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INTRODucrrION

Before stating the aims and the plan of this thesis,

it is necessary to discuss two problems which need prior

justification. Since the topic of this thesis is the devel-

.opment of Plato's theory of knowledge in the dialogues

prior to the Republ~,we must determine what the relevant

dialogl1es are and the order in which they were written. And

we must argue,against Taylor,Burnet and ShoreY,that the

doctrines of these dialogues are not merely Plato's lnher-

itance from Socrates,if we are to talk in terrosof deii'el-

opment at all.

Th~ D.i.§logues ans'L,t~ Qro.er of' rr:helr...90.~B.2&tl2..11

There are two main methods of deciding in which

order the d:Lalogues were composed: stylometric analysis and

doctrinal analysis. The results of each method should

complement each other if we are to be sure of an order.

Since the results of stylo:.:netric analysis are surer when

determining broad,rather than narrow,divisions in Plato's

worlrs, the~; must be com.plemented by other considerations

.when the dialogues in questi.on were ~Tri tten wi thin a short

period of time.. Thus, table one, l'iThi ch 11sts the stylometric

resul ts of five scholars, provides us wi th a framework .. 1. ~1e
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~litic~~,!j~~e~~,~h~~~~~~ and L~~ were composed after

the .R~J2ubIA~; (2) that the !E£1.2.~!,~uth..Y-E.h::s£,:r:ro~af£.9..J;~,

La~he~,.Cra~y~,Cha=£I!lides,~,PhaELd£and SymE~§'~~ precede

the ;tieE,ublic; (3) that the ~J2.o:l;.2.£;-X,.~J?h!.£,~id~and

~che~ precede the~; (4) that the Hf:3no precedes both

the ;~po~ium and the Phaed~. The dialogues with l'lhich we

are most concerned are the ~,?J:laedo and. S;x:rg.j2o§.tudE,. He

shall argue-that the ~hae~~ precedes the ~po§~~ and that

the~ is the latest of the d.ial.ogues preceding the

Pha;e1io.

Although stylometric analysis tends to place the

Symposium before the Pha~~,there is good reason to regard

it as later~ Raven conjectures:

:r believe that the R..~a~9:2. ~'las wri tten before the
~~,that one main motive of the §lJR~~~um was
to relieve the extreme asceticism of the Phaedo by a
vivid picture of the aesthetic as opposed to the
strictly intellectual aspect of the theory of Ideas,
and that t~e ~li9. then gives us the required
synthe s j. s 0

Augm1enting this vieH is the argument that, since the theory

of Id.eas is introduced carefully in the ~3 but is

assumed in the SymJ?ps~,the ~~~~do must be prior.

The ~,in form, content and method, illustrates

characteristics which clearly mark it off from other dia-

logues of the same period. It continues beyond the aporetic

stage,l'1"hich is reached at SOa,and posits doctrines which

clearly foreshadow the Ph~~l<2.o R. Robinson 1'I1"i tes of the ne1'1"

method:



The Meno's discussion of hypothetical method seems
to have-vaiue as the symbol of a valuable change in
Plato's writings. With the introduction of this method
he is passing from destructive to constructive thinl~ing•
• • • The dialogue begins with refutations of Menols
defini tions of virtue, and. ends wi th attempts to say
something positive about virtue ••• by means of the
hypothetical method., It is thus a microcosm. of the
whole series of Plato's dialogues; for. on the whole·
those previous to the~ are merely destrEctive and
those after it are definitely constructive.

To argue from an interpretation of Plato's dialogues for

their relative order is a dangerous procedure, but I believe

that the differentiating characteristics of the MeuS?,~c}£

and SYffi£~sJ~ are clear enough to justify it.

~..§.i~ti.£_ ~119-.j~h,e Evol}]~tio£§ry T1l.eo.:r.i.~§.

By the "static theoryll is meant that many of the

teachings which Plato makes Socrates express in his dial-

ogues 1'lere held by the historical Socrates. These teachings

include the theory of Ideas,the iTI1.1l.ortality of the soul,

mystical vie'i'J"s of religion,and stress on mathematics'.5

'l'he "evolutlonary theory" is that Plato's metaphysical

doctrines grew from his reflection upon Socrates' search

for universal definl t:i.ons and upon the wOl"k of other Greelr

philosophers~

The static theory has to explain Hhy Plato,having

inheri ted the tlte theory of Ideas, refrained from sta-ci.ng
/

it fully until he had written som.e dozen dialogues., Thus,

what becomes crucial for this theory is the presence or

absence of the doctrine of Ideas in the early dialoguese
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He shall discuss ];uthllEhl"'o 6d,which is,as 't-ve have seen,

an early dialogue. Socrates says:

:Remember then that I did not asl{: you to inform me of
one or two of those many holy things,but to define
that one essential form which makes holy all that is
holy. For you agreed that holy actions are holy and
'unholy actions unholy by virtue of a single form in
each case. Do you not remember?

Then,when Euthyphro agrees,Socrates says:

'Tell me then 'what is this actual form: then by looking
at it and using it as a pattern I may call holy any
action of yours or another's that conforms to i t,ancl
call unholy what does not conform to it.

P. Shorey writes of this passage: flthe lang;uage of the

definition here is indistinguishable from the language of

the metaphysical theory of Ideas in the later cUalogues. ,,6

This is undoubtedly correct: l1ei(1os11 anclllj.dea" ( ll form ll ) are

regularly the technical terms of Plato's theory of Ideas.?

But Euthyphro,for all his agreement,gives no ino_ication of

understanding by tleidos" and "ideall anything more than a

characteristic common to some particular instances. It is

Aristotle's testimony that clinches the problem; at

~physic~I,rU078,b.JO,he w-ri tes:

Socrates,however,did. not regard general terms or
defini tions as having independence; it l'TaS other
philosophers (Plato and his followers] who separ~ted
them from things and. gave them the name t1ideas". 8

Since Aristotle is not criticizing so much as

making a statement of fact,we can be confident of this

testimony. The significance of "eidos" and tliclea tl in the

~vthY£hE£ is that Socrates used words to which Plato,later,
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came to attach considerably more importance than Socrates

ever clid. The arguments by which Taylor,Burnet and Shorey

upheld the static theory have been refuted or shown to be

doubtful by Adam,Robin,Ferguson and Grube. 9

Furthermore,not onl;y- can the evolutionary theory

be substant:Li~.ted by an analysis "Jhich sho't'J"S that there is

a development in Plato's thought,it also attributes to

Plato a dYnamism and originality wh:tch are in keeping wi th

his later philosophizing.

The aim of this thesis is to give an account of the

development of Plato t s theory of kn01'rledge in the dialogues

preceding the ReJ2ublie. t\le shall see l'rhat this theory grew

from by examining previous notions,in Greek religion and

philosophy, that influenced Plato. Because of the distinc­

tive character of Plato!s doctrines,his metaphysics and

theory of the soul are closely tied to his epistemology,

and an adequate aCCOLtnt must show the effect of their

development upon Plato rs theory of ll:n01'J'ledge. vIe have to

do this because the "Forms" are the objects of knowledge

and because the doctrine of anamnesis is that which makes

knowledge possible for Plato. Perhaps because he was

wri ting dialogues, in whl eh question and. anSi'l'er play an

important role,Plato became particularly aware of the

virtues and defects of the Socratic method of inquiry .. Thus

we shall trace not only the development of Plato's theory
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of knowledge, but also the development of the method by

which lrno'wledge is to be achi8v'ecl ,. 'rhese two ,topics have

much in common,and their treatment in the dialogues serves

more to relate them than to differenti'ate them.

The plan of this thesis is basically a historical

analysis. Chapter one commences with an account of the

development of lIpsyche ll in Greek thought. This leads into

a. discussion of Pythagoreanism and the "puritan ll tradition,

where a sharp distinction is made between a soul whieh is

immortal and a body which is not. To conclude this chapter

we consider other influences upon Plato's thought, partie••

ularly the doctrines of Heraclitus.

Chapter t't\TO is eliv:i.d.ed into three parts .. The first

of these is an account of the influence of Socrates upon

Plato, the second an examination of the di.'alogues that

precede the !1£DE.,and the third a discu.ssion of the develop­

ment of "eidos ll and "idea ll ,the technical terms of Plato's

metaphysics. The second part is conc,ex'ned 'V71 th assessing

the significance of the search for universal definitions,

the status of these defini tions,and the method that j.s used

in the search.

Chapter three is devoted to the li~D.9... It is also in

three parts. The first of these is concerned 1'3'i th problems

arising immediately from the text, and, the second wi th more

general problems of knowledge,in particular the stages of

the process of anamnesis, the types of knm'Jledge and belief
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indieated in the text,and the status of the objects of

knowledge and belief. The final part consid.ers Plato t s

reservations about the doctrines of anamnesis and of the

soul .•

Chapter four is in three main sections. In it we

discuss the adYances and the problems of the Ph~~S!..'2., the

. relations betl-Jeen the doctrines of the Phaedo and the

HenQi,and,finally,the .$ympo~ium,both as an advance upon the

~haed~ and as a pointer to the p-eEub~~£.

In all the chapters concerned. with Plato's dialogues

we djLscuss four related topics: (1) what it is to know;

(2) what is the method by which to achieve knowledge; (3)

"That is the status of the objects of Im.oi'Jledge; (L~) what

is the nature of the lmowing entity t the soul Q The last t~\TO

chapters are particularly concerned 'wi th the role of sense­

perception in Plato's theory of knowledge.
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~rHE PRESOCRATIC ORIGINS OF' PLATO r S THOUGHT

The complex character of Greek society which resulted

from the blendlng of different stocks gave Greelr rellgion a

·distlnctive d5.versity. W. K. C. Guthrie ~1rltes:

In religion, two 'VTidely different strains seem to call
for notice, the one being a characteristic of a "Nordic ll

people and the other of a "!,ledi terranean race l1 'V1i th
11'1hich they fused. • • • The tw'o main types of religion
,~hich appear among the classical Greeks • • • are
represented by the Olympians of Homer on the one hand,
and on the other, by the lcind of cult of which we have
an example, considerably modified by official Athenian
sentiment,in the Eleusinian mysteries.
• • • c • • • • • • • • e G • • • • • • • • • • • • • •

In most cases the (lark and oTt;lastic phenomena in
Greel( religion, COl"L'Yl8cted with fertility and showing an
:interest in the soul of man as a potentially divine
entity, are to be associat~d with the religious life of
the pre-Achaean inhabj. tants of the lano..:L

Corresponding to these distinctions we can see that the

Greek tradition regarded the relationship between man a'Yld

god in two ways. Homer,Herodotus,and the tragedians stress

that man has no part of the immortality and divinity of the

gods,. Pythagoras,Empedocles, the Orphics,and,later,Plato

saw the soul as akin to the gods and as sharing in their

immortali ty and divini ty. 2 The ·concepts of immortali ty and

divinity seem to have been closely connected for the Greeks.

IlThnetos" and "anthr15pos"are practically equivalent,as are

"athanatos ll and I:the08". liTo believe the soul to be immortal

is to believe it to be divine. ll ]

8
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This chapter concentrates first on how the "Achaean"

tradition shaped the concept of Ilpsyche ll ; then it examines

the 1~lpuritan" tradi tion, in particular Pythagoreani sm; finally

there is a brief discussion of the influence upon Plato of

Alcmaeon,Xenophanes,Parmenides,and Heraclitus.

Whereas the pre-Achaean religions tend tocolli1ect

the soul ancl divinity, the Homeric conception of the gods

denies that man can aspire to divine status. 4 It is true

that the Homeric poets describe the gods as very close

morally and physically to humans, but the reason for this is

not that man has something of the di'Vine in him but that the

gods have something of the human in them.

In the Homeric poets that which distinguishes the

dead from the living is the Ilpsyche fl ; in life after death

the Ilpsyche ll survives as a shado~1Y image. Since Homeric

society stresses the body as the source of joy in life, hope

of joy in after-life is precluded. The surviving existence

of the Ilpsyche" is abhorred. 5 Similarly the elegiac and

iambic poets of Ionia i'rri te of the joys of battle and of

good living,and of the horrors of old age and death. 6

Besides the use of Ilpsyche" to descrihe that which

gives the body life,the Homeric poets used it in other

contexts. Its main use was in reference to the emotions.?

So too with the early lyric poets,Pindar,Bacchylides,ancl

Aeschylus, its use ~\Tas predominantly in describing the

emot:i.o:nal aspects of personali ty. J. Burnet has sho~m that
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in the fifth century Attic writers, such as Aeschylus and

Thucydides,and in Herodotus,there is little divergence from

this t1Homeric" use of "psyche ll ,and that only in Sophocles

and Euripides is there an extension of its use to the

int~11ecto8 The ordinary ~·rocabulary for psychological

description in the fifth century did not make a sharp

distinction between Ilpsyche" and If s5mat~ (the body). Atone

line Sophocles can use tlpsyche" to refer to Oedipus % self,

and at another "somalt ; Pindar speal!:s of the "somatalt of

those who die being escorted, to Hades,while an Attic

inscription refers to the death of·the "psyche".9

In addition,ltpsyche" seems to have had no connot-

ations of transcendence or of metaphysical status for the

tlaveJ:,age" Greel!: of the fifth century. E. R. Dodds points

to an interesting confiirmation of this in Xenophon1s

Cynegeti~~~ (7,5):

And hm'l remote it [ttpsYChe'] was in common spee.ch from
religious or metaphysical implications is nicely shov."Tl
l:>y a pas sage from the devout Xeno phon (ifit be hi s) :
when he sets out to provide the uninventive with a list
of suitable names for dogs"the very first name that
occurs to him is Psyche. 1v

Nor is there any suggestion in the Milesian philo-

sophers that the "psyche" was of divine origin. Hhile they

believed in a f1panpsychism" or a f1pantheism",these beliefs

were not religious; they were trying to give a physical

explanation for the world. They tried to correlate "psyche"

(the source of life and consciousness) with a principle

permeating the w'hole universe. For Thales Ilpsyche tl was
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something that caused motion; Anaximenes tried to correlate

"psyche" with his first principle of the cosmos,air or mist.11

The natural philosophers sought a single substratum,to which

they allied "psyche" as a principle of change. Thus it seems

to 'have been an integral part of their conception of lIpsyche ll

that it is the source of motion. Their doctrines significan-

tly affected the intellectual climate of their ovm and

succeeding times. The old belief in anthropomorphic gods

coulo. never be held again,by the intellectuals of the ~~e

at least, in the way that it "had been held. The cri tical

tradition had been born.

To conclude this section on the development of

flpsyche ll we shall note what E. A. Havelock says about the

later history of "psyche ll • He thinks that 1 t l'J'as becoming

possible,by the end of the fifth century,for the intellectual

minority to thin1c and talk about their souls as autonomous

personalities. This conception of the soul,he writes, had

gained general currency in the Greek language by the end of

the fourth century. He sees the doctrine of the autonomous

personality,the autonomous tlpsyche",as the counter-part

of the x'ejection of the oral culture. itA ps;~rchic mechanism

which exploi ted memorization through association V'T8.S

being replaced,at least among a sophisticated minority,

by a mechanism of reasoned calculation."1.2 In the oral

culture the social memory inherited by each generation was

a much more significant element of a personfs life tha~ was
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the case in the fifth century. With the spread of literacy

men came to rely less on their"oral" inheritance; memory

became less Ilsocial",and there was a corresponding increase

in their awareness of "jjheir individual"ity. Coupled with

this awareness was a greater reliance on intellect and a

greater measure of self-reflection. These factors led to a

conception of the individual,with his distinct memorY,as an

autonomous being,and of the "psyche" as the core of person­

ali t:t.

The doctrine of the autonomous "psyche" owes much

to vthat we have called the lIpuri tan tradi tion" -- Orphism

and Pythagoreanism. For,the doctrines (1) that the soul is

immortal and the body mortal, (2) that the soul must aim for

a complete release from the imprisoning body,and (3) that

the soul , having migrated from one body to its next incarn­

ation,cen retain personal memory, clearly point to the

belief that the soul is a man's self. We shall eX8~ine these

notions further when lve discuss the significance of Pythag­

oreanism for Plators thought. But to start this section we

shall give a brief account of the origins and general

characteristics of the "puritan" tradition.

Although the Hellenic background of the Greeks

contained elements in whj.ch man and god are thought to be

aldn ll there is good reason to suppose that this tradition

which achieved such prominence in Orphism,Pythagoreanism,

and,ultimately,Platonism,was part of a new culture pattern
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in Greece. According to one scholar,H. J. Rose,this new

culture pattern is exemplifled in the way in which the

Greelcs thought about dreams. He distinguishes the following

three pre-scientific modes of regarding the dream: (1) the

dreoo[ vision can be taken as objective fact; (2) it can be

interpreted by means of symboli sm; (3) it can be talcen as

,something seen by the soul while temporarily out of the

body,,1.3 The first ti'1O modes are to be found in Homer. The

interpretation of the dream as a psychic excursion occurs

in pjLndar for the first time· (fragment 116B). E. R. Dodds

draws attention to the fact that l1in India,as in Greece,the

reincarnation theory and the interpretation of the dream

. as a psychic excursion make their first appearance together~j4

He analyzes at length the poss.ible origins of Orphism and

comes to the conclusion that its source is the Shamanism

of central ASi8.o 15

Of the essential content of Orphism W. K. C. Guthrie

wri tes:

For them [Orphic writers and initiators] the hope of
lmmortality was based on a complex myth concerning the
nature of the human soul as a mixture of divine and
earthly. It could only be attained by strenuous efforts,
lasting through life; ••• ini ti:ation ~Tas an essential
part, but the ri tes must be periodically renei'1ed and
life as a whole lived differently • ., •• The whole
religious side.of the movement,which included an
elaborate cycle of rebirths,cannot be separated from
that adopted by Pythagol"as,andt9 make the attempt
i'lOuld probably be u.Ylhistorical., lb

I doubt that Orphism would have influenced Plato in any

i'Jay that pythagoreanism 1'TOuld not., We shall confine the rest
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of our account of the I1puri tanl
! tracli tion to Pythagoreanism.

