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ADDENDA AND ERRATA

P. ll5~--Footnote 31 should be included
reading: Cf. Jaeger's discussion of
this op. cit., circa p. 165.

p. l36--Footnote 17 should be Footnote 17a.

p. 152--The second p. 152 should be p. 1l52a.



PART ONE

PROLEGOMENA



CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

In the “Epistle to the Reader" which prefaces his
Essay Concerning Human Understanding, John Locke told of
the beginning of his inquirlies into human knowledge:

Were it fit to trouble thee with the history of this
esgay, I should tell thee, that five or six friends )
meeting at my chamber, and discoursing on a subject
very remote from this, found themselves quickly at a
stand, by the difflcultiles that rose on every side.
After we had awhlle puzzled ourselves, without coming
any negrer a resolution of those doubts which perplexed
us, it came into my thoughts that we took a wrong courses,
and that before we set ourselves upon inquiries of that
nature, it was necessary Lo examine our own asbilities,
and see what oblects our understandings were, or were
nect fitted to deal with., . . .1

The problem which Locke posed for himself has come in later
years to be called the epistemological problem, and he was
not the only one who feels or has felt that such conside-
rations must come before one can be certain of any of the
conclusione of metaphysics.

The problem has pushed itself onto the minds ef men
throughout history probably because of the inconslistencles in
the answers gilven to the problems of reallity. If there were
only one man who had ever lived, the problem of knowledge
might never arissen; bvut because there were flve or six men
in Locke's club and because there were seemingly unreasonable

conflicts between Heraclitus and Parmenides, the questions

1 John Locke. Philogophical Works, Volume I, p. 118,



eoncerning man's ability to know reality, in whatever form it
may exlst, have arlsen. Such considerations are the beginning
of humility, though they can reach the extremes of complete
agnosticism and scepticism.

The problem becomes serlous when one nmen's answers do
not agree with another man's answers %o the same problem and
yet the true answer is vital to both men. Eere is the problem
of faith, and 1% askse the question, "Do.I dars believe nmy
answer though it may be fragmentary?™ The problem of faith
is therefore folt to be essentislly an enistemological prob-
lem. This 18 more the cage the more difficult the vroblen
becomcs, the more vital it becomes, and the more rationally
fragmentary the answers seem to be. It seems that men are
never fully satlsfied or intellectually secure with fragments;
they must have wholes. Even in the simpler probiems, man is
constantly filling in the gap between his certainties and his
uncertainties and beiween hia demonstrables and his undemon-
strables with a faith of some sort to round out the plcture.
In the more difficult problems, the queastion of falth becomes
even more acute, for the rational certalntlies are reduced to
a minimum.

To return to Locke, it is evident that the problem of
falth and reason were closely akin for him. He declared his
purpose to be "to inquire into the origin, certainty and exe
tent of human knowledge, together with the grounds and degrees



2
of belief, opinion, and assent. . .®

This was not only a problem of Locke's day, but this
study indicates that it waa also an ancient problom,

John Bennett has made a recent atiempt to delineate
the problems which still face theology and tie philosophy
of religion. Among thege problems, he feels that the problem
of the relation between faith and knowledge is the major
problem still econfronting religicn.3 If there 18 such a re-
lationship between faith and knowledge, what i 1t? Are
they direct opposites or are they identical? IFf they are
related, are they necessary to each other? Do they have an
ontic relationghip in that one is enly overative in ons
sphere while the other 1s only operative 1in snother sphere?
Does one know some things while hs can only believe other
things? Can one know anything? I8 every assertion a faith-
venture? On the other hand, 1s reason able to grasp all
thlﬁgs, siven time enough, so that falth 1s a false or tem-
porary invention? If faith exists, 1s it native or bestowed,
& natural activity or s super atural gift? These are merely
a few of the many questions that might be asked, but these
indiecate how closely linked 1s the problem of faith with

the problem of knowledge. The questions might be summed up

mid., Poe 128.

3 John Bennett, "The Outlook for Theology", Journal
of Religion, October, 1941, Volume XXI, Number 4, vp. 341 ff.
Cited by Nels Ferre. Fgith and Reason, p. 217.
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in short: What can we know, and when, and how? What can we
belleve, and when, and how much?

I. THE PURPOSE OF THIS 8TLDY

The complexity of the problem is Indicated in ithe few
questions which have already been raised, but the immedlate
purvose of this study was not to give a gonstructive and un-
ified answer to the problem of falth and knowledge but to
trace the historical attempts, in Greek thought both expllieit
end implicit, at relating knowledge to reality and where falth
fits into such a scheme.

Therefore, the first task was to find the general
theories of knowledge in the history of Greek philosophy.
Following each theory of knowledge, the role of falth as it
appears in that partliocular theory 1s discussed.

The paper is based on the asgsumption that the ides of
falth 18 not divorced from epistemoléilcal aassertions or
assumptions as they appsar in history. It 1s fell that the
study whlch follows indicates the vallidity of this assumption.

II. A DI3SCUSSICH OF TERHES

To forestall any ambiguiiy which might arise in the
use of terms in this study, this section is set aslide for
a careful delineation and definltlion of terms both by com-
pariscn and by contrast. Since these terms are largely
philosophical terms, easy definitions do not exist. There
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fore, it will be necsessary not only to define but to discuss
the termsa.

Thiough *f3ith® 1s not necessarily 2 philosophical
term, yet its presence in some form, such as ®opinion®*,
"helief*, "assumption®, 1s common. (Religious faith i3 con-
sidered to be a morc exhaustlive term then these.) Some zort
of grasp of the concept of falth 18 nhecessary in the begin-
ning. Therefore, this working definition is propogsed: Faith
is regarded as raferring o any intellectusl extra-ratlonal
process of assuming a thing to be true, though it 1s not ob-
viocusly 8o, usually on the basis of what ls regarded to be
gvident truth, and of acting with certainty on the basis of
the assumption itself.

Aknowledgs® has throe gensral definitions. It can
mean the eognitive aspect of conscisusness In general which
appears in two forms: the knowledge of acqualntance, oper-
septlon, apprehension, or recognition ( Y V (:J\ val\, noescere,

Kennen, connd?trg), and knowledge about somszthing or someone,

understanding or comprehension,(éq SEJVZLK, seire, Wissen,
Bavior). By way of parenthesls, Hcognition® means *to be
aware of an object". It is an ultimate mode of consciousness
along with econation (will) and affaction,(emntizn). An
alternate term for cognition is "intellection®. In ths

4 G¢. F. Stout and J. . Baldwin. "Cognition®. Diction-
of Philoso and Pgychology, Volume I (J. M. Baldwin,
sditor), p. .



(%]

second place, knowledge can be taken to mean certitude
based on adequate objective grounds in conirast to the form
of merc opinion or belief which may exiot without adequate
objective foundations. Lastly, knowledze cun be used to
gtand for whag 18 known to date. Thus one speaks of a body
of knowledge.

If knowledge 1s consldered as synonymous with cognition,
ag it 1¢ in the first definition, 1t must slso fulfill three
conditions to be a perfect cognition: it must hold a pronosi-
tlon to be true that ig true; it must be completely free from
doubt; and it must be self-satisfying in such a way that it
would be logically imposaible for such o gatlisfasoction to be-
long, to an untrue pr@pﬁeition.a

To assume a working definltion of %knowladge", the first
genersl definition is proposed in this form: EKnowledge 1s the
awareness of an objlect {cognition), either by acquaintance
{knowledge of) or understanding {(knowledge about) or both,
in such a way that the cognition 18 regarded as true to the
identity of the ebject, without a doubt, and in a self-satic-

B Btout and Baldwin. o . git., op. 802-603.

6 C. 5. Pelrce and Hrs. C: Ladd-Franklin. ¥“Xnowledge
in logie)®. Dictionary of Philosoohy and Psychology, Volume
(J. ¥. Baldwin, cdltor), De 603.

(
I



Tying wgy which would be imposgsible if the cognition were
untrue.

A two-fold problem now presents itself: How is know-
ledge acquired, or in other words, what is the process the
mlnd uses to make an external event or objeet a part of the
mental grasp? And how can one be sure that what is acquired
is trusiworthy, a falthful copy of the thing-in-itself? These
are the two main problems of any theory of knowleége.s

The philcscphical name g%ven to the study of these two
problems l1s Epistemology. A bréad definition of Epistemology
is that it 1s the theory of the origin, nature and limits of
knowledge, but this definition would be more of s definition
of *Gnosiology®. Andrew Seth Pringle-Pattison gives the fol-
lowlng narrower definition of Epistemology:

The systematic anslysis of the conceptions employsd by
ordinary and sclentiflc thought in Interpreting the world,
and including an investigation of the act of knowledge,
or the nature of knowledge as such, with a view to

determine its ontologleal significance; otherwlse known
as Theory of Knowledge.?

7 Contrast this with the previous definition of faith.
Knowledge is cognitive certalinty; falth 1s extra-rational cer-
tainty of a nearly demonstrative, rationslly necessary, or
rationally permissable type. Cf. the dlscussion in Chapter I1I.

8 Warren Nelson Nevins. Religion Ag Experience and
T h, pp. 163-1565. For a further discussion of these prob-
emg, cf. "Chapter II: Baslic Considerations®.
9 Andrew Seth Pringle-Pattlson. %Epistemology®. Dic-
E%o&gm of Philosophy and Psychology, Volume I, pp. 333. Cf.
so J. M. dwin's discussion on pp. 333 and 414, along with
Pringle~Pattison's dlscussion on pp. 333=-336.



Douglas Clyde Hacintoeh glives, in a popular form, the duty
of Epistemology:

Epistemology will-haie»vindiaatad'ita righ£ to exist,

if 1t enables us to know that we know, when we do know

and to know that we do not know, when we do not“knew;1é~

It is important to consider some things which Episte~
mology 1g not. It is distingulished from Ontology or Metsa-
physies.llPhilasaphy is made up of two maln divisions at
least, the theory of knowing and the theory of being., These
are called Evistemology and Ontology or Metaphyslcs rescec-
tively. These are complementary incuiries and are closely
allied. Some even refuse to distinguish between them, but a
theory of knowledge oannot give all shat must be included
under Ontology.lthua Ontology gives s coherent system of
the universe while Epiétemology tests the vallidity of the
gystem, or Better, the ability of the systematizer. Episte-
mology is therefore a theory of theories.ls
A more difficult differentiation should he made between

Epistemology and Logle. Some people identify the two, while
some make Eplstemology a branch of Logic. Pringle-Pattlson

10 Douglas Clyde Macintosh. JIhe Problems of Knowledss,
pe. 10.

4. 11 Ho distinction is made betwsen the terms "Ontology®
and "Hetaphyslecse®.

12 Pringle-Pattison. op. git., p. 336.

13 Two interesting discussions of this problem sppear
in Ledger Wood. %mgg of Knowledue, p. 81, and Hevius.
2D Qit., PD. 155~ .



2

suggests that the best loglcal treatises contain much esiste-
mologleal material, yet the usage of Loglc as the science of
formal thought, the prineiples of formal consistency in mov-
ing from one statcment to another, are firmly established.
They assume an epistemological basis. Logic is the process;
Eplstemology is the philosophy of the process.

One more distinetion should be made. Eplsiemology
should be differentiated from Pgychology. The latter studies
psychlc factors objectively as other sciences study their
factors, but Epistemology studles the relation of these psy=-
chic factors to the actual objectis of thought. Pringle-Patti-
son says?

In brief, psychology, although dealing in popular nar-
lance with the sublective facis, like any natural sciencs,
as an objective world in which it traces causal oconneetions,
‘concomitances, or sequences, and the evolution of the more
complete from simpler formations. But 1t does not ans-
lysc the subject-objlect relation which constitutes know-
ledge as such, and which 1s the presupposition of psycho-

logy as well as of evary other science. To analyse thls
relation fgd its implications 18 the speciflic task of epls~-

temology.
IZI. THE METHOD OF PROCEDURE

As has bheen noted, spistemeology refers Lo the relatiocn
between the sublect and the object. With this in mind, 1t is
evidently necessary for a study of Greek theories of know-

ledge to spend much time with the status of objects as well

15 G., P+ 336.
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as with subjectlive abilltles and the relation between the
two.

It has alsoc been pointed out that epilsiemclogy as a
geparate study is a eomparatively new venture. This msans
that Greck philosophy for the most part does not spend a
great deal of separate dlscussion on the problem. One has
to go through the writings of these men and distill out the
statements and ideas that have epistemologilcal aigniticance
whether they be explicit or implicit.

Thus the general method has been a discussion of vor-
ious 1deas of these Greek thinkers and then a drawing-out of
the varlous ideas of knowledge and the places where falth
plays a prominent role.

As to specific procedure, the study has been divided
into five parts. Part One 1s a prolegomena with two chapters:
an introduction contains a disgcussion of terms, a discussion
of purpose, and = gection on procsdure. Part Two contalns a
digoussion of Greck thought from Thales to the Semi-83cratics.
It contains two chapters: the former contalns a discussion of
the sarly Greek thinkers, and the latter contains a discusaion
of the Sophigts, Socrates, and the seml-Socratics {the Oynics
and the Cyrenaics). Part Three discusses Plato and 1ls divided



1l

into three chapters dealing with Platolg carlier diclogues, .
hls later &lalogues, and concluding statements res.ecilvely.
Part Four contains the study of Aristotle. t is divided
into four chapiers dealing with his logice, his metaohysics,
his psychology, and a chapter on conclusions. Part Flve cone

tains only one chapter on general concluslons.



CHAPTER II
BASTIC CONSIDERATIOHS

Epistemology as a separate study is & fairly recent
@evelopment. Since the days of Descartes and Locke, however,
it has occupied a foremost position. With the abandonment of
metaphyeics in many querters in recent times, the study of
the origin and nature of khowledge haes even taken on more
prominence. In fact, the very study of knowledge probably
undermined the gtudy of being.l

But in the age of the Greek metaphysicians, the theory
of knowledge wes uct gbsent. In fact, wherever a man pro-
poses a statement of fact or an explanation of something,
there 1s present in hls thinking a residual theory of know-
ledge or at least a falth in his own sbllitles to know. The
same holds true primarily for the pre-Bocratics. Involved in
their cosmeologles were impliclt {some expliclt) assurances
or convietions that they had the abillty to know things as
they are. The Sophists were sceptical of the ability to
know, and from that time on every serlous-minded thinker
has had to maeke it part of his consideration to bulwark his

theory with some sort of epistemologlcal considerations.

Y Andrew Seth Pringle-ratiison. "Epistemolosy*. Dic~
or of Philosophy and Psychology, Volume I. (J. L. Bald-
v R, 0611301‘ s PPDo 5] *3350
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2
Plato and Aristotle 4id it.

Since theorles of the origin and naiture of knowlsdge
have alwaya been present in some form, and since any approsach
to ancient thought must bsgin at the point vhere one lives-
and thinks, some of the present insights into these episie-~
mologlical problems will be utilized in the spproach to ths
problem of knowledge in Greek thoughit. It is for the puroose

3
of 11fting up these insights that this chapter is included.

I. THE KHOWLEDGE-SITUATION

Philoscphers and psychologists have, especially in the
past, attempted Lo ¢lassify the functions of the mind. The

usual classification secmg to be the three-fold division into
A

-~

intellect, will, and emocilon. But an analysls of the func-
tlons of the mind is not of importance to the nowledge-sit~
uation. Epistemology 18 interested in the relation of the
subject to a2 real or supposed object.

Thus an indlapensable feature in the knowledze situa-

5
tion is what Ledger Wood calls "referential transcondence®,

' B Friedrich Paulsen. Intrcduction to Philesophy, pp.
339-340,

3 Pringle-Pattison. loc. clt.
4 Gf. G. F. Stout. "Classification {of the mental

functions)®. Dicticnary of Philosophy and Psychology, Volume
I. (J. M. Baldwin, editor), p. 188, '

5 Ledger Wood. Analysis of Enowledlge, p. 9.
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which is a reference to something beyond the knower or the-
knowledge, Wood describes this functlon as a most mystifylng
thing:
The mind can refer to an objesci, but one oblect properly
apeaking never rgfers to another ebject, even though-1it
nay another by virtue of the inclusion of the
two in the same rsferentlal schems, and thus observation
of physical phanomena affords no clus to the understanding
of consclous reference. But when One seeks to examine
directly the referential function of conscious eontend,
one encounters the observatlional difficulty that the act
of reference is inscrutsble a%t the time when it prevails
in consciousness. Any given referentlal act is directed
towarda 1ts »nroper referent and cannot be an object for
itself, but only for some subsequent refersntisl sot. Re-
ference, becauss it ieg intrinsic teo the cognitive aci, 1s
no more capable of selfw-acrutiny than is the eya, which
1a the organ of vision, capable of seeing ltself.©
This may megsn that e¢pictemology can never bscomwg a pure scl-
ence, and it may partly account for the necessary extra=-
rationsl elsments in the theexry of knowledge.
There seem to be three factors in the knowledge—site
uation, according to the classileal representative view.
These arse Subject (8), the Content of knowledse {(C), and
the Object of knowledge {0). Esch can be differentiated
from the other two. This can be easlly seecn when the three
elements appear in the memory situation especially: the
present aet of remembering (8), the memory image {C}, and
the past event remembered (0). Descartes, Hobbes, Locke, and

Kant are a Tew of the names of those who maintain this view.

6 thgo’ P i2.
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This theory is not the crude "copy theory". The difference
is plainly shown in Woad's words:
Two trees in a forest may be similar although in no
sense 1ls the one a representative of the other. On
the other hand, the printed word 'tree' is symbolically
representative of the tree in the forest, but there is
no significant resemblance between the black shapes on
the page and the living structures to which they refer.?
Thus there may be a wide divergence between the object and
the content of thought.

It should be noted, as Wood poinis out, that there is
no pure application of this tri-partite representative theory
of knowledge. Historie theories have actually been hybrigd.
One theory, for instance, might hold t0 a representative form
of perceptive knowledge with a intultional or immedlawve theory
of the knowledge of univarsala.s

Following the symbollsm previously given (S, C, and 0),
there are two alternatives to the representatlve theory.

The first involves the fusion of S and C; the second involves
the fuslon of C and O.

In discussing the fusion of S and C, Wood revesls that
his position is to be found substantially in this area. He
says that there are no leglitimate psychologlcal or eplstemo-

logical grounds for splitting consclousness into act and con-

7 ipid., pp. 18-19. Cf. also pp. 18 ff,
B I‘bég., p’ 18.



tent as he feels the o0ld theory dosss
Consclousness 18 a process in which the existence of con-
tent 1e lipso fagto the awarensss of &t.. There 1s, strictly
spesking, no consciousness 9f content, but merely the
consclous presance of conscious content.
He continues later:
The telescoping of 8 and € accomplishes a great simpli-
fication of the epistemclogical situation, for now a
single conscious process, considered as a fusion of
activity and content, serves both as subject and as vee
hicle of knowledge.?
He calls his theory the intentional or referential theory and
divides the knowledge-situation into the ideational conient
and the cognitive object. By the laiter he means the episte-
10
mic object rather than any objJect that smst have ontic status.
C. I. Lewis also divides the knowledge-situation into
two elements, but hls words seem also to lndicate the presence
of a mind as a third factor:
There are, in our cognitive experience, two elemenis;
the immediste data, such as those of sense, which are
presented or given to the mind, and a form, construction,

or 1nter§retation, which represents the activity of
thought.il

The second alternative to the. representative theory
makes a fusion between C and 0. Host itypes of eplstemclogi-

cal doctrine are interested in the relation between C and O

§ 1bid., pp. 20, 21 respectively.
10 Ibid., pp. 18, and 22-S4.

11 Clarence Irving Lewls. HNind and
p. 38. -
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though not all are willing to fuse the two. One way of fus
ging these elements involves the telescoping of O into € s8¢
that 0 138 virtually denied. The result-is subjeotivism or
idealism. Lelbnliz with his monadology is one of the classic
representatives of this thought., Hocking says his thought
is almost literally "a cosmic egoism®™. His doctrine is sum-
med up in the words, "The world is my revresgentation®.
Hocking says that Lelbniz regarded each self to be a monad,
"a completely closed universe of experience, unrolling its
own panorams in perfect independence of, but also in perfect
synchronism with, that of every other monad.”lgﬁewever, as
Lewis suggests, it is doubiful that any theory which fuses
these elements is completely free from making some distinc-
tion between them. Both Berkeley and Kant leave a link be-
tween the individusl mind and the outer world.ls

The fuaion of C and O so that ¢ is practically elim-
inated is called pan-objectivism by Wood. In other words,
the object is regarded as directly apprehended by the know-
ing subject. The object cognized persists during inter-cog-
nitive periods and preserves the same properiles as when

ecognized. Bergson and the neo-realists, espenrinally cf the

12 Wiliam Ernest Hocking. Types of Philosophy, p. 286.
13 Lewis. ou. eit., p. 39. Crf, Hocking. loc. clt.
and also Wood. oD ., Pp. 21=-22. The last reference glves
a discussion of th ype of fusion of C and O.

14 Wood. 0». cit., p. 22,
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American variety, are examples of this feature. Lewis re-
views the positlon of Bargaon:

The reason why Bergson 1dentifles the truest knowledge
with #*intultion® 1s similarly rooted in metaphysical
theory and not in any divergent reading of our ordinary
experience. For him, the ultimate reality is life, or
the inwardly grasped "real duration.® For each ning,
this is something which 1g lmmediate, in his own case,
and ig to be apprehended in 1ts other manifestations anly
by empathy or einfihlupg. The world of science and common
sense Bergson recosmlgzes to bhe co mstruction or lnterpre-
tation whielh: - the mind imposges upon the data of tmmeéiaey.
Also, he is expliclt that this construction is dominated
by interests of action and of scelal codperation. But
the space-world which results from such interprctation,
he regards as not an ultisate realliy; hence the cog-
nltive experience which includes this interpretive ele-
ment 1s not a theoretically adequate knowledge. In short,
with Bergson as with the mystics, identifieaiion of know-
ledge with intuitive apprehension of the ilmmediate re-
flects no basic difference in the analysis of é&rdinary
exparience but rathﬁr a difference in the denotation
given to the phrase "true knowledse® because of a meta-
physical theory which denies ultimate geality to what 1is
cognlzed by sclence and common sense.t

{It should be said that the intuitive philosophy of Bergson is
different from that of the neo=reslisits. They are mentioned
together since both emphasize the immediacy of knowledge.)

It 1s not the purpose of this study to sattempt an
adequate analysis of the knowledge-situation. However, 1t
should be pointed out that knowledge, as the awareness of an
object supposedly real, must be regarded as truly knowledge
only when the object is sctually real--that is, 1s an ontic,

as well as an epistemic object. It may not be lmportant,

’ﬁmmo OpDe. 2_3:&«, pp. 4l-42.
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16
as Wood suggests, for the subjsct to have a rsal object if

he thinks 1t is real--that is, as far as his own sctlons and
reactions are concerned--, bub 1t 18 very important thati the
objJect be truly resl if actual knowlng is to take place.
Thus, in a sense, any theory of the knowledge-situation, whe-
ther representatlve or otherwlse, must break down into two
slements, the knower and the known. The content and the ob-
Jeot must be ldentical, except where the content ls a syme
bolic repressntation of the object.

There are two possible excepticns to this statement
that knowledge must be awareness of the actual objeet. They
are apodictic and problematic knowledge as other than the
knowledge of sctual reality which is known as asserioric
knowledge. These terms are the modalistic terms of tradi-
tional loglc and they correspond to modallty in ontolegy by
which is meant the modes in which all t%ings exist, namely,
aotuality, poseibility, and necessity.l'Definitions of these
three modes of knowledge are as follows:!: Asgertoric knowledge
i, "Knowledge of what is actual or ocurring. . . ." Apodic-
tic knowledge 1s, "Knowledge of what musi occur, as opposed

to knowledge of what might occur or ls capable ol cccuring,

16 Wwood. 9p. ¢lt., Ppe 22-24. Wood would endorse only
the first part of this statement.

17 Cf. Otto F Krushaar. "Modality', The Dictionary of
h11losophy. (Second edition) (Dagobert D. Runes, editor],
Pe 200.
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or of what is aetual or occuring. . . .* Problematie know-
ledge is, "Knowledge of what might occur or ls capable of
occuring as ovpoged to knovwledge of what is actual or of
what must occur. . . .“18

There are some who are unwillihg to say that a thing
is real that is not actual and therefore there is no real
knowledge other than asssritoric knowledge. Therefore, the
modals arc regarded as the {wo remainlng types of awareness
which are something less than knowledge. For this reason it

ie
was atated that these two elements are possible excevtions.

II. AREAS OF KKOWLEDGE

There are aecveral common areas in which it seems to
be generally regarded that a knowledge-situation can be estab-
lished. Vood suggests six areas which will be now discussed,
They are: percsption, perceptusl memory, historieal cogni-
tion, introspective cognition, cognitlion of other aelves,
snd conoceptual cognitien.go

18 A. CGornelius Benjamin. % pAssertorie Knowledge',
"Apodietic Knowledge", and "Problematlc Knowledge®. The

Dic onar zhilosoggx (Second edition) (Dagobert D. R
unes, editcr PP 1% and 255 respectively. Cf. alsc

Alonzo Church. “Eodality’(second definition)". 1IThe Diction-
ary of Philogophy, p. 200.

19 Cf. Chapter VIII in which the term "modal" refers
to the two exceptions to assertoric knowledge.

20 Cf. Wood. LD Cilgo’ PDe 2428,



21

It should be pointed out that there may be some who
4o not believe in knowledge as existing in these various
areas, but 'who belleve that knowledge is too complex a thing
10 be 80 categorized. Knowledge starts with perseption {(as
wlth Bergeson) or with conception {as with Plato), bubt becomes
a complicated process. The complexity of knowledge may be
granted, however, without nullafying the subjedtive dif-
ferentlation betweon knowing things and knowing concepts,
for instance. The differeantiation into areas of khowledge
is therefore done on the basis of differentiation of epis-
temic objectis. '

%#1ith theae things in mind, one must approach the
study of areas of knowledge with some hegltancy. For ons
does not need to delve too deeply beueath the surface to
f£ind vast complexities and with these complexitles vast
differences of oninlon. A study of o ocadaver can hardly
give understanding of huwman 1ife, but 1t is very difficult
t¢ lmagine sny understanding of human 1ife whleh neglects
the structure in which that life functions. Likewlse, a
study of areas of possible knowledge, on the basis of the
various eplistemie objlects, can hardly be axpectsd to glve a
total vlcture of knowliedge, but 1t can hardly be that an
undergtanding of human knowledge can neglect the various
epistemie objects. The spistemic object and the sublective

refereace to it may not involve knowledge because the object
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lacks ontic status or because of lack of correct reference,
but it is not concelvable that an ontic object and a2 cor-
rect referentlial intention can be involved in knowing unless
the ontic objeet becomes also epistemic. Therefore, thers
is some provocation for =z briefl atudy of the areas of 0g~
gible knowladge--thet 1s, the aresc where eplstemic oblects
are to be found and where reality 1s to be known 1P anywhere.
Pegroe-tion is the name gliven to the relationship he-
tween the knower and the known which is the apprehension of
phenomenal objeccts which are relatively contemporaneoilGes
relative, in the sense that a ecznitive azct, even though
involving ilmmedlate, or non-mediated, knowledge may involve
a time distinction. It 18 largely sensats althoush thers
18 a distinction between sensation and pevception in that
perce tion has both sense ingredients and 1nterpretatiun.gl
Blanshard sives the following definitlon and explanation:
Perceptlon is that experience in which, on the warvant
of something siven ln sensation at the iLlue, we unre-
?leotinély.take'some Dbj@?t tQ b? Eefore u?. ;?hg terms
object!, 'unreflectingly!, and ‘'sensation! call for
comuent. 'Object! is a wide {erm here; 1f{ mcy mean &
certain . oy, o .certaln kindg of thing, or what is not

properly a thi:z at all, but a quallity or relztion. WYa
are chviously perceiving, for exsmple, when we hay_ en to
recognize ocur iypewriter or our dcg. We are slsu por-
ceiving when we take somsthing to U2 g Lypewrlier or g
dog. But we are no less percelving when we listen to
music or converssation, when we relish the taste of a

21 Cf. Wood. o £lt., pe 24 and Chapters II and IIX,
pp. 29 £f. and Brend Blanshard. The [ztwre of Thoudib, Volume
I, pp. 52-54.




plum pudding, when we observe one car 1o be going
faster than another, or when we stop before a shap-
window to admire the blue in & new dress: In all -
these cases we are perceliving, because, wlth what is
given in sense as our cue, we g0 on without reflection
to take gome object as presented. And it -is evident
that perception in this sense 1s sn experience we have
every hour of our waking lives. Unfortunately such
extreme familiarity does not make 1t easier to analyse.
It is so completely automatic and effortless that we
seldom have occasion to think of 14, and 1ts parts are
so cemented by habit that we are hardly able, even
ideally, to take them apart.22
There are, therefore,two factors in percentlon,
gense-dsta {(scnse ingredients) and perceptual interpretation
(perceptual Jjudgment). As to the former, Van Steenberghen
discusses "the corporeal datum®, which is presented to the
knowing subject under the following headings: (1) it is real;
{2) 1t 1s corvorsal or spatial; {3) it is temporal; (4) it
is diversified; and (5) 1t presents a certain structure.

But this analysis clearly presupposes that things are as

they seem.25Woad, on the other hand, characterizes sense-
data in four ways: (1) as to quality, such as color dif-
ferentiation in vision; {2) intensity, such as the bright-
ness or dullness of a color; (3) extensity, or spatiality;
and (4) protensity or duration. {The last three are actually

sub-divisions of the first.) It is felt that these are

22 Blanshard. op. git., pp. 92-63.

23 Fernand Van Steenberghen. Epistemology, pp. 110-
113.



more sdequate characteristlcs sinee-they'1nvolve“nc~onto—
loglcal presuppositions, They refer to the relstion between
& subjeot and an epistemie objeatsgﬁﬁhay'are”what'are aDN G-
hended by the senses of sight, smell, hearing, taste, and
touch.

How ithese sensate elements are apprehended is largely
a matter for psyahologx to explain. The interpreting of
them is an epistemological problem. Wood gives four prin-
eiple intervretative activitles in perception: (1) "gualita-

tive disc 1tion® divides sense qualities according to

the homogeneity of the qualities. (2) "Sengory correlation®
is the inferential and indirect inter-sensory association

of heterogeneous groups of sense quallitlies Into an integrated
perception. Wood says:

The unification of heterogeneous sense qualltiles into
en integrated perception, although performed unconsclous-
ly and without effort in any single act of perceptlon,
is conditioned by the most elaborate and intricate sen-
gory correlations. We are able to bring together dliverse
sense qualities into an object only because of the cumu-

lative effect of correlations arduously discovered in
childhood and infancy.ed

(3) *Bynthesis of thinghood® 1s the final grouping of sense
elements into a perceptusl objeet. (4) "External projection®
is the final step. Wood says in this connection: ¥External-

24 Wood. gp. gcik., pp. 38-44.
25 Ibid., p. B8,
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ity is a property of sach of the individual qualities
of the thing and of the collection of qualities which
1s the thing.26
This analysis of the interpretative factor in percep-
tion is actually an attempt at seeing the elements which are
involved. The seeming chronology is false for the whole
Judging process is immedlats. (Wood is srecific about this
a8 18 Bertrand Russell.)27ﬁut yet it is probably conditioned
by every individval durdng chlldhood and 1nfancy.2813 fact,
the role of perceptual meaning may be either a help or a
hindrance in the grasp of truth. It may cause one 40 be
blind to ceritain things; 1t may cause perceptions to vary
from person %0 person; 1t may cauge error. On the other
hand, 1t may facllitate observation; 1t may cause percepe=
tion to be faster; and 1t may help to maintaln attentiop.
This is to list but a few of both hindrances and halpa.gg
Before closing the discussion on perceptlon, it should
be noted that any such analytical approach to the subjlset 1s
probably very dangerous and close ito misspprehension. Such

an investigation takes into conaideration a slingular object

26 ibid., p. 66. Cf. Chapter III, pp. 53 ff.

27 de, Dpe 68-32 and Bertrand Russell. ZProplems
of Philosoph¥, pp. 177-178.

2& Weedl lO . Cito

29 COf. Blanshard. op. cit., pp. 213-214. OCf. Chapters
Iv, Vv, and VI, pp. 160 ff.
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and a singular subject and a single knowlng act in isolatilon.
The least such an analysis can do 1s to regard slso the ex-
ceedingly important interactions and interdependencies, not
necessarily between object and subject, but sspecislly be-
tween the object and other objects. What is referred to 1ls
the same thing that John Dewey calls the "sltuation®, thst
is, the complexlity of various objects and events. He says
that there can be no knowledge of an objeet in isolatilon.

He says:

In actual experience, there 1s never any such isolated
slngular oblect or event; gn object or evenit ls always
a speclal part, phase, or aspeet, of an environing
experienced world--a gituation. The singular object
stands out conspicuously because of 1its especially
focal snd erucial position at a given time 1in determin-
ation of some problem of use or enjoymeni which the

complex environment presents. There is always a
fféiﬁ in which observation of this or that object or
event occurs. Observation of the latter 1s made for the
gake of finding out what thet field 1s with reference
to some active adaptive response t0 be made in carrying
forward a gourse of behaviour. One has only to recur
t0 animal perception, oeccurring by means of sense Or=
gans, to note that isolation of what is perceived from
the course of life-behavior would be not only futile,
but obstructive, in many cases fatally s0.50

In concluding this discussion of perceptlion, Artﬁur
E. Hurphy's three suggestions, as to whether perceptual ob-
gervation 18 a source of reliable information, are suggestive.
He says, firstly, that perception 1s not infalllible. Things

may seem to be which are not. However, secondly; perceptlion

30 John Dewey. Loglg, p. 67.
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is corrigible in that, through further and more cautious ob-
gervation, those things which are relliable can be distine
quished from those that are not. It is thus self-correcting.
Thirdly, 1t 1s the ultimate source of informstion concerning
the extermal worla.Sl

Kore dlscussion has becen expended on perception than
would be leglitimate for a survey chapter has not the role
of perceitlon played such an imporitent role in modern phil-
ogsophy. As Blanshard says, the thsory is one of the impor-
tant treditionsl battlegrounds of philosophy.nghe dlsous-
slon from here on follows Wood's snalysis almosi entirely.

Perceptual memory is the seoond possible area of coge
nition. This refers to apprehension by a subject of objects
belonging to the perceptual past. Along with thls cognition
must be a realization that the perception was originally a
past experience or else there will he a mere image as in an
hallucinatlon.ssrhus there is an additional thing sbove the
original perceptual situation. Such mnemonic cognition must
not be confused with introscecilive memory which is a recall-

ing of a previous psychical state. In the mnemonic situation,

31 Arthur E. Murphy. The Uses of Reason, po. 35 rf.
32 Blanshard. op. git., p. 52.
33 Wood., op. Olto, DD 2425,
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the object 1is epistemic entirely althoush not without pos~
sible ontological moorings in the originsl object of per~
eeption. Perceptual memory 1s not stimulated by the sonses;
1t 1s 8 time-transeendiny experience, and because 1% is,
Ats characteristic feature is zlso s paradoxical feature.
S8ince there 1s a projection of the mind into the past, it
1s an Interpretative funetlion. Being interpretative, it
is subject to error. Delusions are also poseible. When ithe
original percept is distorted, a2 memory $llusion results;
when a pure imaginatlon ie placed in the place of the cri_i-
nal percept, a memory ha11§cination resulta.54

Historic cognition is non~perccptual spprehension of
past objects. The objeets were never percelved or 1f they
wvere they were forgotten. I4 includes not only history in
the limited sense but szlso satronomical, geclogleal, anthro-
pelogloal, and archasologlcal recomstructlions of the past.
However, it is dependent upon perception of preasent docuw
ments, monuments, etc. or percedtusl memory of them. Thers
18 2 quasi-perceptual character tc historic cognition for
the objects envisioned are events or things as they appesred
or might have appeared to a pereiplent whether sctual or hypo-
thetieal.35

' o4 :§1§., poe. 70 f£f.

39 m., DDe 25-26. Cf. also PPe 82-87.
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Introspective eognition is the apy rehension by a sube

Jeot of earlier processes of the same sublect. It iz neces-
sarily retrospective {memory) although the biggest share of
memories are percentucl rather than introscoctive. Intro-
specticn may be directed to specific processes of the person's
1ife or to the total self. However, of the latter, Wood says:

The self, however, considered as a psychlc substance or

pure ego, can never bescome an object of introspective

serutiny and is posited, if at all, on the basis of in-

ferenas, and construction from the empirical self ap-

prehended by introspection.d6
Intrespection is supposedly a direct form of cognlition, but-
this can hardly be anymore dirsect than perception znd memw
ory. It 1s knowledge ;gkagsgntia.av

Cognition of other subjlects 18 the next possidble aurea

of knoviedge. Wood suggests that belief in other psychic
centers and & knowledge of thelr contents depend on introw
spection of one's own conselous processes. He sugzests ths
following stens: {1) somatic percepiion or perceplion of one's
own body =nd its diseriminstion from other pereeptual objects;
{2) perception of bodles other than one's own and the dlscri-
mination of these from the world of inanimate objects; {3) in-

troapection of one's own cognitlons and emotlong and a resll-

56%;&-, P 26.

37 &ﬁ%b. + Cf. also pp. 88-102 and Lewis. gp. cit.
Appendix D. "Hind¥s Enowledge of Itsblf", pp. 412 £f.
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zation that he is subject of them; (4) a sorrelation of »

subject's body with the results of introsrection; (5) the

*imaginative Introtection of mental ~states and processes
Into - behaviour of other sialr-tc hodles.--The knowing
subject reads a mind into the behaviour of o6ther bodies
because of the gimilarity of thelr behaviour to0 observed
behaviour of hls own which he has already correlsted. . .
with the introspectively apprehended process of hls own
mind.“ss

The method just deseribed of cognizing other subjects
18 an analoglical method between the subject and his processges
and the other subject and his processas. Thig 1s inferential
and seoondary, but there 1s a primary aw-reness of other sub-
Jecte which does not seem to be inferential. It is s sonse
of imncdiate personal presence when other subjscts are vre-
sent. Thils, says Wood, is deerly rooted in soelal instincts
and 1z a sort of empathy. But he insists that 1t is no ine
tudtional apprehensicn, as some do, for the minds of others
83 not public property to be cognized as a man cognizes his
own .rocecces. “Every cognlring subject,*® says Woods, “re-
main at home with himself, andsgis acquaintance wlth other

selves 1s sclely referential.™

36 1bid., pP. 107-108.

39 T . 3 pu 2?- cfo ppo 26"2? am ppa 105"129‘
There are two types of anslogleal cognition of other
selves which have not been mentioned. They (continued-—)
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Knowledge "by concepts of abstracta® égr conceptual
cognition differs from those discussed thus far in that it
lg not directed toward concrete objects whether actual or
fiotlonsl but toward sbstractions. Lewls defines & conocept
in an unusual way and makes community of meaning the charac-
teristic feature of it. A coneept for him 1s *that meaning
which must be common to %wo minds when they understand each
oth#r by the use of a substantive or its eqmvaj_ant.-“ﬁcon-
geptual cognition is therefore interpretative; it 1s & cone
gtruction of the mind 1tse1f.4213 is obvicus that such com-~
mon meanings, which are here called concepts, transcend in-
dividual diffemnees.“?mether these conoeptis actually exist
or whether they are gsymbolic inventions of the mind ie not
for this paper to discuss fully. {The view of the Greeks
18 seen in the body of thie paper.) Suffice it to say that
the radical reallst places the universal as the literal ob-

Ject of a concept, as a physical or suprosedly physical

B9\ eonfinued-—} are biographical cognition, which
Jersong through

18 "&m O, 9f other persons thn r and

; e or medigted contact
§ﬁ 'i tTotlonal Enowledge is a varie-
y of raphica... Anowledbe and 1s the description of luae-
ginative and non-existsnt personalities.

