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SUMMARY

An important change took place im Greek Philosophy
with Socrstes, amd any underctanding of the philosophies of religiom
of Plato and Aristotle is impossible without referring to hise ideas,
It was these ideas that influenced Plato, but hsd little influence on

Aristotle, slthough he in his own wey attempted to snswer the cuertions
which Socrates hed raised.

Socrates's emphesis on the'care of the soul' led Pleto
to develop his idecs about morality in close connexiom with Socrztes's
ideasy and Socrates's disavowal of the ability to teach virtue led Plato
to emphasise the grest difficulties there 2re in learning whet virtue is.
But not only Socrates's viewe sbout morslity influenced Plato. Socrates
thought of hir micsion to the people of Athens as & 'service of the god',
and this religious chsrrcter of Socrates's thought is novhere clearer in
its influence on Plato thzn in what he hes to ssy about creztion in tho.
Timseus and sbout religion im the Lawe, In the Lawe especially there
is a very close connexion between morality end religiom. Plsto thihke
of morality as the service of the gods, juet rs Socrstee had thought of
his mission,

Plato recognire: the limitantions thet there are in human
thinking about morality snd reliviom.

poseible here,

There is no perfect understanding
¥hat is importent is the kind of life th:t reople live,

It must be a life that is im record with divine hapriness end not with
godless uisery,

understand them,

But the nzture of these is such thzt human beings cammot
They omly begin to understend, in so far as it is possible

for them to do e0, when they reek to live according to the etandard of

divine happiness, The limitations that there are here mean for Plste

that there is ne independent philesophicsl understending of morality and
reli;iom, and thie, in turn, menns thet for him it is not poesible to

distinguirh here between philoeorhy on the one hand, and morality and religiom
on the other,

In Aristotle, however, we find sn approach where philosophy

ie distinguicshed from mor:l and relicious idems, Hir view ie much more that

philosephy (whrt he calls firet philoserhy) ie a method of emquiry that
enables human beings to attain some kind of independent kmowledge about,

for instance, the nature of God. His ethical viewe too are of such a kind

that he thinks it is poesible to gain some kind of understancing about morality
independently of the kind of life a person leeds,
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socrates is usually remembered for bis ethical views
and thece nre oftern discucsed independently of any viewe he might
have inad about religyion. The Zocr:tic parsioxes, for inctance,
all scem to state issuer vwhich have to do omly .ith ethice.
Apart frow this em-hesis, hevever, there is the recurrent yuestion
of what we can kno. with any certainty rbout socratecs's views.
From a purely historical point of view this question is important,
but from a philcsophical volnt of viev it canm hardly claim
prec:d:nce. Here the problem is one of understandin; rather
than of historical iknovledge - and even if n view we attempt to
understand is not thet of the "historical” Socrates (or the
Yunknown x" as Diels called him) then this is not as important

ar a correct understanding o! the visv itrelf.

In the Anology we find both etiical and religious
isives .discusecd. The accusation which Socrates answers has
to do with corru.ting the youth and teaching false religious
belicfse  His defence not only refers to thoce threc vieve that
are _teted in the paradoxec (thst virtue is ome thing, that evil
doing ic involuntary, and that virtue is knowledge) but it contains
frecuent references to Socrates's religious beliefs. It begine
with an appeal tc the Delphic oracle and ends with the wordst
'1I go to die and you t¢ live; but uwhich of ue gue: to the
better lot, is kno:n tov none but God". This statement has
sometimes been intergreted ac a statement of agnosticism, but as
it stands it cannot be regarded as that. TFrom the nature of
the accusation it seems probable that Socr:tes was not only known

for his teaching about morality, but slso for things that he said
about religion,

We can gain scme idea of vhat these viewr were from the
Apology itself, and an understanding of them is important not

only in attemptin: to understand Flato's view: about these matters

but also those of Aristotle. For if Tlato's vork ic to be regarded

as an interpretation and perhaps eveu a develoument of these views

of Locrates, then Aristotle's may be seen as stating a different

kind of viev. booratea is undoubtedly a figure im the history

of philosouhy who iv not Just remembered for tue views Le stated,

but alco as .v remewber Heracleitvs and ssinoza, for the

character of bic lifes His wieus on ethies and religion are to

be looked at, in this way, ac an exyrescion of hie ovn character
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and the life he lived. Arictotle's wtbics compared with what
we know about Socrates's views has an air «f detachment, whioh
points to important differences in their views that we siall
attempt to show. socerates uied for the rightness of the views
be held; Aristotle preferred to save the Athaniane from

committing a second sin against philosophy.

The "Auology" may be rezarded as not only a personal
defence, but also as a statement of Socrates's views on ethics and
religion. His views on ethics may best be discussed im connection
with the three Zocratic paradoxes. It is not surprising that
the vievs of Socrcstes, whose irony was an integral part of his
character, should have come down to u: in tuis form, (siven the
statement of the Delphic Oracle is not only ambiguous, as it was
ueually takem to be, but also iromic, “Noeone is wiser tnan
Zocrates" = but everyone may be just as wice and in fact noeone
may posve . wisdoum. That Socr tes interprets the oracle as he
does to mean that his wisdom i: hi: knovledge of his isnorance

shous that he recoguiced its ambisuous and iromic character)s

The three Socrztic paradoxes are closely connected and
all point in the mame direction. Phat ie it that makes them
paradoxes? One main feanture it that they all scem to state
what isy as a matter of facu, false. They become paradoxes that
is by being interpreted im thic way ~ as if they were statements
of matters of fact, based upon some kind of empirical notion in
each casc.

1. Virtue is Knowledges =~ If this is interpreted empirically
then it woula presdmably mean th-t there is a form of knowledge
which can be learned, the application of which brin: s about virtue.
But no cuch knowledge is known, hence the paradox. As the

matter is put in the “"Meno", "If virtue is knowledge then it

can be taught',

e 850 _one doep evi oluntarily or intentions g

If this is iaterpreted empirically then ome can give examples of
- wrony actionc which are intentional.

Se ALl _Yirtuep are opg. = If this is imterpreted empirically
then there ie no difference between a courageous and a just act, but
empirically there is. So from this point of view the paradoxes

remain and shed no light on what Socrates may have meant.

tach may be rc arded as a comment on the other. Then
they can be thought of as instances of the kimd of knowledge that



virtue is. They are general statements about virtue and depend on
some kind of jeneral understanding of what virtue is. &
clarification of any of them is also a clarification of the other
two,
Virtue is Xmowled This iz often regarded as a statement of
Socrates'e opposition to views about virtue put forwsrd by the
Sophists. The views stated im the Gorgias and tue Protagoras
make this clear. The Coubiste claimed that virtue is not knovledge
if what is meant i that vur nowing what virtue is entaile agreemcnt
on what it is; because there is no agrecment. Here the kind of
agreement meant ic agreement that virtue is one and only ome thing.
The Sophists thought that there could be agreement of a
conventional kind about virtue, but such agreement might make possible
completely different views about it. Socrates's view, however,
ie that knowledge of what virtue is does mot depend on agreement
of this kind. It is not a matter of convention. There are two
icpues heret
(a) If virtue is one tiin. by agreement then it can be knowledge.
The =Zophicts denied this. 50 dii Soecrates. He wighed
to argus that it was not a matter of agreement anywaye
(v) If virtue is more than ome thin: and it is each thing by
separate agreewments, then knowledge about it which
presupposes a common agreement, is impossible. This is
the Sophista' position.
Socrates denlied both positions, and for bim there was liitle to choose
between the two, The kimd of knowledge that he considers virtue to
be is not dependent on any kind of human agreement. It is not
becanse we agree that certain things are good and evil that tuey are
BO.  Socrates wants to say that the difference vetween good and
evil is independent of our agreement about the differences The
difficulty, then, is to say what the difference is, and the difficulty
is made mcute by the absence of a convention that decides iko
differenee. For if the difference i= ju.t a matter of convention
then the appeal can be made to the convention ard that ends any
dispute as to what the difference is., Socrates's problem isl
How can you point to the difference if there is no convention which
decides what the difference is? S0 if virtue is knowledge as the
Socratic paradox states, then the knowledge that it gives of the
difference that there is between good and evil does not rest on
convention « that is on human agreement.

The question of convention is also important with regard to
the question of the unity of virtue. The faot that the terms we
use for different virtues are conventional ones may lead us astray
and prevent us from meeing that part of the knowledge that virtue is,
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is knowledge of its unity, “hen we give enpirical examples of
virtues, then the examples we give are determined by convention in
this sense, that e have ‘ecided to call certain kinds of virtuous
actions by certsin namec. Tric leads us to think of them as
diferent and to forget what it ic that they have im common. The
proulen, hovever, is just in attemptimzg to say what they heve in
common. If we attempt this we yun into di.ficulties simuly because
we are attempting to say something that i: not amenable to the
conventions of that kind ol langusge which we use to gtate what is

the case. The statement "All virtues are one" is not a dezcription
©i virtue as the statement "Courage is a virtue" can be. e could
imagive comeone mukin: & wmistake witk regard to "Courage is a

virtue'. He might, for instunce, call a Just act courageous if he
did not knmow how we use the word just, and that would be a misteke

in counvention; but he would otill regard the act as virtuous. So the
question ist "ibhat is recognising something as a virtue at all? The
recognition is independent of any convention, It is thie recognition
that is knovledge for Socrates, and for him this recogmition

depends on an :bsolute distinctiom betweun what ig virtue and

what is note  Dut this is no longer to make an empirical judgment, .
but a moral one.

OV € Vg, /
Hor is ougils KoV equle,uVZL meant as an emnirical
Judgment. So interpreted it is false. That ie if it means for
instunce that no murder is ever committed intentionally. This
statement is presum.bly mcant to mean something else like:
"Only if there is a definite distinction between good and evil and a

recognition of this difference, will it make sense to say, that a
person dQeg agron»-”

o e

Neither can the point that Socrstes is making here be
®xplained in terms of conventions about language. If certain
actions are called wrong and someone does one of these actions then
“hat we say is "He does wromgl" Imagine the cmse of somecuc who knows
that a certain action is, as we have said, called 'wrong', does this,
and in doing it sayst "I am doing something thet is called 'wrong'; ¥
he not only say: this, but also: "I know I'm doing it = I'm doing
it intentionally.” It will always be poseible to ask euch a
person: "Do you kmow that that is wrong, or juct that it is called
"wrong"? ®*  If his answer ic that be only knows that it is called
"wrong', then it is difficuit tc see how Socrates's statement

°:’8‘:'$ g\(&"/ g‘r‘"e_"'-{v/u applies to this case.

If we take the case of a person who says "I not only
¢all the action “wrong", but I knowr it to be wrong and although I
know that it iy I do it quite intentionally”, then if the Sooratic

paradox is to have any meaning, it cammot just apply to this case as
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it stands, for the person here admits that he does the action
intentionally. But if intention here means "being aware of what one
ie doing', then we also have to admit the possibility of the actionms
being done unintentionally. If it were this kind of intention that
Socrates is referring to, then we could conceive of someone not

being horrified if he murdered someone while sleep walking. Ir

we interpret Socr:utes empirically ther ve cannot make any sense of
this case.

There ic a great lifference here hetrcen "Do I know what I
am doing?" in the sense of "Am I aware of what I am doing?" and
"Do I kno: that what I am doing is wrong?"  Socrnteu's use of the
word Zm:n/ cannot refer to the first sense of intentiom which is
indicated when the first .uestion is answered "Yes". Is the sense

that he gives to the intention indicated then by an affirmative answer
to the second ;uestion?

The sncwer to this question ic¢ in the negctive, because
Socrater did not wish to clalim that a per.on cen never know when he
is doin; vrong, for that cull sz any ci.tinction Lectieen right and
vren: very difficult, liic statenent, if it i. tc have any sense,
does not refer to cuseu which can be described as folloust
(a) I can do rrong anl not know I am doing wrong.
(v) I can do wrong and know I am doing wrong.
Socrates is not here referring to what is possible or impossible as a
matter of f:ct, but he is referring to what is logically impossible.
He means "I cannot do wrong end not kmow that I am doing wrong",
that is "If it makes any sense for me to say 'I am doing wrong',
_then I must know that what I am doing is wromg". Both cases (a) and
(b) refer to possible cases. "I cannot do wrong end noi knov thet I
am doing wrong "is quite different from "I can do wrong and pot know
I am doing wromg"., "I cannot do wrong and not know that I am
dolng wron;" does not refer to some -ossible case, but to any casze.
It might seeu then to contradict (a)s DBut this is not so, for "I
cannot do wrong without knowin: that I am doing wrong" determines
how it makes sense to say "I am doing wrong", but (a) only makes

sense at any particular time if one i: un ble at that time to say
“I am doing wrong",

Socrates®s view on thics matter, hovever, it more complicated
than this, and what has been said 8o far does not state his view
completelys It le sasy to be misled by the Socratic identification of
virtue and knowledge, if one juct attempts to understand what thie
identification can nean, There is another aspect which is
fundamental. That is the view wiich Socrates states by saying that
all men decire the good. This: statement seems as wuch of a paradox
a8 the statement that no one does evil voluntarily, because as a

matter of fact it seems clear that people desire what is evil.
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Socratec's statement oGS&.\ug ciKt:N Z‘\‘“C“’{"“’ may be interpreted from
this point of view to mean "Wo cne does evil desirin~ the evil",

The fact that the astatement seem: to mean thi:s too shows that the
interpretation which has already been given ir terms of knowledge is
not sufficient. That tiere is thiu additional sense to the

phrase is clear from a pascage im the Gorgias (509 E). W[“*“Y ‘“l""v
F15&va Povdopvoy A8weiv, AN iviug Todg & Sikelviag WV dBniv.
"lie have agreed that no one wiches to do wrong, but that everyone
who doee wron: does s0 ageinst his will®, That is everyone who
does wron: loes ©o0 against his desire for the goode A ﬁassage in
the Meno (77 B f££f) also deals with this matter.

Those who desire evil may desire it in one of two ways!
(1) Either they desire it and know it to be evil, or
(2) They desire it not knmowing it to be evil, but think it is good.
In the second oase such desire cannot be preperly regarded as desire
of evil, but desire of good. They only desire what is evi) out of
ignorance and they are ignorant if they desire the evil thinking
that it will benefit them. In the first case those who desire evil
which they knor to be evil also know that they will be harmed by it
and 80 be miserable. But no one desires misery and if migery is

the result of gaining evil if it ic desired, then no one can desire
guch evil,

How is this view related to O:)gi‘ls Cgm:)\/:nﬁ'vu? It seens
to state the same view, and it is a view that is fundamental for
Socrates. It 13 a statement of the view that knowledge of
good and evil cannot be regarded as independent of what we may call
pergonal decires. It is in thies way that Socrates attempts to
Combat the view of the Soohists that rorslity is a matter of
convention. The view that it is a matter of convention does not

teke into account what Socrates calls the general desire for what is
good,

It might be argued, however, that the Sophistic view does
take this into account. For presumably nothing is agreed to be good
unless it is desireds And if in this way the emchasis is placed om
desire, then the way is left open to say that there are as many
different kinds of good which are agreed to be such, as there are
different kinds of Qdecires that may exict. The fact that
Zocrates denles this view shows that in what he means by desiring the
good, the emphasie is not on the desire, for that may allow desire
of different ‘orms of the good, but onm the good. His view ig not
that the good is jood becmuse it is desired, but that it ir desired
because it is -00ds At least that way of stating the matter seens
to suggest a distinction that Soor:tes wishes to make., But this
does not mean that there is a clear cut distinction between the
desire and the good. According to the Souhists there would
Presumably be as many forms of desire as there are forms of goed,
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but for Socrates the unity of goodness entails that there ie only
one form of decire. In that sense it is onc thing = the desire for
good, It is because there is this desire for the good that any evil

doing is contrary to ite. (efe. Kierke:aard. "T¢ will the good is teo
will one thing'),

Une of the cuestions that arisces here, as ia the previous
discussion, is that between matiers of fact and non-factual
consideraticus. The statemernt "Ali men desire the goodY secems
tc be interpreted by Socratec as a statement of fact, which can be
rebutted by showing that as a matter of fact men sometimes desire
what is evils. However Sacrutes does not deny that and this means
that what he means by sayinz "All men desire the good" is not a
denial of th: fact that men sometimes desire evil. This statement
then is not to be interpreted as some kind of inductive generalisation,
but it is meant to state what is necessarily true anout all men. It
means of course too that the desire is of a certain kind, but the
emphasis ie not g0 much on the form of desire as on what is desired.
It is a desire independently of particular desires. It may be the
case that desires for different particular gdod tuings may be of
different kinds, but this is desire for the good as suche

Socrates suggests in the Meno that all men sre the same with
repard to desire (Eﬁlgdr(l ), what they differ 4in is their ability
(gav“r“S)-. Thie would seem to make his view closer to that stated
by Saint Paul, than ic sometimes allowed. For that statement might
be interpreted as meaning that men desire the good and not the evil,
but al%hough they desire the good they are unable to do it, and do
what is evil, However there does seem to be a difference between
the two views, if the intermretation of Socrates's view that we are
sugzesting now is corrsct. For what Saint Paul sesms to be referring
to are particular good actions, for inctance, which be ie incapable
of performing, whereas what Socrates seems to refer to is not adeaire
to perform particular good actions, but a form of desire which
characterizes any action. That is the desire for the good is not
desire for somethinz im particular, but it is a form of desire whiech
applies to anything which can be dictinguished as being eitber good

or evil. It could be identified with the possibility of seeing what
differcnce there is tetween good and evil.

But what i{c mecant by eaying that the desire for the good is
not a degire for anything in particular? Part of the difference can
be put by sayin: that if it ie asked what is the good which according
$o Socrates all uen do desire, then this gquestion cannot be
answered, for instance, by mentioning any one particular thing =
eee a virtue like justice. (This is coiaccted with what Soorates
meant by talking of the unity of virtue, and shows there is a
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relationship between thic view and the vies that all men Jdesire the
zood ). It can be made ¢l2-r v by referrinu, to the view stated 1in

the Re.uviic th t it ir the zcod which remders all other thin:s useful
and beneficial. It is not a .esire for any one thinge But even with
desires for di‘ferent kinds of wuarticular thin s we can indicate
differinces in the Torrm of iorire. In zome co2gery although the
objects of devire may be dii[.preut, the form of Jdesire wmay be of the
same kind,. 1f, feor examulc, ocne har tc choose bhetwenn driaking;

soffee or tea cn a particulur occasion, although cne might give

reason: for one's choice in docidin: what one wants, thore is po

real differcnce vetveon the decipes whatever ic chosens If the

choice iz what ve call a moral chcice, that ie, between something
that is comsiagrcd to be oocd and something that is considered

toe be evil, tiuen the d sire iz mot indifferent, but there ic a
di‘ferent form of desire for wh:ut is evil ani for what is .;ood. Here
the form of desire cheanges itk a change ip the object of desire.

But hov 1s this connected ith Socratec's view?  What he means by
desire for the -‘coy, ~heu k- says 3.l men desire the -vod, is not
that form of desire thlch 1 soceible in perticular caves vhen the
object of decire is coudy miri vhiegl ie goioce. to the form of decire
which is possinle ip verticul r ca..- -hen the ohject of desive is
evil, “ith 24 frrent cco0d cud evil objects of desire, the particular
form of desire in each cuce can be different, »ut in any case it

is a perticuler desire at a sarticular tim., which we csn concelve

of as takine place at cther times. ‘4th regard to thecee forms of
legire it upke: scnse to ask what the object of devire is, and wher
the decire takis .lpce, and to esc! of these - uestione a aefinite
answer c¢an be iven, There is aleo u di’fercice between particular
degires v.ick are evil and thnose that ere good, and this difference
8lso marke ties off as varticul r desires at particular times. It
was, we might say, these forme of desires tc which Saimt Paul
referred, socratec, huwever, is referrin; to sometbin; which iv
Prior to this distinction. He ic referring to what makes it
POssible to mak: any distinction at all between particular desires
which are zood and evil. It it thic that he refers to when he says
“All meun desire the good™. It is closely cubnected vith his view
thut virtue is kmovledge, as we sbaii showe Partof Socrates's point
may be put by saying that the distinction between particular deeires
which are :300¢ and c¢vil is not just purely descriptive of these
desires, as we might describe different desires as stron; or weak.
lihetner a desire ir etrony or weak can be decided dy examining the

desire iteeif} out whether a desire is goo. or evil does not Jjust
depend on the desire iteelf. If all we could say about desires

depeuded ju-t u»on the decires, then there would be no sense in speaking
of thew ac sood OF evil. ‘bethcr they are good or evil deoends on

sometiin, else toan their nature as desires.
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It ie this that is decided by what Socrztes calls the desire for the
good, The 530 histi: poeition zs put forward by Protagoras for
instance, may be stated by eaying that what tocratcs regarded as what
we may call the general dsire for the good ie impossible. All that
ie pozcivle are prorticular decires of which some are called better
and others vorse, but none can be re: rded a3 jood or evil. Fyom
what we have .13 it is clear that on Protagoras's view we cannot speak
of the desire for the :00d az Locr-tes intended thice in Cocrates's
view it will still be »oesible to dictinsulsh between de:zires whieh
are better and worse, but his position iz such that he does not make
this distinction sometuhins iniependent, it will dejpend on what he
calls tbe desire for the zvode “hat is ultimate on Protagoras's

view are certain forme of desire, but for Socrates this is the good.

This becomes clear in the Protagoras itseelf where the method
of mensuration which, it is claimed, aprlies to pleasure is an ironmic
comment on Protagorac's view. If the good is tc be identified with
pleasure and if different pleasures can be guantitatively assessed, then
there is a method for declding betwecen different degrees of
zoodness. It is sometimes suggecsted that Socrate. was sceking some
such general methol of asrecsment of what is good and what Plato
says in the rhilebus about pleasure and ;jood may be re-arded am an
argument for this. But the view in the hilebus about the art of
measurement is quite different from that stated in the Protagoras,
and the main difference is that it takes into account not omly the
difference between pleasure amd the good, a difference which that
art of measurement in the Protagoras does not consider, but aleo
it takes into account the Socratic view that all men desire the good.

Yhat has been saii so far shows that there waes a fundamental
difference for Socratec between particular desires and the geuneral
desire for the goode This a.plies, for imstunce, to those desires that
We can call desires for pleasure. Although it is true, and it is a
fact of which Soerutes was aware, that not all particular desires for
Pleasure are of the same kind, the desire for ths good, as such, is
different from any of these in not being a particular desire.

However the view stated im the Protagoras about the art of mensuration
is a direct result of the Protagorean views It is only possible if
all desires for pleasure are of the same kind « that is, if they

can be quantitatively compareds But that such an art is poseible
also presupposes that nothinz else is of importance here except
individual particular desire=. That is, all that happens is that the
desires are measured against one smother. There is nothing else
which determines the method of assesszent apart from the desires

themselves. And for Socrates this is only an assessment of desire
and not of what is good.



But whet about the general desire for the good, if thie is
not a particular desire in the sense we hove explained? It ie rather
a2 principle in accordance with which all decires are to be judged.
Protagoras's position is differeunt from this. Plato thought that
hig view wast ‘Everyone should profess to be just, whether he is or
not, and whoever does not make some pretension to justice is madj
since all vithiut exception mu t share in justice in some way or
other, cr else not be of human kind' (Protazoras 323 B = C).

Justice is then not something to be desired in itself and
independently of human judgment. It ia only a matter of human
Judgment. Then there is nothing external to moral judgments
vhich ie the standard in accordance with which they may be judged.
Socrates thinke that there is one, and this is part of what he
means when he says that all men desire the good.

The difference betueen different forws of particular desires
is fundamental for Scerates. fThic becomes clear in the second half
of the Gorgias, in the discussicn betucen socrates and Colliclese
The question in dispute is whether morality ic a matter ¢f convention
cxr not, but Locrates Jdeals with the matter in such & vay that it
becemes clezr that thic que tion is closely connccted with the
quection of the difference thnat there is between different forms of
particular desires. For on Callicles's view, any 'orm of desire is
gved as long as it daes not prcvent the person who so desires from
preserving the pover he possesses. oo there is here & standard of
e klnd, but it is a standard which claims that any desire can be
800d under certain circumstances. The desire in itself is
gecondary, and this view does not allow for any distinction between
desires in themselves. This ic the view of Callicles that pleasure
is the sood. Yhat is meant .y pleasure, however, is what serves the
end of preserving power. S0 desires are not good or evil im
themselves, and this is what Callicles means by saying that
Borality is a matter of convention. GSocrates's view, however,
that all men desire the zood, is meant to claim that there are
differences in desires themselves, and that the difference is that
f0me are good and some are svil, not im respect to scmething else,
such as the premervation of power, but in themselves.

It might be micleadin:, however, to describe Socrates's
position in just this way, It may suggest that what he describes
a5 the general desire for good is not deeire of any kind. %e have
distinguished it from particular desirec in order to show that for
bimy it is what determines whether any particular desire is good or
evile But it is pot just a standard wbich may be regarded as being
Beparate from desire of any kind. socrates would argue that if
according to Callicles's view any desire ies good which preserves
POower, this is because there ic & general desire to preserve power.
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The preservation of power, which i: the stendard, is also something
desired. That would be, however, to identify desire for the good
with a particular form of desire, and then there is no means of
deciding about the different decires which, it is claimed, preserve
this, For Zocratse it is the desirec themseclves which have to be
Judged as either good or evil, and wrether they can be judged as such
depende upon whether there ic a gencral desire for what i: good.
There has to be both the decire and the gcod and the desire has to be
for tie goods It is mot sufficient to say that the standard is the
good, unless this standard which ic the good is alsc desired.

So the important distinctiom that it is neceseary to make
in order to understand Socrates's view i: the distinction between
particular individual desires, which according to him may be good or
evil, and the gemeral desire for the good whick is not a purticular
desire (i.es., its object is not particular), but a desire vhich is
a standard of judgment for all perticuler desires.

Now the relationship between OUSUS QKw\I “(wde:tok\lit and

NW‘N.; TV deGW\I ¢ad Viius,s becomes clearers  Both these
reicr to the central point we have been discugsinge. Neither
statement is to be interpreted as referring just to particular
cases of wrong-doing and to particular individual desires, but they
refer tu the possibility of distinguishing between actions that are
right or wrong and desires that are good or evile Socrates is
ineisting tbat any action is either right or wrong in iteelf. To say
this is to say that there is a gencral desire for the good, and
that any wrong action is ome which is contrary to this general desire.
It is something that applies tv all actions and desires.

If, however, Socratea's position against the Sophiste is
interpreted as stating an objective view of morality as agalinst a
subjective one, then this distinction is misleadings It ie misleading
because it fails to take imto account Socrates's emphasis upon desire
for the good:. It is the unit; of desire whieh is equally of
importance for Socrates, and by the unity of desire is meant that it
is desire for the goods Socrates's view iz certainly that the good
cannot be regarded us imdependent of the desire for it. But what form
does this desire tmke? te have been suggeesting that it can be looked
at in two ways, Independently of the possession of it, it can be
regarded as that which makes possible the distinction between good and
evil desires; but its possession is not only this but also the desire
for the good itself.

It is hecausze of this double aspect of what Socrates means
by desire for the good that the most well kmown of his paradoxes seems
50 paradoxical,. That is, thot virtue is knowledgee. The possibility
of virtue depende on a form of knowledge, and that is in the first

Piace inowledpe of the difference betveoen particular desires which
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ere good or evil, But this only describes an aspect of the
porsibility of wvirtv-. It is not virtue itself. It is true

that virtve depends unon thic kneivledge, but this knovledge is not
sufficient, snd it cannot be just with this form of knouledge that
Sooxates wished to identify virtue., The knowledge that virtue is
necessary murt alco be clocely conmected with deciring the good.

%e may say %- ! the only way in vhich the knowledge that virtue ic
necessary can be put to any account is by desiring the good. It is
not enough that somecne recosnisee the necessity of livirg virtuously,
there wust also be a genuine Jlecire to live virtuously. The
dlstinction can be put by distinguishing betwecn "belns good" and
"doing good". Doing good may be regarded as the result of
recognising the neceseity of being virtwous; that is, one does yood
because one recognises the necessity of the dirstinction between good
and evil, but this deing of what is good might not be accompanied dy
a desire for what is good. And this desire is what Socrates wished
to point to when he spoke of the general desire for the good. It

ie what he refers to in the Aology when he sayst "I say the same to

everyone vwhom I meet eveee. For I knou that this is the command of Gody
and I believe that to this day no rreater ccod has ever happened in
the state than my :ervice to my Gous  For I dc nothing but go around
percuading you all, old and young alike, not to take thought for

your persons (":'[J“w) or ycur properties, but first and chiefly

to care about the grestest improvement of the soul

CEnepsdelooun wis duyis Brog Sc delev Terac. ) (50 A = B) This desire
for the good is whot we :iistinguish as "beimg good". The sanme
distinction is what 4s beins discussed in tbe second book of the
Republic and elsewhere; it is also the originm of the views that Plato

develops in the Lysis, the Symposium and the Phaedrus about love.

It is also, bowever, connected with what Socrates saye im the

Apology about ignorance. This is mot just iromys Socrgtea's
intention is to point out that knouledge about the good 'is & form of
ignorance. He says this in order to show that it cannot be ‘
knowledge ac that ic generally understoods It becomes ironic because

Socrates knows that those to whom it 4F addressed will suppose thbat
“the knowledge he dicclaims is of such a kind that one could give
an account of 4t in simil:r terms to those in which other forms of
knowledge could be described. S0 they will mot understand his
ignorance, and will imcgine that it is feigned, Thio is the poinmt
of his comporison of knowledge of virtue with those forms of knowledge
that we find in vuarious Tlxvdu . For these, knowledge is
something independent o7 the uosee.sor of it. Thit means that it
can be learned and taught. It {5 knowledge apart from its
POssecsion. Rather we may say it is knowledge to which the
distinction made by Aristotle between potential and actual knowledge.
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a.plies, The knowledge becomeg actual in its application - it is
in tbls scunse practical kno.ledges But this distinction does not
asply to gmowlelge of virtue, or the knowledgs which virtue ise
Knowing what virtue is in this sence ic identical with being good =
that is, .irtue is the mouwledges It ig being virtuous. And that
is why Jocrates claimed to be ignoraat; for in the sense in

woicn knowle . . was thought of, as being xnowleige of something in

particular, iknowing winat virtue is could not be anything of the sort.

But to point this out is to point cut a source of
misunderstanding; it is not to state what is important about
<ocratcs's views Certainly the knowledga that virtue iz, is
ignorance if it is supposed that it is kmowledge of the form of a

T-’:Xv'rl e This is mot all that Socrates means. If it is not
knowledge of this kind then it cannot be ignorance of this kind
either, for if it were ignorance of this kind, then this would
presuppose that the form of knowledge that it is would be the
oposite of this form of ignorance. To show that virtue is not a

‘Taxvv‘ is to s.ow what form of ignorance it is not, and not

what form of i;norance it ise 50 we have to show what kind of
ignorance Socrates genuinely c¢laimed.

what this ic can be 1illustrated by comnaring Socrates's
views about morality and relirion with those of the Sophista. The
Sophistic position about relizion as represented by Protagoras is one
°f ignorance. Protagoras ic ignorant about the gods, and his .
ignorance is the lack of knowledge of a certain kind (i.e. & ‘Tiwil
to deal with the matter. The same is the case with his view about
morality, ‘e have no mcans of knowin; whether virtuc is one thing.
It 15 the same form of secepticism vith regard to both morality and
religions The questions are shelved because we have no knowledges
Protagoras seems to have dismissed the religious question altogether.
He did not, however, dismiss the question about morality. At least
bere there was the moral behaviour of human bein s to which to appeal.
Frotagoras's view, however, rosults from what ho considers to be the
correct desoription of this moral bebaviour. For him the most
important characteristic of this iz that there is no agreement in
moral opinions, If there were general agreement, then he would no
doubt have been pPrepared to say that there is knowledge in the sphere
of morality, and then also a distinction between true and false moral
Judgment s, But the main difference between the view of Protasgoras
and Socrates is just this point about the kind of knouledge that is
Possible with regard to morality. The kiad of knowledge which
Protagoras would accept as knowledge here is quite different from
the kind of knowledge the possibility of which Socrates is interested
ins  There is & specious resemblance betwecn their views because the
kind of knowledge which Protagoras denies is possible but would accept

1f 4t were poseible, is a kind of knowledge which Socrates not onmly
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denies to be poc:ible, but which he cunsiders it would be a mistake

to accept as knowledse aboui wmorality at all. To think, as

Protaporas seems to have done, thet such a form of knovledge with

regard to morality would be accejtuble, is the fundamental mistake.

$6 the moral scepticism of yrotegorac arises from the fact that he
thinks a certain form of kno.led,e sbout morality is not possible.

Hie view is that we cannot speai of morel juiswvents as deing true or
falsc, but only of one judgweat being be-ter or worsze than another. It
is importsnt, Lowever, to reco.nice that he arrives at this view cnly
because he has in mind a para.igm of knowledge which he tries to apply
to woralitye That is, ii there is to be knowledge, it must be of this
kind and no other. Because it is not of this kind, it is not kmowledge.
wpGrates, too, denies that kmowledge of morality is of this kind, but

he is not led to the ecepticisw of Frotagora:s because he does not accept
his view that there is this parziigm of knowledge. He denies that
knovl: dge of morality is only conceiveble if it is related to such a
view of knowledge. Socrates's problen still existe eveu if, as he
thinks there ic truth and falsity vith regard tc moral judgmenta. He
would claim that this would still leave the -roblem reg&rding the kind
of "o ledze kmoule o of morality ic. In other mor@s. the problem
wouli then be the preller of  understaniin what this knorledge is, and
Jocrotes's viev voula be thiot an understaudin: could not be identified
with thut kind of kmuvledge in the s-here of worality thst rrotagoras
donies is porcsible.

.hen Jocrates identifies virtue with wnowledge, part of his -
purnpose ic to empihasise that such knowledjpe escapes S It may be put
by saying that we caanot give a reason for the nece:sity of belng
virtuous which is somethin di.ferent from knowing thut virtue is
neceagary. It e could give such a reason, them it would be possible
to distipguish between virtue and knouledge about it. It is because we
cannot do this that Socrate. identifies the two.  Our kmowladge about
virtue is only knowledge of the meces-ity of being virtuous itself, and
net knowledge of a kind which gives a reason for its necessitys, S0
lgnorance hers is not the rceult of a form of knmovledge with which we are
acquanted not a.plying, but it is ignorance of suite a different kind.
It iz not kmowing what form of knorleije it is thot could apply. This
ic the soint of Socrates's remark that he knows that he does not knows
The Cophists thought they knew, but they are izporant in one seuse, because
they do not knew tnat they o not Know. They apply a form of knowledge
that does mot auply. Because they do not know that they do not know,

they lack the form of ignorance which Socrates clalms.

e can well understand why Socrates was accuced of currupting
the youtk, if he claimed iymorance of the kind which he mentions in the
Apology, This would be imterpreted as a denial thot one can know what
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virtue is, in the sense that cne can know any difference between good and
evil. This is to misunderstand cocrates's ignorance about virtue; for
his ignorance ic not not knovinz what knowing such & difference is.

But bis knonled-e of the difference is guite definite, as we have tried

to shows His ignorance is, howvever, closely connccted vith his view

that the differerce ie quite definite -~ul gbrolute. He knows the
diffevence, but not why there ic this difference. Thic way lead to the
viev that the difference is an ultimate one, {.2., that no reason for it

can be rivern, Phic mcy be thoupht to be Cocratests view, tnt it is not

clear that it iwue For bis view may be that there is possibly a reason

for thie ultimate distinction, but he does not know the reasone. The

emrhntic way in which he sreaks of his i norance suggects thet his view
iz the lutter one.

The Apology makes clear that Socrate. thought thut what he

sald sbout virtue was only said because he believed that im saying it he

was fulfilling a divine mi:rsion. Thi: may sugsest that he helieved

thet the distinction was not an ultimate one for which no reason could
be givene. coerates's irnorsnze i clc =1y copmected with thilss His
ignorzznce it that he lachs unlerctonding,

under: trndin; 1

He does not rcan that
iz-ossidle, but culy thet it ic mot poscitle for
him: This ic :hy hLe epeak: of hi: cen visdom 3w thet wisdom which is
proper for humen beinge (JNQC'«?m{l«] ¢7‘o(b|i;~ ) aod corarec it with a
form of .isdom which 48 grea en ihan human wisliom, which he does not
clainm ((.qlgw 'rw',p.?‘ Kt :('otw‘w s‘o*(.w) (apology 20 D - B)e By such &

form of wisdum he means a form of wisdom which claims an understanding
of virtus. Thi: wes the undsrctanding he thought the Sophists falsely
claimed, but t.ic understanding thay claim made virtue someti:ing that it
is mot. Llocrates's own justification for his imsistence on the
difference bets.an guod and evil and on the neeapsity of living a virtuous

life is a psrconal one. It ic hi: belief ip his divine mlssion.

From tiis poiat of vies we see that for Secrates morality
is connected with some fora of religious belief. It seems that
because it is conmected .ith religious Dbelief for him that his attitude
towards virtue in re ard to undorstanding it, may be characterised as &
form of huwility which is opsored to the pride of those who claim to
understand wheu tuey do not. Thie characteristic coumes out clearly in
connexion with whet Socrates thought adout his divine mission. He did
not tLiuk of himself as a teacher of virtue, as, for instance, Gorglas
dide ¢( %1:4‘) 3‘\’» 8!8&3*“}\0; P‘\W 0389\/:;3 uu’)'uox’ %ng:tn‘v Apology 33‘”
Socrates knows what virtue is, ut Jdues aot claim to undcrstaond it. It
be underctood, thea he would to be a teacher. ok kmowledge that he
possesses about virtue, as we nave interpreted that, is of & personal kinde
The kuo.led.. is not indepondeant of the possesgion of toe desire for the

2003,  Thiz desire is not the revalt of teaching, im the sense of teabhing
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]R8 a 'NX\Hl . To regard knovledge of virtue as a ‘rf.. Xv is
to say that it can be understoud, for the knowledge is then, as we put it,
a matter of human inventicn. e can conceive cf such kmoulgdge &6
chengine, but the kind of knoiled e thet socrates vefers to with regard to
virtue does not chenge. Foman beinge canuot altur thie. Agart from
tbio, Lowever, it is knovledge of a pev.omal kind, iB the sence that it
has to he lanrnt for onezelf. _yen thic ho.ever, may not show the di fferece
that there i setween t it kind of kunowledge and & '1£XV~] y for even
of a 'Téxfw it mi;ht be said that it haz to ve learat for
cneself, if it ic lesrut at all. towever, with regara to 8 T%XV

wvhat is learpt by one pereson is the samne 88 what is lcsrnt by anyone elee.
The ‘Téwi is practical in this menze. 1t iE besed on rules that

are lernt. “hat makez it socsinle to temch 1t 1 that there are these
rules. If there weren't rules, then it counl? not be taught. 14} 4

course the rules have to be understood by the person tausht, and this
understanding is different from the rules as such. The teaching

depends unon both the possibility of anderstandiny the rules and the

existence of the rules themeelves. with repgard to virtue, there are no

practical rules of this kind whi:h can os made the means of teaching.

It ni nt be thought that the ovosition with revari to virtue would b
analogous with the vosition with r: gard toa 1€Xv if it could
not be tauzht, but evervome h:d to discover the rules for himselfe To
suggest this, hovever, makes no sanse. The very idea of a rule containms
the possibility of its being able to be taught and 1.arnt. ¥ith regard
to the knouledge of wiich Sfocratec speaks im connexdon with virtue, there
are no rules. If there were rules, then an understanding of what being
good 1is, would be the pame as understanding how to be govd, if this
being good were the result of applying the rules.  Because there are

no rules. the underctandimg cannot be of this kind. i4th regard to any
of the 1$xv¢t , there is no fundamental difference between being a
crafteman of a certain kind ani i<nowing the rules and anplying them =
Lee. being a oraftsman, and unier. tanding what the '“- XY is.
Socrates denie: that he is a teacner, because there 1is nothin; to teachs
But even if there i nothing to teach im this sense of the word, that

does not mean that there ie nothing to kRows

1f we characterie the dlfference here ar that between ‘doing
good' and 'beins good', it ic because it is poesiblec to learn to do good,
but not poseible in this way to learn to be gond. One can leara to do
vood 4{f one learns whet actions are good and doeg them. There is here
in pood actions something to be observed and imiteteds Sut thie

would be, in ilato's terms only imitation of tles tued without knowing
whit the good ie, snl it is thic distimction which Fleto has in wind

in the Tepuilic in the simile of the cave. mpie distincticn betveen
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‘doinz good' and thein; gocl' mey easily be misunderstood with rezard to
Socrates. For 'doing good' is not the same when it 1s accompaaied by
gocdnens and wheon 14 i not. This 45 the same dicstinction as we made
exrlizr betwecn recogniring the nececeity of livin; a ool life, which
may exi:t vithout n -enulne duire to 1ive viztuounly. It i5 only

this desipe fo- virtue uwhich sccording L. aeep to: carn make the d@4fference
betwaen a ;'ood and a bad life in contra“t ﬁo rood 3ﬂz had actions. When

socratern cpeeinsr of human vitue (~‘ ohlee/w'ttulﬂfl deﬁ‘f‘v\) he is not

speaking of somethin. tiot opimarily characterizes buman actioncy but

buman 1ife. This form of virtue is on end in itcelf for hin when
comuared with virtucuc actions ol different kinpds. for virtuous actions
are not certsin mark: of a virtuous life. They may be nerformed as
Plato shows in the second book of the Republic only to preserve one's
reputation, where the real desire is for gomething else which would not
be copsidered as virtuous. But even in the case of & person who is
genuincly concermed with doing what is gcod, he may find that his actions
vary at different times and under different circumstances, s0 that it is
not always what he kmows to be good that he does. In that case what
he lacks i. vhat wocrste: calls buman virtue. the human virtue which
Secrutes iu pointing to is s desire or love of the good. itselfy it is to

love the souu alwayss sut to understaud thic form of good which does not

change i what i1s aifficult. for tris i: not like some particuler action
which can be observed and juiged to be good, if it is recornised as goode.
For what must be umnderstood mow is what mukes it possible for human beings
to call not some particular thing, but snythins good.  And that is what
Socrutes says he cannot understands  dut whatever it is a person

does call good, bhie calliug it so, is to be ijdentified with what for him
is humen virtve., If this however wakes it look as if there will be as
many forms of buman virtue as theve as are humen beings, thut is not
Jocratec's viev. Une can state whut the virtue of # particular man 18,
just ae cnc can state what the virtue of & particular ection is, but
there is comething over end aicve both these, whick Socrates thought it
was poseible for all men to share ~ amd tuat is buman virtue propers

But it is just thic that ve do not understand. If & pan poccesses this
virtue, it cannot be identiried vith any particular kizd or kiads of
acticn thbat he regularly perforaus, even if it is intimately conmected with
them; but it ic the life he lives itrelf. If he lives this 1life, then
goodness will be ite pattern. He kpows that, but does not understand

how 1t can be the pattern,but only that it must be.

cocretes's ignorance then i i:norance of what virtue is, in
the sense that he doee not uniersterd the diffcr oz vetweon zood and evile
3ifference wetween the tvo, Luuwevel, sad he thinks that
there is this diffecence, and tact the qiffcrence 1s indepenieat

of hum&n Cipin'i(jn‘ is what is. fund;}]ﬁghtal‘. It 1o because thorve is 0o

He recocnises the

ta know that
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understanding thut virtue cannot be taught, and the knovledge that there

is of the difference betwcen guod and evil must be galned, without teachings
by every percon for himeelf. If a person does see the difference

and makes this recojnition a guiuiag pkincisle of his lile, then he is,
in.ccerntes's voris, caring fur hio souls There 1& not nececsarily

any sugsestion of the soul's being & seoarate emtity vhich is eternal

in nature. To assume Lhat, or tu try to srove it, would lcad in the
directiva ¢f claimin: the kicd of understanding that is not nossible.
This is what ilato attespted to do, bLut as we shall sce, Jocrates's
i;nov snce about this matter ctill influences lnto's viev in certain
respecsts. However, uvhat wis a matter of iinorance for locrstes becomes

the beginning of a “metarhysical' view with rlato.

.hen Socr:ter says “an unexamined life is not worth living"
this becomee with Plato the qu. tiom ":hat is the nature of the soul?"
and we find the Bame qucstion raised by Arictotle when at the
beginiing of Lis "De aAnima" he acsumes, tc bejin with, that the soul &8
the principle ( Xpr{ ) of life. This form of enquiry may well seem
to have been inevitable, seeing thrt both rluato and Aristotle, unlike
socr. tes, were not juot datere..::i in uc.:iioms abcut moralitye. It
is .u .omurast «it. both their views that e can see socrates's position
more clearlys vlato never deinitely distinguicied, as iristotle did,
betuces thecretical and nructical knowledze, but it would be a mictake to
think that avictotle's dictinction rakes bio view more locratics Cn
the onc hand, vlato tries to anever que:tions like “"wh-t ie the

nature of the good"? and ".h t iz the nature of the soul®? and

he tries to give a theoretical answer to these que:tions. aristotle
rejects a theorcticel ansver to the firet, but bls attempt to answer

the secomu i: still theoretical. Ia his "htiics', however, Aristotle
eceks a forw of practical knowledze., Hie pocttion is that “we do not
wish to kmow what the rood i:, but how to become good”s  But this is not
Socrates's poeiticn either. Zoerstes  denies both foras of

knowledze at tiic point. Both wisintespret Secrates im thelr own way
6nd the viewse tiey put forward can be sesn im this light.  And thie

is true of the different kinis of vies tLey held about morzlity and
religion.  Socrates's {gnoraace applies equally to what be thought about
sora.ity and religion. e cas give so reuson for his ineletence on the
difference betveen good and evil, ner can he give a renson for his belief
in hic divine mission. ilato's view as ve shall sce, still attempts to
hold these two togetlier, vhereas that of Aristotle separates them

almost completely, The "Meno” is & r00d example of these differences
bet:cen So.rutes and rlato. It begins in a ~ocratic way. There is
first of all tie cuestion of whether virtue is acquired (by teaching) or
whether it is imnate. The preliminary discussion up to the intro duction
of the view of the eternsl nature of the soul contains wany socratic
allusions to such questions as to whether we can kmow the nature of

virtue, to the involuntariness of evil-doing and to the general desire
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for the goud. Socrates's i:norance seenc to be what is at stake,

and the yuestion is whether this can bscoue knowledge.

ihe sovr.tic ignorosace, however, ie wol scepticlom, as we
have atiempied L0 BUGW, ik the scuue of the dewial ui tue poosiodlity
of & cotain tura o0 whGilewgey bsvabse wociates's point i thab that

form oi knowlodge duews ROU apudys du. ib woule veuwsli propticlow of a

disferent vod more seriouc winu il wocrates's | usition was that

because ve A0 Bot unaorsliaad, there ic ncthing o say. fhat sy
bis pocition i. nov pessiwiom eilber. {Zhal i1 ic mot pessimistlic may
¢x lailn wbat often veems 1O Le in {labe au Gverw opbimi:tic view of
tbingsie It is not scepticiem because be lusicty om the dillerence

between zooud and evil e« thic is whbat hoe does know, aud thiu anowledge also

keeps him from pessimi.w oi w fornm which stales that becavic thece is
ne understanding of the diifercice between good and evil, it is

impossible to claim that the good nu:t be desired. Locratests

ignerance ip a form of humility wbich does nov wllow him to be

pessimi- tic, but which leads hirp to atate certiin thinm.s g a magter of
faith.

This becomes clear 2t the erd of Lhe Apology, where he sayst

"But it ic rececscary for you, »ny julgeu, tu face Jeath with yoo0d hope

agd to he cevtsln of this ore thiag at least - that no evil can befall
an unright van cither in 1life or in death, and thot bis life is in the
nands of God. For now che nouwy bas come for me e dice Tou will go
on livin . Joich o tne better fotc o kwown to woe omnc cucept God'e

This caw haerdly be isterpreted oo icepticisi, certainly not as pecsimiem.

It is a statemcut of hope bac.d wpon .ccratec's couviction that a good
life ic cme which cun sufder mwo horm. Deatlh i nol the werst of evils,
but wlckednves Loe (394. "It ic nct hard to excage Jeuthy it is much
more difficult tu e:caye wickedness; for thut runs faster than deathe
SBe I do met believe tlot it ic God'e will for’a better wan to be
injured by a vorse"j. It ic a slatewest of religicus feitks  hat is
fmportant to uotice, Lowever, is that .ocrates's kmowledys of the
differcuce between good and cvil, and biu iansisiexce on the need to live

& (00d lirfe, are equaiiy a matter of Fath for hine

It might be srgued that the Lutbypbro stetes u view which
does not &lle. thie close relaticnshin between Socr:tes's moral and
relizicu: views, This dislogue Lovever, altbeugh 1t may ivuicate
certain quecticns whick eoncerusd socrates, does wot ctote sy view
of hie ip a Gefinite WEY e
1£IQJGTIK‘{S 16 right in tuis recpects Thsre is motbin. im it which
could suggesi tirai
aptlogy, what
meant Lo ghow

The ancient classificetion of it as

loerates would met identify, as he ocess to im the
i boly with what io Ged's will,  Che dislogue s
bow cohfuped authypbre, vho clelee pescec.ivn of = TEXYY
ebout whai is koly, s avout these @atterse Socrates Lere is certainly
eriticiedng the reliyious ert tLot Luteypbre clulme to posecos, and

bie eriticiem of this practical koo lecge ( '51*6‘“{F‘\ ) 1e
compar:ble with his criticism of the poseibility of praciicul knowledge
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about morality. 1f, as we have suggected, wmoraslity and relislon were
very closely connected for Scerates, then this eriticism vwould be more or
lesz the same in each cacse. Then Euthyphro would, according to Socrates,
be claiming a form of kncaled.e that is not possible here. It is
certainly Secrutes who puses one of the wain cuestions, which Euthyphro does
not understand, about the relation between wiat is right and what is holy,
and be also raices difficulties about identifying To Slustov  and

15 gﬁWOV « But there iv no positive ansver ;iven to this question.
Soﬁrates (12£) agrees with Zuthyphrots statewment that that part of

To 3(&&!0\/ which hos to do with the gods is T‘o gc'\o\/ y and thet the
remaining part of ‘7L 8(w¢.ov is that which kas to do with men. That,
tovever, ig not the main point at issue, which is the cuestion which
Seerntes stotee as followss  Is that which is holy loved by the godse
because it is holy, or is it holy because it ic loved by the gode?"  The
first part of this question suggests that what is holy ic independent of
the gods, but the second part suggersts that it ic not.

e find that the way in which Soerates, at the begimning of
the Huthyphro, stites the suestion osbout holiness i~ similar to the method

be adopts in the iHeno. He yuts the matter in the way in which it has

ofter been claimed leads to lato's theory of forms.
cuestion (SD) ‘%
Q ’ P4

Kd:t."t‘o)’ &.Vo/o‘\os// a0 1?3 )30‘,(0\! T}:\VT::LS’ 1v(mh ov. )ow,‘t‘o S:},}df’)}@ gr.;tov
Vol t QXOV v TWVa lgia.v WV, O T Reg XV \“%M\'] RVOCIOV L1Vl
It was this kiud of questicn which Flato ansvered ip the affirmative and

which led to his theory of forms, and which caused Plato himself, and

) q ?t is 5tatgd‘aala"
6d Tootov 6TV fy n."e«(\ ne,'ggu 10 Bciov dTo AVTW,

*riters about him, difficulties when they have attempted to discuss his
reli;ious views. Plato bimeelf, a long time after the Zutbyphro, in the
Timaeus, thinks of the forms as patterns of creation which are independent
of the S1““°°C.Y{S o If what we have said about Socrates is correct,
that he olaimed neo understanding of the nature of virtue, then his view
about holiness might well have been the same. Certainly he says here that
hie is ignorant - apd tuis may be interpreted not just as irony in the face
of “uthyshro‘s confident claim to knowledge, but as a jenuine statement of
vhat Socrate: thought., If holiness is one thing, Just as virtue is,

thut does not mean that we can say what itz unity ic. From what we have
already sald, we cam suggest that for Socrated it was not independent of God's
will. In the Zuthyphro, if i{i stutes .ocrates's view at all, we find a

criticisa of current religiou: views which are similar to those in

Republic Book 2. If holiness is wbat it is important to understand in

connexion with religiony and this ie Socrate:'s concern, as we ses it in
this dialogue, then the traditional religious vie.s which make even
differences of o inion about good and bvad pOBrible for the gods, cannot

be of any help in an attempt to understand what holiness ise. For Socrates
aspumes, Ju:t ss hc assumes with regard to virtue, that it is one thing,
but the traditional religion makes it different for differeunt gods. 1Ia

the Republic God is described as one and unchangeable, and this must have
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been Socrites's view tos, if he thousht, as he seems to have done,
that holinese is one and unchangeable. The criticism that Jocrates
makes of Duthyphro's proposed definition of holimess, that what is
dear to the gods is holy, secms to be that the proposed definiticn is
not one, hecouse it suggests that holiness is definable when it is
not, The voint of Socrutes's juestion: M"Is that which is holy
loved by the gods because it is holy, or is it holy beeawse it is
loved by the gode?" ia to point out that "being loved by the gode®
isa T4 60; and so canrot define the ous ta\ of holiness {114).
The position with repard to holiness seems to be the same as that of
good and evili one cannot understand its nature.

¥hat is said im the Zuthyphro about holiness being connected

with Oepd 'M-l/& can be understood in relation to what Socrates
says in the Apology about hiu divine mission asc a service to God.
He thinks of that as showing his fellow citizens the neccssity of
living a life of virtue. It is this call to virtue that is his
divine mission, and in calling people to this, Socrates also thought
that he was calling them to a holy life, The question about what place
holiness has amongst the other virtues is not a question of its relative
merlb. ~This uay be suggested by this question of the relation between

To 80’!0\/ and To %wmov + Socrates's view of morality is
a religious one. By this is meant that be does not account for
worality independently of reoligion, but he thinks of morality, that is,
the knowledge of the Qiffercnce between good and evil, as something for
whick no reason sam be given, That is, it connot be understood, and
as has been pointed out, this knowledge is pert of his belief in his
divine mission. He does not understand, but his lack of understanding
is not all there is for him. He cannot jJust leave the matter there,
because this knowledge he doec possess he thinks 4s of first impartance;
and his fajth in this knowledge about virtue is a faith that in Gedwglven.
When in the Duthyphro he asks what this eie,xueu achieves, the answer
is not given in a @efinite form, but from Socratés's conception of his

dimﬂimm.mcmsaythathiuanmrmldbe. that its aim is a
holy lifﬁc

At 14B Socrates says: "For now, when you were almost glving
me the answer, you turned aside; and if you had answered it, I should
already have obtained from you all the instructiom I nced about
holineas".  This answer suggests that there is no instruction
of the kiad that Buthyphro claime, and Socrates is denying that he is
right in thinking that there is detalled and accurate know:ladma
which is to be gaiued bere. ( Mi(ovos iqo«: tetv d'fe,' pr

TavTe  Tdote ‘*’S v W'V’ Bocrates interprets ”“"“’*”%‘?Qz v
etatement that To 36‘10\/ is 'to \\4@, ""1\/ Tidv O0edv
suggesting that this e«edwi is a T"X""\ + and this is to
interpret it in the way in which Euthyphro thinks of it.  But when
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Sogrctes incuires inte the nsture of this 'rfiX\w‘ by ziving
exam-les .here this councept a plies, Zuthy bro does not agree.
What socrates does not unucrstand 1. what iuthyphro means by this
attention ( ‘h\\\l ‘l\“(, 64@(1!7,0/&1 b gw(»«"u. ‘\ﬁv‘rlu\ 3\/0‘&.{3&\5 134),
Does it imply the saue form of Giea(ni\:k which is to be found in a
T‘LX«’»\ ? Soerates characterices T‘;XVAL here aes something which
always aims to achieve nn end, and hi- noint is thot the end
achicved ir dl/fervent from the Téxvq itself. (o:mos\l %m’a
Yt ndsa TLdTOV 8‘*“@‘“4.1‘&0). Its ai. is 0 brin; sbout some benefit
to that to whiéh it pays attention, Lut this cannct be what is
meant by ﬁ'\‘ﬁv Otiv 6:@.11\4_(,{ for tie gods are not benefited by the
9&@,{.1{&,{& . The se@ond suzvestion that Euthyshro maKes is a
view which we f£ind Socrates himselfl stating with regerd to his own
divine miaafion in tlzo ftp(\)lagy (za) whe\re he says: \'131:\.,\ 7:"@ Kikw’s_&
5 Oesg , 50 Lete, KL Syw olopct. obdev T OKiv kiilov ayxoov
yéwe.m iv 113 néki,\ )1‘\ r»“v };}u\.‘v ‘rs?e 9{,&:) S"{C"“‘/’\"' It 1s Socrates,
who in the Eutbypbro suggects that the QCQ_"‘“E‘/‘ is &'ﬂﬂ‘(j.‘l'm 4
Once he has made this suggestion, hovever, k. goes on to interpret the
9(&0&(9{& ac understood in thi: way again in analogy to a T{XV
Buthyphro doeg mot see, Lhowever, that Socrates ic micrepresenting bis
sugcestion in interireting it in tiis ways  ihe misrepresentation is
deliberate houewver, and zuthyphro does no: see it because tiat is just
how he thinks of this Biexuzuﬁ - a8 a T{x\ml » He says (14B)
1084 [ai\/tox goL &/‘k%g )\{\[m, G fov pav KEygispive TS
7m¢‘fa\u(_ tory Beotg Aqsiv Te Wl Tek TTRV s&xoruwo's 16 ki Obwv ot Tote T dow,
The Ofp¥eia which ie holiness, is a means to the end of pleasin; the
godse Socrates, however, does not think of the matter in this waye.
The zods need nothing and cverythin: good which human belngs possess
comes from the gods (15A oGSi‘,v “a.('ﬂ‘c?v 2‘11\/ Zr\,aebv,ﬂn’-‘w rﬁ xdivor BV Yo
So even the Oee.mg/* , rizhtly interpreted, if it is good, as
Secrates would say it is, ic not scmetbing human beings cive to the
gods, but a gift of the gods to human beingse. secrates's miesiocn,
which i the best thing that has hajpened im the city, is alesoc a
divine gitt. (olog OWs 00 Dgod Ty ToAsr S¢3656mL Apology

’
31A) Socrates's view scems clear enoughe The ‘ei@a.teh\ is a holy
*,

life itself and not %“‘"’{M T Yob 9‘{4,“/ Te Wt &\’!Xiﬁaoq, (14C),
7 d
and it i: a holy life which is to Tty K Asv zeyov of this O<pTaid o

Socrates agrees that there is a difference between Botov
and %(Ke(\o\l { they can be distinguished as Gieum'a. rov B¢wv and
e‘?ﬂ“u/& TV ;\Jaeh{ttw\/ . But it is not lmmediately
obvious what iz mennt by Steptttft and unle. s this is made clear,
the force of the dictinction is lost. The question of Otgidcia TV
‘IV ee}(’mw is not discucsed, but what we have said makes clear what
Secrates underctood by 95,%.&11,& Ty Oslbw There are, however, some

binte hore about Socrates's view om this goneral quection of the



relation between morality and religion. For TL Sciov is not
separute from 'TL X(Kulov’ y but ic that part of it which is
concerned vith egex“((d TG\/ 6;3\/. vhat we may speak of as man's
relationshipy with God. It is a holy life which recognises all good
as' comin: from God. The Qteauit;t LAY szecémv is not discucsed
bere but from the Apology we see that Locrates thought of thir too as
something which wae commanded by God. ( T.wTol Yolt vtSM.uEL 0 e€0_3
S0 morality and reli ion are not separcte for hime (Thuse ideas

influence lato in the view he puts forward in the tenth book of the
Laws).

The close relationship that existed for focratec between
morslity and religion is clear from vhat we read in the Crito.
Socrates states hic view that ‘we ought reither to requite wrong with
wrong nor to do evil to anyonc, no metter what he may have Jone to us'.
(49C) He holds this view not only because he considers it right, but
it 1s aleo a reeult of hi: view that what is jucst and right is
declided by a higker authority than he hiwself., The ri;ht of
punishment belongs to the laws and the city znl not to any n.ndividual

men, and the lawu tell ..ccrete'* tm:t t‘»ey are above him. "‘Q, ig
ww on.b a,\folb d‘w. 10 ﬁl\ouo\/ Keu, '\/ Kcu d Tt BV

1’\ s o A TSI A Kl Tl Toio Tt IV ToLElY olEe

7
wttov givat 3 (55u)  The inlividual it not a law unto himself; and no
man can regarsd

d himeelf as posvessin: ;reater wisdom than the laws.
(51 A = B) Socrates thought that ju:tice is to be recognized in the
lawey, and not in the opinion: of men. And the laws are for him a

divine inbtitution. ‘I‘hv o snc»n by vhat he says at the end of t‘ho

dialoguez E¢ Tonv\N & Kortwv, Kol Mo TTWp LV Ty, Swud '\\ Tawfq o
9803 u*’”ﬂ‘—”’“ o {558, To obey the laws is to fullow the command of Gode
Justice is not the opinion of imdividuals; from that only anarchy can

result, Human visdom is only found in obedience to God through
obedience to the laws.

What can be gathered frum Socrates's relijiou. faith? It is
gomethin,; that is part of the life tuat Socrates lived. ve are told
of his action :fter the bottle of Arginusae when he insisted that the
generals shculd be tried individually because this was according to the
lave e kno: too that when orde-ed with four others to go and arrest
a wan he went home. In doing this he was doin; vhat he thouzbt right,
but thic depended for him on his belief im God. Hig belief in the
good and the ri_ ht was for him a belief in the authority of God
over human life. It was not ju:st that he thought this. This is neo
doubt why he vlaced so much em;hasic upon his SA\FOVtoV ) He
belicved that he was divinely suided not to do what was wrong. In
decidin: that something was wrong Le thought tbat be vas not juct

followin: his own opinion. The command was mot his ovn but came from



God. That was the care that the gods took of human life.

socrutes thou ki 1{ scmething is vwrong, il is not juct that one
tlinks co. Hov does one think so? Doingwrong is not like making
& mistoke vhere one dets against what ope thinks is correct. For
what i& vrong is not decided Ly ones:1lla hat iz wrong is
iniependent of me. I can't make it right or wronz. But if it is
independent o me, what is iniependent? It was for Socerates the
comzmond of Gods  That ic why the care of the scul is so important.
For the soul lives by either doins vhat is ri:ht =r wrong. If that
is inde endent of the w=moul, then one muct be as careful as possible
to learn what the difference betreen the tuo is.

socrates cleimed no knouledge about morality in the sense
of understandin: the moral view which he c¢lalmed, but this moral view
was centra. to vhat he consldered his divine mizsion. He aid not
think that there was €n|¢1«%v1 with regard t%’morality, if that
neans practical knonledge of the form of a Tthv'

-

Hie claim to igmorunce ubout morality is a genuine one and comparable
with hic

not be a
to be.

ignoerunce about other mutters, such as :hether death may
great blessin, and nct the great evil that many suppose it
Neither is there any puvely theoretical knou:ledge about

of such a iind chat it is possible to say what the nature of
¢o0d and evil arc.

norality

Kpno . lelze of so00d aud evil is only such that
buman beings can know thut there ic a difference betwecen the tuos
They cannot understand their nature.

that influenced Flatds views a great deal. Aristotle's view on

the other hand is different from Scerstes's in important waye: in
ways which shov that both Socrrntes's and Plato's views are
religious, whereas Aristotle'’s is not.
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The nature of the soul ( “’UX'{ ) occupies a central position in
Plato's philosophy. It is not, however, a subjct on which his views once
stated remained the same. There is a development in what he writes
about it from the Phaedo to the lawe. It is also conmected with other

views of his on politics and ethics, on the theory of knowledge, and on
mtters of religion.

The origin of this emphasgis is to be found in the influence which
Socrates had on Plato's thinking, This is the most important influence.
But he was also influenced by ideas about the mature of the soul found
in Orphism and in Pythagoreanism. Socrates may well have been influenced
by such ideas too, but the way in which Plato works out his ideas about
the soul suggests a difference between his view and that of Socrates,
The exact historical truth about these matters escapesus, but at least we
uay see that vhat for Soorates was a moral and religious concern for what
he called the ‘soul!, became with Plato more of a philosphical quest to
determine the gature of the soul in arder that he might be able to provide
some form of philosophical proof for his moral and religious views,
This he begins in the Phaedo where he discusses the relationship between
the soul and the forms. Then in the Phaedrus we have his statement of
the nature of the soul as self-motiom. But although his view of the
soul changes, he is alwaya trying to say *'what it is'.

He states his view in the laws: 'That nature whose definition
is self-motion is identical with that which is called soul', And this
marks an important difference between his view and that of Socrates,
whose view is that the soul is involved in a struggle between vhat is
800d and evil, and that that soul which 1s good is protected by God,
Socrates's interest as we have pointed cut is moral and religlous,
whersas Flato's is also thecretical. Just as Scerates disclaims knowledge
about the pature of good and evil, oo he disolaime kuowledge about the
Bature of the soul; (Crito 47E.) tut although he claims no understanding
he is inmigtent on the importance for human 1ife of knowing that there is
an absolute difference between good and evil, and that the 1life of the

soul, which is the most important part of human 1ife, is concermed with
this ifference.

Plato begins in the Fhaedo by emphasising this aspect of the
When in the first part of the dialogue, he talks about the life
of the philosopher as the practice of death, this is related to the
picture we have of Socrates in the Apology stating his belief shat déath
may be the groateat of hlessings. The ewphasis here is on the life of
the individual philosopher and this is why there is so much interest
m“mtomramtformwnotmm.

What is meent by immortality here is individusl immortality, sad the péwof
that is being sought is a proof of the immertality of individual souls.

mtter,
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It becomes clear, Liowever, towards the end of the Adlalogue

that the guestion of the naturc of the soul cannot be adequately treated
in this way and these are sug_estions that lead on to the view as it is
stated later in the Fhaedrus, the Timaeus, and the laws that soul is the

&CX‘{ of all motion. This development in Ilato's view is ome in which
an idea of the soul which arises from Socrates's imterest in individual
moral and religlous ratters becomes nmore of a princijle of explamtion
not on’y for individual human life but also for everything that is =

the whole Kc‘)ﬁ'yOS +Ihisg does not mean, however, that the emphasis on
indvidual moral and religious matters disarpears,

The view of the soul that Plato puts for.ard in the Fhaedo ia
first stated in the Memo ( 8la £f£,) It is introduced there as what is
taught about the moul by certain people who are versed in religious
mtters, It is alec comnected with the pame of Pindar.l The soul,
according to this view, is eternal (e’le&’v-uos), and death and life are
only phases of its existence in some bodily state, These phases do
nothing to alter its nature and it is indestrubtible, Part of vhat is
meant here by sa ing that i# is eternal is that it te has knowledge of
all things (Tavia )(Qv‘wma )o The 1ife of the soul in a human body is
such that it can by recollection retrieve this knowledge, which is knowlege
‘about virtue and other things'. Here we find also a statement which
1s suggestive of the way in which Flato intends to develope his view, _
It 1ej dTe ‘i""f. 1'9‘5 $lioewg &ﬁ’s\‘s WYY“‘;’S oi‘ﬂ\s,"‘}' (it‘jg‘\“""“S s "”K’\ﬁ
gi&\l’t’.{ ,Ot’lgi‘.\l Kwk\i’i(. ‘év l’véVW Z(wrwlo-ee_(-‘u) $ 8“ tw.e.‘o-w WAoJatv
AvBpw mor, TANW Tvral wotov &quﬁv, iy Mgavies o3 nat |y 3"°""’\"""') S’f’g;’s)
The kinehip of the whole of nature which can be known by the soul, and
which makes recollection possible leads on to Flato's view of the warlde
soul which in his later dialogues (e,g. the Fhilebus and the Timasus)
he connects with his view of the humen sowl. That is uyy is mot
Just regarded as. something that belongs to humen life, but the human
aoul is to be thought of as part of the world soul itself.

