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INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this aissertation is to examine
with gsome care certain conceptions which occur in the philo-
's&bhlcal systems of both Demoeritus and Plato. These two
philosophers are commonly regarded as representatives of
diametrically opposed systems of thought. Democritus 1is be- ‘
lieved to be the great proponent of an entirely mechanical
explahation of the universe, while'Plato is looked upon as
the originator of a totally idealistic and impractical sys-
tem. The only point of contact between the two is thought
to be in the Timaeus. The 1ldea 1s now fairly generally
accepted that,.in the latter’part of thls work, in the de~
sceription of the triangular foundations of the four elements
and in that of the various sensations, Plato was influenced
by the writings of pemocritus sufficlently to attempt to
adapt some partstf his own theory to the other's mechanicall
systen, ﬁithout acknowledging his debt'ﬁo Democritus. \

PActually, certa1n>diétribesl uttered by Plato seem to have
been at least partly directed against the so-called
“Atbmists". Such attacks ought not to be taken too serious-
1y by the reader, until he has found out Just what the |
views of each philosopher were, and why Plato sald anything
of fhe gsort. We have only to read Aristotle's discﬁssiona

of Plato's philosophy to find that one phllosopher may make

1l. For example, Timaeus, 46c7-d3; Sophlst, 246a7-b3.
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vioient attacks on another in regard to some particular
polint, while actually thelr views are the same though ex—
'presséd in different terns.

Investigation of the relationship between Democri-
tus and Plato seéms, up.to the ‘present, to have been concerned
mainly with the ways, 1f any, in which Democritus influenced
Plato. Another method of enquiry, at least equally leglti-
mate, 1s to try to discover how like or unlike were the alms
of the two philosophers, to find out what each of them
thought he was doing, and what means he employed to achleve
his purpose. At the outset of such an investigation one 1is
immediately struck by the fact that Democritus and Plato
used the same name for thelr prime realities, that 1is,
i&éatl. Throughout this study I have employed this term 1in
speaking of Democritus! aTopa for two reasons. The first
reason is the one which I have Jjust given, namely, that the
term 1g common to both philosophers, a fact which 1s oftén
lost sight of, and in itself indicates some common ground
of thought. The second reason is that the word atom has
become inescapably connected with modern physical theoriles,
and we cannot in using the term, however hard we try, free

our minds of its present connotation. For Democritus it

l. For the use of this gor& by Democritus see Dlels, Frag—
mente der Vorsokratiker", 68A57, Bl4l, and B1l67. In the
Tast passage, from Simplicius, the third editlon has eidéwv
- rather than 18s@v. If that 1s the right reading, we have
another word also used by Plato for his reallties.
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simply emphasized the indestructliblility of his realitles.

which is an adequgte equivalent 6f the Greek, and has not |
acquired an additional meaning remote from that of the
‘@rpek word, as has the termﬂidea: If i1s qulte a common
practice to capitalize the word used to translate Plato's
152ai, and this I have done, to conform to practice, and to
distingulsh between Plato's realities and those of Democri-
tus.

The method here chosen to compare the two philo-
sophers' theories 1s to examine tha function which they
thought their realities performed in solving some of the
vital probiems they had to face in the investigation of the
universe. The use to which a philosopher puts his concepts
1s enlightening because, on the one hand, 1t reveals his
aims, which we are here anxious to discover, and, on the
other, it helps us to distingulsh between genuine_attempte
to solve the problems which face philosophy, and systems
which are bullt up around a central idea with attehtlon cdn—
centrated rather on consistency than on the truth, as far
as 1t can be dlscovered. A philosopher may use his concepts
to try to discover the truth, or to support his preconcelved
1deas. This thesis, then, is & preliminary study of some
of the functions of concepts in two almost contemporary

Greek philosophers, and does not attempt a general treatment
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of their theories. Nor does it support any theory sbout
these philosophers.

This dissertation has been mainly based on the
soureces, the dilalogues of Plato, and the collected testi-

monia and fragmenta of Democritus in Dlels, Fragmente der

Vorsokratiker, edition 5. In the references to Platols

works, in the sections dealing with him, I have mentioned
only the name of the dialogue, whlle in all other references
I have given the author's name and then the work. In re-
ferring to the fragments of Democritus, who is number 68 in
Diels! collection, I have omitted this preliminary number
and have given the reference as, for example, A87 or B9,
\while I have used the author number 67 in citing Leuclppus.
I have referred only to those testimonia of Leuclppus which
mention Democritus also. The bibliography 1s not an exhaus-
tive one for either philosopher, but contains the works
which I have cited in the text of the study and a few others
which I have used falrly extensively. In addition, the com=-
mentators on Aristotle are listed with thelr editors and
general information about the editions, in order to avold

too elaborate references in the notes.
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Chapter 1
FORMS AND VYXH
I DEMOCRITUS

Before one can discuss the relation of Democritus'
forms to vaﬁ:lit is necessary to know Jjust what the word
Yvyn signifies. The common translation "soul" is certainly
misleading, for it inevitably brings to our minds ideas
which owe thelr origin to Christianity and have no connection

- wlth the earlier Greek philosophers. In Liddell and Scott
the meanings given for yvyh ére,”breath_(the sign of life),

| the l1life, spirit; the 1life or spirlit of man which survives
after death and dwells in Hades; the departed soul, spirit,
ghost; the abstract notion of the soul or spirit of man
(used sometimes for the man himself); the seat of Bvuds,
soul, heart; sensual desire, propension, appetite; the organ
of volUs, the scui, mind, reason, understanding; the vital
pPrinciple; the animating spirit of the universe". The first
‘meaning given here 1s breath and life, and the same essentilal
idea occurs in the meaning "vital principle®. All the above
meanings are bound together by the one fact of life which is
basic even in the meaning "soul, mind, reason®". In faect,
Wlife" seems to be the primary meaning of the word.

That this was one essentlal meaning to Democritus
can readlly be seen by an examination of his fragments and

the dlscusslions of his views by other writers. There are
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two passages which show this particularly clearly. The

first 1s a quotation from Proclus' 1ln Rempublicam which

elaborates Democritus! theory about the apparent death in-
volved in loss of consciousnessl; this death 1s not a
quenching of all life (lwh) of the body, but because of some
blow life 1s let out, whille the chains of the life or spirit
(Vvxf) remain firmly fixed in the marrow, and the heart has
the fire of 1life ({wf)) lying in its depth. Here Proclus
uses both the words {wfi and Yyvyf in describing Democritus'
explanation of the phenomenon of loss of consclousness, and
he uses them as practically equivaient. The other passage
is from Aristotle's de Respiratione, an explanation of the

importance of breathing for the malntenance of lifez.

Aristotle reports that Democritus says breathing prevents
the Yvyf from being forced out, for in the alr is a great
quantity of that which he calls Yvxf, and, by breathing in,
the yvyh in the body is reinforced, That is, in inspiration
1s life (70 lfi) and in expiration death. A very similar
statement 1s to be found in the de Anima®. The same idea,
that Yvyh is 1life, is expressed in a negative way in Sextus

Empiricus! quotation of Democritus' presentation of the

l;"Bl, Proclus, in Rempublicam, II,113,6 (Kroll, Teubner,
Leipzig, 1901). ~See p.18,n.4.

2. Al06, Aristotle, de Respiratione, 4,471b30.

3. 67A28, Aristotle, de Anima, I,2,40429-16.
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theory of like to 11kel; there seeds and stones are called

dyvya. These statements seem to make it clear that Democri-
tus believed the yyyhn to be the source of 1llfe, in fact, to
be life 1tsélf, though that is not, of course, to say that
he did not believe the yvyfj to have other capacities in
addition. ,

For the general thesis that the Yvyf is the source
of life we find support 1n Aristotle'e de Anima. At the be-
ginning of the treatise we read, Eori (i.e. # Vvxf) Ydp

2, and agaln farther on, fori St 1 Yoyh

otov &pyh T&v tdwv
tob {@vros obparos aivtia wal apxfi... 7o Yap altiov Tob elval
ndoww ) odoia, T Ot tiv vols tHoL To eival &oriv, alvia &t
wal &pyh Tobtwy M vaﬁs.

Before going back to the main point, the relation
of the forms to YvyH in 1fs capaclty of vital force, 1t is
best. to consider what Democritﬁe belleved to be the defining
characterlistic of life, as far as we can discover. Aristotle,
in the de Anima, says that it is motlion and sensatlion which
’distinguish the animate from the inanimate, and that this is
Juét about how hls predecessors characterized vaﬁ% This

statement he then supports by a discussion of the oplnions

1. Bl6é4, Sextus Empiricus, adversus Mathematicos, VII,11l7.

2. Aristotle, de Anima, I,1,402a6.
3. Aristotle, de Anime, I1I,4,415b8-15.
4, Aristotle, de Anima, I,2,403b25-29.

”
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held by individual philosophers on the'ﬁain characteristic
of yvxfi. He begins with Democritus, who, he says, was one
of those who regarded the Yvy¥f) primarily as the principle of
movement, on the ground that only that which 1s itself in
motion can‘move anything elsel. In a number of other pas-
sages Aristotle emphasizes the fact that the 1mpoftant thing
about Yyvyf to Democritus is its power of movementz. Philo-
ponus, in his.commentary on the gg_ég;gg, guotes and dise
cusses the words of Aristotle on this point with agreement
and approvals. He apparently knew of no conflicting tra-
dition. The same is true of Simplicius‘ commentary on these
passages of the de Anima*. 1In this case we find Aristotle
~himsgelf . in several places and two of his commentators con-
sistently giving a single account of Democritﬁs' views on
the importance of motion in life. The absence of any sign
of a conflicting tradition Justifies us, I believe, in the
B unfortunate absence of any other positive evidence, in

relying on the'truth of these statements, especially since

on other poihnts, such as the cause of the motion of the

1. 67A28, Aristotle, de Anima, I,2,404a25-16; AlO4, de Anima,
1,5,406b15-17.

2. Fpr example, AlOl, Aristotle, de Anima, I,2,405a9-11;
AlO4a, de Anima, I,5,409a32-409b1. o

3. Philoponus, de Anima, p.67,83-85; AlOl, de Anima, p.83,24-
p.85,16. -

4. Simpliclus, de Anims, p.25,26-p.26,13; p.39,8-12; p.39,
25"5’? .
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forms, we find such divergent views in Aristotle himself,
and in his commentators. The glst of Aristotle's statements
1é that Democritus regarded motion as the most important
principle of life (vaﬁ). When we go on to examine the
theoriles of Plato on these polnte, we shall find that he too
regards motion as the distlnguishing feature of that which
is alive,

It 1s evident from the preceding statements that
we must first consider the function of the forms in regard
to motion, and then to life. In the first place, all the
forms are themselves in motion. Our different authorities
vary considerably in thelr description of the nature of,
and reason for, this motion. Simpligius, indeed, seems to
preserve two opposing tradltions about this theory. In hie
commentary on the de Caelo he says the forms otacitétery St
xal oEpeoBal &v T§ Mevd 51L& ve Thy dvopordrnra xal Ths dAhas
etpnuévas Siagopls, gepoptvas O épninTSLv nal mepiahExcobar
nEPLINOUAY TOlaﬁTﬂn..}, while 1n that on the Physics he-
writes, Anudupitos oboer anivnra AéEywv T4 dvouc mANYR
niveiobat @nosvz. The last remark seems, however, to be
based rather on Aristotle's views about ténos and nivnois,

which he thinks cannot be xatd ¢dowv in vd xevdv, where

) 1. A37, Simplicius, de Caelo, p.295,9-12. See also p.242,
. 21-24. }

2. A47, Simpliecius, Physica, p.42,10-1l. Cf. too 67al6,
S8implicius, de Caelo, p.583,20.
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, | 10
there is no féuosl. It is clear that however much Aristotle
may have objlected to Democritus'! phraseology, and though
Simplicius reported these objections carefully, and endea-
voured to state Democritus' theory to accord with Aristo-
tellan terms, what Democritus actually thought and said,
‘according to Simplicius' authorities, was that the forms had
a natural movement 1n space.

We actually find Aristotle making a simple state-
‘ment which bears out the above conclusion as to the tradl-
tional form of Democritus'! theory. In the Phyeics he says,
81k 8t T mevdv wxivetobal gaoivs xal Yhp oVrol THY xath
tonov nivnoww xivetobatl Thy ¢ﬁotv héYGUOva. Simplicius,
in commenting on this passage, says that Demoéritus thinks
that the forms move because the void yieldss. Consequently
he here specifically attributes weight to the forms, con-
cluding that they must have weight if the voild ylelds. Ac-
tually, if the void 1s really b uevdv, 1t could not offer
resistance to any existent substance, which could not help

moving through the vold. Aristotle, in the de Generatione

et Interitione, states that Democritus says that the forms

4
are really heavy in proportion to thelir size , but this is

1. Simplicius, de Caelo, p.245,18-29,

2. A58, Aristotle, Physica, VIII,9,265b24.

3. A58, Simplicius, Physica, p.1318,33. |

4. A0, Aristotle, de Generatione et Interitione, I,8,32689.
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best taken to refer to the forms and theilr motion 1n the
vortex, since we have from A8tiue another statement,
apparently about Democritus and Leucippus, connecting size
and welght, but only in the groups of forms whieh gather

togetherl. In the passage from the de Regpiratione already

mentioned Aristotle speaks of the Yvyf forms being pushed
aslde by the other forms which are largerg. This reaembles
the quotation from A8tius and also refers to the forms in
composition. Theophrastus, in the de Sensu, bears witness
that Democrlitus accounted for weight in compound bodies by
the slze of the forms in them and the amount of void con-
tained in the combinations. Now, Aristotle's own thedry of
absolute weight concerns the motion of like to llke, and of
each thing to its own proper placeé. Two of our authorities,
namely, A8tius and Sextus Empirilcus, dlscuss statements of
Demoeritus abeut}the motion of like to like, though not to
any particular place, but this agaln 1s in regard to com-
posite bodiéss. This supports the conclusions of Robin and

10 67A24’, Aétius, I,4’1“°20
2. See p.6, n.2. -
3. K135, Theophrastus, de Sensu, 61-62.

4, This theory of Aristotle 1s at the base of his discussion
of Leucippus and Democritus in the de Caelo, I,8, 275b30(67419),
where he says that all the forms must have the same motion,

due elther to heaviness or lightnesa.

" 5. Al28, A8tius, IV,19,13ff,; B1l64, Sextus Empiricus, adver-
sus Mathematieos, VII,117

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



12

Burnet on the subject, that Democritus believed that the
question of weight, and that relative weight only, arises
when the forms come together: in the vortex to form compound

1

bodles™. Aristotle, in the passage in questlion in the de

"Generatione et Interitione, is engaged in proving that the

theory of Democritus 1s paradoxical in insisting on the
lack of qualitative difference of the forms, and he 1s not
particular about the way in which he dlstofts statements
and alters their context to fit his own arguments. In the
same way, Aristotle's dlscussion in the de Caelo is con-
cerned with the welght of composite objects, and with an
application of his own ideas of weight to Democritusz. He
18 again discussing the latter's theories of weight in com-
pound bodies, and drawing concluslions about weight in pri-
mary bodies from them and from his own theorles. We find,
indeed, that Simpliclus, in commenting on the de Caelo,
twice makes the statement that Democritus attributed heavi-
ness to the forms, speaking of the smaller forms belng
pushed out by the larger and'heaviers. Here, agaln, Sim-
plicius is probably deducing what 1s to him a self-evident
fact from Democritus' words to the effect that the larger

forms are more difficult to-move out of combination. In a

1. Robin, Greek Thought, p.1l17; Burnet, Early Greek Philo-
sophy, p.544.

2. A60, Aristotle, de Caelo, IV,2,309alff.

3. A6l, Simpllicius, de Caelo, p.569,5ff.; p.712,27ff.
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word, Aristotle and Simpliclus are engaged in discussling the
question of weight, and in criticising Democritus! theories
on the basis of thelr own ldeas of weight, though there are
no grounds for supposing that Democritus thought the forms
had weight.

Other authorities, however, besides Aristotle and
ﬂimplicius,mention this matter of the motion of the forms.
Oné of our oldest surviving authorities, ABtius, says, Anpé-
XPLTOS Th mp@TE QnoL odbuota Bapos pkv odmu éxa;v, wivelodat

l, whlle elsewhere he

8t nat’ SAAmhoTvrioy &v TBL dnelpwt
definitely states that Eplcurus added welght to the formsz.
Cicero twice speaks of the motion of the forms. In the de
Fato he says’that, according to Democritus, the cause of |
this motion was some kind of blow, though Epi&urus thought
it was due to weights, in the de Finlbus that this motlon
had no beginning but has gone on for ever4. Hippolytus
s1mp1y says that the realities are always in motion in the

volds, whereas Dionysius makes a somewhat fuller statements,

adding that this motion 1s by chance, and that the forms fall

1. A47, A8tius, I,12,6.

2. A47, ABtius, I,3,18. |

3. A47, Clcero, de Fato, 20,46.

4. A56, Cicero, de Finibus, I,6,17.

5. A40, Hippolytus, Refutatio Omnium Haeresium, I,13,2.

8. A43, Dionysius in Eusebius, Praeparatio Evangelica, XIV,
23,2,3.
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in with one another of their own motion (adToudtws). The
Epicurean Diogenes of Oenoanda quotes Democritus as saying
that forms h&ve no free motion because of thelr colliding
wlth one another, so everything appears to be in motion by
forcel. We find another indefinite statement in Plutarch,
namely, that the forms are carrled about in the void,
scattered here and therez.

It is quité clear that all our surviving authori-
tles believed that Democritus sald that the forms were 1ln
motion. Since, in splte of thelr disagreement on other
points in Demoeritus' theory, this ls stated unanimouslyv
without question, we are justified in accepting thils verdict,
and taking it as a fact that, according to Democritus, the
forms were in motion. Now, as to the cause of this motion,
if there was any cause - 1t has been sufficlently shown, I
believe, that the connectlion made by Aristotle and Simpliclus
between weight and the motion of the forms 1s due to the in-
fluence of their own 1dea§ of weight on their interpretation
of thelr predecessor. Moreover, we do find Simplicius twice
attributing the motion of the forms to their differences of
shape and sizes, with no mention of the Aristotelian ideas

of weight. Of the other authorities, A8tius says the motion

1. A50, Diogenes of Oenoanda, fr. 33c,2(William, Teubner,
Leipzig, 1907).

2. A57, Plutarch, adversus Colotem, 8,p.1110F.

3. A37, Simplicius, de Csglo, p.295,9-12; p.242,21-24.
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is due to the forms striking against one another (a theory
which presupposes motion), and certailnly not to welght,
while Cicero, in one passage, and Dlogenes of Oenoanda agree
with him that it 1s due to blows and collision. Elsewhere
Clcero says the motion is without beginning, a statement
which seems corroborated by Hippolytus and Plutarch. Dio-
nyslus agrees with this, while adding the fact that it 1is

" by chance that the forms fall in with one another as they
move along. In view of our arguments about Aristotle and
Simplicius, and the definite statements of A#tius, an
authority of some consequence, and Cicero, we may properly
dlspense with the theory that the motion of the forms 1is
due to weight.

The idea that the motion is caused by the forms
striking agalnst one another does not really account for
their motion, for they must have been in motion already, and
seems to fit Democritus' theories better as an explanation
of the formation of vortices. In fact,»Simplicius and
Plutarch saf that 1t 18 in Just this way that the groups of
forms are begun, groups in which objJects come to bel. In
view of these two facts, I think we may assume that some of
our suthorities used thls explanation to account for some-
thing for which it was not intended, the original motion of
the forms, a use for which 1t is not fitted. As a result of

1. A37, Simplicius, de Caelo, p.295,11ff,.; A57, Plutarch,
adversus Colotem, 8,p.1110F.
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all these considerationé, it seems to me most likely that
Democritus simply sald the forms were in motion, a motlon
wlthout beginning or end, and needing no motivation. The
truth of this conclusion 1s attested by its appearance in
7somewof our authorities, namely Cicero, Hippolytus; Plutarch,
and perhaps Dionysius. The remark of Aétius I,4,11, a pasg-
sage apprarently referring to the Atomists, that the motion

of the forms is &rpovdnrtov mal TvyalavI should take to mean
-that the motion 1s without purpose and guldancej that 1is,
that 1t had no cause elther mechanical or teleological.

Moreover, Alexahder, in his commentary on the Metaphysics,

says that Leuclppus and Democrltus did not tell what the
origin of the natural motion of the forms was, adding that
. the enforced motion caused by the forms striking against one
another was posterlor to the natural motiong. In one pas;
sage of Aristotle, indeed, we read that Leucippus and Demo-~
eritus, who say the forms are in perpetual movement in the
vold, may be asked to explain the kind and nature of’this
movement®. This certainly seems to lndicate that Democritus
d4id not explain the primary movement of the forms, and also
to Justify the reason I an suggesting for the numerous expla-

nations offered for this motion. Most of %tHe later writers, -

, 1. 67A24.
2. Alexander Aphrodislas, Metaphysica, p.36,21ff.

3. 67Al6, Aristotle, de Caelo, III,2,300b8ff. Cf. too B7AS,
Metaphysica, I,4,985b18,
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llving after Aristotle, and knowing and accepfing the
latter's theories on motion and welght, tried to explain
this natural motlion of the forms by weight or collision or
even chance, an explanation which does not add much to Demo-
eritus'! natural motion. It is possible that Simplicius has
some authority for saying that the forms moved about in the'
void because of thelr differences of shape and size, but
thls may be only another attempt to account for a thing
which in Demoeritus' eyes needed no explanation. The whole
subject of the motlon of the forms is discussed at length
by Zellerl;

Having establlished that in one sense the forms are
motion, we muét next see whether they can be sald to cause
motion. Almost the only direct informatlion on this point
comes from Aristotle. In the de Anima he tells us that the
Yvxfi, vols and n¥p are all made up of forms, which cause
motlion because they are small and sphericalz, and again,
that these spherical forms which make up the Yyvyfi drag along
and move the whole body in which they are, since 1t 1s thelr
nature never to stay at1113. This he repeats yet again in

4

briefer form~. Simpliclus appears unaware of any other tra-

1. Zeller, Phllosophie der Griechen, I,2,p.1076-1095.

2. Al0Ol, Aristotle, de Anima, I,2,405a5ff. Cf. too 67A28,
de Anima, I,2,404a5-9,

3. AlO4, Aristotle, de Anima, I,3,406b15ff.
4. AlO4a, Aristotle, de Anima, I,5,409a32.
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dition on this point, gnd states it as a fact tggt Democri-
tus and his followers believed that the movement of the Yoxh
forms was the only cause of motion of the living thingl.

The same is true of Philoponus, who says that the forms
which make up Yv¥f] and mind move everything else, because
of thelr smoothness and smallnessz. From thls we may con-
clude that certain forms cause corporal motion in the bodles
made up of other forms, because they are very fine and
spherical, able td penetrate evgrythings, and though easily
pushed aside by the larger forms, yet able just as easily
to slip between these others again. Clearly Democritus
thought of the larger forms as more slugglish, and, since
they were slower and less able to penetrate composite
bodles, he considered they could not cause motion.

| It is clear that some.of the forms cause motion
and,’consequently, life. And‘life (vaﬁ)nié thought by
Democritus to be a group of motion-giving forms which may
be pushed out of body, whose presence depends on insplra-
tion, the supply of which can be replenished as long as any
remain in body4. Moreovér, this gfoup of forme perishes

along with the body, that is, the individual 1life or person-

1. Simplicius, de Anima, p.39,28-30.

3. See, for example, Al03, Macrobius, ln Somnium Scipionis,
I,14,19. : : .

4. Bl, Proolue, in Rémpublicem, II,113,6(Kroll). Compare
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ality 1s resolved into 1ts component forms,iﬁﬁiéﬁj@é@%%er
and enter into other combinations, as 1s the case with the

forms which make up the body.

Plato, Cratylus, 399d-e; Gorgias, 524b2; Timaeus, 73b2-d7,
8ld4-e5, 85e4-9. The passages quoted here from the Timaeus
are ell concerned with the roots of the Vvyfi, which are
fixed in the marrow as an anchor of l1life. When these are
uprooted death follows. It is interesting to note that
Proclus,ln the passage.clited above, seems to think that
there 1s some similarity between Democritus' notion of the
yvyn forms which penetrate every part of the body, and so
impart 1life, and this theory of Plato, for in desecribing
Democritus! theory he used language almost identical with
that in the Timsaseus, especlally 1in 73b2-5. It must have
been with thls passage in mind that Proclus used the
phraseology he did when discussing Democritus! theory.
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II PLATO

Before discussing the forme in relatlion to Yoyh
in the theory of Democritus, I referred to Aristotle's
statement that Democritus regarded the Yvyh (life) as the
principle of movement. Plato on various occasions mekes 1t
quite clear that to him, as to Democritus, motion 1s the
essential fact in 1life. Two excellent illustrations of this
belief come to mind, from very different periods of Plato's
activity. The first is from the Phaedrus, in connection with
the discussion of the immortality of the $vxﬁ1. The argu-
ment shows that the ever-moving 1s immortal, while the thing
which 1s set in motlon by something, and so has a beginning
of movémenﬁ, is subject also to an end of its motion and,
therefore, to an end of 1life. That object which moves both
itself and other things, and so had no beglinning of 1its
motion and will have no end, namely, VYvxfi, is ever living.
From this argument Plato's identificatlion of motion and
life emerges clearly. Agaln, a few sentences further on,
says that the combination resulting from the union of ywv
and body, which seems to move as the result of the power

the former, is cslled a living creaturez. In Book X of

2. Phaedrus, 246b7-c6.
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Lews is a Vvery plain statement of the fact that when a thing
moves itself, 1t 1is alivel. For Plato, as for Democritus,
the critefion of life is motion.

Plato, moreover, like Democritus, called the self-
mover vaﬁ; in fact, the definition which he gives of vaﬁ
is that which moves itself, that is, the source of motion,
To €avtd mively, This self-motion is the essence of Yyvyfi,
the thing which makes it the most important power in the
universe. In Laws X, shortly after the passage Just men-
tioned, Plato says, T0 £avtd uivelv ghs Adyov Exewv Thy
avThy oﬁoiav,vﬁvnsp,roﬁvoua 6 &1 névres Yvyhv mpooayopeh-
OLLED ; mnﬁi Yaz. Again, in the Phaearus, the argument for
the immortality of the yvyf rests on the fact that yvyh is
that which moves 1tself and causes motion in other things.
All body, Plato says, to which motlon comes from without 1is
lifeless, ayvyov, while that whose motion comes from.within,
from 1tself, 1s alive, Eupvyov>. In other words, that which

- moves 1tself and causes motion in its harbourer is yvyh, and
it is Yvyf that gives life.

Plato defines yvyf, then, as the self-mover, and
in the Timaeus he describes, in mythlcal form to be sure,

the formation of yvyf. There he tells how the Demiurge made

1. Laws, X,895e¢7-9,
2. Laws, X,896a3-5. ,
- 3. Phaedrus, 245e4 - 246al.
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the World yvyf from a carefully proportioned mixture of the
Being that 1s indlvisible and always the same and that which
comes to be in bodles, of same, and or'otherl. The spééial
proportions which were used in making this mixture are of no
significance here, but the point which is of interest to us
is that one of the maln ingredients of VvXﬁ is Belng indivi-
sible and always the same. This 1s the kind of Belng which
the Forms possess, so we must conclude that Yyvyfi shares in
the being of the Forms, and has a part In their world - in
other words, 1t 1s partly a Form. It seems likely, too,
that same and other are ingredients dlstinct from the two
already mentioned, and , 1f this 1e g0, the indivisible
sameness and indivisible difference are the Forms, Sameness

and Difference~. It is clear, then, that yvyfi has in its
composition the Forms Existence, Sameness and Differences.