40 Ibigd., p. 27.
41 Lewis. op. cit., p. 70.
42 Ibid., p. 67,
43 Ibid., p. 73.




thing 1s object of a percept. The non-realist is faced
with the problem of accounting for this transcendent refer-
ence. There are four devices which Wood mentions: (1) to
regard the object of a concept as a class or aggregation of
particulars; (2) to regard the object of a concept as a re-
lation of resemblance or similarity between particulars;
{(3) to regard tpe concept as having a hypothetiecal or supo-
sititious object; or (4) to regard the object of a concept
as resident in the partlculars.44
One type of conceptual cognition is catagorial (a

posterlorl) knowledge. Dewey says: "Every conception func-
tions as representative of a possible mode of operation may
be called a category.*® Hbwever, he quickly adds:

Although in the history of philosophy, the word has been

used to a large extenit to designate only the conceptions

that were taken to be ultimate (even so with little re-

gard to their operaticnal nature), yet ordinary languegs

uses the word more widely.40
Wood defines a category in the following way: It 1s “an
ultimate and Arreducible universal, a universal Eg;gg can
Beither be resolved into nor subsumed under a higher uni-
versal.® But he reveals his unrealistic approach by saying

44 Wood. op. git., pp. 130-132. Cf. pp. 130-143.
45 Dewey. op-. _O_’_._t_n, P 373.
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that conceptually, it ;%g then a goncept of high generality
and wide application.” Wood continues later by listing the
categories; Aristotle's llist of categorles can be seen in
Chapter VIII, and there sre others. Wood's list, however,
is a representative one; (1) existence; (2) non-existence;
(3) poseibility; (4) impossibility; (5) necessity; (8) qual-
1ty; (7) relation; (8) rssemblance; (9) qualitative differ-
ence; (10) qualitative identity; (11) numerical identity;
{12) numerical distiactness; (13) structure or organization;
(14) individuality or individual identity. All of these are
& posteriori universals in that they are absiracted from the
particular objects and therefore are contingsnt on the exls-
2ence o: the particulars. In short, they are empirically de-
rived.&?

Formal knowledge or g priori knowledge is conceptual
knowledge which is non-factual knowledge. If there is no
knowledge without interpretation--in all of these areas there
are interpredative elements--, and interpretation is always
subject to the sheck of further expers.énce, how is knowledge
poseible at all? It seems to be possible only if gome know-
ledge is g priori; "there must be some propositions the
truth of which is necessary and 1s independent of the partl-

46 Wood. ope. cit., p. 145 and p. 148 respectively.
47 Cf. ibid., ppe. 144-183.
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48
sular character of future experience.® Wood defines formal

knowledge as "g non-factual pro osition, basic to 2 system
of propositiong elther because 1t serves as az first pre-
mammﬂ%&ww ormable to wmhich the
gystem ig elaborated.® However, the modern view of the

a2 priorxl 1s somewhat different than the traditional view.

It 18 underived in the following sense: "The conception of

& prineiple as primun inter paresg has replaced the concep-
tion of the prineiple as in sbsolute loglcal priug." %Thus,
they are eilther first premises in the sense of the actual
eonstituents of a system (constructive premisses) or basiec
assumptions as governing a system without being a part of
the system (regulative premlses). A priorl knowledge 1s nons
faotual in that 1t is neither "a deseription of a concrete
factual aituation nor an inductive generalization from a
nunber of conerete deseriptions.“m’fhe four general theories
of the g priori are as follows: (1) the intrinsic g priord
theory which malntains that g priori principles are self-
evident truths; (2) the affirmation by attempted denial

48 Lewis. gp. git., p. 196.
49 Vood. op. git., p. 184,
80 Ibid., p. 185.
51 Ibid., p. 187.
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theory; (3) the presuppositional theory which maintains that
a priori prineciples are truths presupposed by the possibili-
ty of experience; and (4) the theory already mentioned, the
rodern posiuictlonal %heory.ag

Cne last tyne of conceptual cognition is not ordinari-
1y inecluded in epistemological discussions probably becauss
it does not include cognitlon of an object so much 23 Judge
ment as to whether a thlng already cognized is true or false,
good or Had, beautlful or ugly, etc. However, 1t 18 an ab-
stract interpretative funeﬁion,as

In coneluding this dlascussion of the areas of knowe
ledge, 1t should be polnted oui that no cognizance has been
given to such supposed mental apprehensions of reality as the
immedlate experience of mysticlsm and intultionism. Such ex-
perience must always be questioned because though its reali-
ty to the partieipant may be certain yet it carries no tes-
table and explanable ggetors whereby it can be checked and

made known Yo others.

52 1bid., p. 191. Cf. ppe. 191 ff.
63 Cf. Wood. gp. git., pp. 211 ff.

54 F. R. Tennant. Philosophiesl Theology, Volume I,
pPp. 311 ff.



IXI. THE ORIGIN AND NATURE OF KNOWLEDGE

A consideration of the variocus areas in which episte-
mlc awareness exists and in which there 1s actual knowledge
if anywhere leaves one unsure as to the relatlon between the
epistemic object and the ontic object. This section is given
over to a broad and undetalled dlscussion of the various
ways in which the eplsatemologleal problems are solved.

These broblems, which have to do with the relation
between the subject and the object and the reality of un~
reality of that object, are two: How is knowledge aequired?
and How 18 1t known t0 be trustworthy? The first has to do
with origine or modes of knowledge; the second, with the na-
ture or validity of knowledge. The first is answered in terms
of rationalism or empiricism largely; the second is largely
answered in terms of realism or idealism.

William Pepperell Hontague lists and dliscusses six
methods of attaining knowledge 1In the history of thought:

(1) authoritarienism depends on testimony; (2) mysticism
depends on intuttion; (3) rationelism Gepends on reason;
(4) empiricism depends on sense-perception; (5} pragmatisgs
depends on practice: and (6) scepticism depends on doubt.

55 William Pepperell Montagve. The Ways of Enowing,
p. 233. Cf. pp. 39 ff. for discusslon. His plan 1s to
unite all of these in one omnibus method.
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There 1s a sense in which sll of these reduce to either an

& priori approach (largely rationalism) or an g posteriori
approach {larpely empiricism). Authoritarisnigm is dependent.
uron testimony, but testimony 1s never an immedlate knowledge;
it must be interpreted by the mind in a way eimilar 4o the
eognition of other selves. Mystlclsm elaims immediate know-
ledge but as soon a&s intultion claims knowledge-status it
becomes interpreitative and thus g retionalisitic problem.
Pragmatism is obviously dependent upon an interpretative cer-
tainty as t0 what workablsness conslists of and is also depen=
dent upon sense-awarensss, at least, of when a. thing 1s ‘working
agcording to the previously defined exrditeria of workablenessa.
Scepticlism ig s different type of problem sinee it is anti-
knowledge. However, 1t is an interpretative function and
thus in a ssnse is8 & ratlonallstie Jjudgment sgelnst all pos-
8ibllity of ﬁn@wlaéga. {¥ore will be said later about scep=-
ticiem.)

There is, of course, m sense in which empiricism 1t-
self reduces to a rationaliem when 1t becomes interpreted
experience. Bui the problem is not so much whether a thing
18 known by the resson or by the senses as whether gll
knowledge begins with eense-perception or whether gll
knowledge ddes not coms by the way of the senses.

Rationallsm grants that sensation is the primary and
inescapable medium of communication between the subject and
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the external world. Sensation provides the raw material from
which knowledge is bullt{ but true knowiedge is not derived
through experience alone; 1t comes to fruition through reason.
Rational princinles and catesocries are used to correlate and
organize the sense-data. These principles are universal
ideas which have real and prior exlstange.sﬁ

Paulsen says that rationalism has the stamp of ortho-
doxy because the great systems of ancient and modern thought
heve been for the most part rationalistic. Greek philosophy
in its great systems, as is seen in the body of this study,
differed asz to the naturs of things bul was unanimous in
maintaining that truth éoes not originate wiih the senses.
Hersclitus refuted the testimoany of the sense; the Eleatlcs
refuted 1t even more so. Demoeriiug and Plato were far a-
part in their ontology but agreed at this eplstemological
point. Aristotle modified the earllier theorles somewhat,
but he was rationalistic in his insistence on rational
truth. Many of the great systems of modern thought inelu-
ding the sysieme of Descartes, Hobbes, Spinoga and Leibniz
were rationalistie slse. Therefore, ratioggllam has the
reputation of being traditional orthodoxy.

B6 Warren Nelson Neviue. BReliglon 23 Experience and
Truth, pp. 167-168. Cf. also the discussion in Johm Grier

ibben. The Probigems of Phiiosophy, po. 95=87 ond Tennant.
op. cite, PP. 194 fT. for a critique of rationalism.

57 Friedrich Paulsen. JIntroduction Lo Philosophy,
PPe 378=379.
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There are three fundamentzal forms of rationalism:
{1) metaphysiecal rationalism as exemplified in Plato;
(2) mathematical raticnalism as exemplified in Spinoza; and
(3) formal raticnallsm as exemplified in Kant. A brief dis-—
cussion of each typve is worthwhile.

Metaphysical rationalism recsis on the assumpiion that
reality-in-itself 1lg thought aud thus one must truly knowe
reality by pure theught. The soul is 1n 1%8 orislnal easence
homogenecus with reality. Senguous elements and desire cor-
rupt the proecess of pure themght.sa

Hathematical rationalism, in lts various forme, agrees
in insisting on the primescy of mathematlical process for all
of scisnce. In otlier words, each sclence should procesd
from a§1cma which are self-evident and unproved by experw
1ence.dg

Formalistic raticnalism is largely a Kantlan product.
Kant emphasiged the power of mind in creating objects and
their propositions. This happens in mathematics, for its
objects sre pure intuitions. The geemetrician can desoribe
the propertles of his object because he creates the object.

Thig holds true for physice and the natural world also, for

in a sense, the subject conditions his concepts of natural

56 1bid., Pp. 380-361.
59 Ibid., Pr. 361-384.
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phenomena. If nature 18 absolutely spart from ihe knower,
there is no g priori knowledge, nor is their g posteriort
kncwledse, for in elther case the natural world must entsr
into conscicusness and become phenomens flrst. Thus know-
ladgze of things=-inethemselves apart from the subject i3 im-
possiile; knowledge of things, that enter consciousness 1s
known by the z priocri concepts which build that phsnomena,GO
The whole problem bolls doewn to this question, Does
ene have any a priori (raticnal) knowledge of objects?
Rationalism angwers in the affirmative: By pure thought
we reach an abgolute knowledge of things that cannot be
acquired through the senses. Emplricism denies the siste-
ment: We galn s knowledge of objecis solely by percep- 61
tion, whence it fellows that we have no absolute knowledge.
Empiricism, or sengationalism, therefore, declares that
kncwledge can only be found through the lnstruments of the
senseg. It is literally a feeling aroused by tlie stimulation
of the senses, which feeling is knowledge in tggt it is a col-
lation and systematizing of these experiences.
Empiricism, as here dlsgcussed, was largely an English

reaction to the mathematlical ratlionalism of the seventeenth

60 1bid., pp. 390-392,
61 Ibld., pr. 389-390.
62 Nevius, oD &o, PDe 156-157.



century. It was an asgertion that there are two kinds of
sciences which differ in nature and method. Purely concep~
tual selence, like mathematics, may be fashioned after the
pattern of rationallsm, but there are objectlive sclences
like physics and psychology which differ in content and meth-
od and deal with actual ebjects which exist apart from one's
notions. EKnowledge of these latier sclznces musht be derived
from experience. Paulsen notes that Hume gaid thet rot even
the most perfeet intellect could have deduced that if one
should fall into the water he would sink and suffocate. Such
knowledge arises from experienae.ss

These empirical reflsctions began with Locke. He at-
tempted to prove that all notions sre derived from experlence
and that none are innate. All concepts concerning matter:
of fact are only provisionsl notions which must constantly
change in order to fit facts yielded by further observo-
tion.séEume, of ooursze, carried this out to an agnostie posi-
tion by indicating that there is no fact the non-existsnce
of which could not be conceived as logleally possible. There

is no approach which is closer than probability. The law of

"85 Pauloen. Qp. Cli., pp. 384-305.
64 Ibld., pP. 386-387.
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causality is no exception although the princinles of maithe-
matlcs are necessarily nnlversal.65

The next problem which eplstemology attempis to solve
is the problem of the validity or naturce of knowledge. The
terms reallism and idealism have both bean introduced zlready
in this connection. However, thers are %Lwo more terms which
require consideration. These are coistemocloglieal monism
and eplstemological dualism. Thesé terms indicate gone vitgl
distinctions though they seem on the suwrface only to bg slight.-
1y different from realism and i1dealism. Haclntosh cives the
following definiitions of all four terms:

Epistemolocical menism 1s the doetrine that the exper-
ienced object and *the resal object are, at the moment of
percertion, numerioslly one. Eplstemologicel dusliem
is the doctrine that the sxperlenced objeocl and the real
objlect are, at the moment of perception, nmuwnerically two.
ggisggmo;Oﬁ;cal regalism is the docirine thai tiae real
ohject can exist at other moments than the mouent of
percestion, or of any other consclous experience, and
indépendently of any such experience. Enlstemglogsical
2llsm 13 the doctrine that tne real objscht cannot
sxist at other moments than the moment of perception, or
of some other consclous sxperience, nor indeuendsntly of
such experience.66

' 65 1PiG., DPP. S87=389. Ci. Tennant. oo, eit., for his
Justification of a broad empiricism which is not llmited %o
the sense-experience but includes the total experience of a
msn, pp. 215 £f. For a review of empiricism In the senas here
discusssd, cf. Hibben. Q0. 8it., ppe ©7 {f. Anotier type of
empiricism is the positiviem of Gomte, cf. Elbben. op. cit.,
PPe 100 £.

66 Macintosh. ¢.. gi%., p. 15.
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Thus there is the possibllity of a four-fold combination of
theories, for both monism and duslism may be (theoretically,
at least) either realistic or 1&ealiatic.s7§ha possible com-
binaéions are ag follows: {1) realistlc monism with € equal
to O but O exlsting ouiside the mind; (2) realistic duelism
with C not equal to © but O existing outside the mind; (3)
ldealistic monism with € equal to O but O existing in the
mind; and (4) idsalistic dualism with C not equal to O but
0 existing in the mind. It should be also noted that thers
is the possibility of a combination of monistic and duallise
tic features ln the same ;cnersl theory. Wood suggests, for
instence, the posgsibility of a combination of an intuwlt. oi.-
al (monistic) theory of oonceptual knowledge with a repre-
sentative {duslistic) theory of perception.sa

For &ll practical purposes there are only three usable
theorlisg. An idealistic duslism ig difficult to imagine since
both the object and the content would exist in the mind and
Yet not be identical. However, realistic mohism (objecti-
viem) is a respectable historical theory as ie ideslistie mon-
ism (subjectivism). Also, especially in modern days, reali.-

67 Cr. Ledger Wood. "Epistemological Ideallsu®,
*Epistemological Realiswm®, "Epistemological Monism®, and
"Dualism in epistemology®. [The Bictionary of Fhilosovrhy.
{Dagobert D. Runes, editor), pp. B4 and 93

68 Ledger Wood. The Analysis of Knowledge, p. 22.
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69
tic dualism (coritisal realism) is an outstanding theory.

There is one more eplstemologlcal attltude {(if not
a method) that meriis discussion. Scepitlclsm assertg that
a person cannot knowm. Paulsen suggesic that very few com-
plete sceptics exist. There 1s less completse denial than
an emphasizing of the 1imits and sreas of u&@ert&inty.?eﬁven
Hume ncver embraced a complete scepticisu bul a scepticism
of universals only. If pure sceptlicism were esrrisd out, it
would lead to what Hocking calls "an 1dsal Dolisge, indiffere
ence, and practieal ﬁselaasness sueh a8 no living men has
ever attained?.7lﬁe gays further that a complete scepticism
ie lmpossilble.
The effort to doubt everything thus. leads’ tu-the.dis-
covery that there is something which cannot bs doubted:
a perfectly mniversal sceptieism is lmoossible. The cri-
ticism of reason asust recognlze a sphere in which reason

18 successful, and mark 1t off from other spheres in
which 1t works badly, or perhaps necesaarily faills.?2

69 Of. Hontague. gp. git., ©p. 235 ff. and Hibben.
op. gig., Ppe L0L ffe. A strlch 1dealistle monistic view
reuled in the absolute idealism of Flchie, for instance,
but Kant held a half-way posltion with his phenomenclogy.
He sald that objects exist outside the mind bui they endy
are known when they enbter consgicusness and then only known
relatively since nind creatively interprets what enters
asongclousness. Cf. Tannant.vﬁgp Libk., poe 219 L. and
Paulsen. gp. git., po. 344351,

70 Paulsen. gp. git., pp. S42=-343.
71 Hocking. gp. git., p. 128.

72 Ibig., p. 131. Cf. Honbtague. op. cit., pp. 173 ff.
on Scepiicism.



IV. KNOWLEDGE AND FAITH

According to the definition of knowledge in Chapter
I, there is more than an awareness of an objeect involved in
knowing. There are also certaln tests for indicating the
valldlty of knowledgs incorporated in the definition. Thus,
there is a constant calculation process involved in any
gserlous attempt at knowing. Basically real knowledge 1is
truth.

Truth is defined by €. S. Pelrce, says Dewey, as:
¥The opinion whigh is fated t0 be ultimately agreed to by
all who investigate is whalt we mean by truth, $gd the ob=
jeot represented by this opinion is the real.® This 1s ob-
viously a pragmatic approach bul 1t 1s at least indlcative,

There are several tests for truth such as authoriiy,
mystic insight, correspondence, self-evidence, and coher-
ence. There is not time to discuss all of these. It 1s
felt, along with Blanshard, that coherence ls the bes$4
test of truth and that the other five borrow from 1it.
Brightman's dlscussion of wverificatlon by coherence 1s
especlally helpfuld

Coherence 1s essentlally the method of verification

described earlier in this chapter. To restate 1it: ac-

eording to the criterion of coherence, a proposition is
1o Le treated as true if (1) 1t is self-consistent,

73 Cf. Dewey. op. cit., p. 345, footnote 6.
74 Blenshard. 9p. cit., pe 269. OCf. pp. 212 ff.



(2) 1t 13 consistent with all of the known facts of
experience, (3) it is consistent wlth all other pro-
positions held as true by the mind that is applying
this criterion, (4) it establishes explanatory and
interpretative relations between various parts of ex-
perience, (5) these relations include all known as-
pects of experience and all known problems about ex-
perience in its detalls and ag a whole. It 1s to be
noted that coherence'ls more than mere consistency;
the latter is absense of contradiction, whereas the
former requires the presence of the emplirical rela-
tions mentioned under points {4) and (5); thus con-
gsistency ls necessary to coherence, but consistency
13 not sufficient.7?d
It is evident that a vast valuational problem is in-
involved in relating one's epistemlie objlects to reality.
Practically, it is no large problem at z2ll, but epistemo-
logically it is nearly unsclvable. It is a flaet that, prac-
tically, men live on assuming that they are constantly in
contact with reality and ars forced by the exegseneies of
life 1tself to do so. This fazct undcubitedly gives rise to
the existentlial phllosophies which are 80 prevalent today,
egpecially on the continent. There seems, therefore, to
prevall a certainty whioh is not always csomplete knowledge.
It is these extra-rational certaintlies which are called, in
this paper, falthe-ventures. Bellef or falth is a form of
certainty which ias not absolute in the sense of belng com-
Pletely coercivs but requircs a total movement of the person-—

ality to a position which is felt to be secure on the bhasls.

1 75 Edg,gr Shefrield Brighitman. A Philosophical of Re-
1510;;, Pe 128.
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of what evidence is avallable although this certainty is not
demonstrably knowledge-certainty. It iz the contention of
this paper that Greek philosophy, at least, is undergirdsd
with such a falthe-venture and that such a venture 1s to be
found at some of the most eruclal places in these philoso-
phlc systems,

Hoeking glves an interestlng definition of philosophy
a8 the sum of a man's baliefs and then goes on to define
vhat he means by belief:

¥e mean by a2 man's beliefs zll those jJjudgments, from
certzinties or convictions at cne extreme to mere
1mpres§ions st the other, upon which he gustomarily
acts.
Such a definition fits what 18 maintained by this paper,
namely, that philosophic systems, at least the systems of
the Greeks, are set lnto a faith matrix.

There are several levels of belief, as is indicated
alsc in Hocking's definition. Palth is the prime movement
of philosophy. It 18 an extra-rational grasp of the univer-
sal pattern and the establishment of a man's world-view.

For instance, "No one belleves and no one can belleve that
reality is wholly indifferent or even hostile to that which

4
seems 0 be the highest goal and the good."

78 Hooking. op. glte, pe 1.

77 Paulsen. op. git., p. 31l. Cf. pp. 313 ff. Cf.
also Tennant. op. clt., p. 299.
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Hot only so, but as has been 1ndicated, knowledge 1is
largely a matter of truth, and thus involves valuational
Judgment. Belief is an essentisl aspect of Judgment. Cun-
ningham points out that reason is always entertaining beliefs
and is zalways trying these out. %The presence of ceritalin be-~
liefs leads reason out into new areas of possible cognition.
They noint the way to possible salutiona.7aﬁacintoah also
indicates the role of bellef in Judgments:

In addition to our verified scientific kmowledge of
the physical world, there is room for Jjudgments em~
bodying reasonable beliefs aboul reslity. ¥Within rea-
sonagble beliefs many degrecs of reasonableness may be
distinquished, varying from (a) what is almost demon~
stratively certain knowledge, and (b) bellef which is
rationally necessar in the sense of being lsgically
involved in what may be regarded, on adequately critical
grounds, not only as theoretlcally permissable but as
practicelly necessary to {¢) what is merely rationally
permissable, as not contradicting any known fact or
anything which may be reascnably regarded as practlical-

1y necessary.’d
Belief or faith in the role of judgment also includes
the setting of hypotheses. A hypothesis is a live, real
possibility which a man establishes by a faith-venture on
the baslis of not fully coerclve evi&ence.eozn fact, ?11113@‘
James says that there are times when faith must precede fact

78 . Watts Cunningham. Problems of Philesophy, p. 135.

79 Douglas Clyde Macintosh. The Problem of Relirlous
Enowledre, ppe 6-7.

80 Cf. Willlam James. The ¥Will to Belleve, Etc., D 2.
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81
before fact pan come at 2ll. There 1ls, therefere, a function

of will as well as of intellessct in the establishing of hypo-
thegses or the knowing of a new faect.

As voth Kroner and Ferre insist, ln their splendid
books on falth, there must be a cooperate function of faith
and reason. The one cannot function without the othar.82

In conoluding, it may be lmportant tc attempt to
Justify the use of the torm "faith® instead of Ybelief" in
the title of.this paper .and as the dominant of the two words
throughout the paper. The reason is that "faith® 1s taken,
in a broader sense than mers belief or opinion, to specify
extra=-rational foundatlions under, and extra-r:tionel ventures
throughout, a man's philosophical system. As the theory of
inowledge 13 largely implicit in many of the Grecks, so0 are
these falth-elements. The use of the term "falth® in relation
1o epistemology is Jjustified by no less a thinker than F. R,
Tennant who says:

There 1s need for the word 'failth' in addition to

the word 'belief!, though they are often used as syn-
onyms. 'Belief' serves to emphasise the cognitive,

and 'faith' to lay stress on the conative, side of

experience involving venture. . . «
'Faith! 1g thus not a word to be confined to the

theolbgical vocabulary. Eplstemology that would go to
the root of its matter, cannot dispense with it. So=-
called knowledge, our working substitute for 'eertain!

81 1bid., p. 26.

82 Gf. Richard Kroner. The Primacy of Falth, p. viii
and pp. 1928 f£f. and Nels Ferre. Falth and Reason, Appendlx A,




knowledge that is not forthcoming, sresupsposes belief
that commands only certitude, though called practical

or moral certainty; zand the bellef that underlies know-
ledge, 1s the outcomse of falth which ventures beyond.
apprchension of data %o oreative ldeation or subpposal,
and Justifies its venture by practlical actualisation.
Anslytiocal and genetie investigations both yleld tiis
conelusion. Theoretleal propositions were preceded by
practical maxims, and lec-rning has issued out of doins:
when gcrutinlised, these prorositions are found to in-
volve falth-presuppositions. This does not merely mean
that "there 18 more in life than logic"; it means that
there 18 more in 'knowledge! than lozic, and more in
reason and reasonableness than ratiocination and ration-
allsy. Conation ie genetically a source of all knowledge
higher than inveluntary sense-knowledge. - Analytically,
induction is found %0 contaln postulation or faith-vel-
ture, creative imagination, pursuit of end; and lis veri-
flcation 1s {lscovery of applieablllity, not logicsl certi-
ficatlon of vhotographice corregsvondence with 22 11t¥. « o
We now ges that the category of end enters lnto the very
foundations of the edifice of 'kxnowledge', as much ag do
the mathematical ani the dynamic categories of Kant.83

83 Tennant. op. ¢lt., pp. 298-299.



PART TWO

FROM THALES TO THE SEMI-SOCRAVICS



CHAPTER IIX
EARLY GREEK THINKERS

It 18 not the purpose of thils paper to trace the in-
fluences effecting philosophy, bul a few observotions hy way
ef introdustion are lmportant. By the time Greek oosmologl-
cal philosophy had begun to appear, especially with Thalies
and the earlier Ionians, Greek culture and civilization had
started to expand. The clity-state systen had spread intoc a
colonlzing venture. The tyrants were rullng in Ionia where
Thales and his followers dic¢ thelr work. Athens hacd not as
yet developed her strong political culture under Solon. The
famous Greek dcemecracy haé not yet been developed, and the
Persian Wars had not yet been faughz.l

However, (recce had already seen a great literary
period. Both Homer, the aristocrat, and Heslod, the peasant,
had given their literary contributions embodying the baslc
emphasés of the nobility of man and the right to individual-
ity, which came later into philoscophlical expreesion. Ionia
already had its famous poets also, such as Archilochus, the

1 For complete discussions of the politlcal movement
in the Grekk states at this time, ¢f. J. B. Bury. History of
Greece, pp. 1-218, and especially the chronologlcal chart,

Pp. B37=-839; G. W. Botsford and C. A. Robinson, Jr. Hellenlo

History, pp. 1-111, and especially the chapter on *The Civili-
zatlon of Archaic Greece! (Chapter VIII), pp. 90-11ll; and

M. L. W. Laistner. A Survey of Ancient History, pp. 118-155.
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Satirist, Semonides, and Memmermus; andgﬁeolis to the north
had the lyric poets Sappho and Alcaeus.

It is to be noted that the literary movement from Ho-
mer to the Ionian and Aeolian poets reveals a change of mood.
Thilly says concerning this:

The Homerlc sheerfulness and objectivity, characteristic
of the naivete of childhood, adually dlsappear; the po=
ets become lees optimistic, more critical and subjective.d
Barly Greek religlon revesls this change of mood also. Gilbert
¥urrey feels this period of mythology, which has seemed to be
*one of the weskest gpots in the armour of those glsnts of the
old world,* was actually almost on a par with Greek literature
and philosophy.4 Religion in early Oreece revesls a wovement
toward subjectivism, which was characteristie of Greek thought
as well. Edward Caird feels that Greek anthroporphisms were
a mediating stage between objective religlous and subjective
religions. He says that there were two ways in whioh this
was done: {1) there was a humanizing of the Nature-Powers and
{2) there was a substituting of the relation of the deitles
to nature. He also sees a monotheistic trend in the way Greek

art set Fate cven over the Gods. The monothelstic 1dea was

¥ O Werner Jacger. gg;%%%%, Volume I, pp. 3-135,
and especially Chapter 7, pp. 1 35e

3 Frank Thilly. A History of Philosoohy, p. 2.
4 Gilbert Murray. Flve Stages of Greek Beligion, p. 1.
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5
introduced by the Greeks, Herodotus and the Tragedlans. It

should be said that Ga;r& bases his study on an evolutionary
hypot@esis which may or may not be adequale, yol the movement
towarﬁ subjJectivien 1ls distinetly seen in Greek literature
and religion. Such a novement opened the avenues of criti-
e¢ism, whioh came to fruition in Gresek philosophy.

The theogonles, which held such important place in the
early Greek religion, were the forerunners of rhilosovhy.
They were not merely proposed fer the purposes of worship,
but they were actually attempts 1o explain the origin of
things, not in a solentific way, buu with the ald of imagie
nation. Thus, the mythological characters of the Greek pan=-
theon became objects of scrutiny. Thelr origins wers in
question. Therefore, the early theogonles, such as the
Iheogony ofGHesiod, are iluportant links with early Greek
philosophy. ‘The theogonles became cosmogonies and cosmolo-
gles, whiéﬁ in turn developed into anthropologies. <The move-
ment was toward subjectivism and was (o result in criticism,
until even the abillity to know, whioch was assumed by the

earlier thinkers, came under question.

5 Bdward Caird. Eve;égggg of Rellcion, Volume I,
Lecture Tenth: "The Raliggan o reecé”% PLs 60—385.

6 Thilly. on. t., pp. 9=11; of. also Theodor Gompersz.
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I, THE IONIANS

A history of ancient philosophy would spend much time
dealing with the theoriees of the basal stuff of the world and
the theories of relation, change, and permanence, which mark
the early cosmologiosl speculabtlons, and little conslderat.on
would be given to any epistemological developments. There is
good reason for this: the earlier Ionian thinkers, Thales,
Hippo, Anaxlumsnder, Anaximenes, and Diegenes of Apollania,
as well as later cosmologlsts, had thelr individual concep-
tione of the ARXH (beginning). This dominated their tl:i king;
the focus of sttention was the objective neturzl world.

Thales of Miletus (c. 800 B. C.) was the father of the
Ionian school. For him, water ls the first principle, accor=
ding to Aristotle. {Thales 4id no writing himaslf.)‘? 100 of
S8amcg, a later philosopher, alsc regarded water as a first
Prineiple.e Anaximander, a fellow-eountryman of Thales, wrote
On Hature, in which he proposed that the ARXH is not water,
but the atmosphere (T4 dre I(OO\/}, or "the boundless® .9 Air,
or breath {a’u:y' F Rsil Vaa/waJ_, g UXry{} are the generative princle

¥ Jomn Burnet. g;@? Logophy, Park I: %@_ g8 Lo
%yg. 20-21; Aristot e'm. I1.3.98301l0-C7.

chard McKeon, editor. The Basic ¥Woris of Aristotls, p. 694.)
8 Friedrich Ueberweg. A History of Philoscrhy, Yolume I,

Pe 32,
9 Charles }. Bakewell. 0 ank é% Ancient FPhilosophy,
ppe 3=6; Alfred Weber. History of 080DNY, DPPe 9=104 '
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10
ples of all things for Anaximenes (c. 550 B. C.). Diogsnes

of ‘Apollofia, nﬁng in the fifth century, agreed in general
with Ansximeners,

To say that the Ionlan cosmologists developed no enige
temologiesl systems, is not Lo say that thers wers no valuable
latent epistemcloglcal assumptions. On the contrary, there
was an important assertion of dependence upon knowledge as be-
ing adequate to find the source of everything. This was not
questioned. The fact 18 that Thales'! important contribution
is not his water~philesophy, but, as Thilly =sys, his impor-
tance lies "in his having put the philoesophiocal question
squarely and %g heving answered 1t without reference to By the
lcal beings®. Wilhelm Windelband says:

The question, what things really are, or what is the

intrinsic nature of things, which 18 a.lrc,ady contained

in the Milesian conception of the 4 a.e )& presupposes that
the current, original and naive mode ? thinking of the
world has been shaken, although this presupposition has
not come 4o clear recognition in eonsciousness. The gues-
tion proves that reflective thought 1s no longzer satisfied
with the 1deas which 1t finds current, and that it secks
truth behind or above them.ls

Tris asgertion of philosophic £reedom wiped out much of

T 10 Bakewell. Q0. gib., PPe 7-G; Weber. ou. cit., ». 10.
11 Ueberwsg. Qp. Sike, Ppe 37-38."
12 Thilly. gp. gli., p. 16.
13 Wilhelm Windelband. A History of Fhilosoochy, ». 58.



the supsrstitious beliefs of that day. Gomperz considers

this as one of the two effects of this philosophy: "The con-
ception of the universe as a playground of innumersble capirle
eloug and comnteracting manifestations of Will was more =nd
more unﬁerminea.“léTha abtention was turncd to nature slone;
goamogony began freeing iteelf from theogony. Thig fact indl-
gates the eplstemologicsal direction of the Ionians, The fact
that the world did not need the gods to explain it, thougsh

the gods were kept around,; means that there was a trust in

the power of man to explalin 1t without extermal help., This,
it is noted, is a faith-venture. It probebly wes some sori

of reaction from the stark superstition of the earlier period
and an answer %o the quest for more ocertainty than these super-
stitions allowed.

Epistemologically, this trust in the ability of man to
find the basie prineiple of all things existed In the form of
macritical rational reallsm {or sensationalism}, which was an
advance over the uncritical empirical realism of the previous
thought. However, as Grote points oul, there was a reailza-
tion of the great disparity between questions to be solved
and means of solution, wiich arose even among the Ionlans,
and which became a characteristic of Greek philesophy in gen-

15 .
eral. He calls it "the antagonistic force of suspensive scep-

1% Gomperz. Qp. git., p. 44.

15 B. F. Cocker. Chrigtial and greek g%;;esoghg,
Pp. 280-282; George Grote. & ory of Greece, Volume V,
p. 91.



ticisnm®.

The point of faith in the Ionian speculation was the
assumpition that there is a unity to all things,laﬁlaag with
this was the feeling that the natural world, as seen by the
senges and interpreted by reagon, would give the indication
where that unity lay. Thus, though things are as they scem,
the origin of those things iz not obvious to the senses wiih-

out spesulation.
II. THE PYTHAGOREANS

The question soon arose, and was invesgtigated through-
out Gresk thought, concerning the reliasbility of the sensss.
The Pythagoreans moved away from this uncritical rational
reallsm t0 a mathematiecal type of retional realism, which is
an abstraction from aense-exp@rience.17

Pythagoras 1s sseid to have been a pupil of Anaximander
and a conbemporary with Anaximenes. In general, he seems to
have built upon the philosophy of Ansximanger. (It is diffi-
cult to find Pythagoras' philosophy as distinct from the rhile-
oscphy of his followers, nor is it lmportant, for this study,

16 Gomperz. Qp. Cit., p. 46.

17 Cocker. gp. eilk., p. 262. Cocker's use of the term
*3dealism® to describe Pythagoreanism does not sscm to have
the same eplstemological content as the tirm as it istused in
this paper. It refers to g priori concepts as sgalnst a pog-
ﬁgg;gg% perceptions (sensationalism) instead of the meaning
given for the term in this study. Cf. Chapter IZ.
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that it should be done.) The Pythagoreans seem to have adop-
ted the doctrine of the Unlimlted or Boundless from Anaxinmane
der bul pleced with it another Eternsl prineiple, the Limited.
Here was a definlte dualism. As Fuller says, in explaining
this:
It 1s only through the action of $his Principle upon the
Unlimited that the intermindable vacancy and monotony of
the latter can be broken up, and mapped, and plotted, and
speeified out into a world of separate, distinet, indivi-
dual thingze, each fenced withim the bounde of its particu-
lar and specific self. The world, then, is the resuli of
the interaction of these two factors. In & word, the Uni-
verse 1s_a measuring out of off of the Unlimited by the
Limited.l8
Everything 1s made up of &lfferent proportions of these two
elemenis harmoniously mixed. Therse are cther elements which
have thelr opposltes and are mixed in also, but the two men-
tloned zre eternal princlpies. It is essy to see how the Py~
thagoreans got their number-philosophy from this arrangement.
Thelr mathematics enabled them to ses relationshivs in terms
of numbers. These relitians were given ontle significance
19
in the form of number. It may be that the most devasting
eriticism of the Pythagoreans may comg at this point, that
they identified form and essence. At leasit, they postulated

number, mathematical definiteness, as ths prineiple of all

18 B, A. Ge Fuller. Ei%%ry of Gresk Phllosovhy,
Ihales to Demooritug, pp. 108-107.

19 Tmll’. ‘92. Glto, ppo 18-19‘
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20
things.

It should also be noted that much important scientifiec,
mathematical, and astronomical activity can be found among the
Pythagoreans, which were all mixed in with a curious type of
religious mystieclsm, akin to and perhaps drawing from Orphism,
including a doetrine of transmigration of the soul.zlAs Jaeger
suggests, thls mysticism and Orphism seem to0 have ggen mere
importations from outside the fleld of philosophy.

In all of this highly complicated system of the Pytha-
goreans, there a carrying on of the gssumptlon, which Windel-
band says 1s characteristic of Pre-Sophist Greek thonght, that
rationalism provides an adequate theory of knowledge. It is,
however, clear that there was a departure from the physical
realism of the earlier Jonlan speculations. There was the
same fundamentsl faith "that beneath the fleeting forms and

guccessive changes o§ the universe there 1s some permanent
principle of unity®, but whereas the Ionians had sought for

B0 Por a complete discussion of the Pythagoreans, of.
Burniet. g%g Chapter Ii, pp. 37-56; Gomperz. op. cit.
Ghapters II PP 99—15@. For two shorter reviews, cf.
¥. T. Stace. %Qr_i_tieg f Greek 1os : Chapter
III, pp. 31=3 rthur Kenyon logers. tudent's History
of Philosophy, pp. 14-22.

21 Cf. Gomperz. op. glt., Chapter V, pp. 183-152,

22 Jaeger. op. cit., pp. 165-166.

23 Windelband. OpPe _2_1_.:;_-, Po 60.

24 Cocker. gp. git., p. 296.
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this unity in some common physical element, the Pythagoreans
sought it in mathematlical relations. This was abstraction on
e higher level than was found among the Ionians. Albert

Schwegler says:

The Ionic philosophy, as we have seen, developed s
tendency to abstract from the immediately give, indivi-
dual quality of matter. We have the same abstraction,
but on a higher stage, when the sensuous concretion of
matter 1n general ls looked away from; when attention 1s
turned no longer to the qualitative character of matter,
as water, alr, etc., but to Lts quantitative character,
its quantitative measure and relations; when reflection
is directed, not to the material, dut to the form and
order of things as they exist in gpace. But the specific
nature of quantity is wholly expressed in numbers, or, as
we may term it, in the cipher. Row this is the principle
and the position of the Pythagoreans.Z2d

Therefore, this seems to be a mathematical rational
realism. Opoker 1ists it as a mathematlcal ratlonalism as
well as being idealistic, but as pointed out earlier, his
term "idealism® has a different meaning than the opposite of
realism.zs At least, it was a mors advanced rationalism.
Whereas the Ionians assumed a nalve type of ratlonalism, not
completely unmixed with emplrical elements, the Pythagoreans
had a purer tjpe of rationalism. Turner suggests that this
ahstraction from sense-experience made way for a higher ab-
stractlon, which found its expression in terms of Being.

25 Albert Schwegler. Handbook of the History of Phil-
osophy, p. lle '

26 Cocker. op. cit., p. 282, Cf. footnote 17 of thils
chapter
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These theories of Being z%'sug Becoming, Permanencc versus
&2

Change, are now discussed.
III. HERACLITUS AND THE ELEATICS

Heraclitus of Ephesus (535-475 B. C., according to
?hilly)ggasaed an interesting juisment upon Pythagoras. In
one of his fragments, he sald:

Pythagoras the son of MHnesarchus nursued hisg investi-

gations further than all other men. . . he mde h%gsel:f

a wisdom of his om,-»much learning, bad scisnce.
The *true science®, for Heraclitus, was the philosorhy that
maintained "Change" or "Becoming® as the basic prineciple of
the universe. A charscteristic expression, though 1i{ cannot
be proved to be his own, is: "All things flow; nothing abldes".
Another expression, which is probsbly his, indicates his phil-
esophy: "One cannot step twice into the same river® .30’1'113.3
ceaseless change 18 1llustrated by fire.

Yet in the midst of this change there is one thing
which nersists, and that is the reason, or logos, in all
things. Fragment 31 says:

The transforuations of fire, are, first of all, ses; and

one-half of the sesz 1ie& earth and half the stormy wind. . .

27 William Turner. History of Philosophy, p. 44. For
a8 dlscussion of Mathematll or Pythagorean Ratlonalism, cf.
William Pepperell Montague. 2he ¥ayg of Enowlng, pp. 113-117.

