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DISSERTATION ABSTSACT 

The Parmenideans had a r r i v e d  a t  a view of r e a l i t y  according 

t o  which change i s  impossible. And the  Herac l i teans  had a r r i v e d  

a t  a view of r e a l i t y  according t o  which permanence is impossible. 

I n  the  Phaedo, according t o  my i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  us ing  elements 

from Parmenides and Herac l i tus ,  P l a t o  c o n s t r u c t s  a t h i r d  phi lo-  

soph ica l  pos i t ion .  

I consider  P l a t o t s  philosophy under th ree  headings: (1) The 

Proof& the  Immortali ty of the  Soul, ( 2 )  The Theory of Forms, 

and (3)  The Theory of Change. 

(I) B r i e f l y ,  according t o  my a n a l y s i s ,  P la to ' s  argument Is 

t h i s :  Existence by d e f i n i t i o n  belongs t o  the  soul .  Therefore,  

the  soul  cannot change with r e s p e c t  t o  the  oppos i tes ,  ex i s t ence  

and non-existence, and t h a t  i s  t o  s ay ,  t h e  s o u l  can n e i t h e r  be- 

g i n  nor cease t o  be. Hence, i t  i s  e t e r n a l .  In  t h i s  argument, 

as i n  the  on to log ica l  argument ( i n  one ve r s ion  a t  l e a s t ) ,  "exis- 

tence" is  t r e a t e d  as a p red ica te ,  as a term which might l e g i t i -  

mately occur i n  the  d e f i n i e n s  of an  expression. I t  i s  t h i s  

f e a t u r e  of the  argument I a t t a c k ,  br inging  the  t r a d i t i o n a l  ob- 

j ec t ions  a g a i n s t  the  on to log ica l  argument t o  my c r i t i c i s m  of 

P l a t o ' s  arguaent .  

( 2 )  I i n t e r p r e t  the  theory of forms as an  a t tempt  t o  resolve  

the  Socra t i c  paradox mentioned a t  - 80d i n  the  Neno: - 
... a man cannot t r y  t o  d iscover  e i t h e r  what he knows 
o r  what he does no t  know. He would n o t  seek what  he 
knows, f o r  s ince  he knows i t  t h e r e  i s  no need of the  
Inquiry,  nor  what he does not  know, f o r  i n  t h a t  case 
he does no t  even know wha t  he i s  t o  look f o r .  



The problem r a i s e d  i s  t h i s :  How do we l e a r n  t o  apply c o r r e c t l y  

such terms as "v i r tuev t  and the  o t h e r  genera l  terms which a r e  

supposed t o  des ignate  forms? 

I compare P l a t o t s  theory of a b s t r a c t i o n  t o  Lockels,  and us- 

i n g  an  argument similar t o  P l a t o t s  i n  the  Keno, show t h a t  Lockets 

theory i s  de fec t ive .  Locke1s theoFy f a i l s  because it cannot 

account f o r  how we a r e  a b l e  t o  s e l e c t  those f e a t u r e s  from a 

p a r t i c u l a r  which a r e  e s s e n t i a l  t o  it as a r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  of i t s  

kind,  of a un ive r sa l .  Contrary t o  Lockets opinion,  i f  you do 

n o t  know what  v i r t u e  i s ,  see ing  th ings  which a r e  v i r t u o u s  w i l l  

n o t  be i n s t r u c t i v e  t o  you about  v i r t u e ,  s ince  you w i l l  no t  even 

recognize them as virtuous--Leg.,  if you don ' t  know wha t  v i r t u e  

is ,  you won't be a b l e  t o  s e l e c t  the  v i r t u o u s  a s p e c t s  from a 

sample which i s  both v i r t u o u s  and non-virtuous. P l a t o  sought 

t o  avoid t h i s  t a s k  of impossible s e l e c t i o n ,  through which we 

a r e  supposed t o  a r r i v e  a t  the  bare e s s e n t i a l s  of a genera l  con- 

c e p t ,  by  pos tu la t ing  the  ex i s t ence  of a realm of forms, of uni-  

v e r s a l s ,  where by the v i s i o n  of conception we can behold per- 

f e c t  examples of our  genera l  i d e a s  which con ta in  only what  i s  

e s s e n t i a l  t o  those ideas ,  thus  making s e l e c t i o n  unnecessary. 

But P l a t o ' s  assumption of a pre-exis t ing  sou l  and a realm 

of forms, as I argue,  ha s  no explanatory va lue  so f a r  as ab- 

s t r a c t i o n  i s  concerned. For, u n l e s s  P la to  a l s o  assumes t h a t  

we can make such d i sc r imina t ions  as t h a t  between the  j u s t  and 

t h e  non-just ,  f o r  example, he can have no basis f o r  saying t h a t  

we can recognize the  form of j u s t i c e  as being i t s e l f  j u s t :  and 

y e t  it i s  p r e c i s e l y  our  r ecogn i t ion  of the  form of j u s t i c e  as 



being something supremely j u s t  t h a t  i s  supposed t o  account f o r  
I 

our a b i l i t y  t o  h i sc r imina te  t h e  j u s t  from the  non-just .  But, 

i f  t h a t  very a b i l i t y  must be presupposed i n  o r d e r  f o r  h i s  theory 

t o  work, then the  theory presumes what it i s  supposed t o  explain.  

( 3 )  According t o  P l a t o ' s  theory of change, as I i n t e r p r e t  

it,  th ings  a r e  supposed t o  have a core of necessary p r o p e r t i e s  

which a r e  a b s o l u t e l y  unchangeable i n  t h e  th ings  themselves and 

a surrounding s h e l l  of cont ingent  p r o p e r t i e s  which a r e  i n  a 

s t a t e  of cons tant  change, and the  d e f i n i t i o n s  of the  th ings  

a r e  supposed t o  be r e l a t i v e  t o  these  core of necessary proper- 

t i e s .  Whereas, i n  f a c t ,  as I argue,  the  n e c e s s i t y  never reaches 

the  l e v e l  of th ings  and t h e i r  p r o p e r t i e s ,  bu t  remains on the  

level of proposi t ions.  Moreover, e s s e n t i a l  p r o p e r t i e s  a r e  de te r -  

mined by d e f i n i t i o n s ;  d e f i n i t i o n s  a r e  n o t  determined by e s s e n t i -  

a l  p roper t i e s .  
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INTRODUCTION 

Nietzsche held t h a t ,  s ince  t h e  phi losophica l  systems of 

a n c i e n t  Greece a r e  a l l  f a l s e ,  our  primary concern should be 

w i t h  the  minds and p e r s o n a l i t i e s  t h a t  produced these  systems 

and n o t  with the  systems themselves. But i n  t r u t h  t h e  minds 

and p e r s o n a l i t i e s  of these  men have long s i n c e  been l o s t  t o  us ,  

and very o f t e n  the  same f a c t  i s  adduced as evidence f o r  oppo- 

s i t e  conclusions,  suggest ing perhaps t h a t  one's temperament 

has  more t o  do with the  p i c t u r e  one p a i n t s  of P l a t o  than the  

f a c t s  a t  hand do. An ar t is t  produced the  Dialogues, of course,  

and no doubt h i s  pe r sona l i ty  i s  woven i n t o  the  web of argument 

found the re .  But, l i k e  the  t imid s p i d e r  who r e t r e a t s  t o  a dark 

co rne r  when h i s  web i s  inves t iga ted ,  t h e  p e r s o n a l i t y  of P la to  

seems t o  withdraw from the Dialogues when we search f o r  ev i -  

dence of i t ,  leaving  us  w i t h  j u s t  the  web of P l a t o f s  reasoning,  

And i t  i s  w i t h  t h i s  web, t h e  ob jec t ive  remains of P l a t o ' s  

thought,  t h a t  I here propose t o  concern n y s e l f ,  i n v e s t i g a t i n g  

t h a t  por t ion  of it which i s  found i n  t h e  Phaedo. For the re  i s  

much t h a t  can be l e a r n t  from a f a l s e  theory.  

The choice of t h e  Phaedo f o r  t h i s  study i s  no t  a r b i t ~ a r y .  

That dialogue,  I be l i eve ,  occupies a c r u c i a l  p o s i t i o n  i n  P l a t o l s  

w r i t i n g s  and i n  h i s  i n t e l l e c t u a l  development. And, a l though I 

s h a l l  n o t  be much concerned w i t h  P l a t o l s  i n t e l l e c t u a l  develop- 

ment o r  wi th  h i s  w r i t i n g s  as a whole, my p r i n c i p a l  reason f o r  

s e l e c t i n g  the  Yhaedo as the  o b j e c t  of t h i s  s tudy i s  t h a t  i t  is  

probably the  d ia losue  i n  which the  theory of forms w a s  f i r s t  



exp la ined  t o  P l n t o ' s  r e a d e r s e 1  Therefore ,  t h e  Phaedo i s  e ve ry  

impor tan t  d i a l o p e  f o r  t hose  who b e l i e v e  t h a t  i n  t h e  l a t e r  d i a -  

l ogues  P l a t o  r a d i c a l l y  overhauled t h e  t heo ry  o f  forms, s i n c e ,  

presunlably, t h e  -- Phaedo can be used as a measure of  P l a t o ' s  

e a r l . ~  views on the  forms. 

I t  i s  b e s t  t o  unders tand  Y l a t o ' s  philosophy i n  t h e  c o n t e x t  

i n  which i t  w a s  o f f e r e d .  J a t e r  v e r s i o ~ s  of P l a t o ' s  philosophy 

a r e  a p t  t o  be c o n c e ~ n e d  wi th  problems d i f f e r e n t  from those  ~ i t h  

which P l a t o  himself  was concerned. Cer ta . in ly ,  a t  l e a s t ,  t h e  

probl-ems of  F l a t o  do n o t  co inc ide  wi th  t hose  of  C h r i s t i a n  

P l a t o n i s t s .  P l a t o t s  philosophy i s  o f f e r e d  as a sol-ut ion t o  c e r -  

t a i n  problems, and,  t h e r e f o r e ,  t o  a p p r a i s e  t h e  succes s  o r  f a i l -  

u r e  of  h i s  philosophy i t  i s  neces sa ry  t o  be acqua in t ed  w i t h  

t h e r e  problems. A r i s t o t l e ,  whose a u t h o r i t y  modern s c h o l a r s  are 

n o t  i n  a p o s i t i o n  t o  dispu.te,  says :  

The s u p p o r t e r s  of  t he  i d e a l  t heo ry  were l e d  t o  it 
because on t h e  ques t ion  about  t he  t r u t h  of  t h i n g s  
they  accep ted  the  F e r a c l i  t e an  s a y i ~ g s  which de- 
s c r i b e  a l l  s e n s i b l e  t h i n g s  as e v e r  ~ s s s i n g  atray, 
s o  t h a t  i f  knowledge o r  thought i s  t o  have a n  ob- 
j e c t ,  t h e r e  nust b s  sone o t h e r  ai-td permanent en- 
t i t i e s ,  zip%rt from those  v7hich a r e  s e n s i b l e ;  f o r  
t h e r e  covlcl be no k r ~ o r ~ l c d ~ e  o f  t h i n s s  vhicl i  wsre 
i n  a s t a t e  of f l u x .  (il1et8.-p?1?~sica 1078b 10) 

The H e r a c l i t e a n  doctrine h?,d seemed t o  undermine the  very pos- 

s i b l . l i t y  of knowled~e .  For i t  ?!as reazoned t h a t ,  i f  all t h i n g s  

are i n  a s t a t e  of cbaage i n  a l l  r e s p e c t s  a t  all t imes,  t hen  i t  

i s  no I-._Gr.e r i z h t  t o  call. sope-t;hjy~g than  i t  1s  t o  c a l l  it 

"not-A. Accordins t o  h r i s t o t l . e ,  Herac!.itv.s hzd claimed t h a t ,  

IG. 1,:. Grvbe ,  F l a t o ' s  ----- Thol;-'lt (1;o~:lon: 19?5), pp. 291-4. 



" A l l  t h i n g s  a r e  t r u e  and a l l  a r e  f a l s e . "  (14etaphysica 1012a 35)  

According t o  t h i s  view, then ,  we can be no more j u s t i f i e d  

i n  c la iming  t h a t  a given p r o p o s i t i o n  i s  t r u e  t h a n  i n  c l a i n i n g  

t h a t  it. i s  f a l s e ,  s i n c e  t h a t  v ~ l ~ i c h  t h e  p r o 2 o s i t i o n  i s  abou t  i s  

c o n s t a n t l y  changing i n  a l l  r e s p e c t s .  Obviou.sly, a view l i k e  

t h i s  w a s  a p t  t o  blossom i n t o  t he  n o s t  extreme of  a b s u r d i t i e s ;  

and i n  f a c t  i t  d id .  There a r e  t r a d i t i o n s  t o  t h e  e f f e c t  t h a t  

s t u d e n t s  of X e r a c l i t u s  upon unders tanding  h i s  t each ings  were 

mute from t h a t  t ime u n t i l  t h e i r  d e a t h s ,  Also accord ing  t o  tra- 

d i t i o n ,  P l a t 0  was once a s t u d e n t  of  Cra.tylu.s, a H e r a c l i t e a n  

about  whom A r i s t o t l e  s ays  t h a t  i n  t h e  end he "did  n o t  t h i n k  i t  

r i g h t  t o  sa-y any th ing  b u t  on ly  moved h i s  f i n g e r . "  (Metaphysica - 
1010a 5 )  

P l a t o  opposed t h e s e  ph i losophers  of change, a r g u i n g  t h a t  

t h e  E e r a c l i t e a n s  "have no ph rases  t o  f i t  t h e i r  fundamental prop- 

o s i t i o n  [ - - * ~ v e r ~ t h i c ~  i s  i n  a s t a t e  of  t o t a l  change' - 7--un- 

l e s s  i t  were 'no t  even nohow. ' ' I  ( ~ h e a e t e t u s  --- 183b) Thus  t h e  

funl iamei~tal  i d e a  t h a t  eve ry th ing  i s  i n  a s t a t e  o f  t o t a l  change 

P l a t o  r e j e c t e d  as meaningless.  But, a c c e p t i n g  t h e  E e r a c l i  t e a n  

p r i n c i p l e s  as a p p l i e d  t o  s e n s i b l e  t h i n g s ,  P l a t o  p o s t u l a t e d  a n  

u n c h a ~ g l n g  realm over  which r a t i o n a l  d i s c o u r s e  w a s  t o  range.  

I n  t h i s  he axed much t o  Parmef~icles. 

P l a t o ,  I b e l i e v e ,  throuzhout  h i s  c a r e e r  sought  t o  nav iga t e  

a course  belxdeen t h e  Heracl i te? ,n  e x t r e ~ e  of  t o t a l  change and 

t h e  Parmenidezn extreme of  t o t a l  change lessness ,  o r  t o t a l  per- 

manence. I n  t he  Theaetc tug he w r i t e s ,  

L i t t l e  by l i t t l e ,  o u r  advance has brought  u s ,  wi th-  



l 

o u t  o u r  knowing i t ,  between t h e  two l i n e s  1, i . ~ . ,  
t h e  S e r a c l i  t e a n  and t h e  ~arrnenidea-n,-7 and,  u n 7 e . s ~  
we can somehow fend  them o f f  and s l i p  'through, rre i / 
s h a l l  s u f f e r  f o r  i t . . , .  ( ~ h e a e t e t u s  181a)  I /  

Sometilries P l a t o  is p u l l e d  toward the  one vieru, some t imes toward 

t h e  o t h e r ,  2 % ~  he develops  i n c r e a s i n g l y  s o p h i s t i c a t e d  t o o l s  of  

conceptu2,l a n a l y s i s .  Though, in the ?haedo, P l a t o  tried t o  ac- 
I 
I 
I 

cornmodate what he then thought  was sound i n  both of  t h e  two po- i~ 
1 

\ I 
s i t i o n s ,  he i s  dec ided ly  p u l l e d  a c r o s s  t h e  Parnienidean l i n e ;  i I 

i 1 

and he  does indeed s u f f e r  f o r  i t ,  as w c  s h a l l  see .  I 



PLATO'S PHILOSOPHICAL PRZDX!BSSORS 

1.1 In t roduc t ion .  Our a i m  he re  i s  n o t  t h e  r e c o n s t r u c t i o n  

of corrlplete p re -P la ton ic  ph i lo soph ie s ,  b u t  simply t h e  exh ib i -  

t i o n  of c e r t a i n  p re -P la ton ic  b e l i e f s  which were manipulated by 

P l a t o  and used i n  t h e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  of h i s  philosophy.  There 

a r e  two reasons  f o r  having t h e s e  b e l i e f s  b e f o r e  us. F i r s t ,  by 

showing t h e  c o n t e x t  i n  which P l a t o ' s  ph i lo soph iz ing  took p l ace ,  

we  provide the  d a t a  w i t h  which t o  e x p l a i n  c e r t a i n  appazen t ly  

b i z a r r e  moves on P l a t o l s  p a r t .  For t hey  can be unders tood as 

a r e a c t i o n  t o  what h i s  p redeces so r s  b e l i e v e d ,  o r ,  perhaps i n  

some c a s e s ,  as a n  unexamined accep tance  of  what h i s  p redecessors  

and contemporar ies  be l i eved .  Second, by keeping be fo re  u s  t he  

body o f  b e l i e f  w i t h  which P l a t o  worked, we m i t i g a t e  t h e  da-ngers 

of  anachronism, which i n  P l a t o t s  c a s e  a r e  p a r t i c u l a r l y  g r e a t  

because o f  t he  many ways i n  which he d l d  s t a n d  o u t  from h i s  

contemporar ies .  F o r t u n a t e l y ,  we can t r e a t  t h e  pre -P la ton ic  

ph i lo sophe r s  b r i e f l y  and dogmat ica l ly  s i n c e  t h e  confir!;?ation of 

what we say i s  t o  be found i n  t he  t e x t  of  P l a t o ,  n o t  i n  t h e  

w r i t i n g s  of  t h e s e  ph i losophers  t i~emselves .  For i t  i s  w i t h  

P l a t o q s  unders tanding  of t h e s e  phiJosophers  t h a t  v;e a r e  con- 

ce rned ,  n o t  v r i  t h  t h e  ph i losophers  themselves.  

1.2 H e r a c l i t u s  and .- 2armenides. I n  t h e  C r a t y l u s  E'lato ur r i t es ,  9- 
HeracLi tus  sonewhere s ays  t h a t  a l l  t h i n g s  a r e  i n  
p rocess  and no th ing  s t a y s  s t i l l ,  and l i k e n i n g  ex- 
i s t i n g  t h i n g s  t o  t h e  stream of a r i v e r  he s ays  
t h a t  you could n o t  s t e p  twice  i n t o  t h e  same r i v e r .  

( C r a t g l u s  k02a)  

Change, acco rd ing  t o  Eera ,e l i tus ,  i s  f r o g  o p p o s i t e  t o  opposi te--  



t h a t  i s ,  f o r  example, from hot  t o  co ld  and from co ld  t o  hot.  

Change, he says,  i s  c y c l i c ,  no t  r e c t i l - i n e a r .  We can see  the 

world being renewed cons tan t ly ,  he reasoned--renewed i n  the  

changing of the seasons,  the  coming of w a r m  weather from co ld  

and the r e t u r n  of co ld  weather from w a r m .  Such th ings ,  accord- 

i n g  t o  h i s  reasoning, prove t h a t  chanse i s  c y c l i c ,  opposi te  

from oppos i te ,  no t  r e c t i l i n e a r .  He sees ,  as Jaeger  says,  "$he 

process  of coming-to-be and passing-away as a cons tan t  i n t e r -  

t ransformation of oppos i tes ,  one i n t o  the o the r .  "l The term 

" o p p o ~ i t e ' ~  i s  never def ined  by Herac l i tus ;  and he,  l i k e  o t h e r  

pre-Flatonic  phi losophers ,  does n o t  csnsc ious ly  d i s t i n g u i s h  be- 

tween p roper t i e s  and svlbstances, so t h a t  h i s  account of change 

remains on the  l e v e l  of crude empir ica l  genera l i za t ion .  

Rather than g iv ing  p r i o r i t y  t o  one oppos i te  over i t s  mate, 

9 Herac1itu.s argu-es t h a t ,  because both oppos i tes  are e s s e n t i a l l y  

bound together ,  beilly p a ~ t s  of t h e  sane cycle  o r  process ,  they 

a r e  on a p l9nee2  He holds t h a t  change i s  u n i v e r s a l ,  t h a t  no- -- - 
t h i n g  i s  exempt f r o g  "becorninget1 Now, s ince  i n  h i s  visw change __- - . _ ~ - - _ _ ~  

c o n s i s t s  i n  the  in te r t r ans fo rmat ion  of one oppos i te  i n t o  i t s  

mate and then back again  i n  an  unending cyc le ,  he i s  committed 

t o  t h e  be'lief t h a t  everyth ing  has a n  o2posi te .  The theory,  

t h e r e f o r e ,  impl ies  t h a t  r e a l i t y  i s  exhaus t ive ly  descr ibable  i n  

terms of the var ious  pairs of oppos i tes  which, he says,  a r e  the  

lil. J aeae r ,  - The Theoloriy of the early Greek Philosophers 
( ~ x f o r d :  1947) ,  p. 122. 

2 ~ .  S. Kirk and J. 9. Raven, -- The Pre-Socrat ic  Philosophers 
(cambridge : l964.), ?. 189. 



basis of change. 1 
?I 

There unquestionably i s  a g r e a t  d e a l  wrong wi th  what  Hera- % I 
/ I  

c l i t u s  s a y s ,  I t  i s ,  as A r i s t o t l e  remarks, very obscu-re. Later  

t h i n k e r s  were t o  argue t h a t  change c o n s i s t s  i n  the  rearrange-  

ment of cons tant  and ab id ing  elements. But H e r a c l i t u s t  spec- 

u l a t i o n  preceded b o t h  the  conscious d i s t i n c t i o n  between prop- 

e r t i e s  and substances and the  b i r t h  of atomism, which d i d  con- 

s t r u e  change as the rearrangement of cons tan t  f a c t o r s .  There 

i s ,  the re fo re ,  no place f o r  permanence o r  s t a b i l i t y  i n  Hers- 

c l i t u s  ' philosophy: "Bverything flows and nothing a b i d e s ;  

everything g ives  way and nothing s t a y s  f i x e d e w 2  Consequently, 

i n  Herac l i tus '  philosophy of change from oppos i te  t o  oppos i te ,  

t h e r e  i s  no underlying r e a l i t y  vihich i s  conserved throughout 

the  process of change. This  i s  a f e a t u r e  of h i s  philosophy 

which w a s  t o  l e a d  t o  t r o u b l e '  l a t e r :  

We cannot reasonably say, Cra ty lus ,  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  
knovled3e a t  a l l ,  i f  everything i s  i n  a s t a t e  of 
t r a n s i t i o n  and t h e r e  i s  nothing abid ing .  For kncw- 
ledge too  cannot cont inue t o  be knowledse u n l e s s  
cont inuing  always t o  abide and e x i s t .  But, i f  the  
very na tu re  of knowlsdge changes, a t  the time when 
the  chsnge occurs t h e r e  w i l l  be no knowledge, and 
i f  the t r a n s i t i o n  i s  always goins  on, t h e r e  :?ill 
always be no knowledge, and according t o  t h i s  view, 
the re  w i l l  be no one t o  know and nothing t o  be 
known. ( ~ r a t y l u s  44Ob) 

The dia1.ecti.c of Parmenides i s  very obscure--more obscure, 
7 

i n  f a c t ,  than the  metaphors of Herac l i tus .  T h i s  much, however, 

 irk & Raven, - The Pre-Somat ic  Philosophers,  p.197.  

2 ~ .  ' J h e c l ~ ~ r i g h t ,  -- Herac l i tus  (Pr ince ton:  1964),  p. 29. 



i s  c l e a r ,  t h a t  i n  the  P a r ~ e n i d e a n  philosophy opposites cannot 

be predica ted  of r e a l i t y ,  t h a t  r e a l i t y  i s  n o t  a t  a l l  descr ibable  

i n  terms of opposi tes .  Parmenides, the re fo re ,  i n  e f f e c t  breaks -_ 
t he  cycle  of change and e x p l i c i t l y  claims t h a t  change i s  unrea l ,  

. -. -" - - -- ----- -- _ ^  _ -- - - -  I " --. "--.,-- ---.-__ -- 
so  t h a t  h i s  philosophy impl ies  t h a t  a l l  chsnge, a l l  llbccoming,H 

a l l  process i s  i l l u s o r y .  
------. -..- - - ------- 

1 . 3  Socrates ,  Accordins t o  A r i s t o t l e ,  Socrates  d id  n o t  con- 

ce rn  kiirnself w i t h  metaphysics o r  the  problems r a i s e d  by Hera- 

c l i  t u s  and Pa.rmenides, Socra tes ,  he says,  

w a s  busying himself about  e t h i c a l  ma t t e r s ,  and ne- 
g l e c t i n g  the  vrorld of na ture  as a whole bu t  seelc- 
i n g  the  u n i v e r s a l  i n  these  e t h i c a l  ma t t e r s ,  he 
f i x e d  thought f o r  the  f i r s t  time on d e f i n i t i o n s .  