Firstly,whereas the Ioniaq philosophers seem to have

considered philosophy as a means of satisfying curiosity, the

pythagoreans conceived of it as a way of life. Alongside the

obs8x'vance of rites and taboos,philosophy,they believed.,vl1as

the means of escaping from the cycle of rebirths~ the
-

pursuit of philosophy led,for them,to a better life. This

is clearly true for Plato too~

Plato shared their interest in mathematics,astronolIl.y

and harmonics" For the Pythagoreans number and its relations

acted as a l{ind of sUbstructure to the world through 'I'lhich

the "\'I'orld 1'ras intelligible. For Plato,the significance of

mathematics lay in the force of its truths .. The incontra-

vertability of the truths of mathematics was what Plato

coveted for the whole realm of truths. ~'lhile noting the

scientific and intellectual characteristics of Pythagoreanism

we must,with F. Ivl. Cornford,dral'J attention to the strong

element of mysticism inherent in their philosophy.17 Thj.s

blending of science and mysticism,com.mon to Pythagoras,

Plato,end Reraclitus,too,Russell sees as lying at the heart

of philosophical greatness:

But the greatest men who have been philosophers have
felt the need both of science and of mysticism: the
attempt to harmonize the two was what made their life,
and what always must, for all its arduQusunc$rtainty,
m.ake philosophy,to some minds",a greater thing than
either scienc'.",; 5:'1.'·'. religj.on.1o

We shall now turn to the doctrine of the transmigr-
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ation of souls,also called metempsychosis. Closely allied

to this doctrine are the notions: (1) that the soul is

immortal; (2) that it is possible to possess" l{noi'rledge not

directly dependent upon the present incarnation of the

knower; and (3) that the soul can escape the cycle of

rebirths through a return to its (divine) source. 19

The primary point to mal{e in this connection is that

there is no evidence for the view that the Pythagoreans

thought that,during the period of transmigration, they had

experience of absolute mathematical forms of concepts. It
\

is only to empirical experience that 't'Te can apply our

evidence. The Pythagorean view that number and reality are

facts of this world rules out any possibil:tty that

anamnesis involved more than an ability to remember past

events. He must agree with Robin 't'l'htm he writes:

II y a dans le Pythagorisme une anamnesis en relation
avec les croyances relatives a la nature et a la
destin&e des ames. • •• Cette memoire exceptionelle,
qui rend sensible a des hommes privil~gies la cont­
inuite de l'existence de l'ame,n'a rapport qulau
souvenir des individualites et des etats qu'elle a
successivement traverses. Hais rien dans les teDloig­
nages ne nous autorise,que je sache,a la considerer
l~omme Ie fondemen t general de toute connaissance qUi
ne derive pas de Itexperience immediate. 20

It is clear that Platots interest is in non-sensuous

objeets of kno't,rledge. These,he thinks, the embodied soul

can ~{no~r by recollecting its experience of them i-rhen it was

discarnate. By contrast,the PY~1agoreans are not so much

interested in a theory of knowledge E£E ~~ as in a doctrine
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of the soul. For the pythagoreans,the wisdom gained by the

abiltty to recollect is,as the wisdom traditionally

ascrlbed to the olel, the summation of a more extensive

experience .. Plato 1 s de;fini tion of lmol·nedge restricts "t'<That

is Immffi to that l'Ihich is recollected. through the process

of anamnesis. Since the objects of knowledge are the same

for all, there is strictly no personal element in the content

of the memory which anamnesis represents. There is no
.

doubt,however,that the memory represented in the Pythagorea~

doctrine of anamnesis is personal and. individual.

It is difficult to tell what the Pythagoreans meant

by the soul. G. s. Kirl~ ancl J. E. Raven find four different

Views of the soul ascribed by Aristotle to the pythagoreans~l.

We can see that Empedocles,who believed in the Pythagorean

eschatology,felt his concept of soul to be radically novel,

since he restricts "psyche fl to the sense of IIlife principle"

.and uses "daimon" to refer to the soul after death. EV'en he,

then "seems to hesi tate in equating the"Homeric ll conception

of "psyche ll ~ri th a personali ty that survives after the

body has died. A nel~r emphasis arises out of the IIpuri tan ll

view of the soul. The soul must strive to better its lot

through "theoria"and there is a heightened consciousness

of good and eVil,since the ethical conflict is now within

the person" The focal point of ethical conflict is the

body-soul complex ~~Bma-s~ma").

The new· form.ulation of the concept of soul seem.s to
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have been 'I'le11 sui ted to Greek temperament, 'since its

acceptance was widespread* The fundamental cornnunity of

nature was affirmed and the doctrine of posthumous rewards

for the deserving was formulated. The 'way was open for an

ethic~ based,in part,on the conception of rewards and

punishments after death. t{e can see both Pindar,in his

secoy.~ Olympian ode, and Empedocles a~plifying on these

t " 22no ~ons.

,
We shall now consider briefly other influences upon

Plato's thought. W. K. C. Guthrie thinks that Alcmaeon

deeply influenced Plato. 23 There is a clear fore-runner of

the t11attunement fl theory of the~ (85e-86d) in Aetius'

description of Alcmaeon's theory of health (Aeti1.1s,'V,30,:I.).

His 'writings on sense-perception may have influenced Plato,

particularly the distinctions which he seems to have drawn

betl'leen thought and perception (Theophrastus,12.~ Se~,25f.).

Xenophanes may l'1ell have influenced. Plato deeply, but it is

diffi, cuI t to say to what extent since his worlrs survive in

fragments only. We do not have in these fragments an

expli,ci t statement that there are ti'lO realms of eXistence,

one' of which knowledge is possible and one of which opinion

only is possible, but there is, beyond doubt,a confrontation

of knm'lledge and seeming in hi s worle (fragment 35).

Parmenides r elal)oration of the anti thesis 'betl-Jeen

seemi,ng and opinion,on the one hancl,and reality and lcnow-

ledge,on the otherphelpecl shape PIE.1,tot s thought •.- the
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objects of knOi'lledge hacl to be real. Aristotle tells us of

Plato's familiarity with the theories of Heraclitus,

including his doctrine of flux:. 24 This familiarity gave

rise to reflection upotl the possibility of lcno.'1ledge. It was

precisely because Plato could not bring himself to aba~don

such a possibility and because he thought,vTith Xenophanes

and Heraclitus,knowledge of the sensible world to be

impossible, that he posited the theory of transcendent
.

Forms as the objects of knowledge. In this he was influenced

too by reflection upon mathematical <concepts. He realized

that a E£iori know-Iec1ge was of a different order to

empirical Im.o:,'Tledge and consequently needed a different

explanatiol1~

\1e shall discuss the influence of Socrates upon

Plators thought in the next chapter.

. !
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SOCRATES Al"\JD THE SOCRATIC DIALOGUES

In this chapter we are concerned with the influence

of Socrates upon Plato. We shall discuss Socrates' view of

the soul and his equation of Virtue and lcn01rledge in the

first section. In the second we examine the significance
,

for Plato of Socrates' search for universal definitions in

ethics,the method by which he conducted this search,and the

meaning we are to give to "}cnovrledge" in the early dia-

logues. The third section is devoted to a discussion of the

early development of the terms lIeidos" and. "idea", since it

is important to know what significance Plato gave to these

terms.

.§2crat~_~

~lhile it V'lTill al'Nays be a matter of dispute to what

extent Plato t s philosophy is o1/l"ing to Socrates, there can be

no doubt that Socrates was the source of Plato t s philosoph~q

ical inspiration. Plato aclmowledges his debt by making

Socrates the principal speaker in most of his dialogues.

The nature of our sources makes it difficult to

say exactly what Socrates' philosophical thought was,So we

shall be conservative in our account,.! In his early life he

seems to have been well acquainted with the traditional

:1.9
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scientifi c philo sophies and with the '!Ivor.k of Parmenides and

Zeno. Becoming dissatisfied w'ith physical theorizings,because

they could not be verified and because,it seems,he doubted

their veracity anywaY,!?-e turned from s'cientific investigation

to a study of the individual. He seems to have initiated a

new' interest 'in human behaviour, thinking that it must be

regarded in relation to an end or purpose. Thus his interests

becam.e centered upon ethics. Hetas Plato after him,reacted

strongly against the Sophists,w'ith their emphasis upon

the role of convention and their antagonism to ethical

standards of an absolute nature. Socrates set himself to

refut.e the atti tudes and beliefs of these men.

He '\'las convinced that it was po ssible to achieve

knowledge by intellectual means and saw this as the moral

basis of life. The famous equation of virtue and knowledge

led to a new emphasis upon the place of knOWledge in life:

people may thinlc that they know what is conducive to their

O'li'l!1 happiness and misery but,he saysl,there are objective

standards according to which people can be shoi~ to be

right or wrong in these beliefs. 'drong becomes the result

of ignorance and moral wrong lies in ignorance of these

absolute standards. The basic assumption is,of course, that

people act to promote their own happlness.

His doctrine of"csring for the soul" stresses the

role of kn.ov'l1eclge in a man! s life: to care for the soul is

not a question of obeying ascetic prlnciples or ritual
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activi ti e s bu t invo1ve s acqui ring the kind 0 f ,knowledge

which will lead the lr:nower to a be,tter life. We have seen

in chapter one that the main use of "psyche fl in fifth century

'Attic.a was to refer to the emotional personality. The

doctrine that virtue is lmo1tl1edge is an appeal to the use of

reason in determining our behaviour -- in making our lives

as happy and as good as possible. Thus 'Socrates seems to

integrate lIpsyche" as the emotional personality with man's

intellectual capacities. If we are right in this,the doctrine

of nearing for the soul" comes to mean much more than

"haVing a prudent regard for one's 1Ilell being tl ; it acquires

the meaning that man must work towards knowledge to gain

hap-piness and that a man's safe-guard is his 'reason. Finally,

we may note that,whatever Socrates' religious vie~'l's may have

been,this doctrine of care for the soul is not based on the

hope of rewards after death. It is a doctrine which is con­

cerned i'li th this present life and the reward that it offers

is the happiness of living a morally good life.

Socrates' influence can be seen as the result of

his deep penetration into the problems of human 11fe,his

integri ty and his intellectual indepeno_ence. His appeal to

reason as the determining factor of a man's life is matched

by Plato. _4.ristotle tells us that Socrates' contribution to

Platonic philosophy lay in the fields of inductive argLJJnents

and universal definitions. 2 We discuss the significance of

these influences in the second section;
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~'le have already noted the emergence of a strong

emphasis upon ethics and upon knowledge as the basis of

ethics. Plato r s acceptance of the view· that ethics must be

founded upon knowlfJdge. and of the Socratic emphasis upon

universal definitions led him to seek the postulates of an

absolute ethical system. lie had to provide the epistemology,

metaphysics and psychology upon ·which he could fou..l"ld an

ethic securely,and he had to achieve this by means of a

more adequate logic.

H. Cherniss,writing of the economy of the theory of
,

Ideas,holds that Plato has to account for three types of

phenomena.:1.: ethical,epistemological,and ontological. Despite

the I'Iconflictlng and paradoxical" theories developed in

each of these fields by the end of the fifth century,he

writes,

Plato thought it necessary to find. a singl:e hypothesis
to solve the problems of these spheres and create a
rationally unified cosmos by showing the connection
among the separate phases of existence. The interests
of Socrates, ••• the subject matter of the early
dialogues, the "practical': tone of Plato r S "t'i"ri tingsJ,
show his starting point to be in ethical problems • .J

We learn from the early dialogues that the Socratic

emphasis upon ethics and l{nowledge, together wi th the consequ-

ent search for universal definitions in ethics,influenced

Plato deeply. The Lesser Hippias discusses the necessity for_._-.r:-_.', _

independence in arriving at the fundamental principles of
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morality; the Laches searches for a definition of "courage",

the ~·L1t.tl:;[QPlJZ2. for a defini tion ofllpietyll; the ~~r!~~,

CritQ.,Gorgia~ and other,lesser dialogu.es are" concerned with

ethical topics. Two characteristics are prominent in these

dialogues: there is the search for universal definitions

and there is also the method used in this search. Firstly,

we djLscuss the method of the Socratic dialogues; then we

give a further account of the search for universal defini­

tions,with particular attention to the meaning of "to know".

Finally we examine the meaning of "eidos" and "idea". This

examjLnation is supplemented by the third section of this

chapter.

The method of inquiry is essentially one of question

and answer. An an811'er,or opinion, is considered adequate if

it meets with the approval of the interlocutors and if it

does not contradict in any way any other opinion held as

(or more) strongly. These criteria of agreement and

consistency are the sole criteria advanced. They cannot

prove the validity of the method itself since they are

intra-systematic,and there would seem to be good reason

to suppose that Plato,in fact,regarded it as limited and,

as such, inadequate. This"good reason" is based on t·vw

factors.

The first of these is that the dialogues in question

are not only inconclusive but also illu.strate Socrates as

haVing little confidence in attaining the truth. 4 Secondly,
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This gains significance from the fact that none of the other

men iliho wrote about Socrates testifies to this Ilignorance fl • 5

There is a clear implication that Plato had a serious

reason for insisting on this ignoran~:}e. Plato I s Socrates

professes himself ignorant and despairs of attaining the

truth; thus it seems that Plato is insisting on the limit-

ations of the method. This insistence,Gulley writes,"may

reasonably be taken to imply an appeal to the need of a

constructive theory of knowledge which will provide a more

adequate criterion of truth then that upon which the

Socratic method relies ll •6And he sees it as significant that

the doctrinal advance of the 1!~,'!~£ is accompa.11ied by a change

in the method. posited for attaining knowledge. (We shall

discuss this new method in the next chapter.)

Moreover,there is a further characteristic of some

of the early dialogues that is si8,.uificant for the de-vel-

opment of Plato's methodology. The Q.ore;ias indicates that

there is a "good" abo-ve the particular -vlrtues,li.ke "piety"

and Illcourage ll ; the f;.:ysiE! claims the good as manls highest

purpose _.. a purpose that cannot be subordinated to another

end. This assumption,that there is a good which unifies,as

it were, all virtues, would seem important ~lThen considered

in the light of Plato's development of the method by which

we are to attain knm1ledge. For the conception of the good

as a unifying factor leads to the establishment of levels
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withln the realm of moral ideals. The realization that

there are su.ch level s would. in turn lead to a theory of how

we can attain knowledge which would take into account these

levels. And such a theory is the hypothetical method of the

~ and the Phaedo,,-.i. a method 'Nhich "involves working up

to e'ITer higher hypotheses until one reaches 'something

suffjLcient lll • 7

To turn to the search for universal definitions,one

gathers the impression from the early dialogues that the

meanjmgs of certain Greel{ Hords are in question, whether it

be "courage" in the Lachei?" "-piety" "in the EuthxEh:sc:,or the

t1good ll elsew'he2~e. And lv-hile it is true that,for example,

the utili tarian character of Greel{ ethics l<J'ould follow from

the implicit meanings that the terms "agathon" and

t1eudaimoniall had for the Greeks,8 yet the Greek language may

have been less crystallized than modern English or French,

for example. Consequently,Plato may have been seeking in the

early dialogues defini tions that l'rere intellectually satis­

fying rather than defini tions of "what l'J'as meant commonly"

by a term. The new' stress upon the role of reason in ethics,

the insistence on the method by which lv-e can arrive at

knowledge,and the elements of the early dialogues which are

destructive of what might be termed tlthe commonly accepted

meaning ll of a word reaffirm this view. The implications of

what a definition was for the Greeks are described by

A. E. Taylor as follows:
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From the Gree.k point of vim'l, the problem of defini tion
:ttself is not· one of names,but of things.If our moral

. ·~Iudgement is to be souncl,and our moral pra.ctice good, we
must approve and disapprove ri,ghtly .\v'e must admire and
imitate what'is really noble and must not be led into
false theory and bad practioe by confused thi~Jcing about
good and evil. The problem of finding a definition of a

· l1t virtue ll is at bottom the problem of formulating a
moral ideal.9 .

. How Socrates in particular thought about definitions

is hard to determine. If such passages .as Euth~Ehro 6d,quoted

in the introduction (p.L~) ,are taken as illustrative of

Socrates' l'lay of thin:kin.g about them,then he 1110Uld seem to

have regarded a definition as being a "one as against the

manylll,as being something common to "a number of instances.

In the early dialogues he frequently has to explain to his

interlooutors the characteristics which a proposed definition

has to have if it is to be a definition. For example,at

Me~~ 72a,Meno confuses definition and el1umeration,and at 75c

Socrates has to give him an example of a definition. The

implication is that to confuse definition and enUmeration

was a common practice. Thus 'Ne might be justified in seeing

. Socrates' realization of l'lhat it is to be a defini tion as

one of his major contributions to philosophy. If we are to

interpret "10goi ll at Phaedo. 100a as referring to a Socratic

formulation of a "form~)·l cause", then vle can say that

definition served for Socrates as a formal cause,too. (He

shall discuss this interpretation further in chapter four.)

Finally, Cha~mi(les. 158e-159a might help us to bridge the

gap between Socrates' conception of a definition and Plato's
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conception of the Forms. Socrates and Charmides are trying

to define "si5phrosyn§I1," temperance I!. Socrates ShOl'JS that

t1sophrosyne fl is presupposed in spiritual health (155e-1.58e).

He then claims that this characteristt"c of soul~or any other

characteristic of soul,must make its presence felt in the

soul. If Taylor is right in thinking that "the problem of

definition is not one of naines,but of things",the Cratylus--".'.=-<;
(if it is an accurate pointer to Socrates' thought)indicates

that Socrates thought a definition to be something directly

knoiffi"since it is present in the soul. If it is not an

accurate pointer,it is still a valuable indication of the

way in which Plato's thought developed.

The search for real cl.efini tions is signj;fic8.nt in

tryin.g to determine the nature of IlJn'lowleclge" in the Socratic

formula llvirtue is lr.nol'ITledge ll • J. Gould applies Ryle' s

distinction between "knm'Ting how" and flknowing that" to the

role of knm'Tledge in the Socratic ethic.10His thesis is that

"kno'iirledge" ("episteme ll ), so far from being a theoretical

knOWing preceding practj_ce,is a form of moral abilitY,"a

kno'Nlng hO\1',that is,ho'N' to be moral" .• Gould analyzes the use

of Ilepisteme ll and "epistasthal" before Plato,and shows

convi.ncingly that their primary meaning is lIefficiency in

practice" and not "1mOi'Tledge of facts". In favour of his

interpretation he claims that it prOVides the explanation

for the common comparison between morality and the arts

("technai"). 1'1oreover,his interpretation has the advantage
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of sim.plifying the other1'Tise diffieul t doctrine that virtue

is l~no·Nledge. Usually the doctrine is taken to mean that if

one I~d:nov;rs that tl one is virtu us. Gould's' thesis removes the

difficulty of a transition f om theory' to practice. For,the

doctrine would,according to Gould,imply a condition of

moral capability: "to }cnow ho1'-111 is the same thing as lito be

able" •

Gould is certainly ight in seeing a "kno~\Ting how"
.

in the Socratic tlepisteme ll • The question is "'Nhether he is

right to exclude a theoretical "knOl'ling that ll • Arj.stotle

surnmarizes Socrates' ideal of knowledge as follows:

Socrates believed that 1nowledge of virtue Ims the end,
a.nd inquired what justi e is and what courage is,and so
With each of the parts f virtue. And he did this With
good reason. For he tho ght that all the virtues were
forms of kno~'rledge,so t at to ]cnOv-i "t'ihat was just was at
the same time to be .ius • For to have learnt geometry
and house-building is a the same time to be a geometer
and a house··builder. Th t is why Socrates inquired what
virtue is, aI~ not how a· d from what concli tions it comes
i.nto being.