A little further on it is sald that Yyvyxfj i1s compounded of
Same and Other and Being, all three of which are Forms, and
because of this it has knowledge of the world which 18 always

the same4. It has also knowledge of the world of becoming,

- through the circle of the other, that is, apparently, because
- of the particulars in its composition. In the Yvyf which 1is

1. Timaeus, 35al-b3.

2. Grube, "The Composition of the World-Soul in Timaeus
35a-b", Classical Philology, 37, 1032, pp.80-82.

3. Cornford, Plato's Cosmology, Pp.59-686,
4. Timaeusg, 37a2ff. |
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made for man there is a part of this World yvyf, and so a
Bhare in these Forms®. Further, the Yvyf 1s 1mmorta12, thus
displaying an important attribute of Form, and 1h thls re-
spect also seems to be a kind of Form. As Cornford polnts
outs, Yoy differs from Form in being itself in motion and
having intelligence, and represents a third kind of exlstence
midway between that of Forms and that of particulars, and
sharing in each. It does, however, share in attribubes of
Form, and partakes of three Forms in & more nearly complete
ﬁay than a senslble or particular partakes of a Form.

If we state in brief the results of our research
in Plato's theory of the origin of life up to this point, we
find that motion is the important factor in life, that the
orlginator of motion, 1tself self-moving, is Yvyf, and that
Yvyxh 1s connected in a special way with the world of Forms,
and shares in,their existence to some extent. In other
words, there 1s a clear connectlon between Form and 1lilfe.
Thls connection is definitely stated in the Phaedo, where we
are told of a Form of 1life and also of a Form of dea$h4.
There Plato spesks of adro To THs lwfs £i60s, which 1s immor-

tal, whlle proving that yvyf 1s lmmortal and indestructible.

1. Timaeus, 4144ff.; 69c5-6.
2. Phaedrus, 245¢5 - 246a2.

3. Cornford, Plato's Cosmology, pp.63-64.

4. Phaedo, 106dB-e7.
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8ince Just before this 1t 1s sald that that is alive in
which yvyh is presentl, 1t seems that adtd td tiis {wfs £i8os
and Yyvyf) are different ways of expressing the same thing.
Though this Form of life may be only a temporary conception,
yet 1t again makes 1t quite clear that VvyfH is a member, in
somne way, of the world of Forms. Moreover, in the same dla-
logue, the similarity of yvyfi to the Forms, immortal, un-
changing, and so forth, is insisted uponz.
At this point 1t would be best to consider whether

~Plato thought there was any relation between the Forms and |
motion. To Plato's mind oné of the most essential chareac-
terlstics of the Forms is theilr stabilitya;mthey are un-
changing in quality, always identical, as opposed to the
world of appearances where things are always changing, and
so cannot be objects of real knowledge. The Forms, on the
other hand, are intelligible, and Just because of that fact
they lose agaln thelr perfect immobllity and impassivity.
Far‘to be known is to be capable of affection, and the thing
that is an object of knowledge is affected; and so shares

in a way 1in motion. This idea is implicit is Plato's

theory from its very beginning, for always he insists as
much on the intelligibility as on the immutabllity of the
Forms, but it is not brought out clearly until the Sophist.

1. Phaedo, 10539rf.

2. Phaedo, 79bl6-17; 80al0#f.; 84a2-b4,.
3. See, for example, Phaedrus, 247c6ff.; Phaedo, 78c6-e5.
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Before going on to discuss this and other poinﬁs which arise
in the Sophlst, 1t 1s necessary to examine a few passages_in
earlier dlalogues which are apropos of the possible connecs
tion between Forms and motion.

In the Phaedo the Forms are called, as well as
knowable and uniform and the like, divine and 1mmorta1% while
Socrates also says that the divine is by nature fitted to
rule and leadg. The capacity of ruling attributed to the
divine involves the Forms, as they are divine, in a kind of
motion, and the use of this adjective, as 1t 1s deflned here,
is at variénce with the deseription of the Forms as always
staying in the same condition and place, or being unchanging
and motionless.

The Form of the Beautiful 1s represented, in the
Symposium, as an object of desire and eftorts. The same is
true of the Forms in the Phaedrus4. .In both cases, cer-
tainly, the presentation 1s in mythical form, but the nyth
must be taken to mean that these Forms are the objects of
the desire and efforts of knowledge, and that knowledge of

them is reached by ascending from one step of understanding

to another, with the Form itself as the ultimate goal. This

1. Phaedo, 8la.

2. Phaedo, 80a-b.

3. Symposium, 210a4 - 212a%7.
4, Phaedrus, 246alff.
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agcent of khowledge with the Form as 1ts final object
appears also, in the Republic, in the simile of the 11ne1,
and, indeed, in the whole system of education in Book VII.
The Forms, then, as well as belng intelligible, are objects
of desire, and'represent a goal which i1s the end of great
striving. 8ince they are capable of arousing desire and
are the ultimate end of all knowledge, they are in this ree
spect, agaln, removéd from thelr impassivity and both cause
and are capable of affectlion; agaln they have a sort of mo-
bllity and are causes of motion.

This whole aspect of the Forms emerges more clear-
iy in the simlile of the sun in the Republiez. The Good is
compared to the sun with regard to the latter's two aspects
as medium of 31ght and cause of growth of things seen, and
is sald to be the cause of knowledge and of truth in the ob-
Jects of knowledge. Adam expounds the latter point in the
comparison very well in these words,' "The sun, sald Socrates,
18 the cause of yvé&veois, though not himself véveois. Just

8o the Good 1s the cause of obota, though not itself ovoia,
but (to use a Keoplatonle expression) 6nepqﬁctos. Plato's
meaning is as follows. The Sun 1s not véveoivs in the sense
in which the objJects which he produces are yiyvdoueva. Yet

in a ocertain sense he too is véveois, for he is 5pa163...,

1. Republic, VI,50946 - 5l1le5.
2. Republic, VI,506e3 - 509b10. Cf. too VII,517b8-c4.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



27

Ag the cause of yEveors, we may, in fact, regard the Sun as
the only true véveois, for all yiyvdueva are derived from
him. Similarly the Good 1is not ovofa in the sense in which
the Ideas are ovotai; but in a higher sense it 1s the only
true ovoia, for all odoial are only specific determinations
of the Good. The Vnepovoldtns of the Good 1s merely Plato's
way of saying that the first Prineiple of all exlstence
must itself be underived!?t Again he saysz, #In the philo-
sophy of Plato, Knowledge is the eplstemologlcal counter-
part of Being, Beilng the ontological counterpart of Know-
ledge...The final unity in which both Knowledge and Being
meet is the Idea of the Good, which is therefore the su-
‘preme and ultimate cause of the Universa.’_'5 \it must be re-
membered, of course, that here too there 1s\an,e1ement of
myth, but 1t is obvious that the point of the simlile is to
demonstrate that the Form of the Good is possessed of power,
the supreme power in the universe. Thls power 1s here the
source of that of the Forms in general - the power of being
known, of arousing desire, and of acting as a goal. In this
passage the Form of the Good appears as the supreme Form,
the source of all reality, the pinnacle of Plato'!s system,

the final goal of all dialectic. Though Plato does not else-

1. Adam, The Republic of Plato, vol.II,p.62, note on 509bl3.

2. Adam, The Republic of Plato, vol.II,p.6l, note on 509b8.

3. Cf. Phaedo, 99c5-6.
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where dlscuss thls aspect of the Good, as 1t is used here,
1t certainly shows that Plato felt that the Forms must in
some way have power, and that the source of thle power must
be in the world gf Forms - a significant departure from im-
passivity. It is important to keep in mind this function of
the Good and the religlous awe in which Plato held the Good,
as evidenced in this passage. We must, however, avold thé
identification of the Good with the God of the Timaeus, as
i1f 1t were the only moving power in the universel.

In all the above presentations of the theory of
Forme Plato seems to be involved in a contradiction of which
he presents both sides, the immutab;lity and impassivity of
the Forms and, on the other hand, thelr power, but he has
not yet stated the contradiction and difficulty explicitly.

This is firet done in the Parmenides when Parmenides poses

the problem of bridging the gap between the world of Forms
and that of appearanceaz. Socrates makes several attempts
to solve the difficulty by suggesting that the particulars
~participate in the Forms, that the Forms are like day, and
offering other similar suggestions. Then follows the

passage which is pertinent to the present discussions.

1, See Adam, The Republic of Plato, vol.II,p.1l71,app.III to.
Book VII.

2. Parmenides, 130elff.

3. Parmenides, 133b4 - 135c4.
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Parmenides explains to Socrates in detail, and with a num-
ber of illustrations, that, 1f the Forms are, as Socrates
has described them, qulte separate from and unrelated to
particular things, and exist quite apart from us, it is im-
possible for our knowledge to know them. They can only be
reiate& to other things in the same sphere and known Ey the
Form of knowledge, which knowledge God possesses. On the
other hand, this Form of knowledge belonging to God cannot
know anything in our world. S8o the two worlds are com-
pletely separated, and the Forms might as well not exist
for all the use they are in explaining the phaenomena of
life and the universe. Parmenides concludes, indeed, by
reassuring Socrates that a man of very great natural gifts
will be able to understand the theory and teach it. This
would seem to mean that Plato insists that the theory 1s
valid and that & solution can be found to the problem whldh
he here faces squarely for the first time.

If we turn now to the Sophlst, we find the problem
stated again and some attempt at & solution suggested.
Thére it 1s said that the "friends of the Ideas" malntaln
that generation or becoming shares in the power of belng
acted upon and of acting, but that being has nothing to do
with elther of these powersl. At thlis the Stranger brings

out clearly a point which has already been discussed in re-

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



30

gard to the Phaedo and the Republic, namely that, as the
Forms are known by yvy#, they are capable of being acted
upon, and in so far subject to xiqqaes and removed from im=
passivity. The Stranger follows thils by exclaiming against
the horror of being persuaded that motion, life, wvxﬁ, and
mind are not present in Being, that it is devoid of: mind,
fixed and immovable. ‘THen the difficulty is again presented,
how can motion, l1life, wvxﬁ,‘and mind be present to Belng?
The philosopher!s answer must be to refuse to aécept elther
the theory of complete immobility of Being or that of uni-
versal motion, and to say that Belng and the universe con-
gist of both immobility and motlon. One aspect of the solu-
tion has already been dlscussed, namely, the demonétration,
in the Timseus, that Yoxh shares in many characteristics of
Form and 1s partly an inhabitant of the world of Forms, one
@afinite link between that world and the world of becoming,
in which 1t is the cause of motion. That Plato did regard
1t as such a link seems clear from his statement that Yvyh
understands and knows all relations and ldentitles both in
the world of becoming and in that where things are always |
the samel.
After the pfesentatiqn of the problem there en-

sues in the Sophist an examination of the meaning of same
and other, reset and motion, belgg and not-beingz.' This

1. Timaeus, 37a2ff.
2 Soghist, 25087 - 259b6.
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results in the conclusion that rest and motion and being are
three dlstinct classes, of which rest and motion cannot
mingle with one another, while belng can mingle with them
both, for they both arel. This, then, 1s another attempt to
bridge the gap between the world of Belng and that of beco-
mong by showing that logleally both rest and motion have a
share in being. Actually, all three, rest and motion and
being,are treated as Forme. Next follows an elaborate de-
monstration of the participation of some Forms in others,
and of all in belng and 6ther?. This 18 a step beyond the

posltion taken up in the Parmenldes, where Bocrates says

that he would be most amazed to hear of Forms, such as
multitude, unity, rest, and motion, mingling and separatings.
Once more a sort of motion gnd affection l1ls allowed into
the Forms; they are no longer absolutely immovable and
immutable?. |

The ever present problem appears again in the
Philebus when Socrates asks how, 1f we believe that unities,
that 1s,Forms, exist, they can be always each one one unity,

and at the same time be in one and in manys. Following

1. Sophist, 2544.
2. Sophist, 254e2 - 25916.
3. Parmenides, 129d6-e4.

4. Of. Sophist, 253d5-e2.
5. Philebus, 1l5bl-c3.
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upon this question is a discusslion of unity and infinity
whi&h results in the postulating of four classes, TO
dreiLpov, To nEpas, TO pixtdéy and 1 aivial. Here I agree
with those who maintain that the Forms make up b népasz.'
Now, the mixed class, that is, the class of phaenomena, of
the world of becoming, is made by the imposition of 1d wnépas
on o Gnewpov by the fourth class 7 aivia, which is, as
Plato says, mind or wvxﬁs. We cannot, of course, insist on
detéils in the application of this theory of four classes,
because here Plato i1s mainly concerned with his discussion
of the relative mer;ts of pleasure and wisdom, but it 1is
fair to infer that here, as in the Timeeus, Pléto is consi-
dering Yyvyfn the link between the Forms and the particulars.

There are several other points of interest in the
Timaeus in addition to that already discussed,’ the World
Yuxf. In the first place, there, as in the Republic4, we
find emphasls laid upon the function of the Forms as models
or patternss. That is, they are agaln the objects of

thought, consideration, and careful striving, and so are

causes of motion and are subject to affection. The same

1. Philebus, 23c9-d8ff.
2. Grube, Plato's Thought, app.IV,p.301ff.

3. Philebus, 30c2-7.
4. Republic, VII,540a4-bl; X,596b3ff.
5. Timaeus, 30¢2 - 31b3.
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type of power or motion is implied as we have noticed be-
fore. More than this, Timaeus goes on to speak of the Model,
after which the Demiurge fashioned the world, as & C@ovl,

- which contains all intelligible living creatures, vonta
§§a; apparently here the Forms of living creatures are
called C@a. He made the universe in which we live a living
creature,~§@ov, because He wished to make 1t resemble very
closély that one of the intelligible objects which is most
beautiful and perfect in every way, that is, the world of
Forms. Agaln, after the universe has been made, the Dem-

- iurge is sald to have created Time as & movable image of
Eternity, in order to make the cosmos as like as possible
to its mddel which 1g an aidiov C@ovg. The same expression-
i1s used again in describing the generation of living crea-

tures in the coamoes

« There Plato speaks of the Forms
which are in the § Zovi {gov. The Timaeus is, of course,
mythical throughout, but the regular use of this phrase in
describing the generation of the cosmos seems to me to ln-
dilcate that Plato felt that some, at least, of the Forms,
namely, that of the universe and of 1lts contalned creatures,
must have some kind of life.

There still remains the queétion of the identity

1l. Timaeus, 30c2 - 31b3.
2. Timaeus, 37c6ff.
3., Timaeus, 39e3-9.
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of the Demiurge, the Creator, of jhe Timaeus. Here I am
inclined to the opinlon that the Demiurge, as the active,
moving principle, wisdom and mind, is in some way wvxﬁl,
even though in the myth he 1s represented as making yvyf.
If one agreed with those who believe that he is a mytholo-
gical representation of the Forms, the problem of the rela-
tion of Forms and becoming, and of life in the Forms, would
st11l be in the same stage as before, This mythical pre-
sentation of the Demiurge would, in that case, simply em-
phasize the motive power of the Forms as models.
In summing up the results of this investigation

. it 1s well to draw attention once more to the continual con-
tradietion in Plato's mind. He must insist that the Forms
are eternal, unchanging and impassive, for in that lles
thelr value a8s objects of knowiedge as opposed‘to the ever
fluetuating objects of sense. But the very fact that they
are objects of knowledge eliminateé their impassivity, and,
besides, there must be some sort of connection bebween the
Forms and the particulars, or the formerllosé thelr value
as factors in explaining the unliverse and khowledge. This
connection Plato tried to make, first, by insisting on the
intelligibility of the Forms, and their position as the su-
preme objects of all knowledge and“endeavour, thelr abllity

to arouse desire and to cause effort. Then he saw that 1t

1. Grube, Plato's Thought, pp.162-171.
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was necessary for some of the Forms to particlpate in others,
an introduction of a sort of motion and power into the Forms.
Finally he came to regard the yvyf, which contained some
Fofms in its composition, and shared in some of the general
attributes of Form, as the link between the two wbrlds, that
of Being and that of becoming. This was another attempt,
bartially successful, indeed, to bring life and mind into
the world of Porms, but whether Plato regarded this as his
final solution of the problem we cannot say.

To bring Democritus and Plato together again -
they both regard motion as the criterion of life, and life
as the presence of YvyA, the se1f-mover. In the view of De-
mocritus this YyvyfH is made up of a certaln type of fbrms,
which by thelr own unceasing motion cause everything else
in the world to move. To Plato this Self-moving cause of
motion is only partly a Form, ané the whole world of Forms
ie in another sense a cause of motion, since they are ob-
Jects of knowledge, the goal of endeavour and models for the
visible world. In Democritﬁs' theory the ;orms are directly
the cause of motion and 1life, but in Platot!s thought the
causative power of the Forms in regard to motion and life 1is
more 1lndirect and vague, though 1t 1s‘certa1nly true that
the Forms do to some extent account for motion and Yvyh.
Plato 1is, moreover,‘wontinually trying to define more clearly
the relation of the Forms to life and motion, and does appa-—

rently succeed in bringing some measure of life and motion
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into the Forms themselves.
With regard to the Yvyfi itself, Democritus be-

- lleved that it perished with the bodyl, the forms of which
1t was composed dispersing? 80 that the individual yvyfH
lost 1ts identity. The yvyh forms, however, like all the
forms, are everlasting and indestructible. Consequently,
when a person dies and his yvyf breaks up and its forms di-
sperse, the particular combination of vaﬁ forms whilch com-
?rised his personality is destroyed, but the component forms
moving about freely will unite in other combinations with
different Yvyf forms, and so will be part of other Yoyat .

1. Al09, A8tius, IV,7,4; Al06, Aristotle, de Respiratione,
4,472al1l1ff,

2. There are some indications that Democritus did not be~
lieve that absolutely all the yvyf forms left the' body at
the time of death. A#tiue (A1ll7, IV,4,7,) reports Democritus
as saying that everything has a share in Yvyfi of some kind,
even dead bodles, for they alwaye clearly have some warmth
and perceptive power, though the greater part of it 1is
being breathed out. Again, he says (IV,9,20) that, accor-

- ding to Democritus, corpses have perception or sensation.
The latter statement is repeated by Alexander in the Toplca
(A117, Topica, 21,21), though Cicero says this 1s only a
simulated charge made by Epicurus and denled by the followers
of Democritus (Al60, Tusculanae Disputationes, I,34,82).
It appears, thep, that Demoeritus belleved that, when the
Yvyf forme dispersed and personality was destroyed, a few

- of the forms, instead of scatterlng elsewhere, simply re-
mained behind. The passages from Proclus and Aristotle
mentlioned at the beginning of this dlscussion show that a
great number of these forms are necessary to malntain life
and consciousness. It is'reasonable, moreover, to suppose
that, since there are Yvyn forms everywhere in the air,
some few should be included in all the combinations of
forms which make up phaenomena, even stones. That Demo-
eritus thought this was the case seems clear from the first
passage of A8tius cited above and from Albertus Magnus!
de Lapidibus (Al164, de Lapidibus, I,1,4).
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In other words, the Yvyfn forms are immortal, though indivi-
dual Yvyail, personalities, are not. There 1s, of course,
always the possibillity that the same combination might occur
again at some time, but this is purély adventitious and
could not be called immortality. |

Plato,.on the other hand, thought that Yvyf, which
was in a way a member of the world of Forms, was ilmmortal,
like all Forms, and that the same Yvyo! existed alwaysl.
This immortality in which Plato believed was of a pecullar
kind. The fate of Yvyal after death is discussed in several
passages, all of them mythical. In the Gorgias only the
very wicked and the very good are in questlion, and the for-
mer are subjected to everlasting punlishment in Tartarus,
while the latter are sent to the Islands of the Blestz.
There 1s a passage in the Phaedo which adds nothing to this
but a suggestion of the return of yvxal to earth and body§
The Phaedrus develops the. idea somewhat, and here the return
to earth is discussed with eare4. The yvyal, except those
of philosephers; do not return to the place from which they
came for 10,000 years. During that time they occupy many

bodles, of different kinds of men and animals, according to

1. Gorglas, 524bff.; Republic, X,6094ff., especially 6lla;
Phasdras 548a1f7.: Timaeus, 41a4 - 42ed. 906b - 9203; Laws,

XI1,967d6.

2. Gorglas, 524d3ff.

3. Phaedo, 107clff.

4, Phsedrus, 248alff.
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the virtue, and the vislion of the Forms, which they achleve
in each sueceésive 1life. The same Yyvyal always exist, but
each one gpends its 10,000 years on earth in many different
bodies, in many different situations, and as part of many
different personalitles. Yet it does return at last to its
original home, within sight of the Forms. The YuXf is the
real existent, and though it goes through many vieclesitudes
before 1t reaches ite goal, 1t cannot be destroyed. The
myth of Erl in the Republic is substantially the same as the
myth in the Phaedrus, The Timaeus, too, presents the same
ldeas in briefg These passages ére, és I have sald, all
mythical, but that only emphasizes their importance. In the
Meno it is plainly stated that the vy is immortal and
comes to birth many timess. We are, therefore, Jjustified
in concluding that Plato believed the Yvyfi, but not perso-
nallty, to be immortal, and that in a very special way,

quite different from modern ideag of immortality.

1. Republic, X,614blff.
2. See p.37,n.l1.
3. Meno, 8le5ff.
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Chapter 2
FORMS AND PHAENOMENA
I DEMOCRITUS

In discussing what function Democritus believed
the forms to perform in respect to phaenomena it is necessary,
first of all, to be sure of what we mean by "phaenomena',
Liddell and Scott say that in philosophy the word gafvopat
is used in two different ways, objectively, of that which is
apparent to the senses, and subjectively, of that which ap-
pears to the mind., We shall here use the word in its objec~-
tive sense, of that which is apparent to the senses, and
will reserve the discussion of the mind and opinion and know-
ledge until later. Among the things apparent to the senses
we shall include visible and tangible objects, such as the
universe and all it contalns, the various qualities of such
obj@cts, and all changes relating to them, such as growth and

“decay.

We depend for our information, of course, mostly
on indirect sources, and find only a few passages in the ac~
tuai;fragments of Democritus which tell us anything about the
forms and phaenomena. These will be discussed where they

seen to be most pertinent.
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To begin with, in a few passagesl Aristotle simply
says that the forms or indivisible first principles® are the
" beginning of all things. This is a plain statement of the
central feature: of Democritus! physical theories, namely
that the forms are the dpyfi of everything, and, as Aris-
totle says®, tbs ovoias novel o Further documentation of
this point in unnecessary here, as all the passages re-

- ferred to hereafter to show how the forms account for phae-
nomena presuppose the fact that they do acecount for them.

A'certainfnumber of our sources tell us only that
the forms account for birth and death by combining and sep-
arating, and for change bj‘thaif*poéition”and arrgngement,
Aristotle, in the de Gemeratione et Interitione?, presents

the theory of Democritus and Leucippus in this manner, with-
out any further explanatioh, except that the forms have an
 infinite varlety of shapes. A8tlus says simply that the
wbdouos 1is made up of forms® Cicero adds a little detail

to this, saying that some of the forms which make up the
universe, are smooth, some teugh, some are angular and

some have curving hooks®. This of‘ccursé,‘gives‘a hint

1. A4l, Aristotle, Pg%sica,III »4,203a83f#; A48, Aristotle,
Metaprg;ca,VII 13,1089a9ff.; 67A9, Aristotla, fe Genera-

tione et ntgrit;ong I,1,314a81ff. o

£. Democritus found the perfection of his forms in the fact
that they never changed and were indivisible.

&. A42, Aristotle, Mestaphysica,VII,13,1089al0.

4. 6749, Aristotle, de Generatione et Interitione,I,1,314
allff. and B15b6Lf.

5. 67422, A8tius,3,2.

6. 67Al1, Cicero, de Deorum Natura,I,R4,66ff.
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as to how the forms unite to make phaenomena, Besides this
Cicero tells us that the forms come together by chance, under
‘no compulsion from nature. Simplicius, too, reports that
Democritus and Leucippus said that growth and decay, change,
birth and destruction are due to the joining and separating.
of the formsl.. Diogenes La&rtius gives us much the same in-
i formation: the forms are whirled along in the whole, and in
this way the compounds fire, water, air and earth are made®,
' With the above statement of Diogenes we coms to the
question of how and why the forms combined to make all the
things in the universe. Diogenes speaks of«the forms being
carried along in a whirl, and a few sentences further on he
enlarges upon this whirl®, saying that all things come into
being of necessity, since the whirl, which Democritus calls
necessity, is the cause of the coming into being of every-
thing. Here we have the whirl as the means of combining the
forms and also as the eause of the combination, in the gulse
of the force of necessity. In other words, the force of the
whirl is such that the'forms'cannot escape its action., It
would be best to discuss these two agpécts of the combiming
of the forms separately, and to do that we will deal first

with the mechanical explanation of the process.

1. A58, Simplicius, Physica, p.1319,4ff.
2. Al, Diogenes La&rtius, IX,44.
3. Al, Diogenes Labrtius, IX,45.
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If we leave on one side for the moment the whirl
which Diogenes mentions, we find that a nhumber of our sources
"~ report Democritus' explanation of the combining in this way:
“the forms are 1n»métion in the void gnd as theylmove along
they come into contact with one another and, depending on
“their shapes, they either slip spart again, or stick together
and so make compound objects. Simplicius, in his commentary
on the de Caelo, describes the whole process as part of the
‘theory of both Leucippus and Democritusl. He says that the
forms, infinite in number, and separated from one another,
‘and differing in shape, size, positidén and arrangement, move
‘along in the void. Then, as they catch up with, and bump
-~ against each other, some rebound, while others intertwine
with one another according to the way their shapes ahd sizes,
positions and arrangement fit, and stay together, and so ae-
~complish the birth of compounds. Again, later in the}same
work®, Simplicius repeats his description as a’Quotétian from
Aristotle's mepl Anupoxpitov , this time referring the theory
to Democritus alone. He here adds several details of interest.
The forms, he says, are in confused motion in the void be-
cause of their dissimilarity. When speaking of the forms

clinging to one another he mentions several of the types of

1. 67Al4, Simplicius, de Cadlo, p.242, 15ff.
2. A37, Simplicius, de Caelo, p. 294, 33ff.
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shape. And he goes one step further than in the last pas-
‘sage, when he says that Demoeritus believed any particular
~group of forms stayed together until some stronger force
from the outside came up and shook them apart, and dis-
persed them,  Simplicius also gives us as a gquotation 1
from Democritus the word nepunaldooesfat of the motion
~ of the forms, meaning that they are hurled about here and
there. Aristotle, in the de Caelo, says that all things.

~are made by twining together and collision of the forms,
which are infinite in number and undefined in size®. He
is here complaining that the real meaning of the theory of
the atomlsts 1s that everything is number and made from
numbers, and that specific shapes of forms are not assigned
to all the elements, but only sizes. The conclusions which
Aristotle draws from the theory are entirely his own, and
"probably quite unthought of ty 1its originators, at least.
8s far as we can see up to this point. The simple infor-
mation, however, which he gives us about what Democritus.
' said agrees with what we have found in other sources. The
matter of the use Democritus made of the different shapes
of the forms will be discussed later,

In A8tius we find a reference to the twining to-
gether of the hook-shaped forms®, A fairly detailed account,

1. A58, &Simplieius, ngsica) p.1318,1.
2. 67A15, Aristotle, de Cselo, III,4,503a4ff.
3. 87A25, A8tius, II1,7,2.
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along the same lines as that of Simplicius, is to be found
in“Galen who is describing Democritus! distinction between
the objects of sense perception and the things that really
existl; After mentioning the latter Galen goes on to de-

- seribe the activities of the formg in the same terms as we
have observed several times already. Again, we find the
vsame information quoted from Dionysius by Eusebiusg. This
is a brief statement as are those of Cicero® and Plutarch4,
which both have thils same import.

