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INTRODUCTION
R. E. Allen

THE articles which follow have been selected for their bearing on
Plato’s metaphysics, especially the metaphysics of the later dia-
logues and, however one proposes to date it, the Timaens. All of
them have been previously published in British and American
journals, none before 1930 and most since 1950. It is hoped that,
by bringing them together within the covers of a single book, they
may be more readily available to a wider public.

These articles speak for themselves, and require no intro-
duction; more accurately, perhaps, they are their own best
introduction. The questions they raise are nearly as various as the
questions of philosophy itself, for there is no neat budget of issues,
precisely circumscribed, in contemporary discussions of Plato,
and the reader who wishes to know what is in this book must read
1t.

There is, however, a general issue which runs through many of
the articles which follow, and which may well bear remark. It has
to do with the question of whether Plato abandoned or sharply
modified the Theory of Forms in later life; or if he did not,
whether he consigned it to the back of his philosophical lumber-
room, an outworn piece of machinery whose workings his
developing and increasingly sophisticated interests had rendered
largely obsolete.

This is a historical question; but the answer one gives to it is
liable to be much influenced by philosophy. If one believes that
the Theory of Forms is in some sense true, and the questions it
answers philosophically important, one will naturally be reluc-
tant to think that Plato ever abandoned or discounted it. One will
be less reluctant to think this if one supposes the theory false, or
more than false, irrelevant—an answer to mistaken questions; for
it will then seem reasonable to suppose that a philosopher of
Plato’s acumen came to see this for himself.

The later view has grown increasingly prominent in recent
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INTRODUCTION

years, and is liable to become still more prominent in future. Its
growth has been encouraged by recent developments in philo-
sophy. The present century has seen extraordinary advances in
formal logic and logical theory, and increased concern for the
bearing of logic on philosophy. The effect of this has been to direct
attention once again to the classical problem of universals, to the
ancient issues of realism, nominalism, and conceptualism, and,
among students of Plato, to prompt new debate on the nature and
viability of the Theory of Forms. That debate has been compli-
cated, in recent years, by the rise, primarily in Britain, but also
to some degree in America, of conceptual, or non-formal lin-
guistic, analysis. This movement has been heralded as a revolution
in philosophy, and perhaps it is; but it is a revolution with a sense
for the past, and many of its exponents have come to see in Plato’s
later dialogues, particularly the Parmenides, Theaetetns, and Sophist,
an anticipation of their own methods and results.

The temper of this movement is diffuse. It does not lend itself
to summary statements of doctrine, and its slogans, in so far as it
has had slogans, have been mainly expressive of what it is against,
not what it is for. In this it is perhaps like most other revolutions,
and like them too in that its essence lies rather in an attitude of
mind than in a body of doctrine. That attitude is inclined to
treat the traditional problems of metaphysics, and especially
problems of universals, as problems to be resolved rather than
solved, problems which arise from misleading questions, and
which yield, or generally yield, to analyses of concepts.

The critic of Plato who shares this temper of mind is liable to
view the Theory of Forms as a simple mistake, and to suppose
that Plato himself came to think it so. If he did, then the develop-
ment of his thought in some measure recapitulated, or perhaps
better, precapitulated, the development of philosophy in this cen-
tury. In the Phaedo, Symposinm, and Republic, or so it is generally
agreed, Plato held that universals exist, that they exist both in-
dependently of the mind and of the individuals which partake of
them, and that abstract nouns are names of which those universals
are the nominata. In short, the Theory of Forms in the middle
dialogues was a realistic theory of universals, a theory with a strong
family resemblance to the realistic theories which were prominent
in philosophy in the early years of this century. But in the Par-
menides, Plato subjected that theory to criticism; and the revolu-
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INTRODUCTION

tionary interpreter is inclined to believe that those criticisms wete
valid, and that Plato knew that they were valid. If this is true, the
Parmenides marks a turning point in his thought, and a turning
whose direction can be specified. Negatively, it may be argued,
Plato came to realise that the Theoty of Forms involved a confu-
sion, in that it treated concepts as though they were somehow
like the individuals to which concepts apply; he came to realise
that concepts are not individuals, however lofty, that abstract
nouns are not names, however strange. Perhaps he even came to
realise that meaning is not itself a form of reference or naming.
Positively, it may be argued, Plato became aware that there are
radical differences in the logical behaviour of concepts, that
concepts such as existence and unity, for example, differ in im-
portant ways from concepts such as justice or triangularity; and
the later dialogues are the record of his attempt to analyse those
differences. Plato’s thought, then, moved in a new and vitally
important direction after the Parmenides. It had been dominated
in the beginning by a status question, by the question of how con-
cepts were to be located in the world vis-d-vis the individuals to
which they apply. It turned to a series of network questions, to
questions of logical behaviour, logical relations, logical types. At
the end of his life, Plato had begun to ask the questions that many
philosophers ask today; speculative ontology had largely given
place to logic—not formal logic, but the informal logic of con-
cepts in ordinary use. The founder of the ancien régime had him-
self become a revolutionary.

To the revolutionary in philosophy, this portrait of Plato is
liable to seem plausible, and perhaps more than plausible, natural.
To more conservative critics it will seem implausible, the por-
trait of a man who abandoned a voyage of discovery for essays
in county cartography. But matters of taste or philosophical
preference apart, the revolutionary interpretation raises a vatiety
of concrete and specific issues in scholarship. It may be that the
Theaetetus, Sophist, Politicus, Philebus, and Laws may be so construed
as to support it, or at least not contradict it. In large measure, that
remains to be seen. But any view of Plato’s development which
implies that he abandoned the Theory of Forms, or radically
modified it, or ceased to view it as crucial to his philosophy, must
deal with the Timaens and the Seventh Epistle, and in dealing, it
must deal radically. If the Seventh Epistle is genuine, as almost all
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INTRODUCTION

editors in this century have thought, it was written towards the
close of Plato’s life; in it, the Theory of Forms, construed very
much as in the Phaedo, is central in Plato’s view of reality. Simi-
larly, the Timaens has been universally regarded as a late dialogue,
written well after the Parmenides; in it, the Theory of Forms is
made central to Plato’s cosmology. Thus, if the revolutionary
interpretation, even in attenuated form, is to be made good, the
Seventh Epistle, or at least its ‘philosophical digression’, must be
proved a forgery, and the Timaeus either shown to be mythical
in such a way as to imply no literal commitment to Forms, or
redated to a period before the Parmenides and ranked as a middle
dialogue. Either that, or the revolutionary must proceed by
tour de force, and undertake to show that the Theory of Forms
was not a realistic theory of universals after all.

These claims will not pass unchallenged; they have already pro-
voked debate and will provoke further debate in future. All of
this is to the good. Issues in the scholarship of philosophy have
always tended largely, though by no means wholly, to be governed
by issues in philosophy itself, and nowhere has this been more true
than with Plato. No doubt this has often placed obstacles in the
way of learning what Plato actually meant; it has led to ana-
chronism. But it has also immensely deepened our understanding,
and in the end, the good outweighs the evil. In late antiquity,
Plato became a Plotinian. In the middle ages, he became a
Christian. In the last century he first became a Kantian and then a
Hegelian. In this century, he became a realist, and then moved
towards conceptual analysis. This need not be any matter for
surprise. It is part of the genius of Platonism, which makes it
perennial, that it can, like a leaping spark, kindle fire in minds of
widely different outlook and impel interpretations of widely
different kinds. And it is part of the genius of Platonic scholat-
ship that it can absorb those interpretations, take from each of
them something of value, and leave it as a permanent deposit
for the future. Santayana once remarked that Platonism, if it
were ever lost as a tradition, would presently be revived as an
inspiration. The reason, perhaps, is that Plato, more than a philo-
sopher, is philosophy itself. So long as men reflect, they will
disagree about what he meant, and in their disagreement, or so
one may believe, there is health and hope for the future.

xii



THE PHILOSOPHICAL ECONOMY
OF THE THEORY OF IDEAS
(1936)

H. F. Cherniss

THE objection with which in the Metaphysics Aristotle intro-
duces his criticism of the theory of Ideas expresses a difficulty
which has tended to alienate the sympathy of most students who
approach the study of Plato. The hypothesis, Aristotle says, is
a superfluous duplication of the phenomenal world; it is as if
one should think it impossible to count a number of objects until
that number had first been multiplied. This objection, even
tacitly entertained, distorts the motivation of the hypothesis;
that it mistepresents Plato’s express attitude towards scientific
problems, the well-known statement of Eudemus quoted by
Simplicius on the authority of Sosigenes amply proves.? The
complications of the planetary movements had to be explained,
Plato asserted, by working out an hypothesis of a definite number
of fixed and regular motions which would ‘save the phenomena’.
This same attitude is expressed in the Phaedo where Socrates ex-
plains the method of ‘hypothesis’ which he used to account for the
apparently disordered world of phenomena;? the result of this
method, he says, was the Theory of Ideas.4

The phenomena for which Plato had to account were of three
kinds, ethical, epistemological, and ontological. In each of these
spheres there had been developed by the end of the fifth century
doctrines so extremely paradoxical that there seemed to be no

1 Met., 9goa 34 ff. It is repeated almost exactly at 1078b 34~6.
2 Simplicius, i De Caslo, p. 488, 18-24 (Heiberg).
8 Phd., 99d 4-100a 8. 4 Phd., 100b 1-1022 1.
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H. F. CHERNISS

possibility of reconciling them with one another or any one of
them with the observable facts of human experience.! The dia-
logues of Plato, I believe, will furnish evidence to show that he
considered it necessary to find a single hypothesis which would
at once solve the problems of these several spheres and also create
a rationally unified cosmos by establishing the connection among
the separate phases of experience.