( N e t a ~ h y s i c a  98th 35) 

And elsewhere he says  t h a t ,  flTv~o t h i n g s  may be f a i r l y  a sc r ibed  

t o  Socrates--induc t i v e  a.rgu;!lent and u n i v e r s a l  d e f i n i t i o n .  " (Tieta- 
I_*----------- 

W s i c a  1078b 3 0 )  The e a r l y  dialogues indeed s h m  Socrates  us-  

i n g  induct ive  arguments and seek ins  "universa l  def in i t ion . I t  

But t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  move of Platonism--the s e p r a t i o n  of the % 
universal .  from the per t icu lar - -Ar is to t l -e  a s s e r t s  i s  due t o  P la to ,  

n o t  Soc;rates. (7;etanhysicz 107713b 3 0 )  Socra tes  ' i nqu i ry  i n t o  

the  meaning of moral terns--undertaken, no doubt, f r o s  a moral 

o r  r e l i g i o u s  imgulse--le&d P l a t o  t o  a xore genera l  inqu i ry  in -  

t o  the  n a t l ~ r e  of languzse and knowledge. 

Socrs.i;es sou.ght the  e idos ,  o:? riark, by which t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  

a l l  p o d  a c t i o n s  from any bad ones. P l a t o  r a f s e d  the  ques t ion  

of the  s t z t u s  of t h e  eiclos, and i n  r a i s i n g  it,  had t o  contend 

w i t h  E e r a c l i t u s  and Ear~lenides.  But before  S o c r a k s  the prob- 

lem of d e f i n i t i o n  w a s  such neglzcted.  



THE PIAEDO 

2.1 In t roduc t ion .  The -- Phaedo i s ,  as I s a i d ,  t h e  d i a logue  

i n  which P l a t o  f i r s t  a r t i c u l a t e s  f o r  h i s  r e a d e r s  t h e  theory  of  

forms. I t s  avowed purpose i s  t o  demonstra te  t h a t  t h e  s o u l  i s  I 
I 
I 

immortal,  and i t  p u r p o r t s  t o  be a n  account  of S o c r a t e s t  f i n a l  I 
conve r sa t ion  i n  t h e  las t  hours  before  h i s  execu t ion  i n  399. I t  , I 

\ 
I 

has  been a rgued  t h a t ,  s i n c e  P l a t o  would n o t  u s e  Soc ra t e s  on such ,, I 
1 
\ I 

a n  occasion as a mere mouthpiece f o r  h i s  own innova t ions  i n  phi-  

losophy,  t h e  conve r sa t ion  must be h i s t o r i c a l l y  a c c u r a t e ,  imply- I 
. ~ l I  

i n g  t h a t  Soc ra t e s  w a s  t h e r e f o r e  acqua in t ed  wi th  t h e  theory  of  , I /  

, t i /  

forms. This  r a i s e s  a t  once a d i f f i c u l t  e x e g e t i c  question--namely, 

what i s  t h e  s e l a t i o n s h i p  of  t he  h i s t o r i c a l  S o c r a t e s  t o  the  Soc- 

r a t e s  of t he  d i a logues?  D o p a t i c a l l y ,  I say  t h a t  t he  i n t e r n a l  
PI 

d 

evidence of t h e  d i a logues  sugges t s  t h a t  Soc ra t e s  was unacquainted 
I 

wi th  t h e  theory  of forms and  most of  t h e  ph i lo soph iz ing  t h a t  i s  

found i n  t he  d i a logues ,  j u s t  as t h e  tes t imony of A r i s t o t l e  sug- I 
I 

g e s t s  t h i s .  I n  answer t o  t h i s  s p e c i f i c  argument, i t  can be s a i d  I 
wi th  a t  l e a s t  e q u a l  p l a u s i b i l i t y  t h a t  i n  t h e  Phaedo, as e l s e -  

where, ? l a t o  j.s u s i n g  S o c r a t e s  as t h e  spokes ian  f o r  t r u t h ,  and., 

as a f i n e l  honey, r e p r e s e n t i n g  S o c r z t e s  as a t  l a s t  kno~ring t h e  
I 

t r u t h  he had been s t r i v i n g  a f t e r  Sn h i s  l i f e .  

2,2 Death --- and - t h e  --- PhS1osophc-r: 6bc-70b. I t  is t h e  ph i lo s -  

ophe r ' s  occupa t ion ,  acco rd ing  t o  P l a t o ,  t o  know r e a l i t y  and as-  
I 

q u i r e  knowledge, The body, he s a y s ,  i s  a hindrance t o  t h i s  oc- I 
cupa t ion .  For t h e r e  i s  no c e r t a i n t y  i n  hunan s i g h t  and hea r ing ;  I 1 
y e t  of a l l  t h e  senses  human s i g h t  and h e a r i n g  aye t h e  most ac- i I 



cura te .  Whenever the  s o u l  " t r i e s  t o  i n v e s t i g a t e  anyth ing  with 

the  h e l p  of the  body, i t  i s  obviously l e d  as t r ay . "  ( 6 5 ~ )  There- ( I I 
/ 1 

f o ~ e  : I 

The s o u l  can best r e f l e c t  when i t  i s  f r e e  of a l l  
dis%s:actions su.ch as hear ing  o r  s i g h t  o r  pain or 
  lea sure of any kind--that i s ,  when i t  ignores  t h e  
body a n d  becolces as f a r  as poss ib le  independent, /' 
avo id ins  a l l  p l ~ y s i c a l  c o n t a c t s  and a .ssociat ions as // 

much as it can, i n  i t s  search  f o r  r e a l i t y .  ( 6 5 ~ )  

The  philosopher?^ occupation, then , "cons i s t s  p r e c i s e l y  i n  the  % 
/ I  

f r e e i n g  and separa t ion  of s o u l  from body.IS (67d) And death ,  

we are t o l d ,  i s  slnpJ-y na f r e e i n g  and separa t ion  of s o u l  from 

body," so t h a t  "tYue phi losophers  make dying t h e i r  p r o f e s s i ~ n . ~  
'1 

(67e) It ill-becomes a phi losopher ,  the re fo re ,  t o  be d i s t r e s s e d  I 

1 ;  

by t h e  approach of death,  and the  phi losopher  above a l l  o t h e r  r. ' 

, ' I  
men should welcome death. I( I 

0 1  I 

But th3.s reasoning i s  n o t  persuasive,  as Cebas p o i n t s  o u t ,  
II' 

d 

u n l e s s  i t  can be shown t h a t  "...the s o u l  e x i s t s  a f t e r  death and 
I I 

r e t a i n s  sone a c t i v e  f o r c e  and i n  te l lhgence.  " (70b) Socra tes  
I 

agrees, and then undertakes a more s e r i o u s  and c n r e f u l  inqu i ry  ~ 
I 

i n t o  death and immortali ty.  

2.3 - The -- F i r s t  Argument f o r  the  Soul 's  Lnnor ta l i ty :  70d-723. -- -.- I 
A h i x t  of w l ~ ~ t  Plato proposes t o  do i n  t h i s  sequence of reason- 

ing ,  70d-72c, occurs  a t  - 60b: 

.What a qeeer t h i n g  i t  is ,  my f r i e n d s ,  t h i s  sensa t ion  
which i s  popula,rly c a l l c d  pleasure! I t  is rerrarkable 
how closely i t  i s  connected w i t h  i t s  convent ionzl  op- 
p o s i t e ,  pzin,  They w i l l  never ccne t o  a ma21 both a t  
once, but  i f  you pursus one of them and catch i t ,  you 
are n e a r l y  a. l~rzys c o ~ p e l l e d  t o  lmve the  otlier as w e l l ;  
t h e y  a r e  like two bodies  a t t ached  t o  t h e  same head. I 
a m  sure t h a t  if Lesop h a 1  tho~rgh t  sf i t  he vrculd have 
nade 11,p 8, f a b l e  about thela, something l i lro this--God 
wan4;cd t o  s t o p  t h e i r  con t inua l  quarrel.ln?g, anti when 



he found t h a t  i t  was impossible,  he f a s t ened  t h e i r  
heads t o s e t h e r ;  so  wherever one of them appears ,  the  
o t h e r  i s  sure  t o  fol low a f t e r .  (6Ob) 

There i s  i n  a l l  p r o b a b i l i t y  a reference  t o  Herac l i tus  here : t he  

war between oppos i tes  and the  i m p o s s i b i l i t y  of sepa ra t ing  the3  

were themes of h i s .  

Echoing Herac l i tus ,  P la to  says,  "In genera l  everything t h a t  

a d n i t s  of genera t ion  i s  generated i n  t h i s  way and no other--op- 

p o s f t e s  from opposi tes ."  (7Oe) And the  example of p leasure  and 

pain,  the re fo re ,  i s  m e ~ e l y  a s p e c i a l  case  of t h a t  genera l  pr in-  

c i p l e .  Other i l l u s t r a t i o n s  a r e  given, Beauty, he says,  i s  op- 

pos i t e  t o  u.gliness;  r i g h t  i s  opposi te  t o  wrong; and s t r e n g t h  i s  

opposi te  t o  weakness. I n  all these cases ,  we a r e  t o l d ,  the  one 

i s  generated from the  o ther .  When a th ing  becomes b igger ,"  

P la to  w r i t e s ,  "it must have been smal ler  before i t  bet-ame big- 

ge r . , . .  And s i m i l a r l y  i f  it becomes smal ler ,  i t  must be big- 

ger f i r s t  , and heco~ne sma.lI.er a f  terwa.rds. " (70e ) This last  il- 

lus t ra - t ion  i s  of a d i f f e r e n t  t ype  f r o n  the o t h e r s ,  hu t  it il- 

1us t rs . tes  the p a t t e r n  t o  xhioh Plnto would have -11 h i s  examples $ 
conform. The f e c t  t h a t  they don' t  a i l  conform t o  t h i s  p a t t e r n 2 / j /  

, . 
i s  one of the  th ings  wrong ririth the  theory--but 1'11 a t t e n d  to  

t h a t  l a t e r .  

There i s  another  po in t  t o  be made--namely, t h a t  "... betweei~ 

each ~ i r  of oppos i tes  t h e r e  a r e  two processes  of genera t ion ,  

one Si?om the  f i r s t  t o  the  second, and ano the r  f r o a  the  second 

t o  the  f i rs t .  ti ( 7 l b )  For: 

If t h e r e  vrsre not  a cons tant  corree_nonclence i n  the  
proczss of genera t ion  bet~:een the  t ~ ~ o  s e t s  o f  o p ~ o -  
s i t e s ,  going ro~rr,ci. i n  a s o r t  of cycle, i f  g e n e ~ a t i t t n  



were a s t r a i g h t  pa th  t o  t h e  oppos i t e  extreme wi th-  
o u t  any r e t u r n  t o  the  s t a r t i n g  p o i n t  o r  any d e f l e c -  
t i o n , . . . i n  t h e  end eve ry th ing  would have t h e  same 
q u a l i t y  and reach  t h e  sane s t a t e ,  and chanse would 
cease  a l t o g e t h e r ,  (72b) 

Thus, f o r  example, if t h e  p roces s  of go ing- to-s leep  were n o t  

counte rba lanced  by t h e  p roces s  o f  wakins-up, soon e v e r y t h i n g  

capable  of  s l e e p  would be a s l e e p  a-nd change ~ i o u l d  c e a s e  al-  

t o g e t h e r  w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  t h e s e  o p p o s i t e s ,  s l e e p i n g  and  wz-king. 

( 7 2 c )  Au.t t h i s  i s  n o t  a c c e p t a b l e ,  g iven the  view that chanze 

i s  c y c l i c ,  n o t  r e c t i l i n e a r .  

Applying t h i s  r ea son ing  t o  t h e  probl-e~i  a t  hand, F l a t o  argues 

t h a t  l i f e  i s  the  oppos i t e  o f  dea th ,  and t h a t ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  t h e  I{ I 

I /  

l i v i n s  o i~s t  come from t h e  dead 2nd t h e  dead from t h e  l i v i n g ,  1 I @ I  
I / 

i i I1 

implying t h a t  t he  dead e x i s t .  (?Id-72a) I f  t h i s  i s  s o ,  ??la,to (1 1 11 
C I  ( I  

concludes ,  it i s  ':a s u f f i c i e n t  proof t h a t  t h e  s o u l s  of t h e  dead k- I 

1 ~ must e x i s t  i n  soroe p l a c e   fro^ 3ihich they  are reQorn.It (72a)  1 I 
Death, then ,  cannot be a n n i h i l e t i o n ,  o r  s o  goes t h e  argument, 

Ii ~ 
a t  any r a t e ,  'I 

Th i s  i s ,  -- -0rl lna -.-9 f a c i e  a v e r y  odd a rg~lment  f o r  P l a t o  t o  use .  

We were t o l d  that the  l i f e  of the  ph i losopher  i s  spent  I n  pre- 

p'zratio-fl f o r  death because, o n l y  when t h e  s o u l  i s  cepara ted  -- - - 

from t5e  body, can  i t  t r u l y  know r e a l i t y .  Dzath, which narks 
/- 

- _ _  - -  "-.~.4.- 

t h i s  s e p a r a t i o n ,  i s ,  the re fo re ,  t o  be welcomd when i t  coaes.  

But now we a r e  t o l d  t h a t  a f t e r  d.eatll we are Sorn a g a i n ,  and  

t h a t  t!-e t ~ ~ ~ n s c e n d e n c ~ :  o f  the soil l  over t h e  body i s  n o t  perl~eneni;. 

On this view, the ~,h i l csophcs  by ardu.ous t r a i n i n g  and d i s c i p l i n e  

obtair!:< i n  h i s  115':; a measure of  sp i r i tua l  asc_p.nCancg, but i s  

C wi thou t  l a s t i n g  advanta,se,  s i n c e  upon d e a t h  he i s  draivn do713 - 

t 



a g a i n  and fo rced  t o  begin t h e  c y c l e  anew. As . t h e  argument i n  

t h e  -- Phaedo i s  r e f i n e d ,  i t  becomes c l e a r  t h a t  t h i s  i s  a view 

Plate opposes. 

2.4 - The Second Argument -_ f o r  - t h e  -- Sou l ' s  Immor ta l i ty :  72e-77e. 

A s  b e f o r e ,  P l s t o  aga in  o f f e r s  a n  e a r l y  h i n t  of what he proposes  

t o  do: 

Do we recognize  such a t h i n g  as a b s o l u t e  u p r i g h t -  
n e s s ?  

Indeed we do 1, Simmias rep l lesJ .  

And a b s o l u t e  beauty and goodness t oo?  

O f  course .  

Have you e v e r  seen  any of t h e s e  t h i n g s  w i t h   you^ eyes?  

C e r t a i n l y  n o t ,  he s a i d .  

Well, have you e v e r  apprehended them wi th  any o t h e r  
bod i ly  s ense?  By 'them1 I mean n o t  on ly  absoll.lte 
t a l l n e s s  o r  h e a l t h  o r  s t r e n g t h ,  b u t  t h e  r e a l  n a t u r e  
of  a n y  given thing--what i t  a c t u a l l y  is .  Is i t  
through t h e  body t h a t  we g e t  t h e  t r u e s t  pe rcep t ion  
of  them? I s n ' t  i t  t r u e  t h a t  i n  any i n q u i r y  yow 
a r e  l i k e l y  t o  a t t a i n . m o r e  n e a r l y  t o  knowledge of 
your o b j e c t  i n  p ropor t ion  t o  t h e  care and accuracy 
wi th  which you have pre,pared y o u r s e l f  t o  unders tand  
t h a t  o b j e c t  i n  i t s e l f ?  

Ce r t a in ly .  (6Qd) 

In  t h i s  psssage,  ". . .we a r e  made t o  unders tand  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  -- I 
r e a l i t i e s  which t h e  mind o r  s o u l  g r a s p s  w i thou t  t he  h e l p  of  

t h e  senses .  P r e c i s e l y  how t h e  s o u l  g r a s p s  t h e s e  ' r e a l i t i e s n  

i s  t h e  s u b j e c t  of t he  second argument f o r  t h e  s o u l ' s  immor ta l i ty .  I I 
s A f t e r  t h e  conc lus ion  of t h e  f i r s t  argument, Cebesesays t h a t  

t h e  theory  t h a t  l e a r n i ~ g  i s  r e c o l l e c t i o n  a l s o  i m p l i ~ s  that t h e  
1 / I 



s o u l  i s  immortal. (7Ze) I n  t he  d i s c u s s i o n  which f o l l o ~ s  t h i s  

c l a im  i t  i s  po in ted  o u t  t h z t  men w i l l  a rgue  about  whether  two 

g iven  t h i n g s  a r e  equa l :  "Is it n o t  t r u e  t h a t  equ.al s t o n e s  and 

s t i c l : ~  sometitnes, w i thou t  chanzing i n  theroselves, appea r  equal 

t o  one person and unequal t o  ano thz r?"  (74b)  Yet no one has  

e v e r  thought t k ~ t  " t h i n g s  which were a h s o l i ~ t e l y  e q u a l  were un- 

equa l ,  o r  t h a t  e q u a l i t y  was inequ.ality.I1 (74c)  Things,  t h e r e -  

fore ,  fall shor t  of r e a l i z i n g  e q u a l i t y  p e r f e c t l y :  they  a r e  

neve r  q u i t e  equsl .  (74,d) From t h i s  re2soning  i t  i s  concluded 

t h a t  " t h e r e  i s  such a t h i n g  as equa l i t y - -no t  t he  e q u a l i t y  of 

s t i c k  t o  s t i c k  and s t o n e  t o  s t o n e ,  and s o  c n ,  b u t  something 
II ~ 

beyoncl a l l  t h a t  and. d i s t i n c t  from it.11 (74a) Our n o t i a n s  of  1.1 

abso lu- te ,  o r  p e r f e c t ,  e q u a l i t y  cannot  a r i s e  simply from o u r  1 
I I 

I1 1 

s e e i n g  i t  i n  t h e  p h y s i c a l  world  s i n c e  it  i s  n o t  t h e r e  t o  be I 
I 

PI 

seen. Equal t h i n g s  "only approximate t o  equ .a l i tyH and a re  "poor i~ 

1 I 
i m i t a t i o n s H  of  rea l  e q u a l i t y .  (74e)  b!e use  genuine e q u a l i t y  1'1 
as a t8st;andaz+d f o r  comparison, showdng t h a t  I t a l l  e q u a l  ob- T0c i ~ 1  ... - 
j e c t s  of sense  a r e  d e s i r o u s  of' be ing  l i k e  i t ,  b u t  e r e  only  i m -  

p e r f e c t  cop ie s .  " (75b) 1 
The senses  t hen  cannot  be t h e  source  of ou r  knowledge of 

p e r f e c t  e q u a l i t y ,  f o r  t h e  s$nses  r s v e a l  no such e q u a l i t y ,  Wore- 

over :  

, . . throuzh the  scnses  we o S t % i ~ e d  t h e  n o t i o n  t b z t  
a l l  s e n s i b l e  e q u z l s  are s t r i v i n c  a f t e r  a b s o l u t e  
e q u a l i t y  b u t  f a l l i n g  s h o r t  of it. .  . . So 5 e f o r e  
we bega,n t o  sze and  h e z r  and use  0u.r  o t h e r  senses 
we must soxewhzre have a c q u i r e d  the knovr1edr;c t h a t  
t h e r e  i s  su-cb n t h i n 3  as a b s o l u t e  e ~ l u a l i t y ,  Othsr -  
wise we could never  have r e a l i z e d ,  by u s i n g  it as 
a st2.r!3arc? f o r  con!parii;on, that ,  a l l  cqu-al o b j e c t s  
of  sense nre  d e s i r o u s  of be ing  l i k e  i t ,  b u t  are 
only impzrf'ect cop ie s .  ('7 5b) 



We o b t a i n  the  use  o f  o u r  s enses  a.t b i r t h .  Therefox%, s i n c e  0u.r 1 I 

knowledge of a b s o l u t e  e q u a l i t y  precedes  t h e  u se  o f  oJ l r  s e n s e s ,  i d  
I I 

i t  precedes  o u r  b i r t h ,  implying t h a t  t h e  s o u l  e x i s t s  b e f o r e  I !  
I 

b i r t h  and i s  t h e  c e n t e r  of o u r  know1ecl.g-e even b e f o r e  t h e  use  of 
P 

our  senses .  T'ne senses  then  a.id u s  on ly  i n  r e c a l l i n g  \cha t  we 

knew be fo re  b i r t h ,  a n d  they  do t h i s  i n  v i ~ t u e  of t b e  a s s o c i a -  

t i o n  of  s e n s a t i o n  t o  knowledge, of copy t o  o r i g i n a l .  (755-7Sd) 

"Our p r e s e n t  a r g m e n t , "  as P l a t o  p o i n t s  ou t ,  nap21ies no more 

t o  e q u z l i t y  than  i t  does  t o  a b s o l u t e  beau ty ,  goodness, u p r i g h t -  

n e s s ,  h o l i n e s s ,  and, as I ma in t a in ,  a l l  those  c h z r a c t e r i s t i c e  

which tre d e s i g n a t e  i n  ou r  d i s c u s s i o n s  by  th-e term ' abso lu t e .  

It i s  conclud.ed t h a t :  

If all t h e s e  a b s o l u t e  r e a l i t i e s ,  such as bcauty  and 
goodnass, which w e  a r e  a l x a y s  t a l k i n g  abou t ,  r e a l l y  
e x i s t ,  i f  i t  i s  t o  them, t h a t  we r e f e r ,  as c o p i e s  
t o  t h e i r  p t t e r n s ,  al.1 t h e  o b j e c t s  of  o u r  p h y s i c a l  
percep t ion- - i f  t h e s e  r e a l i t i e s  e x i s t ,  do3s i t  n o t  
fol-lorv t h a t  ou r  s o u l s  mu.st  e x i s t  too even bef-om 
our  b i r t h ,  whe~eas i f  they  do n o t  e x i s t ,  o u r  d i s -  
cus s ion  would seem to be a waste of t ime? Is this 
the  p o s i t i o n ,  t h a t  i t  i s  log icaL ly  j u s t  as c e r t a i n  
t h a t  0u.r s?u. ls  e x i s t  be fo re  ou-r b i r t h  as i t  i s  tha, t  
t h e s e  r e a l i t i e s  e x i s t ,  and t h a t  i f  t h e  one i s  ia- 
p o s s i b l e ,  s o  i s  t h e  o t h e r ?  

It i s  p e r f e c t l y  obvious  t o  me, S o c r a t e s ,  s a i d  Six- 1 I 

niias, t h a t  Lhe same l o g i c a l  n e c e s s i t y  a p p l i e s  t o  I 1 
ho-kh. (76e)  I 

I ~ 
T h a t  i s  vzry  s t r o n g  clnini. But i t  i s  a c u r i o u s  argument which ; ~ 
a s s e r t s  t h a t  we hzve kncwlcdge t h a t  cou ld  n o t  p o s s i b l y  have been 

a c q u i r e d  i n  t h i s  l i f e ,  and that,  t h e r e f o r e ,  t h e r e  rn~1.s-t  be an-  
' !  

o t h e r  L i f e ,  a prSvious l i f e ,  i n  which t h i s  knowl-edse was ac-  

q u i r e d ,  I f  one viere t o  a rgue  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  knowlefige which, i n  ' I  
p r i n c i p l e ,  we could  n o t  !lave ecqu i r ed  i n  t h i s  l i f e ,  so  t h a t  



t h e r e  must be a previous l i f e  i n  which t h i s  knowledge w a s  ac- 

qu i red ,  i n  o rde r  t o  make h i s  argument a t  a l l  p l a u s i b l e  he would & 
have t o  show how the  circumstances of t h i s  previous l i f e  are 

d i f f e r e n t  i n  such a way as t o  enable u s  t o  acqu i re  t h i s  know- 

ledge. If P la to  were here arguing f o r  the  immortal i ty  of the  

soul--I hold he i s  no t ,  d e s p i t e  apgeararices--he would have t o  

r e p l y  t h a t ,  because i n  the  previous l i f e  t h e  s o u l  i s  f r e e  of 

t h e  body, i t  can know r e a l i t y .  But such a r e p l y  would be pre- 

mature a t  t h i s  poin t  i n  the  dialogue. I t  would a l s o  be wrong, 

as I w i l l  argue l a t e r .  I n  t h e  end, however, t h e  argument of-  

f e red  here i s  n o t  t h e  one on which P l a t o  r e s t s  h i s  case  f o r  

human immortali ty.  Here he i s  s t i l l  fo rg ing  the  conceptual  

weapons w i t h  which he w i l l  even tua l ly  defend immortali ty.  