28 Thilly. op. glt., p. 23.

29 Bekewell. op. git., p. 35.

mm, po 550
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The sea is diapersed and keeps iits measure gecording ito the
same Word Logos that prevailed before it became earth.3l
Eragment 41 uses the term *Wisdom" for "Word": "Wisdom is one
thing. It is to know the thought by whieh all things through,
all are guidad."szThis reason is superlior to sense-experience,
The senses cannot be trusted; what seems to be permanent is
not. 'Thatyis, perception without reflection does not reveal
to us the hidden truth, which can be found only by reason.‘55
This seems to0 be a reversion from metsphyzical dualism
back t0 the monism of the Ionian thinkers. There are not two
world-princirles, but one. This change 1s not of the nature
of two intermixed principles at work in all things, for nothing
can be sub-divided to the point where one particular thing can
be called one thing and another thing be called something else.
Change does not‘mean & succession of dlfferent cccurences or
thinge, but a continuation of the new from the old. Thus op-
posites are really identical, and a strict duallsm collapses
in Heraclitus! system.34
The fact that Heraclitus postulated the basis of the
universe as the rational principle of change brings tc light
his basic faith that there is an ultlmate princlple and thst

— 31 ipid., p. 30.

32 m. EL_J
33 Thilly. OD. Site, Pe 25.

354 For good dlacussions of Heraclitus' philosophy, ef.

Fuller. . %%g. Chapter V, pp. 118=142; Burnei. gop. glt.
Chapter %%i n ﬁart), PDe 57-65; Stace.'o . cit., Chapter V,

pp. 72-80; Gomperz. op. ¢it., po. 59=79,



64

that principle ig change itself. Continual becoming follows
a reasonable pattern. Thue the problem of the One and the
Many becoumcs resolved to the point where the One is the Many
and tlic Many the One. This philosophy was carried to its fur-
ther extreuce by Cratylus of Athens, the diseiple of Heracli~
tus and a teacher of Plato.as

Heraelitus? philosophy reveals hisg falth that the uni-
versal principle is immanent in the world of individunlity end
ehange., That therc was such an g priori principle in his
thinking immediately shows Heraollius to¢ have been a ratione
alist. The question now is, was he a ratlonal resllst, as
the early Ionian and Pythagorean philosophers aeesm to have
been, or was he a raticnal ideallst? From Cocker's discus-
gion, he sesms to be willing to classify him in the former
group,sget his evident distrust of sense-experisnce would
cauge a doubt. It is true that one can sec germs of pheno-
menallism hers, yeot it should be pointed out that it was not
a complete distrust of the senses thai Heracllitus maintained.
It was a distrust of the ez erience which the sonses glve
without any rational interpretation, but there was no dis-
trust of the senses as belng able Lo glve a one=-to-one o=
port of the sensate cbject. The problem is explained in the
fact that Heraclitus was here sxpressing his falth in ration-

alism. Thus it seems tc be correct to call Heraclitus a

36 Ueberweg. op. cik., p. 3%
36 Cocker. op. glt., pp. 282 rf.
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rational realist.

One more thing should be noted briefly concerning the
eplstemological assumptions of Heraclitus: within his philo-
sophy were the seeds of a later empiriclsm and phenomenalism.
His theories already implied the concept that things cannot
be known except as they are known in the mind, as can be sazen
in his distrust of the sense-experiences. This was later to
come into full fruiticn in the Idealism {(Phenomenslism) of
Kant. Heraclitus'®' absolute evolutionism z2lsc implied an
empiricisy, which, though not expliclit in his own phkilosophy,
wes later to become expliclt in the writings of the British
Empiricists. Perhaps this latter trend was not =3 »rominent
as the former one, for Windelband conglders all of the ;ro-
Sophists to be ratlonalists.E?

With the speculations of the Eleatic school in southern
Italy, there was a reaction to Pythagorean and Heraclitian
thinking. Four men made up the main thinkers of thls schools
Xenophanes, the probsble founder, was the theologlian of the
group; Parmenides, perhasps the most prominent of the four,
was the metaphysiclan; and Zeno and Mellssus were the dlslec-
ﬁtaiana. Xenophanes presented the fundamental thoughts bui
TETTTTSY weodeibande Op. ﬁ;g., vr. 60, For discussions con-

cerning these elemsnts in Heraclitus' thought, cf. Gompers.
o0. oit., pPp. 78-79; and Fernand Van Steenberghen. Episte-

BOloZy, De 53.
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in theclogical form vhen he attacked the prevailling polythelsm

with 1ts anthropomorphisms. He proclaimed the unity and change=-

lessness of God, Parmenides developed thés into 2 system, vhile
I

Zeno and Melissus defended the doctrinse.

In Parmenides! poem On Naturg there 1s this clear state-
ment of the doctrine cf being, which was proposed sgainet the
doctring of Heraslitus:

Listen, and I will instruct thec--agnd thou, when thou
hezrest, shalt ponder—-

hat are the sole two paths of research that are open to
thinking.

One path ia: That Belng doth be, and Hon-Belng is not:

This is the way of Oonviction, for Truth follows hard in
her footsteps.

Th'other path is: That Being is not, and Nen-Belng must

he;
This one, I tell thee in truth, is an sll=-incredible pathe

waYy,
For thou never canst know what is not (for none can
concelve it),
Hor canst thou give it gxprassion, for one thing are
Thinking and Belng.o
Thus Parmenides asserted that Heraclituo! law of the identity
of the opposites was o flouting of logical law. A thing elther
exlats or 1t does not; there 18 no helf-way ldea of becoming.
As Fuller expresses it: "Existence =s such has no degrees or
40
varinty'. A thing elther i1s or is not as the Princlplc of iion-
Contradiction indicstes. Parmenldes carried lils asrgument to

the place where he sald that both time and change or variety

38 Thilly. op. clt., pp. 29-30.
‘39 Bakewell. op. cit., p. 13.

40 Fuller. op. cit., p. 148.
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are not real. Thus, all objects are the same to the point
that they exist and are real. One can actueslly sneak of a
sphere of Being. PFuller, again, 92y
Reclity is for him s globe of sbsclutely solid, contine
vous, homogeneous, transparent sbtufy, wholly devoid of
nraclks and flaws or Airldescent play of qualitiez. And
we might represent the dream world of our experience, of
variety and multiplicity, change and motion, as optical
1llusicn we have of something flickering and siirring
and reflecting rainbow lights in its rigid, coloriess,
and motionless desths.4l
Being can be consldered a sphere because of the equal, evei,
and undifferentiated character that it has.
The same general mstaphysics was defended by Zeno
against the Pythagorean argument that reality is made up of
& number of unlts. Heliesus also agreed with Parmwenidas oXe
cept that he made the real as infinite instead of a finlia ”
sphere, but even he maintaiﬁe& the corporeality of the real.
It 18 clear that this philosophy was a movemsns into a
higher abstract metaphysics, and the result was a strict mone-
43 _
ism, but whereas Heraclitus did not trust the senses because
they give the illusory ap caranee of il permanence of things,
Parmenides d1d not btrust tiwem because they would persucde one

that there is truth in change and motlon. Both men were con=-

41 Ipbid., p. 150.

42 Burnet. op. ¢it., pp. 82-86. For a more complete
review of the dootrines of these men, of. Gomperz. op. git.,
Chapters I-III of Book II, pp. 1556-207; Fuller. op. git.,
Chapter. VI, pp. 143-179; Stace. op. gli., Chapter IV, o.. 40=71.

43 Schwegler. g9R. %to, Pe 15.
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fronted with what they regarded as reasl and what they regarded
as iliusion. It 18 not diffieult to fit such an idea into
Heraclitus' philosophy, for a metaphysics of change makes %1t
possible for false ideas to arise, but the difficulty which
Parmenides faces lles in trying to account fur the cource of
1llusion if a one-world setup. Windelband says: "The search
could be only among individual things snd thelr changing acti-
vities, which were themselves declarsd to be 1llusion, nole
axistent“.4§ABcording to Uebervegz, the existence of g realnm
of mere sppearance is wholly incompatible with Parmenides
fundamental princi-le. 0

Thus, the world, for ithe Eleatics, 1ls s marze of contra-
dletions. Only in reason can the unlty be found that was so
desired by the Greeks. Parmenides was the first one to sepa-
rate Being from Becomlng, the One from the Many, the "zsence
from the Form. Thig was to come to full fruition in Plato,
but tho beglnning of abstract metaphysics lles with Parmenides,
primarily.éslt was an abstraction beyond that of the Pytha-
goreans wiith thelr mathematical metaphysics, and it was 0ore

tainly an abstraction beyond the Ionlanm thinkers and Heracli-

44 TlnGc vande 00e Clbe, e 99
45 Uaber.cs. Q2. gibe, pe 676

46 Cf. Horatio W. Dresser. History of Aucioud auu ycid-
ieval Phillosophy, p. 46.
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tus, who found the unlversal princliple in the world of things.
With the Eleatiocs, there was an emphasis on pure thought.
Jaeger says, "The compulsion of pure thought 1s the grest die-
covery on which the philosophy of Parmenldes is centred.!?
Again, he says, "Every iinc he wrote pulsates with his ardent
faith in the newly discovered powers of pure reason® .4??31119
was certailnly rationalism and the complete aistrust of Tinding
the world of sense with an emphasis on the g priorl ideas of
wnity or Being might indicate an idealism. ©Oocker callse 1t
ideglism, but hils use of the term has been questimeé.éaln
his emphasls on the g prioril concepts of loglc and reason,
Parmenides was certalnly ideslistlc ss Cocker demominates

him, bul in his trust in the concepts of the mind as giving
genuine knowledge of the true objective world, Parmenldes was
clearly a realist of the same type as was Plato. Thus 28 far

as epistemology goes, the Eleaties can correctly be called
rational realists.

IV. ©dE PLUBALISTS

It 15 clear, from the opposing theories already dis-
cussed that the problem was far from solved: The thinkers
that followed attempted a balance between the 1deas of ver-

«

) 4”&0@ e « cit., pPo. 176 and 177 respectively. Cf.
also Johann Edu Q%rdmn. ’& History of Philesouhy, Volume I,
Pe 41.

48 Cocker. op. git., P. 282 and pp. 306 If,
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menence and change. DBoth ldeas seemed to be obvious, Thus
Empedocles, Anaxagbras and others agreed with Leuecippus and
Democritus, the Atomists, that absolute change is impossible,
but that there is such a thing as relative ehange.égThere was
some difference among them as to the nature and action of
reality. They agreed that if change be admitted then reality
must be plural.

Empedocles agreed with the Eleatlics that things can-
not originate and decay, but change comes by mingling and
separating the basic elements. These baslic elements are
earth, air, fire, and water. Thsy are underived and unchange-
able and i1l all things. He postulated two mythical beings,
Love and Hate (or Strife), as causing this mixing or separa-
thing of the elements. Love causes a mixing; Hate causes a
separating.soThus the hylozoism of the earlier natural philo-
sophers was superceded by a principle which divides the mov-
ing cause from the matter.sl

Anaxagoras differed slightly from Empedocles by saying
that instead of four ultimates there sre an infinite number
of them, and instead of a two=fold principle of Love and Hate,
which initiates change, he postulated a single intelligent

49 Tﬁﬁso "@.o 21&0, ppo 50‘-310
50 M., PO 51-55-

51 Usberweg. op. citk., pe 60. Cf. also Bakewell. op.
8lt., pp. 45-46.
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principle, a mind (v4U%) and divided matter from mind.

Much of the evldencs coneerning these thinkers comes
from Aristotle. He drew the distinctions between Empedocles
and Anaxagoras, whioch have been made above, but he mads né
distinction between the thoughts of Leuclippus and Democritus.
They explained things the same way and by the seme arguments.55
Both agreed that absolute change is impossible; they accepted
the idea of original and changeless particles of reality. They
denied, however, the qualitles ascribed to them by Empedocles
and Anaxagoras and rejected the idea that they move from with-
out by the action of gods or mind. Reality is made up of sim-
ple invisible and indivisible spatial units {(atoms). These
differ only as to size, welght and form, and they have an ine
herent motion of their own.54

The problem now is tc find the theories of knowledge

52 Thilly. o _g. «y PPe 33=36; and S. E. Frost, Jr.

Te %gggggg zgglaeoghegp p. 258. This
is ﬁ%gﬁiﬁi first 1ntroauc lon of this te;m into Greek
thought as a distinct feature of a formal philosophy.

B3 Aristotle. On Generat and gorruption. 314al ff.
(Richard McKeon. The Basic Works o _; stotle, pp. 470 £f.).
The references from Aristotle are ¥ a close approximstion

throughout this paper.

54 Thilly. op. t., Ppo 36~40; Edward Zeller. OQuilines
of History of E%égg o , Pp. 79-80. Fer more com-
plete reviews of the Estaphysics of Empedocles, Anaxagoras,
and the Atomists, ef. Fuller. o ¢lt., Chapter VII, pp. 180~
264; Gomperz. gp. cit., Book I , Chapters IV-V, pp. 208-254;

Book IXI, Chapter 1II, pp. 516-569.
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that were implicit or explicit in the thinking of these men
who claosed the cosmologicel period of Greek philosophy. Eme
pedocles! eplstemology must be found in conmection with his
theory of the elements., Man 1s made of the same elements as
the rest of the universe is and he knows the universe because
like knowsa like. This knowlng is sensate in that the water in
the eye, for instance, 1s attracted by the water in the object
perceived. He salds

For with earth we perceive earth, with water, water,

with alr, the ajr divine, and with fire, the devouring
;;zgé ziadiggzllgaﬁzfggive by means of love, hate by
f

Gomperz suggest ﬁhaﬁ here 18 an attempt t0 explain perception
by intermediate processes. It was crude and fanciful enocugh,
but the subjective factor here recognlzed was to come to fuller
eonsideratian.ﬁssueh a mechanical arrangement between aubject
and object could hardly be interpreted in any other terms than
that of a realism, for there seems to be a one-io-one contact
whieh would seem t0 admit no room for error. It is clear that
Empedocles maintained the necessity for a rational interpre-
tation of the perceptual experience. His theory of the four
elements, with the two comtrolllng principles, lndlcates this.
Therefors, one 1s undoubtably Justifled in consldering Emped-
e o B A B S AR

56 Gomperz. op. olt., DP. 335-236.
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ocles 28 hayving emphasized a ratlonal realism of a more mechan-
ical type, as set over against the rational realism of the
earlier Ionians and Heraclitus, which was s dynamic type. The
difference between the latter and the former is that the uni-
verse was oonsldered to be slive in the latter, while the uni-
verse 1s moved by some outgide power or by some inherent mu-
tual affinity in the former theery.sv

Another mechanlcal view was held by the Atomists. They
can also be considered as ratiomal reslists. Leucippus, accor=
ding to Gomperz, bridged the gap beiween the world of sub-
gtances and the world of phenomena. He thus rejected the ides
that the world of phenomena ig a delusion. Thils was his dis-
tinetive contribution and it was based on his philosophy that
ell things sre made up of atoms, including man with his per-
ceptual powers. However, he went about to prove thls by mecans
of a priori reasoning.58

Demonritus was probably the author of the detalled
atomlsi theory of knowledge, which gave a purely mechanleal
account of sensation. (It was, however, probably an enlarging
of the views of Leuclippus.) The soul 1s composed of atomsg

and, thus, sensation must be the impact of the atoms from

B7 Cooker dlstinquishes between these two prineiples
in ‘920 -QLE"" P 281‘

58 Gomperz. QD. Gite, PP. 348=353¢
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without upon the atoms within. However, the phenomena pro-
duced by this impact may not be exactly like the ohject as it
exists in itself. The air through which the atoms pass can
dlstort the image. Thus one cannot know anything for sure
through the senses. One person‘'s sense of taste might declare
a cortaln thing tc be sweel, while another perscn's taste
might declare it to be bitter. By such an asssrtion, 1t could
be thought that Denocritus swsept out the testimony of zense-
gxperisnce and resortsed to the realm of pure Being with Par-
menides. T:ls was not the case. In arguing against Prota-
gpras,sgemocritus re jected the scepticism of his gppenent by
urging that there are two iypes of knawleage, true knowledge
and obscure knovwledge. To the latter belong seunse~arririence.
Yot with its obscuriilies, the latter is of the same nature as
the former, which sees within the true nature of things.
Gomperz says:
The reproach that he levelled at the senses collectively
was that thelr evidence did not extend far enough; that
they deserted us a2t the point where the minutest bodles
and the mosi delicate processes were to be got at, from
which the material ses and the processes oblaining in
thenm are compoaed.ﬁgas
This statement can be substantiated by a fragment from Demo-

critus himself:

B9 For & discussion of Protagoras, ef. Sgotlonm IIX of
thls chapter.

60 Gomperz. on. cit., Pp. 361=362.



There are two forms of knowledge, on genuilns, one
obscure To the obscure belong all of the following:
sight, hearing, smell, taste, feecling. The other form
is the genulne, and 1s quite dlstinct from this.

He then continued by showing what that distinction is.

Whenever the obscure has reached the mum scasibile
of hearing, smell, taste, and touch, and e inves-

tigation must be carried farther into that which is still

finer, then arises the genuine way of knowlng, which has

a Tiner organ of thought.©
It 1s now clear that what seemed to be a resorting to idealisnm,
whieh could have undermined his own materialistic system, was
not a rejection of re=zlism but a firm assertion of ratlonalism.
One is thus justified in calling Democritus a rational reallst,
along with Leucippus.es

Anaxagoras has been purposely left to thls point, for

he marked a tradition between cosmologlecal thought and the
thought of the later period. He was the first Athenlan phil-
osopher and, though a pluralist, he seems to have been the first
to maintain the independot significance of mind as a factor
in the orler of natmre.s'3 From this point, the emphasis changed
from sn investigstion of the basls of the univergz to more of
an investigation of the purpose in the univsrse. Anaxagoras

was not, however, an 1dealist. Gomperz says thathhke probably

81 bokewell. gp. zit., pp. 58-60
Pp. 291-294; Burnet. op. git

2
pp. 196-199; Gomperz. OR. Clh., . 361-363; Frost. op. clit.
p. 9278; John M. Warbeke. The Searching Mind of Greece, p. 108.

2

i

63 Wa&’b@ke. _02. G&Eo s PP 109-110.

64 Loc. clt.
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65
regarded the senses as truthful but weak. Anaxagoras himself

gald in one of his fragments: ®"Because of the weakness of our
senses we are unable to discern the truthasﬁﬁowever, he main-
tained a theory of sense-perceptlion similar to Empedocles ex-
cept that he felt that the relation between subject and object
was more of an attraction of unllike rather than of like for 1ike?7

68
Therefore, 1t seems correct toc call Anaxagoras a rational realist.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In concluelon, it can be seen that the most obvious epis-
temologlical atititude running through all of these thinkers was
the inslstence thet there is a contrast between experience and
reflection, between perceiving and thinking, between opinion
and resson. The main thing which distinguished these men from
eommon men was the maintalnsnoe of a critlcal rational view
of the world in contrast to the common nalve empirical'view
of the world. Thus the rationalism of these men was distinc-
tive. This was largely assumed and can be seen, for the most
part, only as it shone through their metaphyslcs.

However, this rationalism, whloh was assumed by these
thinkers, was based in turn on another three-fold assumptilon,
or faith. This faith shone through all of theilr thinking.

65 Gomperz. 9p. cit., p. 223.

66 Bakewell. op. cit., p. 53,

67 Ibid., p. 54, relates Theophrastus' judguent.
68 Cocker. op. cit., pp. 295 and 511-314.
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It was the belief (1) that there is a unity to the universe;
(2) that this unity of the universe ig meintailnd by fixed laws,
and {8) that this unity can be known by man's resson without
the help of the @&ods.

That man can know the unity of the universe by reason
was basic to 21l of the thinking of these men, but there was
some dlvergence as to whether reason alene could know this
unity. The Ionians, Heraclitus, Empedeccles, Anexagoras,
and the Atomists all agreed in csubstance that sense-data la
the basel stuff of the knowling process. However, they =11
ingisted that sense-data must be interpreted by reason.

Clear differentistion betwsen the two, sense- data and reason,
is not always found in these thinkers. Windelband calls

these esxrly philosophiles F§§§g§,gegggtianal;sm“ in their
peychologlicnl cssumpiions. The Pythagoreans are called math-
ematiecal rationalists because of o movement toward sbstractlion
and away from conerets sense-dats; thls movement 1s sesn in
their emphasis on mathomatical relations rather than on sensc
objects. The Eleatics are called metaphysicsl ratlionsalizts
because of the further movement towsrd abstraction in thelir

doctrine of Bolng, vhich rejected sense-dats as beling relleble

in interpreting the world.

89 VWindelband. op. git., p. 65. Demoecritus is not
included in this summary he Gisausses him l-tew. It i
ocbvious that he noed not be exempted from this assertion,

however,
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It is maintalned that all of these men were rationsl
realists. Epistemological idealism by no means can be asg~
soclated with the abstract philosophers of this period, nor
can it be assoclated with the less abstract phillosophers.
These men were realists in that there was constantly assumed
(at least) an approximate relation between reality and the
kntwing process, whether that process be sense-data interpretsd
by reason or reason alone.

One more consideration is ilmportant: it is masintained
that the cosmologists were realists, but it is difficult, in
the light of the discussion, to feel that Windelband is
Justified in calling all of them sensationalists in their
psychology. He asserts this even of the metaphysical ratione
alists. He says that both Heraclitus and Parmenides did not
know how to distinguish between perceiving and thinking.vo
It i1s granted that Parmenides expressed the necessity of de-
pendence upon bodily relations in which thinking is involved.
It is also granted that he malntalined with Empedocles that
like 18 always perceived by like.?l This may be called a
sensatlionalism in psychology, but eplstemologlcally, one
cannot get away from the fact that Parmenides maintalned that
his perceptions indicated change while his loglc sald it was
impossible. Hls whole philosophy indicated that he followed

his logio to the rejection of the validity of hls perceptions.

70 1bid., pp. 64-65.
71 Loc. oit.
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CHAPTER IV

THE SOPHISTE, SOCRATES, AND THE SEMISOCRATICS

The fifth century was the age of Greek eniightenment.
Athena had come of age and as a result of the Persisn Wars
(500-448 B, C.), became a world power. S£he also wes the
intellzotual and artistic center of Greece. The spirit of
fres ingulry had begun to permeate other flelds of thought
beside philosovhy. The dramatic poetry of Greece hecane
deespenad and broadened by the influence of refleotion and
eritiolism. This was the period of Aeschylus, Sophocles znd
Euripides. Superstition and old lsgends were luid aside for
more eritical historiesl writing in the hands of Herodotus
and Thycydides. Hippoorates wag prominent in the progress
of medicine toward a more scientiflic attitude.

Interestingly enough, the period of the goread of the
new eriticlam is also the period of the close of the early
great philcsophical systems. This was a period of great
individual opinion in philesophy and, as a resull, philosophy
tended to degenerate into subjectivism. These innumersble
private philosophloal attitudes bred sceptloclsm. Thusydlides
perhaps exsggerated, but at lesst his words are indlcative:

¥ords hed to change tizir ordinary meaning and to take
that which wes no¥® given them. Reckless audacity came

to he considered the courage of a loyal ally; prudent
hesitation, specicus cowsrdice; moderatlion was held to



be closk for unmanliness; ability to see all sides of
sides of a question, inantnass to act on any.l

I. THE SOPHISTS

This new movement of fres~thinking individualism was
repressnted by the %phz.stg as against the conservative Ope
posora of the new thought. These Bophists were professional
teachers who traveled around giving instruotion, for pay, in
thinking and speaking and preparsation for political life.
There was a general Gepreciation of metarhysical speculation
and a genersl secepticism with regard tc knowledge, and, there-
fore, the attention was turned toward maral'?and pelitical cone
siderations along with dislecgtical mazw:m.d

m extreme subjectivism with its accompanying scei=
ticlsm was s chief characteristic of the Sophlsts. Protagoras,
the earliest known Sophist, revealed thls characteristie. His
famous expreseion regarding thie seems 1o have been recorded
carefully by Plato 1in —tha Thepetetug: "Man is the measure of

Book III, 82.

maydides .
W rm Library, pp.

{%gggm Hritings

2 ¢f. Thilly. gv. git., pp. 20=4¢ for an introduction
to this new thought.

b ppe 44=48. For more complete reviews of the
Bophiat ﬁgﬁh%r place in culture, of. Jasgar. g_w%. g;t..,
pp. R86-331; TZe QR+ Llhey PPe M‘?&

Pp. 105-125, Stace. oD, m- a DD 108=126.
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all things. . . of the existence of things thad are, and of
the non-existence of thlngs that are not. . . .*4 Thisg, says
Turner, 1ls & relaiive knowledge which denles all objective
truth and reduces knowledge o individual G;Binicm.ﬁ The dis-
tinobion betwesn objective truth and subjlective iumpression
1s broken down. As Stace says, "What At meant was thati thers
1s no objective truth, no truth independent of the individual
subject. ﬁhatweg seecma %o the individusl true is trus for
that individual.*

This would scem to have led to seepbticism and it ddd;
it 1s not certain, however, that Protagoras meant that it
should be ecarried that far. If Plato's Prois \§
rect pleture of the Sophist's view;?, wisdom and knowledge are
held in high estesm by Protagoras. Gomperz suggest that, by
making man the measuwrs of all things, Protagoras meant generic
man to be the standardt

Man or hwmen nature is the standsrd for the existence of
the things. In other worde, only vhat is real can be per-
oelved hy us. The wreal cannol supply any vbject to our
percaption. So mush for the leading thought of Pro om,

the procf of which has net been preserved for us,
euphasis lald on the concention of man was doubtless Yege

ponsible for his secondary thought thal we men cannol hresk
through the 1imits of sur own nature; that the truth ate-

ssebetug, 153. (B@n}a.mln Jowett, translator.
: Yolune If, Pe 182.).

& Turner. 8P ,Mbg PPe TR=T3e
6 Stace. QR M": Po 115,
7 Plato. Protacorss, 382. (Jowett. gp. gik., p. 121.).
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tainable by us must 1lile within theose limits; that, if we
reject the evidence of our neorcostive faculties, we have
no right to eonfide in our remaining Taculties; and, above
£ll, that in such olrcumstances there would be no material
for cognition left over for ug. Hay, how should we secek
for o eriterion of trvih and vhat elgnliiicance could we
asuribe to the rords Yirue' ond Puntruet, A7 we reouilo-
ted root and branch human truth, the sole truth witiin
our reach?®

Gomperz realizes thal tils view goes against the portraits of
?wtaggraa in iztolg wrdtdng; Burnet prefers Lo agree with
Plato.

‘Whatever Protagorss meant by his teaching, the emphasis
was decldedly subjecitive and knowledge was oonsidered as relaw
tive. Sush a movement followed naturally on the hecls of the
dlstrust of the senses which appeared in Heracllitus, 1in the
Elgatics, and oven in Dewmogritus.

Protagoras may have been unwilling t0 become so¢ vical
about objective truth bhut was merely plaecing his attsntion on
ths knowing subject; however, he puit into motlon a tyoe of
thin..in. wilch in the hands of Gorgiss became a thorough-go-
ing seepticism. The latter deoclared Being, inuviedge, and
Communication of Knowledge to be imposcible. By making man
the measure of a1l things, Protagoras had limited the entire
pasychic 1life to sensations only and the opinions which arise

from these, but perception rests upon motion, in the minds of

B Gomperz. Q2. gib., Ppe 463-454.
9 Burnet. 9p. olte, PPe 116=11G,
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these early thinkers. {Fmpedocles, Anaxagoras and the Atome
ists were agreed on thls.) iFor peresption to take :lacse, thers
must be motion both in the obleot and in the subjeet. Thus
the sublect and the object condition eash other. Knowing,
thercfors, came t.olge more of a personsl thing and universal
validity vanished.

On the basiz of such a sublectivism, 1t codd bde ag
e2sily malntained that sverything is falss or that everything
is true. Protegorss had chosen tho lather; Gorglas chose the
former. Using the dlalectieal type of reasoning intrcduced
by Zenc, Gorglas attempted to refute the very rosition which
Zeno and the other Eleatics were trying to maintain. Gorglas
adopted three propesitions which he attempted to prove: (1)
that there $s nothing: (2) that even if there is one acrnnot
xnow 4it; ({3) and 1f we did know 1t we eould not comunloate
s.t.um gecond proposition is the one thet deserves consider-
ation in this study. Gornperz summarizes Gorplos! argument
in this woye |

IZ Being 18 to be knowm, thsere must somevhere be p war-
rant of the correctness of the alleged snowledge, but
when wz come to lock for that warrant, we find curaslives
disapprointed, It is not to be discovered in sense-per=
oseption, the infallibility of which has heen so vehement-
1y disputed, nor yet in our thought or lmsglnation, for
=TY8 Winderband. gp. git., poe 81-95,
11 Burmet. oo. git., Pp. 119=120.
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otherwise we should not be able to imagine vhat is known
t0 be false-ea chariot-race on the sea, for example. And
if the concordance of many witnesses affords no valid
proof of the correctness of our sense-perceptions, their
svidernce must also be rejected in the sphere of thought
ané lusgination. It might be valid 1f we lost our facule
ty of imagiming the unreal, but the inatance that has just
been glven completely demonstrates the contrary.l3

The movement toward scepiliclsm has been delineated. What was
at least lmpliclt i Protagorass became expllclt in Borglas
with his metaphysical nihilism and epistemcloglcal seeptlicism.
¥illiam Ernest Hooking says that scepticlsm 1s not ne-
cessarily an unmitigated evil. The fact that a man uses rea-
son to doubt reason helps to reinstate the role of rsason.
The erfort to doubt everything thus leads to the dis-
covery that there is something whiech cannot be doubted:
a perfectly universal seepticism 1g impossible. The crl-
ticism of resson muat recognize a sphere in which resson

18 successful, and mark it off from other apnﬁe in which
it works badly, or perhaps necessarlly fails.

Suoh & reaction to the scepticism of the Sophists appeared in
the person aud thought of Soorates.

ﬂ m;arz. ﬂn m-, PP 484t 835.

13 Cf. Zeller. £p. g%%i, ppe 92-95. This tendency has
been associated with ihe sts in general. The two So-
phigts who have not been dlscussed Hippias and Prodiocus,
showed little interest in philo»gapfxy and , }hemfore, need not
be dlscussed. Cf. Twrndr, 2c. uvit., pg. 3«74} Burnet. op.

., pe 118; Usberweg. op. git., pp. 77-78. It ig likely

t thers were many Sophisis who took 1ittle interest in
philosophiocal considerastions. ' For a review that 1s more sym-
pathetic with the Sophisgts, of. George Grote. A History of
Greece, Volume VIII, pp. 318=359.

14 William Erneet Hocking. Iypes 9f Bhllosophy, p. 13l.
Hocking ‘}ms an interesting discussion c? soeptivism on pp.




IX. SOCRATES

One of the problems facing one who attempts a study of
Boorates 18 the questions of the rellablillity of the sources,
Socrztes wrote nothing himself, or Aif he 4id, it hag not besen
preserved., One must tuwrn te the writings of miapupils.
There are two main sources, Plsto and Xenophon. These two
along with the fragments of the dislogues written by Antie-
thenes and Aeschines, have somewhat different pletures. Pla-
to presented Soerates as a philosopher; Xenophon, a8 & ror-
elist. Ueberweg says:

Xenophon apnears 4o attribute too unconditionally to
Seoorates the tendency, natural to himself, to connect
8ll scientifie activity with a practical purrose, and he
thus gives too small a plase to the dialectlc of Soaras
tes, as compared with his ethical teachings.l6
However, Usberweg feecls that hoth Plato's and Xenophoi's
acoounts are reliasble.

In their account of the life of Socrates, the two
principle authorities, Xenophon and Plato, substantlally
agres, although the Platonle pisture is sketched with the
more dslioate hand. As to thelr reports of his docirine,

1t is, first of all, unguestionably true that Plato in
his ﬁialogues generally presents his own thoughts through
the mouth of Socrates. t in a certaln sense his dla~

logues can, nevertheless, serve as authoritles for the
Socratic teachlng, because of the groundwork of the phil-

15 Aristophanes! ﬂg%g gives a mere satire of Socrates
that oarriss little if any historical weight. COf. Rogers. gp.
glt., po. 53-54. For a review 0T the g%, of. Lewis Lea-
ming Forman. *Argument of the Clouds® in stovhanes. Clouds,
Pps T5=77.

16 Ueberweg. gp. glt., pe. 85.



osophy of Plato is sontained in that of Soorates, and
because it 1s possible, in general, though not in all
cases in detall, to discoriminate between the Platonic
and Soeratic elements. Flato took care not 4o be led
by his love of idealizatlon too far from historic truth;
in some of his sompositions {in the Apolosy, in gr;§e~
and in part also in the AL, ghes, etc.) he
remains almost entirely falthf o it, and in others
puts thosse dostrines whioh Socrates could no ?hava PrO=
Tessed into the mouth of other philoscphsrs.
Fdward Zeller asgrees with the saseritlon or ithe reliabllity
of the account of Plate and, for the most part, the relisbil-
ity of the account of Xenophon, At least, he feelsg that 1
a8
Dissen and Schlsiermscher suspect the latter account too muli.
Jaeger gays that these accounis were probably not published
during Bocrates! lifetime and thought they differ yet they
all agree in their chief aim, *to re-create the incomper «‘”:‘:31%9
personality of the master who had transformed their lives®.
Thus the difficuliy lies in the determining of the histori-
elty of these spelogies. Even the form in which Plato wrote
was set into the utyigéwhieh Socrates used for his teachings,
namely, the dialogue. There is also doubt thrown on the early
dating of Xenophon's writing, and even 1f 1%t wers early, his

picture shows no cause for the suspileien which led to Socrates'

:’ :m. .’ P 84.
18 Zeller. 8D m. 2 PDe 103104,
19 Wermer Jaeger. Paldeis, Volume II, pp. 17=-18.

20 Ibid., pe 19
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death. Therefore, it secms that doubt has been oast upon the
reliability of both sources, Schlelermacher feels that neie
ther Xenophon nor Plato can bs accepted exclusively but that
they must be played against eagh other in this way!
What Soorates have been in additlon to all Xenophon
gays was, without eontradioting the characteristic
qualitiss and rule of life that Xenophon 4efinitely dew
clares 0 have been Soeoratic--and what pjugt he have been,
to give Plato the impulse and the Justifloation to por
tray him as he does in the dlalogues.Zl
There iag one other avallable sowres that holds the
value of beling near snough in itims Lo Socrates 2nd yel of
belng a more disinterested roview. This sourece is Aristotle,
whose historicsl statemenis carry oven more value because
they are limited to the problem of the relation bstween Soo-
rates and Plato over the dootrins of Ideas. Aristotle did
not accen’ the doetrine and was, therefore, less subjective
in disoussing it. Perhape the most complete thing Aristotle
88ld on thls mattar is found in his Hehsphygiocas
But when Soorates was cccupylng himsell with the excel-
lsnoes of character, and in connexlon with then becamne the
first %o raise the problem of universal definition {for
of the sicists Demooritus only touched on the subject
Yo a8 extent, and defined, aficr a fasgiion, the hot
and ihe cold; while the Pythagoresans had before thle
trented of a few things, whose definltiong——e.g. thoss
of op. ortunity, Justice, or marriage--they comnected with
numbers; but 1t was natural that Soarates should be seek-~
ing the ssseénce, for he was secking to ayllagize, and
Z1 Fricdrich Schleiermscher. Hert des Sokree

38 g Euosgahien in Me o ) 22 S0
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'what a thing is' is the starting-point of syllogisns;
for there was as yet none of the dlalectical power which
snables people even without knowledge of the gsssnce to
speoulate about contraries snd inquire whether the gane
gelence denls with contraries; for two things may be falve
ly asaribed to Soerates—-indictive argumenta and univer-
sal definition, both of which are conczrned with tho
starting-point of golencse)i--bui Socrates dld not make
the universals or the delinitione exiat apart:
however, gave them separate exislance, end tils was the
kind of thing they salled Ideas.<~~
This saems to be strong authority, but in recent yesrs there
has bean a disparsging of the Aristotelian evidencs on 4bn
basis that *1t made Sooratss into a thin and unconvincing 5
23
figure, and his conasptual philosophy into a were trivialityt.
Ag a rasult of the abandonment of this evidence, the ground
is uncertain, as can be seen by the differences bebtween the
various portraits of Soerateés. Heinrich Mailer maintains that
Sogrates was not merely a theoretlical philesorher but that
he was the climax of a lang struggle towavds human freedom
and the self-suf’iclenoy of moral character. As such Soora-
tes was the supreme antitype of Chrigt and the religion of
redempiion. Plato was an entirely different person who
ghould not be sompared with 50:3::22&3; only his early dine-
logues revesl the trus Soecrates. A. E. Taylor and John Bur
85 Aristotle. Metap cs, Book XIY (M), Chapter 4,

1079019-32, (McKeon. Qp. .s; De 894). The references from
Arigtotle in each case are only close approximetlons.

33 J&ﬂgﬁro on. wc, Pe 24

24 Heinrieh Maler. Sckrates, pp. 104 T., clied by Jaew-
goX. Qe Mo, Ppe 2480,



net, on the other hand, feel that all of Plato'a Soeratic
dialogues gilve a sympathetlie nleture of Boorates. Plato's
own dlstinct teachings then come in the dlalogies whare So-
orates 1s no longer the leadlng finure. That belng the csse,
Soorates was what Plato dsggribaﬁ and was the man whe created
the dooctrine of the Ideas.

Jaeger maintains that these opoosing idess, whigh
have sppeared in later years regarding Soarates are ree~stale-
ments of the ideas which saparatsd Soocrates' immedlate dlscie
ples into two gprosing schools. %That being the case, the his-
torian must regard Soorates as having had a personality great
snough to incornorate this duallity. His very lndsPfiniteness
made various interpretations possible. This mskes him more
complex and harder to understand, but the true 3oorates must
be found in that m%

On this basis, ithe historical appggm to the problam
must be, as Sohlelermascher has proposed, a conpromise be-
tween the Xenophanes sourcs and the Plato souree. Aristotls
must a/ls0 be considered, for the grounds for ruling him ont
& not gseem to be conclusive,
by dusgar. o o1t 5. A, SR o

%&. Chapter PP 1.538-150, esnecially see his gonelu-
sions on v, 163-1%0

20 Jaegere. DD. .y DDe 2627, Cf. ‘hig entire sec-
tion of the Soaratle problem, ppe. 17-27.

27 ¢f. previously in this baper.
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A review of Socrates' 1life probably would not be too
important for thls siudy. Plato gave in the Phaeldo a roview
of Socratas? phllosopkigal deovelopment, vhich ghows his moves
ment of intersst from Ionlan speculations tc cr-s.ticism.%’:t
is 4if2toult to Imow how much of this 1 really & review of
Plato's cown develonment. It secems clear enoush thai Soerntes
414 have an intersst in the natural philogophsrs during the
earlier part of hig life, Xsnophon even lndlcated thal Bocra~
tes perused the writings of these philoscshers in nig lator
yms.ggﬁ. D. ¢, Robbins says thzt loo of Chilos, a contempor-
ary witness, remarked that Socrates was for a time a »upil. of
the physieal vhilosophasr Amhelas.w.sgm geums he was at one
time interested in the -hilososhy of Anaxagoras with its Gonw
rine of mind, but he soon was disappointed in the »hiloscoherts
physical mﬁez‘pmtaumm‘

Like the Sophlsta, Socrates felt ithat the physical
speculations that had preceded him were irrelevant and, there-

28 ¥iato. Phaedo, 96-101. (Benjamin Jowett. ihg Jia-
loguag of Platg, Volume I, pp. 480-434}.

}
Bamodststn’ ot Grina, snd the Heporanilia af Secriisar. 5. 365).