The interests of Socrates,? the subject-matter of the early dia-
logues, the ‘practical’ tone of Plato’s writings throughout make
it highly probable that he took his start from the ethical problems
of his day. It is unnecessary to labour the point that he considered
it fundamentally important to establish an absolute ethical stan-
dard; that the bearing on this point of the ‘inconclusive’, ‘ex-
ploratory’ dialogues could not have been obscure to his contem-
poraries is obvious to anyone who looks at such evidence of the
time as is furnished by the Awooi Adyor (which discusses the
relativity of good and evil, fair and foul, just and unjust, true and
false, and the possibility of teaching wisdom and virtue) ot by the
papyrus fragment of Antiphon the Sophist® (where conventional
justice is called adventitious and generally contradictory to natural
justice which is defined as that which is truly advantageous to each
individual). The necessity for an absolute standard of ethics which
would not depend upon the contradictory phenomena of con-
ventional conduct but would be a measure of human activities
instead of being measured by them was forcibly demonstrated by
the plight into which Democritus had fallen. He had bitterly
opposed the relativism of Protagoras;? yet two of his own ethical
fragments show how vulnerable he must have been to counter-
attack. “They know and seek fair things,” hesaid, ‘whoare naturally

1 Note the criticism and warning in PAd., 101e: dua 8 odx dv ¢dpoio domep
ol dvridoyikol mepl e Tis dpyfs Siadeyduevos kai tdv éf éxelvns dpunuévwy, eimep
Bovdowd T TGV Svrwy elpelv; éxelvors pév ydp iows ovdé els mepl TovTou Adyos
o08¢ ¢povris. ixavol ydp Omé goplas Jpol mdvra wxuxdvres Spws Svvacbar adrol
adrols dpéoxew. They do not keep the ‘universes of discourse’ clearly de-
fined but think it is legitimate, for example, to drag an epistemological
difficulty into an ethical problem before they have completely canvassed the
ethical phenomena and have set up an hypothesis to explain them. An
example of this ‘childish’ confusion is outlined in the PAi/., (15d—16a; 17a).

2 Cf. e.g. Aristotle, Mez., 987b 1 fI.

3 Oxyrh, Pap., X1, 1364; Diels, Fragmente der Vorsokratiker, 4th ed., vol. II,
pp. xxxii ff.

4 Plutatch, Adv. Color., 1108f-1109a.
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THE PHILOSOPHICAL ECONOMY OF THE THEORY OF IDEAS

disposed to them.”! And, attempting to reconcile conventional
law and natural good, he remarked, “The law seeks to benefit the
life of men but can do so only when they themselves desire to fare
well. For to those who obey it it indicates theit proper goodness.’ 2
This bald assertion of a difference between fair and foul things,
virtuous and vicious actions offers no standard whereby to deter-
mine the difference, no reason for the similarity of all fair things
qui fair and for their difference from all that are foul. So long
as these are only characteristics of material individuals no stan-
dard can be found, for to measure individuals against one another
is to succumb to relativism. To compare and contrast one must
have a definite standard of reference which must itself be underiva-
tive lest it become just another example of the characteristic in
question and so lead to an infinite regress. The ‘dialogues of
search’, by demonstrating the hopelessness of all other expedients,
show that the definitions requisite to normative ethics are possible
only on the assumption that there exist, apart from phenomena,
substantive objects of these definitions which alone are the source
of the values attaching to phenomenal existence.? The possibility
of ethical distinctions, then, implies objective differences which
can be accounted for only by the hypothesis of substantive ideas.
While this hypothesis makes an ethical system possible in the
abstract, the problems raised by conscious human activity involve
the construction of a complete ethical theory in the questions of
epistemology. That a consistent and practical ethical theory de-
pends upon an adequate epistemology, Plato demonstrates in the
Meno. The subject of that dialogue is virtue, but it is with one of
the popular practical questions about virtue that Meno opens the
discussion. Socrates protests that such questions as the teach-
ability of virtue must wait upon a satisfactory definition of

1 Democtritus, fragment 56 (Diels): 7@ kadd yrwpilovor xai Inhotow of eddvées
mpos adrd.

2 Democritus, fragment 248 (Diels): ¢ vduos Povderar uév edepyerelv Biov
avlpdmwr. Svarar 8¢ Srav adroi Bovdwvrar mdoxew €b. Totor ydp meboudvoor T
Bimy dperiy évbelivvrar.

3 Euth., 15¢ 11-e 2; Laches 199e (cf. 200e-201a); Lysis, 222¢ (N.B. 218¢c~
220b 5: necessity of finding a mpdrov ¢idov which is the final cause of mdvra
$ida); Charm., (176a); Hippias Minor (376b: if anyone errs voluntarily, it must
be the good man [who, of course, as good would not err at all]). Cf. Proz.,
(361c: the difficulties into which the argument has led show that it is necessaty
first to discover what dperi} is and zhen discuss its teachability).
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H. F. CHERNISS

virtue;! but Meno’s failure to produce a definition makes him fall
back upon the ‘eristic argument’ that one cannot search for either
the known or the unknown.? To the implication here that ethical
problems are not susceptible of investigation Socrates answers
that one can escape this difficulty only by supposing that learning
or discovering is really recollection of that which has already been
directly known.® Here Socrates is not concetned with the details of
the process; his contention is simply that, since determination of
the characteristics of virtue presupposes a definition of its essen-
tial nature and to give such a definition presupposes knowledge
of the essence, we must assume that essential virtue exists and has
been directly known unless we are to surrender all possibility of
considering ethical problems. Socrates is forced by Meno’s in-
sistence to discuss his question anyway, but his repeated objection
that such questions demand a prior determination of the nature
of virtue itself is a warning and an explanation of the paradoxical
outcome of the consequent discussion.

If men act virtuously without being able to teach virtue (that
is, without being able to give a consistent account of the causes
of their actions), it is because they have ‘right opinions’ and so are
virtuous by a kind of ‘divine grace’.® But such right opinions,
though having results speciously identical with those of know-
ledge, are unstable, for they are haphazard, being unconnected
by a chain of causality with the final cause. The recognition of this
causal relationship, however, is knowledge and this is just re-
collection.® Consequently until one bases his reasoning upon the
knowledge of essential virtue, there can be no adequate solution
of the problems of ethics.” So it is that by argument and example
the Meno demonstrates how, having to distinguish knowledge and
right opinion in order to save the phenomena of moral activity,
the ethical philosopher is forced to face the problems of episte-
mology.

But Plato was not satisfied with having proved that considera-

1 Men., 71a 3—7. It is in the light of this that I find the key to the riddles of
the Profagoras in Soctates’ remarks at the end of that dialogue (Pro., 361¢ 2-
d z).

2 Men., 8ce-81a.

3 Men., 81d 4~5. Note the word used for acquiting the knowledge in the
first place: éwpaxvia (81c 6).

4 Men., 86c 6-87b 5. 5 Men., 99a—d.

8 Men., 97e—98b. 7 Men., 100b.
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THE PHILOSOPHICAL ECONOMY OF THE THEORY OF IDEAS

tions of ethics require the assumption of substantive ideas and an
epistemology consistent with such an hypothesis. The pragmatic
relativism of Protagoras’ ethics was, after all, a necessary result of
his subjective realism; and Plato had before him the example of
Democritus who, though insisting upon the reality of definite
moral standards, could not finally refute Protagoras since he had
no adequate reason for giving mind the sovereignty over sensa-
tions. There is 2 winsome sadness in his confession of defeat
expressed in the reply he makes the sensations give to the strictures
of mind: ‘unhappy Intelligence, with evidence we give you you
attempt our overthrow; your victory is your defeat’.! The saving
of the phenomena of intellection and sensation is the primary duty
of epistemology; if, however, it should appear that these pheno-
mena can be saved in their own right only by setting up the same
hypothesis as was found to be essential for ethics, the coincidence
of results would by the principle of scientific economy enunciated
in Plato’s phrasing of the astronomical problem lend added validity
to the hypothesis in each sphere.