The vocabulary in all these passages 1s interest-
ing and worth a few words of comment. Of the authors quoted
in the preceding section, Simplicius, Galen, Dionysius, and

‘Plutarch all use the verb ¢épecBat and some compound of the

" verb n\éuw or the noun m\oxfy . Cicero employs the Latin
equivalents of these words. Thls vocabulary, however, is mnot
found in Aristotle's account. It seems unlikely that Cicero,

' ever a translator, originated these terms, so we must con-
clude that all these writers used a common scung in which
" they found these expressions used., There is, of course, a

*"ﬁésSibilitY that this vocabulary comes down from Democritus

“himself, though it is far from vivid enough! to accord with

the verb nepinohlooecbar , which Sigplieius tells us is a -

~ Democritean word. Also we might expect to find some trace

1. A49, Galen, de Elementis ex Hippocratis Sententia,I,2
"(Helmreich, p.5,20 ff.). ‘

.. 2+ A43, Dionysius in Eusabius,»gia@garatio §g§ggg;gg§,XIV,
28, p.773alff. ‘ ‘ -
8. A56, Cicero, de Finibus, I,6,17ff.

4. AB7, Plutarch, adversus Celotem, 8, p.1110F.
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of these words in Aristotle if they were Democritean. It
seems reasonable to suppose that this vocabulary belongs

to some source later than Aristotle but prior to Cicero,

a source used directly or indirectly by the above-mentioned
commentators.

In another small group of source material the way
in which the forms make the sensible objects 1s described
with the egphasis laid on how the forms unite, rather than
on their condition before they Jjoin together, and the fact
of théir joining. This appears first in‘Aristotle's Meta-
physics,where he says that Democritus and Leucippus account
for the other things, that is those other than the void and
the forms, by the differences of the latterd., These are, he
says, oyfiua , tdfis and 6€ows , or in Democritean terms,
Svoubs » SLadiyh and Tpomf. The identity of the thing: that
is made depends, then, upon the shape of the forms which
have joimed together to make it, on their individual posi-

| tions, and on their relative arrangement. Change in any
sensible thing they explained, according to Aristotle, by
& change in the number of forms, or of their position or

"arrangementg Again, he says Democritus accounted for the
change in condition of phaenomena by Svatpeovs , obvbeors ,

3 . ,
Tponf , S1a@iyfhi . Simplicius mentions in several places

1. 67A6, Aristotle, Metaphysice,I,4,985b4ff.
2. 87A9, Aristotle, de Generatione et Interitione,I,1,315b6ff.
8. A38, Aristotle, de Generatione et Interiticne,I,9,327al6ff.
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; the importance of oyfHua , va&is and Béois in the making
of phaenomenal, And in one of these passages® he, too,
s?eaks of the terms pvouds , rpéxﬁ and 8Lafi1yf as though
they were the words used by Democritus, Hermeias refers
only to tponfi and fvBpds O without any explanation, and

- A®tius says the sensible objects are made by Siavoyf ,

~ Pvouds and npoTponh s that is, t&Zis , oyfipa , and
B&ots , of the forms4.
| Before we go on to particular points, such as

 the formation of the xbdopos , it would be well to recall

j,that in the combination of forms which have Jjust been dis-

’cussed the forms still keep thelr own identity - théy do

v‘not Join completely to foem one object or merge their own
individualities. This is made clear by the insistence,
which we find reported in Aristotle and Simplicius5, on
the fact that one thing cannot be made from two nor two
from one. Simplicius, in the passage cited, points out
that the interlacing or twining together of the forms is

only of such a sort as to make them toulh and be near one

~another, without their joining together completely to make

1. 67A14, Simplicius, de Caelo, p.Rk42, 18ff; A38,Simplicius,
Ehiﬁésﬁ, p.&8,18ff.

Yo A&&, Simplicius, Physica, p. 28, 18.
+ A44, Hermeias, Irrisio Gentilium Philogophorum, 13,
"ﬁl&ﬁ?“ﬁ&%ius,'l 15,8.

A42, Aristotle, Metaphysica,Vil,13,1039a9; A37, Simplicius,
Caslo, p.295, alfff”"ﬂgﬁ““”'
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a single real unity. In other words, there is always void
inside the object which the forms have made by their union,
and it separates the forms, except where they touch. Aris-
totle, in hils discussion of the meaning of relative weight
according to Democritus, states that weight depends not only
on the number of forms in the object but also on the amount
of Tb uevdéy  included in itk Furthermore, Alexander spe-
eifically states that it was tha belief of Democritus that
the mixtures which result from the contiguity of the forms

are only apparent mixtures, while the forms really preserve

their own nature Just as before the mixinga.

Up to this point we have only spoken of the making
of phaenomena from forms in a general way which might apply
to any and every object. However, there is more specific
information to be found about the piocess of formation of
certain phaenomena, among them the x@ouos . In the first
place it 1s well to remember that the process about to be
described was not believed by Democritus to have occurred
only once. He thought that there were numbers of xdopot
which came into being and passed away. This we read in
Cicero® s Dionysius4 » and Diogenes La#rtius 5, Aristo-

1. A60, Aristotle, de Caelo, IV, 2,309alff. Cf. too Al35,
- Theophrastuvd, de Sengu,61. :

2. A64, Alexander, de Mixtu, 2 (II,214,18 Bruns).

3« ABl, Cilcero, de Dagrgg atura, I,R6,73.

4. A43, Dionysius in Eusebius, Prgegaggtio Evangelica, XIV,
23, p.773a7.

5., Al, Diogenes Laertius, IX,44.
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tle's indefinite mention of some who ascribe all the worlds
to1sp0ntansitylis applied by Simplicius without question to
Demoeritus and his follewsrsg, and Simplicius himself gives.
the same information®, In another passage® Simplicius tells
us a little more about these udopor , deriving his informa-
tion from Alexander, who says that, according to Democritus,
when udopo. are destroyed, their forms serve to make up
others; thatgis, the ndopot that exist at any time may
change into others. It cah happen, moreover, that other
xdopot may be formed, identical in appearance with those
that have perished, but different in dp.Ouds . This
Balley® takes to mean that they differ in individuality, in
their position in the series of wbopotr . Cicero, too, tells
us that, of the innumerable worlds, some are exactly alikeS.
From Hippolytus we get a little more information about these
- numerous worlds? He says that some have no sun or moon, some

‘have larger ones than our world has, and some MOT® NuUmeTrous
ones, and in some there is no plant or animal life and no

1. 469, Aristotle, Physica, II,4,196a24.

2. 469, Simplicius, Physica, p.331l, 1l6ff.

8. 67A21, Simplicius, de Caelo, p.208;16ff.

4. A82, Simpllcius, de Caelo, p. 510, 5ff.

- 5. Bailey, The Gresk Atomists end Epicurus, p.146 and n.3.
6. A8l, Cicero, Agaﬂgmgg§a h¥VV¢tienes, VIi,17,56ff.

7. 440, Hippolytus, Refutatlo Omnium Ywresium, I,15,2ff,
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moisture. They are at varying distances from one another,
some ars bigger, and some smaller, and they grow, flouriéh,
and decay, perishing when they fall in with one anbthar.
Though there may hers be some small additions to the theor-
“les of Democritus in regard to the differences between the
worlds, yet, even in spite of the fact that these points:do
not appear in any of our other sources, they are quite in
keeping with the rest of our information and might very
well be Democritean.
- When we come to the actual making of a xbopos
it 1is necessary to rely as much on the tradition about Leu-
¢ippus as on that about Democritus. This is reasonable,
for Democritus, as the immediate follower of Leucippus,
ﬁsad, and enlarged slightly upon, the latter's theories,
including the one in question. The commentators give Leu-
eippus' conception of ithe formation of the #dopos at some
length, and then summarize it, and add Dgmocritus' innova-
tions in discussing the latter. This will be clear as we
 go through the sources. The only detailed descriptions
~ of the procesé are tmsb; found in A8tius and Diogsnes. As
the passage in A#tius does not actually name the author or
authors of the views it presents, it is best to begin with
Diogenes. He treats Leucippus at some length and in con-
siderable detall, but summarizes the whole theory of Demo-
critus in a very few words, mentioning a point or two in

which he differs from Leucippus. Leucippus! ideas of the
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formation of the ndopos are presented first by Diogenes very

~ briefly when he says, in much the same words as our other

sources, that the ubopos comes into hming when bodies fall
into the empty, and twine together with one anotherl. This
is followed shortly by a more datailed‘accounte, in which he
says that a large group of forms of every shape 1s cut off
from the infinite number as they move‘along, and comes into
& large void, and gathered together there they make & whirl,
in which they knock against one another circling around in
‘every direction, like moving to like., This, Bailey points

auts, must mean the like in shape and size. He refers to

the quotation from Demecfitus4 which speaks of birds group-
ing themselves according to kind, and seeds doing the same
in a sleve, and stones on the shore. In the last case it is
expressly stated that the groups are of shapes, long?étonas,
round stones, etc. The affect of the mass in the whirl is
gradially to overcome free movameqt of the forms, and afrive
at a state of equilibrium, the small forms sifting through
to the void outside the whirl, and the rest staying together
and ihtertwining to form a first spherical combination., This

~ splere stands away from the mass as a sort of membrane con-

oy

1. 67A1, Diogenes La#rtius, IX,30.

2. 87A1, Diogenes Le#rtius, IX,31-32...

8. Bailey, The Greek Atomists and Epicurus, pp. 93-94,
4., Bl64, Sextus Empiricus; adversus Mathematicog, VII,116,117.
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taining inside it every kind of fomm, and, as these whirl
around, the membrane becomes thin, for the ferm&lthat are
neighbouring are always flowing together. So the earth

is made when the forms that are carried to the centre stay
there. The enclosing membrane inerg;dés again by attract-
ing forms from outside as it moves along. Some of these
forms Join together to make & compound at first wet and
muddy, later dried out and kindled by the whirling around,
so as to make the stars. And so the sun and moon, too,
are made. This is a somewhat confused account with a cer-
‘tain amount of repetition, but we can get a fairly clear
plcture from it,

The forms are not evenly distributed throughout
the infinite void, but, as they move about in their hap-
hazard way, there are some spaces much larger than others.
Some of the forms,‘as they jostle one another and inter-
twine, make a sort of eddy in ome of the large empty spa-
ces, Within the eddy the forms keep on moving,‘but their
own naﬁural movement is affected by the whirling motiodn,
which is, in origin, the result of their own diverse mo-
tions. They gradually tend to form groups of like sizes and
shapes, the small, round forms tending to slip and be pushed
to the outside where they are whirled around quickly, and
the larger ones moving towards the centre where it is easier
to resist the force of the whirl - they move in that direc-

tion because they are larger and less moblle, and, offering
more resistgnce to the whirl, seek a place where resistance
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is as easy as possible. These forms join together to make
the earth at the centre of the whirl, and, of course, the
things which ares on the earth. The gtars, sun, and moon
are made at the periphery,.
We have seen Diogenes' report of Leuclppus' the-
- ory about the sun and moon, but 1f we turn to his discus-
gion of Democritus, we find that, while he gives a brief
summary which, up to this point, agrees with Leucippus'
theory , here he reports a different idea. Democritus be-
lieved, he saysl, that the sun and moon were made up of
collections of smooth amd round forms, that is, fire forms,
 the very kind which we have seen were pushed out to the
circumference of the whirl. This description of the ma-
king of the sun and moon accords very well with the general
theory of the whirl and its results, Plutarch, on the other
nand, attributes to Democritus a theory somewhat like the
one which Diogenes says Leucippus held. He tells us® that,
according to Democritus, the sum and moon have no hot or
bright nature; but are most like the earth in nature, since
each of them first came into being by itself, as a sort of
counterfeit of a cosmos, and when the circle around the sun

grew large it involwed in itself the fire. This I taykecto

1. Al, Diogenes Ladértius, IX,44.
2. A39, Plutarch, Stromateis, 7.
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mean that Plutarch thought that the sun and moon were, so
to speak, miniature or counterfelt xdouor , with a peri-
phery of finer forms, which gradually drew into themselves.
enough fire forms to give a bright light, and had an earthy
body, the real sun or moon, at the centre. Here we seenm
to have an elaboration of Leucippus'! theory that the
heavenly bodies were made up of forms drawn into the bor-
der of the whirl, and that these being at first damp and
muddy, were kindled by the speed of revolution. This si-
milarity justifies us, I believe, in concluding that the
tradition which Plutarch fdlloﬂad had confused Leucippus
and Democritus, perhaps almost disraga:ding the former,
and attributing his theory to the latter, while making it

- a little more elaborate.

To return to the making of the noopos , Adtius!'

aecountl

s Which glives no mames, is shown by 1ts vocabulary -
to refer to the so-called Aitomists. Hs does not speak of
the whirl, but says that, of the indivisible bodies which
were moving continually and very rapidly, a large number
with a great variety of shapes and sizes was gathered into

’one place. Then the larger and heavier2 sank, while those

L. 87A24, A8tius,I,4,1ff.

2. The question of weight in the forms is discussed else-
where (p.10f¥,),and the conclusion there reached 1s that to
Democritus the forms in themselves did ngt have weighgéedA
number of passages, including the present one, were c
‘which sa@mgd togshéw that Democritus consideréd that in
groups of forms, such as the whirl or vortex, comparative
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that were smooth, small, and round were pushed out, and

carried to the upper partl mf‘thb_graup, where they stayed

" weight did exist. Theophrastus (A135, d ‘§gngu,6l), ob~
¥%eusly speaking of forms and things within the whirl, says
‘0@ weight of forms is in proportion to their size. As we
have already seen several times, the larger forms, which more

e8slly resisted any motion from outside, because of thelr
bulk, and so tended to move together into the centre, the
place where resistance was easler, are contrasted with tha
small, mobile forms which wers easily pushed out of a group
of large forms., These two conditions are described in ordi-
nary language as heaviness and lightness, and the character-
istic motions associated with them are sinking and ®ising.
So we find these terms used in the present passage quite
probably without any special thought af'what they might
imply as to the shape of the whirl or uoouos . In any case,

‘as soon as a group of forms comes together it is possible
to speak of iroc»ien and so of comparative weight, To
Democritus, then, the forms, as soon as they got into a

- group, had a sort of comparative welght due to their size
and shape, and in proportion to their size, while weight
in chmpound bodies was accounted for not only by the com-
gonent forms, but also by the amount of vold between the
orms,

%i Thi sgﬁga gf the gﬁiil is a question which needs a 1lit-
tle clarification, ey says (The Greek Atomists and:
~ Epicurus, p. 95) that the whir}, since it is always 3%%;
‘gggeverzlgnledd%ugf wind or wgta§,‘must be horizontal, and
8l . Sure n. ; X 3
vertical as well as gor%%én%al.a gﬁeogfg%g% Sf gagggdigddy '
is a sort of pillar of whirling air and so, in a water eddy,
the water that moves into the centre of the surface must go
do?n, and there is a vertical spiral motion. If one were
thinking only of a water eddy this fact might possibly es-
cape him, as he looked at the surface of the water, but no
one could possibly think an eddy of wind was only horizontal
in motion, It is hard to believe that a Greek could have
~ postulated a whirl consisting of a seriss of horizontal
~planes and have thought it was analagous to an eddy of wind
or water, Most of them weye more observant than that. It
seems to me we must think of the whirl as being pillar-
- shaped or perhaps the shape of an elongated sphepe, some-
what like a waspd! nest. And it has a vertical spiral mo-

tion which is the result of the independent motions of all
component forms, and which-in turn has some effect on

them. As for the direction in which the forms move - while
the general direction of the large forms is towards the
centre and that of the smaller ones towards the outside,
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wherever there was room for them., The heaven was made
when these forms joined together as the whole mass wheeled
around. The variegated forms which were pushed up made
“ths nature of the stars, and their motion was caused by
the air pushed out by the forms which were always rilsing.
The earth came into being from the forms which had set-
tled down. He then explains the making of the water on
the earth, along the same lines. Though:-thls account is
in some ways a little confused, it seems to be describing
the same kind of thing as Dliogenes was, with slighitly dif-
ferent vocabulary and emphasis, caused probably by the dif-
~ ferent sources and backgrounds of‘our two informants.
0f value to the above reconstruction of the whirl
and its results is the quotation from Democritus preserved
by 8impliciusl, It reads &Tvov ard vob mavtds anoxpiOdfFval
xovroiwy t6edvy . These few words confirm several impor-
tant points in the theory of Demoecritus as we have found it
in our other sources. The use of the word 8Tvov (or 6f{vn )
is one; the separation of this from the whole mass of forms

and void is anqQther. The emphagis on the varlety of forms

it 1s certainly not a simple motion in and out. All the
forms have their own motion as well as that imparted to them
by the whirl. The smaller ones, for lnstance, going towards
the outside, since they are being pushed about by the larger
ones, will move in many directlions while gradually making
'their way to the outside of the whirl, They will not move
in simple HKorizontal planes. Moreover, since the forms in
gggfggir%‘aagoggigsulg %f”gheir”h@mientén relitien to the
cenire, are considered to have comparative weights, the ap-
propriate vocabulary must be used gf‘tha dirac%ion’ef thegr
motion. Therefore we have "up" and "down" used naturally by
- those who write about this motiog.
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contained in the whirl and the use of the word i8edv
are other significant details in the quotation.

It is probably advisable here to refer briefly
to Hammer-Jensen's theoryl of the formation of the cos-
mos. Like Gompérz, she misunderstands the action of the
whirl, thinking that 1t should have centrifugal force,
sending the heavier objects to the outside. Burnet has
shown the falseness of this assumption®, but it might be
well»to emphasize again that centrifugal force could not
‘ operate here, for it presupposes weight. Actually the
forms are not endowed with weight, only shape and size,
and it is only the motion of the larger towards the cen-
tre that makes them seem heavier. That 1s to say, weight
is a result of the direction of motion imparted by the
whirl, not a condition of it. In saying that the phrase
novvodan®ds wvuhobueva cannot be used of a whirl or -eddy,
Hammer-Jensen is losing sight of the fact that fhe forms
all still have their own moticn which the motion of the
| whirl does not entirely suppressg. Moreover, in her sub-

stitution of the oscillating sieve motlon for the whirl

1. I. Hammer-Jensen, Demokrit und Platon, Archiv fiir Ge-
‘chicht@,der'ghiloﬁéghia, vol. XXIII;.pt: y 1909, D §%7ff.

\ﬁammer-Jensen thinks that the action of the whirl, which brings
about the formation of the cosmos, is that of a sileve.

2. Burnet, Barly GOreek Philosophy, p.&46.

&. See pps. 61,62below.
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‘She gpeaks of like moving to like, that is, apparentxy

the like in welght, with the heaviest at the centre. Now,
it is quite clear, from the whole quotation mentioning the
siavel, that Democritus was using his comparisons to empha-
cige the movement of like to like in shapé and size, out-
ward appearsnce and nature. This 1s especially obvious in
the simile of the pebbles on the sea shore. The sieve simi-
le is only one of three, all used to show the same thing,
There seems no good reason for using this canception; draw-
ing it from between two equally emphasized similes, in
preference to the whirl of the type of the water-eddy,

to which, Aristotle specifically saysg, the ancient
philosophers compared the manner of formation of the

earth. The latter is, in other words, a familiar con-
cept. The use of the sieve simile in the Timaeus seems

to me to be best explained as the most apposite simile
which occurred to Plato to express the sort of motion

he wished to depict. vAlso, in regard to the sun and the
moon, as has been shown alraad&, it seems better to be-

" lieve true Diogenes' demonstration that Leuclppus and

l. Blé4, Sextus Empiricus, adversus Mathematicog, VII,
118, 117.
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Democritus held different theories than to think that his
statement about the latter's beliefs was contaminated by
Epicureanism, and Leucippus' and Democritus’ viewsvwere
the same, as Hammer-Jensen does. I have already pointed
out that what Diogenes says about Democritus! idea of the
sun and moon is in accord with the latter's theories in
general. We should not be surprised that Demeeri;us ad-
vanced beyond his master in some ways.

| There still remains, in the discussion of the
making of the cosmos, the question why all this came
-about. Some of our ancient sources say that Demoeritus
attributed everything to fatel, that is, necessity,

while others state that the separating off of the whirl
seems to be an aﬁtamatic or chance avente. Bailey seems

3, and

to me to be right in what he says on these points
there is no need for more than a summary of his conclu-
sions here. The original movement of‘tha forms is a
natural fact, the cause of everything else, a fact for
which one does not ask a cause. It s simply the nature

of the forms to move. Everything else that happens in

1. A68, Cicero, de Fato, 17,39; Aristotle, de Generatione
'““ggggalium,v,8,@89b2;A85, Sextus Empiricus, adversus Mathe-
"maticos, IX,113.

2. A87, Simplicius, Physica,p.387,24ff.; 469 Aristotle,
Physica,II,4, 196a24ff.; 67Al1l, Cicero, de Deorum Nz »
i1,24,66. Cf, too A68, Aristotle, ngsica,IT,E,Igs . and
8implicius, Physica, p.330,14fFf.

3. Bailey; The Greek Atomists and Epicurus, pp.l20,133-134,
138-143. ‘
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the world has a definite cause that can be traced back
step by step to the original fact, tﬁe motion of the
forms., That is, everythihg else happens by necessity
through the workings of incontrovertible natural law.
Necessity 1s to Democritus simply natural law. The
cenditiohs and cause which bring about the formation
of the whirl are, however, beyond the limits of human
understanding, so in this sense and for this reason
the formation of the whirl and the cosmos can be said
to be automatic or by chance -~ it is undesigned and un-
predictable. The use of the terms in this comnection
does not in any way contradict the idea of the supre-
macy of natural law.

| Earlier I spoke of the fact the Dlogenes says
‘Democritus called the whirl necéssity. It is the result
of the workings of natural law, necessity, and so might
conceivably be called necessitfl It may also, however,
and more reasonably, I think, be called necessity as the
immediate cause of the formation of all things in the
cosmos. All the motions and combinations and separstions
of the forms in the cosmos can be traced back to the
causation of the whirl - it is the representative of the

power of natural law in the universe that we know.

1. Bailey, The Greek Atomists and Epicurus, p.1l39.
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It has been shown that the fopms, by their com-
bination under particular circumstances and in particular
places, make the sun and moon and the earth, It is unnec-
essary to examine in detail the descriptions of the ways
in which the forms combine to make all the things we know
in the world. Suffice it to say that we have evidence in
the philosophers and commentators to Show that Democritus
discussed a great many phaenomena, astronomical, physical
and bilological, and connected them in some way with his
‘general theory that all things are made up of forms. The
reiative position of ‘the orbits of the heavenly‘bodiesl
he explained in accordance with his theory of the whirl,
"lightning and the thunderbolt® by the fire forms in the
clouds, wind® by the rushing of forms into a small place
and so with earthquakes, snow, etc. Democritus consis-
tently held that the forms by their combinations and
movamentsima&a all existing things.,

There is one other point to be noticed before
leaving this»sﬁbjact, and that 1s that Democritus accounted
for qualities by the shapes, sizes, positions and arrange-
ment of the forms composing things. This is described in

4

in some detail by Theophrastus™ and is mentioned by a num-

1. A40, Hippolytus, Refutatio Omniumieresium, I,13,4.

2. A93, A8tius, III,3,11.

S. A93a, Seneca, Naturales Quaestlones,V,2.

4. Al35, Theophrastus, de Sensu, 65ff; Al129, Theophrastus,
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2

laﬁd A8tius®™.

ber of other writers, among them, Aristotle
Taste and colour are the qualities under discussion in
all these passages, and it is agreed that they are due
to the shape and size and comparative posttions (tponfy )
of the forms. It may safely be inferred that other
qualities are due to the same causes. Welght® in objects
is in proportien to the amound of void as well as the

number of forms in them, while roughness and smootimess?

are due to the compactness of the forms, and, in both
cases, the position and the amount of the vold in the ob-
Jects cause some difference.

Change in bodies is due, as we have already
said, to relative position, arrgngement and shape of the
component forms and to the addition and subtraction of
forms. In other words, if?%ould see through the apparent
uhity of, for exemple, a plant, to the forms which make

it what it is, we should see a great number of forms of

de Causis Plantarum,VI,1,86; A130, Theophrastus, de Cau i
ntarum,VI,s,1; A132, Theophrastus, de Causis Plentarum
I, 7 » 23 3133, Theophrastus, de 0Odoribus,6%,

1. Al26, Aristotle, de Sensu,4,442bl1; £f.;A1838,Aristotle,
de Generatione et Interitione, I,2,316al.

2. Al24, A8tius, I,15,11; A125, A8tius,I,15,8.

3+ Al35, Theophrastus, de Sensu, 61; A60, Aristotle, de
Caelo, IV,2,309alff.

4. Al135, Theophrastus, de Sensu, 64.
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all shapes and sizes, certain ones predominating, touch-
ing each other in parts, but not losing their own identity.
The plant grows because more forms add themselves to the
group,fand as it changes in shape not only do new forms
come iﬁ, but some of the ones already there change their
position and arrangement. As the season changes, and the
plant's colour fhanges, there are again changes involving
different forms. The forms in any object do seem to be
thought of as moving around to say nothing of the motion
of those that enter the combination and leave it, if, that
: is, we are to believe such statements as that of Aristotle,
who says that Democritus said ehange was due to TadZis
and @fovs . This is inharehtly probable, for it seems
the onlly way Democritus could eonsistently account for
the phenomenon of change in objects. If it is SO, it
means that Democritus must have thought that the forms
had some kind of motion or thelr own emen in combination -
~ their motion might?be constrained by that of the whirl,
but it is not stopped. If the forms were in themselves
motionless in combination, Democritus would have to use
unnatural motion froﬁ eutéid&‘the forms to account for
change, an: idea quite contrary to all that we know of
his theory, in which the natural motion of the forms is
the prime fact,
This lengths‘discussion can be summed up very

briefly. Democritus? theory was that forms and void madé
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all objects. The forms were the active member of the
partnership, the void simply being the medium which made
possible the motion of the forms and supplied a place
for thé things which were madel. The forms, in continu-

ous natural motion which had: no beginning, moved about

1. It is important to remember that it is only the voild
which makes possible all the movements and combinations
of the forms which have been discussed., This has already
been suggested in connection with the contreversy over
the weight, and the cause of the motion of the forms, but
needs a little elaboration here. Aristotle expressly
states more than once that, according to the beliefs of
Leuclippus and Democritus, motion would be impossible with-
out the voi% (67A7% Arigtotlg, de Generatione ationa tIInte i-
tiong, I1,8,324b35ff; A58, Arlstotle, Physica, ‘
265b24ff.) and this 1s elaborated upon_by Simplicius (A58, ‘
Simplicius, Physica, p.1318,38ff,). All the sources men-
tioned in conEttIth yith thﬁ moPion and combining of the
forms also make this point evident, The insistence of
Leucippus and Democritus on the necessity of the void for
motion, and on the importance of motion 1s due, of course,
to the theory of motionless Being of the Elesatics. Not
only did the void make motion possible, and so the com-
binations of the forms which resulted 1n birth and change,
but it also furnished the place in which motion, birth
and decay took place. By its presence in objects - for
it always separated individual forms from one anothsr and
thereby prevented the complete merging of forms - it af-
fected the welght of these composite bodles. And, more
important than that, it allowed the forms to alter their
positions and arrangements within objects, so as to cause
change. Actually, then, the part played by the void in
the theory of Democritus and his master is as important
as that of the forms. The forms, though indeed the active
member of the parinership, are enabled to carry on the

- performance of their varled functions by the passive void.
When we come to examine Plato's theory of the making of
phaenomena, it would be well to keep in mind that Democri-
tus! void made motion, and so creation, possible, and
also furnished a place for creation.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



64

in the void forming groups, some of which were whirls
“which made xbdopor . Within these, the forms united in
combinations also containing void, which made it pos-
sible for the forms to retain their own identities. These
combinations were"the things we know." In other words
Democritus thought of the forms as actually making ob-
Jeets, in partnership with void; as being, by their mo-
tion, the cause of these combinations; and as being re-
sponsible, because of their sizes and shapes and manner

of combination, for the identities of objects.
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II PLATO

In Plato's_writings, we find that ail phaeno-
mena, objects, qualities, and changes, all the sensible
things of the world about us, and all manifestations of
abstractions, such as justice, are classed without ex-~
ception as T& yiYvdueva . They have no permanent be-
ing and reality, and are incapable of being knowh be-
cause of their mutability, for they are always ghanging
from one condition to another and can never be said to
be in any conditionl. On the other hand, there are re-
alities, th Ovra or the Forms, things whichvreally
exist, unchanging and everlasting, and are the objects

; ' of knowledge and of reason®. The objects in the first
of these classes must have some cause, for all becoming
needs a cause to start it5, whereas the Forms have no
beginning and no end, and, since. they did not come into
being they had no cause. To discover what Plato belileved
t& be the cause of phaenomenal objects in the universe,
it is best to examine briefly the pertinent passages in

Plato's works.