The d i scuss ion  does r e v e a l  nuch t h a t  i s  s p e c i f i c a l l y  Pla- 

tonic .  The a b s o l u t e s  are t h e  o b j e c t s  of a l l  genuine knowledge 

(65e) ; they a r e  no t  i n  th ings  (75b) ; and they a r e  l i k e  t h o i r  

phys ica l  copies  only t o  a l i m i t e d  e x t e n t ,  owing t o  the  f a c t  

t h a t  they a r e  p e r f e c t  and t h e i r  copies  imperfect.  (74d) Final -  

l y ,  the  whole second argument f o r  t h e  s o u l ' s  immortal i ty  i s  

meant t o  introduce us  t o  t h e  i d e a  t h a t  t h e  s o u l  i s  independent 

of the  body when i t  i s  i n  a s t a t e  of knowing, o r  a t  l e a s t  i t  

can be, Plato i s  s t i l l  r e f r a i n i n g  i n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  of the  d ia-  
/ 

logue from us ing  h i s  fovour i t c  terms, 11f,?..(c,t5 and L&:-3, " t o  

des ignate  the  absolu tes .  But t h e r e  can be no doubt t h a t  these 

l labsolutesw a r e  t o  be i d e n t i f i e d  with the  forms. P la to  i s  pro- 

v i d i n g  us  w i t h  a very c a r e f u l l y  graded explanat ion  and gradual 

i n t roduc t ion  t o  the  theory of forms; even the  vocabulary i n  



which the  theory i s  expressed,  as Grube p o i n t s  out, '  i s  t;rndad. 

2.5 - Tile -- T h i r d  Argunierlt -- f o r  the  Soul ' s  Imniortal i t l :  78b-84b. a - 
Cebes a n d  Simmias were a f ra id .  t h a t  the  soul  might be destroyed 

by being d ispersed ,  by being to rn  apart a t  death. (77e)  Socrates  

here proposes t o  cons ider  w h a t  kind of o b j e c t  might s u f f e r  t h i s  

f a t e ,  and then t o  e s t a b l i s h  whethe'? the  s o u l  belongs t o  t h i s  

c l a s s  of o b j e c t s  i n  o rde r  t o  determine whether t h e i r  f e a r  i s  

j u s t i f i e d .  "A composite o b j e c t ,  " Soorates  says, Itor a n a t u r a l  

compo~i.nd [ i sg  l i a b l e  t o  break up where i t  w a s  put together .  

( 7 8 ~ )  But ". . . a n y t h i ~ g  which i s  r e a l l y  incomposite [ought - 7 
t o  be the  one t h i n g  of a l l  o t h e r s  nhich i s  no t  a f f e c t e d  i n  t h i s  

wayS4l (78c) It i s ,  moreover, "extremely probable t h a t  what i s  

al-wzys cons tant  and i n v a r i a b l e  i s  incomposite, and what i s  in -  

constarlt and v a r i a b l e  i s  composite. " ( 7 8 ~ ) ~  

A very important Ipassage follo-ivs, i n  which the  4 'absolutes" 

a r e  f u r t h e r  descr ibed:  

Does t h a t  abso lu te  r e a l i t y  which w e  def ine  i n  our  
d iscuss ions  remain a l w a y s  cons tan t  and i n v a r i a b l e ,  
o r  n o t ?  Does abso lu te  e q u a l i t y  o r  beauty o r  any 
o the r  independect e n t i t y  which r e a l l y  e x i s t s  ever  
admit chanze of any kind? O r  does each one of these 
uniform 2nd independent e n t i t i e s  remain always Coil- 
s t a n t  and i n v a r i a b l e ,  never admi t t ing  any a l t e r a -  
t i o n  i n  any respec t  o r  i n  any sense? 

They v u s t  be c o n s t s n t  and i n v a r i a b l e ,  Secretes, 
said Cebes. 

Well, w h a t  about the  concrete  ins t ances  of bsauty-- 

'1 do not s t r a s s  t h i s  vartlcular nrsument t h a t  the  s c u l ,  be- - - 

i n g  incoxpos i te ,  i s  i r i d e s t r u c t i b l e ;  and i n  t t h s  F ie~ubl io  i t  is 
argued t?~s,t t h c  s o u l  is n o t  simple.  (?.e2. 4,3Ltd-m--e _r,oint 
of t h i s  sequer~ce of reasoi:ins, .,a-p, 78b-8bb---i:: 3 $3 e s t a b l i s h  t h z  kin-  
s h i p  of the soul  t o  t h z  fo rqs ,  



such as men, horses ,  c l o t h e s ,  and so on--or of e- 
q u s l i t y ,  o r  any o t h e r  msmbars of a c l a s s  c o r r e s p o ~ d -  
i n g  t o  an  abso lu te  e n t i t y ?  Are they cons tan t ,  o r  
a r e  they, on the con t ra ry ,  sca rce ly  ever  i n  the s e r e  
r e l a t i o n  i n  any sense e i t h e r  t o  themselves o r  t o  one 
another?  

With them, Socra tes ,  i t  i s  j u s t  the  oppos i t e ;  they 
are never f r e e  from v a r i a t i o n .  (78d) 

The 2absolut;es:1 do not  a d n i t  of change ; whereas, the  th ings  of 

sense a r e  never f r e e  from change. The f rabsolu tes t t  possess  Par- *.+ 
menidean being;  whereas, t h e  th ings  of  sense a r e  i n  a, s t a t e  of 

Heracl i  tean  f 1u.x. 
I I n  the  argument which f o l l o x s  P la to  s s y s  t h a t  the  s o u l  re-  

sembles these 8 fabso lu tesu  more r:early than it resembles the  

th ings  of sense,  t h a t  i t  i s  the  body which resembles the  th ings  

of sense.  (79a-79c) when t h e  sou.?- i n v e s t i g a t e s  r,ature through 

the ins t rumenta l i ty  of the  body, he says,  i t  becomes confused 

a n d  l o s e s  i t s  way i n  the  realm of the  v a r i a b l e ,  i n  t h a t  realm 

t o  which i t  is n o t  na t ive .  (79c) Bu-t,  vrher, t he  s o u l  i n v e s t i -  

g a t e s  by i t s e l f ,  without  the body, 

i t  passes i n t o  the realm of t h e  pure and e v e r l a s t -  
i n g  and immortal and changeless ,  and being of a kin- 
dred na tu re ,  when i t  i s  once independent and f r e e  
frorn i n t e r f e r e n c e ,  consor t s  wi th  i t  a lv~ays  and s t r a y s  
no longer ,  b u t  r e a a i n s ,  i n  that ;  realm of the  a b s o l u t e ,  
cons tan t  and  i n v z r i a b l e  , (79d)  

A s  A r i s t o t l e  r e l a t e s ,  Pla,to, and  n good many of h i s  prede- 

cesso r s ,  accented the  dictlxfi, "Like  i s  Irncvrn by l i k e , "  Accep- 

tance of t 5 i s  dictum lead  Eixpedocles t o  rnaintain t h a t :  
-.I_*_I_ 

'Tis  by 3 a r t h  w e  see Ear th ,  by Water Water, 
i By E t h e r  Ether  d iv ine ,  by F l r e  d e s t r u c t i v e  F i r e ,  

By Love Love, a n d  Yate by c r u e l  Fate. ( ~ r i s t o t l e :  
e 4 h n i ~ a  404b 15) 



any, o r  a l l ,  of the  c o n s t i t u e n t s  of t h e  n a t u r a l  world. For cho 

n a t u r a l  t?oYld, according t o  P la to ,  i s  perceived by the  body, 

n o t  the  soul ,  The sou l ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  i s  l i k e  what it perceives-- 

namely, the  unchanging ~ a b s ~ l u t e s , ' ~  And t h e  boOy i s  l i k e  what 

it perceives--namely, the  changing th ings  of sense.  P l a t o  w r i t e s ,  

The s o u l  i s  most l i k e  t h a t  which i s  d iv ine ,  immortal, 
i n t e l l i g i b l e ,  uniforro, i n d i s s o l u b l e ,  and e v e r  s e l f =  
c o n s i s t e n t  and i n v a r i a b l e ,  whereas body i s  most l i k e  
t h a t  which i s  human, morta l ,  multiform, unintelligible, 
dissolu-ble,  and never s e l f - c o n s i s t e n t .  (80b) 

As these tzabsolu tesw are immortal, so  i s  t h e  soul .  (80a-80d.) 

Mot even the body 1 s  destroyed a t  once when a person d i e s ,  P la to  

adds;  a r e  we then t o  suppose t h a t  the  s o u l  lasts no t  m e n  as 

long as the  body, b u t  i s  destroyed a t  once upon dea th?  (80d) 

A passage fol lows which demonstrates t h a t  P l a t o  could no% 

have intended us t o  accep t  h i s  f irst  argument f o r  the  s o u l f s  Sm- 

m o r t a l i t y  a t  face  value.  He  says  t h a t  sowe sou l s  by in te rcourse  

w i t h  the  body and the  co rporea l  i n  genera l  become l i k e  the  body 

and are pzmeated  w i t h  c o ~ p o r e a l  na tu re ,  adding: 

And we must suppose t h a t  the  co rporea l  i s  heavy, 
oppresive,  e a r t h l y ,  ~ n d  v i s i b l e ,  So the  s o u l  
which i s  t a i n t e d  by i t s  presencl; i s  weighed down 
and dragged bzck i n t o  the v i s i b l e  world, through 
f e a r ,  as they say, of TIndes o r  the  i n v i s i b l e ,  and 
hovers about  tombs and graveyzrds. The shs,do:vy 
a p p a r i t i o n s  which have a c t u a l l y  been seen the re  
a r e  the  ghosts of those s o u l s  w h i c h  have not  got  
c l e a r  a,r.re.y, but s t i l l .  r e t a i n  sqlne por t ion  of the  
v i s i b l e ,  which is why they ca,n be sccn. 

I 

T h a t  seems l i k e l y  enough, Socrates .  

Yes, it does,  Ceber;. Of co112s9 t h e m  a m  no t  the  
s o u l s  of tI12 &;ood, b u t  of t h e  wicked, and they are 
compelled t o  viander about these  p lacss  as a punish-  
ment fo? t h e i r  bad cor:duct i n  t h e  pas t ,  They con- 
t i n u e  w2,ndcring u n t i l  a t  1-ast ,  th rough  craving f a 7  
t h e  corporcsl, which uacecisihgly p a ~ s u e s  them, they 
are i i i ~ p ~ i s o n e d  once m o m  in a ,  boGy. (81d) 



t h a t ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  the  f i r s t  arguuent  does n o t  apply t o  h in .  For 

I t  seems then t h a t  the  soul  o f  Socra tes  w i l l  no t  be reborn,  and 

the  goal of the  philosopher,  i t  is s a i d ,  i s  not  r e b i r t h  bu t  f r e e -  I 

dom from the  cycle  of b i r t h  a n d  death,  and t h i s  i s  t o  be achieved 

by the  contemplation of a n  a b s o l u t e ,  unchanging r e a l i t y  t o  which 
9 

the  soul  i s  akin.  

2.6 - The F i r s t  - Object ioc  to the Soul 's  - Immortali ty:  85e-95b. - 
P l a t o  e n t e r t a i n s  two o b j e c t i o n s  t o  t h i s  theory t h a t  the  s o u l  i s  

irnmort31 and independent of t he  body. The f i r s t  i s  d i r e c t e d  

s p e c i f i c a l l y  a g e i n s t  t h e  last  argument. Granted, t h e  ob jec to r  

concedes, the  sou l  i s  sonething splendid and i ncorporea l ;  it is  

more l i k e  the divine  than  it i s  l i k e  t h e  ear th ly .  But, t h e  ob- 

I 

J e c t o r  cont inues,  t o  a rgue  from t h i s  t h a t  the  s o u l  i s  t h e r e f o r e  

! 

immortal i s  a mistake. For perhaps the  l i v i n g  body resembles 

a tuned instrument i n  t h a t  t h e  s o u l  a r i s e s  from the  body i n  the  

way t h a t  the  attunement a r i s e s  from a n u s i c a l  instrument.  The 

attunernent of an instrument  i s  something i n v i s i b l e . a n d  incor-  

porea l  and divine.  Yet no one would argue  t h a t  the  attunernent 

of an instrument must f o r  t h a t  reason cont inue t o  e x i s t  a f t e r  

t h e  instrument itself i s  destroyed. But, according to P l a t o ' s  

theory : 

The at tunenei l t  must s t i l l  e n l s t  6-after t he  des t ruc -  
t i o n  of' t h e  tuned instrument  7--it cannot have becn 
destroyed,  bccauso i t  would g e  inconceivable  t h a t  
when t h e  s t r i n s s -  are broken t h e  instrument and t h e  
s t r i n g s  thexse lves ,  which have a ~ o r t a l  na ture ,  
should. s t i l l  e x i s t ,  and the  at tunemeat ,  which sha res  
the  n=ture and c h a r a c t s r i s t i c s  of t h c  d iv ine  and i m -  
moytal ,  should e x i s t  no longer ,  having predeceased 
i t s  mortal  counterpar t .  You trould say t h a t  t h e  a t -  
tu-nelnent must s t i l l  e x i s t  somewhere j u s t  as i t  was, 
and t h a t  the xood and s t r i n g s  will r o t  away before 
anything hapgens t o  it. (85e)  



A s  t h e  attunement of an instrument  i s  destroyed with tho des t ruc-  
I l 

t i o n  of the  instrument ,  so perhaps i s  the  s o u l  with t h e  death 
i 

1 

of t h e  organism, T h a t  i s ,  t h e  s o u l ,  according t o  t h i s  objcc- % ' 1  
t i o n ,  i s  a n  epiphenomenon of the  body, This ob jec t ion ,  of 

course ,  i f  well-founded, e n t i r e l y  undermines the  s o u l ' s  inde- 1 
pendence of the  body. I 

Socra tes  r e p l i e s  t o  t h i s  ob jec t ion  by at taclcfng the  analogy 

on which it i s  based: The sou l ,  he says, i s  not  like an at- 

tunenent.  For (1) a n  a t t u n e a e n t  does not  c o n t r o l  i t s  e l e ~ ~ e n t s ;  I 
I 

l 
it rather EoLlows t h e i r  l ead ,  whereas a s o u l  does--or a t  'east 

,.<I 

can--control the  body. (93a)  And ( 2 )  attuslemants adnit 0 s  de- 

gree b u t  sorrls d.o not ;  - I,%. , an instrument; can be more or less 

egnn b e 3 , o r  l e s s  wi th  s o u g  (93e) , ,  ----------- 
till' 

Moreover, Socrates  had pointed o u t  thnt it "1s l o g i c a l l y  

J u s t  as c e r t a i n  t h a t  our s o u l s  e x i s t  before  our  b i r t h  as i t  is 
I 

t h a t  t hese  r e a l i t i e s  L- &.go, t he  t a b r o l u t e s l J  e x i s t ,  and i f  , 
t h e  one is i nposs ib le ,  so i s  the  o ther ."  (76c) He not? po in t s  111 . I  

I 
ou t  t h n t  t h e  present  in te rp re ta t lo rz  of "soulu  i s  t.ncon;patible ~ 
with t h e  pre-exis tence cf the  sou l  a ~ d  the re fo re  with the  e z l s -  I 
tence of the l ~ a b s o l u t c s . w  On the  strength of the p r i o r  d i s -  I 
cussl.on alone, the re fore ,  this ob jec t ion  can be r e j e c t e d ,  i t  I 

i s  said, (92d) ~ 
2.7 -- The -- Second Objection: 87a-96%. The s o u l ,  P l z t o  s a i d . ,  

i s  more enduring than t h e  body, so  tha-6 i t  would be f o o l i s h  t o  

suppose t h a t  the s o u l  lasts no t  even as long as the bo5y, The I 
body i s  n o t  destroyed a t  once upon death. The soul ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  I 
Pla to  concluded, a l s o  is n o t  destroyed a t  the  f c a t a n t  of death, 1 



But now it Is obJected t h e t  perhaps the  s o u l  does indeeG have 

a more ab id ing  na ture  than the  body and enjoys many r e b i r t h s  

i n t o  m n y  bodies:  t h a t  does no t  make it immortal. An analogy 

i s  again  o f fe red :  

Suppose t h a t  an  e l d e r l y  t a i l o r  has J u s t  died.  Your 
theorjr would be j u s t  l i k e  saying t h a t  the  man i s  
n o t  dead, but  s t i l l  e x i s t s  s~mewhere s a f e  and sound, 
and o f f e r i n g  as proof t!?e f a c t  t h a t  the  c o a t  which 
he had made f o r  himself and was wearing has no t  per- 
i shed  but  i s  s t i l l .  i n t a c t .  If anyone ?;as s c e p t i c a l ,  
I suppose you. would a s k  h iu  which i s  l i k e l y  t o  last  
longer ,  a man o r  a coa t  which i s  b5ing r e g u l a r l y  
used and worn,... Anyone would dismiss  such a view 
as absur&. The t a i l o r  ~ a k e s  and xears out  any nwn- 
b e r  of c o a t s ,  b u t  a l though he o u t l i v e s  a l l  the  o- 
t h e r s ,  presv~mbly  he pe r i shs  before  the  last  one, (87b) 

The t w o  ob jec t ions  are aimed a t  d i f f e r e n t  aspects of P l a t o l s  

a r g m e n t ,  The first i s  aimed a t  the  independence of the  s o u l  

from the  body, end i s  r e j e c t e d  when i t  i s  found. t o  be incorn- 

p a t i b l z  w i t h  the ex i s t ence  of the  'absolutes .  Tho second con- -? 
$ 

cedes the  inhpendenca  of the soul  from any p r t i c u l n r  body and t 

, 

does n o t  even requ i re  t h a t  the  s o u l  always be d i r e c t l y  a s s o c l a t s d  

wi th  s3ae body. T h i s  ob jec t io !~ ,  the re fo re ,  carmot be ansv~zred 

in the same tuay as the  ot lwr.  I n  f a c t ,  i t  i s  decided t h a t  t he  

objectio:?, i f  it i s  t o  be answered, reqx?iscs '*a f u l l  treatment; 

of the causas of &enera t ion  a r ~ d  d c s t ~ ~ ~ c t i o n .  (96a) Plato, 

t h e r e f o r e ,  prepares t o  o f f e r  n whole new proof i n  answer t o  the  

second objection, bu t  the groun e...rorlr f o r  t3is proof nust br  

l a i d  c a r e f u l l y  l e s t  doubt i s  again  cast upon the  r e s u l t .  

2.8 .% GrsunC~iork: 96~-22C;C, The theory of forxiis v ; i l l  

serve as t h e  ground-xork for t he  f i n a l  proof of t h e  soulqc i m -  

mor ta l i ty .  Fro2 the  beginning P l a t o  h i n t e d  that thc f a t e  of 

the s o u l  i s  bsunJ t o  t h a t  o f  the f o r ~ s .  But he  rof i -nined fro12 



e x p l i c i t l y  i n t r o d u c i n g  t h e  forms and h i s  f u l l  views on them, 

al lovifng t h e  argment i n s t e a d  t o  t e rmina t e  i n  s c e p t i c i s m  and 

d e e o n s t r a t i n g  thereby  w h a t  i n  h i s  op in ion  cones  from denying 

t h e  t r u t h  of  Platonism. And i n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  of t h e  d ia logue  

S o c r a t e s  i s  r ep re sen ted  as d i s c o v e r i n g  t h e  t heo ry  of  forms i n  

a t ime of pe r sona l  p h i l o s o p h i c a l  agnos t i c i sm,  having previous-  

l y  grown d i s s a t i s f i e d  w i t h  t h e  s o l u t i o n s  and  t h e o r i e s  o f  o t h e r  

p h i l o s o p l ~ e r s ,  

I n  t h i s  s e c t i o n ,  96aU1o5c, P l a t o  d e a l s  w i t h  some problems 

concern ing  c a u s a t i o n  and o f f e r s  h i s  account  o f  causa t ion .  

h u n c h i n g  h i s  d i s c u s s i o n ,  he s ays ,  i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  under-  

s t a n d  how d i v i s i o n - - i  - .%. , t h e  mere p h y s i c a l  s e p a r a t i o n  of sone- 

t h i n g  i n t o  two--can account  f o r  t h e  f a c t  of one becoming two. 

(97b)  Nor, he s ays ,  F s  i t  easy  t o  unders tand  how add i t i on - -  

i.~., t h e  mere p h y s i c a l  a s s i m i l a t i o n  of  two t h i n g s  i n t o  one-- - 
can  account  f o r  t h e  f a c t  of  two becoming one. (97a) The p o i n t  

of t h e s e  examp1.e~ Is n o t  y e t  c l e a r ,  b u t  from t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  

which fo l lows  i t  emerges t h a t  t h e  a b s t r a c t  t r u t h s  of  a r i t h m e t i c  

are n o t  c a u s a l l y  dependent upon t h e  p h y s i c a l  proximity  of t h e  

o b j e c t s  w e  count  and use  t o  i l l u s t r a t e  t h e s e  t r u t h s ,  acco rd ing  

t o  P l a t o t s  account .  I t  Is r s t h e r ,  i n  P l a t o ' s  view, --------- ,&- - \ 
t o  a pattern, t o  

-,v --- . " he de te rmin ing  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  
^_."_ - - - I ---.- - - --- -^ _ _  -- 

f o r  t h e s e  t r u t h s ,  t h a t  m ~ k e s  them t r u t h s .  
\--, ., m ...-- ,-<- - 

Socra t e s  r e p o r t e d l y  heard  someone reading  from a book by 

Anaxagoras which a s s e r t e d  t h a t  "it i s  mind t h a t  proZuces o r d e r  

and i s  t h e  cause  of  every th ing ."  (97c)  Th i s  p leased  Soc ra t e s ,  

f o r  then  eve ry th ing  would be o rde red  acco rd ing  t o  what i s  b e s t  



and t h e r e  would be a r a t i o n a l  explanat ion  f o r  everything.  (97d) 

But Socrates--i ,g. ,  - Pla to ,  I believe--was d isappoin ted  because 

Anaxagoras d i d  not  proceed from t h i s  beginning t o  a l o g i c a l  ex- 

p lana t ion  of phenomena, (98c)  Ins tead ,  he accounted f o r  phe- 

noaena i n  terms of n a t u r a l ,  phys ica l  causes ,  n o t  " r a t i o n a l n  ob- 

j e c t i v e s  and u l t i m a t e  purposes. Anaxagoras might j u s t  as well  

have s a i d  t h a t  t h e  cause of  a l l  t h a t  Socra tes  does i s  mind, and 

then argued t h a t ,  

The reason why l-he 18-7 l y i n g  here now i s  t h a t  
L h i s J  body i s  composed of bones and sinews, and 
t h a t  t he  bones a r e  r iged  and separa ted  a t  t h e  j o i n t s ,  
but  the  sinews a r e  capable of' c o n t r a c t i o n  and r e -  
l a x a t i o n ,  and form a n  envelope f o r  t h e  bones w i t h  
the  h e l p  of the  f l e s h  and s k i n ,  t h e  l a t t e r  holding 
a l l  toge the r ,  and s i n c e  the  bones move f r e e l y  i n  
t h e i r  j o i n t s  the  sinsws by r e l a x i n g  and con t rac t -  
i n g  enable  me somehow t o  bend my limbs, and t h a t  i s  
the  cause of my s i t t i n g  here i n  a bent  p o s i t i o n ,  (98c) 

This ,  I take i t ,  i s  o f f e r e d  as the  paradign case  of a ruechanis- 

t i c  account of human behavior. P l a t o  r e j e c t s  i t ,  saying t h a t  

t he  -- cause of S o c r a t e s t  behavior i s  mind and h i s  convic t ion  of 

what  i s  bes t .  (ga) The cond i t ions  descr ibed  i n  t h i s  mock explana- 

t i o n  a r e  not  p a r t  of the  t r u e  cause of Socra tes '  behavior;  the 

t r u e  cause i s  ~ i n d .  (99b) They a r e  precondi t ions  t o  c a u s a l i t y ,  

bu t  not  causes themselves. 

To r e t u r n  t o  a r i t h m e t i c :  The phys ica l  d i v i s i o n  o r  a d d i t i o n  

of o b j e c t s  cannot be causes of t h e i r  numerical value--such opera- 

t i o n s  a r e  only precondi t ions  t o  the  causa l  e f f i c a c y  of (pre-  

sumably) the  f o m s  r e g u l a t i n g  a r i t h n e t i c a l  t r u t h ,  It would no t ,  

of course,  r equ i re  auch ingenui ty  t o  c r i t i c i z e  t h i s  analogy of' 

human behavior t o  a r i t h a e t i c a l  t r u t h ,  but  my purpose here  i s  ex- 

c posi tory .  That P l a t o  means what I say he means i s  confirmed, I 



t h ink ,  by t h i s  passage: 

It seems t o  me t h a t  whatever e l s e  i s  b e a u t i f u l  a- 
p a r t  from abso lu te  beauty i s  b e a u t i f u l  because it 
partakes of t h a t  abso lu te  beauty,  and f o r  no o t h e r  
reason. Do you accep t  t h i s  kind of c a u s a l i t y ?  