While this passage corrobor tes Gould's conclusion that the

Socratic llepisteme" has the meaning of lito know how",it also

indicates that the Socratic ideal of morality is lIintellect-

ualist",in that Socrates is inquiring into "what virtue is ll •

We have shol'm above that So rates is searching for "real

defini tions ll by a systemati method of inquiry" Thi s emphasis

upon defini tions, upon Ilknow a virtue j.s", clearly

indicates that Ilknowing tha II is a part of the Socratic

"episteme ll • N. GulleY,argui

I

against Gould, l\Tri tes: "one
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accou.nts is that Socrates did not distinguish iJmo'tving how:

and .i kn01'11ng that I t and tha·t hi s conception of I epi sterne I

included both.":1.2He draws attention to the criticism that

Aristotle ma.kes of the doctrine that virtue is kno't,;rled.ge .

(that Itknmving that tl does not necessi tate correct practice)

in order to show that Goulcl's thesis 1Ihas to dismiss

Ari~totlers'accountas a complete misrepresentation".

Even if we accept the vim"; that both meanings are

implici t in the Socratic lIepisteme ll ,as I think i'le should,

there is good reason to suppose that the definition of

"episteme ll in the~ precludes a 1I1r.nm'iing h01'T l1 • The

point is this. In the nena the standard of l'ihat can be called.

lIepisteme lt is raised: it becomes know'ledge recoverable by

the process of anamnesis and IItied by a chain of causal

1'easoning ll • It is contrasted l'lith the "technai" (90b ff.).

which can be learnt without any sort of formal analysis. A

father can tfAch his son a tttechn~llbut no one can teach

lrnowledge. Thus "epistElme tl is no 10nge1." a tlkno't'Ting hOl·lt! on

a par Ivith the arts,but a "kn01'l1edge of vrhat iS ll
•

To resume the discussion of knowledge through

definitiol1,it is important to note that Plato usos,in his

attempts to arrive at definitions, the terminology which he

later 'Uses in the theory of Forms. He refer in particular to

"eidos". Taking the Euthyphro as rep2"esentative of Plato's

use of lleidos" j.n the dialogues preceding the liI~.n..~, we have
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seen in the introduction to this thesis that Plato uses

"eidos" to' mean the 1I100k l1 which 'V1Tould be manifest in any

instance of holiness. He have argued that no" metaphysical

doctrine is implied in thi s use. And 'l'J'e agree ~'li th Grube f s,

conclusion that "eidos ll is to be taken as "describing no

more than the common characteristics of particular things

, to ~'J'hich the same predicate is appli1ed, these common quali ties

being considered not as transcendentally existing bQt as
, _ ........... --------------------...,

imma:r!EElL:idL.E§;rtiC~J.~~§.".1.3(The stress is GrubI9's.) Ive

shall nOv,T consider the development of Ileidos" and lIideall t

the terms 'lIJhich Plato uses in his theory of Forms to

describe these "Forms".

Tr~Ll2.evel0I?£~_P1~~rephnic~l i£.~~

There are several reasons why i'le discuss the devel-

opment of "eidos ll and "ide'a" after the Socratic dialogues

and before the ~~. Firstly the influence of Socrates upon

their use forbids a full discussion of their development

before giving an account of Socrates and the Socra.tic

dialogue s. Hi th the Nell£, hOI'J'ever, Plato begins to impo se

me&lnings on tleidos" and llidea" which go far beyond the

range of meanings "Thich he inherited .. Finally a discussion

of their development is useful as a summary in ,miniature

of influences upon Plato.

In Varia Socrat~ A. E. Taylor adva~ces the views

that "eidos" "Jas used of the stuff ,matter or substcmce of
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a thing ancl that it had a highly metaphysical sense, bej_ng

used to (lenote "elementary bodies".1.4 Thus,he argues that

Plato, finding "eid.os" in general use wi th the specific

sense of "simple body II ,merely transferred that me~':ling to

a ne"w Idnd of super-sensible II simple body". The general

conclusion that he draws from his investigations is that

"we may thus take it as established th?tt lIeidos" and llidea ll ,

t-rhenever they appear as technical terms,alllte in rhetoric,

in m1edicine,and in metaphysics,have acquired their technical

character under Pythagorean-influence".

These views have been challenged, and comprehensively

refuted,by C.. IVI. Gillespie. 1S His Dna1ysis of "eidos" and

Uidea" in the Hippocratic Corpus disproves Taylorls view

that therein, if anywhere, they are used to denote II substance!l ..

Similarly,Gillespie shows that there is no instance,save in

Democritus,of "eidos" as "simple bodyll,and that there is no

evidence to support Taylor's co~~ection of Pythagoreanism

with all the technical uses of lIeidos" and "idea".

The positive conclusions that Gillespie reaches are

shared by R. S. Bluck. 16 They distinguish hm main trends

in the use of "eidos" and llidea" at the time of Socrates:

(1) the 100.3:: of a thing,the form of a bodily object,a use

which l'ms without mathematical connotations; (2) a semi-

logical classificatory tlse,particularly evident in the

Hippocratic Corpus tin i>·Thich the terms have the meaning of

11 sort tl or "kind".
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He starts from the position that both lleidosfl and. Ilideall

are to be understood in terms of their root f,J. This root

is associated l1/"i th th~ notion of perception, particularly

sight. He makes four demarcations in their use. 18 (1) He

draws attention to their meaning of Ilshape ll ,Hriting: IImost

relevant to Plato • • • is the way in which the Pythagoreans

used II eido Sofl and 11 idea" of numbers, 1';hich they regularly
,

represented by pebbles arranged in patterns. Il (2) Then he

contends that the words came to denote IIkindll or f1type".

He regarcls this meaning as closer to a generic notion based

on aspect than to "the hypostatization of a concept cor-

responding to a class ll c (3) He d:tscusses the role of Ileidos"

in contrasting "appeara'l'lce lt 1'1i th ISreal nature". This meaning

is not particularly relevant to Plato since it refers mainly

to the motives of a statement. (4) The final use to 1'Jhich he

points is that which stresses the qualitatiye appearance of

a thing. Hriting of lleidos l1 and "idealS,he says:"it was

natural that in the course of time their use should diverge

a little further from their root meaning -- that as abstract

thought grew they should be applied to non-sensible

properties,sllch as qualities of value."

Ci tingAristotle f s .B~taphysicl? (A, 987b7) , Balclry comes

to the conclusion that Plato was the first to use lleidos"

and "idea" for Uta katholou" lIthat he gave the terms a

nmlJ' application peculiar to his om1 philosophy" .19 \'[e quote



33

Baldry1s summary at length since it can hardly be improved:

Socrates , according to Aristotle and to the vim'J" most
generally accepted today,had confined his attention to
the discussion and definition of "ta ethica 'l -- of moral
\i"alues lilce II the brave ll or It the just ll or It the goodl!.
1'he Pythagoreans had sought in nunioers the ul timate
explanation of the' universe. To us there may seem to be
little possibili ty of con.r18ction between the hlO; but
1'Jhen we remember the Greek tendency to l"egard value
as a matter of symrnetry or balance or form, and the
Pythagorean habit of representing numbers by patterns,
it becomes credible enough that Plato should have set
tIIthe goodt! or "the just" or especially lithe beautiful"
alongside lltvmness", "threeness" and so on,not at this
stage identifying the numbe:rs and the values, but loo:ldng
on both alilce as perfect patterns,different,as Socrates
had shown values to be,froID any of the phenomena of
sense,but open to contemplation as objects of the mind..
And to fi t such tlquality-patterns fl he could finc1 no
more suitable terms than Iteidos" and "idea". 20

Afte~ discussing the various terms used by Plato to describe

the relation bet't'1"een l'eic1~:t' and particulars,he summarizes

his conclusions:

'1 believe that Plato acquJ.red from Socrates an interest
in qualities of value,ancJ. lear:.r1ed to differentiate them
from their particular examples; that he perceived an
analogy behreen them and nTh'nbers, represented as patterns
by the Pythagoreans,and combined the two to form the
notion of quality-patterns,not only logicallylldifferent"
but substantially I'separate"from particular phenomena;
that because they were both lIshapes" or IIforms" and
"'quali ties visible to the eye of the mind" ,he was
doubly justified in calling them lI e id.e ll or "ideai ll ; that
he aclopted from the Pythagoreans the term "mimesi Sll and
its.l::1..kEJ .to d.enote their relation to particulars; that
he further described this relationship in language
alread.y used by others for the connection betw'een
quali ties and things -- "metechein fl , "lminonoin",
l"lpareinai" and Iteneinai lt ; and that he was particularly
led to employ these by an analogy between the
"chVrismos" of his own tra11sceno.ent objects of knm'Jledge
and the disputed IlchC5risffios!l of'~the sensible tleide"to
vrhich such vmrds 1'wre apPlied. 21

Hhat I!eicl.os" meant for Plato in the £~£ and the Phaec10 we

discuss in the context of those dialogues.
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TH"" rYTRHO~~

The ~,with its doctrines of the soul and of

anamnesis, would seem to indicate the influence of Pythag-

oreanism. J. E. Raven,while commenting on the effects of

these doctr.ines upon Socratic ethics,writes: III do not

think that it is by any means safe to deduce from this

fact that betl\Teen the Qq,~g~.?-~~ and. the Nello Plato had. paid

his first visit to Sicily and Italy,but the hypothesis is

attractive." But, consid_ering PIato's frie.ship wi th

Archytas (attested in f.Eistle Vll,338-9 and 350) and the

marl{ed. Pythagorean elements of the ~,he feels that it

is "an almost irresistible conclusion from the ?1eno that

the theory of Ideas first dawned upon Plato's mind as the

result of his reflection on what he had learnt ••• from

the pythagoreans~l.l

The dialogue is one of transition,in the sense that

it is the first dialogue to proceed beyond the aporetic

stage (Neno is red.uced to "aporia" at 80a) ,and in so doing,

it foreshadows clearly some of the major doctrines of

Plato's work. The nm" method to which we referred in

chapt,er two (pp. 24~5) is integral to this novelty of form

and. content. Ive shall be conce:rned wi th analyzing what

exactly this novelty of content and method is.

34
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The ostensible question of the M~:t.?-£,raised by the
-

question "is virtue teachable?fl,is "what is virtue?",but

the problem to which the Ii~l1C? is more directed is that

raised at 80e~where Socrates says:

Do you realize that what you are bringing up is the
trick argument that a man cannot try to discover
ei ther what he knm'J's or what he does not know? He
~Tould no t seel\: 't'J'hat he knows, for since he knows it,
there is no need of the inquirY,nor what he does
not Jenow, for in that case he does not even know Vihat
he is to look fore 2

This objection not only attempts to undermine the whole

searoh for knowledge,and. is thus a serious objection until

it is refuted,it also gives Plato an artistically excellent

opportuni ty to express nm'l elements of hi s philosophy.

Given the 1nconclusiveness of earlier d.ialogu.es, it would not

stand well with Plato if he failed to meet this objection.

We shall consider the ~len~ in three main sections,

the first of which 'VITill be concerned with the k~ I S text;

the second will discuss problems arising,notably the stages

of the process of anamnesis, the types of kno't'1"ledge and

belief indicated and the status of the objects of In10~'1"ledge

and belief. Finally we shall consider Plato's reservations

about the doctrines of recollection and of the soul,and

the limitations of the dialogue itself,limitations which

imply the problems with 'tlJ"hich Plato has later to concern
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not ~Lmply differing levels of experience but the accumul-

ation of personal experience to 1'lhich 'tve referred when

discussing Pythagorean transmigration. The introdlwtion is

very much like a Wagnerian overt~re,where attantion is

drawn to themes which are to be given fuller meaning in

the opera proper o

The passage at 8:1.c5,

Thus the soul, since it is immortal and has been born
many times,and has seen all things both here and in the
other world,has learnecl everything that is. SO IW need
not be surprised if it can recall the knowledge of
virtue or anything else which, as \'le see, it once
possessed. All nature is a.lcln,ancl the soul has learned
everything, so that when a man has recalled a single
piece of lcnovrledge .. • .. there is no reason 'IAihy he
should not find. out all the rest.

is important in this respect .. Hhile,as R. S. Bluclr points

out, ~~ the infini tive construction w'hich has characterized

the reporting of what the ltpriests and priestesses lt 'said has

been dropped -- an indication that this passage is more

than a continuation of the preceding passage --,yet since

it follo\'IS exactly upon the passage quoted from Pindar in

its reference to tlboth here and in the other worldll,it

remains 't'il thin the circle of religious icleas. Bluck seems

certainly correct in ~Tri ting: ifYihat 1"'01101;'1s here, dOi'Tn to the

beginning of 8:1.e,should not be taken as a precise state­

Dlent of Plato's 'theory of recollection flt • 4 However,Plato

1s not forgetful of his mm ends,as N. Gulley points out:

It is certainly true that Plato here orders these ideas
to suit his purpose in introducing the iclea of recoll­
ection. And it is,I thinl\:,an exaggeratio:n to say that
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,~:" the idea that everything can be recalled from. the
!"ememberance of one single thing is nothing more than
"mythical symbolism". Plato is aclding here his Ol'm

suggestion of the possibility of recalling ideas in a
c,ontinuous chain, the link at each successive point
"being the association in memory of t'tlJ"O ideas c But the
suggestion is made within the circle of religious
i,deas ,and provides no rea.son for taking this ~~ntro­

d~ctory passage as a presentation of Plato's Oi~

theory. 5

We wi.sh to stress,then,that the passage 81a-e is not to be

taken as direct evidence from the text in determining what

Plato t 0'3 doctrine of anamnesis is. ~ve shall return to this

point in our discussion of the objects of knoilTledge and

belief in the I1ell£; but we shall anticipate to a certain

extent our later discussion in order to illustrate the

serious problems that ensue l"ihen this passage is subjected

to an. inappropriate analysis.

It is our contention that the phrase,"has seen all

things both here and in the other 1'JOrld, has learned every-

thing there is" t l'lould contradict what vie knm,r of Plato' 0'3

thought from other parts of the ~~ or would be subversive

of the doctrine of anamnesis,a doctrj.ne which Plato never

abandoned in his dialogUes. 6 Fortif we inquire what is the

nature of the process by which the soul has acquired

knowledge in a preVious eXistence,we find it has to be

sO!Ile form of direct intuition. (The other possibilitY,that

what we recollect from a preVious existence is recollected

from an even prior existence,is unsatisfactory since it

involves ~~ infinite regress,and since in so doing it begs
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the question,what is the origin of our kn01'J1edgo. 7 ) But the

text reads- fI seen all things both here ancl in the other
--- __a;............__,.,..._

worl..cr'. Thus direct intui tion is possible in, t1':ds worlcl. But

this makes redundant the doctrine of anamnesis,~michPlato

tsJces: such care to introduce in the l'IeJ1Q., and 1\]'hich is, in the

PhaE}..'lC? at least,the .~:L~ .9,.u,?- ~ of lrnowledge. Hhat is

entailed in the process of anamnesis we shall consider in

the second part.

Many and different points are raised in the section

82a-86c, the section in 1'7hich Socrates is depicted as

leading a slave-boy who is by and large ignorant of

-geometry to recognize as indubitably true (or false)

certain propositions of geometry.

To commenC8,we shall consider some of the implic-

ations which are attached to the fact that it is a geometri­

cal exsmple that is used. Firstly there can be no doubting

the artistic effectiveness of the passage,in that it intro­

duces a different focus of communication. This relieves

the monotony of the discussion 'wi th [1eno, and marks clearly

the change of approach which Plato is adopting -- a change

that culminates in the adoption of the hypothetical method

and the drawing of various conclusions about virtue.

Perhaps too Plato wishes to arouse a neii'J" appreciation of

the achievements of GreeI;: mathematics,and a neW" realization

of the problems i~~erent for philosophy in relation to

thiss mathematics,notably the problem of the commensuration
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of irrationalsc He have suggested that Plato!s first visit
-

to Sicily and Italy might well be responsible for his

sudden interest in mathematics , and consequently for his

use of a mathematical examplco His interest in mathematics,

must be seen in conjunction with his realization that the

truths of mathematics are of a non-empirical lrindo At this

time mathematics was the area in ~nlich a system of necessary
. - I

truths had been achieved,end. we believe,with Gulley,that the

"argument of the 11e11.2. suggests that refleetion on the

nature of mathematical truths v'JaS perhaps the decisive

factor in Platots adoption of recollection as a general

theory of lC(lO'V'iledge lt
0
8

Horeover, to return to the point mae1.e s..bove about

a different focus of co~nunic~tion,it is our opinion that

this difference makes more explicit some of the problems

raised, both for us and for Neno. That there is a decicled

parallel bet1'Teen the states of mind of the slave and those

of f'Teno 'we can see from the text: at 82e2,the slave's

confident assertion of an ansvwr which is in fact "Trong

corresponds to Heno's at 7:1.e; the passage at 8L~b5-6,which

is a clear reference to 80a5,emphasizes this parallel

strongly; and at 8J.j.·bl0 SocJ:'ates malws an explici t reforence

to Neno's claims at SOb o Thusfit seems,Plato is at great

pains to make I'Teno see his O'V'ill activities in the light of

the ~lave!s,and the geometrical example illustrates

dramatically not only the slave 1 s llaporiaH but also fileno's.
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Furthermore, since the continued implication is that 1\1enO I s

position is little different from the slavels,and since one

way or another the slave has sought for something ~vhich he

did not know ai1d recog.p.ised a particular proposi tion as that

for "I',Thi ch he was looking, I'1eno ! s sophi sm is to be taken as

refutedo If the slave can do it,so Cro1 Meno.