2. Phaedrus, 24745 -~ e2; Phaedo, 78dl - 79all; Rgpublig,
507beff.

3. Timaeus, 28a4-6,
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The first dialogue which we need to consider is
the Phaedo. Here, first of all, we find it said that sen-
sible objects strive to be like the Forms, and do resemble
them, though they fall short of their goall, The Forms

“are perfection towards which phaenomena strive. Later So-
crates declares that sensible objects have gualities be-
cause they partake of the Form or Forms of these qualities,
as, for example, the Form of the beautiful. That 1s, he
'says, the presence of, or communion with, the Form of the
beautiful makes an object beautifulg,'though he does not
know Just how this happens. The discussion which follows
assumes throughout that the presence of a Form in a parti-
cular causes the particular to have the quality of that
Form, and states that no particular can receive two oppo-
site Forms at one time,

In the Phaedrus, in the myth which compares the
Yvxhh to a charioteer and pair, the similarity of the
things on earth to the Forms is stressed., The similarity
is explained ~on the grounds that the things we see on
earth, and earthly Justice, and the like, are copies of

likenesses of the Form§§~ Much the same idea appears a

1. Phaedo, 74d9ff.
2. Phaedo, 100c¢3ff.
4. Phaedrus, 250blff.
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little further on when the reactions of ?vxai to beauty
on earth are described. Here the earthly beauty is said
to have imitated the Forml,

An additional point of explanation is added in
the Symposium . Socrates calls attention to the fact that
the Form:of the beautiful is affected by nothing and grows
neither greater nor smaller®, All the beautiful things
ﬁértake of or share in it in such a way that, though they
are continually coming into being and passing away, the
Form itself becomes neither greater nor smaller. In other
words, the Porm accounts for the existence of phaenomenal
guality because the latter has some connection with it
which Plato can best describe at'this time 'as participa-
tion, but this connedion has no effect whatevep on the
Form. The causal relationship is felt only by the thlng
caused, not a% all by the cause 1tself5

When we turn to the Republic we find several
passages which give us information cn the subject in

question. To begin with, we find it suggested that the

1. Phaedrug, 251a2ff.
20 S m OSium’ 2llbl“"50

4. It is necessary to keep in nmind the discussion of motion

in the Forms and of the bridging of the gap between the
world of Forms and that of particulars, in the chapter on
Yoxfi . Many of the same passages will be examined here
but with a somewhat different obaect and from a different
point of view.
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Form is a pattern for the particularl. In the simile of
the line visible geometrical figures of all kinds are
acknowledged to be likenesses of the geometrical Forms,
just as shadows and reflections are likenesses of the
visible objects themsel¥es® . Again, the simile of the
cave seems to point to the same idea, namely,that the
things we see and use are likenesses or images of the
everlasting, changeless Forms®, It leads, moreover, to
a statement4 that the Form of Good is the cause of all
right and beautiful things, in the visible world bring-
ing forth light and the master of light, and in the in-

telligible world itself supplying truth and reason.
There is no doubt that here, in a moment of sxaltation,
Plato is looking up to the Form of the Good as the ulti-
mate, supreme source of everything good, not only the
world of Forms, but everything that answers its purpose
in the visible world. Last comes the famous dlscussion
of art and imitation, in which we find some instruction
on our questions. The man who makes couches and tables

is said to make them with his eyes fixed on the Form,

and the same with other manufactured articles. According

- 1. Republic, 472c4ff.; 484c6-d8; 500cl ff,
2. Republic, 510b4-511a8,
3. Republic, 514a ff.

4. Republiec, 517b7 - c4. Cf. Republic, 508e.
5. Republiec, 595¢7 ff.
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to this statement, there are Forms of manufactured arti-
cles, and these articles which are made by men are made
as coples of the pattern Forms. Whether or not Plato
really believed in the existence of such Forms, and it
would not have been inconsistent with his general theory
if he didl s the reference to them here serves to suppoért
the suggestion we have found several times before, that
the particulars are copies or imitations of the Forms,
which supply the models or patterns,

The Parmenides servés &s' a check on the theory
up to this point, and contains several interesting sug-
gestions, and criticisms of these. Socrates begins by
speaking of Forms of qualities, such as likeness and un-
likeness® . It is by participation in one or more of
these that a particular thing acquires qualities, Again,
he speaks of Forms of unity and multitude, and likewise
of participation in these. It is interesting to notice
that in this dialogue Plato intmpduces the question whe-
ther there are Forms of man and animals, fire, hair, mud,
and so on. The hesitating preference shown by the youth-
ful Socrates for an affirmative answer, and the reassuring

support of Parmenides, would seem Yo indicate that Plato

1. Cf, Epistle VII, 34243 - e6.
2. Parmenides, 1l28e6 ff.
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believed it consistent with his theory to suppose that
there were Forms of all these things. In the Timaeus
allwliving'creatures unguestionably have a part in the
world of Formsl, while in Epistle VII it is said that:
there are Forms of all objects both natural and manu-
facturedz.' The most significant guestion discussed in
the Parmenlides, however, is that of the meaning‘and
manner of the participation (ueralapBéve 1is the verd

used) mentioned by Socratesg. The first suggestion is

that the whole Form is in each of the particulars. The
Formvis compared to day, which is in many places and yet
not separated. This comparison Parmenides quietly alters
to that of a sall, which covers each of many things with
only a part of itself; he then rejects this. His reason
is that the simile implies that.a Form has parts, an

idea in itself impossible, and having impossible results.
The suggestion that a Form is like day 1s never properly
dealt with. As a soiution to the problem of participation
it is just mentioned and then left, while the discussion
goes on to other simpler and more obvious solutions, whose

ore obvious. Parmenides

N\

inherent wesknesses are also

1. For example, Timseug, 41b7 ff.
2. See note 1, page 69.

3. Parmenides, 130e5 ff.
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polnts out that participation is difficult if it cannot
be in part or in whole, and goes on to #ention the argu-
ment of the so-called "Third Man" against the theory of
the existence of Forms. He also refutes the suggestion
that the Forms might be just thoughts, on the ground that:
a thought must be of something, which something would be
the Form. Finally as a last resort, Socrates proposes
that participation'may be simply imitation, the solution
to which Plato has so far been most inclined. But this,
too, Parmenides rejects with a variation of the "Third
Man" argument. The whole incident is closed by Parmeni-
des' demonstration of the acuteness of the problem how
any connection is possible between the world of Forms
and the world in which we live and think., At the conclu-
- sion of this seqtion of the dislogue, Plato is not only
faced with the necessity of finding a solution to the
last-mentioned probiaml, but he has made it quite clear
that he beiiaves that the Forms have some kind of causal
relationship with the particulars. He is not yet, how-
ever, quite sure how this causal connection works, and,
after clearing the air by pointing out the weaknesses of
the ldeas he has already considered, he proceeds, in the
following dialogues, to face the problem, and, in so do-

ing, modify features of his theory.

1. This solution 13 discussed on pp. 24=33,
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The posing of problems continues in the
Theaetetus, where there is another presentation of the
~@ifficulty of an object being possessed of opposite
gqualities, apparently simultaneously, in relation to
' other different objectsl. Connford?infers that Plato
" has, since writing the Phaedo , given up the view that
« qualities such as whiteness or largeness are sxamples
of Forms residing in individual things and withdrawing
out of them when they change. He does not, however,
think it eertain that Plato has entirely abandoned Forums
of relative terms and sensiblé qualities. The diséus— |
sion of sensation which follows, Cornford, along with
Burnet®, takes to be a declaration of Plato's own theory
of sensation. The argument seems reasonable and accept-
able, but I think a few points might be éddad. These
gqualities, of which the word becoming aione can be used,
which result from the union of perceived and percipient,
are those visible, physical qualities which admit of the
more and the less, or degree. What Plato 1s here saying
of sensation does not apply to sameness and difference,

for example, or goodness, beauty and the like, Thesse

1. Iheaetetus, 155a2 ff.
2. Cornford, Plato's Theory of Knowledge, p.45.

5. Burnet ‘Greek Phllosophy - Thales $o Plato, p.242.
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last qualities, while not all physical, do admit of de-
grees, and yet Plato certainly held fhat there were Forms
of the Good and the Beautiful, of which particulars could
partéke to a greater or less degree. Although Plato's
explanation of sensation here is of the purely physical
process, there must, I think, be more behind it. There
must be something, though here Plato does not speak of
this aspect of the case, which determines whether the
perceived quality is some degree of size, or whiteness,
or some surface quality such as smoothness, and what de-
gree it is. This something must be the Form, but now,
presumably, instead of holding that thére are two oppo-
site Forms of each unity of quality, Plato would say that
there is one Form in which the particulars may partake
in any degree. For example, instead of a Form of tall-
ness and one of shortness, there is one of helight; instead
of one of roughness and one of smoothness, there is only
one Form of that kind of texture, whose varying degrees
of immanence are expressed by those two terms.

The suggestion of the more and the less in qual-
ity, which precipitates this discussion of sensation,
brings to mind the treatmeht, in the Phllebus, of the

questioh of the more and less, or infinity and unityl.

1. Philebus, 2&c ff.
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There, if we are correct in considering that the Forms
make up the class of unity, Plato certainly postulates
a Form of heat (instead of one of hot and one of cold,
as he would have done in the days of the Phaedo ), and
the same is true of other physical qualities which ad-
mit of more or less. It seems to me, then, that in
putting forward his theory of sensation, in the Theae-
tetus, Plato is working towards the development of his
theory of Forms and particulars which we find in the

; Philebus.

| The Sophist need only be dealt with briefly.
In the first place, we might note #k#t the conversation
about not-being and likenessesl, at ﬁhe conclusion of
which it is acknowledged that a likeness,;though in a
way not existing because 1t is not true, yet does exist
in some way. Appargntly Plato is here accepting it as
a fact that the likenesses of the Forms, or the parti-
culars, have some sort of existence amnd are in a way
real. This has already been tacitly  admitted in several
passages in the Republic, in the definition of the pro-
venance of true Opinianz, in the similes of the sun and
the line and in the discussion of pufpunois . In all

these cases the particulars or likenesses of the Forms

1. Sophist, 235d - 24lc.
2. Republic, 476b4 -~ 480a.
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are not real not=being nor really non-existent, for, to
mention only one thing, if they were, there could not
be below them a still lower grade of object, which is
yet real in the sense tbat an image is really &n image.
The Timaeus is, of course, the ultimate expression of
this fact, for there Plato, while still.maintalning that
the highest degree of reality belongs to the Forms, does
allow some kind of reality to phaenomena, emough to jus-
tify a careful'physical and mechanical explanation of
them. The second point isjithe demonstration that certain
Forms mingle and overlap, and that they are not abso-
lutely isolated, unchanging realities. The effect of
this in helping to introduce é kind of motion into the
world of Forms, and to bridge the gap between the two
worlds has already been disuussedl, but 1t is well to
draw attention to it here again, though it has no direct
beariné on the causal relation of the Forms to the par-
ticulars. It merely makes it more reasonable that there
should be some connection between the two classes of
things. At the end of the dialogue it 1s stated that ‘
natural objects come into being by divine direction,

not spontaneouslyg. The divine agent mentioned here
appears again as the causal class of the Phileblig and
the Demiurge of the Timaeus.

1. See p. 30FF.
2. Sophist, 265¢ ff.
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When we turn to the Philebus, however, we find
we can add a good deal to our understanding of the causal
relation of the Forms to phaenomena. To begin with,
there is another presentation of the difficulties of
belleving in the Formsl, and in their connection, which
is very difficult to define, with the many. That is
not, of course, an indication that Plato had any idea
of abandoning his theoyy because of its difficulties,
but rather it merely serves as a reminder to himself
and his readers that there were still, in connection
with the theory, problems which had not yet bsen satls-
factorily solved. After this Socrates goes on to dis-
cuss the division of genus into specles and of these in-
to particulars, demonstrating the steps between unity.
and infihity, and enlarging upon these ideas.

The most important passage in the dialogue,

g for our purpose, is thatg in which Socrates divides all
that exists in the universe into four classes and iden-
tifies and elaborates these. The classes are the finite,
fhe infinite, the cause of the combination of these tW?{
and the result of this combination, or phaenomena. The

class of the finite, according to Plato's explanation of

1. Philebus, 15blkc3.
2. Philebus, 23c4 ff.
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it, consists of things such as the equal and.the double,
ali the things which are definite and admit of no varia-
tion; in other words, the class of the finite is the Forms.
The infinite; he tells us, 1s the class of the limitless,
that is, the things which admit of the gqualification of
more and less. Here we have a new kind of existent which
was foreshadowed, as already pointed out, by the discus-

sion of sensation in the Theaetetus. Phaenomena are

produeed'by the application of limit, or Form, to thé
limitless. Up to this point Plato has spoken only of
the Forms, or models, and the phaenomens, or coples, with-
out mentioning the medium in which the copy is made. The
class of the infinite is this medium, which is as essen-
tial for the production of phaenomena as are the Forms.

| As a necessary condition underlying the making
of phaenomena as a functlon, of some kind, of the Fbrms,
.the infinite of Plato corresponds to the void of Demo-
eritus., Without the void Democritus' forms could not
move and, by combining and separating, make objJects, nor
ﬁould there be any place for‘th& objects to be, even sup-
posing they could be made without void. Similarly with-
out the inf inite, or the more and the less, there could
be no copies of the Forms, for there would be nc medium

in which the copy might exist. ®%he parallelism cannot
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be pressed furthér,than the functions of the void and the
infinite, for in other respects they differ consliderably.
vThe void is'simply emptiness, while the infinite is an un-
limited extension of all qualitiasl, as Plato is thinking
of it here, It is, hownver, the function of these two
conceptions which concerns us here, and thay are certainly
alike in that.
| Another point to be noted briefly here 1s that again
Plato is recognizing a reality in addition to that of
"the'Forms. The infinite, the medium of the copy of the
Forms, is certainly real, in Plato's view at this time,
and so 1s the third class, the product of the combina-
tion of the infinite and the finite. Indeed, this
‘reality is taken for granted here, without question,
though later, in the Timaeus, it 1s qualified somewhat.

It is clear that the Forms are partly responsi-
ble for the making of phaenomena, but we might examine
their part in this making a 1little more closely. It is
sald simply that the infinite and the finite are combined,
or mixed, due to the power of the cause or creative agentz.
 The functions of these two classes are differentiated a
little more clearly, however, ln the statements about par-

ticular objects. Music is the result of the additiom of

1. Philebus, 25c¢ ff.
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the finite to the infinite variations of tone and pitch
and note, the seasons of the addition of the finite to
indefinite heat and cold, wet and dry, and so with health,
beauty, strength and so on., Apparently here the Forms

are regarded as a limit set upon indefinite quality rather
than as a pattern, Perhaps they might be called a limit-
ing or defining pattern. Ine¢identally, this certainly
presupposes some kind of activity in the Forms. The ®re-
ative agent will appear again as the Demiurge in the
Timaeus.

Possibly the first thing to be noticed, in con-
nection with thé Timaeus, is that almost the whole dia-

logue is devoted to a study of Becoming. Plato by this
time so far recognized the importance and quasi-existence
of the world in which he lived, that he was ready to dis-~
¢uss it as & reality, even though what he might say, be-
ing about & copy, could only attain likélihoodl . From
this we may infer that, although he still mskes a very
vclear-distinction between the object of knowledge which
exists really and completely, and the object of opinion
and sensation which never quite achleves that complete
‘existence, Plato certainly believed that the latter had

some kind of existence, and that the two were closer to-

1. Timaeus, 29cl - d3.
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gether than he would have acknowledged earller in his de-
velopment. The movement and change of the world of Be-
coming was not merely illusory.

‘ In the part of the Timaeus which deals with
‘théxmaking of the universe and the different classes of
creatures in it, before Plato goes on to detalled physi-
cal explanations of phaenomena, we find that he always
refers to the Forms as models, or as the Model. The Form
of the universe, with the Forms of all contained in it,
is the pattern at which the Demiurge looks as he orders
the universe 1, If this is taken out of the mythical
setting, 1t simply means that the universe iz in the like-
ness of the Forms, that it is a copy of them. There'is
but one exception to the conception of the Forms as models
in the Timaeugs. That exception is the picture of the part
‘which some Forms play in the making of yvyf . Indivisible
Being, Sameness and'Diffarence, three Forms, are represen®¥-
ed as part of the actual material used in this operation.
That is, instead of being models in this case, the Forms
are actudly in Yvxfi , which we have already shown to be
a kind of connecting limk between the Forms and phaenomenag,

being partly the one and partly the other. Since Yvyh

1. Timaseus, 29a; 30c ff; 48e4-49al, and so on,
2. See pp. 21-23, 30.
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1s not entirely a phaenomenon, this use of the Forms is
not quite parallel to that as models, but it should be
kept in mind.

In this connection we must remember that we
have accepted thé identification of the Demiurge in the
Timaeus with yvyfi . The Demiurge is the creative agent,
partly directly and partly indirectly, through the lesser
gods. Here we have some Forms actually having a share
in creative activity, if Yvxfh and the Demiurge are iden-
tified. There is, too, a divine creative agent mentioned
in the Sophist 1, and a cdusal class in the Philebus 2,
which must also be in some way identified with yvyf ,
which is the self-moving cause of all motion.. Plato
here becomes involved in difficulties about his concep-
tion of the Forms, which must be perfect, unchanging, e-
ternal, and yet lnevitably, as Plato tries to develop
his theories, become connected with action. ihe Yoyxh
must have these Forms of Being, Sameness and Difference
in it to establish. its reality, and its capability to,
act as mediator between the world of Forms and that of
‘change, but siﬁce the yvyf is fhé cause of motion these
Forms are immediately moved out of their calm and share

in ﬁhe responsibility of causing motion. So we find
— Rt ‘

1. Sophist, 265¢ ff.

2. Philebus, 23cé ff.
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them sharing in some way in the creation of phaenomens,

The same ldea 1s expressed in the‘passagel

of the Iimaeus
which draws a distinction between the primary and auxili-
ary2 causes of the iorld. There, the primary causes,
which I take to be the Forms in a speclal aspect, are

" said to be, with the help of thought, the makers of the
things that are fair and good.

A little farther along in the Timaeus, the

medium in which the copy exists, which we have already
discussed in regard to the Phllebus, appedrs agains.
This medium is here called a Ymoboxfi , or a kind of
t18fvn, or place, and is characterized by the lack of
all inherent qualities and forms, and the capability of
receiving any and all qualities and forms. We must
realize thoroughly that 1t 1s only this pecullar cross
between Being and Bot-Being, the object of a bastard
kind of reasoning, which makes it possible for the Forms

to be real models of which there are coples, and for the

1. Iimaeug, 46c¢7 ff,

2. The Greek words, which I have translated as "primary
causes" and "auxiliary causes", are alria and Evvalvia .
To Plato the distinction between the aivio and the Zvv-
atrTia is, as he says, the possession of reason, and the
directing of activity towards the best in order that
things may be arranged as 1t is best for them to be (cf.
Phaedo, 97c¢c ff.).

3. Timaeus, 48e2 ff.
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copies to achieve thelr own special kind of existence,
which would be impossible without place. Plato's TiB8fvn
has the same function as Democritus' uevbév 1, It is
worth remarking also thatﬁhis class of existént is, as
" we have already seen, not peculiar to the Timaeus , but
appears as a full-fledged conception in the Philebus,and
is suggested ingthe Theaetetus. It is, in fact, a logical
development of Plato's theory, not an alien idea foreibly
, grafted on to hls own. Before he considered clearly the
need for a medium, it was simply Not-Being which made
possible the model function of the Forms. This point
must be insisted upon against any who find the idea an
imitation of Democritus' xevdév which is suddenly pitch-
forked into the middle of the Timaeus, without any warn-
ing®,
The three different types of existent are de-
seribed very clearly in the passage in the Timaeus Dbegin-
ning with 5le6. This is an excellent brief statement of

1. It is to be observed that, according to Plato, the
T18fvn  itself is in irregular motion (Timaeus,52d4 ff.)
which tends- aaésa@aaatn*wnw%;homogenaous groups the so-
called elements, earth, air, fire and water, according to
size and weight. 1In this respect it 1s different from the
nevdby of Democritus which simply makes possible the motion
of the forms, and could not move of itself, for it is not
anything., Place, in Plato, 1s capable of motion and of
recelYing quality and form, and, in these two polnts, 1s
different from 706 xevdv which makes possible motion, gmali-
ty and form,

2., I, Hammer-Jensen, Demokrit und Platon, Archiv fiir Gé—
schichte der Philosophie, vol.XXIII, 1909, pp.92 fT,;211 ff,
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Plato's position, It is, moreover, partiouiarly apropos
as the conclusion and summing up of the metaphysical
~section of the dialogue, and an introduction to the
purely physical section.

The rest of the dialogue is devoted to a phys-
ical analysis of phaenomena, more especially the phaeno-
mena of the human body. Thls physical discussion is not
at variance with Plato's usual theories, but is $imply a
discussion of the changes and processes of Becoming by a.
man who has finally consented to recognize the semi-
reality of the things that’conditian life in the world,
which behave in various ways whether they are truly real
or not. It is a description of the striving of Becoming

~td be like 1ts models, and its activities when it has
achieved that likeness. The geometrical character of
the smallest units is quite in accord with Plato's in-
terest in geometry and mathematics in general., The acti-

~ vities of the combinations of these units seem to follow
natural laws, that is, they follow a certain path betause
it ié in their nature to do so. <This is like the natural
lawvof Democritus, and can be merely another expression
of the striving of everything for the best, that is,
likeness to its model. |

The last work of Plato to which we need refer

here is Epistle VII. There, while explaining why he did
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not treat his theory of Forms at length in a treatise or

lecture for the public, he gives once more the essence of

the theoryl. Since this letter is to be dated late® in

~Plato's life, we may assume that it conveys Plato's con-
sidered views on the topics discussed, views which are
not likely to have been much altered later. The true re-
ality or Form is identified as the object of knowledge,
which he pﬁts into adlass by itself, and then he mentions
three other classes, the name, the deécription, ahd the
image. These last three classes lead to knowledge. Here
still, then, we find the conception that the phaenomenan,
the particular, is the image of the Form, the essential.
It is to be noticed, besides, that Plato makes this class-
ification apply to all kinds of things, shapes and sur-
faces, the good, beautiful and Just, manufactured and
natural objects, fire, water and all such things, all 1liv-
- ing creatures, qualities of Yvxfi , and all states both
active and passive. In other words, there are, he believes,
Forms of which all these things, as we know them, are
images.
It is perfectly clear that in general, in Plato's

theory the Forms had a non-creative function in relation

1. Epistle, VII, 34Ra ff.
2. Post, Thirteen Epistles of Plato, chronological table.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



86

to phaenomena. That does not mean to say that they were
not essential for Becoming. - There would be no phaenomena
at all if there were no Forms, but the Forms do not actu-
ally make the phagnomena or serve as ingredients for them,
except for the circumstance alraady noted that the Fornms
in W”Xﬁ have a part in creation. As we have obszserved
several times already,'Plato is foreibly drgwﬁ into in-
consistencies over the Forms. They are, however, continu-
ally regarded as models or patterns, or as limits, and so
serve two purposes in relation to phaenomena. They give

- to particulars form, quality and character, th&t is to
say, they establish the identity of these objects, and
also they serve as a goal and model of perfection at which
phaenomena aim, Just as the Forms are essemtial to the
production of phaenomena, so 1s the medium, which is known
as the more and the less, or nuraa’ofwBecoming. it must
be remembered that the Forms and medium are to Plato Just
as neeessary prareqﬁisites for particulars as are forms
and void to Democritus. In either case these prerequi-
sites could exist without phaenomena, but the phaanomena
could not come into being without the forms and medium,

%br void,
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CHAPTER 3
;L FORMS, SENSATION, AND KNOWLEDGE
1 - DEMOCRITUS

As soon as one begins to examine the reports about
Democritus, and such of his own writings as are preserved,
with a view to discovering whether the forms have any func-

~tlom in the processes of sensation and knowledge, one 1is
struck by the fact that there are two diametrically epposed
traditions about Democritus' attitude to sensation and the
trustworthiness of the evidence of the senses for the com-
piling of knowledge. On the one hand, we find it stated
that Democritus held that the things that appear to the
senses are true, and, on the other, that Democritus dis-
counted appearances, and said that there was no reality in
the objects of sense perception, and that the only realities
were form and véid, the objeets of knowledge. The first
view 1s that expressed by Aristotle and some of his commen-
tators, and, ostensibly, by a few of the fragments of Demo-
eritus quoted by Sextus Empiricus. The second is to be
found in the rest of the fragments gquoted by Sextus, in

the remarks of Sextus himself, and in several other sources.

Qur first task must be to try to understand this

contradiction and, if possible, find where the truth lies.
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To do this I think it best to look first at Sextus Emplri-
cus, at both his own remarks and his quotations from Demo-
eritus. We find that Sextus twice couples Democritus with
P;ato, On one 6ccasion, he says that they both opposed
Protagoras, and maintained that appearances were not the
truthl. Again, he says that they both believed that T
vontd, the objects of knowledge, were true, and that Demo-
eritus held this belief because there was nothing percep-
tible in ¢bovs?2, that is, the forms had no perceptible -

. qualities. Of Demoecritus alone, he says that he refuted

all appearances5

, &8 opposed to those who found the truth
in appearances. These statements are all quite definite,
and leave no room for any other interpretation or any
doubt. They are supported by another of our sources,
Agtius4, who says that it i1s Democritus'! view that percep-
tibles are conventional, due to opinlon and our experi-
ences, while nothing is true and understandable but forms
and vold, which are the real basie of appearances.

Next, let us look at the quotations from Demp-

eritus which Sextus preserves. These are found in the

egsay adversus Mathematicos, VII,135-140, in an order 4if-

ferent from that in which Diels has given the fragments.

1. A 114, Sextus Empiricus, adversus Mathematicos, VII,389.
2. A 59, Sextus Empiricus, adversus Mathematicos, VIII,S.

3. A 110, Sextus Empiricus, adversus Mathematicos, VII,369.
4. 67 A 32, ABtius, IV,9,8. Cf. too A 125, A8tius, I,15,8.
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~Diels has also omitted some of the comment of Sextus. I
think that, as the fragments were quoted by Sextus in a
certain order because that was the way he wanted them in
order to make his point, they can be best understocd in
that order, and I shall disouss them as they appear in
Sextus. He begins the section by saying that sometimes
Democritus discounts the things that appear to the sen-
sesl, and says that none of these appear in truth, but
only by belief, quoting from Democritus to support his
stetements the well knowm passagag, vy fkvgﬁfnal vy
ninpbv, vduy Bepudv, vduy Yvypdv, véuy xpasﬁ: Evefl o8
&1opa xal uevdv, This quotation is to be found

in Galen in exactly the same werdsg

s, save for the omission
of some of the qualities. Sextus explaing his quotation

by saying‘that it means that the perceptibles are only
thought and balieved to exist, but really do not, while

the forms and void alone really exist. He goes on to say

1. Cf. A 134, Sextus Empiricus, Pyrrhoniase Hypotyposes, II,
63; &n tol *d pély tolode ptv munpdv Tolode 6t yhukd galve=
oBat & ukv Anpbupivos Eon pfive YAvnd abrd elvar pfive xixpdy.