30 R. D. ’J--'Bcbﬁixm. ‘J-Inmductim” . Yenoghon®s _ 2w~
orabllis of Socralog, 1« Ve

31 Plato. « gi%., 968-99. (Jowatt. 9p. gli., Die 483-
483) ?nd Xanophcz% Ope gi&., IV, 7, 6. (Vatson. oo. gib.,
Pe . '
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fors, he ceéntered hie interest on man. The Sophistz, he felt,
had gone astrey in smphasizing truth as subleclive aprcoranco.
Stace says?
Bogrates corrected this by admliiting that the truth must
be my truth, but mine in my cajaciiy as a .mui cnel being,

wiich means, einee reason 1s the wnlversal, .that 1% is not

my private truth, bul univershl truth ehi ch is shared by
anci v211d for sall rational belngs. 8

Socratez was, therefore, not go musch oppuged to ignorance as
t0 eonfugion of thaught..&amis indicatea his Fuith in univer-
gal truth. Pleto and Xsnophon sesm to have agreed =t thig
point and Aristotle's uge of the terms “"wiiversal definition"
seens also to have referved to tmsf.aﬂfs.nue Aristotle a@pecifi-
cally sbates that Scerates did not Make Lhese universals ex-
ist apart amissgiﬁeﬁ* Xenophon does nolt diseuss tiig tiscreti-
cal development in Beerstes, the doctrine of Ideas 1s left to
be discussed as primarily a Platonle éa{:trim.%

Even irf the Jdocirine of 1deas ls regaxded as pelmacily

a Platonic docirine, it is clear that Scorates rse-emphasizsd

mm- e m;, ne 1H3.

53 GORpers. Slie m., Pe T7e

& PlatGQ ﬂ. Og m ffi (Jeqﬂﬁt)t! R(_'o g&h.’ ?.gj.
484 r2.)3 Xenaphama. % gik., Book IV, Chapter VI, 15.
htaa&. %_gi, p. BO1)7 Avistotle. 9o+ glbe, Book XIT
' Ler 079019-32. (HeKeon. Sie »;;., De B31),

36 Aristotle. 196. Sihe

36 cf. mxb Qh»apt‘erv
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rationalism following the sceptlieoism of the Sophlsts. Yeti
this principle is limited to practicel and moral considerce
tions. Friedrich Usberweg says: "The fundamental eocncoption
of Soerstes was . . . ihe inseparable mn woaeblon
insight with pragtieal moral llence.* It is not the pure
pose of this paper to investigate the ethloes of Boerzies.

It suffices to say that his emphasis was that nont: rational
power [\ves his asilon ethlecal significance. It is there-
fore ethical for him to do vhat his reason says %1 best, for

reason is man's gulde, Plato reports Socraltas as saylng:

And he iz to bhe dsemed coursgeous whose sHirld ree
tains in plesssure and in pain the comuands of reason
about what he ought or ought not to fear. . « . And
him we eall wise who has ia him that litile part which
7ules, and whigh proclaims these commands; thal oevd
too belns supposed Lo heve & knowledge of whatl is for
the interest of sach of the thres parts and of the whole.
« » o And would you net say that he 1s temperate who
hae these same elements in frlendly harmony, in whom the
one ruling principle of reasen, and the t¥o subje@t oneg
of spirit and deslire are eqg gally agread that reczon ought
te rule, and do nol rebeliv

Arigtotle and Xenophon agree thal Sograles baught vghis pPrine-
O
ciple that reason is & reliasble guide %o conduct.

7 3: ﬁ&u&f’?‘i@g. mo m., p‘ 85‘

)5& Plato. Republic, Book IV, 442. (Jowelt. o3. git.,
pe 706},

35 mlﬁ; il oomachaan Book VII, Chapter
2. 1145025-28, (McKeon. Op. Gikes p. }; Xenop hon. gg_ Shte
BBOK IV, Gmtrer w 6'0 tﬁﬂn’ 2 tuv, D. ’&98 '
alsc Miles M. Dawson. The Ethics teg, DPe 0-8.
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Sinoe 1t 4s by reason that a man should be gulded, 1t
follows that ignorance or unreason ls wlckedness. If that be
true, then knowledge, espeslially of oneself, is vitslly im-
pwﬁmt.wSoemt.es regarded his mission to be the cultivation
of this knowledge that is virtue. Burnei says!

I koo dn 0 Stmemad et e el of, Soraten, oo
sinfulness {which for Socrates was the same thing), and
his method was that of searching questions,4l

Two questions must now be discussed: What dld Socrates
mean by "knowledge®, and what was his method for finding it?

A discussion of the latter gquestion leads us to an understand-
ing of the former. It has already been asserted that Soora-
tes believed that truth had some sort of objective status,
vhile at the same time it was avallable to the reasonlng
power of men. This truth was limited to the practlcal realm
of morasl conduct primarily. This, as Frost saysig ie a depen~
dence on ldeas as over againet sense-exparience. He worked
out a method of imduction on the basis of this falth by which

40 Xenophome g9. %gg. , Book III, Chapter IX, 6. Here
Soorates regards acting in ignorance as being close Lo med~
ness. Cf. also Book IV, Chapter 1I, 24 and Charter VI, 11.
(Watson. gp. git., Pp. 461-462, 477, and 500 regpectively);
Pratacoras, 567.(Jowett. op. git., Pp. 126-126).

41 John Burnet. “Soorates®. Engyclopaedis of 1A O
and Ethics. (James Hastings, editor}, Volume XI, p. %@"ﬂ,

42 Frost. Spe m’ﬁ P 280.
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he felt true knowledze oould bs clearly delinested. Turner
divides Soarates' method into two different atages. The first
stege was the negative stage in whioh Socrates himself ap-
proached the problsm a2 cne who seeks for knowlsedge. By ques~
tioning he foroed his vietim to confess ignorznce. {(The pre-
tended éeference which Soarates pald to the person or per=
sons he questioned came to be called the Socratic irony.) 1In
the second stage, the positive siage, Sccrates proceeded ine
ductively from the ground of common assent, by snother series
of questions, to a concept which was regarded as unalterable.
This method was named majeutic by Socrates, who regarded him-
gelf as a mid-wife bringing into consoclousness the truth al-
ready in the mind of the pap!.l.wﬂ_y following this method,
Socrates revealed his belief that sense-impressions and une
critical generalizations need $0 be oritiocally tes'&ad.MPla-
to's JMeng is a good exampls of the use of thls method by
E&ecsm:.t.en..lgﬁ5

The whole force of this method is based on the concept
of the knowledge sought for as authoritailve for all, in op=
position to the relativism of the Sophlsts. Windelband says
that Socrates was the first to grasp the essentlal worth of

s DD. 80-8l. cg. alao Flato.

149-15%2 enjam.tn Jowett. The M__;s, of
ume II, pu. 150-153).

44 Twrmer. gp. git., p. 8l.

45 Or. Plato. &gg (Banfam.n Jowett. The E;_.g: ofues
of Plako, 'olume I, 93



such knowledge which comes by reason and Lo carry out its

ramifications psychologlceally and logleally. It had to be

more than the sensucus mode cof apprehending ithe world or the

method of traditional opinion. Windelband sayss

The ldea that 1s to be more than opinion, that is to serve

as knowledge for all, must be what 1ls common in all the
particular ideas whiah have forced themselves upon indl-

viduals in individual relations: subjective universal

validity 1ls to be expecsited only for the objectively uni-

versal. Hence, il thers 1s to be knowledgs, 1t 1s to
found only 1in %ha

be

t In which all particular idesas agres.

e o The universal validity which is claimed for Xnowe
ledge is only possible on condition that the scientific
concept brings out into rellef the common element whibh
is contained in all individual perceptions and opinions.46

All of this, 1t must be remembersd, 1is limlted to the pracii-

oal areas of life and conduct.

Therefore, Socerates' conosption of knowledge and his

inductive method of attaining it give the bounds to his theory
of knowledge. This theory asserted that there is such a thing
a8 oblective reality which can be known by all won sinoe it is

comnon to all men, possibly becsuse the souls of men have pre-

sxistence in the realm of Ideas. Thus truth is llmited to
mants practicsl life and condueh. It is found by clearing
avay opinions and proceeding by raticnal inductive thought
from whet 12 commmonly agreed upon the general concents which

are unzltersble and ehgw themselves in the clear light of
447

pure reason o be so.

26 Windelvand. ope Slb., Pe 95.
47 Of. Windelband's review, jbld., Pp. 94=08,
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This is not, the pure rationallsm 1t ssems to be, for
in oonnecticn with this was Soerates'! falth in Providence
where understanding ceases. Hia confidence In such n teleo-
logy L8 geen in the limits whieh he gave to ethical science
by hls reliance upon the inner voloes, the W.%&em-
perz says that it 1s difficult to understand exactly vhat
Soorates meant hy the daimonion
by usling the term in g half-jesting mannsr, while at othe:

49
times Lo seened to be very seriocus in hie use of it. Goue

At timss, he seemed to

perz aays:

The statement that the SlawovioV held him baeck whenever

he felt any inoclination to take sn active part in politios,
nay be taken to indlcate that he was here gulded by a spe-
clea of instinct, a dim but truthful estlmate of his own
capabillities emerging from the sub-consclous under-cur-
rents of psychic life.

Later on, however, Gompers says that we are in no pogg:t.ian
even Lo form s conjecture as to what Soocrates meant. Windel-

band indicates the role of the galmonion in supplimenting
reasoni

The more he pressed toward clearness of conceptions and
somlete knowledge of sthical relations, and the mors true

3 3L e (JQW*N o{%{%o, Pe 414);

' u Et. !fat@. SR A
: Chapter VIII, 80Tie @D+ Sl%e,

Xsnophon. . S3be, !
Pe 506).
49 Cf. Plato. 18¢. git. (Jowett. Joc. git.).
50 Gorperz. mo 8ite, Do 88.

51 Log. it
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%0 hluself he was in this, the less could he hide ok
himself that man in his limitation does not complétely
succeed in this task, that thers are gonditions in which
knowledge, 1s not siifficlent for certain decisiovn, and
where feellng enters wpon 1ts rights.. Under such condi-
tions Soorates belleved that he heard within himself the

_@L@% a counselling and for the mosb .art wavning
volee. thought that in this way the sods warned from
evil in diffloult cases, where iils luiowledge ceased, the
man whn otherwlse served them.

80 the wise m% of Athens sel Ialil and feeliny bseside
atlileal ssience.

IXI. THE SEMI-S0CRATIC BCHOOLS

Brief mention should be made of the Seml-Bucratic
schoole. There are four of these: the Megarisn or Eristis
8ghool with Euclid, the Elean School with Phaedo, the Cynies
with muﬁﬁx&n@s, and the Cyrenalos or Hedonists with Arige
tippus. The first two majored in SBocratic dlalectics mixed
with an Elean element; the second two asjored in Socratic
ethice mixed with Bophist almnts.sﬁ

Buclld of Hegara extended Sooratic thought into the
reals of metsphysice by a comblnation with the Eleatic ele-
ment of Beling. Parmenides had made Being a primordisl enti~-
ty filling space and endowed with thought. HMellssus had, ac-
eording to Gompersz, added the element of feeling so that
Wlpand\i %a..;ﬁ%g, » Do 98. For a comlete ‘review
of Socrates! philosophy, ci. George Grote. A ilisbory of Greece,
Velume IX, Chapter LXVIII, pp. 1-89.

83 iTurner. Qp. git., p. 8.
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Being was oonsclous of its blissful state. Euclid seens,
therefore, to have added will by identifying the Sooratic
Good with the Eleatic Bei . As & result, Buclid rogordsd
the Not-Goud 23 nonw-exiszient. Mﬁehmglar says that Stilpo, a
later legarian, csrried this to the polut zhers rcason and
knowiedge are the only end, and anything whilch has nothing in
eomnon with knowledge of the scod 13 (U e regarded with ine
armrenm.%‘re defend thelr views, the MHegariani used the
tactlos of Zeno, the Eristic method. They argusd by refuting
the arguments of thelr opponenis and thus indleectly established
thelr own thesis. However, later the followers of Euclid
bogged down inte quibbling and strife and, as Schwegler says,
thelr eristic method formed g transition into faoe'_.@‘oic!:s&m%

Ueberwes and Turner regard Phasdc and the Hlean school
a8 having held doctrines largely like the E-iegg.giaﬁs, therce
fore, no senarate discussion is mede of themn.

The dyhles wers led by Antisthames and included such
persone ag BMlogenesz of Minope, Crates, Mensdemus, and lMenlp-
pus. They regerded virtue as tiic prominent problem cf philoe

per7. Qp. oit.. pPe L74=176.
86 Schwegler. gp. git., p. 57
56 Twrner. 0. cit.; p. 88; dchwerlcr. Jog. git.

57 Twrner. Abid.., pp. 86-87; Uebsrweg. gp. glt.
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sophy; wheroas Bosrates had rsgarded virhue as the hijghest
good, they regardsd 1t a3 the only good. The essence of
virtue 1;3 self-contrel. Enjoyment, az an end in itssle, is
en evil. The exampls of sslfw-control for the Uynies wuz So-
srates himself. However, they asay only part of the man Ho-
arates &3 well as having crasped only & part of his thinkinec.
Erdman sajut
The Soerates of whom Antilsthenes wiches 1o be & dis-
clile, 1s only the man who defied all hardships, whe
stood in front of silversmith'e shops in order 4o re-
Joles that he 414 not want go meny things, who wore no
ghoes, 2te. The Sooretes, on the other hand, whe could
give himsclf over to enjoymsnt so safely, at the foast
of Agathon, ke has never geen, snd henoe he thinks thai
Scorztes 2lways dld thinga he found irksome,59
It 1s t;é%s exphasis which eame ocut at 2 later time in the
gtolcz.
Mixing in the sublectiviarm and dlslectical method of
the Sophigts, Antisthenes developed his theory that the indl-
vidual alons le real =2nd that all z:re;maﬁ.gicm are equally

true or that contradiction is impcesible. This theory he

B8 Ueberwegs QD» Siles Pe 92

m pgg %m. %. mp; De a3, Gf. slso m@mt @.
oy [l 3 . ’

80 Cf. Joseph A. Lelghton. Tpe Fleld of Philosophy,
thapter IX, pp. 111 £f.

61 Aristotle. Zoples {(from the mﬁ%’ Book I, Chapm
toxr 1l. 1%%1‘ (u.v GOlte (320 ﬁ" 53 Dxs ; : t ':;?‘:y,;; B8,
Book V, Chapter 29. ‘1024b32-34. (Hckeon. ibid., Pe .
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set over glgaj.xwt Plstols theory of Idses. It is a metanhysl-
eal nominalism and an epistemcloglesl subjectivism bordering
wpon sceptlciam, Af not completely ausptiaal.eg

In &irect opposition to the ethies of the Uynies, Lhe
Cyranaics, led by Aristippus, emphaslrzed thz hedonistio 100
trine thet ~lamsure 15 & 5008 in 31t4261?f znd that virtue is
good only as a meansg %o the end of nleasure. The Soocratie
element ontered as the principle of "gelf-dotermination direge-

' knowl ecog w'ﬂm pleasure was t0 be controlled by know=
ladge. iiabmeg saysi
The Gynice sought for independence through abstinence frem
anjJoyment, Aristippus throuch the control of enjoyment in
the midst of enjoyment. . . . To enjoy the nresent, says
ths Cyrenale, 1a the trae business of man; only th2 pree
sent is in our power.

Az to the theory of knowledgs found among the Cyrenales,
the h#donic character of thelir etihles corresponds to an eplge
tenological restriction of knowledge to the senses. They dls-
m:;isiw& votween the “thing-in~-itself* and the phenomenon

whigh exists in the conssiocusness. Mothing ean be known of

‘ 62 Gf. Tarner. .., Do 883 Ueberweg. on.
P 93. The terms "nc nal M and Yrealism® (not to e one
sed with eolstemologisal reallsm) eome into ~reater use
er. The distinction is thau nominalism regards the partie

sulars alone as real while realism regards the unlversals as
raal. Theso torma come into grsater use 1in the elmnﬁx
century. Cf. Usherweg. 9p. giks, P. 566,

63 Usbsrweg. g2+ cibe, De 96

64 m«, Dhs =07,
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the former but that it exists. Hers i the consistent come
pletion ef Protagoras' subjedtivism. It wns a seontielsm as
to the oulside world, but ii assoolatod the ethieal good with

5

the pleasurahble sensations which 2ziat In the conssicnaness.
IV. CONQ.USIORS

n gonclusion, the Sogphighks with their subjective ene
phasle brought anx interest in epistemology and asthropology.
Thelr epristemology becanme o scepticlsm or a near-secesticism.
With Becrates, rationalism was roasserted bub limited larscly
to ethlics. He lald the hasis for ejrlstemclogy by hils inqui-
ry Intd the conditions of fémcm&dga.%ms conclugiong ure
that there is an objestive itruth that can be reached by laduce
tive atudy. Ii is common 10 all men. By his emobhasgis on
subjesctive attainment of knowledge of e truth, he implied
a distrust of thinge as they seoconm, that 1a, of zense-expor-
ience. Fhether or not he develoned the Jdoctrine of Idsas as
such 1g doubtful. He was a ratiocnalist ~nd by inslicaidon
at least a realist. Hls rationaliswm was not absoluie because
of his emphaeis on the inner volice, the daimonion. This,

€% Turnar. 0. glb., Tp. 90-91; Ueberwes. 1o:. gil.
86 Turner. gp. git., p. B4
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aleng with his faith in the unity of tue univoerse, constitute
the element of falth im his theory cf knovieduc. The seul-
Sooratics mized Boevatic elemesnts 7ith Tleotie =n? Saphist
elements, which resulied lerpely in ¢ dotemcloslesl moenti-
clam. Ascording to Schwegler, ths Hegarian schiool led direqd-
1y to Seeptlcian, while Oyniclsu led o Sioiclse and Uyrena-
doism led o Epﬁ.azmm.&?

In gsneral, the movement has been from cosmology Lo
anthropology and from a more oy lass nalve rationzal reallsm
$0 a more abstract and celiicsl ratliongl realism. With the
movenent toward anthropology fhere was a umovement towsrd
subjectivisn and scepbicisn, which was siopued to some o=
tent by Socrates. The faith of thia period centers in ithe
agssumption thet there is a uniiy to the wniverse and that 1t
can be known by resson. EBven the more gceptieal (thinlkere
assuned the abllity of reason L¢ show thsi inowl.edge does
not exist.

B Bohireglor. gpe Gk, e 57
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CHAPTER V
PLATO 'S EARLIER DIALOGUES

Because of their imperfect grasp of the doctrines
of Socrates, the men who have been discussed in the latter
part of the preceding chapter, are called Semi-Socratics.
Following the same comparison, Schwegler calls Plato the com-
plete Socratic:
The attempts which we have seen hithertoc to bdbuild fur-
ther on the the c.] main pillara of the Socratic
doetrine, being from the very beginning without any
thriving germ of life, ended fruitless, resultless.
The complete Socrates was understocd and represented by
only one of his disciples, Plato. Proceeding from the
Socratic idea of knowledge, he collected into a single
focus all the elements and rays of truth which lay scat-
tered, not only in his master, but in the philosopheri
before him, and made of philosophy a whole, a system.,
Kot only did Plato extend and round ou’ the thought
begun by Socrates, he adopted for his mode of writing the
2
actual mode which was used by Socrates, the dialogue. His
philosophical thought must be distilled from this series
of dialogues almost completely. The method this study fol-
lows is an investigation of the most prominent dialogues and
@ summary of the relevant ideas in each. Dialogues which are

questioned as to authorship are not discussed. The order of

1 Albert Schwegler. Handbook of the History of Philo-
SOEQ! 3 De 57.

2 Werner Jaéger. Paideis, Volume II, p. 1b.
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the dialogues discussed follows the general order which Cone-
stantin Ritter follows in his book The Essence of Plato's
Philosophy. He divides the dialogues into earlier and later
writings, and this study follows the same method.3 No brief
is held for the order since it is not felt to be important
for an over-all-view, but the general division into early

and late dialogues is important.

1. THE PHAEDC, THE SYMPOSIUM, THE CRATYLUS, AND THE MENO

The Phaedo seems to have more to do with immortality

than with anything else, but it gives a glimpse into the phil-
osopher's concept of ideas. Socrates faces death for his cone
victions, but he regards it as a release from the senses and
an opening into a world where he can grasp Being, the very
essence of things, itself.4 Paul Elmer ¥ore includes this in
his biographical group of dialogues,sbut it is clear that

even here the doctrine of ideas emerges. Socrates in contem-
plating death relates his philosophical development. He had
turned from the physical philosophers to Anaxagoras' doctrine
of Mind only to find it unsatisfactory. He had finally found
“"““ﬁsﬁaiziahﬁigﬁﬁittef. The Essence of Piato's s£hilosophy,

pPp. 16-17. The Platonic epistles are not discussed in this
paper. Their validity is not at present fully substantiated.

4 Plato. Phaedo. (Be jamin Jowett. The Dialogues of
Plato, Volume I, pp. 441-501).

5 Paul Elmer More. Platopism, pp. 310-31l.
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satisfaction by seeking the truth of things in their con-
cepts, for above the confusing concrete he had found the
simple and plain absolute concept and had called these
“jdeas" (3:505 J. It is on this basis that he bases his con-
viction that the soul iz immortal. (It is not necessary to
go into his proofs for immortality).s The word "idea® evi-
dently does not designate a concept which is merely subjective,
but one that wholly transcends the subjective realm. It pos-
gesses objective reality, for the attributes of the concrete
are derived from participation in general ideas.7 The indi-
cation is that this was not a new doctrine which Plato intro-
duced in thiz dialogue but that these thoughts had been dis-
cussed previously.a It pays cne, therefore, to look into
other dislogues, where the same thoughts occur which are,

in this dialogue, associated with "ideas".

More says that the Symposium brings these thoughts In-
to relstion with the life as an ethical force “by exhibiting
the love and desire they excite in the scul by the atirac-
tion of their beauty.”g The lover proceeds upward from the
"€ 7 Theodor Gomperz. Greek Thinkersg, Volume III,
pp. 4l-44 ami Alfred Edward Taylor. Plato: The Man and iHis
¥ork, Chapter VIII, pp. 174 ff.

7 Plsto. op. cit., 100 £f. (Jowett. op. cit., pp.
484 ff.). See also ﬁittér. op. cit.y PP. 87%95.

8 Plato. op. Cit., 100b. (Jowett. op.git., p. 484).

9 More. op. cit., p. 311l.
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concrete to the abstract through various levels until he at
last sees absolute beauty "pure and clear and unalloyed, not
clogged with the pollutions of mortality and all the colours
and vaniiées of human life. . . the true beauty simple and
divine". 1Im all of this the term "idea" is not used, but
absolute beauty in this dialogue is probably the same abso-
iute beauty that is associated with ideas in the Phaedo.
Such absolute beauty exists objectively and is always the
same tc all men who behold it. Gomperz suggests that this
is a delineating of Plato's erotic mysticism.ll

The'Cratxlus deals primarily with the theory of lan-
guage, but it is also listed by More in his grouping of meta-
physical dialogues. The argument is that language is no key
to the nature of things, for language changes while things do
not. If, as Heraclitus maintained, everything is in flgx,
then things cannot be known. To be known, a thing must re-
tain a definite form or idea, and thus it must be known

12
without words.

10 Plato. 3ympogium. 212a. (Jowett. op. cit., p. 335).
and Ritter. cp. cit., pp. 95-97.

ll Ibido 211.0 (Jﬁwett. gﬂ‘v'c—i:-t‘., % . 334:;325).d gfol
Theodor Gomperz. Greek Thinkers, Volume I, p. and Taylor.
op. cit., Cgapter IX, pp. 209 ff. and especially pp. 230-232.

12 Plato. Cratylas. {Jowett. op. ¢cit., pp. 173-229);
Ritter. op. g¢it., pp. 97-100; Theodor Gompérz. Greek Thinkers,

Volume III, especially pp. 164-166; Taylor. op. cit., pPp. 75 £f.
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There are broad hints of the doctrine of ideas in the

Laches, the Protagoras, the Euthyphro, the Greater Hippias,
13
and the xuthydemus, according to Ritter, but the next impor-
that dialogue, as far as epistemological and ontological con-
tent is concerned, is the leno. More gives the following
brief review of it:
The :eno resumes the old question whether virtue is a
form of knowledge which can be imparted by instruction.
It connects Ideas with the things of eternity by the are
gument of reminiscence. Our knowledge of them, and our
impulse to virtue, is a memory of our vision of absclute
justice and goodness in some former existence.34
Benjamin Jowett says that the leno givegsthe simplest and
clearest account of the Platonic ideas. The course of the
argument in the leno centers;around whether virtue can be
taught or not. During the conversaticn, Socrates elicits
from a Greek slave of keno certain mathematical conclusions
which ne has never learned. Since that is the case, Socrates
deduces that either this knowledge was acquired in a former

state of existence or else was always knowgeto the slave and

had to be merely drawn into ccnscicusness. It is clear in

13 Rittel‘. _O_Bo ‘fcit., Ppo loo-lclo
14 more. 9p. cit., p. 311,

15 Benjamin~&owe;t. "6n the Ideas of plato”. The

Dialogues of Plato, Tramslated into English, Volume II, p. 15.

16 Plato. keno, eapecially 82 ff. (Benjamin Jowett.
The Dialogues of P2ato, Volume I, pp. 349-380, especially
p' o e
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this dialogue that Plato asserted the exlstence of ob-
Jective, universally valid facts which can be comprehended,
and whose comprehension constitutes knowledge. This means
that the objective reality existed before it became a logical
concepticn, and that every properly formed idea has a basis
in the objective world.l7However, it must be remembered that
what Socrstes looks for, in this dialogue, is universal vir-
tue. As Jaeger says, this is the first expression of the
logical idea of the universal, (KQ&OIAOU), but it is limited
to good as a whole and must not be pressed beyond that.ls
¥oreover, it is a hypothetical thought. In the Phaedo, this
a priori element of knowledge is treated as a fact on which
the iamortality of the soul ls based.lgAlso, Ritter says
that‘tha Phaedo emphasizes the independent existence of this
a priori element whereas it is not sure that this independence
is assumed in the earlier dialogues.onhis independenne refers
to the existence of tie objective reality of this element

apart from the concept of it, but it does not necessarily

mean the independence of the universal from the particular.

T7 Ritter. op. ¢it., pp. 102-106. Ritter feels tmt
this summarizes the thinking concerning ontology and epis-
temology in the dialogues already discussed. Cf. also
Taylor. op. ¢it., pp. 129 ff. and especially pp. 137 ff.

18 Jaeger. op. cit.ip. 163.

20 Ibid., p. 104.
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Jaeger suggests that it is in the later dialogues that the

relation of the universal idea to the concrete particular
21
becomes a problem.

II. THE REPUBLIC

Before reviewing the relevant ideas which emerge from
the Republic, it is well to get an overall view of what Plato
was doing in this ten-book dialogue. Nore gives the follow-
ing paragraph in summation:

Here the arguments of the earlier groups are developed
and woven together into a single cord. Justice is the
moral sense, and the other virtues are the specific appli-
cations of it. The just man, as he is just, has his re-
ward in happiness now and here, and to that extent there
is no need to appeal to future rewards and punishments.
Justice and happiness are the effect of the Idea of the
Good as the supreme cause. The philosopher is he whose
life is governed by this cause. The knowledge of curselves
as happy in justice is an immediate certain intuition
(the spiritual affirmation), above the practical knowledge,
or opinion, which, working in the sphere of the specific
virtues, is always subject to confirmation by the future.
The constitution of the ideal State is expounded as a
counterpart of the perfect philosopher. At the end of the
Dialogue the religious sancticns of divine Providence are
added to the deductions of philosophy.22

Of the ten books, Books V, VI, VII, and X have elements which
are associated with the problem at hand.

After mapping the ideal state in the earlier books of
the Republic, Plato faced the problem of whether this sort of

21 Jaeger. op. ¢it., p. 164.
22 More. op. git., p. 312.
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state could be realized. It is in this connection in Book V,

that he assertgg that it can only be realized when philosophers
become rulers. A philosopher is a lover of knowledge according

to Plato's definition, and, therefore, the next problem is the
nature of true knowledge. The dialogue between Socrates and
Glaucon reveals Plato's conclusion in this book:

The lovers of wounds and sights, I replied, are, as I
conceive, fond of fine tones and ecolours and forms and
all the artificial products that are made out of them,
but their mind is incapable of seeing or loving absolute
beauty.

Irue, he replied.

Few are they who are able to attain to the sight of this.

Very true. :

And he who, having a sense of beautiful thingzs has noc
sense of absoiute beauty, or who, if another lead him to
a knowledge of that beauty is unable to follow--of such
an one 1 ask, Is he awake or in a dream only? Reflect:
is not the dreamer, sleepingter wukitg;lepecwhodlikeng gd
dissimilar things, who puts the copy in the place of the
real object?

I should certainly say that such an one was dreaming.

But take the case of the other, who recoggizes the
existence of absolute beauty and is able to distinguish
the idea from the objects which géggig;gggg in the idesa,
neither putting the objects in the place of the idea nor
the idea in the place of the objects-~is he a dreamer,
or is he awake?

He is wide awake.

And may we not say that the mind of the one who knows
has knowledge, and that the mind of the other, who opines
only, has opinion? 24

Plato continuzd by asaerting that opinion is something other

than this, becsuse opinion (sense-perception) can be wrong

23 Plato. Republic, Book V, 473. (Jowett. op. gcit.,
pp. 736-737).

24 Ibid., 476 in part. (Jowett. op. ecit., pp. 739-
740). Italics are the author’'s.
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while knowledge is unerring. The former has to do with ths
many; the latter, with the one in which the many participate.25
In Book VI, Plato continued his discussion by giving
specific characteristics of the philosopher-leader. He is
to follow the road of knowledge which leads finally to the
idea of the good which is the highest knowledge. 3uch know-
ledge begins with sense-perception of the "many®, for it is
the perception of the many, which partake of the nature of
the one, which leads to knowledge of the one, a knowledge
‘which is more than perceptual. ¥ith all of this Plato was
clearly emphasizing a rationalistic forming of concepts.
These concepts were clearly regarded as unerring knowledge
of actual reality, that is, they have an ontological cor-
relation.26
Book VII contains the famous allegory of thz cave.
Gomperz sives a concise review of the allegory as follows:
The doctrine of ideas is introduced by a brilliant
metaphor, in which earthly existence is compared 1o a
sojourn in a subterranean dwelling. In thid cavern
men pass their whole life, prevented by chains from
moving their necks or legs. Behind them there are per-
sons passing to and fro on a raised platform, holding

up all kinds of objects, wooden and stone images of
animals, plants, and so on, above a breastwork or screen.

25 1bid., 477-480. (Jowett. op. cit., pp. 740-744).
Cf. also Jaeger. op. cit., pp. 8—278, and Richard Lewis
Nettleship. Lectures on the Republic of Plato, Chapter IX,
pp. 184-211.

26 Plato. op. cit., Book VI. (Jowett. op. cit., pp.
744 ££.).
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Over and behind them a flame burns. Thus the shadows
thrown by the images are all that the cave-dwellers can
see. For them this world of shadows is the only reality.
If one of them were to have his chains loosed, and be
allowed to tarn his head and see the light, or walk to=
wards it, he would suffer pain; he would hardly be able
to bear the brightness of the flame, and he would think
the scene before his eyes less real than that to which
he had been accustomed. But suppose him dragged forcibly
up the steep path which leads out of the cave into the
sunlight. He would be indignant, and the dazzling glare
would prevent him from seeing anything of what could now
be offered him as truth. Only by degrees would his eye
become accustomed to the light of the upper world., At
firat he would be able to see shadows, then reflexions
in water, afterwards things themselves; in time he would
learn to look upon the moon and stars, last of all upon
the light of the Sun himself. Should he ever return to
the cave, and attemptl to free the others from their
imprisonment and lead them up to the light they would be
furious with him, and, if they could, put him to death.2?

The rest of the book contains the explanation of this
and the application of it to the state. The world of exper-
ience is made to be distinct from the world of concepts, yet,
as has been seen in Book VI, that which is known by experience
participates im that which is known by concept. The distiic-
tion comes between the perception and the concept themselves,.
The latter is attained without the help of the senses.zaPlata

continued by distinguishing between intellect and opinion in

this way:
27 Gomperz. op. cit., pp. 86-87. Cf. Plato. op. cit.,
Book VII, 514-517a 1§ewett. op. cit., pp. 773-776).

28 Plato. op. cit., Book VII, 517b ff. (Joweit. op. eit.,
pp. 776 ff.).
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At any rate, we are satisfied, as before, t. have four
divisions; two for intellect and two for opinion, and to
call the first division science, the second understanding,
the third belief, and the fourth perception of shadows,
opinion being concerned with becoming, and the intellect
with being. . . . 29

It is clearly evident from the last words of this quo-

tation that these distinctions in his theory of knowledge
correspond with distinctions between Being and Becoming in
his theory of Cntology. Plato discussed nis theory of on-
tology more fully before the abuve statement was given in the
dialogue. In reviewing these points, Turner lists "3ensible

> /
objects" (éPQTO‘/ YEV05 ) with the two subdivisions, "Real

bodies" (Zujwa‘rw) and "Semblances of bodies"™ ()E{(KOVQS), as
correspendents respectively of “Opinion: sense-knowledge®
(Ao’ga—) with the tv;o subdiyisiana “Senge-perception® (Tr/r‘ns)
and "Imagination® (E1 K afia). He also lists "Sppersensible
objects® (/\/04776\/ yg’yog) with the two subdivisiocns "Ideag™
(T4 () ana "wathematical entities" Mal JaTika), as

correspondents repectively of "Supersensible knowledge"
(Na'z,ms ) with the two subdivisions of "Iuntellect" {\/JJS)
and "Reagon" (Lha.’t/dt“').aoperhaps a better word for Sense-
perception would be Opinion, as Jaeger suggestis, or Conviction

or Belief, as Gomperz suggests. Also the term Reason might

29 1bid. 534a, p. 793.
30 William Turner. History of Philosophy, p. 113.
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31
better be.Understanding according to Jaeger's suggestion.

Thus it is that the world of being, known by concepts, was
set off from the world of becaming, known by experience.
The former is changeless and thus admits of noc error in the
knowledge of it; while the latter is ever changing and thus
admits of possible error in the perceiving of it. However,
the dialectic which reaches the world of being must begin
with the world of becoming.32

As Rettleship notes, the dialectical search is for =
unity of knowledge. This complete unity is perfect knowledge.
It can be found only in the Idea of Good, which he described
iIn the allegory of the cave as the sun, but the dialectic
begins by noting the unity between the seiences.aasuch unity
however is not the inductive hypothesis of modérn science;
it seems to be somewhat inductive but it does not bear the
stamp of hypothesis, Plato'’s theory of the concepts banishes
all hypotheses;‘this is the perfect knowing of the perfect
reality. The reality exists in its most unadulterated form
in the abstract idea not in the concrete particular, but the
unity among the particulars starts the dialectician toward

34
the perfect and actual unity of the idea.

3¢ Plato. op. ¢it., 533. (Jowett. op. cit., pp.
792-793 ) °

33 Ibid. 531. (Jowett. op. cit., pp. 790-791). Gf.
Nettlesnipa _920 gi&' s ppo 257-2580

‘ 34 Gomperz. op. cit., pp. 88-89. For a discussion of
the allegory, cf. John ¥ild. Plato's Theory of Man, pp. 174 ff.
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Ritter gives the fullowing review of the epistemological
and ontological elements in Book X. They are actually set
in a context which 1is a digressicn, according to Hettleship,
into the field of the arts.asaitter says, in review:

In order to have a firm basis for judging the production
of the arts and crafts, we must investigate the natjure of
imitation. In doing so we "may take our departure from
our usual method. 1In &very case we have assumed one

Idea for all the particular things to which we apply the
same name. . . €.g., there are many beds and meny tables,
but only two Ideas of these household articlesg, one of
the bed and one of the table. . . . ‘e have aiso said
that the producer of each of these articles looks at the
Idea while he makes the individual bed or table for our
use. . . since no craftsman produces the Idea.” .nd
immediately following, "The master carpenter, as we have
Jjust found, doea not construct the Idea, which we consider
to be the essential bed, but only a particular bed.

And if he does not produce the Idea, then that which he
produces is not real." And again, "“Whether God did not
wish to make, or whether necessity prevented him from
makinz, more than one bed in nature, the fact is that he
made only one essential bed. Under no conditions will
God permit two or more such beds to come into being.

For if God were to make only two beds, a single bed would
have to make ils appearance whose essential character~
istic (¢2(50S ) or form the other two beds would have to
share; and this one bed would be the essentisl bed.” 36

Plato seems, in this book, to have made a distinction
between philosophy on one hand and the arts and crafts on the
other. His eriticism seems to have been that the arts and
crafts grasp only the external or particular things, while
philosophy grasps the inner laws and real facts of the world,

35 Nettleship. op. cit., pp. 340-34l.

36 Ritter. op. 2it., pp. 108-109. Cf. Plato. Qp. eit.y
595 £f. (Fowett. op. cit., pp. 852 £f.).
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37
namely, the ideas. At least, he seems to have carried on

his argument, which is more succinct in Book VII, in Book
X by expanding the concept of the idea of thelgood to the
ideas which lie behind simple things as beds and tables.

In concluding the study of the Republig, it seems
that Jowett is correct in affirming that Plato regarded the
ideas as being both one and many, as being causes and as
having & unity in the idea of the good which is the cause of
the other ideas. However, it does not seem the Jowett is
quite correct in affirming that the ideas seem to have lost
their earlier aspect of universals under which individupals
are contained. The dialectic which Plato clearly cutlihed
indicates his insistence on the studying of the particulars
as primary to the course of dialectics. This must be because
the particular, which is perceived, participates in that which
can only be known by concept. The dialectic begins at the
former and ends at the latter. Jowett also says that the
ideas seem to tske on the aspects of hypotheses or principles.
It is admitted that they are found by indmetion, but, as has
been noted, they are regarded as far from hypotheticgé. If

they are principles, they are real not hypothetical.

37 Nettleship. op. cit., pp. 353-354.

38 Benjamin Jowett. “On the Ideas of Plato." The
Dialogues of Plato, Translated into English, Volume 17, p. 17.
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III. THE PHAEDRUS AND THS THEAERTETUS

In the Phaedrus, Plato has made Socrates give a refu-
tation of Lysias, the orator, by counterac¢ting his claim that
the non-lover is more desirable than the lover. Socrates does
this by showing that the lover, which Lysias talked abeut
and Phaedrus reported, is not the lover of the highest type.
The human soul is characterized by a dual striving as a
charioteer with two different types of horses. There is the
noble striving and the ignoble striving--the call of true
love and the call of wild sensuality. While the latter drags
down, the former lifts to heights. Imn beautiful language,
Plato described the celestial heights of pure Being to which
man can attain. It is from this realm he came, and it is by
recollection that he realizes it again.agBy this, he asserted
again the ability of a man to know pure Being, but he has not
yet decided completely on the nature of knowledge. It is to
this problem that our study turns.

Jaeger calls the Theaetetus a purely scientific work,
which, along with the Parmenides, contains "dry methodical

40
investigations of one definite problem®. The problem is pre=

30 Plato. Phaedrus., especially 246 f£f. (Jowett. op.
cit., pp. 250 ££.7.

40 Jaeger. op. cit., p. 176.
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sented in summary form by More:

The Theaetetus debates the question, What is knowledge?
Protagoras had argued that knowledge is obtained only by
perception, that there is therefore no distinction be-
tween kinds of knowledge, and that the sensationss of the
individual are the only measure of truth. Socrates re-
buts these theses, but comes to no satisfactory conclu=-
sion as to the nature of knowledge, that is of knowledge
as a relation between subject and object. But he also
strongly reaffirms the spiritual fact that we know it is
best for a man to live in the world of Ideas, and to
imitate in his conduct, so far as this is possible, the
Justice of the divine nature. 41

The problem is, Is perception knowledge? If man is

the measure of all things, it might be that perception is
knowledge, bul Socrates says that if that be so, no man has a
claim on superior wisdom even over the beast which has sen-
sations. Not only so but opinions sometimes clash. There-
fore, he considers the Protagorean doctrine to be inadeguate.
Heraclitus' theory of perception is not adequate either, for
in his theory everything is moving and changing so that
perceiving might just as well be called not perceiving.

There are no senses by which genersl ideas are perceived.
They must be perceived by the mind alone without the senses.
Taylor regards this as the most important contribution this
dialogue has yet made to the problem of wheiher knowledge

is perception or not. He says:

41 More. ops cit., p. 313.



120

He [Socrates)s.calls attention to the, so far neglected,
distinction between sensation and thought, or judgment.
We can point out the bodily instruments which a2 man uses
in seeing, hearing, touching. He sees with his eyes,
hears with his ears, and so forth. Or to be 8till more
accyrate, since it is always the mam, that is his

Yo s which sees and hesrs, we should do well to say
rather that he sees and hears through his eyes and ears.
e « « But if a man is thinking about two such sensibles
of different senses, comparing and discriminating them,
or counting them as "two", pronouncing them like or un=
like, asserting that they are "really there®, the soul
i8 considering the matter ®by herself® (& uT O &uly’s)
without the employment of a bodily ®implement® (1854).