Part of the excellence of the example must be seen

in the fact· that there m:3l,S available no ari thmetical answer

to the problem asked of the sla:ve. This means that the

slave I s first numerical answ·ers can easily be ShO"l'ill to be

wrong (and the slave can recognize that he is wrong)~but,

more important,it shows that more than one sort of ai1swer

can be giveuc The slave j.s able.1lJ"ith the a:'Ld of sensible

diagr'ams, to realize not only that he is wrong ~'lhen he is

l"lrong,but also that he is right in thinl{:ing the length of

the required line to be the same as the length of the

diagonal,although he cannot say what this length is in

numerical terms. I,ve may note in passing the complaint of

RUSSElll that Socrates "has to asl~ leading questions vrhich

any judge would disallol';rI1; 9 it still remains true that Plato

has achieved his point -- the slave has been able to reco~l­

ize as true a particular proposition of mathematics, that

the length of the side of a squ.are double the area of a

given square is the same as the length of the d.iagonal

of the given square, al t.hough he was preViously igtloran t

of this propositionc
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He shall deal with the role of sensibles in Plato1s

theory of ItnOI'iledge when we di scuss the R.h8;.~.do; hOl1ever.

we w"i.sh to point out here that,despite the use of sensible

diagrams in this passage ,Plato does not oJ.souss in the ~q,

the role of sensibles in theory of Imowledge .. In fact,he

consj.stentl:l emphasizes the part of questioning (see r,1eno

,82e5;' 84c1.1-d2; 85c10; 85d3; 86a7) .. He 'Viould seem to be

giving a tentative,rather than explicit,account ..

In the interview with the slave there is a

signifies"nt change in the type of questions being as:ked ..

To the stage 'Iv-here the slave is reduced to Ilaporia fl , the

. question i'ihich Socrates is asking of him is of the type:

Itwhat is .... • Ii (llti esti .. ... 11); but after that stage

Socrates asIes IIpoion ll -type questions ("what sort of .. •

The i.mportant passage at 84a:1. reads: "Try to tell us

II).. .

exactly. If you don! t \V"ant to count it up', just show" us on

the dLiagram .. II This change is in marked contrast to what

Socrates says elsevihere,notably at 71b aDd 86d-e,l\ihere he

stresses that tltill-questions are prior to tlpoionll-questions.

M. S. Brovm concludes that this contrast shows Plato to be

dissatisfied 'VJith the anS'lver reached .. Plato,he claims.is

happ;y-r with a subst.antive answer arriYed at by means of

arithmetical mathematics,but,in so far as an appropriate

answer is discoverable only at the expense of the rigour

of arithmetical mathematics that is,by geometrical math-

ematlcs ~-,then Plato is dissatisfied with that result ..
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He 'writes: lithe ansvwr to the problem of doubling the

square which the boy finds, insofar. as it is geometrical in

type,represents an inferior gracle of Imowledge .. t1 1.0 I agree

with what Brovrn says,as far as he goes here. What Plato

would like is an answer to IIti ll -questions -- an arithmetical

answer in the geometrical problem .. But the impossibility

of getting such an £lJ.1s1ii8r implies the need of a different

'mode of inquiry .. It seems that the inability to express the

square root of eight in arithmetical terms,and the corres­

ponding ability to give some" (less adequate) expression of

it in geometrical terms is to be talr.en as indicating that

Plato felt the Socratic method of inquiry to be inadequate

in ansi,rering particular probloms connected 1'7i th 'Nhat Plato

took to be a .E..:r;iC2.r:i. kaow·ledge .. I feel that the subsequent

adoption of the hypothetical method of inquiry bears out

this conclusion. We shall examine the hypothetical method

in the next segtion ..

We must note nOi'l" that Plato does not claim that

l"ihat the' slave-boy has remembered is .lmoi'J"ledge; in fact,he

explicitly says that it is true opinion (86a4). And,in a

way,to refer back to the distinctions which we discussed in

the last chapter (between 11lcnm'ring ho'w" and IIknowing that ll )

the slave-boy now ImOi'iS ho~-r to construct a square double

the size of a given square. KnOi<Tledgeis something beyond

this. It is the comprehension of a system of truths.

ItYillm'ring that II , 1cnm·l1ec1.ge for Plato i i-rill provide the reason
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next section. Finally "i'J8 note that Plato I s anS1<ler to the

sophistic dilemma has provided for degrees betHeen the

extremes of Im01'J1edge and ignorance. The slave has true

opinions. At 97a ffo,Plato discusses the relations between

right opinion and Imowledge. F. H. Cornford. sees the posi t:LOn

as follo1vs: "In the~ the theory of anw...J1.esis 'was put,

forw'ard to escape the sophj. stic dilemma. 0 • • The dilemma

assuJned that the only choice is bet1i'leen complete Imow-ledge

and blanl{ ignorance 0 1~n81Ilnesi s provides for degrees bet1'I'een

these t-~o extremes. There is in the first place unconscloll..s

kn01'l1 edge. II :1.1

We have argued that,for Platotthe doctrine of

anamnesis is very d.ifferent from the Pythagorean doctrine of

ana~1esis}2, the main difference lying in the fact that the

Pythagoreans did not envisage anything more than recollection

of past empirical experiences by anamnesis. "ve have argued.

in this chapter that if this were applied to the Platonic

doctrine,then Plato1s position would be untenable since it

would involve an infinite (and vicious) regress. To avoid

this regress,\"rhich is based in the main on an empirical .

interpretation of a:n.amnesi s in Plato, 1<re have to see PIato

as giving some sort of ultimate status to the soulls 1l-,j"isionl1

in its discarnate eXistence; this vision we have referred to
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as "direct intuitionlle The point then is that the process

of anamnesis does not include this intuition, since the

intuj. tion has to' be prior to the process in oreler to make

the process a recollection of an 8.lrareness of transcendent

beingse We shall proceed to argue that there are three

processes associated with an~~esiso

At~ 84a,there is a si&~ificant passage:

SOCR..~TES: Observe,IvIeno,the stage he has reached on the
path of recollectiono At the begiru~ing he did not know
the side of the square of eight feeto Nor indeed does
he knoll it nOl"l, but then he thought he kne1'l it and
ansi1'ered. boldly, as I"laS appropriate -- he felt no
perplexityo NOH however he does feel perplexedo Not
only cloes he not kno",r the ansvrer; he doesn t t even think
he ]mowso

This passage clearly illustrates that the first step to

recollection is the realization that one does not Imowo

We ~lst make a clear distinction between a process associated

with the process of anamnesis and the process of anamnesis

itself. Clearly Plato does not mea..'1 that realizing that

one cLoes not know is a part of a process of recollecting,

since these two activities are very disparate. Hhat he seems

to be saying is that,if l'iie cling to opinions,believing them

to he true i1'hen in fact they are false, then we are in no

cond:i.tion to search for the truth. If 'Ne are in such a state,

we Dlust :L'ealize that i're do not know in order to recollect

the truth 0 Similarly,Plato distinguishes bet''i'wen the process

of recollecting and the process by which, in the I1~£, the

true opinions recollected are converted. into lrno1'iiled.geo But
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thts process of conversion is necessary if we are to claim

knowledge for any proposttions which we hold ..

To return to the realiza.tion that one does not ImOl'l",

we can say that this is a clear prerequistte for the process

of recollection" That this is so~allied to the suggestion

that knOli>11edge is to be recollected ~:luring the course of the

process that follows the aporetic stage,not only stimulates

the search for truth but also,on the present interpretation,

signifies that there are nel,)" criteria for truth .. The old

criteria of lIagreement tl and "consistency" are to be

supplemented ..

lfuile the passage I'll th the slave (81.e-8Lpc) sho1'TS

that the rechwtion to "aportal!l j.s the first stage associated

wi th recollection, the passage that follows it (84c.M 85b)

gives us the second stageQ In particular we note Socrates'

At present these opinions?.£~infL!!.£1!lLaJZ~eq
(anake.l{:inentai) ,are like a d.reaI:l .. But if the sa."'l1.e
questions are put to him on many occasions and in
different -';'J'ays,You can see that finally he 1'1ill have
a Imm'lTlec.lge on the subject that is as accnrate as
anybody's. (85c)

If,then,there are going to exist in him,1'1hile he is
both a man and not a man, true opinions ,,('1hich can be
aroused (epegerthei sai) by que s tioning anc1 turned into
lmowledge, can 11e not say that his soul has ab'J"ays been
tn a state of knowledge? (860.)

The directive is clear. The second stage is thellarousingn

(snakinein) of true opinions .. This stage is really the

process of recollection itself, since it is the only part of
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Plato t S explanation of Imow·lea.ge to \'ihich the term

lI~mamnesj.s" (II calling to mind"; IIrecollection tl ) applies

appropriately. In the passages cited above Plato also

intimates that continued and s;:,rstematic questioning is at

least a part of the final stage of coming to Imow.

Since the final stage is the conversion of true

belief into lcnowledge~He shall at this. point give some

, account of the relation of true belief to ktlOivledge, as it

is presented in the ~. ~fuen we have dome this we shall

return to the method by Hhich Plato thinks that we can

conyert true opinion 5.nto Imowledge"

The passages which we have oi ted show' that the levol

of apprehenBion wh:i.ch the slave has reached is that of Iltru8

beli,ef tl • The term "doxafl , belief, does not have the specialized

meaning that it has in,fo1' example,the E£~ubli£" In ~~~£

L~77-'4-80 Plato ma,lees a clear eli stinction betl'reen II epi sterne"

and i11doxa" on the grounds that the objects of belief and

kno~rle(lge are not the se..m.e. Plato defines knOl\Tledge in such

a way that it refers to ~ E£iori levels of apprehension,

I'Thereas t1cloxa" is of empj.rical propositions. 111 fact,the

eli stillctions between "clianoia" and II epi. stE)mE.i" that are made

in the li£P1±91i£ seem to be far closer to· the distinctions

made betHeen "epistEm"e ll ancl llcloxa ll in the li£rlQ.. That IIdoxa ll

is not used in .i ts specialized sense in the I:I81'l.£,anc1 that

the example which Plato gives to distinb'Uish betl';een true

beli.of and. Imo'l'Tledgo (I'leno 978.) refers to errmi:('i.cal-- ~
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knowled.ge f seem clear indications 'ch8.t the D.££.C? is a

tentatiire examinatlon of lmoy/ledge and is at leas't concerned

as much 1'Jith the possibility of lmol'lledge as"'t'lith the types

of knowledge possible,if not more SOe 11e note that Plato

a.oes not discuss false belief,nor does he refer' explicitly

to the role of sensibles in epistemology. There is no

suggestion in the~ that the objects of true belief and

the objects of knovrleclge are clifferenL True beliefs, as we

shall see when we discuss the significance of the hypothet-

ical method,are isolated truths. Kno'l'iledge is the comprehEm-

sion of truths 'l\7hich form a self-sufficient and all~:,

encompassing system. '1'hi8 is the distinction l.md.erlying trne

belief and. kno't'Jlec1go in the ~Q.. True belief represents a

"realization that a p:r'opositio,n is true ll , but 1'TO do not Itnol'J

why it is true since it is isolated from the system of

truths lvhich validate it.

He must novi resume our cliscussion of recollection,

and consicler what the final stage associated with recoll-

ec,tion comprises. kI81l..'? 97e-98a reacls:

True opinions are a fine thing and do all sorts of good
so long as .they stay in their place; but they l'1"ill not
stay long. They run m,ray from a man I s mind, so they are
not \lTorth m.uch until you tether them by worldng out
the reason. [r prefer to translate this as "until you
tie them clow'n by a chain of causal. reasoning".J That,
process ,my dear 1\1eno, i s recollection,~ 't·JE:)~~~-2:.~E~~l
earlier. Once the;;r are tied ('Lev·Ttl, they become lmovrleclge,
a..11cf·a.re stable. That is Hhy knoHleclge j.s something more
valuable than right opinion. Hhat distingUishes the one
from the other is the tether.

There are several points to be made about this passage.

, ,
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Firstly it bears out 't'Jhat 1'W .have said. above about Ildoxa"

and Ilepisteme ll • In addition it describes the third stage

of the process of recollection as "the tying- d.O"Nll of true

opinions by a chain of causal reasoning!! (Hai tias

logism'Oi"). The passage then refers explicitly b8l.c1i::,and

the passage to "I'1hich it refers must be that ci tecl above,

,Heno 85c o The inference is that i'Je are to associate lithe

tying dOl'l"tl of true opinions by a chain of causal reasoning"

i'li th 't<Jhat is clescribed at 85c as the final stage of the

process of recollection, continued and systematic questionj.ng.

There is every reason for this association since there is no

'other possible point of reference.

The term f1anarJ1..l1es:lsll is used by Plato in reference

to each of the three stages which we have described as being,

or as being associatecl with, the process of recollectiono (See

lieno 85a and 98a,both passages cited above.) Liddell and

scot't,in their ~r.:e;,els::...b~~,defineit as "a calling to

mind ll!, f1recollectionfl. lJe have seen that the aporetic stage

is an c.iattivity distinct from recollectj.on; ana. the f1tying

do,;\m of true opinions by a chain of causal reasoningfl is

equally obViously a process distinct from. flrecollecting fl •

The only stage 't'lhich can be properly called Ilrecollection lf

is the second stage, \I)'here questioning prompts recollection

of true opinionso Thus Plato seems to bE~ stra1ning the use

of the term r'anamnesis" 't'Jhen he employs it to cover all

these three stages, since all three refer to different states

, ,

I
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or ac;.tivi ties of the mincL Presumably, the meaning which 'tile

are to give to the Platonic anffiunesis is analogous in some

way to the situation where empirical cirCtUllstances prompt

us to remember some ev:ent,and we i:nhirn cannot be sure of

the truth 01' valicli ty of our recollection until i'Je have

recollected, through pondering over our original recollection,

other related events 1'Thich CSl'l confirm our recollec'cion"

The limitations of this analogy clearly point to the

dangers inherent in making the term flanamnesis ll do such

duty as it does in the 11E}E.2," Al though it w'ould seom unfaj.r

to demancl of the 1l[en2, that type of careful analysis of terms

which characterizes so much of modern philosophy, the activi-

ties over 1'lhich Ilanamnesis ll presides 8,1'19 so disparate that

Plato must be criticized for using the term so loosely.

We shall nOiJ'l discuss Plato t s methodology, partly

in an attempt to give further meaning to the last Il s tage ll

of anmnnesis, lIthe tying down of true opinions by a chain of

causal reasoning ll • This last stage seems to be connected

with the new method that is introduced at ~eno 8618 ff. Our

justification for this cOl~~ection'is the stronger for the

facts that (1) not only does the hypothetical method appear

for the first time in the I'lerE. along wi th the introduction

of the doctrine of anamnesis,but (2) it is outlinecl in the

passage that irnmediately follows the discussion l~i th the

slave"

SO'crates suggosts at ['1eno 86e-87b that the problem

McMASTER UNIVERSITY Ll8RAfa
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whether virtue is teachable should be investigated by means

of a hypothesis. The reason why he m~~es this suggestion is

that I' since the prior problem. of "what is virtue tl has not

been decided~it is necessary to maJ~e certain assumptions in

order to continue the investigation. The assumptions which

are to be made 'will serve as the limiting condi tions of the

'inquiry into whether virtue is te~chable. ~ve are told that

the hypothetical method is that practised by geometricians.

It seems to consist of stating the conditions which 1',)'ill '"

,have to be met if 1'!e are togive our assent to a particular

answer. An example of the use of this method in geometry is

given by Heath: "out of three straight lines which are equal

to three given straight 'lines to constr'uct a tr'ianglo: thus

it is necessary that two of the straight lines taken together

in any manner should be greater than the rematning straight

line",,13 The limiting condition for the solution of the

problem of constructing the triangle is that any hm of the

given straight lines taken together must be longer than the

remaining stra.ight line. N. GUlley 1vrites,in reference to

the Gree}.\: geometricians: "their formulation of the method,as

it was kno~m to Aristotle,reflected primarily its function

of systematizing geometrical ~~owledge ffild co-ordinating

resul ts by leacling proposi tians bacl~ to first principles -­

to a..xioms or clefini tions or something already demonstratecU l14

The significance of the method for Plato seems to have been

simj]~;£u~. R. Robinson 'H1'i tes: "For Plato a hypothesis vms

I
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naturally and normally a proposition posited for the proof

of some other proposi tiol1.,a premisE! and not a. demonstrancl.,w5

The solving of a problem satisfactorily within the limits

set by a hypothesis c10es not valiclate the hypothesis itself

but some form of valiclation is possible by referring the

origin;:;"l hypothesis back to another hypothesis until

"something sufficient" is reached.

This is the methocl,in brief, '\'1i th which Plato tries

to prove that virtue is teachable. Plato assumes,in the

slave-boy scene,that the S8~e method of cross-exa~ination

that Socrates had used to lead the slave to the solution

of the geometrical problem could lead him to l):no'tvledge not

only in mat.hernatics but also j.n other llmathematatl • liThe

slave will behave in the same Hay l1i th all geometrical

knowledge and every other subject." (85e.) This would include

for Plato moral lcnowTedge. After introducing the hypothetical

method in geometrical terms,Plato immediately applies it to

an ethical problem. Thus he assumes that it is possible to

appl;sr the same method of analysis in ethics as in geometry.

The hypothesis which is set as a limit to the

question "is virtue teachable?" is "Virtue is Imowledgel!.

This hypothesis in turn is reduced to the hypothesis that

"-virtue is good". The hypothesis that virtue is good is

accepted as something sufficient,since Neno and Socrates

both subscribe to it. Yet ii is a hypothesis,since we do not

lCl1m'1 vrhat virtue is ... Thus the limi t set to the question, "is
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virtue teachable?ll, is that virtue is .lmmrledgE~; the hypoth w ,

esi·s that virtue is knOl'1ledge depencls upon the hypothesis

that virtue is goodo

Moreover,on our interpretation, this method of

analysis is that ~lThich w·ill convert t:cue belief into

Imo~.\O.edge by displaying the Itincli.sputableli first principles

lvhi ch will give the inqllirer the reason why (llai tias

, logismos ll ). Thus true belief becomes ImOi'Jleclge when the

principles upon l\Thich. the truth of the belief is founded

are explici tly recognized as' tru.e c There is an appeal from.

flloNer order li beliefs,or propositiohs,to "higher ll ,ancl to

avoid the infinite regress of appeals from one order to a

higher§rl int~nitum~Plato has to claim that the highest

principles are son18thing sufficient. The cri teria for what

is flsomething suffioient ll are still the criteria of the

Socratic method of inquiry,agreement and consistency. Thus

it Slgems that true beliefs are isolated truths and that

k..l1.ovrledge is the comprehension of a system of truths, at

the first principle level,which,being sufficient to account

for the truths of 101mr order proposi tions, vlill validate

the hypothetical method. Thus there is good reason to

regard the hypothetical method as supplementing the Socratic

method; the highest hypotheses,in the IIIeno at least,are

determined true or false by the Socratic criteria of agree­

ment and consistency.



