvahoyilopéry dv davrh 7d yeyovdra xal 7d mapdvra wpds Ta@ péAdovra,

1Lec,p 24,

' e g’ Rep. 531 E dAX' %8y, elmov, pn Suvarol Twres dvres Sobvai T¢ wai drodéfacla
Adyovr elvecbu moré T &v gaper Seiv elbévar; Cf Rep, 510 C, Phaedo 76 B,
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in the Platonic sense, Aéyov dodvai. Consequently, though
it might work for a while, its épfai d6fat would soon
away like the statues of Daedalus—and the pragmatist
would be left with nothing to go by but the passing whim
of the moment. And of course the ‘appeal to the future’
is directed by Plato against the sensationalist theory rather
than the Protagorean ;! and, as has been shown, the two are
not identical. So that Plato is not in reality attempting
to destroy Pragmatism with pragmatic weapons.

APPENDIX C. PYTHAGOREAN INFLUENCE
ON EARLY PLATONISM

Although it would be convenient for the purposes of the

resent contention to accept Prof. Burnet's views as to
%yth&gﬂrﬁanism, yet it seems impossible to do so. The
views alluded to are set forth in the new edition of his
Early Greek Philosophy, pp. 89, 321, and 354-6. To his
first statement there can be no great objection: the Phaedo
may well have been ‘ written under the influence of Pytha-
gorean ideas’. Nor is it impossible that ‘ the Pythagoreans
at Thebes used the word * philosopher” in the special sense
of a man who is seeking to find a way of release from the
burden of this life’ (p. 821); the most that can be said
is that it is a conjecture based upon no direct evidence.?
If the statement be true it certainly does not prove that
Plato could not use the word ¢ihocopia to mean anything
that was not Pythagorean. Socrates, we are told in the
Phaedo,® was bidden : poveikny mole: kal épydfov. He obeyed
the order by practising ‘philosophy’, @s ¢idogodias utv
olions peyiorns povoikijs.* Now it Plato intends the word
to have its Pythagorean sense, he also means to put an
entirely new significance upon it; thus showing that the
‘release’, Avats, or kdfapats, from evil can be effected only
by knowledge of the Ideas. So far from proving that the

Phaedr, 336 C, FPolil. 286 A, Theaet, 176 C, Symp. 202 A, ¢ passim. The idea is
of course Socratic, v. Xen. Mem. iv, 6. 1 Zwxparns Tous pév eiddras 7i
ixaorov €in Tav Svrav évdple kal Tois dAAos dv éfnyeioba SUvacba,

! Theaet. 178 A.

? It is most assuredly not proved by the fact (if it be a fact) of Pythagoras
having invented the word ¢ihdaopos (Herae, ap. Diog. Laert. i. 12) ; for there
is nothing to show that he gave it any more than the literal sense.

3 61 A,

* There is a similar coupling of the ¢uhdgogos and povewwds in Phaedr.
248 D,

[
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Ideal Theory was Pythagorean, the Phaedo indicates that
it was a novelty due to Plato.

More serious objection must be found with the arguments
on pp. 354-6. The reasoning of the passage inevitably re-
calls Prof. Sidgwick's' phrase about ‘commentators like
Stallbaum, who treat their author as if he was a shorthand
reporter of actual dialogues’! Because Simmias or Cebes
is made by Plato to accept willingl{; particular view, does
it follow that the Simmias or Cebes of actual life must
necessarily have dome so? No doubt Plato regarded
dramatic probability: but the same argument would lead
us to ascribe strange views to the historical Socrates! The
fact that the Ideal Theory is not introduced as a novelty is
no proof that Plato was not its inventor. °‘Plato is very
careful to tell us that he was not present at the conversation
recorded on the Phaedo ' : quite true, for that was the actual
fact. But to infer that the theory was therefore not Platonic
is & most extraordinary piece of reasoning. Plato needed
the Theory of Ideas for the purposes of the Dialogue (to
prove immortality, &c.); accordingly he introduces it into
his fiction—although he does not alter the fact of his own
absence. He does not trouble to prove the existence of the
Ideas—& OpvAoduer dei—for that was not his way: such
proof was not required by the plan of the Dialogue.® It
18 somewhat hard on Plato to rob him of his birthright
because he does not choose to be inartistic.

Prof. Burnet lays stress on Aristotle’s statement that
there is ‘only a verbal difference between Plato and the
Pythagoreans’.® But a fair reading of Aristotle’s words
makes it manifest that he is referring, not to early Platonism
at all, but to the later mathematical stage of the Ideal Theory :
xare pélefiv yadp elvar 7d@ moAa Tov cuvoriuwy Tols eieaty.
Ty 8¢ uébefwv Tolvopa pévov peréBaley* ol uév yap Ivlaydpetot

picet ra bvra gaciv elvar Tov dpibuwv, IIAdrov 8¢ pebéfe.
{E‘h&re i3 no reference whatever to a Pythagorean theory of
things existing thruu%h imitation of the Ideas: it is
imitation of numbers. Plato in his later days doubtless made
much the same statement, substituting uéfefis for piunas,
but employing the Pythagorean dpifuoi. But Prof. Burnet
would ly contend that such was the nature of Plato’s
early Theory of Ideas.