Yes, I doe 

... If someone t e l l s  me t h a t  t h e  reason why a given 
o b j e c t  i s  b e a u t i f u l  i s  t h a t  i t  h a s  a gorReous c o l o r  - 
o r  shape o r  any o t h e r  such a t t r i b u t e ,  I d i s rega rd  ri t-7. ( l o o c )  

Something i s  b e a u t i f u l  then because it conforms t o  the p a t t e r n  

of beauty and i s  made b e a u t i f u l  by t h a t  p a t t e r n :  The phys ica l  

s t a t e  t h a t  the  o b j e c t  i s  i n  i s  merely a precondi t ion  f o r  t h e  
, '8  41 

c a u s a l  e f f i c a c y  of the  form of beauty. - I I\ 

\ '8 ! 

Thus the  only way *...in which any given o b j e c t  can come in-  ;";;; 1 
I 

t o  being [is 7 by p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  t h e  r e a l i t y  p e c u l i a r  t o  i t s  I - </ 1 j 
I ( !  

,,I/ j 
appropr ia t e  u n i v e r s a l e n  ( 1 0 1 ~ )  But s o ~ e o n e  o b j e c t s  t h a t  t h i s  , 

1, 
i s  a t  odds w i t h  what  had been s a i d  before ,  t h a t ,  If t h i s  i s  so, 

then genera t ion  cannot be from opposi tes .  ( l03a)  Socra tes  r e -  / 

p l i e s  t h a t  the  oppos i tes  themselves--L.g., the  oppos i te  qual-  111 .I 

i t i e s - -canno t  be generated from oppos i tes :  they a r e  generated 

by the  *absolutes.* Rather, what w a s  meant before i s  t h a t  "op- 

p o s i t e  th ings  come from oppos i te  things.I1 (103b) This i s  ce r -  

t a i n l y  a d i s t i n c t i o n  no t  found i n  Herac l i tus ,  and one of consid- 

e r a b l e  importance. 

P l a t o t s  genuine views on change a r e  beginning now t o  emerge. 

I propose t o  move away from the  t e x t  somewhat and r e c a s t  P l a t o l s  

ideas  i n t o  a more modern form, though r e t a i n i n g  h i s  b a s i c  mean- 

ing  and n e i t h e r  a t t a c k i n g  nor defending h i s  t h e s i s .  

F i r s t ,  consider  the concept of change (o r  becoming). "X 



changes t o  Y, tt I imagine P l a t o  saying, does n o t  mean simply 

t h a t  X has ceased t o  e x i s t  and Y has  come i n t o  ex i s t ence ,  T h i s  

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  su rg ly  does no t  capture  the  essence of "becoming.'* 

We do no t  say, f o r  example, t h a t  a man who ceases  t o  e x i s t  may 

become, say,  n new book; a l though,  i f  c e s s a t i o n  and c r e a t i o n  

were a l l  t h a t  are involved i n  change, vre would be bound t o  t h i s  

view. Change -.- - ____ _- ,_ t h e r e f o r e ,  involves a persisgence or-. jden&$ty. 
-. 

0-n the  o t h e r  hand, something must cease  i n  t h e  process of change; 

otherwise the re  would be no change. 

Second, cons ider  xha t  i s  meant by "a p a i r  of opposi tes ."  

P l a t o t s  conception seems t o  invo.lves more than s i s p l y  the  not ion  

of' a property and  i t s  absence, o r  d e n i a l ;  h i s  i l l u s t r a t i o n s  sue- 

g e s t  t h i s .  " B i g - - s m a l l , "  Npleasure--pain,w "beautiful--ugly,#'  

and f i n a l l y ,  " t a l l - shor tw- - these  t e r n s  express  p r o p z r t i e s  which 

a r e  r e l a t s d  i n  a s p e c i a l  way. I n  one sense, tho o p p o s i k  of 

sfbeauti f u l t l  is n o t  "ugly, b u t  s i x p l y  t3non-beautiful. What 

then does P la to  mean by "opgosi teH? Consider the i l l u s  t m t l o n s .  

Something t h a t  i s  big i s  the  s o r t  of  e n t i t y  which i n  some sense 

could be s ~ ~ a l l ;  t h a t  Is ,  i t  i s  an  e i i t i t y  having s p a t i a l  exten- 

s ion ,  An e n t i t y  capable of exp~r ienc . ing  p leasure  I s  capable of 

experiencing pa in ;  t h a t  i s ,  it i s  a s e n t i e n t  being. An o b j e c t  

t h a t  i s  b e a u t i f u l  belongs t o  the  c l a s s  of  o b j e c t s  t h a t  a r e  

emot ian~ t l ly  e x c i t i n g ;  so does an  o b j e c t  tk~qi; i s  ugly. The lo,st 

i l l u s t r a t i o n ,  t t t s f l - - s h o r t , l t  aga in  brings i n  spatial considera- 

t i o n s :  'vlhether a n  e l l t i t y  i s  s h o r t  o r  t a l l ,  i t  is neverthel-ess 

a n  e n t i t y  t o  which l eng th  p e r t a i n s ,  Hhereas an e n t l t y  which i s  

simply non- ta l l  can be the  s o r t  of e n t i t y  t o  which n e i t h e r  shor t -  



ness  nor  t a l l n e s s  pe r t a ins .  Ideas ,  f o r  example, a r e  n e i t h e r  

t a l l  nor s h o r t ,  because t h e  no t ion  of length does not  apply t o  

them. Thus, given P l a t o ' s  examples, i n  the  not ion of oppos i tes  

they9  seerns t o  be a re fe rence  t o  t h e  th ing  i n  which the  qual- 

i t i e s  r e s ide .  I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h i s  r e fe rence  t o  t h i n g s ,  of 

coul*se, the concept of e x c l u s i v i t y  i s  involved: no ob3ect can 

a t  the  same time have both q u a l i t i e s  i n  a given p i r  of oppo- 

s i t e s .  I n  view of these  i l l u s t r a t i o n s ,  then,  by pair of op- 

posf test '  P l a t o  means a p a i r  of q u a l i t i e s  such that there i s  a c. 
r' c l a s s  of o b j e c t s  each of whose members i s  capable of possess- a 

\ , i t  (I/ 

1 / . 11 

ing e i t h e r  q u a l i t y  b u t  no t  both a t  the  same time. (Tal lness  I> 4 

a n d  shor tness ,  as opposed t o  t a l l n e s s  and non- ta l lness  o r  shor t -  

ness  and non-shortness, a r e  oppos i tes  because there e x i s t s  a 

class of objects--namely,the c l a s s  of extended bodies ,  each 
I '  

of whose members has length.)  

T h i r d ,  a - concept - of - unchangeable essence is  involved i n  
- -- . -- 

t h i s  theory.  Let m e  quote  Plate's development of it: 
I" * r 

S u r e l y  the r e a l  reason why Sirmizs i s  bigger  L-than 
Socra tes  7 i s  no t  because he i s  Sinmias b u t  because 
of the  hgight  which  hc i n c i d e n t a l l y  possesses ,  and 
cori-versely t h e  reason why he  i s  Sigber than Socra tes  
i s  n o t  because Socra tcs  i s  Socrates  b u t  because Soc- 
r a t e s  has  the a t t r k b u t e  cf shor tness  i n  comparison 
with Simmias8 he ight . , . ,  

And again  Simmnlast being snaller than Phaedo i s  due 
n o t  t o  the f a c t  t h a t  PhzeCc i s  Phaedo but t o  t h e  
f a c t  t h a t  Thaedo h a s  the  a t t r i b u t e  of t a l l n e s s  i n  
comparison with Sinmias' shor tness .  (102c) 

f 
' ~ o l n ~ a r e  . 4 r i s t o t l e 8 s  d e f i n i t i o n  of t toppos i teu  : "The t e r n  * 

' oppos i te  i s  app l i ed  to , .  . t h e  extremes from t rh ich  and into 
b ~ ? h i c h  generation and d i s s o l u t i o n  take place ; and the  a t t r i b u - t e s  
L that cannot be >resent  a t  t;hc sam time i n  t h a t  tzhich i s  re -  

cept ive  of both. . . ."  ( 1 ~ : ~ p h y s L c o  - v 1018a 20) 



Thus w e  see t h a t  shor tness  i s  a n  " inc iden ta l t '  a t t r i b u t e  of Sim- 

m i a s :  he is  no t  s h o r t  simply because he i s  Sirnmias. Had h i s  

na tu re  been r e s t r i c t e d  by d e f i n i t i o n  t o  inc lude  shor tness ,  and, 

t h e r e f o r e ,  t o  exclude t a l l n e s s ,  he would n o t  have been a b l e  t o  

change w i t h  r e spec t  t o  t h i s  pair of op-gosites. An o b j e c t ' s  & 
e s s e n t i a l  na ture  i s  given b y  those p r o p e r t i e s  which a r e  def ined  

as belonging t o  it. A "tall-manw must be t a l l ,  bu t  a man as 

such need not.  

We can now r e s t a t e  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  given i n  (and taken 

from Herac l i tus )  as fol lows:  To say t h a t  an  o b j e c t  i s  capable 

of change i s  t o  say t h a t  i t i s  def ined  'rith r e s p e c t  t o  a t  l e a s t  

one p a i r  of oppos i te  q u a l i t i e s ,  so t h a t  it can change wi th  res- 

pect  t o  these  q u a l i t i e s .  By t h e  expression "an o b j e c t  t h a t  is 

def ined  with r e s p e c t  t o  a p a i r  of oppos i te  q u a l i t i e ~ , ~  speaking 

in P l a t o o s  behalf  I i n t end  t o  denote an o b j e c t  which, qua t h a t  

o b j e c t ,  is capable of having e i t h e r  oppos i te  i n  the  s e t  with 

r e s p e c t  t o  which i t  i s  def ined ,  Therefore,  according t o  t h i s ,  

a n  o b j e c t  can l a c k  a qual i ty .  e i t h e r  because i t  is nn e n t i t y  

which by d e f i n i t i o n  i s  incapable of having t h a t  q u a l i t y  o r  be- 

cause i t  merely happsns a t  t h e  moment t o  l ack  it.' 

P l a t o  br ings  o u t  the  f a c t  t h a t  a n  o b j e c t  can change wi th  

r e s p e c t  t o  a p a i r  of oppos i tes  only when i t s  na ture  i s  no t  re- 

' ~ t  is  eviOent a t  t h i s  po in t  t h a t  t h e r e  are deep conceptual  
d i f f i c u l t i e s  i n  P l a t o ' s  theory of change. Xany of h i s  i l l u s t r a -  
t i o n s  a r e  n o t  even i l l u s t r a t i o n s  of change, but  simply of a 
s h i f t i n g  of comparative p r o p e r t i e s :  A man's he igh t  does n o t  
change accord ins  to-  whether he i s  b e i n s  compxred t o  a t a l l  o r  
short man; a l l  t h a t  changes i s  the  d e s c r i p t i o n  appropr ia t e  f o r  
him. But I s h a l l  at'tenii t o  c r i t i c i s m s  I n t e r ,  and wish now s i x -  
ply t o  carry t he  argument t o  i t s  conclusion. 



s t r i o t e d  t o  e i t h e r  oppos i te  i n  t h e  p a i r ,  but  i s  capable of al- 

t e r n a t e l y  enbracing both. Were i t  otherwise,  the  obJec t  would 

l o s e  i t s  i d e n t i t y  and hence no t  change bu t  be destroyed. He 

w r i t e s  : 

It seems t o  me not  only t h a t  the form of t a l l n e s s  
i t s e l f  abso lu te ly  d e c l i n e s  t o  be s h o r t  as we l l  as 
ta l l ,  b u t  a l s o  t h a t  t h e  t a l l n e s s  which i s  i n  u s  
never admits  smallness  and dec l ines  t o  be surpassed. 
I t  does one of two things.  E i t h e r  i t  g i v e s  way and 
withdraws as i t s  oppos i te  shor tness  approaches, o r  
it has a l r eady  ceased t o  e x i s t  by t h e  time t h a t  the  
o t h e r  a r r i v e s .  It cannot s t and  i t s  ground and re-  
ce ive  t h e  q u a l i t y  of shor tness  i n  the  same way as 
I myself have done. I f  i t  d id ,  it  would be d i f f e r -  
e n t  from w h a t  i t  w a s  before ,  whereas I have no t  l o s t  
my i d e n t i t y  by a c q u i r i n g  the  q u a l i t y  of shortness--  
I a m  tho same man, only short--but my t a l l n e s s  could 
n o t  endure t o  be s h o r t  i n s t e a d  of t a l l .  I n  the  same 
way the  shor tness  t h a t  i s  i n  u s  d e c l i n e s  eve r  t o  be- 
come o r  be ta l l ;  nor  w i l l  any o t h e r  q u a l i t y ,  while 
s t i l l  remaining what  it w a s ,  a t  the sane time be- 
come o r  be t h e  opposing q u a l i t y ;  i n  such a s i t u a t i o n  
it e i t h e r  withdraws o r  ceases  t o  e x i s t .  (102e-103a) 

Change i s  t o  be accounted f o r  i n  terms of a p s r s i s t i n g  o b j e c t ' s  

a c q u i s i t i o n  and abandonment of p roper t i e s .  

Given t h i s  theory,  we a r e  bound t o  the  view t h a t  i n  the  

process  of change what ceases  t o  e x i s t  is  t h e  compound whose 

na ture  w a s  r ss -kr lc ted  t o  J u s t  one of the  oppos i te  q u a l i t i e s ,  

t h a t  what coines i n t o  ex i s t ence  i s  the  compound whose na tu re  i s  

r e s t r i c t e d  t o  t h e  o t h e r  q u a l i t y ,  and t h a t  what  p e r s i s t s  through- 
- - -- -- 

out  the  change As tho o b j e c t  'rhose .- -- na tu re  i s  u n r e s t r i c t e d  with 
/- - 
r e s p e c t  t o  the  oppos i tes ,  b u t  i s  capable of possessing e i t h e r  

<_/--- ---- --- - - - - -. --. 

q u a l i t y .  For example, a shor t -bul ld ing  does n o t  become a ta l l= 
/-- 

b u i l d i ~ ~ g ,  it ( t h e  b u i l d i n g )  b e c ~ m e s  t a l l ;  f o r  t h e  bu i ld ing  as 

such d i d  not  have t o  be s h o r t .  The terra l lbui ldingM i s  n o t  r e -  

s t r i c t e d  i n  t h e  way that e i t h e r  the  term "short-bui lding" o r  



t h e  term utal . l-buildingfl  is. 

In a passage a l r eady  quoted, P ln to  t e l l s  us  t h a t  t h e  f o m s  

a r e  inc8,pahle of  change. (102e) On t h e  Sasis of h i s  theory of 

change, i t  i s  evident  why he talces t h i s  view. For t o  be capa- 

b l e  of change, we said, i s  t o  have a na tu re  capable of a l t e r -  

n a t e l y  r ece iv ing  both of two opposi te  p r o p e r t i e s ,  But no form 

s a t i s f i e s  t h i s  condi t ion .  Each form i s  a u n i t y ,  incapable of 

a c q u i r i n g  any a d d i t i o n a l  p r o p e r t i e s  and inzapable of changing 

t o  its opposi te .  The form of t a l l n e s s  can n e i t h e r  ac- 

q u i r e  any a d d i t i o n  p r o p e r t i e s  nor l o s e  any; f o r  tho n a t u r e  of 

t h e  case  r e s t r i c t s  t a l l n e s s  i t s e l f  t o  only those p r o p e r t i e s  

t h a t  i t s  e s s e n t i a l  na ture  r e q u i r e s  it t o  have. I,%., t a l l n e s s  - 
i t s e l f  i s  n e c e s s a r i l y  f r e e  from those supsr f luous  c h a r a c t e r i s -  

t i c s  which nay accompany t a l l  things.  Nor can t h e  form of  tall- 

ness  l o s e  i t s  e s s e n t i a l  na tu re  and become i t s  oppos i t e ;  f o r  then 

i t  would no t  change bu t  would be destroyed, The forms a r e  " m i -  

formu and !'ever s e l f - c o n ~ i s t e n t . ~ ~  (80b) That i s  t o  say, forms 

a r e  simple and incapable o f  r ece iv ing  oppos i te  p roper t i e s .  

Thus the  forms a r e  "constant and i n v a r i a b l e u  (78e) ,  nnever ad- 
- - -  - .- .--. 

m i t t n g  of any a l . t e ra t ion  i n  any r e s p e c t  o r  i n  any sense." (780) 

V i s i b l e  th ings ,  oil t he  o t h e r  hand, having both a n  essence and 

an I n c i d e n t a l  na ture ,  do a d m i t  of change. "The concre te  in -  

s t ances  cf beauty--such pas men, horses ,  c l o t h e s  and so on--or 

of e q u a l i t y ,  o r  any members of c l a s s  corresponding t o  a n  wb- 

s o l u t e  e n t i t y . .  . a r e  never f r e e  from v a r i a t i o n .  ( 7 8 ~ )  ~ o t  

everyth ing  i n  phys ica l  na tu re ,  however, i s  subJec t  t o  change. 

P l a t 0  s&.d, both t h e  form of t a l l n e s s  and t h e  t a l l n e s s  that F s  



i n  u s  dec l ine  t o  change. (102e) It i s  r a t h e r  t h a t  the  th ings  

having the  p r o p e r t i e s  change; the  p r o p e r t i e s  themselves remain 

cons tan t  while they e x i s t .  (103b) 

I t  i s ,  I s a i d ,  a p a r t  of P l a t o ' s  theory of change t h a t  

t h e r e  a r e  o b j e c t s  whose na tu res  a r e  r e s t r i c t e d  t o  j u s t  one prop- 

e r t y  i n  a given p a i r  of opposi tes .  From 103d t o  104c, P l a t o  

cons iders  these  ob jec t s .  F i r e  i s  always h o t  and never c o l d ;  

snow i s  always cold  and never h o t ;  t h r e e  i s  always odd and never 

even; an3 two i s  always even and never odd. None of these  i s  

i d e n t i c a l  w i t h  i t s  r e s p e c t i v e  property,  and y e t  each must by 

d e f i n i t i o n  have t h a t  property,  The p r o p e r t i e s  cannot be l o s t  

without  d e s t r u c t i v e  consequences, gag.,  "sure ly  we must a s s e r t  

t h a t  t h r e e  w i l l  sooner cease t o  e x i s t  o r  s u f f e r  any o t h e r  f a t e  

than  submit t o  become even while it is s t i l l  t h r e e , "  ( 1 0 4 ~ )  A s  

a property cannot become i t s  oppos i te ,  s o  t h e  o b j e c t  whose es- 

s e n t i a l  na tu re  excludes t h a t  oppos i te  property cannot become 

the  o b j e c t  whose e s s e n t i a l  na ture  inc ludes  it. Thus a number 

can be e i t h e r  even o r  odd, b u t  a given add number must be odtd 

and a given even number must be even. Numbers perhaps make 

bad i l l u s t r a t i o n s  of change; here then i s  ano the r  i l l u s t r a t i o n :  

A man c ~ n  be e i t h e r  t a l l  o r  s h o r t ;  t h e r e f o r e ,  a man can change 

h i s  he igh t ,  But a tall-man cannot change h i s  he igh t ;  n e i t h e r  

can a short-tnan, Therefore,  i n  a change involv ing  he ight ,  

i s  the  substratum of change--&.z,, t h e  entity which p e r s i s t s  
/'-- - -.--- ---- - ..- - 

throughout the change--and, i f  t he  change i s  from shor tness  t o  

t a l l n e s s ,  i t  i s  some i n s t ance  of tall-man which esms into exas-  

t encs  and solfie ins t ance  of short-man which ceases  t o  e x i s t  dur- 



i n g  the  change. The theory  of forms, of course,  i s  intended A / 

t o  expla in  t h i s  r e l a t i o n  of 'being, an  i n s t a n c e  of.. .I1 And the  < 
change as a whole i s  t o  be accounted f o r  i n  terms of t h e  with- 1 
drawal and imposi t ion of the  inf luence  of va r ious  forms, so  t h a t  

the  man i s  t a l l  while under the  inf luence  of the  form of t a l l n e s s  

and s h o r t  while  under the  inf luence  of the  form of shor tness .  

This reasoning h a s  immediate a p p l i c a t i o n  t o  our  next  top ic ,  

the  f i n a l  proof f o r  t h e  immortal i ty  of the  soul .  

2.9 - The F ina l  Argument f o r  the  Soul ' s  Immortality: 105c-10?-~, -- 
I n  the  sec t ion ,  96aClo5c, t h e  theory of forms i s  presented i n  

f u l l  bloom: The c a u s a l  r e l a t i o n  of t h e  forms t o  phenomena i s  

d iscussed;  the  d i f f i c u l t  r e l a t i o n  of I tpa r t i c ipa t ion"  which i s  

suppos5d t o  ob ta in  between forms and p a r t i c u l a r s  i s  explained,  

i n s o f a r  as i t  admits of explanat ion;  and a t  103e I n  t h e  course - 
of t h e  argument, the  words, tl&'c,! and i J > ,  P la to  's f a s o u r i  tc 

terms f o r  t h e  forms are a t  last  used t o  des ignate  them.' A s  

Grube says, Pla to  appears  t o  have r e f r a i n e d  d e l i b e r a t e l y  from 

us ing  the  terrns u n t i l  t h i s  po in t  in the  dialogue. So we may 

a s s w e  t h a t  the  grcundwork i s  f i n a l l y  l s i d  and t h a t  P l a t o  i s  

prepared now t o  o f f e r  what  he cons iders  a v a l i d  demonstration 

of the  sou l ' s  immortali ty.  

Change involves a t r i a d  of th ings - - i t  involves a compoxnd 

whose e s s e n t i a l  na tu re  i s  r e s t r i c t e d  t o  J u s t  one of two oppos i te  

prapz~tics (em&., t a l l - a a n ) ,  a conpound whose e s s e n t i a l  na ture  

i s  r e s t r i c t e d  t o  the  o t h e r  oppos i te  property ( g . ~ . ,  short-man), 



and a s i n g l e  ab id ing  e n t i t y  which p e r s i s t s  throughout the  change 

(geee, man). For t h i s  reason,  according t o  P la to ,  n o t  a l l  changes 
"- - - 

are poss ib le .  F i r e  cannot change w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  ho t  and co ld ;  
.-7 - - - 
fo r ,  i f  it  could,  t h e r e  would have t o  be such a th ing  as cold= 

f i r e :  the meaning of " f i r e t f  i s  simply t o  be i d e n t i f i e d  w i t h  

t h a t  of " h o t - f i r e N ;  for t h e  idea  of hotness  i s  involved i n  the 

i d e a  of f i r e ,  so t h a t  i n  t h i s  case the  t r i a d  cannot be cons t ruc ted ,  

According t o  P la to ,  i t  i s  the  s o u l  which b r ings  l i f e  t o  the - -- ----- . -- - -- ------ 
body. (105d) T h a t  i s  t o  say,  P l a t 0  cont inues ,  sou l  i s  r e l a t e d  

--- 

t o  life i n  the  way t h a t  f i r e  i s  r e l a t e d  t o  heat .  A s  t h e r e  i s  

no f i r e  without  heat, so  t h e r e  i s  no s o u l  without  l i f e .  Con- 

s i d e r e d  i n  the  context  of  P l a t o ' s  theory of change, t h i s  impl ies  

t h a t  the  s o u l  cannot change with r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  oppos i t e s ,  l i f e  bt 
and death-- just  as f i r e  cannot change w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  the  oppo- 

s i t e s ,  ho t  and cold.  The meaning of "soulIt i s  simply t o  be 
I " - -  - - .- 

i d e n t i f i e d  with t h a t  of l t l ive-soul" ;  f o r  t h e  idea of life i s  - -. - - - -  - 

involved i n  the  idea  of sou l .  A l l  t h ings  t h a t  a d m i t  of genera- !I , l 

t i o n ,  P la to  s a i d ,  a r e  generated i n  t h i s  way: oppos i tes  fro12 

opposi tes .  An o b j e c t  t k a t  i s  awake w a s  generated from an ob- 

j e c t  t h a t  was as leep .  Analogously, then, a l i v e  sou l ,  i f  gen- 
L 3 

e r a t e d  a t  a l l ,  i s  generated from i t s  oppos i te ,  a dead soul .  
3 

But t he re  are no dead SOLILS. Therefore,  t h e  soul  i s  ungene~ated .  / 

and incapable of change w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  oppos i tes ,  l i f e  and / > 
6 

death.  Whence i t  fol lows t h a t  the  sou l s  w e  have are eternal; , 

f o r  the  sou l ,  being incapable of dea th ,  I s  Immortal, and, belng 

immortal, i s  e t e r n a l .  