What is to be noticed is that Flato takes over this religious
View and uses it for his own purposes. He takes it as stating the
pature of the soul, and what he has to say about the soul in subssquent
dialogues is an attempt to give an account of the ekernal nature of the
souls  Flato, then, accepta a religious view of the soul current im his
day, and uses this in his attempt to state something about the nature ef
the soul in a way which Socrates had not attempted. For« Socrates as
ve have rointed out, the nature of the soul was samething of which he

was ignorant, and Flato's attempt to state that we may ogll a philoseopbical

view of the soul which is influenced by certain religious ideas, ruises
probleas about the rclation between philosophy and religions

o \ ! N
1. Pindar, W\ ¢ P )livnov °£'~|W.L S0 I‘sgo'Dtvf.L

Jov ¥in Aotpway Rdovos viSwhov: 1O Yae Yonv povev
w OLdv ) | ,
Fragment 136 'Pindari carmina cum fragmenths edidit A.Turyn'.
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His argument about the nature of the soul as self-motion

was criticized by Aristotle, who alsc yuts forward an argument connected
wit the naturc of motion to prove the exi.tence of a first unmoved movere
There are, as we shall see, important differences in their views, but bot:
attempt to state arguments for their views.

There was,also somet i:7 in the view that Socratez stated about
morality which probably led Plato to this view of the eternal nature of
the soul. Socrates thought of the diffcrence betueen good and evil
as absolute, That is the difference did not chanre, and was not
deyendent on changing humar opinions about the ratter. There was
something unalterable about it, and tiis may naturally lead to the view
that hupan 1ife which is involved in this unalterable difference is
itself in some way unalterable. To live in such a way as to take
this difference into account was what Soerates called caring for one's
souls So Plato was led to at empt to show that the life of the soul

itself is umalterable, But whereas Socrates had emphasised mainly this

unalterable difference between good and evil, when Flato sought to

connect this with the nmature of the soul itmelf as unalterable, hw was
led to difficulties « especially the difficulty of stating what this
eternal nature of the scul is, and how it can be connected in any way
with a form of life, that is human life, which is not unchangeable.

It is this difficutly which arises in the Phaede and which mokes it
hecess ry to discuss the nature of generation and decay. Once this
issue comes to the fore the question about the eternal nature of the

soul ceases to be just a question of individual immortality, and we see
here the beginning of Plato's later view that the scul is the cause of
all becoming. When we come to the Fhaedrus we find t:at although in
the myth about the moul there is a great deal that is conneeted with

the kinds of life that individual souls lead as human beings, the general
statement or definitiom of the mature of the soul which precedes the myth
and which seems to be regarded as a morc definite statement about the
mture of the soul than what is said about it in the myth iteelf, is not

a definition of the mature of the human soul but of all soul, All scul
is eterna) ( \)(ox"v\ T60s. 4Bavurog Do

This development in Flato's vi w raises as we have said
certain difficulties about the relation between philemphy siMd religben
which ariee also in comnection with the views of Aristotle, but which are
not 50 serious for him since his vievw is less religlous than Flato's.

The main difficulty can be stated by comparing Plato's view with that

of Soorates. It can be put by saying that the imterest of religiom
is not in determining the mature of the soul as such (,,3,,1 o Gty a8

Plato puts it). It 1s the conmssquence of the view that the

soul is eternal as it is stated 4in the Menmo that is important for
religion. It is said that because the soul is etermal it is necewsary
to live as holy a life as is possibhle. And this is vhat Socrates
enphasised. Whether the soul #ms etermal or not he did not know, but
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this ignorance did not make the necessity for livimg a holy life any
the less. Plato's question is different, but it is born of the same
interest « an intercst which his answer cammot emtidy.

It is primarily a moral and religious intcrest for Soerates,
and the necesaity of living a holy 1ife is not shown by showing that the
soul is etermal., This is what Wittgenstein refers tos ' The temporal
immertality of the human soul, that is to say, its eternal surviwal after
death, 1s not only in no way guavanteed, but this assumption in the first
place will not do for us what we always tried to make it do. Isa
ridile solved by the fact that I survive forever? Is this eternal ife not
an enigmtic as our present cne?' (Tractatus 6.4312) The possilflity
of the soul's survival of death is one of the main questions in the first
part of the Fhaedo, but with the introdustion of the question of
generation and iscay tiis question is not so much in evidence and a»

Flato developed his later view about scul, the question of human
imnortality took on a different aspect. In the Theastetus (176) and
in the Timaeus (90) the purpose of humn life is seen as achieving
immortality in so far as that is possible for humen beings, and that

suggests that it is somet ing different from a foxm of immertality vhish
is etermal,

We may also contrast Plato's attempt to prove individual
lmportality in the Phaedo with the Christian belief in arder to see that
the min intercst of the latter too is not to establish the etermel
pature of the soul. In the Christian belief eternal life is a gift
of Gods *'The wages of sin is death, (Romans 6.23) but the gift ef dod
is etornal 1ife". But on the viow that Plato is trying to establish
the soul ie eternal anyway. At leagt that would be the cutoome if
the soul were shown t. be eternal and in the Phaedo the efforts to show
thig seem to be quite serious., That the arguments put forward are
regarded as inconclusive suggest too, however, that Plato my have
felt some of the difficulties that have been memtioned. There doces at
least in the later dialogues seem to be soms conflict in Flate's mind
betusen this view about the eternal nature of the scul and another
Viev that we find stated in the Timseus. There he says in his myth of
creation that the order of the cosmos, to vhich he refers when he speaks
of the world soul, 4s not completely indisscludle in its own mature,
but its depends on the will of the ereatori (41 B).

Even in the Phasdo, however, there is mach to suggest that
for Flato what 1s of interest is not just proving that the soul is
etertal, for there is a great deal in the dialogue that shows that he
is interested in the character of the etemal 1ife of the soul. Be
thinks that this etermal 1ife has a character of its own, and it is the
character of the life of the soul that allows it to achieve
immortality whether it is strictly eternal or mot. In this respeest
we sec that Plato is much closer to the view of Socrates than he would
be if his main interest were just in proving the aoul eternsl,
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Bere it is sufficiently clear that the kind of 1ife the soul (that is

the humap soul) leads does not belong to it of negeseity. This contrest
is seen in Phaedrus too. There is the definition of the soul as eternmal

but then a deseription in the myth of the kind of life that is possible
for the human soul.

If we ask vhy the kind of life that belongs to the humn soul
does'not belong to 4t of neccosity then the answer seems to be that it 4s
because the 1ife of the humen soul iz tied to the life of the body.

Here asmin we have a clach of dficrent aspects in Plato's treatment,
For the view he mtates sug -ests that the natural life of the soul is

a purc oneg it is its presence in the body that makes its life impure.
This account of the matter presupnoses that soul and hody are distinet,
and with regard to the soul it presupposes that it is something of an
eternal umture which has been compelled to live in a physical body.

But cven Af it presupposes this, it at least makes possible some account
of the form of life that is considered to be matursl to the soul which
it is prevented from living by ite presence in the body. Here Flato
was no doubt influenced by the Pythagoreans. The body is the prison
house of the soul, and the life of the philosopher is meant to be ome in

wilch he strives to overcome those infiuences of the body which prevent
the sonl from living that life that ie proper te it.

It is easy to misunderstand eome aspects of the account in
the Phaedo, however, if all the emphasis is placed on the distinction
that there is between the body and the soul., For although the body
is a prison, it is a prison of our own making, It does not have te be
a prison. If it is a prieon then huren beings bave made it a prisom
for themsolves. This is why Plato says in his discussion of the lusts
and pleasures that can accompany bodily 1ife that 'the priscner is the
chief asistant in his own impriscmment!s (B Cleypod vy Sswerp=
‘#‘“%0:\0& G"Q(Aorokuﬁ) 3‘(\. 3'%-&0\"»’.:5 ;‘TW) ‘;5 :Iw P‘;'\‘m “3"'“3 ° 8“‘(“""’3
"”Mﬂl‘rwe ;?,'«1 6d 34356 Ban (82 E).

Plato thinks that the philosepher meeds to purify bis life of
the evil influemces that result from 1ife in the body. He describes this
K“e‘{t"s uT'o XG:)@SHV on p/hrya.:tl\é ™00 ﬂ(op.rbs'r;v ?UK{V(GW) S0 the

end to be achieved 1s a 1ife separated from the body, and this view may
uummtohummmﬁhwntmﬁndinthmm
(2468)1 Wagn ";\ *"X"‘ 'ul‘(’ros ‘}mrikﬁ.uu ™0 Z!\yéxou o« The min
difference between thee two viewa seema to be that the former thinks of
the soul as aimple and unchanging in mature, whereas the latter

attributes to the soul a form of motion which does not allow it te de
simple and unchanging. The view in the Fhaedo also makes the life of

the soul alien to that of the body whereaa the iater view does not mke the
difference between them 0 radical. There is a contrast also between

what Flato eays about God in the Fhmedo and what he says in the Phasdrus.

In the Fhaedo ®d meems to be thought of in the same way as a form =
that is free from everything bodily. In the Fhaedrus, however, Plato says
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*Although we have never ssen or rightly concelived a 'god. ve imagine an
eternal living being which possesses both a soul and a body, which are

undted for all time'. (246D) But in the FPhaedo the proper life of
thaoulunotmwhichunfoinabody.

The min aifficulty in understanding the Fhaedo 1s that it
does not just state omeview about the mture of the soul}y 1t shows us
the difficulties which Plato saw in a certnin view of the soul as
eternal and unchanging. In the first part of the dialorue we have a
view of the soul that is other-worldlys. Beocuse the soul is thought
of in tiis vay, asceticiem is regarded as the ideal of humon life.
"And this is a view of the soul which pays attention oniy to an individual
humen 1ife. It is the immortality of the individual human soul that is
important, and 1t is thought necessary to show this irrespective of any
relationship there might be between the 1ife of an individual soul and
other souls, Its immortality also is something which is achieved in
semmration from the humn bodyj for the body is alien to it. This view
was probably suzgested to Flato by the 1ife of Socrates,and the importance
he attached to the soul in the senss of the life of an individusl husr™
being. For Socrates this was not conneoted with any attempt to prove
anything about the nature of the soul, but ocnce Flate attempted to speek
about this, then the questions of the rolationship of one soul to snother,
and of whether the body is completely alien to the soul, were bound te
arise. So the view of the goul that we find in the first part of the
Phaeds before the objections of Cebes and Simxias is & consequence of
Socrates's teaching, but it is also am account of the mature of the soul
which gives rise for Plato to alfficulties which Socrates was not
conserned with. According to this view each human soul ia considered
ac independsnt, and its immortality is something that belongs to itself
alome . The first arguments are only comeerned with how such am
individual soul can posseas an eternal pature, So ome has to show that

the soul will survive the death of the body and that it existed before
it 11fe in the body.

These arguments are congerned with attempting to show that the
1ife of the philesopher s not a forlorn hope. For the philosopher
lives in such & way that he ms no fear of dsath, It does not harn his
souly it brings release from the evil influences of bodily 1ife. He
faces death sonfidently beonuse he bellieves that he will go to live
among Bem that arc better tham any who live on earth, The philesopher
desires %o ssoape from the 1ife of the body, wulch ia evil (Kakdg e
for as long as the -ouumekudtotn.bodyuume*ﬂt
3t desires - the truth. (1)) 9<5663). So Flato describes the life
of the philosopher as lpakﬁOmmwmeh takes the form of & vw.éaeo-;s of
the evil of bodily life.  This is preparatary to that pure life of
the soul which will be achieved in a future life. It vill only,however,
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be achieved by those who have earnestly sought to purify themselves,
tfor it is not allowable for the impure to attain to the pure? (66B), and
Ythe 1ife after death will be far bet.er for the good than the evil' (63C).
The end that is achieved by the purified soul is de:zcribed as the
acquisition of wisdom and ‘mowledse, and this is only properly poasible
in a life that is 1ived §W 165 SWpatos The philosopher secks to
live in such a way thot he is untroubled by the ;leasures and desires of
the body. These have no value for him. But in thinking of them in
this way he is misundcrstood by the vajority of mem who thinl: ' .t life
is only worth living in so far as onc takes delight in bodily pleasures,
The philosopher, howover, takes delight only in ome thing ( ng Qem\sws) -
wisdom, and because he sees that the possession of wisdom is orly impeded
by the body, his desire is to escape from it as hateful to him.(&7C, 68A).
Be knows that even in this life, where his search is impeded by the body,
truth is only attained iv Ty Noyi(es Be (650), that is by the soul in so
far as 1t separates itoel? from the life of the body.  The purifidation
vhich seeks to bring about in this 14fe the contimed separation of the
soul from the body involves a great struggle (:i ‘noM)‘ vﬁxyr.a.-m'.t 678)
but ite fruitas in this 1ife are the foundation of a hope that death will
be the means of achieving & complete purification . (63C, 67C) of the
soul from those evils which result from a 1ife lived in the body, The
men who grieves at the approach of death is not a $1idsodog but a
Q‘XO“"‘:‘ povos (68B); he is more concermed with cultivating the
life of the body than that of the soul. To cultivate the 1life of the
body is *o be a lover of the body, to regard as of first importance the
Ploasures of food, drink and sexpal lovey but the objeots of desire for
the life of the msoul when it is froperly cared for are not these but the
forms of justioce, beauty and goodness in themselves. The soul will
become like that which is the object of its love.  If it loves wisdom
then it wil) become like those thinsswhichmcmnhwis&mnndmn
knowledge possible; and these things are the forme. The form is the
only true objeet of knowledge. The forms Flate refers to here ape moral,
aestheticand mathematical which are conceived as ideal standards to whose
perfection particular things strive to attain.  The forms cannot be
known by the senses; it belengs to the activity snd life of the soul
to know them, and alse in knowing them to strive to attain to that
purity vhich belongs completely to the forms. It achieves this by that
activity that is characteristic of its own 1ife - by thinking (& Aoyisyos 79A).
It can only do this if it is not influenced by the bodyj it ie only
the man who ndn{\ &9"5,‘ v v Ty Suavera xe“rs“s is able to attempt
to make a search for «uyv, wb'«Uto f:\h\te-v\«, ERactov 1Oy Svnov(66A) . The idnd
of life which is here miggested as the one proper for the soul is one of
comtemplations  If anyone is said to know anything in its purity, it is
necessary for him to be separated from the body and contemplate things with
the soul alome. It is Decause the soul cannot achieve true knowledge
while living in the body that true knowledge will never be attained exeept
after death., In this 1ife ono will aprroach mearest to knowledge only
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when one strivec to avoid commmion with the body and seeks to purify
oneself from it, until God sets one free.

It 48 necessary, however, to distinguish between two aspects
of this account, one which remained central to Flato's view as it
developed, and another which changeds The aspeet that changed is the
idea that this 1ife of purity is only the concern of the individual
philosopher., ‘hen in the Republic Flato demands that the philosopher should
return to the cave, that demand seems foreign to what is szid in the
Phaedo. What remained unchanged is the view that there are certain
elements in human life which need to be driven out, if anything liks a
life of purity 4s to be possible for human beings.

Flato insists that the rule of the soul over the body is &
natural rule; human 1ife becomes unnatural when it is bodily pleasures
that rule. What Plato means herc when he speaks of the pleacures and
lusts of the body, is not just purely physical pleasures and lusts, but
anything that would pr vent the socul from acileving ite proper purity
of 1life. There is a2 definite strugsle betwe n soul and body, and the
life of each is affected by that of the other. That means that there
is impurity of souls It is not just the body that is the cause of
impurity. Rather it is the soul itself. For it is the soul that rules,
and if it rules By directing its life in accordance vith low deaires,

it becomes Smpure, It has to overcome the turbulences of life in the
body 8o that its own 1ife may be pure.

But how is this possible? Omly if the end of the soul's rule
is its own purity. Otherwise the 1ife of the soul is destroyedy its
1ife docomes one which is determimed by its bodily existemse. It becomes
chained to the body, and is forced to follow desires which are ummstural
to 4t. ‘'Because the scul has the seme beliefs and pleasures as the hody
it is compelled to adopt also the same habits and mode of life, and can
never depart fn purity to the other world, but sust slways go away
centominated with the body'. (83D) 1If the soul does not make its own
Purity the end it secks, then all that is poscible is for it 'to exchange
Pleasure for pleasure, pain for pain and fear for fear', (694). That is
what Flato means here by the 1ife of the body from which the soul must
escapss It ig a 1ife whose end imnbt purity of seul; its self-
restraint is a form of gelf-indulgense. It is the 1ife of thomse people
who refuse scme pleasures only in order that they mmy enjoy others which
they cannot do without. Because they carnot do without these it is
imposslble for them to achieve purity of soul, It is that vhich 4s

virtus and wisdom, and only this is able to judge the true nature of
pleasure, pain and fear,

It s this 1dea that remains central to Plate's view throughout.

Rumen 1ife must not be just an exchangs of pleasures, pains and fears. It
mst be a search for wisdom and virtus. When it is the former, then 4t

becomes impossible to carc for the life of the soul. It is these things
thad prevent the soul from gaining its own puritye.
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But they are not external to the life of the soul and just a part of
bodily 1ife. Otherwise the prisoner would not be the chief assistant
in his own imprisonment. As it is he is, and he will remain a
primoner to his low desires, unles: he realises that there is something
else to eare fo. Such pleasures and pains are not externmal to the
life of the soul, but can influence its own lifc, and their influence
is @0 immediate, that many ypeople thinl: that these are what make life
vorthwhile. They are so acceptable to most people, that Plato calls
thoms who indulge in them with what he calls self-restraint, Wiojov
(68 E). They are the people in the cave who sec only immges. They

think they follow virtus, but it is only a painted imitation of it.(69B).

Plato's view here i{s onme that is streesed in many religioms.
It 48 found in Christianity in the saying of Jesus; ‘Lay not up for
yourselves treasures upon earth where moth and rust do corrupt, and
where thieves break through and stealy but lay up for yourcelves
treasure in heaven where meither moth nor rust do corrurt and where
thieves do not break through and steal'. (St.Math.C. V1.vv.19-20).
‘Love not the world nor the things of the world! (1.John 2. 15) Plato
imself connects the view in the Phaedo with the mystery religions of
his own time. He says; °'I fancy that thosc men who established the
mysteries were not unenlightensd, but in reality had a hidden meaning
vhen they said lony ago that whoever goes uninitiated and unsanctified
to the other world will lie in the mire, but he who arrives there
initiated and and purified will dwell with the gods, For as they sy
in the mysteries, “the thyreus bearers arc many, but the mystics are few®59C)
*Straight is the gate and narrow is the way that leads to life, and few
there be who find it*., (Luke 13.2hLs) Soorates for Flato was a
person who had learnad to care for his soulj who had learned the kind
of virtue and wisdom that is possible for human beings. That wisdom
and virtue does not lie in choosing what ;lemsures one wants and
avolding others so that these can be achieved. It is not a question of
choosing those pleasures that are the least troublesome, so that one ean
live in comparative peace :-ithout too many pange of conscience, and avoid
the paing that my follow from over-indulgence. For that nails the
soul to the body in the same way that a life of jure indulgence does.
There 18 no escape in that direction. From one point of viewv the

distinction between scul and body is not absolute, in so far as the life

of each is affected b, t e other. But from ancther point of view they

are, for to care for the scul is to live a life that is quite different from
any of the multitude of lives that are an exchange of pleasure for

pleasurcs Unless one prevents oneself from living such a life, then

it will be impossible to esre for cne's coul. Care of the soul only

comes in so far as that!dind of life is overcome. Wpen Socrates remined

in prison, he was not conccrned with what for most people would be a matter
of choosing betiieen pleasure and pain, but of doing what he thought right.
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He wau ablie Lo do that, without compulsion, because he had lived a
1ife which was not & continual choice between ome pleasure and anothery
or on¢ pain «ud anotber, but a Life that only sought virtue and

truth; virtue and truvih that are tinat kind of life.

Thic 1ife kuuws uo fear oi death. Locrates could have
escaged, Lubt he thougpht tLos $het would se coutrary to the laws. But
even il ue faced Jdeuth for vhat reason, he migbt still have feared it}

though for Soucrateo the two were clusely connecteds
thut Jear.

he had overcome
e may well as. what Le hau overcome. He had overcoue
thet kind of desire whicn nlaces its hopes in thic life; that cannot
bear tne thought of being ec_.urutew from the pleasures that life im

the body brimgs with it. He hezd lezrned to live ib such a way that

there was wnothing upon whic. he depended tc¢ live except virtue.  He
was prepared to lcse

ever;thing ercept thusty and that no ome could
taze from him. It would leamd him, he thought, tc a life with the
It is no doubt possible to have no fear of deati, btut not to

possess the hope thut Socrstes shows in the face of deaths

EOda.

Epicurus thought of death in tric way: '"hen we are, death is moty

when death is, we are not'. Cre's view of desntlh, bovevery is closely

connscted Witk one's vier of 1life. Cne covld say thet it is part of
one's view of 1ife, althouwy: then the difficulty arises of hos

one di:stinguirtes betveen the two. Certajnly tpicurue's view about
death is a result of the way in which be thought about 1life; that view
of buman life included tre idea that death ie the end, and because it
is the end there is no need to fesr it. If death is the end, then that
sleo determinee the way inm which one thipks of life. One important
difference between the view of kpicurus and Socrstes's is that

Lplcurus has decided whnt Jeath de. hen a person dies 2 xnows and
feels mothing.

He does pnot even dreaxs as be zight when asleep.

Although thuere is a desd bodys the life that belonged to it has

completely cemsed to exist. tpicurus's view of life in thisc sense

depends on bis being right about what death is. Socrates de:s not kpow
what death ig,

This makes his view very different. It is his view of
life that

glves him hope that after death he will 4o tc live with the
sedcy who have provided for him during his lifetim.The differenmce might
be sut by saying that for Epicurue what life 1W}%etermined by what
deat® 1sy whereas for Socrates what death isyﬁctermined oy what lire

is. Those who have liveda a good life will fare beiter after death
than those who have not, Philosoephy iz the practice of death in the

sense that the philosopher seeks to live in such a way that his life
is a preparation for a future life in which none of the distractions
and turbulence. wuut accompany life in the body will be present. If

that is what deatn wmakes possible deati is not something to be feared,
but something to hupe for,
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What assurance is there that this hope will be fulfilled?
Flato thinks thot 1t must deperd on the soul being eternal in natire.
This is the point of the first two arguments that are yut forward. The
views that evcrything ust be generated from its opposite and that the
soul's learning is rocollection are mesnt to show that the soul existe
after death and that it also existed before birth. This too is the
purpose of the argument that the soul is uncompounded and simple in
nature., But none of these argumente answer the min cbjection put
forvard by Cebee,that there is no means of showing that the soul is
eternal in nature, because even if it does exist before the life of the
body and survive it, death in the end may be the destruction of the soul
itself, Cebes's question raises the yroblem of the nature of coming-to~be
and passing-away. The question of the eternal nature of the soul cannot
be discussed independently. For the life of the buman soul is life ina
buman body, and its life cannot be thought of as completely differenmt
from that of the body, unless it is shown to be different. Simmias puts
forward the view that the soul is a harmony of the life of the body, but
Plato thinks that this idea does not explaia what is most characteristic

about humen life. If the soul is a harmony of the body, then how can it
admit oppoelte states.such as virtue and wickedness.

The apswer that is given t. this g:ection in the Fhaedo is only
the beginning of an answer for Plato, and the question continues to
exercise him throughout the later dlalogues. The answer here begins by
attempting to show that an answer to the question of ys' veoig and

$00pd  camnot be ome just in physical terms. For that will leave

sometiing physical unexnlained. The point here seems to be also that

human 1life cannot be explained only in phyaicsl terms, for such an
expladation does mot account for what is most characteristie about it,
that it is a life which has to do with virtue and wickedneas. 3o Flato
Proceeds to dimcuse the nature of the soul in connexion with what are
FTegarded as the true causes of physical exisetsnce ~ the forms.

But the view that is put forward in the Phaedo raises difficuities not

only about the nature of the forms themselves, but also about the nature -
of the soul if it 4g compared to a form. The main difficulty with regard
to forms is just how they are to be causes of physical things which come

to be and pass away, and this problem becomes central to the diseussiom in
the Parmwenides. For if physical things participate in forms, what is the
nature of this rarticipation? It is difficult to understand how if the form
1s to be an efficlent cause it can remain unchanged, and how it is the

same form which im the cause of many particular things. For that would
suggest that the form is not indivimible., This problem is not dealt

with in the Phaedo, but it arises in connexion with the question of the
nature of the soul, because the s.ul does participste in physical

existence. So is the soul divisihle or indivisible in pature?. That

is the main difficulty here. If the eternal nature of the soul is in

Some way like the eternal nature of the forms, then it must be shown how
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a form is rclated to physical existence in order to mske clear how the
soul is.

The account that we have here of the diseatisfaction felt by
Socrates with physical speculations shows in some ways the kind of
distinctions that it is necessary to make between the soul and the body.
For the soul is concerned with understanding the goodiess of things and
this is something which cannot be understood in terms of physical causec.
When Socratcs claims that the reason why he remains in prison can only be
explained in terms of what is the best, this may be reparded as explaining
his action in doing so0. But Plato wishes to make this kird of cause
tore gemeral. It is not only meant toexplain human actions but also the
order of the universe: It is To Kolvbv TATI dyxBov . (98b).
Those who are only conccrned with :hysical speculations arc not concerned
with this kind of ceuse. They are unable to distinguish between what is
& cause l"";’ vt + and that which is not such a tause but the

Beceasary condition for the existence of such a cause . (‘r‘o Yol
" ~
9}1 SisAlgonu, olov T’ Evar 8 d2\ko Q»‘w T dotL Th oftiov T

v ) a
Yvre Ao Bt tkdivo dvgu 08 To dltiov obx Yy Tor' ¢im KiTiov  (99b).
For recognising this distinction is to recognise thnt there is some divine

power which causes things as they are to be in the best possible state,

(99c) That ie aleo the iind of cause that the soul can be in its life in
the body. It can rule the body in such a way that human life bdcomes

as holy as poasible (107d).

The connexion between this view that mind is the cause of all

things and orders them for the best (53 a=-b), and that the true causes of

things are the forms is not clear. It was not clear to Flato either

and it remained a problem for him even in the Timaeus, where he thinks of
the S'V‘ pto otyols who is the mind who orders things for the best as

ssparate frou the forms which are the pattemms in accordance with which he

does order the world for the beat, And the difficulty is present here in

the Phasdo in attempting to show the nature of the soul. For firast of all
the cause is thought of as some divime power, which we might identify with
the 3-“uo “QY';) s but also the cause is the forms, This may be
why Plato here seems almost torthink of the soul itself aa a form, And if
it were just a question of the forms themselves which are unchanging amd

eternal being csuses,then it would seem that there would be no alternative
to regarding the soul as a forme.

But Plato does not give an account only
in terms of the forms.

That this is the view in the Fhaedo might be
suggested by the first statement sbout the form as a cause: 'If anything

is beautiful except the form of beauty, it 3&¢ is beautiful for no other

reason than that it shares in the form of beauty?.(100C)., This suggests

that there is just the form of beauty which is unchanging, and particular
beautiful things which are not unchanging but which owe any beauty they
possess to the unchanging form. On this view it would be difficult to
sy anything about the nature of the soul, for then there would be a form
of soul from which any particular soul would derive the being it possesses
a8 a soul. But how exactly it derives its being would be left unexplained.
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Viate ati.ooobs to olve an asawer t. thls guestion by wayinmg that it ie
nucecwnry bo tuke inte account not Just the forw but something else.

Bach form io cuviarve.c and usnaflfected by any other fouw. No form will
admit its o welte. Thls io true of Jorwe theuselves, but Flato goes on
to gay that it ic also true of thiniu Liab rarticipate in fcm (w3vo >
iv&v«lw %N'(@ ;MM(W oaK %v ‘:Tt szowo » o(i‘ru':» iv 5“‘?‘1 olte 'r:; ,tv t{'\ Q\'Ws\. m:ﬂ))o
The pomition tow Ly thab the true eausces of thing: are the furms in things
themselves, and if things (oesess oupoaite forme ther it is imwos.ible

for one to becoms the other and stili joocess itc forme Hut there ave
otior things whose nat.re is such that altic . gh noet oyposive tu eome
porticular form cannot admit the resence of timt fors without ite nature
changing. Thus the pumber throe altiwugh nct ojpceite to the for: of
evenness canuot admit the jresence of that fors without changing ite

own pature. [his view is now a;lied tu the mature of the socul, This

would mean tiat the eoul altiough not the opcceite of death cemnot aduit
ite yrecenge without a change in 4ts own nature,

The argumcent as 1lato
states At is however invalid,

Instead of .sing as a yremise in his
arguaent vhat lLie claims to have iroved, that is, that the soul cantot

adedt douth without & chanze im it- paturc, he makes a premiss of tie
atatement t.at tie goul doen net asmit of death, ond so ascures what he
seels to :rowe, He senvs Lty renlige tuis vhen he goes to ask whether what

iz imort. 1 48 aleo imeorishable, and ticre is the sugesticn that further
argument may be needed to asow tiis (100e).

S0 the argument is inconc.uaive. There are, however, suggesticns
herw that :lato gecks to work cut, He speaks of Cod and the form of life

wiich are immortal and imperichadble if any thing iss This is suggostive of
the view statcd in the Timaeus of the voytov SQov

which serves as a
pattern according to which the ga“;\ooe){o's

greates the world. Iu the
Timasus the soul is created and this marks it eff from the intelligible
wotld.of forme which are uncreated. In adéition, the view (80b) that the
soul is aldn to the divine and the eterval leads om to Flato's view of

the scul as intcrmedinte between the indivieidle and the divisible, It is
thie view that gene to be most inm-ortand in the Fhaedo. This is that the
life of the soul is something distinot and esnnot be idantified with
bodily life. PFor the eoul has a life of such a kind that it is not
independent of the difference that there is between good and evil.

The achievemsnt of a good 1ife is vhat sects to be uwant by the eoul's
imoortality. But there is no ocertain proof that this forw of iife that
can belong to the ecul of the philescpher ia imporishable, At 107 A
jocrates says: ‘Tbe ecul then, Ceben, more than anything else is immortal
and imperishable’ and this certainly 45 the ccnclusion that Flato vants to
reach, The argusents are pot oonclusiwe, tut they elearly ehow that Flate
is attompting to bring forwerd arguments for the faith with vhich Soerates
faced dsath, There may also be & sug esticn in the Fhaedo that Flate
thought at this time that the immortal nature of the soul would be an
argument for the necessity of living a good 13 £2.(107C)s  Becaune the soul

is imortal there 1s & need to beooas ae good and wise as yomeibls in crder
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to cocaoe ovid in 8 future 1ife. Flato in this way sscks to develop amd
ast:olioh the vieus that ocraies meoc to lave held, and when he wrote
the  haedo the mitaral we of dodas Lids acvaed to hds to jrove that the
avd Lo iomertal. lut to srove this ic not what is moot imsortant in
Socrates's thought. 7or him 4% is neceda:ry Lo live & good life whether
e soul 3o joooetal oF not.  Showing thot the acul o irmortal and
otermal vill not show what kind of 1ifc noeeds to be lived. 1a the [haedo
bt these asrects, namely the ouestion of the poulla etermal nature snd
the need to 1ife a holy life ar present and the relation betueon thex is
not clear, In the Hepublie (&11:2) lato attempts to overcome the
difficalty by putting forvard the argament that the soul is not destroyed
by svils This seams that doth £ood and evil soule are immortal. It is
clear, bovevor, in the ‘heedo that Ly the imsoptality of the soul is also

woant that the soul scelka to live a2 pood a Jife an yoocibtle.

Flato seens
to ave realised thip difficuity,

The ¢ifficaity is to dstinguich

slaarly betwoen the soul's being eternal i{n nature and the kind of life
it lenda,

In subsenent dMalogues wien ke daceoses the mature of the soul
1t 1s the kind of 1ife that is roomible for the sonl that 4s ujiermost
in Mo oind, and be seens to take the etermal pmture of the eoul for
granted. @is viev of the sul now changes, and he B0 longer sesks to
eatablish it etermal malure by thin inr of 4t as similar tc an eternal
forn, tut he discusses the asture of She human acul in terws of

and he conneots L i3 with g GLfforent view of the aoul's ete mal moture.

The soul {8 etornel becouse it is selfemotione The soul is not thourht of

48 neccomerily socd, and fros this ;of-t of view if we take into accoount
the oonoeotion that there is in the ihaedo between the notiom of
imcortality and goodness of 14fe, hums {smortality is limited.

( %t Svapv ) Zmsortality becsmes identical with the goodneas of
the 11fo of the scud.  Before thls view beoomes clear, however, Plate
Foning 18 netessary to dieocuss the mat.re of the soul in comnection with
%3 sature as Ypws , and this led hiw tothink of humean 1ife from

& less individual poimt of vicw, For thut is what is stroaved i the
‘heedo vhan & ;woof Lo sougtt for the iumertality of individual soale.
Cace doubt 1s cast upon tids it Doocoms neceneccy to mmie i far more
detalled enquiry into the nature of the 1ifu of the ncul ftself,

Flato discussee the mature of love in the Lyate, the Syspoeius
and the ihasdrum. In thy Thacdrus we first find hio defimitiom of sou)
os salf-0otidl.  The view of Avapvmay  stated in the 'hasdo i
conretied with this, because this attributes to the scul am abiiity of
ite owm « @ kind of mpontanscus ability of the soul to recollset the
forme, Apart from the coumulocicul aspests of his viev of the acul as
aelfemotivl, whiich we shall desl vith Jater, the humn soul ales
poooessoy selfeactism «hich Mate thipks of se ’G'U-’s

und AN"F'{S .
2.1
It wvac the dva Pymeg

of the soul 4in itz recollect cn of the form
that was e bacieod in the haedo sherc the soul is eaid to be akin to

the fureo w ich it reccllest:, The wmiturs of the ol as I{Q“’S
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however, 45 more ¢losely connected for Plato with the life of the soul
as good and evil, and in his dlacussion of this it is the Socratic view
that all wen desire the good ithat he has in mind.

The discussion of this question brings about a different approach
to the question of the pature of the soul. The Sooratic view about the
care of the soul had suggested to Ilato that the scul is something that
exiats independently, and then the most important part of human life is
the care of this independently existing soul. Bui this independently
existing soul is hardly human at all. It can inhabit other forms of
bodies apart from human omes. Its lifc in a human body is accidental.

So Flato doesm mot find it difficult in the Fhaedo to acccpt the

possiviity of the transmigration of souls. If the soul is of this

nature then ite living in a huwman body 1is only a form of imprisonment

and it must secek an escape from this, Such a view of the soul will not
allow of a seriocus conadderation of human life itself as the 1ife of a
human scul in a husan body. The view of Qewg that Plato now states 1s
an attempt to discuss the nuture of the human asoul, and whereas in the
Poaodo his view of the soul which belongs to a philosopher is hardly

" distinguishable from that which belongs to & god, the view that he now
developes is one #hich makes a clear distinction between human and divike
life, On the view stated in the Fhaedo tuere would be little need for

any kind of religious devotion. Salvation depends only on the moral
struggle of the soul itself to free itself from body. That is the soul
saves itself. It is able to do thie because its life in a human body is am
imprisonment only, and its trus sature is of such a kind that, if it succeeds
in ite escape, then its immortality is assured. Socrates would have had
little eymputhy with this., His insistence on the care of the soul was for
the humen soul, and it was simply because he did not know the nature of this
that we find in the Apdiegy that he carnot state with certainty what his
fate after death will be. Plate in the Phaedo attempted to achieve just
this certainty, bud oply at the price of malking the mature cf the soul
somthing that could not be regarded as the humam scul. From this point

of viev the way in which Plato later seeks to understand the nature of the
humen scul is wore Sosratic.

In the Lyeia we find the beginning of the view that is atated
in more detall in the gymposium that the nature of {pws 1s neither good
nor evil in itself, and tiis lesds to the view that, if this ltews 18
part of the life of the human soul, then it ig neikher good nor evil in
itself.  This is quite different from the Fhaedo where the view stated
seomed to be that the soul is immortal in nature and aleo goodi its evil
i3 a result of its 1life in a buman body. It becomes clear in these three

dialogues that Plato's main interest is to ghow what human love for the

xood 18, and how it is poseible. There are tvo points made in the Lysis

vhich hedp to make clear the direction that Plato's thought will take,
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One is a statement about the nature of love, and the other is a

statoment of the nat.re of the goovds In the Fhaedo the de:ire of the

philosopher to achieve immortality was a desire to achieve that state of
soul which is his true stnteof soul. His devire for thris is a result of
his 1ife in the btody which is alien to him,

Ané that state of soul is good
in ituelf.

But now there is a sa cration of the desire from the good. The
1ife of the human soul in the human body is 2 natural state for it, and

the desire is not mow something which belongs to the scul because it lives

in & human body, but it is a natural part of the soul itself. This means

too that the human soul if it desires the good cannot be resarded as good
in itaelf, but only hindered from achieving this zoodness by its 1life im
the, body,. Because it desires the good and this ls part of its life,

the human soul is not perfectl; zood in itcelf.

The discussion of love in the Lysis shows that this is a subject
on which it is possible to hold confused notioms, and mo notion at all
of the fact that love defines the nature of the human soul, that is of

human life, The first question ist Who is the true lover - the person who

loves or the rerson loved? Asking this question, however presurposes

that one 'nowe what love is, and so the discussion leads into
difficulties, The first part leads to no conclusion because it reats

entirely on ambiguities of the word lovew amhiguitise which lead to
views of the following kindt It ia possible to love aud not be loved =
and so friendship is impossibley It is not the lover who is a friend,
but the one who is lovedq; It is the hated who is an enemy, and not the
one who hates; People must often be loved by their enemies and hated
by their friends and be friends to their enemies and emsmies to their
friends. There are other ambiguities toc. If, however, it is thought
that only perconc of like character can be friemds, this toc leads to
difficulties. TFor then a good rerson is supposed to be 2 friend of somecns
good but 4t is €laimed that a good person will be self-sufficient and will
need nothing and so will neither cherishmor love anything. This is the
argument shit is put forward again in the Symposium bo show that a god

does not love becauss he lacks nothing. If because of this it is thought
that” love is between opposite characters them this will lead to such

absurd results as the just loving the unjust,

These impoasible phaitions now lead to what is -ut forwvard as

a view that really meets the Jifficulty, that what is neither good nor

bad lctes ?he good a?d the bemut12w£ on nfcount of the presence of evil
( To F’\“‘ Vel KoV \.’,[Qo\ p\'t’ ct‘f:teov Y‘YVQT&L

Tod 3&\{0\90% ik wakol “lrag’ouo-{o(v. 217 B.

)

(The uee of the wors 3‘W»w\nrw«fwo,here 1o interesting. It 48 a word which
PFlato often uses when he states a view which he takes to be important and
fundamental, but which takes the form of a view to be argued for, and is
not just the result of an argument,
inaight,
0\1‘)0

It micht be oalled an intuition or
That Diotimm states the emme view in the Symposium bears this
What Plato is now tging to make clear is that if love is to de
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understood at all one must make a distinotion between love and its cbject.
And what is being a..umed here is that the proper object( o?K:.T oV 221E8)
of love can only he something that is sarverior to that love itself,

That is the insisht contained in saying that what is neither good nor bad
loves the :cod and beautiful on account of the rresence of evil. This

dlalogue is civen the title ru«tormo'_g s and much of what is msaid has that
character., There are only hints given as tc the position that is to be
adoptedy but although the dialozue ends on an inconclusive note because

it 8ceas to heve retrned to a view that has beon rejected that 'like loves
liké', the whole point of the use of the uord oiKslov herc seems to be
that love must be of its own proper object which is the good. It is
suggested that what is neither bad nor good loves the good because of the
preaen@e of evil, in order to avoid saying that what is evil loves the
goods This in any case would not be a correct statement of the case,

because human 14fe is not regavded as Loing evil of itselfs If it were then
it would not love the good.

The main exam;le is from medicine as s0
often,

A human body which is neither bad nor good needs medicine on
account of the presence of the evil of disease. (Compare the saying

of Jesust 'I am not come to call the rightescus, but sinpers to
repentances They that are wiiole have no nced of a physician, but they

toat are sicic' (Luke 5e32), Zvil can be precent i. two ways, however, and
it wakes a _reut deal of dificrence which way it is presents The soul's
nat. ce as neither good nor bad is changed if evil is coupletely presenS,
Then it loses its desire and love for the goode But if evil has not
completely tokem poscession of a soul then the desire for the good is
st1ll poscible, ( W\ To rn"-rg_ WL KOV 33«4 MT’ &Ya Bov tvioTe

Kooy me’é\n@; OhT Kakev IETIV, TeTL §' Ste ’V‘Sv\ To100 TOV
ygyova‘/, LY Y& - Obxkolv &wuv t‘"i““’ KUKV '13 m«coca ‘\ue_éqwg)
u(ﬁ'r'v\ ‘;»\s,v'f] naeooc'(a Z(Yoteo?: Do T(Mj,(\', ’sméur:.i?v.w‘gi Ka:\(év
Towdow worried wors THs TE ImOupiag Fpet W s il
Tou 2“1‘*9"%- 0d y&e’i’n 3eTv Shte weav olts &,‘eo'v ,*hdet wxwov (217E) o

This viow is cne in torna of which one can state the Soeratie
view ab.uut ignorance. Socrates's ignorance was that he knew that he did

not know, and so hia state is intermediate botween complete ignorance and

and knowled’es  ‘The ome is evil, the other good. The Socratic position

is intermediate betvecn the two, and 4t is on account of “is isnorance whieh
is evil, and because he knows that he is ignorant that he can love

knowled;e and wisdom, and be & philospher, But what is mseid about good

and evil heve does not solve the problom that Soerntes could not answer

about the nature of evil and goods That ¢t 4g aifficult to state the

nature of the soul a2s neither z0od wor evil is a result of not being able

to understand this. For the nuture of the moul as neither £ood nor evil

is defined in terme of good and evil. But although it does not give
8n  exrlsfation of this, its purpose is to say something about the nature
of the soul with regard to good and evil, and the fact that these are not

understood makes it difficult, That is why the soul is spoken of in
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terns of love. This question of jood and evil continues tobte discussed

by Mato, and iz the end of the tentl: book of the laws there is a

suggestic. that he can siv. no answer to the question vhen he says that

there migt be at least Lo hinds of sunl reeponsible for the natore of

things, onc gou. and one ovil. (Iaws 89GE)  But if the evil is thought
of as love, iren it is possible to thin: of thie humen coul not as either

004 or evil da it elf.

In the Lysis, the broack with the position adopted in the Vhaedo

does not seem to be as compiete as it secis to be in Symposium where there

is clemr cut distinction between the cGivine and the human. This
digtinction is not discussed in the Lysis. Dub there is an indlcation
2t the view of the scul as etevpal in mature which was put forwar in
the ihaedo still emgages Ilato's atientions The exmmules that are glven

to illugtrate the two different waye in which evil can be present in the

soul ere reminiscent of the view atatcd in the Phaedo of the rclation of

the forme to things. For it is sugiested that evil cen be present in

such a way that the presence of wood is impossible, and in the Fhaedo the
view was that life belonzec to the goul in such a way that death is
impossible for it,

Kow what is discussed irn the Lysis 1s uot the
question »f wvhether the life of the soul is eternal or mot. That
quection ic ohelved here to be raised agmin in the Phaedrue. The
guestion here is how one can speak of the life of the soul in relation
to good and evil irrespective of wnether it ie eternal or mot.  All
the emphacis ie on thias characteristic of _buman 1ife, At 221K Plato
says: To d'fviceg e thov Icelvou 05 v 3vdssg i Sowsl

poc- iv3se$ B yivsme o8 Av “*"“Q"\"“" a8ty 3 odwrlow

S‘Vp wg 201\(&,\1, g v fowg Kl 4 Cbtl\mt Wl v\ imeuru Tuw;ws\ obaa .
This geeis to refer to the view of the soul ia the Phaedo« For there
the esoul on account of itc life in the body bas had something taken awey
from &t « the possibility of its living that life which properly belongs
to 1ty  The true oBject of love for tue soul is something ©Oiwelov

Thie leads to the uw sumrestion of a1l (222D} that the good
is friend of the good alone. ( $ Z‘Y“9°S 'rw Qyu.eua kévw “MS e
The difference that is stated here betueen "d‘ 8[«6!0\/ and To o) siev
also s-ems o vefer back to the Phaedo, for there it was the relation
of what is like to like that was impartant in describing the life of
the soul.

The life of the soul is moat like ( ;‘-.ow!)‘t&.'( oV )

that which 12 eterna) and umchanging, but now the emphasic seems to be

on that good wh ch 48 ofwsiiov to the aoul itself, and its likeness to

something *tervzal is left out of acc unt. These secen. to be
contradictory sugceationas, but !y not seem to be so when vo realise
that the suggestion that the soul 'becomes deficient in that which 4t is

deprived of! (2213) also CORtraaicta the ms'atad nature of the soul as

neither good nor bad bul as loving the good. The contradiction that
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atoos heoo da that 42 tho posd 40 o T SV
oot Ang oikgiov y Shen Lido oaibe LU Lo e
wetueon the scul as love and the object as it LoAr e honor vtad il G
aiffiouity, and in the Symposius he comoldce - 4t nac.oo oy o enonle
fupt o into the nature of the lowe which the ooul LOOOOBDRE, Ond .yl
mztummummwmmnmm.(mmm) t love of
generation and concertio g in the Leautillde {266 7)) Thioc mkes 18
posciuie to dletinguish Letwern the matuve of the soul as love as being
memommzmummobwo:mw. It i chowm

that the lowe is difforent from its chject, This is not clear in the
Lysis.

Thin i aleo ccanested with sacther matter which bevomes
tncrcasingly impordent for Fiate. In 4is dlseuseion of what is goed

in the Lysis b yefers to that in which al) ethep goods turmimates
(irov 3% g vr wwduvsber sxsivo adh sivaL , sig 8 oo
aBwe «& Apdpavar diAle TeAcw RSV odrodv T® y& TR

v *-’('()tov ou &[)wv Tivdg gv@u Q;)wv %o"l’a»l; 220 3)

If the good &8 o'«siov thon the sood in uich all goods termimats
Wﬁ“mwm.mamwmutawagm@tmﬁmchm
not bo atrikingly differont from that in the Mweds. The aubjest of this
fimml good is not Aemumsed here as it 1s in the Republic for instances
There it 1s olsarly oomething different from the goodness which &
Sndlvidual sl aan achiewe, although St 1s that in relaticn to vhich
human 18fe can becows goof. This Teises a question thet is cemtral $o
Mato's viev of morality. In the good culy humn or doss one have to
sock ite origin clsevhera? The inconclusive mature of the Lysis reemlts
from the fact Wt 1% culy refers to humen 1ife, Howewsr what i» scdd
sdout the fine) guol does not shange in loter dialogues $u s0 fer as 8
eomrlete Alstinotion i wade betveen all relative ends and the fimal end

T dea dldhov KV Sxeivo, g 8 rehedtd Tavre T VRS

{toou irow b Lgupev Avan Ixsiva , 030 Todtag Toikey.  e2208)e
“w‘ithnur‘u.qmmmogmmmmemhhu
to unforstand its maturc aa loves Jt mict be made eleor that tiia love is
not for cowathing that the acul ia (oixitov ) tut for somsthing that e
soul ecar becomy, meumm«mmmu
m:n‘mmwmmwmmm-utumwmn.
Cro pav 3 floen ohuaiov dewyudov v Wiguvig, $iasly 324 ol tapJB6R).
It bocomes what it 1w, This is the wiew that {& statod in the “tmede oo,

and in She Symposius amd the Jheedrus Flate attemple to siow bow Wie de
poacible.

The 4ifficulties that are suised 4n the lysis are well
Lilustrated by the firut two speeches in the ihesdrus, thot is by the
spooch of Lyeias in praise of the nomslewer, sad the speech of Socvetes

on the same subjeste  Theme two gpoeches illustrate thoss aifficulties
beonuse they leave u8 in doubt as to Wat the mature of tyue lowe Bs.
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vhat Plato wishes to argus is that trus love can only be defined by its
object, bul what these tuo speeches do is to examine the non-lover and

the lover unlese ;roper attention be given to the objeet in each mme.

The kind of life that is promer and zood for the soul can be understood
only in sc far as true love is understocds VYhen Socrates criticises
Lysias's speech his eriticiam of it is that it lacks a definition of love,
»nd without tnis any discussion of love is imposcible. Socrates's first
speech is howeweranironi imitation of Lysiasts. Although he ostensibly
begins in the way in which he thinks Lysias ought to have, by giving a
definition of love this definitiom only serves the yuryose of his irony, and
in his withdrawal of his speech Soccrates claims that it cannot have been

a speech about love, because it describes love as evil, but 'if love ia

a god or something divine, he can be in no way evil'e Socrates's
defizition is not a defimition of what he considers love to be. 4 yde v
)\o"ou Ségq\s 'iu\t To ’oeé\oq ,°Q|W‘°°"‘\S K@T«'\ﬂwu %w\?ur.ﬁ ﬂ’e‘os Zﬁ?t:l:}v oy
AXOSIEA WAMoug, MaL Snb wd T Sy d'vy\(tv":;v “‘;9"!‘*‘“"‘: R t’: "
K‘;'M'°S 3&00“,{\“.;; éwre;‘:u wm{c-«a&ywy‘i: L¥ bty Tos EORYS thovop
AxBeson ¥ pus iwhn@y.(2380).

This diccussion of love in both cases does not deal with what
Plate thinks is escential before an account of love is poscible, and that
1c an account of the nature of the human soul. (245C) An examination of

Lyslae's speech, and the first speech of Socrates chows that what is being
described is the non~lover and the lover from what we might call a
'vheromenal? point of view. It is just a descdption of a certain kind

of love, or on ihc cilicr hand,absense of that love, which is made

entirely from the ncint of view of the lover and nonelover without

considering the objects of their love, Thare is no attempt to

explain the rossiblity of such kinds of love, and to understand whether
there is not some standard in accordance with which they ean both be
Judged.  What the two speeches zive are accuratc enough descriptions
of what:is poosible and what in fact does cceur, but these descrirtions

do bt allow for any judgments toberumde on the different kinds of
omotions they describes

The two speeches contai. two different ways of praising the
pon-lowr.Socrates's speech is ironic, because although it does praise
the non-lover, it is meant to suggest that such yraise is only posaible

if love is interpreted in the way in which he defines it.

But that
i not what lowve is,

Lysias's speech nroperly assumes this definition
of love, and that is why it"yreises the nomelover and not the lover.

If that is what love is, then it is difficult to praise it. Socrates's
speech, howaver, does dontain statements which are central to Flato's

view, as he states t?aa.t in the myth, when he gives a picture of the
nature of the human soul, and tries to aliow that love zan only be

understood in copnexion with that. The two ruling principles wiich

Socrates says belong to every man are later referred to in the nmyth as

the two horses of the scul. They mﬁ 's'p@uros o?mx ’mew’.\ w‘;So\GV

and“utm-ﬁrosﬁga i(mr{w‘ T"?‘ } the former leads to 'S ythe latter
elFTov
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o Cw QQN' \/N'\ J(2379) love ie defined as the former of
tiece, and the peint of Socrated's apeech is to chow that the speech
of Iysias underctunds love in the same way.

If love is the ont U odn b le uay then some ol things that
lLysias says ab.ut the nop=lev.r seci2 acceptadle onu.iiie The kindnesses
o the nop-lover arc not the result of jassion, and sc i Goes not
repent of vhe kindnecses he siows as the lover dces when his passion
ceaces, . uecauge his actions a.e not pasviunatc, there is no compulsion
in wiat he duos, He acto of iis own free will, and iz able to take his
own inte.csts into acccunt. A pausicnaie person, on the other hand,
that is the person whom Lysias describes as tae lover, wilil have many
regrets, He will . -pent of the injury dome to his own afizirs vecause
he tas followed his passione He will think of the trouble his love has
coused him and believe that ths nersons whom he loves are in hia debt.
Passion gives rise to jealousy, and to new objects of passions A
passionate person, if his passion becomes directed to amother person,
will hate the persen to whom his passien was formerly directed. If

love is pas-ion of tiis kind, then it lacks compitely the self-control
of the non-lover,

It is momentary and not lastingy depending on the
urge of the monenty

and unable on thig account to form any sure
cudgement atout human character. The non-lover, howev:r, bicause

"e practises self-conircl, and is not led astray by momentary passion,

is =ble to Judge character. He attompts to understand people, forgives
them their involuntary wrongs and tries to prevent their intentiomal

cnese The passionaie person is to be blamed for his evil wey of lifey
but luck of such passion is not to be blamed, It is not on this account
tiat s person coa be Llamed for mismanagement of his aifairs.

Some of the ideas hore strike one as Plato's own, though cast
in another mculde The ability to forgive involuntary wrongs and prevent
intentionsl cnes 1s something which interested Iate a great dealy and
the 1dsa no doudbt had its origin with Soorates. But Lysias bhas only
succeeded in prajsing certain moral traits at the sxpemse of love.

His speech suggests that 1f you want to practise self-control, then this
only possible in the aksence of love. But the love which is then absent,
is not trus love., It is not sufficient Flato thinks to kill pasaiomy
something rmuast take its place., Otheruise a man may find himself in the
conditicn that Jesus described when he talked of castinz out ome devil
only to let seven other devils toke its rlace. If there is a form

of passion which is evil, &t must be revlaced with another form that

13 good. Lysiam's speech shows uc what the nature of such evil pasaiom

is, and ite critisism of it appears just., But it is not sufficient Just

to drive out love of what 183 evily it must be replaced by love of what

is good. Lysias's non-lover has only apvarently got rid of that love

of evil, but what has taken its place is not love of the good. It seems
to be a condition of disinterestedness vhich is not capable of any love
at all, Socrates suggests that such a state is impomsible.
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>'E-ew § is an irevit-nls art of human life, and if <re form
of it is driven out,it aust take .:"otmr form. JQCI'CIteu sugsests this
at the very begs nnirg of his sneechz °|V & °"‘T“° “‘“SJ V‘“M_;Z)i"
\b‘b\e&\ﬂ\o‘noj, Pd}“‘ Ke&/\.og .‘-o\,“%s o-;,. t alﬁclb 1\o¢vu oL.

Ttov SV TNeTei kel
"‘S 82, 'ﬂs RUTOV NLFUMS 3‘\1 WOg oV Q¢

“’S OUK ‘Q“?f"\' {373} The disinterestednes. is only a covering of

roal intentions. The soul of such o noawlover sbill lives in a state of

self-icecepticn, He way lacxk tue ov.oowheluing cassion o the lover whom
Socrates desiiser in hig firct speechy iut he dosc wot osuess true love.
Ye las given over Ms life to a calculuting sensuality, und i doing so he
thinis he is still master of hiuseif. Such a st

stace is not that of true
Yove( 2)\&) E¢pos éews 243C), wut one of serv:.l.;t;y. although it

is kraiaed/by the xmlt:s.tuda as virtue { XveAgv ece-w 6o ‘tt,)w‘eous
ETowvou rﬁv«'lv to; ue_i:n]v 2508) o

lysias's praise of the non-lover does nct take into account
the conflict between good and evil that takes vlace in humen life, That

cunflict ariges, according to Plato, because a person loves voth what is

pood and what iz evil, Lysiae winte to drive the love ocuty for him it

is only something evile DPlato, however, recognisce that it is mot just
tiaty end he U ivs Luos it necds to be purifled, It reeds this, because
it was once parse  Dut L. or er to umdorst nd &is reed it is necessary
fivct of all to underston? the natire of the soul to understand thol what
i meeds 1s purificaiicn; it needu that because it has becowe impure.

the love which charactorises the life of the humun soul is not evil in

nature; it 18 onl, evid «s a vosult of its fall from itc original puritye.

It is imposcible,however, to understand the nature of this fall

unless ome tries to understand the nature cf th

o iife which belongs to the
Boul,.

The speech of Phaedrus does not mention the soul at all. It does
not attempt to understand how somecme canm be the kind of non-lover it
describes. It is just a descriptiom of that conditiom. It is enly
posedble to pruise the mon-lover in this way if ons assumes that love
is what Socrates defines it to be., Dut if love is not gust that, but

be understood im another way, then other argusents would have to be
rresented in nroise of the non~-lover, But even sc there would then be
enly different opinions as to the rature »f love and no means of declding
vhether one opinion is the correct ome or not. It is necessary to explain
how love is posaible at all., Plato realises the difficulty of attewpting
to do this. He says that ho can only state what the 1ile of the soul

isy and oo how loveris possible, in a myth,

Phumn knowledse is umable
to state ito na

turd} that would demand an sccount of a @lvine nature,(2h6A) .
But although he speaks of love only in a myth, the myth zains its serious
purpose from being a myth about the nature of the soul, and without some

understanding of thie, it is imposcible to have any understanding of
what love is.

In the Lysis we have a discussion of love which is independent
of any discussion of the rature of the soul. This is the r.asom why the
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QIOCWSBLON wmiclv Léwde Lo 20 dod.niie conclusion about the nature of love,
It raises certein probleams abous it only. dnd those proilems still remain
afler the spcech of Lysics wac the first specch of Jocrates in the
Phaedrus., The Lysis, os cource, does sujest that love is sometiung thab
is Ol K€V Lo tre 1ife of the soul, Jub 1Y does not show how
tnat is possible, Love is only discussed there as a wart of human life,
and its divine origin is not mentioned.

If we compore this with the speech of Apabthon in the Symposium,
then there is an imnediate contrast, Agathon's speech in praise of love
praises it as a god,

Then the difficulby is to see how it cen be part
of humen life,

Neither ihe speech of Lysias whici: considers love to
~e only human, nor the tpeech of Agethon which regards it as only a god,
can answer btie questiion as bo tie nature of human love, Flato wantsto
show that love 1s a form of Ymadness vhich comes fram God, and is
superlor to sanivy, which is of tumen origin' (Fhaedrus 244D) ‘It is a
wadness that is 7iven by the ;jods for cur zrestest happiness!, (245C).

If love is of this nuture, tuen it is understandable that
Flato speaks of it in a myti, Uubt an exaninatica of the myth shows that
it is not wrelated to hman life. He does try to show how the
ideas lc expresses in his myth are ralated to the different ways in
which men live, One might think that Flato's view about love and the
divine origin of the soul is just an illusion,  How wouldPlato answer
suchi a charge? His answer, I think, would be that a myth of
the divine orizin of the soul, and so the divine origin of lave enahles
ane to understand somsthing about the soul and love which could not
be wnderstood in any cuer way. n seeing how lato relates
the myth to rumen life, we see its purpose and value as a myth,
If it d4d not enable us to wnderstend anything ebout humen life, then it
would be Musary, But this does not mean thac the myth gives us some
understanding thet canhe stated apart from the myth, Rather the
understending is latent in the myth itself, But it gives wderstanding
in so far as it is pelated to human life, ’It, ia a picture of elements
in 'man life of which one camnot give an accurate accowmt, If we
think of the immumerable different kinds of things with which human love
in its different forms is comnected, then we realise that its nature
is a mystery to ua. How could one accurstely distingulsh between the

kind of love shown by the lover of Lisies's spcech, and the laver of

& Zeus=like nature in the myth? If cne seys that ane is attracted by

a certain kind of physical besuty (2328), while the other is moved by
beauty of soul (R52E) then making this distinction in no way explains
how love is pocsidle in each case. Ve canmot fimd out anything about
its nature apart iram the wey in which it reveals itself, but to
wderstand it even as il reveels 1tself Flato conciders to be full of
difficulty, The question of how one learns to recognise Love ig

very difficxﬂ.t%to answer.  Flato tiou ht that it camnot s onswered et

all wnless we think of its origin as divine and not human, And Flato
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thoezht tuo t at sueh an understanding of what love is enables one to

nde. - taxd certuin things al at it which eanzot be underctoed in any other
way s In fact he trninis tiet this ie the only way in w ich love can be
understood, Jut tils kind of indorstanding only ecomes when people live
a life in wi.ch their relaticnshiisc to cne ascther ure also relationships

with the gods.

If we exanmine the sneoch of Agatho: in the S;mposium, then we
see that what he says ab ut love, does act help us to undevstand what
haman love is. Altho gl in Agathon's cpeech tlerz are gtatcment: about
the nature of love with which we may feel Flato would not disagree, the

speech does not say anything abcout human love, and how that becomes
possible for human beings,

understand human love,

Flato wants to see how it is possible to

For there are idear in Agathon's speech which remind
one of vhat Ilato says in #e Timaeus about creatim But what he says in the
Timeeus about creation is concerned with divine activity in creating the
world, and not with buman life except in so far as it is part of that
creation. Agat on aske: 'who will deny that the creative rower of all life
15 the work of Love's wiadom, by which all living creatures come to be and
are borne?" (197A). Agathon o.poses the works of reason to those of
necessity, and creation is the victory that persuasion gains over force,
Love mist be distinguished from necessity. It is love that is G odog
("Eqw tog & o4'd  1570), It is vhat brings order where therc was
discrder before. It not only rules in the realm of maturel becoming, but
it is also the regulating principle of divine life, Before the birth of
love there were Tokdi ¥aL Sgivi anong the gode, due to the rule

of 3‘“’*1\01 '} but the birth of love brought vy’ &yaOa , both
to gocde and men through the nature of its love, a love of beautiful things.

*

Socrntes objects to Agathon's praise of love. He has said that
love 18 love of the beautiful (n‘) Eé‘w TV w)@wl), but Socratea oriticises
this statement. Love itself is not a longing for the beatiful as such,
lmtf it igs a longing and desire for conception and generation in the
beautiful (206E); 1t is not a lonzing and desire to love the beautiful
Or even to know that there are beautiful things, but the 28“‘ of
each livin: ereaturc is a desire te perpetuate its own existence im
accordance with the beautiful, i.e. to become beautiful oneself,

In the Symposium Flato is secking to show thut all becoming
strives to achieve a state of being which is always the same, a state
which he calls  ¥Davuc (a + He thinkr of tle ;rccess of becoming

as a continual transition from one statc to another, where notling

remains the same.  This is also the account in the rhaedo (74d). The

idea expressed there was that ome particular thing strives ( Qo(, St )
to become like eomething else which it is not, but falls short of this,

The question of generation and decay is discussed in the thaeds, in

relation to the <Yfw o Facl thing it is said, derives its being

from the presence of the form in it} nothing is beautithl apart from the

rresence of the form of beaty. According te¢ the view of the matter
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as ‘'t is yut forward in the Thaedo, it is for the best that becoming
cheuld be deternined by the forms (97¢Cwdgtov viOiva TaiTy duy "B‘“‘"‘“{Xﬂ)‘
That everythin: sho.ld be as it i, by the yrosence in 1t of its
aypropriate forr im for the best,. ‘ristorhanes, in his speech, regards
the fruition of love as ﬁ()_m'\'ov (193C). His view of love ig from
Socrates's ;oint of view, completely one-cided and it is eriticised
(205E), It had ouly to do with sexual love wiich found its comsummation
in the finding of one's other half, Socrates shows that love is not
cnly something wiiich has to do with love betuecn o man and a woman, but
alsc that it has a far wider meaning, He illustrates what he means by
explaining the use of the word 'n'oh\‘ '$ » This word (and its
cognate ‘“°!'*|T'\1/ ) is usually only used to refer to one class of
peorle, thosc who write poetry. But this is an unnecessary narrowing

down of the real weaning of the word, for all creative activity should
{ Yo ToL £ WO pw bVio¢ sig TO BV 1bvTL
be regarded as IW»]c.;.ﬁ\IdQT < M BARE IS o
St oby it Mdod 10T TMoinsig BaTe Ko uuogtaca5 I o
v > [ 4
‘!‘i)Qhus nie‘ao‘\’.u Wom"ai\g oL Kal 6L TovTwV "proveyer fes

TOI"“W.{ In the same way the eaning of the wordfews has been marrowed
downe  Just as all m(~‘s'g is a cause of bringing anything imto being,
o $puwg is in every case a love of that which is good, for there
carnot be any love unlesc it 1s a love of the good, and this love of the
good which men possess is not only a desire to posseas the good, but
to possess it for ever ( 8 Zi.e_w; Toy ‘r\o z:yde‘ov dSTQ i?vuu 38{. 3
Love then, just as creative activity (‘m{«‘mg )y is umiversal in its
scope and activity; and just as all '!024‘6\5 is determined by lowe
onlyy insofar as it isfyiwqeskbioToms iv 7 wadiy ¢ #0 all love itself is
only love when it is love of the good, and the good im the same as the
beautiful, Thic means that gemeration and congeption being the object
of love is good, for every objest of love is good, and im this way the
account glven in the Sywposium agrees with that given in the ¥haedo,
that everything that is, is for the best.

What is emphasised in the Symposium is that this love of
generation and conception is 3v Tc?_) b«k% « Here we see in Flato's
-account the way in which he is seeking to answer the questiom of the
relation between the temporel and edsrnal  which is so fundamental
to any view of immortality. The reason why Socrates says that love
ic not the love of the beautiful itself is because the beautiful itsads
( ¥ KaAdy s the form that s ) 1is unchanging and etermal.
Sc amy love of the beautiful itself would, in a sensa, itoelf be
unchanging. The four previcus spesker:s had all agreed in their
eulogy of love in praising love as & 30ds Now Socrates dendes the
divinity of love, for the mature of love is that it desives that which
it lacks, but no god can in any way be said to lack anything., ‘The
beautiful itcelf is unchanging, it is that which is the end and asm of

\ )
all training én A a(‘w'ru(a, » which is achieved when a mmn locks
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LUTO YO KOV Sj)m(ewes ““9“‘(’?" ) TpreIOY e o %uto

‘ro Odiov KetAov MV”—'Q‘;& {211E). As such beauty is oK UTo me‘uufo
“'26 oS To U '-wvoi!%zg 2. ¥y » and every other beautiful thing
portal-es of its nitire in such a way that however mich rarticular
beautiful things may come to be and yperish, beauty itself remmins for
ever the same. 1t is clear that in the Symposium the emphasis is
placed on the unchamging nature of the form, the form of beauty as it

is hLere. As for things that become, they are for ever changing.

(207D.E.) Human life is never tho sare; uand this change applies both

to man's body and to his sul, ank it is only because the soul possesees
tiis love for generation ( %V TO?_) V‘O‘A:\"
Laiortality in any way whatsoever.

)} that it can achieve
For love is described as a great
daemon; a mediator between wiat is divine and humanj betwecn the

im ortal and mortalj betw:on the unchanging and eternal, and the changing
and temporal. The myth ahout the birth of love throws light on this.
For love itself is borne of sarth and of heaveni he is the offspring

of Resoursce and Poverty. ('°/€°S u‘c.uﬁ,vf,\) As such love is that which is
always changing itself. "In the space i a day he willbenoy, :ien all
goes well with him, alive and blooming, and now dying, to be borm again
by virtue of his father's nature, while what he gains will always ebb
away as fast' (203E). A1l generation is a manifestation of love, which
is forever seeking to gain immortality for itself. “The whols creatiom
is inspired by this love, this passion for immertality". (208B) This
desire for immortality is & desire to be always the same and unchanging,

a state which is achieved for humen life insofar as it can be achlieved
in a kind of ‘“beatilic vision".

Diotima cutlines the successive steps which must be takem in
order to achieve this end,(211C) It !s a gradual process; it is that
wiich in the Fhaedrus (2390) is called. "\ 921.1 QIXOG'DQ‘QL
This education of the soul ( waiBsfa  ).1s the main cbject of
discussion in the Rapuﬁlic. and, for that matter, in the Fhaedrua,
which is closely connccted with the discuesion in the Symposium, BRere
we may note #hat geems to be the general drift of Flato's discussion,
His mein interest in the diamlogues, up to and including the Republic,
is in virtue ( }ej,fwi ), that is human virtue. He is concerned
to eee how a man can possess such a knowledpe of what is good, just
and beautiful, that he may become such himself, This whole disocusaion
is one vhich is ocarried on in relation to the doctrine of the forms
which are the trus objests of knowledge. Ve aee, however, that Flato's
interest in vhat we may call personsl 1ife, that is, inehics, led him
into difficulties when he attempted toexplain how human goodness derends
on divine goodness (the form), The form was a principle of explanationy
evorything that is derives its being from participating in s form. This
viev of things meant that to explain anything was to explain it by its
form, and in regard to virtue, it led to the view that virtue in itself
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is one things Men, when t:ey are good, are not good in different ways

or thro gh dif erent causes, but they are good in the same wayj for not

- \ \
only is it the case that Avte 1O queo« (the form) is alvays one

and the same, but alsc any one men who 1s good can only be jood because
he shares in the rocdness of the form itzelf. (c.f. Meno 73 C. All
persons thercfore who are pood a ¢ good in the same wayy for they are
good by being possesced of the same qualities.) This principle of
explanation as a-plied to human 1ife presents difficultiest the
difficulty, for instance, of how anything can be good=in-itself, which
Aristotle raised, DBut the view raises far more serious difiicultles
vhen, from being a way of accounting for the nature of human }Jife and
condust, it is elevated into a yrinciple to ex;lain all things, or
everything that is. For this is the view put forward in its moat
elaborate form in the Republic, where we find that the form of the Good
is regarded as the tA{\‘ \0tov ‘A&G'v“w( « tiie most important
thing to be learned, As such it is that which gives being to everything
that is (the ideas themselves) and also it forms the pimnacle of the
hierarchical system of knowledge s it is deucribed in the Republiej no
object of knowled;e can be properly known for what it is, unless cne

has knowledse of the form of the Goods It is that which gives the
intelligible world of the forms its order and being and ie also the
principle in accordance with which all things in the world of becoming,
become as they do. It wam because Plato chose to make the form, which
was first of all only used in consideratioms about virtues, into a
principle of teleology that his most serious difficulties arocse. For
now there were not only ethioal idesls - justice, beauty, goodnesay

but also there is the question as to vhether there are rhysical ideals -
a form of fire or a form of dirt (Parmenides 133). DBut hot only thaty
there is also the question of how such forme (of physical objects) need
to depend for their being and nature on the form of the Good.