2. B 9, Sextus Empiricus, adversus Mathematicos, VII, 135.

8. B 125, Galen, de Medicis Empipicig, frag. ad. H. Schoene,
Sitzungsberichte der Akademie der Wissenschaften, Berlin,
cratis Sﬁntent;g, I, 2 (Helmreich, Deichert, Bayerm, 1878,

p. 8, 20) where Galen explains the meaning of the words of
Democritus, making it clear that Democritus thought the
direct evidence of the senses untrue.
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that,in the Kpatvvtnpla 1,'a1though‘Democritus promises
to give the senses the mastery over belief or proof (rloris),
yetvha condemns them, and again he quotes; ﬁpers 8t v ptv
E8vrL oDty &rpents ovviepev, peraninrov 8t uord e obuavos
- SLaBfuny ol @y Exeroidvrwv nal Thv dvriornpilévrev .
In this first part of this quotation, and the last part of
Sextus' introduction to it, leaving aside for later con-
sideration the remark about giving the senses the mastery
over belief, lies the explanation, I believe, of those quo-
tations which have been taken to mean that Democritus was
sceptical about all knowledge, and not only about the evi-
dence of the senses. Of primary importance is Seitus'
statement that the words he quotes are a condemnation of
the senses. This supports the idea that, in the first
clause of the quotation, Democritus 1s speaking of the im-
possibility of real knowledge of phaenomena,‘saying that
we really understand no one ofvthesa certainly, but only
as 1t changes in accordance with the conditfon of our bodies,
and of the things that enter into and impinge upon them.
That is, our knowledge of phaenomena is adventitious and
depends an two factors, the phaenomena and our bodlily con-
dition, and is, therefore, not certain and definite.
Qur interpretation of this quotation gives the
key to the four gquotations which Sextus groups together

¢

1. B 9, Sextus Empiricus, adversus Mathematicos, VII, 136.
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nextl. The first of these declares that it has often been
demonstrated that we do not really know, or perceive, how
éaah thing is or is notg, and fits very well with what has
Just been said, when we assume that Exggvop refers to phae-
nomena. Thg next quotation, to the effect that man must
know that he is far removed from realitys, serves merely
to emphasize the unreality of the evidence which is close
at hand and easily -obtained, that of the phaenomena and
senses, and the difficulty of achieving real knowledgs.
The third repeats, in briefer form, the substance of the
key quotation, &mhol ptv &% wxal odvos & Aévos, Bvi &ved
oﬁbkv touev nepl obbevds, AAN" Exipvopin én&avoso;v 3
86Z1e 4. That is to say, again, that we do not have cer-
tain knowledge about anything (and as there is no indica-
tion of a change of subject "anything" 1s $till any phae-
nomenon), but each man's opinion is adventitious. The use
of the word 88Zi1s, while not by itself strong evidencs,
supports the rest of the evidence that Democritus is here
'still talking of the undependable knowledge of phaenomena,

1. This view 1s supported by the passage of Sextus quoted
in note 1, p. 89, which must be kept in mind during the
ensuing discussion.

2. B 10, Sextus Empiricus, adversus Mathematicog, VII, 136.
3. B 6, Sextus Empiricus, adveggug Mathematicos, VII, 137.
4. B.7, Sextus Empiricus, adversus Mathematicos, VII, 137,
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and not about real knowledga. The last of this group of
quotations says that it is difficult to know how esach
thing really isl, still referring, I believe, to the dif-
ficulty of discovering the real truth behind phaenomena.
The same.idea is to be found in a quokation preserved by
Diogenes La&rtius. BHe says that Democritus rejects qua-
lities, when he declares in the words already quoted,
véuoL Oeppdv xTh. ., and again, &vefL 8t obhS&ty fépsv: év
BYed. Yup ) S\fBeta °. It seems clear that Diogenes
takes these two quotations together as both showing that
Democritus held qualities to be unreal. This gives fur-
ther support to my contention regarding the abova.passages
in Sextus, and indicates that the second of Biogénas' quo-
tations means that we know no phaenomenon truly, and know-
ledge is difficult to achieve. Cicerc also refers to this
last quotatiqns. '

To raturn to Sextus; in summing. up his first
group of quetations; he shows the way for all who have since
thought that they revealed Democritus as a thorough going
éceptic, though he does agree that Democritus is most se-

vere about the senses, and he ‘qualifies his statement of

l. B 8, Sextus Empiricus, sdversus Mathematicos, VII, 137.
2. B:117,:Piogenes Ladrtius, IX, 72.

3. B 117, Cicero Acadgmicgg Quaestiones, II, 10,32. Cf.
"B 165, Cicero, Academicae Quaestiones, II, 25, 75.
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scepticism by the adverb oyebbdv . For the reasons which

- I have just explained, however, I think that here Sextus
himeelf has fallen into error in his interpretation of

the passages, 1In thinking that there is opposition between
the first one and the rest, in spite of the fact that he

" has already given the key to them. It 1s to be remembered
that, in the three passages méntioned first of all, Sex-
“tus himgélf says Democritus rejects the validity of phae-
nomena. | | |

Sextus next introduces a quotation which he

rightly believes indicates a contradiction of the supposed
scepticism., In this passagal, Democritus says there are
_two kinds of knowledge, one real, the othee shadowy, and
that to the shadowy knowledge belong sight, hearing, smell,
iaste and touch, while the real is removed from this. More-
over, Democritus prefers the real, because, and again Sex-
tus quotes, the shadowy 1s not able to get any information
through the senses about really fine objects, but only
reason caam deal with these, as Sextus explains., There is
here no sign of scepticism, but possibly a first sugges-
tion of the sort of ideas and statements which led to the
definite assertions of Aristotle that Democritus believed

that the truth was in phaenomena. For, in the second of

1. B 11, Sextus Empiricus, adversug Mathemsticos, VII, 138,
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the quotations I just mentioned we read Ovaw 3 onotin
puére Sbvnral phre Spfiv Ex’ Eratvov phre &noﬁsiv,pﬁre
o08udoBar pfive yebeoBar phte &v T Vaboe: alobGveodat,
&\" &l Nemtbrepov  8fp nrelv, vére Eniyiverar 4
yvnoin dre 3pyavov Eyovoa v6¥ vdoal AEnTO®EPOY . The
phraseology heres umuére 8bvnras... aioeévsoﬁat, &’
E&nl Aertdrepov ..., seems to indicate that, in the search
fof real knowledge, one starts with the admittedly um-
trustworthy evidence of the senses and'gains what de-
finite information one can from them (what this is will
be discussed later in connection with the individual
senses and their objects), and soon gets beyond them

to objects too small to be perceived by the senses,
where only reason can be of use. But one must have a
4starting place and that is to be found in the evidence
of the senses.

This seems to be the meaning of the last con-
tribution Séitus makes to our knowledge of Democritus!
ideas on the subject in question, when he saysl that
Diotimus said that there were, according to Democritus,
three criteria; phaenomena for the seizing of the in-
visible, for phaenomena give a glimpse of the invisible,

and thought for investigation, and so on, This certainly

1. A 111, Sextus Empiricus, adversus Mathematicos, VII,140.‘
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does mot mean that phaenomena are the truth, but that
they give us something on which to work in our attempt
to investigafe the invisibles. From Galen comes fur-
ther evidence that Democritus believed that the phae-
nomena were to that extent useful in the searéh for
knowledge. Inla passage already mentioned, Galan says
that when Democritus had attacked the senses in the
‘words v8ot Xpotfi, vOuwL.. Hal xEVEY , he made
the senses speak thus to the mind, t&haiva pfv, xap’
fubwv AaBoBoa ths xfoveis Aubas xavaBéiheis; rntiud vot

70 natréfinua 1. The senses here declare thaﬁ the

mind has received it evidence, or proof, from them, and
implies that this evidence is necessary for the activity
of thé mind, which would be helpless without it.

| I think it is to statements of Democritus such.
as those just discussed that Aristotle's ldea of Demo-
critus' position can be attributed, In them the lmport-
ance of the evidence of the senses for the understanding
of truth is’acknowlédgad. This might very easily be ex-
aggerated by a not over=scrupulous reader, especially
when these statements are considered along with those of

the quotation52 in Sextus which have commonly been taken

1. See note 3, page 89.

2. B 6,7,8,9,10, Sextus Empiricus, adversus Msthematicos,
Vii, 136,187, ‘
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by modern commentators to mean that certailn knowledge is
impossible, and that our opinions are conditioned by fhe
perceptibles which obtrude themselves on our bodles. There
are three passages of Aristotle and one of Philoponus
which assert, in different ways, that Democritus believed
the truth to be phaenomena jJjust as they appear. If we ex=-
amine these we can find out whether the above contentlon

might be true. In the first place, Aristotle, in the de

Generatione et Interitlonel, after saylng that Leucippus
and Democritus accounted for change and birth by the Jjoin-
ing, separation, arrangement, and position of the forms,
goes on to assert that, since they thought truth was in
appearances, and these were many and varied, they supposed
the forms to be infinite, so that small changes in arrange-
ment of forms, and the addition of a few, would make the
same thing seem different. As a matter of fact, Aristotle
seems gullty of some contradiction here. He is speaking
of the forms, which are beyond the perceptive powers of

- the senses, which, by combinations and alterations imper-

- ceptible to the senses, produce results which are percep-
tible to the senses, though not in their true nature?. And
yet he says Leucippus and Democfitus thought the truth was

in appearances. This is, I think, an exaggeratidn of Demo-

1. 67 A 9, Aristotle, de Generatione et Interitione, 315b6fT.
2. Cf. A 124, A8tius, I,15,11. "
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critus' idea that the evidence of the senses must be con-
sulted. The last part of the sentence appears tovsupport
this. It is proper to suppose that one reason why Demo-
eritus and Leucippus believed in an infinite variexyadf
forms was that they wished to account for the infinite
variety of appearances, but, in doing this as they did,
they made it ¢lear they did not think that phaenomena were
true just as they appeared. We may, as a matter of fact,
assume that 1n this passage Aristotle, by using the ex-
pression "the truth was 3g'appearances“, was reporting
sympathetically the view of Leuclippus and Democritus thet
there was a real varlety of forms underlying and revegled
in the varying appearances. 'Such an interpretation of the
following passages 1ls precluded by the language.

In the de Anima, Aristotle declares that Demo-
eritus held that what appears is the truth, Td Thp‘&KnBEs
etvat 1o Qaivduevovl, The third passage in Aristotle 1s

rather different. In the Metaphxsicsz, he says that,

because the same thing appears different to different
people, or even to ‘the same person under different

circumstances, Democritus thought that nothing was more

3

true than anything elege“, and either there was no truth,

1. A 101, Aristotle, de Anima, I,2,404a29.
2. A 112, Aristotle, Metaphysica, IV,5,1009b7ff.

3. Cf. the passage referred to in note 1, p.89, which
shows this attitude in relation to senslibles.
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.Oor we could not find it. And finally, he says that, be-
cause Demoeritus held thought to be the same as éercep-
tion, and this to be change, he had. to say that what ap-
peared by sensation was true. This alleéed identificgtion
of thought and perception will be discussed later, for
we are here chiefly concerned with the rest of the passage.
Te begin with, it is pateﬁtly untrue that Democritus said
we could not find the truth. There are several passages
in Aristotle, including the first of the three here dis-
cussed, which speak of Democritus' conception of reality
of truthl. The whole idea is reminiscent of those pas-
sages In Sextus Empiricus which have been misunderstood,
and it might be partly due to a misinterpretation of those
very passages, as well as to an exaggeration of the im- ‘
portance Democritus attached to the evidence of the senses.
There 1s a section of Plutarch which gives us what may be
~another factor contributing to Aristotle's mistake. FPlu-
tarch informs us that Colotes attacked Democritus for
saying anything was no more possessed of one quality than
another, and explains that this idea was quite mistaken,
for Democritus objected strongly to Protagoras' state-
ment of this sort, and advanced many arguments against

him®. And then Plutarch suggests that Colotes misunder-

1. Cf. 67 A 32, AStius, IV, 9, 8; A 125, A8tius, I, 15, 8.
2. B 156, Plutarch, adversus Colotem, 4, p.l108F.
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stood Democritus! assertion ph pihov > Sty v pndtv
elvar , and did not realize that vd pundfv was 75 xevdy
and was one of Democritus' realitiesl, This passage
shows us clearly that such misinterpretations of Demo-
critus existed and were recognized in antiquity.

- In Philoponus, we find the now familiar state-
 ment that Democritus said that the truth and appearances
were the same, and the thing that appéared‘to each was
true for him, just aé Protagoras-séidg. ‘Philoponus is
here commenting on Aristotle's de Anima, and is follow-
ihg his master's interpretation of Democritus, probably

‘in part because of Aristotle's authority, and perhaps
partly for the same reasons which influenced Aristotle.
It is interesting to find in an original work of another
commentator on Aristotle a statement which presents a
different view,‘though the same man, in commenting on
the Metaphysieg, retains Aristotle's opinion and, like
‘Philoponus; compares Democritus and Protagoras®., Alexan-

der of Aphrodisias, in the de Mixtu%, in speaking of the

l. Aristotle does not seem to have made Jjust this mistake,
or at least not always, for we read in the atapﬁxsicg

» 985b4 ff,, that Democritus' realities or roots weretb
ov andvd ph 8y , and that he saidTd Gv did not exist
any more thanTd ph ov, _

2. A 113, Philoponus, de Anima, p.71, 19 ff., on Aristotle,
I, 2,405a25 ff.

3. Alexander Aphrodisias, Metaphysic8,p.307,29-34, on leta-
physics, IV, 5, 1009b7. " ~ '
4. A 64, Alexander Aphrodisias, de Mimtu, 2.
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combinations of the forms which we see, says that, ac-
cording to Democritus, the apparent mixture is due to
the juxtaposition of bodies too small for perception
which always retain their own natures, Tha; is to say,
the truth is quité.different from what it seems to be.
It now appears that there is an essential con-

tradiction in Aristotle's report of Democritus' beliefs.
For while, on the one hand, insisting thaﬁ to him phae-
nomena are true, 6n the other hand, he alﬁays attributes
to Demoéritus the conviction that there are realities

| which are beyond the perception of the senses. In view
of this, and the fact that the existence of his misun-
derstanding can be explained, while the rest of the evi-
dence, including the positive statements of the sceptic
Sextus Empiricus, all agrees, I think we must believe
the conclusion to which this evidence points. That con-
¢lusion is that Democritus thought that the things that
appear to the senses are not true exactly as they appear,
but that the evidence of the senses:must be used by the
mind to reach a knowledge of true reality, the forms and
void. The forms are the objects of knowledge and thought

and, by their combinations, as will be shown immediately,
they supply the evidence which the senses convey to the

"mind, although the mind has to sift this evidence to get
at the truth behind the appearance.
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It now remalins to discover as wéll as we can
what Democritus believed to be the cause and process of
sensation and, afterwards, of thought. The first point
to be noticed is that, according to Aristotle, Democritus
saild all the objects of sense pereeplion are objects of
toueh;. Aristotle himself objected to this on the ground
that such a theory made all the other senses varlations
of touch. To Judge from Thecphrastus' description of
sensations in Deﬁocritus' theory, Aristotle!s statement
.1s dquite right - the senses could all be reduced to touch.

| In order to see that the above statement 1s true,
and to study the processes of sensation, lef us look at
the detalls of some of the senses. Theophrastus in his
discussion of the different senses begins with sightz.
This, he says, is by reflection, not immediately on the
eye-ballﬁ, but on the alr between the eye and the object.

1. A 119, Aristotle, gg,Sensu,‘4,442a29ff.
2. A 135, Theophrastus, de Sensu, 50ff.

3. Cf. here 67-A 29, Alexander Aphrodisias, de Sensu, p.24,
14, and p.56,12. In the first case, he says that Democri-
tus accounted for sight by a reflection in the pupll, and
that Leucippus and Epicurus held that 1t was by effluences.
In the second, he aseribes the theory of effluences to
both Leucippus and Democritus. It seems llikely that Demo-
critus may have spoken of the reflection on the pupil,
which could only have been caused by an effluence from the
object. According to what we know of Democritus' general
theory of forms, the reflection could not have been in
itself responsible for vision, but it 1s the reglstration
of the moment when the effluence passés through the outer
surface of the pupil, as it is on its way to the veins of
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It 1s made clear a little further on that this reflection
is really an impression made in the air, as if in wax, by
the effluence from the object, from which effluences are
continually being given offl. This impression is then
conveyed‘in some way by the alir to the eye. Apparently
the direction of the effluence and impression is always
away from the object, or we should be seeing ourselves

all the time. The moiStér the eye 1s, the better it seesg,lﬂ

the eye, where vision takes place. Alexander has only
told part of the theory in each of the passages under
discussion.

1. Theophrastus raises the question how there can be an
effluence from the void (A 135, Theophrastus, de Sensu, 80),
that is, how the effluence can express accurately the rela-
tion to one another of the forms and void in any visible ob-
jeet or guality. This 1s an hypercritical attack on Demo-
eritus! theory of vision, for in order that the effluence
glve an accurate representation of the arrangement of forms
and void in an object, it is only necessary that the solid
parts of the object give off an effluence, which effluences
will be separated as in the original object by vold, be-
cause the void did not give off any effluence. The dif-
ficulty is, of course, that actually there is vold between
every two forms. There may be spots, in any object, where
the forms are closely groupsd together, with little void,
and these may be separated from one another by a larger

- space of void. Possibly, the effluence is only, as it
were, a general impression of this arrangement, with a com-
paratively few forms representing the group. The nature
of the effluences presents a very definite problem about
whose solution we can only conjecture. Presumably they
had no depth, but were somewhat like a shell, possibly
Just one form thick. The place of the forms that were
given off must have been taken by others, or the object
would soon have wasted away.

2. Cf, A 1R1, Aristotle, de Sensu, 2, 438a5.
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for the impression, which is solid, penetrates it better.
The veins inside, however, must be straighﬁ and dry for good
vision, for, in that case, they are of the same sort as the
impressions, and like things know or recognize each other,
says Theophrastus. This would seem to mean that the actual
sensation of seeing takes place in the veins of the eyes.
Now, we find various indications that Democritus thought it
was the ¥vyf§i which brought sengsations to consciousness. To
mention two specific caseé, Aﬂtius'saysl that Demoecritus
thought even corpses had some yvyfi left in them because
they had some warmth and perceptiom, and Aristotle, in the
de Anima®, speaks of the yvyfi being in all the perceptive
body. Since, then, yvyf 1is the centre of consciousnéss,
there must be a concentration of Yvyxfi forms in the head,

in  the néighborhood of the eyes, if it is in the veins |
‘that the recognition of impressions takes place, for there
-1s no sign of extra mechanism for transferring the recogni-
tion to a distant seat of consciousness. Présumably, the
reason that everything in which there is a reflection, and

&

even all the body, does not see“, is partly that the eye

mechanism, which is necessary for the penetration and recog-

lo A 117, Aétius’ IV, 4, 70
2. A 104a, Aristotle, de Anima, I, 5, 409a3g ff.
5. A 181, Aristotle, de Sensu, 2, 438a9.
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nition of the impressicns, is lacking in these places,
and partly that there are not sufficient yvyf)y forms |
anywhere else for conscilous sensation, .

Thére is one difficulty which should be no-
ticed at this point. In speaking of the impressiocn
made in the air, Theophrastus:sgysithat it is hard and

OM8ypwr and so appears in the moist eyesl. It is dif-

" ficult to tell from what the impression differs in colour
and what the significance of the difference is, especially
in view of the emphasis laid on the fact that like things
recognize'one anothér. It would seem that we lack the |
information to make this point clear. Although Theophras-
tus is not very sure what the sun and light have to do
with sight®, he shows that Democritus took them into con-
slderation., He is apparently quoting Democritus! words
when he says Tdv fhiov dnwlobvra &9’ davrol xal dromAnrrol
pevoy nuvxvody Tdv &fpa , which words suggest that
it was only as a result of the action of the sun on the
air that the air was of a consistency to receive the im-
pressions of the effluences from objects.

Theophrastus deals next with hearing? which we

find discussed in s fragment of A8tius also?, Apparently

1. A 135, Theophrastus, de Sensu, 50,
2. A 135, Theophrasius, de Sensu, 54.
3. A 135, Theophrastus, de Sensu, 55.
4. A 128, A8tius, IV, 19, 13.
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A8tius is concerned with an eariier stage in the process
than Theophrastus, He speaks_of the volce, séying that
the alr 1s broken up into bodies of like shape (that 1is,
like the fragments of voice) and rolled about with the
fragments of volece, which we expect to be made up of
forms, as indeed the scholiast on Dionysius Thrax tells
us it 1al. This 1is, it appears, a description of what
happens when a sound is uttered, the sound belng thought
of as made up of forms, which attract to themselves forms
of like shape in the ailr, by thch means sound 1s conveyed
through the air. /To turn now to what Theophrastus says,
this air which has been, as 1t were, impresséd by the
character of the sound, and has been made denser for thils
reason, gnters the body anywhere where there 1is an empty
space, and causes motion in that space. Since the ears
have the largest amount of empty space, and least opposi-
tion is offered there to the entrance of the air, that 1s
where the sensation of hearing takes place. Then the air
very quickly‘scatters throughout the body, This again
argues for a concentration of Yuyfi forms in the head.
Keenness of hearing depends, Theophrastus says, on the
veinsg being dry in the ears, head and rest of the body,
for this enables the air to penetrate and scatter rapidly.v
This puzzlee Theophrastus, for he thinks it sounds as if

1. A 127, Scholia in Dionysil Thracls Artem Grammaticam,
p.482, 15(G—émmatici Gradet, vol.l,pt.3, Hilgard, Teubner,
Leipzig, 1901).
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we hear not only with the ears, but with the whole body.

It seems to me that one reason for the emphasis laid on

the prompt dispersing of the packed air from the ears through-
out the body is the importance of having the passages, the
veins, of the ear always free to allow the entrance of more
sounds. Prompt and keen hearing would surely depend on this.

We £ind no specifiec information about the other
senses in Theophrastus, but a few general remarks might be
made about them. They must have been of the same general

' type as sight and hearing, that is, they were the result of
the forms of the senéible coming in contact with the forms
of the sense, whether it be forms in the nose, or’mouth, or
skin anywhere on the body. This contact was brought to con-
sciousness by the Yvxfi forms in the body. I't is to be noted
that in the case of taste and touch the contact is direct,
while in that of smell, it is indirect, by effluences’,

It is generally stated by Democritus that action
can only be of like on likea, while Theophrastus and A8tius
both tell us that, according to Democritus, perception is
change of the bodys. Unless there'is some basic difference

between these two ideas which we have not enough information

to detect, I think we must believe, contrary to Theophrastus,

1. A 135, Theophrastus, de Sensu, 82.

2. A 63, Aristotle, de Generatione etInteritione, I,7, 323blOff.;
A 135, Theophrastus, de Sensu, 49; B 164, Sextus Empiricus, ad-

versus Mathematicog, VII, 116-117.

3. A 135, Theophrastus, de Sensu, 49; 67A30, A#tius, IV,8,5; cf.
too, A 112, Aristotle, Metaphysica, IV,5,1009b13,
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that they are not contradictory. That is, sensation oc-
curs because of a change in the condition of the body
caused by contact with the forms of the sensible, an ob-
vious idea, but these forms can only cause that change
if they come into contact with like forms in some organ
of the body. To be sure, Theophrastus says like cannot
be changed by like, but he admits, and Aristotle also
tells us, that acfion of one thing on another can only
take place in so far as the two ﬁhings are alike, and
the changing of one thing by another is action. This
makes it clear, I think, that Theophrastus is making a
difficulty oul of something that is quite strailghtforward.
Most of the remaining passages of Theophrastus
concerning Democritus deal with quélities and their real
nagture. - It has already been stated that Democritus thought
weight was due to two factors, the size of the object and
the amount of void in it. This is confirmed by Theophras-
tus, who adds that sometimes Democritus simply says that
the fine is lightl. Apparently roughness &nd smoothness
are due to the closeness of the forms, that is, to the a-
mount of void, and also to the arrangement of forms and

void®; the more even the distribution of the void within

an object, the smoother will be its texture. The forms

1. A 135, Theophrastus, de Sensu, 61, 62.
2. k 135, Theophrastus, de Sensu, 62.
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which make fire are small spherical onesl

, but apparently
the quality of warmth is of a different nature and occurs
when the forms in an object are far separated, and that of
coldness when thgy are closely packedg. The different
qualities of taéye Democritus éccounted for, according to
Theophrastus, by the slze, shape and surface condition of
the formss. ‘As Theophfastus points out, this does not
mean that all the forms in an object are such as to give,
for instance, a bitter taste, but rather that all kinds
are present, while one type predominates, and it is this
that determines the taste4. This principle applies, of
course, in the case of all qualities which are due to
characteristics of the forms themselves, rather than to
the arrangement of the fopms and void. The primary ecolours,
white, black, red, and yellow, and their-different qual-
ities, are due to the surface texture, arrangement, and,

in some cases, the shape of the forms5. And the secondary

1. A 101, Aristotle, de Anima, I,2, 405a5; Philoponus, de
nima, p. 83, 27 ff.; A 108, A&tius, v, 3,5.

2. A 120, Simplicius, de Caelo, p. 564, 24, with Theophras—
tus, gzsicg as his authority, A 135, Theophrastus, de Sen-
su, 65, However, Simplicius, in the Physica (p. 36,1}, says
that the followers of Leucippus and Demoeritus accounted for
heat in bodies by saying that such bodies are made of the
sharper and finer forms, which are in like positions, while
cold bodies out of the opposite kinds of forms.

8. A 126, Aristotle, de S g s 4, 442b12; A 129, Theophrastus,
de Causis Plantarum, VI, 1,6; A 155 Theophrastus, de Sensu,
65"’67- '

4, A 135, Theophrastus, de Sensu, 67.

5. A 135, Theophrastus Sensu, 73-78; A 1 Aristotle, de
eneratlofe fn;g;:it,i gﬂ!%'g"éleal, £ 126, ﬁrlstctle, de™

Sensu, 4, 442k l .
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colours are combinations of these.

It would be worth while, in view of the con-
stant criticism offered by Theophrastus of the different
ways In which different qualities are definedl, to em-

~ phasize the fact that these differences were wholly
reasonable to Democritus. He thonghtﬁtﬁétithe forms with

thelr different shapes and sizes, and relative positions

and arrangement, accounted for everything in the world,

so0 1t is in no way contrary to this theory to believe

that not all qualities were due to the same charactéris-
tics of the forms. In fact, if Pemocritus had accounted
for all quality by shape, he would have been hard pressed
to find emough shapes to go around, Moreover, almost all
‘sensibles have several gualities, and it is'only reason-
able that different points about the component forms should
account for these. The important thing is that all the
characteristics of forms which cause qualities can be per-
ceived by touch, and all senses are by touch. Shape, size,
texture in general, position, evenness of distribution, and
so on are all thiﬁgs which are made clear by contact. We
might realize this if we remembered that a blind person can
discover all these points about the furniture in a room by

touch.