He shall no~'J discuss the status of the objects of

belief and knowledge in the Meno. Plato uses the term
~

"eidos ll in the Neno (for instance at 72c-cL), but our previous

investigations have shmm that such a 'use need not point to

the doctrine of Porms. He approach the present investigat~on

not so much by considering the use of the term "eidos ll as

by ex,amining 'what is explici t and. implicit in Plato I s account

of the objects of Immvledge and belief. He (10 this for two

reasons: (:1.) because Plato uses Ileidos" with a variety of

meanings,with the result that an account of its use would

not go very far in saying what the objects of Imowledge and

belief are; and (2) since,in the ~,Plato is not so much

expanc.1ing upon the implici t mea!lings of "eio.os ll as trying

to give B.n acco11..1'1t,at times,of the objects of knowledge and

belief, and in so doing he calls them "eide ll •

An attempt has been maa.e by ilIugler to sho't'l that

the kno~vledge acquired. thl"ough anamnesis is empirical; 16

in the course of justifying this interpretation,he claims

that the phrase,"has seen all things both here and in the

other w'orlclu (ll?llS<., 8:1.c5) , refers to sense-experience, to

"seeing through the senses ll (p.369). He sees the recollection

of §; p..£lor~ proposi tj.ons as tIthe result of an abstraction

baseeL on experience in a previous life" (p. 370). Hherml'er

the evidence for thi s may be ~ i tis no t in the M~no.; Plato

makes no reference,im!)licit or explicit,to ttabstractions

based on sense-experience':. The major problem lvi th ~'1hic;h
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a..1J.y empirical interpretation of anamnesis in the~ has

to deal is that such an interpretation of a theory which

explains E: J2Xic?'J;:,i' lmm'Jledge in terms of the pre-exi stence

of the soul leads to 8....1J. infinite regress along the lines of:

the lcno1'Tledge which I have in this life I recollected from

a previous eXistence; the Im01'Tlec1ge that I had in that

previous exi stence I recollectecl from an even prior

'existence; and so on to infinity. This regress is particul-

arly ul1satisfacto~'y si~ce the anSl·rer given, "from a previous

existence ll , is that for which '"I'm are asking an explanat:ion.

This regress is not fatal to the em~irical interpretation

if it is assumed that Plato i'Tas unSJ';rare of the regress. Then,

thi s conc1i tion 1'701110. lnd.H;atE~ that Plato is aclv8ncing an

explanation of a Driori lmo1'T1edge \,;h1ch merely consisted- ~ "'''-

of putting the explanation lIinto anterior existences uhere

it presents itsolf in the same wayll)71iThile this seems

hardly lilcelY,other arguments for an empirical interpreta-

tion verge 011 the absurd.. On the grounds that Plato! s

conclusion conce:cning the relation of true belief to :know-

ledge is at odds 1'Jith 't'1hat he says in the RePllblic,vJhere we--,--
have the theory of Forms~it is arguecl that the Neno contains

no appeal to a transcenclent realitY,a.:ncl thus that Plato I'Jas

advillLcing a theory similar to the Pythagorean doctrine of

an8I1L~esis. This argurDent is ~learly invalid; indeed,it

CaYHlot even Sh01'J that the theory of Forms is absent from the



are used wi thont their specializeti meanings at times.

The major argument in favour of the empirical

interpretation is the passage at f.1eE2. 8la-e,'t<Jhere anamnesis

Is introduced in terms of religions beliefs~ But there are

good reasons li'Jhy 11"e ought not 'ta:tw this passage as direct

eviclence from the text for Plato f s po si tion .. He have seen

that,if it were to be t~ren-as such,then we are led to

a.dopt an interpretation aga.inst lvhich there are very serions

objections (p. 38) ~ i·jhether this argument be fair or not,

an eX8~ination of the slave-boy passage in relation to the

religious passage secu:ces the empiricist coffin very secur~·

ely~ The' argument from 82 on is the reverse of that in the

preceding section: in the latter the flow of ideas is from

the pre-existence of the soul to anamnesis,whereas,with the

slave, the establishment of the doctrine of anamnesis leads

to the assertion that the soul is iID~ortal. Moreover,the

slave-boy interlude is clearly concerned with a particular

type of knowledge,mathematical lcnowledge~ the significance

of this is that the :lmolrledge recovered through anamnesis

is not concerned Hi th sensibles,as i'JOuld have been the case

if Plato had merely been elaborating on :celigious notions.

This emphasis upon the .§ J2..rio:~l.... elements of our knoNleclge

is parallelled by e.n emphasis upon "life 'tvhen vw 1'J'ere not

yet menf! (86a) as opposed to life in the sensible l'oJ'Orlclo The

suggestion is clear that lrno'l'lledge of the truths of IIta

mathemata tl is a type of apprehension distinct from sense-
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experience,an apprehension acquired by the soul at a time

'V'rhen it was di scarnate 0

Since the distinction 1'fhich emerges,Detvwen the soul

in its discarnate state ~ld the embodied soul,implies a

distinction between two types of apprehension,a~d since

an empirical interpretation of the ~en~ is impossible,then

. there is a clear appeal to some form of transcendent realityo

Are. the Forms the objects of 'crue belief and kn01'rledge in

the Heno?

One thing is clear and that is that Plato maJr.es no

explicit reference to the theory of Forms; on the argu..ment

from terminology,Re S. Blue1\: comments justly:

If Socrates used tho terms flideai ll and Ileide ll for the
objects of our intellectual apprehension, as he probably
did, it "t'Jould be natural for Plato to retain them, especi­
ally as it wa_s in ord.er to justify Socrates 1 belj.ef' in
absolute norms that he evolved his 'nm'! theory; and
inasmuch as his "ideai" or "eidell't<Tere still to be his rl

standards of reference, these terms i-Jere still appropTiate!tl

That Plato i',raS chiefly interested in the li£nq, in

show"lng that lmovHeclge is possible can be taken to signify

either that he had no motive for introducing the FOl~s in

the 11811.12., or that he had not yet reached. the stage i'There he

could ma.ke such an introduction., 1'lhile his doctrine of

anamnesis clearly implies,as we have seen,some form of

transcendent status for the objects of Imowledge and true

belief,there is no attempt to draw any of the Ilpurita.n ll

distinctions that characterize so strongly the account of

anamnesis in the !..ll~~Kl.Q.~ there is no emphasis upon the

. ,
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dichotomy betli'wen soul and. body, in terms of the perceptual

8nd' conceptual elements of our experience,nor bebreen the

sensible I'ro1"1d. as the realm of the changeable a11c.1. imperfect

and the realm of the Forms,changeless and perfect. The only

appeal 5. s to some non-~sensible al1cl superior grade of being,

to a transcendent reality. Because of a lack of eviclence to

the contrarY,it seems reasonable to claim that the problems

'raised in the H~l1Q, in particular the nature of this If tran8-

cen(1ent' reali tyfl, provi¢Led the stimuli which promptecl the

doctrines of the m?:~dQ.

Section C

In the 11eno there are passages 1'2'hich express som.e

form of reservation,doubt or perplexity. Uhile we cennot be

sure to 1'Jhat extent these reser'vations are the result of

Plato t S dramatic artistry, they 'I'iOuld seem to be in some

measure an expression of Plato!s feelings. At 80c Socrates'

avo'llJal of perplexity, characteristic as it is, serves also as

a caution against mist~cing pointers for answers. This is

reinfor-ced by the fact that religious notions j.ntroc1uce

the "constructive ll section of the dialogue. Robin writes;

Nous SOIi'LrneS en presence d tune cone-eption de 1 r origine
cLe nos cOlL."lalssances et d!une methode pour bien
conduire . sa pensee et pour cl.e"i:~opper tout le savolr
qu'elle enveloppe. Ltelement mythique que contient
Ie theorie en marque smlS doute 1e caractere- ~ 9hypoth6tique,mais il nten restreint pas la probabilite.,1

1'1hile these reservations,8.l1cl those at 86b-c and 98b,refer to

particular passages: curIlulatively they colour the '\'r!101e
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tlialogue 0 The inadequacy- of the arg'umen t to Ilprove ll the

immortality- of the soul, the consequent reservations expres-

sed (86b) ,the obVious gap between the success,of the geome-

trical exmnination and the success of the inquiry into

virtue~ the mythical setting at 81a.~el' the s1'Titch from Ilti ll _

questions to "poion ll -questions,collectively reveal a

,Purposeful stress on the tentative quality of a dialogue

'Nhere Plato is ad.vancing, for the first time, elements of a

constructive theory of :lmo'Nledgeo He has still to explore

the implications of these elementso

In order to formulate a theory of knolvleclge in

'which he can have full confidence,Plato has to meet several

neecls o He must specify more explici tly the relati,on betv-reen

the soul and his theory of knowledge,aJJ,alyze more closely

thee1ements of his cloctrine of anam..,,'1.esis,and examine the

nature and extent both of a E.&.C2l'i k ..f1.o'tHedge and of non

~ PIJ~ri levels of apprehension,in particular the role of

sense-perc81)tion in lmowlecle;e e The f'.l}.~do,al though it {Loes

not deal systematically with these problems £1~~ problems

of lmo1'Jleclge, sho'l'JS a fuller appreciation of the implications

of these problems,and roaires some attempt to meet themo

Finally '\Ire note l'rhat Ho Cherniss. says of the Heno:

Plato ShO;;'1'8 in the Heno th8,t a consistent and practical
ethical theory clepel1Cis··on an adequate epi stemology.
Socrates' contention 5.s that, since determj.nation of the
characteristics of virtue presupposes knowledge of its
essence, '\Ire must assume that essential Virtue ext sts and
has been clirectly l~nolm~unless 't're are to surrender all
possibili ty of consid.e:cing ethical problems. K..l1.o-v'l1edge
is necessary to act virtuousl~~O
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Our investigation of the Phaeq.o will parallel for

the most part the epistemological developments of the text

as they occur; however, we shall abandon such a 1,Lnear

procedure 'Viihen dealing 1'ii th the problem of sensew~pE;rception

and lcnowledge. The second part of this chapter ls devoted to

a comparison between the doctrines of the ~~ and of the

~E.c?" In the third. part 1"i8 discuss the Symposiumo~ 1Il__•

The Phaeclo--",""_..--

The Phaedo is strongly characterized by elements

of l'lhat 1-;e have called the "purl tan tradi tion", the tradi tion

in which an extreme contrast is dr8~n between the body and

the soul. From the very start Plato suggests a connection

betvwen the content of the Ph;~E}.sl.o and. certain doctrines of

Pythagoreanism by setting the dialogue in Phlius,one of the

centres of Pythagoreanism. on the mainland of Greece. 1 Then,

he focusses dOi'Jn on religioll.S elements such as those

clisc'Ll.ssec1. in reference to 1l§.D.£,81.a ff. The passages at

?h~~(t<?,61+d-67b and 83c-c1,explicitly and Violently disparage

the body and the senses. '1lhe phj.losopher must Ildetach him-

self from the body" and llrelease his soul from association

with his 'body-" (64e). The philosopher must do this since it

60
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is through the activity of reason that reality is revealed

to us (65e); the boclY,by being a consta,ut care,hinc1ers

such act.ivity and decei1Tes the soul in its attem.pts to

inquire (65b-e). The passage 65d N ,66a is quoted in full

since it illustrates fully th:i.s puri tanism:

SO CRA'I1ES : 1'[e11, have you ever seen aYJ.ything of that
sort [ a 'good i tself" and thi:~ 111m] wi th your eyes?
SIMMIAS: Of course not.
SOCl1l\TES: Then have you apprehended them wi th some
ot.her bodily sense? I mean the b~i}~ of things 111.
general,greatness,health,strength,or whatever else
it may be: in short I mean the !~,ttY.:. of thi s or
that; is the full 'truth of ,them beheld through our
bodies,or is it a fact that those of us that have
trained ourselves to thinJc most fully and precisely
of the object in question,in and by itself,will come
clo se 8 t to }{n01'Jing that 0 b ,j e c t ?
3IMMIAS: Yes, certainly.
SOCRA'rES~ Then the clearest knowledge will surely be
attained. by one who approaches the object so faT as
possible by thought,and thought alone,not permitting
sight or any other sense to intrude upon his think:i.,ng,
not d.ragging in any sense as accompaniment to reason:
one who sets himself to trac:\: clovv,r1 each c011.sti tuent of
reali ty purely and. simply as it is by' means of thought
pUrfJ and simple: one l'Jho gets ric1,so far as possible,
of eyes and ears and, br-oadl;~l spealcing,of the body
altogether,.1movring that 1'Then the body is the soul ' s
pa~tt:ner it confus0S the soul and prevents i. t from
coming to possess truth ancl intelligence. Is it not
such a man, SillliIlias , that I'Jill grasp that vrhich really
is? 2

The disparagement is complete: ';'TO shall novel' posses truth

fully IIS0 long as our souls are befouled by this evil

1· 't It '66b)ac.mnx ure " . •

Several points must be made in this connection.

Firstly, this lIp1J.J:.'i tan:i sm" seems to be Platonic rather than

SocTatic,since SocratfJS' general attitu,de,I'ihile perhaps

being ascetic Dis novJher'e else pictured as radically pu.rl tan. 3
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Secondly s such a con,denl1!.at.:'Lon of the body an(l the senses

seems '')2'ejudicial to an i:nvest:i.gation of the p:l::'oblems of

knovl'le ge:part:lcularly in regard to an assossment of the

role 01 sense-perception in acquiring' Jmo"'tJledge" 'rhisis

not to say~ that Plato does not realize that sense-percept:i.on

has a ole to play in acquiring kno'wledge" He can see hOH

Plato tUld_ condemn the senses in the way that he does

as 't'J'elJ as realize tha.t they haye a role to play if "l'Ie try

to rstand the considerations that may have led hj.m to

adopt he theory of Forms"

Plato. Since he accepted the vieN that the fl03:'J.d

We have seen that Heraclitus' doctrine of flux

influe

changec1ble cannot be the object of :lmowle(lge~1\Thich is

of sen es is all'lays changingsand since he recognized that

\im use concepts, 1\1hich are not subject to change s then the

unchan~ing,and there must be a res.lm beyond the changing"

His intere s t in the E"h8:,§.§.o is in de termining 11'hat thj. s

::cealm is. It must be unchanging if it is to fulfill its

it is also unseen,since vrhat is sensible is

if it is to be truly unchanging it must be

l;;[e ca11.210t kn01'l thi s realm through the senses t since

sensj. bJ.. s are changing 0 Thus v18 must knoW' it through the

soul t s 'nte11ectua1 activities~ Thus the soul is :in opposi··

tion to \the body. Sinoe the soul 1mo"s the changeles s. it

must Sht8 in the charac'Geristics of the realm beyond the

sensible \I'Torlcl 0 'Ilhus it is eternal (j,7.mno~ctal) 8.nc1 cUvine,in
\
\



the sense that it cloes not belong to the sensible i'JorlcL

Its ,kinship is H'i t.h the u:aseon, c.hangeless v'mrlcl. The bod.;y-

can then be seen as stauc1i.ng betvJeen the soul and. its

rightful POs~Lt:LOn. But,given the doctrine of an81nnesis~the

boc1;y- must have a role :1.n acquJ.ring (lirecolloctingll) ID101;\T·••

ledge, since something must; prompt recollectlone In the

'pha£'iQ. Plato ~'ilshes to ShOil)" the ex:lstence of the irrmmtable

F'orms, in oppo si tion to the 1'Torlcl of sensibles, and it i'l)'aS

natural for him to stress the corresponding opposition

of soul to body.,

We start our discussion of the developments of the

. text Vii th a brief note to the pass8-,ge quoted above (65c1.·~66a) .,

Here 'Ne have the first mentj.oJ:1. of" the theory of Forms e It is

no mortS than a mention since tile existence of such Forms is

assumed,Simmias agreeing liithout hesitation., vlhat is

important to the argl1:'llent of that passage is thEi.t there are

1'ea11 ties i'ihich the soul apprehends wi thout the direct aid

of sense·.perceptj.on. Plato both 'VTi.shes to introduce the

theory of Forms gradually, 4and seel~s to refrain from inter-

rupting his argum.ent.

Sinc.e the passage 72e-77a is the crux of 1'l·hat ?It"3.to

has to say about sense.~perception in the PhJl.2S1~,'118 shall

consider it ~t length~ Cebes introduces recollection into

the cliscussion at 72e,and sU.I:mnarises Socrates 1 past argu-·

ments in i.ts favour,tha,t is,tho arguments of the Heno.