The epistemological necessity for the existence of the Ideas is
proved by the same indirect method as was used in establishing
the ethical necessity. Since the phenomena to be explained have
first to be determined, it is essential to proceed by analysis of the
psychological activities, to decide the nature of these activities
and their objects. In brief, the argument turns upon the deter-
mination of intellection as an activity different from sensation
and opinion. In the Timaeus,® in an avowedly brief and casual
proof of the separate existence of Ideas, it is stated that if intellec-
tion is other than right opinion it follows that there exist separate
substantive Ideas as the objects of intellection. The indications of
the essential difference of intellection and right opinion are there
said to be three. Knowledge is produced by instruction, is always
accompanied by the ability to render a true account or proof, and
cannot be shaken by persuasive means, whereas right opinion is
the result of persuasion, is incapable of accounting for itself, and
is susceptible of alteration by external influence. The difference
here mentioned is vividly exemplified in the myth of Et? by the
horrible choice of the soul concerning whom it is said: ‘he was one
of those who had come from heaven, having in his former life
lived in a well-ordered city and shared in virtue out of habit

1 Democtitus, fragment 125. 2 Tim., s1d-e. 2 Rep., G1gb ff,
B 5



H. F. CHERNISS

without philosophy’.! The Theaetetns, in its attempt to define
knowledge, treats as the last possibility considered the suggestion
that ‘true opinion’ may be a constitutive element of knowledge,
may in conjunction with a Adyos ot ‘account’ be knowledge it-
self.2 As this proposal is tested, it is shown that, of the various
possible meanings which Adyos might here have, the most satis-
factory is ‘knowledge of the proper difference of the objectknown’.3
But if this ‘knowledge of the difference’ is not to be, in turn, mere
‘right opinion’ about the difference, an empty tautology, the de-
finition is vitiated by a ‘circulus in definiendo’.* In shortt, if ‘true
opinion’ and knowledge are not identical, the former can not be
an essential element of the latter, either. The common assumption
of a relationship between ‘right opinion’ and knowledge is due to
the external similarity of their results,® but the rightness of any
particular opinion is simply accidental as Plato succinctly shows.6
Right opinion is still essentially opinion; and this, the Theaezesus
has already proved, cannot be knowledge, for it involves the
possibility of error or wrong opinion which can be explained only
as a mistaken reference to something known, although it is
difficult to see how—if the term of reference be known—a mis-
taken identification is possible.” Opinion, then, is different from
knowledge and secondary to it, for no satisfactory account of error
can be given until the process of intellection has been explained.®
Similarly the earlier part of the Theaetesrus proved that knowledge
can not be sensation or derived from sensation,® because sensation
itself implies a central faculty to which all individual perceptions are
referred and which passes judgement on them all.}® As in the
Republic'* the proof that knowledge and opinion are different
faculties is conclusive evidence for the fact that the objects with
which they are concerned must be different, so here from the
observation that the mind functioning directly without any inter-
mediate organ contemplates the notions that are applicable to all
things!? proceeds the conclusion that knowledge is not to be
found in the perceptions but in the reflection upon them, since

it In the patallel passage of the Phd. (82a-b) ‘philosophy’ is glossed by
‘intelligence’: dvev ¢idogodias e kal vod.

2 Tht., 201c 8 f. 3 Tht., 208d. 4 Tht., 2009d 4-2102 9.
5 Tht., 200e 4~6. 8 Tht., 201a~c. " Tht,, 187b 4~200d 4.
8 Tht., zoob-d. ® Cf. Tht., 186e 9—187a 6.

10 The., 184b s~186e 10. ! Rep., 477¢—478b 2, 12 Tht,, 185e 1-2,
6



THE PHILOSOPHICAL ECONOMY OF THE THEORY OF IDEAS

only in this process is it possible to grasp reality and meaning.!
The attempt of the Theaetetns to define knowledge fails, and this
failure demonstrates that the Adyos, the essential characteristic of
knowledge, cannot be explained by any theory which takes pheno-
mena to be the objects of intellection. That this is the purpose of
the dialogue is revealed by the Timaens passage above which shows
that the Adyos is the Seouds of the Meno,? the mark which distin-
guishes knowledge from right opinion in that dialogue and which
was there identified with dvduwvnows. The Theaetetus, then, is an
attempt to prove that the theory of Ideas is a necessary hypothesis
for the solution of the problems of epistemology; the constructive
doctrine of the Sophist demonstrates that it is a sufficient hypo-
thesis for that purpose.? The process of abstraction and generalisa-
tion which Aristotle thought sufficient to account for knowledge*
was recognised by Plato,® but he considered it to be inadequate.
In the Parmenides,® after advancing all his objections to the hypo-
thesis, Parmenides is made to assert that it is still necessary to
assume the existence of Ideas if thought and reasoning are to be
saved; and in the Phaedo? Socrates outlines the theory of abstrac-
tion almost in the very words which Aristotle was to use, connects
it with the theories of the mechanistic physics, and rejects it in
favour of the theory of separate Ideas. The possibility of abstrac-
tion itself, if it is to have any meaning, Plato believes, requires the
independent reality of the object apprehended by the intellect.
That is the basis of his curt refutation of mentalism in the Par-
menides.® So the process of abstraction and analysis outlined in the
Philebus, which is there said to be possible because of the partici-
pation of the phenomena in real Ideas,® and which in a simple
example of its use in the Republicl® is called ‘our customary
method’, is in the Phaedrus1? designated as avduvnous and said to
require the substantial existence of the Ideas and previous direct
knowledge of them by the intellect. The successful ‘recollection’
of the Ideas by means of the dialectical process is in the Republic'?
1 The., 186d 2 ff. 2 Men., 98a.
3 Cf. Soph., 258d—264b and note the triumphant tone of 264b 5~7.

8 De Anima 432a 3—14; Post. Anal., 100a 3-b 17; cf. Met., A, 1.
5 Charm., 159a 1-3; Phil., 38b 12-13.

8 Parm., 135b 5—c 3. ? Phd., 96b. 8 Parm., 132b—c.

¥ Phil., 16¢c 10 ff. N.B. 16d 2: edprjoew yap évoiiaar. 10 Rep., 596a.

11 Phdr., 249b s—c 4. Cf. the extended demonstration of Phd., 742 9772 5
which is based upon epistemological considerations. 12 Rep., 479e-480a.
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said to constitute intellection as distinguished from opinion, and
the man who is capable of such activity is there described in
terms parallel to the ‘mythical’ description of the ‘wingéd intellect’
of the Phaedrus.

The nature of the mental processes, then, can be explained only
by the hypothesis of Ideas. Since no mere addition to right
opinion from the sphere with which it itself deals can produce
knowledge or make intelligible the fact of error and since no
combination of sensations can account for apperception, know-
ledge cannot be synthetic or derivative. Knowledge as a special
faculty dealing dfrectly with its own objects must be assumed in
order not only to explain the fact of cognition but also to make
possible opinion and sensation as they are given by experience.
The special faculty of knowledge, however, is characterised by
direct contact of subject and object; since phenomena cannot enter
into such a relationship with the subject, mediating organs being
required in their case, it is necessary that the objects of knowledge
be real entities existing apart from the phenomenal world and that
the mind have been affected by them before the mental processes
dealing with phenomena occur. Only so can one avoid the self-
contradictory sensationalism of Protagoras, the psychological
nihilism of Gorgias, and the dilemma of Democtitus.

The effort to save the phenomena of mental activity leads to
the same hypothesis as did the attempt to explain human conduct,
and the ethical hypothesis is supported by the independent re-
quirements of epistemology. There is, however, another sphere
naturally prior to knowledge and sensation and by which finally
all epistemological theories must be judged. The Ideas are
necessary to account for the data of mental processes; but the
physical world and its characteristics are not dependent upon these
mental processes, and it is no more sufficient to assume an ontology
which will fit the requirements of epistemology than it is to con-
struct an epistemology in order to account for the phenomena of
ethics. It is with this in mind that Timaeus, when in a physical
discourse he uses a résumé of the epistemological proof of the
existence of Ideas, apologises for his procedure with the excuse
that the magnitude of his main subject requires him to give the
briefest possible demonstration.2 The very language of this passage
shows that Plato considered it as a requirement of sound method

1 Phdr., 249c. 2 Tim., s1c 5 f.
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to develop his ontological hypothesis according to the data of the
physical world itself. This requirement is explained in the
Theaetetus where a detailed theory of psychological relativism is
expounded?! by way of considering the thesis that knowledge is
sensation. Such a doctrine, in spite of the objections that can be
brought against its epistemological and ethical consequences,
may still present a correct account of the nature of existence as
nothing but a flux of motions. What seem to be individual objects
and characteristics would then be merely the transitory resultants
of the component motions. In that case, knowledge would really
be vivid sensations which are the functions of clashing and passing
movements.? To argue that no practical ethics or adequate epis-
temology can be developed from such an account is pointless, for
there could be no #naturally valid criterion by which to evaluate the
different moments of evidence.? Such a theory as that of Ideas
would be 2 merely pragmatic hypothesis, and distinctions of good
and bad, true and false would be at best only conventional and
artificial. It is, then, necessary that the study of ontology be undet-
taken independently of the requirements of ethics and episte-
mology to discover what hypothesis will explain the data of
physical phenomena as such.t The data with which the investiga-
tion has to work are the constantly shifting phenomena of the
physical world, and Plato accepts this unceasing flux as a charac-
teristic of all phenomenal existence.® This flux, however, is the
datum which has to be explained, and his contention is simply that
change itself is intelligible and possible only if there exist entities
which are not themselves involved in the change. The argument
in the Theaetetns® attempts to show that the constant flux of pheno-
mena involves alteration as well as local motion but that alteration
requires the permanent subsistence of immutable abstract qualities.
The relativism that asserts the constant change of everything,
however, makes attributes and perceptions the simultaneous
resultants of the meeting of agent and patient, while agent and
patient themselves are merely complexes of change without in-
dependent existence,? with the result that not only are all things
constantly changing their characteristics but the characteristics
themselves are constantly altering, and ‘whiteness’ can no more

1 Tht., 156a—-160e, 2 Tht., 179¢. 3 Tht., 158b-e.
4 The., 179d. 5 Cf. Tim., 27d 5-28a 4.  ® Tht., 181c-183b,
7 Tht., 182b.
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be really ‘whiteness’ than any other colour.) Similarly, if the
qualities themselves are always altering, the sensations which are
defined by these constantly altering qualities are undifferentiated.?
Such an account of the world involves the denial not only of fixed
states and determinable processes but also of the laws of contra-
diction and the excluded middle.? The data of phenomenal change,
then, logically require the hypothesis of immutable and immaterial
ideas. The argument occurs again at the end of the Cratylus (where,
however, it is connected with one form of the epistemological
proof);%and Aristotle accuses the Protagoreans, in the same terms
as does Plato, of denying the laws of logic.5 In a passage obviously
influenced by the Theaeterus,® he explains the difficulties of the
relativists as due to their failure to recognise immaterial existences
and to note the distinction between quantitative and qualitative
change. Like Plato, Aristotle felt that a logical account of physical
nature required some hypothesis of qualitative existence as un-
derived from quantitative distinctions.