Ve mention this later development of Flate in bwrief in arder
to point ocut that the kind of dimoussicn of immertality and the whole
question of the purpose of husan 1ife wh'oh we find in the Symposinm is
one vhich it 1g a4ffoult to ccanest with his later discussion of the
matter. For here the most luportant rele in this achievenent of
imnortality is played by Z.Qws « love is the deterwining facter
in the desire for immortality; without love it would be A fficult to
see, on the view put forward in the Symposium, how immortality, and
vhat goes vwith 4%, were possidle. For love is that ceaseless striv ing
in 2l) that is, to become like the divime, It is not divime 4n mature
itself; but without its operation there can be no relationshiy with
what is divine and eternal. It is desoribed as & %ilpwy pdydg and as
such it makes intercourse between what is divine asd human possible.
This role of a mediator between what is humen and ddvine ia a neceseary
one, for eﬁ‘g %\‘u &Jeeu(ﬂ\\g od l‘(‘lVVT‘“’ (2030), The divime is
entirely different from the human, being changeless and steormal,

vherens human life is always changing., In both the Symposiun and the
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thaedrus this pewer of love is directly connectod with the arts of

divination ané pro_ hecy which deyend on an inspired madness (as it is
out in the ihaedrus) for their working. In the Fhaedrus, when Socrates
wishes to enquire intc tiis great power of love and the divine madness

widch it inspires in human life, he fir.t of all ~ives an account of the

U
immortality and rature ( 1%sa ) of the souls This shows us
auite clearly that 2@«)5 is a ‘ocscseion of the soul, both humn
and divine.

In the myth of the Phaedrus, the fioure which is used to
depict love is that of wingsy it is the wings of tlie soul which enable
the soul to wing its f£light to that oZIeo‘wlos 16W0S  where it may feast
upon and contemplate the world of the eternal and unchanging ideas.

Love enables the lover to bocome one with: the beloveds Through love

the soul becomes €apable of what Flato, in the Phaedo, had described as
the kinship of the soul with the forms.

The main &ifficulty which he had faced in the Fhaedo, and f£ailed
to solve, was how the soul can be regarded as igwortal unless it is
unchanglng in character, since the immortal and divine are unchanging.

At least the forms are unchanging and eternal, and always the same,

but buman life and the 1ife of the human soul camnnot be regarded 8o. The
soul can change, and the nature of its life can change, and this fact is
brought cut, in part at least, in Plato's account of metempaychosis which
appears in other accounts of the life which the humn soul lives (in the
myths of the Gorglas, Republic, Fhasdrus, and in the account of the
creation of the humsn soul in the Timseus.) The doctrine of
metempsychosis however, is & part of Flato's attempt to see the life of
the human soul us something which meete judgment .OF its life in the
body, and the kind of life which & hussn soul will live in amother
incarnation is determined by the kind of meral striving it is able to
attain in any human 1ife it might 1dve. One of the important poluta,
stressed in the Phasde, is that the life of the true philosopher is one
vhich emables him s0 to take care of his soul, shat he muy bave a sure
hope that after death he may go to live with the gods and escape from
the "wheel of rebirth." It is the philosopher who is regarded as able,
if anyone is, to live the kind of life vhich makes this escape pumsible,
for his life is characterised by a wordl strivipg which will enable him
to. avoid the judgment that naturally comes the way of the human soul.
However it is clear that the himan soul does strivej its achiewment

of immortality depends upcn this, and this, in its turn, means that the
life of the human soul must change.

With regard to this, the doctrine of &"""(“‘“\“S is iamportant.
For the soul does not remember what it hac learnt in a previous life
ab ut the forms as a matier of coursey it can either recollect more
clearly or more dimly, and whether ite remembrance is clear and pure
depends on the purity of the life which it has itself achieved. Flato's
argusent about the kinship of the soul with the divine and eternal must
be conneqted with his whole view of v« RALLH

; + It is not merely
that d“:‘r"“'\”‘ﬁ

is meant to prove the pre-existence of the human soul
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before birthg it also, in a way, shows that the soul is of such a

nature that it can recollect what it once knew, Thies means not

only that the activity of the soal in remembering is characterised by
Xo\,urr.otg sy Lit also that this Ap\‘m‘po/_g is dependent on the

soul's being akin to the divine and the immortal. Ve might say - the

soul is not immortal because it thinks and reacons, but rather that this

activity itself, which is rogarded as that which makes avd PSS possible,y

is only conceivable bocause the soul itself is immortul in nature, or,

as the matter 18 put in the Phaedo, akin to the divine and the unchanging,

So' the soul conceived as pre-existing before itc iife in the body mst

have had a life of a specific maturey if it did not have this kind of

life it could not have known the forms. The argument which is connected

with this atat-ment about the soul being akin to the divine is that of

the soul being uncompounded and simple. That which does not change

(the divine and immortalt the form) is uncompounded and indiseoluble,

&nd the soul is akin to thias, and so it is argued that it is "altogether

indlssoluble or nearly so", The view is that the soul is of thi: mature,

because in human 1ife itself, the soul, as long as it continues constantly

the same and unchanging (adt) ¥’ «Stvv ) is able to comtemplate and

lmow the forms,  This condition of the soul (1495‘” ™ Puifis ) is

wisdom ( ‘{’e‘;V‘\G‘ 1S ). What the soul must achieve is "reduplication®

Cdva pImoig ) of its condition when, before its life in the body,

it knew the forms ac= they are in themselves. It is the soul in this

condition that can be thought of as uncompounded and simple, and the

life of the philosorher is the striving to achieve this kind of

condition for his soul. It iz strivimg after wisdom. But this can

only be achieved by the soul o{?n:] w0’/ ag‘rw/\v « This is the min

point of the &Va{r.v‘y‘oﬂs dootrine. The life of the soul in

the body, however, that is human 1ife, must e an attempt more and move

to achieve t' ig state; that is, a state unchanged and simple, and as

like the &ivine ss 4s possible, for in such a state, and only in much

& state, the moul will be able to comtemplate that which 4s eterral and
always the same,

From this it beoomes clear that the fundamental difficulty is
how the socul of the philosopher can be immortal at all, for this can only
be the case 12 1t isavth kad’<otmvs but it is equally evident that it ia
never this but also changing. It is this difficulty that the doctrine
of chs is meant to meet. It is interestipy to note that in the
Fhaedrus Flato divides his accommt of the soul into two parts,. There is
first of all a generel kind of proof for the immortality of the seul

(245C = 246A), or rather for the soul qua soul, that is for the state

of the soul described in the Fhaedo as wlr!) wxd 'aGTvy e The soul as
such, it is argued, is immortal becsuse it moves itsel? and its self -

motion is ungenerated, TFor Plato the prescnce of soul always implies
the existence of a living being( S“E’“’

)} and his pomition in this
respect is important.
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It might be argued that 4t is not at all clear whether in fact
this is the case, for in the Phaedo, his deseription of the soul had come
very near to saying that it is a form, and it would be very difficult to
wnderstand how a form (according to the Phaedo view) as wmchanging end

@it wd'adrY  could in eny sense be sald to be alive ( S@ov )
and Flato novhere says there that the 83\803 is e SQ ov » bub
his difficulty is seen in the fact that he speaks of the fom of life
(b o e s 61805 ) and for our purpose, it is importent to note
that that form is there coupled with the words Ségé 3 end it is sald
that if anything is immortal and indestructible, it is these two,

But neither of these is the soul. When we come to the Phﬁ.\edm,
we have the statement (difficult enough to interpret in detail) Wader

\PUX«'\’ Z‘BO{V&TU } not only is the soul lmmortal, it is indestructible
and ungensreted - this is vhat its imuortality imilles, Presumsbly,
however, this indestructibility and immortelity of the soul is different
fron that whlch is attribubed to x3th 1 Ths S Zi5o and 8 Bec
for a fom, at least is unchanging, and it is difficult to see how
Plato ever thought of it as ctherwise. So it does not partake of
motiony 1t does not move as a form, This mention of & fam of 1ife
is perplexing, for how can it be a form of 1ife wnless it is living
itself, If that is the case it must in same wey be regarded as its
own form, if we are to evade the difficulties of the third man srgument,
Tris brings wp the whale protlem of the relstion between the changing and
wnohanging, which is the fundamentsl problem of Flato's philosophy,.

As for the agcamt given of the soul in the Phaedrus, 4t is clear that it
forms part of Plato's later attempt to mswer this problem, For his
ansver begins with the sdmission (in the Sophist for instance) that

Te MRV TEA g % v iteelf contains motiom, life, soul and
intelligent activity, snd here we find that ’()ox'vi is made the meens
of distinguishing between what is mortal snd what is immortal, between
what 18 temporsl and what is etemsl. Soul in its perfect condlition
and fully winged cares for everything which is without soul, and govems
the vhole cosmos, The soul of a humen being is different from this
because it has lost ite wings snd so its perfection and goodness, It has,
by this loss of its wings, suffered a kind of fsll which is apparent in
the fact that it inhabite an earthly body. The mortal is dlstingulshed
from the tmortel in this wey. A living eresture ((dov ) which is
mortel is cne which is compounded of soul and body; its mortality
consists in its having lost ite wings end inhebiting & body, In this

state it has lest the powsr to maintain its proper relationshdp with what
is immortal and divine,

In the Phaedrus, the nature of the human soul is discussed from
two points of view, both of which attempt to show in what way the soul

can be regarded as having any relstionship with the divine, First of all

there is the discussion of ’igwg in the myth as the power vhereby the
soul gains asccess Yo the divine and secandly there is the discussion of

rhetoric in which Plato attempts to show how the life of a soul is its Aé\los

(discourse) end how souls of different kinds are deteruined in their
- Bl -
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differences by different )\5\10& which make up their life, and how
the best kind of soul has a Ao yes

and etermal.

about things that are divine

Plato's whole philoscrhy w; to the Republic is orientated towards

/

the For. of the Good wh ch he rocurded as the O}“?./.”’\
. ‘

of all knowled e.
The dialectician is denccribed as TuVoTTIVOS

~ he who is able to see
all things in their proper relation to everything else, and is thus able

to give an account which is true ond correct. There is, houever, in the

f
Republic, a strict cleavage between the realms of opinion ( 8°§°‘ )
ond kmowledge ( Tt wv ). The description of the dlalectician

a8 GUVLTMTING; s eimilar to his account of the flight of the

soul to the obvios Tigo, in the Phaedrus, and alsa the description of the
Yorm of Beauty in the Symposium. Although in the Symposium it is the
Form of Beauty that is the main object of discussion, (c.f. Phasdrus 250D).
and the other forms are not so much as mentioned, we find that in the
Phaedrus the same mtatus is given to the other forms (247D) justice,
temperance and knowledge. It ie important that the form of knowledge
itsel? is mentiomed here, for it shows what Plato's thought in this
respect was. In this part of the myth he is describing the matuwre of
B0 Sia{vo ik« It is nourighed Vag Tr vl %“ﬂ‘:ﬂ”\ 2'«"@,(“8
which has no relation to gemeration and change ( Y‘V""S )y but is
™y 3V 1 8 Yenv By Byreg 3‘““"’11?“\‘/ p3omv . This 4s the nature
of divine 1ife which is unchanging and eternal, There is only this one
kind of divine 1ife, which ie¢ unchangingj tut human life takes differemt
forms and the clarity of this is made to dpend on the clarity of vision
of the etermal world which the scul possessed prior to its fall. uwhat
is impertant is the description of that kind of human life which the
philosopher 1ives. The fall of the soul from this olgivieg Tovos 4g
described am & loss of its wings vhich aymbolime the power of love which
exables 1t to follow the procession of the (ds to the heavenly plaiu,
and feast upon the forme. Now of all the huwan forms of life, only one
does not sesm to be regarded as a complete f‘uﬁﬂﬁl?ﬂﬂplﬂe loss of
wings.  This 1is the 1ife of the philosopher (249 cBie '3'\ 3mdwg tu'wy\
'uteeo?;u& 4‘ Tou &.Lm—{,*w Swnod) Yor the philosopher seeks to
remember those stermal forms the contemplation of which make divine 1ife
what it is,  This is dome in & particulsr vay by thinking ( keywpds )
by seeing the unity of the form in many rarticulars, that unity of the

form which the philosopher saw vhen he travelled in the proceasion of the
Gods.

What kind of account can Flato give of the soul then? Re thinks
that the immortality of the soul follows from its being self-motiony

but as for the nature of the soul as it really is, this could only be
known by a long and superhuman account., From a human point of view it

is only possible to give something resembling ap acocount of its real
nature. This is attemrted In the myth. Here we meet one of the most
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daaracterigtic features of Mato's ~hilomarhy with rogard to the
Astinetion b tueon Wkt in heen ond divipe., It not only appears

hors in tho Jhaedruse In the Reyunlde, for fngtancn, tha forn of

the rood can on'y be & ariboed by means of n eisdle, and likevise in

the ™dmrous, tho account which is 7Aver of ercatisn canrot be regurded
a8 beae’ uran weason and knowled we For the ace-nmt of the crested world
shares in the mature of that worid iteelf. The raturs of the acobuat
that can be v » of anythin: is deterrined by the mature of that thing
1tned el The er-ated world, comare! with the world whieh ia otornal,
10 an 4mmc of that otermal worlds so the account whioh can be given

of 1% 48 only an Smage comyara’ with an arcount of that wnich is etermml
“nd unehansings

There are sugrections 1z the Phaedrua myth of this disbinction
betuecn what is humem and what is diviee. In the terms of his mwth,
Flato dlatinguichies betw e & mortal apd imoorta’ living creature,
botusen a bumen bein: «nd a ode  The provicus argument Se¢ the
imacprtality of the soul hed beon concernsd with moul apart from sRy 2 4
its particular maxdfestatioms in the world of beowdnge It bad been '
concerned to show mtmuwwmémmwozmmﬁm
Now in the mpth Viato pueis to talk about the ditferent ways in uhish
the soul which i ungeoerated participstes in the 1ife of the
as & whols. oud AAhet tv Wae g(Tsst Y“l“r{"‘\ s and the twe forme
wth M&MMWMMNMW&M‘MWMMM.
Goul conmide.od gensrully apars fron ite veslous moxd festations ‘hac the
oure efmwzmmummmwmmmn
but in doing this 4t appearv in diff-rent forme of living creaturs,
of widgh the:e are two kinds which be meptiops hers = the nortal and
the trmertsl,  The distinction which is drsws boiveen the hums or
nortal and the amummummmumm
Sopents on whether ooil is perfect o nots( TeAd ) The alstinction is
ROt aBe which iy beped upcs & M fference batweon a crcated and an
uncreated Mving creature, Wt upom & Alffer-nse in the idnd of life
that soul lives in esch emee, For soul timt is perfeet goverss the whole
world, and this pecfest state of soul is deccribed here as a Wl
posaesoion of wings, which epables 1% Bo apyroach the world of etermel
forms and find ite mourisheest therce The mortal) living aremture's
i1ife is such as it i because its eoul has lost ite wings, and hae becoms
Joined to & body. As for the immertal living ereatupe, nd roasonsd
acceunt cem be gives of its nature, but ik is drmcined as "an imsoxtal
being which has & soul and & body vhich a:e united for all time", The
dAvine seul is perfsctly good, vhercas the humer soul is partly evil.

The life of the gods is one which is perfest and umalterable,
There is no ¢ifficulty for them to ascond to the olgavie TSUo; and

contem;late the etormel forms, The losc of wings comse shout when thowe
souls sho are divipe, tut follow in the procession of the gods, are umable
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to follow an account of the recalcitrance of the horse swhich represents
evil in die soul. Such a soul "loses its wings and falls to the earth".
In the myth the kind of life lived by a humn being on earth corresponds
to what he saw when he followed in the dlvine procession. There is &
gradation of dfferent kinds of lives beginning with that of the
philosopher and ending with that of the tyrant. The philosopher gained
the clearest vision of the eternal worldy the tyrant saw the least of
all, Of all these it is only the philosopher who in any way still
possesces wings, and this because he is able, by the exercise of

Aoy pés to recollect wiat onehe beheld. Such a man
does not concern himself with human imterests, but turns his att-ntion
to what is divine. In doing this he is misunderstood by the majority
who consider him to be mad, whereas he is really inspired,

There is one recollection in humen )ife which above all else
enables a man to regain the use of his wings and so live the life of
s philosopher. This is the recollection of beauty, snd it is by the
love of beauty as geen in human life that a man is able not only to
regainlis ovn wings but also to be the means of bringing the persca who
is the ebject of his love to regain his,  This regrowth only happens,
however, insofar as that unruly harse of the soul is tamed and drought
under contrely at least as far as he is concerned with achieving the
visdom of the philosopher. For the souls of men seek for their loved
one, who is of like mature to their own, and who resesbles the ged vhom
they follow.  This relationship becomes the bmels of education; for
am the lover recollects, by means of his beloved, the mature of hig
80d, and seeks to imitate the 1ife of his god 20 also he leads the
beloved to live a life im accordance with the life of the god.
This kind of 1ife is only possidle insofar as the love eschews evil,
This 1s especially the case with the followers of Zeus, who sesk out
one of & philosophis nature for their beloved, Their action towards
their beloved 38 free from envy and slavieh {1lwill, Leve (4pwg )
is that pwoer in the 1ife of the soul which brings a mn to his
destined statey 4t means a recovery of hie pristime mature amd 1ife
before he lost hig win's. Here, as in the Symposium, the achievement
of this is not an individual effort, as it is in the Thaedo , om
the yart of a man by himeelf, but it is made to depend on a
rela‘ionship of love with one who is like minded with oneself; and thig
love can anly be good, for evil cennot be the friend of evil. Only
the good can be the friend of the good,

The second part of the Phaedrus throws some 1ight on the
myth itself. The myth describes different kinmls of souls, and had
depioted the different kinds of life as to gome extent deterninad by
the following of different gods. The followers of Ares, when they are
~Geised by love and conslder themselves to be wronged in any way, beooms

mrderous in intent and wish to sacrifice both themselves and their
loved ones. The myth also accounts for the different kinds of lives
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lived by different people (i.e., the philosorher, the rhysician, the
sophist and the demagogue ete.) by relating them to the clarity of the
vieion of the eternal world which the soul gained before its life on
earth, The differences that exist in humem sculs is Plato's way of
referring to differemt kinds of 1life that »eople live. Plato was
undoubtedly very inferested in distinguishing between these different
kinds of lives and in secking to show that it was the life of the
philosopher, ruled by the cultivation of Wolg , that was the best.
It is ne accident that two cf his most important later diamlogues are
called "The Sophist" and "The Statesman™, A great deal of what Plate
wrote m concerned in showing the importance of being able to

distinguish between different kinds of life and which life was good and
vhich was evil,

The importance to be attached to the art of persuasion or
rhetoric in this comnection ia peramount. Plato had isherited from
Socrates the ides that philoaopby was concerned with discussion and with
persuasion by means of discussion. FRhetoric, as practised by the
Sophist, is described by Plato as T{XM\ \{uaquwy\’a ng X /\{syu\/ (2614),
and Plato himgelf was concerned to show what he considered the true
Bature of this art of persuasion to be.  He thought that everything
worthwhile in the end depended upon the right kind of persussion, amd
to bring this about he considered to be the true end of edusation, The
influence that this idea had with him is seen wvhen we remesber that his
vhole view of greation im the Timaeus is considered as a victary of
Persuasion over fores. But the persuazive art must use truth as its
guide, and not be led astray by deception, it must be a persuasion of
the good over the evil and not vice versa. There was, howbver, so
far as rhetoric itself was consernsd, a spurious kind of art vhich was
the art of the Sophist, It was merely concerned with vords and mot
With truth « it was &  ASyog ,\éywv and not & Xo/yog Irwy
Flate mentions here his theory of dialestie, vhich is more fully treated
in the Sophist and Miticus. The rhetorician, at least, must, if
hahtobomceustulpwthoumoefﬂumlwhablou
dstinguish between the different kinds of soul, beoause there are just
&8 mny different kinds of men to bde parsuaded as there are differeat
kinds of soul. The first necessity in a speaker is that he should kmoy
the truth about these thimge with which his speech is concerned. He
must be able to give a clear definition of all the particular things
vith whioh he deals and he must be able te divide them into their
appropriate elasses until further division is impossible. If he is not
ahle to&thil.hh&aﬁmtﬂﬂllrestuponmonm.mmmt
on knowledge and truth, mttmmmumuuumormmam
mist be a persuasion of souls w ich will lead them o know the truth,
Such discourse will only be possibdle if one uses dialectie, the art
which shows one the true nature of any partioular thing,
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Plato wishes to emphssize that the persem who uses the true
art of persussion seeks to create souls like minded to himself., Bvery
discourse itself must be construoted like a living ereaturs, and as suoh
1% oreates its own likemess in the soul of the one who hears; and this
process can be continued from one person to another for ever, and the
possession of this discourse is the highest form of humen happiness.

I ia not the written word, nor the word spoken as a means to some end,
such as deception or personal gain, as is the case with so much of
rhetorio, that are trus  AoyoL capable of persusding the
soul to goodness and justice (2774, 2784)5 dtut rather "thoss words
abous justice snd goodness spoken Ly teachers for the sske of
instrustion and reslly written in the soul, which alons possass
clarity, perfestion snd trus value. For thess are 10 be considered
the speaker's own legitimate offapring. First the werd withia himaelf,
Af 14 be found there, and necondly its descendsats or brothars, whish
may have aprumg up im s werthy mamner in the muls of ethers,”

The man who purwiss vhe task of oreating )“,’Y"" of this

kind is the phthubh.r, the lover of wisdomy bhe is not wise, fer
wisdem Delengs 4o God slones Yut his love of wisdom is no dewdt fer
Plato & kind of leve of God and the divine. Sooretes's prayer st

the end of the dlalogue is one which shows Flato's intention. Fer
what Searates prays for is what Plato has besn suggesting is the aim of
the philosopher. He prays o Pen and ke geds of the place Solyte pot %A
Ylﬂﬂ&x Tiv3oOev and his prayer echees what 1o said of love in e
Sympesium, that love is mot & lenging for the beautiful, tud & longing
for generation and comesption in the besutiful.

T™his scoount of what Plate says in the Lysis, $he dympesiwm,
snd the Phaedrus, brings te light certein matters that are central %o
his discussion, and which, as we have suggested, shew & change in view
from what we find in the Phaede. There the different virtues arve
Spoken of as femma, which axe sterml exisienses, whese reality is
assured emough, tut whick seem %0 be faz removed from the werld of
sense. If in the Phaeds & life of geodness fer human beings dees
depend on kuowledge of the ferms, then it seems %o depend on smething
oompletely remote frem the world im whick $his goodness is 4o mnifest
148e1f. 30 the prodlem besomas thiss hew 18 1% possidle te think of
hunan 1ife 1%self as ens in which unchanging standards of geodness ean
apply? That s, how csn the ferm of justice appesr v g ne_aigw.v ?
And that 1s the question abmt the possibility of the attaimment of
virtws in human 1ife itself. Jor in the first part of the Phasde %he
noral ferms wre grasped by regarding them as objests of knowledge.

/
They are known by )voy\d‘ o8 « But 4hat kind of knowledge of

then dees not ahow how they ocan be relsted to the prastical dlfficulsiss
of human 1ife itselfs FPlato sesms %0 be giving an enay answar te the

questien which had sonoerned 3sorates about how 1% is possidle to know

what virtue is and what this knowledge is. What the identification of

virtue aud knowledge was for Socrates we have triedl to explainm



Flato in his first attempt to answer this question secms to be

separating the two. The form of justice becomes an gbjeet of knowledge, but
in becoming just that, it seems to lowe its character as justice. All

the emphasis secms to be placed on the kind of objeet of knowledge it is,
and its specific character as justice seems to be lost. It is difficult

to ses for instance, how justice gs a form differs from equality ag &

fomm. For what it is that makes both of them forms is something that

they each possess, the character of being an unchanging cobject of
knoul.dge.

Perhaps it im possible to sugpest how this happened. Soerates's
interest was certainly in knowing what virtus is, but he did not think
it possible to gain a oomplete understanding of what he called the unity
of virtus., He insmisted, however, on its unchanging nature, What
happened, it seems, in Plato's first attempt to deal with the question
is that he denied the unity of virtus by make a virtue like Justiee a
unity as a form in itself ( A0To W6 ’«STe ) and by claimimg fer
each of these forms that they are unchanging. But then each of them
Seems to become a sepsrate objest of knowledge, and a gquastion that ias
Wost important for their understanding is left out of account, \hat is
it that they have in commom? Dut it is not only the status of these forms
as objeots of knowledge that is in question. By miing them forns of
this kind 4t is aleo cladmed that they are known in & certain way. Thelr
nature as forms determines the way in which they are known, and then there

arises the question as to whether this is the kind of knowledge that is
possible where virtup is consernede

In fact this view of knowledge with regard to the forms led in
the Sorhist to a complete revision of Plato's view about knowledge. In
the Phasde the life of the senses, that is the life of the bedy is a
source largely of error. This viev of imowledge is thexe closely
Sornected with hie idea that virtue is attaimable for the soul only ia
8 far as 1t 1 able to epespe from the bedy and crder its life acoording

to the forms whioh are the only true objests of kmovledge. But in the
Thesetotus and the Sophist the question about knowledge has becoms one
which not only refers to etermal furms, but alse applies to the werld
of becoming, e nov the question vhieh Flate tries to answer is what
knowledge there can be of the world of becoming iteelf. It is ne lemger
rogarded just as a source of error, and vhat he sayw at the end of the
Phasdo that thimgs that beesme participate in forms, and possess
vhatever reality they do possess from these is the begimning of an
attenpt to smsver this questisne It 4s now not enough to ay that the
true objests of knowledge are eterml forms and that these alone are

real., It is alse necessary to try to understand how tiings that
become have a reality that is dependent on the forms,

The 1ife of the acul is seen in later dialogues to share in
the world of becoming, and the mcral 1ife of the soul iz also something
that bocouu; . The question now is to show Just how it is possible for
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the soul to become goods This ls what is made clear in the Symposium

(212A)y 'He brings to tirth not ghadows of virtus, Wt true exmmples of
it, For he he ia not in contact with ghadows, tut with what is true.
The man who brings to birth in hie soul true virtue, and nurtures that
there becomes deor to God, and he, if any man does, becomes immortalte.
True love, unlike the false love of which Soerates speaks in his firet

speech in the Phaedrus, is a love of immortality, and that is the
cultivation of a virtuous 1iife.

For this meens too that the kind of rnowledge that is possible
about Wirtus ie not something that can be learned apart from a long
process of sducation. And here the distinction vhich we have seen
between the kind of knowledge that is poseible with regard to
and the knowledge that comes in virtuous 1iving which was o important
for Soorates is developed by Flato. He does this in the Fhaedrus by
Wﬂnsofmma.MWo£WQMMBmthemk»thmu
to show that properly speakinz this is concerned with distinguiahing
between & good and evil 1ife. (260C) But 1f one asks how this
diatinction is to be made clearly, then the anever is that po statement
of the difference ig adequate, and the distinction is only possibvle in
the life of a pereon who knows the differcnce snd lives in accordansce
with 44, That is vhat Plato means here by saying that & Aé\(os
mst bogr.{mxoj . (2764) ).

For Socrates, as we pointed out, there was no agresment about
the meaning of such morel terms &s Mico.wdthilmuto
difficultion it omvantstoimmuhndidthnt virtue is one thing,
becsuse the lack of agreement about neaning, miwe it impossible to state
what the unity of virtus is. This too is the viev that Plato states im
the FPhaedrus (263 B). He sayst ‘The perscn who intends to esbedlish
the art of rheteric mst first make an erderly division of these things,
and umderstand fhe mature of each separate olass of things whether it is
mabmtmehp.@.gctboinmnwwt'- The firet sxasples
he gives of vhat people are not certain of are justice apd goodness,
love, too, falls inte the class of things sbout vhich there are difforenm$
opinioms, nome of which are defindte. Tt ia this that Flato illuatrates
in the dalogne. Socrates makes twe apeeches about love and the
characters of these speeches are related to the difference that Flate
sees between good and evil, Ir the first deals with that kind of love
vijeh has evil for its object, the scoond with that love which is love
of the good. love is descrided as a fora of mdness. ‘There are twe
foxms of sadness, cne which arises from human weaknosses, and the other

which is = divine release from gemerelly accepted customs' (2650). It is

the latter form of love which is the cause of the greatcstblessings to
un.(ZGSB).



The point of calling love madness ( ) in both cases is
that 1t does £311 irto the cla<c of things which cannot be defined
accuratelys It is To &ng T"ig 3laWo(aL5 and o 'rm'{g ‘\‘ole*vu/mg.
(266A) But even 1f love cannot be accounted for in the desired way,
it is important to distinguish between these forms of love. Otherwise
anything that is said about it is bound to be imaccurates Although
it 18 rossible by a correet division to show the difference that there
is between the two forus of love, this does not wean that either of
them is understood except in comparison with the others Love still
remains something that 4s not understood, That is why Flato says of
the right kdnd of love that it is madness which comes frow Godand is
superior to eanity which is of human origin {244D) Love falls into
that ¢lass of things that is described as Ta r*-\ &va\( Wolid TE
ot )@c)m\}t ghetiv  (2364).

If that is the case with regard to love, what can be sald
about 1¢7 ny Abyog abuat it mst be L uyes « Plato is here
criticising rhetoric as it was thought of =t his time,as an art of
speeking and writing, Fhetoric was thought of as an art to be
prectised in copnexion with law and pdities. FPlate points out, however,
that its scope is much wider than this. It applies egqually to priwate
1life as well as public. If it is thought of as only an art of peFsuasion
tRat epplies to public 1ife, then what he speaks of as the divime relsase
from generelly accepted customs is impossible. It is these that them
determine the actioms of the person vho practises this art, and the result
is that vhat he says is determined by the gemerel opiniom as to what is
virtuous or not. What one considers virtus to be oeases them to be an
zh‘{'"xos Y yos . If virtus or love is thought of in this way, them
there is no diffioulty in stating what it s, for then all that needs to
be said in describing it is wvhat the general opinicm of it is. But
Plato's view is that it is not 1ike that. It must be nurtured ia
each individual soul and it is only to be found there. If virtue ia
2 mtter of vhat is commonly sccepted them a N yos of it will
be subjest to change just as oommomly accepted notions of virtus are.
A true Adyes 45 one 'Which is writtem with knowledge in the soul
of the learner, which is able to defond itself, and knows to whom it
should  speak, and before whom it should silemt'. But it is just
because 1t is a possesaiom of the soul that it cannot be adequately
stated. (2700«irs phvTdéypata Simsiv odx dused). How thenm can there be any
knowledge about 1t? It is only in instruetion that a person cen come
to know what virtue is, or what the trua form of love ig. Anything
that is written about it can only be an imace of ﬂ“gl”?"x"s \ yos (2764).
It is because this is so that Plato now claims that education $s so
important. It is important because imowledge about the true form:
of love that leads to virtue cannot a ,
and that means a lomg process of edu:titmzj v:: x ke ‘Q-“‘ir“tm; er3m).
. Y in so far as one
is able to datinguish different forme of Abyo. and mec how thesc are
the offepring of different forms of \kuxau_ » that one will be sble
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to bring to birth i: one's own soul an fp Juxes Asyos . of virtus.
The understanding then becowes part & the life of the soul which it has
8ained through its relationship with kindred and like-minded souls,
“Bub it w.114 not be ;ossible for a person in whose soul such a l\éyo;
has come to birth to explain to another person what it is unless that
Person himeelf goes through a wimilar kind of educatiom. The Fhaedo
had gugrested that imowledse about virtue is something that an
individual person gains for himself when his soul x&ﬁ‘ Kot© '48"':\"
contemplates by Aoyiopos the eternal forms, and that way of
Speaking about the matter does make it look as if knowledze about
virtue were some kind of theoretical hnowledge which a persom can gain
for himself. - It gives the impression that it is somet ing extermal to
the person himself, snd from that point of view might be compared to the
tonclusion of an argument the soundnees of which depends on the forms
of reasoning which are independent of any ome particular person,

It is as if the knowledge that is gained in this way is such that it
forms some kind of conclusion to an argument, so that as long as someone
is able to foliow the argument, then it will be possible for him to
understand the conclusion. But the moat important thing is that the
Conclusion can be stated, and its statement stands alone. Plate now
80es that the lmowledre that is possible for the human soul about
goodness cannot be like that. It cannot de the kind of knowledge that
le capable of a precise statement. That he thinks this is dlear from
vhat he says in the Symposium about the kind of education it is that $s
Possible with regard to ™ %Qw‘n\(o{ + This im a long process
and there is no easy substitute for it. What is oIxilov  to the
soul cun only be attained by such an education in the long and
difficult syllables of 1ife' (Politicus 278D).
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PLATOYS  VIoW OF CRAATICH,

The idea of c¢reation g one which in different forms is to be
found 4in many religions ond the part thot it :lays in Flato's Timeeus
mey from certain points of vicw bb regarded as religious. This has been
denied, howevery by Cornford, who saysthat the g'v“uouc)(og is not &
Teligious figure. One question that has often been discussed is whether
Flato's idea of croation is comparable with that which we find in
Christianity. (Was Plato o monotheist or a polytheist?) Ome of the main
distinctions that is pointed to in this respect is that the Christian
doctrine of creation iz ‘tereatio ex nihile' whercas the view of Plato is
different from this because he thinks of his creator as hringing order into
8ome form of chaos. Another point that is thought important here is the
Question of whether creation ic meant to be temporal or not., Cornford
Sees a difference between the two views, He says: ‘Myriads of Jews and
Christions from Moses to the present day, have believed that in the
beginning God created the heavens and the earth, and have understood
'beginning' in a temporal sense'. (Flato's Cosmology ps27), He thinks
that Plato's view is in no way temporal. But even &if it is not, this would
Rot be an argwment sgainst saying that it is religicus. FPlato himself,
however, seems to suggest that this question cannot be answered. At the
Very beginning of the account Timeeus says! 'We who are now to discourse
about the universe = how it came into being, or perhaps had no beginning
of exigtence - must 4f our semses are not altogether gone astray, invoke
8%ds and goddesses with a prayer that our discourse throughout may be above
all rleasing to them and in consequence satisfactory to us's That at
least connects Plato's views of ereation with religi ous belief, The
WUfficulty here seems to be the sense in which the two possibilities are
%0 be taken - how it came into being, or perhaps had no beginning of
®xistence. There is another pessage in which Plato expresses doubt
8bout whether the universe is eternal or not. At 38B he saye: 'Time
Seme into being together with the universe, in order that, as they were
Yrought into being together, so they may be dissclved together, if ever
th'_;i-!' dissolution should come to passj and it is made after the pattern
°f the everwenduring mature, in order that it may be as like that pattern
@8 possible; for the pattern is a thing that hus been for all eternity,
“hereas the universe has been and iz and shall be perpetually throughout
%] time', Both these pas-ages seem to sugrest that with regard to the
Westion of whether or not it makes any sense to speak of a temporal
h‘ginning of the universe Flato is unable to decide, Vhatever he means
% creation it is mot an answer to thic question. Both these passages
Sugrest to us that Plato did not think that that question had any
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Sometimes, however, it has been sug ested that there is to be
fomd in the Timaeus a particular form of theology which can be contrasted
¥ith that of Christianity. (M, Foster)l It is claimed that in the
Timaeus there are two contrary views about the relation between the creator.
@nd the world, There is first of all the artificemartefact image which
8uggests that there is a disctinection in mature between the creator and his
Sreation., There is also, however, the fathereson image and this is
Sontrary to the fo-mer because, it is claimed, a father must be of the same
Bature as his sons Christian theology, it is thought, does not make this
Wistake, because it uses the term father with regard to the doctrine of the
Trinity, where God and Son are of the same mature - both divine., The term
%aker, however, ic used in Christian theology only in the doctrine of
Sreation and it refers to something that is made that is distinct in nature
from God - that the created world is not divine,

Foster adopts this view because he thinks that any sclentifie
Yicw of the world must presuppose a theology, and this vitiates the aecount
bo gives, He says, for instance, that the assumption of the uniformity
°f nature which has cometimes been put forward as a basis for the truth of
Science 15 a theologleal assumption, But if theological statements are
8bout God, dees this mean that the statcment that nature is uniform is
Sbout God? If there is some such thing as the unifromity of nature, it
Bust be shown if thie is regarded as a theological statement just how it is
& statement sbout God, Unless this is shown it cannot be thought of in
this woy,

Fosterts account in any casc presupposes that it is possible to
Sompare Plato's theology with that of Christianity, and this seems to
depend on a particular view of what theology is. Theology is thought of
88 a science whose object of investigation is Gode It says certain things
about the nature of Gode It is certainly true, historically, that
Christian theology, as stated in the Athansalan eveed for instance, makes
Satements about tho nature of God, and Foster is right in thinking that
these were mainly eoncerned with the Christian dootrine of the Trinity,
And the Christian doctrine of creation = especially with the former.
A great desl of this theology was stated as an aplogla against heresyj
%04 the creeds were thought of as giving precise statements of the
Christian fatth. Precise statements, that is, which could be distinguished
rom heretical omes. The begimming of the Athansalan cteed is typical:
mc'tw’,,r‘v g)ls Vo, Gso'\/, MTG,Cd ‘Ms/to/\&eoufo o, TV TWy B@‘}-‘BV\T‘L“
e, 30pu TV WOTAY . K{u < ?Vol- Ku\@ov L‘:ow,‘x(é?w) Tov viw
Tob 6¢o3, Yiw,,]e{w? $K Tov TATES O¢bv ik O30 ) &g i ,
Qwrés’ B¢lov &M‘wa b 0500 A Divod ) \[f,vw]esvrot, oV T\'O"’\e‘i\ﬁak

koo\/)ﬂov 1’% ‘ﬂol'(e,\, S 03 NV %YWQI’D.

(a‘h!hmmuthek der Symbole und Glaubensregeln der Alten Kirche 137-3),

L Christian theology and modern science of nature. Mind vv, XLIV & XIV.
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I this theology is interproted zs it semtinces is os a means of arriving
at truths abou: the nature of God, then it certcinly does not make clear
Just how one arrives at thems For the creeds are not that, but statements
Of faith; but the vicw that they are the result of theological enquiry will
lead one to suppome that theology is a means which human beings possess of
stating truths about the nature of Gode

The distinction that is sometimes made between notural and
Pevealed theology does not in any way help here so far as the nature of
theology is concerneds For in so far as both of them are supposed to moke
Statements about the maturc of God, which are meant to be understood, they
are both alike.

It seems to be the case that theology has been thought of in this
¥ay within the Christian church, but it is a mistake to think that Plato
thousht of 1t like thiss For Pim there was noAdyos about God,
Understanding by Asyos what he speaks of in the Timaous as voyis €@ Abyoy
¥ith regard to the distinction between natural and revealed theology, it
1s sometimes supposed that what Plato writes is matural or rational
theology, and what he has to say in the tonth book of the Laws, when he
Bseks to prove the oxistence of gods against atheists, seems to be this.
But what he has to say there can hardly be regarded as a proof or argument,
8hd when it is taken together with what he says in the Timaeus it looks
less 1ixe natural theology. If we exsmine what matural theology was for
Seomene like Thomas Aquinas we may begin to see the difference. Aquinas
thinks of it as part of what he calls divina scientis, and he thinks of
this form of knowledge as one in which we arrive at definite conclusions
from certain premisses. There is a great diff:-rence between the Timasus
And the Summa Theologica even if they both etate matural theology,
because for Aquinas the notion of natural theology depends on the
Uatinction he seep between this end revealed theology, and no such
detinction exists for Plato. But the main point is whether Plato
thought that there was theology at all in the sense in which Aquinas
%0cepted natural theology.

There is one charceteristic that all thempoofs that Aquinae

- PutSforward share. That is that he thinks all of them prove the
*Xistence of a first cause of the universe = and then he adde, and seems
%0 see no aifriculty in this addition, thst 'this we call God's From
this point of view vhat Plato says in the Timmeus 1s not an argument to
Prove the existence of Gods His whole account of creation presupposes
that, Bocause it presupposcs it, it cannot be regarded as a natural
““’010@ in the accepted semse which regards the oxistence of God as
a""9\"111:15: to be proveds Thatis why Plato's account can be regarded as
8 account of creation, whereas natural theology 4s mote Apd it is the
eliffarence that there is between speaking about ecreation and the kind of
®atement that is made in natural theology that is important,
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Natural theology as often interpreted, dependé upon the
Cosmological argument which is thought of as going back to Aristotle.
This argument seems Lo orise from asking the question: YWhy is there a
world at all?' and proceeds to trcat the question as if it were of the
Same kind as 'Why is there o solar system?' Not that it completely
treats the question in this way, but the way in which an answer is given
Cannot help giving this imprescions  For the answer takes the form of
8aying that therc cannot be an infinite regross of movementc in the
Universe, although it has no means of showing this. The yroblenm le -
'How could one show that an infinite regress of movements is impossibla?
Por this is regarded as in some woy self-evident., Aquinas himself
Pealised the difficulty, becsuse he thinks that it is only porsible to
58y that the world is net eternal because it has beer vovealed by God
to us that it is not.

This objection hos led to the arguments of ratural theology
being stated in a different way which does not, it is thought, raise the
Question sbout an infinite regress of csusees It ic cluimed that the
Rature of the world is contingent, and this demands the existence of a
Sause of this contingent nature. And this argument is not meant to be in
8uy way scientific, as the one about an infinite regress of causes might
be suppozed to be. It iz called a metaphysical argument. The form of
Contingency referred to is metaphyeical contingency. If it is asked
What exactly this is meant to be then the answer is not clear. It seems
to sugrest that this is a ochuracteristic that is shared by everything that
exists, and because this is the case, it becomes impossible to point to
8oy thing in contrast witk it. That is to something which does not
Possess this characteristic. It seems however to be important to
Tecognise this if one is to answer the question *Why is there anything
8t all?' It seems that that question can be asked only if one has
Tecognised this contingencye. Recognising this contingency is then
Pegarded as a necessary step in arguing that there is a God.

If one wonders %hy there is anything at all, then it is not
¢lear what the form of wonder this is. But it isy o doﬁbt. a common
feeling, If ome could be clear about what kind of wonder it is, then one
Bight be nearer to an answer, in so far as ome could decide whether it is
the king of wonder to which an answer can be givens It seems to be a kind
°f wonder for which we cannot imagine what form an cnswer would have.
Por the only kinds of wonder to which it seems posaible to give an answer
e wonder about particular things and our wonder i3 answered by reference
%0 other particular things. But we are speaking of wonder about
®verything. It is what Wittgenstein referred to when he said ‘The fceling
°f the world as a limited whole is the rystical feeling's (Tractatus 6.45).
That 15 meant to suggest that it is a feeling that cannot be understood,

-67-



But if tnis feeling is made the basis for an argument to the existence
of God, it can only be so if the feeling is not mystical, but is
S0mething that is understood. The arguments of natural theology do
8tea to be attempts to understend this, but imrossible ones, For if
there were some necessity which leads from this wonder to the existence
of God, why is that some people who possess this wonder do not see the
Decessity if the necessity is, as it is claimed, part of the wonder
1t2e1f? Tt might be argued that those who do not see the necersity,
do not really have the wonder, but this only pushes the point one step
further back., Then it becomes necessary to ask how one distinguishes
between genuine forme of this wonder and spurious ones. And then the
ouly answer seems to bet the genuine ones are those which see the
Becessity, And that is no answer. The trouble seems to be not that
this form of wonder about everything is impossible, but what is to be
gathered from it. Is the metaphysical contingency of the world
Bomething thet everyone is supposed to blink at, and then really open
his eyes in order to be able to say that God exista? It then becomes
almost as if aslong as ome is able to possess this feeling, the question
about God is solveds It is claimed that because we see that the world
1s contingent, then there must be something upon which this contingency
depends, which is necessary and not contingent, But even if there werd,
although there is no way of showing this, then if this were called God,
28 Aquinas claime it is, there is nothing to identify this with the God
Vhom Aquinas wishes to identify 1t. For the Jod Aquinas refers to is
the God who has revealed himself in Jesus Ghrist.

This objection may not be fatal if people may claim that there
1s a Gog without accepting Christian revelation. And Plato aid. But
12 such a statement of God's existence were accepted, then it would
Probably, as in the case of Plato, involve an idea of God as creator.
And of course the argument to which we have referred about the contingency
°f the world seems to be an argument to the effect that God ia the
Creator of it, But then problems arise about how the idea of creation
1s to be understood. It may be argued for instance that there is no
Conception of creation in Aristotle's Gods This would raise the
QUestion of the possibility of there being a God who is not a creator.
And then 1t looks as if there is a question of the following kind to
decide: How can we decide whether God is the ercator or not? From
the noint of view of the argument that we are discussing this question
1a oagily answered. God 1s the creator because he is a necessary being
M which the contingent existence of the world dcpends. 8o any
Sonception of God which would deny that he ig the creator is mistaken
Yocause 4t does nat take this argument into accounte It would have to
deny the whole point of the argement that the contingent existence of the
¥orld does depend on God's necessary being.
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It cLould be cleur thol so argument of this king is posesible
only if theology of this kind mskes sense. 1If it does not, then
the difference between the coucc tioas of crection in Christianity
and iu Plato is not as fundamentul as it wight seems For ilato's
idea of creation meed not be interpruted in the swume way as the ome
that is common in natural thecloygy, which we have tried to outline,
For the imyportant point about voth of thew ic that the idea of creémtion
is usot reached by argument. In fact what natural theology doee is to
wake something material for an argument that cannot be thise It could
only becowe material for wu arguwent if it werc understood, but it
Sannot be understood. What has been described as a feeling about the
tontingency of the wheld, could not be identified us the feeling it is
if we could understond it. If we did understend it, then we would be
able to supply a reasor for it, but we are unsble to do this., We can
also may that we would not possess this feeling as we do now, if we
understand what we do not now understand. For the feeling as we
pPosesesc it now is somethiné that we do not understand.

If we take as an example of natural theology its at:empt to
show that God is the creator of the world, then it might be possible to
shou something further about the kind of coufusion that can exist here.
For the argument claims that it com show that Bod is the creator.

The argument shows that he is. If these arguments are meant to be
Philcophical, then they are comparable to other philosophical v
arguments = like the one for the existence of an external worlds So if
the argument is sound then it would be contradictory to say that God is
not the creator. But this is to put all the weight upon the soundness
of an argument, without considering the question which is prior to the
Soundness of arguments. That is the question about whether the terme
of the arguments make sense., For unless they do make sense, then even
if the form of the argument is valid, we do not krow what the argument
is about, It is becauce we cannot give a sense to this feeling about
the contingency of the world that it cannot be a term of an argument
and po we do not know what arguments about it are concerned with.

To put forward arguments of this kind is to suppose that this feeling
has quite a definite mense which leads on to an idea of creation that
has equal semse. It is becouse the feeling of contingency has a cense
that the idea of creation has cme toc. But if we cannot say what the
Sense of this is, then it becomes clear that it is not on the basis of
this that the idea of creation con have sense. But that is what is
Claimedt, We understand what is meant by creation because we
tnderstand what is meant by the contingency of the world.
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If, however, the idea of crecation cannot derive sense from
this, then this is not on argument to show that it only makes
8ense to speak of God as the creator, and that it does not make sense
to speak of him not being this. That it makes sense to say of God
that he is the creator ie not the result of an argument. Whatever
it mcans, its sense is independent of any argument that we cam put
forward, Its semse is not the result of argument. But if the
1dea of creation has no sense which allows it to be a term in an
argument, does thies mean that it has no sense? Its sense is not
the remit of an argument or proof, as for instance the sense of a
theorenm in mathematics depends upon its proof. What sense then does
it have?

Its sense is prior to any argument about it. It ie not a
question of showlng that it has sense, but rather of secing its sense,
apart from argument. To speak of God as the creator is the way in
which 1t makes sense to speak of God. There ig no question of showing
whether he is the creator or not. That is already decided. That
15 what 45 determined about what it mokes sende to say about God, If
One poes on to say certain thinge about this idea of creation, as Plato
does for instance, then this is not to be repgarded as an aRgument for
the truth of this idea, but as a consequence of the idea itself, To
a3y that God is the creator is not to say something about God which is
either the result of some form of empirical investigation or some form
of arpument, but to muke a statement about what 4t makes sense to say
about God,

But if this is accepted, can we say what the sense 1s?
And here there arises the difficulty of which Plato seems to be quite
aware, when he suggests th,t no account of this matter that is
accurate and nrecise can be given. He means that it is not possible to
understand perfectly the : ense of saying that God is the creator.
And it is in this respect that his view of the matter may be compared
with the view of creation that we find in Christlanity for instance.
The idea of creation is central in the Christlan faith, Both
St. John and 3t. Paul speak of Jesus not only as the Redeemer dut also
as him through whom all things are createds (John I, Colossians I).
Apart from this, however, the creation is a matter of faith, and there
is no distinction here between what 1s believed and vhat is understood.
Not thet there is no difference between the two views. But they do
have this much in common that the idea of creation is not thought of
as something which is understoods The kind of understanding that
Hamonn had of the creation is quite different from that of Plato when
be sayss 'How often does Moses, and the Spirit of God through him,
find it necescary to repecat this assurance that God has created man in
his own image, in the image of God, after the divine likeness.



Here reason minks down, and it is on this basis that the decision

of God rests to save fallen man, to restore this image. How much

1t has cost that I am saved! Unfathomable God, thou hast nevertheless
Considered this race worthy of the costly ransoms And that we are so
¥orthy in our salvation is due to the worth which thou hast ascribed
and communicated to us in creation. To restore this likeness God

hed to assume the likeness of men. Both are equally great mysteries of
faith,* (J. G. Aamann Biblical Reflections Genesis I trans. R.G.Smith
Pel2h), There 1s also an idea of humen salvation in Plato, which he
thinks of in terms of a human imitation of divine life, but this is
ditfernnt from the Christian view. The Christian view does not think
of the poasibility of salvation as an imitation of divine life, so much
a8 & gift of divine grace. This affects the different views of creation
too., In Chrictiapity the idea of cremtion is closely connected with
that of redemption. Creation is totally the work of God, and this
includes human life. For Plato there are limits set to the creative
activity of Gods He cannot make his God in any way responsible for
Human wickedness, amd that is why the creation of wen is pictured by
Plato as the work of subsidiary gods "so that he might be guiltless of
the future wickedness of any of them', (42D) So Flato's God differs
from the Christian idea of God in this important respect, that there

is nothing like the Christian iden of redemption in Flato's view.

To return to the idea of ereation. It may be thought that
Plato puts forward an argument which is very similar to that of natural
theology about the contingency of the worlds At the beginning of the
Pimaeus (27C ~ 29D) he rives a statement of three :rinciples which
determine = his account of the creatiom. One of these 4s: 'All that
becomes must needs become by the agency of some causs} fnr without a
G&uae nothing can come to be,'  ( Wdv 8vd v Y“I" pevev ow
‘*mou TNLS i.gowoqte‘s \[\ésf @u) But immediately after this comes
the well-known statement: ‘The maker of this universe is 2 hard task
to find, and having found him it would be impossible to declare him to
all mankind.' The proximity of these two statements suggests that for
Flato, there wae no easy inference from the contingency of the world to
the existence of a necessary cause. In another passage where he is
d4soussing the relation between form, copy and space he sayss *This
(.0, space) indeed, ie that which we look upon as in a dream and my
that anything that is must needs be in some place and ocoupy some room,
tnd that what is not somewhere in carth or heaven is nothing. Because
of this dreaning state, we p.ove unchle to rouse ourelves and to draw
8ll thess distinctions an others akin to them, even in the case of the
Woking and truly existing nature, and so to state the trutht namely,
that wheress for an imagé, , since not cven the very principle on which



it has come into being belongs to the image itself, but it is the ever
Wving semblonce of somethins else, it is .roper that it should come to

be in something else, clinging in some sort to existence on pain of

h°1ng nothing at all, on the other hanl thot which hae real being has

the sup ort of the exactly true account, which declares that, co long

82 the two things are differcnt, neither con ever come to be in the other
in such a way that the two should become at once one and the same thing
8d two'. What becomes 'clings in some sort to existence on pain of
“1ns nothing at all's This may be compared to what has been called
Contingent existence, but for Flato this form of existence is not of

Buch a Jind that we can infer from it the esistence of a necessary cause
for ¢, And the reason for this according to him 4s that there cannot

be g true and exact account of its nature., Only if this were possible
Would its dependence on a necescary cause be clears If Plato's view

¥a8 similar te the kind thet we £ind in nmtural theclogy that the
°°ntin€ency of the world implies the existence of a necessary cense of

its etistence. then there would be no noint in his saying, as he does,
thﬁt‘the moker of this universe is a hard tagk to finde The idea of
SPeation is presupsosed in all thet he says about the worlde The Timaeus
s not an sttempt to prove the exlstence of the creator, but an attempt to
8how vhat meaning such idea can have. But the meaning also cannot be
%ade clear, because any account shares the nature of bhat of which it is
8 account. And so what Plato says about creation is set in the form

of a myth, or rather as we shall see later, in a series of nythse The
1dea that there is only ome mybh might rislead us into thinking that the
treatmert is systematic, even if mythical, as if the different perts of
the myth had some intermal cornexion which makes it am integrated whole,
But that 15 not so. There ore gaps which prevent this, Rather the
Timpeys is to be seen as differmant myths, each of which attempts to
Pepresent something about different aspects of what is meant by the view
of creation put forwarde And this too showe a difference between Flato's
treatment and that of natural theologys For the latter does attempt some
ag o2 systematic treatment in which the parts are connected in a whole,
but Flato's account irc not like this. That it is not like this shows
that he thinke the subject matter with which he is dealing is quite
Ufforent from an-thing of which it is jossible to give a gysiematic
Secount .,

In the Republic Plato speake of the sun as the offspring of the
form of the good, and this is an idea which he develops in the Timaeus
Yhere he gives an account of how the woddis the ercatiog of the an.‘ °0€Y‘g'
The reason why there is this connexion between what Plato says in thhee
YW dialogues is hecuuse whereas in the Rwpublic it is the form of the
8294 that is the cause of the things that become, in the Timaeus the

3‘\P‘Oveaﬁ% wheo is the cause is described as good. Not that the two
to be identified, however, for they have different roles. Ve cannot
Atempt to interprdt what Plato says in a completely systematic way.
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Both in the Reyublic and in the Timaeus Plato says that about the
QUestions under discussicn thers can be no con lste account; he makes
the same soint in the Politicus where he sayst "It is difficult to
decl with axy o the more im ortant subjects of discussicn adequately
excent Ly means of illustraticnsy for it loocke as 1f each of us knows
ever;t.ing as if he were in a dream, but ic com-letely ignorant of
®Ver;tling when he comes to Lis senses's Flato is .ointing to the
difficulty that therc io il one set out to nccount for everything that
there i « for the whole universcj and his view is that no account of
this ind could make complete senses But alti.ough that is so, he
Revertheless thiniis that something must be said about ite

The main distinction that we find rlato making in the Timaeus
is ono betwoen what we can call cosmology and thoologye This distinction
is comparavle to the one that be makes in the Rejublie between.the\fbrm .
Of the good, which he calls the first principle of everything ( Yy Tovu
Ko(vros glg_)(»{\/ 511B) and those princinles which are only hypotheses.
As an exmmple of the kind of thing that rlato meant by an hypothesis we
Bany ¢ .nsider the cosmological account that he gives in the Timaeus.

It is to this kind of account that he vefers also 4B the Repw:lic (510C££):
'Those who study gecmetry and calculation and similar subjects, take as
hypotheses the odd and the even, and figures, and three tinds of angles,
2nd other similor things in each different enguiry. They make them

Into nyiotheses as though they knew them, and will ~ive no further
atcount of them either to themselves or to others on the ground that they
&re plain to every ome', It is characteristic of cosmology that it
besins from first princigles which are hypothetical, and bucause this is
the case it is a £iriz of inquiry that can ot arrive at a first srinciple
of evorything, for that could not be a hypothesise Part of what Plato
Seemc to mean here is that once certain hypotheses have been accepted

8s first »rinciples, like the sxioms of geometry, then what can be
deduced from these is not a first -rinciple of evorything, but cnly the
Sonsequences of nypotheses which are limited in nuture, So the
®onsequences toc will be limiteds But the first principle of everything
is in no way a deduction from anytting else, for then there would de
Something prior to it; and as the first srineiple of everything it is
Mot limited in its scopze If what Plato means in this ;assage (511B)

by thebfirst principle of everything is the form of the good, then what
e says about it is by mo ueans clears Thiz lack of clarity foes with
the difficulty that Plato saw in spoaking about a first principle of
¥erything (cf. Sophist 233Effs) For the form of the ;00d is the fimal
Sbject of that form of inguiry that he calls dialectic which he

describes here. (511B) This *treats its hypotheses not as first
Princi.les, but as litorally hypotheses, that i, as stepping-stones

8d starting points, until it comes as far os that which is not a
Wypothesis, to the first principle of everythimg., This it graspe,
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and then reversing its procedure takes hold of thuat which takes

hol¢ of this first principle, until it so comg.letes 1ts descent'.

This form of inwniry is different frow that of the so culled art:s

ot Ts';(m wathov pvolt SIC ), by witich he moans such studies as

astrunony and geomeirys. This forw of the gooed wh ch is the [inal
Object of kuowledge for dialectic is we are told only reached with
difilcuity. (517C) But what Flato says about it suggests what he says
in his seventh lottere It is not the result of what we would now cnll
8clentific investigations, for it is not only connected with wha% can

be said about the physical universe, but it is also connected with the
king of understanding that is possible about human iife. Thic seems

Yo be the point of whai Flato cays in the roliticus (278 C-L): ‘Can

¥e wonder, then, that our soul, whose nzture involves it in the same
Wncertainty acbout the letters or elements of &ll things, ic sometimes

in some cases firmly grouaded in the truth about every detail, and

again in other cases 13 21l at sea cbout everything, and scmehcw or other
has correct opinicns about some combinations, and tien again ic ignorant
of the same things when they arc transferred to the lony and Aifficuli
syllables of lif:'.

The pascage in the Sophist to which we have referred (233Eff)
Makes the same point as the pascage from the Politicus. ‘*Vhen people
have lived longer and grown older, they will of necessity come closer
to realities and will be forced by sad experiencesopenly to lay hold
of realitiesy they will have to change the opinions which they had at
firat accepted, so that what was great will appear small and what was
easy, difficult, and all the epparent truthe in arguments will be
turned topey-turvy by the facts that have com® upon them in real 1ifet.
(234D)  This must be part of what Plato means too in the Republic {511B)
when he speaks of stepping-stones to the form of the goods The
Question ther ic not about what cen be known as 2 result of sclentific
enquiry only, but it has to do also with the kind of understsnding that
is possitle for human beings. And this is not a matter of a scientific
theory, which as the Timaeus states might be superseded as on
®xplanation, Human 1ife can only be understood in terms of goodness,
and to understané how this 1s possible demends a long process of cdvcation.
The firct stages of euch & process are ones in which false and perhaps
contradictory principles of interpretatibn are used. These have to be
glven up until this final form of interpretation is reached, in the
light of which what wee previously misinterpreted can now be understood.
But this is not to be compared with ahortive attempts to establish some
Bcientific theory which f£inally result in an adequate one. If it were
eimilar to thet there would be no voint, as we have said, in epeaking
of a conversion of the soul., With regard to a scientifie theory, its
etatement must be as precise as it is possible to meke it., But thie
kind of precision is not possible with regard to the form of the good.
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It 45 not that nind of sxplonatione A sclentific theory must state
clearly its oun wwaningj but there is no such statement about the

form of e 200ee wholt 1t i cun only bLe iliustriteds

From this noint of view there is —uch in common between what
Plato seys in the Republic and in the Timaeus. The general point
vhich he has in mind in both dialogues is that betwean the kind of
knowledge that is gaimed in science, and ths kind of general
Wnderstonding which human beings oftem demand about their own lives,
and the world in which they live. Such an understanding, as we have
Been, both for Plato and Socrates denended on the first place on a
Pecognivion of the differsnce that there is betwser: good and avil and
-their viow is that there is no theory about this. 3ocrutes, however,
thouzht that his afssion of beinging the differcnce to the attention
Of his fallow citizens, was a divise rission. Plato adopts the same
Point of viow when in the Timaeus he speaks of the world as created by
2 god who is suprcomely goods  He specks of this god much as he dosc of
the form of the soode  Just as it is imwoscible to give an adoguate
account of the lorm of the go0d, so it is impessible to speak of the
Raker ang fother of lhis ualverce, in such a way that people could
Understands  Yart of the difficulty here has to do with giving an
account of overything, of ihe whole universe of becomings Such an
account, on Flato's view, is impossible in merely acientific terms,
for that account must start somewhere, and the point at which it starts
Bust refer to a part of the universe of becoming itself, and s> the
Point Zrom which it starts is left unexplaineds It is only & hypothesis,
The kind of account w ich Plato is spraking of is not one which ctarts
from gome part of the universe of becoming and then procecds to give an
atcount of the rest of it beginning at this starting point, but ome
Which deals with the whole of it. But to give an account of this kind
Flato sees is to give an account of an entirely different order.
In 50 far as an account in the terms of cosmology is an account, this
Other is not am account at all. For a cosmological account is only
Possible if there are certain ideas in terms of which the account is
Blven - goometrical ideas for imstance; and Plato himself attempts to
8ive an account of the material elements of things in terms of
Beometrical solids. But what he says about the S'\“Alovcyo/s is not
like thiz. There is nothing comparable in terms of which he accounts
for the creative activity of the sqruu €.‘[°§ » It mizht be thought
that the account is in terms of goodness, but that is something whish
helonggs to the %nrcovqo/s himgalf, and so cannot be thought of as
3omething in terms of which an explanaticn can be glven,
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#hat Plato is trying to zccount for, it seems, is the beauty

of the world, The world is “saprene in ,r.stness end excellence, in
beauty/ and perfectica”  ( }"“f‘ﬁos Kol.\. ofelcftog K&AMETOg T Wosl
Tskiu)Tatog 'yéyosz'). But suchk 2 description of the world is quite
ddfferent from saying that an account of its naterial elements can be
Blven in seometrical termse Even if the geometrical account were final,
&nd Flato does not think that this is this, it would be a geometrical
Rtcount which could he undorstood by someome who wight not describe the
ROrlad in ter-s of beauty and perfection as [lato does. S0 it ic hot the
Understanding of an sccoumt in terms of geometry, for instance, that will
enable one to say that the world is supreme in boauty amd perfection.
But to say that the universe is supreme in beauty and perfection is to
S8y somet ing about the universe nz a whole which is not said in a
Bathematical account of the moterial clements in ite  But this is
Somet ing which he says depends on the goodness of the 8"‘?*’“62142 .
The world is the most baautiful of things that have cume to be and the

%«wwowég is the best of causes, ( 6 P&V Y&t WgAMIETO 5
va y&ywérwv,os .’{C.m; TV aitiwy 24A),  But this is not a statement
in cosmologys #hen Flito says (298) that the goodnes of the creator is
Ythe supremely valid principle of becoming and of the order of the world!
( ]’ivcfcsm Katl Kéc’y-w &0(“'1 KUCIpr{T’”‘ ) he is spealting of
Sometiing that is sot part of the world itself, as the geometrical
Configuration of the material elements iss The mathematical account
Can be understood oniy with respect to the world, but this principle of
theology accounts for the world itself. But if we say this it must be
Temembered that the sense of 'account' is not the seme in each case.

The difference that there is between the two can partly at
least be referred to by saying that the orincinle of theology appeals
to the 1ife of the human soul in a way that the cosmological account
Cannot, At the end of the Timaeus (90A-D) Plato spesks about the life
of the human scul,, and he is concerned with that life which is best for
1. He tLinmkc that it is by a study 'of the revolutions and harmonies
of the world' that the intelligemt part of the human soul achieves that
life that ie best for it, by becoming liks these. This may seem to
Buggest that it is cosmology that is important. But a study 'of the
Tevolutions and harmonies of the world' ircludes for Flate what he speaks
about as the goodnesa of the X"H“”"Q,WS in creoating the worlds That
belonzs to the life of the human soul too, and it is in recognieing this that
it is converted, as he outs it in the Rlepublic, from darknees to light.
Bor this 4s a 1ife of the soul that eschows a life that is 'engrossed in
8ppetites and ambitions and cpends all its pains on these'. This is
to cling to mortality, and to be unconcerned about the guide which God
hag given to every man. It is, however,‘%his form of life for the
80ul that Plato thinkes it impossible to speak about im precise terms.
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Whet he hos to say sbout the Sﬂr“°"CJé; in tke Timoeus and the form
0f the ood in the Te ublic, ezecially in the simile of the cave,

is an atterpt to pive cxpressicn to t'ise For reainy the goodness

of the world is more of tho nature of ¢ rovelation which comez to the )
soul when it doe: renlire thot there ‘o order and besuty in the world,
where previously it could nct cee these. But thic revelotion for
Flzto iz net just scwethirz te be secn, s something riskt be seem in
Zecmetry for instonces  Seeing this ir to see cne's life os differcnt,
ang to see whatl b best kind of life _cssible for one's soul iss

Put thir cGoes not meon that one con soy what the best life is, and

£ive an ~ccount of it that is easily undercteods But it ie tc see
that thore ic a 1ife that is best, just ac one sces that the world

1s the best of thinge that have come to bes If one wishes to attempt
to speak of this best lifc then one can describe it as Plato does in
the Phegetetus a8 & Llife which is patterned according to divime
Tighteousnesse DBut this pattern is not just all there ims  If there
is 2 demand to say sometning about ity then there is sowething to whieh
it can be compureds and that is a life of godless misery. To sec the
difference between these two is to see what kinc of life can be best.

- for the human soule Just as this difference between a life of divine
righteousness and godless misery is the final distinction that can be
Bade atout human life, so the distinction between saying that the world
ie the creation of a good god and saying that it is not is the final
ddstinction thgt can be made about the worlde Both distincti.ns affect
the life of one's soule They are in fact part of the life of on:'s
30ul itself, and to muke the aistinction in the right way is part of
that 1ife wihich is the best possible for ome's souls This distinction
between cosmology and thenlogy is rresent in a great deal of what

¥lato says in the Timaeus.

The account that Platec gives of creatiom in the Timaeus
begins with a distinction that is probably the most frequent in hie
writing, but the sense of which, as he speaks about it, in the Timacus
is by no means clear. It is the distinction botween 'that which is
aliays real and has no becoming and that which is slwaye becouing and
is never realts (27D) What distinguishes these is that the former is
that which is apprehended by 'thought togethor with an acount!

(v(r.]ms r.u‘a. A‘{‘l“’)' while the latter is that which is *the object of

belief together with sensation' (Bofa pv'a’\o-e.‘égws). He thinks

too, that the latter, that is, all that becomes, must become through
the agency of a cause, and that there is a relationship between this
Cause and that which is always real and unchanging. This is the

model in accordmnce with which that which bdecomes, becomes as it
does through the agency of the cause. But this is not all.



It is because the pattern or model of becoming is eternal and
unchaneing, that whot becomes through the ngency of the cause of
becoming is sood, If the pattern weras 1ot eternal, then the lréd‘ pos
would have come to be according to a pittern thot wns iwelf changing,
and then Plato thinks it ccould not possess that goodness that belongs
to it because it is fashioned nccording to what is eternal and
unchanging, It ic because the Lqrwwo’s looks to that which is
eternal that he is the best of causes, and so fasions thinpe in the
best of nocsible waye. The whole Khepos 4s the best of thines

that have become, To demy that it is like this is blasphemy.