Change, according t o  Herac l i tus ,  involves  two opposi tes .  

P l a t o  accepted t h i s ,  b u t  added a t h i r d  element i n  o rde r  that 
t 



t h e r e  be a pe r s i s t ence  of  i d e n t i t y  and c o n t i n u i t y  i n  the  change. 

He d i d ,  hoxever, depar t  r a d i c a l l y  from Herac l i tus  by saying t h a t  i 
t h e r e  a r e  some th ings ,  l i k e  t h e  sou l ,  which a r e  n o t  exhaus t ive ly  ~ 
desc r ibab le  i n  terms of s e t s  of oppos i tes .  l But he departed 1 I 

r a d i c a l l y  From Farmenides too by saying t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  some - 
t h i n g s  which a r e  exhaus t ive ly  desc r ibab le  i n  terms of  s e t s  of 

oppos i tes .  I n  f a c t ,  he holds t h a t  everyth ing  i n  the  m a t e r i a l  ( , ? 
7---- - - - - ------ 

realm i s  thus  descr ibable ,  which i s  why he says  t h a t  the  th ings  
--- -- 

of sense a r e  never f r e e  from v a r i a t i o n .  
I 
I 

There i s  prima f a c i e  a problem with t h i s  proof. F i r e s  do t 

I";, 1 
a f t e r  a l l  d i e  out ,  and t h e i r  a shes  do become cold.  Perhaps then,  . ,I 1 

l, 

al though i t  i s  inappropr ia t e  t o  speak of t h e  s o u l ' s  death,  the  
I 

8 , , h  

I 

/ , 
s o u l  may nonetheless  be a n n i h i l a t e d  when death overcomes the  / , I 

, , R .  o q  

man t o  which i t  belongs. Then we would n o t  be speaking of a 
, 1 

"dead-soul, but  of no sou l  a t  a l l .  P l a t o  r e p l i e s :  I 
I ,j ... I assume t h a t  i f  what i s  no t  co ld  were imperlsh- // 

a b l e  when anyth ing  cold appToachod f i r e ,  it could 
never go ou t  o r  cease t o  e x i s t ;  i t  would depar t  and 1 ', I /I 
be gone unharmed.,.. Are w e  n o t  bound t o  say t he  11 
same of the  immortal? If what i s  im1norta.l i s  a l s o  

/I 
imperishable ,  i t  i s  impossible t h a t  a t  the  approach 
of  dea th  t h e  s o u l  shou1.d cease t o  be,  It fo3.lows 

1 I 

from what  we have a l r e a d y  s a i d  t h a t  i t  cannot ad- 
m i t  death, o r  be dead--just  as we s a i d  t h a t  t h r e e  11 
cannot be even, nor can two be odd; nor can f i r e  
be cold ,  nor can the  hea t  which i s  i n  the  f i r o .  (106a) 

li 
l~ 

Becausc the  s o u l ' s  essence Inc ludes  l i f e ,  t he  s o u l  cannot admit 11 

I 

'1n t h e  l o s t  dialogue Ecdemus, w r i t t e n  i n  i m i t a t i o n  of  t h e  
Phaedo, A r i s t o t l e  says ,  t3Harrcony has an oppos i te ,  namely disbar- -- 
many. Rut the  s o u l  has  no opposi te .  Therefore the  s o u l  i s  n o t  
a h a ~ m o n y , ~  ( c i t e d  in: W. Jaeger ,  A r i s t o t l e ,  Fund.anertaLs 
t h e  Histoory of his Developaent ( 0 x f o x : x )  , y ~ % ~ ~  
-7 -_U_I.- _I - - 



death ;  and, because t h e  s o u l  cannot admit dea th ,  i t  cannot 
,___ - -  -- -- 

cease  t o  e x i s t .  By_&-m~llcation, then, ex i s t ence ,  as we l l  as - .- - -- --.-.---..-- - .- -, 

l i f e ,  i s  a p a r t  of the  s o u l ' s  nature.  For, on P la to ' s  p r i n c i p l e s ,  
---.,, __--- - 

u n l e s s  ex i s t ence  i s  a p a r t  of the  s o u l ' s  na tu re  the  s o u l  can 

cease  t o  e x i s t .  Moreover, if P l a t o  does n o t  accep t  ex i s t ence  

as a n  e s s e n t i a l  property of t h e  soul ,  he w i l l  have no r e p l y  t o  

someone who o b j e c t s  t h a t ,  whi le  the  s o u l  does n o t  "becomen dead, 

i t  never the less  ceases  t o  e x i s t  a t  some time o r  o the r .  

With t h i s ,  our  exeges is  i s  complete, and we t u r n  t o  phi lo-  

soph ica l  a n a l y s i s .  
I 

I 

I 

I 

Ill 

1 :  



THE PROOF FOR THE IMMORTALITY OF THE SOUL 

3.1 Tntroduction, - T h e r e  is  no doubt a c e r t a i n  k i n s h i p  be- 

tween P l ~ t o ' s  argument f o r  the  immortal i ty  of tho  s o u l  and the  

o n t o l o g i c a l  argument, i n  t h a t  both arguments without  recourse  

t o  any f a c t s  of experience seek t o  e s t a b l i s h  some s o r t  o f  ex- 

i s t e n t i a l  claim, Nor Is i t  a coincidence t h a t  Anselrn was a 

P l a t o n i s t .  Yet i t  i s  t he  a i m  of the  o n t o l o g i c a l  argument t o  

show t h a t  God must e x i s t ,  Whereas, it Is the  a i m  of the  argu- 

ment in t he  Pbaedo t o  show t h a t ,  i f  t h e  s o u l  e x i g t s  a t  a l l ,  it ----- -. - -- 

e x i s t s  e t e r n a l l y ;  and i n  t h e  dialo2;uo it i s  accepted wi thout  -- 
ques t ion  t h a t  the  s o u l  does e x i s t ,  In P l a t o ' s  argument, then, 

t h e r e  i s  a suppressed e x i s t e n t i a l  premise, and i n  t h i s  r e s p s c t  

at l e a s t  the  arguments d i f f e r ,  Both arguaents,  however, make 

tha  same f a l s e  a s s u ~ p t i o n .  
w- 

~ r i e f l y ,  P l a t o t s  argument i s  t h i s  : Existence by d e f i n i t i o n  

belongs t o  the  soul .  T h e r e f o r e ,  t h e  s o u l  cannot change wi th  
9 

r e s p e c t  t o  the  oppos i tes ,  existence and non-existence, and t h a t  

i s  t o  say, the  s o u l  can nei ther* begin nor cease  t o  be. Hence, 

it i s  etelrtnal, I n  t h i s  argurnen'c, as i n  the  o n t o l o ~ i c a l  arm- 
n e n t  ( i n  one version a t  l e a s t ) ,  *existencew i s  t r e a t e d  as a 

p red ica te ,  as a teri'a which mbght legitins-Cely occur i n  t h e  

d e f i n i c n s  of an exprssshon being defined.  It is t h i s  f e a t u r e  
---a 

r 
k of the  argument I wish t o  attaclr,  Xf it can bo s k c ) ~ ~ n  t h a t  ex l s -  
I 
I 

tence-terrus 2re n o t  px-edicatcs, then ,  even if' P l a t a t s  theory of 
R 

chal~ge. laere c a r r e c t  tzith respcc'c t o  ckmnges involving p red ica tes ,  



3.2 Existence and - Predica t ion .  The c r i t i c i s m  I w i s h  t o  em- 

ploy a g a i n s t  P l a t o ' s  proof f o r  the  immortal i ty  of the  s o u l  i s  

due pr imar i ly ,  I th ink ,  t o  ~ a n t l  and  uss sell,^ and was f i rs t  

d i r e c t e d  a g a i n s t  the  on to log ica l  argument. But I a m  here con- 

cerned with the  l o g i c a l  f e a t u r e s  of t h i s  c r i t i c i s m ,  n o t  wi th  

i t s  h i s t o r i c a l  o r i g i n s ;  and so  f i d e l i t y  t o  the  p o s i t i o n s  of 

Kant and Russe l l  w i l l  no t  be d e l i b e r a t e l y  attempted. 

To begin,  t h e r e  i s  a simple-minded ob jec t ion  t o  the  view 

t h a t  "exis tencet8 i s  a p red ica te  which one might raise--namely, 

t h a t ,  because i n d i v i d u a l s  cannot be c l a s s i f i e d  according t o  

whether they e x i s t ,  though they can be c l a s s i f i e d  according to-- 

say--whether they a r e  bachelors ,  ex i s t ence  i s  a presupposi t ion 

of predica t ion ,  b u t  n o t  a p a r t  of it per s e :  Before we can - 
begin t o  c l a s s i f y ,  the  o b j e c t i o n  cont inues,  we must presuppose 

ex i s t ence .  We can c l a s s i f y  i n d i v i d u a l s  according t o  whether 

they a r e  bachelors ,  but  only because we can have a sample of 

o b j e c t s ,  some of which a r e  bachelors  and some of which a r e  no t ,  

We cannot,  however, have a sample of o b j e c t s ,  some of which 

e x i s t  and some of which do not .  We cannot i n s p e c t  o b j e c t s  

f o r  ex i s t ence  i n  the  way t h a t  we can f o r  redness  o r  bachelor- 

hood. There a r e  people who a r e  bachelors  and t h e r e  a r e  people 

who a r e  n o t ;  t h e r e  a r e  o b j e c t s  which a r e  r e d  and t h e r e  a r e  ob- 

J e c t s  which a r e  not .  But t h e r e  a r e  no t  people who a r e  e x i s t e n t  

and people who a r e  not :  a l l  the  people t h e r e  a r e ,  a r e  e x i s t e n t .  

IN. K. Smith, tr., Kant's C r i t i q u e  -- of Pure Reason (London: 
19291, PP. 500-507. 

2 ~ .  B. F i t c h ,  88Sorre Logical Aspects of Reference and Exis- 
t e n ~ e , ~  Journa l  of Philosophy, v o l e  LVII  (January,  1960), p. 641, 



This  ob jec t ion ,  however, as s t a t e d ,  r e a l l y  does take  u s  o f f  

i n  the  wrong d i r e c t i o n ,  For we do no t ,  i n  f a c t ,  a l r ~ a y s  presup- 

pose ex i s t ence  when we make psed ica t ion  s tatements .  "Unicorns 

have hornsn i s  t r u e  independently of whether t h e r e  a r e  unicorns,  

and t h i s  i s  so p r e c i s e l y  because the  p red ica t ion  does n o t  pre- 

suppose t h e  ex i s t ence  of unicorns.  A s  Leibniz  remarks, HI have 

p re fe r red  t o  conseider u n i v e r s a l  concepts..  .as they do no t  de- 

pend on the  ex i s t ence  of ind iv idua l s .  In  genera l ,  t he re fo re ,  

when we a r e  reasoning from u n i v e r s a l  concepts--L.g.,from d e f i n i -  

t ions,-- the v a l i d i t y  of our  reasoning i s  no t  dependent upon 

t h e r e  being th ings  i n  the  world answering t o  our  d e f i n i t i o n s ,  

One might t h e r e f o r e  conclude t h a t ,  i f  t h e  o n t o l o g i c a l  arm- 

ment i s ,  as it purpor ts  t o  be, a case  of Hrsasoning  from unh- 

v e r s a 1  concepts ,"  the  v a l i d i t y  of the  argument must be inde- 

pendent of whether t h e r e  i s  anyth ing  answering t o  the  d e f i n i -  

t i o n  of stGod," But, s ince  t h e  conclusion of t h e  argument is 

t h a t  t h e r e  must be something r e a l  answering t o  our  d e f i n i t i o n  

of "God," i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  understand how the  argunent  might 

n o t  - ''depend on the  ex i s t ence  of ind iv idua l s , "  This  perhaps Is 

Ryle 's  poin t  when he says,  a g a i n s t  t h e  o n t o l o g i c a l  argunent :  . 
We can see  how impbications obtsin.bs'tween Iipredi- 
c a t e s , "  keg., how i f  something is c n  A,  i t  i s  B-ish. 
But hov? can the exiTtance of an  A o r  a B be implied? 
How can "something i s  a n  A" fol low from t h e  prop- 
o s i t i o n  t9anythbng t h a t  i s  an  A,  i s  B-ishtt? How can 
a p a r t i c u l a r  ma t t e r  of f a c t  be d-educed from a priork 
o r  nunempirical  prerni s e ~ ? ~  

'G. Parkinson, tr., I,ej.bn$z: Logical Papers (Oxford r 1966), 
p. 20. 

'6. R y L e ,  94r. Collingsrood and the  Ontological Argument." 
contained-  in: J. Hick Pc A. RcG111, e a t s ,  -  he-Elany-faced - Arpu- 
men% - .- (New York: 1967), pp. 2L16-260. 



The argument i s  clear--Judgments concerning u n i v e r s a l  concepts 

do no t  depend upon the  ex i s t ence  of i n d i v i d u a l s ;  e x i s t e n t i a l  
I i 

judgments do s o  depend; the re fo re ,  e x i s t e n t i a l  Judgments can- 1 
n o t  be e n t a i l e d  by Judgments concerning u n i v e r s a l  concepts.  ~ 
Leibniz,  however, who i n  f a c t  understood these  i s s u e s ,  accepted ~ 
t h e  on to log ica l  argumant as v a l i d .  And i t  must be conceded t o  1 
t he  defenders of Ansebm t h a t  t he  above argument begs the  ques- 

t i o n :  i f  the  on to log ica l  argument i s  v a l i d ,  t h e r e  Is a case 

i n  which an e x i s t e n t i a l  Judgment i s  e n t a i l e d  by Judgments con- 

cern ing  u n i v e r s a l  concepts. It won't do t o  a s s e r t  r i g h t  o f f  

t h a t  e x i s t e n t i a l  judgments are never s o  e n t a i l e d ,  and t h a t ,  

t he re fo re ,  the  ontohogical  argument must be inva l id .  i , 

If i t  were n o t  t h e  case  t h a t  we can make predica t io i i  s t a t e -  I 

!I t 

ments without  presupposing ex i s t ence ,  t h e r e  would be l i t t l e  1 
use  f o r  the  term l fexis tenceN:  p o s i t i v e  e x i s t e n t i a l  c laims would 

' I  
I 

a l l  be t a u t o l o ~ o u s ,  s ince  w e  would always presuppose the  e x i s -  ' 1  

, 
I 

tence of what we  are t a l k i n g  about ;  and t h e  s t a t u s  of  negat ive . I- I 

e x i s t e n t i a l  c laims would bo very  obscure. Moreover, a  hole 

v a r i e t y  of propos i t ions  would have t o  analyzed i n  very odd ways. 

Ryle, f o r  example, maintained a t  one t i x e ,  though he would no 

longer  maintain i t ,  t h a t :  

The propos i t ion  "XI-. Pickwick i s  a f i c t i o n s s  i s  real- 
l y ,  d e s p i t e  i t s  p r i r g  f a c i e s ,  about  Dickens o r  e l s e  
about  the  P i c h i  k Papers. But the  f z c t  t h a t  it i s  
so i s  concealed. B 

If w e  presuppose ex i s t ence  i n  our  p red ica t ion  s tatements ,  some 

such v i e ~ r  as t h i s  must be t r u e .  But w e  can avoid  this unhappy 

' G .  Ryls. s8Systematical ly  Fiislcading Expressions,  Contained 
i n :  A,  Flew, ed., Los i c  and Ir"ln?uago, F i r s t  Sor ie s  ( ~ a r d e n  City, 
Ne3r York: 1965), p;z - 



consequence i f  we simply allow t h a t  p red ica t ion  s ta tements  do 

n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  presuppose exis tence .  
1 

#IExistence, t h e r e f o r e ,  

i s  a sue fu l  term; and i t s  use c o n s i s t s  i n  marking ou% as ex i s -  

t e n t  c e r t a i n  th ings  from the  realm of mere p o s s i b i l i t y . 2  I n  

o t h e r  words, we use i t  t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  those p r e d i o a t i o n a l  s t a t e -  

ments which involve e x i s t e n t i a l  commitments from those which do 

not--i.g., from those which involve mere p o s s i b i l i t i e s .  This 

use ,  I s h a l l  argue,  i s  defea ted  i f  we give "exis tencem the  sta- 

t u s  of a p red ica te ,  and, the re fo re ,  both t h e  o n t o l o g i c a l  argu- 

ment ( i n  one ve r s ion  a t  l e a s t )  and P la to ' s  argument f a l l .  

3.3 The Refuta t ion  -- of the  Ontolo%ical  Ar~ument  P la to ' s  

Argument. God, necessary being, i t  seems, can be def ined  

as "something the non-existence of which i s  i m p o ~ s i b l e , ~  But 

t h e s e  words y i e l d  l i t t l e  i n s i g h t  i n t o  the  concept of a being f o r  

whom stexis tence#@ i s  a de f in ing  predica te .  One might @#def ineN a 

"round squarew as a four-s ided f i g u r e  a l l  of whose po in t s  a r e  

e q u i d i s t a n t  from the  center .  I n  so  doing, however, one has  n o t  

shown t h a t  a round square i s  conceivable,  s ince  the  purported 

d e f i n t i o n  involves an  obvious con t rad ic t ion .  If one could 

conceive of a necessary being, then the re  would have t o  be 

a n a l y t i c  e x i s t e n t i a l  judgments, s ince  the  ex i s t ence  of t h i s  

'1t might seem t h a t  I a m  belabouring a n  obvious poin t .  But 
i n  f a c t  the poin t  has  been d isputed:  "Every conception involves 
the  p red ica te  ' e x i s t s ' ,  Thus, n o t  only God's essence bu t  every 
essence impl ies  ex i s t ence , "  ( G .  Naknikian and W. Salmon, "'Zx- 
i s ts '  as a Predica te ,  tt i n  Phi losophica l  Review, 1957, p. 541. ) 

2~ do n o t  o f f e r  t h l s  as a n  exhaust ive d e s c r i p t i o n  of t h e  use 
of '@existence,  " of course,  



being  would be necessary.  Therefore,  i f  i t  can be shorvn t h a t  

t h e r e  a r e  no a n a l y t i c  e x i s t e n t i a l  Judgments--Kant th inks  i t  can-- 

i t  fol lows t h a t  t h i s  purported d e f i n i t i o n  of "Godw involves  a 

c o n t r a d i c t i o n ,  and s o  exp la ins  nothing. 

If God's ex i s t ence  i s  l o g i c a l l y  necessary,  then t h e  a s s e r -  

t i o n  t h a t  H e  does not  e x i s t  must be se l f - con t rad ic to ry .  But 

it i s  n o t ,  according t o  Kant. When a negat ive  e x i s t e n t i a l  

p ropos i t ion  i s  a s s e r t e d ,  Kant s a y s ,  t he  s u b j e c t  of t h e  proposi- 

t i o n  and a l l  i t s  p r e d i c a t e s  a r e  r e j e c t e d ,  s o  t h a t  no ques t ion  

of c o n t r a d i c t i o n  can a r i s e .  For t h e r e  i s  nothing l e f t  e i t h e r  

t o  c o n t r a d i c t  o r  t o  be con t rad ic ted  by something e l s e .  Kant 

compwes t h e  d e n i a l  of "God i s  omnipotentw t o  the  d e n i a l  of 

"God e x i s t s .  We cannot,  h e  says,  deny omnipotence of God with- 

ou t  con t rad ic t ion .  If we p o s i t  a Deity, He must be pos i t ed  as 

omnipotent. But, i f  w e  say t h a t  God.does n o t  e x i s t ,  we do n o t  

even p o s i t  a Deity. Thus i n  the  case of e x i s t e n t i a l  propos i t ions ,  

according t o  t h i s  reasoning,  we do no t  p r e d i c a t e ;  we pos i t .  An&, 

t h e r e f o r e ,  t o  deny an  e x i s t e n t i a l  propos i t ion  i s  not  t o  deny a 

p red ica te  of a sub jec t ,  b u t  t o  withhold t h e  p o s i t i n g  of t h a t  

sub jec t .  Contradict ion can occur only when a p red ica te  i s  denied 

t o  a s u b j e c t  which n u s t  by d e f i n i t i o n  have t h a t  predica te .  In  

the  czse of negat ive e x i s t e n t i a l  p ropos i t ions ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  be- 

cause t h e r e  i s  no p red ica te  d e n i a l ,  t h e r e  ca.n be no cont radic-  

t i o n .  To argue t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  some s u b j e c t s  which must be pos i ted  

and t h a t ,  t he re ro re ,  i n  some cases  t o  withhold the  p o s i t i n g  of 

a s u b j e c t  i s  impossible,  according t o  Kant, i s  s i ~ p l y  t o  beg 

the ques t ion ,  s ince  it w i l l  no t  be impossible t o  withhold the  

p o s i t i n g  of a s u b j e c t  u n l e s s  i t  i s  se l f - con t rad ic to ry  t o  do so.  



This argument i s  p e r f e c t l y  general .  I f  it is v a l i d ,  i t  

proves t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  no se l f - con t rad ic to ry  negat ive  ex i s t en -  

t ia l  Judgments, and, by impl ica t ion ,  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  no neces- 

s a r y  p o s i t i v e  e x i s t e n t i a l  Judgments. The argument, however, 

presupposes a g r e a t  d e a l  about  the  na tu re  of p red ica t ion ,  and 

i t s  presupposLtions must now be inves t iga ted .  

I n  genera l ,  a t e r n  i s  a p red ica te  i f  t h e r e  i s  some wel l=  

fo rzed  defini t ion--even i f  it be purely s t i p u l a t i v e - - i n  which 

t h a t  t o r n  occurs  as a p a r t  of the  def in iens .  Let  t h i s  be our  

d e f l n i  t i o n  of  Itpredicate.  The propos i t ion ,  "God e x i s t s ,  w i l l  

n o t  be a tautology u n l e s s  t*ex i s t enceu i s  a p red ica te  of *IGodw-- 

i.2. , occurs  as a p a r t  of the  d e f i n i e n s  of "God." But, i f  we - 
al low t h a t  Nex i s t encem i s  a p red ica te  of wGod,M what I s  t o  pre- 

ven t  u s  from genera t ing  a whole c l a s s  of e x i s t e n t i a l  t a u t o l o g i e s  

by means of s t f p u l a t i v e  d e f i n i t i o n s ?  I f ,  t h a t  i s  t o  say,  e x i s -  

tence can bo given by d e f i n i t i o n  and, i f ,  the re fo re ,  we can 

de f ine  ItGod" as t h a t  being which i s  omnipotent, omnipresent, 

omniscient and e x i s t e n t ,  and i n f e r  from t h i s  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a 

God--then why can we n o t  d e f i n e  Ndinosaur ,w f o r  example, as a 

four-limbed, one hundred f o o t  long r e p t i l e ,  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of 

the  Mesozoic Era, which e x i s t s ,  and i n f e r  from t h i s  t h a t  t h e r e  

a r e  d inosaurs  walking about?  

I t ake  i t  now as e s t a b l i s h e d  t h a t  p red ica t ion  - s o  does 

n o t  presuppose ex i s t ence ,  t h a t  var ious  s e t s  of p red ica tes  can 

be combined i n t o  "universa l  concepts ,"  and t h a t  some deductions 

can be made on t h e  basis of these  u n i v e r s a l  concepts.  Moreover, 

these  u n i v e r s a l  concepts simply rep resen t  l o g i c a l l y  c o n s i s t e n t  

se ts  of p red ica tes  and can be foraed  by s t i p u l a t i r c  dofLnit ions.  