The digression on mensuration in the Po/iticus? has the same
intention. There Plato distinguishes between quantitative and
qualitative ‘measurement’, the former being only relative measure-
ment and the latter measurement against a norm,® and castigates
those who think all the world susceptible of quantitative measure-
ment; their error lies in the supposition that all difference can be
reduced to quantitative distinctions.® For this reason in the
Timaeus, where the quantitative determinations of the minima of
phenomenal air, fire, water, and earth are elaborated in great
detail, 10 Plato still insists that there must be substantive Ideas of air,
fire, water, and earth, apart from phenomena, immutable, the
objects of intellection only,!! and that phenomenal objects are
what they are because they are imitations of these real Ideas.!?
Indications of the ontological necessity of the hypothesis are not
lacking in this dialogue either. The most certain and evident
characteristic of phenomena is their instability; they are all in-

1 The., 182d 1-5. 2 Tht., 182d 8-es. 3 Tht., 1832 4-bs.
4 Crat., 439d 3—440c 1.
5 Met., 1008a 31-34; cf. 10092 6—12.

8 Met., 10102 1-37. ? Pol., 283d-287a. 8 Pol., 283d 7-284b 2.
% Pol., 284e 11-285c 2; cf. Rodier, Etudes de philosophie grecque, p. 48, note 1.
19 Tim., 53¢ 4~55¢ 5; 55d 7-57¢ 6. 11 Tim., s1a 7-52a 4.

12 Tim., soc, 51a 7-b 1 (cf. Shorey in Class. Phil., XXI1II [1928], p. 358).
I0
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volved in the process of generation?! and so imply a cause external
to themselves.? Apart from the ‘mythical’ form of the explanation
to which this leads, the argument is the same as the indirect
proof of the Theaetetus. The instability of phenomena can be ex-
plained only by assuming a world of Ideas as the source of pheno-
menal characteristics. T'o dispense with such a superphenomenal
world is not only to identify right opinion and knowledge but,
in fact, to say that phenomena are stable.® This brief remark of
Timaeus sums up the results of the demonstration in the Theaetetus
which shows that the relativistic ontology transgresses the law of
the excluded middle and so can no more say that all is in motion
than that all is at rest. To do away with stable qualities is tanta-
mount to denying the possibility of change.? Yet it is the possibility
of phenomenal alteration that was to be saved, for phenomena
have no stability at all;3 they are fleeting phrases without
persistent substantiality,® but such they can be only if apart from
them there are substances of which somehow the phenomena
partake.?

The physical phenomena, then, considered in themselves and
not as objects of sensation or cognition still can be saved only by
the hypothesis of separate, substantive Ideas. That the necessary
and sufficient hypothesis for this sphere turns out to be the very
one needed for ethics and epistemology makes it possible to con-
sider the three spheres of existence, cognition, and value as
phases of a single unified cosmos.

The apparently disparate phenomena of these three orders,
like the seemingly anomalous paths of the planets, had to be
accounted for by a single, simple hypothesis which would not

1 Tim., 28b 8—c 2.

2 Tim., 28¢c 2-3.

3 Tim., s1d 6~7.

4 Aristotle reproduces the argument in his own language in Metaphysics,
10102 35-7.

8 Cf. Tim., 49d 4 fI. (BeBaréryra-d 7) and 51d 5-7.

8 Tinm., 49¢ 7-50a 4.

" Tim., sob—c. That the mere configuration of space is not enough to
produce phenomenal fire, etc., 51b 4-6 shows (N.B. xaf’ ooy dv ppipara
rovrawv déynrar). All this, T think, makes Shorey’s interpretation of 56b 3—5
certain (Class, Phil., XXIII [1928], pp. 357-8). To interpret orepedv yeyovds
here as ‘having received a third dimension’ would be tautological, for the
pyramid is eo £pso three-dimensional. Cf. also A. Rivaud in his introduction to
his edition of the Timaens (p. 26) in the Budé series.
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only make intelligible the appearances taken separately but at the
same time establish the interconnection of them all. The problem
which Plato set others in astronomy he set himself in philosophy;
the resulting theory of Ideas indicates by its economy that it
proceeded from the same skill of formulation which charted for
all time the course of astronomical hypothesis.
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LOGOS AND FORMS IN PLATO
(1954)

R. C. Cross

IN the Theaetetus, in the search for an answer to the question
What is knowledge? the suggestion is made at 201d that true
belief with the addition of a logos is knowledge, while belief
without a logos is not knowledge. Where no logos can be given
of a thing, then it is not knowable; where a logos can be given,
then it is knowable (dv pév 1) o Adyos, odx émomyra elvar . . . d
8’ éyer, émomyrd (201d)). This view is then elaborated in Socrates’s
‘dream’. It is the view that the first elements (orotyeta) out of
which every thing is composed have no logos. Each of them
taken by itself can only be named. We can add nothing further,
saying that it exists or does not exist. None of the elements can
be told in a logos, they can only be named, for a name is all that
they have. On the other hand, when we come to the things com-
posed of these elements, then just as the things are complex, so
their names when combined form a logos, the latter being
precisely a combination of names. Thus the elements have no
logos and are unknowable, but can be perceived (dloya xai
dyvwara eivar, alonpra 8¢ (202b)), while the complexes (cvAAaBds)
are knowable and statable (pn7ds) and you can have a true notion
of them. The view is then summed up at 202b ff.—‘whenever
then anyone gets hold of the true notion of anything without a
logos his soul thinks truly of it, but he does not know it; for if
one cannot give and receive a logos of anything, one has no
knowledge of that thing (rov ydp un Svvduevov Sofval Te xal
dé€aoblar Adyov dvemomipova elvar mepi TovTov), but when he has
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also acquired a logos, then all these things are realised and he is
fully equipped for knowledge.’

Theaetetus expresses satisfaction with this view. Socrates him-
self, it is interesting to note, remarks (202d) that the statement
(that true belief with a logos is knowledge) taken just by itself
may well be satisfactory; for, he asks, how could there ever be
knowledge apart from a logos and right belief? He objects, how-
ever, to the ‘most ingenious’ feature of the theory, namely, that
the elements are unknowable, while the complexes are knowable.
On this point, using the model of letters and syllables, Socrates
presents the theory with a dilemma which, cashing the model,
runs like this; if the logos just is the names which compose it, each
name being the name of an unknowable element, then it itself
conveys no more than do its several words—it is a mere congeries
of unknowables. On the other hand, if the logos is something
more than the nouns out of which it is composed, a new lin-
guistic unit which somehow conveys something more than is
conveyed by the bare enumeration of the individual names in it,
then this something more will itself be a new simple, which as such
will be unknowable (as having no logos), and the logos will stand
in the same naming relation to it as the individual nouns did to the
original elements. Thus the logos will no more convey knowledge
than do the names with which we began.

In a paper read to the Oxford Philological Society Professor
Ryle has related the theory of Socrates’s dream and the criticism
of it in this part of the Theaetetus to logical atomist theories about
words and sentences such as are to be found in Russell’s early
writings and elsewhere. With the larger bearing of this part of the
Theaetetns on modern versions of logical atomism I am not here
concerned, but with some remarks Professor Ryle made about its
relevance to Plato’s own theory of Forms. He argued that ‘if the
doctrine of Forms was the view that these verbs, adjectives and
common nouns are themselves the names of simple, if lofty,
nameables, then Socrates’s criticism is, per accidens, a criticism of
the doctrine of Forms, whether Plato tealised this or not’, and he
added that ‘if 2 Form is a simple object or a logical subject of
predication, no matter how sublime, then its verbal expression
will be a2 name and not a sentence; and if so, then it will not be
false but nonsense to speak of anyone knowing it (savoir) or not
knowing it, of his finding it out, being taught it, teaching it,
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concluding it, forgetting it, believing, supposing, guessing or
entertaining it, asserting it, negating it or questioning it’. It is
these remarks I want to discuss.

What then are we to say of this criticism of the theory of Forms
which Professor Ryle develops from the discussion in the
Theaetetus? A number of possibilities suggest themselves. In the
first place, we might say that what Plato is concerned with in the
Theaetetus is knowledge in relation to perception. The unknowable
elements there are, as he himself says, aicfyrd, and he is not
thinking of anything but perceptual ‘simples’, nor of any relation
the argument might have to the theory of Forms. Still, it seems
clear that the argument does hold for any simple nameables,
whether objects of perception or objects of thought. Further, it is
not easy to believe that Plato could have missed this, especially
when so much of the language here echoes the language he has
used elsewhere in setting out his own philosophical views.
(Cf. e.g. Tht., 202c Tov yap w7 duvduevov dotval Te kai défaclfar
Adyov dvemarripova elvar mepl TovTov With Rep., s31e where the
dialectician is contrasted with those who u7 dwvarol . . . Sotval Te
kai amodéfaabfar Adyov (00 Sokobow) eloeabai moré Tv dv payer detv
eldévar.) In any case, whether or not Plato was himself at this point
aware of the possible effects of the argument on the theory of
Forms, we ought to consider them.