Thers is also another  eneral colnt that is made. This is
not part of the stotemant of Flato's account of creatlon, but
Something that makes that sceownt the kind it is.,  *Any zccount is
0f the sume order as the things it sets forth' (29B).  The asccount
thnt is piven of the world shares the choracteristics of the world
itsel®, The world is not unchangeable, and it is only of this that
one con gdve an account that can be regarded as serfoctly trues The
world itself is only a likeness of what is unchanging, and thé account
that can be given of it is only an image of what an exactly true
account iss This distinction ie made in the same terms ac those that
are used in the simile of the line in the Rerublict %A roality is
to becoming, so0 is truth to belief's Here one can only have an

d\tbs )\O/Yog

Thirdly, Plato spesks here of the S““"""(J’E ¢ whom he
calls *the maker and father of this universe's, ‘It im a hard task
to find nim, and heving found him it would be immosmeible to declare
bim to all mankind' (23C),

As FPlato proceeds with his account there are other dstails
of importance which amglify this first ctatement of his (27D - 29D).,
But it is important first of all to bear in mind what he statos in
thiz opening passage, becsuse most of what is sald aftervards is by
way cf comaentary on ite This passage does, liowever, raise certain
questions for the understanding of Flato's vicws For instance, when
be sayes 'that which becomes must necessarily become by the agency of
some cause' (23C) the immediate refecremce to the S‘""‘WL)’JS ’
seems to suggest that the cause he is thinking of is the S'l\h\ooe,yors
himself, It wmight be thought that he is referring to causation
within the né'a-',.,os itself, but the reference to the 'whole heaven
or world! shouws that it is not this that he bas in minde So it is
not {o any kind of physical causation thut he is appealing. And so
that roaiges the question: #hut kind of causation can he mean? It
iz this question that lcd Flato to give the kind of account of
crcation that he does gives He thought that one cennot give an
account of Ythe whole heaven' in terms of physical causes.
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A% least there is no way of accounting for the goodness of the
world in this waye And the whole point of introducing the figure
of the 84' r,uoog_yo’s into his account of the world is to attempt to
say somethmg about the goocdness of the worlds, It is because the
§mmiovgySs 1s sble to look to a pattern that is eternal that
his work of creation is good. But the g"‘ruweyos is slso
described as good (29E). His goodness is completely devoid of any
form of joalously, and so in creating the world he sought to make it
88 like himself as possible. It is this goodness of the creator
that is 'the supremly valid principle of becoming and order in the
worldt (‘lw"“‘”S K.u, Koo'y.ou &CX": Kuew‘mrn\ 20E)s The best is
that which possesses intelligence, and the gswwqo_g brings this
about by creating soul, for inteliigence cannot be preseant in anything
apart from soul. The creation of the universe is thus conceived as
the creation of a living creature in which the g\w.u \’C.‘["’S fashions
 Teason within soul and soul within bodys In this way, as the result
of the wrovidential activity of the creator the universe becomes as
it 1s a living creature. The O#pisvey0s 1in creating the universe
as a living creature uses =8 his pattern that living creature which
‘embraces and contains within itself all the intelligible living
Sreatures' (300). The visible universe is made as like the
intelligible world as possible and this means thit the visible universe
18 made to be one just as the letév §Sov 18 one (31B).

The question is why Flato gives this kind of account,
There are, of course, difficulties of interpretation, especially with
Tegard to what Flato meant by speaking of the Vo'tl“/v Sq_)ov‘ But
Wpart from these difiiculties of what exactly Plato meant and how
what he says in the Timmeus is related to what he says elsewhere, and
what Aristotle and others said about his view, what Plato does say is
instructive in this sense that it noints to certain difficulties that
he saw in attempting to speak about creation. We have already
bPointed out that Plato thought that the kind of account that can be
glven about the world is an Eiwg A yos « The reason for this
1a that it is an sccount of something that becomes and changes.
This 48 Plato's viev snyway apcrt from the kind of zccount that he
gives., That this kind of account is the only possible one is not
part of his *myth' of creation, What he does give of course is a likely
account, but even with regard to such likely accounts it im possidle
for him that one msy be more acceptable than another. But that
only a likely account is possible is what is certain for him. And
that likely account is the kind of account that is possible for
buman beings. Flato makes this clear at the very outeet at 29C
vhere he sayst *If we can furnish accounts no less likely than any



Other, we must be content, remembering that I who speak and you ry
Judges are only human, and consequently it is fitting that we should,

in theoe matters, accept the likely story and look for nothing further!,
It i5 clear too, as has been pointed out, that what Flato means here

¥ slwby AOYos  is net an -ccount that cam be described as probably
true as if some account could be mors probable than others. Cornford
is right ¢n emphasising as against “aylor that the account that is
8iven can only be an imapge of a true account, And the point of this
8cems to be that humen understanding of the world is bound to be limited
and it is with regard to the limited nature of humen understanding that
the figure of the Sqwouexcfs is important.

This view of the difficulty of speasking about ereation is not
only stated in the Timeaus. In the Politicue Plato faces a similar
AUfriculty in attempting to describe kingship and in this connexion he
8aysi1?It is difficult to set forth any of the moat,important subjects,
'cmﬂpt by use of examples!' ( XXAQGOQ PA" Rdpx SG'YW xew pivev
Wavidg $vBeikviohue T TRV palbviov  277D).  The word Tendiiypa
Used hore has the same force as the phrase dlu‘:g Aa/yos used in the Timaecus,
The form of the good which the Republic descrides as r.s’ymov r.o{ Qmm
is also something of which it is not possible to speak with complete
Slarity., Ome can only suggest what it is by means of similies. ALl
these three are examples of important matters of which human beings have
%aly a limited understanding. It is a similar point that Plato makes
about education in the second book of the Lawe. ‘'Shall we regard such
% men as better trained im choristry and susic whem he is able both with
Eeature and voiece to represent adequately that which he conceives to be
£%0d, though he feels neither delight in the good, nor hatred of the
bad, « or when, though not wholly able to represent his conception
Tightly by voice and gesture, he yet keepe right im his feelings of pain
8hd pleasure, welcoming everything good and abhorring evorything not good?!
(645p), ¥e see here the distinction which,we have already noted, was
Central to the view of Socrates. It is the distinction between that
king of knowledge that is a Téval and that which is note The
knowledge of the difference between good and evil was for Socrates not
o bo thought of as knowledge which takes the form of a Té)("‘l .

The difficulty then, of course, is to attempt to say what this
knowledge is, and we suggested that for Socrates this form of knowledge
%ould not be und:rstoods But that did not in any way minimiee the
importance of the distimction. If its form as knowledge as applying
to human 14fe could not be stated, this did not prevent Socrates from
Blving innumerable examples of the :ay in which this distinction did
8prly to human life. We also noted the difference that therc was for
Socrates between recognising the difference that there is between good
4nd evil and secing the necessity of living a virtuous life, and
POssessing a genuine desire to live in accordance with this distinction.



It seems to be a similar point that Flato is making in the lews.

Even if there cannot be an adeguate statemen: of what is conceived

%0 be goody any kind of knowledge of what is good, however inadecunte,
is pointless unless a person delights in the conception he has of what ic
890d and hates whatever he understands to be evil. So there seems here
to be an appeal to the relationship that can cxist between what is
Sonceived to be good =nd the person who conceives ite It is not

8uough that something should be thought of as goods It is also
Becessary that o person should delight in what he thinks to be good.

" In the laws' passage the emphasis seems to be on tho inadequate nature
of human conceptions of what is goods But although this is the case

it is the delight in it that is reelly stresseds And this is in line
with what we have seen Plato says sbout lovee In the Laws, as we

shell gee, he thinks that this incapacity of human beings to completely
Wderstand what is good should determine their lives in a ocertain
direction, Even if you cannot understand the good, you should delight
in it, And for Plato delight in the good took the form of giving
Proper attentism to the gods, and in paying respect to their care amd
Providence for human life,

It is from a similar epirit that his viow of creation arises.
For here too, he thinks, there is something that is thought of as good,
bt there is no perfect understanding of its goodness. If there were
this, then there would be no difficulty in giving an adequate account
of the goodness of the creation. But them it would be possible to
Spesk of the creation in cuite a different way., The meker and father
of this universe would no longer be hard and difficult to find. But
1t is just because human understending of the goodness that is revealed
in creation is so limited that what Plato saye about the ereator is
limited too.  From this point of view it is a misunderstanding of
what Plato says to attempt to interpret it as giving the kind of account
that he thinke 4s impossible, This misunderstanding can take the form
of regarding what Plato says as some kin? of systemmatic account of
Sreation, and it was thic kind of misunderstanding that srogs later in
Beo-rlatoniom with its doctrine of exca=aces. I is impossible to
interpret Flato in this way. But to attempt to do so is to fail to
Tecognise that for him to speak about oreation is to attempt to give
Some account of the goodness of the world, and also to recognise that
this goodness can only be understood in , limited way. But even if
the understanding is limited, thistiggdness for him was something to
take delight 4n, and even knowledge/it was good without the delight was
°f little worths This seems to be the point of Plato'sming {37C);
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The creation is good and ite goodness is something to delight in.
The creator himself recosnises its poodness and the understanding
Shich human beings can have of the creation is the recognition of
its goodnesesthat is possible for them.

It is only if thics central point of vhat Plato says in the

Timaeus is wissed that a num er of guestions arise which in the
Sontext of the dialogue iteelf seem to demand an explanation. It is
then assumed that some sort of ansver to them exist within the dialogue
iteelt, For the idea of creation it is thought raises the
Question which Aristotle asked about Plato's account in the Timzeus.
Does the world have a beginning in time or not? Aristotle (De Caelo
280 & 30) says that Plato holds 'that the heaven, though it was
generated, will none the less exdst to etemity". As againat this
there 1s the interpretation that was held in the Academy that Plato
d4d not intend $o teach that the world had a temporal beginning, and
his account of the creation is not to be taken literally in this
reepects The Academic tradition has led to the view that Plato meant
his aceount of the Sclr.‘w'aog to be nothing more than a fiction, which
was ugsed by Flato 3-8&0\0\)«6\; Xi(’,“/ s an interpretation which
Aristotle criticises (De Caelo 280s)s. And s0 we have the kind of
Yiew that 1s suggested by Cornford that the Sqpioveyos 1a to be
identified with the world soul. Cornford, who puts this forward as
an inte: pretation of what Plato says, himself saye that *thie solution
0f the problem is no more warranted by Flato himself than others that
¢an be suported by a suitable selection of texts's (P.C. p.39).
In this case, as Cornford puts itt *The demiurge will no longer
stand for anything distinct from the world he is represented as makingt,
(1v4d). Taylor, on the other hand, identifies the 84“uouue(; with the

AgieTy fuxy of the laws. 'The Demiurge of the Timesus is
sxactly the 'best ‘{w)(«( * which is said in the laws to be the source
of the great orderly cosmic movementsy that is he is God, and if we
are to use the word God in the sense it has in Plato's natural theclogy,
the only God therc is'. (Commentary p.82). Both interpretations are
of the same kinde They attempt tc anawer the question: ‘What does
the 8w piovgyos stend fort What is there in Plato with which it
can be identified? Cornford seems tc think that there is really thie
problem’, But Plato nowhere states the problem to which this is
supposed to be a solution. What he says about the X'v"dwe)(({g is a
statement of his belief in crcation, and not a solution of a problem.
The whole of the Timasus is an attempt to understand how the goodness
of the oreator is ;resent in the world, and that is why, &s we shall
see, the world is described as it is; it is the dest possible world.

If Flato points to what he regards as evidence of this goodness in the
world, this is not to be identified with what he means Ly speaking of
the creator of this goodness. The 81‘rtoouo's is not just a figure

w832 -



in & myt: which has nc seriouc purpose. It is pounsi-le to claim that
there is order and oodnos. in the world withou: referrin: to it as the
work of the creator. Thut [lato does refer it to the S‘b”uouayofg
Rust be taken geriously. It must, however, .o remenbere: that he
distinguished clearly netween the creator and hic creation. For with
regard to the latter, he thousht thot he could point te definite gigne
of goodness in the creation itself, -ut as to the creator he does not
seem to have thouzht that anythin: could procerly be said about him
except in terms of what he haos createds '"he maker and father of this
universe is a hard task to find'e The 8’”‘-‘°”&Y°/S is not

then just a figure in a myths From this point of view it is better

to compare Plato's view with that of the Psalmist when he saye: 'The
he vens declare the lory of God and the firmament showeth his
handiwork' (Fsalw lv. 1), than to think thst the S‘v”uo ue){ols

1z a fi-ure in a myth which stands for something else which Plato
mentions,

This difficulty ahout the 8 1 ’uoue,Yo/s may be compared
to what “latc says in the Phaedrus zbout the soul. He first of all
puts forward a gemeral argument that a2ll soul is immortal, and he
thinks th it th arf"amen for the soul's g_;m_gortalltz is sufficient,
( M.e} r»sv ow ag;w.uruk_g o&“\s IM\/OO,S 5A)  ihen, however,
he comes to speak alout the nature of the soul (lse} Ss'r'\s l&ls wxs ksx‘rsov)
apart from its immortality, which, if it is true that the soul is
self-motion, he considers to have been satisfactorily proved, he can
ouly use a myth, because, as he puts it, it would be im.ossible,
to describe the soul as it really is. e may compare with this
treatment of the soul in the Fhaedrus, hiz treatment of the 'thecause
of becominz' in the Timaavs. Just as he thinks that the
immortality of the soul is assured, so he thinks that the existence
of a 'cause of becoming' is assured, but just as it is a more difficult
matter to coeak of the nature of the soul which is immortal, so it is
difficult to speak of the nature of the 'cause of becoming'.e Ve
find thet “lato uses mythical imuges such as ‘mixing' and 'blending!
to attem . to epeak avout the creative activity of the g"l po V&Yols .
Likewice, he uses th. image of the chariot and horses Lo described
‘the soul in the Fhaedrus. #hat Plato says atoul 'the gods and the
generaticn of the universe' in the Timaeus is similar. It is
impossibie *to give an accuunt about them that is entirely consistent
with i self and exact' (29C). In the Laws, however, it is regarded
as sufficient to prove the existence of the yods by using the
argument wiich had .een used in the Phaedrus to show the immortality
of the soul,but when in the Timaeus what has to spoken about ie the
nature of the gods, the only way in which this can be done is by a
myth, Likewise in the Phaedo after the attempted proof of the
immortality of th: soul, the personal destinyaf the soul is described
in a mythe The same thing applies at the end of the Republic when

083-



after Plato usea an argmiment for the immortality of the soul as not
beinys destroyed by its own vice, he 'roceeds to speak of the destiny
of the soul after death in a myths The view thet thes V“"”QY"IS i5
the world-soul must then be rejected if we take into account what
Plato says in the Timaeus. For there the soul 1s described as 'the
best of generated things'. This may seem to contradict the account
in the Phaedrus where soul is regnrded as the source and beminning of
Botion, and is as such ungenerated. But the soul is ungenerated as
the origin of the motion of the Kéo‘p.og « It still powessés its
o motion, but the gﬁrwue)(o{g is nowhere described as -ospessing
Kt VSIS . What is clear from the Timasus is that Plato
thought that the movements of the world soul, which bring about the
Orderly mevements of thc heavens, are part of the creation of the

s’V\ y.\o ue)lég .
It is necessary to bear in mind here the distinctons we have

Bade between theology and cosmology. FPlato's view of the soul as the
Bource of motion belongs to his cosmologye If we want to compare what
he says about the Sﬂ“m UQ,\{gS in the Timaeus with anything else in
his uritings it is best to compare it with the description he gives
©f God in the second book of the Republic., *God 1s a being of perfect
eimplicity and truth, both in deed and word, and meither changes in
himself nor imposew upon others, either by apparitions, or by words
Or by sending signs, whether in dreams or in waking moments® (382%)
Can we say that the attributes which Plato ascribes to God here can also
be aacribed to the 811'4&900{0/5 ? When in the Timaeus Plato speaks
of attempting to talk about the 'gods and the generation of the
Universze' he is probably referring to *the vieible and generated gods'
Of which he speaks later on (kOD), ‘These ure the heavenly bodies.
Immedintely after meking reference to them he refers to ‘other poda!
about whom he says it is not possible for him to speak. These, the
gods of Greek religion, must be accepted as they are reported in
Popular religion. All these gods, both those that are visible in the
Univeree and those that are not are then described as being created by
the SQ\rtoueYo/; . Even the gods of Greak religion owe their being
to him, That Plato should say this suggests to us that he thought of
the 31] o veyos as being supreme and different from all other gods.
For he speaks of the creation of these, but he mowhere speaks of the

S-v\ pio VQ,Y;S as being created or being dependent on any other
Cause for his existence. The crecated gods are 'not immortal nor
indiseoluble altogether® (41B) end thie leads ve to infer that Plato
Beans to say that be considors that the 3q‘ \'*‘W?,Y‘:S is completely
immortal and indissoluble, So from this point of view of the
Unchangeablesneas of God the account of the Republie agrees with
that of the Timaeus.



, | In the Republic also Goi ds deceribed as truly good
(Ayadog 8 ye Ouds T BYTL  wmciy.  Thig 4g the way in which the

Bqpiovpyds  is described in the Timaeus (29E).  As we have
Polnted out it is the goodness of God that is there emphasised in
Somnexion with hic creating the worlds This reference to gooduess is
abgent from the proof of the immortality of the soul in the ‘haedrus.
This is cnother indication that the descriptions of God in ke Republic
and of the go\p\ouqés in the Timaeus are the same., Ve no:ice that
12 both myths, that of the Phaedrus end that of the Timasue it is when
the goodness of something has to be talked about that Plato reverts o
8 ®yth, The main point of the Phaedrus myth is the struggle between
the two horses which can lead either to an evil or a goud life of the
®oul. S0 in the Timueus. If you want to talk about the goodness of
the world you can only do this in terms which are not precise and
i“"ﬁi:?.awtel.y understood, for what an zccount is being atiompted of is not
Just the physical structure of the KO'G'F.OS y but its goodness, and it
B8eds to be showa how the physical structure itself existe as it does
becouso it is the work of a good creator.

The same kind of difficulty which arises with regard to the
Ustinction vetween the 8*1 poou@(ofs and tie worldesoul in the Timaeus
Srises in comnexdon with the cause of the mixture and To pe! KTov
In the Philebus. Plato suggests Zirst of all that VedS  is the
auge of the mixture, and so of the 1ife of the world, the world soul.
Yust ag vo O is the cause of those beautiful things that come to be
in the numan soul, (268) so it is the cause of all the beauty and order
that exist in ihe world as possessed of soul. The order and beauty of
the world as a whole 4s thought of here as being dependent ou the
&ctivity of \Ioss « He says that wisdow and reason cunnot come to be
%pert from the presence of soule He gives the same account in the
Mmasus,  But even the presciuce of reason and wisdom is attributed to
the agency of the cause. 'In the nature of Zeus you would say that a
Hngly goul and kingly mind weie implanted through the power of the cause'.
(301)). We are reminded here of a reference to Zeus in the Phaedrus myth:
‘Row the great leader in heaven, Zeus, driving a winged chariot, goes
n’“v arranging all things and caring for all things'. In the Timaeus
® read of the discourse of the world soule The rational understanding
"4 lnouledge of tuis discourse is only .ossible beciuse of the presence
%% Soul. In the Philebus Zeus is described ac having reason and soul
th"‘me;h the power of the causej and in the Timaeus we are told that the

8”\"“°"€,Yé$ *faghioned reason within soul and soul within body
(298 of gopnist 2494)s In both the Philebus and the Timaeus Plato
Seoks 1o glve a cause for the intelligent lifs of the Kéo’tkos .

account in the Timaeus of fashioning reason in soul, and soul in bedy,

s called 1ikely account, of the wey in which the world became a liwing
*Peature with soul and reason through the providence of the creator. In
*ho Philetus the cause of the mixture is described asVoss and the fact
that Zeus has been described as possessing soul and reason, has led to the
iﬁeuti.i’:!.c:s;t‘l:j.cm of these two, just as the 8"“““"’%‘(;{3 has been identified with
9 world soul. -85 -



This is what Hackforth does « He says: *Although we may
adnit that Plato has not expressed his moandng with perfect lucidity,
Yot the difficulty lorgely dinappears if we realise that the
@istinction®is one of aspect rather thon baing. Transcendent V°38
and immanent Voss are not two different Reasons:  the latter is
the self-projection of the former', (Hackforth, Plato's Examination
of Pleasurc, D57 note)e  This type of interprotation seems to mise
the reason why Plato should speck of an €14 or the cruse of the
Bixture, In the Philcbus the 1ife of the KOSTROS itself is the
Bixture of the WeQas  and the XWegpv .  So Plato says at
26B:  'Thence arise the seasons and all the beauties of our world,
by the mixture of the unlimited and the limit', If there ic beauty
&nd order in the universe it must be due to the agency of a causce
One must attempt to undorstand why it is that there can be seen in the
Universe this order which is described as rational and living, This
order in the universe Plato secks to describe in terms of mathematics
in the Timneus, in connexion with the movements of the planets, and
the way in which the _rimary elemen:ts conbine with one another to form
the body of the worlde All this order, however, is something that
Plato emphasises in different nlaces. He says this in the Philebus
(28D«E) and in the Sorhist (2065C-D}e He mentions the belief o:!' the

Bany that the gorld 4= “me to some, v elf-ncting cause’. érw "i V cféo'w
CAEY aww o('lt): Tives o@\'mg x\nopé\- S, Wt Hvev h\lvoeotg
Puodems , . pETL Abyov TE el ETOTY s Osies dmwe Oced

Y'yvo Kivas)

It iz the mame point that Flato makes when he argues agalnet
atheism in the Lewss It is because he thinks this that he says in the
Timaeus: *Now the body of the heaven has been crooted visible; but
she ig {nvisible, amd as having pert in reason and harmony, is the best
of things brought into Yeing by ihe most excellent of thimge intelligible
and eternal', (3€2) The ‘supremely valid principle of becoming ond of
the order of the world' ic that the creator is good and ho secks to make
the world as like himself in soodness as is poseible. Flaio's point is
that it is one thing to know that there is order and beauty in the
world, but it is another to recognise this order and beauty as the work
of the creator, YFor otherwise one has to suy that the order and
beauty 1s just theres And that is no different from seying that ito
éxistence is due to chances Flato thought that o senseless thing to
8ay which in come way contradicts the order and “eauty that can be seen.
The point that he wishes to make, hovever, is that somcthing has to be
said about this beauty and order itself. It is not sufficient to give
2 mathematical account, for thut relatee the different elements in the
Whole to each other, and does not allow ome to eay anything about the
beauty and order as a wholes  No mathematical account for Plato could
do thig,. For bim to mske a statcment about the whole was to mske a
Statement of value. It 1s to talk about the goodness of the world as
& whole, and this is not possible unless the goodness of the whole is
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8een us the work of the crcafor. Thic is why the reference to
trangcendent VoSB and imanent V035 as one in being and differing

only in agpect ic not to the pointe It fails to recognise that

Pleto thought it is necessary to say sowething about the order and
beauty of the world as a whole. It se.tis that the motive behind

Raking such a statement as thi: is to moke Plato's meaning clear.

That, 1 sup;osey is why Hackforth sayss 'Aléhough we may admnit thaf
Flato has not expressed his meaning with perfect lucidity's But

that is what Plato thought wes impossible here = to expres: himself
With perfoct lucidity. You canuot moke clear what is meant by

Creation, bec:use it involves talking about the goodness of the world
and mying thot thic is due to the activity of the ereator. And to say
this is not the conclusion of un argument, but it is a principle in
accordance with which one attempts to speak about the world. It ie,
however, for Plato a principle which gives sense to the worlde And
thic is not sense if by that is meant the kind of understanding to be
found in an adequate astronomical theory. But it is to see that the
World is goode The way in which Flato compares it with human goodness
is instructive., For human goodness is achieved for him only when the
human soul recognisés its own good and pursuwes ite It is not something,
he thinks, that belongs to the human soul as a matier of courses The
human soul con pursue an evil path as well as a good ones It is
because there is this yossibility that he does not think of the life of
the human soul as being completoly the work of the creator. Dut the
soul of the Kécw;og 16 that. Its order and heauty, and so its goodness,
are completely denendent om the goodness of the creator, in a way in which
the poodness possible for the human soul, in so far as it depends on the
Choice of th: soul itself, is moy. Thot is why Elato im the Philebus
8ays that the world soul iz superior to the human soul. Anc he mcans
by 'superior! here that its goodness is superior. This superior
B%odness is the work of *a by no means feveble cause which orderc and
frranges yearc and seasons and months, and may justly be called wimdom
end mind® (30C), Thut is one roint. But we must bear ir nind also
the difficulty that Plato says therc !s in speaking on this subject.

It does have the clarity that one might expect; and Flato thought that

thic was inevitable in any attempt by human beings to speak about these
thin £Se

To attempt to say that Flato in come way identified the
%qytovu{g with the world soul is almost to ascribe to him some kind
of pantheism, In any case to do this is to interpret Plato in such a
¥ay that the questions to which he was seeking an answer are left
Wangwered, It would leave undecided the question about the goodness
°f the world. And it is important to have some idea why Flato speaks
Of the world soul as he does. The kind of interpretation we have been
Conaidering does not take into account why Plato speaks of the soul
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becoming in body. For on this view the living Kod'po/s would

be its own cause. It could then only be described, as the Sophist

pute it and Tivoy A’m’a; as’nopo"np e The world would then have to

be gecepted as it is as a living Kos oS 4 and there would be no

Reans of knowing that its soul is superior 4m every way to its body,

For in the first account of creation Flato saye that reason was formed
in soul, and soul in body. As he points,out this is not the correct
order (34B-C) "The god made soul priarto body and more wnsrable in

birth and excellence, to be the body's mistress and governor's So
when the 84\ r-wuqés is pictured as having made soul he then proceeds
'to faghion within soul all that is bodily'. (36D), If we identify
the world soul and the Swyuovgyos then it is difficult to see why Plato
thould speak of the creation of the world soul as he does. And if

the Smuiovpyds 1s relegated to being only a figure in the myth, then

it must be pointed out that he is the most impotant figure in the

mythe Plato, in terms of his myth, might have described the activity
of the waua& differently, But the myth would have been
‘Completely aifferent 4f it were not what it claims to be, =n e M\{og -
of the creation of the world, The S"l!’““&Y"/S is mentral to the

whole account.

The worldesoul for Plato is not part of the myth of creation,
even if there are mythical elements in his description of its creation,
The worldesoul is the most real and perfect part of the woo o .
_ Mhat this is the case is probably a reason why some have wished to
identify it with the ga‘rlove‘og. ms"rtoue’ygs then becomes something
definite, and something which Plato speaks sbout at different places,
Bot only in the Timeaus, We have already seen reference to creation
in the Sophist and the Rilebus. It is referred to also in the
Politicus mythe As it is seen in the Phaedrus, soul takes different
forms, the two most important of which are the worldwsoul and the
human soul. All the forms of soul, go to make up the total life of
the Koopog o And Plato thinks of this 1ife in its totality as an
image of the Voytdv Sov 4 which contains within itself all the
different forms of intelligible living creatures. The reference to
the voytev (4ov  1s not easy to understand, but by it Plato seems
to refer to that which makes it possidble to see the unity and
intelligibility of the life of the created world. It is spoken of as
the model in acoordance with which the creator works. It is only here
in the Timaeus, smong the dlalogues, that Plato speaks of the vowtov Sdov o
He docs in the Phaedo, as we have noted, refer to the form of life which
he there mentions together with God as being immortal and eternal.

Even here we find the two distinguished in name, even if there is no
account of the difference between them. How the two are to bde
8stinguished is not easy to see.



The my in which Plato described God as unchanging in the
Republic is very similar to the way in which he describes the forms in
the Phnedo as unchanging and eternal, -« as otem\) %0’ AT « The pro-
blem of the relation between forms and things that become and pass away
%ag the problem of how these things participate in forms, The problem
¢ participation was one which Plato found it impossible to solve in
terms only of that which is unchanging (i.e. the form) and that which
18 changing, In the Timoeus Plato has given up the ides that what
Yecomes and passes away only does 80 because it participates in a form,
Ris description of the form makes this impossible, For the unchanging
form *neither recoives anything else into itself from elsewhere nor enters
iato anything else anywhere' (52A), This does not mean, however, that
the nature of those things which are gemerated are not in any way related
%o the forms, for thoy are likeness of the forms, (514), But now the
fact that things become according to/a.n eternal pattern is due to the
®eative activity of the Sypiove YOS

If the way in which Plato describes God in the Republic is
Very mnch like his descriptiom of a form, it is aleo true that he never
describes God as a form, nor does he describe the S7kIOURYSS in this
"ays  But there is a close connexion between the wey in which he thinks
of the s'“tlw(_yog and the vom‘r:wSQd-!his is perfectly real, and can only be
known by Vthinking'apart' from semsation with which human beings
pprehend as far as they do by 'belief® the Woocpos  which becomes in
time, The former kind of knowledge of thot which is real and eternal
depends on that kind of intelligence which 'is shared only by the gods
&nd a small number of men' (S1E), Because this is the case the %‘““""C‘/"g
1 able to look to the eternal as a pattern in order to create the world,
4 he eought to meke it look as like the eternal as possible. The
World is but one world that it might be an imegine of that uniqueness
that 4o possessed by the vowrev§dov§ it is in time, for that is a moving
izge of what 1s eternal. But the werld is nmot only like the voyroy SGev ¢
it 15 aleo 1ike the 8"““009)(65 . The S'v"«o veYO/S ‘desired that
mthuga should come as near as poseible to being like himselft, So
here we see that Flato thinks of the St\y.(ooes({( in eloge comnexion with
the eternal world of forms when he saye that the word is like both the
Vm\‘r‘ov Cwov end the Swrwue,\(ffs $ That was already

Wuggested in the Phaedo. (106D). Ry the time he came to write the
Tianeus Flato had come to think that there were in the natwre of thinge
t80 things that could be regarded as eternal and completely imperishable.
These were, om the ome hend the Vontev {@ov , and on the other, the

g'v“u °°€‘l°/5 +« They cannot, however, ba‘ tdentifisd. The Swwvcyoﬁ
s the cause of what becomes, whereas the Vorytov SQN is not the cause but
the vattern.

If these two, then, canunot be identified, it is importent to

8¢ how each figures in Plato's account. Plato does not give an emact
%count of either of them, and with regard to the »Io1rév §3ov , although



there iy evidence that it wae important for Plato, it is only in the
Maseus that he mokes any direct reference to it. Aristotle in the

De Antme (4OGb 16 £) refers to what he calls theats To Swov

Be mayst *In the same way Plato in the Timeeus fashions the soul out of
the elements; for like, he holds, is known by like, and things are
formed out of the minciples or elements, so that soul must be too.
8imilarly also in his lectures *On Philosophy' it was set forth that the
Animel 1tself is compoimded of the Idea iteelf of the Onc together with
the primary length, breadth, and depth and everything else, the objects
of itg perceptions, being similarly constituteds Agsin be puta the view
in yot other termst Mind is the manad, science or knowledge the dyad
(because 1t goes undeviatingly from ome point to another), opinion the
Dumber of the plane, sensation the number of the solid; the numbers ave
% him expressly identified with the Forms themselves or principles, and
&re formed of the elements; now things are apprehended either by mind

Or science or opinion or sensation, and these same numbers are the Forme
of thinge', It is perhaps impossible to interpret this passage of
Aristotle in detail, but Plato seems to refer to part of the subject
Siter of it when he discusses different forms of W(vycig in the laws.
* B0 spesks there of what he considers to be mecessary for any kind of
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¥hat ie important in connexion with this passage from the laws, and the
st of the disoussion of \/é( VSdiS  there, is the wide sense that
Flato gives to the term iv4o'S . It does mot jJust refer to motion
in space, which ic only one of the tem kinds of motion mentioned. It
Tefers to all forms of \{viss o Aristotle used the term in a similar
¥ays although his dimcussion of Y{lej in connexion with his doctrine
of the categories and his view of form and matter makes his discussion
dfferent from that which Plato gives. Aristotle Alstinguished between
}ci-TABOA'v{ which “YLV“'S f(v)\:\ in the category of substance and
K(v-v\oﬂs which is change in the other eategories. And this
Hetinction rested upon his view that Yéves é-uxc‘ 1s the becoming
o2 form in matters The kind of motion that Plato speaks of in the laws
% due to soul seems to be the function of the immenent form according to
Aristotle, and from this point of view Aristotle attempts to combine those
o forms of Kivysig which Plato distinguishes as ninth and tenth im
the Laws. These twe forms of motion are (a) that motion which always
Boves ahother ohjeot and is moved by another, and (b) that motion which
®ove: both itself and another, and which is harmoniously adapted te all
forms of actions and passion, and is termed the veal chenge and motion



of all that exists.” 3\/1&05 Ty SvTwy TAVILY (-.iupo)« "l qucrg 864C)
It 45 when anythinsporcesces this latter form of mot:.bn. that it is

deacrided as beins alive. (295C).

Tt secms that it weo becouse Pluto thought of the klvweg

Which oyl tris s to thinos oo the renl voticn of evarythine that exists
Cbhat Yo eperis of the Voq"n\w 9oV ¢ In the Laws this soul ic spolen of
S?lf notl r:rn, bub in the Momeus it is deceribed ce bein: croated by the

““\lovqos from indivicible and divisible existence, samenens and
dffercncs, This ic vhat Aristotle is ro ‘eprving to in the De Animn,
Tts 1if2 in the T oous 4 deseri%ed a5 2 ddocourse which becomes rossible
for 1t wecouse it in o union of what is indivisible and divisible, of what
s eternal and what becomes and changes. And it io this discourse that
®hables 1, no the Phoedrus vuts it, 'to take care of all that is soulless'.
I? this motion of the moul is compared to physical moticn which Plato
deseribes as moving other things, but not itself, then the question
Baturally ardses: How is itspresence possible in the world? This is g
Question which Plato cannmot answer. In the laws (898E - 9A) he gives three
dfferent rusrestions as to the way in which this is possibles  Eithey
the soul 45 -recent in what is visible, or else it is present in a body
of its ovm which is not visible, or else the soul is completely without any
body of any kind and directs the body by some miraculous power. However
that question is to be answered, the fact that Plato does say that the
Kﬂ?ch; of the world soul, by means of the circles of the Same and the
Differcnt, as he calls them, possesses, ‘rational understanding and
knowledge® (37C) seems to mean that this \((»/q\ms of the world soul is
that which meintains order in the worlds That means ae we have suggested
that the order is not self-cxplanatory, as the order of certain kinds of
Physical motions. The guestion thet Plato is attempting to onswer ia not
Just *T5 there order in the universe?, but YHow is continuous order possible
in the universe?' For that to be rossible there must be some kiad of
Hustaining eause. The kind of couse without which, as he puts it in the
Phaedrus, %211 the heavens and all generation must fall in ruin and stop
8nd never again have any source of motion or origin'. It is this, too,
that he refers to in the Phasdo (99C) when he speaks of 'the power which
“Ruses things to be now placed as it is best for them to be placed’ and
Vhich possesses o divine force. (?dj(z)g Lo povia cf. Politicus 272E),

<

What Flato says about the world soul in the Timaeus is an attempt
to angwer the aquestion about the nature of becoming which he first raised
in the Phaedo. That cuestion was radsed there in connexion with the
Hacusaton of the immortality of the soul. What he says is that it is
imnossible to answer the ouestion about the immortality of the soul unless
Ofe examines the nature of becoming, and now inm the Timseus his view is thad
1t 15 tmpossible to understand the nature of becoming unless one takes into
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account the real cause of becoming which is soul. Aristotle (Metaph.
987a 32) states that Plato in his youth was greatly influenced by
Cratylus and Heracleitean doctrinece 'that all sensidle things are ever in
8 state of flux and there is no knowledge about them'. Aristotle says
too, that Plato held these views even in later years. Plato was not
only influenced by Heracleitus, but also by Parmenides aond Zeno. He
attempted to show how these two opposed points of view were both
Wsatisfactory. It was as wrong to demy all becoming as Parmenides did,
&8 to say, with Heracleitus, that nothing remains the same, as Plato
8tatcs his view in the Theaetetus. The view that Plato states in the
Sophist that mind, life and soul must belong te that which is perfectly
Teal is his answer to this difficulty. Por it is mind, life and soul
which in the Timaous give to the world its character of being real.

The motion of the world soul which is the real change which takes nlace
in the Kkfopos o 45 a union of the divisible and indivisible. It is
B0t something which remains forever the same, as the form was deseribed
in the Phoedo, nor is it something that is forever changing which
POssesses no character of sameness, as what is bodily had been described
there, It is the soul which gives to the world the unity and sameness
that it possesses. Or rather the worldesoul is the life of the Y46 pos
which possesses this unity and samenmess. But it is no longer the kind
of sameness and unity of which Parmenides had written. For this unity
Bnd sameness of the life of the world soul also possesses plurality and
difference which Parmenides denied belonged to *what is'. The world is
not just a concourse of warring opposites, mor is it just a place of
lusery appearances. The world is real itself, and its reality is the
Teality of the life of its soul. It displays order and design which
Gannoct be present in anything apart from soul.

The way in which Plato describes the constitution of the world
Soul in the Timseus as being a union of indivisible and divisible
éxistence, sameness and difference seems to comnect this account with the
¥ay in which he speaks of dialetic in the Sophist. That account is in
terms of what he calls there *the most important kinds', which are
existence, sameness, difference, motion and rest. It is the way in which
these forms can combine with one another that determines what it makes
Sense to say about what is. It is thece that make it possible to
affirm or dny anything at all.  Unless thhse most important kinds
Vere able to combine as they do in discource, (which is itself
Pegarded as a kind) it would not be possible to day anything. But
that digcourse is possible, for Plato, means that its possibtility cannot
~be divorced from what is. The fact that discourse is posaible for him
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Reans that there 1s something real to which the discourse refers. If
Uaoourse is possible, end it is not the 1llusion which the Sophist

Rekes of it, then it must be discourse about something that is real.

N this discourse is posaible sbout the world of becoming, am it makes
Possible & distinction between statements mbout the world of becoming

Y&t may be elther true ar false. *Since discourse, ss we found is true
And felse, and we ssw that thought is conversation of the soul with
1%aelf, and opinion 4s thefinal result of thought, and what we mean when
Ve say ‘4t seems’ 1s a ulxture of sensation and opinien, it is ineviteble
that, since these are all akin to speech, some of them must scmetimes be
Tulse! (Soph. 264 A = B)  This view of discourse as making possible

& diatinotion between true and false perception and judgement, is posaible
for Plato because his view now is thet 4t must be possible to refer to
Wat 15 real in the world of decoming. And that Teality 2s we have
Pointed out is the reality of the 1ife of the world soul, which ke g s

% to refer to in the Sophiet (265B£f,) when kv olaim that 'it oomes to
}' through the sgency of resson ( '\('>YOS ) and divine knowledge ( Oia
o1y ) that comes from God!,

Plato's view of dialectic in the Sophist is an answer to the

Problem stated in the Phaedo of the relation of the form to partioular
Wings, e aifficulties of the acoount in the Phaedo are brought out in
the first part of the Parmenides. If the form ia oonceived as olutd
Ki0'alvo Anen 1% s diffioult to ses exactly har it can be sn object of
knowledge at all and how it oan be related to the world of decoming,

That view of the form cannot stand, if there is to de any knowledge of
forms,  If there 1s %o be knovledge of forme then it mwt be knowledge of
then as they sre seen in the reslity of what becomes. It is there that
Sxistence, sameness and differenoq, motion and rest are to be observed.
™e fome are known, in the way in which they oan be known by humes beings,
Y the order that exbis in the world of becoming is known. For wiat

18 known sbout the warld cannet be axplaimd ss only sensations which
follow upon one another with no oomnexion ani ordered contimuity. This
OMer wd contimuity ocan only be explained if one refers to the forms
Which become apparent in them. This s the point of the dlstinotion

that Piato makes in the first two hypotheses of the Parmenides. When

ke refers to 'the one' he has in mind, as the introductory conversstion
Shows, the view of the form put forwerd in the Phaedo. That view mde
the form something whioh was completely separate and iselated from
Werything else. 30 the first hypothesis ist 'If there is & one' with
e smpbasis on'one'. Then the form is a umity abous whioh mothing oen
e said, not even thet 'it 1s'.  The seoond hypothesis: 'If the ome is'
With the mmphesis on the 'is' is quite d ifferent. For if the foem %o,
then ite being can only be shown as 1t reveals itself in the world of
beconing, One cammot spsak sbout the being of a form whick is completely
1301ated and separated from the werld of becoming. For can one speak of

&-mwu.wruormumthmzmk feolated fyom the
- 93 -



forms, The forms themselves are what meke human discourse obout the
¥orld possible, There could be no discourse about o world in which there
is no continuity and order to speak aboutjy but it would be impossible

to speak of it apart from the forms. So Plato says in the Parmenides:
'If & man refuses to admit that forms of things exist or to distinguish a
definite form in each case, he will have nothing on which to fix his
thought, o long as he will not allow that each thing has a character
¥hich is always the samej and in so doing he will completely destroy the
Bignificance of all discourse. (o0 SiAbyesuc Svapiv Tavidvun Biadbcicl.
135 BaC)  If there 4s to be knowledge of the world it can only be through
the form. The enquiry must not 'be confined to visible things, but must
®xtend to those objects which are specially apprehended by discourse and
%an be regarded as forme'. So Plato in the Timseus speaks of the life of
the world soul which is the reality of becoming, as discourse in the world
BOu) and he thinke of this discourse as possessing knowledge of forms
“hich enables it to maintain the world as it does.

In the Timaeus Flato speaks of c¢ircles in the world soul and
the kind of motion which he thinks it possesses is circular. This is
Sonnected with his astronomical view but it is alee meant to suggest that
the motion which belongs to the world soul is eternal and unchanging in
time, and ic that which maintains the world of becoming. So he describes
4t a8 that which has ‘the nearest possible kinship and similarity to
the revolution of reason's (T Yoo vod Welo8w whvrog g Switoy oiusioniryy
Tl Spolavlaws 898A) It 1s a form of motion which is unceasing and
Upon which all forms of physical motion are dependent, 'That which is
®Ver moving is immortalj but thot which moves something else or is
Moved by something else, when it ceases to move, ceases to live. Only
that which moves itsell, since it does not leave itself, newer ceuses to
ROY¥e, and this is also the source and beginning of motion for all other
things which have motion,' (Phaedrus 2k5C) It is this ceaseless life
°f the Kc')d"»os s that Plato thinks of a2s being made according to the
Pattern of the Vos]t‘w S&}ov o It is what he thinks of as the
Continuity and order of the world that he cessmibes in this way as the
life of the worldesoul.

But Plato did not think of this life of the world soul as
8elfwgufficient in itself, although he does say in the Timoeus that it has
beon croated self-sufficients (33D) ‘It was designed to feed itself on
its oun waste and to act and be acted upon entirely by itself and
Within jtself; becpuse its fremer thouzht that it would be better
Selfesuf{icient, rather than dependent upon anything else's This passage
8houg how it may seem possible to ;ut forward the view that Plato
Ldentified the world soul end the Smpmiovoyds . But it also states that
the two are different. The motion of the world soul is deseribed as most
‘like the motion of Vol v but it is not volg ditself. For the life

- oh -



o the worka sool whieces not wiky M indavisiole oxistonce, bub wlse
in dtvisiine, m&‘rmaé, however, as the vous whish brings the
Wrld goul into being, ad gives to it o life moot perfect of ite idnd,
doss not, share in divisilic axistence, but hoo foe his objoct of thought
ﬁ“"oqn‘w CPov  itoelf, ihe Ss‘pouao/g is the cause bocause he
Meseoses perfoct undorstanding of the pattem of the wmdd, It is caly
W reference to timse two thot ane can spesk of the oodness of the world,
For the Snrlwd{g himoelf 45 sood, and the wordd io ood becouse 4t is
Bde acoording to an etemal pettem, And thet is sowething thet cannct
be wderstood only by reference to the world soul, Its jpodness is
Nparent in its order, bub it camot be just sald to bs good wnless there
12 & reascn for ito being ldke thet, Ite goodnese is not samcthing thet
% Just hegpens to iaves It do present in the world in soul, and 8s we
have secn Flato camnot exglain just how it is possiile for soul to be
Pesent, in the world, Speaking in the Laws of the sun, he soys that ane
Mnnot sey how its soul directo ite body, but nevertheless this ie ito
Uving 1ife, For the soul 'ic not to be poroeived by any of tho bodily
Senses, but con anly be discemed Uy the understanding's This meoans
for Plato, as we may say, thab tic source of the 1ife of the warld ia
dving, It is not something thot con be widerstood apart £ram ite
WUvine origin, e might be able to say thet the world wes moving, for
instance, end thot it wes in ecmo sense endowed with 1ifo, but we
Bhould not, be aide to understand this in any woy wless wo were also
Wl to say that ite 1ife had its origin in eomething thot we connot
Peroeive by weans of the sensves, bub in something that can be wnderstood
v Jovey 34\ val S‘u\n«i‘m.u ¢ Tho wman who believes this will e able to
8y that, borrowing & saying of Theles, 'all things ave full of gods!,
So when Flato describes the world as the work of divine
Sraftananship he is ettempting to ses how the world ae & whale is good, And
this 12 whet he attampte to zive an account of in the rest of the Timacus,
It 1s & poodness which in the end he would say humen beings do not
Wdaretand ocupletely, thowh the fact that he jicturss the Swuiveyos 88
lacking to & psttem that is etemal in crecting the warld, asans that
the goodness 1s somothing that the creator himeelf understends end spplies
In My creative aotivity, This &s the poirt of Hlato's saying in the
Laee that the world is govemed by & soul or souls that are good wish
Persect, goodness. (dyaoul L wiewr dstiv 8998)  To mssert the ecntrary
Waild be blasphery (8980) This brings us back to the distinction between
Sanalogy end thoologye  For Flato in the Hepublis, God 1o & being of
Parfect goodness and wnchanzing in his nature, When, however, we come to
Seacribe the orestive activity of God we try to wderstand samething that
S only be known to God himeelf, e are only siving & humen secownt, snd
® our nocownt camob be perfectly exsct., Dub becauos oven umen bdaings
Mumammmm'mwmmmmmmmwm/
tamrtale! (Tim, MC) nd which is plotured as the AfS of the dvpioveyos
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‘o hen, they toc cen share in an understanding of the world which allows
Yhem to see the world as dependent on the goodness of Gode

In both the Timmeus and the Laws the world is thus made to be
Qependent on the providence of God, that is on his goodness. It is
¥his that Plato refers to when he says in the Timmeus in his address to
e gods: 'Although you, having come into being, are not indissoluble
ut%ﬂher, nevertheleas you shall not bs dissolved nor taste of death,
ﬁm’-ng ny will & bond yet atronger and more sovereign than those where
¥ith you were bound together when you came to bs' (41B) Here Plato is
*eferring to those bomds which he has desoribed as those which meke the
beevenly bodies living creatures (38E); that is to the union of their
Souls and bodies. The will of the creator is a stronger bond than all of
thess, and this s what Plato refers to when he says that it is the
Cbedaq.. of the creator that is the suprezely valid principle of becoming.
God's goodnese, we can say, as understood by Plato is not something that
Ohe can talk adbout onmly in thesame kind of mylhicel texrms in which he
Yadks of the geperation of the universe. f's goodness is no pert of the
&%eration of the universe for him, though i¥ certainly is that in
Sccordance with which the generntion of the wiverse proceeds. The
ULtiowlty of commology 11ies in the attempt to show how $his goodness of
ol is gesn to be present in the universe in the things that he has made,
The goodness of God carmot, hewswer, be regarded as bdbeing jresent in the
Wrld as it 4s with God. For the gocdmess that is present in the works

°f creation is & 1imived coodness and an image of the perfent goodneas
of Gogd,

One of the main M fficultics that Plato faced was to show how
the world could be regarded as good, and how this goodnese is dependemt
°n the goodneas of the S~“uw ejo{; ¢ For he snw that the world cowld
R0t be regarded as pmrfect, and so the question was to decide how its
Perfection could be thought of &s deing the result of creation. The
Worl4 {s not perfect in its goodness as Cod is. The reason for this is
that not everything that comes to be in the world is the result of the
work of resson (ti3iu vel 3Sqproveypéva), since there are things in the world
‘hat gra the result of necessity., It is this lattcr element which |
Teatricts the creative activity of the OmpiOupydc o  Although 4 18
Qien irn nature to the goodness of the 8«»\‘;&.0\;&\1‘0/5 e 1% 13 not
%ompletely alien. For the creative aotivity of the S‘]t‘“’"f_\/”/& 4s thought
9f ag renson's overruling of necessity and ‘peraunding ber to guide the
‘Sreatent part of the things that become towards what is best' (48A) Plate
Geseribes this necessity es an ‘errant cause’ (f\ Wth«{‘»v‘ ISt ), and in
Mer to understand 4ts nature it is mecessary to mke an enquivy into the
Bature of fire and air, and earth and water, the four elements out of whiek
Yhe creator had beem piotured ae crestimg the body of the universe. The
‘N-tm, 88 we shall see, why Plato thinks this is necessary is net jJust
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8t their nature should be understood, as far as that is possible,

but algo that their nature nay be understocd to be subservient to

Yo goodness of the worlds For these elements, in one way or another,
bave often been considered to be the first principles and elements of

‘he universe (doptl ovoxdia Tov dvrov),  Tnat is not their matuwres Witk
Tegard to them too, Pleto thinks his account will not be sirictly true.

e position in this respect is similar to what it was imn glving an acoount
of those things that have ocome about through the agency of reason and

W1 of necessitys The only poasibility 1s & 'likely' account.

Irn his description of those things that are the result of the
¥ark of reason Plato had dimtinguished between that which is ocompletely
Peel and unchanging and that which is not so» The point of this
distinotion was to show that the world which beoomes is made after
&n aternal and unchanging patterns The mature of the umiverse as
Eeherated, bath as soul and body, is dependent on this pattern. Vhen,
bowever, it is o matter of attempting to desoribe this changing world
1tself from the point of view of the mature of the change that takes
blece in 1%, Plato thinks that the distinotien between what is wchenging
A0l what is changing is not sufficient to show how becoming takes place,
For in the mature of that vhiob is unchenging there is no becoming and
Chunge, and so if one wishes to show how it is that things become as they
40, then 4t is necessary t0 give an account whioh is in other terms than
°f tha¢ which is unchanging, That this is necessary is seen from an
Sxamination of tle nature of those things ihat beoome. We camnot say
that they just become, as we might say that that which is perfectly real

48 real, The world of beceming is not known Ly means of rationsl
derstamiing, bud through belief which springs from perception. Ta
%y, havever, that becoming is oompletely described when we say that &t
is hat which is known by belief invelving peraspiien would be umbrua,
Tor 1% im aleo determined in its nature by what Plato calls the
Peceptacle of beccming, space. There are three dlstinot factors in
Plato's aceount of creation: being, spece, ani becoming. Space is
Yhat in which thinge that become, become acoording to the patiemm of
these things that bave being., But space is not a part of becoming, for

1t 16 unchanging in its nature. Plate thought that becoming camet inm
1ts own nature de axplsined pert from something which is unchanging
This, however, could not be the form, far that, slthough wchanging inm
1ts nature, cannot be regarded as part of the world of becomings What
bscomes are likenesses of the forms, and the possidility of their
beconing ss likenesses of something that is eternal and unchanging,
depends on their becoming in something whioh although it is not in any
“oy a oopy of axy form is yet unchanging in its nature.

That whickh beoomes is descridbed as nesessarily visidble
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tangible and bodily (31B), but, if it is to become at all, them that in
"hich it becomes must poesesa-ncme of these characteristics. It ias
lavisible and characterless. (51A). There is no becoming as such apart
from th.; in which becoming takes place. Space itself is not a part of
becoming, This is why Plato says that it'partskes in some puzsling way
©f the intelligible and is very hard to apprehend' (514). He is led to
By this because space is mot perceptible by the senses and aleo because
i% 15 unchanging in mature. It is, however, & part of the Kdcpog

%8 Plato thinks of it, and a necessary factor in becoming, apart from
"hich becoming would mot be romsible. It is that by which what becomes
'elings in some way to existence on pain of being nothing at all'. (52C),

Space is not regarded as a result of the creative activity of
the g'vwwuqo‘/g .« It is one of the three factors which it is said
*Xist 'even before the heaven came into being' (52D). The other two
8¢ being and becoming. By becoming Plato ean here only mean ‘all that
18 visible, not at rest, but in discordant and umordered motion® (30A).
It 16 that which he also describes as what tukes place in space before the
Creative activity of the 8'v“u.o o@(o{g begins., Plato gives a deseription
°f this condition of space which he calls one from which God is absent (53B)
Plato deacribes the 'chaos' which existed before the ordering activity of
God ag followst ‘The nurse of becoming, being watery and fiery and
TeCedving the characters of earth and eir, and qualified by all the other
%ffections that go with these, had every sort of diverse appearance to the
Sght; but because it was filled with powers thatwre neither alike nor
SVenly balanced, there was Bo equipoise in any reglon of it} but it was
Yerywhore swayed unevenly and shaken by these things, snd by its motion
Shook them in turn' (52 D = E) This uncreated condition of space is
{teelt regarded as being in motion. Kot onl; do its constituwdnts possess
POwers of motion, but also spsce itself poscesses a motion of its ownt
'"T™he recipient was itself in motion like am instrument for shaking'. (S3a).

It is difficult to give an exmct interpretation of what Flate.
Wang by this, It is clear,. however, that this description of space as
*xisting before the areative activity of the 9")}“”&1"@ is as much a
Pert of the myth of creation as anything else in Plato's account. Im
fact we may say that it is if anything wore mythical. What 4s now being
%¢countad for is not among the works of reason but it is that which comes
Wbout of necessity; and Flato thought it was jmpossible to talk about this
in comletily rational terms. BSpace itself is only apprehended ‘hy a sort
°f Yastard reasoning® (52B), snd those elements of fire, air, eerth and
Wter which exist im an unordered state before creation, could,as becoming,
%0t sven be apprehended by *belief involving semsation'. For even that
Spends on the apprebension of some sameness and contimuity., They are
dscribed as 'having every sort of diverse appearence to the aight®, Apart
from the ordering activity of God they would not be known as fire and water,
*&rth and air, since they would possess mere vestiges (‘(Xw\,\ ) of their
Ratures,
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The very physical order that is presented to the penses is thus
Pegarded as not the result of the mechanical combination of physical

®lements, or the result of any other kind of physical process whatsoever,
Wt as the result of the design of the creator. That this demeription

of space as a hurse of becoming is mythical is a consecuence of the

Pemarks at 48C ff. There Flato tells us that 'we are not now to speak
of the 'first principle' or 'principles' « or whatever name men choose to
S%ploy « of all things, if only om account of the difficulty of

®Xplaining what we think by our present method of explanation'. There is,
Bowever, ono striking difference between what Plato has to say about the
Srdoring of the four rimary elements of spuce as being a part of what comes
Sbout of necessity and his previous doseription of the works of reasom.

And this has to do with the distinction which we previously drew between
®Wemology and theology in Plato's exposition of ereation.

Plato's account of the way in which God has ordered the physiosl
®lements of apace ie in terms of the combination of two kinds of
®lementary triangles. Fire, air and water are each of themdifferent
kinds of combination of the half-equilateraly earth is a combination of
the f50celes. This account of the transformation of three of the
®lements into one another {fire, air and water), and of the formation of
Sarth from the isoceles is not regarded by Plato im any way as a final
*Xplanation of the generation of these elements. He sayst 'If any one
%an tell us of a better kind that he has chosenm for the comstruction of
- these bodies, his will be the victory, mot of an enemy, but of a friemd®,
(544),  The account that has been given is as far as Plato can sse the
bost that can be given, but this does not rule out the possibility of an
SCoount which is nearer the truth being given by someone else. Not that
this could meen that an exactly true account could be ever givem. The
Mature of the subject precludes thist but there is no reason why some
Rore adequate account ahould not be given. This, however, would be an
%0count in mathematicnl terms, and not in amy other. It is the
Poasibility of improving a mathematical ascount of the physical elements
o the universe that Flato is talking about here, for this kind of acocount
%as for him the mest accurate kind of account of this matter that could be
Siven, And any fmprovement in the account would be an improvement in the
Wathematics 0f the scoount, and not im the statement of what he suys he isnot
soussing here, namely the first principle or principles of all things.

An account of physical processess in terms of mathemativs was
for Plato a far more adequate account than the kind of account which we
404 nim criticising in the Phaedo as given by Anaxagoras. For that had
been an account of what is physical in terms of what is physical. The
Rathematical account does not share this defect., For this makes that
king of sccount mo account at all, But even of a methematical account
" Plate thought the question could be asked: 'Why is that we see in the
World precisely that order which our mathematicsl accoumt shows to be
there?' No amswer could possibly be given to this in terms of mathematics,

-”-



%4 no improvement of the mathematical account would make thia poasible.
T™is 1s the reason why Plato, when he first of all says that God ardered
the chaotic elements of space, and remarks that 'the god then began by
€ving them a distinct configuration by means of shapes and numbers',

W80 says 'the god framed them with the greatest possible perfection,
Yhich they had not before.! Tt is this latter fact that he regards 'as a
Principle we constantly assert' (53B). This is in no way a mathematical
Prineiple, It is rather, we may say, a principle of theology for Plato;
Vhereas the mathematical order, however it is to be most adequately
Rcounted for, is a principle of cosmology. The person who is able to
Provide a more adequate mathematical account is to be regarded as a friemd
%04 not an enemy, but the person who suggests that the world is not ordered
for the best is guilty of blasphemy. This principle of theology for
Plato 1 ome which 1t is inconceivable that men could improve upon. It is,
% he puts it, a 'principle we constantly assert'j there is to be no
hange in our assertion of this which is the supremely valid yrinciple of
becoming, |

The disftinction which we have drawn between theology and
Soamology in Plato is ome which shows that inm an attempt to give an
RSoount of creation Flato is forced to recognise that there are differences
of degree in his mythical account. It would be a mistake, however, to
Suppose that these differemces of degree emount to differences of degree of
Spproximation to what can be regarded as the exactly true account, For
these aifferences of degres are not differences of degree about the same
thing; that 1s about the same kind of account. The different accounts,
Wthough they are all mythical accounts, really amount to differemt kinds
®f myth about different aspects of creation. The world as created can
®ly be described in terms of a myths but the created world itself is
Made up of elements which are 'toto genere® different from each other,

The four kinds of physical elements are entirely different in their nature
from the mature of the human soul, even if as the elements of the human
%thaygotamhupapart of the mortal part of the human soul.

Taere could be no account of the generation of the human soul in the same
Had of terms as those that are used in giving an account of the gemeration
©f the primary bodies, even if what has been said about them must be taken
{ato account in any attempt to describe the mortal part of the human soul
“hich ig formed of these elements. The differemce in nature of what has
0 be accounted for emtail a difference im the nature of the account that
San be given: as Plato thought there must be. ‘'Am account is of the same
%*der ns the thin s it sets forth' (29B). This ie why Flato says that he
& not going to speak about that which is the prinmeiple of all things, for
this would mean having to give one account of all things, and this by the
Mture of all things not being the same, is impossible.

Cornford (P.C. pe31) draws a distinction bdetwsen two senses of
Byth in the Timasus. ‘There are two senses in which the Timmeus is a
‘®ytht or tstory? ( Mo Oes ). No account of the material world cen ever
WMount to an exact and selfiiconsictent statement of umchangeable truth,
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In the second plate, the cosmology is cast in the form of a cosmogony, a

'Sory! of events spread out in time'. From this point of view the

doscr iption of the world soul, the human soul, and the configuration according
toa Bathematical pattern of the ;rimary bodies, for instance, would form

et of the cosmogony; whoreas the fact that the universe as a living ereature
L always in a state of becoming means that there can be no exact account of
ite RBature as a whole. It is not the cass that these two sense of myth are
"tirely independent of one anocther. There is only a cosmogony because

W true and exact account ie possible.

In a sense the distinction which Cornford draws is not a distinction

Ytween two sense of the word 'myth! at all. The fact that there can only
™ a *likelytaccount is not a myth; this is something that is trus for Plato.

t an account 48 of the same order as the things which it sets forth, is no
Wth,  vmat 1s important to see is the difference that exists between
uff'ront kinde of myths. There is not just one myth, but as many as there
re Bubjects for there to be myths about. The fact that there can be no
"XBet account itself, ds only that which mekes myths themselves necessary.
% 8peak about the destiny of the human soul as Plato does, for instant,
2 the Republic and the Timseus, is to set forth a myth which is of a very
ufferent kind to the one which describes the nature of space before the
Ordering activity of the Snpioveyos o Plato's myths form a family;

"84 the Timmeus is more correctly described as a number of such myths rather
than
one.

There must be different kinds of myth. One ocoudd not, for
h““cc. speak about the world soul in the same terms as one does about
the human goul. There is, however, one principle on which Plato thinks
W hig myths are founded. This is his view that all thiggs are ordered
Y God for the best. This is the thought that gives to all his myths their
ity as myths. This applies equally to what he says about the destiny of
*Be Mgy soul, and to what he says of the configuration of the primary
h"“&a. The differences that appear in the different myths are closely
®Baected to the different ways in which Plato comceives his principle of
"hﬁogy working outs The goodness of all things is not the samej
mﬁrent parts of the creation do not share the same kind of perfection
"84 goodness. 80 any attempt to show by means of myth the goodness which
e distinct part of creation possesses a8 over against another, will mean
% &fference in the myth that is given of each. But whereas the myths
Yemeelves differ they sll share this one characteristic of being an attempt
to show how that part of the creation that they describe is the best 4t could
Poraibly ve.

This disctinction betweemn different kinds of myth is no where
q"hr in the Timmeus than in Plato’s account of what, om the ome hand ia
®eated through the work of reason, and what, om the other, cembs about as

result of necesaity. Ths creation of the soul of the world is regarded
Plato as the work of reason, 80 als0 is the formatiom of the body of the
MIld out of the four elements the work of reason; the fitting of the body
% the wordd to i soul is also the work of reasomj but that out of which
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the four elements are designed is not the worlk of reasons The nature of

8pace before the ordering of the universe is what Plato describes as
&""1‘1""] « The universe as a living creature is tie 'mixed result of

| ‘Ocasaity and reason', ’Ava\; Ly | is that state of things which Plato
describes as 'not at rest', but in diccordant and unordered motiont (304),.
It 4o these thin's that are 'accessory causec whici: the jod ucses as

®beervient in achicvin: the best result that is possible (45C). 'They
& incapablc of any plan or intelligence for any purpoce’s  (45CeD),

The Physical nature of the univerce con only be described if we bring

iato account something of which a rationol accoun: can be siven. This

ls Wby the nature of space is described as containing those things that
'Mce their sundry effects at random and without order'. (45E),

Plato thought that nothing could be described as good upless it

ls Poselbl: to see tiat it possess intelligent design and purpose.
Mg is what &w!ni K'Y\ lacks, and only comes to possess when the

"“uouexéls takes over its random and purposeless motions and endows
them vith o design according to methematical order. The nature of this
Pyeica) necessity cannot in any way be called good, apmrt from the
8%dness that the Sn‘r\ovuo,g Bives to it. Even then its perfection is not
to be comparcd with the perfection of the soul, for it does not possess
1ut‘51-3-:lg?,cfmeze as part of its own noture. For the only existing thing
that can possecs intellizence is soul (40D). The nature of what is
b°d:!.ly and only bodily apart from soul has no goodnesss. S£0 the point
that Plato makes in distinguishin ; between reason and nececoity is a
d’-Miim':tion between two differen: kinds of goodness, poscessed by two
Ufferent parts of the created world. If as we have sald Plato in his
Brths 15 scekin: to show the different kinds of perfection that exist in
Ufforent created orders and that these differencesdemand a different
®thical treatment, then the goodness of that which is necessary is
%fferent from that which 4s the work of reason.

The distinction, in other words, betwcen reason and necessity

18 1tselr o distinction between different kinds of goodness. The goodness
f the soul of the world, and of the divine part of the human soul is a
M'Od goodness. It is derived from the creative activity of the

Mirto ueyo’g v and is an image of his goodmae, but its goodness is
%ore 1ike the goodnees of God than the goodness of what is physical.
Por the soul is intelligent and is endowed with reason so that it can
Urect its own life after a certain pattern which God himself has presented
it with, that 4s the pattern of his own goodness which is revealed im the
®eation as a whole., This is partly what Plato means when he says that the
Rature of the soul is self-motion. It has been made by God with the
%pacity to think and order its life in the body (whether the human body
°® the body of the world.) The goodness of what is bodily is alsc derived
Sut it possesses no goodness of its own by which its motion may be directed.
s goodness 1s completely derived from God, for its motions are random
8es without purpose and design. It cannot properly be called good apart
®rom the order which it receives from God. All its goodness is thus derived.
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The soul, however, is good in a different waoy. It can be described as
Possecsing a goodness of its owns The world soul can be o described

i that it is the cause of order and besuty in the worlde The human
®ul can possess a goodness of its ovm, for it is by 4ts free choice

that it foliows either what is good or what ic evil (Laws 904C)e  There
ls, however, o difference between the goodnes: of the world soul and that
of the human soul, which is described in terms of reason and necessity.
This means that the goodness of the human soul depends on its being able
o rule by reason those mortal parts that come about by necessity and
Which prevent it from attairdng its own goodness.

There are, then, three different kinds of goodness which we can
8¢ in the creatiom, according to Plato. He describes these three
442 eront kings of goodness in terms of reason and necessity. First
there i5 the goodness of the world soul which is unchanging as being the
%ork of reasony a goodnees whch can be described as its own. This is
"hat Plato means when he says 'The soul, being everywhere inwoven from
the centre to the outermost heaven and enveloping the heaven all round om the
Sutside, revolving within its own limits, made a divine beginning of
%aseless and intelligent lifc for all time's (36E). The human soul is
the result of both reason and necesgeity, and so its goodness is not of the
8ame order as that of the world souls It is lower in the scale of
Perfection, and this is becnuse it may lose its goodness if it chooses evil,
Wt oven its goodness can be described as its own if the choice 4t makes s
%rrect, The goodness of what is bodily is comrletely dirivative and eo
1t is Gescribed as what comes about through necessity and is not the work
®f reason. It is in this way that the gyth changes in accordance as the
Perfection of what is being described is different.

There are two questions which arise in connextion with Flato's
&ccount whieh are important for an assessment of what he says. In what
. mge ig it that Flato deseribes the world es good? and how is this
$%dness connected with his view about Gods These two questions cam be
Sombined 4f it is maked what is the relationship between Plato's view of
@0d and his view about the goodness that can be ascribed to the world.
One answer to this questiom is to give an account as Flato does of the
"y in which reason persuades necessity *to guide the greatest part of the
Shings that become towards what ic best'. (484). To do this is to show the
Palationship which exists betwesn the gooduess of the world and Gode To
&ve an account of thie is aleo to show how teleology figures in Plato's
&count of the worlde

The nature of the good had been a central theme in the Republic.
There the discussion had been in terms of forms and things that become as
Ukenesses to their forms. The form of the Good is conceived as the
highest principle in accordance with which the world of becoming and the
'World of being can be interpretede Flato says of the form of Good: 'The
%bjecte of knowledge not only derive from the good the gift of being known,

%t are further endowed by it with a real and essential existencej though
the good far from being identical with real existence, actually tramscends
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it in dignity and power'. This passege has caused a great deal of

trouble in the interpretetion of Plato. Amongst the more serious
@fficultios in connexion with it is that Plato seems to make a form the
Saues of the being of thc forms themselves. Plato seems to have thought,
&% least here in the Republic, that the aifficulty which Aristotle felt
"ith regard to the doctrine of the forms is overcome by the doctrine of

the form of the good, For Aristotle's mair difficulty with regard to
Plato’s view of the forms had been how they could have any kind of separate
*xistence apart from the actualisation of the form in particular existemt
things, Plato's answer to this question is that the good is what gives

0 the forms the reality which they have. In other words, the final
Principle of the being of anything, whether it be an unchanging form or

{ts image which becomes, is itw goodness. The main point which Plato
¥ishes to stress, however, is tlat we must not say that this goodness ie
dscrete and comnletely different for differont things. But this does

ROt mean that the goodness of one thing is the same as that of another,

%8 if Plato thought that the goodness in all things was identical. Bach
thing i1 not as good as another. There is first of all the fundamental
distinction of the differsnce between the perfection of the form and of its
image to be taken into account. But what he did wish to say is that there
12 a unity about goodness itself, and it is this unity which belongs to the
80odness that he calls the form of the €00d in the Republic. If anything
is callea good, then it can only be called this by virtue of ite
Telationship with one form of goodnessj; and everything that is called good
Shares,even if Act in the same way, in the same goodness. The fact that
different things are not good in the same way does not mean that there is
B0 unity of goodness im which they all share as if there were more than

One form of the good.