« « « XNow we c ot have knowledge withoui apprehension
6f a "reality" (Svoia) which is known. Hence it follows

that "knowledge® is not to be sought for in the affections

of our sensibility (1ols TMa®3fwac (), but in the mind's

reflection upon them (&V TZ«,\) MePt EREWVV wu&\oy/apa‘/),

186d). And this finally proves that knowledge is not

the same thing as sensation. 42

The second attempt ©o answer the question, What is

knowledge?, in the Theaetetus, is that knowledge is true
opinion. Socrates, however, questions whether there is such
a thing as false opinion. 1In the sphere of knowledge, a
thing is either known or not knownj; and in the sphere of
being, 2 thing either exists or does not exist: what ground
can there be for error? False opinion can arise from the
erroneous mixture of sensation and thought. Plato has given
gome concrete illustrations of what he meant. The main one

is a picture of the mind as a tablei of wax oh which sense-

impreasions are written. The new impressions may become

42 Taylor. op. cit., pp. 338-339. Plato. lTheaeteius.
142-186. (Benjamin Jowett. The Dialogues of Plato, Volume II,
ppo 143"190)0
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43
mixed with the older impressions, and error may arise.

But not only in the realm of sense-perception but in the realm
of pure thought, error can arise. This comes about, says io-
crates, by the fact that in the mind there are old thoughts
retained which can be hixed with the new ones. The example is
the mathematician who might select the wrong number for the
sum of two other numbers. 3Socrates however drops the argument
because the problem as to why the answer given is able to Dbe
regarded as right even when it is wrong persists. True knci-
ledge must be ascertained before the origin of error cun be
known.44

The third attempt at an answer is made by Theaetetus,
who merely rehearses another man's opinion. Knowledge is said
to be true opinion accompanied by an explanation or a reason
(XOY()&), but there are three meanings to the term "explanation."”
It may mean the communication by spegch of the thoughts which
a man has, but this is not peculiar to knowledge as such. It
may mean the enumeration of the parts of a thing, but this is
not knowledge, for the partis may be dealt wita without know-

ledge of the meaning of them. It may mean the true opinion of

43 Ritter. op. cit., p. 139, footnote 1.

44 Plato. _0_2. Cit.’ 187—201. (Jowetto 22. Cito’
pp. 190-206). Cf. also Taylor. op. cit., pp. 339-344.
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a thing along with knowing the distinquishing features that
divide the thing from other things, but right opinion al-
ready implies that. The dialogue ends without a conclusion
excent that the conversers know that they know nothing and
are therefcre better and more humble men.45

It is clear from this dialogue that Plgto regsrded
true knowledge as being knowledge of what is real. 3Suach
knowledge cannot be in—error. Perception will not satisfy
the demands of knowledge nor will true opinion even with an
explanation. This dialogue is not campletely negative in
its discussion of the problem. It is true that what knowledge
is not, is carefully given, and that what knowledge is, is
regerved for later discussion. But, as ditter says, there
i3 no pessimism regarding the possibility of answering the
problem., Also Taylor poinits out, pure relativism has been
made untehable both in metaphysics and epistemology. ¥ore-
over, there is the strong suggestion that the proposed solu-
tions have been inadejuate because they have made the same
error, namely, the ereecting of a psychological criterion
of knowledge when no such criterion is possible. There is
also the appearance of a series of important technical terms:
"quality® (lor 0/7’95), "organ® of perception ()o?JYQ le/), ,
woriterion® (K?‘T")IPIOV ), “differentia® (5m¢afm' 5/“¢0P”7(';s)e

e}

45 ipid. 201-210. (Jowett. op. cit., pp. 208-217). Cf.
Gomperz. op. cit., pp. 155-164. Ritter. op. cit., pp. 135-
140, and Taylor. op. cit., pp. 344-347.
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The introduction of fundamental problems is important thought
no solution is found. But Taylor says that the most important
positive contribution is probably "the recognition that the
discovery of the great categories both of existence and value
is the work4gf thought, 'the soul by hersell without an in-
strument.'" Plato's discussions of the problem were carried
on in later dialcgues.

It should be noted that there is no clear-cul expression
of, or even allusion to, the theory of ideas in this dialogue.
Professor Cornford feels that the absense is a deliberate de~-
vice to indicate the inabiliiy to know what knowledge and err=-
or are without them.

The Theaetetus formulates and examines the claim of
the senses to yield knowledge. The discussion mocves in
the world of appearance and prowes that, if we try to
leave ocut of account the world of true being, we cannoil
extract knowledge from sensible experience. 47

He continues later:
The Forms are excluded in order that we may see how we
can get on without them; and the negative counclusion
of the whole discussion meuns that, as Plato had tlaught
ever sirce the discovery of Forms, without them there is
no knowledge at all. 48

Robinson heartily disapproves of Cornford's position. He

feels that the reason why ihe Forms are absent is that they

46 Taylor. op. cit., pp. 347-348. Ritter. op. cit.,
p. 142. For a discussion, cf. wild. op. eit., pp. 242 ff.

47 Francis M. Cornford. Plato's Theory of Xnowledge,
p. 7. Cited by Richard Robinson. "Form and Error in Plato's
Theaeietus™, Philosophical Zeview, January, 1350, p. S.

48 Ibid., p. 28, Cited by Robinson. op. cit., p. 6.
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are as irrelevant to a discussion of knowledge as the dis-
cussion of what directicn a2 gun is pointing is irrelevant to
the nature of the éun. It is also possible tlat by this late
date Plato had moved beyond the doctrine of Forms. Concerning
this last assertion, the authcr of this paper feels that there
is no adeqguate support of this view as will be indicated later.
A modification has taken place in the later dialogues but no
denial of the earlier doctrine. HNot only so, in rejecting
Cornford's conclusions Robinson seems to 4o so on the basis

of his own interpretation that a theory of knowledge is not
dependent upon =z theory of metaphysics. This may be true for
Robinson but it certainly does not seem to be true for Plato.
The interpretatici: which Cornford offers seems to {it better

49
into the general tenor of Platofs philosophy.

49 Robinson. op. cit., pp. 3-30.



CHAPTER VI
PLATO'S LATER DIALOGUES

Five prominent dialogues of the later years of Plato's
life must yet be discussed. They are the Parmenides, the
Sophist, the Statesman, the Philebus, and the Timaeus.

(The laws have no specific value for the theory of knowledge).
I. THE PARMENIDES, THE SOPHIST, AND THE STATESMAN

In the Parmenides, Platoc did two things, according to
More., He first showed the difficulties which inhere in any
rational explanation of the doctrine of ideas and of the
moral certainty which depends om this doctrine; he then af-
firmed the necessity of keeping the doctrine while he main-
tained the inadeguacy of any use of rﬁgson either to prove or
disprove the doctrine metaphysically.'

Plato, in criticizing his own doctrine of ideas, raised
five or six difficulties, which he had Parmenides expound
against Soerates' theory of the participation of sensible
things in the ideas or forms., The first objection centers
around the fact that there must be some Cifference between
the absolute idea and the particular which partakes of the

jdea. The whole idea cannot exist in different objects at

the same moment without becoming separate. On the other

1 ¥ore. op. citc, p. 313.
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hand, things cannot contain only parts of ideas for this would
also result in absurdity. This 18 as yet an unanswered dif-
ficulty.

The next difficulty is: Granted the ideas an objective
existence, the concept which embraces both a generzality (idea)
and its participating particulars must have in turn an idea
-above the previously mentioned generality. The concept that
contains both of these ideas must have another idea corres-
ponding to it to explain these, ad infinitum. To give the
ideas conceptual status only is rejected since every thought
mast be of something that exists.

The third difficulty which is raised in connection
with the doctrine of ideas concerns the problem of ldeas as
patterns with particulars as resemblances. This involves the
notion that the individual must to some extent be like the
idea and the idea in turn to gome extent like the individual.
To be alike, both the idea and the particular or individual
must partake of another idea, ad infinitum. This also remains
unanswered and participation by resemblancg is given up.

The next argument begins with the assertion that the
ideas cannct exist in men, for then the ideas would not be
absodutej and thue the problem resolves into whether
one can know the ideas even though their existence is granted.
If the ideas exist witkhout us, their resemblances in the
aphere of man's knowledge may be related and their absolute



i27

existences in the sphere outside of man may be related; but
there can be no relation between the ideas and their reseme
blances in the sphere of man's knowledge may be related and
their absolute existences in the sphere outside of man may
be related; but there can be no relation between the ideas
and their resemblances. In other words, an absolute quality,
to bDe absolute, can never be related to a relative guality.
Plato had Parmenides use the figure of the master and the
slave. Gomperz explains Plato's usage in this way:

The two terms of a relation are always on the same plane.,

To the master there corresponds the slave, to the slave

the master; but to mastership we oppose siaveship and

vice versa. Thus the real correlate of truth in itself,

or the idea of truth, is the idea of knowledge, not

knowledge in a human mind. 2
The argument is carried on by the statement that only God
can have absolute knowledge, but that being so, he cannot
have knowledge of human things. Knowledge of the ideas is
therefore declared to be impossible., The rational consider-
ations had overcome the mystic contemplation.

Thus Plato has admitted the rational limitations.of

his systemeto-date. Parmenides’ place in the dialogue is
one of propounder of these difficulties; Socrates has no

answer to them, and so they remain unsolved. However large

the difficulties may be to give a rationally air-tight expose

EL{%omperz. op. cit., p. 152. Cf. Plato. Parmenides,
133b-134. (Jowett. op. cit., pp. 94-85).



128

of the doctrine of the ideas, Plato reveals what in this place
geens to be a pure faith-venture, according to the earlier
definition of faith in this paper. It is in the words of
Parmenides, not of Soecrates, that the apology for the doc~
trine has been placed by Plato. These words are extremely
important:

These, Socrates, said Parmenides, are a few, and only =
few of the difficulties in which we are involved if ideas
really are and we determine each one of them tc be an
absoclute unity. He who hears what may be said against them
will deny the very existence of them=-and even if they
do exist, he will say that they must of necessity bhe
unknown to man; and he will seem to have reason on his
gide, and as we were remarking just now, will be very
difficult to convince. . . .

And yet, Socrates, said Parmenides, if a man, fixing
his attention on these and the like difficulties, does
away with ideas of things and will not admit that every
individual thing has its own determinate idea which is
always one and the same, he will have nothing on which
his mind can rest; and so he will utterly destroy the
power of reasoning, as you seem to me to have particular-
ly noted. 3 -

Ritter seems!to be correct in declaring what he thinks

is the real meaning of Plato:

The Ideas are fixed in nature like patterns or (what I
consider tc be the same) the Ideas (Gattungseinheiten--
generic unities) give us a firm hold and points of direc-
tion in the real world; whereas the individual sensible
objects are patterned after these ldeas, and therefore
partake in the universal characteristics of the forms. 4

3, Plato. op. cit., 135a. Cf. also 129 ff. (Jowett.
op. cit., p. 96 and 89 ff. respectively).

4 Ritter. op. cit., p. 1l54.
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Maximilian Beck goes even farther with this suggestion:

The suggestion I wish to make is that Plato set hime
self the following problem in his dialogue: The theory
of Methexig-~the assertion that many particular things -
can partake of one idea--encounters great difficulties,
which cease as scon as the difference between an idea and
its realization in many species and individuals is no
longer considered from the point of view of the numerical
differentiation of the one and the many. In other words,
ideas not only exist beyond space and time, rest and
motion, divisibility and indivisibility, mental subjec-
tivity and physicsl objectivity, but they have an exis-
tence of their own, an’ldeal existence, which is aleo
beyond the number one. S

Yet reason has failed to egtablish this theory incontrovere
tibly. It is a faith~assumption which opens the way for reason
to work.

The second half of the dialcgue does not carry the
importance for this study that the first half does. It is
primarily a group of dialectical ratiocinations which Plato
puts into the mouth of Parmenides. This series of contra-
dictions perhaps cut-does Zeno's. The Eleatics made greatl
use of the dialectic, and therefore in this dialogue Par-
menides gives free rein to its use. 4s Gomperz says, ilhe
conelusion reached is the rediscovery of the inner incompati-
bility of unity and plurality, which is the greatest cbjec-

6 .
tion to Plato's doctrine. The objection deces not seem tc be
recoriciled. The dialogue does not have a solution Lo these

'”Lféi Eéi?ﬁiiian'aeek. ﬁ?iéto'é“PrOSIem in the Parmen-
ides v, Journal of the History of Ideas, April, 1947, p. 233.

6. Ritter has an outline of this second part of the
dialogue, op. cit., pp. 162-164. Cf. also Gomperz. op. ¢it.,
pp. 153-154: Flato. gp. cit., 137 ff. {(Jowett. op. cit., pp.
98 ff.).
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Justification by Plato of his own doctrine, is the poassible
impression that there are no greater difficulties with the
doctrine %f ideas than with other doctrines, mven the Eleatic
doctrine., Even with this conclusion there is the alleged
rational difficulties which have no solution in this dialogue.

More summarizes the content of the Sophist:

The Sophist now shows the proper use of the reason,
controiled by the content of experience, when dealing
with the gquestions raised by the metaphysical logician,
First it arrives at a physical definition of the sophist;
then passes to his character; then discusses the nature
of being and not-being (the relative), and sets down the
sophist as one who deals with the reai of not-being.
kKeanwnile the gsecond argument of the Parmenides, the
necessity of maintaining the doctrine of ldeas as an
intuition superior to metaphysics, has been restated in
summarized form. attically the Sophist shows connexions
with the Gorgias. 8

The Sophigt carries on the discussion of the rational and
metaphysical status of the doctrine of ideas, which was
begun in the Parmenides. The rational objections of the
Parmenides remain unanswered, but the Sophist contains
socme more or less definite conclusions regarding the meta-~
physical status of the doctrine of ideas.

it is interesting to note that Socrates has very

little to do with the discussions in this dialogue--even

less than in the Parmenides. The main speaker is a stranger

% Ritter. op. cit., pp. 165-166. Cf. Wild op. git.,
pp. 205 £f. and Taylor. op. ¢it., Chapter XIV, pp. 349 ff.
This is also somewhat his opinion. Cf. especially pp. 350-351.

8 liore. op. cit., pp. 313-314.
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who, in his youth, was closely connected with the Eleatic
school. The general purpose of the stranger's questions

and discourses is to find a precise definition of a sophist.
After a discussion of his many callings, the stranger sug-
gests a chief characteristic of the sophist which unites these
callings. Thiaggharaeteristie is disputation and the teaching
of disputation.' The sophist disputes about all things but

he cannot know all things; therefore, he must make the ap-
pearance of knowledge. He 1s an imitator in that he uses
imitation arguments for imitation truth.

But the problem that now is apparent is, how such
falsehood can exist. This introduces the whole problem of
being and not-being. The unreal is not itself real, yet it
is really unreal. If Being is a unity, as the Eleatics
maintain, then the problem lies in explaining the existence
of the particular, the reality of the unreal. As has been
seen before, this is thei§£9blem which the Eleatics never
satisfactorally answered. The introduction of this problem
in this dialogue indicates also Plato's break with the slea~-
tics. Gomperz feels that the entire positiveiffntent of the
Sophist was intended to show that very break.

"5 Plato. Sophigts 232b. {(Jowett. gp. git., p. 238).
10 Cf. Chapter III.
11~ Gomperz. op. ¢it., p. 173.
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The stranger turns his argument against the mater-
ialists, whe hold that the. things-grasped by the senses are
real but who do not have a place for the higher realities
of the mind. His argument is turned next to the idealists,
who distinguish between the senaate objects which constantly
move and the Being which is always at rest. Both rest and
motion are necessary characteristics of reality.

The problem that now arigses has to do with relation-
ships which rest and motion sustain to each other. Hest and
motion beth exist, but this does not mean that existence is
a tertium guid which includes rest and motion. If it were
a third thing it would be neither at rest nor in mction
and that is absurd. Therefore, the whole of existence must
be the participation of rest and motion. If there were no
participation, rest and motion would not bej this would be to
maintain a contradiction. But the participation must not be
indiscrimingte or else there would be times when rest would
move and movement would rest. This would be to maintain a
contradiction also. The only hypothesis left is participation
or communion of some with some, that is, that being is made
up of part motion and part rest. It is this thesis which
Plato attempted to work out in the rest of the dialogue.

The importance that this dialogue holds in a consider=-
ation of the Platonic theory of ideas and.their eplistemological
ramifications lies at the point of this partial break-down
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of the middle partition betw een the ideas and the particulars.
The frame-work of each is basically the same. The dualism
seems t0 break down in part into & hierarchy of being, which
exists from absolute Being through all Becowming, and which
permits a more fluid interpenstration and interdependence of
things with each other.

Gomperz indicates that the epistemclogical problems
are not sclved as yet, but he says tlet Plato regarded
their solution as only obtainable in the area of ontology.
It is in this area that he has labored in this dialogue.
Howsver, in the same way that reality has lost its xleatie
rigidity, so also have the concepts. Hutually exclusive
ideas are denied, but in between the extremes of exclusive-~
rness there is mach room for such things as opinion and con-
jecture, which met with gifficulty in the older rigidity of
slternatives of thought.lz

Brief mention should be made of the difference of
opinion which exists between scholars as to whether this
dialogue represents a change in Plato's thinking or not.
Gomperz, as has been seen, indicates that it doesj and
that when the stranger levels his argument against the ideal~
ists, it was Plato's way of indicating the inadequacies of

T2 Gomperz. op. git., pp. 174-176. Cf. Taylor op.
5%_. pp. 376-392. irthur Kenyon iHogers. & Student's History
of Philosophy, pp. 96-97.
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13
his earlier thought. On the other hand, Ritter recognizes

this as a possibility, but he feels that it is more probable
that Plato was protesting against a misunderstanding of his
doctrine of ideas. The idealists or "friends of the Ldeas®
in the dialogue are probably those who are in partial
sympathy with the doctrine but misunderstand it. These
were possibly the HegariCs.lAIn either case, the Platonic
doctrine is clearly igéicated as it stood in the probable
later life of Plato.

The Statesman actually forms another section which

could be fastened onto the Sophist. The stranger is again

the main speaker and the dialogue is another attempt at a
definition. This tize a precise definition of the states-
man is desired, but this definition is not the concern of
this study. The minute process of defining by classifica-
tion is interrupted by a guestion as to whether there is no
short-cut method of defining. This leads to a philosophical
discussion concerning the art of measurement. It ig this
discussion which is of importance in distinguishing Plato's

theory of knowledge. The art of measurement is divided into

I3 Gomperz. op. cit., p. 172.

14 Ritter. op. gcit., pp. 175 f.

33 Plato. op. cit., (Jowett. o . ®@it., pp. 2281 {£f.).Cf,.
also John Burnet. Greek Philoso art."T',’ Thales to 1a§g
pp. 273 £f. The latter scusses the Platonie ogic.

also ¥ild. op. cit., pp. 273 ff.:
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two parta: the first has to do with the "relativity of
greatness and smallness to each other?; the second has to do
with the relativity of things to the mesn or ideal standard.
Things can be measure by these two wayé. The standards

involved are extrinsic and relative in the former instancs
716
and intrinsic and absolute in the latter. The stranger

notes that many feel that the art of measurement is universal,
but there is more to the problem than that. He shows that
these persons do not distinguish the two types of measurement:

But these persons, bacause they are not accustomed to
distinguish clagses according to real forms, jumble
together two wideiy different thinzs, relation to one
another, and to a standard, under the idea that they are
the seme, and also fall into the converse error of divid-
ing other things not according to their resal parts.
Whereas the right way is, if 2 man has first geen the
unity of things, to go on with the enquiry and not
desist until he has found all the differences contained
in it which form distinct classes; nor agaim should he

be able to rest contented with the manifold diversities
which are seen in & multitude of thingzs until he has
comprehended all of them thet have any affinity within
the bounds of one similarity and embraced them within the
Peality of a single kind. 17

This srgurent fastens logically with the argument re-
garding the doctrine of ideas in the Sophist. <YThe ideas, which
had been the objects of contemplation above the world of gense

and appearing only to reason, have in these later dialogues

16 Pigto. Statesman. 283c. (Jowett. op. cit., p. 31lJ.
Cf. Taylor. op. gcit., p. 399.

;72 Ibid. 285& ° (Jowett - op. cito s pp . 312"313) ° It&lics
are the author's,
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played a wore prominent role in the world of becoming. The

Sophist indicates that there are certain elements of Beiny in

Becoming; the 3tatesman indicates that the ideas give form to

the Becoming. There are certsin constants which exist in

the objects of sense-experience and which make genge-exper-

ience possible. Ritter says:
It can mean nothing else but that in the process of 3e~
coming there is something permanent, something which does
not change, that a law pervades it and that Becoming,
therefore, has the characteristics which the Sophist
(and in a veiled manner already the Theaetetus) considers
to be the fundamental features of reality. Art or applied

- 8cience observes tiis necessity, or that which remains

the same in the changing states, i.e., the law of change
or development (or if one prefers, the manifeatatiuvi of
its effects); the existence of art depends on this law.
For only the permanent, the unchanginz can be apprehended,
never the changing which disappears the moment it comes
into Beirg. 4And in so far as we apprehend the unchanging
within the chunge and amake 1t the basis for a true con-
ception, it appears as an Idea.

Gomperz says that the concept of the participation of
things in ideas is left behind, and that the former “self-
existent archetypes” pass intc the background. However,
Ritter maintains that the different status which the ideas
row have to the particular world of experience does not
change their archetypal position in the world of abstract

a8
Being. It i3 clear however that ideas are no longer only

isolatedi:to the realm of pure Being and pure HReason. There

TF Ritter. op. cit., p. 184. Cf. Taylor. op. git.,
pp. 393'407.

18 Gomperz. op. cit., p. 181; aitter. op. cit.,
pp. 184 ff.
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is more of a cne-ness to Plato's world with Being underlying
Becoming as well as existing in pure form, and by the way
the dialogue is carried on, it seems that reason and percep-
tion work hand-in-hand, instead of in isolation, indicating
the unity which underlies all diveraity.

V. THE PHILSBUS AND TH: TIMABUS

As More indicates, the Philebus deals with the problem
of pleasure and pein, but the problem is set against a meta-
Physical background. It is this background that is the most
1m§ortant £6r this study. Socrates maintainsg that wisdom
is the zoodj; Philebus and Protaréhus maintain thét pleasure
is the gegd; In searchirg for the trus position, Socrates
takes the lead in the dialogue and proposea that the pleasur-
able 1ife and the intellectual life should both be studied
in isolation from each other. The result is thsat neither is
the good by itself.

The conclusion at this point is that the pleasurable
life and the wise life must be inter-mixed. As soon asg the
questions, "How?" and “How much?%, appear the problem becomes
a metsphysical one. Pour categories are proposed by Socraies
into which all existence fits: (1) the infinite or the un-
limited ()a:’ﬂ‘e;ea\’); (2) the finite or the unlimited (ﬂ’g’/-‘_q-s )
(3) the union of the two ore the mixture S““'K1?<l); and (4)
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the cause of the mixing. Pleasure belongs to the first class,
the infinite, because it can be more or less; the same holds
for pain. But to what class does wisdom or mind velong?
Socrates answers by asserting that the world is gcverned by
mind, not by cnange, that there is a universal principle which
is intelligent. Since one's body is dependent upon the uni-
verge for the elements of its existence, so ome's mind is
dependent upon and comes from the soul of the Universe, which
is the Supreme Cause. Therefore, mind belongs to the fourth
class, the cause. However, later on 3ocrates places pleasure
of the excessive type in the first class, but mcderate plea-
sure has a limit and so belongs to the second class, the
finite. Xo¢t only so, there are mixed pleasures--pleasure
mixed with pain. But the true plesasures are unmixed and
are given by beauty of form, of color, of sound, by sweeti
smells and by knowledge. The purest sort of wisdom, on the
other hand, is dialectical knowledge. The grand conclusion
is that pleasure is not the first good. The order of goods
ig: (1) measure, (2) symmetry, (3) mind and wisdonm, ggg sci-
ences, arts, and true opinion, and (5) pure pleasure. |
Gomperz suggest that this aég%ggue is more inconsis-~
tent than it is dark and profound. Yet it shows Plato's

I Pilato. Philebus. (Jowett. gp. git., pp. 343 ff.).
20 Gomperz. op. c¢it., p. 198.
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grappling with the rational problems introduced in the Par-

menides, with the metaphysical status of the doctrine of ideas,
and with the association between ideas and between ideas and
conerete particulars. It seems that Platc is attempting to
give rational grounds for what was regarded as an ungrounded
philosophical necessity in the Parmenides. The 3Zophist
indicates his conclusion that there are certain elements of
Being in Becoming; the Statesman indicates his conclusion
that the ideas give form to the Becoming; and the Phiiebus
indicates his conclusicn, in part at least, that ideas have
relationships among themselves and with perceptual things.
This plurality of ideas is so inter~connected that ocue idea
cannot be conceived in isdlation. As Ritter sayss

Every conception, every ideational act of thought is a
mixture of unity and plurality; so we may say that to

be absorbed in and bound up with another thaught-content
is also essential for the Idea, which i3 the basis for
every irue conception in that the latter apprehends the
former. 21"

Applying this to the four categories of existsnce, Hitter says:

The reality of the unlimited consists only in the fact
that it serves as the material for the forming activity
of the limited; the reality of the limited consists in
the fact that it imposes form on the formless or un-
limited; the reality of the mixed consists in the fact
that these two clasgses which may be separated by abstrac-
tion have been intimately united and are given in thae
mixed; the reality of the cause consists in the fact
that the process of development, through which this alone
could and can happen is not merely known as a logical
cause of an event, but is initiated by an impact, ihe

21 Ritter. op. cit., p. 197.
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actuality of which is put outside the whole action of
causally connected events at which we can arrive by a

mere logical procedure and by tracing back the whole
process. 22

Thus, Ritter maintains that the ideas must be classified

in these four ways:

If all reality is divided into these four classes, and if
in accordance with the earlier dialogues, the reality of
Being consists in the Ideas, then they must be classifi-
able into the four classes of the infinite (unlimited),
the finite (limited), the "mixed®™, and the cause, And
even if through further investigation it should be esta-
blished that, as e.g., Zeller believes he can prove, the
Idea is not i1dentical either with the unlimited or with
that which sets limits, it must nevertheless bg malntained
that there is an Idea of the one as much as of the other
(and also of its various sub-types). OUtherwise both
these Ideas(together with the Idea of the "mixed® and
that of cause) would be wrong, incorrectly formed ab=-
etracticis. Therefore, there must not only be an ldea

of the cause but also of what is caused (or the mixed),
i.e., that which through Becoming has attained a final
form of Being. 23

Burnet maintains what he calls "the traditional view™, ramely,
that the ideas refer to that which limits. He also mentions o
Jackscr: who regards the ideas as belonging to the mixed class. )
Yet aitter's arguzents seem to be the most convincing. If

the ideas are the things that limit, they have aov existent
gtatus themselves. If the ideas belong to the mixed class,

the continuity between this dialogue and Plato's earlier

8% Ibid., pp. 197-198.
23 Ritter. gp. cit., p. 19€.

‘94 John Burnet. Greek Philosophy, Pacrt I, Thales 1o
Plato, p. 332.
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thought seems to be broken. The ideas, if Ritter is correct,
are explained as existing in an logically adequate relatica
with each cther and with the particulars. This seems to have
been Plato's desire in these latter dialogues.

Taylor says that this four-fold divisicn of reality is
80 devised to make the problem of the forms irrelevant. His

conelu%é?n is that the forms have nc place in this classifi-

cation. Yet further on in his book, Taylor says:

As the Philebus had taught us, we may arrive at a "form®
in either of two ways; we may start with several dif-
ferent tL§v) as many and seek to reduce them to unity
by showing that they are all special determinations of
a more general "form" and discover more specific "forms®
within It3-whichaver route we follow, we presuppose as
alresady familiar the notions of a formr and of forms in

$he plural. A" and "some" will be ultimate inderinablesZF

Thus the forms are involved in this four-fold dilvision.

4 possible svlution to the problem of whether the
formes or ideas can or caanct be associated with any or all
of the four categories may be found in Plato himself. The
four categories are not absolute but are relative t¢ each
other. It 1is clear from Plato'a ireatment of these that
they are not four categories of existence but rather that
existence is made up of these four categories. OUne lacking
would make the whole system collapse. Therafore, it is safe

to smy that the forms cannot exist in isclation. Granted

25 Taylor. op. Cite, p. 417.
26 Ibid., pp. 508-510.
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the ideas behind these elements, there is an idea of the
existential resultant of the union of these elements. ..s the
elements cannot exist ondy as combined, so the ideas cannot
exist except in cohesion. Aristotle says ir this conuection:
®Since the Forms were the causes of 2ll other things, he
EPlatQ thougat their elements were the elements of all
things. As matter, the great and the small were principles;
as essential reality, the Ope. . . " 27

The problem now is, Do these necessarily-integrated
ideas have an actual existence in nature or are they merely
the lozically necessary concepts of mind? This Question was
faced by Plato in the Timaeus. This dialogue contains some
of Plato's speculations in cosmogony. It is with caution
that Tiraeus, the main speaker, constructs his theory of the
universe., He warns of the lack of complete certainty which
must always attend such speculctions and he can only hope for
probabilities. God formulated the world after an eternal
pattern. The world was made a sphere which was made to
revolve in a circle. At the center, God placed the soul
which was created first. The soul is made of the indiviaible
(the Same) and the divisible (the Other) mixed with Essence;
thus the soul utters the sameness or otherness of any essence

she comes in contact with. When she contemplates the sen-

27 Aristotle. Keta gics. 987b19~21, (Richard icieon.
The Basic Farxs m‘.‘&m%, p. 701).
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sible world, she attains true opinicn; when she contemplates
the rational world, she attains knowledge. The creoator
created zods who in turn form the mortal bodies of men and
the lower creaturesj the creator furnished the immortal
principle of the soul s0 that men have the same elements as
the universal soul. BEach man is placed cn his stsar and shown
his life on earth. The ones who live well will return to
their stars; those whe 4o not, will De reborn in a lower form.
The scul in its infancy on earth in overcome by the body.

It cen only regain its proper place by education. The un-
educated soul is not rational,

At the basgis of this cosmogony there are three prine
ciples: (1) an intelligible pattern; (2) the copy which is
created; (3) and space which has no form but can receive
form. The last is the receptacle for created things. The
elements, out of which all things are made, are only the
changes in space which result from the impress of ideas.
These ideas musti have objective existence, for knowledge and
true opinion differ and there must be a difference between
the objects apprehended by them.

Pimaeus spends much time explaining the creation of
objects; later he turns his attention to that which perceives
these objects. The first to be considered are the sensations
whiéh the whole body feels, such as hot, cold, light, heavy,

etc.} the second to be considered ars the sengations of the
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particular organs of the body, such as the tongue, the noce,
etc. Sensatiomariges when an object comes in contact with
an orzan of sense; the motion of the object is tranamitted
to the soul and produces either pain or pleasurs. ‘'these
elements can DLe called necessary elements of creation, but
thers is also a divine cause for which man should geex.
Timaeus continues by describing the functions of the body.
Toward the end of the dialogue, he turns to a discussion of
the scul and how 1t should be tended. The three parts of
the soul are the divine element, desire and ambition; these
should be exercised according to thelr proportiocnate value,
but this is especially true of the divine element, for.it
is by it that a man attains immortality. The =otions of
this Qivine element, the reason, have their counterparts in
the uhiverse:
Kow there i3 only one way of taking care of things, and
this is to give to each ithe foo0d and motion which are
natural tc it. And the motions which are naturally
akin ‘toc the divine principle within us are the thoughts
and revolutions of the universe. These each man should
follow, and correct the courses of the head which were
corrupted at our birtk, and by learning the harmonies

and revolutions of the universe, shoild assimilate the
thinking being tc the thought, renewing his original
nature, and having assimilateé them should attain to
that perfect life which the gods have set before man-
kind, both for the present and the future. 28

287 Plato. Timaeus. 90 {in part) (Jowett. op. cit., p.
66), ¥For a complete discussion, cf. iths entire dialozue in

Jowett. op. cit., pp. 3 L.
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In the Timasus, there seams to be a sygéhasis of
Plato's carlier thoughts with .is later ones. The tern
"idea" is re-intrcduced. He introduced corporeal Heczasity
as the material upon which Eind or the Livire werks to
cauge thingzs Lo be. Tuis Necessity is often a hindrarce,
but nothinz would exist except for it. Tihis seens to be a
renewad emphasis upon the dualism ¢f Platc's earlier dia-
logues, but, as Burnet says, it is not sc much an opposing
force, although it hinders the complete purposes of the
Divine MWinu, as it 1s an inevitable concomitant of existence.
Thus the sensible world is not the perfect copy of3éha orige-
inal but is at leasi an imsge of the intellisible. There is
a hierarchy of beinga%ram the perfect original, which is
known by reason, down to the most changeable copy. The

universe is more of one fabric in Plato's later di=logues.

20 aitter suggests this. Cf. g9p. git., p. 223.
30 Burnet. op. git., pp. 341-34:2 and 348-349.

31 The term "hierarchy® was adcpted by the author of
this paper. It wag origimally proposad with some hesitation
as a posgible comprehensive term for Plato's modified doctring
of ideas. However, in later study, the author discovered the
same terwm used by such an outstanding thirker as Gregory
Vlastos in iis critical discussion of Wild's book, Plato's
%heogx of ¥an., Wild is an outsitanding Aristotelian who seems

n this book to have departed to the Platcnic camp in his
theory of politics. It 1s this departure which Vliastos de-
eriea: "One could even go & step further and say that the
theory of forms was itself an effort to express the loglcal
unity of the 'scattered' particulars. The effort failed.
The concept of community was submerged by the concept of
of hierarchy. The two are ncnetheless distin- (continued)
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The ideas exist as pure forms but also in all copies. This
is important for Plato's theory of knowledge, for the exis-
tence of unchangeable realities form the basis for correctly
formed concepts. The dialogue maintains a realistic relation
between the object and the perceiver and likewise between
pure Being and the pure concept. The former may possibly

be in error at times and never carries complete certainty;
the latter is never in error and is completely certain,

Thus that which is the most truly real is the most truly
knouablcfﬂasy the comparisons of sensible and individual
phenomena, one arrives at a concept. The objective basis for
this experience is the world which is so arrapged in a fixed
and orderly way so that ideas are in relationships.

But Plato held a reservation as to the tomplete cer-
tainty of this cosmclogical setup which coordinates w ith the
logical setup of the mind. He constantly maintained thmt the
knowledge of the eternal pattern is certainty while the know-
ledge of the copy can only be a probability and does not carry

the weight of absolute certainty. This itself is of the na-

31 (continued) guishable., Had the author made the dis-
tinction he would have furthered our quest for a democratic
philosophy today. The answer to equilitarian atomism 18 not
hierarchic comrunity; it is egualitarian community.® (Gregory
Vliastos. "Plato's Theory of Man," Philosophical Review, March,
1947’ Pe 193-)

32 Ritter. %g. ¢it., pp. 211 ff. and especially Flato.
op. eit., 51b f£f. (Jowett. op. cit., pp. 31 £f.).
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-33
ture of a faith-venture.

It has been asgserted in this paper that the later dias-
logues of Plato, as far as their ontological and episte-
mological content is concerned, were attempts at solving some
of the problems raised in the Parmenides primarily regarding
the relation of ideas to particulars and to each other. Along
with this effort was a possible partial amelioration of the
earlier doctrine in the softening of the dualistic aspects
of the earlier statements. However, this whcle thesgis has
been challenged by Henry Jackson and R. D. Archer-Hind, who
try to account for differences between the Republic and the

imaeus, for instance, on the basis of an interpretation
which regards the later dislogues as showing the forms%ﬁf
be "outside" of the realm-of.sensible things entirely. It
can be readily seen that this theory would reverse the en-
tire movement and regard the latter dialogues as hardening
rather than softening the dualism of the former dialogues.
This theory needs some critical investigation. This inves-
tigation is reserved for this point because the issues in-
volved are more apparent in the Timaeus a&s compared with
earlier dialogues. The earlier Platohic dialogues, according

"33 Plate. op. cit., 29. (Jowett. op. ¢it., pp. 13-14).

34 denry Jackson. "Plato'sg Later Theory of Idesas,"
Journal of Philology, Volumes X-XII and R. D. Archer-Eind.
"Introduction.” Timseus. Cited by A. E. Taylor. A Commentary
on Plato's Timaeus, PP. a7 ff.
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to the arguments of Jackson and Archer-Hind, mention the forms
as in or present to the things which the senses perceive-~that
is, the sensate objects partake of or participate in them.
In the Parmenidses, Plato subjects his own theory to refutation.
And so in the Timagug nothing is found concerning “"partici-
pation® in but only "imitation™ of the forms.35

However, Aristotle insisted that the distinction be~
tween participation and imitation was never made in the Aca-
demy.ambna may question Aristotle's conclusiorn that there
was no essential difference between Pythagoreanism and Pla-~
tonism while accepting his word on the use of these two terms.
He might he mistaken im his judgment while he would hardly
misrepresent a fact. Taylor suggests two reasons why Aris-
totle can be trusted im his statement of this fact: (1) His
language agrees with the Parmenides itself where "imitation”
is used as a possible interpretation of “participation;:xl
(2) Both terms were used in the Academy even down to the
time of the ¥eo-Platonists. Thus it seems that no actual sub-
stitution of a theory of "imitation® for a theory of "parti-
cipation® ever took place. The Parmenides therefore indicates

problems to be dealt with, not a theory to be overthrown. If

- 3¥ Cf. loc. cit.

36 Aristotle. op. ¢it., 987b1l0=-14. (McKeon. op. cit.,
p. 701).

37 Cf. Plato. Parmenides. 132. (Jowett. op.cit., pp.
92-94).
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this differentiation between the use of thege terms is false,
then the theory proposed by Jackson and Archer-Hind is in-
adequate. The use of such terms as "copy" and "imitation”

in the Timaeus does not therefore mean the establishment of
a theory of the universals as exterior and above the parti-
culars, but it does mean that this theory of the external
universals (forms) was more~or-less Plato's doctrine of the
ideas from the beginning. The relation of these universals
10 the particulars which imitate or participate in them was
the problem which Plato worked on in these later dialogues.
It is doubtful wheiher this involved any critical change in
his theory. As has been noted, the changss necessitated were
such as to soften the dualism rather than obliterate it. The
universals still exist above the particulars but not in &an
isolated and simple way. They are %g;vitably involved with

each other and with the particulars.

8B CF. Friedrich Ueberweg. History of Ph;l%so‘gg
Volume I, pp. 115-116 and Rogers. op. gcit., pp. and 93.



CHAPTER VII
CORCLUDIRG COESIDERATIONS ON PLATO

The philosophy of Plato, though being distinctive in
many areas, is clearly at one with the basic assertions of
the major line of Greek thinkers as to the nature of knowledge.
He was ratiomalistic and his rationalism seems to have been
based on the three«fold faitheventure, as it has been called
in this study, which is evident in the cosmologiats and So-
crates. This three-fold assertion was (1) that there is a
unity to the universe; (2) that this unity is maintained by
fixed laws; and (3) that this unity can be known by the natur-
al reasoning powers of man. These three postulates shine out
of the entire movement of Plato's philoscphy.

The unity of the universe he found in the forms or
ideas. The entire movement of his ontological thought seems
to have been in the asserting of the forms as primary to
prilosophy, as in the Psrmenides, and then in the later diae
logues in the attempt to solve the problems of the relatione-
ship of sensikle objects to the g priori forms and their
relation to each other. The forms are asserted to be con-
stant though not absolute in the sense of sxisting aloof from
the world of experience.

The thira basic assertion is that natural reason can
£ind this unity. This can be seen in Plato's oft-repeated
a- sertion, perhaps best seen in the Hepublic, that the levels
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of being have co-ordinate levels of knowing. That the forms
are known with certainty by the mind whilsa the *"copy® can only
be described as probable, as maintained in the Timaeus itself,
indicates that the unity of the universe ia knowabls.