Socrates t:len introdu.GElS a com.pletely nm'r aspect of the
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theory at 73'0. This ne-,'1" aspect is an argument 1-'1"hich,l"Jh:lle

co:n:n:ecting the (loctrine of anamnesis 1vi th the theory of

Forms, tries to m.a·ke the i.:m.mortali ty of the soul and -1-'vne

exist.ence of the Forms mu"i::;ually necessary II i tis equally

certain that our souls exist before birth as the reality of

which you speah: ex:lsts 11 (77a). The theory of Fo:cms in the

Th~9&,as H. D. Ross has sho~m,5 is subordinate to the

"proof of ilmnortali ty, and. so the aim of the eloctrine of

an.ah1.l1esis is to show that,given the validity of the theory

of Forms, the soul is i1illl.1ortal. H01'leVer, this suborclination

does not detract from the fact that· Plato is interested in

examining the consequencos of hi s theory of FO:t:'ms"

The ar8~ment starts from a consideration of

reminder by association: a present perception can remj.ncl

us of something not at that moment percei-v'ed (730). This

reminder by association is of t"lr.JO types ;t':re are told. ~-le are

reminded of something perceived in the past either (1) by

resemblance (Plato 0:1. tes the case of a portrai t 8.J1.d. j. ts

orig:Lnal) ,or (2) by contigui ty (as in the case of the lyre

and jL ts o'Nner) (7 3c-7J.}a)" In reference to reminder by

resemblance,Plato vr.ci tes: "Are ,'re not certain to find our-

selves doins som.ething else beslcLes,namely asl~ing ourselves

whether the similari ty betlwen the object and the thing it

2~emind_s us of is clefective or not?lJ (7L~a.) Hhatever the

force of this e.rguIl18l1t from introspection,it completes the

model 'which Plato uses in his subsequ.ent investigation" From
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740. on~he appll.es this mod.el~based on a distinction betNeen

present and past perceptions,to illustrate the distinctions

bet'ween sensible instances and. the FOJ':ill, and between

perception and. conoeption. Socrates S8~S:

71,~a il1e m8_intain~(10 we not,that there is such a thing as
equalitY,not the equality of one log to al1other,or one
stone to another,but something beyond all these cases,
somethj.ng different,eq'l.18-lity itself. Nay He maintain
that it eXists or may "it18 not?

b Nost assu1"eclly ·we maY,answered Simmias: not a doubt of
it"
And 1'-18 hmre Im01iJledge of it, in and by i tself'?
Certainly 'tie have.
Then where do we get that Imowledge from? Mustn't it
be from the objects we mentioned just nO"H,the equal
logs or stones or 't'lhatmrer they 111"81"e that we saw?
Didn't they lead us to conceive of that other some­
thing? YmJ. do regarcl it as someth:Lng other than those
things,dontt you? Look at it like this: two stones or
two logs equal in length sometimes seem equal to one
man but not to another, though they haven't changecl.
Yes,certainly.

c But nm!] 'tIJhat about the equals themselves? Have they
ever appeared to you to be unequal,or equality to be
inequality?
Never,Socrates.
Then those equal objects are not the same as the equal
itself?
Far from it,I should say.
And yet it is from those equal objects,different as
they are from this equal, that you have conceived and
acquired 1tn01dedge of the latter?
That is perfectly true.
This latter being 01 ther li1~e those others or unli.ke?
Just so ..
Hm'wver,that point is immaterial; but so long as the

d sight of one thing lead.s you to concei'"".re of another,
whether like i.t or u.nl:i.ke,a case of rem:1.nd.er must have
occured.
Yes, to be Sl1.re ..
And to conti,nue: in the instance of those equal logs
8nd other equal objects that we mentioned just now,is
it our experience that they appear equal to the same
degree as the equal itself? Is there some d.eficiency
in respect of the lik:eness of the former to the latter,
or is there none?
Yes,a cons.1.cLe?:'able deficiency ..



66

The argument from deficiency is used to prove the pre-natal

existence of the soul. Sense-perception ls a pre-requisite

for the recollection of Forms (75a-e; 76c1-e); 'sensibles are

defective in their resemblance to Forms (74d-75b); reference

to an ideal stand.ard is presupposed. in perception and,as

such:~previous know'ledge of the ideal sta.11dard is a pre-

-requisite of sense-perception. Since we have perceived from

birth, then we must have a Imo1'7ledge of the ideal standard

't'\ThiC~1 j.s pre-natal .. And thllS the soul exists before birth

In the example which Plato gives of' recollection,

we are reminded of equality by perceiVing sensible instances

of tho equal" 6 Thus association by resemblance 5.s i'That the

example illustrates .. But there are indications that we are

to give the theory of recollection a broader interpretation

than the example would 1'rarrallt .. The passage at 7l.j-d, II so long

as the sight of one thing leads you to conceive of another ,

w1].e~"ler-1JJs~__?-t_C2.E .En.li1s£,a case of reminder must have

occured lr , seeHS to refer to the previous eli stinction (74a)

bet'VJeen reminder by resemblaYlce and remi.nder by contigui ty ..

This conclusion is reinforced by Platofs statement at 76a.

Jlr t vms po ssible for a person "who had seen or heard or

otherwise perceived an object to go on to conceive another

object i'1hich he had forgotten, something i-d th i-Thich the

£.<::ntI'£:.:'.2.!:. II. It seems clear, then, that Plato mea.DS his model
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his example might suggest., We can be reminded of the Form

Equality~7for examplepboth by equal objects and by objects

which I'Je associate I'li th equal objects., Thus I th:lnk that

Plato woulcl allow that the sight of tl'JO unequal sticl?;:s, by

reminding us of tl'JO equal stic1(s 'which i'\1'e associate wi th

,the unequal stic:ks~coulc1 give rise to recollection of the

Form Equali ty., He can be rem.:i.nded of a Form by sensible

instances Hhich are not in fact exemplifications of that

Form" If thj.s interpretation is correct~'we he.:ve to c1.isagree

't'li th Gulley v'7hen he w'ri tos: IIi t woulcl hav'e been ill'lwh better

for his argument if Plato had restricted. his use of the idea
n

of associ8.titJn by contigui ty to the examples of 7Jd-e. 1lO

PIato f s main concern may be to ShOl'J" tllat the soul exj. s terl

before birth,rathe1" than to give a full account of 1"ec011-

ection. If this is his main concen1, then it is natural that

he stresses association by resemblance, since it is closely

allied. to the ar'gument from deficiency., But the:ce is no

reason to preclude association by contiguity and its

incl11.sion does not 8.1 tox' tho force of Plato i s argument

from deficienc.y.

Gulley raises SOlUe further problems concerning this

·pass8,g;e ( 7?e ')'"'<:;, \ He- .- I {<hJ. ..1. sees the principle by which the Fonas

are post·l..i.lat;E~d as non·~sensibles to be that Forms~unli.ke

sensibles, cannot have contraries pI'edicated. of them., He
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'wri tas:

What makes the use qf this principle particularly
surprising in the present passage of the Phacd.o is
not-only that Plato carefully specifies,a:YlCf"hence
recognizes, the particular concU tions 1\Thich allm'J a
pair of contraries to be predicated of the s~ne

sensible instance but also that he makes the fact that
sensible instances are instances of one contrary,and
not the otb,erA the founcLation of his argument for
recollectiono/

. There is no inconsi stency, hOl'J8Ver, in saying (:L) theta

sensible instance can have contraries predicated of it

under different conditions,l~lile saying (2) that what cannot

he,ve contraries predicated of it; must be non-sensible.

Clearly :1.f 1"That is sensible C8,n ha-,]'e contraries precli cated

of it und.er different conditions,then what cannot have

contraries predicated of it under 8~lY conditions must be

non-sensible.

The other point l~lich Gulley is mal~ing is that the

use of the principle of deficiency (74b-c) does not fit

wi th the argument of 74c-·75b o The passage at 74b~c argues

that because equal stic,ks sometimes seem u:nequal then

Equality is something other than a sensible; 74c-75b argues

that equal sticks, since they are equal, possess the charact--

eristic of equality and do not possess the characteristic of

inequality 0 For,equal sticl~s are l1imperfect ll not in the

sense that they exem})lifJr the contrary of equali ty as well

as squali ty, but becausE) they c10 not exemplify perfectly the

stanclarJ const:i.. tutecl by Equali ty 0 I1Plato is not sugge sting

that the experj.(')Ylee of a.pparent unequals can remind us just
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This is clear from Plato's account ffild does not conflict

with our conclusion,above,that the sight of unequals can

remind us of equality through association by contiguity,

since 'V1e are cliscnssj.ng reminder through association by

resemblanceQ The problem,as Gulley sees it,seems to lie

in the conjunction of two vim'Js: (1.) that: sensibles, unli.lw

Forms;can have their contraries predicated of them, and (2)

that the theory of recollection rests upon the fact that

sensible instances are instances of one Form and not its

contrary 0 But Plato r s argument from cleficiency is concerned.

't'lith sensibles in general,and. not with a particular p.ercep·a

tion of a sensible at a p~rticular time by a particular

person. There is no inconsistency in saying that the objects

of perception are changeable and that one partj.cular

perception is of a sensible I'rhioh is an instance of one

Form and not its contrary. And since Plato recognizes the

conditions under v;,hich sensibles exhibit contraries,he

recognizes that a sensible cannot have contraries predic~

ated of it unless there is some difference in the conditions~

It is necessary to see whether the recollection

that is prompted by the senses is li:no1'Jleclge of the Forms

for Plato, or- not. In the passage Hhieh 1'Je ha-ve qnotecl (7L~b-c)

Plato uses the terms Ilepistasthai" and "epistE1me ll to r8fer

to tho C0l1c,8ptual level of apprehension 1'lhich vJe attain

from sense~per(;eption. These terms a:re,of course,his usual
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terms fo:c "k"f101irledge" Q He have seen from the He.21£ and can

see'from the Phaedo,for example two sections later at 76b.
-~-

that Plato habitually uses 11lmoi'Jledge" in a technical sense:

to be able to claim that 1i17e know we must be able to give an

account of a Form; a prooess of analysis is necess8xy to

convert true belief into l~novrledge and to enable us to give

this acoount" It is clear that.if we interpret flepist~mell

·at 74b ffc as II lcnm';rledge II in its technj.cal sense,then the

passage at 74·b-c is seriously at odds with what Plato says

elsm·;rherec For. the passage li'J'ould then say that the fact that

l'Je attain a conceptual level of apprehension affords us a

full k:r'loi'J"1edge of Forms" Thus any process of analysis woulcl

be redundant. That Plato should give inconsistent accounts

of "l;:no'wledge ll wi thin the same dialoe;ue is not an in\Ti t;J.ng

interpre tation 0 Consequently we bel i eve, 'wi th Hackforth ~ :1.1

that "epistasthai" and lIepisteme l1 in 7!-!-b--o are not to be

talcen in thei r' preoi se , technical meanj.ng Q

If we see ]?.h.8;.~SlC?. 74b-c in the 11ght of the Heno

the suggestion is attractive that the llepistemE'5 11 of 74b-c

is analogous to true opinion; this interpretation iS,I

thin1c.established by the fact that both Ilepisteme ll in this

passarf'e of the Pha8clo and "tr1J.8 opinion" in the 11eno are theo ...__ .

direct consequences of recollectionc In the .ll2E.2. tl'"'ue opinion

is convertible into lcJ.'lONleclge by a further stage of analysis;

and we shall ax'gus that in the Phaedo there is good reason
.., ...... ',1:W"<'.... ...

to Vi81'J the hypothetical method as serving the same function~
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BU.t before consi(lering the hypothetical method some assess-

ment of Plato's view of the role of ~ensibles is necessary~

In the pIenq"as we have seen,Plato does not discuss

the nature of the reminding through which I'W Cal1 recollect

o.r form t1.'Ue opinions. The role of sense~perception in

reminding is'not examinecl,although there is a suggestion

that sense-perception might have an 1mportsnt role to play

since Socrates uses a geometrical diagram to aid the slavers

recollection. In the P~~a£s1£. sense-perception is essential

to knowledge, since the lv-hole theory of recollectio:n. is made

to depend on it. Socrates, tal.king abo'nt the conception of

the equal itself, says:

Ana. we agreed moreover on a further point, that the
conception referred to has ariscJ]:1 only,and could have
arisen only,from seeing or touehing,or some other form
of sense.~perception: l'J"hat I am saying applies to them
all alike. (75a.)

In order to be reminded of the Forms sense-percept:lon is

essential ,and. i'iithout it no lmO'l'Jleclge 1\)'ould be possible.

Although superior methods of philosophy need not refor to

se:nse-perception in investigating the Form.s,one must have

been prompted to conceive of the Form before 8 ..ny such

investigation is po ssible c AncL thi s prOlll_pting is the result

of recollection. We conceive of the Form by perceiVing

sel1.sibles which remli.1cJ. us of It either through association

by resemblance 02' association by contJ.gui t;;l e This concept.ion

of a FOl'L"1,on o1J.l' interp:cetatio;~l~isnot l<.:nol'rledge in its

strictest senso. Although there is an existential proposition
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involved.. in the lIepiste.imell of 7Ll-'b-c., llthat a Form exists",

thJ.s is all that we knOI\j about the Forms; our conception

of a :F'orm involves no more than a notion of a Form. o

i'le shall consider 110\1'j :Pl},~~:sl2. 99d-102a l,jhere Plato

outlines the hypothetical methocl, an(l shall be concerned. to

see if what Plato says about the hypothetical method is

(1) consistent l.;i thO li'Jhat he says about sense-perception in

'the R~~~.q.? and (2) anE.J,logous to '\iv-hat Plato says in the ~c:?.

In the sections preceding 99d. Socrates has charac~

terized the method by which the scientists investigate as

one of sensible observation~ He is dissatisfied with this

methocJ. since it cannot deal with problems such as causa-

tiol1 o He proposes to adopt snothar method:

On each oceasion I assume the verbal account [logos)
which I juc.lge to be the sounclest,and I put r}OllJn as true
whatever seems to me to be in agreement With this,
whether the question is about causes or anything else;
a.i1d 1\ihat <loes not seem to be in agreement I put d01im
as fal se" (100aJ

Socrates then offers to explain this more clearly. But

insteacl of elucidating his remarl(s about !llogos" ,he intro-

duces the Forms and claims that they can be regarded as

causes. The suggestion seems to be that the theory of Forms

as causes is a clarification of li'iha-c, is said at 1.00a o 101.cl·~e

tell s us that fhhen asked abo'n t a cause vV'e should form our

notion of what a cause is,ancl cling to that thypothesis tll .1.2

And if anyone vwre to fasten upon the hypothesis
itself,yolJ. 1'70111(1 disregarcl him,ancl refuse to anSVier
until you could consider the co:n,sequences of it p 8..c"ld
see Hhether they agreed or diso..greecl "\11 th each other.
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But when the time came for you to establish the
hypothesis i tself ~you i'muld pursue the same method: you
'viOulcl assu.n'le some more ul timate hypothesis, the best you
could find, and continue until you re~iched something
satisfactory .. Bu.t yOtl l'iOuldn r t mudclle mat"ters as
contentiou.s people dO,by s-imultaneously cUscussing
premiss and consequ8nces r that is if you wanted to
,discover the truth.. (tOld-eo)

Bluck believes that the passage i'J"hj.ch introcluces the Forms

as causes marks the point in the narrative 11rhe:re vJe pass

"from the defini tions of Socrates to Plato f s o'~;rn explana=

tion of cause by means of substantially existing Forms" .. :!.3

Thus Plato characterizes his 01'Jl1 use of the hypothetical

method by using 11hypothesis l1 instead of the Socratic Illogosl! ..

However,the first section of iniat we have quoted immediately

above (101(1) is so similar to the section where Ill0gosll

is used to describe our verbal notion that we must not

see any contradiction in the two acconnts,especially if we

are to see Plato as making gooohis promise to "malce clearer"

his prelim:Lnary account ..

Before vIe turn to the method itself, l'le must note

that the condemnation of the sc:i.entists~:s'i methocl from

direct, sensible observation confJ.j.cts in no 1,ray 1'.ri th the

important role which Plato assig11.s to the senses in the

Phaedo .. Th,ere comes a point I'rhere investigation through-- .. """"",. -
sensibles is not a satisfactory method and that point has

been reached... It remains true,of cours8,that without

senslbles and perception there could be no recollection

and I'li thout recollection there l-\ioulcl be nothing to v.rhich
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to apply the hypothetical method.

It might seem surprising that Plato does not

specify 1V'hat the most ultimate hypothesis~vJhi'ch is

IIsornething sati,sfactoryli is by introducing the Form of the

Good. The reason why it is not introd.uced here is presumably

that the long explanation 't'Jb.ich 1\Tould have to accompany its

, introduction woulcl interfere Hi th the attempt to prove the

irnmortali ty of the soul. Hhat Plato tells us here is

sufficient for his purpose. In the §2L11U?9_i2_:b.1E!l,as VJe shall

see,Plato is concerned t;o shoVJ the Beautiful as the ultimate

Form and. -Chi s clearly foreshacloW's the R~j.ll2.1-is.~ s d.octrine of

the Good.

It has bGel'l argu.ec.l by Gulley that the h}'pothotical

method is lIan id.eal of proposi.tional analysis ll14 and H. D.

Ross treats the hypotheses as propositions. 15 Ro S. Bluck,

how'ever,argues that it; i.s fallacious to treat the hypotheses

as propositions. He points out that there is only one TtJay

in which contradictory conclllsions eould folloTtJ from a

prendss (hypothesis) and that is !lif the premiss 1';I'ere a

complex proposition including tl'JO inconsistent proposj.­

tions fl • 16 But Plato a.oes not mean the hypothesis to be a

complex propos:L tion. Bluc1\: then ShOI'JS' that, if 1'l'e regard

hypotheses as a method of arguing fronl one proposi t1.on to.
another', Plato t s argulnent ~.s marred by' the pass8,ge about

hypotheses: the passage El.bout hypotheses becom.es a

digresslon.- The thought 1'Tonld. run,he shows~as :follo\iJs:
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ForB1S are causes ~ a.:n.cl l'Jill prove immort8,li ty (1.00b·Q 8);
I!l.~!Ghai1istic causes are not a satisfactory explanation
OJ: anything (100a·~c); YOll. should all"iiays in argl1:l.ng stic.k
to one hypothetical proposi tion until you neecl to
confirm it by roference to a more general proposition~

and all'J"ays proceed. in that -r,·ra.y, not confusiue one with
another (:LO:1.d~,e); consic1En~at:ion of what Form-coDies. ~

C8.11 or cannot coexist in s011si1Jle objects leads to
the proof of the imrrrort;ali ty of the soul.:1.7

Thus he S1'101-;I"8 that the remarks a1Jou"I:; proposi tion9,1

analysis 1'Jottlcl be out of place. He argues that~if liVe are to

see Plato f S' account as coherent s we must Y'egarcl llhypotheses ll

as notions of llForm~·causesl1e His interpretation runs:

lione ShO'l11(1 cling to one I s pl"ovisional notion of the Form

that one provisionally postuls,tes as the cause of the thing

in question, until it has been seen i'J'hether all that Tesu1 ts!

from s'l.lch a thypothesis! is cons:i.stent ll ).8 And this clearly

preserves the continuity of P1ato f s cliscussion of cause 9

and it seems reasonable to regard the hypotheses as

'lprovis:i.ona1 notions!! of Fonns. If our p:r'ovis:lona1 notion

of a Form j.s cox'rect,no inconsistencies will f0110\J from it,

and thus the comparison of the 11res'IJ.1 ts B of our notion

of I!h~lPothesis!l :i.n the 1l?:J?Y..;,£1J~ (509 ff 0) as confirmation

of the vievJ that a hypothesis is a notion of a Form eJ.9

Although to have a notion of a Form implies an existential

proposi tion, llth;:;d; the Form exists lt , to say- that a Form exists

is meaningless unless T'Je b.avEl som.e not:i.on of the Forme

llhat is the nature, then,of the \llogos'l of 100a?