The reality of thinge, in the Republic, is thus intimately
Sonnected with their goodness. In fact we may say that what Plato is
8aying here is that degrees of reality end goodness go together. The
Bore re:l something is depemds on how good it is, and this is why Plato
8ays that 'the good itself transcends heing in dignity and power's. What
s most real is the good itself. Things are real in proportion to their
Z%odness, The mein distinction in goodnesa and reality which Plato
Points to in the Republic is that beiween being and becoming, What
becomes 18 an image of what is, and its reality is only en imagh of
the reality of what is unchanging. 8o also its goodness As only an imege
Of the perfection of the form. This is made clear in the simile of the
line, The four parts of the line are not depicted as referring to four
different approximations to what is most real. The point that is of
fmportance is the proportion that is eeen to exist between Yi/ve.n_g and

odgia . This is e proportion between hat is less real and what
is perfectly realy and ao betwsen what is less good and what is parfectly
€00od. What becomes is not something that approximates to what is

Perfectly real, as for instance Burnet suggests in conmexion with the
Mnuaeus when he sayst *The sensible world is the intelligible world gn
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the making?., (Greck FPhilosphy pe 3#0). Theré is no sense for Plato

in whicy something that belongs to becoming could become unchauging and
®ternal. Wh:t he does mean is that the world of becoming is an image

of the ciornal world and what reality it has, and also the goodness that
1 hes, 0o un ima;ce of the reality and goodness of the eternal. For 4f
Ot could say that the world of becoming could approximate to the workd of
"‘1!!8. and in some sense could become that, therd would be no reason why
Yhat is called eternal should not approximate to something else more perfeck
than itmelf. In fact the apyroximation would be an infinite one with no
Gonceivable end. It is only if a clear distinction is made between
Yecoming and bLeing that we can begin to uaderstand the nature of either

®f them abd see also that the world of becoming depends for its reality
804 goosdness on the reality and perfection of the eternal world of which
it is an image.

In the Republic Flato says that he cannot speak of the form of
the good itself except by amalogy. He compares the position it holds in
the realms of being to the place of the sun in the realm of becoming.
¥hat the form of good is in itself (wOry Wt "6 ) camnot be stated.

%o say, hawever, that, the form of good ia the most iportant thing to
learn about ( ™ gdpcroxl Hg'o"u\. ) is to assert that we begin to
Wdergtand the relatiomship that holde between all things when we
%ﬂtand. as far as that is possible for human beings, the goodness

that resides in all things. The final meaning which human beings can find
in things is a mesning to be seen only when they see, as far as they can
B89, the goodness that all things possess. To say, however, that all
things are in same way good and that the reality which anything possesses
depends on the form of the good, is to say the same thing. This ie to
&lve an explanation of the goodness that there is in terms of goodness.

It 1o because of this difficulty that Plato says that he camnot speak of
the good as it is. The fact, however, that the form of the good is said
% be the cause of being to all other forms and also of the reality of the
%orld of becoming does show how Plato was attespting to mee how he oould
find some connexion between what is unchanging and what is becoming.

Part of what Plato mesns when he talks about the form of the good im the
Republic ic that there is oms principle whereby the reality of what is
®ternal and what is temporal can be seen togethers. This principle is the
8%dness in which both sharegy and which the world of becoming possesees by
POs.essing on image of that goodness that belongs to the world of forms.

The difficulty of apeaking of the good as it is, is the
difficulty of showing how it is the cause of the goodness of everything,
%nd Plato thought that when one tries to do this the account cannot be
®xact, For one can believe that the world is good and interpret what
happens according to a principle of teleology as Plato does, but what
8Ccount can one give of this goodnees? That the reality of things is
80d might be clear enough, but what is the nature of this goodness?

Bow can one may that the reality of things is good, unless there is some
Reans of understanding the mature of this goodness iteelf, It seemS that
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1n order to understand tho reality of thinys ome has also to understand
the nature of the pood; and to understand how things are good is a
different matter from understand’ng that they are zoode It was this
estion about the noture of goodnoss tlat Plato in the Republic thought
00uld not be answered in any exact manner. All that can be said about
this has to be said in a myth, ond what Dlato in the Timseus is seeking

te do 15 to speal of the nature of that poodness which he said in the
Republic he could mot s;eak about as it is. This means that what Plato
bas to sayebout ereation in the Timaeus is only an image of what a true
8ccount of the nature of goodness would be, For goodness in itself
tannot he spoken of, and the goodness that there is in the created world
%n only be spoken of in images, This goodness for Plato is the goodness
Yhich can be seen in the kéopos  as a living wholes There is for him
& unity about the world which is an imege of that unity which is possessed
by the good in itself. This ic the reason why he insists that the created
Wniverse 1s one and complete and that this completeness is apparent in the
fact that it hae the form of a shere which is the most perfect of the
Beometrical solids. At least this is the way in which Plato chooses to
®xpress the unity of the worlde As to whother this expression is exact

¥e can only say that it expresses in an image the goodness and the unity
the world possesses, for the true expression of Lhat goodness and unity
®scape us, The sphere is able Yto comprehend all the figures that there
are* (33B) and itc ceaselesc revolutions make it the best possible image
©°f eternal existence. What is important is not to lose sight of the unity
°f the world, however we exvress this unity; for the unity is an

®ssential part of ite poodness. It is also to express the goodness that
there is in the world that Flato speaks as he does of the world soul that
€9verns the world's body. The questiom, thenm, that Flato is seekin; to
Answer in the Timaeus is how we can say that the world is good, when the
Teal nature of ;00dness is comething that we camnot spesk accurately
%bout, This did not mean, for Plato, that we must give up any attempt

to speak of this goodneas which is to be seen in the world. What 4t

44 mean is that we mm-t first of all recognise that this poodness which
¥e somehow discern to be present is something that we cannot properly
Wnderstand, We must seek to understand it in the best possible way we ean,

Plato's view is that we cannot begin to understand the goodness of
the world unless we are prepared to say that there must be a cause for it
%hich 1s itgelf good. There is one view that he always strongly opposed.
This 45 that the order and beauty which is seer in the world and which
®hables us to eay that it is good is only the result of chance. If we
8e¢ that there is order and beauty im the world, then we must assign it
to a cause. No one Plato thought who sees anything of the order and
bﬁ&uty that does exist can say that it is the result of chance. For this
Would be to deny that order and beauty. This means that Plato puts
Torward a view that might be regarded as an argument from design. To say,
h"cver. that he puis forward an argument of the kind that is criticised
Yy Hume would be a mistake., FPlato is just not sayin: that the reason why we
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88y that there :ust be a cause for the design :n the universe is that

We know that every human design is the result of some designing agent,
for he thinks that the design and order that there is in the universe
Cannot be properly compared with auy kind of human designe Although

he uses the figure of a craftsman to describe the creative work of God,
he fs fully aware of the fact that this is not to be understood in
8balogy with h man craftsmanship. It is not that divine craftsmanship
1s an image of human craftasmenship, but that human craftsmenship at its
best is an image of that creative activity which belongs to Gode To
Put the matter the other way round is what Flato calls in the Sophist
the deceiving art of the sophist. The Stranger asks Theaetetus to
think of a man who claims not only to know how to speak about everything
but *to xnow how to produce all things in actual fact by a single form
of gkill' (2330). He says that must be an illusion. For it entials
8aying that a man could make human life and all other kinds of life.
There ig a connexion betwe n claiming some kind of universal knowledge
about all things and this ability to know how all thiygs are made.

Plato seems to suggest that to know how to speak about all things would
imply a knowledge of how the whole universe, 'men, all other animals,
&nd plants, and sea and sky and earth and gods and everything else there
15 are made's If any man claimed a knowledge of this kind, his knowledge
%ould be only of illusions. He would not have understood that the world
1s of such a nature that such knowledge is impossible. All such & man
could produce would be 'illusions in discourme', (& v wolg "67"‘3
“"‘VT:WMT& ) and he would know nothing about the realities of life,
(Tv v 1ol nedfsew Ypywv Wagayevopbvioy 234E),  The seme distinction
is mwade by Plato in a later passage of Sophist when he draws a firm
distinction between human craftsmanship and divine craftsmanship (265),
In both these passages we see that Plato thinke that to recognise that the
Wworld is the work of divine craftamanship is not something that can be
tauzht someone as ome piece of knowledge among others. The Sophist is
§ person who makes it just that. To know that the world is the work of
divine craftsmanship is, however, something that one comes to kmow not
through any account that human beings might provide and be prepared to
dencrive as exact. For if someone did attempt to esplain to the young
how it is that 'everything is made', then Plato thinks that *the
Bajority of them as they advance in age and after some time, would of
Recessity be compelled to apprehend things clearly as they are, as they
Come into clome contact with the reality of things' amd would give up
their former beliefs. This is a matter of persuasion Plato thinks.

It 15 not something that one can expect to see immediately om the firet

kmngo
Theaetotus 1s prepared to accept the view that the world is the
Tesult of divine crcftsmansbip and so the Stranger says that there will

be no need for him to use argmments to persuade him of its truth (14 A.o'yat
kéta oo &vaywou’ws 1mxueoc|m Totstv éroMY{(‘v 265D)
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and he will assume that 'what 1s called natural is made by divine art
and that the things that are made by men by human art. S0 there are
according to this uccount two arts of nroduction, the one whieh is
human, and the other which is divine'. (265%). Plato goes on to argue
that it is human art that is an image of divine art; that human beings
imitate the design they see in nature. 30 it ic clear that Plato 4s
not saying that we see denivm in nature because we work by design
ourselves, for this human Jesign iteelf is in fact part of the design
we observe in thz world and which we attribute to the creative

activity of God as its cause, PFlato here lays it down ' as an
hypothesis' that the world is the work of divine craftsmanshin.

This ic the account that he will attempt to give, though he recognises
that others may give different accounts., For Plato all cother accounts
would certaoinly mies the merk. The goodness of the world is not
independent; 1t just docs not oxist without any reason. What men
cannot do is to assign to themselves the role of God and give an
accurate account of that goodness. #hen Plato assigns the world to
God as its creator, he is then stating that the world for him is good
and that it contains a mesning and purpose which he camnot completely
explaine, The true meaning of the world, that is its goodness, depends
on goodness that is beyond the world itself and cannot be regarded aas

a part of the world, but it nevertheless appears in the world as the
work of divime creation,

However the world is not completely good. There is also evil
in the world which is contrary to that goodnes: that is revealed in the
work of divine creation. ‘'Evils can never be destroyed; for there
Rust always be something that is necessarily opposed to the good.

They have, however, nc place amongst the gods, but of necessity hover
around this mortal nature gnd this world', (Theaetetus 176A). Plato
describes evils in this passage in the same language as he uses in the
Timaeus to describe that which the S’Wtweyé takes over and persuades
by reason. FPlato's view of '&Vé\{ kM y and so of evil is not easy
to understand. His description of evil 'hovering about thie mortal
nature and this world® is comparable with his description of space as
a disorderly state before the creation. It is ont of this state of

QVQ{Y \vv\ in which the four elements are that Plato pictures the

Sq\r(oUexé; forming the body of the world. The world is,

however, not only an ordering of a primordial chaos but its life is the
142e of a soul, and the nature of this soul 43 such that it has no

Jv.{\, K«v) about it. It is completely the work of ressom., Apart
from this Plato oould not speak of the world as'a perceptible god,
supreme in greatness and excellence, in beauty and perfection’. (92C).
The cosmos as a whole ossesscs & harmony and perfection evem though
there is evil present in it, for the world as created is ome in which
reason has persuaded mecessity to order things for the best.
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There hao bheen sonc disagreenent over the way im which Plato's
ew of necaessity ic to be interproteds Cornford criticises the
lnter'px'x,tation which was Jut forvard by foylore Taylor makes two points
about 02\/0{\, Ly o« (1) #lato emphatically doee not mean that some
thin%s are due to inteliigence and others te mere acchaniom. *Mechanism?
%mes in only as the 'subordinate' of iatelliront -urnose, which is the

| ,

Princi le? of all undertakingse. Apparontly \{'u Xou{ are altogether

the product of intellijence, but ncthing ic the unaided _roduct of necessity.
) /2

(2) Also as the name 'm\oww(kw«rl R shows, this 'mechaniemt, 4f

" are to call it 80y is suprosed to be the most prominent in the apperently
Momalous, excepti-nal, and singular® (p.300). He says alsot *If we could
Sver have complete knowledge, we should find that a?VbiyK't] nad vaniched
from our account of the world'. (p.20l). Cornford objects to this view on
the ground that it is 'inspired by the vish to meke Flato's divine Reason

& omnipoternt'Goa's' Cormford iz risht in objecting to Taylor's suggestion
that with o com lete knowledge we should find thet dwiyws  had vanished
from our aceount of the worlde For Flato Qm'-y “M is not just something
that ficures in the account that he gilves of the world, but it ic meantto be
®Omething real in the world itself. But ac we shall sce it is difficult to
®eparate completely what Flato speaks of as Vo;:g and &Va{\t K’V\ .
n"&’ figure in his scoount together, and any attempt to separate them
Sompletely from one amother gives a false impremsion of Plato's view.

Certainly Plato's view of the 8*1 rwve_yoig is not that he is
Smnipotent.  But it is difficult to see howany int:liigible meaning can be
Blven to that idea, and that means that there cannot be ary sense in saying
that that God is either omndpotent or not. what Flato is concorned with is
the goodness of the 8"\"‘"’“@(0/5 and that goodnes:s as it is revzaled in the
%orla is sowething that hc specks about in terms both of VOQS and ;LVolulK/v\ .

Plato desecribes the imperfection of the world in terms of Jw/y m‘ .
Bt not just in terms of that, but in terms & thakt in so far as it is the
Bateria) upom whichvoyg works. There is a contrast between the tso also.
N03s possessces every kind of perfection, whereas &Ve{y\('v\ is a
""cription of what is imperfect, but the perfection of ths world is
Superior to ite imperfection, im such a way that the world is the best
Possible, We have already seen that 2wlyww has mo goodness which can be
%atd to be its own, but that its goodness is completely derived from the
Sreative activity of the Sml ruooe)(og . Flato regards those things that
e constituted of neceseity as ‘subservient causes's The S"\ tuoue_yo/_g
"oes thoss causes as subservient, while he himself contrived the good in all
thinge that come to be'. Now this goodness that can be discerned in those
things that come to be is not dopendent on the nature of a\fc'(yk»y] 1tself.
Te good is completely distinct in Dature from that which is necessary.
M™is ig a distinction that Plato draws in other terms in the Philebus (S4C)
~ Vhen he says: ‘That for the sake of which anything is generated is in the
®lags of the good, and that which is generated for the sake of something
*loe must be placed in another class's What is necessary and demcribed by
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Plato as bein- taken over by the 8’1[““6.\/ o/s ¢ commot be placed in
the class of the gusd, but muct be regarded from the noint of view of its
eXisting for the sake of something elsc. There ar: two kinds o causes
*the necescary ond the dvins'. (Timaeus %9%) TFlate goes on to say that
the rooson why we should seek to discover the divine cause is the
attainment of that hazniness of wkich human nature is capable. But it
is also necescary to dizcover the nature of necessary causes, for without
this knowledge it will not be noesible to understend the divine as that
should ve understeod.

The distinction betuween the neces-ary an? the gzood is of great
importance for Flato. ‘e have noted that Plate distinguirhes between the
dfferent kinds of coodness that are possessed by different purts of the
%orld by his use of the distincticn between reason and neceusity. We have
also geen that Flato thought that there is a propo:tion betweem the reality
©f things cnd their poodness. This means that Flato thought that there s
& difference in reality between what is necessary and what is pood,

There are other pascages in Plate which elucldate his neaning. First of
all there is the statement in the Fhaedo which distinguishes between the
Teal cause and thet without vhich a couse could not be a causee The

- ®Xamrle that is ziven 4s that of Socrates ox laining the reason why he
8tays in prisom rather than run off to Megara or Boeotia. The -oint is
that there are certain things which are necessary for certain kinds of
buman activity. Socrates sayst 'If anyone shoudd say that without
POssesging such things as bones and sinews, and whatever else I have, X
Could not do as I pleased, he would speak the truth's (39B)  These are
the kind of things without which what Socrates calls here the true cause
Could not be a cause., They are those causes which are called in the
Mmaeus eubservient causes (GuvoiTia )  They are necesnsary by
hature, and they detertine in some way the nature of human action. But
they cannot be thought of as the final cause of thst kind of actionm.

They are necessary means to that action. Socrates claims that the final
Sause of this action is what he comsiders in the circumstances to be good,
and his determination of what this is does not depend on the constitution
of his bones and sinews, even if the way in which he achicves his end does,
It ig pointless as far as Socratcs is concerme! to attempt to mccount for
human nction in terms of ohysical causes only. For thome physical csuses
¥ould be equally involved if his decision was different and he d4id run away,
The daoision is independent of them. It iz the same point thet Plato mokes
in the Philebus when he says that *becoming is always for the sake of being',
Be says that 4t is omly being ( odeia ) that one can place in the class
©f the good, and that which is called becoming camnot be so placed, The
@latinction that Plato makes here bhetween becoming and being, is the same
83 the distinction he makes in the Timaeus between what is necessary and
What is good, which is the work of VoO¢{ . The world itself is
descrived as Y{vw.s {{S O\’)Cl;s\/ « This phrese is one which Plate
Would not have used im the early part of the Phaedo where the distinction
between \{S,/VSA'(S and oU6 {3 1s clearcut. But now he attempts to
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W show that the world itself is real, and that he thinks the reulity of
te World is sroserly ad.rstoo’ in terms of poodnesse Ctherwise the
Wrli can only be thoucht of as continually chcnging and concisting in
‘e thin s as are incapable of any ploa or intelligenca for any urpose'.

(bp),

2 o/

If Plato speaks here about Y&\Ifmg gy ousidv s+ this does not
™ that the distinction which he draws at the beginning of the Timaeus
‘Otmn being and becoming as between 'that which is always real and has no
\Oeommg end that which is always becomtng and is never real', no longer
bolas for him. He wents now to show that the Kf;"tns cannot be described
ty Weans of one of thece only, but that both wust be taken into account.

Ia doin, this ne is showing also how it is possible to speak about the
"ﬁlity of that wh ch becomes. This reality cannot be unchenging; but
Bither is it to be described in such & way that it canvot be described as
“”‘10 because i: is aluoys in a state of change where notbing remains the same,
In Lact merely as Y‘t““‘s + becoming cannot be said to have any reality
" alls, It is only whon we bring in the end for which it é;xists. and so see
“at it gooiness im, that we can speak of its being and reality. If one

§ not attempt to speak about the reality of what becomes in terms of its
ma"%; then one is bound up in the realm 6f the necessary and ome has no
“deratalﬁ.ing of the noture of thé world. For the world is a sensible

K‘"‘"}*O_s 4 it becomes in time, and is unot eternal and unchanging. But
it b@c')ming is not something which is without any kind of order or easure,
It s not something about which cne can say nothing definites It is not in
thie Bense an unlimited choos which has no unity or purpose cbout it. This
te Why Plato seeks to understond the world as the crcation of intelligent
Sesign which in the Ihilebus he describes as due to the work of a cause,
'hat'is caused as thoe world 1s a mixture of the unlimited and the llmited,
m“ becoming differs only in name from what is created, and the cause of
this becoming differs only in nare from the creative agent of the world.
S0 tne Philebus agrees with the Timacus in that it is an attempt to sec how
the"’—‘ 48 6rdcr in the world, and it attempts to do this by referring to the
m"ness of the worlde

This is a ceantral point in Flato's account. The reality which thias

"2ld of becomming possesses is the order it possesses, and this order and
“"‘Bure is put by Plato is the cluss of tae goods It is this which gives

becoming the being it hass This is the mature of Yivisig fig 03¢iav .
At the end of the Philebus when Flato gives a classification of what is good

Order of prbrity he places at the head of his list 'measure, mederation,
utﬂesa. and al)l which is to be canaidere(d similar to these', This iz the
%o1ce of what he chooses to call here 4] & 8'03 Qufo‘g o (664),
4 the order which exists in the world as a whole which gives it its
Mﬁness and which enables us to cpeak of its reality even if it becomes.
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If we leavs the geud cut of account, then in speaking of the
world vo cen oniy spock of what is neceszary. We are then talking
ebout bec ming as beconin, wit out attem_ ting to see its relatiomship
with teinge As to this kind of jursuit “lato cayst ‘vhen a men for
sake of rocreation, lays aslde discourse about eternal things and gains
an innocent leasure {rom the consiceration of such plaueible accounts
of bec-ming, he will add to his life a sober and sensible pacstime®. (59C).
Plito ¢id not think, however, that this rlausible account of what is
Necessary was unrelated to what he calls 'disconrse aboub eternal tuings',
by which he v»>ans eszecially the goodness of things. This he makes
tlear at 634, "¥The Qivine we chould search out in all things for the
sake of the life of such harciness as nature peroits; the necessary for
the sake of the divine, rcflecting that aport from the necessary those
Other ohjects of our sericus study camnot be perceived or communicated
nor ¢ v, we in any other way hove part or lot in thems® The noint of this
remorks me-ms to be that the nececsity which coes exist in the world is
Sommthing thet "unt be sccomted for as accurately as possible, in order
that it mizht “e seen that even the necesaity in the world is not
somethin> whiech in comyletely onordered but waich, as Flato puts it, has
been persuaded by revsen to guide the greatest port of things that become
2or the best. This means thot Flato when he glves his account of what
comes awout by reccsoity secks to show to the best of his ability the
order which exists in the reolm of what is necesnarys In other words
his description of necescity is on attem;t to chow hou "necessity has been
Persuaded by reason te guide the greatest purt of thin_s that become for
the best's The goodness and _urpose that Flato belleves can be discerned
in the world could not be there unliess whet is necessary had been so
bersuaded by reason. He rives, for instance, an account of vision in
terms of necessary causes (mvum’e\ Yo This is for the most part a
description of vision as a physical process and such a description ean
only be given in terms of neceasary causes. Theic are, however,
elements in the account which cannot be regarded as a description of
Becessary causes. This illustrates the point that Pluto makes at 6883
'The 81\*40\)@‘5& pade use of causes of this order as subsorvient,
while he himself contrived the good in all things that come to be.' The
Parpose of vision, which defines its goodness, is the work of the
S"'unode_yo/s .

An account of necessary causes is for Plato only an account of
what becomes, and that becoming is necessary for him doos mean that the
" physical processes of becoming poS5ess in their nature something which is
s-1’1(’h’-:pcmdent of the creative activity of the S'V\ p\we_s‘ofg « But
becoming as it ie in the created world is something which is not
Som letely independent of his activity, for that necessity which belongs
to becoming has been persuaded. As a re-ult of this creative activity what
Le necessary has been given sn order and purpose which depends on the
goodness of the creator. The chaos which Plato describes as existing
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Yefore the creation in his myth is not part of the world as it is.
This 45 how Pluto attempts to show that the physical proces:es of the
world are not completely dependent on the ordering activity of the
8""“009403 v in 50 far as he does not create what is physical, but
Bives to it the order amd design it possesses. That this is the case,
that is, that the physical processes of the world are partly dependent
© Wpon, and partly independent of the swmwg , Mcons that in
Blving an account of what comes about of necessity we are not glving an
80count that is entirely disc nnected with what is called the 'disoourse
about eternal things'. Only, in attempting to describ:d the physical
Procesces as physical processes and as nothing else, all that is being
Elven ig o description of the "mechanism' for imstance, by which vision
¥orks. This is how things happen of necessity. It means that they
%0uld not happen otherwise. But this is not all, The fact that they
happen as they do is not only due to the nature of the nhysical
Sonstituents of these processes, but is also due to the persuasion of
the processes by reeson. That this is the case is clear from the fmct
that Plato finds it almost impoesible to cay anything about a state of
l“"mn:hug in which the crimary elements of the universe have not been
Ordered in the best possible way by the Sqr.wve)/o/g e It is
becanse even necessity iz seen to have the order it does have that Plato
8ays that the study of neceecary causes is needed for an understanding of
those things which are the objects of ‘serious study'.

Aristotle distinguished between three senses of the word
Reces ary, and these distinctions seem to be influenced by the way Plato
thought mbout the matter. They aret (a) That which is neceesary pewforce
because 1t is contrary to the matural impulse, (b) That without which good
1s imposaidle, (¢) That which cannot be otherwise but is absolutely
Recessary. (Metaphysios 1072b12 ££,) It is the last semse of the word
that he regards as primary, and it is 'from this sense of *mecessary® that
A1 the others are somehow derived.' (1015 a 35). In Plato's account of
What comes about by necessity senses (2) end (b) are included, for in his
Sescription of necessity he speaks of that as necessary which comes about
&t random and without any order (46E): he also speaks of neceesary causes,
M4 pecms to have thought of these as those without which the good could
ROt be, That is, the goodness of the world is limited by neceseity.
The gocdness that the world pssessescould not be apart from the nace:sity
that exists. This means that to attempt to say in what way the world is
8%4d is impossible apart from an account of the neceesity that there is
ia the worlde

The nature of necessity thus shows how the goodness of the warld
is a limited goodness, but it does not show us the nature of the goodness
that does exist im the world itself. This iz clear from the accoumt that
~ Plato gives of the creation of men. It is a necessary characteristic of
the human body that *dense bome and much flesh cannot go together with
koenly responsive sensation. For if these two characters had comsented to
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Soincide the s'ructure of the head would have possessed them above all, and
the bumen race, bearing a hoad fortified with flesh and sinew, would have
"joyed a 11fe twice or many times as long as now, healthier and more fyree
tron pain, But as it was, the artificers who brouzht us into being reckoned
'htlm- they should have & long=lived but inferior race or one with a shorter
Ute vt nobler, and agreed that eve yone must on all accounts prefer the
Shorter and better life to the longer and worse's (75 A=C). The creation of
the human race 1s itself a mixed result of reason and necessity, but a
Wooription of what is necescary about it only would not help to msee how it
18 that tne gods created the best possible 1ife for human beings. This is
%omething that can only be seen by reason and understanding, but this
““!'Utanding; would not be possible apart from as accurate as possible
h"'hd&e of what is necessary as being subservient causes of what is good,

In describing the physical process of vision, for example, we give

.‘ 8Ccount of how vision works., But this does not allow us to understend
Y there shou}d be any such thing as vision. When, however, we smeek the
Peagon for it we also understand that the necessity of it is something that
s 4n with its purpose. This is the way in which Plato sees the necessary
% something without which the good could mot be. A true understanding of
M2t 15 necessary in the world of becoming is impossible unless the goodness
i Prpose of this becoming is meen, So in the case of vision Plato would
e with the judgment of Leiltmiz when he says: "I advise those who have eny
%atiment of piety and indeed of true philosophy to hold aloof from the
"XPres:ion of certain pretentious minds who instead of saying that eyes were
Rade for seeing, say that we sce because we find ourselves having eyes®
(ecourse on Metaphysics ch. XIX). It might be thought that in desoribing
hat 12 necescary all that is needed is a description in physical terms of

What is necessary comes about. But although this is indispensadble in
n“ha an account of necessity, it would not be a complete account of what
L Betessary, for we would not then have shown how becoming always exists
ter being, that is for goodness.

When one sees how becoming always exiats for being then what one
“d"‘atlnda is not the necessary causes but the divine ones, and Flato thought
1t vy necessary to keep these apart. For to understand how bdecoming always

8 for the sake of being is to understand that the world is good. So
bare is g goodness about vision, Its goodness consists in the fact that
gh 4t men are able to study the heavens and the yniverse and so the
Sy, atudy of the world which is philosophy becomes possible., Flato's view
Yoy the relation between the neces ary and the good is that it is possible
®r two people to agree about the working of mecessary causes, that s they
¢ give the same description of them, but they could disagree about the
B8 of what they describe, For one might see no purpose where the other
taoao, and so the one would not be prepared to see any divine causes in
bhgs, whereas the other woulde As for bhe nature of the necessary Plato
“‘“&ht that it could be so described that the deseription of it didnot 4n
Yoy militate against saying that there are divine causes. In this came,
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it 15 possible for two people to agree about the physical processes of
What ig neceesary, but disagree about whether there was any purpose or
design in the processe In that cace, for Plato, their accounts of what
is hecessary could not really be regarded as the same. A true
Understanding of what is of necessity aleo includes seeing its goodness
%hich 15 not mecessary. Unless one secks to understand its goodness,it
is impossible to understand how it is that one should seek ths cause of
Yhat is necessary for the sake of the divine causes. Then it will be
Poasible to underastand that even what is necessary is something whkh is
%8 it 1s on ac-ount of the creative activity of the 3"][‘“’"&7‘(5 .

If we say that the poodness that is in the world is impossible
tpart from what 1s necessary, this does not mean that it is the sole
Calse of that pgoodness. For although what is necessary determines the
8%dneas that is possible, the goodness is there as the work of the
Oecator, But this means that the goodness is limited. The world is
Bot perfect in its goodnesse If there were no &Vaiyt(v] s+ and the
world were com;letely the result of the creative activity of the

S'V\Y“WQYOS s Who had not been limited in his work by 2“'“1""1 .
then the world would share in the perfection that belongs to vo GS .
But even if its goodness is limited, its goodness is the most important
thin: about it. Flato's roint is that if you describe the world as a
Blxed result of the operation of reason and necessity, then you are
8iving an sccount which is entirely different from one which states that
the world is the result of chance. Thincs do not just happen to be as
they are., What they are depends on the bperation of divine causes which
Are good, As far as one can see from the account that is given in the
Timaeus there is nothing that exists in the world which is unaffected by
the nature of what is necessary. Nothing 1s completely necessary, nor is
Snything completely the work of reason. ‘hen Plato descrides the "‘;‘}‘05
&8 a 'vigible living creature’ then its goodness as he conceives it is the
Rixed re-ult of both reason and necessity. The two cannot be separated.
I? emphasis 1s placed mpon one over agaimst the other, then one fails to
B¢e the real nature of the world.

Plato's description of the world as a 'visible living creature?

15 the way in which he ends his account in the Timaeus. It is this
foature of his account that it is important to underst-ond. He speaks of
the K&"F"S as living, because he thinks it -ossesses a goodness of its
oW, That is why what he says about the world soul is central in what
be says, The world souldis particularly that which gives to the world
ita goodnees. Flato's conception of goodness and the soul go together;
And this applies not only to what he says about the human life but also to
%hat he says about the worlde As he puts the matter in his seventh letters
'No evil nor good worthy of account belongs to things that lack soul's.
( , Lodyadd o\’ﬁ{v Adyou % iov 6T Yo 2 0/

Kawoy yhp i dydddv You 4§ § 4§vgoys  33E).
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But also he thinks thot the existence of rational order is
impossible without soul. 'Reason and mind could never come into
being without soul! (Copd pAv Kal vesg dveu Puysjs odk %v wire
Yivels ©nv  fhilebus 306), It is a combination of both these
ideas that leads FPlato to describe the world at the end of the
Timeeus in the following way: 'For having received in full its
complement of living creatures, mortal and immortal, this world
has thus become a visible living creature embracing all that is
visihle., It is an image of the intelligible, a perceptible god,
Supreme in greatness and excellence, in beauty and perfection.

It is single and one in its kind's (92C)
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Compared with the Repudblic, the Lows has somotimes deen thoupht
* 28 the work of ax 0ld man who has loat the enthusiasm and imspiration
"Mob can be found in the earlier worke The Laws is & compromise solution
*f %he problems which Plate was trying to answer. The Republic, written
W Plato was & comparstively young man bears many marks of idealigm, But
Yo Lows Jacks this. Howevar the diffarences between the two works seem to
® tosper than this, s2d one of tho main differences is taat in the Lawn we
ot muoh more enphasis placed upon the impartance of religion in the life
% ke oitpestate, and this is part of the central importance that 1s givea
Yo h'. and what Plato oonsiders the laws to be. Eip view of law is that
¥ wat by an expression in the 1ife of the oity of the will of the geds.
"hh' a8 we have sem, is something that was stressed Yy Socrates, and
Mate's view 1 that 'the service of the laws is the service of the goda',
(xe'\\) ‘r&} waehidg SovAsdoaat ... npwWYov ';Xv Toig Vo poig g W6 TV Tolg Osoly oomy
x""*‘»"uw)mz Fo) It is this because the aim of the laws is virtue,
6 4) Platots comcern here is with sealng that ihare mast be a unity
ous tne laws s there is & unity about virtue. He is eriticising a
Y o2 law which wes common gt his time. Acoording to this vier the
“tablishnent of laws was determined by the needs which circumstances gave
. Has t0, and not by the oonsideration in each case as to whether they
Y004 make possible the practice of virtus. ‘Por what we must say, if
™ are 10 spesk truly and justly about virtue which is divine in nature,
L Bat the logislator must take into account not just s part of virtwe,
"o that e lezst important part, in meking his laws, but he mw+t consider
e whole of virtue, and seek for lsws that correspond te the different

 of virtus. Nor should he do as our contemporsry legislaters de.

Wiy only investigste ani establish laws whem & need is fel¥, and one
" has 5 class 42 lews slout alletments ani heivesses, another abeut
MM others about ten thousand other such matters.! (Gm) The ain
** the laws being virtus, this gives them their unity as lsws. If \hay

B0t have this uuity, then there would de no means of deciding what
“' them laws. They would have no Oommon purpose, but would only suid
w"'ﬂ” eirounstances as they srose. This, for Plato, gives the laws
* Uring charmoter for they ave dependent om virtus which Plate clssses
"ug those goods bat he calls divime. 'There are two kinds of good

} some are humn, othewers divine. Thpse goods whick we ocall
“‘l dopend upon the divine. The state which receives the divine
0 recetves the Mman. But if it dees not ressive the former, then
N 10 deprived of doth, (631 Bff.) Moterial prosperity is & humsn o0d, but
“'mtu given its proper place as subservient to What geod whioch s divine,
is virtue. This is the order ia which the legislater must place them
¥ b 14 to ansure tdat his lews are 40 achieve the sod of virtuwus living,
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In oxrder to understand rlato's view that the service of the laws
' W0 survice of the zods 1% 1s necessary to say something sbout his view
.'"‘1“7 =~ & view which does not change in its essentials from the
8 to the lLaws:s It was hers that Flato was greatly influenced by
Sesy The Republic is not just oconcerned with justioce as a political
e, buy with justioce as a whole, and there is no distinotion between this and
"™\ b4 nesne by virtus. (Compare Aristotle Etbios 1125b 25, 'There is &
a8 of Justice which covers the whole of virtus') In the second book of the
0 Plato discusses two views of what virtue or virtuous living is,
and Adeimantus attempt %o defend a point of view which regards
B0t as & necessary good in human life, dut only as & necessary means
“ obevs certsin enis, There is no need to be virtuous because that is
&% wy %0 live. Tou only need to practiss virtus if it is theredy
Neazs 1o achieving oertain other ends one wishes to achieve. Plzto,
Per, arguss that if virtue is thousht of in this way, then it is a
oty 40 think that it is virtue that is being prastised: Fer the
Meaen wio lives this kind of 1ife does not really leve virtue for its
™ ke, The Jove of virtus is that which mekes pessible the power
"a g4 bas when "1t axiats of itealf in the soud®, ( =370
B2 55l tvov 3v T'g] ‘(’U)(a- Reps 358B)¢ Othexwise the prastice
* Virtue 15 o shame People only make a sbow of virtue %o gain their own
"*'llit ceanes te be that whioch falls into the most important olass of
Wiioh {n the Repudlic ip dencribed as those goeds which are prised for
Vea as well as thely conseqaences, and whiok aoceording te the Laws
Uvine, (Reps 3584) Por 1€ justice wers what Glaucon and Adelmantus
k"“‘ % as then the wan whe thinks of justiece im this way is suffering
4 “hat the Laws ealls the werat form of igmeranse. That kind of igneranes
®8en "1y the man who hates, instesd of loving, what he julges te be moble
t‘mo while be loves and cherishes what he julges te Dde evil and wnjusd',
€894) This form of ignorence is sui generiss Plate holds the same
:: Sbout 14 as Soorstes did. There is no 'réxva\ which will cure a man of
® Xud of tgueranse, This is what Plato refers %o in this passage of the
::" "You will understand that I am spesk ing of semething that is very
foent from the ignerunce of eyaftsmen'. (689C)
" “ Both in the Republic and the Laws Plato wishea to show the falaity
® view that Glauson puts ferward as to the origin of justies. Olaucen
‘\‘“ Shis view as fellows: 'By nature, men say, to do injustice is goed,
W ®ffer 1t evil, but there is mere evil in suffering injustise than there
NM in inflioting it. Therefere when men sot unjustly towards one mether,
“'“!- experience beth the deing and Whe suffering, thess amengst them who
\"lm.u compass the one and escape the other, come to this opinien:
V4% 14 mexe prefitable ihat they should mutually agres meither %o infliet
:::“ﬂ nor to suffer i%. Kenes men degan te estadlish laws and ocovemanis
%N, ns mother, and thay oalled what the law preseride lawful and juatd.
\“iuh the origin and mature of justise. It is & mean between the
~ doing justice with impunity = and the worst = suffering injustiee

M Possibility of requital, Thus justioe, being & mean between these

» 48 looked upon with favour, not because it is geod, Wmt bessuss
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the inability to inflict injustice makes it valuable. For no one who
had the power to inflict the injustice and was anything of a man would
over make a eontract of mutual abstention from injustice with any one
else, He would be med if he did, Such, Socrates, is the nature of
Justice, and sush is its origin, according to the popular accoumt!,
(Reps 3565 « 3598)

Flato's problem is: How can such a view be shown to be false 7
Both Glaucon and Adeimantus are represented as not accenting it, but as
being unahile to show that it is false, Most of the Republic and the Laws
&re devoted to showing its falsity, but also both works claim that there
18 no eapy answer, For if someone possesses virtue, he possesses it
zr%xos. and there is no straight-forvard means of ecmmmicating it
from one soul to ancther. At the very end of the Lews this is what we
are reminded of, After all the discussion that hus preceded,the question
Shout. educetion cames to the surface again (9694) The edusation of the
Suardians, whose task is the preservation of virtue in the state, camnot
Y an organised affair, 'It will not be easy for tham to discover for
themsel ves what they ought to leam, or begome the diseiple of one who
has already made the discovery, Furthermore, to write down the times at
Wigh, and during which, they ought to receive the several kinds of

" instruction, would be & vain thing; for the learners themselves do not
oW what 1s learned to sdventage until the knowledge which is the result
of leaming has found a place in the soul of each, (ef Rep, 353B) And so
these details, although they could not be truby seid to be seeret, might
b 8aid to be incapatle of being stated beforehand, because when stated
they would have ne meaning'. (968Dei:).

YAlthough they eould not be truly said to be secret!, Flatols
UeLricubty 4s how one could show that a 1ife of justice is in all ways
Preferahle to ane of injustice, That is what he speaks of in the Gorglas;
It is not difficult to make pecple agres that & doetor lmows more sbout
alth then a @ook, who may enly be eoncerned with catering for what people
find pleasure in aui not what is good for them, but it is not easy to
Rrsuade pecple that there is a similar difference in the way pecple live,
For some things are good for the soul, others evil, Socrates at the dnd
°f the Gorglas summarizes what he has been sayingt 'But among the many
*tatements we have made, while all the rest are refited this ane alene 48
Wshaken » that doing wrang is to be mare carefully shunned then suffering
i that above all things & man should study not to seem good but to be
20%d both in prywate and in publie; that if ane beecmes bad in eny respest
e must be sorrested; that this is good in the sesond plase, = next to
betng just, to become 50 and to be eorrected by paying the penalty; snd thab
®Yery kind of flattery, with regard either to aneself or to others, to few
® to mahy, must be svoideds and that rhetorig is to be used for this
Purpose always, of pointing to what 1s just, and so is every othes
Ativityt, (527 B-C)
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The view that doing varong is worse than suffering it seems
o be genuinely soecratic.But it is a view that can only be held by a
Person viho honestly seeks to live a good life, For it is only the man
Who cares for justice who will be prepared to.suffer wrong rather then
 it, For if the mnly way to avoid suffering wrang is to do it, then
% avoid it is to cease to care for justice, It is anly personal
Measure that cownts then, and in allowing thet to determine what cne
d°°5; e sins against justiee,

' It is useless just to seem to be good without being so, One
Wght attempt to do this for reputation's eake, and other people may
think ane hanest and upright, but the lie 1s in ane's own soul, One
follows the path of apparent goodness, vhile all the time one knows
that kind of 1ife is senseless, For that is all life is then, The
®xchange of one momentary pleasure for another, One lives for oneself
@lone, That is what Plato calls 'dwelling with a soul that is not
healtyy but corrupt, wjust and whaly's (Corglss 4798). One has to
80e that the difference between & just and unjust life is not scmething
of minor fuportance, but that seeing the difference between them and
Uving according to what is just and honest is what gives sense to
life,

The main purpose of the Repuhlic is to show the difference
between the just and wnjust life, that is between 2 good and evil life,
(7 Bradlpsn Blog 8o 381Kov  1814), Good and evil stand opposed
for Flato in a quite definite way, The distinction between the two is
bot an incidental matter which will meke little difference to a2 persomn's
1ife, but it is the one distinction ebove all others, wiich it is necessary
%o make and act upon in order to make life worth living at all, It is
because this distinction is so definite that Plato speaks of the destiny
of the soul as he does. In his myths the 1ife which the souls of men
lead in Hades depends an the cholece which they have made betwsen the good
&nd evil life while they are an earth, (Phaedo 1084 £f), He pictures
the souls of men as choosing their future lives for themselves in Hades
when they have lived through their stay of & thousand yeers there,

(Rep, 417D £f.) Their future life is of their own ehoosing., It is &
man's choice which is the deciding factor in each case, The words of
Lachesis here suggeet that & man's life is not determined rigidly by

fate, but that he hes a destiny of his own, which he is able to choose
for himself, This destiny is the choice he makes, md this means that

the choice is not an arbitrary me, The cholice is not & matter of
nqifference; it matters supremely what choice is made. No man can escade
the penalty of having made & choice that is wrong, FEach man has to choose
his own daeman, the way of 1ife he would live, It is not chosen for him,
Whether or not he will aehieve a virtuous 1ife will depend cn how mush he
s prepared to honour virtue. 'Virtue is the possession of no cne!, (618E)
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Nene can possess virtue as & slave; its possession only comes through
8 persan recognising it as master. The rejection of its claims a man
~&lone is respansible for, and God ic blameless. In this cholce of a
" life for the future the one thing that is left undetermined is what a
man wAll meke of his life iteelf, This Plato describes here as
a1 }qu'?\s (6188) Its nature depends upon its choice, for as
the soul chooses a different kind of life so does it become different
iteself, The life of the soul, its nature ( T'\\\V T{fs \lw)('ﬁ‘s Pdov  61€D)
thanges according to the cholce it makes between a life vhich is good or
®il, This choice depends upan the exercise of reason-end a man must
learn to see whab combination of possibilities makes for a good life,
HW poverty and wealth, high or low birth, strength and wealness in
body, quiol&xess and dullness in learning end all other natural iand
&cquired capacities of the soul eawbine to bring about a life vhieh is
Just and good., For that life is good which renders his soul mare just,
while the worse life will make it more unjust.
It is the same distinction which Flato is cancerned to show
" 4n his diseussion of the difference between the philoscphic and une
‘ Plﬁ.logop&ﬂ.c‘ neture in the Rerublie:. The true philospher as distinguished
~ from the false ope is &lso the man who is shle to distinguish between the
o kinds of life that matter above all others, that is between the good
_ and evil 1life, ' The life of the philosopher is one which is described as
beingpoaaessadbytlmtmanwhohashismindﬁmdmmat is real (ne:‘x
Toly oot 500B) and ca that hich is unchanging in its arder ( €%
- TeT Y pavr $ri0 KAL WoTa TodTa A le"VTOl
X0C), It is this order of theeternal world which the philosopher makes
the objest of his contemplation., It is a world vhich knows no strife
&nd injustice, but where everything is an ordered whole marked Ly
Proportion. It is in accordance with this that the philosopher orders his
% lifes his life is an imitation of this, It is this reality whieh
18 described here by Flato as divine; it is Oclov and Wéopio, and in
80 far as a philosopher lives his own life in close company with this
k!.nd of world, so does his cn life becane as far ns it is possiile for
* humen 1ife to besame such, Otlos and vcwy'e,s o (500 C=D) It is this
life, and anly this cne that ean lead to justice,
There are serious obstacles placed in the wey of anywne who
Bosks to Live this kind of life, but they are not obstecles that camot
be overcome, There is in 1life what Flato calls&vlvwr] e It is this
that must be overcame, There 1s & difference between what is good and
vhat is necessary, (493C) This latter is a recaloitrant element in
hunan 1ife which prevents 8 person fram being able to live & good life,
It appears equally in public, and in private life, For the person who
secks to live a life vwhich is ordered acoording to the good, the life
Of_society itself proves an obstacle, Plato campares it to the life of
& ‘hyge monster! whose low and insatiable desives must be satisfied by
Wyone who has identified himself with its interests. According $o this
View the way in whieh life should be lived is determined by the desires
of the miltitude, desires which make no distinction between what is just
 @nd wnjust, and life beocmeg. matter of whim and fancy, Sush a life is



Incompatinle with philosonhy, and it is impossible that the multitude
should have any love of wisdom, (493E)s This means that the philosopher
W1l refuse to take part in the muhilic life of a city vhere the only
arbiter 1s lawlessness itself, (496 D=E) Therc is no hope for mankind
in 3 1ife uhich is detormined anly by evil desires in its cholces and
actions, It is necessary that there should be scame other kind of measure
by which human 1life is lived, and this is a measure which Plato did not
Yegard as human bub divine, It is the issue with which the Athenien
begins the Laws by acking Clinias whether it is to a zod or to a man
belongs the merit of instituting the laws of his city.

The tragedy vhich Flato sees in life is that those ;people vho
are ecapable of becaming true philosophers are also the people vwho may
be most, led astray by glv;yx-yl o It is those qualities In a man which
@able him to live the life of the philosopher whigh also when reared in
&d nurtwred by evil lead hinm astray and destroy the possibility of
Ms leading & good life, It is the corruption of the best nature that
1s the worst,

What 1s meant by saying that the corruption of the best nature.
18 the worst is not immediately clear, It may seem to be jJust a tautalogy
that tells us nothing, Plato does not mean it as a teutology even if 4%
s the appearance of being one, For 1t 1s necessary to umderstand what
form this kind of corrupbion takes, and to realize the danger of such
corruption, It is the possibility of this corruption that interests him,
and also how it may be aveided, He may well have in mind here the
8gcusation that was made against Socrates that he corrupbed the youth,
and he wishes to show that the cause of the corruption is samething
Connected with a philosophic nature itself, when the circumstaices of
1ts 1ife are of such a kind that this nature is not allowed to develop
Naturally, Vhat is important for Flato is that this corruption should
% recognised for what it is,  For it is the result of following evil
&nd not the good, But wnless the difference between the good and evil
s recognised, then the corruption will go wmoticed, and that is the
Worst kind of hlindness possihle,

He says that Yevil is more sontrary to the good then to vhat
18 not good! (491 D)., He does not mean by this that evil is more contrery
to the good than to vwhat is evil, That is quite evident, His point is
that mmen 1ife takes different farms of which one form is better than
another, This §s clear from his guestion (AL91D)s 'Do you think that
Sreat orimes aid complete wickedness eame from a feeble nature and nob
Tather fram a noble nature ruined by education, while & weak nature will
hever be the asuthor of great good or great evil ?' The possession of
the good is not a necessary pert of that charecter which has those
Qualities which go to make up the philosophie nature, (503C) This is
Sarmected with the view stated in the Lysis that what is neither good
hor bad loves the good on ascount of the presence of evil, The soul
which is of s philosophic nature is neither good nor bad of necessity,
but there are different possible wgys of life open to it, Its native
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qualities are such that its proper life is to be good, but it is not
Necessarily good, So the important question is to know the differemce
betwoen a corrupted and incorrupted neture, It is assumed that a
Fillosophic nature possesses those qualities vhich make a good life
Possible, but not only a good life but the best form of human life,
51B), \hat is ioportent is that it should be safeguarded against
Sorruption, for although its native qualities are such that they can
Beke the best possihle form of human life peesible, these native
Qualities can also male possible the most evil form of himan life,
But the difference between good and evil which is invalved in this
Sorruption is not easy to uxerstand, This leads Plato to say (L92E):
"Por there is not, snd never has been, nor ever will be, a character
Produced by education, whose virtues has prevailed end stood cut against
the instruction of the many = not humanly spesking, my friehd, for with
God, as they say, all things are possible, For you must cetainly know
that while the enstitution of states is what it is, if anything is
Preserved end made what it ought to be, you will not be wrong in
8saribing that salvation to divine prowidence' (A92E - 4934), The
e8cape from moral corruption is not completely within the power of
Mamen beings, ‘
There is a passage in the Theastetus vhich illustrates this
View of the Repubilie that the corruption of the best nature is the worst
in very elear terms (1720~ 177C), Here too the distinction that ie
drawn is between the philosophie and wnphilosophic nature, Flato's
discussion here is camected with his critiecism of the doctrine of
Protagoras that man is the measure of all things, (1524), Plato,
¢lther quoting Protagoras or interpreting his view, says that this
statement means 'that any given thing is to me such as it &ppears to
Be, and is to you as it appears $o you, you and I being men' (1524),
In his statement of Protagoras's position Flato,elalms that Protagoras
thought thet this view ap;lied not only to sense perseption but also
to statements sbout right and wrong. Evil and good, too, are as they
Sbpear to different men at different timee, There is fm Protagoras
o means of saying that what is good and what is evil is independent of
wiat & man might think to be good and evil, What & man thinke to be good
is good for him; and the same thing applies o what he thinks to be evil.
So thoughts about what is good and evil are neither true nor false, but
®ach man's thought ebout good and evil,is as it is to him, Eduecation is
then the bringing about of a change from the worse condition for & better,
&nd this change is effeoted by diseourse, 'It is not that @ msn males
someane who previously thought what is false think what is true (for it 1s
Not possible either to think the thing that is not or to think anything
Wt what one experiences, and all experiences are true)j rather, I should
~ Bay, when someane by reason of & depraved condition of mind has thoughts
of a like charaster, one makes him, Ly reason of & sound eondition, think
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other snd sownd thoughts, which same people ignorantly call true, .
vhereas I should say that one set of thoughts is better than the other,
but not in any way truert, (1674-B),

This view of morality for Plato leads to a false view of
oducation, and it is this false view of education that Plato criticises
in the Republic, (518B = C). It is there called ‘pubting knovdedge
ato o soul thet does not possess it'! and is compared to putting vision
into tlind eyes, As against this Plato states his own view that the soul
Possesses the means of learning in VoJy , and for him, because the nature
of the soul is such, there is a disbinction between what is true and
false with regard to morality. Uhether the soul knows what is true end
false with regard to this depends on whether vols is turned in the right
direction, for it possesses of itself the power to kmow the truth, It
was this that Protegoras seems to have denied in sgying that easch man
18 his own measure, He thought that there could be no comnon measure
by means of which samething could be decided Yo be true or false, Flato's
View of the soul, however, invalves saying that there is & comson measure
which is made possible by the nature of vods which enahles the soul to
know what is true and goods Protagoras's view makes moral improvement
Samparable to improvement in health, Even if same virtues oan be
regarded as the result of habit and the exercise of them, Flato thinks
that, there 1s at least ane which camot be understood in this way. This
is wisdom, which he thinks is of a more divine nature and becomes useful
Or otherwise is accordance to whether it is turned to what is good or
what is evil, (Rep, 5L8E = 519A) But wisdam is not a necessary possession
of the soul, It can be used to both good and evil ends, It is, we may
88y, thought of by Plato as a neutral capscity of the soul., It s,
however, the power of the soul which never loses its energy whiech Flato
€lseuhere described as the soul's self-motion (Lews 896D = 8978) Ewvil
does not affegt the soul as disease affeots the body, for the body can
be destroyed by disease, but the soul cannot be destroyed by evil, It
%an anly beocme evil itself, (Rep. 609 - G1R),

In addition Protagoras's view does not allow for that element
In humen 1ife which Flato considéred to be so importent, It does not
8llow for the fact that a man's life is determined in its nature by the
shoices which he makes, For Protagoras, at least as Plato represents
his view of the matter, thinks that the sophist is able to change a ma's
View of vhat is right and wrong without, it seems, teking into ascomnt
the fast that what a man regards as right and wrang, or good end evil,
depends on his own choice, The sophist sannut choose for the man whom
he would persuade, nor esan any man choose for anocther. His cholce is
his ovn, It is his own soul that does the ehoosing,

Protagorasts view tends to a relativism vhich regards the good
88 epedient; far it does not in any way show, as Flato wishes to do,
that there are mnly two altermetives when we think about the life of men.,
For Protagoras there may be innumerehle altematives, His measure of
‘hat is good is & humsn one which allows for different points of view in
ﬂlatﬂmwomammﬁdnkstobegoodugoodtwhim. Flato, however,
ngsmnotdepmdmtlﬁwhmmmee



different, but as something which is divine in neture and wnalterable,
Goodness is demanded of men, not because it is expedient to seem good,
Sven 1f ane is not, but because tthere is no unrighteousness with God
Wio 1s perfestly righteous, and there is notdng more like God than
e of us who becames as righteous as possiblet, (176C) len who live
& life that is characterised by a false show of virtue and consider
ﬁ‘»@-”# other men believe them to be virtuous do not lnow the penalty
of injustice, For the pemalty they have to suffer is e life of godleas
tisery; that is the pattern according to which they direet their lives,
There are, for Fleto, only two ways in vihich a men may live, either in
the way of divine happiness which is then the pattem of his life, or
godless misery which he follows st his own peril (we-tsjwr;m%ﬁ dids,
tv T ¥vr denotov , Tod r‘ev Sslou sa&qcovw'dmu ,¥oU xi,“"e?.ﬁ’:d/ww
1768), The true philosopher is the man who sees clearly this distinction
&nd secks to flee from the evil, He knows that in this world evil will
Always ecxist and he orders his life as a preparation for that world in
which the goodness of God is the only standard of life, as it must be
for him also in this, Otherwise he is doomed to live forever in the
campany of what is evil, To live a righteous life, however, is to
became as 1ike the divine as it is possible for a man to besame,
( 4>oy\ 3 3}&(»«5 ST KAt Tb \8\)\'0&1'0\/'
6ho{wm5 8¢ dikaiow wal derov pew 4’&0\145‘“05 Y évisBa 176&),

Flato thinks that the philosopher is concemed with an enquiry
into human nature. (Theat, 1748 of Phaedrus 230A), In the Phaedrus
Soemotes asks: ‘'Am I really a more camplicated and more furious monster
than Typhon or a creature of a gentler and simpler sort, the born heir
of a divine and tranquil nature 7' The philosopher is concerned to
digcover what *a human being is, and what is proper for such a nature
% do or bear different from any other!, Soerates thought that he was
Sarrying out the advice of the Delphic Oracle in putting this question
%o himself, Human nature beccmes an cbjest of enquiry, and vwhat Plato
hmmwmmrmwmmmmanatmttommm
Question,

To say that 'man is the measure of all things' is not an
8dequate explanation of merslity, for it certainly does not exgplain
what humen nature is, It might be possible to give an agcownt of
8ense perception in terms of men being the measure of whet they peresive,
but. when ane ccmes to morality, then one 1s concerned with the nature of
hunen 1ife itself, and not with its relationship to samething else (for
instance the world of sense perception as far as that is omeermed). The
Westions of morality are human concerns and there is e thing that men
Samnot, be the measure of ~ that is their cun lives, So if 'all things'
1 talen to include man himself then he cannot be the measure of all
things, because he cannot be the measure of his own life, For Flate

~ theye gan be no adequate explanation in these temms, That this is the
Case means for him that any sttempt to give an ascownt of morality in
terms of what is human is impossible, and so he rejests the Protagorean
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Yiew, The same kind of difficulty arises here with regard.to morality
%8 we find inthe Phaedo with regard to an attempt to describe the cause
of generation and decaye The imvortant point of that discussisn was that
there could be no account of what ic becoming and passing awey in terms of
Smething that itself becomes and passes away. Likewise any discussion
ot Morality does not achieve its soint unless it is made clear that to
8¢count for human life im terms of what is human itself is not adequate.
An account of morality is impossidble unlese it is seen that
Wrality itself has its basis not in anything humn wiicl: is always
Shenging in its nature, with no common measure, but in somethin;; which
ls Unchanzeable and real, and that is the jattern of divine bappiness.
What Plato is atiempting to give is what we may call an 'overall!
interprotation of what human life is. It is no: an attempt to explain
dust one aspect of life in terms of another aspect (as, for imstance,
Ot might attempt to ex;lain the political life of men in economic terms),
bt 1t 15 an attempt to explain human life as a whole or, as it was put
before, to see meaning in life itself, There are serious diificultics,
Plato thought, in the way of reaching such an ex:lanation, but it can only
be reached if morality is seen to dorive its reality from a pattern and
®easure which is divine and not human,
Together with this view of morality as being dependent om a
Pattern of divine happiness goes a view of the humon soul as godlike,
™o ri;hteousness or justice which Plato spemke asbout in the Theactetus
%4 in the Republic is not something accidental to human life, the nature
of which can change without radically affecting the lie of the soul
V tsels, or as we may say, the nature of the soul. The view of Protagoras
" mplieq that it could. Teaching morality was merely the changing of one
9%inion for another one which was considered to be better, But this view
%eems to susgest that the change can take place quite naturally without in amy
Wy affecting the life of the person who adopts these differont opinions.
It 4o just a matter of adopting different opindons, of exchenging better
for wopse. There is in this view no means of decidiag that there im a
View of morality that is the best; there is here no question of any
Standard or measure of human life which can be regarded as absolute.
This means, too, that thore is no point in discussing, as Plato seeks
to do, the nature of the soul (that is, the nature of human life) with
2 view to deciding that its mature is suche-and-such, and that certain
Poosibilitios are ruled out. For Plato it is clear that ome of the
Posgibilities that is ruled out is saying that there is no definite
Wttern in accordance with which the soul should live. The human soul
1s not only divine in origin, but this origin ig eeen in human life,
in the 1ife of a person who secks to live acocording to the pattern of
dvine rightecusneds, He could not even try to live this kind of life
UWlegs the soul had its origin not in something changing but ia
Something unchanging. There are only two possibilities - the good and the
®vil, It is not, however, that the soul can become both of these. It
%an only become either the one or the other. It cannot becoms both at
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®ce, It ic that which makes up the destiny of the soul. In fact,
it 1s this destiny of leading, by one's choices, either a good or an
il life that determines the umnlterable nature of the soul. This
®ans that it is the eoul itself and nothing else that becomes either
80d or evil, For Plato the soul is charactericed by its destiny, and
o have a soul is to have a destiny; a destiny of the kind outlined.
It 45 the spocilal nature of the destiny of the soul that mekes the soul
Yhat it is, The unchanging mature of the soul is made possible because
its destiny is of an unchangin: nature,

This in turn means that the Justice of the soul is internal,
It 15 not something that the soul can lose while remaining in essence
the came as it was before its losse It is the soul itself which is
®ither just or unjust. Just as the destiny of the soul is something
Yhich 45 unalterable, so is that justice which the soul seeks to make
its own unalterable. The soul itself is not of necessity unchanging in
its nature, though its destiny is. But bLecause justice is unalterable,
then 3n 80 far as the s0:1 becomes just it also becomes unchanging, and
b°°°mes 1like its divine pattern, It is this unchangeableness to which
Plago rofers when he says that *the unjust pay the penalty for thaeir
"“Justice, and the penalty is the 1li e t ey lead, answering to the
Mttern they resemble', (Theaet. 1774), The human soul can only seek
%0 achieve the unchanging nature of the divine in so far as it follows
the path of justice and what is good. For the soul that seeks the good
1s algo seeking unity; and whereas there arc infinite varieties of vice,
thore is only ome form of virtue. (Rep. #5C). The view of morality
that Protagoras puts forward denies that there is any unity about what
1s good, The pood 1s not ome, for him, but many, for what is cood is
Yhat appears and ie good to any mani so iikewise it is with what ie evil,
There 1a a variety both sbout what 1s good and what is evil, and with this
8%s the denial that we can talk in any sense about the unalterable nature
°f the human soul,

Flato's view of the destiny of the s ul is important in
Qttempting to understand his view of morality. It is primarily a
Teligious idea which he often introduces imto his mythe, The icea appears
12 the PMmaeus in the account that is given thore of the creation of men,
W4 it 15 central to the diseussion of providence in the laws. It is
2180 connected with what Flato means by saying that the corvuption of
the bost nature is the worst, In tho Timaeus the destiny of the scul is
thought of as part of its created nature. Its destiny is what determines the
State of its 1ife at any particular time. It cannot escape it, for that
Would be to escape from its own nature, The human souls at their creation are
8hown the lawsof their destinge (Tim. 41E). Plato here states a view of the
fal) of the soul which he also speaks of in the Phaedrus. (M6£f). For in
8Peaking ahout human souls being shown the laws of destiny at their creation,
% seems to suggest that this is part of the perfectiom that they possess
% their creation~ that they lmow the laws of their destiny. That the
Swrruption of the soul comes about through forgettin; these laws is what
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Flato says in tho Laws, and in the Timaeus what a peracm achieves
through living a life of righteousness is a return 'to the form of his
first and best conditiamn'! ( _

€is 18 T"{is “8“67‘15 wal Je“’ffﬂs &Q{Kotro £100g ggews 42D).
S0 what the soul aghieves is not samething of its own making in the sense
that it did not possess this before, but vhat it achieves is a form of
life that belonged to it at its creation, It returms to that state
"*lich it possassed at its creation as sometiing bestowed upon it by the

Snpaoveyés
How 1s this idea of destiny comnected with Plato!'s view that

the corruption of the best nature is the worst 7 In the Republic it was
Stated in camection with the kind of corruption that is possihle for the
Pilosophic nature, and which would prevent that nature from fulfilling
the kind of riule that Flato thinks is necessary in the state, But in so
Br ag the pattern that the philosopher fallows is one which is laid uwp
& heaven, it is cannected with this view about the destiny of the soul.
For the best nature is the soul, As the Lawe puts it '0f all things
that a man possesses, next to the gods, his soul is most. divine, because
it is that vhich is most truly nis om' ( INVva y¢Q
TV aStov KT \\u,'t‘k)\/ ‘..,erot 6@\)3 ‘{Jom Gaoutov Oiksidtatoy By 7268).

Corrmuption is due to negligence of the laws of ane's destiny, & destiny
which belongs to one as the creature of the gods, 'This is the justice
of heaven, vhich neither you nor any other wfortwnate person will ever
boast, of escaping, and which apart fram other forms of justice has been
Specially laid down. You must pay particular attention to it, for you
Wil not lack its attention., However small you are you will not be
&ble to ereep into the earth's depths, nor will you be able to take ta
heaven for your height, but you will pay the fitting penalty either here
or in the world below, or in some more savage place to whloch you will be
taken, This also explains the fate of those wham you saw becaning great
from small beginnings through their evil and unholy deeds, You thought
that they had achieved happiness instead of misery and that you saw in
their deeds, as it were in a mirror, that the gods take care for nothing,
ot imowing how they make all tiuings work together so that they contribute
to the whale, Do you think, you boldest of men, that you need not know
this justice ? The man who does not know it will never be ahle to have
&y true idea nor be ahle to glven an account of the heppiness and misery
of 1life *, (Laws 905A-B), This view that the soul suffers the penalty
for its unjust deeds is not merely cne which Plato speaks about in his
Myths, In the Laws it forms the end of the discussion of the view that
the gods do take care of human life, lils view of morality sannot be
Wnderstood without it,

The idea of judgment cannot be separated from belief in the
Cods,. It is a religious belief, and & specific view of morality must
80 with it, Flato's diseussion of morality is concerned with the reality
of the distinection between justice and injustise, That distinetion carmot
be & real one for him, if what is just and wnjust is a mater of human
decision, The difference between good and evil is then a matter of
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hunen judgment, snd even if human judgment sees a clear distinction
betveen the two, that judgment is still only based on the understanding
that human beings can have of the difference, The emphasis which Plato
Rlaced upon this divine judgnent, however, is o much more scrious affair
then any human judgment about the difference eould be, For what is
sharagteristic of human judgments is that they can change, though in
Welr ghenge Flato would say that they change either to & better underw
Standing of the laws of destiny or they do not, But there are different
Judgments, But the julgment of the gods on humen life is ane, final
and complebe, That is what makes the difference between the judgments
of the gods and human judgments, Humen beings ceannot make the final
duwignent about their own lives, They do not have the understanding of
the difference between good and evil that would meke this possible. It
belongs to the gods,

Such g view of divine judgment does entail the belief that the
difference between good and evil is wnderstood by the gods, end as
Wderstood by them it is unchanging, That is what males their judgment
& wmwavering and final e, It also affects the view that a person can
have about his life. A persan who thinks that morality is only a hwumen
Sncern might think that he should live his life according to the
WsLference between good and evil as he sees it, He decides to live like
that though there is no ressan he can give for deciding to live so, His
life may be a moble and admirable one, but it is only his life, to make
of it the best he can, DBub on Flateo's view a person must see his life
% @ divine creation which in the end will be judged according to the
laws of his destiny, which are not of his own making, bub are part of
his ereation, His life is an attempt to wnderstand those laws as elearly
88 he can and s0 'retwn to the form of his first and best oandition',

Unlese it is clearly stated thal this is Flato's view, then
Tany of the things that he says in the Laws and in other works are not
intelligitles This spplies for instance to what he says sbout prayer in
the Laws, For a persan who halds a view of morality which makes it &
matter of humsn judgment, prayer is wnintelligible, It becomes
intelligihle, however, on @ view about morality of the kind that Flate
holds, For secarding to that view the final ward with regard to any
hmmm&memmmemmmwmmm
have s perfect wnderstanding of the difference between the two, Preyed
18 for direetiom of the gods about matbers of good and evil (Lawe G87E
801), You pray to the gods because they know whet is good and evil, md
that is what & humen being has 4o know if he &8 to dirvect his 1life
gcording to the laws of his destinyy

Pla‘bo‘svimofm‘alﬂyoﬂmgmmmﬂiwuthl
distinetion between good and evil scmething whish belongs to the
dudgment of the gods, The distinction could not possihly be of this
kind if it were anly a matter of human judgment, In the light of thisit
mmmrwmmmmmtmuumummmm
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of religion in the Laws. For that is not something which he thinks
°f as separate from the functin of laws in the state. His view of
lav as aimed at the practice of virtue springe from his religlous
view of merality. His discussion of what he considers to be the most
important institutions of society, such as the family, shows that these
00 are to be understood as part of the service which human beings ove
o the gods, which he thinks is the service of the laws.

One of the most general noints that he makes about the laws,
%hen he says that there mjst be preambles to the laws, also seems to be
Sonnected with the same point. It is not enough that the lows should be
Stated and obeyed. It is also necessary that people should be persuaded
®f the rightness of the laws, The reason he gives for this is an
lnteresting one. He thinks that the laws must not be external edicts
¥hich everyone must obey, but people must be persuaded that the laws
&re for their good, and obedlence to tho laws, if it is to be obedience
of the kind re:mired, must be the result of being persuaded that the
laws make for the practice of virtue. The action of obedience to the
laws must beq.r,u{mxo;, as all humon action is. (9O%4) One must be
Persunded of the rightness of the laws, oth rwise there would be no sense
in gpeaking of the destiny of the soul, and its return to that condition in
¥hich 1t knows the laws of its own destiny. Because virtue is divine
n origin, the discovery of its true nature is alleimrortant, But its
discovery must be the result of porcuagion and not of force. Flato
Consilders the preambles to the laws of equal importance with the laws
themselves, He thinks this because the law cannot be properly a law
¥ithout the persuasion which the preamblc makes possibles And this is
the result of what he considers morality to be. For the origin of
Virtue is divine, and human beings do not have a perfect understanding
Of the difference between good and evil, If laws were Jjust the results
of human inv-ntion, then human beings could understand them, but becanse
they have as their aim something that human beings do not fully understand,
¥en have to be persuaded of their rightness, and that means making
thom a part of their own life, and seelng that they enable men to have
further insight into the difference between good and evil. It is because
%e have no perfect understanding here that establishment of the lawa is
thought of as needing so much care, and whether or not human beings
Succeed in establishing just lawe is thought of as the result of the
guidance of divine providence.