Although Democritus takes such care to define the

l. A 135, Theophrastus, de Sensu, 68 ff.; A 133, Theophrastus,
de odoribus, 64.
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real nature of the different qualities, it seems clear
from his insistence that things may seem different to
different people, that he believed that the bodily con-
dition of the person receiving the sensation has some
Share in determining just what that sensation will be.
This is certainly the point of Sextus Empiricus' quota-
tion from Democritus, in which he speaks of our know-
ledge changing in accordance with the condition of oup
bodies, and of the things that enter into or come into
contact with itl. That much we can be positive about,
but as to the details of the part each of these factors
played in specifie¢ sensations we have no imformation.
Either Democritus himself did not feel that any further
definition was necessary, or, if he did give it, the
evidence has been lost which would enable us to under-
stand the exact processes.

The preceding discussion of sensation, and the
objects of sensation, throws light on the fact that Demo-
critus said the objects of sensation were not true, but

only conventional, while still he declared that the evi-

1. B 9, Sextus Empiricus, adversus Mathematicos, VII, 136.
Cf., too, A 112, Aristotle, ietaphysiea, IV 5, 1009b7 ff.;
A 134, Sextus Empiricus, Pyrrhoniae Hypofyposes, II, 63.
Of interest also is the statement of Bemocritus (B 69,

Democrates, 34); &vbol a8 DTHY Svadbu .Y S
A5H 8T AAhwt a)xio avef)&gg;: O oy o SOy Mgt aMpEs
tween the virtues which are fixed and independent of man's
bodily condition and the changing combinations of forms,
and the qualities which are dependent for their existence

and identity on these same two factors.
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dence of the senses was a prereguisite of knowledge, It
is quite true that the objecks of sense are not true as
they appear to men, that sweetness, for instance, is not
really sweetness, and that the nature of any sensation
felt by a man depends on two entirely unrelated factors,
the nature of the object and his own condition. It 1s
also true, however, that there is a great deal of real
difference underlying the changing sensations, and the
mind is led to study and understand these because of the
evidence of change which the senses give. The senses
cannot perceive the forms and void which really cause
the changing sensations, but, because 6f the latter, the
mind is led to discover the real nature of the objects
of sense.

Turning now to the mind, we find that Aristotle
insists that Democritus held that voBs and Yoxh were
the same, as well as firel, Philoponus echoes this as-
sertion of Aristotle, though he says that Democritus no-
where specifically stated that Yyvyf and pofls were the
sameg. The supposed identity of these two 1s probably

the reason for Philoponus' statement that Democritus did

1. A 101, Aristotle, de Anima, I, 2, 404a27, 405a5 ff.;
A 106,Aristotle, de Respiratione, 4, 471b30 ff.

2. A 113, Philoponus, de Anima; p. 71, 19 ff.
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not believe the Yyvxfiy had partsl. That is to say, yvxh
and vobs are the same, not parts of one thing and dif-
ferent in function. A#tius makes a much more cautious
skatement about the yvyfy, which points to what is pro-
bably the truth. He says that the¥vxfi 1is & nvpdbes
obyxpipa & @ Néywi Bewpntdv, ... nvplvmw 8% vhy sbvauiw
«es®, that is, the Yvxfy is fiery or fire-like, it is
made of the same forms as fire. I think Cherniss is right
in saying that the same forms made up yvxﬁ ‘andpoﬁgf
but that Democritus distinguished them by theit function
and positionz. Apparently the senses convey sensations
to the Yvyfi through which they reach consciousness, and
then the yvyfi transfers the information to vofis ,made
up of the same kind of forms, but in the brain cavity,
rather than near the sense organs4., po¥s then reflects
upon the evidence conveyed to it by Yvyf.,

It is difficult to understand how Democritus ex-

plained the process of thought. The evidence which we

1. A 105, Philoponus, de Anima, p. 35, 12 ff,
2, A 102, A8tius, IV, 3,5.

3. Cherniss, Arigstotle's Criticism of Pre-~Soecratic Philogo-
phy, p. 292, and notes 9, 10,

4, This distinction of vobs and yyyf 1is supported by A#tius
IV, 4,6 and 5,1(A105). In the first passage he says, the

¢vx ’has two narts,-ﬂgxo wxdp  in the thorax, andtd dloyvov
scattered through the body. In the second, he says that the
ruling part, that is, voUs is in the brain. Since, in the
first passage, A¥tius mehtions Democritus and Epicurus, it
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have would lead us to think that thought must be set in
motion by the presentation to voUs of an image. Plutarch
says thst, according to Democritus, dreams were caused by
images or effluences which come from everything (and carry
also the design and moticns of thejvyfh of a living crea-
ture), and penetrate into the immost part of the body and,

1

on being carried upward, that is, to voPs , cause dreamss
A8tius tells usthat Leucippus and Democritus said that

perception and thought occur when images enter from outL_
side®. His statement is affirmed by a passage of Cicero,

In a. letter to Cassiuss, Cicero,while speaking of thinking

of him, refers to the spectres of thought, which Democri-
tus called e¥6wha . He declares himself puzzled to see
how these images can come in contact with the mind, es-
pecially when they are of objects far distant, and asks
whether, if he thought of the island Britain, an image of

it would fly into his mind. That makes clear some of the
difficulties of the conception. - We can see how images of

the objects of our sensations might be presented to

1s possible that the location there given for vo¥s is that
of Epicurus, and that Democritus really keid.the second idea.

1. A 77, Plutarch, Quaestiones Convivales, VIII, 10, 2,
p. T34F. e

2. 67K 30, A8tius, IV, 8,10,
3. A 118, Cicero, Epistulae ad Familiares, XV, 16, 1 ff.
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and arouse reflectionl, but it is hard to understand how
thought of somathing abstract or remote can be stirred

up, and how images of such things, abstractions, and things
out of sight, can be made and penetrate to vols . With
our present evidence it seems impossible for us to solve
these difficulties. We can only be sure that vo¥s and
Yvyh were made up of the same fine forms, that the latter,
scattered through the body, caused life and movement and
interpreted sensation, while the formser, located in the
brain, or possibly the chest, reflected upon the evidence
presented to it by the senses through yvxh , and arrived
at knowledge of things the senses could not perceiveZ®.

1, See 67 A 30, A8tius, IV, 8, 5, where it is said that
perception and thouglits are alterations of the body. This
makes it clear that thought or reflection is accomplished
by the aetivity of forms,wgresumably some from without and
some within the body, but ire ignorant of any details of
this activivy. ~ ,
2. There is one quotation from Democritus which is apparent-
ly apropos here, but which, for lack of evidence, eludes
interpretation. That is the guotation mentioned by Sextus
Empiricus (B 165, adversus Mathematicos, VII, 265 ff.) in

_ connection with a definition of man, JvOpwnbs &otiv &
nbvres U6puev . This statement is referred to also by Aris-
totle (B 165, de Partibus Animalium, I,1, 640b29 ff.), but
his explanation of it 1s entirely his own conjecture. Such
a statement, entirely out of its context, can only arouse
speculation. I shall mention one or two possibillities.
Democritus may here be saying that what man 1s we do know
but we are ignorant of something else, possibly the gods,
as Mr, Hack has suggested. Or, the quotation may have some
connection ,.that about like being known by tike (B 164,
Sextus Empiricus, adversus Mathematicos, VII, 116), as a

result of which fact we, being men, know what man is.
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It is by this time clear that, in Democritus'
theory, the forms and their permutations and combinations
are the objects of sensation, for they cause objects and
qualities. They are, besides, along with the void, the
objects of knowledge, for Démociitus often points out
that they are the only truth. But, more than that, they
are the instruments of sensation, and of thought and
knowledge. The senses are made up of forms and report
their findings to Yvyfi , which 1s composed of a special
kind of forms, and it, in turn, reports to vo¥s , also °
made of these particular forms, which reflects upon or

thinks about these reports, and arrives at conclusions

which are knowledge.
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II - PLATO

It is necessary at the very beginning of this
discussion of sensation and knowledge in Plato to empha-
size the fact that we are primarily interested in the
part that the Forms play in these two processes, and in
any special connection which they may have with the Forms.
Consequently, a detailed study of, for instance, the
Socratic d}ctum that virtue 1s knowledge 1s superfluous.
Some of the implications and results of the ldentification
willl be mentioned where they are pertinent. In this con-
nection a point to be remarked is that the search for ac-
curate definitions of the various virtues, with which
Socrates sought to support his belief, is said by Aris-
totle to have contributed to Plato's conception of the
Formsl. To this extent, thefefora, Socrates! ides,
which was taken over by Plato, is important to us here.
When we have discussed knowledge and its objects other
points about this theory will appear.

The first direct contribution to our subject
is to be found in the Meno. There, in the midst of the
attempts to define goodness, after Meno's query as to

how one can enquire into what one does not know, Socrates

1. Aristotle, Metaphysica, I, VI, 2, 987bl ff.
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introduces the idea that the yvyfy 1s immortal, and has
learned everything oncel. The result of this learning
in the past is that the yyyfi can be reminded by some-
thing in the present of that knowledge 1t once had, and
can think back to. it. This doctrine Socrates demonstrates
by the well known experiment with the slave, who, after
being only questioned, and not told, arrives at the cor-
rect solution of a geometric problem. Since the slave
had never known the answer to the problem during his life,
and was not told the answer, the diagram and the question-
ing must have put him in mind of something which his Yvyf
had known, and of which it had lost the knowledge at birth.
The result of the egperiment in the Meno is sum-
marized, and the part which eense perception plays in the
process of recollection is emphasized and made clear in
the Phaedo. Here Socrates® begins by illustrations in the
sphere of common experience. of what he means by recollec-
tion and brings out the fact that recollection can be
caused by having a sense experience of like or unlike
things. From that he goes on to such ideas as equality,
of which we are reminded on seeing apparently equal or un-
equal things. Though we have never seen equality, we are
able to form judgemehnbs on the comparative equality of ob-
Jects which we seez. That, together with the fact that

1. ¥ena, 8lal0 ff,
2. Phaedo, 73a7 ff.
3. Phaedo. 74el0 ff,
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the senses, through which alone we ean get Information
about the approximation to equality of objects, cannot
show us real equality, indicates that we must have
gained a knowledge of absolute equality before we ac-
quired our senses. All absolutes were known by us be-
fore birth and, since people cannot dlscuss them unless
they have been remindgd of them byvreeollection produced
through the senses, we must have forgotten them at birth.
The senses, then, perform a valuable funection in direct-
ing our mind to reflection leading to knowledge of the
absolutes, or Forms.

A little further onl, Socrates warns us against
relying on the evidence of the senses as'real knowledge,
which it cannot be, since its objects are everchanging.

He emphasizes the fact that the proper investigations of
the Yoxfi have to do with the unchanging Forms®, about
which alone knowledge 1s possible, and that it must not,
after being set on the road to enquiry by the senses, con-
tinue to investigate the changing objJects of senses These
ideas are repeated in the euiogy of the lover of knowledge?
‘Further, the existénce of objects of knowledge, and the
possibility of knowledge of them, are implied in Socrates!'.

assertion of the soundness of some arguments? and his

1. Phaedo, 7841 ff.

z. Phaedo, 82bl0 ff,
4, Phaedo, 89cll ff.
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warning against thinking that no argument is stable. It
is these objects of knowledge which are at the basis of
valid arguments and give them their valildity.

There is one other passage in the Phaedo which
is of interest to us here, and that is a kind of pre-
liminary statement of the type of investigation which
Plato called dialecticl. In his search for the cause,
Socrates says, he assumes a principle, and examines all
1ts consequences to see if they agree, and then, if nec-
essary, he would explain it by assuming another one, and
then another until he reached the highest and adequate
principle. This is #uggestive of the description in the
Republicyof the two upper divisions in the simile of the
line®, |

The points here referred to in the Phaedo are
repeated in the Symposium and the Phaedrus . There is,
in the Symposium, a mention of the fact that we are con-
tinually forgetting what we know and re-acquiring know-

ledge§

The most importamt contribution of this dialogue
to the solution of the present problem is Diotima's ac-
count? of the ascent of the mind from the observation of

beauty in all the objects of sense, and then to the beauty

1. Phaedo, 98d4 ff., especially 10143 ff.
2. Republiec, 510b2 ff,
3. Symposium, 20795 ff.

4. Symposium, 20%ed ff,
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of the yvyh , and so on, until at last it attains a
vision of the Form of Beauty in all its glory. This

is a slightly mythical presentation of the principle
that knowledge 1s acquired after the senses have giveh
the mind evidence upon which it reflects until it reach-
es knowlédgg of the unchanging realities.

The myth in the Phaedrus again emphasizes the
principle just elucidated in the Symposium. The Forms
are the objects of knowledge, and the acquisition of
knowledge of them by theyvyxfi , before it is involved in
birth, is described mythicallyl. Then, in describing the
return to birth of the yvyfi , Plato briefly states that
a man must be able to understand a general conception,
which is formed by gathering into a unity, by means of
reason, the results of many sensations®, This, he says,

. is recollection of the things which theyvyfi saw when
it was travelling with God and looking up at real Beihg.
The difficulty‘of gaining, from a view of things on
earth, the recollection of the realities is stressedd.
It is only a few who are able to utilize properly the
unsure evidence of the senses for recollection of the

Forms. Finally, as one might easily belleve after all

1. Phaedrus, 247cd ff.

2. Phaedrus, 249b6 ff.
3. Phaedrus, 249%e4 ff.
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the speclal emphasisllaid on the evlidence of sight up to
this point, sight is declared to be the sharpest of the
sensesl.

Somewhat later in the Phaedrus we find the prin-
ciples of dialectic set forthz. The flrst is that of per-
ceiving and brihging together in one 1idea, or form,’the
scattered particulars, in order ﬁo make clear by definition
the particular thing to be explained. The second principle
is that of dividing things again by classes, at the natural
Joints. The péeople who can employ these two principles are

-~ ecalled dlalecticians. Again, in discussing the good speaker,
chrates says that, unless a man can divide things by classes,
and comprehend particulars under a single idea, he will never
be an excellent speakers. This 18 repeated again, a 1ittle
further on, wlth regard to suiting the discourse to the Yvyh
of the heareré.i The necesslity of deflinitlon and division 1is
emphasized here also. The process of dlvlslion here referred
to is, of course, that demonstrated in the‘Soghist and the
Politicus, while the other principle is a description in
terms of logic of the ascent to knowledge of the Forms.

The Republic, too, offers us many affirmations of

the importance of the senses as a prerequisite for

1. Phaedrus, 25043-el.
2. Phaedrus, 26508ff.
3. Phaedrus, 27348ff.
4. Phaedrus, 277b5ff.
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knowledge in stirring thought. In the description of the
higher education of the guerdians, in discussing the art
of reckoning, Socrates distinguishes between reports of
sensation which seem adequate, ahd those which lead on to
reflection, since, in themselves, they give no trustworthy
resultl, The latter are the reports having to do with all
qualities which can exist in varying degrees and as oppos-
ites, or, as Socrates says, the things provocative of
thought are those which fall upon the senses together with
their opposites. In regard to astronomy, besides, it is
clearly stated that the decoration of the heavens is to be
used as patterns in the study of therealities of astronomy,
speed and slowness, all kinds of movement, and time. It
is the report of the moving wonders of the heavens given
to the mind by sight that turns the mind to reflection and
the disdovery of realities. The ultimate celebration of
the service of the sensation of sight to the study and
knowledge of the realities is to be found in the Timseus.
Vision 1s there said to be the cause of the greatest good
to usz, for it is the sight of the stars and the heaven,
the vision of day and night, which created the art of

" number, and taught us the idea of Time, and led to research

1. Republic, 523al0 ff.
2. Timgeus, 46e6 ff. Cf.,too, Laws, 961dl ff,.
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into the‘Universe. And all this:led to Philosophy, the
greatest good bestowed by the gods on men. The other
senses share somewhat in this eulogy. To return to the
Republic, Plato next refers to the study of harmony,
which is, of course, mathematical and based on mathema-
tical calculations Just as astronomy is. It originates
with the reports of the hearing, and, if carried on
properly by working upwards from audible harmonies, is
helpful for the study of the Forms of the Beautiful and
the Goodl.
After such demonstratiens of the service of
the senses in arousing reflection, and setting people
on the path to knowledge, Plato makes it quite plain
that it is only the preliminary steps in the ascent to
knowledge &hich can be based on this evidence of the
senses€, ‘These preliminary steps are those studies which
are based upon hypotheses, and assume that these are true,
 that is, those represented by the lower part of‘the uppen
portion of the line in the famous simile®. Such studies

lead the Yvxf < upwards. But,if & man wants to attain

real knowledge, he must go on from these preliminaries to

examine their hypotheses? and, doing away with these, ad-

1. Republic, 53046 ff.
2. Republic, 53le4 ff. Cf.,too, Republic, 51lad-c2.

3. Republic, 510b2 ff.

4, It is to be remembered th&t to Plato knowled '
st , ge is always
gggsgggvéggelog thiyvxﬁ . %?en I use the term mind in di§~
Knowledge mere usin ,
S int s aowled of'wu{%i y g the English equ&valent

5. Republic, 511b3 ff.; 532a5ff., especially 533cd,5c4al.
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vance, apart from all perceptions of sense, to first
principles, which depend on no hypotheses, and to the
very essenée of the things he is studying. When a man
does this, he is able to give a clear account of each
step in the process of his thought, and understands his
starting point and all his conclusions. The state of

the Yvxfh in the preliminary stages Plato calls Siévoia,
while that when it has achieved full knowledge is vdnois.

Now, as to the object or objects of this know-

ledge which is gained &fter such a long and careful course
~of study, Plato applies the name dial®-ctician, he says,
to the man who csn grasp the account of the essence or
real being of each thingl, In other words, the object

of the ascent of knowledge is realiiy, as we have .seen

it called, that is, the Forms. There are several asser-
tions of this fact to be found in the Republic, apart from
those inc¢idental to the description of the process of ac-
quiring khewledge. In Book V, Socrates defines philoso-
phers or lovers of knowledge as those who recognize and
distinguish properly the Form of beauty and its partici-
pantsz. When a man can do this he has knowledge. Again,

im distinguishing between knowledge and opinion, he says

1. Republic, 534b3 ff.
2. Republie, 476bl ff.
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that knowledge is concerned with that which 15} that 1s,
the beautiful itself and other such realities, in other
words, the Forms®, This is repeated again in describing
the nature of the lover of knowledges, which is to strive

for true being and not linger over particulars, but to
keep on until he comes iﬁ téuch with the nature of the
thing itself. When the WVXfQ reaches and consorts with
this, it prodﬁces intelligence and truth. The character,
moreover, of sush a man is determined by his.attention

to these eternal realities4, and,in imitation of them,

he fashions himself. Finally,in the simile of the Sun,
after a preliminary definitlon of the obJects of know-
ledge5, the Forms, and the objects of sense, it is clear-
ly demonstrated by the emphasis of the language, that the
Form of the Good is the supreme‘object of knowledge 6 ’
that is, knowledge of it is the highest knowledge that

" can be achieved by the’creatures below it in the scale.

For it is that which gives truth to the Forms, the objects

1. Republic, 4783 ff.
2. Republic, 479elff.

5. Republic, 490a8 ff,
4. Republic, 500b8 ff,
5. Republic, 507bl ff.

6. Republic, 508bl2 ff,.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



126

- of knowlédge, and the power of knowing to the man who knows -
it 1s the cause of knowledge, because it is supremely knowable,
andras such 1s the source of the power of knowledge, and the
cause of truth, and is greater than elther knowledge or trﬁth.

Once more, however, the Parmenides serves as a check
on all this theorizing and points to & difficulty Iinvolved
in it. The question is, how is 1t possible for people, who
are related to the particulars in the universe, to have the
absolute knowledge which is concerned with the Formsl. Surely

’such knowledge would reside only in the world of Forms; and
our knowledge would be only related to particulars.
| The posing of this question 1s probably partly re-
sponsible for the different tone.and method of the enquiries
pursued in the Thesetetus, and the Sophist, which succeed
in clarifying the situation considerably. The Theaetetus is
a study of, as Cornford saysg, "the claim of this lower
world to yield knowledge", and, in the course of this study,
the limitstions of the evidence of the senses are clearly set
forth. Our attention is first drawn to a description of qual-
ity and sensation5 which Cornford thinks is Plato's own theory
of sensation4. This theory need only be stated very briefly

here, in accordance with Cornford's interpretation of it.

1. Parmenides, 133b4 ff.

2. Cornford, Plato's Theory of Knowledge, p. 1l3.
3. Theaetetus, 155d5 ff.

4, Cornford, Plato's Theory of Knowledge, p. 45 ff.
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The physical objects'which yield sensations are actually
slow motions with no permanent quality, but with the power
of acting upon our-sense organs. The sense organ, too, is
& physical object, and so a slow motion in the same place.
S0, before perception occurs, there are changes on both
sides continually going on, but imperceptible, though capa-
ble of causing real perception. When the organ and the ob-
Ject come within range of one another, quick motions pass
between them, The union of the stream of light from the
eye, for instance, with that from the object generates
seeing and colour. The eye becomes filled with vision,
and the light belonging to the object acquires a definite
quality. When perception is not taking place, moreover,
cne cannot have any definite idea of eilther the agent or
the patient being any definite thing. In sum, the per-
ception of any moment is a true report of a condition
which holds only at that moment, and changes immediately.
The effect of this theory 1s to emphasize the inability of
the sensations to provide permanent knowledge, and the muta-
bility of their evidence.
Later, Socrates dlscusses the fact that there is
a faculty behind the sense organs which makes comparative,
Judgements about the objects of different sensesl. This

faculty is the mind, which has no special bodily organ, but

1. Theaetetusg, 184b4 ff.
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receives evidence from the different senses and reflects upon
this, making judgements. These judgements are expressed in
common terms such as existence, likeness, sameness, and so
forth, which cannot be perceived by the senses. The common
terms are obviously the names of the Formsl, with which the
mind must be familiar in order to make true judgements and
reach truth. This clearly demonstrates that perception can
only furnish the first step on the road to knowledge, by
leading the mind to reflection, which issues in results that
could never be reached by the use of the senses only. Socra-
tes goes on to expand the list of things which the mind must
apprehend by itselfg, and gives an example of the different
fields of activity of the senses and the mind. The hardness
of the hard thing, and softness of the soft are perceived
(by the mind) through touch, he says, but their existence
and oppositeness to one another, and the existence of the
oppositeness, are things which the yuvyf apprqaches; and
compares together, in an attempt to make a judgement for
‘us. This reflection about existence, and the like, follow-
ing upon our impressions, which we are constituted from
birth to perceive, is something which comes only after much

trouble and edﬁcation. Since a man cannot reach knowledge

1. Cornford, Plato's Theory of Knowledgse, pp. 105-6.
2. Theaetetus, 186a2 ff.
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without truth, nor that without:reaching existence, it is
upon our reflections on our impressions, not upon our im-
pressions themselves, that knowledge depends. Though our
perceptions are reliable for us, at any time, they do not
show us exlistence and such general truths. The rest of the
Theaetetus is devoted to a demonstration of the fact that |
true Jjudgement is not knowledge, any more than is the ana-
lysis of a complex concrete thing inﬁo its simple parts,
each of which is the object of a simple perception, which
is not knowledge. The effect of this dialogue has been to
show what knowledge is not, and to impls-that it has to'do
with the Fo?ms.

In the Sophist, following the discussion of inter-
relations in the world of Forms, the Stranger pbints out
that discourse depends on the weaving together of Formsl.
Even the simplest statement must contain at least one of
‘the common terms just referred to in the Theaetetus, that
ia to say, at least one Form. In other words, if there
were no Forms, there could be no discourse, no communica-
tion, beyond the disconnected use of names of objects of
perception, and verbs expregsing activity. That means that,
under those condltions, there would be no reflection, know-

ledge or philosophy. It 1s'a fact, moreover, that the in-

1. Sophist, £5949 ff.
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clusion of at least one Form in every statement is the only
possible way %o explaln false statements and thoughts, as
the Stranger proceeds to showl. For, if we leave the Forms
out of consideration, any statement which is not a true one,
that 1s, which does not stand for a fact, is no statement at
all, for it is about nothing. Here we have at least a par-
tial answer to the dilemma presented in the Parmenideg. If
the Forms could have no connection with our world, there
.could be no knowledge at all, not even the partial knoéiedge
of the things about us, but only perception, and more than |
that, there could not even be any more discourse, or conver-
sation about our perceptions. In fact, Parmenides could not
have presented his problam, if the picture he presented in
it had been a true one.

When we turn to the Philebusg, we find a classifica-
tion of different kinds of knowledge with regard to their
accuracy and valuez. Socrates declares that the knowledge
which has to do with being, reality and everlasting immuta-
bility is the truest kind of knowledge. He supports his con-
tention by pointing out that the arts in general are devoted
to the study of the things of this world in all their rami-
fications, things which never have been, nor will be, in

the same state. No fixed knowledge can be gained about

1. Sophigt, 262e5 ff.
2. Philebus, 55c4 ff., especlally 58al-5, 58e4-59c6.
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things which have no steadfastness, and so the most perfect
truth cannot have to do with them, It is ihteresting to no-
tice that in this dialogue Plato concedes that, while the
knowiedge of the everlasting Forms is the purest and truest
kind of knowledge, it is not alone sufficlent to enable a
man to live in the best way 1in this worldl. He must have
some knowledge of the things with which humanity has to
deal. This point is emphasized in the descriptioh, in the
Timaeus, of the ingredients of Yyvyfi , as will be shown
more fully in connection with that dialogue.

; At the very beginning of the discourse of Timaeus
there is another repetition of the statement that that which
is always Existent is the object of thought and reason,
while that whiéh 1s always changing is the object of opinion
and sensationz. The next point of interest in the Timaeus
is that mentioned just now, the ingredients and making of
the Ywyfi °. As has already been said®, the Yvyf is a
compound of the Forms Existence, Sameness, and Difference,

and their counterparts in our world. The result is that the

1. Philebus, 62a2 ff.

2. Timaeus, 28al ff., Cf. too 4825-6, 5143 ff.
3. Timaeus, 35al ff. |

4. See pp.21l=-23,
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Yvxfi is partly a part of the world of Forms and partly of
the world of particulars. It is clear that the reason for
this mixing of the worlds in the ¥vXfi must be that the
Yvxfi may be able to understand both worlds, with the part
of it that is made of Forms, the world of Forms, and with
that part which is "particular", Phe world of change and
becoming. That this was the reason for such a construction
of the vvﬂﬁ is corroborated as we read further.

As a final stage in constructing the VYvXfi , the
Demiurge makes it into the circles of the Same and Oth@rl.
To the circle of the Same and Uniform He gave the superior-
ity. This circle must be made up of the ingredients that
belong to the world of Forms, for, as I have just said, it
is called the circle of the Same and Uniform, and is made
superior to the other. It is this part of the yvxfi |,
moreover, which makes contact wifh, and recognizes, the
rational or ever-uniform, and tells to the whole tvxﬁ all
the facts about it, what it 1s similar to, and different
from, and how it is this®, The circle of the Other, on the
contrary, recognizes and proclaims to the whole yvyfi the
sensible things in the world of becoming, giving rise to
true opinions and beliefs. It is, then, composed of the

1. Timseus, 36bc ff.

2. Timaeus, 37a2 ff.
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"particular" ingredients of theyvyffi . In the Demiurge's
directions to the lesser gods, He saysl that it is only by
yielding to the force of the revolution of the Séme and
Similar within him, that a man can overcome by reason the
strength of the mass of fire, water, alr and earth which
has adhered to him, and can return to his first, best state -
a Yuyh pontemplating the Forms., This, too, seems to point
to the circle of the Same as‘eépecially connected with the
Forms. |
When the younger gods took over their task from

the Demiurge, they bound the revolutions of the immortal
Yuoxfi in bodiesz, and then there followed a period of ran-
dom motions, when the circles of the Vvxfi and the body

- and its sensations sought for the mastery. The sehsations
occurred whenever any of the motions, caused by colliston
of the body with anything from outside, rushed through the

' body and came into contact with the yvyfi . As in the
first stages of life the sensatlons are many and strange,
their motions throw into confuslon the revolutions of the
Yvyfi ; they hinder the power of the circle of the Same by
blocking it, and cause all kinds of confusion in the Other'
and its component circles. The result is that the circles,

when they come in contact with anything, report it to be the

1, TIimaeus, 42c4 ff.
2. Timaeus, 4R2e7 ff.
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same as or other than something contrary to the truth. Thus
while they still seem to be performing their functions proper-
ly and ruling the body, they are actually mastered by all the
intruding motions. However, as the stream of increase and
nourishment lessens, and the body andﬁ#vxﬁ become more ac-
customed to their environment, the revolutions calm down,

and the circles move again in their natural path, and an-
nounce the Bame and Other properly. The man thus becomes
intelligent, and, if his condition of'$éxﬁ is improved by
right education, he becames really sound.