Thus Plato's basic assertions are at one with early
Greek critical thinking. Wot only so, there is a definite
linkage between Plato and Socrages; Aristotle alsc indicates
& close relationship between Plato and the Pythagoreans, and
even in certain areas with Cratylus and Heraclitus. Aris-
totle says in the Metaphysics:

After the systems we have named came the philosophy
of Plato, which in most respects followed these thinkers,
but had peculisrities that distinguished it from the
philosephy of the Italians. For, having in Lis youth
first become famliliar with Cratyius and with the Hera-
clitean doctirines (that all sensible things are ever in
a state of filux and there is nc knowledge about them),
these views he neld even in later years. Socrates, how=
ever, was busying himself about ethical matters and
negiacting the world of nature as a whole bul seeking
the universal in these ethical matters, and fixed thought
for the first time on definitions; Plato accepted his
teaching, but held that the problem applied not to sen-
gible things but to entities of ancther kind--for this
reason, that the common definitiocn could not be a defin-
ition of any sensible things, as they ware always changing.
Things of this other sort, then, he called Ideas, and
sensible things, he said, were all named alter thaase, and
in virtue of a relation to these; for the many exiasted by
participation in the Ideas that have the same name 33 they.
Only the name 'participation' was new; for the Pythagoreans
say that things exist by 'imitation' of numbers, snd Plato
says they exist by participation, changing the name, But
what the participation the imitaticn of the Forms.conld
be they left an open gquestiocn. 1

1 Aristotie. op. git., 987229-887bl3. (KcKeon. op. cit.,
pp. 700=701).
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As hag been said before, the testimony of the student
Aristotle to what the teacher Plato taught does not need
to be guestioned, but it must be realized that Aristotle was
building his own case and therefore may not give a completely
fair picture of what Plato meant.a Therefore, there may be and
certainly seems to be a wider divergence betwseen Plato and
the Pythagoreans that Aristotle implies., It is to be noted
that the Pythagorean categories . of . the Limited and.the Un-
limited differ from the Platcnic categories of the One and
the Kany. Of course, the Pythagoreans and Plato had the
category of the mixed, but there is a difference, as seen in
Plato's dlalogues, between the mixture of two eguivalent
prineiples in the Pythagorean theory and the mixture of Being
in the changing objects of sense in the Platonic thaory;
this latter dualistic mixture is not the combination of egqui-
valents for Being slore is an eternal principle. 1t is true
that the categories in the Philebus ssem more Pythagorean
than Platonic, but even here there is the addition of the
category of the Cause as there is the addition of Space in
the Timasua. Kot only so, the category of the Unlimited
is not the same Unlimited as in Pythagorean thought. Plato's
Unlimited is not an eternal principle but a duality of great-
and-small, that is, it is the expandable or ilhe contraciaslisj

it can be made larger or smaller. It is culy in this sense

2 Taylor. op. git., footnote 1, p. 31.
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of freedom of comstruction that Plato uses the term "Un-
limited.“3

This brings up the question as to whether or no£ Plate
had & dualism. Albert Schwegler =rgues that Plato'g theory
includes two worlds, a world of sense and a world of ideas,
and that he does not give a consistent nor satisfactory
theory of the relation of the two worlds. This is a common
criticism from the Aristotelian standpoint. Schwegler finds
a oontradiction in the fact that Plato on one hand grants
the reality of becoming while on the other hand he declares
the ideas to be alone real. To argue his point he indicates
a passage in the tenth book of the Republic where Plato pro=-
tests that the sensaous is not beent, while in the Timaeus he
conceives of matter exhibiting resistance to the creative pow-
er of the ideas. However, most of Schwegler's references to
this divergence from the statement in the Republic--he gives
several beside the g%ggggg reference given here--appear in
the later dialogues. The whole weight of this study has been
in favor of some sort of modification of Plato's views in the
later dialogues. The problem, it has been seen, is different.
In the earlier dialogues, the doctrine of ideas is developed.
T 3 Ct. Plato. g%iggggg, 23 £f. (Jowett. op. git.,

. 355 rf.), and Taylor. op. cit., p. 30. Taylor asserts
ggat Aristotie himself made this distinction batween Plato

and the Pythagoreans.

4 Schwegler. gfh cit., pp. 78-80. Fernand Van Steen-
perghen agrees that Plat0 is too dualistic alihough he does-
not .point out any contradictions. Cf. his Epistemology, pp.
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The Parmenides is the turning-point to a consideration of
the ideas in relation to each other and to the world of
experience. The later dialogues reveal a softening of the
more striet dualism into what is here termed a “hierarchy® of
existence. The earlier dialogues probably tended to give a
nonbeént status to the world of Sense, although even in some of
them there was the assertion of the dialectical method which
begins with the world of experiencé and moves upwérd té‘ﬁhs’
world of ideas. Here already was a hint of what was to bécama
more specific. In the later dialogues, an existent status
was given to matter or the things Qf'aeﬂse but not in =
strict dualistic way as with the\?ythagoreans, for that which
made the empirical world existential was the fact that there
were elements of Being in the world of Becoming. Returning
to the fact-of the use of the dialectical method to know the
world of ideas, John ¥ild argues that no breach exists between
the world of Becoming and the world of Being. He sayss
The realm of forms cannot exist apart by itself antil
it becomes a complete and substantial duplicate of our
world. Hence we shall have two complete and independent,
substantially existent worlds, one concrate.and material, -
- therotheri abstract andrunchanginge - Now the :question is,
to which world does human knowledge belonz? Authentic
knowledge is clearly of the changeless form, but me are
obviously in the material world. Surely 1f anyone is to
have knowledge of the pure forms, it will be some divine
being dwelling in the perfect world. 'Bui in this case,
we shall be utlerly depriwved of genuine knowledge, and
guase to be men. But if we do have it, w2 shall be gods,
and cease to bDe men. The chasm arXuquopzms betwéen con-

erete things and forms, which is involved in the present-
day picture of Platonism, is, according tc Plato himself,
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incompatible with the actual existence of human know-
ledge. 5

He continues in a fbotnate:

As Plato sugges%s? it is really knewledge wh£¢h makes
the cuglqy,as impossible. 1f we possess genuine knowledge
as distincet from opinion, then we know the forms here in
this world. 4if we do not know them, then there is nc
refuge from scepticism. 4All is flux and knowledge 15
impossible. 8

Wild's Mrgument helps to substantiate the statament tha%
Plato's world is more hierarchal than dualistiec in the striet
sense. |

The Heraclitean element in Plato's thought is seen in

the changeableness of the world of experience which Aristotle
' 7
stated that Plato maintained even in his later years.
However, Plato incorporated this concept of the world of
change and becoming ingg hig philosophical system in an
entirely different way than did Heraclitus. The unity of
the universe is the péiaeiple of Change itself for Hera-
clitus, and though things appear to be permanentiyet rea-
soned reflection shows them not %o be so. Plato also dis-
trusted the report of the senses alone and urged the necessity
of reasoned reflection, but he did not do away with the sem=-

blance of permanence and affirm the principle of Change. This

5 ®iid. op. ¢it., pp. 216~217. Cf. FPlata P apmanides,
133-136. (Jowett. op. cit., pp. 94-97).

6 Ibid., footnote 27, p. 217.
7 ¢f. footnote 89 of this chapter.
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1s a limitation of the universal to the various particulars.
Thus, unlike Heraclitus, Plato asserted the universal above,
though not isolated from, the particular.8

Socrates, according to Aristotle, found the universal
definition within the particular world of ethical experience.
Thus he was like Heraclitus in finding the universals within
the particulars but unlike him in that he affirmed the exis=
tence of the permanent, changeless basis for existence.9
Rogers says: "Socrates had pointed out where this fixity is
to be looked for., It is present, not in the flux of sense-
experience, but in t:ought." loSocratéé seems thereforea to have
maintained a conceptual fixity. Plato with his expanded
interests in the realm of cosmology and ontology thought this
to be inadequate. Thus, the ideas were conceptually coustant
only because they were ontologically and objectively real,
not in the world of sense for that world is constantly in
flux, but above it.ll

When onre comes to co-prdinate what has been distilled

from the earlier and later dialogues of Plato in such a way

as to see the full rfationale of Plato's doctrine of ideas,

8 Cf. Rogers. op. ¢it., p. 88.
9 Cf. footnote 88 of tnis chapter.
10 Loc. cit. (Rogers).

il Ibid., pp. 88 ff. Cf. also Walter Pater. ngto and
Platonism, pp. 163-164 and W. L. Stace. A Critical History
of Gresek Pnilosoph » p. 183. -
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one faces the problem of what Plato was really trying to do.
Bany of these ontological and epistemological movements

of thought which one thinks he sses are often, though not
always, seemingly secadary considerations within tha‘mind

of the writer of these dialogues. For instance, the Philebus
deals with the problem of whether pleasure or wisdom is the
most important. It all seems to be playful Banter, yet it

is set against a definite background of philosophical thought.
¥ere it 'not for recurring patterns and extended thinking in
gpecific direcfions which is seen extending over several
dialogues, one cculd not be sure whether Plato was serious in
his ettexpts or whether he was merely exploiting the famous
dialectical form of writing and argument.

Two men, at least, have serio&s‘queatiéna as to
whether Plato really was metaphysical or only methodological
in his development of the doctrine of ideas. Paul Natorp
and J, A. Stewart say that Plato's purpose was essentially
the 1aﬁter.;zﬁowevar, as Douglas Clyde ¥acintosh points out,
Plato lived in a day when the vindication of knowledge was a
pressing problem. Also it seems that Plato's faith was
placed in the dialogue, his methodology (actually the dia-
ectic), as the correct and adeguate means of reaching the
truth. A correctly formed concept was the equivalent of an
=15 Paul Natorp. Platos Ideenlehre and J. A. Stewart.

Plato's Doctrine of Ideas. “ited by Douglas Clyde ¥acintosh.
Problem of Knowledgze, pp. 81 £f,
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objective fact fior Plato. The fact is, says Macintosh, that
Katorp and Stewart are both Neo-Kantisns and are perhaps try-
ing to read into Plato a2 purely conceptual world of ideas on
premises such as these: "Things are ideas; ideas are predicatess
predicates are thought-constructs. The conclusion in the neow
Eantian doctrine: Things are thcught-constructseﬁlg

In this study, as well as in many other studies of Plato
it 1s felt that no substantial evidenece is found for making
Plato's ideas purely conceptual, Sense-objects as weli as the
forms are not regarded as mental-comstructs. What is said is
that concepis are true and accurate kuowledge of objective
Being, while. percepts are liable to the errors of opinicns
and can never have more than probable certainty.l4 Taylor

in his book, Platonism, makes this very clear:

The ideai, "figures," "patterns,” “forms" of which we
read in Plate are in no sense *statas®™ or Yprocesses” of
minds, nor is their existence supposed to depend on the
existence of any mind whatever. The Forms are just those
ebsolutely determinaste objects of thinking whieh, in
Plato's language, ®are® and do not "becomey" and which it
is the business of science to know completely. We may,
if we likegeall them "conceptis," provided that we re-
member two things: (1) they are that whieh is known, not
the act or process of kpowing it; (2) their existence
does not depend on that of a mind which "conceives” them;
minds know them but do not make them. 18

13 Douglas Clyde Macintosh. The Propblem of Enowledge,

p. 83.

' 14 Ibid., pp. 84-85 and Frank TLilly. A History of
Philosophy, pp. 62 ff,

15 Alfred Bdward Taylor. Platonism and Its Influence, .
p. 34. ' '
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Pater makes it even stronger:

Hitherto, in the Socratic disputations, the ideas had
been creaticns, serviceable creations, of men's thought,
of our reason. #ith Plato, they are the creators of our
reason. . . . For Plato, they are no longer, as with
Socrates, the instrumenis by which we tabulate and classe
ify and record our experience. . . but are themselves
rather the proper objects of sll true knowledse, and a
pacsage from all merely relative experience to the "ab-
solute™. . . .

That, then, is the first stage, or plane, of Platonic
transcendentalism. Qur common ideas, without which, in
fact, we none of us could think at a.l, are not the
consegquence, not the products, but the cause of our rea-
son in us: we did not make them; but they make us what
we are, as reasonzble beings. 16

To summarize, 7eber lists three characteristics c¢f the
tdeas: (1) they are real beings; (2) they are more real than

sense-objects; and (3) they are the only true realities for
17
the objects of sense have a borrowed existence. Uesberweg

provides an excellent review of the theory of ideas:

The Platonic philosophy cgpters in the Theory of Ideas.
The Platonic Idea ({8g¢w or £150% ) is the pure, archety-
pal essence, in which those things which are together sube
sumed under the same concept, participate. Aesthetically
and ethically, it is the perfect in its kind, to which the
given reality remains perpetually inferior., Logically
and ontologically considered, it is the object of the
concept. A4As the objects of the outer world are severally
known through corresponding mental representatlions, so
the idez is known through the concept. The Idea is not
the essence ibmanent in the various similar individual

16 Pater. Qp. cit., pp. 1.€7-168. Cf. also Zeller.

Greek Philosophy, pp. 141-144 and Wilhelm "indelband. History
of Philosophy, p. 118.

17 Alfred “leber. History of Philosophy, p. 61
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objects, as such, but rather this essence conceived as
perfect in its kind, immutable, unique, and independent,
or existing per se. The idea respects the universal;
but it is also represented by Plato as a spaceless and
timeless archetype of individuals. The more Plato in
his speculation and in his language gives place to his
fancy, so much the more does he individualize his Ideas;
the more he confines himself to pure cogitation, so much
the more does he approach the apprehension of the idea
under the form of universality. Let the individuals which
share in the same essence or belong to the same class,

be conceived as freed from the limits of space and time,
from materiality and individual deficiency, and so re-
duced to a unity, which is the ground of their exisatence,
and this unity (objective and real; not merely thought
by us through abstraction) will be the Platonic 1dea.

To express the relation of individuals to their cor=-
responding ideas, Plato employs the term "participation®
(webeSs), and also "imitation® (uviiw 30s, Suwolw 1S ),
The idea is the archetype (mapq > c,\y/:), individual
objects are images (£/0 w hoy OpoiruidaTa); the idea,
though existing independently (avTO Ka &' &v7T0), has
also a certain community (kotvw v (a) with things; it is
in some sense present (TapPovoia) in them; but the speci-
fic nature of this community Plato has neglected more
precisely to define. 18

The method by which one knows the ideas is called the
dialectical method, vr as Plato used it, the dialogue method.
Pater says that it is essentiigly a3 long discourse or reason-
4ng of the mind with itself." Windelband argues that this
knowledge comes by reflection on what is a priori given in
the mind.zQYet it is the movement of dialectic which attains

that reflection in the form of pure concepts. Plato is very

18 Ueberweg. op. cit., pp. 115-116. Cf. B. F. Cocker.

Christianity and Greek Philosophy, pp. 364 ff. for a scheme
or outliine of the ideas themselves.

19 Pater. op. cit., p. 183. Cf. pp. 174 Zf.
20 Windelbando 9_2' _C_go’ p?. 118’1190
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21
specific about that.

As to the eplstemological ramifications of Plato's
thought, one can sum up Plato's thought in the statement
that true knowledge 1s conceptual rather than perceptual.
The absolute certainty of the knowledge galned by conceptual
thinking is firmly held throughout Plato's dialogues. Sense-
experience may be in errore-he calls it "opinion"=-and can
never becone more than a probability. As Taylor says:
Sense and thought are radically disparate, yet everywhere
connected. Hature, the realm revealed by our senses, is
only half=real, but 1t suggests a further reality which
lies beyond ltself. It is a system of symbols, and we
ascend to truth by learning to pass from the symbols to
the non-sensuous realities symbolized.22
Thus #acintosh denomlinates Plato's theory of knowledge an
23
"absolute conceptualistic monism". It is monistic in that
there 1s a numerical identity between the object of knowledge
and the content or data of knowledge, but this 1s a limited
monism in that it 1s conceptualistic, In other words, this
monism 1is limlted to the realm of concepts and does not ex-
tend to the realm of sensewexperience, Hot only is 1t mon=

istic but it is realistic. This is important for the use

21 G0f. Thilly. op. cit., p. 613 Johann Bduard Erdman.
A History of Phllosophy, Volume I, pp. 105 ff.; and Benjamin
Cockerfs excellent review of Plato's dlalectics, op. cit.,

pp‘ -353 ff.
22 Taylor. op. cilt., pp. 41-42,

23 Macintosh. op. cit., pp. 336-337.
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of the term "conceptualistic” by Macintosh might indicate that
Plato's ideas are merely subjective. It 1is clear that this

is not so. Plato, according to Pater, was the father of
realists in that his theories have no place for nominalism,
which makes the abstraction to be merely a name, or concep~-
tualism (ldeallism), which makes the abstraction purely a sub-
Jective thing. With this in mind, 1t is thought that a better
denomination for Plato's theory of knowledge would be "rational
realistic monism™. This is limited to the area of concepts
and extends to the area of sense-experience only to the extent
that the world of Becoming participates or imltates the world
of Being amd thus has constant (knowable) elements. This
latter knowledge is not pure ard never exceeds the limits

of probability.

Not only is the concept made supreme in knowing with
opinion no more than probable and perception liable to mis-
take, Plato also recognizes certain irrational or extra-
rational elements. Ludwlg Edelstein, along with others,
feels that Plato's use of the myth in philosophy indicates
a reconciliation between the rational amd 1irrational elements
in human nature. In other words he does justice to the in-
tellect without infringing on the emotions amd vice~versa.
This was not an antie-rationalism but it had & real function

within his dlalectics. Edelsteln says:

2], Pater. op. clt., p. 151.
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The myth, shaped in accordance with reason, brings to

the realm of the passions the light of the intellect;

it instigates man to act with hope and confidence toward

“-the goal which reason has set before him,25

This may be a carry-over of Socrates "daimon" principle if
it is a true interpretation. At any rate, there seems to
be extra~rational elements in man which Plato admits and
uses. These imaginative and poetic elements are not found
and accounted for by means of a dialectlc but are regarded
as present on the basis of experlence. These elements do not
have anything to do with the acquiring of knowledge but are
joyful stimulants to the goal of acquiring knowledge.

A final consideration 1s the role of faith in Plato's
philosophy. AS hes been pointed out, he shared the basic
three~fold belief of the earlier Greek thinkers that there
is a unity to the universe, that it remains fixed, and that
it can be known by the natural rational powers of man. There
is also a falth~venture whlch, according te this study, ap-
pears in the dialogue which seems to have marked the turning-
point toward the ontological problems involved in the theory

of l1deas. The Parmenides introduces rational problems with

which Plato in his lster dialogues struggled. The dialogue
reveals the attitude that though the ideas sesm involved in

rational inconsistencies, which must yet be worked out, yet

25 Ludwlg Edelstein. "The Function of Myth in Plato’s

Philosophy", Journal of the History of Ideas, October, 1949,
e L77. Cf» Hepubllc, Book Iil, L13 and Phaedo 1. (Jowett.

op. cit., Volume I, pp. 677-678 and pp. LIT-198) etc.
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the existencs of thse ideas must be postulated before phil-
osophy can become operative. Thls is a postulatory falth
of the type that Macintosh mentions in The Problem of Religious
Knowledze as "belief which 1s rationally necessary in the sense
of being logically invelved in what may be regarded, on ade-
quately ocritical grounds, not only as theoretically permis-
sable but as practically necessary. . . ."26Another fect con=
cerning falth is that as Socrates made room for his deaimonion
so Plato made room for the ultimste mystery. Kroner says
that Plato not only used this expression but gave example to
the 1dea by hils lack of final and ultimate econclusions:
Philoesophy does not come to an end: the nature of the
Ultimate as mystery forbids ultimate sclutions. The
menner in which Plato leads the reader of the dlalogues
on and on without ever coming to a definite and final

destination 1s consequently more philosophic than is the
heppy ending of other systems.

Another facet of faith is seen in the Timseus primarily
where Plato asserts a cosmic teleology. As Glenn R. iorrow
points out, such a cosmlc teleology meets some loglcal dif-
ficulties, but 1t 1z obvious that such a teleology exists In
Plato's mind and there 1s no trace of how 1t is established.
Morrow feels that it is not a teleology of necessity but &

teleology of persuasion where things are made friencs by the

26 Douglas Clyde Macintosh. The Problem of Rellgious
Enowled:ze, ps Te

27 Richard Kroner. The Primsmcy of Faith, p. 21.
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creator and led to their best ends--a co-operative enterprise
with the universe, which is alive, responding to the pere

suasion gf a creator with each new thing progressing toward
2

CO8MOS.

It may be as Phillp Merlan feels it 1s, after tracing
the difficulty of the content of Plato's message and of the
form in which he wrote, that Plato's purpose was not to
bulld a system so much as it was to investigate and cross~
examine. The conclusion of his study is as follows:

But what is indicated? What are, after all, the cone
tents of Plato's philosophy? If we admit that Plato
was in earnest when he said that all that can be given
iz an indication, that he never comnunicated what was
essential to him, because it camnot be expressed in the
usual way, if we admit that Plato was in earnest when he
chose his form of writing, we shall have to say: Plato's
philosophy dismlsses us cross-examined rather than in-
structed., It asks: What kind of content is communicable
only by speaking Indirectly and under arother's name. By
witholding all certitude and not betraying the author to
his readers? What kind of content can be expressed only
so that it remains unexpressed?29

As he himself admits, this 1is hardly a satisfactory conclusion
to most historians, but it may well be that Plato never meant
for his phllosocphy to take on the solldity of a perfectly-
rounded system. It may be that he concelved of the universe

and man in it, as is intimated in the Timseus, as not so

28 Glenn R. Morrow. "Necessity and Persuasion in
iﬁato's Timseus", Philosophlcal Review, April, 1950, pp.
7 £f.

29 Philip ierlan. "Form end Content in Platc’s Phil-
osoEgy", Journal of the History of Idess, October, 1947,

Pe 9.
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much logically integrated as alive and srowing and personal
as 1t moves toward its telosw-a philosophy which can grasp
that which may need to be rational plus that which is Imagi=
native and bellevable, a personal approach to a personal
world.
But above all, as John H. Warbeke says,
he [Plato] had the falth that our various moments and
variegated experlences, the maze of evanescent and con=-
flicting particulars by which we are confronted, cen be
consistently ordered by the mind's own forms into a

means of realizing the essential, the common, the per-
manent in that experience.30

30 Jonn M. Warbeke. The Searching Mind of Greece,
p. 18L;. Por a discussion of the 0ld Academy, cf. Appendix I.
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CHAPTER VIII
ARISTQTLLE'S LOGIC

Though he did not agree with his teacher in all things,
it can probably be sald that as Plato was the one true dis-
ciple of Socrates so Aristotle was the one true disciple of
Plato.l To this important and influential man in the stream
of Greek, "and thereéeby. Western, thought this:-study now turns.

One of the problems facing a student of Aristotle's
writings is the problem of the Aristotelian canon ani the
order of writing. The problem of the canon is not our immed-
fate concern nor is it for this paper to detemine. MNen
like Zeller and Grote have spent much time on this problem
and therefore the poliey of this study 1s to accept as
canonical those writings upon which there is general agreew
ment. It is with this brief statement that this perticular
problem is dismissad.2

The problem of the order of writing of Aristotle has
no direct influence upon this paper for there 1s no clear

dividion into earlier ard later thought as in the works of

Plato. However, the works of Aristotle are easily grouped

T Albert Schwegler. History of Philosophy, P. 9.

2 Cf, Eduard Zeller. Aristotle and the Earlier
5!;;22392125; Volume I, Chapter 1I1l, pp. 137 ff., George
rote. Aristotle, Volume I, Chapter II, pp., 38 ff., and

Friedrich Ueberweg. History of Philosophy, pp. 139 ff.
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into six classes. John Leofric Stocks suggests the following
grouping. This is not necessarily the order of writing, but
it does make an excellent groupling for the purpose of analy-
sis. The first group is the writings of logic contained in
the collectlon called the Organon. These contain Aristotle's
theory of the demonstrative syllogism. The second group cone
tains Aristotlet's writings on the theory of matter and motion
including Physics (Physica), ©On the Heavens (De Caelo), On
Generation and Corruption (De Generatione et Corruptione)

and Meterolozy (Meterological). Physics and On Generation

and Corruption are probably the two most lmportant writings

of this group. The third group contains Aristotle's theory
of 1ife or the nature of the soul, On the Soul (De Anima)
and the shorter treatises grouped under the heading Parvs
Naturalia, In the fourth group there are four treatises

on the animal world which are perhaps the leaat thsoretical
of the works of Aristotle. The fifth group, according to
Stocks, includes Aristotle's writings on man and his warks.

This group includes the Bthles, especially the Hicomachean

Ethics (Ethica Nicomachea), the Politics (Politica), the
Rhetoric:(Bhetorics) and the Poetics (De Poetica). The

long treatise, the Metaphysics (Metaphysica), stands alone in

the six group end has for its purpose the study of "the ulti=-

3
mate nature of beilng and the nature of the ultimate being.”

3 John Leofrim Stocks. Aristotelianism, p. 10, cf.
pp. 8-10.
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The method employed in‘this study of Aristotle is an
analysis of the Metaphysics, the Organon, On the Soul and two
of the three treatises in the Parva Naturalls, namely On

Memory and Reminiscence and On Dreams. However, for purposes

of clarity, the Metaphysics will be conslidered following a

consideration of the Organon. This provides a discussion of
Aristctle's methodology before the other facets of his work
are investigated.

There remain for consideration some fragmentary
dialogues ascribed to Aristotle. These show more of an
attachment and partial, though not complete, agreement with
Plato. Plutarch csalls these works Aristotle's "Platonic
works”. They are important in that they show first, the
1link between Aristotle and Plato, and then the gradusal and
cautlous bresklng away of Aristotle to a more independent,

though not completely new, position.

I. AN INTRODUCTION ¥0 THE CORGANON

The Organon is a compllation of Aristotle's writings
on logic. Wallace says that logic is primarily the creation
of Aristotle.

If Socrates broke ground upon the subject of the concept,
and Plato laid the foundation of a theory of proposition,

Aristotle in turn completed the agglysis of knowledge by
adding on his theory of syllogism.

I, Werner Jeezer. Arilstotle, pp. 2l4-101, ef. p. 36,
footnote 2.

5 Edwin Wallace. Qutlines of the Philosophy of
Aristotle, p. Xvi.
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But logic is the science of thinking correctly and therefore
it must be that Aristotle's logic gives, or at least should
give, an index to the method which he himself used in building
his philosophical system.

Richard McKeon suggests that Aristotle's logical works
are concerned with two major problems, "the technique of
proof and the principles of proef'”é In working on these
two ms jor problems, Aristotle wrote six treatlses, or at
leest six treatiscs have been preserved, not entirely intact,
to the present day. These treatises, given in the order
with which they are dealt in thls study, are: the Categories
(Categorise), dealing with simple, uncombined terms under ten
heads or categories; On Interpretstion (De Interpretatione),
having to do with "pairs of terms combined in propoaitions
and expressive of truths and falsities concelved by the mind";
the Prior Analytics (Analytica Priors) "1s concerned with
inference or, since all perfect Inference may be stated as
a sylloglsm or a series of syllogismas, with combinations of
three terms in an argument., The last three treatises of the
Organon distinguishes between three kinds of syllogisms on
the basis of their premismses or principles: the Posterior

Anslytics (Analytice Posteriora) hes to do with the selsction
of true first principles on the basis of the nature of things;

8 Gichard McKeon. "Introduction®. The Baslc works of
Aristotle, p. xvi.
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the Toples (Topica) discusses the selection or rejection of
principles which express opinion only--syllogism on these
premisses are dislectical &and probable, not certaine--;

and finally On Sophistical Refutations (De Sophisticis
Elenchis) deals with falleclous arguments which are largely
due to ambiguities of language.7 One of the divergences
which appear between Aristotle and Plato exlsts at this
point for what was for Plato the one gclentific and phile
osophical method, namely the dialectical method, was for
Aristotle a secondary metnod witgaut'bhe certalnty which

exists in the method of science,

II. THE CATEGORIES AND ON INTERPRETATIOR

The term "category” es used by Aristotle probably
meant what 1is mesnt in English by the term "predicate.” In
other words, when Aristotle spoke of ten categorlies he meant
ten predicates which could be made of a single subject. Ross,
for example, says that "the categories are a lilat of the
widest predicates which are predicable essentially of the

verious namable entitles, 1.ey, whlch tell us what kinds of

7 Tbld.s P. Xvii.

8 Loc. glt. and Grote. op. git., pp. 298 ff.

e — ]
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entity at bottom they are.“9 These ten predicates are dis-
cussed In Aristotle's The Categories. Wallace lists them
thus: "Substance, Quantity, Quality, Relatlon, Place, Time,
Situation, Condition, Action, Passion." This means that a
subject=-Aristotls was probably thinking of & man or an

animal as his subject--may be described as substance, quality,
10
etc. Gomperz lmagines Aristotle as having proceeded in

this way:

Aristotle lmagines a man standing before him, say in the
Lyceum, and passes in successive review the guestions
which may be put and answered sbout him, A4l11 the pre-
dicates which an be attached to that subjeet fall under
one or other of the ten heads, from the supreme questions
%hat is the object here perceived? down to such a sub-
ordinate question, dealing with mere externalities, e.g.
shoes or weapons? Other questions are concerned with his
qualities and nis size, . . under the head of relation. . .
some answers in which a term such as Greater or Less,
Handsomer or Uglier, implies a r&farence to an objeect

or objects of comparison. The "When" is explained by

a Yesterday or To-morrow, the Voing and Suffering by the
sentences: “Be is cutting or burning," "He is being

eut or burnt.” The enumeration 1s intended to comprise
the maximum of predicates wihich can be assigned tc any
thing or being.

The categories themselves have come into much disrepute as

being inadequate. Kant and Hegel and most especially Jd. 3.

9 @W. R. Ross. Aristotle, p. 23. Harold F. Cooke.
"Introduction.” The Categories gnd On Interpretation in
Aristotle, The Orzanon (Leob Classical Library).

10 Edwin Wallace. Qutlines of the Philosophy of
Aristotle, p. 25.

11 Theodor Jomperz. Greek Thinkers, Volume 'V, 2. 39.
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12
Mill attacked Aristotle at this point. but it is not the

1list of predicates itself which is of importance to this
study. %hat 1s lmportant is the insight into Aristotle's
method of thought which begins with a subject and moves to
the predicates which may exist of that subject. With that
in mind, the fact that the predlcates are not necessarily
complete lends weight to the fact that they are not the
primary postulates but are rather themselves derived from
the presence of the subject.lBIt must be pointed out, as
Zeller notes, that these concepts, the categories, are not
merely subjective forms of thought. %They are, rather, the
different Torms which the Actual can take, the Subject being
the Actual. (The philosophy of the Actual must await the

discussion of Aristotle's Metaphysics.) But to make the
subject as an isolmted Actual iz to misinterpret Aristotle,
accordin:; to drote, It is true that the Bubject is prior in
the lozical procedure and primary in the loglcal sum~total,
but this does not complete the picture:
It is a mistake to describe the Subject as having s resl
standing separately and alone, and the Predicates as
something afterwards tscked on to it. The Subject per
8e is nothing but general potentlallty or receptivity

for Predicates to come; a relative general conception,
in which the two, Predicate and Subject, zre Jointly

lszbid., PDs 38"39a
13 ¢f. G. R. G. Mure. Aristotle, p. 179.

1} Zeller. op. clte, pp. 274~275. Cf. pp. 280-281,
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, 15
implicated as [elatum and “orrelatum.

Aristotle in referring to tihls combination of Subject and
Predicate saya:

Ho one of these terms, in and by itself, involves an
gffirmation; it is by the cumbination of such terms that
positive or negative statements arise. ior every asser-
tion munt, as in admitted, be either true or false, wheraw
a3 expressions which are not in any way cooposite such

as 'man', éwhite', '‘rans?, 'winet', cannot be eiticr trus
or felse.

fHowever, 1t 1is clear that Aristotle was here spesking of the
combination of Subject and Predicete in & philological rather
then in an ontologlcal way.

The second treatise of the Organon complletion iz en-
titled, On Interpretation. It secems to have received that
title becauss it shows Aristotle's assertion that language
1s the means of Interpreting thought., As the Cateyories
deal swith simple, uncombined terms, On Interpretation
discusses the theory of propositions end thelr aml:isis;lr

Aristotle defines a noun as "a& sound significant by conven-
tion, which has no reference to time, and of which no part is

15 Grotes op. cite, p. 139. For a comprchensive study
of the Categories, of. Jrote. Qp. git., Chapter 111, pp. {e
154. ©T. also Jomperzs 9v. cites pp. 36-43; Zeller. gp. cit.
PP. 274-290.

16 Ariatotle. The Catego 2al;=10. {Richard licKeon.
The Basic Wworks of Aristotle, p. U.) The Aristotle references
&T% ORIV cIDES Bpproximatioms as to page etc. becausse of
technlical 4ifficulty in transleting.

17 Cookes Q9D Sltes Pe 7w
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significant apart from the rest.” A verb is "that whics, in
addition to 1its proper meaning, carries with it the notion
of time. HNo part of it has any independent meaning, and it
i1s a slgn of something sald of something else." A sentence
is "a significant portion of speech, scme parts of which
have an independent meaning, that 1s to say, as an utterance,
though not as the expression of any positive juégemeat.”lg
Of the types of sentences, Aristotle selected the proposition
for dlscussion. Simple propositions are described as either
simple affirmations or simple denlals., Thus it 1s seen

that thes ground of distinction is truth and felsehood.

Vinllace says:

A simple proposition then is & significant sound wiich
expresses the lnherence or non=inherence of something in
something else: for the truth or falslty of propositions
1s determined by their agrecment or disagresment with

the facts they represent, a false proposition combining
what is dilvided and dividing what 1ls reslly united. Thus
proposltions are elther affirmative (KaTa-gaTiKal)

or negative GfloPa Tiical), each of which again may be
either universal or particular or designate.l?

it i3 not necessary, though tempting, to discuss the
intricacies of the theory of proposzitions. Wallace gives
this short summary of the theory which will suffice:

Propositions arg said_to be opposed as Contradictories

(iule wTIKWS %av-ru(enr Oo.( ) wnen the one asserts or
denies of the whole what the other denigs or asserts of

pr—

— 18 Aristotle. On Interpretation, 16a19-20, 16b5-7,
16v25-28, rensmtivaly (¥cKeon. op. cit., pp. 4O, L1, La-i2,
respectively.

19 VWallace. ODs cite, Pe 28.
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' 4 ”~
the part, and as contraries (EvavTIWs avTiKEKWOai)
when an universal affirmative stands against a universal
negative. Contradictories accordingly entirely exclude
one another and one proposition must be false another
true: ,contrary propositions may both be false. Formally
(KaTa Thmv Né¢&iv) four kinds of opposition have to
be distingulshed, but really only three, since the op-
position of a particular affirmative to a particular
negative:}a merely verbhal. Propositions admit of Con=
version v TI10T PO P4 ) into equivalent propositions
having the order of the terms reversed, but while the
universal negative_converts simply, the affirmative does
30 only partially.zo

One importsnt thing 1s that Aristotle delimited the
use of language and 1its thought-content .tc carefully wrought=-
out principles, so that every proposition has only one opposite.
The importance of this 1s seen in the Bophistical Refutations.
Another thing of importance 1a the fact that the univer-
sal and individual begin to appear in a somewhat new setting.
Aristotle deined these terms:
Soms things are universal, others individual. By the.term
'universal?! I mean that which 1s ol such a nature as to be
predicated of many subjects, by 'individual'! that whlch 1is
not thus predigcated. Thus 'man' is & universal, 'Calliaa?l
an indlvidual.2}
This reveals hils point of interest to be the Individual or
the particular to which the universal 1s related so that
whatever predicative thing can be sald of one subject, 1f 1¢

can be said of the many subjects, becomes a universal. This

20 1bid., PPs. 29=30.

3 21 Aristotle. 9p. cite., 17a37=-40. (iicKeon. op. eite.s
P. 43).
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22
particular point will become clarified as the study continues.

III. THE PRIUR ARALYTICS

According to Gomperz, the Prior Analytics contains
Aristotle's theory of inference while the Posterior Anslytica
contains his theory of proof.zBIt is to these two bulwarks
of Aristotlie'’s logic that this study now turns. The former
treatise falla Intoc two divisions, the first containing the
announcement, demonstration, and analysis of syllogiastic
reasoning, and the second contalinling specific instructions
on the constructicis o? 8syllogisms plus some warnings and
practical directions.ngxhaustive covering ofrAristotle’s
principles of syllegistic theory, is not of importance to
this study, but the Implications and éxpllecations of the
theory as a means to knowlng 1s of great importance.

As an Iintroduction to his theory, Aristotle defined
Q premiss as

an affirmative or negative statement of something about
some subject. This statement may be universasl or parti-
cular or indefinite. By universal i1 mean a statement
which applies to all, or %o none, of the subject; by

particular, a statement which applles to some of the
subject, or does not apply to some, or does not apply to

— 22 For a comprehensive discusaion of the treatise, On
erpretation, cf. Grote., op. cit., Chapter IV, pp. 155-199,
and . op. cit., pp. 205 ff.

23 GOI@OI’Z- QOB Gito, P u;-o

Hugh Tredennick. "Intomlluction® to the Prior
Analxti%a, Aristotle. Orgsnon, {Loeb Library), Pe 10e
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ell; by indefinite, a statement which applies or does not
apply without reference to unlversality or particularity,
e.g.y, 'contraries are studied by the same science' or
'pleasure 18 not good.'25

The term he defined as the subject and predicate of a vremlss
with the verb removed, and a syllogism is defined as
a form of words in which, when certain assumptions sare
made, scmething other than what has been sssumed necessar-
ily follows from the fact that the assumptlons are sucii.
By 'from the fact that they are such' I mean that it is
because of them that the conclusion follows; and by this

I mean that there i1s no negd of any further term to render
the conclusion necessary.2 :

In other words, the syllogism is & combinstion of two proe
positions {premisses) which, if properly conatructed, lead
to & third proposition which differs from the two yet 1s true
if they are true.27The chief rules of syllogism are (1) that
one premiss must be affirmative, (2} that one must be univere
sal, and (3) that one or both of the premisses must be of the
same mode &s the conclusion, that i1s, being apodictiec (ngces-
sary) or assertoric (actual) or problematic (poasibla}.z

The use of the demcnstrative syllogism by Aristotle,

1s largely deductive. The movement is from the whole to the

25 Aristotle. Prior Analytics, 24216-23. (Orzanon,
Volume I, Loeb Library, p. 1997 .

26 Apristotle. op. cit., 2iibl9=23c, cf. also 24b16-18.
(Loeb Library. ops cite, pp., 201, 203, =f. p. 201).

27 Cf. Grote. op. git., p. 200,

28 Aristotle. op. cit., L41b6 r£f. (Loeb Library. op.
¢it., pp. 323 rf.) Cf. also Wallaee. op. g¢it., p. L0
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part but this movement can be reversed. The fact that the
syllogism in 1ts larger meaning is so set up to work both
ways indicates, firstly, that the universal 1is the basic
law while the process 1s largely one of the subsumption
of the many and varied particulars under larger classificas
tionge=in this he follows in the Sceratic~Platonic line--,
and secondly, that the law exists amld the phenomena, the
universal 1n the particular., It is true in the first in-
stance that induction is the means of establishing the pre-
misses, yet Aristotle, while recognizing this, assumes the
obviousness or the epistemological g priori-ness of the basic
propositions. The process is his main concern.29

Aristotle distinguished between the use of actual and
modal premisses in the syllogism--that is, the assertoric on
one hand and the apodictic and problematic on the other. In
his discussion of modsl propositions, Aristotle presented
some difficult problems and some seeming inconsistencies.30
The treatment of modal premisses does not seem to fit consis-

tently into Aristotle's scheme, according to Trédennick who

points up part of the difficulty in the following manner:

29 Aristotle. Topics, 108b7 ff. (lMcKeon. op. cit.,
pp. 205 f.). Cf. Gomperz. op. cit., pp. 50 ff. and Wallace.

_9_2. Cit.’ pp. ’-‘2’ )-‘-3‘

0 Aristotle. Prior Analytics I, Chapters 1i, 1ii,
and vii?t-xxii. (Loeb Tibrary. 5r!:'anon, pp. 203 ff, and

237 £f.).
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A Jjudgement 1s apodeictic if it rests on demonstrable
grounds, assertoric if the fact 1s apprehended but the
grounds are unknown, and problematic 1f the fact is re-~
graded as capable of realization. But even so the di-
viding line between the first two is hard to draw; and
the universal problematic judgement 1s more naturally
expressed as a particular assertoric.