It might be suggested, secondly, that Plato himself was aware
that the arguments here were damaging to the theory of Forms,
but was undisturbed by this, because he had already abandoned,
or was about to abandon, the theory. Some scholars have certainly
thought that the theory was either abandoned or fundamentally
altered in the later dialogues. Burnet, for instance, maintains that
‘the doctrine of Forms finds no place at all in any work of Plato
later than the Parmenides’ How much alteration there must be
before we say that the theory is ‘fundamentally altered’ or ‘aban-
doned’ is, of course, a pretty problem. Stenzel sees a change from
the form as a ‘representative intuition’ to the Form as something
approaching a ‘concept’, but he would certainly not have wanted
to say that Plato had abandoned his theory of Forms. So far as
verbal expressions are concerned the language still occurs in the
later dialogues which was used in the eatlier in connection with

1 Burnet, Platonism, p. 120. Cf. also p. 119, ‘in the Laws thete is no trace of
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the theory of Forms. This is true even of the Laws, e.g. 965b—
where there is the familiar contrast of the one and the many, and
the necessity is insisted on of being able wpos piav 6éav éx TGV
moMA&V kal dvopolwy . . . BAémew. Too much cannot be made of
verbal similarities and we have Lewis Campbell’s warning that
‘in Plato ... philosophical terminology is incipient, tentative,
transitional’.l Still, they are there. Further, some of the familar
notions of the earlier dialogues are there too, e.g. knowledge and
Forms, opinion and sensibles, and so on. The theory may have
evolved, but the evidence suggests that there is enough left both
linguistically and in content to make it rash to say that Plato had
abandoned it. If, however, we are not prepared to say that Plato
abandoned the Forms, we cannot adopt the device of reconciling
Professor Ryle’s interpretation of the arguments in the Theaetetns
with the theory of Forms by the simple procedure of annihilating
the latter.

A third possibility suggests itself, arising out of some things
Mzr. Robinson has said. His interpretation of this part of the
Theacetetus is this—and here I quote from his article ‘Forms and
Error in Plato’s Theaetetus’ (Phil. Rev., lix, (1950), 16): ‘Here at the
end of the Theaetetns he (Plato) offers strong arguments to show
that logos does not entail knowledge, and, much worse, that
some aloga must be knowable if there is any knowledge at all.’
On the other hand, just above he has pointed out that is was ‘one
of Plato’s own favourite doctrines’, both before and after the
Theaetetus, ‘that knowledge entails logos’. Now two things about
this. First, it is clear that Mr. Robinson interprets this part of the
Theaetetus differently from Professor Ryle—he treats it as a sort of
reductio ad absurdum argument in favour of the conclusion that ‘a
thing’s being alogon does not make it unknowable’. Thus on
page 15 he writes: ‘the examination of the three senses of “logos™
is immediately preceded by a discussion of uncompounded ele-
ments, the tendency of which is to conclude that, if elements are
unknowable because they have no logos, everything is unknow-
able, from which anyone who thought that knowledge does occur
would have to conclude that a thing’s being alogon does not make
it unknowable.” I myself am prepared to reject this interpretation
and accept Professor Ryle’s, partly for reasons which will, I hope,
be obvious later, partly because within the Theaetetus passage itself

1 Plaro’s Republic, Jowett and Campbell, vol. ii, p. 292.
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the emphasis of the argument seems to be not that we should
substitute for the low-grade ‘pool’ atoms of the sensationalist
new high-grade ‘branded’ atoms, but that no sort of atoms or
atomistic nameables will do. Secondly, Mr. Robinson reconciles
his own interpretation with his admission that it continues to be
a favourite doctrine of Plato elsewhere that knowledge entails
logos, by the suggestion that this is a smaller example of what we
find in the Parmenides—'namely a searching critique of one of
Plato’s own favourite doctrines, which he nevertheless continued
to hold after writing the critique in spite of the fact that he does
not appear ever to have discovered the answer to it’. We might
then, while rejecting Mr. Robinson’s interpretation of the argu-
ment, accept this self-criticism explanation for our own inter-
pretation. We would then say that the doctrine of Forms does lead
to the logical atomist difficulties which Plato exposed in the
Theaeterus. Plato had no answer to these difficulties, but still went
on holding his doctrine. But while it may be that there are parts
of Plato’s writing which defy any other explanation, this self-
criticism story cannot but create some feeling of uneasiness. If a
philosopher exposes damaging difficulties in central doctrines that
he holds, and nevertheless, and this is the important point, ap-
parently continues to hold them without ever answering the
difficulties, his procedure is, to say the least, puzzling, and in the
end might lead us to suspect his credentials. It looks then as
though the self-criticism explanation should be adopted only in
default of a better. There is, however, in the present case a fourth
possibility. Professor Ryle’s argument was that ‘if the doctrine
of Forms was the view that these verbs, adjectives and common
nouns are themselves the names of simple, if lofty, nameables,
then Socrates’s criticism of logical atomism is ... a criticism of
the doctrine of Forms’. If we are already convinced that this was
the doctrine of Forms, and if we accept, as 1 have been prepared to
do, Professor Ryle’s interpretation of the implications of the
passage for that doctrine, it looks as if we must perforce fall back
on the self-criticism explanation. But if on other grounds we were
not so sure that this was the doctrine of Forms, the Theaetetus
passage would encourage us further to see if the theory of Forms
is not capable of a different interpretation. I want to suggest some
other grounds for hesitation in accepting the interpretation of the
doctrine of Forms indicated in the quotation from Professor Ryle.
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Before, however, we come to these, let us first state the inter-
pretation somewhat more fully.

It would maintain (no doubt among otherthings) that on Plato’s
view, apart from proper names, which stand for particulars, other
substantives, adjectives, prepositions, and verbs stand for Forms
or universals, are the names of these. Ross puts this clearly when
he says: “The essence of the theory of Ideas lay in the conscious
recognition of the fact that there is a class of entities, for which
the best name is probably “universals”, that are entirely different
from sensible things. Any use of language involves the recogni-
tion, either conscious or unconscious, of the fact that there are
such entities; for every word used, except proper names—every
abstract noun, every general noun, every adjective, every verb,
even every pronoun and every preposition—is a name for some-
thing of which there are or may be instances.” These universals
exist timelessly in their own right apart from the sensible world;
they are ‘real entities’, ‘substances’ (the phrases are from Professor
Cherniss);2 and to know them is, or involves some form of
immediate apprehension in which we are directly acquainted with
them. In Professor Cherniss’s words again ‘the special faculty of
knowledge is characterised by direct contact of subject and object’.?
This is the interpretation of some of the essential features of the
theory of Forms that is to be found, whether explicitly or implicitly,
in the writings of a large number of the most distinguished modern
Platonists—Ross, Cherniss, Taylor, I think Cornford, and many
others. In fact, it is accepted orthodoxy. T'wo things may be said
about it. First, it must be allowed that there is much in Plato’s
actual language that could be construed to support this inter-
pretation. Secondly, if this is what Plato was saying, the theory of
Forms is less illuminating than perhaps it once seemed. This
remark is, of course, irrelevant to the question of the correctness
of the interpretation, but it is worth making for this reason. A
number (and I suspect a large number) of the propounders of this
interpretation—and Ross is a clear and distinguished example of
this—have not merely believed that this is what Plato meant by
his theory, but that it is, by and large, a good theory. If it can be

1. D. Ross, Plato’s Theory of Ideas, p. 225.
2 “The Philosophical Economy of the Theory of Ideas’, Amer. Journ. of
Phil., vol. lvii, 1936, pp. 452, 456. See above, pp. 8, 11.
3 Loc. cit., p. 452. See above, p. 8.
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seen, and I think it can be seen, that as a theory it is unworkable
and in the strict and non-abusive use of the word largely meaning-
less, we may be the less inclined to father it on Plato unless we
must, and the more inclined to re-examine what he actually says.
Since the merits of the orthodox interpretation as a piece of philo-
sophy are irrelevant to the question of whether it is the correct
interpretation, it would be out of place here to elaborate its
demerits. It is enough to say that the suggestion that it is an un-
workable and largely meaningless theory arises not merely from
the logical atomist difficulties developed from the Theaetetus, but
from many other considerations as well—e.g. to mention only
one, the difficulty of giving any cash value to a phrase like ‘time-
less substantial entities’. I repeat, however, that the merits or
demerits of the theory are strictly irrelevant to its correctness as
a piece of interpretation. There are, however, things in Plato that
seem to me to suggest that he may have had other ideas in mind,
and I shall now try to mention a few of them, turning first to the
Meno.