There foilows a description of the sensationsl,
especlally vision, from the peint of view of their impor-
tance in awakening reflection. This passage has already
been mentioned and need here only be mentioned for the em-
phasis it lays on the prime importance of study of first
causes for the acquisition of knowladgeg. The physical
mechanism of such a sensation as vision is declared to be
'only an auxiliary cause in that sensation. These causes
have no reason, which is possessed by the invigible yoxh ’

so the lover of knowledge must first pursue the causes of

1. Timeseus, 45b2 ff.

2. Iimseug, 46¢7 ff. Cf., too, 88el ff., where the auxillary -
cause (Zvvalria ) of 46¢c7 ff. 1s spoken of as Td avarxaiov ,
or the necessary cause, that is, one which acts in accordance
with the rules of its nature, and not with reagon, as does the
divine or primary cause,td 8etov or, simply,attia .
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Intelligent Nature, that is, the Forms, and count as second
those which are without reason and produce accidental re-
sults.

Since the mechanism of the sensations is, in Pla-
to's theory, entirely unconnected with the Forms, it 1s be-
yond the sphere of this discussion. Consequently we shall
leave on one side any description of such mechanism, and of
.the effect upon the body of the different elements with
their varying triangular bases, and the reasons for this ef-
fect. It should only be observed that Timaeus points out
that these auxiliary causes of the world must be sought af-
ter for the sake of the divine, from which they must be
clearly distinguishedl. The divine objects after which we
strive, in other words, the Forms, cannot be discerned'by
themselves alone without a preliminary study of the auxili-
ary causes to set one on the way to the knowledge we wéek.

Finally, Timaeus points oﬁ%t%he way to tend and

- cherish the divine part in man, and so lay hold on immortali-
ty, 1s to study the thoughts and revolutions of the Universe,
which are akin to the divine part in us? By learning the
harmonies and revolutions of the Universe, one rectifies
the revolutions of the yvyf§ , which, as well as the Uni-
verse, contains the revolutions of the same and other, and

makes the part that thinks like the object of 1ts thought

1. Timgeus, 68e6-689ab.
2. Timaeus, 90b2 ff.
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as it originally was. That is to say, the Microcosm
cherishes and enhances its owﬁ divinity by its striv-
ing to perfect its knowledge of and likeness to the
Macrocosmt. A1l through the ITimaeus, of course, the

world Yyvyfi and the human yyyf are eppresented as
Macrocosm and Microcosm, |

Epistle VII again adds something of import-
.ance for our discussion., It is stated there that know-
ledge of an intelligible, existing object is acquired
by three things, the name, the definition, and the -

imagez. The image is, of course, the sensible object

of which we have physical perception., Of these four,
knowledge, the name, thé definition, and the image,
knowledge or intelligence is clﬁsest to the object,

but all four are necessary in ordér to understand the
latter. But thes¢"all attempt b0 express the quality
of an object as wellas its essence, because of thé we#k—
ness of language. They are not fixed, moreover, for a
different name or definitioh could be given to an ob-
ject without the object being in any way different.
Since thes‘e four are always offering the Yoxh informa-
tion about the quality of an object, though' the yuyf

1. Cf. note 2, p. 159
2. Epistle VII, 342a7 ff.
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seeks tle essence, they give information about some-
thing that is changeable and easily refuted., Conse-
quently, it takes a great deal of concentration and
eagerness in studying carefully all four stages, go-
ing over them again and again, comparing them and
tésting them, for even a good man, and one with a
-natural affinity for the subject,finally to achieve
knowledge of the object.

‘ Barly in the Laws, Plato dwells on the fact
that real knowledge of their originals 1is necessary
for intelligent criticism of imitationsl. To be able
to criticise rightly a poem, or harmony, or painting,
or any sensible object, one must possess a real know-
ledge of the essence of the original repr;sented. If
he does not know the original he cannot tell how cor-
rect the imitation is, or how far it falls short of
its gosal.

- In this dialogue, too, we find, in the long
diseussion aboutithe gods, an elaborate proof that the
vuxﬁ is prior to so-called "nature"®, This proof takes
the form of an enumeration of the types of motlon and the

‘assignment of their own proper motions to yvyxfi and the

1. Laws, 667el0 ff,
2. Laws, 891b8 ff. Cf., too, 959a4ff., 96649 ff.
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e

objects of nature, That belonging to Yvyfi is prior

to that of nature, soVyvyh rules naturel. The things
akin to Yoxfi , that 18, a pinion, reflection, and so
on, are, besides, prior to the things of body. And,
finally, the Yvxfhi is the eause of all things and moves
all. v

The importance of the name and definition for
knowledge of an object is insisted upen in the course
of the above-mentioned proofg. This is the point made
in Epistle VII and discussed in that connection®, It
is repeated again in discussing virtue? - both the name
and definition are prerequisites of knowledge, though
they are not knowledge, as the Theaetetus showed.

At the end of the Laws, there ls a last exam-
ination of the unity of virtue, and the separate kinds
within that unityd. Prior to the actual examination,
the way is prepared by an indication of the instruments
to be used®. These are reason together with the finest

senses. It is by this combination that the rulers of a

1. Laws, 89605 £f.
2. Laws, 895d1 ff.
3. Bplstle VII, 342a,b.
4. Laws, 964a5 ff.
5. Laws, 963al ff.
6. Laws, 961d1l ff.
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state will attain salvation for the statel, that is, by
a real knowledge of virtue. Thereupon, the process of

the ascent to knowledge 1s referred to again®, with em-

phasis on the necessity of being able to see the many
and look from them to the One, and then with an eye to
this organize the rest®. This is what the law-giver
must do in the case of virtue. He must, moreover, grasp
the reason which controls the stars as well as the pre-
Jiminary subjects4.

By this time we have come to have some idea of
the meaning of the equation "virtue: 1s knowledge". If
a man is able to acquire knowledge of the Forms, the
Good, Justice, Courage, and all the rest, he will appre-
ciate them and make them the goal of his own life,‘model-
ling his character on the Forms. If he could nqt appre-
clate them, he could not learn them, This is made per-
fectly clear in Bpistle VII5, as in the other passages
describing the difficulties of dialectic.

The Epinomis also deals with the subject of
-wisdom and knowledge. Whether this dialogue_is genuine

1. Laws, 964 ff.

2. Laws, 965b2 ff.

3., Cf., Politicus, 285a ff.
4. Laws, 96747 ff.

5. Epistle VII, 343el.
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or not, it goes qver once again the principles of know-
ledge and wisdom which we have already discovered. The
claim of the ordinary sciences and arts ﬁo yieid know-
ledge is examined, and discreditedl. The one single sci-
ence, the absence of which would render man thoughtless
and senseless, is the science of number®., Without number
we could not tell things, nor t£ell of what we perceived
by sensation, and could not acquire wisdom. The knowledge
of number comes from observation of the heavens and the
movements of the heavenly bodies® This leads into a dis-
cussion of the heavenly bodies, and recognition of them
as gods. It now appears that wisdom is goodness, (the
reverse of the Socratic dictum), and the greater part of
goodness is piety4. which is achleved by the study of as-
tronomy, geometry, and stereometry, which lead to the
knowledge of divine generation. The method of study is
again described as referring the particular thing to its
generic forms, with muchAtesting and comparing, a method
already familiar as dialectic. One must be able to dis-

cern the unity in all particulars and fix one's gaze on

unity.

1. Epinomis, 974b ff.
2. Epinomis, 9768d ff.
3. Epinomig, 978c¢ ff.
4. Epinomis, 989a ff.
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In the Laws and Ep;gggig any light thrown on
the question under discussion, the function of the Forms
in regard to sénsation and knowledge, is only incidental
to other subjects. These two works do, however, streng-
then and corroborate the information which we have gathered

///” from the earlier dialogues, which can be summed up fairly
briefly. ‘The Forms, as unchanging entities, are the only
objects of real knowledge, and knowledge of them makes a
man wise and good. It is, moreover, only because of the
exlstence of the Forms that discourse is possible; they
are the indispensable basis of evéry statement, whether
the speaker realizes it or not. Actually, it is only by
referring to the Forms that false statement and false
judgement can be explained. These last two remarks lead
to & repetition of the first statement in a reversed
form. It is only because the Forms exist that knowledge
is possible. We have said that the sensations are pre-
liminaries to knowledge, because they csuse the mind to
reflect. If the Fomms did not exist, there would be no
sensible world, and so no sensations to tell us about
particular things, and set us on the path to knowledge.
In this sense the Forms have & function to perform in
regard to sensations.‘ They are not, however, the actual
objects, as well as the mediums of sensation, as are the

forms of Democritus. Nevertheless, to both philosophers
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the sensations are necessary.instruments in leading the
yvyfi to thought and reflection, which, if properly di-
rected, ends in knowledge of the Formé;rthe objects of
knowledge to Plato, and, together with the void, to
Democritus. Without the evidence of the senses to in-
stitute thought, men would never arrive at knowledge.

In his later works, moreover, Plato makes it clear that
the real kndwledge of the Forms is not alone sufficiert
to enable a man to live the best life here in this world.
‘This is shown by the proof, in the Philebus, that pure
knowledge by 1tself is not the greatest good, by the

| description of the composition of the Yvxfh in the Timaeus,
end the insistence on the necessity of tending to the
revolutions both of the Same and the Other in.a man's

¥vxfi , as well as other minor points already mentioned.
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CHAPTER 4
FORMS AND GOD
I - DEMOCRITUS

In order to discover whether the forms piay any
part in Democritus'! conception of god and divinity, it is
~best to examine brlefly all the passages in which we find
Democritus' beliefs about divinity mentioned, and then
compare them with one another. If we begin with the pas-
sages classed by Diels as direct qﬁotations from Democritus,
the first to concern us is one preserved by Clement in two

different places. In the Pgotrgpgicusl, he reports Demo-

critus as saying that a few men of reason stretch forth
thelr hands to that place which we Greeks now call air,
and speak of it as Zeus; for Zeus knows all, he gives and
takes away all, and he is king of all things. In the
§££2Q&£Q£§g the wording is slightly different. Democritus

- writes, he says, that a few men are in the light, who
stretch out their hands to that place which we Greeks now
~call sir; for Zeus tells all, and knows all, and gives
and takes it away, and is king of all things. Whichever
of these represents the original form of Democritus!

statement, it yet appears that he approves of the reason

1. B 30, Clement, Protrepticus, VI, 59.

2. B 30, ClQment, st ':‘“;ZV\'LA, ;S.i‘: s V, 1050
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given for ascribing divinity to the upper air, while he
may not sgree with the ascription to that particular ob-
Ject. DHe seems to agree with the principle applied for
recognizing divinity, that is, the power of the god.

Among the yv@pat of Democritus, or Democrates,
is one statement which has some bearing on the problem.
The statement is that the characteristic of always think-
ing something lovely belongs to divine mindl, From Sto-
bseus comes a quotationg, to the effect that good fortune
(evdaipovia ) is not to be found in cattle mor in gold,
for the yvxfi is the abode of deity (Safpwv )9, Stobaeus
is our source, too, for an assertion that the gods have
given, as they do now, all goods to men4, But the things
that ‘are evil, harmful, and useless, they neither have
given nor give to men, but men come to these because of

their blifdness and ignorance of mind. Of the same gnomic
type as tﬁe last quotation is another from Stobseus. This
one asserts that only those, to whom it is hateful to do

wréng, are dear to the godsS.

1. B 112, Democrates, 79.

2. B 171, Stobaeus, II, 7,31i. _

é. There is a definite pessibility,of course, that here
Salpwy means simply one's own fortune, or fate, rakher
than divine power. This meaning would fit the eentence,

and make perfectly good sehse. If that 1s what Stobaeus
means here, the siatement has no significance for us.

4, B 175, Stobaeus, II, 9,4.
5. B 217, Stobaeus, III, 5,30,
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There is a rather cryptic allusion to Democritus
in Cicero's desériptionl of Strato of Lampsacus. Cicero
is arguing against someone who contends that nothing can
have any power without God. Strato, h§ says, holds the
opposite opinion, for he gives his God a holiday from all
work, and says that everything that exlsts was made by
Nature, not'agreeing wiﬁh Democritus who téacheé'that'the
universe 1s a concrete mass of rough and smooth, and hooked
and crooked bodies, sand a vacuum besides. This Strato
calls a dream of Democritus, and he himself teaches that
everything that exists, and is done, ls caused by matural
welghts and motions. These words indicate that, in the
eyes of Strato and Cicero, Damocritus.did not account for
the making of things from his "bodies" and vacuum by na-
tural motion. The statement also seems to contrast Strato,
who teok all work away from his God, ahd Democritus, who,
presumably, did not., From this, I e¢an only conclude that
both Strato and Cicero thought that Democritus belleved
that there was some kind of divine activity in the universe,
which was responsible for the contours of the world. ap-
pearing out of the "bodies" and vacuum. We shall have to

réfer to this conclusion agaln later,

l. A 80, Cicero, Academicae Quaegtiones, II, &8, 1%21.
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From Clement we gain some additional information
about Democritus' ideas of divinity. He tells us that Demo-
eritus, as a consequence of his theories, will agree that
there is some notion of divinity even in irrational crea-
tures, for it is his theory that the same likenesses (el8wla)
from the divine essence fall upon men and upon unreasoning
creaturesl. It is perfectly obvious from this statement
that Clement had no doubts about Democritus! recognition
of, and belief in, divinity. The identity and meaningrof
the ei8wha will be elucidated as we discuss the remaining
evidence for our problem.

The dlalogue on astrology of the anonymous Her-
mippus tells ue that, according to Demdcritus, the Gaiuoﬁes
are £L8who and the alr 1s full of themz. Plutarch tells
about the eldwha of people and animals, states of mind,
plans and characters, which are the cause of dreams, acco-
rding to Democritus, because they enter the body and go
up to the vaﬂg. He also spesaks of Democfitus' idea
that the eidwha, which are sent out from people, possess
to some degree the qualities of character of the people

from whom they come*. In these last two cases there is

1. A 79, Clement, Stromateis, V,88.

2. A 78, Hermippus, de Astrologla, I,16,122 (Kroll-Viereck,
Teubner, Leipzig, 1895).

3. A 77, Plutarch, Quaestiones Convivales, VIII,1l0,2,p.734F.

4. A 77, Plutarch, Quaestiones Convivales, V,7,6,p.682F.
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no question of divinity in the eldwha spoken of, but
from them wer get & little more information about the ac-
curacy of eldwha. |

Pliny reports that Democritus held that there
were two gods, Peena and Beneficial, Again, there is
no question of Democritus' not believing in any gods.
Sextus tells us that Democritus said thatebbwha come
to men, some of which, adds Sextus, do  good, and others
evil, and, of these, Democritus prayed that he might
fall in with good ones®. These el8wha are described,
apparently in Democritus' words, to Jjudge by the accus-
ative and infinitiwve construction, as large and hard to
destroy, though not imperishable, and as indicating the
future to men by sight and sound. Then Sextus adds that,
because of the appearance of these eldwha , the anciemts,
including apparently'Dechritus, supposed that God existeﬁ,
since God was nothing else but these images, and had an
indestructible nature. The inference from all this, al-
though it is not stated in so many words; is that Democri-
tus believed the €elSwha to be divine.

From Sextus we learn, too, that Democritus was
apparently one of those who held that men came to believe

in the gods because of the extraordinary things that hap-

- Teubner, Leipzig, 1906).

2. B 166, Sextus Empiricus, adversus Mathematicos, IX, 19.
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pened in the worldl. He 1s reported to have said that,
“when they saw the happenings in the heavens, such as thun-
der; lightning; eclipses, and so on, the ancients were
frightened, since théy believed that gods were the cause
of these events. In the same vein is a fragment of Philo-
demus' treatise de Pietste, which tells that the seasons

and all such things were from Zeus, from above, and, for
this reason, those who understooé& what took place felt
reverenceg. fCrénart restores the unfinished last sentence
of the fragment to read that, nevertheless, Democritus
~does not appear to be one of those who believe that the
wdopos  1is a god.

There are two passages in the de Deorum Natura
of Cicero which furnish us with important evidence of Demo-
critus' ideas of divinity. The first occurs in the course
of a brief enumeration by Cicero of the amazingly inade-
quate conceptions of the Greek philosophers about the

5. After speaking of Protagoras, he mentions Demo-

divine
critus, and asks if he is not involved in the greatest er-
ror, when, at one time, he counts in the number of the gods:
images (imaginesg), and their revolutions, at another, the

very nature which disperses the images and sends them forth,

1. A 75, Sextus Empiricus, adversus Mathematicos, IX, 24.

2. A 75, Philodemus, de Pistate, 5d. (Crdnert, Koloteg und
Mengggmoé, Avenarius:'fgipzig; 1§06; p. 130, n:5225.

8. A 74, Cicero, de Deorum Natura, I, 128, 29.
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and, at still another, our apprehension and intelligence,
Moreover, says Cicero, when Democritus says that nothing
is eternsal, sincg nothing remains always in ﬁhe same

Lvstate, does he not do away with deity so completely that |
he leaves no trace of it? The statement that Democritus
says nothing is eternal, for nothing remains in the same
state is, as we have seen, quite untrue. The forms were

: e#erlasting and indestructible, and remained always the
same; it was only sensible objects that Democritus thought
were always changing and perishable. Thms, the forms of
Democritus do satisfy the condition which Cicero here men-
‘tions as one of the prerequisites of deity. The second
passage in Cicero is not very different. Here he begins
by saying that even the great Democritus seems to waver
in regard to the nature of the godsl., At one time, he
gives it as his opinion that images endowed with divinity
exist in the universe, at another, he says that the ele-
ments (principia) of mind which exist in the universe are
gods, at another, images possessed of life which are wont
to help or harm us, and, at still another, certain huge
images so large that they embrace’ the whole world from
without.

Finally, we come to a passage in Tertullian,

and one in Aéfius. According to the former, Democritus

l. A 74, Cicero, de Deorum Natura, I, 43, 120.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



150

believed that the gods came into being with the rest of
the heavenly firel. In A8tius we read that Democritus
thought vo¥e was God, and was in spherical fire®.

The first thought that occurs to pme, after
reading all these passages, is that Democritus could not
have been an unbeliever in divinity. In the quotations
from his works, and the words of other writers about him,
his belief in some kind of divinity is quite obvious; in
fact none of the commentators question his bellief in God,
though they may feel doubt about the validity of his
ideas of what the n&ture of that God is. Among the quo-
tations from Democritus are several in a traditional
gnomic vein, which, though they do not tell much about

' the exact nature of the God in which Democritus belleved,
do show that he had no quarrel with the conventional be-
lief in divinity, and thought there was value in the
ethics supported by conventional religion. He did not
feel it necessary to express his ethics in non-religious
terms. In his remarks about the religious beliefs of the
people who had lived before him, he shows a sympathetic
understanding of their ideas of divinity, and an appreci-
ation'of.the principle of the divinity of power. This
is the contribution m&de by the passages in Sextus, Philo-

demus, and Clement,

1. A 74, Tertullian, ad Nationes, I1,e.
2. A 74, A8tius, I, 7, 16.
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When we turn to more particular points, I

think we can find what was the real belief of Democritus,
& beliefwhich was understood rather &ifferently by dif-
ferent philosophers and_cdmmentators. The statement of
A8tius can be shown to represent Democritus' theory of
divinity; it is, in itself, a simple straightforward
statement which carries conviction, and it is the one
theory which fits with all the varying assertions of our
other authorities, and which explains the rise and exis-

| tence of such variation. According to A¥tius, as we saw,
Democritus said that God was vo¥s , and was in the spheri-
cal fire. In other words, the spherical forms'which malke
up fire, yvxfi , and vo¥e , are the God. It is to be re-
membered that these are the most mobile and powerful of
the forms, able to penetrate everywhere and cause motion
in physical bodies, which the other constituent forms,
though themselves in motion, could not move. The most
powerful force in the world, in Democritus' view, was the
force which he believed to be God. This is exactly what
Tertullian says in a slightly different form; Gods arose

 with the rest of the fire that is on high. That is to
say, the gods are of fire, which is, in view of the length
of time which elapsed between Democritus and Tertullian,
and the Christianity of the lakker, a very sympathetic
way of expressing Democritus' conviction that the spherical

fiery forms were the great God, In one of the quotations
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from Stobaeus, which is largely gnomic, instead of saying
in simple gnomic style that ebdaipovia lbelongs to Yvyxf
Democritus declares that the YUXf is the abode of divinity
(6atpwy Y1, This is exactly in accord with what we have

 found in the peports of A8tius and Tertullian, only here
the fiery spherical forms are thought of in their capa-
city as yvyfi; they are still the same forms, and so are
God.

Now the only way in which these Yvxfi forms dif-
fer from the gther forms is in their smaller size, their
shape, and their greater mobility and power to transmit
motions. They possess the general characteristics of the
forms in the highest degree;- they are the most powerful
forms.' Consequently, they are the highest God, but the
other forms, which are only slightly less pQwerful, and
pessessed of the same characteristics to a‘lesser degree,
must be divine also. It is, of course, not foreign to
Greek ideas to believe in a number of divinities, some
greater than others., The¥vxfi or fire forms, are obvi-
ously Democritus' highest divine power; they are the God,
while the other forms are gods also, but subordinate to

. the great God.
The divinity of the forms will be found to be

‘the basis for the manifold ldeas of divinity which are

‘1. See note 2, p. 144.
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attributed to Democritus by our authqritiss.' If we turn

'7’;7anin to Cicero, we remember that, in the first of the

- pertinent passages, he says that at different times Demo-
eritus names as gods images which go about in the'air, the
nature wlhilch sends forth the images, and our intelligehcel.‘
Actually, although Clcero thinks these ldeas are contra-
| dictory, they are not so at all. Cicero's puzzlement simp-
- 1y shows that he has no understanding of Democritus' relig-
ious beliefs. Our intelligence, or mind, is made up of
 the spherical forms, which we know were Democritus' great
God. The nature which sends forth images is the forms
~and their power, while the images themselves are alsé com-~
posed of forms (they are cérﬁaiﬁly the effluences which
everything is continually giving off), and so divine. The
~error in Cicero's supposition that ngocritus' general |
_ theory does away with a real bellef in divinity has al-
ready been pointed out. Thus,it appears that, in spite
 : of the fact that Cicero finds his account of the gods of
Democritus very puzzling, and can see no coﬁneetion be-
tween the different gods he mentions, actually'he gives
a very good and #ceurate picture of Democritus' theories'

aboﬁt the gods. In the second passage®, Cicero mentions

R

1. See note 3, p. 148.

v'§ ,2. See note 1, p,. 149.
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'Yfithe tmages and the principia mentls which appeared in the

:,flrsty and were shown to be true representations of Demo-
oritus' ldeas. He also refers to certain very large ima-
kgés which eﬁbraoelihe world from outside. Thie 1s the

~only mention of such images that we find in connection with
Democritus, but they lmmediately recall to the mind the
fact that the dpyf of Anaximander embraces (repuéyxet) all
the worldst. The &fp of Anaximeneé embréces (nepLéxer) the

whole cosmosg. Heracleitus, also, apparently, speaks of his

fPire® as 70 neptéxova. We find, too, that Diogenes mentions
vthe 6uﬁv, which Leucippus sald embraced all kinds of bodles
within 1tself4. This vpfiv, or XtTdv, 1s referred to by
ABtius, who says that Democritus and Leuclippus stretched it
around the cosmosS. Accordingly, it seems reasonable to sup-
pose that these huge images off@lésro represent such enve-
lopes which Democritus, in some‘passage not otherwise re-
ferred to, said embraced the worlds. They are plural be-
cause of the plurality of worlds, each world having an
envelope, which, as it were, keeps 1t together. They must
.obviously be caused by forms Just as the other limages are,

for there is nothing but forms and vold. Consequently

these nepiéyovra must certainly be divine.

1. 2, 11,,Hippolytus, Refutatio Omnium Haeresium, I,6,1.
2. 3B2, ABtius, I,3,4.

3. 12A1, Diogenes Ladrtius, IX,9.

4, 67A1, Diogenes Laldrtius, IX,32.

5. 67A23, A8tius, II,7,2.
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The imagines of Cicero have appeared before as
el6whg in our Greek authorities. Plutarch mentioned
them, without making any reference to their divinmnity,
while Hermippus reported that Democritus, who called them
dafpoves , sald the air was full of them., This is in
agreement with our knowledge that the air is always full
of the effluences given off by things, and that these
effluences, as forms, are divine. Clement speaks of the
el8wha  which Democritus says come to men and animals
from the divine nature. One can understand how this

| idea might arise from Democritus' theory of the divinity
of the forms, which are the cause of all the objecti
which give off effluences. Sextus, also, referred to
Democritus! belief in the divinity of eldwha , some
good and some bad, which foretold the future to men by
sight and sound and were hard to destroy. It seems as
if we have here some confusion betweén Democritus! ideas
and current conventional beliefs of his period. ' Such
confusion might easlly arise in the course of transmis-
sion over so many years, especlally since‘Democritus
seems on several occasions to have expressed his genefal
underétanding of the basis of the conventional religion.
As for Sextus! final implied criticism of the ancients
for supposing the peﬁishable images to be God, though
God is imperishable, we know that, while Democritus be-
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lieved the perishable lmages divine, since made up of

forms, the divinity really belonged to the forms, which

were imperishable.

It is now possible to understand clearly the
opposition expressed by Strato towards Democritus. While
Cicero does not definitely state that Democritus believed
it was divina powe£ which caused the settlement of the
universe, he does, as We observe&, report that Strato
gave God a holiday, and said everything was made by na-
ture and natural motion, and did not agree with Democri-
tus, who said that things were mdde of forms and void.

Now, if the activity of the forms was not due to nature

without divinity, it must have been due to divinity.
Consequently, I think that it was because Strato knew
that the forms of Democritus were divine in power that
he referred $o scornfully to Democritus' theory as
dreams or hopes.

At the conclusion of this study of Democritus,
it is obvious that to him the power of the forms to
cause all physical objects, sensations, thought,and life,

indeed, the whole universe, was inseparable from divinity.

The forms were Democritus' gods and the fiery, spherical

forms his supreme @od.
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II - PLATO

As we begin to investigate the function of

Plato's Forms with regard to his conception of divinity,
we must recognize clearly that there are two distinct
types of reference to the gods in Plato's writings.‘The
one, of course, includes all the passages in which he
mentions or attempts to explain all his own particular
ideas about God and thé gods. It is from such passages
that we shall discover Plato's ideas about the highest
divinity, and what contribution, if any, the Forms made
to this divinity. The second type is made up ofvcon—
ventional references to the gods who were a part of the
‘common religious and cultural heritage of all Greeks.
They show merely a consciousness of divinity, and g
habit of pious speech, in their user, and add nothigmg
<o our knowledge of his individual beliefs. There are
many such referencesl to the gods in Plato's dialogues,
‘and, since they tell us nothing about his religlous
ideas, except that he had no quarrel. with the convention-
al religion, and was not a disbeliever in the gods, we

shall omit them from the following discussion.,

1. For example, Phaedrus, £238d6, 240bl; Timaeus, 27c;
Laws, 688e2, 718b4. ’ ? s T
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For a study of Plato's own conception of
deity, it will be most satisfactory to proceed as be-
fore, by examining and comparing the pertinent pas-
sages in the dialogues, in order to find ;if possible,
the ideas which lay behind the writing. In the
Euthyphro, which is, of course, only tentative, Plato
shows the inconsistencies involved in some of the cur-
rent notions about the godsl. These Include the stories
aboﬁt quarrels and battles, which picture the gods as
having no one idea about what is right and wrong. Sueh
an opinion of the myths was not, to be sure, pecuiiar
to Socrates and Plato, but was shared by all Greeks who
brought ethics into contact with religion at all.