Take the s e t  of p red ica tes  represented  by ndinosaur ,n f o r  exam- 

ple .  We know t h a t  "dinosaurN r e f e r s  t o  a l o g i c a l l y  c o n s i s t e n t  

s e t  of p red ica tes  because such c r e a t u r e s  used t o  e x i s t ,  so t h a t  

t h i s  s e t  of p red ica tes  can be used as the  b a s i s  f o r  a u n i v e r s a l  

concept. Thus, we can make such & p r i o r i  in fe rences  as: nDino- 

s a u r s  a r e  r e p t i l e s , "  "Dinosaurs a r e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of the  Meso- 

zo ic  E r a , n  and so  on, us ing  the  o t h e r  elements i n  the  d e f i n i e n s  

of tldinosaur. Now, e i t h e r  "exis tencen i s  a p red ica te  o r  it i s  

not.  No amount of t a l k  about  God's p e c u l i a r i t i e s  can circum- 

ven t  t h i s .  I f  "exis tencen i s  not  a p red ica te ,  i t  cannot occur 

i n  t h e  d e f i n i e n s  of "Godn; and the on to log ica l  argument ( i n  one 

ve r s ion  at  l e a s t )  f a i l s .  Assume, the re fo re ,  t h a t  t tex is tenceN 

i s  a predica te .  Then by means of a s t i p u l a t i v e  d e f i n i t i o n  we 

can add ex i s t ence  on t o  t h e  r e s t  of the  p red ica tes  with which 

we fashion  our conception of the  dinosaur ,  and produce a new 

conception of the  dinosaur  according t o  which the c r e a t u r e  

must e x i s t .  For the  p r e d i c s t e  of ex i s t ence  n u s t  be l o g i c a l l y  

c o n s i s t e n t  with the  o t h e r  p red ica tes  applying t o  dinosaurs  be- 

cause dinosaurs  once d id  e x i s t ,  and t h i s  c r e a t u r e  must e x i s t  

because we can i n f e r  a_ p r i o r i  from the  concept of t h i s  c r e a t u r e  

t h a t  i t  e x i s t s - - J u s t  as we can i n f e r  5 ~ r i o r i  t h a t  it i s  a rep- 

t i l e .  The a c t u a l  world, the re fo re ,  would be overrun by possi-  

b i l i t i e s  i f  "exis tencew were i t s e l f  a p red ica te ,  s ince  i n  a l l  . 

cases ,  by a s t i p u l a t i v e  d e f i n i t i o n ,  the  p red ica te  of ex is tence  

could be added t o  a s e t  of l o g i c a l l y  c o n s i s t e n t  p red ica tes :  the 

mere f a c t  t h a t  something has  l o g i c a l l y  c o n s i s t e n t  p red ica tes  i m -  

p l i e s  it migh t  e x i s t .  Moreover, i t  seems t h a t  i s s u e s  l i k e  the  

e x t i n c t i o n  of the dinosaur  ousht not  t o  be s e t t l e d  by the s t i p u -  

l a t i v e  d e f i n i t i o n s  men i n  f a c t  draw. 



We use the  term '8exis tence,n I said, t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  the  exis -  

t e n t  from the  merely poss ib le .  But, i f  by a n  a r b i t r a r y  d e f i n i -  

t i o n a l  move, we can get from t h e  poss ib le  t o  the  e x i s t e n t ,  t h i s  

d i s t i n c t i o n  between the  e x i s t e n t  and t h e  p o s s i b l e  l o s e s  substance,  

We must, t he re fo re ,  deny nex i s t enceu  t h e  s t a t u s  of a p red ica te  

i n  o r d e r  t o  preserve the  d i s t i n c t i o n .  

This  reasoning, I th lnk ,  does e s t a b l i s h  t h a t  "exis tenceN i s  

n o t  a p red ica te ,  and, t h e r e f o r e ,  t h a t  both the  o n t o l o g i c a l  argu- 

ment ( i n  one ve r s ion  a t  l e a s t )  and P l a t a l s  argument a r e  inva l id .  

For "exis tencew cannot be a de f in ing  p red ica te  of e i  t h c r  l*Godtg 

o r  t * ~ o u l . w  And, i f  Hexis tence8t  i s  n o t  a d e f i n i n g  p red ica te  of 

nsou l ,w  t h e r e  i s  no c o n t r a d i c t i o n  i n  supposing t h a t  the  s o u l  

might cease t o  e x i s t ,  t h a t  it i s  no t  immortal. 

3.4 - The P la ton ic  Rejoinder. P l a t o  makes a d i s t i n c t i o n  be- 

tween a th ing ' s  essence and i t s  i n c i d e n t a l  nature.  ~ x i s t e n c e ,  

he says ,  i s  a part of t h e  s o u l ' s  essence,  b u t  i t  i s  only i n c i -  

d e n t a l  t o  t h e  n a t u r e  of t h e  dinosaur.  That i s  why t h e  dinosaur  . 

can cease  t o  e x i s t ,  while t h e  sou l  cannot. My c r i t i c i s m  of t h e  

o n t o l o g i c a l  argument and h i s  argument t o  prove the  immortali ty 

of t h e  s o u l  presupposes t h a t  essences are simply a func t ion  of 

s t i p u l n t i v e  d e f i n i t i o n s ,  t h a t  they a r e  a r b i t r a r y ,  According t o  

P la to ,  however, they a r e  n o t  a r b i t r a r y ,  but  a r e  determined by i. 

t h e  forms. 

This  abso lu te  d i s t i n c t i o n  between e s s e n t i a l  and i n c i d e n t ~ l  

n a t u r e  i s  i n t e g r a l  t o  P l a t o e s  t t ~ e o r y  of  change, and I prcft'cr t o  

a t t a c k  i t  i n  t h a t  context .  Here I simply a s s e r t  t h a t  P la to  i s  

wrong in t h i s  regard,  and t h a t  the  c r i t i c i s m  s tands  as given. 



3.5 S u n d r ~  Related Matters. It may be quest ioned whether 

t h e  argument I a t t r i b u t e  t o  P l a t o  is the  one he had i n  mind 

when w r i t i n g  the  Phaedo. H e ,  a f t e r  a l l ,  does n o t  t a l k  of "ex- 

i s t e n c e "  as a necessary p red ica te  of wsoul .w He r a t h e r  l i n k s  

"soulw t o  " l i f e M  and " l i f e w  t o  nimmortali ty.n Perhaps, it 

might be obJected,  even i f  "exis tencew i s  n o t  a p red ica te ,  a l l  

t h e  terms which a c t u a l l y  occur  i n  P l a t o ' s  s ta tement  of the  argu- 

ment a r e  p red ica tes ,  I a m  n o t  su re  j u s t  what could be made of 

such an obJectior,  as t h i s  one. However the  s i t u a t i o n  i s  analysed, 

though, t h i s  much i s  c l e a r :  P l a t o  i n  e f f e c t  d e f i n e s  n s o u l u  as 

something immortal and then argues ,  because the  s o u l  i s  i m -  

mor ta l ,  i t . c a n n o t  d i e ;  f o r ,  i f  it could,  then  it w a s  n o t  i m -  

mor ta l  i n  the  f i rs t  place,  which i s  con t ra ry  t o  t h e  hypothesis ,  

The appropr ia t e  ques t ion  t o  a sk ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  i s  whether t h e  

s o u l  i s  ixmortal  i n  the  first place ,  whether the  cond i t ions  of 

t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  have i n  f a c t  been met, 

P l a t o ' s  wholk argument f o r  t h e  immortal i ty  of the  s o u l  pro- 

ceeds on i t s  course without  so  much as a mention of Socra tes ,  

b u t  i t  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  P la to  i s  concerned wi th  the  i n d i v i d u a l  hu- - > 

man per sona l i ty  and n o t  wi th  some impersonal l i f e  f o r c e  which 
7 -- * .  -- ".--- 
i s  supposed t o  p e r s i s t  a f t e r  death.  It  i s  n o t  j u s t  t h e  s o u l ,  __-- - 

b u t  t h e  s o u l  of Socra tes ,  which P l a t o  seeks t o  prove immortal. 

I can imagine someone hear ing  my argument t o  prove t h e  ex i s t ence  

of dinosaurs ,  being convinced by it, and then  asking,  "Ah, bu t  

which dinosaurs  must e x i s t ? "  My only answer can be, " A l l , "  

But t h a t  does n o t  r e l a t e  t h e  ma t t e r  t o  p a r t i c u l a r  cases  very 

wel l ,  There  i s  t h i s  problem i n  P l a t o g s  argument too: i t  does 

n o t  r e l a t e  t o  p a r t i c u l a r  i n d i v i d u a l s  very well. 



Moreover, the  Greek word f o r  Msoullt i s  ambiguous--personal 

i n  one sense,  impersonal i n  ano the r ;  and we f i n d  both senses 1 
i n  P la to ,  I n  accordance wi th  the  impersonal sense Homer can 1 1  

I 

I 
The wrath do thou s ing ,  0 goddess, of Peleus '  son, 
Ach i l l e s ,  t h a t  baneful  wrath which brought count- 
l e s s  woes upon the  Achaeans, and s e n t  f o r t h  t o  Ha- 
des many v a l i a n t  s o u l s  ('Y~ia ) of war r io r s ,  and 6 I 

made themselves (d(l70vS) tf e a s p o i l  f o r  dogs 
and a l l  manner of birds. . . ,  I 

I ~ 
P l a t o  himself says,  "Those who first used the  name 

$ I 

t o  express  t h a t  t h e  s o u l  when i n  t h e  body i s  the  source' of l i f e ,  ; i 
l 

and g ives  the  power of b r e a t h  and r e v i v a l , "  (Cra ty lus  399e)  / I '  I ; II 

r i  

I n  th is .  sense the  s o u l  i s  thought of as "what keeps the  indiv id-  '* Ilk I 
,I I 

u a l  going, b u t  ' is no t  i d e n t i f i e d  with the  i n d i v i d u a l ;  t h e  s o u l  , i 1 
c is r a t h e r  an  impersonal "source of l i f e  and m o ~ e m e n t . ~  Yet, when '*, 

I 

lit / 
t he  s o u l  reaches Hades, i n  accordance wi th  the  o t h e r  s i d e  of the  * , :Il;q 

usage, i t  i s  s a i d  t o  be an image of the  i n d i v i d u a l  t o  which i t  1 
i I1 / 

formerly gave l i f e  and t h e  pott?er of movesent, J aeger  says,  

... t h e  psyche t h a t  hovers about as a n  i d o l  i n  Hades 
has  a s t r i c t l y  i n d i v i d u a l  c h a r a c t e r  by reason of i t s  
manifest  resemblance t o  t h e  form of the  l i v i n g  per- 
son, b u t  t h e  psyche of the  l i v i n g  person i s  simply 
t h e  anfxal l i f e  t h a t  i s  i n  him; it i s  i n  no way per- 
sonal .  2 

Thus, i n  Greek one can say t h a t  the i d e n t i t y  of a n  i n d i v i d u a l  re-  

s i d e s  i n  t h e  sou l ,  b u t  one can a l s o  s a y  t h a t  i t  does n o t ;  for 1 
' / 

t h e  term I s  ambiguous. 

I n  h i s  proof P l a t o  speaks of the  s o u l  as the  source of 

'A, T. Murray, tr., The I l l l a d  of Homer (Cambridge, i~lass. : 
1924), Vol. I, pp. 2-3, 

2 ~ .  Jaeger ,  The Theoloty of the  Early Greek Philosophers 
(Oxf s r d ,  ~ n ~ l a n d : l ~ 4 ~  v,- 



l i f e  and i n f e r s  i t s  immortal i ty  from t h i s ;  and here  h i s  usage 
-. 

i s  impersonal. For i t  i s  by no means obvious t h a t  Socra tes  i s  
- 
t he  source of h i s  own l i f e .  I t  i s  c l e a r ,  however, t h a t  P ln to  

i s  n o t  t r y i n g  t o  prove t h a t  some impersonal l i f e  fo rce  p e r s i s t s  

a f t e r  the  death of Socra tes ,  bu t  t h a t  Socra tes  himself surv ives  

death,  A f t e r  t h e  argument i n  the  Phaedo has run i t s  course,  

C r i t o  a sks ,  

How s h a l l  w e  bury-you LLafter your execut ion,  Soc- 
r a t e s 7  ? 

Any way you l i k e ,  r e p l i e d  Socra tes ,  t h a t  is ,  i f  'you 
can c a t c h  me and I don't  s l i p  through your fingers-:- 

C__.--l_--- -- 
H e  laughed gen t ly  as he spoke, and t u r n i n g  t o  us  

7 
went on, I c a n ' t  persuade C r i t o  t h a t  I a m  t h i s  Soc- 

1 
r a t e s  here  who i s  t a l k i n g  t o  you now and marshaling 
a l l  the  arguments. Ke t h i n k s  t h a t  I a m  t h e  one whom 
he w i l l  s ee  p resen t ly  l y i n g  dead, and he a s k s  h u ~ ?  he 
hs t o  bury rnel ( l l j c )  

And a t  - 81d P la to  speaks of the  individu-a1 s o u l  as hovering above 

the  tombs of the  wicked, which i s  a g a i n  t h e  personal  use. In  

f a c t ,  except  f o r  t h e  slvall seqv.ence, 105c-I07c, En which P la to  

a t t empts  t o  prove the  e t e r n i t y  of t h e  soul ,  he conf ines  himself 

t o  the  personal  usage according t o  which tho s o a l  i s  i d e n t i f i e d ,  

no t  with t h e  source of l i f e ,  bu t  with the  l i v i n g  i n d i v i d u a l  him- 

s e l f .  

It would be a mistake,  hoxever, t o  su-ppose t h a t  P l a t o  i s  

simply playing upon a n  ambiguity, whether cansciously o r  uncon- 

sc ious ly .  I n  the  Phaedo he c a r e f u l l y  develops h i s  concept of 
/ 

the  sau l ,  and wants t o  b r i n g  the  usages of \ ; ic l / '  t oge the r  by \ 4 
means of the theor4y of forms. It i s  has substantive p o s i t i o n  

t h a t  the  soul ,  l i k e  the  forms, is t o  be icJcjntified with the  -- 
cause of i t s  own being,  ./ --- ..- ---- 

Prima facie ,  i t  is implausible  t h a t  the  indivfdu91 humzn 



p e r s o n a l i t y  should surv ive  e t e r n a l l y  and be independent of the  

body. The memories of a p a r t i c u l a r  organism, f o r  example, seem 

t o  r equ i re  t h e  support  of a m a t e r i a l  bra in .  Leibniz  h a s  s a i d  

t h a t  t h e r e  can be no way t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  the  r e b i r t h  of  a poor 

man as a r i c h  man from, simply, t h e  b i r t h  of a r i c h  man un less  

t h e  man who w a s  once poor can remember h i s  former poverty. What 

reason could t h e r e  be f o r  even saying t h a t  poverty and r i chness  

i n  t h i s  case a r e  two s t a t e s  of a s i n g l e  man and no t  two s t a t e s  

of two d i f f e r e n t  men, i f  t h e r e  were a b s o l u t e l y  no c o n t i n u i t y  of I 
percept ion and memory? According t o  Plate, i t  w a s  Socra tes t  a i m  7 I 
t o  achieve t o t a l  independence f o r  the  s o u l ;  and he b e l i e v e s  t h a t  (, ;, 

/ IYI 

a l l  the  func t ions  of the  mind necessary t o  the  maintenance of '! I 
I t he  i n d i v i d u a l i t y  of Socra tes  can be c a r r i e d  on without  the  body. 

But it i s  highly doubt fu l  whether mental  happenings can go on I(# 

; \ a l  

independently of bodies  i n  t h i s  way and y e t  remain d i r e c t l y  as- 
l l  

I ,, I ' 
s o c i a t e d  wi th  a d i s t i n c t  human p r r s o n a l i t y  which, u n t i l  death,  I 

I 

u i  
seemed t o  f i n d  the body q u i t e  u s e f u l  t o  have around and, indecd, '\ Ill 

\ 
i 
I 

necessary.  But, u n l e s s  mental  happenings can go on independent- '- 
1 

/ I l y  i n  t h i s  way, remaining d i r e c t l y  a s s o c i a t e d  with a given hu- ! 1 
man per sona l i ty ,  i t  i s  f u t i l e  f o r  the  i n d i v i d u a l  t o  seek immor- ; I  
t a l i t y ;  and i t  would c e r t a i n l y  be f o o l i s h  f o r  an i n d i v i d u a l  t o  

hope f o r  a f u t u r e  l i f e  i f  he could no t  connect t h a t  f u t u r e  l i f e  

wi th  h i s  former l i f e .  

P la to  does, however, have h i s  theory of forms, according t o  
I 
I 

which the  body is  something t h a t  we r e g r e t t a b l y  drag  around with I 

u s  which i s  cons tan t ly  pos i t ion ing  i t s e l f  between u s  and r e a l i t y ,  

blocking our viev. On t h i s  theory P la to  r e s t s  h i s  claim t h a t  - -- . - 

the  soul  i s  independent of the  body-end,  the re fo re ,  capable of 
---I--- -. 



p e r s i s t i n g  a f t e r  the body's decay,--so t h a t  the evidence f o r  

Plato's claim is not  all in u n t i l  t h e  theory of forms i s  exam- l 

ined. 



THE THEORY OF FORMS 

4.1 - In t roduct ion .  The second argument f o r  the  immortal-i t y  

of the sou l ,  72e-?7e, reached the  cur ious  conclusion " t h a t  i t  

i s  l o g i c a l l y  j u s t  as c e r t a i n  t h a t  our  s o u l s  e x i s t  before  our  

b i r t h  as i t  i s  t h a t  L-the formsJ e x i s t ,  and i f  the  one i s  i m -  

poss ib le ,  so i s  the  other ."  (76e)  This does n o t  have t h e  ap- 

pearance of a c a r e l e s s  remark, suggest ing t h a t  the  theory of 

l e a r n i n g  as r e c o l l e c t i o n  i s  v i t a l  t o  P la to .  We a r e  introduced 

t o  t h i s  theory i n  t h e  Meno, where Socra tes  and Meno attempt t o  

f i n d  a d e f i n i t i o n  of l fv i r tue .n  When asked by Socra tes  what  

v i r t u e  is,  Meno r e p l i e s  t h a t  i t  i s  many th ings ,  t h a t  the  v i r t u e  

of a man c o n s i s t s  i n  managing the  c i t y ' s  a f f a i r s  capably,  t h a t  

t h e  v i r t u e  of a woman c o n s i s t s  i n  being a good housewife, and 

s o  on. (Keno - 72a) But Socra tes  s a y s  t h a t ,  even i f  v i r t u e s  a r e  

Itmany and va r ious ,  y e t  a t  l e a s t  they a l l  have some oo'mmon char- 

a c t e r i s t i c  which mzlres them v i r t u e s w  (Illeno 72d);; and he wants - 
t o  kno;,? t h i s  comnlon c h a r a c t e r i s t i c .  Af te r  a number of a t t empts  

a t  reaching w h a t  i s  common and pecu l i a r  t o  v i r t u e s ,  Socra tes  
\ 

and bleno a r e  reduced t o  pe rp lex i ty  and forced  t o  conclude t h a t  

they do n o t  know what  v i r t u e  is. Socra tes  then says  t h a t  they 

must s e t  ou t  t o  d iscover  t h e  na tu re  of v i r t u e  and t h i s  exchange 

Meno: But how w i l l  you look f o r  sonetking when you 
d o n s t  i n  the  l e a s t  knox w h a t  i t  is? HOP! 011 e a r t h  
a r e  you going t o  s e t  up something you don ' t  know as 
the o b j e c t  of your search?  To put i t  another  way, 
even i f  you come r i g h t  up a g a i n s t  i t ,  how w i l l  you 
know t h a t  what you have found i s  the  t h i n g  you d i d n ' t  
knox ? 

Soorc.tes: I know what  you mean. Do you r e a l i z e  t h a t  
what you aye bringing up i s  the  t r i c k  argument t h a t  a 



man cannot t r y  t o  d iscover  e i t h e r  what he knows o r  
w h a t  he does n o t  knorr? He would n o t  seek wha t  he 
lmows, f o r  s ince  he 1mo:us i t  t h e r e  i s  no need of the  
inqu i ry ,  nor  w h a t  he  does no t  know, f o r  i n  t h a t  case  
he does n o t  even know w h a t  he i s  t o  look fo r .  (Meno 80d) - 

The theory of l ea rn ing  as r e c o l l e c t i o n  i s  supposed t o  r e so lve  

t h i s  paradox; and t h i s  t heo ry  r e s t s  u l t i m a t e l y  on the  theory 

of forms. Our t a s k  here  is  t o  eva lua te  the  theory of forms as 

an  answer t o  t h i s  paradox: i f  the  theory fa i l s  t o  r e so lve  the  

paradox--1 s h a l l  argue t h a t  i t  does--then i t  fails as a theory 

of hovr we l e a r n  t o  apply c o r r e c t l y  such terms as " v i r t u e w  and 

the  o t h e r  genera l  terms which a r e  supposed t o  des ignate  forms. 

4.2 tacke and - Plato.  I t  w i l l  be i n s t r u c t i v e  t o  compare the  

accounts  Locke and P l a t o  g ive  of a b s t r a c t i o n ,  the  process  by 

which we acqu i re  our  understanding of genera l  terms. 

Since "it i s  beyond t h e  power of human capac i ty  t o  frame 

and r e t a i n  d i s t i n c t  i d e a s  of a l l  the  p a r t i c u l a r s  t h i n g s  w e  meet 

wi th ,"  i t  i s  necessary, L o c h  t e l l s  us ,  t o  adopt  t e r n s  which ap- 

p ly  t o  c o l l e c t i o n s  of things--terms which a r e  genera l  i n  t h e i r  

s i g n i f i c a t i o n . '  (11. 15) Given t h a t  "all  t h i n g s  t h a t  e x i s t  a r c  

only p a r t i ~ u l a r s , ~  the  d i f f i c u l t y ,  according t o  Locke, i s  t o  ac- 

count for tho production of these  genera l  terms, and t h e  ideas  

a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  them, i n  the  understanding. (11. 16)  A s  a n  an- 

swer he o f f e r s  h i s  theory of a b s t r a c t i o n :  

Words become genera l  by bzing made t h e  s i g n s  of gsn- 
e r a 1  ideas :  and i d e a s  become genera l  by separa t ing  
from them the  circurustances of time and p lace ,  and 

. Fraser, ed.,  &  EL^ Conccminz Wnan -- Understanding 
(Netr Y O ~ ~ :  1959),  two vol.. The appyopriate  volurng afh page 
i s  ind ica ted  i n  the  body of t h i s  t h e s i s ,  when the  t e x t  of b c k e  
i s  c i t e d .  



any o t h e r  i d e a s  t h a t  may determine them t o  t h i s  o r  
t h a t  p a r t i c u l a r  ex is tence .  By t h i s  way-of a b s t r a c -  
t i o n  they a r e  made capable of r ep resen t ing  more in -  
d i v i d u a l s  than one; each of which having i n  i t  a 
conformity t o  t h a t  a b s t r a c t  idea ,  i s  (as  w e  c a l l  i t )  
of t h a t  s o r t .  (11. 16-17) 

A l l  i deas  i n  t h e i r  o r i g i n ,  Locke maintains ,  a r e  "only  particular^.^^ 

(11. 17)  The ideas  which c h i l d r e n  have of those w i t h  whom they 

converse a r e ,  " l i k e  the  persons themselves, only p a r t i c u l a r s .  

(11. 17)  But as time goes by the  c h i l d r e n  observe: 
\ 

t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  a g r e a t  many o t h e r  t h i n g s  i n  t h e  world, 
t h a t  i n  some common agreements of shape, and s e v e r a l  
o t h e r  q u a l i t i e s ,  resemble t h e i r  f a t h e r  and mother, and 
those persons they have been used t o ,  [so that-7 they 
frame an idea ,  which they f i n d  those many p a r t i c u l a r s  
do partake i n ;  and t o  t h a t  they g ive ,  w i t h  o t h e r s ,  the  
name s, f o r  example. And thus  they come t o  have a 
genera l  name and a genera l  idea.  (11. 17-18) 

Furthermore, the  a b s t r a c t  i d e a  of man con ta ins  no more than what 

i s  contained i n  the  ideas  of p a r t i c u l a r  men, from which i t  h a s  

been a b s t r a c t e d ,  s ince  it simply r e t a i n s  what  i s  common t o  a l l  

these  p a r t i c u l a r  ideas  and d e l e t e s  what i s  not.  (11. 18) 

Lockets account of a b s t r a c t i o n  makes i t  e s s e n t i a l l y  a pro- 

c e s s  of d e l e t i o n ,  of l eav ing  th ings  ou t  of our  d e s c r i p t i o n  s o  

t h a t  more than one o b j e c t  w i l l  answer t o  these  d e s c r i p t i o n s ,  

But it would be absurd t o  argue t h a t ,  because one day I happen 

t o  n o t i c e  l e s s  about a given man than I d id  on the previous day-- 

and, the re fo re ,  give a l e s s  d e t a i l e d  d e s c r i p t i o n  of him--I a m  

proceeding toward an understanding of the  genera l  term "man." 

And, of course,  Locke i s n ' t  arguing t h i s .  He i s  arguing  t h a t  

we r a t i o n a l l y  s e l e c t  which f e a t u r e s  of the  p a r t i c u l a r s  t o  de- 

l e t e  i n  order  t o  a r r i v e  a t  our genera l  idea ,  t h a t  we ga the r  in -  

s t ances  and no.Wthe r e l e v a n t  s i m i l a r i t i e s  and d e l e t e  the  ir- 

r e l e v a n t  d i s s i m i l a r i t i e s .  Since Lockets theory i s  o f f e r e d  as 



an  account of how we coEe t o  understand such terms as "mann and 

t h e i r  a p p l i c a t i o n ,  it must be assumed t h a t ,  while t h e  process  

of a b s t r a c t i o n  i s  going on, we do no t  y e t  know--in the  case of 

man, f o r  example--what it i s  t o  be a man, what  '@manM means. 