There is gooel reason to 8 hOI'.) that Illogos'l refe:rs not to
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propo8ltions but to elefinitions,1'rith vrhlch 30c:ratos was

traeli tionally as sociated c 31ucl;;: viTri te s:

If 1m are eoncernod ·t'j'i th, propo 8i tional reasoning s the
statement of the method is decidedly loose; for c ••

the lIae;reementll that will justify acceptance of propos­
i tion B because of the [':.ce>::~pta~1ce of p.ropo si tion A
must mean logical sequenc.e, lirhile if "e11 sagreement l1 is
to justify rejection of proposition C i't must mean not
non-sequence ,but in.consi stency. 20

If lW regard this objection bJ. the light of the cliscussion

of hypothesis~then it becomes even more attractive to

se8 "logos!! asrtclefinitionll • For again the coherence of

. Plato t s discussion is safe-guarcleu.. 'J'he point is this •
..

If Plato is fulfilling his promise to explai.n his meaning

more clearly, vw l'IToulcL expect a conrJOct:ton bet"t-Toen the

account at. 100a and the clescript:Lon of the Forms as

causes" And our expectation is met if lllogostl,lldefinition ll ,

is seen as a cause; a Itdefj_ni tion ll is to be seen as the

"cause rt of all that conforms to it being I'Jhat it is.

Plato ,after using tllegos " in 100a says that he

will make his meaning clearer. His subsequent d.iscussion

uses 11hypothesisl!. Thus,since the For'IDs are introcluc8cl

after 100a, and. since the im:i>licatioll is that Plato t slater

discussion expancls something already statecl at 100a~:lt

seems reasena.ble to suppose that the passage 1\7i th 1110gos"

is at least a reflection of Socrates t position,while the

passage I'Thich uses IIhypothesis ll is Platonic" As BlucI': says:

Ilthc~ tr8'.nsi tion from the SocJ::'aticism of the lllogos"-causo

to the Platoni sm of' the II choI'i ston' eiclosll-cause is effected

---_._ ..._-_.._-



7'1

by the device of m~ting Socrates offer to explain his

meaning ~mor8 clearlY!e" 21

what l'if8 recollect thx"ough experienCE) of sensibles is a

notion of a Form" \'Je have also seen above that "hypothesi S'l ~

which replaces trw Socratic lllogosll ,means not so much a

p~.C'oposition as a not:LOn of a Fon1" Thus,arJ.8.1ogously to the

"use of the hypothetical argu.ment in the ];J~£l2., 'He cEJ.n say that

the hypothetical method. of the fl?/wst9. Sc;rV8S to ma:te more

secure the findings of sense'-perception,or:,more exactl,Y ~

the finc1ings of recollection. stim.ulated by S81'J.so-perception"

Thus I thil1..l( it 1s 'Nrong to say,as GuIle;)" does~tl1at lIthE.;

D "t" " "1 pI "I " "j,.' 'I~ .1~I·lr=',o-_e·y O'c>.l. 11'".08l lon l11 C'18 :.Jl~S9_ 1.S C,.J,a"G "GuO 1,1 ~ reco__.. eC-C:Lon

j.s now based on the postulate that the Fo:cJns exist, but that

the theory is not liY1Jwd vIi th the method in the \'my implied

by the k12po" 1122

To conclude trds section 11J'8 shall leave Plato~s

methodology and, return to our previous discuss:i.ons of the

thought out fully the implications of his theory of li:ncH'Tleclge

in tho fact that he roalces no prOVision for errone011S juclge·~

ment· in his account" Platots argument that the fact that

110 attf:;dn a conceptu.al level of apprehen.sion points to tho

existence of the Forms has to assume for its success that

sone concept;s are rel:l.able pointers to the Porms" He gives

no indication hOH "Ne are to <1isti:nguish 'betlW8Yl. a concept
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which corresponds to a state of affai:cs a11.(1 a cone-ept that

does note Furthel'"'more~opinionls just as much possi.bIe only

at a conceptual level of apprehensj.ol1 as is Imov,rleclge, ancl

In thi s part we shall be concerned 1'!~L th considering

the general meening and adequacy of Plato's theory of

Forms ~ particularly with J::'eference to their epi stemological

significance~anc.lHith comparing Plators position in the

. Phaedo with that of the r·'1eno e ,l,' f.j!", .f:'!
__....__ ~ ......."\;lI

To commence this d.iscussion.·~shall give a brief

description of the Forms in their three main aspects:

met:;aph;)rsical~ontologioaland epistemological. The Forms

are the cause of all in the sensible Horld that is called

after them; the Fon.o.s are Ureal things ll ~having a nature ~ 8 ..ncl

as such can have their names predicatE:c.l of themselves; as

distinct from sensible particulars~1'rhichare l)erceivecl b;y

the (unreliable) senses,the Fonns may be apprehended by

the soul in their pu:r'e state.

Hovwver,it is difficult to see the Forms,as they

are prescntecl j.n the Phaeclo, as a single anS1wr to so· many. -':".._......._,,~

problcus. For there is no doubt that Plato,in saying that

the Form Beautiful is beautifuf'~iS preclicatinr.; llbeautiful 11

of the Form,and not asserting an identi ty betl'J8en the Form

and the char·acte~cistic. This fact of predication lays the
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theory of For'll1s open to the 11Third. Han ll argument 9 Since

reseml)lance is explained as der:Lv9;tiye from a For:m, tho

arguYnE.,nt runs, there must be another Form Nhich 1\1"111 cause

the. resemblance (of beautiful) that holels betl'Jeen sensible

insb.:mces (called l)eautiful) and the Form (called beau-

tiful) .. That is to say:

If sensible instances a~b,c. are all F,there must be a
single Form in virtue of 1-'1'1:1ich we apprehend a, b, c, as all F ..

If a,b,c and the single Form. are all F,there must be another
Form in Virtue of 11hich we apprehencl a, b, c and. the single
Form as all F'.

If a,b,c,the single Form,an<l the other Form are all F,th8re
must be yet another Form in v:lrtue of liihich HE; 2.pprehencl
8.,b,c,the slngle Form,ancl the other Form as all P ..

And. thus there is an infinite regress of Forms. Plato cloes

not (listh18'U.ish 'bet'I'Ieen a character and a thing c11aracterizecl,

betvwon the Form and. a perfect instance of the Form.

This suggests that the logical characteristics of

the Fo::crrls are not of the type 1',rh:lch are necessary :If they

a:('e to serve as the objects of knm·ileclge. He has to <1eny

the1r 11'chinghoodll f that which allo1'T8 them natures, that which

al101'18 them. to be prodi cated. of theffiselVEl s, if they are to

serve th1s pu:cpose. But Plato t s very attempt to d.:lstinguish

tho Forms from sensibles by ascribing to the Forms those

characteristics the opposite of ·which are 8xhibiteCL by

sel1.sibles contradicts his ~'1eeds. lie calls a Form llsimple l1 ,

llunchangE"~ablell ,and the like; but uhat he needs to do is

to elaborate upon the relatj.ons of the Forms, onG to another.
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Hhat is tho relation bet1'Jeen the Form. Equality and the

Form Ineq'lJ.ali ty? Can 11e conce:i.ve of the one Hi t110ut con·-

ceiving of the other? Such questions are important for his

theory of kno1'Jleclge~ancl so long'as he sees the Forms as

simple entities he is prejudicing his ideal of systematic

lrnovdec1ge"

The H,t~'l?. does not suffer from this defect. But the

intro(luction of the Forms in the Phaedo is not a retrogracle_....--..._-
step from the l':l~xlO f sj.nce the l1eno escapes these problems

very IDxwh at t1.'le expense of not tac1ding them.

If we are to be sympathetic to this part of Plato's

theory of Forms, we must see it in :vi:;s h:i.storical 8i tl,1.ation.

tv. K. C. Guthrie hol(ls that substance I'Jas not yet explic-

i tly distinguishecl as a category from attributes by

Soc:t:ates t fore~runner's~4Furthermore ,Parmenides t dictm.n that

a thing either is or is not suggests that the possibility

of different modes of existence was not yet contemplated.

He Inay see these factors in conjunction t'li th Gree]r usage.

The article is frequently used with the neuter adjective

(for example, II to clilraion ll ) I';hen describing l'1hat v'Je would

call attributes or qualities; hence the suggestion that

abstractions as such t'Jero not yet recogni zecL 25 ~l1hus II to

dikaion" carries the cOlL'1otation of 11 thinghoodl! _.~ that

which is just. This conclusion is strengthened by the fact

that 'when the feminine abstract noun occurs l tis often

personified as a goddess (Dike!!). rrhus 1Je can be more s~Tm-

,- -------- ---
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pathetic to Plato: he rea:U.zes that Forms are not of the

same mocle of being as sensibles ~ hl).t he still regarcls them.

as If things l ! c

He have already outlined the ways in 1-'Jhich thEJ

I:.b->~l£ is an aclvcmce upon the tieg2. through~ut our earliel"

c1.i scussion~ particularly in the role v.rhich i t gives to

sensibles in recollection, and thus 1n kncH'Jledge Q 'rhere are

some aspects of the ~~S~Q.PhOi'wiler, l"1"hic11 can be seen as

retrogressive from the li£~£o The fh~~ils exhibits at times

a raclical puritanisIil,according to i"Thich the body an(l the

soul ha-,]'e opposing char8:cteristicso 'I'he IJleJ}£"~'Jh11e con-

taining a distinction bet'Vreen body and soul,d.oes not attempt

to characterize the boc.ly and sov.l as bc;j.ng in opposi t].on,

unless it be in the vague llsoma-s8mall ideas of the religious

introduction to the a.octrine of recollectiono

I'IIoreover the tenclency (but not the air,It) of the

argument of the EtJ.:E:~Sl2. is to imply an j.mpersonal immortality

for the soulo The more Plato emphasizes the equation of

the soul,on the one hand,8nd,on the other, pure intellect

and 1ts functions, the more di.fficul t :l t is to conceive of

personal individuality in immortalityo Since the soul is

seen very f.lUch as pure intellect and since the objects of

the soul f s experience in its discarnate state are the smn.e

for all souls, it :1s hard to see \'lhat 1'Ji11 clifferentiate one

sOl1.1 from another o To glve a theoretical bacl::grouncl to

people t S natural v'Jishes for personal immortality involves
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the identification of soul ar.lc1 person~ anc1 it is by no

means easy to identify the soul as pure intellecttthe

content of whose lm.o'wledge j.s the same for all souls~ancl

the person." It may l'Jell be that~because he became conscious

that the distinctive characteristics llJ'hich he \'I'is11es to

as so ciEt"i;e 1"li til sOlJ.l canno t be related to soul as pure

intellect~Plato adopted the theory of the tri-partite soul

in the Republic-.,
_'!oo~._~,""",,,,,,

Hhile the §}llE.po.§,l.:~E, is an advance upon the

doctrines of the ~£S12.~ the main reason for its inclusion

in this stud.y is that it serves as a valuable pointer to

later developments in Plato's thought" Since Plato seems

to be striving to create a Ilioi~k of' art, perhaps in an effort

to relieV"e the ascetici sm of the D:~~::§;dC2.~it is not surpri sing

that its philosophical interest is lim:i.tecl to but a small

part of the 1'J1101e"

We shall commence by giVing a brief analysis of

thj.-g "partl!, sections 208b-21.2a" piotima cii stingui she s

mnong three types of procreation in the beautiful: the

procreation of children; the procreation of spiri t'\.J.al

issue,motivated by a love of honours; the procreation in

the beautiful itsel-f,the procreation of true spiritual

offspring" The tl\TO former types are subsumed under the latter"

rEha 1\'hole j. s an aceoD.nt of the II ascentil to the app:r:-ehension



8~

of the Form of Beauty. kt 211,Plato vrrltes~

And the true o:cc1er of going~or being led by another, to
the things of LO'le is to begi:o. from the beauties of the
earth and mount upl"larcl for the sake of that other
beau.ty,using these as steps onlY,ancl from one going on
to two, ancl from ti'TO to all fair for'ms, anc1. from fair
forms to fair practic(,Js,Gmcl from fair practices to fair
notions ~ until from f£.1,1r notions he arrives at the notion
of absolute beauty, and at last lD.1.o·Ns what the essence
of beauty j.s.26

Plato i S account is a departure from the P:hE:£.~l~ in

se-v-eral respects. First of all,there is no disparagement

of the body and the senses in the §_e,12.2.§.~~~., The important

r~le given to sensibles by Plato in the PJ:!;,.aedo. is stressed

in the .§J.EU?2_i?i·~B~ the process "l'rhic11 leads to knol'rlec1ge of

the Form is based on sensibles,in both accounts. But the

process of the ,SYJIl.J2.g>E!..~:..lV~ :lS o:n.e of progressive abst:caction,

from fair forms,to fair practices,fair practices to fair

notions,a.nd fair notion to the notion of absolute beauty.

By giVing such an account Plato is stressing the fact that

it is fromper'cei ving a great nu.m.ber of instances of

fair forms,a great number of s011sib1e instances~that we

progress tm'larc.1.s the notion of absolute beauty$ The Ph,aecl2.

does not describe this stage of ~ecollection in deta11~

since its account presupposes,in its 8xe.r.o.ples:a certain

familiarity with the concept concernec1~ln this caso

lIequali tyll $ Thi s process of abstrfwtion tends to emphasi ze

the Form as an object of knoviledge~l'rhereas the Pb~£q£

is at least as much interested in the Fonn in its metap11y-

sical and ontological aspects as in its epistemological



aspects.

The Form of the Beautiful, the ultimate object

of apprehension,clearly parallels the Form of the Good in

the R~l~li£; and alt~ough the ~~~~11£ offers an ideal

of proposi tional analysis, I11h11e the Sy-mE9sJ:qq~ depicts a

process of ~bstract1on,in neither case is this ultimate

apprehension dependent directly upon sense-perception. While

to deny this of the account of the 2~~. 'would be wrong,

it is much clearer in the Sy~C?£.t..t:g£ and the Ii£~i£.

Another explicit doctrine of the Republic is
~..------

fore-shac101'Jed in the SY[tlJ2Q..~_tum: in the formElr dialogue

Plato expands the three types of procreation,of which we

gave some account above, into the doctrine of the tripe-i.rti te

soul,in his attempt to reconcile the "intellectualized"

soul and the concept of person. The procreation of children

corresponds to the appetitive element,the love of honours

to the spirited,and procreation in the beautiful itself to

the rational. In each case the lower elements are subsumed

under the higher.

The absence of the moral puri tanism of the fh§:..?s1S2.

from thE) §2l!gJ?_9..S,L1.l..]);,Plato f s appeal for guidance in the

11 ascent lt (210a6-.7), hi s conception of' the unifying ul timate,

his new' estimation of the soul, all augur well for the

Republic; 8.nd the constructive elements of both the .
-~-- ......................_.....

Eh,§:2S:L~ and. the S;;{1P.22..§.il.!.:.1E. find their necessary synthesis

in that dialogue.
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l The table given below illustrates the results
of the stylometr:Lc analyses of Luto slaTll ski ~ von ,Arnj.m, Ri tter,
Haecler fmd vJil8..nlowi tz. It is hS1,8ecl on the table given by
Sir H.D.Boss,PJ;.§to_~§....ThecU:Y_..EI_I(1§;:.§.§.(Oxford: 195:1.) ,in his
introduction. Lutosla'l'Jski: s r88u1 ts are from his The Origin
~ncl_Q:!2J1!h."~..!2,~,~J;:'.2£~1£(1897) 1 PP • :l. 62··16 8 • -~',--~--~-~"-

Arnim Lutoslm'js~d Raeder Ritter T!lilam01'Ti tz-'-- --;...,....--~.- .._-"'...-...,......... --..,..~_._'.
___""',,",.:;>UW.'I'l_I1.'

Apology Apology Apology Apolc)8Y
Euth:'lphro

Laches Laches Laches Laches Laches
Pro t;3.goras Protagoras

Charmic1es Charmides Char-mides Charmid.es
Euthyphro Euthyphro Euthyphro Euthyphro

Apology
Cratylus

Heno Meno rvleno I"1eno Heno
Cratylus Cratylus Cratylu8 Cratylus
Sympo si1).111 Symposium Sympo.::dum S3TmpO siurfl Phaedo
Phaeclo Phaedo Phaedo Phaoclo Sympo 8i1)."111

Republic Republic Republic Republic Republic
rrheaetetus Theaetetus 'rheaetetus Theae tabls Par,nenic1es
Parmenic1es Parmenides Pe,rmenhLes Parmenides Theaetetus
Sophist Sophist Sophist :30phist 30phtst
Politicus Politicns Politicus Politicus Poli tiC'L1S
Philebus Philebus Philebus
Timaeus rrimaeus Timaeus 'Iiimaeus Timaeus

Philebus Philebus
Lm'1's Lm\Ts Lai\Ts Laws Laws

23 • E. Raven~Platots Thou,p::ht i,n the Hal{ing (Ca.m.bri.--
dge: 1965), p.. 49. -~--~~--~--"--'~"~-"-'-"'''---'~--~-'~

3G. I\1. A Grube,Pla.to t s Thoug;ht (London: 1935), pp.
15-20 and pp. 291-294, Sh01~S' ho"Zf"'carefully Plato il1.troduc.es
the theory of Idee,s in the Phaed.o; his atlalysis shaHs that
Plato gracled the introduction:'ofthe theory ancl of the
technical vocabulary of the theory.

4R• Robinson,Pl.~t.~":.~J~a.2:lh£.::r;: D.-ta~~.s-:tic. (Oxford: :l. 953) ,
p. 122.
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--~~--""_."''''''''_.'"""""-,,,,,.,,,,,,.,,,,,,,,-,,,,,.--,,,,.,,,~~- ...-.-

5p c Shorey 9 ~\!ha t PIato Saic.l (Chi caga: 1. C) 38) 9 J'.
Burnet, eel. ,Phae(~o (Oxfor(f:-·~r9rrr;-(E.::ee}cPh:i.losopfl.Y: Pa~ct One
(London: 1. 9IIfr~~·and. hi s Bri ti 8h Acacrem~'"r-18~C:tui;)';TiThe"----'~'---

Socratic Doctrine of the Soulll,Proce'edinp;s of the British
:\·.£?'~,~D£l.l (1. 91 5/1.6) :reprinted in Eii~:Y..i-8~~(r~r{te.i~s.:€-~·'~-­
(London: :1.929) ,and. A. E. Taylor~VE.'t.ria Socratica (1.911.) 9

and his Bri tishAcademy lecture, iipfa'tofsBfography of
Socrates lr ,ProceecUngs of. the Br:i. tish lwaCLemy (1. Q17).
These threewrfters·"ha\.,::,e~bee11-tiW-·cE:ref-exi)onents~f the
llstatic ll theory. "

'. 6p 0 Sho::cey, Q..,ll. .9J:..t. ~ p. 75.