This is the point of what Plato says in his general preamble
to the laws in the fourth book. (715E ff,) The reason for the existence
of the laws at all is that 'every man should make up his mind that he be one
of the followers of God' (716C). In that case the laws must establish what
Telationship there must be between God and those who follow hime. So the
wost important of the laws are those which apply to the practice of
Peligion, This is so first of all because of the general relation that
he thinks exists between the laws and religious belicf. The discussion
of atheism in the temth book gains part of its point from the fact that
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for him the establishment of the laws is
ws Brrwy OLw v (8078)s But also the practice of
religion has its own importance, In the Republic (427 B<C) , the most
importent part of legislation, which has to do with religion, is something
that, earmot be achieved by men but must be left to Apollo, the god of
Delphi, The most important, fairest and first of legel enactments are
the 'fouding of sacrifices and other fams of worship of the gods, daemons
8nd hercesy and likewise the burial of the dead and the services we must
render to the dwellers of the world below to keep them graclous., For of
Such matters we neither know anything nor in the founding of our city if
W8 are wise shall we entrust them to any other or make use of any other
interpreter than the god of our fathers. For this god surely is in such
Tatters for all menkind the interpreter of the religion of their fathers,
wWho fram his seat in the middle and at the very navel of the earth delivers
his intepretation', So religious practices are not thought of by Flato as
the result of human invention; they are the gifts of the gods to men,
There are two reasons why he thinks this, The practice of religion relates
to matters hunen beings do not understand ( TR Y&Q 8""| TowSTL 00K
7“\614;4,9& 'fwdg Rep, 4278), and these practices are gilven to men
m accomt of the inherent weakness that there is in human natwe, 'Childe
training, which consists in right discipline in pleaswre and pains, grows
slack and weakened to a great extent in the course of men's lives; and
80 the gods, in pity for tiic hunan raee thus born to misery, have ordained
the feasts of thenksgiving as periods of respite from thelr troubles; and
they have granted them as companians in their feasts the luses and Apolle
the master of music, and Dionysus, that they mey at least set right their
wodes of discipline ly associating in their feasts with gods { (Lawe 653C).
But they are not just same forms of respite from toil. Their observanee
13 the noblest and truest mile. 'To engage in r2erifice and cammmion
with the gods continually, by prayers and sacrifices and devotions of
every kind, is a thing most notle, good and helpful towerds a happy life,
&nd superlatively fitting also, for the good memy but for the wicked
the very opposite, For the wicked is unclean in soul,whereas the good
han is clean; and from him that is defiled no good man, nor god, o
ever rightly receive gifts, Therefore all the great labour that impicus
en spend upon the gods 4s vain, but that of the pious is most profitahle
© them all', (Laws 716D = 717A)
The preambles also state Flato's views on metters of religion,
The first preambles have to do with the gods and family life (7235) and then
Wth edusstion which concerns the humen soul ‘whicii of all things thst a
®en possesses, next to the gods, is the most divine, because it is moat
trily his c;m' o The necessity for premmbles to the lswe is deseribed as
Kitk Ogov  (722C), The main resson there must be sueh preambles is
~that people should be persuaded of the rightness of the laws, That for
Plato means recognising their divine origin, That is how the genersl
Peamble to his own lawe begins., 'Friends' we say to them, 'God, as the
Qd tradition declares, halding in his hand the beginning, middle and end
of all that is, trevels according to his nature in a straight line

tovards the sccomplishment of his e;:_:l{ Justice alvmys accampanies him,



&nd is the punisher of those who fall short of the divine law, To
Justice, he who would be happy holds fast, and follows in her company
with 811 humility and ordery but he who is lifted up with pride, or
elevated by wealth or rank, or beauty, who 1s young and foolish, and
tas 8 soul hot with insolence, and thinks that he has no need of any
gulde or ruler, but is ahle himself to be a gulde of others, he I say,
ls deserted of Gody and being thus deserted, he takes to him others
who are like himself, snd dances about, throwing all thinge into
eonfusion, and may think he is a sreat man, but in a short time he
Pays a penalty which justice cammot but approve, and is utterly
dea‘bruyed and his family and his city with him,* It is because human
life 15 liable to corruption of this kind that people have to be persusded
of the divine origin of the laws, and in being persuaded of this, be
Persuaded of their goodness,

The importance of rreambles which persuade of the goodness of
the laws 1s cannected with Flato's general view of morality which we have
already outlined, If human beings had a definite lnowledge of the nature
of the difference between good and evil, and also the ability to live in
&cordance with this difference, then there woubd be no need of them,
Their necessity arises fram the wealmess of humen nature, It is as Plato
calls it ‘an infortunate neceessity' cbout humen life, ‘Human affeirs are
hardly worth serious cohsideration, and yet we must be sericus about
then = a sad necessity constrains us', (8033), There must be serious
Concern for what is serious, and the most serious concern of human beings
.18 God, Their 1ife is dependent on God (as Platoc puts it, they are puppets
o God), and because the nature of this dependence is not fully understood,
the practice of religion is the human recognition of it,

What Flato seys about preambles here is connected with the way
in vhich he speaks of initiatian in the Symposium snd Phaedrus, In both
these dislogues he uses relisious language in speaking about love, But
eh language is not eanfined to those two dlalogues, but it is also found
I the Republic - and in the Lews, why dose Plato use such language § The
very use of such language shows that Flato thought that with regard te
love which is so central to his view of the soul and s0 to his view of
orality, what the soul ecan leam about the good it does not learmn of
itself and an its own, nor is what it learns just the result of ite awm
thinkdng, The soul is initiated into the rites of love becsuse what 3t
has to learn about the good can cnly be leamt in living a certain way
of 1ife whiel is not of its own making. It has to be introduced to this
wey of life, whether the soul does leam what it is deperde on ite
8ssociation with the 1life of the gods, It is initiated into divine
hysteries, which 1t could not understand an its own, It is only in so
far as it shares in the life of others and in the life of the sods that
it can understand what 1s goods This is scmething it cannot learn ef
Lsele,

Likewise the purpose of the preambles is to initiate pecple

- 132 =



into that life which is lived in accordance with the laws, For it is
not samething anyone cen wnderstand apart fram sceing that it is a
Gannon life, Ctherwise the idea of what thie laws are will be that they
Smpel individuals to act as the laws camnand, They are only exteral
Cmands,  Those people who think of them in this way, have not seen
that it is necessary to be persuaded of the rightness of the laws so
that, they may share in a cammon life wnder the law, DBub that is not
aything one can understand the purposes of apart from accepting such
& samuon 1ifee It is not possible to understand it alone and in
Isalation, for the understanding only comes in living the life itself,
That is what Plato means when he says that the practice of virtue is
We aim of the laws, Unless ihe laws are seen in this light, then what
Flato says at 729D, for instance, has no sense, 'He who thinks the
®rvices which his f1iends and acquaintances do for him, greater and
re important than they themselves think them, and his own favours to
then less than theirs to him, will have thelr good will in the intercourse
of 1life,! The laws achiwe their point in the intercourse of life,
Because that is so thelr point cannot be understood and realised apart
fram that kind of 1ife that they moke possible, Dut that must be a
Camon 1ife, and not ane in which the conception of law is only an
hdividual one, For then the laws are thought of only as means for the
WMt of individual endse The can be no conception of a common life,
Jor Flate the practice of religlon in the cityestate is
8 recognition of the souree that makes such a camuon life possible,
That source is the gods themselves, That is why the possibility of
there being preambles is described as being ot Ta Qso/v o The preambles
Ry not only to religlous practices but also Lo the practice of
orality., DlNordlity depends on preambles as much as religlon, ULhat is
ost important about both of them eannot be a matter of legislatien,
With regard to mordlity it is a matter of preise and blame, For that
which is most importent with regard to morality ¢an anly be learnt
through praise and blame, That depends an seeing the differense
between a life that is&)“‘a-}\s and Wistos and cne that is ruled by
elther valuntary or involuntary falsehoods The latter kind of life is
the result of what is the greatest evil in the souls of men ~ selfishness,
Wiich leads peopile to think that thelr own ignorence is wisdam, (7324),
Leglalation must take this difference into account, but the difference
itself cammot be leglelated for directly. That is why Flato thinks of
&lucation as he does, as the persuasion of the soul of the rightness of
the laws, '
What Flato says ebout the gods in the tenth book of the Laws
15 iteelf & prelude, If the origin of the laws and virtue is thought
% be the gods, then there must be a prelude to the laws whieh cancems
the gods, The purpose of this book has sanetimes been thought of es an
®palogla for the existence of the gods, and in this camexion it is
desoribed as rationel theology. But what Plato says here about the gods 1s
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sald in connexion with what he considers the practice of religion to

be, ihat he says cannot be regerded as a proof for the existenee of

gods apart frem the proctice of religion itself, The book does not

Jist deal with the existence of the gods but also with their providentisl
®re of lnman life, and cloo vith the kind of relationshlp that must

xist hetween man beings and the gods, For the gods cannot be

Propitiated by human beings so that they condone any human setione So

the importance of what is said is not just thet there are gods, or to

thow that there are zods, In Book X11 Flato says that %the knowledge o
o the gods is one of the noblest forms'of imowledge's But that Inovledge
is not just to Vkmow that they are, but also to know how great is their
bower, as far as in man lies', (966B). iis view is very different from
that of Eplcurus who thought that if there are gods they tock no care of
hhmen 1ife, That ves to deny the power of the Gods in camnexion with
hunen 1ife., What Plato says at the beginning of the tenth book shows

his purpose cleerly., He says: 'No one who in obedience to the laws
believes that there are gods ever intentionelly did any wnhaly act, or
‘i;'ittered any wlawful wordy but he who did must have supposed one of

three things, = either that they did not exist, = which is the first
Possibility, or secondly, that if they did, they took no care of men,

or thirdly, that they were easily appeased and pumed aside from their
Purpose by sacrifices and prayerst. (88%). This passage conneots
Plato's view with vhat we have sald of the relatian that Socrates saw
between morality and religion, The Socratic psradax, 'No man does ewil
intentionallyt can only be mderstood; as we have tried to show, in
tonexion with this belief that tic distinction between good and evil
depends on the gods, For any persan who recognises this, an evil astion
is contrary to the will of God, He could not perform an evil aetim
without knowing it is against God's vdll, For Plato, as for Socrates,
inowledge sbout the gods is not just knowledge of their existence, but
&lso imonlledge that they determine the difference between good end evil,
and so determine the wey in which men nmust live, In fact the two things
€0 together, Humon beings cermot wunderstand what is meant by saying that
there are gods, unless they know this power of the gods,

vhat Plato says here sbout the relationships between humsn

beings and the gods im comparable with his purpose in speaking of
@eation in the Timseus, For the interest of that, as we saw, was no%

to give some proof of creation, and 80 serve the interests of what is
ealled rational thealogy, le does not prove the existence of a creator,
for the father and maker of this wiverse is hard and difficult to find.
Hls purpose is to show what saying that God is the creator means., And
that cannot be understood unless his creation is sean to be good. DBut
thatis impossible wnless the human soul iteelf recognlses the goodness
that 1s revealed in tho orestion. It is the same with the way wen live,
It anly makes sense for them to belisve in the gods, Lf they believe that
the choices they make Retwoen good and evil cen only be wnderstood in
termns of the relation between themselves snd the gods., There is no
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mowledse sbout the gods apart from knovledge of their power over human
life, And that is vwhy for Plato religion is cancerned with morality,
In fact it is with regard to worelity, to the wey men live, in
relationship to other men, that beliefs sbout the gods are so important,
Tis seems to be partly what Flato was suggesting when he wrote that men
&e the puppets of the godse He meant that the decisions and aetions
9 humen beings are not just their own, bub are continudlly under the
Mdgment, of the godse So it is not just that there are gods, Just to
%y that, would be & form of impiety for Plato, That, as Eplcurus put
£, would not concern humah 1ife if human life did not concern them,
Bit it does in such a wey that Plato thinks that the most serious concern
of human 1ife is God,

Plato then is not Just interested in showing that there are
&da, His view in this respect is of interest when we consider certain
KMnds of philosophical discussions of religion. Such discussion of
®ligion has often been about the notion of God's existence, and Plato's
#Mocusaion here has been viewed in the same light, The question of Ged's
@istence is then looked at as if it is samething to be proved, by
Filosophers who have put forward proofs, and by those who have attempted
% argue against sueh proofs. Such attempted proofs, however, meke it
look as if the notion of existence can be applied to God in same way that
"W wderstand, as if it might be like discovering the existence of a
Ranet that is not known to existe If what Plato says about the
@xistence of the gods is interpreted in same such way as this then the
tein point of what he says is lost. His whole interest in showdng that
there are gods is quite different fram this, His point is to show that
there are gods, but also to show that they are good, and regard justioce
Tore than men do, (887B) To show this is the best and noblest prelude
to the laws,

One of the main ideas that Flato puts forward in the tenth
Yook of the Laws 1s that the soul is prior to the body, His purpose is
% state what is the noblest prelude to the laws, that there ave gods,
that they are good and hanour justice more then men, Vhat does this
Relude oonsist of ? 0Of a statement that the soul is prior to the body,
I 1s not easy to understend what he means by this priority, but it is
Slear that for him an understanding of it is important in oxder to get
tlear about his purpose in this books The purpose cannot be interpreted
% followss Flato thinks that it 1s necessary to show that physieal
Wtion is dependent m the motion of the soul, He does not show this to
% the ¢ase, In fact he mentions difficulties that there axe in
@tempting to show what relationship thers is between these two kinds of
otion, His view is not that the nature of physical motion leads
Recessarily to the idea of the scul's selfemotion, If, however, his
Wew is stated in that way, then it is eesy to think that his purpose is
% prove that there are gods, if proving tha.there aye gods is proving
that the nature of the soul is self-motion upon which physical motion
depends, Sugh an interpretation raises difficulties mimilar to those
W have mentioned in discussing the notions of contingeney and necessity

I Plato's view of ecreation,
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77 UF1atd 1S not conéérhed to show that there is a'férm of motidn
that is the motion of the souls This is ;iven as ane of the forms of
motion that existe His whale interest is in showing that the motion of
soul. is prior to that of the body or, as he puts it is alder than that
of body = not that it is presupposed or implied by motion of bodies, To
believe, then that there are gods is closely eannected with seeing that
the motion of the soul is prior to that of the body, and that it is the
Wotion of the soul that governs the motion of the body,

There are two views possible here, &Either the soul is the
rsult of what is physical or it is prior to it., The Athenian sayss 'I
must repeat the strange argument of those who make the soul aecording to
their own implous notions:  they affirm that which is the first cause of
the generation and destrustion of all things to be not the first, but
last and that which is last to be first, and hence they have fallen into
8rror about the true nature of the gods'. (891E) Ignorance, then,
8bout the nature of the gods arises fram ignorance about the true nature
of the soule It is ignorance about 'the nature and power of the soul,
especislly in what relates to her origing they do not know that she is
the first of things, and before ell bodies, and is the chief author of
their changes and transpositians',

There are certain difficulties ebout Flato's view as it is
Stated in the Laws which h,ye alreedy arisen in ouwr earlier discussion
as to whether the ﬁo]r.toouosof the Timseus 1 to be identified with the
world soul or note Same heve thought that the Squiowyos 48 to be
identified with the vorld soul of the Timasus end the best soul of the
Laws, (897C) Such an interpretation seems also to be in line with
What Plato says about the soul in the Phasdrus es bedng the dpyv  af
all generation and deeay, What Plato says in the Laws is that soul is
‘emong the first of things!, which seams to suggest that there are other
things which are also first, Amongst these he would certainly place the
. gods, Bub the question he is discussing is not whether the natwnre of the
gods is that they have souls or are souls, even if he deseribes the best
soul that rules the worlds as a gode He 18 not prepared to say definitely
wiat the nature of divine activity is. (898E) Still he does think that
Ty view which puts body prior to soul will be unable to make any semse ‘
of what the gods are, He seems to be suggesting that with regard to the
gods, the priority of soul over body, is one of the most importent points
that has to be understood, 1f there is to be any understanding about the
godSQ

It is very easy to extrast naturdl theclogy frim the tenth
book of the Lawe, and overlook much else that it contains whiech esn
hardly be said to have anything to do with that, When Plato 's views
here are interpreted as natural theadlogy then all the emphasis is placed
M the difference between that kind of motion which 48 selfsmotion and

that which 1s not, The former is the true prineiple of change and motion
in al) that is. This is the distinction betwen soul and body, end tuat
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distinction 4s fundamental to Flato's account. The distinction is
first introduced to comnter the armuments of those vham he calls

VéoL G0gol  vhose view 45 that 'fire and weter, and earth and
alr, all exist by nature and chance' (£69B), The impiety of sugh
people arises fram this view and not from a love of sensucl pleasure.,
(834A) But it is impiety nevertheless, and the ditinction that Plato
draws between physical motion and the motion of the soul, and the
tlaim that the latter is prior to the former, is meant to meet this
form of impicty., It is this that gives the impression thot what we
have here is natural thedlogy. But Plato thinks that this view that
the body is prior to the soul leads the reorle vho hald it to deny the
&xistence of the gods, But then the view that they hold is nob just
that the body is prior to the soul, It is bound to affect, Flato
thinks, their view of morslity too., For their denial of the existence
of gods which is a result of their physical speculations, prevents
them fram recognising vwhat Plato thinks is the importent thing - that
the gods are good and honour Justice more than men,

So it might be thought that Plato's purpose is to show that
the view that body is prior to soul is mistaleen, and in showing this
to show also that what they think about the gods is misteken too, But
Plato's position is not as simple as that, Certainly the priority of
soul over body is important to his view, but that priority camnot be
identified with what Plato weans by saying that there are pods, If
it were just that, then it could be perhaps called natural thealogy,
Flato's point cen be better put by saying that the priority of the
soul over the body illustrates what is meant by saying that there are
gods, And it illustrates it in the only wey that Plato ’f;houg;ht was
possilile with regard to the view held by the véoL 0odoL , Their
denial of the gods is the result of their view that physical motion is
vhat is primary, If they csn be shown that view is mistalem, then their
reason for denying the gods will be taken away, But Just recognising
the priority of soul over body is not to be identified tdth what Plato
means by seying thet there are gods, It would be possible to resognise
this without recognising that there are zods, ‘hat is important too
is to'lmow the gods rightly and live accordinglyt, (3a39B)

What Plato says about the motion of the soul as being prior
to that of the body is only the beglnning of what he has to say about
the gods, Once that has been deelded, it is necessary to o on and
state what the nature of the soul is, and how its nature can only be
wnderstood together with the belief that there are gods, But even with
regard to his statement that the motion of soul is prior to that of body,
1t must be emphasised that he tekes for granted that there are these two
different kinds of motimn, He says: ‘'Let it be assumed that there is
always one kind of motion which is capable of moving other things, but
not capable of moving itself, and that there is alweys another kind of
motion whieh moves itself and other things', (894B)

The distinction bebtween these two forms of motian is the
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ddatinction between thet which pocsesses life and that whilch does noat.
(695¢). This distinction is central to what Plato writes here and also
in the Timaeus, In the Timaeus the view of creation is about different
forms of 1iving creatures that are made after the pattem of voq‘r.‘a Sa
This view of Flato's is also stated in the Sophist when he asks:'ire we really
¢onvinced that change, life, soul and understanding have no place in what
is perfectly real, that is has neither life nor thought, but stands
Lanutadle in solenm aloofness devoid of intelligence ¢ ' (248E) The
Yeason why he states the matter in this way is to show the priority of
Soul, The soul is not Just the result of the cambination of physical
elements, but its life has an intelligible pattern, and as such it is
Prior to the body of which Plato thought there was no VM\Tb/*/ .« So
the question arises what kind of priority is it that the soul has over
the body, It is the priority of intelligent 1life, 'Can we say that it
has intelligence without having life 7 ' (Sophist 249A) But thet doee
hot mean that it is the priority of one kind of life over another - that
of the soul over that of the body, It is the priority of that which
Posgesses life over that which does not, That too was the view in the
Phaedo with the queetiont 'Does not the soul bring life to the body 7 *
(1050) The body might be conceived as possessing e form of life of its
own, Bubt the way in which that isdescribed in theTimaeus suggests that
it is a 1life that does not possess intelligence, and vhatever order it
can possess is the result of the governing and ordering activity of the
soul, So from & general point of view what Plato spesks of as \poyY
is the ordered 1life of anything, That is why he speaks of the world
8oul, It is the intelligent 1ife of the cosmos, And that cannot be
thought of as the work of chance, it is the activity of soul which has
an intelligitle and divine origin. Plato's quarrel with the V&ou & ool
1s that they do not recognise this,
If we ask the question about the truth of what Flato is

Saying, then that would be to ask, from ane point of view that the
question might be raiseds 'How doss he prove it 7' But he does nob
Prove it independently of a person's recognising the priority, That ;
is viy he speaks of the need of persussion, for what might be thoughtof as sn
independent proof is not possible. He thinks however that his view does :
meke it possible to understend certain aspects of human life that eould
not be undsrstood otherwise, Apart from the priority of soul it will
not be possilile to speak of the difference between good and evil, That
difference is so bound up with the life of the soul and that difference
anly begins to make sense, when it is recognised as a difference that
bdlonga to the life of the soul, It is this that determines the nature
of life, Human life is wnintelligible without it, but what it is belangs
o the soul,
, The priority of the soul over the body is, then.centrel to

Flato's account, But as we have sugpested it cannot be regarded as &
proof of the exitence of the gods, Its main purpose is to show that
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Wnless the difference between soul and body is clearly éeen, and so the
Soul's priority, it will not be possible to know vhat is meant by
talking about the gods at all., For the priority of the soul includes
its ability to povern what is bodily; the gods too exercise a
Providential activity in rclation to the world, Just as it is necessary
%o recognise the difference between soul and body in this respect, so it
is necessary to recognise the difference between the gods and the world,
Just as there is a difference for Plato between a hwian life which is
ordered according to a pattern of divine happiness and ore that is not,
80 there is a difference between a world which is recognised to be a
sphere of providentisl activity on the part of the ods, and one that
is not so recognised, But the gods take care of all things. 4nd so
this providential activity is of a different order from that vhich is
Posgible in connexion wity & human soul and human body, That is why
the belief in the gods is not just to be identified with a resognition
of the distinction between soul and body in general, But that
distinetion throws light on the providential activity of the gods,

Plato's point seems to be that if you wish to spesk of the
life of the gods, then this is anly possille when there is a clear
distinetion made between soul and body. But that distinction does
not give an exhaustive account of the life of the pods, It is, however,
the only way in which humen beings cen meke sense of the life of the suis,
His view of therhumen soul is that it is that which orders and govems
human 1ife in accordance with virtue, The 1life of the gods is spoken
of in the same terms, but it is clear that the order and government of
the gods is very differemt from the ordinary notion of the order of vhich
the humen soul is capsble, For the life of the human soul ean not only
be an ordered ane, but also can show disorder. That is the difference
between justice and injustice. what FPlato thinks is that when the humen
soul lives an ordered life and just life, then this order and Justice is
to be thousht of as part of the life of the gods themselves, 'As we
Scknovd.edge the world to be full of many goods and aleo evils, and more
of evils than goods, there is, as we affirm, an imiortal conflict going
o among us, which requires marvellous wetchfulnessy and in that conflict
the gods and demigods are our allies, snd we are their property. Injustics,
insolence and folly are the destrustion of us, and justice, temperance
&nd wisdom sre our salvation; and the plase of these latter is in the life
of the gods, although same vestige of them may oscasicnally be diseerned
amng mankind,' (906A-B) The justice and goodness that is achleved in
hunan 1ife ies not then to be thought of as just human achievment, Its
very possibility can anly be thought of as the result of the life that
belongs to the gods, That life is perfect in its virtue, and it is the
perfection of the life of the gods that makes it impossihle to think that
they can be appeased, But it is also what makes poseible a life of virtwe
for hunen beings., 'The gods are the pgreatest of all gusrdiens and take
care of our highest interests'. (907A) The wm-d¢6 S was the word used
to deseribe the philosopher-kings of the Republic, and now it refers to
the gods, This seems to suggest a change of enphasis in Plato's thought,
In the Republie the guardianship of the state is in the hands of thoee men
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wWho have _wincd Imoudled e of te joud, wd tiat for Fleto meant knowing
the forms which were thought of as wnchanging realities, The philosopher
king is able to rule because he possecsses this knowledge. lie is thought
of as divine and after death may be vorshipped, In the Republic the
forms which were his objests of knovlledge hed been thought of as
Wchanging and eternal, and that gave them samething of thw character
of ideals after which he must strive, They seemed to possess an unlmown
reality, however, (Parmenides 134Ce~D), That view changes in the Sophist
where we find the attribution of life tn what is perfectly real (249), and
in the Lews the view is that the perfection of justice belangs to the 1life
of the gods, then in the earlier works morality is a matter of knowing
the forms .iidch are o&?)'ral me'd\cﬁd o that seems to suggest a view
of mcoality which is independent of religion, But even if in earlier
Malogues there are views which show a religious influence, the positicn
of the Lews is clearly ane in which perfect justice is not just an ideal
for humen beings to strive after, but it is the life of the gods, and any
Justice which human belngs are sble to attain is anly possible because
the gods in their perfeet justice and great power take care of human life,

This view gives to.the questions of morality a different light,
For they are not just problems of the relationships between humen beings,
but they have primarily to do with the relaticnships that exist between
men and the gods. That does not mean that the question of the relation-
ships between men no lmgér have any importance, but that these relation~
ships are primarily relationships with the gods. Fien must be Just
because the gods are just, If you seeck to appease the ods then your
agtion is like that of men who gain their ends with their fellow men
by flattery., But to flatter the gods is worse than to flatter men,
it 15 worse becsuse it is impossible, You may flatter men, Then you
ére dishonest in your dealings with them, But if you attempt to flatter
the gods that is implous, It is attempting to sct in an wnjust way in
the face of perfect Justiocs,

It is impossible to do this, DBut why ¥ The answer for
Flato 16 that this perfect justice which is the life of the gods is not
completely cut off from men, It 18 not es if the gods have a life of
their own which is comletely unrelated to the lives men lead, For
hunan 1ife itself belongs to the gods, It is through the power of the
8ods which is apparent in their providence that human life is possible
at all, The gods take sare of the whole, (%033) It may be diffieult
for human beings to see thisy; and 8 man may be vexed, beoause he does
hot know how vhat is best for everything twms out best for himself also,
in accargance with tie power thet givew being to everything, ( KoL ol
Blvav TV THG Woivalg YSVESE0S ) (903D), \at men must seek to do is
to live in close relationship with the providential power of the gods,
For this power is greater then any human power, It enables humen beings
to live in accordance with virtue and truth, But discbedience of virtue
end truth has its own revard. And Flato thinks that that is part of the
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Power of the gods too, 4s he goes on to say in the passage just quotcds
'And inasmuch as soul, being joined now with one body, now with another,
is alvays undergoing all kinds of changes either of itself or owing to
&nother soul, there is left for the draughtseplayer no further task « sawe
aly to shift the character that grows better to a superior place, md the
Worse to a worse, according to what best suits each of them, so that to
each ngy be alloted its appropriaste destiny!. (903D)

It is, however, not easy to see how Flato is able to cambine
human giscbedience with the perfect justice and power of the gods, If
the gods are perfectly just and possess power which eannot be compared
with hunen power, how is that to be reconciled with human disobedience 7
Flato says (906A) that the world is more full of evil than of goed, and
~that the conflict that goes on among humen beinge is immortal, (&eémos e
This is to ralse s question which probably Plato would have said he could
not answer, How is the evil in the world to be explained, if the gods are
good ? Flato perhaps would have answered that we eannot understand the
hature of the evil that there is, but we must belleve that in owr conflict
with it the gods are our allies to overcome it, Not to accept the gods
as the allies of men would be for Flato to distrust the power which he
believed they have, Bubt vhether flato thought that the conflict would
finally ve overcame is ancther matter, From what he says in the Gorglas
it seems cleoar that he thousht it possible for a man who had obeyed the
Just commands of the rods to live a life in the company of perfeet Justice
after death, (523 AB). Thedwlyks| in humen life which makes the
confliet Limortal sametimes seems to be out of the gods'eontrol, Vhen
Flato says: 'There is left for the dreughtseplayer no further task, =
save anly to shift the character that grows better to a superior place,
and the worse, according to uhat best sults each of them, so that to
each may be allotted its sppropriste destiny,' it looks as if the gods
have no cholce and that their power is.limited, There is in Plato nothing
which approaches a doctrine of redemption as we find that in Christianity.
For that teaches that divine forgiveness is undeserved, That is
possible for Christionity with its belief that with God dll things ave
possible, but for Plato teven God Carmot strive againct neceseity'. (741A)

llevertheless Platots view of morality in the Laws is religlous.
There is rmuch that may scem harsh in the punishment he lays down for the
lmpious, but that is because he thinks that implety is the worst of sins,
lils view of morality is that Justice belengs to the gods, and the penalty
of injustice is inescapable, That is vhat Plato wante to point to,
That justice is not decided by humen beings, but by the gods, and not
to recognise this is impiety. If Justice were established by human
beings, then it would have no reality, The redlity of perfeet justise
is the 1ife of the gods itself. Decause this is so, there 18 a final
Judgment on humen life, DBecause justice is not decided by human beings,
but by the gods, injustice 1s Implety, It is acting against what the
gods have desided, The person who thinks that the practice of religion
as a means of appeasing the gods is 'of all impious men the most wieked
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&nd most impious's (9078) ihat Flato says about this may be compared
te what Eckhart says: ‘Lo, thoy are merchants all vho, while avoiding
mortal sin and wishing to be virtuous, do good works to the glory of
God, fasts, for exauple, vigils, prayers, etc., all of them excellent,
but do them with a view to God's giving them samewhat, doing to them
Someuhat, they wish for in retwm, All such arc merchants, This is
Flain to see for they reckon an giving me thing for another and so to
barter with our Lord, though they are mistock @8 to the bargain, For
all they have and have the power to do, they have from God and do
effect hHy means of God glone. God has no eall to do to them or give
them anything unless he chooses to, For what they are they are fram
God and what they have they have fram God end not fram themsclves,

God is in no wise bounden to requite their acte or gifts except he
tare to do so of his own free will, apart fram what they do or glve;
for they give not of their own nor do they sst of their own selves, as
God says, ‘.ithout me ye can do nothing!. They be sorry foals who
bargain with our Lord like this; they know little or nothing of the
truth, God cast them out of the temple and drove them fortht,
(Belthart!s sermon on the text: Intravit Jesus in templum dei et
ejiciebat vendentes et ementes, idatt. c. 21 v, 1} Plato thinks that
the practice of religion cannot be regarded as a means to an end, It
is itself the recomition of the providential cere and justice of the
gods,

The difference between a religious view of morality and me
that is not, is clear in vlato, It is not, for him, attempting to glve
an enswer to the question: Does morality have its source in the gods
or not 7 as if that question could be answered in the affirmative and
there the matter be left, It is not from that point of view a question
of only deciding vwhat is or is not the case, The question taken just
like that hag no sense, An answer presupposes that ane knows whet
moral ity having its source in the gods is, People who attempt to
appease the pods look at the matter in that way, They answer the
Question in the affimative without eny umderstanding, and then
Progeed to aet in such a way that thelr astions show that they have no
wmderstanding, For Flato, if one knows that morality has its sowree
with the gods, then one lmows that there is no alternative, One hes
'to know the gods rightly and live accordingly', (884C)
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ARISTOTLE'S  THECIOGY. I t Bee

Por Aristotle theology is closely connected with first philosophy
% he calls it (ﬂey:ﬂq $rros ok(a. "), vhich we call metaphysics, In fact
there are passages in the ietaphysics which sugrest that these two,
Yogether with cobia o are names for the same enquiry, It is, however,
Pesible to see sume distinction in Aristotlefs use of these terms, and to
e that, theclogy refers to a narrower field of enquiry than is reant by
*gher tolry ihoa 0¢l£ orcob(a » This was clear to Aquinas who mentions

in the reface to his cam:entary on the Metaphysice, Dicitur enim

%lentia divina sive theolosmica, inquantum praedictas (i.e, separatas)
Wbetantia considerat, lietayhysica inquantum comsiderat ens et ea quae
“Msequuntur ipsum, Dhcitur prima philosophia, inquantum primas rerum
CRupag considerat, Aristotle seems to have thought that of these, what he
Clled divine science as such was the hishest gursuit, because its object of
% wag that substance vhich wes separate from matter, Metaphysics opr
®o4is » as s h may well be possible and understandable without the existence
f any 1ind of substance which is unchanzeeble, and would then still be an
vestigation of the -ature of being qua oceing, 2lthough them of course it
“uld ohly be e metaghysical enquiry of that substance of which Physics treats,
This Aristotle makes clear at 1026a23s "If there is no substance other than
those which are formed by nature natural science will be the first science;
Mt 1f there 18 an immovable substance, the science of this must be iricr
nd mist be first philosophy, and universal in this way, because it is first,
M4 1% w11 belong to this to consider being qua being = both what it is and
te attritutes which belons to it que being", The same distinction is to be
found in another passage at 106937 "The former two kinds of substance are
the subject of thysics (for they imply movement)s but the third (i.e,
'“betance whic.lv immovable ' Lelongs to another science if there is no irineijle
Smon to 1t and to the ovher kinds",

So it is clear that one of the irimary distinctions that Aristotle
18 concerned with is that oetween substance that is movable , which means for
Mm tne natural world, and that shich is immovable . by which he means the
Wmoved mover - God, It is this distinction which is uppermost in his mind
% that book of the Hetaphysics which deals more than any other with the suvject
Witer of his theolozy, that is BookJ\ . '

When, however, we lock at what Aristotle meant by first philosorhy
a general we find thatthisis concerned with an enquiry into the nature of
b‘illg qua being, and this is something that he discussed for most part in
Yaus of his doctrines of the categories, and difficulties arise when we
Rtempt tosee the relationship between the kind of theology that we read in
Yook A and what is said about the catesories in other Books, e have already
%ted that the doctrine of the categories as an expoeition of what is firet
N‘ilosophg for Aristotle can be perfectly well understood as referring only
t tioveshle substance, and ite ap; lication to what Aristotle understands as
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4 13 20t at 811 clesr. Whem irtstesle comes to discuss the mature of God
1% 4a not only in terms of the dootrine of the categories that he does this,
4 in fact it seems that this doctrine is mot fundamental for him witl regard
L] Yheology. He discusses the matter in Verms of the distinotion that he sees
WWeen substance that moves and that substance upon which all moving
Wbetanoes depend, which is unmovesbles So hare theres is a fundamental
m“mllty of how Aristotle's metaphysics as stated in his dootrine of the
Wlegories 1s related to his theolosy. ‘

A% the beginning of Book © Aristotle says: "We have treated of
Wt whion 1s AR primarily and 4o which all the other categories of being are
*ferred « 1.e. of substance. For it is in virtus of the concept of
®batance that the others are said to be - quantity and quality and the like;
for all will ve found to involve the concept of substanoe"s Here at least
™ 2ay be said te see some point of connexion between the dootrine of the
Sategories and the theolosy of Book J\. . For what is oentral to the dostrine
o the categories, and the theolegy we find there, is the primaoy of
“Matance. The subject matter of theolosy is that substance which is perfeot
tn g4y setuality, and we can say that for Aristotle the actuality of anything
s v be messured against its perfection, but a knowledge of its perfection
s £or nim not anything that is arrived at by an application of his deotrine
% the oategories. In fact, Jod can only be described as falling inte the
Hret or the categories, that of substance, but there is little interest in
%oeing that this is the case, because he falls into none of the others, and
% the dootrine of the oategories, regarded as a method of distinguishing
Ufterent senses of being is of little use in determiming the mture of Ged,
"“ﬂ, apart from the categery of substance, LWy way of negation, for wnone
*f the other categories apply to Gods But as a mesns of saying that thess
% tegories do not spply to God 1% is of some use and thus marks off Ged's
Bture from all other subssances to which some other oategory apart from
Wat of yubatance applies. God's mature is deserided in othe terms, in
Yerne of being an ebjeet of love, and of thinking, terms which do net fall
"thin the dootrine of eategoriess

Another way in whieh the distinetion between Aristetle's dootrine
9% the catezories and his theology becomes clear is by moting that the
Rinoipal argument that he uses for the nesessary existence of a first mover
4 not based upon that dootrine, but is am argument abous the msture of motions
‘l,l argumsnt seeks to show that there must be sometihing which is unmeved wpon
Wiich 211 motien depends. The point is not that there must be some firss
Wving things To assume that weuld not be %o explain motion, beesuse
Wotion would have to be asmmed in order to give an explanation ef it.
RWis 1y the point whick is madein ariticism of the view of the early Ienians
"o just assumed that im the first place there was a 1@».1\ Baw\ vhioch
Yy the source of all sudbsequent motion,

From dhis it Decowes clear that the destrine of the oategeries as
Toming the basts of Aristotle’s metaphysios deas ot apply % his views sbout
Weology, However it is poseible t0 ses that Aristotle has them in mind whem
% 15 concerned with theologye And here it is the ideas of substense, motion

8nq thei which does not nove, and potentiality and sotuality that are

Wperrogt in his sdnde It i3 interesting to note that whereas there is
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Wething wiich can be oy, osed to that which moves, l.e. that which does not
WVe, and scmething that can be op.osed to that which is potential, i.e, thap
“ich is actual, and the distinction between tiese is used in defining the
firet mover as camplotely actual and wimoved, there is nothing that is
®rosed to substance as such which is regarded as defining the nature of the
st mover,  Here we find tie source of an idea in Aristotlels theology
Wich has sreatly influcnced later writers:s the idea that God is a substance o
T s this use of the berm substance to refer to God thst leads to talking
Sout, God's nature, The distinction that Aristotle does make of course is
Yetween material and imaterial substanco, and for him God is certainly
%ﬂteria.l , and also possibly that part of the human soul which he calls the

VOGS Xweie 1‘0’5 « But that tac tam substance is used by Avistetle to
Pofer to yhat is aaterial and immaterial nakes it difiicult to know what he
Teang when he calls God substance,

Aristotle seams to have developed his idea of the difference
b‘t"een the potential snd tae actual in the world of nature, and also his
Yea of the aifrorence between efficient and final causality, and ap.lied
% %o the qifference that exists botween that which is temparal and that
Wileh §: eternal.. e distinction that Aristotle draws between the temporal
4 the ctornal is the same for him as the distinction between that which
Wves and that vhich is unmoved, For him there is no motim without the.
Wistence of timej nor is there any time without the existence of motion,

4 he puts the matter in the Physics sook VIIIs “How can there be any time
Wthout the existence of motion? If, tien, time is the mumber of motion o
1%elf & kind of motion, it follows that if there is always time, motion must
Wso be etarnal, Since time cannot exist and is unthinkable cpert fram the
Wment, and the mamsnt is a kind of middle point, uniting as it does in itself
a beginning and an end, a beginning of future time and an and of past
u’““a it follows that there must always be time: for the extremity of the
st period of time that we take must be found in some mament, since time
®tains no point of contapt for us except the moment, Therefore since
“‘Qmﬂmt is both a beginning andan end, there must always be time on both
Ydeg of it, But if this is true of time, it is ovident that it must be
Yue of motion, time being & kind of affection of motion, The same reasoning
"1 algo show the imperishability of motdon®",  (Physics 251blOLf,)
“'iatotle here criticises Plato's view stated in the Timaeus that time is
%ted, as also for Flato motion is, For Aristotle both are uncreated and
Weo botn are eternal in the sense that neither has a beglnning ar an end,
The difference between the two views does not coancern us at the moment, but
Wt 15 to be noticed is that for Aristotle the eternal life of God is some-
thib@ that 1s timeless and unmoved and it is this that is its eternal nature,
W4 ap such is quite different from the oternal nature of time and motdom,
U 19 camplctely actual and is the final cause of all things temporal and
W. The worgll of the temparal a d of the moving is one in which both
ficient and final causality, and also potential and actual ecistence are
% be found, but God is the campletely actual and the final cause of all that
1"
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Aristotle thinks that he cun arrive at such & view of God Yty en

Qmisation of the mture of the world, and thut Leans an f:westimtion of
Y nature of becoming, and it is such an examination thet precedss his
Meount of God's nature in Book /N of the Metephysics. Lo begina this
"* by saying: "The subjeot of our enquiry is sdstance and the causes wo are
"'ﬁnc are those of substances. For if the universe is of the nsture of
SWiole, substance is its first part'.

| The tern ‘substance’ is amongnt the most ambiguous of those used
I8 phidosophy, and part of the amblguity to which it gives rise in &
naideration of what Aristotle says is commected witn the distiwetions that
" 2eted at the beginning regerding the different ways in whioch metaphysics
b Pegarded by Aristesle. PFer if metaphysics in its widest semse s an
Wyuiry inte the mature of substamce then 4% is that whioh Aquines
m‘mﬂ.ﬂu as ‘metaphysion inguantum oomsiderat ens ot ea quae
sequuntur ipsm's In this widest semse of all, substance is being -
“iat {5, At the begimmfng of Beok '  Aristotle writes: "Tharefers 1t is
" being as bdeing that wo must also grasp the first causes”. That is what
Atotetle calls TO BV , and 1% 15 this word that he uses when he talks in

I'  and elsewhere of the categories of being and it is important to mote
Yat ne is talking abmt the different senses of the term. Ko says To Sv Wokhyes
A‘l‘m—r‘. 3v has many different meanings. Elsewkere, hewsver, as in Vo '
YAieh we have just quoted the enquiry of metsphyaics is regarded as sn enquiry

the nature of the ssuses of substances (oie1®v ) or substanss (0202 ).
1% 1 this Wwefold miure of the subject that is the basis of Aquinas's
Uatinotion between what he oalls metaphysios which 1s & stuly of this subject
2 a0 far a8 14 considers being snd its attritutes and 'first philosophy’ in
% far as 1t considers the first csuses of things (L.0.00018v )u (Dieitur
“Shen prime philesophis inquantm primes rerus csusas considerst). The
“'ﬂuouon is an imporsant ons for Aristetles For ifdllowing Aquims we
W) mtaphysios the study of belng and its attributes as Aristeile outiines
Yt 10 Becks ' and € , for instance, then fivs$ philesophy although
®2serned with all these distinctions is chifly cencersed with what are 4l
fre causes of things as substanses (ovoudv )y snd this will not inolude
8 whole of being - bessuss what Arietotle calls accidemts will not beleng
Y e first csuses, but will nevertdeless form part of metaphysios as belng
Nt of the gensral study of ‘what is' that 1870 v = or Seing.
In book 7  he distinguishes feur senses of the wordole. as follews:
(‘) the simple bodles, 1.0 sarth and fire and wier and everything of te
%rt, and in genersl bodies anl the things cemposed of them, both animals amd
Urine beings (.00 the hesvenly bediss) and the parts of thess. All these
% called substance becsuse they are not predicated of & subject Wt every-
%lng else 1s predtoated of thems (2) That which belng jressat im such things
2 470 not predicsted of » sudject is the cavse of their being, as the seul is
¢ the being of an animel. (3) The parts whieh are present in such things,
“ltuu thenr and markiag them as individuals, and hy whese destrustion the
"0l 15 destrozed. (4) The essenee, the formuls of whieh is a definition, is
Ueo called the substance of each thing. The first of these Aristetle them
"3 15 the ‘witimte substratum’  (vhioyirovnons i) ‘which is me Jemger
Pelicated of angthing else's he other thres come wider ancther seuse whieh
- 146 -



kristotie descrives as Ythet vidch deinga'this' is also separable - and of thi:
Wiure is the shape and form of cach tning., Aristotle then uses the term
"t oly to refer to same particular existing tiing but also to refer to the
Weence, Substance is both T8¢ v and To ¥ fere

Apart from describing 168¢ T andTot {en and the substratum as
‘“b't&ma Aristotle also souetines says that the universel is substance,
'8 the substratum and the essence and tne compound of these are called
®bstance so also 48 the universal' (4 1038b2£f). But the universel only
b”mes part of the substance of a thing by way of definition, Ne
Wiversal is g substance, As to the substratum; this too is substance,
"4 this in ane sense is the matter (and by matter I mean that which, not
%8 a 'this! actually, is potentially a 'this'), and in another scnse
the forrmla of shape (that .i:ich being & 'this! can be separately formulated),
%4 thirdly the comlex of these two, which alone is generated and destroyed,
%4 is without qualificaticn, capaule of separate existence, (2 042a30),
Tt 1e the same point that Aristotle :akes earlier in the same book at
J“)"231135&: "The word substance is ap;lied, if not in more senses, still at
l“at to four main suojectsy far both the essence and the universal and
the genus are thought to be the substance of each thing, and fourthly the
®bstratum, lNow the substratum is that of which everything else is
Redicated, while it is itself not grodicated of anything else. And so we
st first determine the nature of this; for that which underliesa thing
Mﬁw is thouzht to be in the truest scnse its substance, And in
%e sense matter is said to be of the nature of substratum, in another shape,
®d in a third the campound of these', No universal we have said is for
dristotie a substance, although it forms an important part of the definitien
®f anything that is a substance, That tae universal is not a substance
18 ane of the main oints on which Aristotle disagreed with Plato, "It
18 13a1n# he saye, "that no universal attribute is g substance, and this is
Wain also fram the fact that no coumon predicate indicates a 'this', but
Nther o teuch!, If not, many difficulties follow and espocially the

"ird ment (1038b34EE),

Plato's argument for the existence of the forms was mainly based
% arguments connected with his theoary of lmaledgze, and Aristotle did not
dey that forms were necessary in order to put forward an adequate
*Patanclogy, and even went as far as to say "Ihose Wib say Forms exist, in
™Mo respect are right, in giving the Forms separate existence, 4f they are
'ubgumceen. (1040b28), And this is quite natural for Aristotle to say,
Secanse g substance is for him anything that has particular existence,
rtatotie saye, however, that where Plato fails is in not being able to give
% 2ood reason for the existcnce of 'imparishable substance which exist apart
fron the individusl and semsible subctance' (1040b32). That is Plato
Qe 1 give a reason for the existence of substances which are not individual
Wi gansible because they are material, matter being for Aristotle the
Rrincijle of individuation with regard to what he calls individual and

%enainle substance, Aristotle thought that tie existence of nonesensible
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Wbstance was not something which was a matter of epistemology. Their
®istence depended for him on arguments about the nature of motion, and not
Won arguments about the nature of universals. The being of universals is
Muething that he refuses to hypostasise in the way that Plato does.
"cl'“l.)'"’, he said, "no universal term is the name of a substance, and no
Rbstanoce is composed of substances."” I1If the universal were a aubstance
Qe thi, would mean that these substances would have to be composed of
'“ltnnon, and it is a fundamental principle of Aristotle with regard to
e hature of substance that no substance can be compomed of substances,
In some passages iristotle seems to identify essence and substanoce.

AV the beginmning of chapter 6 of Book Z he writes: "ie must enquire whether
sk thing and its essence are the same or different. This is of some use
for the inquiry concerning substance; for each thing is thought to be not
Ueferent from 1ts substance, snd the essence is said to be the substance
% each thing.," (1031 all5¢f)s But for Aristotle essence and substanoe are
Bl Sompletely identifiable, slthough at the end of this shapter he says:
'M Primary and self-subsistent thing is one and the same as its essence'
“932:5). Just as no universal is g substance, no essence is & subsiance,
& e sense of being an individusl and sensible sustance, The essence is
%At whose formula is s definition and although 'in & formuls there is always
R alenent of matter as well as one of sotuality, eege the oircle is 'a Plane
fewre' (1045034), Shese are parts of the definition of $he essense and ave
Wt material parts, The essence is the definition of the form, (1013s27),
™inary substance is desoribed ss both T6S¢ T , and ToTc iCT.  and for
%atot1e both thess desoriptions apply snslogically throughout the
Wtsgeries. Se he ssks: “Or has defimition like 'what & thing is' several
Nm? ‘Wbat & thing 1»' in ons sense mesns substance and the 'this?,
2 anothar ane or other of the predicates, quaniity, quality and the like,
N2 aa '14' Delongs te al) things, not Mewever in the same smse, tut 40 one
W4 of thing primarily, snd to others in s sesendary way, 50 %00 'what o
’ 1s' balongs in the simple sense to subatance, but in & limited sense o
%o other categories, Fer even of qualify we may ssk whad {4 is, se that
Wality alse is & 'what & thing is', = Bet in the simple smss, howsver, but
Nat o4 1n the oase of that which is not, seme say, enphasising the linguistie
Torm, that that which 1s not 4g - mot is elmply, but i non~existemt; se tee
MW qualsty", (1030s182f). (of Aquinas Cemmentaris in Metaphysios' 1275

patet quod fere eadem est divisie substantiae hio posita, om illa quae
Maitur in Prasdicamentis, Nam per sublestum intelligitur hio substanida
Wina, Quod sutem dixit genus ot universale, qued videtuwr ad gmus ot spesies
Mrtinere, centinetur sub substantiis ssoumdis, Hoo suten qued quid sret
e hic ponitur, sed ibi prestemmittitur, quia mon eadit in prasdicementerwm
"line nist stewt prineipium. Neque enim est gemus neque species neque
Mividum, sed herw emiws fewmele prineipium),

Partieular sensidle substances oome to be and pass sway., That whish

s sad1ed g substanse, however, which is the fowm (ihe definition of the
Weense) does mot coms to bes Since substance is of twe kinds, the consvete
“ummm(xm-mtmuu.rmmummm

MW e mtter, wiile ancther 1s the formals in 14s gumerelity), mdetanses
“ e fermer sense are eapabdle of destruction, (for they are alse eapsdle
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o geeration), cut ticre is no Jostruction oi t.e formula in the scnge that
it is ovor in course of bein: destroyed (fop Licpe is no goucration of it
Wthery t.:c being of hwouse is wot gmoruted, ut only the boing of fhis
hﬂue), bt vithout generation and destruction fonmmloe are or arc not; for
1t hes been shwm that no one oegels nor males tiese",  (1039020Lf, )
Al'13*-301;1@ states the sonse in 'hich cne wiing is w.e swue as its essence

%4 the sonse in chich it is not thus: "ihe csscnce cartainly attaches to
%o form and the actuality. For 'soul' and'o be soul! ore the seme, wat
"o be man' and fent! are not sace, unless cven Lic bare soul is to be
®alled ..ann, (ICLWLEL,)

Of sensible substance altiough the form and .attar are called substance
it is the caydex of thicse two that Aristotle regards as cajainle of separate
®lstence without qualification,

Although, Aristotle, in Jouk A or the Metaphysies, where ne
deals e licitly with tue suvject mattor of taieololy, says tiat tucre are
Bree winds of suvstance (106%30£f), nis division is reellyinto uwo linds
* the gensiblc and i:at.rial,

(1) sensible substance = of hich one subdivision is etermel and
Qother verdsiianle; the latter is recogmised by all aen, ond includes Cele
Hants and animals, of which we grasp the eleucnts, whiclaer one or nany,

(2) Imovable substance - uhich certain thinkers assert to be capable
of Sxisting apart, same dividing it into two, othwrs identifying tihe Forms
il the objecte of matihecmatics, and others positdn of tise two anly the
0jects of ri.them ticse

The former kind of substance (1) is the subject matter of physiecs
(gop it implies moveuent); wut tihe third kind belongs to anotier science,

i there is no rinci;lc casion to it and tue other kinds,

So tne main division tlat Aristotle lLias in mind is one between
Uvable ind i ovable subs.ance, That tiere is mo camion princigle which
boty share e tries to show by rroving tiat tiore muast oe an immoveble
Sbstance which is the subject matter of taeulogy and w ich is the first
¥lnei le (the .rimary cs.once) upon which ever,tiing that moves depends
for 1ts movement, and this males it sumcthing that cannot be investigated
b~VI>hysica.

Aristotlels doctrine of the categories ap lics to sensible substence
bug not to iumov-able. substance, ine subject matier with wiich this doctrine
Y%als ig usually descrived by Arisiotle in other jarts of the Metaguysics,
@y %5’\1 o iere(in Book ) ), however, he sicaks of the 'universe! ( Yo
Ra\/ ) of vhich substance is the first part, and 1s succecied by quality
¥4 then b, quantity. (io(9 a2C). This passage fcllows closely oticrs at
the beginning of otier books of the lietaphysics, and as we huve pointed out it
18 the central position that an investigation of substance holds in Aristotle's
®Quiry that forms the link detween what he ias to say about these two
differant kinds of substance, The ,rimacy of substance in the doctrine of
%e cotepories is matched for Aristotle by the primacy of substance in his
Weow of the nature of becaing vhich 1s sumied up for him in his view that
_'the causes of substance are the causes of all tiiinss', For without the
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Mible substance is changeablec, but if the chenge is fram opposite
Mates or intermediate states, vut not all states are osposite to each
%ther for tue volce is notewhite, but fram the contrary state, it is
Meessary that there must be somethin: which underlies chonges into

the Opposite state, for contraries do not change), He proceeds to say
tat that which is differcnt fraz both contrary states ut which uhdere
Mes voth of them 1s & tiird thins whlch he calls ctters It ic this
“ich changes, The change which is gossible for matter, however, 4s
'h‘bee which is different from any particular kind of change such as the
Shange fram night to day, whichis a chiangel in qualita\r. There are four
Mnds of change - £ 89 ab RsTeBorn Titragss , i Wara

) 7 2 1t q»w.t& b !\'o’c\o\/:] wdsov 'q "o . These are four of the

. ®a%ego.4es which Aristotle considers to be the ways in which T 3v

¥u8'abrs are classified, To each of them corresponds a different
farm of change, forms of change which bear the same kind of relatdan to each
%‘ as the cabegories do amongst themselves, In the doctrine of the
Wtegaries there is a fundamental difference between the first and the
Yost that is between Tode YL (and TS YL iSTL ) and 1to?o\g 1(‘6‘0\/’
TOTe, Moy «vA., (This is well illustrated by Aquinas in his Cammentary
(&5) Dicit ergo quod ens dicitur quoddam secundum se, et quoddam secundum
%cidens, Sciendum tamen est quod 1lla divisio entis non est eadem cum
Qa divisione qua dividitur ens in substantdam et accidens, Quod ex hoe
Patet, quia ipse postmodum, ens secundum se dividit in decem preedicamenta,
Warun novem sunt de genere accidentis, Bns igitur dividitur in substantism
® accidens » secundum absolutamentis considerationem, sdcut ipsa albedo in
% considerata dicitur accidens, et homo substantia, Sed ens seeundum
'°°1dens, prout hic sumitur, opartet accipi per compareticnem accidentis ad
Subetantian, Quee quidem comparatio significatur hoo verbo, ist, cum dicitur,
h"ﬂo est albus, Unde hoc totum, homo est albus, esl ens per accidens, Unde
Ptet, quod divisio entis secundw se et secundum accidens, atten- .
Utr secundun quod aliquid preedicstur de aliquo per se vel per accidens,
Yvisio vero entis in substantiam attenditur secundum hoc quod aliquid in
Mtura sus est vel substantis vel accidens, of 889)
The distinction then between the first of the categories and the
Mwminder 45 the distinction between substance and aceident. Since three of
the farms of change that Aristotle mentions came under those categories which
B under accident (vize Mboov, Wolev, WG ) they are quite different
fram that farm of change that cames under the category of substance itself,
Wdar the category of wéesv falls simple seneration and destruction
(Yivmg RS el $bogh 4 W1 T6BE ) under that of Wéwev falls
rease and diminution ( AJ{neis Bd wal $Oiag ﬁ Wty To sdv)p and
Wder that of Wel  falls alteration ( dMolwess 4 wrtd To WhBeg )3
% under thet of xou falls locamotdon ( dng& ﬁ witd Téwov ) The
Ywee 22t Idnds of change are changes that happen to substances, but the
trst 4s that kind of change Wy which a particular substance either canes
% e o passes away (cf, Physics V 225a12«20 and 22707¢f),

Aristotle discusses the question of eamingetoe~be and passinge-away
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& the 'De Generatione et Carruptione! and in the first Book of the Physeies
(WWS 6=9), He refers at the beginning of the iirst work to the views
g the early Grecis philosophors in tae follawii; way (3L4a7f£)i~ dopu pdv yde
by o2t Sia ot o 155 el frvbpesds”
Al it Gou, 8L wacts vy Sy s wiblac, Slov Gpacion
kal 7Avu.§xyo/eas Kt NS KITTog , ToUTorg 3 tTegov.
The point here is that if you say that the universe is a whole
% that everytiing has came to be fram an initial state which is an
®diffarentiated unity, then caming=to-be is only alteration of this pre-
®sting unity, and so coming-to-be and passing-eway are in no wey different
alteration, but the same, If, however, the initdal state is that more
tan one kind of thing exdsts, tlkn coming-to-be and passing-away will not be
et alteration, but there will be YLVN’I ¢ and +°°e-( proper = tiat is one
will cane-to-e cut of anowier, and one thing will jass away into
mu’ﬂ-ng else, (cf 318a25~27) . Aristotle criticises the views of same of
Predecessars in the De Generatione et Corruptione, The view, stated in
mferrmt ways by them, which comes in far most criticlsm is their view

that, Yévz«.; and #eoe,’; are 'associgtion' and 'dissocatign! res.ectively.,
(M5eys.09 1 Imsl 8% Bokiv sxidov Tomwv fregev sivan Y{""‘“SL oL
\

/
&)\AO(wcn ‘ {vs6 Oue v K éeﬂew&\. G"’Y"E“’%“Wd ol
¢ Wat Y ¢ o
ik 1vé peva , @AAo100 T Oan B peta Balbvriov TOV TBmuATV, Tee!

‘co(rrwv ’f,n\cr,‘wéo-b eewe's\'\'{ov, )
M‘*‘:Otle wishes to say that 1%«.«‘5 and Moeoﬁ are real changes, and not just
Uetarent associations of the same clements. His view is that when Air
N’“3'-"'-%0'4)3 out of wWater, or when water passes-awdy into Alr - there is a
%ange in the kind of thin; that hes.come-to-be or passed-awey out of some-
”‘ms else, It is a substantial change, Aristotle would agree that alteration
“ . change of ‘qualities? (&Moqosd'&u. Sz. (¥31 fhu.’»mw TV Méo\ra{twv)'
%o he thinks that indMolwe g there is always avé3e Tu which remains, The
Uteration is in cne of the TGy toomres (Cat,9a28LL) not in the T8¢ T
Yelr, But in ydvesrs and¢bopd 4t 1s 8652 v whish cames~to-be or passese
Suy togsther with amr‘nueq‘nm{ ua.o’rqng that it possesses, The toéd¢ v is
Uvided AoyimiS dnto two parts =sidog and 6Avand 1t is when these last two
%h‘"ge pbat cmin\g-wt.o-be and|pass -away take place, ‘( 3l7a23£% iv yég Tcé
gloxg\hqv(e?-ts piv ,}d't‘(. Yot Tu T3V A QY » {‘I’.'b 3t v T“‘q\/ 5&/1‘\/.
Yoy SV OVV },v Toutey 7 m‘ ‘c(‘u{so)\'v] Y V“,S ZG'WL &‘ ?Gow .
Brw 5120 vivc e Boen il wath OvpBefocds, dMeroeg-

view that camins~to-be and passing-away are just association and dissoc~
htion does not explain how tthis' changes to fthatt,

Is this, however, all coming-to-be and passing-eway are? That is,

% changing from one thing to enother? Can any d:stinction be drawn between
e kind of y{vio'u which is a yt'.vsms of something and Y"Vié"s &u%’ which 18
Saming.tc-be without qualification? Aristotle puts the question in the
tulm way: T Tov O¢w e;x"ti'ov ‘no’rgﬁo\/ et T Y\YVo/P.vIov & nAig
Kt{. #We‘{r‘“": "‘!l We_fws p\w oﬁg‘f,v ) a’td. 3k T\,VOS Kou', T\'.
(m32-3,), The examples he gives of the latter kind of coming-to-be are:
Ybecoming healthy when one is 111'; becoming smell from being large! and
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) That there may be glkﬁ Y(’,vstl_( » howover, suggest thot there may be
TG ph ¥y, and thls in turn would mean that 'not=being! (T8 kY Fv )
b Property of same things, ond not 'otebeing! in same qualified sense
for instance, when sazetiing is said to come-to-be fram the 'notewiite!
® the Mnotebesutiful!, ut in an unqualified sense, answoring to the unqualifi-
o 'cm-to-be' which derives from it, for qualified canirg~to-be is coming=
in some category otner then substance, that is change of ®f Oog

The reference to funqualified! is iar Aristotle a reference to the
c"*'eimr:l.es and ‘unqualified! can have two meaningst (1) that which is privary in
teh Satesory; (2) that which is universal and embraces all members of a class,
™ these two senses carrespond two possible interpretations of the term “upe
Wlified coming~to=be! and Aristotle argues that according to each of these
Sterpretations of tunqualified?, funqualified caming-to-be! ( and 'unqualif-
g Passingeaway) is impossible. The first of the categories is for Avistotle

fundanental one and as unqualiiied being is for him o3wia , unqualife
n Dot~being will be its very opposite |m‘| a/?m’o\ - 80 ungualified comingeto-
b from unqualified not-being! will be ozld'\as Yivierg 1w rs“ obo“nﬁj (31708),
%eh & viey of tunqualified coming-to=be fram unqualified not~being! comtrade

Certain necessary principles of the doctrine of the categories. It pre=
%Wposes the existence of not-being of such a kind that, since it is a camplete
li’8&1:.3.0:1 of odwia s it will not be arle T and so nothing can be predicated of
i Under any of the other cabegories (since it is only of 0Ua  that the other
"‘801'1.38 can be predicated); end so in addition it will necessitate the sep~-
Wete extstence of these other cetegories, Suchydvisig is therefore impossible,
“"Wding to the second meaning of notebeing it will be nothing and ex nihile

£it,
To oversane these difficulties Aristotle mekes use of his distince
bemsw(*m and ;.ﬂ*i)n;q«t. The position now becanes changed because
te distinction which is necessary in order to give an account of \({le § and
Woe,{ + 48 no langer between ‘unqualified being' and *unqualified notebeing!,
Position now 18t Teovov piv Tiva ix Py Svros wmAdg 1&14«.,1‘@’!9\/ 3% #Mev £ Bvreg acl
TL72L of Physies 2256206f)s LK py Bvtos SxABs significs that which is not

(Zwﬂg,(g(.& ), vhereas %g 4vvog asi  signifies that which is potane

“"UJ (Sw.(r;t.)".' The same kind of difficulties, however, arise with regard

this second view as arose with the first, Does this distinction enahle one
Y distinguish between ‘qualified! and 'unqualified! coming-toebe? Or do the
e difriculties arise with regard to T4 ¥v Sivupu as there did with
Yo M\qAQW?  For that which 1s potentially, is that into which what is

h)g-amy mst change, What, however, is the status of ‘rc': 3\, Suve P ?
Y tne predicate of it any of the categaries ocutside that of subetance? If
%iapoasible, tut only potentially then there is a being which is une

and which also in coming~te=be proceeds out of scme pre-existent
o If, however, it is possible to predicate of it same other category

"Mt fyan that of substance, then these qualities will be separatle, begause
% suvetance though Suwpet 3v 48 not dvvsdeyela o« TS Bv vaaf\a.u ean

h‘Qﬁtlturi.bacl not only as 'beingt!, ut also as 'not-being!, and the question
f’;‘t arises for Sristotle is whe % not the sme difficultiss arise vun

Yompse 48 regardad as the To pw v from which besaming proseeds,
,.. frose when T p v was interpreted as }n‘,‘ o0&s o
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An adequate treatment of this question involves for Aristotle
& Investization of the material cause ( ﬁ)w| ) as distinct from
the causes of motdon which he says have been fully discussed in the
Mysics (V111 chapters 3 & 6) and in Lotaphyeicsh = that 1s both
ficient and final causes of motion, It is only by irvesticating the
Wture of ] )\w\ that an adequate account of passins-awny 2id coming=to-be
%N be piven and it is in this way that an adequate account can be ziven of
the 15 |M\1 3v which enters into yivies and ¢Oopd can be given,

It hos already been suzzested that T8 pi8v must be interpreted to
be o ¥y Suvdgs and not td \w\ ®v dvrehsyeid , but 1t is necessary to show
Weeiscly the nature of o 3V Su Vo‘\»ik. This is done Yy showing that
o M( & ag o ov Vuvdpetis Av o The difficulty which arises is
{n thinking that +9°€°/‘ is a process into What is not! (els b ,u)' v ) and
%2t vpat is not! is nothing (Hie/\l). This view of the matter may leud to
tm"‘king that, if sauetiing is always diseppearin; into nothing, and if the
Murce of cach thin’ that comes to be is limited, the whale of being would
1""8 ago have disappeared. That this, is not the case, 1s a reason for
Winking that coming=to-be and passing-eway are just the caming-to-be and
msh\gy'amy of one particular thing fram another, Here, of rourse, Aristotle
is 8ssuming what he seeks to prove elsewhere that there is no actual infinite,
Wt anly potential infinite divisibility. If even this latter were the case,
%en the yrocess of yiveris and$bop! micht continue indefinitely provided that
%eh successive ysfm'g and‘teoef were smeller than the previous one, DBut this
oes not, £t in with what is perceived to happen.
, B then this is not the case, the contimious process aof Y{mu ¢ and
$606% must, be- expladned in another way. Aristotle's answer is sugrested in

~ \ ~
the question which he now askss &g’ obv i té»n‘ﬁ‘v ol e $Oogly dAtov

vy, y{vimv Wt -n‘,\v voult \;évsﬂv UNou €iva 4‘9%’9{" dwvotov
Yy kaisY € ivon 'r'tilv pero %o)h\/v; | |
3e25), and the answer must be ome which apidies to all yivleig and
$0upf.o The main question which demands discussion is the one which has
Wready been mentioneds fuhat is the distinction between unqualified and
Valified yeieory and oopd 7"
The distinction that is to be made between these two furms of
Yskes and ¢6opi depends in the first instance on making a distinction between
Weferent kinds of possible change. This distinction is based om the doctrines
% the Categories and in secing as Aristotle puts the matter that
n gx‘w 8¢ T d"v"wlm vd 3'6¥ o Chenge fram ane Tod¢c TL to another,
Weh as the change fram earth to fire , is unqualified yivicns and ¢Soeof
Matever the underlying subject of change (x& Wewsimevoy ) may be, Far
Wat 34 impartant 4s the mature of this chance frau being cne particular thing
to b%ing another which is change which cannot be otherwise deseribed than as
“n\;"\ .
Apart fram this way of looking at the matter, where change is a change
% one particular substance (Tt;st T ) to another, there is 8 more general dess
®iption of change which involves a consideration of the material cause of
Shange (b’h\)'. Aristotle heare in the "De Generations et Corrupticme”

LlLEf) states the view that he puts forward in Metaphysics  (1069b),
- 1% -
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Yis is based on & listinction between odoia and sTignes wiich are now re=
fegarded as being equivalont to 16 8v and v !‘“l\ Yv respectively, and he applies

, v
N; distinetion to th. esmmple which hg has given of, Earth and Fire ( vo -tV
e‘e‘«w Konw“oe(o, Tg Wl g?og) ? 8’4 “PUK@I"K o'r{ev‘g;ts.