But, i f  t h i s  were so, it would be impossible f o r  u s  t o  be a b l e  

t o  determine t h e  r e l e v a n t  f e a t u r e s  of ind iv idua l s  so  as t o  in -  

c lude them i n  one c l a s s  r a t h e r  than another--&.%., we cannot 

ga the r  ins t ances  i n  the  way t h a t  the  theory requ i res .  Locke 

would have us  r e f e r  t o  the  s i m i l a z i t i e s  t h a t  e x i s t  between in -  

d i v i d u a l  men, l eav ing  unexplained how we can recognize them as 

s i m i l a r i t i e s  of men. Moreover, t h i s  presupposes a previous 

grouping of o b j e c t s  according t o  whether t h e  o b j e c t s  i n  ques- 

t i o n  a r e  men, and it i s  our  a b i l i t y  t o  ~ a k e  such groupings t h a t  

t h e  theory purpor ts  t o  account f o r :  n I n  t h e  end the  kind of 

s i m i l a r i t y  which i s  meant can be s p e c i f i e d  only by a backward 
31 1 

reference  t o  the  name,"' and it i s  the  name, the  genera l  idea ,  H a  1 1  

I 

which we a r e  presumed n o t  t o  know. So we c a n ' t  ga the r  cases  "14 
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i n  the  way t h a t  Lockets theory r e q u i r e s  and proceed therefrom I 1 

t o  the  formation of an a b s t r a c t ,  o r  genera l ,  idea  which is i 
I 

supposed t o  s i g n a l  the s i m i l a r i t y  of these  cases .  I ~ 
That P l a t o  w a s  aware, however dimly, of the  t r a p  i n t o  which 

Locke f e l l  i s  ind ica ted  by the  argument I c i t e d  from the -9 Neno 

which i s  a k i n  t o  the  one I j u s t  brought a g a i n s t  Lockets theory. 
i 

P l a t o  recognizes  t h a t  a process of a b s t r a c t i o n   fro^ sense d a t a  _- -- _._- -- . -- .- . - - . - 

of i t s e l f  w i l l  no t  y i e l d  a b s t r a c t ,  o r  genera l ,  knowledge. 
--- -- .. - Y 

According t o  Pla to ,  when we see a man and recognize him as 

1 D. Pears,  nUniversals .  * Contained i n :  A. Flew, ed., Logic 
and - Language, Second S e r i e s  (New York: 1965). 



a man, we do s o  i n  v i r t u e  of our p r i o r  conception of man; t h e r e  

i s  no way t o  move simply from our  exper iences  t o  the  formation 

of a genera l  concept. How then do we form our  genera l  i d e a s ?  I 

Locke f e l t  the  poin t  of t h i s  ques t ion  because he thought t h a t  
P__ I 
only p a r t i c u l a r s  e x i s t  and can be encountered i n  t h e  world. We i 
see  p a r t i c u l a r s ,  he says,  and t h a t  accounts  f o r  t h e  production 

i n  the  understanding of our  i d e a s  of them and of the  language I 
w i t h  which we r e p r e s e n t  them. But, s i n c e  we cannot encounter - - --- -- 
universa ls - - there  a r e n ' t  any t o  be encountered--a theory i s  . _ - 

needed, he f e l t ,  t o  expla in ,  i n  terms of our  ideas  of p a r t i c u l a r s ,  

t he  production i n  the  understanding of these  genera l  ideas  and 

of the language w i t h  which we represen t  them. But P la to ,  of - 
course,  d i d  be l i eve  t h a t  u n i v e r s a l s  ( i . e . ,  forms) exist__a_nd can 

C___. 
- - 

1 
be encountered, By the v i s i o n  of conception, as Anselm puts  - - 
i t ,  we g rasp  " the essence of man, which i s  a r a t i o n a l ,  mortal  

animal."' There i s  no ques t ion ,  f o r  a P l a t o n i s t  a t  l e a s t ,  of 

searching o u t  s i m i l a r i t i e s  among men, of d e l e t i n g  and r e t a i n i n g  

c e r t a i n  p red ica tes . f rom our  s e v e r a l  i d e a s  of i n d i v i d u a l  men, i n  

o rde r  t o  form an essence of man: the  essence e x i s t s ,  as i t  were, 

pre-formed f o r  u s ;  and we need only t o  see  it. Such, a t  any 

1 Perhaps the  d i f fe rence  between Locke and P la to  on t h i s  point  
i s  i l l u s t r a t e d  by t h i s  s t o r y :  "As P la to  w a s  conversing about 
Idsas ,  and using the  nouns ' tablehood'  and 'cuphood,' Diogenes 
the Dog sa id ,  'Table and cup I s e e ;  bu t  your tablehood and cup- 
hood, P la to ,  I can nowise see. '  'That 's  r e a d i l y  accounted f o r , '  
s a i d  Pla to ,  ' f o r  you have the  eyes t o  see.  t h e  v i s i b l e  t a b l e  and 
cup; bu t  not  the  understanding by which i d e a l  tablehood and cup- 
hood a r e  discerned. '"  (R. Hicks, tr., Dioeenes b e r t i u s  (cam- 
br idge ,  Mass,: 1925),  Vol. I, p. 55.) ' 

2 ~ .  Deane, tr. ,  S t .  Anselm: Basic Wri t ings (La S a l l e ,  Illi- 
n o i s :  1966), pp. 56-57. 



r a t e ,  i s  P l a t o t s  view. That i s  why, when we encounter indiv id-  

u a l  men i n  the  world, we recognize them as men, having previously 

l e a r n t  from the form of man what  it  i s  t o  be a man. Therefore,  

when we do encounter i n d i v i d u a l  men, w e  a r e  only reminded of 

wha t  we previously l e a r n t  from the  form--namely, the  na ture  of 

man. 

According t o  t h i s  view, the  words we use a r e  b u t  l a b e l s  f o r  

t h e  var ious  fomis. The xords must express  w h a t  i s  contained i n  

the  form o r  essence,  o r  e l s e  the  words a r e  somehow wrong.' That 

i s  why d e f i n i t i o n  cannot be a r b i t r a r y ,  and why one cannot j u s t  

re -def ine  "dinosaurw i n  such a way as t o  imply ex i s t ence  even 

though t h e r e  may be some words, l i k e  **GodM and nsou l , "  which 

do imply exis tence .  Anselm, as the  au thor  of t h e  o n t o l o g i c a l  

argument, of course,  has a ves ted  i n t e r e s t  i n  maintaining t h i s .  

~ u t  P la to  too  must maintain t h i s  i n  o rde r  t o  preserve h i s  argu- 

ment f o r  the  immortali ty of the  s o u l  without  a t  the  same time 

genera t ing  a whole c l a s s  of arguments which purport  t o  prove 

t h e  immortali ty of a l l  s o r t s  of things.  For, assuming t h a t  "ex- 

istence!* i s  a p red ica te ,  un less  the  meaning of "dinosaur" i s  

determined una l t e rab ly  by a form, we can change t h a t  meaning, 

making i t  l i k e  "soulw and arguing  t h a t ,  i f  the  dinosaur  e x i s t s  

a t  a l l ,  i t  i s  e t e r n a l .  

But how s p e c i f i c a l l y  does P l a t o  a t tempt  t o  avoid t h e  para- 

dox t h a t  trapped Locke, g ran t ing  t h a t  the  argument from the  Meno 

shows he w a s  aware of t h e  paradox? Lockets problem w a s  one of 

s e l e c t i o n :  how can we s e l e c t  those f e a t u r e s  from a p a r t i c u l a r  

I Cf. St, Anselm: Basic Wri t ings,  pp. 56-57. - 



which a r e  e s s e n t i a l  t o  i t  as a r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  of i t s  kind, of 

a u n i v e r s a l ,  given t h a t  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  w i l l  have many f e a t u r e s  

which a r e  n o t  e s s e n t i a l  t o  it as a r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  of i t s  kind? 

P l a t o  sought t o  avoid t h i s  t a s k  of impossible s e l e c t i o n ,  through 

which we were supposed t o  a r r i v e  a t  the bare  e s s e n t i a l s  of a 

genera l  concept,  by p o s t u l a t i n g  the  ex i s t ence  of a realm of 

forms, of un ive r sa l s ,  where by the  v i s i o n  of conception we 

can behold p e r f e c t  examples of our  genera l  ideas  which con ta in  

only what  i s  e s s e n t i a l  t o  those ideas ,  making s e l e c t i o n  unneces- ~ 
sary.  My i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of P l a t o l s  theory of change makes t h i s  

I - 
~ 

account c r e d i b l e ,  i f  t h a t  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i s  c o r r e c t .  Forms, I I 

s a i d ,  a r e  unchangeable, according t o  P l a t o ;  whereas, p a r t i c u l a r s  \, I 

a r e  changeable because they have i n c i d e n t a l  na tures .  P la to  l i n k s  I I , 

I !1 
t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of change t o  non-essent ia l  p roper t i e s ,  so t h a t  

all  

1 ;]Ill! 
i f  the forms were t o  have non-essent ia l  p r o p e r t i e s ,  they too I 

r dl 

would be s u b j e c t  t o  change, which i s  con t ra ry  t o  h i s  e x p l i c i t  
I 

f '  ill 

I 

statement .  (Cf. : 78d, 102c, and 102e-103a) And i n  the  Republic UIN 1 
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P l a t o  d i s t i n g u i s h e s  the  form of beauty,  which i s  always j u s t  

b e a u t i f u l ,  from b e a u t i f u l  th ings ,  which a r e  both b e a u t i f u l  and 

non-beautiful .  ( ~ e p u b l i c  479a-480a) It i s  the  =-beaut i fu l  as- 

pec t s  of b e a u t i f u l  th ings  t h a t  gave r i s e  t o  Lockets d i f f i c u l t i e s ,  

and i n  the  Republic P la to  i s  saying t h a t  t h e  form of beauty does 

n o t  have such aspec t s .  Thus, having l e a r n t  our  genera l  ideas  

by see ing  them represented  i n  i s o l a t i o n ,  we can proceed t o  c l a s -  

s i f y  th ings  on the  l e v e l  of ord inary  experience.  T h a t ,  anyway, 

i s  how the  theory i s  supposed t o  work. 

4.3 Forms P a r t i c u l a r s .  What, we may ask ,  i s  the  con- 

nec t ion  between forms and p a r t i c u l a r s  such t h a t  the  s i g h t  



of a p q r t i c u l a r  w i l l  tend t o  remind u s  of a form which, sup- 

posedly, w e  apprehended i n  t h e  d i s t a n t  p a s t ?  P a r t i c u l a r s ,  he 

t e l l s  us ,  a r e  "poor i m i t a t i o n s N  of t h e i r  r e s p e c t i v e  fomns. Equ- 

a l  th ings ,  f o r  example, s t r i v e  " to  be equal  i n  t h e  sense of ab- 

s o l u t e  e q u a l i t y , f f  bu t  f a l l  s h o r t  and a r e  never q u i t e  equal. 

Absolute beauty--tho form of beauty--is t r u l y  b e a u t i f u l ,  b u t  

b e a u t i f u l  p a r t i c u l a r s  only approach being b e a u t i f u l .  T h i s  ce r -  

t a i n l y  seems t o  imply t h n t  forms a r e  s e l f - p r e d i c a t i n g  (i .g. ,  - 
t h a t  forms have the  p r o p e r t i e s  of which they  a r e  t h e  forms) ,  

b u t  commentators have denied--and cont inue t o  deny--that t h i s  

i s  an  impl ica t ion  of P l a t o t s  theory of forms. There i s  a pas- 

swge i n  t h e  Protagoras  w h i c h  r e f u t e s  such views, as fal lo?rs:  

Well, i f  someone asked you and me, ' T e l l  m e ,  you 
two, t h i s  t h i n g  you mentioned a rnome~it ago--jus- 
t i c e - - i s  it i t s e l f  j u s t  o r  u n j u s t ? '  I myself 
should answer t h a t  i t  w a s  jus t .  Which way would 
you vote?  

The same as you, he sa id .  

Then w e  would both ansxer  that j u s t i c e  is of such 
a na tu re  as t o  be j u s t ?  

H e  agreed. ( ~ r s t a g o r a s  330~-c) 

P a r t i c u l a r  th ings  have t h e i r  c h a r a c t e r s  impressed u p m  then 

by t h e  forms and are copies  of tho f i ? r ~ ~ .  Thercforo,  i f  jus- 

t i c e  were not i t s e l f  j u s t ,  how could anyth ing  fashioned i n  i t s  

image be j u s t ?  A form i s  t h e  p e r f e c t  knsta,ncc of t h a t  of which 

i t  i s  the  fern, whereas the o t h e r  i n s t a n c e s  of t h e  form, the  

cop ies ,  a r e  imperfect  and mixed w i t h  i n e s s e n t i a l  propfr- t ies .  

It i s  i n  v i r t u e  of the s i m i l a r i t y  of t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  t o  t h e  form 

that we a r e  able t o  recogr~ize  the  p a r t i c u l a r  as an ir,s'cance of 

the  f o m ,  accordins  t o  Yla.to. 



But what c r i t e r i a  can t h e r e  be f o r  s i m i l a r i t y  between par- 

t i c u l a r s  and forms? I n  o t h e r  wards, how do we J o i n  up t h i s  

group of p a r t i c u l a r s  wi th  t h a t  form? Granting t h a t  the  form ,' 
i s  p e r f e c t  and i t s  cop ies  imperfect ,  how much impsrfec t ion  i s  ,, 

t o l e r a b l e  before we must conclude t h a t  t h e  copy i s  no t  a f t e r  A 

a l l  of t h a t  kind? How do w e  form the  boundaries of our  c l a s s e s ?  

If  someone holds up an example of a l i n e ,  how a r e  we t o  know 

whether i t  i s  a very good example of a crooked l i n e  o r  a very 

poor exaxriple of a s t ra ight  l i n e ?  Two answers a r e  poss ib le  f o r  

P l a t o ,  bu t  n e i t h e r  i s  s a t i s f a c t o r y .  F i r s t ,  P la to  represents 

a l l  the ins tances  of a kind--save the  form i t s e l f - - a s  t r y i n g  

t o  be j u s t  l i k e  t h a t  one i n s t a n c e  which i s  p e r f e c t ,  but  f a i l i n g  

a t  it. Thus, i t  seens,  i f  we  could determine whethzr a given 

l i n e  was t r y i n s  t o  be s t r a i g h t  and no t  crooked, we could 3las- 

s i f y  i t  as s t ra ight .  But i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  determine the  in -  

t e n t i o n s  of l i n e s ,  and so  t h i s  i s  not  a u s e f u l  c l a s s i f i c a t o r y  

procaeCure f o r  l i n e s .  ( In  f a c t ,  i n  the  case  of man, where we 

can determine i n t e n t i o n s  with r e l a t i v e  e a s e ,  w e  would be l ead  7 
t o  c l a s s i f y  a l l  men as good, f o r ,  according t o  Pla to ,  all men . 

t r y  t o  be good, bu t  only a few a r e  success fu l  a t  it.) T h i s  

suggest ion as t o  a criterion must t h e r e f o r e  be r e j e c t e d .  Se- 

cond, p a r t i c u l a r s  a r e  he ld  t o  belong t o  the  c l a s s e s  which conta in  

the  forms on which they a r e  c a u s a l l y  dependent. Thus, i f  w e  could 

independently d e t e r ~ i i n e  vrhe ther E given p a r t i c u l a r  i s  causa l ly  de- 

pend.ent upon a given form, w e  would have a u s e f u l  c l a s s i f i c a t o r y  

device f o r  determining the  k ind  of a given p a r t i c u l a r .  But ,  

un fo r tuns te ly ,  t h i s  i s n ' t  t he  case.  The o n l y  way w e  have of 

dctcrainhng wbsthez a ziven p r t i c u l t % r  i s  caused by n given 



form i s  by recognizing i t s  l i k e n e s s  t o  the  form, and t h i s  t akes  

u s  I n  a c i r c l e .  It  i s  by beauty,  P la to  t e l l s  us ,  t h a t  beaut i -  

f u l  t h i n g s  a r e  made b e a u t i f u l ;  t h i s  may be so,  b u t  it does not  

t e l l  u s  which th ings  a r e  b e a u t i f u l .  Thus n e i t h e r  suggested I 
c r i t e r i o n  i s  e f f e c t i v e ,  nor could one be. For P la to ,  i n  r e i f y -  ' I  
i n g  t h e  forms, i n  making them one i n  the  c l a s s  which they a r e  

supposed t o  determine, generated the  same kind of d i f f i c u l t i e s  I 
which foredooned Lockets theory;  and both  t h e o r i e s  r e q u i r e  us  

t o  r e f e r  t o  a n  unspecifkable  s i m i l a r i t y .  I 
, -, 

It  i s ,  of course,  wrong t o  th ink  of u n i v e r s a l s  as p e r f e c t  ' 

members i n  a c l a s s  of p a r t i c u l a r s ,  s ince  u n i v e r s a l s  a r e  no t  a ,/ I 
k i n d  of p a r t i c u l a r ,  whether p e r f e c t  o r  imperfect.  I t  i s  a l s o  

wrong t o  t h i n k  of p a r t i c u l a r s  as t r y i n g  t o  be l i k e  u n i v e r s a l s  
I 

I 

b u t  f a i l i n g  a t  it: a crooked l i n e  i s  a p e r f e c t l y  good ins tance  IIU 

ilfll, 
of a crooked l i n e ;  i t  i s  n o t  trying t o  be s t ra ight .  Plate's / 111 

I1 I( 
t heory  of forms i s  t h e r e f o r e  f a l s e .  

I 

4.4 kVh2 - the  Theory - of Forms -- F a i l s .  Locke suggests  t h a t  the  

reason we need genera l  terms i n  our  languages i s  t h a t  human 

memory cannot r e t a i n  a l l  the  var ious  ideas  which p a r t i c u l a r s  

p r e s e n t  t o  u.s--as i f  the re  might someday be a r a c e  of men w i t h  

p r o d i g i o u . ~  memories who never needed t o  use genera l  terms and 

s o  developed a language without  them. Leibniz suggests  q u i t e  I 
a d i f f e r e n t  account of the  r o l e  of genera l  terms i n  language: 

General p r i n c i p l e s  e n t e r  i n t o  our  thought,  o f  which 
they forin the  soul  and the connection. They are as 
necessary t h e r e t o  a s  the  muscles and sinerrs are t o  
walking, a l though we do not  th ink  of them The mind 
l e a n s  upon these  p r i n c i p l e s  every moment. f 



Here i t  i s  suggestad t h a t  g e n e m l  terms a r i s e ,  n o t  as a n  ex- 

pedient  t o  compensate f o r  man's poor memory, but  as a p a r t  of 

the  very b a s i s  of r a t i o n a l  thought and language. Loclce d id  

n o t  cons ider  t h i s  p o s s i b i l i t y  because he thought that he could 

reduce our  general i d e a s  t o  p a r t i c u l a r  ideas ,  c a l l i n g  gens ra l  

i d e a s  N p a r t i a l H  because they were supposed t o  be l i k e  p a r t i c u l a r  

i d e a s  ecrcept l e s s  f u l l ,  
t 

It i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  specula te  on why Locke he ld  general # / 
1 

i d e a s  t o  be l e s s  f u l l  than p a r t i c u l a r  ideas .  When we a b s t r a c t ,  

he says ,  w e  begin with the  i d e a  of a p a r t i c u l a r  and t h i s  idea 

i s  given t o  us  simpby by obser'c7ation; we observe t h a t  some 

o b j e c t ,  01, has some s e t  of c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  say,  A1, ..., A . n 
Then w e  observe a second obJoct ,  02, v?hich hzppens t o  be s l n i -  

lar t o  01, n o t i c i n g  t h i s  t ime, not  mere ly  another  set of char- 

a c t e ~ l s t l c s ,  say,  B I B ,  bu t  also an  overlapping of tho 

two s e t s  because, s ince  O1 and O2 are similar, some of the  

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  i n  A1,,..,An r ecur  i n  B1,.,,,Bm. Now, according 

to Lackc, begins the  a b s t r a c t i o n ,  We delete from our  descr ip-  

t i o n  of 01 those c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  which are p e c u l i a r  t o  01, pro- 

ducing a new d e s c r i p t i o n  c o n s i s t i n g  only of those c h a 1 ~ i c t e ~ 8 s t i c s  

which both 01 and O2 possess.  Our f i rs t  t y ro  d e s c r i p t i o n s ,  sup- 

posedl-y, are not  a b s t r a c t  because they each uniquely determine 

some one obdact - -na~ely  01 end 02, r e s p ~ c t i v e l g ,  Whereas, t h i s  

new d e s c r i p t i o n ,  t h e  product of our a b s t ~ a c t i o n ,  i s  abstract; 
?6- 

f o r  (1) no o b j e c t  e x i s t s  which has a l l  and only those charac ter -  

i s t i c s  l i s t c d  i n  the  d e s c r i p t i o n ,  and ( 2 )  more than  one o b j e c t  

ansvmss t o  t h e  d e s c r i p t i o n ,  Moreover, the  on ly  d i f f e r e n c e  be- 

tt:oen t h e  f i r s t  dascrf  p t ion ,  A l p  .. . oh, and t h i s  d e s c r i p t i o n  



i s  t h a t  i t  says l e s s  than Ai,...,A, s ays ;  and hence i s  l e s s  f u l l .  

Locke o f f e r s  t h i s  as an  account of how we move from a par- 

t i c u l a r  t o  a u n i v e r s a l ,  of how we move from i n d i v i d u a l s  t o  

spec ies .  But, he s a y s ,  i f  we d e l e t e  even more c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

from our d e s c r i p t i o n ,  even more o b j e c t s  w i l l  answer t o  the des- 

c r i p t i o n ;  and so  i n  t h i s  way we move from spec ies  t o  genus. 

Any theory,  however, which l i c e n s e s  the  passage from ind iv idua l s  

t o  spec ies  i n  p r e c i s e l y  the  same way t h a t  it  l i c e n s e s  the  pas- 

sage from spec ies  t o  genus must be subjec ted  t o  s e r i o u s  sc ru t iny .  

For perhaps something very d i f f e r e n t  i s  going on i n  the  t r a n s i -  

t i o n  from the  p a r t i c u l a r  t o  t h e  a b s t r a c t - - d i f f e r e n t ,  t h a t  i s ,  

from the  t r a n s i t i o n  from one a b s t r a c t ,  o r  genera l ,  idea  t o  

another  such idea.  And, i n  f a c t ,  i t  t u r n s  ou t  t h a t  Lockets 

account of a b s t r a c t i o n  does no t  apply t o  what i s  n o t  a l r eady  

a b s t r a c t .  For a d e s c r i p t i o n ,  A l y . . . , A n ,  which i s  supposed t o  

l i s t  a s e t  of c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  a l r eady  i s  a b s t r a c t  r e g a r d l e s s  of 

how many o b j e c t s  answer t o  t h a t  desc r ip t ion .  When we d e l e t e  

elements i n  a d e s c r i p t i o n ,  a l l  w e  do i s  broaden the  extens-  

t i o n  of the c l a s s  def ined  by our  d e s c r i p t i o n ;  which i s  t o  say 

a l l  we've done i s  move from something a l r eady  a b s t r a c t  t o  some- 

t h i n g  even more a b s t r a c t .  Thus a knowledge of the d e s c r i p t i o n  

A1, . . . ,An i s  a knowledge of the  kind of th ing  which is  defined 

by A l , . .  . ,An;  and such knowledge i s  a b s t r a c t ,  and so  cannot serve  

as the  non-abstract  beginnings of a b s t r a c t i o n .  If the re  were 

some spec ies  of animal which w a s  becoming e x t i n c t ,  the  d e f i n i -  

t i o n  of t h a t  spec ies  would not  cease t o  be a b s t r a c t  when i t  

happened t h a t  t h e r e  w a s  only one animal l e f t  which answered t o  

t h a t  d e f i n i t i o n .  



Given t h a t  d e s c r i p t i o n s  are a b s t r a c t ,  whether t h e y  descr ibe  

ons o r  m~~riy o b j e c t s ,  i n  t h e  process of producing a d e s c r i p t i o n  

we must employ the  very  t h i n g  Locke seeks t o  explain--namely, 

our  a b i l i t y  t o  a b s t r a c t .  But Locke w a s  searching  f o r  some an- 

tecedent  process  of thought which would serve  as a b a s i s  f o r  ex- 

p l a i n i n g  a l l  human a b s t r a c t i o n  and which would mark t h e  t r a n s i -  

t i o n  from ncn-abs t rac t  th inking  t o  a b s t r a c t  thinking.  A s  Leibniz 

sugges ts ,  however, " the mind l e a n s  upon I a b s t r a c t J  p r i n c i p l e s  

every moment," implying t h a t  a b s t r a c t i o n  i s  embedded wi th in  t h e  

f a b r i c  of a l l  our  reasoning,  so  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  no antecedent  pro- 

cess of thought which w i l l  account for it. 