Thus Tredennick implies that genuine distinctions do not
31

exist when modals are introduced. Grote, in discussing

both Prior Analytics and On Interpretation--the modals are

really introduced in the latter=-named treatise--, raises the
question, which he says has been raised before, whether the
modals sctually .elong to.the realm-of loglc. Logic, it 1is
maintained, as a sclence, 1is limited to & discussion of things
that are and exceeds 1ts rights when it dlscurses things that
may be or must be. To try to solve this problem im outside
the purpose of this paper, but it is significant that Aris-
totle included the modals in his own treatment. Not only so,
they quite naturally come in for investigaetion. A4t first the
possible and the necessary are joined, but in the Prior Analy-
lics they become disjoined and equivalent. The Actual and the
Potential become threefold with the addition of the Eecessary.32
Aristotle's whole endeavor was aimed at securing in-

variably correct conclusions on the basls of correct proposi-

tions. Yet he recognized that the fate of the conclusions

31 Tredennick. op. cit., pp. 192-193.
32 Cf. Grote op. clt., pp. 182 ff. and 222 ff,
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is entirely dependent upon the truth or falsehood of the
premlsses and upon correct procedure in drawing the conclu-
sions. These propositions are based upon the judgment {belief
or disbelief) entertained in the mind. With the declaration
of an assertoric proposition, a statement of belief is made.
But when the proposition is problematic {"may be" or "may not
be") the statement indicates a state of mind which wavers
between bellef and disbellef but never settles on one or the
other. Furthermore, when the proposition is apodictic, the
state of mind indicated is one of bellef plus the supposi=-
tion that the opposlte of what is belleved 1s contradictory,
However, to insure the iInfallibllity of his system, Aristotle
was forced to regard the mind's adequacy to grasp with cere
tainty the basic premisseas, for such knowledze is prior to,
and the causing agent of, the knowledge of the conclusion.
Thus to avoid regress they must be known with certainty and
délf-evidenceos3
In the second section of Prior Analytics, Chepter
xxi, Aristotle polnted out the possibility of error in

Judgments but asserted that it arises from a fallure to

33 Cf. ibid., pp. 187 ff. and G. R. G. Mure. Aris-
totle, pp. 209-210. Aristotle also introduced the hypothe=-
tical syllogism and lndlcated plans to discuss 1t further.
He never did or if he did his discussion 1s not extant.
Therefore, this type of syllogism is not worth attempting
a discussion. Cf. Grote. op. cit., footnote "a", p. 190

send Zeller. op. cite.s, PP. 234 If,
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relate knowledge of the particular to knowledge of the
universal. Thus the error does not come at the point of
knowing but at ths point of relation betwecen the two men~
tioned areas of knowing. Similar to Plato'’s theory of re=-
collection in the ieno, he sald:

For in no case do we find that we have previous knowledge
of the individual, but we do find that in the process of
inductlon we acquire knowledge of particular things just
as though we could remember them; for there are some
things which we know immedlately. . . .

Thus whereas we cobserve particular things by universal
knowledge, we do not know them by the knowledge peculiar
to them., Hence 1t 1s possible to be mistaken about them,
not because we have contrary knowledge about them, but
because, although we have universal knowledge of them, -
we are mistaken in our particular knowledge.3

Error may also arise in a mistaken conjunction of premisses,
However, real contrariety of thought must rest upog mis-

3
apprehension and this to Aristotle is incredible.

The role of induction has already been mentloned

briefly, but in Chapter xxiii of Prior Analytics 11, Aristotle
discussed it more specifically. It is in this chapter that
he declared thgt all beliefs are formed elther by syllogisums

or induction., As the former moves from a major prenmliss, &

3]} Aristotle. op. cit,, 67a22-30 (Loeb Library. op.
cite., p. 503)-

35 ¢f, ibid., II, Chapter xxii (Loeb Llbrery. op.
eit., p. 503).

36 It is clear from his discussion that Aristotle
regarded induction as a kind of syllogism so that when he
distinguished between syllogisms and induction he was clearly
using the former term in a narrower sense, probably in the
sense of a demonstrative syllogism. This use of terminology
also holds for his discussion of example, reduction, objection
and probability which in a "broader sense are all syllogisms.
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premiss of the whole, to a minor premiss, a premiss of a part,
by the means of a mlddle term, the latter reverses the pro-
cedure and moves from a minor to a major premiss, from the

part to the whole. Though Aristotle did not rule out induc-
tion, he pointed out that the use of the middle term in such

a syllogism is not proper. Not only so, but Aristotle regarded
the ma jor premiss as always immediately not mediately known.
Therefore, induction is probably not a genulne syllogism, as
Grote and others suggest, but it serves the purpose of fiinding
the major propeslition from which s8yllogistic deductions can

be made. Thus induction-~deduction is a necessary combination,
the latter being dependent upon the former. Grote phpases

it this way:

=

The two processes are (as he says) opposite in a certain
way; thet 1s, they are complementary halves of the same
whole; Induction beiong the esztablishment of those univer-
sals which are essential for the deductive march of the
Syllogism; while the two togsther make up the entire pro-
cess of scientific reasoning.37

With this in mind, it is only fair to say that Ariastotle

probably did not give an adequate discussion in this chapter

of the role 6f induction in the forming of major premisses.
In the remaining chapters of the FPrior Analytics,

Aristotle discussed example--a part of induction--, reduction,

37 Grote. op. cit., p. 279. Cf. Aristotle. gp. cit.,
68b30 £f. (Loeb Library. op. clt., p. 515).
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objection, and probability. Only the last should receive
some comment, Probabilitles are commonly accepted propcsi-
tions whlch are true in the greater number of cases. This is
distinguished from the term "signs" which means that an evie
dent fact 1s evidence for the existence of somethinz not

so evident. The use of such propositions in syllogisms,
which are called enthymemes, makes it necessary for the
conclusions to be regarded as not irrefutsble.

It can therefore be said, in concluding the investiga=-
tion of the Prior Analytics, that the syllogism, which Aris-
totle largely invented, proceeds with certainty wherse the
premisses are certaln but is also operative to a more or
less degree 1in areas where there is less certainty. Given
completely reliable premisses, Arlstotle promised by the

38
use of his method to give completely reliable conclusions.

IV, THE PO3STERIOR ANALYTICS

Az has been seen, the syllogism's wvalidity is cone-
tingent upon the validity of its premisses. The main move-
ment in the Prior Analytics is the exposition and development

of the theory of syllogisms, but Aristotle was evidently

aware that his whole system would collapse unless thcre were

38 This statement is open to question in the area of
modal propositions perhaps but can be taken as correct when
the premisses are assertoric,
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some adequate way of determining the validity of the first
principles from which the syllogism works, This latter effort
appears In his Posterior Analytics and the Topics. The for-
mer has to do with the selection of true first prineiplces,
which result in a demonstrative use of syllogisms; the latter
has to do with the selection or rejection of principles ex=
pressing opinion only, which result in a dialectical use of
sylloglsms. Grote gives an excellent five-fold list of
differences between Aristotle's demonstrative science and

the dialectical reasoning whilich Plato had so much faith in:
(1) Instead of a debate between thesls and antithesis to find
the correct conclusion, demonstrative science is a laying

down of premisses by one who knows to one who does not know.
(2) Instead of having an unlimited variety of subjects, aclence
13 limited to a few subjects concerning which appropriate pre-
misses can be made. (3) Instead of several authoritiés,
science has its own single authority. (L) Instead of cone
flicting authoritles and accidental premisses, sciencel!s
propositions are essential, universal, and true from the
beginning to the end. (5) The prineciples of démonstrative
sclence come only by induction and thus originate In parti-
culars and culminate in universals.39ln both, however, the

8syllogism i1s used, and therefore the conclusion is hypothe-

39 Grote. op. glt., pp. 301-302,
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tically true 1f the premisses are. The difference in con-~

clusions reached Ey science are universally, absolutely, and
0

necessarily true,

The Posterior Analytics begins wlth an assertion that

& person must begln the scientifiec procedure from the polnt
of pre-existing knowledge. This knowledge is of two kinds:
"In some cases admission of the fact must be assumed, in
others comprehension of the meaning of the tewm used, and
sometimes both assumptlons are necessary." But this know-
ledge 18 somewhat different from Plato's theory of reminise
cence. An absclute and ungualified knowing comes without
learning, but there ls a knowing which 1s partial and in=-

the latter type

L2

complete. Learning, not rominiscing, brings

of knowing to the status of the [ormer Utype.
The questlon now arises, What iIs absolute and un-

qualified knowing? Aristotle answered 1in the following way:

We suppose ourselves to possess unqualified sclientiflie
knowledge of a thing, as opposed to knowing it in the
accidental way in which the sophist knows, when we thlnk
that we know the cause on which the fact depends, as the
cause of that fact and of no other, and, furtier, that
the fact could not be other than it is. Now that scien-
tific knowing is something of this sort is evident--wit=
ness both those who falsely claim it and those who actually
possess it, since the former merely imagine themselves

L;.O Ibidn, ppt 302"303.

i1 Aristotle. Posterior Analytics, 71all-13. (HcKeon.
92. Icitog po 110)0

42 cr. Grote. op. clt., pp. 304 ff. and Aristotle. op.
eit., pp. 110-111).
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to be, while the latter are also actually, in the condi-
tion described. Consequently the proper object of un-
qualified scientific, knowledge 1is something which cannot
be other than it 13.4

Zeller is therefore correct when he says, "The starting-point

of all demonstration 1s undemonstrable~--1t is incapable of

being deduced from any other principle as from its cause."

This undemonstrable knowledge, as Grote points out, must be
more than a mere understanding of the terms, It must be an
ability to affirm the truth of the proposition. Some of these
affirmed propositions are axioms; some are definitions; and
some are hypotheses, Specifically, these undemonatrable
premisses are necessary premisses, 7To be a necessary pre~
miss, the subject must have a predicate which can meet a
three-fold specification: (1) it must belong and belong at

all times to everything bearing the name of the subject

(de omni); (2) 1t must belong to the subject essentially

(per se), not concomitantly or accidentally; and (3) 1t must

be attached to the subject "in the highest universality consis-
tent with truth" or, in other words, it must be a Pirst Univer=

Ls
sal, a primary, not a derived, predicate (guatenus ipsum).

L3 Aristotle. op. cit., 71b8-15. (HcKeon. op. cit.,
p. 111).

L)y Eduard Zeller. Aristotle and the Earlier Peripa-
fg&igg. Volume I, p. 252. Cf. Aristotle. op. cit., 72bl8 ff.
McKeon. QD Cj.toy Pe 11)4-)-

45 Grote. op. cit., pp. 311=312. Quotation from p. 312.
Cf. Aristotle. op. cit., I, Chapter iv and vi. (McKeon. gp.
eit., pp. 115-117 and 119-121, respectively.
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So important are these baslic premisses that Aristotle
sald with some urgency:

S0 since the primary premisses are the cause of our know=-
ledge~-~i.e. of our convictione«it follows that we know
them better~~that is, are more convinced of them=~than
thelr consequences, precisely because our knowledge of
the latter 1s the effect of our knowledge of the premisses.
Now a man cannot believe in anything more than in the
thing he knows, unless he has eit her actual knowledge of
it or something better than actual knowledge. DBut we are
faced with this paradox if a student whose beliefl rests
on demonstration has not prior knowledge; a man must
belleve in some, if not in all, of the basic truths moare
than in the conclusion. HMoreover, if a man sets out to
acquire the sclentiflc knowledge that comes through
demonstration, he must not only have a better knowledge
of the basic truths snd a firmer conviction of them than
of the comnexion which is being demonstrated: more than
this, nothing must be more certaln as dontradicting the
fundamental premisses which lead to the opposed and
erroneous conclusion. FOE Indeed the conviction of pure
sclence must be unshaken,i40

Since these universal premisses are necessary, Aristotle
had to face the problem of how ignorance arises, He did so
by distinguishing between two forms of ignorance, negative and
positive ignorance, The latter is "error produced by inference”
and 1s actually error of conclusion because of a faulty syl-
logism. The former 1s the actual negation of knowledge due
to a failure or defect in sensible perception., Here he makes

clear his theory of induction which supplies the universal

16 Aristotle. op. cit., 72a25-72bly. (McKeon. op. cite,
pP. 113.

4,7 Aristotle. op. cit. I, Chapters xvi-xvii (McKeon.
op. cit., 132 ff.). -
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premisses, for induction begins with sensation. Aristotle
sald:

It is clear that the loss of any one of the senses
entails the loss of a corresponding portion of knowledge,
and that, since we learn either by induction or by
demons tration, this knowledge cannot be acquired., Thus
demonstration develops from universals, induction from
particulars; but since 1t is possible to familiarize the
pupil with even the so-called mathematical abstractions
only through induction-~i.e. only because each subject
genus possesses, in virtue of a determinate mathematical
character, certain properties which can be treated as
separate even though they do not exist in isolation--it
is consequently impossible to come to grasp universals
except through lnduction., But induction is impossible
for those who have not sense~perception. For it is sense-
perception alone which is adequate for grasping the par-
ticulars: they cannot be objects of scientific knowledge,
because nelther can uniwversals give us knowledge of them
without induetion, nor caE we get it through induction
wlthout sense-perception,

The term "induction"™ has been used to refer to the
process of establishing necessary universal propositions from
particulars known by sense=perceptlion without the use of a

mediate process of inference. It should be noted, however,
that this 1s not the scientific iInductlon of Bacon. Science,
as demonstration, for Aristotle does not begin with perception;
inductioniidoes. Scilence begins with the necessary principles
from which syllogistic thinking procedes. It is this syl-
logistic praocess, when it it demonstrative--which it must be

if the starting-point is a universal, necessary premiss--
which brings sclentific knowledge., It 1s a process of group=

ing particulars under universasls. This is clearly seen in

48 Aristotle. op. cit., I, Chapterxviii, (McKeon.
op. cit., pp. 135-136.
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the way Aristotle carried on his own scilentiflc investigation
in the natural world. Concerning the point that science
does not begin with sense~perception, Aristotle sald:

Scientific knowledge is not possible through the act of
perception, Even if perception as a faculty is of 'the
such' and not merely of a 'this somewhat', yet one must at
any rate actually perceive a 'this somewhat', and at a
definlite present place and time: but that which is commen-
surately universal and true in all cases one cannot per-
ceive, since it is not 'this'! and it is not 'now'; if it
were, it would not be commensurately universal~~the term
we apply to what is always and everywhere. Seeing, there-
fore, that demonstrations are commensurately universal

and universals imperceptible, we clearly cannot obtain
scientific knowledge by the act of perception; nay, it is
obvious that even if 1t were possible to perceive that a
triangle hes its angles equal to two right angles, we should
still be looking for a demonstration--we should not (as
some say) possess knowledge of it; for perception must be
of particular, whereas sclentiflc knowledge lnvolves the
recognition of the commensurate universal.

Aristotle began the second section of the Posterior
Analytics by indicating the four possible forms of inquiry:
(1) questions of fact (tft' )3 (2) questions of cause (leoyﬁ)g
(3) questions of existence (i?l ﬁ;q'l); and (l4) questions of
essence (T'l e),a“l'l). The meaning is clarified by Aristotle's
own words:

The kinds of questions we ask are as many as the kinds

of things which we know. They are in fact four:i--(1l) whe=-
ther the connexion of an attribute with a thing is a fact,

cabopas—————

49 Cf, Aristotle, On the Parts of Animals, Book I.
(McKeon. op. cit., Pp. 643 £T.). However, Aristotle occa-
sionally calls the knowing of universal premisses pure science.

50 Aristotle. Posterior Analytics, 88b27-39. (McKeon.
9_2. Cit.. Pe 15’4-)‘
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(2) what is the reason of the connexion, (3) whether a
thing exists, (4) what 1s the nature of the thing,5l
It 18 clear that Aristotle referred here to the middle term.
Questions one and three ask whether there is a middle term.
of connection or not; questions two and four assume it is
present but ask what it is, Also the answers to questions
two and four are dependent upon the answers given to questions
one and three respectively., Aristotle also asserted that
the answers to questions two and four are identical. To ask
the reason for a thing and to ask the nature of it are the
same. He 1llustrated this by saying:
For in all these examples it is clear that the nature of
the thing and the reason of the fact are identicalj the
question 'What is eclipse?! and 1ts answer 'The privation
of the moon's light by the interposition of the earth!
are identical with the question 'What is the reason of

the eclipse?' and the reply 'Because of the £a11ure of
light through the earth's shutting it out'.>

The point involved in the mentioning of the four types
of inquiry is the ralsing of the next question which Aristotle
posed, namely, Are the answers to these lnquiries found by
means of definition or by means of demonstration? Definition
has already been mentioned as a form or universal principle
which 1s undemonstrable. Aristotle again maintained the
clear distinction between definition, the universal undemon=-

strable principle, and the demonstrable conclusion even to

— 51 Ibid., 89b22-26. (McKeon, op. cit., p. 158).
52 Ibido, 908.1)4."“18. (MCK@OB. OPe. _C__i_._t.’ Pe 160)‘
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the point of asserting that the conclusions of demonstration
can never be the conclusions of definition and vice-versa.

It is clear that the conclusions of demonstration come
because of immediately known universal principles, here called
definitions, and the correct process of syllogistic inference,
but the question now is, How is it possible for definition to
become known? In the earlier sectlon of the Posterior Ana-
lytics, Aristotle lald out some necessary conditions for the
predicate of a universal proposition and also stated that
basically the knowing of a universal proposition is the know-
ing not of a fact but of the cause of a fact. With that in
mind, the question as to how a universal proposition can be=-
come known reduces to the question, How can one know the
cause or essence-~they are identical probiems in Aristotle's
thinking--of a thing? It must be noted, however, as s natter
of clarity before proceeding to a discussion of causes and
how they can be known, that Aristotle made way for the use
of the term "definition" in three senses: (1) as an explan~
ation of the meaning of a word--this is clearly merely a
nominal use of the term and has nothing to do with existence
and essence; (2) as enunciating the essence or cause of a
thing when the cause is actually extraneocus or distinct from
the thing--this would logically demand & middle term and thus
reduces to a demonstrative. syllogism; and (3) as an immediate

and indemonstrable proposition where the cause is not extraneous.
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The third sense of the term is obvlously the one under quesw

tions Aristotle said:

How while scme things have a cause dlstinct from them~
selves, others have not. lence it 1s evlident that there
are egsentlial natures which are i::wdlate, thmt is, are
basic premlasses; and of ithese not only that they ere but

also what ;?ay are must be assumed or revealed iIn soue
other way.

Aristotle delineated four varietles of causes: (1) the
formal cause (TO T’ ’?V ',ETV“‘) having to do with essence;
(2) the material cause (-rb TI’VQV VT wv ava.yKy ToG‘T’EF(ildA)
having to do with what Grote calls "the necessltatin~ condi-
tiona®"; (3) the efficlent cause (7;' -rl' ﬂPGToV;:m'\II;N) having
to do with the proximate cause of changej and (l) the final
cause or end (T Tives Z"VGNQ) having to do with the purpoe
sive cauae.gh"rheae causes operate in a timee-relation: the
efficient cause 1z prior to the effect in a time-sequence: the
final cause, though prior in the order of nature, is posterior
to the effect in time; the formal and materlal causes are si-
miltaneous with the effect, Theszse four ceuses appear as
middle terms in the forming of demonstrative sylloglsms, but
they are established by indeonstrable definition in that in

syllogzlzing from the cause to the effect one already assumes

C3 ibld., 93b21-2l, (M-n pe 169).

5L Grote. ope clt., p. 354 and Aristotle. op. git. II,
Chapter 1l. (McKeon. gp. cite, pp. 170 ff.).

55 Aristotle. op. clt., 94b2lw26, (iicKeon. 9p. cites
Pe 172). See also Grote. op. gite, Pe 355.
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known effects, This is clearly an inductive process,

The process of induction begins with sense=perception
which compares and contrasts attributes. It is the process
of collating common attributes of individuals which when as~
sembled 1s called the essence of the individuals under sur-
veillance and when ammounced 1is called definition, This ana-

lysis results in synthesis,
Wallace defines Aristotle's use of induction in contrast

with his use of the syllogism?

Syllogism and Induction correspond to the two great
aspects of existisnce or ways in which things are known,
Things may be looked at either in themselves--as they
present themselves, so to speak, to the creative mind--
or as they present themselves to usj thus in mathematics
it is the point which stands absolutely first ( LIO‘C.l
TMPSTEPov) the superficies or _solld fi ure vhich is
first relatively to us (IMPd's “ywas TP TEPov), Syl
logism corresponds with the first of these aspects of
the objects of knowledje--it starts with the law or
cause, and reasons forward to the application or effect:
Induction begins with facts of personal experience and
reasons backward to the cause or principle. But knowe
ledge, properly so called, lies in explaining things by
reference to what is absolutely prior, and in seeing ghat
their causes lead necessarily to partlcular effects,

Aristotle described the process from sense~perception onward:

So out of sense-perception comes to be what we call memory,
and out of frequently repeated memories of the same thing
develops experience; for a number of memories constitute

a single experlence. From experience again--i.e. from

the universal now stablized in its entirely within the
soul, the one beside the many which is a single identity

§6 Wallace. op. clt., p. 46,
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within them all-~originate the skill of the craftsman
and the knowledge of the man of science, 8skill in the
sphere of coming to be and science In the sphere of
being. . . .

Let us now restate the account given already, though
with insufficient clearneass, When one of a number of
lozically indiscriminable particulars has made a stand,
the earliest universal 1s present in the souls for
though the act of sense~perception is of the particular,
its content 1s universale-is man, for example, not the
man Calliams. A fresh stand is made among these rudi-
mentary universals, and the process does not cease until
the indivisible concepts, the true universals, are es-
tablished: e.g. such and such a species of animal is a
step towards the genus animsl, which by the eame process
1s a step towards a further generalization.5

But, ihough the process of Induction is clear, the
establisnment of the basic truths, the universal propositions,
1s not. Induction, it is true, is the means to that end, but
it is not the end itself. By sense~perception the analytical
side of induction 1s accomplished, but by what means is a
synthesis reached'which is the end product of induetion, the
establishment of the universal premlss? Aristotle ruled out
the possibility of innate knowledge of unlversals and there-
by broke azain with Plato, His argument is: "Now it is
strange if we possess them from birth; for it means that we
possess apprehenalons gore accurate than demonstration and
fail to notice them." However, he sees the need for some

sort of pre-existent knowledge., lis conclusion is that by

85)?7 Aristotle. op. cit., 100al; £ff, (McKeon. op. clt.,
po 1 b

58 Aristotle. op. cit., 99b26-28, (McKeon. op. Cite,

Pe 18)4;) .
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induction the basic premisses are established but induction

begins with sense-perceptlon and ends with intuition or mind
D

(vO0US). His own words arc:

Thus it is clear that we must get to know the primary
premisses by induction; for the method by which even sense-
perception implants the universal 18 Inductive. Now of
the thinking states by which we grasp truth, some are
unfailingly true, others admit of errore-opinion, for
instance, and calculation, whereas scientific knowing
and intuition are always true: further, no other kind
of thought except intulition is more accurate than scien=
tific knowledge, whereas primary premisses are more
knowable than demonstratlons, and all sclentific know-
ledge is discursive. From these considerations it
follows that there will be no scientific knowledge of the
primary premisses, and since except intuition nothing
can be truer than scientific knowledge, it will be
intuition that apprehends the primary prenisses-~a result
which also follows from the fact that demonstration cane
not be the originative source of demonatration, nor,
consequently, scientific knowledge of scientific knowledge.
If, therefore, it is the only other kind of true thinking
except sclentific knowing, intuition will be the origin=
ative source of scientific knowledge. And the origina-
tive source of science grasps the original basic premiss,
while science as a whole is similarly relgted as orise-
inative source to the whole body of fact.

V. Thi TOPICS AND SOPIISTICAL REFUTATIONS

The basic structure of Aristotle's loglc has been

discusssd. There remain for discussion two treatises, the

— 59 Ibid., 100b4~17. (Ibid., pp. 185-186). This use
of Yovus 1s exceedlngly important for both Aristotle's theory
of knowledge and his metephysics. It comes in for more
discussion later. On induction, ef., Gomperz. op. cit.,
Chapters VI-VIII, pp. 56 ff. and Zeller. op. cit., volume I,
pp. 265 ff. For a concise review of the whole Aristotelian
theory of inference, cf. Mure. op. cit., pp. 208 ff.
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Toplcs and the Sophistlcal Refutastlons. The last named

really fits as a ninth book following the Toplcs. The
vhole movement within these treatlses 1s the application
of the syllogistic principles to the aresa of opinlon rather
than to the area of sclentifie demonstration. It will suf=
fice to draw to attention a few things wnich are involved in
the discussion without entering into the rather involved and
long treatment which Aristotle geve his subject.
It is clear that the mode of finding truths which
Plato secms to have inherited from Socrates and theorized
for himself, namely, the dialectical mﬁthod. was made by
Aristotle into a secondary process, The scientific procedure
already discussed is primary for him and is infallible pro-
viding the conditions of induction and inference are met,
However, he realized that such a method is limited to a small
numuber of select sclences which have their own select primary
truths, and therefore, he finds it importent to give place to
a method which can proceed f rom premisses which are based on
opinion or authority rather than on induction. The syllogism
drawn from such premisses would carry no more nor no less
validity then the premisses on which they are founded., He said:
Now reasoning is an argument in which, certain things
being laid down, something other than these necessarily
comes about through them. (a) It is a 'demonstration!,
when the premisses from whieh the reasoniny starts are
true and primary, or such that our knowledgze of them has

originally come through premisses which aré primery and
true: (b) reasoning, on the other hand, is fdialecticell',
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if it reasona from opinions that are generally accepted.
« « » Again (c), reasoning ls 'contentious' if it starts
from opinions that seem to be generally accepted, but
are not really such, or again if 1t merely seems to rea-
son from opinions that are or seem to be generally ac-
cepted. . .

Burther (d), besides all the reasoning we have men=
ticned there are the mise~reasonings that start from
the premisses pecullar toc the special sclences, as
happens (for examgle) in the case of geometry and her
sister sciences.,

There are certain areas in which this type of dlalectical
reasoning is operative:

There are three--intellectual training, casusl encounters,
and the philosophical sciences. That 1t is useful as a
training is obvious on the face of it., The possession
of a plan of inquiry will enable us more easily to argue
about the subject proposed. For purposes of casual en-
counters, it is useful because when we have counted up
the opinions held by most people, we shall meet them on
the ground nct of other pecple's convietions but on their
own, whiie we shif't the ground of any argument that they
appear to us .to state unsoundly. For the study of the
philosophical sciences 1t is useful, because the ability
to raise searching difficulties on both sides of a sub-
Ject will make us detect more easily the truth and error
about the several points that arise.Ol

What has been sald 1is sufficéently clear as to the area into
2
which Aristotle was delving.

60 Aristotle. Topics., 100825 ff. (icKeon. op. cite.,
pp. 188-189).

61 Ibido, 101&26-370 (Ibido, Pe 189)0

62 Cf. Aristotle. Topics and On Sophistical Refuta-
tions. (lcKeon. op. git., pp. 188 ff. and 208 ff. respec=-

tively). Also cf. Aristotle. Posterior Analytics, I, Chapter
xxxili, (licKeon. 9 Tﬁ' cit., pp. 356 If.) Cr. also Grote.

225 Cito. Chapter s PP, 378 £f. and Mure, OP. cites, PP.

215 ff.
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VvI. CONCLUSIONS

In concluding this survey of Aristotle's lo ic, 1t
should be said that the roots of this thought lie within the
Socratic=Platonic doctrine of i1ideas. The thins which truly
is, is the universal., Knowledge of tlils 1s the conception,
and it 1s regarded as being accurate knowledge of the
universal., To this extent, as Windelband says, Arilstotle
always remained a Platonist. He differed at the point of
relation between the general and the particular. The
Eleatic assumption had been that there was no such relation=
ship; Plato working frbm that baslis tried to modify it by
seeing the nsed for this relationshlp and attempting to find
it. It has been seen that the closest he came to his goal
was a partial hierarchy of being. Aristotle was far from
satisfled with t 1s conclusicon. Aristotlie's own attempted
solution will become more evident in the discussion of the
Metaphysics. It is enough to say now that Aristotle refused
to reduce the world to a unity, which seemed to be Plato's
final goal, but didided actual existence into distinct and
separate classes with their respective sclences and respec=

tive universal premissez. Even the Metaphysics, whlich is a

sclence which takes as its limited datd the universal prin-
ciples of the other sclences, does not develop its subjecte

matter out of a principle of being. Therefore, the primary

63 Wilhelm Windelband. A History of Pnilosophy,
P. 133.
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task of logic in Aristotle's mind was the recognizing of the
correct relation between the universal and the particular,
Logic iséﬁhus bullt upon a fundamental basis of abstract
thought.

The role of Aristotle in the history of logic is so
large that it is almost impossible to fully evaluate. Warbeke
suggests that Plato contributed the principles that correct
reasoning depends upon the degree to which one systematically
co=-ordinates the facts of experilence, but Aristotle actually
investigated the thought processes in order to find the con-
ditions and laws of correct procedure:

For this persistent, immense, and thoroughgoings labor,
he is justly called the Father of Logic. He for the
first time specificelly segregated the problem of reason=-
ableness (cogency of thought as such, and as controlled
by relatlon to the external world) from psychologicsal

descriptions of how the mind acts, as well as from the
metaphysical problem of reason's, or the mind's, ultimate

Bl Zeller. op. cit., pp. 271 £f.; and Windelband. 9p.
eit., p. 133. Windelband seems to disagree with the assertion
that Plato attempted to reduce the world to a unity. Zeller,
however, agrees wlith the conclusions of this study at this
point. It is the assertion of this paper, on what is felt
to be good and esdequate grounds (Cf. Chepter V), that Plato,
while insisting upon the independent existence of the ideas
above tiie world of sense, especlally in his earllier dialogues,
yet in his later dislogues especially attempted to solve the
problem of the existence of the particulars on the basis of
Being within Becoming ns well as above Becoming. The adequacy
of this system is not defended, but that the evident goal of
such an attempt 1s a unity of a hierarchal form 1s defined and
defended. Taulng what seems to have becn the earlier dialogues
alope would lead logically to the position thrat Windelband main-
tains. A consideration of the latter dlalogues alsoc, makes it
lese sure., For the particular logical divergences which Arise-
totlc makes from Plato's thought, c¢f, Harold Cherniss. Aris-
totle's Criticism of Plato and the Academy, Volume I, pp. 1-82,
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nature., . . . His work also serves to put us on guard

azgainst expecting from Loglc more thaniit can provide.

For Logic tests conclusions. It does not of itself

produce them, Aristotle, it 1s true, did not Iro.. the

first make this assumption; but he came fg this convic-

tion as the result of long dellberation,®

Not only is°1t difficult to estimate the place of
Aristotle 1In the history of lorle, it 1s also difficult to
estimate the place of logic in the totallty of Aristotle's
thought. It is obvious from his writings that analysis, for
the most part careful and cautious, penetrates all}ge.attempts.
o)
Jaeger says tlhiet it determines every step he takes. Therefore,
not only can one see in Aristotle the first person to use
real abstraction--"It was reserved for Aristotle's powers
of observation go grasp 1t wholly in itself, with its own
7 ,

peculisr laws."--but also the first person to use 1t so con-
slstently throu-h his.entire works.. It became his methodo=
logy, the technique of his philosophical inquiries. 1In fact,
the Organon is actuallgeprolegomena to his other treatises
and thelr conclusions, But Gomperz does not hesitate to say

that the formal Aristotelian lozic is not only "a training-

ground for subtle thinking" but also "a means of promoting

65 John li. Warbeke. The Scarching Mind of Greece,
pp. 277=278.

66 J&@;‘;{,ero op. C1t0’ Pe 370.

67 Loc._cit,

68 Cf, Windelbande 9p. clts, pPs 1323 Friedricn Ueberweg,

%lﬂEQEI of Philosophy, Volume I, p. 151; Albert Schwegler.
History of FPhilosophy, pe 101; and Zeller. op. cli., p. 1,1.



202

correct thinking,"

Aristotlets theory of knowledze shines through his
lozical treatises, These epistcuological explications and
implications are left for a review in a later section. Howe
ever, there is one place, at least, which should be pointed
out here, where Aristotle moves into or at least close to the
realm of faith. W®arbeke states 1t in this way:

Beginning thus with the senses, and never leaving them
through all the formAl processes of hls Loglec, Aristotle
not only was able to plot the course of natural or cogent
reasoning, but also recognized that at the beginning and
at the end of our endeavors we find ourselves in touch

with what defleas analysis and cannot be argued about,
Here azain he was aware of the limitations of Logic.70

This is important for it is at the very fogndations of Aris-
totle's analytical structures that it occurs. It is the
pinnacle of induction where intuition steps in and asserts a
basic truth, whaich in turn becomes the basls for syllogistic
inference, Not only so, 1t comes at the foundation of sci-
entific, not dialectical, thinking. Aristotle asserted that
it 18 a knowledge which 18 above demonstration and proof arnd
i8 more of the form of intuition, Thus the mysteriocus ele=~
ment penetrated to the very foundation of the thinking of the
master of analysis., He was sure that the content of the:

intuition is true and basic and even more important than the

6§'Gom@erz. ODe Cites Do hg,
70 Warbeke., OD.« cito’ Pe 292,
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conclusions of the ayllogism, but the source of the intule
71

ticn cannot be analyzed.

T 71 For brief reviews of Aristotle's logic, c¢f, Eduard

Zeller, Greek FPhilesophy, pp. 131 rf,; Prank Thilly. Histo

of Pnilosophy, pp. 79 If«; Benjamin Cocker, Christisnit g_t_m___%

Oree: Ph 1"%"10'5% phy," PPe 394 ff.; Johanfi Edusrd Erdmann., A His=~
of __'E%.C’E_Q&*!L Volume I, pp., 136 £f,; Joseph A. Leighton.

Fleld 9__%;_?3%;2!_33% Ppe 95 £f,; Windelband. gp. clt.,
pp. 132 ff.; Ueberweg. op. cit., pp. 151 £f,; etc,
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CHAPTER IX
ARISTOTLE'S METAPHYSICS

Turning from the loglical treatises to the treatise
¥etaphysics or First Philosophy, as Aristotle called it,
one begins a study of the scilence of flirst principles,
Zeller points out that as Aristotle limited the sciences
to certain specific data which were called primary truths,
so Metaphysics is a science which is limited to the specific

1
data of all first principles themselves,

I. THE CRITICAL PROBLENS INVOLVED

Structural difficulties become apparent immediately
when one begins a study of the Metaphysics. It does not
appear to be a single finished work but 1s more of the
nature of lecture-notes. It lacks a continuity of thought
and has some sections which are possibly later additions
written by puplls of Aristotle, There is not time to enter
into the criltical problems. W. D. Ross in his two volume

work on the Metaphyslcs has discussed these problems quite

thoroughly and his general concluslons are largely followed

1 Eduard Zeller., Aristotle and the Earlier Peripa~
tetics, Volune I, p. 273.
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2
in this paper. Actually the Metaphysics is made up of

several shorter treatises in book form. Book A is an
historical inquiry and since Aristotle often started his
works In this way, the validity of this book as a work of
Aristotle 1s not doubted. Book B introduces a list of about
fourteen problems which are discussed more fully in the
following books. With this as the main criterion, Ross feels
that the following books are validated as being Aristotelian:
A, B,T, B, 2, H,©, M, N, and I. These also glve a fairly
continuous work. Four books are thus eliminated,

Attention 1s now focused upon these "Outlying Books,"
as Ross calls 1:.hem,3 The books under scrutiny areas,A , K,
and A . The first seems to break the unity between A and Bj;
there 1s also evidence that it consists of notes taken by
a pupll of Aristotle from one of the master's discourses.
The second seems to be Aristotelian but is evidently out of
place. The third is divided into two parts: the first part,
1059a18~1065a26, seems to be Aristotelian in thought and for
t.e most part in languace; the second part, 1065a26-1069all;,
is evidently made up of excerpts made either by Aristotle or
by a pupil from the Physics. The last book mentioned does

not seem to have any real connection with the rest of the

2 Cf. . Ds Ross. Aristotle's Metaphysics, Volume I,
‘.
"The Structure of the Metaphysics”, pp. xiii-xxxiii.

3 Ibid., p. xxiv,
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Metaphysics; it must be considered to be an entirely inde=-
pendent treatise probably by Aristotle.h

With this in mind, the plan of thls section will in-
clude: first, a discussion of the ten above-mentioned books

which seem to be continuous in the iletaphysics; second, a

discussion of A, the first part of K, and A with the above
considerations in mind. Jaeger mentions the possibllity of
Inserted fragments occsaslionally throughout the more certain-
ly Aristotelian sections. These come most often at the ends
of the books where there was supposedly room left on the roll
or where a new length could easily be added. These will

be kept in mind also as the various books are studied.
II. BOOKS A ARD B

Aristotle began in Book A with a chapter in which he
dellineated the advance from sensation to theoretical know-
ledge. It is an advance from sensation, which he said is
correct knowledge of particulars; through memory and exper-
ience; and through art, which he said 1s an advance over
experience in that it knows causes of a thing as well as
that 1t is so3 to theoretical knowledge, which he says is

Wisdom or knowledge of causes and prineciples. VWisdom is

I} Ibid., pp. xxiv ff,

5 Werner Jaeger. Studien zu Entstehungsgeschichte
der Metaphysik des Aristoteles., pp. 161-162, Cited ibid.,
Pp. Xxx=xxxi.
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characterized by knowledge of things as far as possible,
though not in detall, by knowledge of tiings hard to know
because they are so far removed from sensation, and by an
ability on the part of the wise man to expound the causes.
In short, it is in 1ts fullest degree, something vhich God
alons can possess but which men can possess in part.6 There=~
fore, metaphysics 1is the study of causes which determine
the nature of reality as a whole, or as Zeller states 1t:
¥As Science in general has for its task the investigation of
the grounds of things, so the highest Sclence must be that
which refers to the last and most universal of the grounds
of things."7 The causes which determine the nature of
reallty as a whole have been recognized by the earliest
thinkers, according to Aristotle, but not with clarity.
They are matter, form, efficient caude, aml final cause.
Ross points out that matter is not, however, present thrrough-
out reality for Aristotle; the prime mover and subordinate
movers are pure forms.8

Most of the rest of Book A contains a rather scepti-
cal discussion of previous philosophical attempts from the
early thinkers through Plato. Roas suggests that Aristotle
felt here that he was looking fairly at the facts but that

6 Aristotle. metaghgsics, Book A, Chapters 1 and
2. (MCKGOI’I. OPe. _‘?_é-_gcp ppe. 039= 93)A

7 Zeller. _92. Cit-) Pe 2900
8 Ross. op. cit., pp. lxxvii-lxviii.
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9
actually his thought was colored especlally by Plato. These

earller thinkera have been discussed previously in this paper
with some reference to Aristotle's tho:ght, and it will not
be necessary to consult tiis material agaln.

Chapter Seven of Book A, along with Chapter Ten serves
as a sumnary of the relevant material of the Jliscussion of
history. Jaeger suggests that these two chapters are alike
and that the latter probably was an alternate chapter for the
former which was meant to be inserted at this poinb.loﬁowever,
that they both are Aristotelian l1s not challenged at this
point. Therefore, both will be discussed together.

Aristotle said that his predecessors were looking for
first principles and they thought they had found them in one
or more of the causes which have already been named: the
material cause, the efficient cause, and the final or pur-
posive cause., The last three named causes are the ones most
exploited by earlier thinkers, but even these are not complete.
The first-mentioned cause is not expressed distinctly but

only hinted at in the doctrine of the Forms, Aristotle's
chief complaint against these philosophic attempts seems to

11
have gseen that they neglected essentlal or formal cause.

9?033. ODe« Cit., P 1xxvi.