8‘°~¢{e_ousn 8¢ 1% wol The Wl wWuTat§ T 312 goeats

change is substantial and the distincclon that is to te drawn between

@Alified and unqualified yévedly and pooed must be one which sces wnqualified
‘i"“tsand (t»eual as substantial chanzes, 7The distinction carmot be made to rest
W the qifference between hat is perceptible and imperceptible, for this latter
8 anly a gifrecance Waw 86§v and not wat! & Xr\’@t\av .
Apart from this Kind of ‘14_\130\3 and éaoea{ ( K&T‘Qk\ﬂéuav )
Wich depends on the nature of the raterial (3)w\ ) of change, and this water=
W may differ in three respects in so rar as it is (a) & substance or not, (v)
W its having more or less of the nature of substance, amd (e) 4its being
Be or 1cso nereeptibic, there 1S another kind of change which 1s noted at
L a33£s; «Mich is not \l{vtms « uxk‘\ . It is the kind of chanze which
18 secn vnen we guy that a student tcames=to~be=learnad?, but not that he
““fs to be witnout qualification, ( ¢np§v ya\:q_ tov v Odvovta ‘(vtm»\;‘w tnctqpda,
YiveaOar V'amddg 06 ) An explaration of this change too depends om the doe-
Wine of categories: TO pev yop, T8t T m\pfm, T 8¢ rorowde, W 53 wheov
T 18 only of the first category of substance that we can say that it gomes to
b @ pagses away &1\/\8_& . Other changes tuat are denotel by the remainder
ot the categories are Yiviﬂas Twel or ckeogu\c, Tives e There is a sense,
, in which changes in all the categories are to be regarded as unqualife
A camingeto~be and paseing awey, in so far as odala anda'r{gv\aq apply not
My in the category of substance tut in the others too. Thus there is un=
Malified coming=to~bs in quality if a person canes=to~be=learned ut not if
% ¢omeswto-besdgnarant which is regarded ae 3 ﬂ-{gv\ccj of knowledge.
Aristotlets view then is that continuous ydvesrg and ¢ooest  are
Qpandent on the existence of the material cause a8 substratum which is subject
‘o changes into contrary states. The puzzle that arises with regard to saying
that what comes=tosbe comeseto-be fram what 18 not and whal pasces-@WRy Pasces-
%Ry into what is not. aily arises if et is not! is left unqualified. The
%nse of twhat is not! that applies bo\[ivsctg andt%eoe_a/t is o ¥v %u,vutsu. )
}V‘ﬂt&z{é 3% o The matter which underlies in each case is resarded as the
%us, Lyt the being in each case is different, ( § piv yde wote % Suonsima
W adeh , to 8' Sva 00 T ooro TGh3=).  This is what Aristotle ealls
‘Q“”T»\] ‘d)wl wiiich is the subject of change in \‘{vw\S and ‘#9‘58"{ .
As such Yvesis  end $Oopd  mst bo distinguised fram sltewe
Mo (AANoTwarg ) which is chango in the propertics of the substratum
"ok pempins as it is. According to the differences in the propertiss, uhish
,." subject to change, so the change is given & different neme, Change of place
called Losomotion { $ops )p change of quality is called elther growth of
Wtntyon (a\’,(g,.]{]‘ cpe’m.; Yo ABteration proper ( dAlolwar( ) 48 change of
ty or property (keva Ra oy wa'. To Nerev Je latter € “Xw\ )
W for artstotle mainly thet wilch 1s subject to substantisl changes, but it
includes the substrata of these other kinds of change as well,
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All coming=tu=be and all pes siné,-&ay for Aristotle tu.kes ylace
Wt he calls the reglon about tuc centre ( §v T Tigh T («-i‘W TOI'M )
W8t 45 4n the Lower Cosmos. (De Gen, et Carr, 335826) The scurces of all
Wis cantngeteebe ( mm] ySvesis bpolws ,Yhussiy  here is a universal
term which covers all ys,vgm; and L}Qo@x indiscriminately) are ‘equal in
Baber to and idontical in kind wdth those wiich axdot among, eternal and
R’&mry things (i‘c,\/ odv  TOV @Q‘gt"" Yoar Wt 'rw Y fvid
o!\. otu‘tou d\“i,{ v T°‘S dnglS Te Wt liewtb\g Yo

e eternal and primary things are the celestial bodies « the bodies of the
Wper Cosmos, It is not, Aristotle thinks, sufficient to explain these if
" appeal only to material and formal causes. The same is the ease with
%Yev«‘nfn and (P%T& of the Lower Cosmos,

Aristotle in the discussion of the four causes of Fu{)”l’] ¥£V€6‘i <
n chapters 9 and 10 of the De Gencratione et Corrupticne, after making the
Mt Which Wc have just noticeé gives a general definition of GX‘V\ as 15 Sdvaror
uvaaL m t"\ £ivert . This definition of u)wl only a.plies to\(iw]m and not
%0 the etermal bodies of the upper cosmos whose motion must be different,
ey being is necessary ( s§ -cvw‘ KMs } and they fall into one of the
%o classes of things to which this definition of3A11 does not apply., The
Other 45 the class of things which of necessity do not exdast,
The second cause in the sense of the end of particula.r things that
Come to be (To 00 £VEKA ) is the shape end form ('\1 r%#n Wi\ Té f."lsos ),
{“‘e form is the definition of the essential nature of cach thing, (S Ayes & v
KJG'TOQ m.@
The third cause is the efficient couse of becaming and passing-away
Wuieh for Aristotle is the sunts annual movement in the ecliptic circle,
The fourth gause is the final cause of everything that is, both what
18 eternal and temporal ~the unmoved mover, '
The first kind of change is not Y{vsc 1y but #ov’g (4‘ ‘b°€°¢
R€°\'seu- ™ ygmw;) s and so ¢oe,g is to be regarded as thcmuse of ‘léVW‘S .
Mat this 18 the case involves an womination of the nature of motion itself,
b°°&uae 4f motion is only of one kind, then comingetoebc and passing-eway will
be impossible becaucc they are coptrary processes, It is this that leads
dristotic to sey that it is not the pri.mary motion («\ Rewn‘ &’°Q°{ that is the
@11y revolution of the BeRTes oveavds ) whnich s the cause of caming~to-be, but
Yo motion along the inclined circle (1‘ Kl Ta TOV "‘S"" wSkio) = that is the
8msl eourss of the sun in the ecliptic cirele. This latter movement is not
ways of the same kind but has two kind of movements which account for y{vsmg
g c}eoe,g respectively, while the continuity of the movament of the newfos
o&eu.vos accounts for the contimuity of both 7£vwa S and, c}BOQ . %
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It is now necessary to show how Aristotle’s account of Y{qm—.s is
%mnected with his theology. Aristotie attampts to show the relation between
Ye two in book A\ of the hetaphysies wherc he gives a summary aseount of
% nature oi‘y{kus and *»Goeé (106903=1070a 30)., He goes on to generalize
thig account and to relate it to his metaphysical and theolorical views,
He refers here again to the three constltuents of becaming which he
g mentioned in the De Generatione et Corrugtione = ﬁkvh iEXoS
md‘t{e‘;‘ms ) Tel/d 8\ T AT ":‘\‘- Tej;\‘s wt Z‘Q)(“‘\"n%“;° f‘;w '\}‘:’MT'W'&
¢ T v MY"S Kol 1"?80;, To 3¢ Tregmong, TO 3¢ Tetov ! UK‘\",
'There are then three cause and princlplics, two being the contraries
% which one is Gefinition and form and the cther is jrivation and the third
1 the matter, Aristotle's notion of ¢Ts’e4\o'\ § is dmpartant with regard to
bia 8ccount of Y{VWS and Qeog.é « He does not conslder privation to be
%me king of unknown cause which brings about genexration, If Aristotle does
d"ﬂ‘i‘bed‘r{enc.s as "Lt“\'l %v it is in a special sense and one which is quite
mfermt, fran the vieﬁ that was put forward later by Christian writers who
Wlkeq about crestio ex nihilo (e.g. Grigen € SsTv & Otes, 8T Tdvea wrides
\fd\\ \@ra‘erfn‘s) m\ ‘“5{1‘6.,!3 ZK Tod ,A.':] ,é\l‘tos !}S ToEiIVOIL T& Ka‘\ftot.
taria in evang,Ioann. Chapter 9 ) Aquinas makes this clear in his
c"“"el'ﬂ‘»at'.ywl'xtemhesw,y'a 1Pit enim alium ex non albo, non tamen ex quolibet
%on albot (2428) Aristotle held that matter iteelf was not a privation ut
that urivation constently accampanied Yiveans , but it is not in any sense
% cause of ceneratdon, but only becomes possible &s generation and decay are
Possitle, Foar generation to be possible ane must conceive of something
0minpotombe viich did not previcusly exist, but this change 1s not just from
®ntraries to contraries, for if this were so, it would be equivalent to saying
that privation is the cause of becaming, but if then privation were the cause
”%canmgmthismy, it would take the place of the form as a cause, wut
%t was for Aristotle opposed to the farm. He does here call privation a causa,
Bt it cannot be regarded as a eause as the form is & cause, At 1069ml8,
)“‘istotle says Jote 03 r.o/vav vaw Sup M»]\(:S }v&'xsu\. \(ﬁyviseau\z?u by vy,
WY KetL ’gg Bvios Y‘,Y""W- v ,Su(r.u ‘,{‘tm. BVrog ,%K Y ’J\hos 1Y Wﬁe*(dm, .
Wa:o Aristotle is distinguishing between in this eentence is o‘r;i enes  and
(”w‘ . Privation is the accidental cause (Katy WI'?‘P’I“’S ) of generatica
Mis Aquinas makes clear (2433)s Unde et ingemere substantiae fiunt . amdis
® nan ente et ente, Ix non ente quidem secundum accidens, inquantum fit alique
W e mteria subiecta privatione, secundum quam dicitur non ens, Sed per se
mtﬂiquid ex ente, non autem in actu,sed in potentis, scilicet ex materia,
Wae est ens in potentia, The distinction which Aquinas sees here is a dis=
YUnction between two modes of the potentdality of generations privatio is
S"“"‘P‘S Wk Tt T‘()G'Jrete')\y(ofs, (ef Physics 190b27), whereas materia is
36\,.,,',“5 Wit To S1vaL e fristotle stressecs the need to decide fram what
of not-being generation proceeds - it does so in two semses from o‘t\;’e_a\m 5
g 3)‘«.,\ . (cf.Aquinas 2437 on the three semses of not=beingp
(1) Uno modo quod nullo modo estj ex tali non entu non fit generetio,
a ex nihilo nihil fit secundum naturam,

(2) Klio medo dicitur non ens ipga 7px;ivat.io, quae consideratur in aliquo



Rhlector et ex tall non ante it quidem generatio sed per accidens, inquane
b sciticet, generatdio it c subiecto cul accidit rdvatio,

3 Tertio modo dicitur non ens ipsa meteriz, quoc, quantum est de
%, non ens est sctu, sed cno potentla. St ex teli non ente Iib generatio per
% 3% hoc est quod dicit, quad si aliquod non ens oot ens in potentia, ex

mt seilicet non ente, Tit goueratio per se's

'I'hi.» view of the matter tiat there are three principles of becwaing

(“503 & Tte"p'u_g 6)(—»‘ ) is for Aristotle a generclizetion of the noture ofyuw;
W these three can only be said to be the principles of all o?xnau Yi\l'vﬂ'ou,
£ one speaks analosically or universally. ( efs Joachim Cmnucnmry on De Gen,
" Corr. bP. 198-199), As Aviototle puts the mitter (L07831): Ta Yl
‘W\ dexou )Wz X ANwv €c'rn/ 35) Yo 8'd5g , &v w84 aou

ty»] TG wal Kat' dve )wyw, Too T MAVIWYV, e puts the same point in a
m@ltlJ different way when he says tiat 'the causes of substances are the
%uBes of a1l thingsts Bub agein the causes of all things are the same only
MVersa.uy and analozically.( Kl & Aouwal war xv«,lv‘«w) There are two reasons
%ainst saying that the causes of all things are the same without qualifice
8don, m the first place, if this werc truc, taerc would have to be samething
%h is comon to all the cabegories -~ that is both to the categury of sube
Stance and to the rest of the cabegories - so that it would be possiule that
boty relations and substances would caue to be fram the same clements, There
s, however, no wey in which the different categories can be made to depend
Won some common principle, for such a cammom principle would have to be
Rlor to all the categorias themselves, out there is no principle which is
Bior to substance which is the first of the categories, In fact, this idea
Would destroy the distinction which the doctrine of the cabegories mekes clear,
1 there is no principle apart from substance and the rest of the categories,
then the common element will have to be either substance or cne other of the
Categories, But each category is distinct, and substance is not an
Slenent, ( roygiov ) in relative tems nor is any relative tarm an cleent
% substance. Secondly, no element is the same as that which is camposed of
the elements, tut if it is aleo true that the elsments of substances and the
Other categories are the same, then it would follow that none of the
Slements would be of either the category of substance of any other of the
Categories, ut the doctrine of the categories is true so it cannot be tie
Sase that the principles or elaments of all things are the same

The ways in which the causes of all things can be analogically and
Wiversally the same are first of all as foarm, privation and matter, Any
Yﬁmltov contains these three as elements - though these elaments differ in

dfferent Y?-V'q'm .« It is only those elements that inhere in anything
(vd %‘N‘UQXDV'\’A ) that are causes, as farm, privation and matter do, tut

Wso thers is an extermal csuse, which may as regards its proximete nature
differ in different cases, though for Aristotle there is one final extermal

Cause of all things - the &K(Vm]‘to\/ Kivoov o So there are analogigally
throe elements and four causes and principles, the three elements (farm
Privation and matter) being counted amongst the causes and principles,
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In the second place the causes of all things ar: the same in the
Sense that without substances there can be nothing else.  'ior when
Substances are removed all things are removed! (1071234), for substance
&lone can exist ar

In the third placc, %Vée ¢ and SUVo!lMS are cmon
Principles wir' aura)(owew ( Tlt v Aoyov }Q)("“' aladme ,o-ov s\lieyw "L d\qu
because everything that caues to e comes to be actually what it was
Potentially, Aristotle also sces & relationship betwcen Wepyeum and

86mtu5 on the one hand and €190g , @téev\c'«s and 6)\'\«\ on
the other hand, (See supra) Foitentially and actuality apply &“)“?’S
Wiere the matter of cause and effect are the same, but in a different way
When the matter is different (1071al2ff),

In the fourth place that which is first in respect of camplete
reality is the cause of all things (i.e. the o)zu:{vv\tov iveldv )
A1'118t.<:t,:l.e, however, does not mean that this cause is to be understood
Wt dva )‘a‘(*\, , as if there were different first causes for different

thinps, It is the same foar all,

This description of the way in the causes of substance are
causes of all things is not in any way an argument for the unmoved mover,
The necessity of thatisvhat Ardstotle goes on to show,

The main subjeci ulscussed by Aristotde in the Physles 43 that
of motion and change, Both tacse are closely comnected with what Gl
s for Aristotle, He says1 pioig Yenv «3@(‘{ K«vn's{ugdt}'-‘f“?d\:\s(zmz).
Physics is far him an investigation into the principles of nature (184all)
%?\Aw 31-; \m‘a ‘I"qs me:t ¢uc'{wg {I(G‘rn(rvl; t&ledr{,w S(oe_w‘.'m'M vestov Ta‘t E%
and sych an investigatim deels mainly with motion and change, for without
an understanding ofthese last two it is not poesible to understand what
mature ( ¢uc\5 ) 4s,  This also is commected with Aristotle's
theology as 4t is put in Book J). and it is what he considers the
Beture of motian and change to be (and which make <t>uo'|_g vhat it is)

that leads Aristotle to put forward his viex that deperds upon the

Necessary existence of the unmoy (ietap ic lm‘b7fr .
%Ii\, EXY EO'TL YL Kwouv aoto «ec%v tov 'o’v, QV'&Q ToUto

Yoeiv 53““, ue 1- TWy KT PoAoV,
OV VB¢ x“—g,‘m‘:" )}; X t;ofto wéf,‘es My«”s J@“Qm%v

Td»v'r 'a
wuel ’Ka)wos K‘b °)"‘°$
hsv%m gn tw.ea 1~~\\I % \’5
$vd txov.evw AN
S o%emm_s ket § beug.
"The argpument that Aristotle puts forward for the existence of an unmoved

hover depends on the view of motion put forward in the thysics, especially
in Book VIII,
Far Aristotle change ( ftat 30/\1{ ) covers all natural change

- and s synonyuous far him with e which 4s the subject matter
of physies, Motion is, strictly speaking a narrower concept and Aristotle

§ . 'roc'm‘rm wg,
T 8¢ ou ou« viv 10 e0, T

L
wAdg 4 Towas s dox zst]s e vad
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Usielly distingulsnes between three kinds of motiom, This view (as
We have @reviously noticced is counected in »"wist.otl:e's mind with his
doctrine of the categories, In Physics Book V «aristotlc gives an

&count of motion (Ktlwv]U S ) rolating it to the doctrine of the

Categaries and showing to which of the categories motion applies,

Aristotlet's general definition of motion is that it is “"the
Mfﬁmnt of vwhat exists potmtiauy, in so far as it cxiste Jot.mtiauy
'31 Tou Su\mr.it deg %Vtz)\éxsld ‘v‘ Tmouro\/, ch\cag i}O“Tl\/ lDx O )
In addition to this there is 2 gemeral classification of change ( lu,smggo,\a,})
There are three kindss /

(a) \5) £€6 oo K‘ui\u{vw €1 u(uufttrrsvw

(b) f{'l {,§ U o Kispiwm a’g }w\ v oKzlrﬁVov

{e) ’§ U o xs\t..ivou 0 b no kel pevev,

The last two are unqualified coming-to-be and pasa:i.ng—amy and it is

these two that are rnaw ?o/w\/. and not K\V’V‘O‘eb R Althoagh
all motion is change, all change is not motion, It is only the first
kind of change (1.e.% i Stowsipsveusis Swoueljusvov ) that is motdon and this
kind of change is regarded as applying to anly three of the categaries ’
memely Tolev @, Wesov ,and WO o This means that
with regard to the category of substance there is no motion ( K‘\m’s.s )
though there is, of cowrse, caanue ( psr«?oh‘ )/. 8o P.i:ca.BoM\
8pplies to four categoriles, odeia » WoloV , Tofov ‘am uo.,

Of these the last three forms of change arew sguuouup{vov g Yo “‘("’“""
this implies no relation of contradiction, In Book J\ (1069b3ef) (at
the beginning of the investigation in that book into the nature of
sensible substance an acoount of which has already been ziven) Aristotle
says that change is from contrary states to contrary states and that
besides these contrary states of change there is & third factor which

temains during the changg, nam matter, l'wsi.csv he says 1

'ﬁgk t"\ mitngvvrpspar\)&z’ olw 31ao~n/ &M‘%v TO?S vw/rms
wal Torg mEtafo Wl lv W'ﬂ(m'a

(of Fataphysics 1067hlLff)  Of these tv Toig Srevlorg vl Torg l“-“gv

fa,l],s under that cJ,ass of change which Aristotle has described as &S
Unokgf‘évoo 15 vnoustr.wov whereas change tSU“O“Ap’.VN sty ‘u\ ouom\}nvw(joae;)
and €§ t"\ uu,owi;r,woo "‘S vtoKtthvoV(’éVto‘\s) is what he describes as
change iv av T Qac-g(, o It might seem puzzling that on the

one hand Aristotle should here spesk of chenge ¢f o mm‘«m sig unm.lm.\,,
and on the other hand (ieta. 1069b3£f) say that the Uwo m.p,evov which
he calls Am does not chsngo. It 1s cleer however, that in

the passage in the ihysics the term Utoutr.evov refers to what
changes = to the sublect in that sense - which can be positively described
(Wn«*dw; S'tl)ovr—ivov> as & subject undergoing change, whereas what

is meant by the substratm. (YAn ) in I\ is tiat which cammot be
positively described tut is what Aristotle regards as the substratum of
ell change whatsoever, matter whos¢ naturc is potentdal,

N

Aristotle here secame to show that there is a definite difference
between MitBoAv  and Kivysiy . He argues that this difference
exists by showing that it is that which is not (i.e, that which is
without qualification not so-and=so To s'fgoms !"{] 08¢ ) whieh



becomes and this cennot be in motion. So becoming is not a form of
motion, althousk: it 4s a form of changc.

This difference which there is between P.StdFO)\«J‘ md“‘"‘l"s
18 one which depends an whether the subject ( Sqowe! pevov ) remains
the same or not. lhen it remains the sane we have what he calls K(w\d‘ns,
psta Bo M\’ refers to a change in the subject of change itself.
NMfferent. farms of motion 'as well as of chenge are conceivable, and
& is importent to. see which off these are possible, lotion s a change
with regard to contrary states for it is only where contraries sre
Soncerned thet the subject remains the saue throughout the motions
wWith regard to contradictories we have peta Bo)vv{ for contradictories
entail change of subjects, There are different conceivable forms of
motion vhich are contrary to each other.,  They are 1 « (Physics 229a8ff)
(a) Hotions [ram and to the same thing
(b) lotions respectively from contraries.
(¢) Motions respectively to cantraries
(d) Notions respectively from a contrary and to the opposite
contraxry
(e) Motions respectively from a contrary to the opvosite
cantrary and from the latter to the former,
Of these possille forms of motion the motions named in (d) are not contrary,
but the same, although they are not the same in essences Aristotle's
example is that of motion fram health and motion to disease, The
motions named in (a) are really exsmples of becaming and perishing,
Those in (b) and (c) are not contrary motions either but are changes not
motimms, = Thus we are left with (e) which is the only emple proper of
contrary motions e.g. & motion from health to diseass and & motion from
disease to health, 'Thus' Aristotle says, (229b2l) we see that two
mtions are eontrary to each other mnly when me is a motion from a
cntrary to the opposke contrary and the other is a motim from the
latter to the former', In addition to a contrary motion, motion has
@other opposite, vis rest which is the privation of motion.

Motion only applies to things that have contreries « whare these
ae absent there are only opposite changes, and here there is no rest
wich is eonceived as an opposite of motlon, but only absence of change,
Rest 18 anly conceivsble in the case of motion which is & change <§
ﬁnous.r.{vu £’asfononf,l".tw. It 48, in other words, the same thing that cen
be in motion and at rest, S0 there is no change in subject where rest and
mtion are cancexmed, But in the case of y.ird?o)w‘ the contrery
ufabsemeofchmge(g’}tdePl\‘v\c\:l ) is also a change in the
subject = g5 Aristotle puts 1t it beocmes . 633w 'REIAL
Y Bvr d petafaysia A R $60pd.

0f the three kinds of motdem, locomotion ()OCO{ ) is
Rdmary end wnless this kind of motion is possible the two other kinds of
mwtion alteration and incresse or decrease are impossible, The latter

Knd of change is impossihle without alteration, and alterstion impossible
vithout loeamot'm, (Physics 260a27 = Llh). As the primery form of
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motion it is primery in each of three ways: (a) in existence (b) in
Hme (c) in perfection of existence.

It is the vrimary form of motion in respect of existence,
tecause it ié the only form of continuous motion, and what moves in
Hace may not be subjeet to either increase or decrease, or alteration,
vhereas these tvo latbter foams cf motion ade not possible apart from
tntinuous motim which is locomotion. It is also primary in respect
of time, because this is the only form of motion that is possihle for
etermal things (i.,e. the hcavenly bodies), whereas in the case of
smething temporal, that comes 1o be and perishes, locamotin is the last
of ite motion in respect of time far locamotion presupposes that whet
Wves in lace has reached a state of perfection which has been preceded in
Ume by slteration and increase, In the case of things that come~to-be
however, locamotion must exist previously to any process ofbeesning, for
the other forms of motion alteration, decrease and increase are
fbsequent to becoming in time, whereas locamotim is that whoee being mekew
beaaming possitlc, It is also primary in respect of perfection, This
Wens first of all that because, 'the degree to which living thinge possess

430@( corresponds to the degree to which they have reelized their natural

demopmmt, t.hmi this mtion must be prior to all othera i.n respect of
Perfect.im of exlb'omce. ( 11 K‘vv‘"s “J“\ “Q""T"'] TV
%(Akt«w av i?n vt sUSVav 261al8ff) Secondly, not only is it the
®se that locamotion is a sign that a thing has reached the perfeection of
s natural developmont, but also such a perfected thing loses its
e3sential character less in the process of locamotion than in any other
Kng of motimn' (261a20£f), Locamotion is the anly form of motion whieh
doe s not involve a change of being by wey of alteration or increase and
decrease, It 1s also that form of motion which is produced :Jy that vhieh

oves itself which Aristotle here des as i’ollmus 3 'tr'ﬁv To0vo
z'im Ky our. Vv KO.L KwovV'ru)V a vV wal o DTovV olg

Kivou pive , T6 «Ts «HTo KIVoTV. (@bl N-S)

lot only is locamotion the primary farm of motion but a
pPartieular form of locamotion is primary, and the fact that there is this
Drimary form of locamotion makes clear how it is that there is a motion
which is continuous ard etemsl, All the other farms of motion and ehange
apart fyom locamotion depend an the existence of an interval of time
between for instance becaming and perishing, increase and decrease, and

between the two different (contrary) states of samething due to
elteration. But with regard to locomotion, far it to exist as opposed

to a state of rest there must be continuity of the motian itself,

In these three forms of changs spart from ¢opd = that is
those three vhich correspond to the ct egorles of ovofa , Telov ,
md Woo6V = there is ancther differense vhich marks off

Qoeé fran thom all and shows Uhat they, unlike ct)oe,i s camnot
pssibly be instances of continuous change = thelir cantinuity is prevented
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v W, impossibility of opposite ohsnges of this kind taking place

% the same time. These mpecies of change { Yiveais  amd b60p 4 ,
a“"'kl)d‘tg, ¢9(m5 and o((jfa\c‘ls ) all take place between

t“‘l'modiatu, contrary or contradiotory states and se none of them are
“'hmu' of continuous motion.

It is not however sll locomotion that is continuous and so it
‘hq.. necessary to show thet there can be a ocontinuous motion which to
b Moperly continucus, Aristotle argues, must be infinite. In order %o
m‘bluh this Aristotle arrues that all locomotien is either rotatory or
*et)inesr or & compound of both these forms of motion, of these
Peotilinear motion which is finite cannot be contimuous and motions up and
@ ana to the left and to the right are the motions which Aristotle has
8 mind here, Netther is locomotlon in a circle the same as rotetory
Wtion for the former need not be ocontinucus, dut discontinueus 4if the
“UMouwlar motion is in different directions. Rotetery motion is circulsr
Wtion whioh is oontiruous and always in the same direotion and differs frem
ot inear nmotion or motion in am arc or a semicirole in that the starting
Mint and termination (&Q)(\s Kok Ti)ﬂurﬂ ) are not the same, whereas
W rotatory motion they are identical.

Rotatory motion is then the perfect form of motiom ( TeAziog )e
14 a1so stmplre ( KwAY), ) ATigtotle means thet 1t is
Wehanging when he seys that it is continuous. He thinks that the only
form of 1nfinite motion (that 1s eternal motion) is rodetory motion, becsuse
Yere 10 o such thing as an infinite straight line, and even 1f there were
% voula ve impossidle 0 traverse an infinite distance. 7This means $had
QU other forms of motion imply in some way or other rest, that is motion
Wt ceages. e only conceivable form of eternal motion is motion in a
frole and this motion is primary being the memsure of all other forms eof
®otion,
Arigtotle sums up the position whioh ke wishes 40 maintain under
tive hestls (266a6 ~ 10)
() There always was motion and always will be motion throughout
all time,
(b) There is a first principle of this motion.
(¢) There is s primsry form of motion.
(a) There is only one form of motion that is eternal.
(e) Tat the first mover is umoveds
Dre 14 alse & stxth point hat Aristotle wishes to show, that the firet
Wver mentioned in (o) 1s without parts and without megnitude.
In order %¢ show this he seeks %0 prove the thryes following
Rwmiges:
(a) Nothing finite can csuse motion during an infintte %ime
(266s 12 « 24)
(b) 5o finite magnitude cen have an infinite fewee. (266824 - »)

(o) No infinite menitude ean have & finite feves (2O - 24)
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From these premises Aristotle argues that since the first wover is an
Infinite force because it causes a motion that is elernal it cannot be
8 finite magnitudo, and beceuse there is no such thing as an infinite
®gnitude, tic first mover camnot be 8 magnitude civiaer finilte or inlinite,

If the firct mover is not a magsnitude of any kind then it cannot
b anytring ohysical and so the proulem arises which is fundamental far
Arisiotle's view of the wmoved rover of how something that is not
Hysical con be the ceuse of eternal: cireuler motion viidch is. The
Mture of this firct mover is described in chapters 7 = 10 of book )



ARISTORLGY S THEOLOAY 13. 30D kD THE.ORLD.

Aristotle's view of the first umoved mover is not only a result of
his physical views. The most important things that he has to say about
it are independent of those views. i'e thinks that an examination of
physical motion can lead to th.e conclusion that there is a first mover
which does not move (Physics 267B), but the nature of this first mover
Aristotle thinks of as Voog , and this cannot be just a result of physiocal
Wquiry, “hether Aristotle himself made such a clecarocut distinction
between physics and theology may be questionable, but there does seem
%o be an abrupt transition in book L\ of the Metaphysics from his
statement that the existence of motion necessitates the existence of a
first unmoved mover to bis statement that the neture of the first
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Apart from understanding what this statement means, there is the
queation of how Aristotle Rrrived at such a view, for Aristotle says that
Cod's thinking is vﬁms w'»'c-; (1074v34) It is important however,
to contrast this definite statement about the nature of Cod with Plato's
statement in the Timaeus: *The father of this universe is a hard task
%o find', Aristotle's statement seems to be so definite that he seems
to think that there is no diffioulty at all in saying what God ia. His
intention is, presumably, that if we read his statement with understanding,
then we know what God is. °  As we shall try to show in more detail later,
this contrast between the two views is very important for any understanding
of what relation there oan be between philosophy and religion. The difference
that there is here between Plato and Aristotle is to be found in another
form at different periods in the history of Christianity. This difference
Bay be put ss the difference between & view of theology which claims to
be a systematic scoount of Cod's nature, and another view which says that
this is imposaible. As a matter of history it would be diffioult to disprove
thet the influemee of Aristotle on Christianity led to the former view, that
of Plato to the latter. DPut the difference, as we Lope to show, im not just
one about theology, but also abdout roligion itsel?,

Aristotle's view of God as veo 5"‘5?,76!&. makes Ged a substance unlike
Any that falls under those other two kinds of substance which he mentions,
1.e. temporsl and eternal sensible substance, and it seems that for hinm
what marks off Ged from nuvthing else {a his nature as perfect thought,

It 1s God's nature as vov €vseyui. that makes the 1ife of Goddgnq' "l }kst .
It 49 also in tems of Voos that Aristotle attempta, on the one hand,

Yo distinguish between divine and hwman 1ife, and on the other to show
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what 1s meart Ly sayine tiat Luman beines oan stare in divine life.

aristotle does 1ittle %o explain in the retaphysice why be U iris
that this comparison betweor humar an: divine 1life in pbssitle, but his
view on thip matter becones clearer fror what he says 1o the tenth book
of the nicomachean Lthica. Yhere he nays that ‘the gotivity of Tod whioh
is blessed above &1l others, must tare tho fors of contcmplation'.(117Ab22)
There belonss to the life of "od plessure whioh in perfect because his
life 4= voo l«iqm. It 4o in terms of this alsc that he desoribes buman
Mappiness. '1f happiness is an activity in scoordance with virtue, it ie
Peasonadle to suppose that it will be in accordance with the highest virtues
and this can only be the virtus of %:e best part of us.' (11778 11, ‘he
best part 4o V°3,s and 'the man whose activity is one of % e nind and who
sultivates thet and keeps it in the best conditio: is also the man whom
the 70ds love atove all otiers.’ (117%a 22). This virtue of the
imtellectunl 1ife Aristotle thinks is superior to that of the maral 1ife,
'"The norel ss distinet from the intellectual 1ife, will, though only in a
Secondary degree, be happy too.' (1170a 8). Put this is human virtus and
40ea not belon~ to the gods, for their virtue is presumably what belonge
%o thelr nature ss Voo 2ﬂ/glua « ‘iod oannot be descrided ae just or
teuperate. All forms of virduous activity must de paltwy for the cods
and urworthy of thems

Ix his nthios Aristotle distinguishes between intelleotual and noral
virtue. Ir faot, to distinguish between tLese seems to be one of the main
Mrposes of the work. o shall be more comcarned with this distinotion
when we coms to a comparison of iristotle's view with that of Flato's.
The distinction was, however, important for /vistotle, and it seems to be
& ajstinotion he had ip mind when he speaks about the 1ife of Jods The
parfectios of Jod is the perfection of vody , and in LN chapter 9
Aristotle atterpts to explain what the perfect Veus of God is. It is this
Dasaage in perticuler whier Las led to the ides that Aristotle's view of
%od i that of a being vhich hase ne direct welationship with the wowld.
For the mature of God is Vouy and the ohjeot of Ood's v51"s is 504 hisself -
that is his ewn $hinking. o God knews nothing imperfect. 3o how omn
be know anything about the evil of human 1ife? God knows only rhimself
and his own perfection. 'It must be of itself that it thinks, if &t is
tLe most exoellent of beings, and its thinking is a thinking on thimking.
(2074033 ).

we have slready mentioned what may sasm $0 De an alaupt transition
fron Aristotletls view of God as the first unmoved mover and his view of
God a8 vou 3vipysde It i3, bowever, necessary here to atteapt %o keep
apart Wwo aspecta of iristotle's view of Jod, even if A% is the onse that
‘they are olndy related in Ariatouo't uind, Ope ia mt Aristatle states
whea he aqn iK touwta]s Heut aex 40‘1‘“ o edpvas wa 9 poog .
he others 1‘ vm\mg 0400 Vonsguwy Vo cIg o I% is empbasis en the latter
that has led to the idea that .rietotle's view of God is that God Las
no direot relationship with the world, But that canmot be Aristotle's

view if we take the firat statement seriously.
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In order to understand how Aristotle came to put fomward the =
Yiew that God's nature as Vof;s is vw‘,ﬂws V;'Tns s 1t is neceassary to tuke
8% acoount his distinction between S(Mtrug and ev{eyim o In fact, Aristotie
Soms almont foroed into the view he states by using this distinotion in his
Acount of Jod's nature. He seems first to have applied this distinetion
%o physioal change. 'Apart from this distinotion, as we have seen, he ocould
20t give an scoount of Y‘/V“'S a‘m)ci. 'Ita meaning as applied to Y£V$61 .S
Seeus to be clear, but as applied to the nature of God's thinking it 1s
Wt s0 clear. It is, however, a distinotion whish Aristotle also applies
%o bwan thought, It is this dletinotion that he has in mind when ke
8ays in the De An:l.ms:"eljit S'g“ﬁém“ ‘T'?] ,‘#w“’ A
To piv A fwdory yiwe (T00to 3 ,\d Mav T 3‘("""' “%““}’_"é_)/
Frepov S; To «ltiov Wl “014]5‘“-0") T‘"S ,““‘,‘;‘ “’Nt:" °C'°V/"’l !
Ty W Yy WeTovDev K veywy WL B Ty Yok © eV
To&fr«s rb.,s S“"#"@{S (430a10) This passage in the De Anims has given
Mae 40 notorious difficulties which will not be disocussed here, but in
Senera) Aristotle is trying to acoount for the fact that human thinking is
%8 he puts i$, in the letaphysios 'of composite things and takes place in
% certain period of time," (107588) Unlike God's thinking it is not
Sempletely motual and always the seme. It contains both a potential and
&1 active element.

The distinction between the paseive and active intellects in the De Anims
and in book [\ is & distinction between Voi( a8 <|>9deng and Olac o
43 the De Anima puts the matter: Touto (se 6 vods ““‘"1"““’3) P‘f“W d0awitoy wat
&t 3\0\/,5 S.‘g “a,g,,‘-rm'.s Vo fedews.‘l‘his same idu: is st?tcld in Metaphysics ,

I ass TS yJ‘e PeuT Koy  TOO vowlroa K«‘t 1"%&(\""“""%1 "°°Sg eveRyeL 8¢

Q{va’ Sot’ Insivou rQAxov T6UTe 9 Soxst O VvoUg Otioy éXi(\/.
(1072b22)  In the De Anima, Aristotls is discussing what he calls in the
”“hphy.:lca co .}\/9&6 wevog \'losg , and it ia only this that he is
®onoerned with there. It is TO pSpov TOU T Pyl @ ywweweL To
'5“ "P"X"/] o, kw{{,. In the Metsphysios, however, he is conocersed not
only with humen thirking, but with the nature of divine thought. The main
dfterence that Aristotle sees between the %wo is that God's vo'Js is
Perfect and eternal, but human VOUs desls with what he calls TX O vBsra
(107%88). Ite sotuality is intermittent (De Anima 43085 To0 8¢ ey Sa
vouv 1o olnov htcnznu’w), because ite nature isivapsas well as %\IQ,Q\,im .
It i ueqmés as well as Iouvlfﬂto"s o The actuality of God's thought
is complete and everlasting. But this sotusality which belonge to God's

Shought als sessed by men in an intermittent o1 (10T2024) $7 ooV
o rwg {(‘}h’i'xu 2‘5’%‘—«%’1‘3 word, b 055 ch{) 90*0?6(\':\/;“5\ 3¢ r;;ww?*{n
QuopasSrepov. txse 8% &Sit.

One of the thinis that iristotle asays when he is disocussing both

the nature of human thinking and divine thought may seem to be pussling, and
Wy lead one to the idea that there is a closer relation betwesn the Wwo

than there reslly is. That is the identifiocation of voSS and vhl rol\/ .
We £ind this both i.‘n tﬁhe\ De Anim‘\ and fho Netaphysiecs. He says: %1\. F;v Y“‘Q_
TG dvsy Bhwg To alTo W To Veoiv wkl T .,,.5””\,.4:1% L e

\ ' ) 1 ) 1
f\ ei“’e‘l"""{ K‘L T0 ?Qrw;aﬁtpnﬁ'ntw ‘r‘o ubro }«G'ﬂv. (n. Anime 430‘1) \
w13 A «Grov % VoL O VOU[ Maltu piTaAmbiv vob Vom‘tos- voyroy Yee

Yyveme Oryylvov M, Voov, BOTe Tairov vl sk voniav (etm.1072020)
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™e main difficulty in understanding Aristotle's view of God in the Iétaphysies
4 that his account is a summary one, and there are gquestion: which can be
Sakeq about the view waich cannot be answered accurately from what Aristotle
hinge] ¢ says, One such question is whether we are to say, as Aquinas
\ought, that God has knowledge of the world. There does, however, seem to
LIS difference in the identification of Vos,s and VO'V]‘l:o/\/ with regard %o
huma thinking and to divine thought.

Arigtotle thimks that in human thinking there are simple objects of

s ht, and in the gase of these falgity is j‘.npoaa:}blo. He w".i
&\t‘ vV 0oy, TV d3wpiTwy Vomoug S RA et o oS eve & psboos,
v oy 8¢ wat 1O $sel8os wot 7o :l)n\eeg, TOvOsaig Ty 4’13».\ Voypd Teov
¢ \ , \
Weaig v BvTwy (Do Anima 430s 26) dorc 8'f psv Pdoig T wwma Tveg,
&C‘ ut.tl. < &ué@cws, KaL &N\ Q\g " '\l’iugw‘; L AT 3‘ SL voug ou T,
\

’ \ >
'S Too T¢ oL woTd To T %v s lvee 3»»\9113 Lo, 00 T KaiTa

TVos. (430026£2).  The same distinction is to be found in the Metaphysics.
(1051b13ff.) Aristotle is here distinguishing between two kinds of
Yruth, One kind of truth has a form of falsity opposed to it, and this is
Wuth and falsity in relation to what he calls SVvOeitx . But there is
Mother form of truth which has no falsity opposed to it, of the kind that
8 find with respect to SVV Os T, He puts it in this way in the
tenpatoms Wit iy Yk Ao 4 gboy M el
\l'w‘o‘w‘; Uoh, o’tb]e«}g Jofx wou YS‘ 3 = ,’).Suwst-. X Mg Z)(ilv ov
b“\@zdcw St 3 "’f“‘sm—e“'" T e
Y‘?VQT-LL Ste r’w o’b\1|9és St % +4’5803, dA 5. dm 3()«-19:1\'@3, t(fivs\'? (1051v1322)

Aristotle thinks that essences and actualities (Meta,1051b31)
(De Anima 430b28) cannot be otherwise than as they are, and these are the

Proper objects of human thinking. But when he speaks of these as objects
°f thought ( vomv< ) he does not distinguish then from actusl thought.

’ -~ 4 /

8 )U,‘,‘ 8;, voug gcnv ot }VEQY&MV Tat “ejtyrel.‘l'ol.

(431b17).  That dees not mean, however, that for Aristotle they ave omly
%bjeots of thought. But in so far as an essence or & form can become an
'bject of thought, when it is that, it is not different from the act of
\iinkcing itaelf, It is only possible to distinguish between Voo and voy ey
Yhen one thinks of them as potential; when thought takes place they are one.
This view of Aristotle, which is only stated in brief here, is slearly
{n his mind when he thinks of human thinking and divine thought, and the
Usterence betwesn the two, Ewman thinking can be either potential or
Wiual, But divine thought is completely sotusl. The idea that God's
Rature is vacs leads Aristotle into diffioulties, and Theophrastus later,
Talising these difficuliies, rejeoted the question of what the objeot of
Jod's thought is. (Magna Morelis 1213a8)  Aristotle discusses these
Urrioulties in chapter 9 of book AN One question that arises is
Mether Aristotle here has only divine thought in mind. (Ross in his
‘ranslation of the Metaphysics begins this chapter in this way: 'The nature
?,f divine thought imvelves certain problems.' ( w S% use‘g Tov vouv
i)(it Tt\la\(s 3“09/"5 1074b15). This translation may be misleading.
It suggesta that there is some other kind of vo s ; bot divine, whiok

Lristotle 1s not spesking of hers. He seems almost to be speaking of Voo
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in generel, »rd 8t the ond of the chapter as we have already seen,

thare is a refererce to O ;’(veeu{m\log voo, « ~osa's translation would

B0t even be correct if all Vois were thought to be divine, beosuse lis
Yrenelstion supvesto o distinction Letuesn divine thouskt and thought not
Uving, lits trenelation lends Lim into Cifficulties in ocorentating on
the second sentence of tic olapters Jokel piv ylp, Ehei TOV daive pvay
eiu(mto\/ he alstinetions tiat ristotlo makes in this chapter are not in
Subatance different fro: what be sirs in the e . nima. In both places there
is an identifiontion oi VoGs ang vooJ psvov arl this iu meand to epply to both
h‘un thousht and dlvine thougbt. Thin doer rot meun, Lowever, thut this
Shmpter has nothbins to ssy sbout Jod's VOUS . It is oainly about tuat,
But viat 15 important to roticc iz that it is ebout that in ammlogy with
duman thinkirg, That L. vhat lesds oristotle into difficultien.

48 hore the distinction between S\’Notr\;and lws,\n’xuo‘ is wyermost in

bis mind. This is a distinction that runa through the whole of iristotle's
PMllosorhy, and be uses those notions oontinmually, ami not aluays in the

Some genses, They sro ususlly trsnslated into . nslish s 'potency’ and
"etuuj,ty'. rut whereas /‘rimtotle usen one word for the firet, f.e.

86\/‘,‘ |"‘/5 y thers are two words whieh ke uses for thu second, i.e, i\/tsks.;(cul
wa fye ¢iq « (Koss, i his trapslation, somotiies distinguishbes between
these by translatin: the former as 'notuality', and the latter as 'coplete
Peality')., iristotle olso mare: a distinction between them sometines,
‘hhmgh, for the most port, he uses then ir ithe paine sense. Ile speaks
e the r-elat’icm bcween‘ﬁ;neztw;} torne ?ioc in f‘mi}f”z:'\v %\,;-GA E}rg '.V'
R RN g N R A e

vt/qua; M)uﬂd-:) KLm g ¢iwatl , And "x:aln 10 \/*{, &7"‘ | )S) " | 1=

V{Q‘iiw‘ .y ."'Q)’DVJ Sie Wl roffvoywc CVEOY Ll ALY E T WiTd TO i/(iyov\ﬂm‘wmvu
Tec., Ty liiyoav( 1090822 ), Avistetle seems to connect the tarm IV{CY“‘L
%re olosely with Klfh‘cu( , than ke does the ternm EV'rikéxn.g « He
- denopibes K{v.\ﬂ‘ as ?v{ugu )m»-{( in the ?hysicm(zolbll). In the
120t book of shat work ho uses the word 2»/“.1{(‘& in his Qefinition, and
Wt 2/CEfEM o But hare 1% should be noted Wat tho vord Kw»]ro/s 18
Ue» introduced into the definitiom. e soys: fony &' 4“ K(w\c;g
2'!9“,‘1“ '_(l!.’\lé’ lux:‘; (25TH8). hem iristotle quotos hias definitlom in the
e Anima, and refers there to the Ihysics, it is the definition there at
01b31 that he quotes: o y)ae TV ﬁ K(MC‘; %.v{ejgm ns, R-rsk—l\g r(vm,
K-LQ.'mgQ %v gl‘{eas S"'c\‘uu (e Anima 417816) Thic seeme to mgaest, apart

aristotle's sayin~ so himmelf, that the tem }vieﬁw- wag more oclosely

Sonnected in bis mind with KIV¥S1s than was IviiAlygid o Noss comnente
™ tho pessage in the Motaphysios:  'From 1050822 ceve.aneseseodd appesrs
Wat strictly epeakins %v{e,u.n means sotivity or actuslisstion while dvliysi
Mune the resulting actuality or perfection. Yet *vs’qm is ot & movennt
Vowards something other tian itselfy  this ia the &ifference between 1%
g K(vm‘cus . TYet in L\ 6,/‘?, vhere fod is viewed as the prime mover
°F the universs, he 1s colled Jvipyrid , activity, but in 8. 1074836, where
e imunteriality and perfection of his bein: is insisted on, he is described

S lvnu(,xm ©  (uetaphysics Vol.ll 3e245)  But it 1a not omly
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the mature of God as prime mover that is described in this way, but
Ml its reture as Vods . The life that belongs to dod 1s 4 vob vigyee.

Although Aristotle speaks of the twe terms in this way in book
o2 the Metaphysiocs, this does not mesn that he thought that there was a
olearwcut distinction between the two. But neither do they seem to have
xactly the same meaning. The main differemce is that Aristotle conneots
h‘:.c‘qd more closely with motion than he does 1\/18A£xwt. In book &
where he is discussing the difference between the potential and the actual,
the word thet he most often uses for the latter is Wleycia . ana
he ngye that 3\/&@11,..\ for the most part seams t0 Dbe K(v\ltﬂ; (1047a32).
This seems to explain why Aristotle uses this term of God's thinking and
not 3Vti ke/x(,m . It is more suggestive of a continuous process than
is the term 1\m,hxsu . But then of oourse, a distinction has to be made
between ivtqf,w. when it refers ¢o mv«'\mg y in the sense of some
Physical change, and when it refers to To vogly o Aristotle makes
"1011 a distinotion in the De Animej 4‘1 Y“Q K‘VV‘O'\; Toyv 2Te A,oos
ivgng.g »‘C" $! xuadg lverua § vepo( ﬁ ™o Tets th‘hivou
(43186). The faculty of sense is not ohanged in perception. In perception
1t oomes to be actually what it was potentially. The same Aristotle thinks
is true of thinking. The mind is slready capable of thinking; its nature
18 mot chenged in thimkingy 1% 18 4 %0ASg Ivepycwe  This i true of
both human snd divine thinking. There is s difference between them,however,
¥ith regard to human thinking potential can be prior :ln time to actual
‘hinking, but this is not true of divine thm:ght. ( 41 S< MetTor SOW‘WV
Teotlpa v T fvy, Bhwg St 033 )(eovw ) (431a2)

When Aristotle discusses the difficulties he thinks there ars about
vol( inJ/\. , chapter 9, the general distinotion that he thinks there is
between the potential and the aotual is uppermest in his mini. He has
already desoribed human thinking as both potential and aotual, and unless
he nade some suoh distinction as this 1% would be difficult to see how
Sainking could be possible at alle If there were no suoh distinetion it
wuld be difficult to explain how human thinking could exist, for its
thinking refers %o things other than itself, and the proosss of thinking
is temporsl. These make it not only actual, but aleo potential.

When Aristotle asks himself what the nature of Jod's thinking oan
be, he wants to answer two guestions: Is God's thought potential or
sctual? and, What is the objeot of this thinking? His answer to the
first question determines his anewer o the second; and the answers he
gives show that he thinks divine thought is different in nature frem bumn
thinking. But although this is true, Aristotle speaks of divine thought
in amalogy with human thinking. KEe seems to0 use what he thinks of as the
nature of hunan thinking as & means of comparisom, %o point out thome
ocharsoteristios of human thinking that do not beleong to divime thoughs.

Buman thinking is both potential and actual. But oan divine
thought be this? Ke thinks it ocannot. Vhat makes hwsan thinking doth
potential and motusl, is that it depends on something other than itself -
upon sense perception and imaginetion, without which there would de ne
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®bjects of thought - that 15 especially what . riutotle says is 10 'n. 1\\/

fivae + 50 he says: T 3¢ Bu:Wo«lnx °X'1 \,NGV&T& oto
eh0‘9 r&m b 32 0039,1!01:& vosi, dvgu c#wcu-tw,tos \\ X_:gm),“s‘qyt‘é
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¢
YTiXL z(o: ig T Svrs)\i £tol }' N \{mx T8
Y Swac L muu o“u To l“" enmﬂwv

~] S' » o‘uu Z‘] Tol Z’g iwol\ xuta ri,v
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Tty 3v oﬂ*d 278 /\410 vk K, o TV «»aes\rwv g _g "-

kel Dia todT0 08T t“\ x}6 e‘"‘“/rws 11994 020 %y r_aeo.. ouSe
g\)vu Btav T @gwe)\) Zv‘xjm‘ oirw .:th»/.«uu'(.“,«~ L { eﬁ“’&:"’@'ﬁ“@-
Ta §< new-ru v°’1r'°"1"' 1 Jolext To0 r-"] &a&vmq—r.u-m, g Y
oW8% T2 Q«uwcw.m AXN odk 2Hvsv cfocvwc |«oauov (432a 12)

Tsrw.mc o0V Y
i\g o Suvu. ®w 4? S
d?o‘ 90‘11\(4»/ Kobl, tnow

T° 8i a(to'ef.gov ZM’L

Aristotle denies that these characteristics belong to divine thought,
Bunan thinking is dependent on what we might oall the material of thinking
Whioh, for iristotle, is derived from sense perception and imagination, and
this i3 what nuices hmn th.inx:lng 3uvu. (¢ R That i»s \‘hy Aristotle aaks the

S TL #v €1 To oepvidv,
question: Trs Yﬂ’{ pyotv vost 1

g T Tobto &
Be qontinu ¢h Vo<l , to0e 5' MO WQ‘W) ob Y
G'Twnowt;::q‘ o%a‘m vm\m 3 uv«rus ouu( av S tc"t'-\)
°U°'|:l il"] !d Y-lc TOv VouV ‘[o ‘h.uov duTw)

(1074v17) So God's thought is completely 1ndopoadmt of anyth:lng else;
1t value is vealue as thought. So his nature is Qveaaat (1074520), ana

Rot 86%-.'.(5. But if this iz so0, does this activity of thinking have an
®bject?  Hers Aristotle seems to think that one oannot talk of thinking
Without talking of an object of thought, though as a matter of faut, the
VYiew he puts forward can be interpreted as saying that divine thought has no
object ~ it is just divine thought. If one speaks of the object of its
thought, then it is its thought itself. Aristotle however, comes o this
Senclusion, by trying %o imagine what God would think about. He cannot
think anything which is less perfeot than himself, and in fact, there are
Sertain things (;resumsdbly Aristotle means what is evil) which we cannot
imagine God thinking abous., (Aristotle does not discuss the possibdility of
Whether there might not de different ways of thinking adbout evil., He seems
to think that it is impossible for Cod to think about evil in any way. And
- here his view is very different from that of Plato, who thought rather that
the real aiffioculdy is for humen beings to understand evil as God understanmds
1t.) If God thinks of himself, then he thinks of what is most precious and
divine, and there is no change in this though$; for any change would be a
change for the worse. This would also make its thinking of & contimous
kind, and this would be wearisome. Its thinking would then be 8\ Vi s
and not %v{QYtM « There is another reason for saying that God's thinking
is simple and unchenging. If it were not, and one oould distinguish here
Setween thinking and its object, then if one tries to imagine, Aristotle
Seems to say, what could be an objeot of thought for such perfect thinking,
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Ojecta of tihourht. Car they as objects of thought be distinsulobed ifvomw
‘hin&:img‘z Fis anseer to this nuestion ia that they cannot. . is .cint

is that th. form & ur olJect of thousht 13 uot something g oy Fogw
‘hiuktm;; it is, hLowever, separate as a form &V ﬁkﬂ + {vhather  ristotle's
Yiew s correct or not we 3hxll not discuss horve, it nicht be thousht o
B0lve cortain difficulties tunt have arisen in philosophy sbout the relation
of mind and objects of thourht. )

Apart from this identification of vovg and vo~l-réy, iristotle asks
8nother question in the ‘e ‘nima. Can VoOg  itself be an object of
thousht (’{RS'{«, VM‘T‘QS "y -n:nog (s¢ & vols) (429026 e sea:ss to
Migrear this question in the affirmative wbo: he says uu.\t, :cfm‘o; %2_ Vo'\‘To/S
Seuv t')«'me,T-\l vo-v“l’./l. {43081 ;. It is important, however, to undewstand
the genge in whioch sristotle thinks that v.,CS is Vc'\] 1'0/3 « Yor
%hat he has to say about tiis doea not cntail that Voug oan have the
Sharaoter that he thinks Sod's voss has, 1.8 that 1t is Vo’o\'als VQ—J‘“wg *
The form as Vo-\‘u/v 1o & vesult of a)t{mésms fron percep¥ion and imagination.
But as an abstreot object of thought 1t can either de thought of in connexion
Wtk intelligidle matter, or as an essence ( 'r\o n %V Ve ) An whia
Sane, it is an object of thought from such matter. Aristotle asays:
(3)“0; dpal .35 xfoelﬁ\d ™ Tpecy gt v(“g ‘6)\«‘;, oltw Kol TX TEp: Tov Voo v,
(420m21) %0 just as forma are objects of thought, so the mind almo
%an be an objeot of thoughs. It will as ‘ristotle pute it {ch'vcg_

B‘S. T‘o va‘to/v S t\a(égu, (43088). Sut we might say that VoO&
18 VoqvS5 as & fom, Just s> other objects of thousht are. That is why
iristotle oslls 1t the fgmm of foroe. (Wal yde Y XSl Sppvov isnv depdwy,
Kot § voig t180 18Dy (432a1) 74 18 ss a foro that 1% fs Vo teg;
Wiat neans that it ia not it v‘1¢|5 as such that i» Vevitog » Tor
huwman vo 3& is rgrt\"‘éﬂw T gsuaz ROlEL vowl'r\ov XUYov &'N‘l’ie Thu,
(420028)  Zut 1% becames Voytiy ¥han we abstract from its compostite aonditien,
a4 think of 1t as a fomm. It is only Mev Udwg  that we can ldemtify
T}) voolv and 'r‘o voo\f')\wo\/ » (430a2)

Arigtotle makes the sane distinction in the Hetaphyeios.(107%3) Bus
dare /ristotle’s comparison of human and dlvine thinking is sn lliedt
one. lor granted that with regard %o humen ®Riinking the form as cbjeot
of thought is fress frex matter and ean bde fdentified with She aet of
Winking, this is only possible beomuss it is & form that can be adetracted
fron matter. Matter im presupposed. #1%houl 1% no object of thought
would de possidle. 7ut vhen it is & gneation of divine thought whieh is
Sompletely fres from natter we ocannot awgue in the asmae way. ~hat Aristotle
bas dono is to use a distinction between VO35 and Vo'v“lo’v which makes
Seanse whan Lt refers & instances whare abstraction from retter is poseible,
in a onse where it mekes no sense o spes: of suck abatruction. Or we atght
%ay he bas falled S0 Alstinguish o senses of Xvsv Jhvs + One sense
in which we speak of things whioh poseess matter s dviv Uhve o and
Snother in which we speak of monetbing whiok does ned pessees natéer
vy CJM], +  Peowase iristotle fails to make Wis distizoticn, be
Says Ahat with regard to divine thought Vowois and T vool pSvev
&re one, and %0 say that GJod's thought is Vo'vl‘ﬂ'swg V°{¥)"S ia jeat anether
Wy of saying this. Dut with vegard to buman thinking, %o say %hat
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VD(\o‘us and 1'; Veoo r-svware one, 13 completely different from saying
that human thinking is Vowics.ws w'm'\c'cs . The la¥ter makes no sense,
Even if 414 is a correoct description of divine thought, the reasons tiat
Aristotle gives for such deseription in analogy with human thinking are
ntenable.

30 Aristotle attempts to give an account of divine thought in analogy
with human thinking. At the end of chapter 9 of book A\ he does this
in a guite general way, when he says: ﬁ'»cr\ne 6 &V?e«%n‘;'os Vg?& "1‘% t"g)’
Tuv B4 Twv z)(it. v Tve XCéV%’ (o5 Y%e 3)(“ To 20 by Tl § v el

<

” 'y 2.,V <
20 by o ok T Bpievov, Bv &ako 1) = dliveg 3'Egu i wbrs

véa‘ms ov EMolvta A1V, (1075a7)  Aristotle’s thought at this point
suffers the inevitable fate of any attempted systematic theology, whioh
sttempts to give an account of God's nature in enalogy with human life.
It Yecomes an ascount of Cod's nature which is really an acoount of
buman nature, but with certein limitations of humen 1ife left out. Put
the result is something we cannot understand.

Ve may say alsc that it is certain tendencies in the language that
Aristotle uses that leads him astray. He makes a distinotion which
Bakes sense with reference %o human thinking, but which makes no sense
with regard to God, if as he thinks God is immaterisl. Aristotle is
8lao foreed into difficulties because he tries to give a general aceount
of thinking. He seems %o think that all kinds of thinking are such
that §t 1s possible %o identify Vol and v;—v‘to,v. But once he has made
the distinction he wants to interpret all kinds of thinking in terms of
1%, A1l thinking is of one kind, or at least he tries to make it all
of one kind. What Aristotle is interested in is the general question of
how thinking is possible, and he vants to give & unified zecount of that
apart from what is thought about. In his Ethics he makes a distinotion
between practical and theoretioal Vocs y but in the De Anima he brings the

/ <\ 2 |
two together when he sayss Kol v %vsv Ss ne.cgwg, to oM«n‘ Ssg

’ a2 \ e
kel o $edles, Ev T adtg yshs dem T pebQ wat v e
(43&10) Aristotle's view about truth and falsity in commexien with
‘rk +{ Av fgv,,u_ as we have seen, is that the mind camet bde

in error hers. He attempts to put forward the same ‘vhw with regard to
2ctions when he says in the Metaphysios: ‘go‘l‘i <o Buvutdy wotd

¢ 7 Ay \ !
kéyov UMy Ivayuy & rav gLy Tat 60 IYeL THV Bovec v
\ C 4 s ”\
Ky Ws ixu) Toute TWoOlLLIV,

(1048013)(0f. pp. infrs). This is but one example. But for our present
Purposes what we wish t0 emphasise is how Aristotle's desire for a gemeral
80oount lesds him to put forward the kind of views he does adout Ged's
Bature.

Even if there are these difficulties in understanding Aristotle's
View of Ged as V0is , there still remeins the question of what

Felationship Aristosle thinks there is Detwsen God and the world., EHis
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&nswer to this questicn does not seem to be as definitely stated as

bs view about the nature of God, and perhaps he was not as oclear about
Wis matter, The msin question that seems to be in his mind ia hox the
Wmoved mover causes motion. He seems to have thought of this question
Separately from the one of which we have already given some account - that
s the question of the necessary existence of the ummoved mover. In
thynies J\. he first gives his ressons for thinking that thers must de
Suoh a gourse of motion (’}QX‘\] " Vr."ciwg ), but then he goes on to deal
vith the nature of this source of motion, VWhat he says about this in

AR ™ very brief and suamary, dut his account can be perhaps better
Wderstcod from what he says in the De Motu Animalium and in the De
‘lhn. < 2 !

InAho says that the unmoved mover wwey  wg tew r.ivov_‘

Kivol v % tiaa KivED o (107203). This view is difficult 4o wnder-
Stand; Just as difficult as the idea of God's vé«f'ﬂs bedng vel‘s‘iwg
Vo~\o-|s o« We have seen, however, $hat the latter idea seens to have

1%s origin in the attempt that Aristotle makes % apply the distinction
betweon Slvaps ant Avesalysia o and thad bewween vols amd veytol
Yo the nature of God. It is possidle alse to see Aristotle's view of God
a8 the mmrrce of all motien kc»g ZQ_&L pEvov 4 as the result of hie
atteampt to apply his notion of x&f.glg as a source of motion in the

soul to the gquestion of how God is the source of motion ibat exists in

the universe as a whole. That this is not just a guess may bLe seen from
what Aristotle says in the De Metu Animelium (698%8)s 'The point of rest
in the animal is still quite ineffectual umless there is something witheut,
vhioh is adsolutely at rest and inmovadle, Fow it is wortdwhile %o pause
And consider what has been said, for 4t invelves a speculation which
Sxtends beyond animals even $o the motion of the universe'.

What is 1t that moves without delng moved? I$ 18 7o JpiwTov wel
T vomtoV (  1072836).  Aristotle attempte Yo identify thess two
Rotions with regard to Jod, though in the sase of human beinge he sees
& Aifference Detwesn them., If we look first of all at what he days
about voJ; and ,“U—S'S as sources of motion in the human seul, it
Bay be easier 10 see how he attempted te use these idsas %o speak sbous
Jod,

Aristotle discusses this guestion in chapters 9 - 11 of the third
book of the De Anima. Ko seems mainly to De conssrned with the question
of whether it is Vo35 or 3Qi§15 which is the sause of human aetion.
He thinks, though it sewms witk some misgiving dhat the cause is do£(is
24 not voly o Thet $his question bothered Aristotle is clesr when
%e ocsupare the passege slready quoted from the Metaphysios (1048a 13),
Where he seems to de saying that Vous is mere #hé sause. Dut a full
Qisoussion of this gquestion would lead %o a consideration of Aristotle's
othical views. Aristotle treats the question of the relative merite of

Vols and 5’@5&; a8 17 it were a theeretical question to decide
how they oan be Dalansed against ome anether. For Plate it is yather a

Viestion of how we can overcome Bpsi when 4% 1s for what 1s evil; amat
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he does not distinguish the two when the desire is for the good. The
Telation between the two is never just a theoretical question for Plate,
a3 it often 1s for Aristotle.

Aristotle attempts in the De Anima to distinguish different motive
forces in human sotion. He distinguishes betwsen voug , Spefi
$o5x~\a s ) 2 T3 tu/ou,gx"rogmd *NVT&G‘\; » We
are not coneerned here with the distinotions ke makes bdetween thess, but
Tather with the gensral conelusions he comes to about the origin of human
action. For there is a close relationship detween this and his view of
the movement that 3od brings about in the universe. Ee says: 'From these
considerations it is clear that in one regard that which is etermally
noved by the eternal mover is woved in the same way as every living
oreature, in another regard differently, for while the former is moved
sternally, the movement of living creatures has sn end's (De Notu
T00%30) Aristotle wanted to explain the eternal movement of the heavens
in a way similar to bis explanmation of the temporal movement of human
beinga.

When Aristotle in the Metaphysics is stating his view of the unmeved
mover of all things, he says that that which both moves and is moved is
intermpdsate.  (1072a24) He is referring to the circular movement of
the hesvens. It is intermediats between that vhich meves, but is wmoved,
(L.0. God), and that whick is moved, but does move (i.e. the sblumary
Tegion). [He uses the same distinotion in the De Anime when he is
disoussing the souwces of human action. EHere there is something that
is wwoved and moves. It s To weotKn'w/ & y«cé-ﬁv s That whieh
both moves and 1s moved is T6 OpEKTIKov o+ That which is
moved is  —To - Spov . Apart from the difficulties this view
raises, the similaridy between 1% and the view of God and the world in
the Metaphysics is strikigy, Thether Aristotle put forward one view
before the other, and the later view was a development of the esrlier
may be impessidle to decide. But whether {his is the case or net,
the similarity betwesn the two views is svidenoce of the fact that ke
thought thad it was necessary to ses that thare is a close relationshiy
of the kind indieated between an undevstanding of what human deings are
and of vhat God is. He emphssises this in the De Motws ‘Now we have
already determined that the erigin of all other motions is that which
moves 19self, and the origin of this is immevadle: And we must grasp
this not only generslly in theory, but also by reference to individuals
in the werld of semse, fer with thess in view we seek gemeral theories,
and with these we Delieve gemeral theeries eught to havmonise's. (698a10)
Whichever view is eerlisr, what Aristoile says shows that he thought that
1t 48 possible to think of the nmature of God in amalogy with *the world
of sense's It is the same thing that we have found him doing whem he
uses the netienm of VOCS y and the notions of S\"V*\“S and "V\’\Ai.gtl.L
te speak of Ged's nature.

The way in which Aristotle uses the netions of something ‘hat ia

m.um,mugmtmumum,mmmt
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is moved, to refer to human action, is not impossible to understand,
and with regard to some forms of human action i$ secus o be a possidble
account. The object of desire is an unmoved nwv:lns oause of action by
bﬁng an ob;}oct of 1mag’1nation or thought. 'ro 3@&&'&\/ WIvVEL
60 Kivou pavov KIVED ‘rw VO"\OA]\fdA $av s ORvarL
(De Anima 433a 18, bll; of Metaphysics 1072 a 26: De Motu T0O b 24).
He goes on, howsver, to speak of the relation that there is betwesen Ged
and the world in the same terms. How this is 0 de understeod is by
no means clear, and it raises diffioult questions about Aristotle's
- %eleclogy. The point, however, that needs %0 be emphasised is that
Aristotle thinks that it is possible to speak about the relation between
God and the world in analogy with human sction. In human action there
are ends which human beings scek o achieve. In fact the life of the
soul is the achievement of these enda. He thiuk- of the seul as being
& cause in three differens umu ?ou Sz «1 {Nx«\
Tod S“’V Tog d‘w F“WS oc\na Kou. “QX"] -row To2 %‘L 3
TOAA Xy (O )\g i‘t'eu- S |~0le 3! 11 \I)ux‘v]' KcLTq. ‘l"oc S
A Y Wl Yeef 362v M wlv Sig
Stwecc'kivous 00 “OVS Te"‘s aivia "

QU T/V\, Kou. Ou &WKOL ‘fol(- w_( “] Om‘— TWV Sr-t*vav ‘Ww‘wVﬂ M‘I"‘{'

(De Anima 41508 ££). We find here an expression of an ides that is motd
Teally different from the passage we have quoted from the De Motu.
(698a10) It 1s the idea that Aristotle states in the Netaphysies
(10708 31): 'The esuses and the primsiples of different things are in a
Sense different, but in a sense, if ens speaks wniversally and amalegio-
ally, they are the same for all'. The soul oould net be a material
cause, besause it is the form of & bedy, but it is each of the other
three causes that Aristotle dbiinguishes, Here again we find & sinilar
tendenoy to a general scoowmtb.

Is there the analogy that Aristotle claims there is Detweem the life
of the seul as the end of humen action, and@oduthoﬂaslm.of
the world? In the oase of human beings 10 oetKTov is something to
be ackieved. It is first of all an object of imagimation and theught,
but 4t bescmes actual in aestion. God camnot bo the end of the werld
in this seuse, bescsuse Aristotle thinks that the world and Cod are
different. BPut this is only an instanes of the kind of Alffioulty
that must arise if with Aristotle we attenp$ $0 speak abous God in s
way vhich makes sanse when we speak of human deings.

Aristotle himself seems 10 have realised this diffieulty, and 14
is & diffieulty which is commecied with other sspeets of his thewght.
The aiffioulty arino u comnexion with Aristetle's consepiion of &
fina) csuse 10 066 VeKa o In sene places he
datinguishes betwesn Wwo senses of this. In the Physies (194a37) he
tells us that 1% is s distinction which he made in an eerly work ealled
'0n Philesophy'. It is alsc a distinetion which he uses in ook J\
of the Metaphysiocs when he is speaking of God as the final cause of all

things (107252). e 2lae uses it in the De Aninma when he ia
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distinguishing between what is temporal und eterml, Ko states tho
distinction there as followss Sﬂuos 84. To ov éveu To TE oé Kd.\."l'
"T™he final csuse has two senses: (s) the end whick is aimed a%, and
(b) the being for whose sake the end is aimed at, In the Metaphysics
h‘il‘totlo ma that it is only the former of these senses that exists
iv Tors “““”"]T"‘S e« In the De Anime he gives his reasom for
thinking this. It iz 'because no living thing is sble to partaks in
what is eternal and divine by uninterrupted continuansce, for nothing
perishable oan for ever remsin one and the same’, (415b3) What oomes
%0 be and passes away only achieves its end in whatever way is pessidble,
and here there are differences of degree for different perisbable things.
The only sense in which what comes to be and passes away properly shares
in everlastingness is through tbe ipdestruotadility of form. ‘'So what
18 perishable remains not indeed as the self-same individual dut com-
tinues its existence in something like itself -~ not mumerically one, but
one in foxm'. (415b6)

The idea that sesms to be in Aristotle's mind here is that we canmod
speak of what iz eternal and unchanging as baving anything done in its
interent. It is an end = the most perfect end, and it is this that
the wordd of becoming seeks to schieve. But if we ask how it achieves
this, the answer is by partioular things achieving their own forms. But
even in achieving this they are perishable; it is only the foxm that is
indestructidle. In Paot Aristotle’s view is that with regard teo fhings
that come t0 be and pass away the form is the fimal ocsuse. (Physios 199
30) 'And sinoe 'nature' means two things the matter and the form, of

which the latter is the end, and since all the rest is for the sake of thm
end, the form must be the ocause in the sense of 'that for the sske of
whioh'. (of De Gen. et Corr 33508).