The Phaedo contains several passages of inter-
est. In the first place, we find it stated there that
the divine is by nature fitted to rule and leadg. Since
this is so, the yvyfi , which rules over body, must be
like the divine, immortal, intellectual, uniform, indis-
soluble, and ever unchanging. Here,obviously, the divine
is identified with that which 1s 1mmortal, uniform, and
so on, that is, the Forms. At this point, then, we have

1. Euthyphro, 7b ff,.
2. Phaedo, 80a2 ff,
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the Forms clearly called divine, while the Yvyfi is said
to be like the divine, but is not identified with it. A
little later, theyvyfi 1is sald, on leaving the body, to
go to the realm of the good and wise godl, to that which
is like itself, the invisible, divine, immortgl and wise,
and live through all time with the godsz. Again, Socra-
tes declares that no one but the philosopher and lover of
knowledge, who is completely pure, is allowed to enter
the company of the gods when he diess. There are several
other references to the communion? of the Voxfi with the
divine and pure and absolute, and its knowledgesof what
is true and divine and knowable. All these passages
point to the Forms as divine in Plato's eyes at. this time.
Finally, we find an indication of what was to Plato one
of the essential facts in divinity. In speaking of the
efforts of people to explain the universe, he says that

1. Phaedo, 8045 ff.

i"

©. Phaedo, 8la4 ff.
8. Phaedo, 82bl0 ff.
4, Phaedo, 83el ff.
5. For example, Phaedo, 84a7 ff.
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they do not look for the power which causes things to be
placed as it is best for them to be placed, nor think that
this has any divine powerl.

Turning now to the Symposium, we see that it
does not add very much to the Phaedo in regard to divinity.

In discussing love Diotima makes it plain that a god is
beautiful, and happy, and good®. In the same connectionm,
she defines § Safpwv and b Saipdviov as the means and
medium of all society and conversation of gods with men,
though the daemons are not gods, for the latter do not
mingle with men®, A little later, b Octlov is again
spoken of as being exactly the same forevar4. Elsewhere,
moreover, the acts of engendering and bringing to birth,
both physically and mentally, are called 6ctov , an im-
mortal part of a mortal creatures, because they are the
means of perpetuation of blood and thought. And Diotima
adds that, consequently, the presence of beauty 1is neces-
sary for begetting, because the ugly is at variasnce with
the divine. The sum total of this information is that the

divine is beautiful, happy, and good, that what is'ugly‘is

1. Phaedo, 99cl ff.

2. Symposium, 202c6 ff.
3. Symposium, 202413 ff.
4., ‘Symposium, 208a8.

5. Symposium, 206c¢c6 ff,
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discordant with it, that it is always exactly the same,

and that it is concerned with reproduction and perpetua-
tion of the beautiful, and has power. To establish all
this as a unity, we find that the Form of the Beautiful,
the immortal, unchanging goal of all who love beauty, is
spoken of as divine beautyl. Divinity is agaln a Form,
and all its attributes are those 6f the Forms.

The Phaedrus contains a number of interesting
and pertinent passages, beginning with a reference to two
kinds of +vyh , divine and pumen®, After a demonstra-
tion of the immortality of the VYvxfi , we find again
the definition of the divine as beauty, wisdom,'goodness,
and so on®. In the myth™, in which is described the as-
cent of the tripartite Yyvyfi to a view of the eternal
Forms, along with the gods, that 1is, Zeus and thehrest of
the Olympians, these traditional gods are regarded as the
great gods, stsessed of divine 1ntelligences. This diy-
ine intelligence, nurtured on mind and pure knowledge, is
able to behold reality, absolute justice, temperance, and

knowledge, as can sonme vvxal . Even more, it is the re-

membrance andi recol¥asction of, and communion with, these

1. Symposium, R1lled.
2. Phaedrusg, 245c2-3.
3. Phaedrus, 246d8-el.
4. Phaedrug, 246e4 ff.
5. Phaedrus, 24741 ff.
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Forms which cause God to be divinel. Here we seem to have

the beginning of a notion of divinity beyond the Forms,
possessed of many of the same attributes as the Forms, but
able to know the Forms, and owing its divinity to this
xnowledge of, and communion with, them. But exactly what
this divinity is, 1s still uncertain, nor, I should think,
are the Forms here deprived of“divinity.'.There is one more
passage to interest us in the Phaedrug, & passage which
describes the efforts of every man to discover the nature
of his god, in this particular place any one of the Olym-
plan deities, and to receive from him character and habits,
so far as a man can share in the divine®, While Plato is
here specifically spedking still in terms of the myth, and
so of the Olympian deities, this generalization about men
studying the god and achieving communion with him is one
which he would certainly apply to his own special delty.
This communion with the‘gOd is reached in much the same
way as understanding of the Forms. In fact,it is inter-
esting to observe that much the same language as that in
the passage of the Zggggggg‘just referred to 1s used of
the lovers of knowledge in the Eﬁﬂﬂhliﬁi They are sald to

fix their gaze on the Forms, and imitate them, and grow

1. Phaedrus, 249c5-8.
2. Phaedrus, 2525 ff.
3. Republic, 500b8ff.
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like them, as much as possible, and, by associating with
that which ?s divine and orderly, to become as divine and
orderly as a man can. This brings the Forms back into
close connection with'divinity.

Some change, possibly temporary, in Plato's
ideas of deity is to be seen 1in the Répub;ic, though the
first pertinent passage only reiterates, at some length,
the fact of the goodness of God, 1n character and action, His
function as the cause of all good, but not of evil, His
abiding for ever in His own form, which is the best, and

- His freedom from falsehoodl. In the simlle of the Sun,
the Good is presented as the source of knowledge, and of
truth, and of reality, and fairer than these®. It is de-
seribed in passionately glowing terms, and is most cer-
tainly thought of by Plato at this juncture as the highest
power in the universe, transcending "essence" in dignity
and superlative power; For this reason, it seems to me
that the Form of the Goad is here, in the Republic, to
Plato the great divinity and God, superior to the other
Formss. The passage in'whieh ptpnove is discussed
does not really concern us here, although there God 1s

spoken of as the producer of the Form, of couch, and

1. Republic, 379a ff,

2. Republie, 508a ff., especlally 509a; also 517b8 ff.,
518c6 ff., 552bl. |
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such thingsl. This does not mean, I think, that Plato

seriously believed that God created the Forms, which
veverywhere else he calls ever-existent, and existing
but never becoming. Rather, the expression is merely
s device to distinguish clearly betweeh the Form of the
object, which exists without relation towan, and the ob-
ject created by man. It serves also to establish a com-
plete parallelism in description between bhe Form, the
copy, and the copy of the -copy. Finally, we have one
more réference to the kinship of the Yvyf with the
divine and immortal and ever-existent®, We still have
the close connection of the Forms with divinity, with
the addition that here the Form of the Good seems to be
the divine, rather than all the Forms, while, at the
same time, the relationship of the Yvxf to divinity is
still m&iﬁﬁained.

The Parmenides does not concern us here, ex-
~cept for the association of God with the Forms and know-
ledge of them in a class quite apart'frcm the things of
the world3, when Parmenides is demonstrating the diffi-
culties involved in the theory of the Forms. This does

not add~enything to our knowledge, especially since Par-

1. Republic, 597a ff.
2. Republic, 6lle.
3. Parmen;des, 133¢ ff.
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menides is not putting forward a serious theory, but is
making what are in reality merely debating points agaimst
one that has been suggested. The examination of the

causal function of the Forms carried on by Parmenides

and Socrates, has already been discussed in some detaill.

It is of importance because their power as causes, of some

kind, of:the world of Becoming definitely connects the
Forms withfdivinity, which is, of course, power. From
this point of view, all our study of the causal power
of the Forms in relation to phaenomena is significant
for a study of their divinity.

In the Politicus, we get a glimpse of the
dilemmaabout the memming and essentiai qualities of
diwinity whieh must have already suggested 1tself to
us. It has been stated several times already that the
divine 1is unchanging, and this is repeated here. The
Stranger says that always remaining in the same place
and unchanging stability is a property of only the most
divine thingsg. Eeside'such statements as this, we
have seen a number of references to the close relation-
ship to divihity of Yvyh , the self-mover and cause of
all motion, and the declaration that the divine is fitted

1. See pp. 28-29,
2. Politicus, 268d5-8.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



166

to rule and lead. In the speech already mentioned,
the Stranger also declares, a little later, that

turning itself for ever is scarcely possible except
for the power that guides all that moves, and, ac-

cording. to the divine law ( 8épis), this moves only

in one directionl. This power that guides all that
moves, and turns itself'for ever, can not be immove-
~able and unchangeable, but i% is certainly very close
to the highest divinity, which rules and l»eads_all.
There are continually to be found in Plato these two
apparently contrzadictory ideas of the immutability

and immobility of divinity and its power, and both
seemw to him essential aspects of deity. The Stranger
comes to the conclusion that the universe is gﬁided

at one time by an outside divine cause, and then a;
gain left to turn itself®, Though this whole section
is slightly mythical in presentatlon, the causality of\
the divine power is clearly indicated. The same is
true of the main part of the myth of the Politicusd,
where God is represented as ruling and supervising the

whole revolution, assisted by variocus minor deitiles,

1. Politicus, 269e5-7.

2. Politicus , 270a3 ff.
é. Politicus, 2714 ff.
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untll certain conditions had been accomplished, when
He gave up His guiding and withdrew to look on, as

did all the other gods. God was the giver of only
good things to the universe, but, when it was left

to its own devices, its older disorderly condltion
finally prevalled, and at last God and His subordin-
ates took control again to restore order.

Since the only mentions of divinity in the

Philebus are quite conventional, we come next to the

Timaeus, in which, of course, the activities of the
Demiurge are conspicuous. This dialogue, is, to be
sure, a myth and sdtéghnot be taken quite literally.
Indded, Plato warns us of this, when he says that we
must not be surprised if it is impossible to give
perfectly consistent and exact accounts, in dealing
with many matters to do with the Gods and the genera-
tion of the universel. It is certainly unnecessary
to cite passages to prove the divinity of the Demiurge,
for that i1s obvious from the very beginning? of the
account of the creation of the universe, where He is
called wotths , and mathp , and, many times 5 oeds °.

In the myth He is represented as an active Creator God,

1. Timaeus, 29c4-d2.
2. Timaeus, 27&5.

3. Timaeus, 28c¢3, 30ag.
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bringing order into chaosl. He is the moving cause of

the universe, ordering the universe in its present form,
and originating all motion in. it. He is perfectly good
and desires only good®, and is ever~existené%. It has
already been pointed out that®, as far as He can be iden-
tified, the Demiurge seems to be the mythi¢al represen-
tation of the world Yvyfhi . As such, He is the self-moving

causé of éll orderly motion and activity in the universe.

" In the position as highest divifhity given in the Timaeus
to the Demiurge, or world Yuxh , we see the climax of the
relation of Yyvyfi to divinity. It is interesting to notice,

with regard to the Demiurge, that, when He has completed
His task of making yvyfi and ordering the universe, and

has turned over the rest that has to be done to the minor
gods, in order that the things yet to be made might not
be gods, He 1s said to have abode in His own proper and
customary state4. This means, apparently, that He re-
turned to some state of immutability,and connects the
Demiurge with that other aspect of divinity, everlasting

immatability and immobility.

1. Timaeus, 30ag ff., 32b-c, 5242 ff. especially 53bl.
2. Timseus, 292, 29e, 34a8, 4la ff., 42d, 68e.

3. See pp. B3-34.
4. Timaeus, 42e5-6.
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Ve find a number of references in the Timaeus
to another kind of god. In speaking of the forms in the
absolute living creature, which must be copied in this
world, Plato mentions first the heavenly kind of godsl.
Continuing, he says that the form ofythé divine class
was made by the Demiurge mostly out of fire, to make it
as bright and fair as possible, and that it was made
spherical. He placed these gods in the"intelligence of
the Supreme", that is, the circle of the Same, giving
to each two motions, the one uniform motion in the same
place, by which it always conceives the same thoughts
about the same things, and the other a forward motion
due to the motion of the circle of the Same. Plato then
speaks of the mgmbers of this class as the unwandering
stars, divine living creatures, which turn for ever uni-
formly in the same place. In contrast to these, Plato
mentions those stars which keep swerving and wandering,
and which a 1ittle later he speaks of as gods also. The
emphasis laid on the wandering of the plsnets, which are
in the circle of the Other, as opposed to the uniform
motion of the stars in the circle of the'Same, seems to
point to the former as lower 1n the scale of divinity

because of this lack of umiformity. This criterion of

1. Timaeusg, 39el0 ff,.
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divinity brings us back to one of the two long familiar
to us, that of immutability. The stars are not motion-
less, but thelr motion is for ever uniform and regular,
completely unchanging. Incidentally, Plato mentions
earth as the first and eldest of these gods, whose place
in the ruling circle of the Same connects them with rule.
After a reference to the various traditional deities,
Plato proceeds to the trust given by the Demiurge fo
these younger gods to complete His work, by generating
the mortal kinds in the universe. In the course of His
admonition, the Demiurge speaks of the immortal and
divine part of living creatures which He Himself will
generatel This part is, of course, the yvyfi . The
Demiurge, after compounding more WUXﬁ in the same
manner as_before, but of less pure ingredients, divides
it into Yvyxal equal in number to the stars, and assigns
one Yyvxfi to each star, from which it observes the nature
of the universe. When the Yvyal had been fully informed

of the laws of ' the universe, they were sown in the organs

of time, the earth, the moon and the rest®. Then the

1. Iimaeus, 4lc6-dl.

2. Cornford points out (Plato's Cosmology,p.l46) that those
yvxal on the planets are waiting thefr turn to be bound
into bodies on the earth. He suggests that this sowing of
the Yvxaf in the instruments of time may symbolize that

the yvyf) has that intermedlate sort of existence which par-
takes of Real being and of becoming.
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young gods took up the task of generating mortal bodies
and the remainigg parts of the human Yvyaf . Here we
still find the two aspects of divinity, frequently noted
before, the yvxfi , the moving power, in close connection
"with the unchanging divinity, the stars, which are here,
for the purposes of the myth only, represented as shar-
ing in the act of generation,
We find in the Iimaeus, too, that the immort-

ality, uniformity, and perfection of the Models or Forms

is freguently emphasizedl. They are,besides, clearly re
garded as independent of the Demiurge and His activity
and the world He creates. They would still have contin-
ued in everlasting uniform existence even if none of
these had existed, and they are certainly the highest -
reality in the Timaeus. Accordingly I think, din view
of all their characteristics, that we cannot help but
feel that Plato believed that they too were in some way
possessed of a divinity, thought not gods as the others
were. |

There l1ls another immortal reality in thé Timae-
us, Place, or the Nurse of Becoming, which, in some queer
way, partakes of the 1ntelligibleg. This, too, shares in
divinity in so far as it is without birth or death. Beéides

1. Timaeus, 28a ff., 30d.
20 Timaeug, 4Ba ffc, 55d.

3
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thlis, there are some interesting phrases used of the
created universe. It is spoken of as the i6fa vo¥
&piéfov 1which is being brought to perfection by God;
its. close approximation to perfection is dwel%k: ong;

and finally, it is called & advépuns ve uol & vehehrartov
8ebs 3. This phrase should not be taken to mean that
Plato has suddenly decided that Becoming 1s as meal and
true as Being, but merely to emphasize the high degree
of perfection achleved by the Demiurge in His imposition
of order on chaos, angftmportance of Becoming as one
necessary part of the whole order.

Thus, the iimaeug presents us with a variety
of aspects of divinity. In some way divine are the
highest realities, the Forms. The great God, the per-
fectly gooﬁ cause of all order, goodness, and motion in
the universe 1s the Demiurge, or world yvyfhi . It is to
be remembered that, in the Phaedrus, it is sald to be
the recollection of the Forms and communion with them

which causes God to be divine?. The Demiurge has know-

ledge of the Forms, and, as yvyfi has & share in them.
It would seem tHat the statement of the Phaedmug still

1. Timasus, 46c8.

2. Timaeug, 324 ff.
5. Tim u 9 6833‘40

4., Phaedrus, 249c¢cbH«8,
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holds. The Stars, with their passenger human Yyvyat

are minor gods. Below them, but still everlasting, is
the Nurse of Becoming, and, last of all, Becoming 1tself,
étriving for perfection and immortality, the last essen-
tial rung in the ladder. And, somewhere about, if one
wants to believe in them, are the Heslodic deitiles.

When we turn to the Laws, there are only a few
passages apart from Book X which we should note, First
of all, God is said to control everything, and, with
chance and occasion, to guide all human affairsl., This
is a little elaboratgd by the statement that God holds
’the beginnihg, the ehd, and centre of all things that
exist, and completes His circuit by nature's ordinance
in a straight course®. With Him follows justice, the
avenger of the divine law., The wicked man, moreover,
is abandoned by‘God,‘and, to establish a norm of con-
duct, it is declared that God should be the measure of
all things, and to Him the moderate and temperate are
dear. Of prime importance is the demonstration of the
fact that the-sun and moon and other planets do not
wander in their courses, but travel along p&ths with-

out changings. Consequently they are to be reckoned

1. Laws, 709b7 ff.

2. Laws, 715e7 ff,
é. Laws, 821b5 ff,
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among the number of the heavenly gods, and blasphemous .
“.statements about their wanderings must not be tolerated.
Book X of the Lawg containg the proof that the
gods exist, that they care for men, and are not venal.
This proof rests upon the demonstration that the yoxh
and the things that are akin to it are older than, and
prior to, the body and things akin to itl.' The priority
of yvyfi 1is seen to be a fact because it is ¥vyxh which
moves itself and other things (the type of motion which
: originates all other motion), and so it is identical with
the prime origin and motion of the things that are, énd
havé been, and will be, and their opposites. It is the
oldest of all things, since it is the first principle of
motion. Thus, we find thatyvyfh is the cause of things
good and bad, just and unjust, and the like. Since the
motion of the heavens and all they contain is orderly
"and like that of reason, a motion regular and uniform in
the same place, it must be the best Yvyfi which causes
and controls the motion of the heavenly bodies. Finally,
the Athenian declares that, as it has been shown that the
stars and moon and time and seasons are all caused by one -
or more yvyal , perfectly good, we must say theseyvyaf

are gods, whether they order the heavens by residing in

1. Laws, 892a ff.
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bodies, like living creatures, or however they do itl. More-~

over,'since the gods are perfectly good, and have all know-
ledge and power, they do not neglect even the smallest part
of their possessions and tasksz. The belief one must have
is that everything is ordered systematically by Him, who
cares for the world-all, with a view to the preservation
and excellence of the wholez. dach part strives toward
the All and perfect bliss for this. In his proof that the
gods are not venal, Plato refers to the existence of good
?vxai‘ and bad4, and the fact that, in the struggle between
the two, the gods and dasemons are our allies and we are
their possessions. The gods, being perfectly good, could
not, as our guardians, act in a way worse than do dogs and
men who are guardians. Accordingly, as their guardianshilp
is the greatest, so is their integrity.‘

At the end of the Laws, there is a repetition of
the main points of Book X. One of the best things is the
doctrine about the gods, their existence and powere. We

are led to belleve in the gods because we know that the

lo LaWS, 899b0

2. Laws, 900c8 ff.

5. Lawg, 903b4 ff.
4., Laws, 904b.

5. Laws, 906a ff.
6. Laws, 966cl ff.
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yvxfi is the oldest and most divine of all moving thingsl,
and that the motion of the stars and all the other bodies

is controlled by reason®, It is impossible for any man to
be permanently god-fearing if he does not grasp these two

truths.

The Epinomis returns again to these same argu-
ments. The writer, in speaking of God, affirms that the
Being who 1s the cause of all good must'be the cause of
understanding, and this Being 1s the Heaven, the World
Order®. 1In the course of the ensuing discussion of vir-
tue and number, we find the divinity of the stars again
insisted on%, They are endowed with the most beautiful
body and the happiest and best VvXfi . They are pos-
sessed of mind, as is proved by their always doing the
same thingss. Considering this and their great size,it
is clear that God is the cause of their living spirit and-
revolution., Later it is said thate, of the visible gods
which are greatest and most honorable, we must count first
the stars, while below these come the divine spirits, of

ether and air, which are interpreters. The kind made of

1. Laws, 966d9 ff.
2. Laws, 96744 ff.
3. Epincomis, 976e3 ff.
4, Epinomis, 98led ff,
5. Epinomis, 982bl ff.

€. Epinomis, 98445 ff.
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~ water, or nymphs, is semi-diﬁine. The same ideas are
to be found in the rest of the work, which deals mostly
with detalls of the motions of the heavenly delties.

It is apparent from this thét Plato believed
that the first prerequisite of.divinity was immortality.
Beyond that, there were two main agpects of divinity,
immutability and motive causal power. Because of their
share in the first, and their causal relation to phaeno-
mena and the character of the philosopher, the Forms are
to some extent divine, and we have seeh that adjective
used of them, though they were never called 8eds . As
Plato advances in thought, we see this divinity of the
Forms left more and more to one side, while he develops
the view that God is the ruling, moving and causal power
in the universe, perfectly good, desiring and causing
only good, and bringing the world into order in accord-
ance with reason. This great God is the world Vwyf
while allyvyal are divine. Beside this great God, the
world Yvyfi , are the heavenly gods, which reveal their
reason and divinity in their reguiar, unchanging motions,
and which are inhabited and guided byVyvyxaf . The great
divine power in the universe isyvyfy , in whatever guilse
it may appear. It is in the emphasis laid here upon
order, and a definite unchanging type'of motion, that
the immutability of divinity is shown still to be import-
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ant. The part played by the Forms in this divinity is

in part distinguishable. It is in its perfect knowledge
and understanding of them that the world Yvyf , which is
God, has reason and intelligence, and so can bring order
and goodness. This Yvyf is in part a member of the world
of Formes, and without the Forms it would neither have pbs-
sessed its divine character, nor would it have been able
to exercise that in accordance with the pattern laid out
by the Forms. There is an unescapable connection between
the Forms, and God and His activities, though probably
Plato had never clearly and systematically thought out
the relationship, and it is almost impossible for us to

disentangle it.
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CONCLUSION

It is essential to draw attentlion first of all to
the extreme dAlfficulty or even impossibility of summarizing
such a study as the one Just ooﬁpleted. If one merely
states the result of a certaln line of argument, the state-
ment cannot help being inaccurate in that it 1s incomplete
and omits important side lights and factors which soften
the essential positiveness of general statements. An accu-
rate summary would involve the repetition of most of the
arguﬁent. With this proviso in mind, in spilte of these
difficulties, we yet mﬁst observe what general results have
appearéd from our investigation. |

The most obvious fact thét energes from the partial
comparison of Plato and Democritus Just completed is that
they used their concepts of t8fait to fulfill very similar
.purposes, though in rather different ways. We must notice
first the very striking similarities in the concepts them-
selves, of which we have become aware in the 1en$thy dis-
cussion about them. The t5&at of both Democritus and Plato
are apprehended by knowledge only, and cannot be perceived

. by the senses, which can only supply the mind with prelimi
nary evidence in its search for knowledge. The t&&aL are
intelligible, immortal, indestructible, lacking in all sen-—

gible qualities, and divine. The forms of Democritus are
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gods, and the &pxﬁ or fire formes the greatest God} while
Plato'!s Forms are to him only one aspect of divinity, though
“he feels the need of connecting them with his other dlivine
powers and tries to do so. Democritus uses his forms, which
have no sensible qualitles and about which the senses can
give no information, to make the objects which are visible
and sens;ble; more than that, he uses them to make the me-
chanism of the senses.- Plato's Forms, on the other hand,
are certainly the causes of sensible obJects, but in no such
intimate way. They are remote from objects, though we can
always see the attempt to bring them closer. The same thing
is true of motion. Democritus' forms are all in motion, and
the finest of them cause motion and life in composite bodiles.
- Plato knows his Forms are motionless, and yet he 1ls forced
to allow motion in them,.for they cause motion by arousing
yearning and striving, and must, moreover, mingle wlth one
another to some extent. The direct cause of motion, however,
for Plato 1s the Yuvyh, whose existence 1s due partly to the
Forms, and which represents an intermediate existence be-
tween the Formes and pheenomena. It 1s the direct cause of
- motion and life; For Democritus, on the other hand, some
forms are Yyvyfy. As a matter of fact, 1t seems to ue, after
observing the functions and relations of the Forms and

Yvyxf as they have been discussed, that these two concepts

1. See pp. 143-156.
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together do for Plato almost exactly what the forms alone do
for Democritus. They still do not, of course, actually make
phaenomena.

We find, then, that Democritus mekes a more direct
use of his {8&ay than does Plato. But that alone is not
sufficient to justify us in calling him a materialist. As
we have seen his concepts are not bodles, for they have no
sensible qualities but only shape and size, and are not
subject to change. The subordinate forms, however, do cause
body and quality and change, while the fine forms cause
motion and life ahd are divine power and mind. They do not
act mechanlcally by en impulse from outside themselves, but
because of theilr own nature, and that nature in the wvxﬁ
forms 1s reason and mind., These forms of Demoeritus, then,
are divine substance and magnltude, the cause of body, but
not body. The concept is one exceedingly difficult for
our minds to grasp. And the effect of Aristotle's criticism
of it in vliew of his own concepts of matter, form, and |
cause, and of his great inflﬁéhce'on;hllfﬁhought after him,
was to make it almost incomprehensible to later Greek philo-
sophers. This fact, of course, has made 1t even more diffi-

- cult for modern minds to understand what Democritus was
trying to do. |

These forms were the éehtral fact of Democritus!
phlilosophy, and had a share in everything that existed or

happened in the universe, as was proper for the divine sub-
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stance. Demoeritus did not, hbwever, ag far as we can judge
from the evidence avallable, succeed in making hisg system
.entirely consistent and reasonable. We have noticed the
difficulties inwolved in the theory of effluences, and in
abstract thought, if our only explanation must be based on
the forms.

Plato's Forms, which have many characteristics in
common with those of Democritus, are, however, leass spatial,
and do their part in the universe hore indirectly. It is
the apparently spatial aspect of Democritus'! forms which
tends in the direction of the material. :This made 1t po-
geible for Aristotle, ignoring their most essential charac-

| teriStios,to eriticize them as matter, and led to the purely
,spatial concepts of Epicurus ahd Lucretius. The Forms are,

~of course; as has‘been pointed out, connected with obJjects
because of the participation in or imitation of them by ob-
Jects. In many cases there 1s a new concept, Yyoyfi, to act
as intermediary between the Forms and body. But this with-

';f&rawal of the Forms from active participation in the universe

involved Plato in many difficulties, as we have séen. His
attempts fo solve these problems all tended to bring the

Forms back into closer relation with body, and to a condi-
tion more like that of the forms of Democritus.

It is clear that theré are differences between

s the iﬁéat of the two philosophers. Yet, after this exéml—

natlion of the concepts and thelr functions, we cannot feel
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that the systeme and aims and methods of the two are en-
tirely in opposition to one another, with no common meeting

place whatever.
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