Meno opens the dialogue by raising certain questions about the
the acquiring of virtue, and Socrates says he cannot possibly
answer them until he knows what virtue is—ri éorw dperr. Meno
thinks this an easy question and proceeds to enumerate the vit-
tues of a man, of a woman, and so on. Socrates objects (72a-b)
that this is to give him a swarm of virtues when he asks for one,
and carrying on the figure of the swarm points out that when the
question is about the nature of the bee it is not a proper answer to
say that there are many kinds of bees. Bees do not differ from one
another as bees, as Meno readily admits, and what the questioner
wants to know is what this is in respect to which they do not differ,
but are all alike—d od8év Stadépovow aMa TadTdv elow dmacat, T¢
TobTo ¢ijs eivar; Similarly with the virtues—they have all one
common form which makes them virtues, and on this he who
would answer the question, what is virtue, would do well to keep
his eye fixed. (év y¢ Tv eldos TadTov dmacar éxovar 8’ & eloiv apetad,
€ls 0 kadds mov €yer dmoPAéfavTa Tov dmokpwipevoy TG épwricavTi
éxetvo dnAdoar, 6 Tvyydver odoa dperd (72¢).) Meno is still not
altogether clear about the existence of a common characteristic in
the case of virtue, though he seems not to feel any difficulty in
other cases—74a-b od yap Svvapal mw, & Ldkpares, ws ov {nrels
piav dpemy AaPelv xard mdvrwv, domep év Tols dMows. Socrates
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explains further by taking the example of figure, What we want
to know here is what that is which is common to the round, the
straight, and all the other figures—r{ éorw éni 7 oTpoyyddw kal
eVfel kal émi Tols dMois, & 87 oyguaTa kadels, TadTov €ml waow;
(752). Socrates then gives two answers to this question 7¢ éome
oxfpa, either of which he would regard as a satisfactory reply to
the question. The first is that figure is the only thing which always
follows colour (75b), and he adds that he himself would be
satisfied if Meno would give him an answer of the same sort about
virtue. Meno asks what answer Socrates would have given if a
person were to say that he did not know what colour was, and
Socrates then produces his second answer (76a), that figure is
the limit of a solid. This is the sort of answer he wants to this sort
of ‘what is it’ question; and Meno is encouraged to try, with no
more success than before, to produce a similar type of answer
to the question “What is virtue?’.

Now there are three points of interest in this section of the
Meno. First, Meno himself is not represented in the dialogue as
being particularly acute or particularly skilled in philosophy—
rather the reverse. Yet he does not seem to find any difficulty or
anything particularly striking in the fact that we do use a word like
‘bee’ or ‘figure’ as a general term for any one of a group of
particulars. No fuss seems to be made on this point either by
Meno or Socrates. They both just seem to take it for granted that
we do use words that way, or, to use the language of the present
context, that there is something common to a group of particulars
which are called by one name. Yet this something common is, on
the orthodox view of the theory of Forms, a ‘universal’, and the
discovery of universals and their relation to particulars is hailed
as one of the achievements of the theory. But neither Meno nor
Socrates seem much interested in this revelation. It is true that
Meno is not so sure (73a) that virtue will be the same in a child
as in an adult, in 2 woman as in a man, but his worry is apparently
confined to the special case of virtue. He seems to have no diffi-
culty over the one and the many elsewhere (cf. 74a-b quoted
above). Secondly, what he has difficulty over, and what both he
and Socrates are interested in, is in trying to discover what this
one, in the case of each group of particulars—bees, figures,
virtues—is. The whole emphasis is on this—i.e. not on the point
that there is one over against the many, but on what this one, in
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the case of each group of patticulars, is. Thitdly, Socrates by the
example of ‘figure’ illustrates the way in which he expects Meno
to cope with this ‘what is it’ question. If he is asked ‘what is
figure?’ the appropriate response is to say that, e.g. figure is the
only thing which always follows colour, i.e. to use deliberately
vague language, the appropriate response is to say something,
to tell the questioner something, to make some sort of state-
ment.

Now in all this the Meno is in no way peculiat. This “What is X ?’
question appears in the Republic—"What is justice?’, in the
Theaetetus—"What is knowledge?’, in the Sophiss—"What is a
sophist ?’, and so on, as well as in many of the early dialogues, and
it is quite plain that Plato attaches the greatest importance to it.
In the Theaetetus too, Theaetetus makes just the same sort of
mistake as Meno does—when asked what knowledge is, he enu-
merates the different sorts of knowledge—knowledge of geometry,
of cobbling, of carpentry, and so on, and Socrates makes just the
same objection—146d ‘you are generous indeed, my dear Theaete-
tus—so open-handed that, when you are asked for one simple
thing, you offer 2 whole variety’. Further, here too Socrates,
after remarking at 147b that a man cannot understand the name
of a thing when he does not know what that thing is, gives an
illustration of the sort of answer he wants; if he is asked what clay
is, the simple and ordinary thing to say is that clay is earth mixed
with moisture (147c). Theaetetus mentions a mathematical ex-
ample, where he has been able to do this sort of thing in the case
of roots (dwvdueis), and Socrates exhorts him similarly mepi
émorijuns AaBelv Adyov 7 more Tvyydvel 6v (148d) adding, in what I
think an important remark, ‘just as you found a single character
to embrace these many roots, so now try to find a single logos
that applies to the many kinds of knowledge’—dwomep ravras
moMas ovioas évi elder mepiédafes, olitw kal Tas moAAds €momiuas
évi Adyw mpooeumelv (148d). Mr. Robinson in Plato’s Earlier
Dialectic, chapter 5 has some excellent remarks on the pitfalls and
the vagueness of the “What is X ?* question. As he has shown,
unless the question is put in some specific context, a number of
quite different answers to it would all be equally legitimate, and
as he says, quoting from G. E. Moore, ‘the vague form ‘“What-is-
X?” is an especial temptation “to answer questions, without
first discovering precisely what question it is you desire to
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answer” ’.1 The important thing for our present putrposes is that
there is evidence both in the Meno and elsewhere that when Plato
asks this “What is X7’ question, e.g. as in the Meno “What is
virtue?’, he will be far from content with the announcement that
‘there is a Form of virtue’ or that ‘virtue is 2 Form or universal’,
or that ‘there ate Forms as well as particulars, and virtue is a
Form’. As I pointed out above both Meno and Socrates make
practically no fuss at all of the point that there is an eldos for the
group. To keep telling them that there is would be merely in-
furiating. This is not to deny that Plato elsewhere also raises what
might be called status questions in connection with Forms in
general—questions about their separation from particulars and so
on. But it is quite clear in the Meno and elsewhere that when he
asks this “What is X ?” question, he is taking it for granted that
there is a form of X, and wanting to know what that form is. And
as I have already insisted, from what he says it seems that he hopes
to achieve this coming to know the Form by way of statements,
logoi. I suggest, therefore, that it is misleading when Shorey
writes: ‘except in purely mythical passages, Plato does not at-
tempt to describe the ideas any more than Kant describes the
Ding-an-sich or Spencer the “unknowable”. He does not tell us
what they are, but that they are.”? From the early dialogues to the
late it is, I suggest, one of Plato’s main motifs to try to tell what
the €idn are. It may be that he never succeeds, but failure to
emphasise that that is certainly one of the things he is trying to do,
and that he hopes to do it by logoi, is liable to lead to the ob-
scuring of an important element in this theory. In fact it leads to
the orthodox view that Plato has discovered, and is well satisfied
with the discovery of, universals—good sound entities of only too
too solid flesh, of which words are names, and of which the fun-
damental mode of awareness is some kind of direct insight,
Professor Cherniss’s ‘direct contact of subject and object’ or
Russell’s “knowledge by acquaintance’.

Now in connection with this notion of knowledge by acquain-
tance in Plato, Diotima’s speech in the Symposium, which is usually
taken as embodying views of Socrates or Plato, is of interest. As
befits the speech of a priestess, it is highly enthusiastic, and here,
if anywhere, we would expect the language of insight or direct
contact or acquaintance. And this is what we do in fact find when

1 Op. cit. (first edition), p. 6z. 2 Unity of Plato’s Thought, p. 28.
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Diotima describes how the soul after a long training comes to see
beauty itself. It is a sudden vision—mpds Tédos 70 lwv TG épwrikdv
éaidvms rardferal T Bavpaarov Ty $vow kaddv (210€), an act of
contemplation and communion fewpévov kai ovvérros adrd (212a).
What is of interest, however, is that this moment of acquaintance
with beauty itself, the goal of human life, is so strongly marked off
from all ordinary experience. In particular in 211a, where this
supreme beauty is being described, we are told that of this there
is 090¢€ Tis Adyos 008¢ Tis émoTiun—there is no logos of it and no
knowledge of it. The suggestion is that it is above knowledge in
any ordinary sense, and that with knowledge in its ordinary sense
there always goes a logos. Beauty itself, on the other hand, is
nameable, but not in any ordinary sense knowable. It is true that
in the same passage there is a reference to a udfnua of adré o
kdlov, but here again this quite special pabfnua is distinguished
from what are ordinarily known as pajuare—ans Té@v pafnudrwv
(not ré&v aA&v patpudrwy) én’ éxeivo 16 pdbnua reevrioar (211¢);
true also that there is a reference to the vision of a “single science,
if it may be called that’, which is of beauty itself, but this special
sort of science or knowledge is marked off from knowledge or the
sciences as ordinarily meant, and from the logoi to which the
lover of wisdom is usually confined—moAlovs kai kadods Adyovs
kal peyadompemels TikTy Kkai diavofuara év ddocodia dpfdvew, éws
&V EEV'TO,GBO- f;wogel‘.s‘ Kal‘- aﬁf‘qgel‘.s‘ KG-TLIBT) TWVA €’7TLUT7;}L7]V /J.L’(ZV ‘TOLO-I;T‘IIV,
7 ot kadoD Towodde (210d). I agree with Festugiere! that this
pdfnua and this émomjuy belong only to the moment of émonreia
and go beyond the ordinary norms of knowledge. Ordinarily
knowledge and logos go hand in hand, and of the ideal beauty
008€ Tis Adyos 008¢ Tis émoriuy. If we like we can call this special
knowledge of adré 76 xaddv knowledge by acquaintance, and there
is no reason why we should grudge Plato his special moments of
acquaintance. But these are not ordinary moments, nor is the
knowledge the knowledge with which he is usually concerned.
The knowledge that interests him in his non-enthusiastic moments
is the knowledge in which logos is inextricably involved; it is of
this knowledge that he primarily speaks in connection with the
Forms; and it is not, I contend, knowledge by acquaintance. The
point is frequently made that ‘Plato constantly uses metaphorical