That Aristotle thought in this way vaises a diffioculty about his
theology. One gquestion that interested him was hew one was %o soceommt
for the continuity and unity of the kosmos. Why does Aristetle say
that God is the sause of this im the Netaphysies? VWhy did he met just
stop at the form as fimal esuse? But if he does not stop there, as is
evident, what relationship is there between forms which are indestrustidle
and God, who is etermal? This 1s a gquestion which Aristotle himself
does not seem to reise in just this fomm. Although this does not aclve
the difficulsy, his view may be stated as follows. He thinks that the
continuity of forms is not something that explzins why the world is as
1t 48, In fact it is the ocontinuity of forms itself that has o be
explained. That we might say is dessriptive of the world and met
explanatory. For there is something else besides the continuity ef
the forms which needs to de explained, This is the unity of he
cosmos. That sould not be explained by just referving to the
oontinuity of the forms, for the continuity of forms is a pluwrality,
withous any wifying principle in itself,  Avistotle mentions this
question of the unity of the cosmos botk ad the beginning and the end

of m[\.of the Metaphysics. S0 it seems 40 have bean impowtant 4o
hn,

r[ ~
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The continuity of form in the cosmos is what Aristotls terms Y‘.\/&ns ’
and that is what needs to be edplained. Aristotle, in his own way,
holds the same view here as Flato: he thinks that Yt(vwls existe
°e'°'/°‘s $vinor o 'When we are dealing with definite and ordered
products of nature, we must not say that esch ig of a certain quality
beoause 1% becones so, but rather that they becoms so and so beosuse
they pre so and so, for the process of beooming and development sitends
upon being and is for the mke of being, not vice versa' (De Gen. Aninm.
T78b3) This passage, however, might be interpreted as referring to
the form. That is what a thing is; that is the reason for its de-
coming. But where does God as final cause fit into this scheme.
Isn't the form as final cause sufficient?

Aristotle's answer $0 this question is that it is not. But here
1t 1s Aifficult to see why he thought so. In meny passages he seems
%0 1dentify God with nature. He defines nature in the Physics in
different ways. He thinks of both matter and form as 'nature’y dut
1t 10 more the latter. 'The form indeed is 'nature' rather than the
matter; for a thing is more properly said %o be what it 45 when 1%
kas attained to fulfillmens than when 1% axists potemtially'. (193b7)
But when Aristotle speaks of God and nature doing nothing in vain (De
Caslo 271833 De Partibus 658a9), he seems to have something else in
nind besides matter and forme It seems to De the same thing that he
refers to in the De Partidus Animslium (645a5)s ‘'Having alresdy treated
of the oelestial world, as far as our conjestures could reach, we pro-
ssed %0 treat of animals, without omitting, te the best of owr ability,
any member of the kingdom, however ignodble. JFor if seme have mo
grases te charm the sense, yet oven thess, by diselosing to intellectmal
perception the artistie spirit that designed them, give immense plessure
%o all who can trece links of osusation, and are inclined to philesophy’.
It is the same peint that he makes in the Do Generstions ¢t Corruptione:
'The origimative sources then, of the things which oome e be are
oqml in mmbder to, and identical in kind with these in the sphere of
4he ebernal and primexy things. Tor there is one in the sense of
matter, and s seeond in the sense of foxme and, in addition, the thin
originative source must be present as well. Yor the two first ave
not sufficient %o bring things into being, say more than they are
sdequate 10 sceount for the primary things'. (335 262f).

Aristotle's view of nmature is thoroughly Ssleclogimal. This i»
clear especially in his diological works, where his ascount of the
generation of animels, for instance, is that vrtvre predfess them in a
way which is conducive for the life they lead. Where there is pwpose
%o bo foumd, Aristotle sesks %o find 1%. He stntes his view in &
general way at the deginmning of the De Partidus Animpliwm: ‘'There is
the final csuse and thare is the moter cause. Yew we nust deeide
which of these %we esuses oomes fiyes, whick sesend. Plainly, however,
that cause is the fized whieh we call the final ene. Jor 4his is the

Reasen, sad the Reason forms the starting point, alike in the works of
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art and in the works of nature'. (639b13) 'In the works of nature the
good end and the final cause is still more dominant than in the works
of art', (639p20) It is the end or purpose of the existence of any
particular thing that is its real eaumse. All other causes are sub-
sidiary to this. Aristotle's view of a causal series is determined by
this idea. He is arguing agains$ the view that things come about by
chance, andi he wants to show that the kind of necessiiy that is to de
found in the universe is the necessity of definite ends. He gives as
an exmsple, health, and sayss 'It is that which is yet to be - heslth,
let us say, or a man - that owing to its being of such and such
characters, necessitates the pre-existence or previous produsiion of
this or that antecedent; and not this or that antecedent which, be-
cause it exists or has been generated, nakes it necessary that health
or a man is in, or shall oome into, existence. It 1s not possidle to
trace back the sedies of necessary antesedents to a starting point,
of which you can say that, existing itself from eternity, it has det-
eruined their existence as its consequemt'. (640a5 £Y) It is the
kind of view that had besn put forward by Demvoritus that Aristotle
is oriticising here. Aristotle says that Demooritus ‘reduces the
causes that explain nature to the faot that things happened in the
past in the same way as they happen now' (Physios 2523 33) But that
is no explanstion, it does not explain the continuity and unity that 1s
obsexved. Aristotle says: 'He does not think £1% to seek for a first
primeiple to explain *his ‘always's 50, while his theory is right in
80 far as 1% s applied to eertein individual onses, he is wyong in
making 4t of universal sppliostien'. Aristotle was interested in
£inding a osuse of universal application, and he thought it pesaidle
%0 £ind this in the noticn of purpese as applied to what happens in
the mniverse. This is why he so often semms %o personify naturve.
'That which is prodused or dirested by mature can never be anything
disorderly:s fer mature is everywhere the csuse of oxder'. (252a12)
Although Aristotle speaks in this way of nature and of Jod (De
Caslo 271a 33 ef 291b14; De Partidus Animalium 658e9, 6610245 De
Generations Animalium 743b5, 744a 36), and we must nete that he says
usually that it is nature ¥hat doss wotding in vain, he does not think
that 1% is pessidle %o spesk of mature as a csuse in an wnequivessl
way. In fast Aristotle distingulshes here between what is sudjeed
%0 Yiysoig , and what da mete "IV s wall sald thet we must
not take upom ourselves %0 seek a beginning (er firss prinsiple) of
all things, yeot this is not well said of all things whaterer that
always are or always happen, Wt only ef these which really are fiwsth
prinoiples of the eternal things; for it is hy another method, net by
proef, that we acquire knowledge of the first principle. Fow in that
which is ismovedle and wnchenging the first principle is simply e
essence of the thing, but when we come %o those things which come inte
being the principles are more than one, varying in kind and not all of
the ssme kind'. (Do Gensratione Animalium 742930).
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¥hen Aristotle speaks of nature dolng nething ib vain it 1s not
Just personification. It seéms to hiave tEAt charaster 1f we do not
take into account the view that he states in the Metaphysics that the
causes of =21l things are the same universally and gnalogically, 4n
understanding of nature is for Aristotle an understanding of how there
oan be such universal and analogiocal causes. And the kind of cause
- which is primarily a csuse in this universal and smalogical way is the
final osuses It is for Aristotle the presence of rational design in
the universe as a whole. With regard te the production of matural
kinds the final cause iz the formy it is this that for Aristotle is the
evidense of design and purpose. Fature i3 a realm in which there are
certain meens at work to schieve definite ends (Physios 199a10) But
one has to see how there are different kinds of causes which all con~
ribute to the end, One must distinguish, for instanoce, between nmatter
and form, and this is s distinotion that many previous philosophers have
ot made clearly. Demooritus's view does net make this distinction
slearly, and so be is unable to distinguish bLetween chanse and necessity.
On that view it does not seem 10 make any differense whether ene says
that things come about by chance or necessity -~ they seem €0 mean the
same thing. It is only Af one distinguishes betwesn matter and form
that one can distinguish between Shese, and Letween necessity and
deaign. 'What is neocessary is necsssaxy en & hypothesis; 1% 1s net
& result necessarily determined by antecedents. (As Democritus thought),
Neseasity is in the matier, while 'that fer the sske of which' is ia the
definition'. (Physice 200a 13). 'Since ®mature” means two things, the
matter and the ferm, of which the latter is 1o end, the foxm must de
the cause in the sense of "that for the sske of whieh".' (idid 199230)

Aristetle, then, thinks of mature as an organised whele, which can
be deserided in sosordanse with his view of ke snuses, Hut even se they
are only wniversal and amalegissl prineiples; that is generel principles
which are deseriptive of the design that exists in the wnivezse. It 4»
only wvhen mature is being deserided What it s nesesaary %o refer to
these kinds of couses. It would Do a mistake 40 imagine that an
assomns of nature aust end thers. That is the main task of the
physioist - 0 explain the nature of the different causes and how Shey
are related to one another, "Now, the oauses being four, it 1s the
business of the physisist %o know about them all, and Af he refers his
prodlems back %o all of them, he will assign the 'whky' in the way proper
%0 his seience - the matter, the form, the mover, 'that for the sake of
which'.” (Physies 198s 22). The last thres esuses often coineide,
Aristotle elaims. EHe is thinking in particulsr of 4ifferent femms of
living bdeings. And so %he eauses for s great desl of mature esn de
said %0 b two ~ form and matter. Put these are the causes that are
present within nature itself, and thqy do met explain nature as a whele.

An explamation of that demands a kind of oause which does mot shaye
in the processes of esming 4o be and passing away. We bave alweady
suggested & possidle way in which Aristotle might have desn led % pit
Torward the view he 414 of the Vo that is the umoved mover of the
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Wiverse. But apart from those suggestions and the partiocular things
that Aristotles says about the mature of God, it is olear that he does
Mt wigh to identify God and nature. There is & olear distinction
Sotween physies and theology. For the physicist 'motion is ultimately
Tefersble to mature' (Physios 253b5). Fature is 'a source or cause of
Yeing moved and of being st rest in that to which 1% belongs primerily,
in virtue of itself and not accidentally' (ibid 192b21). But nature
depends on another cause. 'On such a principle, then, depend the
heavens and nature' (Metaphysiocs 1072 b 13)s For Ariatetle the world
*f nature is nultiform, and any acoown$ of it even in the most gmneral
terus, must refer to different kinds of principles. But God is un~-
Qanging and simple in nature.

There are a number of passages in Aristotle's works which may sugprest
that the distinotion bedween God and nature is not definite. But the
Sentence we have just quoted from [\ mekes it quite olear. Why dees
Aristotle say: ¢x Tolu\'o‘h'g ;led. a’tcx"l‘g “,{CT‘VPO!LOC o&enc\lo{s ol fl 4)\;3,5.?

Why does be met just say that it 1s W pbeis  tmat depends on this?
™he reason is simple. He thinks of the heaven as different from mature.
The latter is what is subjees %o changs. It is the sphere of coming-
to-be and passing-eway, but the besven is eternal and unchanging for him.
30 those passages in Aristotle where he seens to identify God and nature
ars not to be taken as mesning this. When he seams %0 speak of nature
in that way, it is because he is refarring to the intalligent and pur-
posive sctivity that he thinks is to be observed in nature.

The difficulty which has been felt about Aristotle's view of God, is
how anything like the intelligent activity which he sess in the wordl of
mature osn de attributed to the kind of God whiob ke talks about in
Book [\ of the Metaphysios. It is this difficulty that might lesd to
an attesp?d t0 interpret Aristotle as identifying God and nature. But
whatever difficulties there are in undarstaniing Aristotle's views
about God, it is mot possiBle 1o meke this idemtification. For QUG ¢
acoording to Aristotle, is net completely sotusl as God is. It eammd
be understood without reference to what is potential. 30 Aristotle says:
(Metaphysies 1049b4 1£)s \
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The difficulty that Aristotle is faoed with in his theolegy is:
How 1» 1% pessidle %o conveive of divine astivity inm relation to the
world? Ter his view of Ood is that God §s simple and unchanging, and
how can such & being be related to a world Lu whish change is edeerved
%o take place? Thiam is a diffieulty arising not enly in Aristetle's
theology, but in any theolegy which attempis %o state what m.u,.
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there is between God and the world., Aristosle in speaking of God as

& final cause seems to be forced to say the only thing that he can say.
He seems tc think that because the foym is the final ssuse ef particular
things that come t0 be and pass away and as such it is the most {mportan
%ause in the realm of nature, the nature of God can only be umderstood

in analogy with this. But even if we can make some sense of the form
a8 final cause iv ‘JM‘ ¢ when this notion is applied to Ged ite meaning
is lost, For 4n the world of \/ww\S s the form as final cguse is
the form of something, but God camnot be the final cause of something in
this sense. 50 Aristotle's attempt to explain God's causality as final
Sausality in snalogy with final causality in nature camnot e ssid te
work, His intention is no doubt 0 say that in spesking of God's
Saugality in this way we uplapstand CGod's osusality, dut all that he

has really dome is to interpret God's causality in the same way as the

Susality of the form aa the final osuse.
But Aristotle's view of the form 1s not Just that it is the fima}

eause. It is also iu scme way the efficlent esuse. It is not only
what some particular thing becomes, but it is also the cause of ite
Becoming that, He identifies the formal, efficient and final ocauses
in the case of living bung-. In the De Generatione Animealium he says:

BeAri 1oVOy 36 N-L Bu oﬂe«; T\V 4>va oum\; 1'1‘5

d]<rs 1{]‘5 Ku/ouo\‘; Wﬁm"]h 'v) o ).o\/og utue’xm,
il s 618 s Ok,
(13204) S0 the form belongs wiih the proximste sfficient csuse. I3 is
for Aristotle én immanent moviag cause, which is to be distingulshed
from external moving causes such as the sum. (MeSaphysios 1070b22).
¥hen he is discussing the differencs betwesn mals and female ia the De
Generations Amimalivm he identifies the formal omuse with the male,
and the material cause with the famale. EHe seays of the former What 14
1s better and moxe divine in nature than the lattew. Oimilarly he
Ainka of she seul as the form and the bedy as the matter of & living
animml.

The soul as the form ¢f the living anfml s Dotk {ts offieiont
and fiml csuve. Aristotle’s gemerul definition of the seul is¢

oy seTIv Lvtehdyua 4 Tety Cupstes duriod Suvpeen
Sm‘lv 4xovrog.

(e Anima 412s 27) It is the presence of 1ife st dlistinguishes
Abat which pessesses soul frem ihat which does moss (423a 21) It 4s the
soul ¥hat makes life possible, and 8o 1t 1s e officient cause. The
soul, .‘.“Mﬁuﬁmhihmumﬁnm
& potentiality of deing ensouled’. (414s 27) Dut £t 1s met o any forw of
natter that the sexl can dring 1ife to form a living animal. It muet
de matter of a partioular kind. Aristeile eriticises e views of

mm,aummmmmuntm-mtc.wmm
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88ing a definite apesification of the kind or character of that body'
(414a 23); There must be ‘matter which is appropriate te the soul’
(dvia 26) In the De Generatione Animalium Aristotle gives s fuller
8scount, and there he oclaims that there must he a special form of matter
for the soul to unite with in the generation of an animal.

T(ollo"v‘s ‘A‘S«v o?:v {Nx:]s gx’lv&rts &éecu b poos ({olKg
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(736b 30) He compares this WsSpa %o the aether of which the heavenly
bodies are made., It is what makes possidle the coming to be of soul

in some particular body. It differs, Aristotle olaime, ss scul differs,
and 1s more divine in mature than the so~called elements, carth, air,
fire and waters It is what accoipanies the male semen in the generation
of sntmals, Aristofle ealls 1% To s Yy ‘K"“S JCX,’,‘\S.

(737a 9) It i» the soul as efficient eause. .

But the soul is aleo the final cause. Tviy Yolp Tt
&uo‘n& &b Mok Yot T«'is *ux‘i; ?o’cyx\m) Kotk Kd&("ﬂﬁe TRV
S{)uv} ofg’u\) Kp‘}. T:L TV *UT:)\I) (f)g (i\ltm ‘r';“g \Pux;i; 3\/1":.
(4150 18)  Avistotle wants to say that the soul is not only that whieh
xakes something that is alive, alive; bdut also 1% 4» the 1life whioch
belongs to anything that is alive. It is not only the T W™

%vu)\{)@,\ of a physiocal body in a temporal semse, dut &% alse
is the “&'{""‘1 §v Te k{)(u‘* in definition. It is the sonl
which defines the mature of a living being. So he ssys: ¢ux¢\ piv ye
wil Guyq Dt TSV (Matephysios 1043b 2 of. 1036 a1) It defines
ita nature both as efficient and final cause.

The airficulty, howsver, in understanding Aristodle's view is how
shis view of the soul is related to his view of God as final wmeved
mover. In Aristotle we find nothing ocomparable to the view that Plate
states in the Tinaeus. There Plato thinks of the Svmisveyes as
oreating seuly but for Avistotle soul seems %0 bave an independent
axistence. At least if he 4id think that its existenee depsnds wpon
God, he does pot show how we are to think of this depemdence. Or rather
we should say that he does not make it olear shat soul is sny any way
dependant upon God. For we sannet ssy that Plato thinmks $hat it ia
possidle to show how the existenes of soul is dspendent wpon Oed. Bwd
even i? ¥hat is impossidle, nevertheless Plato thinks that it s
dspendent.

Perbaps one of the few suggestions $had we have in Avistotis en
this question is to be fownd in the 1ast chapter of dook L\

There ke makes stataments that can be interpreted as suggesting that
there is some kind of providenifal aotivity to be found in the werld.
Frem what be says thers, howerer, we ocamnmod gather amyihing like the
Yiew of oreaticn that we find in Plato's "Tmaeuws". And when we dake
m-hmuuthmihomummh*“mm“ .
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the impression we gain is thal although Arietotle hes a stirong sense
of the order that exists in the world, his conception of this is such
that we could hardly call 1t religious, as we can oall Plato'a.

Aristotle is clearly concerned with how it is possidble to understand
the continued order of the universe. For instance, in the last
chapter of dook [\ , he is concerned with pointing out that any view
which attempts to explain becoming in terms of contraries only, without
any reference %o & principle which is distinot from contraries is mis-
faken. There must be principle over and above what ever contraries
there are. The first cause is not a oontrary; ‘'for there is nothing
ocontrary to that which is primary' (107%b 23). Of any contrary,
Ariptotle thinks, it must be 'posaible for it not to be'. (1075 31).

S0 no oontrary can be ‘a productive andi meving principle'. (ibid)

And gven if 1t were 'its action would de posterior to its potency'.

If such wers the principle of things, the werld would net de etermal,

as Aristotle thinks 1t iss The unity of things in the world, such as
the unity of the soul and body, of the unity of form and matter generslly,
cannot be explained apart from a ceuse which is external to any union of
soul and body, or any union of matter and form.

The question that Aristotle asks here is: 'How does the nature of
the universe possess the good and the highest good?  As something
separate and by itself, or as the order of its parts? His answer ia
thet 1% contains it in both ways. This does not, Rowever, mean that
Arigtotle was s pantheist. Vhat he has said adout God previously rules
that out. But neither 1s his view of God one which places Jod com-
Pletaly and irrevocably outside of the nbcp; + It ie interesting that
here Aristotls uses two terms - To yew wad T a(e_\c-vov.
(10756 12). He has alresdy described God ss Agiores (2072 28).

Tt may be nislesding to translete (e, here os %mmu' (as Ross does).
That suggests that both TO Yyt 6ov  ama’ T dpirtov  are
iv T'a Tod EXov 4’5%0 o Aristotle says: ‘God and
nature 40 nothing in vain' and not 'God or mature does nothing in vaia',

So it seems that by To HE\CTOV here, Aristotle refers to whad
God brings sbout in ihe universe, and by  TO XyR&iv Ahe

order of the parts ef Tov EXov #vms . If4%ds
thought that TO Hp1STOV and YO XYotOoV  mmat beth
refer just to 1(] 105 kov $boi ) then the example that
Aristotle gives tells agninst this. He says: 'In both ways, like an
army; for its good is fomdbothtnitsoﬂ.uandmth leader,
and more in the lattex' So 1t :«u Just to conneot To &1&60\/ with
e T  of the world, and To %p6Tov  with God himeelf.
The quotation from Homer at the end of the chapter is also evidenee
that Aristotle is mot idemtifying the two: 'The rule of the many is
not goods one ruler let there be'. It 1s good %0 recogmise the
order that there is in the world, but the dest is to recogmise that
there must be s sause of the order,

The idea that the world is governed is central %o the last chapter
of book /\ , and this 1des of prévidence is for ATistotle an &
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to the cuestion he puts at 1075b 17: ‘Why abould there alweys ba becoming
and what is the cause of becoming?' Aristoile cannot get away from the
ldea thet 1%t s not sufficient to point to the T43is that 1s to be foumd
in the world. There must be a cause for its The former is the kind of
Yiew he attributes o Speusippus at the end of the ohapter (1075b 38):
'And thoss who say mathematical number is first and go on %o generate
one kind of substance after another and give different prineiples for
sach, make the substance of the universe s mere series of episodes, and
they give us many governing principles; but the world u.o.&.soo to be
governed badly's It is also an idea that we find implicitly rejected at
the very bdeginning of the book, so it must have been uppermost in
Aristotle's mind. ‘'If', he says, 'the universe is of the nature of a
whole, substance iz its firet part; and if 1t coberes merely by virtus
of gerial sucoession, on this view also substance is first'. (1069 19).
Aristotle thinks, then, that it ie impoasible to understand the
order that we see in the world unless we say that there is a cause for
the order. In this he seems to agree with Flato. Though there are
importent differences. The way in which he wtates his view is far
more theoretical than Plato's siatement of it, and thare does not seem
40 be the oleose connexion that Plato sees between the necessity of the
order of the Wig pog » 584 tbe neceswity for order in the 1ife of tne

Mwsan moul.
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A _Capperigsone .
The term 'philosophy of religion' in more recent times has

cane Lo be used in comnexion with ideas that may be considered to be
foreign to the thought of Flato and Aristotle. Jaeger claims that this
is not sos 'The history of the philosophy of religion, in the modem
sense of the phrase, begins with the sophists and their first great
attempts to give a psycholosgical explanaticn of its nature and origin,
Rationalism, however, cen never advence more then & little way along

this road, because it lacks the organ by which the phencmena of the reli-
gious life are properly perceived; and hence the philosophy of rdligion
did not enter on its classical period until the time of the early iristotle
and the icadermy in the later days of Flatos It is a fact, though the
accepted history of philosophy may ignore it, thet almost the entire
stock of later and modern ideas about the philesophy of religion can be
traced to this society's (Aristotle pp 156 = 7)., The influence of both
Plato end Aristotle on later writers is not to be denied, It 4s also
necessary, however, to show that there are serious differencesbetween the
view of Plato and Aristotle in commexion with their 'philosophies of
religiont, '

If we compere same of the modemn aspects of the philosophy of
religion with the views of Plato and Aristotle, one ei“ the main differences
is that modern philosophy has to take into account the claim that religious
truth has been revealed to men, In Christienity, for instance, this has
resulted in the statement of beliefs that have been revealed, The truths
of revelation are then contrasted with truths of reason, as they are by
Thomes Aquinas who distinguishes between truths of reason and truths of
faith or revelation. This led him to distinguish between philosophy and
thealogy, A similar kind of distinction is to be found in Islam,

On the other hand it has often been pointed out that Greek
religion was not dogmatic as the Christisn religlon is, and so the
question of the justification of revealed dogma never arose for Flato and
Aristotle, as it did for many Christian philosophers, though samething
very much like it did exdst for them in so far as they faced the question
of the relation betveen their own views and those of the religion of the
time, Flato made use of the religious beliefs of his day to a far greater
extent then Aristotle, and he quotes Orphie doctrine, for instance, about
the nature of the soul, In fact what he has to say in his myths about
the immortality of the soul tends to be almost am apolo;ia for the iind
of belief that was conmmon in Orphic circles, and certainly his myths about
the life of the soul after desth are inflenced by this source, In the Laws,
religion for Plato takes on a far more dogmatic charechz: ten 4t has in
hie eerlier works, and there 1s a very close relatianship between morality
and religion. We find nothing comparable in Aristotle and this goes with
vhat we mey regard ss his more purely intellectusl spproach to the questions
that religion raises for philosophy. In fact we may sey in genersl that
whereas Flato found it necessary to try Lo give same kind of accomt of the
issues which the religlon of his day raised for him, Aristotle is not
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Seriously concerned with religion as such, and Io only interasied in it
80 far as it seems to corroborate his philosophicel viewse (Mets Iyoies
074y 12¢),

So in Plato we find philosophy and religlon vory closely comnccteds
in Aristotle there ic hardly any rolatica at alle And thic difference
becomes slear in the diffevent Xxinds of views that they put forward, The
Point however, mey be nuesticned. If Flato im oprosition to the view of
Protaroras and otherc claimed that God was the measure of all things,
Aristotle too thought of the world as dependent upon a first cause
Which he calls Gode In this Lo was probably influenced by what he had
learnt from Plato, and 4% has been arguxd that this view of his 15 an
eariisr one in whish the influence of Plato iz still dominant, (Jaeger),
Mhataver be the truth about this matter, there is a jeneral dfference
of a;-roach and this difference is important in an attempt to as-ess the
Bature of relision from the polnt of view of philocophy. It is common
to regard what Aristotle wrote as a develonment and criticism of Plato's
tb.ou@t. and thic is often a fruitful way of looking at the matter, It
is also necescary, homever, to lonk at the two riews for what they are in
themselves, When we do this important differences appear, and we find
that what in one way must be regarded as a develorment of Flato's thousht
is renlly very different end is & drastic revision of it.

_ The difference is clearly =een in their different views sbout
Borelity, For Plato morality is closely connected with religion. For
Arigtotle it im note There iz a clear relationship betwemrwhat Flato
83ys sbout God inm the Timaeus and what he says about morality in the
Laws, 1If God is the creator of the world, he is also the creator of the
laws in mccordance with which men should live, There is also a clear
Pelation between what Apistotle says about God in the Hetaphyales, and
Vhat he says sbeut intellectual virtue ir the Nicouachean Ethics, but

the pelation is quite diiferent from the ope that Plato sses between God .
‘and morality. For Plato God is the lawegiver; but ho is hardly this
for apistotle. The standard for Aristotle is the good men (Ethics 1176
¥26); for Plato the standard is Gode

There is thon not only a difference in their views sbout
'ﬂbralitj vut also a éifference between their views of Gods It is the
difference between thelr views about God that determine the difference
between their views about morality. AsE. Taylor inm his commentary on
Plato's Tmmeus claims that Flato is the originator of rational theoloegy,
but 1t is possible to ses Aristotle as this more clearly than Flato, If
%o understand by ratienal theoclogy what Aquinae understood by thaologia
Roturalis then it is much easier to connect this with Aristotle than with
Plato and this would also explain the attractior that Aristotle had for
Aquinas, It is not just that Aristotle had become available for Aquinas
in the tyanslations of William of Hoerbeke and im the commentarics of
Itm Ruschd, but that Aristotle's theolozy appealed to Aquinas in his
attempt to give proofs for his religions Rational theology as such may
be considered as comsisting of metaphysiecal arguments for the existence
of God, about the nature of the humen soul, and of the relation that



exists between the two, Aquinas thought that the cosmalogical erpment

was the most importent of the arguments for God's existence end Aristotle's
argoument for the unmoved mover is most closely connected with this, There
is one fundamental difference, however, between Greek religion and
Christianity vhich mekes such an argument pley quite a different part 4in
the thinking of a Christien like Aquinas fram what it plays In the thought
of Aristotle, This is the Jdistinetion in the Christian religion whieh is
central to Aquinas's thealogy between what 1s creested and the creator, In
Aristotle this distinctian does not exist, although Aquinas attempts to
interpret Aristotle as Af it did, For Aquinas too the argument is meant
to be a philosophical proof of what is otherwise revealed, end 5o he thinks
of the argument as same kind of defence religion, That this is so 4s
1lustrated by his view (Sume Contra Gentiles) that revelation is
necessary beeause the argument will not be understood by all, It is
nothing like this for Aristotle, It is rather the result of that part of
first philosophy which he calls thealogy. It is no kind of apdlogis fedei,
But as we have atbenmpted to show it 1s in Aristotle that we find that idea
of metaphysics which Aquinas considers to be a means of establishing proofs
for God's existence. It arises from an Interpretation of what Aristotle
calls the study of being qua being in so far as that studies substances
that are {ree frou matter. The urigin of the way in whiech Aquinas
wderstands this is to be found in Aristotle, For Aquinas it is a

matter of the distinction “etween what is contingent and what is

negessary and this is comnected with the notion of existence as that is
applied to Gods

In Aristotle's thealogy the notion of *substance includes the
notion of 'existeace' as this has been applied to God in later theology,

In any attempt to assess Aristotle's thedlogy or Christian thedlogy as

it has been influenced by him attentdon should be paid to this notion of
substance., It is not the so-called argunents for God's existenee that
are impartant, but this concept of 'substence! ar ‘existence! as applied
to God, This is far more fundamental. '

The emcept of existence as applied to God is fundemental
because any argument about God's existence must presuppose en imdersf,ammg
of this cancept as applied to him; and if any argunent for the existenoce
of God is to wark, it can do so anly if the 50 called concept of existence
which is contained in the premlises of the argunent applies to the conelu~
sion also, But no one can want to apply the cancept of existence which
aprlies to what is mentioned in the premises to what is referred to in
the conclusion = that is to God, and that is the main reasmn for seying
that eny argunent for God's exdstence falls in what it attempts to show,

But what about God's existence itself ? Ve have no concept of
God's exigkenge as that notion is usually applied, Fram thie point 6f
view it makes no sense to say 'I know that God exists!, One of the most
celebrated attacks on arguents for God's existence is Inmmanuel Kant's.
His main objection was that existence is not s logleal predicate and so
cannot funetion as such in any argument, Kant would say thet we camnot
prove the existence of anything, In the sense in which texdsts' is being
used here it would be possihle to discover the exdstence of something, bub
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not to urove ite

Sane people have thought that Kant's position may be regarded as
and aid to religious belief, because it means that the existence of God
cannot be disproved, This must be small comfort, But in any case Kant's
view is irrelevant. This is so because the concept of existence which he
denies to be a logical predicate mokes sense for instance when it cceurs
in such a statement as 'There is a palm tree in my garden', and in Kaht's
senae it would not be possible to prove the existence of the palm tree,

But what is important in this example is that the concept of existence has
en application here = that it makes semse, Bub does this concept apply
to God 7 We do not know how to apply it to him, and this is the reasson
why Kent's view is irrelevant, Ve saye that we cannot prove or disprove
God's existence because it is not & logical predicate, bubt this pre =
supposes that the concept of existence can be applied to God, Eant's
position is: 'It is impossible either to prove or disprove God's
existence, because existence is not a logical predicate', Rather we
cannot wnderstand how the concept of exristence applics to God and so we
should nobt jusi:, say that it is impossible t0 prove or disprove God's
existence, for that presupposes the application of the concept of existence
to God, but that it makes no sense to prove or disprove God's existence,
because we do not understand how that concept applies to him,

The same thing applies to Aristotlets conception of substanoe
when epplied to God, We cannot wnderstand how it is to be applied, It
18 however because Aristotle speaks of God in this way that his wgy of
thought gives rise to thealogy which speaks of God!s nature, Flato's
view howsver, is much nearer vhat is celled in religlon belief or faith,
This is fundamental to religion, It is not necessary for belief in God
that there should be an understanding of a concept of exlatence as
applied to God, If such an understanding were possible then religion
would not be a matter of belief, The true accout ls impossible for us,
Aristotle on the other hand in speaking about God as immaterial substance
is attempting to establish with regard to God a form of knowledge that
rns counter to what is important in religion, Becsuse the understanding
that Aristotle thought wes possible is not possible religious belief is
something different from what it might be supposed to be. Far belief in
God is not anything like & hypothesis or supposition, It 1s not supposing
that God exists, If somecne says: 'I believe that there is life on Nars!
then part of the point of this kind of suppoeition 1s that it mskes sense
to says 'I believe there is life there, but I am not certain!, But
belief in God is different. If it is thought to be same kind of hypothesis
which could be confirmed, es the hypothesis that there is 1ife on Nars might
be, then that makes God as contingent as life on Mars is, There may happen
to be life on Mars, On the other hand there may not be life there. But
belief in God is not believing that samething may happen to be the case
or not. With regard to the supposition about Mars it makes sense to
say: 'I belleve there is life there, but I am not certain, Soon we shall
find out', But it makes no sense to say in the seme way: 'I believe in
God, but I am not certain, I shall find out whether my belief is taxue!,
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There ic cucn o thing as lack of faith = but that is not anything
which one can gev rid of by appealing to the kind of evidence which would
decide tiab there is life on larse hack of faitli is not lack of evidence
in that scnese; 1l 1s sin not Lo balicves  hen Flabo says in the Timocus
ot is bhasphcsy oo dany thab God creobted the world, he sceas to mean
soictning Like tiiice

Une madn diffcrance then bebueen ddeto cad Ariztotle may be
stated by saying Wt Jor sristotle tie uatwre of Jod can be a matter
Clor huaan lovestigevione  For Jlavo it iz nob this, but {or more a
watber of wiab cnc Delieves abcub Jode  arlstoule's view leads to theology
in tie sense ted it walies sawe Lo ask wWhotiwr thers 1s an immeterial
substance ol also tries to shww that _tlaere is one whiich pocsesses the
nasure which Aristotle assigns Yo God 1n book /A ol the letaphysics,
Lihen Aristotle sgys thaot there is an imes T*vww\ vhich deals with
belngegaa=being he vhiats oo Wdedloys Is parl of tids lecausc it deals
vitl Lafmbericl sudsbance, oub for Flobo Uhcre is no such 3m6’ '\'4{ \,,4‘
wWicee God ié cancerneds For Lristolle i problen: 'Is there an imccterial
substance 7 ! ls o question that can be answered in lie alliruative, and
reasons can be givea for its existeaces aristolle uskes it look es if one
can give reascas for Wie exisbeace of an Lumaterial substance = and this is
Gode Jut bhic mekes tiie diffcrence betirmen belleving i God and not
believing in him, & differcace Letwesn vhab 15 more reasaialle and vhat
is less soe Jub balief in Uod 1s 0ol & reasan nor @ explanation of any
kind,

e have olready Jiscussed tie idea of crcation as 1t is found
in Plato (see ip 64--72.;} and we have tricd to show ti:at for him cresbion
is a religious idca. 4v is not an idea which can bC regarded as a result
errived at by philoso hical argusent and proofs 11 ulaspheqy is possible,
and Flato thought it was, tiere is no independent proof that there is
blagpheuys For relizlous belief to deny that God created the world is
Llesphenys you are deaying what you believe, end not vhat you have proved,
£ you deny hat you have proved this 1s not hlaspheny, but 2 contradictionm,
If o raliglous believer says: 'I cumot deny that God created the world
I dm't belicve that it is the result of chance' (cf, Sophist 265C ££) then
he ig saying that he camnot dewy what he belicves, dlaspheny 1s denying
vhiat one believes about Gods It might be aslied 'why ls that so serious 7
Surely denying what one belives is not as sericus as denying what cne
lmows } ' In the case of rellglous belief, denyingz ~het one believes is,
because here one does not possess knovledge, but only belief, There is
nothing but the bellef to deny. And s0 not to believe is to blaspheme,
That is why not to believe is such a serlous matter, So Plato says: 'én
the contrary supposition, which mct be gspoken without tlasphemy', The
contrary supposition, which is lack of belief, is blaspheny, If one denies
t.c creation, then one is not denying samething that has been mistekenly
asserteds If cne denies it as a misteken assertion, then this is to
ndsunderstend what one supposed ane denies, If it were just a matter of
soamething that could be elther mistakenly asserted or not, then it could
not be a matter of blaspheryyr, ' |
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The difference between Ilato and iristotle is also seen in their
different vicws of moralitye Arictotlels view chbout morality raises
questions that will not be discussed here, bubt we shall give some
indication of the cifference betveen his view and Flato's by discussing
two points of his etuicse These are:
fe iristotlels discussion of the Soeretic paradox 0585‘45 gK«:N 3‘?“‘&"‘{"" and
2. Aristotlets distinetion between intellectual virtue and moral virtue,

Tt may be suggested that Aristotlels discussion of 3ocratest's
view in book V11 of his ithics shous that Aristotle recognised the
upartaace of dkgaAs % 1in o discussion of this subject, wheress Socrates
did not; wisb aristotle did so is to his credit, and vwe may reject Socrates's
view because he fails to see this problam, Fram vhat we have alresdy said
about sSoerates it should be clear thal he did not deny that incontinence
is possidle as o mabber of fact, II it were lmpossible then Socrates
would have had ncthing to teacu,

ihe rcal point at iusuc, cs Aristotle sces the matter, is the
suggestion that the 3«@«:{; acbs throuzh isnorance and Lristotle wants to
wmderstand hat this ignorance ise Lils discussion of the ‘practical
syllosdsat has “hids end in view, but 1t is difficult to see how his
discussion of thic answers Socrates's problems Aristotle's account of the
ignorance that is invdlved in'o\u@.ﬂs. 1s that the zkeol T'v‘fg does not realise
that one or other of the praulses of a prastical syllogiam applies to
his ackbion, rHe scans to think that this sdlves the difficulty that arises
and allows us to sce that locrates's statement of the problem is mistaken,
Aristotle, however, ot the end of his discusslon says that Socrates was
right, This misht well he o ease of Aristotle's thinking, as he often
does, that a previous philosopher has correctly recognised a problem bub
Los failed to cive an nccurabe solution. Aristotle, nevertheless, interprets
Socratests prohlem in his own way, end attempts to solve that, but the wey
in which he interprets it makes his protlem not the one which concerned
Socrates. hat we intend to show is that the interpretation Aristotle
gives is not vhat Socrates meant vhen he said that a man who does evil does
so in igmorance, For the ignorance that Socrates is spealing of here is
not i~morence of a peneral rerise that applies to a particular ease, but
imorance of the evil involved in an action,

The i-norance of the evil that can be invelved in an setion seems
to have been of a particular kind for Socrates, As we have attempted teo
show Socratic ignorance is primsrily icnorance in the sense of not being
ahle to wnderstand the difference between good and evil, although knowledge
that there is a difference is possible, For examples of such differences
can be given, The distinction here between form and thing for Socrates,
that is the distinction be_tman Just acts and justice, is the distinetien
between a particular act where there is a known distinction between good
and evil (or justice and injustice), and the form, a knowledge of whieh
would be an understanding of the difference between justice and snjustice,
The fact that lato sometimes spesks of forms auch as injustice becomes
clearer if we look at the matter in this way., For knowing the form of
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injustice would be muerstmdinb what injustice m, ;}mtu knowing the form
of justice would be understanding what justice 1s Ww® wlOtd . It wes
this knowledge or understending that Socrates denies we possessed, We
can inow that there 1s a diffcrence between good and evil in particular
instances, but we cannot know what that difference is in itself, It is
this character of Socrates’s view that is lacking in aristotle, ie ean
see this, for instence, in his saying that the standard is tic good
men ana in his criticism of the form of the Goods Aristotle rejects
the wnity of goodness which Flato's view asserts, l.hat Plato refers to
as the form of the Good, about which he says that we ¢amnot gain perfeet
knoviledge, is what Socrates said he was ignorant about, Aristotle,
however, rejects the notion, It is neither an object of knowledge or
ignorance for him, He denies its exictence, Socrates!s position,
however, is thet he is ignorant of its existence, But that does not
mean for him that it does not exist and there can be no knovledge of
ite Only that he does not possess it, Socrates® position is that God
knows, anu tiis 35 the view that we see influencing Flato's thought
espoeially in the Laws. |

Ihe kind of ignorance that Aristotle discusses is different,
ile is concerned with a persan not realizing that a particular action is
the one that should be done in a particular instance, It is not that what
Aristotle says is compietely wmistaken, bubt that vhat he says does not
answer Socratests problem, Aristotle argues that there are two kihds of
prewise involved in the practical syxlogmn. sie says:
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One main distinction that Aristotle is making here is between
premises that ere wiversal and ones that are particular, He thinks that
it is possible to lnow the universal premises 'Dry food is beneficial to
all men' without knowing in a particular instance that some perticular
food is dry. With regard to knowledge of the particular premise he thinks
that it is possible either to possess the knowledge and not exercise ic,
or to possess it end exercise it, A man may know that some particular food
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before him is dry and so good for him, but he mey not exercise his
knwiledge by eating ite. This distinction betwesen potential and actusal
knovlledge is importent here and Aristotle has already made the distinstion
(1144031). .hen he says at the end of the passage quobed: “AT&
T¢ 34\1 ’to\'.\roog S L euo[‘.uq—to’v , he is
repeating Jhe goint he has made earl\ier\(ﬂu’:bBB),} 8“"1‘-" L, To
Yovu piv py Buwpodvrs 3t kel To Ogweodvta ¥ | N o
850 Tokrrew + Tol To yep dowsk Stivov, &M 00k £l py Seueiv,
A 1147 af vhen Lo sags veta T 8,}\ ToU T % SwlacL Todg TeeToug krh.
he is referring to this frequent wistinctlam between potential and ectual
novlledge and not to the disbinction he wskes at 1147al when he is referring
to the two diiferent kinds of pranises. .he distinction between potential
and acbual knowledge iveelf applies to both idnds of promise, It is this
distinction that aristotle uses in describing ordinary action, Knowledge
wust be actual if action is to take place. The difiiculty wdth Aristotle's
vicw is that he taduks the disbtinction between potential and actusl
knovilodge can be apilied equally Vo the wmidversal praalse and to the
particuler, Jub in the way in wideh ae epplies it to the universal
preaise it camiob ve applicc Lo e particular, and as a matter of fact
Aristotle docs not so apply it, even if Le claims he does, For with
refond to e wiversal prawise thie kiad of thing Aristolle has in mimd
in speaidng of the dificrence beuween potenvial and acbual lnovledge is
the difference beuweon inoving samebning and not celling it to mind at
soug particular tiue, and calling it Lo udade Jub theb kind of distinctien
is impossible wita regard Lo wist sristotle calls tiie particuler jremise,
If an cxmugle of such & prauise iud 'Ihis Jfood before we s dry', then
eiticr I kaow thids or L do note 1he fact tnab it is impossible to
distingulish bebwecn poleatial and actual knowledye in this casec as one can
wits: e wiversel preuise, led aristotde to say that actual nowledge in
this casc is acting in accordaace willi whiat ane lmowse Jub Lhat is net
movdledge but agticie
Jub even if there ls this difficulty in Aristotle's accomt of
ordinery scbion, ne realiwed bthat it would not account for incontinence,
even though Lie seas o suggest tids when le says: '3ince thore are two
kinds of premises, there is now.uiy to prevent a man's Laving both premises
and acting egeiust ids imowledge, provided that hie 1s using only the
wmiversal prodse enc not the part%mﬁ.ar.v‘ A fie goes on to sayt ZITL T 2)
’({ng Tf\:l\l $noT /g;l\/ 3{’)\\/\0\/)1@,0‘!?’?\/ S‘w\%’ vov e’\v\ eé\{\"rwex;
G“d‘/f,xi\' ‘;o?g XV D w oIS * gV T Y € Xev t‘;’l %(ﬁﬂﬁ “
8L S¢epovanv 5o v ™ % Vo weTe ﬂ;:l\ T8 {
Voo é’)(i"’) olov T0>/ v eeuu OV To, Well Iuw:rsvov ¢ olvwi tvov,
o{)\)u\at r.\v o%no Sm\‘\@i\ﬁmu oC Y*E. %v Totg 'ﬂd@gm\/ 3«7&3.(11&7&10)
This is a dlifcrent fomw of ignorance in which 'the fact thet men use the
language that flowe fraw inowlledge proves aotidng!, and the knowledge that
is the oppovite of this kind of igorance must becawe part of oneself
and this takes time,' If thils lind of ignorance camnob be explained in
teras of the distinction between potential and actusl knowledge that applies
to orindary acticn, how is it lo be exglalned Y Aristotle conpares it to
madness and drmkemmess, and sug ests that in order to wnderstand how such
«lFhm



ignorance can be dissolved we must go to the ?0610)\5}/“ .
Ineontinence is a matter of particular pessions, and disregard for the
universal which states vhat ought to be done,

Jhatever we say about the details of Aristotle's account of
incontinence (and the above is not a camplete accownt) what he atteats
to do is to give a description of it. He is most cancerned with how
incontinence 1s possible, Dut that did not concern Socrates, He was not
interested so much in a plhysialogical ceseription of incantinense, but
in trying to understand how it can be Jveremme, It could only be overcome
he thought by fallowlng the good and not the ovil, ihat Aristotlc 8ays
about, incontinence certainly does not help us to overcoms it, His
position is that the difference between an incantinent and imprudent man
and one who is cantinent and prudent is that the latter not aily lmows
what is right but also does it, uhereas the former only kmows what is
right and does not do it, 3ut that does not help us to wderstand how
e can be continemt instead of incontinent. Socrates's problem, on
the other hand, is not whether we can give a deseription of incatinenge
which describes how it occurs bub whether we can understand something
about it which will enable us to do something about it, Aristotle tells
uss ‘We became good by doing good deeds', but this is small camfort if
we are ignorent of why we do evil and are wnable to do what is good, It
is our ignorence here that Socrates stresses,

The distinction that Aristotle mekes between intellestual
and moral virtue is central to the accoamt that he gives in the Nicomachean
Ethics, This distinction is partly comected with vhat he says in the
last book about the relationship that humen beings can have with God, Fop
it is the possession of intellegtual virtus that makes possible the
relationship that Aristotle thinks there is between men and God, He
placed moral virtue below the intellectusl kind, It is this distinetion
of Aristotle's that makes his view of morality strikingly different from
Flato's, This distinction is not to be found in Flato and its sbsence
there makes Flato's view of the relation between morality and religion of
a particular kind, Aristotle's view does not ralse the kind of problems
about the relation between morality end religion that Plato's does, He
places little emphasis upon the moral conflict vhich 1s connected with g
religious view of morality, Our discussimn of Aristotle’s view of
incontinence has shown that he treats this very much as & conflist between
the intellectual and morel parte of the soul, between Abyos  and Iniuuls and
his account of the matter is almost purely desariptive, His ides that
in order to find out how the incontinent man loses his ignorance, we should
consujt the dusioASyou , 18 in sharp eontrest to Flato's 1des of the matter,
That forPlatomparbofﬂwlvijuq‘mhMIﬁemichkwﬂm@tomm
only be overcome by 'imouwing the gods rightly end living accordingly,!

Aristotle distinguishes between intellectual and morel virtue at
the end of Book 1 and at the beglnningof book 11 of his Ethics, He sayss
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GuogfSoras 3% xeb  dercd etk 1y edows BT A dopix 1o
ol U TV /-t}s PZV Sld-VMIT“;)‘S i::f)e ‘?""l"‘ éz "y quepn{u«‘v 5\91%{5.
Y Q(’,o‘f"\ﬂr §|¢Vf'\"o‘§:-8> s :gv Suvonﬂlﬁic s 8t ‘f\elKﬁg)
8,_"‘“\5 8 N dejﬂlﬂv\;t; n)t\csﬁiwn&b'ac‘\(u*‘/“"s ’{Xi\- Kok ,hiv iview
n \‘k" Bt Vo Ty 3 nue):ts BTt Wt Ypovou' 5
il iy SEmey BT T g pew kil Tolve pat Fagaue
N QIK'\\'\ £ égous :tg%rt yl\l%mt- )
40% KKAvodv & T8 ToU iQovs.
The question that this passage raises is: 'loesn't the
attaimment of moral virtue take time end experience 7 ! Aristotle
suggests that it is just a matter of habit, meaing by this, that
it is doing the same thing over &nd over again, But, of course, there
can be bad habits as well as good ones, and the problem is how to
distinguish between those, Later, however, in book V1 he doss scmething
to alter this first impression when he distinguishes between two kinds
of morel virtue., @oTE KxBxTice 3‘“5 W00 SofxoTiod Bdo drvelly,
&wor S el \¢C°W]/("§ ) %gtw W}"" 8:;{'\'(-): /Qg;K%uuiu?j:g'ta el
Zgioy e o 81 xughy el Téror§ e
Yi(/f,ToL\. %Vi\) beovﬁﬁ‘iws
Aristotle's discussion in book V1, chapter 13 does show
that he is unBkappy ebout the broad distinction that he has made
earlier (1103al ££)s In fact vhat he says later seems to do away with
the distinction,
This is only an indicatipn of the difficulty of the questions
about morality that Ardstotle is tr;;:\ng to snswer, When he says, for,
instange, in this same passaget §ionse ives %ﬂ% 'If‘:‘t:c_q‘t Iag decoig
povisely Zhvaul Wl Fw wgf“,'ls fetv ,12 % ) 1-.55% \
fke Tocvsy ° &re 'f,a.i.v Y‘,‘C ieov-v' g Wito sl T @"“S,
holpTunsy, Brc 3'edx Xvey dpevisews Kadwg fAeyev.
(11440 17), he overlooks the point of Socrates's paradax that virtue
is one thing., For the protilem here 1s sbout the ynity of virtue as
Wﬁd@. not how diffemt{ virtues are ppo vﬁcag . (%i w Kea{ﬁ]g
e ooV Aoyouy Tv)_g degwg 3551)'0 €l\f\u- 201077 peig y¥e eiwu :téaug_) (1 M)g
ihen Aristotds sayss Slov ohyv ik Th sighpNwv Al o dx .
otov TS leowbq Sven. Kvp g A Ve ¢€°V‘1°'“"S) 0ddc bedvipov Fvev
T 4 8ikils ags s .(114kb30) he 1s still making a distinetin between
,\ﬁ 3‘9.\(,31 &anl/a;d *)eo VoS as JQLT'\] 81t Vo»\,lT,,Kq,l which
is foreign to Socrates's thought on the matter, The same thing can be
sadd sbout hie remsrk a little laters & po yug T3 $eovyos
y.u% 61\4@(00&)3 NoFae (¢ ot Ol dpgral) &nﬁagouo.v. (1145a2);
The main point about Socrates's view here is (to use Aristotle's language)
that you eamots distinguish between do5T4, and ¢€°/V41"'$ . Dut Aristotle
thinks there is a difference and he seems to betray the divergenee between
his view and Socrates's when he says! 3-%0\/ 8¢, Vv «f r.%‘
ne_otk‘m(f.i %v, Bre B v d\’n’;ig 8ia o Tob poefov Jesﬁv chwu,
(114582) He refers to the intellectual pert of human nature when he says
S T4 Tol poefoo &.@_{.ﬁ,lv {%vau
as if one oould imow what being prudent is without belng so,
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Ar:x.stoﬂ.e thinks that it n moosaary to make this distinction
between 4)@0\1»‘6\_; and otqj,‘('\ﬁ (1.e 'Vl ﬁémw\ O)Qﬂ"\ ) because the
first deals withWigh ™ WA and the latter with & TEAog . This
distinction between things that reclate to the end and the end itself would
for Sosrates not make sense in cansidering what virtue is, ror as we have
tried to show, what Socrates was concerned asbout was 'being good as
distinct from 'doing good‘ md if the end is 'being good! then there is
no distinction betwoen Wk Wby To Tdog and 1) Ti*os There is then no
means of being good apart from being good and that is the end iteelf, That
is what Socrates meant when he said that knowing what virtue is is being
virtuous, Aristotle fails to see this, When he says: ‘e besome good
by doing good thinga' he fails to see the distinction between 'being good!
and doing good', It is his fallure to see this distinction that leads
him to the view that he puts forward in the last book of the Ethics,

Someone might object to this distinction, and say that ane
carmot completely distinguish between the two, In that case it is
necessary to point to the difference that there is between the possibility
of doing good and possibility of being good, For 1t is possible to be good
without doing good, and it is possible to do good without being good, If
& person is good, then it is he who is goods If a person does good, his
actions may be anes that he cmsiders to be so, although he inows that they
are not dane with a good heart, The actions do not flow from his goodness,
They are not a direct result of goodness, It is Impossihle to do away with
e distinction of this kind, To distinguish between prudence as an
intellectual virtue and moral virtue, as Aristotle does, dees not help to
understand this distinction,

Aristotle failled then to understand what Socrates was saying,
Socrates's view, like Flato's, wes a religious me, It sees a close
relationship between human virtue and God, Aristotle, however, thinks of
virtus in a two=fold way as intellectual and moral, and {rom what he says
in Book X it is clear that it is the farmer of these thot for him comests
human life with God and not the lattery he seems rather to ridicule the
idea that God could have anything to do with moral virtue, It is the life
that is in acoordance with reason that is most loved by God,

It is not clear what exactly Aristotle means by
He thinks that this is a life maooomdmcevdthm highest form of virtue,
One characterdstic that makes@ tho highest virtue for Aristotle is its
sal? suffictenay, (& B¢ Tofg Wk Ka 'Sty Bv Sdvemt Suesiv,
1177833) Otweid is ite own end, but all practical activites have somee
thing else in view, The best life is ane of philosophical eontewplation
which gains its own end through the exergdse of voils, It is anly through
the exereise of Vols that the best kind of life is achieved,

What makes this hisheet form of humen 1ife possible is whet

Aristotle cslls Ocioy YL . trasts 3t
SmQ $1 ToOXo (ne. & volg) ToD u-w 1oy voge 'ro»/ W ﬂ'P, hxm‘&eov '

Ay dgﬁf{ v (Le. ¥ VK ‘f") 81‘ 6ciov o V‘o»s ne.‘ 1.“ s&g nov)
kil & icouny Tévtov Blog Pslog “eA Ty dvlednwey Blav .

(1177028) It is samething divine and not human that makes this best kind

of 1ife posaihle, Aristotle only succeeds in showing us what he considers

to be the highest kind of human virtue by making it samething divine and
al P



not human. The real difficulties of human life seem to be overccne here
anly because they are not treated as human, vhat both Socrates and Flato
were concerned with, however, wes ﬁ &V 9&“’"‘/”‘] 3’9!-"{ and how that

is possihle is nob understood by shelving the problem as Aristotle does.
For Aristotle's answer to the question of how humen virtve is to be gained
istosaythatitisgainednabashmwirbmbutassmthmg Beios
The difficulty in trying to understend what Aristotle means by intelleetual
virtue ee the highest form of humsan virtue is that it is not really human
virtue.

This view is a sharp contrast with Flato's, His problem is how
ﬂlegmaoulachiemthavirbuethatispmpertait. He thought the
achieyement is attended by serious difficulties and obstacles. Dut he
does think that it is humen virtue that is aehleved, if it is achieved,
The life of the human soul is determined Ly the cholces it makes, Its
life is its cholces - how it chooses to live; and that is not just an
intellectusl life, It includes the 1ife of what Aristotle calls 16 dheyov
the Life of $r.Ouple as well as of Voos .

It isthiadiffemoev&d.chleadsusto see how Flato's view of
wmorality is religious 19 a way thet Aristotle’s is mot, For Aristotle the
1ife of Sopia, 45 surdeXns o A life in accordance with reason fulfils
the highest needs of men. And Aristotle does not doubt for cne moment
that it is self~sufficient, That gives to human life & perfeetiam of its
omwenthriswﬂedooecellitei?os . But Pleto did not think that
humen life is self-sufficient, It is its inperfection that raises his
problems, and his view of that was that it eould not be overcome apart
from the help of the gods. For Aristotle humen life ean possess its own
divine nature in the exercise of velg » It is self-eufficient and in no
need of divine help, Aristotle!s view of the relation betwesn vhat ie
human and divine is that vhat 13 Tumsn possesses for itself what is divine,
ummmmﬂmmtmmmﬂmammm,mm“
the soul'e dw and divine judgnent makes its nature different from that
of God,  Osbg B¢ 00 plyvum lveeuém.e . The gods are above
us end will alweys remain our judges,

The difference between Plato and Aristotle here is great. The
difference may be staved by saying that Aristotls thinks that it is possible
for a person to be esows%um only as & result of the cultivation of a
naturel ebility = that is the cultivation of Vol , For Aristotle Voig
18, o doubt, sauething which 1a TWes Beig ot Tols S5 dhy 0S¢ EdTuyion Jmgyee
(1179b22); The achievemsnt of the Hghest form of virtue is dependent on
good fortwns, and sven then it is not samething human but divine,

Asluimie Tév VooV pevev Bdpabiv Enuiciévac woil O¢Tov € el pbvev
(De Generstione Animalium 736b28), This seems to suggest thet VoUs is
pmpeﬂ.ym&ﬂngmmltohmJ.ﬁe. = & divine eleat in humen
1ife which is not pert of humn nature itself, Nods is Ostdv T
W TR dvbedmw (1177628), and it may well have been this idea that
influenced the 3tolcs, If the highest kind of human virtue is pessible
it will be aehieved as a result of the possession of scmething that 1sExiog.
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tentative a.rxi often cnly lustrative, For Aristotle the problems
of zﬁ' “46" T &»/Be}olteﬂ 4>Moa~o¢ (1181b23) cen be maw
apart fran religion. Jor Flato they camnot,

The difference between the two views does, however, reise the
question: Yihat does religion provide for men which is not provided in
any other way ¥ ' Flato thought that it enables a person to know the gods
and live in accordance with that knowledge, out he does not seem to have
thought & possible to possess that kind of knowledge apart from a religious
1life, The knovledge is in the life itself, What he denies is that an
wderstanding of religion is possilile apart from living a religious life,
So there ic no answer to the question of vhat religin providss for men
which is not provided in any other way, apart from areligious life,

Bub can't people think about God and not live areliglous 1ife ?
lieny questions may arise in one's mind about Gods Is he perfeetiy just ?©
The questianmn be of the formt Does he really have that nature 7 How can it
be showm that he doss 7 That seems to be the way in whiah questions about
God arose for Aristotle., BSut they are anly questions gbout God, and they
exercise the attention of philosophers, But religion is not thinking
sbout God; it is lnowing God in that kind of life that only he can make
possible for men. This was mare like Flato's view, If one thinks about
God in the way that Aristotle did then what seams to be st stake are
questions about God's nature, But for religian those questims cammot
arisey they ore already decided. Aristotle was concerned with what God
is, rather than with what relationship is posasble between men and God,
This is trus of whal he says about God in the Metaphysics, then he
deals with human nature, it is just that that interests him, He is net
goncerned with the kind of relatimship there can be between men and God,

Does this exagcerate the diﬁ‘ereme betwoen the two views 7 Did
not Flato too ses in the exsrcise of VOUS the highest achievement of human
beings and this is &idravos, (Timaeus 90). But there is the difference
we have mentioned, For Ardstotle it isV0v5 that is central, T.'hiais@{o
It is divine in nature - divine Wi G vov . Aristotle says it ocmes

Olew Osv because for him its nature is divine not humen, That nakes
huzan life & temporal wnian of samething divine and scmething hwman, But
because the divine element 1s present of iteelf in human life, that makes
unnecessary any need for any kind of dependence of what is human on what
is divine, For the human already possesses it, (Aristotle's view might
be compared to certaln Gnostic views about the nature of Jesus), The idea
that humen life is & struggle between good and evil in which divine
assistance 1s needed to overcame is absent fram Aristotle,

Aristotle's view might be compsred to Flato's in the Phaedo,
There Flato thinks of human life a2 made wp of two alemente different in
rature - the soul and the body, and the life of the soul, so far as it is
relsted to vhat ia divine, is thoughtof Xoywrg; Some of the things
he says make it look as if only vo Aochrrucov is immortal, But even
then Flato does not say that it is divine, but anly akin te the divine,
What he says later in the myth makes it clear that Flato is concemned in
general with the lmuortality of \{»um ad not just of Vols , and that
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means that he is concerned with the relation of human life qua human
life .4th what is divine., Flato's distinction is between the humaen
body and the human soul, while Aristotle's iz between the human body
and human soul and that part of the human soul which 1s not really
humen 8t all, bub Osies ,

Flato's view is bound to raise more serdous difficulties than
Aristotle’s, and they are difficulties that are conserned with a religlous
view wjereas Aristotle!s is not, In fast Aristotle anly answers Plato's
problen about immortality by rejecting ite hy are they questimms of &
religious kind 7 The answer to this question 1s not easy to give., The
reason seems to be that for Plato the human soul is not Oelog « God's
nature is different fram humen nature, and so if human beings are to
shape in the 1ife of the gods it cannot be as their equals, Aristotle,
however, seems to think that only if humen beings share the same nature
with God can there be eny kind of relabtion bebtween them, But 4f humen
bedngs possess of their own nature samething. Ostos , then religion is
not possitle, For that depends on God's bein,, ® Flato deseribes him in
the Laws, qiAkvDewwog . It is difficult to imagine Aristotle's God
being that,.

When Plato describes the life of the human soul in the Phaedrus
myth and says that it is JgwS that characterises its life, this is meant
to show that the life of a human soul must be dependent on that of other
human souls and on the gods, This is very different from Aristotle's view
of the ?xm‘u{kuA of the intellectual part of the human soul. its nature
as Oslog makes it independent of others. The kind of love too that

Aristotle seems to have in mind when he says that God moves ewverything

¢£S aeof»r.uw seems Lo be different from Flato's notim of the matter. For
Aristotle this 20WS  is the achievement of form and as applied to the
intellestusl part of the human soul, he scems 1o think that this achievement
o the part of one persmn is independent of others. Aristotle thinks thet
thet part of the human soul which is O<log is always Otlogy , It is that
part which alone is imumortel (De Anime 43Ce2)). It almost looks as if it
is an alien element in nman life ~ not part of husan life itself, In so
far as it 1s Oslog it does not change, though human life beeomes immortal,
as he puts it, in so far as it is ruled Ly that part. Butit is because
that part is divine that Aristotle thinks of the development of the humen
soul as move an individual emcermn, He does not think a2 Flato does that
it is very much dependent upon the kind of relatianship that exists between
human beingse

For Flato the relationships that csn exist between humen beings
ean be an image of & human being's relation with what is divine, This seems
to be the point of his saying in the Phaedrue myththat a lover seeks out a
beloved in whom he oan recognise the god he follows. The relatimmshidp between
the two then becomes &n image of the relation between the lover and his
god, This is an importent ides in Flato. It is the sawe thing he has
in mind in the Laws when he eays that it is in a'ccumon life wnder the lave
that human beings can follow the life of the gods. This makes Flato's

view very different from Aristotle's because it means for him that the
- 201 -



aciievewent of lusortality, that is the establishment of a relationship
between hunen beings end the gods, deperds wpon the kind of relationship
thiolt exdlsts betueon hunan beings themselwves., There has to be Some kind

I cornaon 1;1.:’ Ce i hwwzon beins must recomise his own limitetions and
seo Bt "C“’S mekos 1t rocescars e Lo 4o enter inte relots enships

of love it poonle, Jor ‘ristolle, heverer, o "‘m”‘ bCin becames

eio (1{6‘!&1’03 in so0 far ns he cltiveobes 'to w 41 f”“’ 98;0\/ ’
and that is an individucl matter, A humon beiny can beecame this alone,

PRONRTRED

Dub Ahe 1ad of view that Plato holds does ralse serious questions

Dub
ebout the gencral relobiconshin between philososhy and reli-ion, For in
Flato e find philasorhy end relipion oo clacely connected that it is
Cifficult %o distinguish betieen the two,  The question may be acked vhetheyr
such o position ic the correct eneornobs Dub thot -vection 48 based an |
& misundersuanding of wWiab pullozoly iz, £ e sy that Tlasovs
philosor th is religiouws, thoan o Jdo not meon that ¥loto “ios shown thet
p};j_}_oso&,’: yosaous bhe truth of rilisien, and co s shllesophy is correot,;;‘
vhisrecs Aristolle's 1s nob Leceuse e dcoes uot chow its truth, Fop the
whilogoply is different toos [lete's 1o rcliglouc;  lrictotlels is

noty, Can we say uu,.t phllosozly 25 philosophy 15 ohle to aoke Judgments
avoub relizion Wileh have SJ.‘_}Z;-J.lCuHuC acopendently of relizion 7 That

is, they have phlloscphleal sinificance, ub not 2 raligicus ene, If
there are to be Judzents ohoub rellijion, then they earnoh be devold of

religious eignilicance wiless they are judgnanbs to thc effcet that religim
is dipossibles Huv then they cre not Judsucnts choud »llzion, because there
is no such thing, I they ave to have ralisiows si;,nificcncc, then religlon
is presuygoscds Vtlicrilse, as far as rdliglon 1o concorned,they are ,
veaninglessy vub tiwy are also seaningless os far as philosophy s concerned, |
vlato's view io an exomple of o view whilech does accept tiwnb e may eall

the realit) or reliciony sristotle's does nct,

The same point can oe pub in another way if we soy that in
religion there is no wderstanding of religion apart from the religious
belief itself, The wnderstanding is the religiony or you =it sxy the
wdershanding is then relizious,
Avistotle!s philosopiy coatains a view about the noture of God,

Doesntt that make it religious ? 3ut this io only true i we make no
distinction between the meandngs of relizliours, non-~relizicus and irreligioun,
hecording to this classificabion Flato's view will still be colled

religious, bub will that mean that Aristotlets view is irralizious 7 It
wizht rather be called non=-religlous, and porhops Aristotle would heve
described it in this way, with certain reservations, Jut he could hardly
have wanted to say that his view of God and the sowl werc religlous,
iristolle is only caicemed with the nat ture of the soul and of God as
indeperxient entities, and not with the kind of relationahip between the

soul and God thal makes religion what it is, Ariatotle's view about
religion is clearly stated in the Hetaphysies; "Our forefathers in

the most ramote ages have handed down to their posterity a tradition,

in the form of e myth, that these hodies are sods and that the divine
encloses the vhole of neture, The rest of the tradition has been

added later in mythical fom with o view to the persuasion of the multitude
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and to its legal end utilitardan expediency.' Aristotle is anly prepared
to accept as much of raligion as agrees with his own views about the
nature of the universe, There is little ides of the kind of humap needs
that relizion serves, But for Flato 'the service of the laws is the
service of the godst, Flato could hardly have agreed with Aristotle's
view of religion, But if Aristotle would have regarded his view as
nonwrelizious, for Flato it would have been lrreligious, It is often said
that Aristotle's view of God is impersonal and the semse in vhich Flato
says in the Lews (716C) that human beings must beeame fallowers of God
probehly made little sense for Aristotle, The way in which Flato meant
this led him to stress the importance of the practice of religion, and so
for him religious worship is central, If there is a view of pro#idmw
in chapter X of book £} of the Hetaphysi® then it s impersonal compared
with Plato's view as that is stated in the Laws, Aristotle would have
mderstood 2 nm~religim view of life, His view is largely that,
Flatobs view, however, is that a nonereligious view is impossible, One's
view is either religious or irreligious, We find in Flato, for instance,
abhorrence of temple robbery and this is the first cxdme that he deals
with in estabilishing laws, The worst form of crime is crime against
the dwelling places of the godss And that can only be the worst form of
erime for someme for whom religion is first, The pods demand the first
allegiance of human beings, then thelr ovn souls, and lastly their moterisl
welfare, oSuch a view of religion makes it Impossible to think of
philosoyhical thinking ebout it as something independent of i, It
religion 1s that, then it eannot just be an objest of enquiry, For that
is then the way to live, and any thinking about it is regarded as mrt of
thet way of life itself, Dut more than that, For Flato it is a mistake
to think that thinking about it will lead one to a perfeet uderstanding
apart fram the life itself, Perfect understanding is in eny case impossitle
for hunen beings. Whatever understanding is possible comes in living s
religious life,

Flato's view accepts the reallty of religlan. His thoughts
about the soul and God are what he thinks then to be, Bub here 'thinke!
does not mean 'supposet, But for Aristotle religlon is mainly a matter
of supposition, If we ask whai accepting the reality of religion is '
then it is not something which depends on proof, but it is something which
decides one's way of 1ife,
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