7The third part of chapter t1;l'0 is a eli sc.ussion of
the development of Plato·f s tec.hnical voc.abulary for
expressing the Forms (lleic1os ll and llj~d.eall).

8R• Hope,ed. and trans.,Aristotle - r'1ei::.anhysic.s
(NOv'if York: 1.952). --_._'--~-'"-'---'"'--"--'-

9A" 11. Ads.lll s l1Socrc~tes: Quantum mutatus ab Ill01l,
Classical Quarterly,XII (:1.918),:1.21.-:1.39; L" Robin,l!3ur une
Hypoth~seR~~ce11£e~i1cnat;ive a 30crate l1 ,Hevue des Etudes
G r. ,,( 1 9'" 6') 1'-'9 ... 6 t::: • A 1'<' >., 11 rn:-'~'~">:""""~'-:;"~"~':C"'<> •••"'-"';;'''~ "'•
....K~?.J:l.;.€~~ .I. L , .I.e. -1.n " erguson, 1,ne lmpH. L'y or
Socratestl,Classical Quarterly,VII (1914),157 ff.; anrl G" H.
A. Grube,£.p'. '£'[f::pp:~'""29T=1+:~Thesearticles effectively
d.ispose of the arguments 1111ic.h Taylor,Burnet and Shorey use
to uphold the llstatic tl theory ..

Notes to Chapter I,Papes 8 tolS_ _ r ._. _ ......__........_, -...,.._,.._.:o....._.;~~_".. .....,."' _.:_

l.H" K. C. Guthrie The Greel;;:s and Their Gods,__.....-_....__-.-.._-...-__,_-_.-rl'_~_

(Boston: 1950) ,pp. 29<-30 a.,nd pc 32.

2Empedocles says: til go ac"'D.ong you an immortal God J

no longer a mortal". This passage is to be found. in D:1els,
F'rap:m.ente del' Vors01\:ratiker (Berlin: 193Ll-) ,fragment 112,4-0
Th-i. s·"bclokis-'h"8reaftercTtecl as Di el s 0

3H. K. C. Guthrie,212. s:J:t" ,p" :1.1.5.

4tIomer,OG.vssey IV,vv-" 56:1. ff. ,describes the gift
_.;.t.,_....._"'1'_

of iwaortality ~- eternal 11fe-- to Menelaus. While Homer
:kno'ws of an Elysimu,it is an earthly paradisf"]$ If I1enelaus
is to h£~e eternal life,it is by avoiding death altogether.

5.9.sl;(.s~~x XI,v-v. Lj,88-·491,is a gee-.a example of the
abhorrence felt for life after death as a shade"
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6Mimnermos and Semonides write of this. The
relevant passages are to be found.. in Diehl ,~~g,!.hQJogJ.:.£

1.Y-:~12.§l;"G,~9'§;(rreubner, 1965) , under l1imnermo s ~ fragments 1.·-5;
Semonicles of Amorgos,frasments 1. and 29; Sirr.onicles,frag­
ments 9 and 10; Call1,l1us fragment 1..

7D.. J 0 Furley, IlThe Early Hi story of the Concept of
Sou11l ,Ull~ve~13 ttL_~f._I.;:'..C2,r}.<iC?l~ ,.l~~.!:~J::t::lt~~_~ ~__.g].;.~~, 13ts.~ ,Bulle t :i.n
Number Three (1.950),is a comprehensive account of the early
hi story of the Greek concepts of IlpsychtJ ll , 11 phren1l , II th;;,rmo Sll ,

and II krocli ell ..

8J .. Burnet, HrEhe Socratic Doctrine of the soulll,
cited abovs,in section X of his article, shows that in
fifth century Attic writers there is little divergence
from the tradi tional (iRomeric l!) use of lIpsyche 1i .. He ci tes
Sophocles,Philoctetes,vv. 55 fo and :1.0:1..3,as examples of
the extenslon-or-tlle-word's use.

9Sophocles,oediPus TyrnyD.1us,vv. 64, ff. and 643;
Pinc1ar ,Q~....Y.::~E.l?.ll§. IX, vv. .3.3 ff.; 111..~lJ.?.ti?1l£§"G:r,::,§:£2.t.I ,11-,920.

lOE. R~ Dodcls,The Gres.ks 8Xl.a. the Irrational (Ber1wley:
66

--_._--,---,.~...~-._------~_.~-_.-
1.9 ),p.,159o

11Refel'ences conc.ernj_ng Thales are to bs found at
D:i.ogenes Laertil1.s, I, 21t, ancl Aristotle,De.J~!lirq.§;,A5,LJ-lla7. For
An2dimenes,see Aetius,1,3,4"

12E • At> Havelock,P:s:.£f§:£~)(JatQ., c;hapter ten.

l.3tI., J. Rose,~S'.Ei~~~tiv~,,~g},ll!-uye..:tXLQ..E.~2.:~ (Lond.on:
~9?--) 1('1J, ~ ) ,p. J . .) .,.•

Dod.dS,£2o

:1.61,1. K. c. GuthriEi,~~::L2J GE..f2.~·:)S Yhilg_~£.2~L
(Cambrid.ge: 1962),1,198.,

17F • r'I. Cornford,II:'iysticism and Science in the
Pythagorean TracU tj.on ll ,in tKo parts: .9l~~0_9.l ·~~§;.~.:'t~:r.1'L,

XVI (1.922),1.37-150 and _Cl§;'~§,1~S?-1.Q~rte:)-:ll,XVII (1923),
1.-12.

1. BB. Hussell,11'[s ti qi ~.l"?-...3~1s:LLt?.5l-.2. (Harrrrondsv'iO l' th:
1953) ,p, L
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~---~~_._-_._--;;..!"._ .._._-~

19The ramifications of Pythagorean philosophy do
not concern us h8re o Suffice :J.t to say that many of the
ViEH'JS of Pythagoras! follovrers ~'rere father~)cl on Py't;}:J.agore,s.
Thus 'Vw c~1rmot say whether or not Pythagoras believed that
an escape from the c;-{cle of births i'laS po ssible, and iv-hether
or not he believecl that only he and his immediate folloHers
'were subject to the process of transmigration.

20L • Robin~ !fOur las Doct:cine de 1a Reminiscence ll ,

Revue des Etudes Grecaues (1919), 451.~·Ll-61.___"~''''''.''''''''_'''''':''''''''''~:_:I__:r.:.o",_.,.,.".,

21.G co 1r-l" 1'1,. and J '(;1 Rav'e,V1 Tl"E' '')r~·'''''oc-r,r J.. l· c10 1...1 0 .r~. .,0.. • .['J Q _.c J. ... , _ ...." J.: ~~) ..L. Cl,. Lr

~19.§''2.P.rE:':''i (Ca,llbriclge: 196LI·), pp~ 261.,~262.-·--··_-~'·-

22Empedocles: see Diels,B115.

23H. L ICe C. Guthr:le ,HLst.£fiL2_t..Q.:s£:~.s..E'b-ilo~::?.l?m~~ci ted
above,I,353- l- and 351.

lThe main sources for the life of Socrates are
Plato,Xenophon,Anti:::ithenes,8.nd Aeschines. The latter tu'JO
are extant in small quantities only. Aristotle is a
valuable source for particular philosophical problems
connected id th socrates.

2Ari stotle ~l:Iel;,';ml1Yst_Q.& A, 987b an(l H, :I.078b29.

3tle Cherniss,IIThe Phllosophlcal Economy of the
m

4
"u
4
'1eory

6
of Id.eas ll ,Ame£Ls:.~q_o.url1al__21.'...P.llU:2];.2SY, LVII (1936),

, I 5_Lf'~' •

L~
'Eut.b1l.0J.J;:Q.,7b-d and llb-e are gooi..l examples of

this.

53ee N. Gulley, "Ethical imalysis in Plato f s
Ear-lier DialolZLles ii ,Classical Quarterly,N. 3. II (1952),
pp. 74-82 ancl.~in pal';·dcl~i8x~i)·.75;no:-fO-·~1.

6r_.~ .
1962),D.4.

7RJ... &

Gull 19"17 ,Plato f s Theorv of Knowledger,) ...__,.,~_rr_·..._'_"'-_..__.""'·._-::.._...

1961),0.
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8Aristotle,Nicomachean Ethics,1097b2:1.,is a good

example of this. He "tvriTe's:"lf"to"'CB~lI--happirwssthe
greatest good is perhaps a littJ.e trite. 1f

9.A" E. Taylor,~~e.Nan.--?!"!E.:-.~-li22-j.:£ (London:
:l. 926) ,p. 47.

10J • Goul.cl,The Development of Platots Ethics
(Cambridge: 1.955)" 1\~fl1:'-s'rh8]]:of' t·.Ei s-bQoir- Ts-" cLevo ted
to Socrates,ancl the first chapters to the problem with

, which l'ie are concernoel here. The discussion he gives is
basecl on the distinction which he adopts from Ryle,anc1
"t'J"hich is to be found in G" Rylc,'I'he Concent of t·Und
(Harmol1c1s1'Torth~:l.9L1--9),p. 28" -~ . __......~-----_ ...,--

:1.:l.Aristotle ~ EU~':..~:Q!~i.8dl..B..!...12t..<?~,1.216b3-1.0.

12N " Gulley,in his revieiv of Gouldts boolc,The
P-'~.y'~l<2.p~§ll!....2J~ Pl.atQ.;_s-l1~.bJ.£s~ The rev:i..81'i is to be-found
in Phih2~§.9.r2.t~,;z:,XXXI,J7bff. A" Bo~rce Gibson,I!Change and
Continui ty in Plato t s Though t l1 , Revi£~ of IVIe~...§.p.l},ZE.t~..§,XI

(1957/8),is a useful work in assessing the force of Gouldis
thesis"

13Go M. A. Grube,Plato's Thought,p. 9- See also
hi s note to that page 'whereher-efer~toGorp.;ias, 497e,
as a further example of the use of f1eic1os~1:irthOut any
metaphysical co~~otations.

141\. E. Taylor,~u§,- .so~~t_~ (1.911) fPPO ::L97-2,67~

1.5c. 11. Gillespie,lrThe Use of 'Eidos~ and tId.ea f

in Hj_ppocrates",Classical QuarterlY,VI (1912) ,179-204 •.._------~~ .....~

16R • S. BhJ.cl~,.9J2. ill. ~pp" 224,-225.

1. 7n. C. Baldry, ':Plato f S 'rechnical Terms f 11,

.ql?:§.~~:hs:_al~...5~J!:.~.~=£:l:.Y.:IXXXI (:i. 937) ,141-150.

18J:219.:-, pp.ll~2-:l)+3.

:1.9Ibid. , p~ 144. See also Aristotle r s l·le~~?-:et~'Ll?is:..Ei
H, 1.078bJO"---
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Notes to Chanter III~Pages 34 to 59•__w......1'__'..1__;..__;..6_"'__..._-'-W..__,.."...........·~. ....::.n...'__.._:__...·.....,

1.J 0 E. Raven ~ Plato t s 'I'hough t in the Bald-np.;
(Ca,mbr:1.dge: :1. 965) ~ p. 68~--0<'--"---'''~--~~ .....-,--~--~.~

2The translat:i.on is bY' H., Ko Co Guthrio t from
Plato: Pro tagor-as and Heno (HarmondSl'lOrth: :I. 956) 0 Thi s_W'.,.....-._'OI"......""...~...._...."...-...;,2.._......'~-I"<"\lO_.".~ ...,.........,_........:,-"""'..." ... ~....... •

translation is uS8cl throllghou"':; this chapt;ero

3R0 So Bluck tPl§.12~:JLN~.2l£ (Cambridge: 1.961) t p. 286.

Lj'l£1£o

5No GulleY'~Platots Theor31 of Knovrledge,p. 10"
ItHythical symbolism"-rsa phl::aseUS-e(r-bY~Sho'reyto refer to
"all nature is akin ll ,:1.n }n1..~t Pl~~C2...§E._~.~l~ pJ~3.

6N • Gulley, IIPlato f s Theory of Recollectionl1 ,

_Cl~,§"0.=1..2.~l._~art!3r1.,y,N. s. IV (1.954) t19L~~213,argues that
"the now' pop'cLlar vio1'7 that anarnnesis is abandoned in the
later dialogues is false il (po194,).

7Ibid.• ,p. 1960 He l'l:cites of IvIugler!s thesis
(that lITe a:re-able to recall general proposi tions through a
proeess of abstraction based on experi.ence in a previous
life): IlIf a priori lGl01·rled.ge is not explicable iITithin
an empiri cal theory' based on the 0xpe~r::ience of 'this life, then
a reso~ct to the Im01''lledge acquir'ed through the preeisely
similar experience of an earlier life is superfluous. 1I

8N • GUlleY~~2...~,_Th£Q,~;z. Of, K[lov!].e.c1£.~,p. :1.3.

9B• Ru sse11 ~ rL'i s ~~r. .9J'_}'1e s~.e1-:.tl-_?11 i 1 C?_~£r2.Q.Y.. (:L 9h6) ,

lONe s. Br01;\TJ:l,ll]?lato dJ_sE":.pproves of the Slave-boy's
AnSi1rerll,Bev:'Lel·J of r,TEJtanl'lysic§,XXI (Jl.967) ,57-93 .. See in
particular p~8.

llF 0 H. Cornford, PriQ£.:~J~-.2al?Le.nJ'~ia:..E.l (Cambridge:
1952),p. 2~

12~e~ chaDLp~ T -)P 15 ·)6v l:j J: v -- __ , 1: 1: & ,J:~ ....".. e

1.3R. s. Blucl~~Q.t?• .£.u.,p. 79,cites the example
frOEl H,eath t 9rse1\:_I'l~th~},£§;~~l£§' 9 I , p. 370 ..

:l r:
·.:JR .. Robinson,Plato t s Earlier Dialectic,Dp. 93 ff._'_........~__... ....'......._~__......._~._ ..."...... ..... J.:
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16C• Mu~ler,Platon at 1a Recherche math6matique, ..;,:) ..._'''"__........... ~..... -.::o ...........~....,..... u"._~~ ...-_. .._~~_."""u. ..._-........._..*'...._~~ ........_

de son Bpogue (Strasbourg: 19~8).

:1.71....... d p ""0"'9
_'i~t.~· '..;.;) •

l8E • s. Bluck,oI~,. s~it. ~ p. 225.

:l.9L • Robin, II Sur la Doctrine de la Remin:i.soence ll ,

Revue des Et·0.cles G2'ecaues~ (:1.9:1.9) 1~·~:L-}+6:1.._ _ .. _ ... _·_.__........_ ..__...__._n'~~_ .._ , ..,/

20E • Cher'ni ss, liThe Philo sopr~ical Economy of the
Theor;y of Ideas lt ,Ameri can JOl:1.rnal of Philol0·C"sY, LVII (1936),
LI,4'5~4.1.1·6 • -.-.--.---..--"--->-.--.-.._-'-..._-..-.-'.~.-

I'l2.-t£p .~0 .•~Qrl~,E~.£f: ..J_Y.~:P..?:.2;i§~.~_§.9.~~_~§.~

lR. Haclcforth,Plato f s Phaec10 (Cambridge: :1.9.55),
p. 29,discusses tho signiErcaD6e-of-Phlius as the setting.

2TraJ;).slation by R. Hac}~forth,on. cj_t.; his
traYlslation is used. throughout this cllapter:--

311?A1.,Po 49,cliscusses our evidence for puritanism
in Socrates the mano

4see Go Ho A. Grube,Plato!s rrhouf1~ht,ap'Oenc1.ix I,_....,....."':...... -.r..._ .._ .._. ',.."... :~ .........._ .....

VPo 291.~294.

5Sir <"To Do Ross,lli.to!s Theo:cy 01. IdeE!:§!.,p.22.

6It is important to note that Plato cloes not say
there is a process of abstraction from sensibles i'\Thioh loads
to a ImOioJleclge of the Forras.

7AlthO"l.1sh 1'78 have to wait until l02b-105b for the
introduction of llei.dosl1 and "ideal! as referring explici tly
to the Forms,the point remains that Plato is giVing a
gracT.ual explication of the theory of Forms,8....1'1d that
720-76c refers to the Fo~ns,and not to anything as vagQe
as the lltranscendent beings ll of the H.~.n.£o
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Notes to Chaoter IV,... ..... ~_ ..._.. "'--""--...."..,\'"-~'''" ........._----
t2RQ S. BI'llCk,f}8:t:2.,~§.Jd2~~s:sl~ (London: :J. 95.5) ,p .1.L~;

:I. 31J2~ d. ~ "p " 1. 3.

:1.4N" GulleY,2.12°

15sir H. De Ross,S!l?o pJ.!.,po 29.

16Ro S. Bluck,op. cit.,o. 161. He cites Ross1thoory
that the llhypothesis ll is ap~roposit:Lon.

l71!?i~1" ,po 162. I ha-Ire ac1e~pted his account slightl;;r.

:I.8Ibicl.,uo :1.69.
--~- ....

:1.9llicl. , pp. :1.62-163.

20I~tq,. , pp. 1.64-165.

21 I :9.tQ;. ,p • :1.65 •

22N" Gulley~oQ. 2i!.,P. 45.

23Phaedo,100c,reac1s: "if anything else is beautiful
besides thebeautiful i tscIf. e 0 II.

21~1·1. K" Co Guthrie,llThe Inve.ntlon of Substance II ,

Aclclr~:..§£_to__~.Y;;;."ell.~·mLU..£21.£:9:,November, 1953.

25In this connection it is interesting to note
that the early stoics,at least, believed in the substantiality
of attrlbu,tes and universals; in fact, their notion vms
more sophisticated then I'Te have suggested, in that they
bel i eyed. at t:cibute s to be as real as areas to vJhi ch \'JO

assign identj. t;y-, even if their-'l-rolguage 'belied this
sophistication at times.

26Translation by B. Jowett, from lli...to 1 s Sym..e.2"sl~
(NeVI Yor.1r: 19}..j.-8).
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