1 Festugiere, Contemplation et Vie Contemplative selon Platon, p. 231 (especi-
ally note (2)).
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expressions taken from the senses of sight and touch to denote the
immediate character of his highest knowledge’.! Lutoslawski,
e.g., from whom I have just quoted, cites ieiv, drreobar, opdv, and
so on from the Republic. This is a fair and scholarly point, but too
much can be made of it. We too, in our language, talk, for ex-
ample, of ‘seeing’ a problem, ‘handling’ it, ‘grasping’ it, ‘grap-
pling’ with it,and so on, without wishing to convey anything about
‘the immediate character of our highest knowedge’ of the prob-
lem. Two examples may perhaps suffice to show how difficult it is
to rely too much on Plato’s ‘seeing’ and ‘touching’ language.
Professor Chetniss, in his atticle in American Journal of Philology,
to which I have already referred, in explaining the passage
in the Meno 81d, where Socrates produces his theory of learning
as recollection, says that on Socrates’s hypothesis ‘learning or
discovering is really recollection of that which has already been
directly known’, italicising ‘directly’; and in a footnote he adds
‘note the word used for acquiring knowledge in the first place:
éwpaxvia (81c6)’.2 But it should also be noted that four lines below
Socrates remarks that it is not strange if the soul can remember
what it knew before, where the Gtreek is olov 7" elvar adrny
dvaprnabivas, & ye kal mpdrepov BmioTato whetre the verb énilora-
ola. would not suggest direct knowledge by acquaintance. Again
Lutoslawski® quotes dmreaflar in Republic 511b as an example of
the metaphorical use of sight and touch expressions to convey the
notion of immediate knowledge; but in the passage, which runs
Tobro (this segment of the line) o adros 6 Adyos dmrerar T4 Tob
duadéyealar duvduer the emphasis seems to be on hard argument
rather than immediate knowledge, and to press the metaphor in
dmrrecfar coming as it does between Adyos and SiaAéyesfor seems
highly dubious. The truth seems to be that here, as I think often
in Plato, it is dangerous to make too much of the particular
linguistic expressions he uses. This linguistic argument then is
not decisive enough to lead to our abandoning the contention
that in Plato knowledge and logos go together, and that, except
in exceptional cases like adro 76 kaAdv which he specially marks oft
for us, he is not relying on the device of knowledge by acquain-
tance.

T'wo further points require attention. First, it must be stressed

1 Lutoslawski, Origin and Growth of Plato’s Logic, p. 294.
% Op. cit., p. 448; above, p. 4. 8 Op. cit., p. 294.
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how constantly throughout the dialogues knowledge, forms, and
logos turn up together. We have already seen this in the Meno and
have noted the émiomijun-Adyos connection in the Symposinm. The
same is true in the Phaedo, e.g. 78d adry) 7 odaia s Adyov 8idouey
70D elvar kal €pwTdvTes kal amokpwipevor, or again the famous
passage gge fI: édofe 87 pov ypijrar els Tovs Adyovs kaTaduydvra
év éxeivois oxomely TGOV dvTdv Ty aXjlewav, and so on; similarly in
the Republic, cf. e.g. the description of the dialectician 534b: 7 xai
StadekTicov kalels Tov Adyov éxdoTov AaufBdvovra Tis olalas; kai
Tov p1) éyovra, kal’ Soov av wi éxn Adyov adTd Te Kal dMw Siddvar,
KaTa TogOUTOV VOV mepl TOUTOV oU ¢rijges €xerr; SO again in the
Theacetetus, e.g. 148d in discussing knowledge Theaetetus is told
mpofuurifinTe . . . AaBeiv Adyov Ti mote Tuyydver 6v; in the Parmenides,
e.g. at the beginning of the exercise (135¢) where Parmenides says
that the exercise must not be directed to visibles but forms—
dMa mepl éxelva & pdhiord Tis dv Adyw AdBou kal €idn dv NyfoarTo
elvac; Sophist 260a TovTov (SC. Tob Adyov) yap aTepnBévres, T pév
péyiotov, pdocodias dv orepnleipev; Politicus 266d 17 To1dde pefddew
Ty Adywv and 286a 60 det pelerdv Adyov €xdoTov duvatov elvar
dofvar kai 8éfacfar: Ta yap acdpara, kdAiota Svta kai péywara,
Adyw pdvov dAAw 8¢ oddevt gadds deikvurar. It would be tedious to
continue this list into the later dialogues. As Mr. Robinson says
in the article I mentioned earlier ‘it was one of his (Plato’s) firm
convictions ... that knowledge entails logos’. This trinity of
knowledge, forms, logos appears throughout. Further, where Mrt.
Robinson shortly afterwards refers to ‘the big matter of the Forms’
and ‘this little matter of logos’, I want to insist that ‘this little
matter of logos’ is just as big as ‘the big matter of the Forms’—
in fact, that the two are of equal importance and cannot be
separated.

Secondly, before I try to amplify this, a little must be said about
logos itself. I want to translate this word in a wide and indefinite
way, keeping it closely connected with the verb Aéyew as ‘to tell’,
‘state’, ‘say’, and translating it as something like ‘discourse’ or
‘statement’ in a very wide sense in which hypothesis e.g. would be
included. It would be foolish indeed to say that this is #b¢ meaning
of logos in Plato; but perhaps less foolish, in tracing the intricacies
of his use of the word, to insist on remembering the saying and
statement connection. Brice Parain in his book Essas sur le Logos
Platonicien, from which I have borrowed suggestions in what
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follows, suggests the translation ‘opération de langage’*—TI suppose
‘linguistic operation’. This seems to me to have certain objections
—in particular that one might call ‘naming’ a linguistic operation,
whereas I want in Plato to attach logos to saying—but I agree with
him in trying, if one likes as a hypothesis, but I think a salutary
one, to keep logos, to put it vaguely, in the domain of language,
and in emphasising the point he makes that ‘le logos est un
phénomene de langage’.? It is perhaps worth noting, as Parain
does, that where Plato himself defines or desctibes logos (at Crat.
431b, Tht. 202b, Soph. 262d) he keeps it to the linguistic domain
—e.g. in the Cratylus a ovvbeors of prjpata kai dvouara; though
I do not think too much can be made of this, since the context in
these passages demands some linguistic sense. More important
are Aristotle’s references to the Platonists, for example, as ol év
Tols Adyois Met. 1050b 35—‘the people who occupy themselves
with verbal discussions’ (Ross) (cf. 987b 31 of Plato: dwa v év
Tols Adyotis . .. okéfuw (ot yap mpdrepor SradekTiri)s ol peTelyov)) ;
or again the interesting passage in Book XII of the Metaphysics,
1069a 28 ff. where he remarks that ‘the thinkers of the present day
(Ross says “evidently the Platonists™) tend to rank universals as
substances (for genera are universals, and these they tend to
describe as principles and substances, owing to the abstract
nature of their inquiry)’—38ia 76 Aoyikds {nrelv, where a better
translation might be ‘through pursuing their inquiry by means of
logoi—cf. the of év Tols Adyois in Mez. 1050b 35 quoted above.
What is of interest here is that Aristotle is contrasting people who
get down to the brass tacks of things, with the Platonists who
interest themselves in talk. It is also very clear that Aoywkds does
not mean ‘logically’ in the sense of ‘rationally’, as though the
others with whom he contrasts the Platonists proceeded irration-
ally in the sense of being poor at reasoning. To connect logos in
Plato too closely with ‘reason’ or ‘thought’ seems to me likely
dangerously to obscute the point of what he is saying. Jowett is
an arch-offender in this,® and I give three examples which are
important in themselves: (1) PAd. 99e els Tovs Adyovs kataduyovra
&v éxelvois oromely TGV Svrwy T’I‘]V a’.hi@el.av; ]owett’s translation:
‘T had better have recourse to the world of mind and seek there the

1p. 10. 2 Op. cit., p. zoo0.
3 References are to The Dialogues of Plato, translated by B, Jowett (third
edition).
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truth of existence’, where I should want to translate ‘I had better
have recourse to statements, etc.” (2) Parm. 135€ mepi éxeiva a
pdAiord Tis dv Adyw AdPou kai €idy dv Mynoarto elvar; Jowett ‘in
reference to objects of thought, and to what may be called ideas’,
and my translation ‘in reference to those things which are es-
pecially grasped by statement’ (or ‘discourse’ (Cornford)) and etc.
(3) Pol. 286a Ta yap dodparta, kdAoTa Svra kal péyioTa, Adyw pdvoy
dAAw O¢ oddevi gagds delkvurar: Jowett ‘for immaterial tbings,
which are the noblest and greatest, are shown only in thought
and idea, and in no other way’, and the suggested translation ‘are
shown only in discourse (or statement), and in no other way’. All
these translations of Jowett’s blur what I think is the essential
point, namely, the connection of knowledge, forms, and statement.