' In his essay on the Sophists (Jowrn, of Phil.,, vol. v, p. 69).

' Beaides, reasons have been shown (in Appendix A) to suppose that the
Phaedo is later than the Repwblic: and even in the Eep. there is no actual

‘ proof’ of the Ideal Theory.
P Mot ALG D8V DD,
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Again, on p. 856 we read : “ It is certain that the use of the
words eidn and (8éar to express ultimate realities is pre-
Platonie, and it seems most natural to regard it as of
Pythagorean origin.’ Probably most words in Plato’s
vocabulary had been used before by other philosophers ; but
that surely does not prove that Plato borrowed his termino-
logy from previous thinkers. Still less does it prove that
the meaning he put on the words was the same as theirs,
It 1‘3&{313' seems extraordinary that Plato cannot be allowed
the credit of choosing his own vocabulary. Thus e.g. Sir A.
Grant suggests that the name of eldos or (déa was ‘ borrowed
probably from Democritus, who spoke of the “forms” of
things being emanations from things themselves, and consti-
tuting our knowledge of the things’! Surely Democritus
(at least on a priori grounds) would be the last person from
whom Plato would borrow anything ; besides, what resem-
blance is there between the Ideas and the atomistic emana-
tions? It is easier to believe that the origin of the words
was Pythagorean; but easiest of all to suppose that Plato
used them himself, with his own meaning, without conscious
borrowing from any one.

Thus on every ground it seems impossible to accept Prof.
Burnet's conclusion, that there is a point where ‘ Pytha-
goreanism becomes practically indistinguishable from the
earliest form of Platonism’. The amount of Pythagorean
influence which may safely be inferred has been indicated
in the body of this essay : but beyond that one is not justified
in going.

Similarly Plato may be supposed to have thought for him-
self of the tripartition of the soul. It is true that we have
the doubtful evidence of Plutarch ? for attributing the same
theory to Pythagoras; but even he does not say a word to
suggest that Plato borrowed the notion. Moreover, Zeller
refuses to allow the theory to the original Pythagoreans:
nor does it accord well with what we know of their psycho-

1 Edition of Ethics, i. p. 201. Diels (Iox. Graec., p. 171) gquotes from Irenaeus
‘quod autem dieunt [haeretici] imagines esse haec [i. . vacuum et atomos]
eorum quae sunt manifestissime Democriti et Platonis sententiam edisserunt.
Demoeritus enim primus ait multas et varias ab universitate iguras expressas
descendisse in hune mundum’. This evidence, however, is late, and not
really to the point,

* Epit. iv. 4 (Diels, Dox. Graec., p. 389) INubayipas IMAarwy xard pév Tdv
drarrare Adyov Siueps Ty Yuxny, 70 pév ydp Exew Aoyiwdy, 7o 5 dhoyor ward &é
T mpooexes xai dupifis Tpipepnt TO ydp dAoyor Biaipovow €l Te T Bvpundy wal TO
émibvunriedr. The double dichotomy is certainly FPlatonic.

¥ Pre-Soc. i, p. 479.

e
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logy.! And even if they had so divided the soul, the thought
is not so profound that Plato could not have reached it
mdependently. It 1s, however, possible that Plato may
have followed the guidance of Alemaeon in placing the
hlﬂ‘llf“:«t l_‘J-Eth of “-;l.‘}ul (.hm. B3 C D 70 Oetov omépua . . . 0 &'
at 70 Aotmrov kal QvyTov tis Yoy dis kTA) 11 the head ; and the
information may have reached him through Philolans? So
that this piece of physiology seemsto be the only part of the
Platonic theory of soul that can with any certainty be
attributed to Pythagorean influence.

L It is noticeable that the Phacdo, which is admittedly the most Pytha-
gorean of the Dialogues, containg no hint of the tripartite soul.

* Cf, Zeller, L ¢.  Cf, Plut. L ¢. b IuBaydpas 70 pev (wricdy mepl iy kapliav, b
¢ Aovyueor ical voepor mepl Ty kepargy. Philolaus, fr, 13 {(Diels, Frogmente, p. 264 ),
See  also Archer-Hind on Phoaedo 96 B (where the reference is most
probably to Alemaeon) ; and R, D. Hicks, Introd. to de Anima, p. xxiii.
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