Ylato, l i k e  Locke, was searching  f o r  an  antecedent  process  

of thought which would account f o r  our  a b i l i t y  t o  employ genera l  

terms c o r r e c t l y .  And h i s  e f f o r t ,  l i k e  Lockets, w a s  domed from (I 

/I' 

t he  start, f o r  the re  i s  no antecedent  process  of thought which 

whll cornpiqahensively account f o r  t h i s  a b i l i t y .  Accordingly, we r, 
f i n d  t h a t  both P l a t o ' s  theory and Lockels presuppose our a b i l i t y  

t o  abstract, and so don ' t  r e a l l y  exp la in  it. P l a t o e s  assump- 

t i o n  of a pre-exis t ing  sou l  and a realm of forins has no explana- 

tory value.  For, v.nless T la to  a l s o  assulnes t h a t  tre can make 

such d i sc r imfna t ions  as t h a t  between the  j u s t  an& t h e  non-just ,  

f o r  ex~.tnple, he can have no b a s i s  f o r  saying  t h a t  w e  can recoz- 

n i z e  Sha form of j u s t i c e  as being i t s e l f '  just: and y e t  it i s  

precisely our  r ecogn i t ion  of t h e  form of j u s t i c e  as being so~nc- 

t h i n g  suprcrnely j u s t  t h a t  i s  suppcsed t o  account f o r  our  a b i l i t y  

t o  discj:fninate t h e  j u s t  from t h o  non-Just. Bu t ,  i f  t h a t  very 

a b i l i t y  iaus t  be presupposed i n  o r d e r  f o r  his theory t o  work, 

the2  the  t k z o r y  has no explanatory value. 



THE THEORY OF CHANGE 

5.1 In t roduct ion .  P l a t o v s  motive i n  o f f e r i n g  h i s  theory 

of change, I am supposing, was t o  account f o r  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  

o f  l i m i t e d  change, given the  Herac l i tean  b e l i e f  t h a t  change i s  -- 

unl imi ted  and the  Parmenidean b e l i e f  t h a t  a l l  change i s  impos- -- - -- - * m-- 1---- " ." 
s i b l e .  It i s  appropr ia t e ,  the re fo re ,  t o  a s k  whe3her he has i n  

f a c t  produced a theory which w i l l  do this--whether, t h a t  i s  t o  

say, h i s  theory accounts  f o r  the  p o s s i b i l i t y  of change without 

as the  same time r e q u i r i n g  t h a t  everyth ing  be i n  a s t a t e  of to-  

tal ,  cons tan t  change. One suspec t s  t h a t  h i s  theory fails, i f  

only  because the  very  i l l u s t r a t i o n s  he employs a r e  n o t  i l l u s -  

t r a t i o n s  of r e a l  change, sugges t ing  t h a t  he i s  u n c l e a r  on >?hat 

t h e  na tu re  of  change is. H e  t a l k s  of ho;v Socra tes*  he igh t  changes I 

/ ' h I  , 
according t o  whether he i s  being compared t o  a t a l l  o r  a s h o r t  , 

ll, I 
man; bu t  i n  t h i s  case we should say t h a t  no r e a l  change has  

taken place i n  Socra tes ;  only the  d e s c r i p t i o n  approprkate  t o  

Socra tes  changes. I n  f a c t ,  when he t a l k s  of  death, which seems -%- I 
a d r a s t i c  change t o  m e ,  h i s  a i m  i s  t o  persuade u s  t h a t  w e  do I 
n o t  r e a l l y  change w i t h  death--Socrates hasn ' t  changed a f t e r  

t a k i n g  the  hemlock; only h i s  place of res idence ,  as I t t r c ~ - e ,  

has  c h a n ~ e d .  O r  so  P l a t o  v~ould have us  be l ieve .  One wonders, 

the re fo re ,  whether P l a t o  i s  g u i l t y  merely of having chosen 

bad examples o r  whether the  theory he develops requires such 

examples because examples of r e a l  change are n o t  examples of 

what  the  theory expla ins .  Here I a r p e  f o r  the  second of these  

alternatives : geriu-ine change cannot be accounted f o r  by the  



5.2 The Scops. of P l a t o l s  Theory of Change. There i s ,  f i r s t ,  - - - 
a minor poin t  t o  be made a g a i n s t  the  theory. P la to  wants h i s  

theory t o  account f o r  a l l  changes, no t  J u s t  those involv ing  cer- 
b 

t a i n  s p e c i a l  properties--%.&. : bigger/smaller .  One i s  inc l ined  

t o  agree  with P l a t o  when he s a y s  t h a t ,  "when a t h i n g  becomes 

b igger ,  it must have been smal ler  before i t  became b i  gger." (70e) 

One i s  not  i n c l i n e d  t o  ag ree  w i t h  him when he says t h a t ,  when 

a t h i n g  becomes b e a u t i f u l ,  it must have been ugly before  i t  be- 

came b e a u t i f u l .  We should say simply t h a t ,  when a t h i n g  becomes 

b e a u t i f u l ,  i t  must n o t  have been b e a u t i f u l  before  it became 

b e a u t i f u l .  There i s  a n  in termedia te  between b e a u t i f u l  and ugly; ' 

t h e r e  i s  not  one between b igger  and smal ler ,  Plato might reply ,  

however, by l i m i t i n g  t h e  scope of h i s  theory t o  those p r o p e r t i e s  

which are of the  same type as bigger/smaller.  Whereas, I hold ) ) I  

t h a t  the  theory i s  inapp l i cab le  t o  anything one might r i g h t l y  

ca l l  an example of a change. I can no t ,  however, on t h e  s t r e n g t h  111111 

of t h i s  ob jec t ion  J u s t i f y  t h i s  s t rong  of a claim, and s o  I w i l l  

no t  pursue t h i s  l i n e  of a t t a c k .  

5,3 - I n c i d e n t e l  and - E s s e n t i a l  Nature. The d i s t i n c t i o n  f o r  

Plate between i n c i d e n t a l  and e s s e n t a l  na tu re  i s  absolu te .  And, 

given h i s  views, he cannot i n t e r p r e t  i t  otherwise,  For temporal 
--C 

t h i n g s  are supposed t o  have an  unc&n-~eable essence which g ives  - - ---- _ _ .-- - --._ ̂ _- - - ---.- 

them t h e i r  i d e n t i t y  and a n  i n c i d e n t a l  n a t u r e  which permits  them 
/ - - 

. I . --.- - -__U..- '- - 
^C---*_ 

t o  c3ange without  l o s s  of identity,-_since t h e  change never af- 
---. ----------- - _ _- --- - - _I-- _ ^ -.-- 

f e c t s  the esserLce, Whereas, the  forms, having no i n c i d e n t a l  -------- --- -- -- - - -  - ---- - -  

n a t u r e s ,  are unchangeable. Temporal t h ings  have their essences 
- - .  -< - _ . 

ir!lpresscd d i r e c t l y  upon them by the  forms, and  t h a t  i s  supposed 

t o  accouzt f o r  why essences a r e  just. so and no t  otherwise.  



But a problem a r i s e s  when we cons ider  how temporal th ings  

g e t  t h e i r  i n c i d e n t a l  na tures .  For, i n  genera l ,  according t o  

P l a t o ,  when something has  a property,  it i s  i n  v i r t u e  of the  

Yorm of the  property t h a t  the  t h i n g  i n  q u e s t i o n  can be s a i d  t o  

have the  property.  It is  by beauty,  P l a t o  says,  t h a t  beaut i -  

f u l  th ings  a r e  made b e a u t i f u l ;  he does n o t  say t h a t  only  those 

t h i n g s  which a r e  e s s e n t i a l l y  b e a u t i f u l  a r e  made s o  by beauty. 

Thus, n o t  merely e s s e n t i a l  p r o p e r t i e s ,  b u t  lnc ihen ta l  p r  - o p e r t i e s  - 
as w e l l  a r i s e  --- through t h e  a c t i o n  of t h e  forms. Suppose t h a t  

something h a s  th ree  p r o p e r t i e s  and t h a t  two of these  are es-  

s e n t i a l  t o  it. Now, presumably, the  f i rst  property w a s  caused 

by i t s  respec t ive  fomn, the  second by i ts ,  and the  t h i r d  by i ts ,  

s o  t h a t  i t  would seem t h a t  they a r e  a l l  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  forms i n  

p r e c i s e l y  the  same way. Yet i t  i s  supposed t o  he t h e  r e l a t i o n  

of a property t o  i t s  form t h a t  determines whether the  property 
-- " 

i s  e s s e n t i a l .  Wherein then can the  d i f f e r e n c e  between inciden-  
---- - 

t a l  and e s s e n t i a l  n a t u r e  r e s i d e ?  P l a t o  could t r y  t o  work h i s  

way o u t  of t h i s  d i f f i c u l t y  by arguing  t h a t  the  forms a c t  J o i n t -  

l y  t o  produce essences bu t  independently t o  produce i n c i d e n t a l  

n a t u r e s ,  t h a t  the  p r o p e r t i e s  which e s s e n t i a l l y  make up a man 

a r e  somehow a l ready  co-ordinated i n  t h e  form of Pian, whereas 

the  remaining p r o p e r t i e s  of  men have t h e i r  o r i g i n  i n  t h e  ran- 

dom a c t i o n  of the  forms. But t h e  forms a r e  n o t  supposed t o  a c t  9 

rando~nly. And y e t ,  i f  the  forms must always func t ion  i n  log i -  

c a l l y  de terd ined  ways, then  the  i n c i d e n t a l  na tu res  they impress 

upon p x c t i c u l a r s  must be logleaXly determined: and one could 

deduce wha t  something9s i n c i d e n t a l  na tu re  is ,  which seeas  a --*=- 

contre,dictf  on. 



Looking now f o r  ways t o  h e l p  P l a t o  make ou t  h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n ,  

I suggest  t h a t ,  i f  the  d i f f e r e n c e  .between a n  e s s e n t i a l  and an 

i n c i d e n t a l  property cannot r e s i d e  i n  the  r e l a t i o n  of the  prop- 

e r t i e s  t o  the  forms, perhaps i t  r e s i d e s  i n  a d i f f e r e n c e  between 

the  p roper t i e s  considered i n  themselves. Malcolm, it seems, 

works ou t  a d i s t i n c t i o n  a long these  l i n e s  when he d i s t i n g u i s h e s  

between t h e  f i r s t  and second on to log ica l  arguments which he 

t h i n k s  he f i n d s  i n  the  Proslogion. The f i r s t  on to log ica l  argu- 

ment, he says,  t r e a t s  nexis tence"  as a p red ica te  and s o  i s  in-  

v a l i d ,  whereas the  second t r e a t s  "necessary exis tence"  as a pred- 

i c a t e ,  so t h a t  the  i n v a l i d i t y  of the  first argument does no t  

e n t a i l  the  i n v a l i d i t y  of the  second. But cons ider  how he makes 

o u t  t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  between "exis tence" and *necessary ex i s t enceN:  

It may be h e l p f u l  t o  express  ourse lves  i n  the  f o l -  
lowing way: t o  s a y ,  n o t  t h a t  omnipotence i s  a prop- 
e r t y  of God, bu t  r a t h e r  t h a t  necessary omnipotence 
i s ;  and t o  s a y ,  n o t  t h a t  omniscience i s  a property 
of God, bu t  r a t h e r  t h a t  necessary ornni~otence is. 
We have c r i t e r i a  f o r  determining t h a t  a man knows 
t h i s  and t h a t  and can do t h i s  and t h a t ,  f o r  d e t e r -  
mining t h a t  one man has  g r e a t e r  knowledge and a b i l -  
i t i e s  i n  c e r t a i n  s u b j e c t s  than another .  We could 
th ink  of va r ious  t e s t s  t o  g ive  them. But t h e r e  i s  
nothing we should wish t o  desc r ibe  s e r i o u s l y  and 
l i t e r a l l y  as It tes t ing"  God's knowledge and powers. 
That God i s  omniscient and lmnipotent  has no t  been 
determined by the  a p p l i c a t i o n  of c r i t e r i a :  r a t h e r  
these  a r e  requirements of our  conception of him. 
They a r e  i n t e r n a l  p r o p e r t i e s  of the  concept,  a l though 
they a r e  a l s o  r i g h t l y  s a i d  t o  be p r o p e r t i e s  of Gofi. 
Necessary ex i s t ence  i s  a property of Gbd i n  the  same - 
sense t h a t  necessary omnipotence and necessary onni- - - 
science a r e  h i s  p r o p e r t i e s e 1  

I agree  t h a t  we do not  de t5 ra ine  e s s e n t i a l  p r o p e r t i e s  by the  

'N. la lco lm,  ttAnselmts Ontological  Arguments. Contained i n :  
J. Hick & A. McGi11, ed ' s ,  - The Kany-faced Argument (New York: 
19671, PP. 309-310. 



a p p l i c a t i o n  of c r i t e r i a .  I t  is  not  necessary,  as Nalcolm says,  

t o  apply c r i t e r i a  i n  o rde r  t o  determine whether a C h r i s t i a n  

God i s  omnipotent: i f  something i s  t o  count as a C h r i s t i a n  

God, i t  must be omnipotent. It is, of course ,  never the less  

necessary t o  apply c r i t e r i a  i n  o r d e r  t o  determine whether some 
- 

given ind iv idua l  i s  a C h r i s t i a n  God, and among these  c r i t e r i a  

w i l l  be a c r i t e r i o n  of omnipotence. 

But I do no t  see  i n  t h i s  a reason t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  two d i f -  

f e r e n t  kinds of p r o p e r t i e s ,  necessary and cont ingent .  I do not ,  

f o r  example, t h i n k  t h a t  t r i a n g l e s  have the  s p e c i a l  property of 

necessary three-sidedness ,  whereas o t h e r  f i g u r e s  which merely 

happen t o  have t h r e e  s i d e s  have the  cont ingent  v a r i e t y  of 

three-s i iedness .  ( In  f a c t ,  t h i s  whole way of speaking seems 

wrong t o  me. ) 

It i s  acceptable ,  however--though a b i t  odd--to say t h a t  
Y l  

necessary omnipotence i s  a property of God, provided a l l  vre )I1 - 
,,I( 

mean by t h i s  i s  t h a t  the  property of omnipotence i s  necessary t o  ,iW 

our  concept of God. T h a t  i s  t o  say, the  propos i t ion ,  "God i s  onini- 

potent , "  i s  necessary;  b u t  t h e  property of omnipotence is not.  Nal- 

colm, however, cannot simply mean t h i s .  For he says,  " N e c e s s a r ~  

ex i s t ence  I s  a property of God i n  the  same sense t h a t  necessary 

omnipotence and necessary omniscience a r e  h i s  proper t ies ."  If -* 

necessary ex i s t ence  i s  r property of God i n  t h e  same sense t h a t  

necessary omnipotence i s ,  then, i f  we can express  the  connec- 

t i o n  bctween God and necessary onmipotence by saying  Itthe propo- 

s i t i o n ,  'God i s  omnipotent, '  i s  necessary,"  we can a l s o  express  

the  connection betwaen God and necessary ex i s t ence  by saying "the 

proposition, 'God e x i s t s 1  i s  necessary." But, because 1 4 ~ 1 ~ 0 l m  



holds  t h a t  "exis tencen i s  n o t  a p red ica te ,  he cannot hold  t h a t  

the  propos i t ion ,  '@God e x i s t s ,  i s  necessary.  Therefore,  i n  o r -  

d e r  t o  prevent the  two o n t o l o g i c a l  arguments from coalesc ing ,  

Malcolm must hold t h a t  p r o p e r t i e s  as w e l l  as p ropos i t ions  can 

be necessary,  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  two kinds of p r o p e r t i e s ,  necessary 

and cont ingent .  

If 15alcolrn i s  r i g h t  i n  t h i s ,  property-terms are systemati-  

c a l l y  ambiguous according t o  whether they occur i n  cont ingent  

o r  necessary s tatements .  Thus "God i s  oan lpo ten tu  t r a n s l a t e s  

i n t o  ItGod h a s  necessary omnipotence," whereas " M r ,  Jones i s  omni- 

potent  t r a n s l a t e s  i n t o  ni4r. Jones has  cont ingent  oxnipotence. " 
The two kinds of omnipotence must be d i f f e r e n t ,  i t  seems, be- 

cause we can gues t ion  Nr, Jones's v a r i e t y  of omnipotence ; w e  

cannot ques t ion  Godes, But cons ider  t h i s  argument, which i s  

c l e a r l y  valid : 

1, If something h a s  t h r e e  s i d e s ,  it i s  a t r i a n g l e .  

2. T h i s  f igure  has t h r e e  s ides .  

3. Therefore,  t h i s  f i g u r e  i s  a t r i a n g l e .  

The first statement  i s  necessary,  and so t r a n s l a t e s  i n t o  "If  

something has the  property of necessary three-sidedness ,  i t  i s  

a t r i a n g l e . "  The second s tatement  i s  cont ingent ,  and so t r ans -  

l a t e s  i n t o  I1This f i g u r e  h a s  the  praper ty  of cont ingent  t h r e e  

sidedness." The premises, when t r a n s l a t e d  i n t o  Malcoln% sway 

of speaking, the re fo re ,  no longer  imply the  conclusion,  which 

proves h i s  t r a n s l a t i o n s  do n o t  preserve meaning. 1 

'1 have throushout been speaking of Malcolmls views as re- 
presented i n  the  a r t i c l e  I c i t 5 d ;  whether he s t i l l  holds these  
views I do no t  know. 



Therefore,  from the  claim t h a t  omnipotence i s  necessary t o  

God, one can de r ive  t h a t  the  propos i t ion ,  "God i s  omnipotent," 

i s  necessary.  But one cannot d e r i v e  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a s p e c i a l  

kind of property--namely, necessary omnipotence--which God has.  

P r o p e r t i e s  a r e  no t  necessary;  only p ropos i t ions  a r e .  There Is 

no c o r r e c t  way i n  which t o  view the  d i s t i n c t i o n  between inciden-  

t a l  and e s s e n t i a l  n a t u r e  such t h a t  t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  impl ies  

t h a t  some p r o p e r t i e s  a r e  necessary and o t h e r s  not.  Consequently, 

essences  a r e  always r e l a t i v e  t o  d e f i n i t i o n s ;  d e f i n i t i o n s  a r e  no t  

r e l a t i v e  t o  essences.  We can de f ine  *Godu as a n  omnipotent be- 

ing. But we cannot r i g h t l y  i n f e r  from t h i s  t h a t ,  i f  t h e r e  i s  

something which has omnipotence and the  o t h e r  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

s t i p u l a t e d  i n  our  d e f i n i t i o n ,  t h i s  something must keep omnipotence 

and t h e  o t h e r  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  because t h e s e  c h a s a c t e r k s t i c s  a??e 

somehow necessary t o  it. We cannot argue t h a t  t h i s  something 

cannot l o s e  these  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  because, i f  it d id ,  i t  would 

n o t  longer  be appropr ia t e  t o  desc r ibe  i t  as a God. Rather,  we 

must argue t h a t ,  i f  i t  does l o s e  these  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  it  b_s_ 

no longer  appro2r ia t e  t o  desc r ibe  i t  as a God. Thus th ings  fn 

t he  world do no t  have unchangeable essences. 

T h i s  completely r e f u t e s  P l a t o e s  theory  of change. For, ac-  

cording  t o  it, th ings  are supposed t o  have a core of necessary 

p r o p e r t i e s  which a r e  a b s o l u t e l y  unchangeable i n  the  th ings  them- 

s e l v e s  ancVZsurrounding s h e l l  of cont ingent  propertf  es which are 

i n  a state of cons tan t  change, and the  d e f i n i t i o n s  of the  th ings  

a r e  supposed t o  be r e l a t i v e  t o  these  co res  of  necessary proper- 

t i e s .  Whereas, i n  f a c t  t h e  n e c e s s i t y  never rcaches t h e  level 

of t h i n s ~  and t h e i r  p r o p e r t i e s ,  b u t  remains on the  level of 



propos i t ions .  

E"rom 102c t o  lO7a P la to  argues  t h a t  (1) the  reason Soc- 

r a t e s  can change h i s  he igh t  i s  t h a t  he igh t  i s  only i n c i d e n t a l  

t o  him, ( 2 )  a change i n  he igh t  a c t u a l l y  t a k e s  place i n  Socra tes  

when, a f t e r  being compared t o  a s h o r t e r  man, he i s  compared t o  

a t a l l e r  man, and (3)  because l i f e  i s  necessary t o  t h e  s o u l ,  

t h e  sou1 cannot l o s e  t h i s  property.  Note t h a t  P l a t o  does n o t  

add t o  ( 3  ) Itand remain desc r ibab le  as a soul .  One can g ran t ,  

however, t h a t  l i f e  i s  e s s e n t i a l  t o  the  sou l ,  so t h a t  t he  propo- -7 
s i t i o n ,  Itthe s o u l  i s  a l i v e , "  i s  necessary,  without a t  the  same C' 

/ 
time g ran t ing  t h a t ,  i f  t h e r e  i s  something i n  t h e  world which 

has t h i s  property,  it  cannot l o s e  it. For, assuming t h a t  h a v i n g ,  
1 

l i f e  i s  a necessary cond i t ion  of being a sou l ,  i f  t h e r e  i s  some- > ( 

t h l n g  i n  u s  which h a s  the  property of l i f e  and, i f  t h a t  something ': 
I 

should l o s e  t h i s  property,  then w e  should simply cease  descr ib-  

i n g  it as a soul .  Consequently, the  d i s t i n c t i o n  between inciden- i, , I  

t a l  and e s s e n t i a l  na tu re  governs, no t  what changes can take place 
4' /, I 

i n  th ings ,  b u t  r a t h e r  what d e s c r i p t i o n s  a r e  appropr ia t e  a f t e r  a 

change has taken place:  i t  i s  n o t  appropr ia t e  t o  desc r ibe  some- 

t h i n g  as a s o u l ,  f o r  example, i f  i t  h a s  changed i n  such a vray 

as t o  n9 longer  have t h e  property of l i f e .  But our  d e s c . ~ i p t i o n s  

and d e f i n i t i o n s  w i l l  no t  kcep th ings  as they are, r e s t ~ i c t i n g  

the  flow of change; and so  far  as logic  i s  concerned a t h i n g  

can change o r  lose  any propsr ty.  

PXatots theory of chanss,  t h e r e f o r e ,  w i l l  no t  do t h e  work 

he viould Ziks it t o  do, because i t  v r i l l  n o t  i s o l a t e  an unchange- 

a b l e  core of e s s e n t i a l  p r o p e ~ t i e s  xhich t h i n g s  must have and keep. 



5.4 Conclusion. I n  t h e  Phaedo P la to ,  d e s p i t e  h i s  e f f o r t s ,  

proceeds from purely Parmenidean premises so far as r e a l i t y  is I 
I 
I 

concerned, and t h i s  i s  a source of t roub le  t o  him. H e  confines  

change t o  the  m a t e r i a l  realm, which he t h i n k s  i s  somehow unrea l ,  

making change i t s e l f  somehow unrea l .  The only t h i n g s ,  we can 
\ I 

r e a l l y  know, he says,  a r e  unchanging--the forms: r e a l i t y  it- 
I 

s e l f  i s  changeless.  But, i n  f a c t ,  change and changing th ings  , I 
I 

a r e  r e a l ,  and so  h i s  theory proceeds from f a l s e  premises. In  I 

time P l a t o  himself seems t o  have r e a l i z e d  t h i s .  For i n  the  

Sophist ,  a f t e r  saying t h a t  knoxing i s  a process ,  he adds t h a t  

t h e  philosopher,  the re fo re ,  

who va lues  accep t  from 
t h e  Parmenides, I 
t h i n k g  o r  of the  many the  P la to  of 
the  Middle Dialogues, I d o c t r i n e  t h a t  
a l l  r e a l i t y  i s  changeless ,  and he must turn a d e a f '  
e a r  t o  the  o t h e r  pa r ty  who r e p r e s e n t  r e a l i t y  as 
everywhere changing. 'I ( s o p h i s t  248d-249d) 

14 

I n  the  Phcedo i t  i s  he ld  t h a t  r e a l i t y  i s  knowable, t h a t  whatever , 
1 0  

i s  knowable i s  unchanging, and, the re fo re ,  t h a t  r e a l i t y  i s  un- ( I  

changing. I n  the  Sophist  t h i s  arguaent  i s  questioned. But, 

whatever h i s  l a t e r  views on these  i s s u e s  were, P l a t o  i s  c l e a r l y  I 
wrong bn the Phnedo. 
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