I shall now try to sum up, and set my suggested interpretation
of the theory of forms over against the orthodox view. What lay
at the basis of that view was, I said, the notion of the forms as
simple nameables known ultimately by acquaintance. Now let us
go right back to the Meno and take the very simple example
there which we discussed in detail, when Plato asks what is
figure, i.e. asks for the eldos of figure. How does he think this
request should be met? Not, it is clear, by, as it were, holding up a
substantial entity and saying: now look at this, this is named
‘figure’, have a good look at it, get thoroughly acquainted with
it, and then you will know figure. Not at all. The move in giving
the eldos of figure, in answering the question “What is figure?’, is
to make a statement—‘figure 1s the limit of a solid’, and this is
regarded as a satisfactory answer. The el8os of figure has been
displayed in the logos, and displayed in the predicate of the logos.
It is the same in the passage I quoted eatlier from the Theaetetus
where Theaetetus is proud of finding an eldos of mathematical
roots, and Socrates says domep Tadras modlds ovoas €vi eider
mepiédafBes, oltw kai Tas moAdas émomiuas évi Adyw mpogermely.
Cornford translates ‘just as you found a single character to em-
brace all that multitude, so now try to find a single formula that
applies to the many kinds of knowledge’. It will be noticed that
évi Adyw is parallel with évi eidet, i.e. to give an eldos involves
giving a logos which embodies, using Cornford’s word, ‘a
formula’. Thus we might say that a form, so far from being ‘a
substantial entity’, is much mote like ‘a formula’. It is the logical
predicate in a logos, not the logical subject. It is what is said of
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something, not something about which something else is said.
Thus it would be incotrect to say that we talk about €y, but
cotrect to say that we talk with ¢id7, and logoi, pieces of talk, are
are necessary to display €idn to us.
- A. E. Taylor in his Varia Socratica essay on the words el8os,
i6éa (Varia Socratica, pp. 178 f1.) tried to show that in the Hippo-
cratic writings €l8os came to mean ‘primary body’, ‘element’, and,
to quote Taylor himself, Varia Socratica, p. 243 ‘often appeats to
take on the associations we should connect with such terms as
“monad”, “thing in itself”, “real essence”, “simple real” ’; and
he believed Plato was influenced in his use of the word by these
associations (pp. 243 ff.). Without going into the evidence here, I
should myself say that, as Gillespie showed,! Taylor was wrong in
seeing any meaning like ‘simple real’, ‘thing in itself” in the
Hippocratic use. An eios there was an eldos of something, not a
simple real. Ross in his introduction to his edition of Aristotle’s
Metaphysics seems to approve of Gillespie’s view, and adds that
‘as regards Plato’s usage it is important to notice that both words
as used by him employ a dependent genitive, and he speaks of
“the Forms™ with an implied reference to the things of which they
are the Forms’;% and H. C. Baldry (in the Classical Quarterly,
vol. xxxi, 1937, pp. 141-150) while agreeing with Gillespie detects
a fairly general use of eldos and i8éo for ‘quality’. Of course
argument from the Hippocratic use cannot be pressed, because
Plato may have been uninfluenced by this use, or have deliberately
given eldos a new use. Still it is curious that Ross, with his in-
sistence in the passage quoted that elSos implies a dependent
genitive, i.e. cannot function in its own right, should then go on
to say in the next sentence ‘the Forms are for Plato simple entities,
but that is not what the word means’. If, however, the word eldos
always requires or implies a dependent genitive, and if Baldry is
right in detecting a use where el8os means quality, I suggest that
in both cases we might expect that an eldos would function as a
logical predicate, not as a logical subject; and I suggest that that is
what it does in Plato.

Suppose then that when we ask, what is figure or what is

Y Class. Quart., vol. vi, 1912, pp. 179 fl.: cf. especially p. 200, “Thete is no
case in which the word is an absolute name; it always requires a dependent
genitive to complete its meaning.’

2 Op. cit., p. xlviii,
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virtue or what is justice, i.e. when we ask for the eldos of any of
these, the cotrect move is to produce a logos, in the predicate of
which the el8os is displayed—suppose, that is, taking the rough
illustration of figure which Plato uses, that when we ask what is
figure, what is the el8os of figure, the correct move is to make the
statement ‘figure is the boundary of a solid’, where the eldos of
figure is displayed in the predicate of the statement. An interest-
ing question now atises about the logical subject, about what the
statement is about. We are clear that the logos is not about the
Form figure. The Form is displayed in the predicate. The question
then is still on our hands, and the simple and unsuspecting answer
still seems to be that it is about figure, justice, and so on. But this
tends to prompt the old question: what is figure, what is justice,
and to start us again on the old process, in which we make a state-
ment where the answer to the question is in the predicate of the
statement which displays the Form of whatever is under dis-
cussion. When then we say that the sentence is about figure or
about justice it looks as if what we must mean is that the sentence
is about the word “figure’, ‘justice’, and so on. But then, of course,
the whole process is ceasing to be ‘real definition’ and is becoming
like ‘nominal definition’—not, that is, defining a thing, justice—
the thing justice has slid away into the predicate—but defining
the word ‘justice’. In this way we will arrive at necessary state-
ments, but necessary because logically necessary, because it would
be self-contradictory to deny them. They will no longer be truths
about things, but logical truths about the way we talk about things.
The ‘What is X?* question is inherently ambiguous from the
start. It may mean tell me about the thing X, or it may mean tell
me about the word X—and Plato never clears up the ambiguity.
I think it is pretty clear that he sets out with the idea that it is a
‘thing” question, in some sense of thing; but it is also clear that he
sets out with the determination to reach certainty, and if you want
certainty you must pay its logical price.

This is, however, in some degree a digression. The main
argument has been that in the end the forms are logical predicates
displayed in logoi and not simple nameables known by acquain-
tance. This is not to deny that there are many things Plato says
that can be construed to fit the ‘simple nameables’ view; and in
patticular I am not pretending that the view of the Forms as
logical predicates displayed in logoi is to be found explicitly
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formulated in Plato. Indeed, at any rate in the earlier dialogues,
before he had begun his conscious examination in the Theaetetus
and Sophist of the notion of logos, with its attendant notions of
subject and predicate, he could hardly have had even the technical
equipment for such a formulation. I have argued, however, that the
view is there implicitly in the way in which Plato actually develops
and operates with the theory of Forms. It might be suggested that
it was because he himself was becoming conscious of this aspect
of the theory that he felt it to be immune from the criticism of
logical atomism in the Theaetetus. This might also help to explain
why the Forms are apparently not jettisoned as a result of the
criticisms in the Parmenides, which 1 should be tempted to take as
an essay, in both its parts, in the folly of taking forms as simple
reals and trying to talk about them as such—an essay directed as
much perhaps to clearing Plato’s own mind as to the instruction
of his readers. However this may be, I suggest that the prominence
throughout the dialogues of the logos-knowledge-Forms com-
bination merits more attention than it has perhaps received.

Finally, since I have put the theory of Forms very much in the
context of language and logic I append without elaboration four
considerations which I think should be kept in mind in dealing
with Plato:

(@) It is clear that there were many puzzles common at the
time which at any rate in part were logical puzzles about
language—the sort of puzzles raised by Parmenides, Gorgias,
Protagoras, Antisthenes, and others; clear also from the Euzhy-
demus onward that Plato was familiar with these puzzles.

(6) Throughout Plato there are clear indications of the in-
fluence of the Socratic elenchus, of the procedure of question
and answer as the method of attaining Knowledge. But if
this is to proceed, it must proceed by logoi, and the apparatus
of simple nameables known by acquaintance seems an alien
ingression.

(¢) Plato was clearly interested in mathematics. But here again
logoi and deductive procedures, and not simple entities known
by acquaintance, seem to be what is wanted. He himself, for
example, in the Republic seems to envisage deriving Forms by
some process of deductive argument. This would seem to in-
dicate that Forms cannot be simple entities. For how could
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simple entities be either the premises or the conclusion of any
sort of argument?

(4) It has to be remembered, perhaps at times with regret,
that Plato has an affection for the material mode of speech, and
for existential propositions. If we ourselves are to understand
his meaning, we must discount these to some extent, though to
what extent is a difficult point. It may be that I have over-
discounted.
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LOGOS AND FORMS IN PLATO:
A REPLY TO PROFESSOR CROSS

(1956)
R. S. Bluck

IN an interesting article in Mind, (vol. Ixiii, no. 252, October 1954
(see above, II)), Professor Cross raises a problem of considerable
importance and says some vety interesting things about it, but he
is led to propound a view of Plato’s Forms that seems to me
untenable. To this I should like to reply.

Professor Cross begins by referring to Tht., 202d sq., where
Socrates argues that if a logos is simply the names that compose it,
and each ‘name’ is the name of a simple and therefore unknowable
element, then the logos is a mere congeries of unknowables, while
if the logos is something more, a new linguistic unit, it will itself
be a new simple, and therefore unknowable; and he quotes Profes-
sor Ryle as saying that “if the doctrine of Forms was the view that
these verbs, adjectives and common nouns are themselves the
names of simple, if lofty, nameables, then Socrates’ criticism is,
per accidens, a criticism of the doctrine of Forms, whether Plato
realised this or not’, and again that ‘if a Form is a simple object or
a logical subject of predication, no matter how sublime, then its
verbal expression will be a name and not a sentence; and if so,
then it will not be false but nonsense to speak of anyone knowing
it (savoir) or not knowing it’. Cross seeks to avoid the conclusion
by denying the premiss, which he identifies with the view (des-
cribed as ‘accepted orthodoxy’) that Platonic Forms are ‘univer-
sals’ which ‘exist timelessly in their own right apart from the
sensible world’ as ‘real entities’ or ‘substances’, and are known by a
kind of immediate apprehension or ‘knowledge by acquaintance’.
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