10 Jaeger. op. cite., pp. 14=21. Cited by itoss gp.
Git., p. mt

———

11 Aristotle. op. cit., Book A, Chapters 7-10.
(MCKEO!’I. OPe« 2_1-,209 PDe 705 ff.)s
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This is especially clear in his criticism of the doctrine of
the Forms:

Above all one might discuss the question what on
earth the Forms contribute to sensible things, either to
those that are eternal or to those thst come into being
and cease to be. !Yor they cause neither movement nor
any change in them. But again they hclp in no wise
either towards the knowledge of the other things (for
they are not even the substance of thcse, else they
would have been in them), or towards their being, if
they are not in the partliculars which share in them;
though if they were, they might be thought to be causes,

as white causes whiteness in & white object by entering
into its composition,l2

Book B discusses the whole series of problems which
Aristotle planned to raise and to try to answer in the
remaining part of the treatise, A brief review of the prob-
lems here is sufficlent since they come up again in various
forms: (1) Is one sclence able to treat all basic principles
or causes? (2) Can such a science survey not only the
basic principles of substance but eiso the common beliefe
upon which all men base theilr proofs, including demonstra=-
tive proofs? (3) Can a single science be capable of dealing
with all substances? (l) Does such a science deal not only
with substances but also with attributes? (5) Are there
other than sensible substences; if so, how many kinds?

(6) Are the genera or the primary constituents of a thing
the first principles? (7) If the genera are the first prine

12 ibid., 991a8-15. (iicKeon. gp. cit., pp. 707-708.
Cf. entire ook A. (McKeon. op. cit., pp:"Baé ff.) and
Ross. op. ¢it., pp. 114 ff.
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ciples, is 1t the highest genera or the lowest? (8) Is there
anything spart from the individual? (9) Is each first prin-
ciple one in kind or one in number? (10) Are the principles
of perishable and imperishable things the same or different?
(11) Are being and unity substances or attributes? (12) Are
the objects of mathematics substances? (13) Do ideas exist
as well as perceptual cbjects and objects for mathematics?
(1) Do the rfirst principles exist actually or potentially?
(15) Are the first principles universals or individuals?1
Ross says that for the most part these questions are
faithfully dealt with although some assume different forms
than the way they are raised in Book B. Thereforc, the re-
mainder of the Metaphysics, except for the four outlying

books, éenters around the questions asked in Book B.
III. BOUK I

In Book [~, questions 1, 2, 3 (in part), and L (in part)
find their Aristotellan answers. He asserted that there 1s
a science which seeks to know Belng (Ens) in toto while the

other sclences seek to know certain sections of Being. It

13 Ibid. Book B. (McKeon, - cit., pp. T15-731
and Ross. op. cite, Pp. 221 ff,). The numbering of the prob=
lems does not co-ordinate completely with the numbering in
the book. The numbering here has to do with the order of

the problems as they are raised in Chapters 2«0,

1} Ross. op. cit., pe xxiv.
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1s therefore of' Being as Bein; that one must grasp the first
causes, This would naturally eliminate any elements which
belong to Being by accildent,

The question now i3, In what way can a thing be said
to be? There are several ways in which a thing may be said
to be, but these all have their startin--point at one noint,
namely Substance (OKJV‘IQLA. After ;ilving an illustrat’on
of this in the realm of health, Aristotle said:

So, too there are many senses in which a thing 1s said

to be, but all refer to one starting=-polnt; some things
are sald to be because they are substances, others because
they are affections of substance, others because they are
a process towards subastance, or destruction or privations
or qualities of substance, or productive or genersations

of substance, or of things which are relative to substance,
or negations of one of these things or of substance it-
celf. It 1s for this reason that we say even of non-being
that it i1s non~being. As, then, there is one science
which deals with all healthy thirn:s, the same applics

in the other cases also., For not only in the case of
things which have one common notion does the investigation
belong to one science, but also in the case of things
which are related to one common nature; for even these in
a sense have one common notion, It 1s clear then that

it is the work of one sclence also to study the things
that are, qua beimg.~~But everywhere science deals chiefly
with that which is primary, and on which the other thiris
depend, and in virtue of which they get thelr names, If,
then, this 1s substance, it will be of substances that 15
the phllosopher must grasp the principles and the causes,

There are several things which stand out in this
quotation, f'irstly, the principle of Being 1s Substance.
Secondly, a thing 1s sald to be by the relation it sustains

to Substance. Thirdly, since tliore is this common relation=

15 . Ari;;;t):le. op. cilt., Book I7, 1003b6~18. (iicKeon.
22. Cit.’ p. hd
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shlp to Substance which is found in all things that are, one
science can deal with all the principles of Being. Fourthly,
yet the primary function of the sclence of total being 1s to
investigate Substoince from which all things derlve and upon
which all things dcpend.

Being and Unity are the same though the words are not
completely the same in meaning. All varieties of each are
alike and implicated together. Therefore, beth Beingy and
Unity with their varletles belong to [irst Philosophy and
the principles of each are the data of that sclence. Thus
the problem of the One and the Many are lnevitably involved
in the problem of Being,

Since the axloms of the mathematician are, in their
highest generality, affirmations of Being as Beling, these
can only be taken fop granted by the mathematiclan but also
become the subjects of investigation by the flirst philosopher.
This holds true for any natursl philosopher as distinguished
from a first philosopher. This is Aristotle's answer to
question two.

Another principle which comes in for investization is
the Principle of Yontradiction, Grote states this principle
in this way: "It is lmpossible for the same predicate at the
same time and in the same sense to belong and not to belong

16
to the same subject.” This principle Aristotle felt is

16 George urote. Aristotle, Volume II, p. 304.
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the most firmly established one of all., He defends it in
Book T7y Chapter Four and following, but it i1s not neces~-
sary ior his arguments to be discussed here.

One ol the important thin~s is seen when he pointed
out that Protagoras' doctrine that what appears true is truth
comes from the same source as the doctrine that both sides
of a contradliction are true. Thilis conclusiocon, Aristotle sald,
cones from observing the sensible world and at the same time
holding intelligence and sense=perception to be identical
and sense=-perception to be true. Therefore, the contradice
tions of sense-experience must be true. Others, like the lera=~
cliteans, seeing change, affirmed that nothing can be truly
known. Aristotle asserted that both emphases, that contra-
dictories are both true, or that contradictories are both
false, are incorrect. Loglcally, one contradictory .mst be
true and one must be false when they have to do with the sub=
stance of a thing. Ine views presented destroy themselves by
their own inconsistency.

For he who says that everything is true makes even the
statement contrary to his own true, and therefore nis
own true (for the contrary statement denles that is

true), while he who says everything is felse makes hime
self also false.l7

)17 Aristotle. op. cit., 1012blL~17. (MgKeon. op. cit.,
p. 751).
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There are ontological as well as loglcal difficulties
with these contradictions. Those wpo affirm everything to
be at rest and those who affirm all things to be in motion
are both Qrong. If everything were at rest, the same pro=
positions would be both true and false., If everything were
in motion, all propositions would be false. Aristotle ex-
plained thisi

Evidently, agaln, those who say all things are at rest
are not right, nor are those who say all things are in
movement. For 1 all things are at rest, the same statew
ments will always be true and the same always falsee-
but this obvliously changes; for he who makes a statement,
himself at one time was not and again will not be. And
if all things are in motlon, nothing will be true; every=
thing therefore will be false. DBut 1t has been shown
that tihis 1a impossible. Agaln, it must be that which is
that changes; for change is from something to something,
But again it is not the case that all things are at
rest or in motion gometimes, and nothing for ever; for
there is something which always moves the things that
are in motion, and the first mover is itself unmoved.l8

IV. BOOK E

Book E elucidates the answer to question one and also
comments on question three. It has already been shown that
one science can treat all the basic principles because they

19
all have thelr source 1n substance. It has also been shown

18 ibid., 1012b23-33. (licKeon. gp« cilt., p. 751)-
Cf. Aristotle. op., clt., Book in entirety (McKeon. op.
clt., pps 731~751). Grote. 9p« cit., Appendix III, p. 301~
310 and Ross. op. cit., pp. 250 If,

19 Arlatotle. . cit., Chapters 1 and 2. (MeKeon.
22‘ .‘?..1.:.?.’9 PP 731 ffs -
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20
that one science can deal with the totality of substance,

However, the problems railsed in these two questions were
further dealt with by Aristotle when he distinguished the
first philosophy from other sciences and showed the ad-
equate basis for being. +hese considerations find discussion
in the short Book E.

Aristotle began by noting that, whereas, every other

scilence deals with tihe propertlies which belonz per se to

that particular portion of being which they are investi;ating,
the science of being or first philosophy investigates the
entity of being. Ontology is called upon to do what other
sclences cannot do, namely investigate the essence of cach
sclence's separate genus and”detennine whether that genus

has any real exlsteuce. It has already been polinted out in
the Analytics that no separate science 1s either theoretical,
or practical, or constructive. <lhere are only two theo=
retical separate sclences, physlcs and mathematics, and the
first science, ontology {(called here theology). The rest

are practical or constructive. Physicel science deals with
subjects whilch have withln themselves the principle of changse
or motiony this science investigates for the most part the
Substance or Form thereof, but not Form to the exclusion of
Matter., Mathematics, on the other hand, studles objects lum~

movable and separate (ro ., or separable from, matter, nelther

Aé;O—Ibido, 100}432"9~ (MCKeon. 9_2. Cit-, Pe 733).
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one of these theoretical sclences can investigate this. Aris=-
totle said:

There must, then, be three theoretical philosophies,
mathematics, physics, and what we may call theology,

since 1t is obvious that 1f the divine is present any-
where, it is present in things of this sort. And the
highest science must deal with the highest genus. lhus,
while the theoretical scilences are more to be desired
than the other sciences, this is more to be desired than
the other theoretical scilencea, For one might raise the
question whether first philosophy is universal, or desals
with one genus, i.e. some one kind of being; for not even
the mathematlcal sciences are all allke in ti:is respeci==-
geome try and astronomy deal with & certain particular
kind of thing, while universal mathematics applies slike
to all. We answer that if there is no substance other
than which are formed by nature, natural science will be
the first science; but if there is an immovable substance,
the sclence of this must be prior and must be first
philosophy, and universal in this way, because it is first.
And it will belong to this to consider being gua beinge--
both what it 1s and the attributes which belong to it

gua being.2l
It should be noted that, though first philosophy is more
universal than the rest, it does not comprehend the rest.
Before proceeding to Chapter Two of Book E, it should
be noted that Jaeger feels that Chapters Two to Four of this
book are later additions which were inserted to bridge the

gap from the introductory portions of the letaphysics to its

more substantial portions. Ross suggests that this is not
improbable but cannot be proved. At least nothing is said
agalnst the Aristotelian authorship of tals sectlon and,

. 22
therefore, the discussion includes this section.

21 Aristotle. op. cit., Book E, 1026al8-32. (McKeon.
_Q_Eo Cit.’ Pe 779)‘

22 Jaeger. op. cit., pp. 49~53. Cited by Ross. op. cit.
p. xxx, cf. p. 350 of Ross; Jaeger. Aristotle, p. 209.
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The discussion begins with a description of the four
meanings of the term "being": (1) Being can mean accidental
\ /
being (KasTo- V'U/Wpep’j NoS); (2) Bein: can mean the "true"
4
(J)s "a_)h Bes ) with non-being meaning the "false" (CfJ S
f\g . - . 7
WELODS); (3) Beinz can mean the Categories (kKaTes Ta. a)ﬁ/ut\'ra/
I ’ .
T8 KooTayollaS); and (l}) Beins can mean the potential
’ J ’
ard the actual (Sbva we( I(Q,(e"efyf"}-). There can be
no philosophical speculation concerning the firat because
"that which 1s neither always nor for the most part, we call
23
eccidental."” There can, therefore, be no constant and un-
varying cause of the accldental; these are amenable to the
principle of Ghance. (There must be such principles else
all things would ve caused by Necessity.) The second is also
unamenable to scientific investigation because truth and
falsehood lie not in the things themselves but in the act
or intellection. Aristotle said:
But since the combination and the separation are in
thought and not in the things, and that which is in this
sense 1s a different sort of 'being! from the thin’s
that are in the full sense (for the thought attaches or
removes elther the subject's 'what'! or its having a
certain quality or quantity or something else), that
which is accidentally and that which is in the sense of
bein~- true must be dismissed. For the cause of the for-
mer is indeterminate, and that of the latter 1s sone
affection of the thought, and both are relatcd to the

remaining genus of being, and do not indicate the ex-
istence of any separate class of being. Therefore let

33 Aristotlie. op. cit., 1026b31-32. (licKeon. ov. cit.,
P. 700).
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these be dismissed, and let us consider thg causes and
the principles of being itself, gus being.zh

V. BOOK 2

Book Z carrles on the discussion of being in the two
remaining meanings of the term, The ten categories are called
Being because they are all related to an Essence. In an
ebstract form these categories do not exist but only as they

are asso;iated with a definite Egssence or Individual Sube
v 2 -
stance, Therefore, the remaining nine categories are appen=-

dages to the first category, Substance. In every sense, this

is first:

Now there are several senses in which a thing is said
to be first; yet substance is first in evdry sense-- (1)
in definition, (2) in order of knowledge, (3) in time.
For (3) of the other categories none can exist indepen-
dently, but only substance, And (1) in definition also
this substance must be present. And (2) we think we know
each thing most fully, when we know what it 1s, e.z. what
man is or what fire is, rather than when we know its
quality, its quantity, or its place; since we know each
of these predlicates also, on%y when we know what the
quantity or the quality 15,2

At least four things can be said to be substence, the

N\ L) .
essence (o TI HV Elva ¢ ), the universal (Te Aa Bolev),

ibid., 1027b29«1028ali, (McKeon. op. cit., pp. 782=
783) and Grote. op. clt., Appendix III, pp. 319-323,
25 Cf. the earlier discussions on the treatise, lhe
Categories.

26 Aristotle. op. cit., Book Z, 1028231~-1028b2.
(McKeon. ope cibte., Pe. 837« Cf. Ross. Ops clte, PP. Xci=
xciit,
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the zenus (To yt-:'Vos), and the substratum (7O 61’!‘0!{8’\,‘06%\!).
As Ross points out, Aristotle listed here the .four claimants
Yo the title of substance in the sense of the asubstantial
element In individual things, not in the sense of individual
subatance.27

Aristotle discussed the last first and in doing so
pointed out that the substratum 1s that which can never be
predicated of anything else but is always the subject of
all predicates. (The use of the term "substratum” means in
Aristotle's own words, "that which underlies a thin;’_;.")z8
In one sense, matter is the nature of substratum; in another
sense, form or shape; and in still another sense, the com=
pound of the two, Aristotle illustrated his use of these
terms in this way, "By the matter I mean, for instance, the
bronze, by the shape the pattern of its form, and by the
compound of these the statue, the concrete whole.‘29The
problem becomes one of flnding the prior element from which
all else can be stripped away. Matter seems best to fit
this picture, but matter is characterless and therefore is

not capable of separate exlstence nor individuality. Ross

points out that Aristotle could have substantiated nis posi-

27 Ross. Ope cit., ps xclli,

28 Aristotle. ope. cit., 1029al, (McKeon, gp. cit.,
po 785)0

29 Ib;dc. 102933'50 (MCKGOHQ OD« Eiﬁng Pe 785)0
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tion here by the use of a more natural argument against matter,
namely that in trying to find the reality of which attributes
ere predicated, matter leaves us with that of which nothing
can be predicated.BoThe combination of form and matter can be
easily dismissed as substance in the truest sense since it 1is

obviously a posteriori to elther of the two elements in the

3

a
1
compound.
Aristotle had not discussed form as the possible sube
stratun, but he turned his attention to the first of the four
meanings of substance, essence, In doing so, he did not set
form aside but regarded it as an essence rather than a
substratici, He first eliminated the elements of accident 1
since they are not always and unvarlably attributable to a
beinz, He also elliminated any elements which participate
in a thing but are not essentlal to its being as being. He
warned that the essence of a thing cannot be defined by the
use of the name of the thing, The problem as to whether a
combination of a substance with another category can have an
essence arises. The answer 1a, No, in that essence is a term
used to describe substance alone. These conditlons being met,
the question arises, What can meet these conditions .and there-
fore have an essence? Arliatotle answered that only the

species, the individuals, have an essence which can be given

30 Noss. Ope cit., Volume II, p. 165. (27).

31 Cf. ibid., Volume I, pp. xciil-xciv,
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a pure definitionw-~that i3, a definition which 1s more than
32

a name or a description but is a "formula of its meaning."”

This is because only species or indlvlduals have elements
that are free from accident and participation in other things.
However, there 1s, in a secondary sense, an essence of a
quantity or any other category, but in the primary sense
true essence refers only to substance and such essence can
be found only in the species.33

Since 1t is the individuals which have an essence,
Is each particular ti:ing and its essence the same or iam such
an equation possible? The answer Aristotle gave is that all
things, whether ideas or not, if they are self-subslistent,
must he the same as thelr essences, This is clearly seen in
that to know a thing is the same as to know its essence. Al-
8o the definition of thing equals the definition &f 1its es-
sence; its unity and its essence are one, If thi& were not
true, the result would be infinite regress in that if the
essence of one is different from the one, the essence of the
essence of one is different from the essence of one, ad in-
finitum.

Clearly, then, each primary and self~subsistent thing
is one and the same as 1ts essence., The sophistical

32 Aristotle, op. cit., 1030allj~15. (McKeon. op. cit.
pe 787). Cf. also foss, op, cit.,, Volume II, pp. 166:§68. !

33 Ibid. 103lal rf, (McKeon. op. cit., p. 789). Cf.
Ross. op. clte, PPe 172=173. ) ’
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objections to this poasition, and the question whether
Socrates and to be Socrates are the same thing, are
obviously answered by the same solutionj for there is

no difference either in the standpoint from which the
question would be asked, or in that from which one cauld
answer it successfully. We have explalned then, in what
sense each thing is the same as its essence and in what
sense it is not.3

Inserted at this point are three chapters which dis=
cuss becoming instead of being., The lautter is taken up again
in Chapter Ten, The purpose of tnis insertion is not obvious
on the surface but is probably more evident later on in this
section,

Things come to be thinzs in one of three ways: (1) by
nature; (2) by art; or (3) spontaneously. All things be-
come things by the agency of things and from things, In
naturel genesus, all things come from matter by the agency
of thinga already having natural existence, and become natur-
al, All other genesis is called mseking, and it proceeds from
art, faculty, or thought. Spontaneous becoming is recognized
but investigation of it 1s set aside temporarily, Genesis
other than natural genesis, which, is now called "artistiec
genesis,” presupposes the form of the produet in the soul of
the artist. It begins with thinking and proceeds to making,
But though the product begins with thinking, je. .he making

involves the use of pre-existent elements. These elements

mbid., 1032&5“111 (IicKeon. OD» éit" P 791)0
Cf‘. ROSS' OD» Citop PP 175-176.

———
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are matter, Thus in artistic production the source is matter,
the agent 1s the form in the soul, and the product is matter
formed.

It is clear in the above discussion that néither matter
nor form come to be but only the combination of the two. DBoth
matter and form are the aubstratum which was already introe
duced in this discussion. If they were made, then they would
have to be made out of something else ad infinitum. Therefore,
nelither matter nor form are made, What is made is the con=
crete thing by the putting of form into matter.

It is obvious, then, from what has been said, that that
which 1s spoken of as form or substance is not produced,
but the concrete thing which gets its name from this 1s
produced, and that in everything which 1is generated
matter 1ls present, and one part of the thing 1s matter
and the other form.

Does this mean the necessary existence of forms in
the Platonic sense as apart from the individual things?
Aristotle answered in the negative: If that were the case,
no individual thing ('this') would have come into being,

The form means & "such® and a "such”" camnot meke a "this,"
The causer of the product is the agent not the form. That
being the case no ideal house, for instance, can fit into
the process of ﬁaking a particular house, Therefore, the

forms, in the Platonic sense, have no self-subsistent sub=

stance. ELven in the case where the form pre~exlists actually

35 Ibid., 1033b16~18. (McKeon. op. cite, P« 794).
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instead of merely conceptually--that is, in natural generas=
tion, 1t does not exist apart from particular instances.
Ross says, "Form is eternal only by virtue of the never-
failing suctession of its embodiments.” 6Chapter ¥ine applies
this principle to spontaneous production and also points out
that as the form of substance 1is nqt produced, 2o the form of
other categories are not prcduced.37

The problem of being as essence 1s continued in Chapters

Ten through Twelve. The problem in these chapters centers

around the relstion of the whole to 1ts parts and vice~versa,

The first question is, Must the definition of the whole con-
tain the definitlion of the parts? The answer 1s, Some must
and some sust not., The criterion is whether the parts are
parts of the form or of the matter. I1f the parts are parts
of the matter, no definition of essence, or a priori, have
anything to do with these parts: the whole, being the form,
is alone definitive as to essence. (The illustration is a
circle which has its form in its wholeness.) If, however,
the parts of & thing are parts of the form, as in the case of
words which are made up of letters and are dependent on those
1eftera for their essence as words, a definition of essence

must consider these; the whole form 1s depended upon the form

30 Ross. 9pe cit., Volume I, p. cxxilli,
37 Ibidu’ Volume II’ PPe 180 £,
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of the parts, However, the concrete individual, whether sen=-
sible like a bronze circle, or intelligible like a mathematie
cal circle, is made up of combination of formal and materisl
perts, Since true definition has to do with formal elements
only, the concrete individual~-this particular circle for
instance~~-1s not definable and is therefore not knowable,
except by Intuitlion or perception. This is due to the fact
that matter alone is unknowable while form 1s knowable because
definable; the combination in any particular thing makes it
only partly knowable, or knowable in an undemonstrative forma.

As to whether the parts are prior or not to the whole,
Aristotle regards that which 1s subatantial (essentlal) to
be prior., Naterial sections are always posterior; formal
sections may be either prior or posterior to the whole, gut
in elther case they are prior to the material sqctions.B

But all of this is dependent upon the detemination
as to which parts are of the form and which are of the cone
crete indfividual. When the form is recognizably the same
form when supervened upon different maierials the materials
are evidently no part of the form, However, there are some
forms which are so associated with specific matter that they
cannot be easily conceived apart from matter and therefore
remain at least partially undefinable, Man himself is such
a thing. The form of men is always found In flesh and bone,

30 Ibldes PPe 194=196.
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and the form never 1s found in any other matter, Therefors,
it 18 a mlstake to try to define to the extent of abstracting
form from matter when some things have this essentlal form
in this particular matter, However, Aristotle seems to have
vacillated at this point for he proceeded to show that thc
soul of man is the primary substance while body 1s matter,
A man may be identirled with elther his soul or the concrete
unity of soul in body.

In summary of Arilstotle'!s dlscussion of Being as
Essonce, the following paraphrase by Roas of the hi-hli-hts
of Aristotle's own summary 1is ﬁelpful.

Yie have statod generally (1) what essence is and in

what sense it is self-subsistent, (2) why the definitlon
of some things contains the parts of the things while
that of others does not, (3) that the material parts

are not present in the definition (for they are not parts
of the substance as defined but of the concrete substance,
wiich in 1ts union with matter cemmot be defined but can
only be defined according to iis primary subatance, the
indwelling form, e.g. hollowness as opposed to snubness);
but in the concrete substance (e.g. the snub nosel) there
1s matter; (l;) that primary substances (i.e. those which
do not imply the presence of something else whilch is its
substratum): ©.g. crookedness, are the same as their
essence, while concrete things involving matter, and
unitlies of substance wl.th an accident, e.s. Socrates +
musical, are not the same as thelr essences,39

Therefore, the essence of a thing 1s the form and the form
18 defined by that which 1s the egsentlal form of the last

differentia in the series of dlivision under a genus. The

9 TBi3., p. 202. Cf, Aristotle. op. git., 1037a21
b i (fﬁgﬂeon. gé. Q_Lt_o' Peo 862). 951.'.... ’
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genus 1s not the form.
It is clear from this discussion that Aristotle felt

that substance is essence primarily, but the question now

1s, Is not the universal (or the genus, wnich is a form ou
universal) substance? To this question, Aristotle answered
an eﬁphatic, No. The substance of a thing is that which is
peculiar to 1t; the universal 1ls common to many things.

Also, a universal 1s predicated of a subject, but a substance

can never be predicated of a subject. (This is opposed to

his own discussion in the Categories where substance is listed

as & predicate or category. However, it 1s clear that this
latter concept of substance is more truly Aristotelian. Sube
stance 1s not what the subject possesses but something which
1t most truly is at the deepest levels.) No predicate can
indicate a "this" but only & "such." A composite substance
must be made up of substances not qualitles or else none
substance will be prior to substance and this cannot occur
in definition or in practice., IHowever, a substance cannot
consist of other substances which actually exist, for what

1s actually two is not actually one. This raises a problem

which Aristotle indicated he would discuss later, namely if

0 1bid., pp. 205-206, Cf. Aristotle,. §g. cit.,
1037b7 f£f. (HcKeon. op. cit., pp. 803-80L). Jaeger regards
Book Z, Chapter 12, as bein: a fragmentary additlon between
1-11 and 13-17 and a doublet of Book H, Chapter 6. Cf, Jaeger.
Studien zu . ntsteaunssgescnichte der lMetaphysik des Aristote-~
Jes., pp. 53-02., vited by loss. ope gite, pp. xxx=xxxi,
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substances cannot acturlly be compounded, how can they be
dsfined?ul

Having already critized the Platonic apprcach to be-
ing, Aristotle became even more succinet in nis denunclation
in Chapter Fourteen of Book 7. The 1deas, he declared, are
not substance. There 1s no need to discuss this chapter since
it 1s largely an 1llustration of the principles Aristotle
talked of in the previous discussion of universale and substance.
Most so=called substances are really potentialities,
according to Aristotle. They are not true unitles but acte-
ually aggregates which are felt to be fused into one, but
since "being"” and "unity" are one in that the substance of
one thing is one and the substance of several things is still
one. DBut even being and unity are not true substances {although
Aristotle sald that they are more substantial than "principle,”
"element,” or "cause" are) for they are common while substance
is individual--one thing cannot exist in many places at once,
while what is common can. ‘herefore, no universal exists
apart from particulars, If the forms are substances, the
believers in the forms are right in seaying that they exist
apart from the particulars, but they are wrong In asserting

[T Ibid., pp. 208#209. Cf. Aristotle. op. cit.,
1038b1 ff¢ ‘ﬁicl{eono 9_20 Cit., Phe &0&_&806). He never seems
to answer this problem,

’.‘_2 Ibid., 1039323 ff' (EicKeon. 9_2- 01t0§ PP 806"
807).
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that the one in the many is a form, They cannot say what

the eternal substances are without meking them the same as

the perishable particulars plus the addition of the term
"i1tself," that is, for instance, "horse 1tself,"” "man himself."
Yet there must be eternal substances which do not perish with
perishable particulars, but these are clearly not the univer=
sals. o universal 1s a substance, and no substance 1s com-
pounded of subs Cances,

In concluding Book Z, Aristotle indicated that the
true view of suﬁstanoa is that it is primarily form and form
is essence, although it is an element of the substratum also,
for this statement answers the question why a thing is what
it is.ha

Aristotle passed from the conslderation of static
reality in the form of substance to a consideration of
change, It is in thls connection that the expressions
"potentiality" and "actuality" become used more often. 1In
sensible substences, whilch constantly change, the substratum
is basic. Thus there ls a sense in which the substratum is
substance, Matter is included in substratum and matter is
regarded to be that which is potentially a "this." Form

is an actual "this;" when the twc, matter and form, are

;3 1bid., pp. 221=222, Cf, ibid., Volume I, pp.
exi ff. Cf, Aristotle., op. gcit., 1016 rf. (sicKeon,
Ope clte, PP. 810«811)» For an excellent discussion of
Teoll 2, ef. Grote. op. cit., #ppendix III, pp. 323 ff.
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combined--that 1s, the potentlal and the actualw-the result
is that which is subject to generation and destruction,

There are many differentia of forms which can be united with
matter. Therefore, there 1s a difference between the cone
crete substance and the abstract substance, the essence. The
former is capable of being generated and destroyed but the
form 1s eternal.

Thus Aristotle clearly showed that essence as abstract
and eternal substance or form 18 combinable with the substra-
tum of matter to produce a conecrete substance which can be
generated and destroyed. The problem is, however, How can
this concrete substance be defined? or How can concrete
substance be regarded as one, as substance must be? Some
try to solve this unity by "participation" as Plato attempted;
some try to explain it to be "intercourse,” "composition," or
"connection." However, the difficulty is that taose who pro=-
pose these formulae look for a difference between potential-
ity and concrete reality and try to find a unifying formula.
This is a mi.stake for there is no unity between potentiale
ity and concrete reallity, because that which is potential
is not real and that which is real is no more potentieal.
Therefore, there is no uniting of the two; what is involved
1s an efficient cause which makes potential things real.
Aristotle's own words may clarlfy this:

Owing to the difflculty about unity some speak of
‘participation,' and raise the question, what is the
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cause of participation and what is 1t to participate;
and others speak of 'communion', as Lycophron says
knowledge 1s communion of knowing with the soul; and
others say 1life 1is a 'composition' or 'connexion' of
soul with body. Yet the same account applies to all
cases; for being healthy, too, will on this show ing be
either a 'communion' or a ‘'connexion' or a 'composition!
of soul and health, and the fact that the bronze is a
triangle will be & 'composition' of bronze and triangle,
and the fact that a thing 1s white will be a 'composition!
of surface and whiteness, The reason is that people
look for a unifying formula, and a difference, between
potency and complete reality. But, as has been said,
the proxlimate matter and the form are one and the same
thing, the one potentislly, end the other actually.
Therefore 1t is like asking what in general is the cause
of unity and of a thing's being ocne; for each thing is

a unity, and the potential and the actual are somehow
one. +‘herefors there is no other cause here unless
there 1s something which ceused the movement from potency
into actuality. 4And all thin ;s which have no Eﬁtter
are without qualification assentially unities.

It 1s 3lso clear that Aristotle was here using the term
"actual™ not only to apply teo forms themselves but to the
concrete reality which 1s a combination of both form and

mat ter,
VI. BOOK ©

Aristotle carried on the discussion of potentiallty
and actuality in Book O. Potency,é\u'v/w,wts , may mean either
power or potentiality. In the first sense, potency means
the originative source of change. Thls means that thlng

which causes another thing to change. In a derived sense,

mg Aristotle. op. cilt., 1045b8-2L. (McKeon. op. clte.,
pp. 819-820). Cf. the entire Book H. (..cKeon. op. cit.,

pp. 811 ff.). OCf. Grote. op. cit., Pp. 349 rr. and Ross.

op. cit., Volume I%, pp. 220 fT,
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potency also means that which has the capability of being
changed. In the former sense, there 1s a potent agent; in
the latter sense, there 1s a potent patient. DBut there is a
difference between an agent and a patlient. Therefore as far
as a thing 1s an organle unity it cannot be acited upon by
itself; a thing in 1ts organic unity cannot be both agent and
patient. Some potencies are rational and some are irrational,
The former may result in contrary consenu-i22c; the latter
have one result only. This wmeans that potenciss which are
rationally originated can be either for good or for evil,
The implication is, however, that the irrational power of
being 2bis to do the thing in the first place underlies
rational potene:ies.u5

There are some, notably the Megeric school, who say
that potency exists only when there 1s actuality. That would
be the same as saying, indicating Aristotle, that a man who
1s not seeing and hearing at a given time 1s 1lncapable of
seeing and hearing, and that which is not happening is in-
capable of happening. This would make change impossible.
To avoid these consequences, one must distinguish carefully
between potency and actuality. These views make potency and

actuality the same, Aristotle said:

[5 Cf. Ross. Op. cib., Yolume I, pp. cxxivecxxv.
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And a thing is capable of doing something if there will
be nothing impossible in its having the actuality of that
of which it is said to have the capacity. I mean, for
Instance, if a thing is capable of sitting and it is

open to it to sit, there will be nothing lmpossible in
1ts actually sittlng; and similarly if it is capable

of being moved or moving, or of standing or making to
stand, or of being ogbcoming to be, or of not being

or not coming to be.

Thus actuality is associated with movement and is connected
with complete reality as well as with form., Therefore none
existent things cannot move. Potentisl things are non-exise~
tent (although not all nonwexistent things are potential)
and cannot move and are not real. It 1s only as these
potential things move and become actual that they are in the
realm of complete resl ity. HNot only so, but the impossible
and the false are not the same. To regard a non-existent
thing, whiech 1s capable of existence-~that is, is poten-
tially existent~-~, to exist 1s a falsehood; but nothing 1is
then said against the possibility that it may somes time
exist.h7

Potency is acquired and actualized when the agent
and the patient meet in the way which ls appropriate to
their potency. This holds only for irrational potencies;

rational potencies do not necessarily so result. Since the

I[6 Aristotle. op. cit., 1047a24~29. (HMcKeon. op. cit,,
Pe 823).

)4.7 cr, Ross. ODe cj.t-, Pe chI-cx.XVii.
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results of rational potencies are contraries, only one or
the other result., Therefore, there is involved in:a ration-
ally potent resultant the presence of the agent and the
patient as in irrationally pﬁtent resultants, but therc 1is
the addition of cholce or will which determines the direce
tion in which the resultant will be expressed,

For the rest of Book ©, except for Chapter Ten, Aris-
totle discussed actuality more completely. Actuality is to
potency as waking is to sleeping. It is related to potency
through movement; it is related to matter through substance,
(The infinite exlsts potentially enly for knowledge for it
cannot ever have a separate exis tence.) However, all move-
ment is not actuality, for actuality in the strict sense is
movement completed. In fact, actuality and movement differ
in that the former has its end in itself--~1t is completed
movement not 1n the sense of cessation of movement but move=
ment which is an end in itself and does not move toward an
end, It therefore seems to be a correct conclusion to say
that Aristotle was indicating that potentiality becames
actuality through movement (change). But actuality 1s not
devoid of movement itself. This distinection is very ime
portant as Ross indicates; "This distinction has important
applications both in theology (in the doctrine of the di-
vine 'activity of immobility!) and in ethics (in the doctrine

L8 Cf. Ross. gp. cit., pp. cxxwli-cxviii.
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that neither happiness nor pleasure is a process, but an
activity or its accompaniment.)”

When does a thing exist potentially? When the source
of actualization is external, a thing is potentially another
thing providing the agent desires, as an artigst in an artis-
tic producticon, and when nothing in the patient hinders,
When the source of actualization is internal, a thing is
potentlally another thing providing nothing external hinders
and the nature of the thing is such as to cause it to change.
Thus when things are sald to be of something else, as a
casket of wood, that which they are "of® are potentially
them. If there is somethirg which 1avnot of something else,
this 1s prime matter=«the substratum matter which is not a
"this.” This holds true for accidental attributes also in
that the substance underlles the accldental attributes.

Which is prior, actuallty or potency? Aristotle
answered this question by shaowing the three~fold priority of
actuality. Actuality is prior to potency in definition, in
time, and in substance. It is prior in definition, for to
say a thing 1s capable of becowing a certain thing presupe-
poses & knowledge of what it is capable of beconing. Ac=~
tuality 1s prior in time because an actual member of a

apecies must precede any potential member-~that 18, a po=

O ibid., p. cxxviii,
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tentlal individual is actualized by another individual of the
same type, such as man by man, etc. Actuality 1s also prior
to potency in substance in that that which 1s posterior in
genpsls possesses the form of that whiech is prior. Also the
end toward which the process of actualization moves is the
actual; for instance, animals have sight in order to see,
instead of seeing in order to have sight. Ikioreover, matter
exists potentially because it can come to form; when it
exlists actually it is in its form. Therefore actuality 1is
form or substance and exists prior to potency in the sense
thet eternel things are érior to perishable things., No
eternal things can exist potentially, but everytﬁing that
is capable of being is also capeble of not=being, and thus
exists potentially. The former, eternal things which are
actual can exist without the latter, but the latter cannot
exisf without the former. Therefore the former is prior to
the latter.go

The last chapter of Book € deals with the nature of
truth, This chapter has been questioned as to 1its authorship
and place in the metaphysical doctrine of Aristotle. Ross
indicates that some men, netably Schwegler and Christ, treat

B0 1blde, PP« 258-259., Chapter Nine of Book € is
omitted for in it Aristotle added miscellaneous remarks re=-

garding actuallty and potency which are not at the core of his
thought. Cf. ibid., pp. 266~267 for a discussion of this

chapter.
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the entire chapter as the work of an editor; other men like
Bonitz and Bullinger regard it not only as Aristotellan but
as fitting into his metaphysical discussion in its rightful
place, Jsaeger regards 1t as Aristotelian but that it was ine
serted here out of context, because there was some room at
the end of a roll., It is difficult to decide, but, as Hoszs
says, there 1s no reason for doubting that the chapter is
a work of Aristotle, Also, in Book E 1027b28, Aristotle
signified that he would discuss truth and falsity later.
With these considerations in mind, it seems legitimate to
regard this chapter as the work of Aristotle and to consider
it in this plaece, even though 1t might not tie in tooc well
with the context of Aristotletas discussion. (It does not
seem to be entirely out of place for it presupposes some
of the previous discussiona.)SI

The terms "being" and "notebeing"” have been used with
reference to the categorles, and with reference to potency
and actuality, now being and not-being with reference to
truth and falsity is discussed, This is actually a problem
in epistemology &nd the nature of thought., Truth 1s thinking
that to be united or divided whieh is united or divided,
respectively; error is a state contrary to the facts, But

when is truth present? A person 1s not white because he is

thought to be white; he 1s white and therefore is thought

BY ibid., Volume II, p. 27.



238

to be white., Clearly truth has to do with the co-ordination
of the object and its attributes with the content of the con-
cept of the object and its attributes. When two things are
united in thought as'subject and attribute, the resulting
compoglte is either true or false dependlng upon the way in
which they have been combined, But 1f one thinks of two
things united, must he not first think of ther separately?
(This seems to be the meaning of what AristotYe sald, ac=-
cording to Rosa,)EaAristotle answered, No, for things

which are not composite cannot be flalse., hen one consle
ders subjects and attributes in combination, he thinks in
terms of truth and error, and his Judgment 1s one of affirm-
ation and negation; but when one considers & subject by it-
self or an attribute by itself, no such judgment cen be made,
In the strict sense of the term no judgment can be made at
all; what is made is an assertion which results from contact.
The former co.res within the area of opinion; the latter in
the area of knowledge. Thus in the latter ignorance can
only mean mon-contact, and error is not possible except by
accident,

About the things, then, which are essences and actuallties,
1t is not poasible to be in error, but only to know them
or not to know them. But we do inquire what they are, vigz.
whether they are so such and such a nature or not. . » «

5_5 ;__b_i_-gu, Poe 275,
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And truth means knowing these objects, and falsity
does not exist, nor error, but only ignorance--and
not an ignorance which is like blindness; for blinde
ness is akin to a total absence of the faculty of
thinking.53

VII. BOOK A

Books I, M, and N which go to make up the supposed

main stream of the lietaphysics are regarded by Brandis,

according to Grote, and most others as being somewhat
outslide the discussion of the core of Aristotle's metaphy=~
sical doctrines., This would mean that the main metaphysical
discussion comes to an end with Book §, which has just been
considered. Since this is the recognized case, gﬁa dige

cussion of Aristotle's lletaphysics is at an end., However,

there is an area which has not been accounted for entirely
yet, namely the outlylng books which do not seem to fit

into the maln stream of Aristotle's Metaphysics. DBook o/

1s questioned as to its Aristotellian authorship and there-
fore no.attention is given to its content., Bookd is a
philosophical lexicon containing philosophical terms, which

Arisibotle used, with their definiticns. This is not dis-

T3 Aristotle. 9_8 cits, 1051b30=32, 1052a2=l.
(Mcileon. QD+ clte, Pe 034). FHor the entire Book @, cf.
McKeon. op. cit., pps 820034 and also Ross., op. cite,
PP 239 . and Grote, oB. E.j‘_j;." PP 358 ip g

5l Grote. op. cit., pe. 301, Also Ross in his intro=
ductory discussion of the metaphyslical doctrine of Aristotle

stops with Book 8.
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cussed since the terms used in this paper seem to be suf=
ficiently clesar from their contextual usages. Book K is
divided into two parts; the second part seoms to contain
extracts from the Physics and the first part seems to contain
material thet has been discussed bsefore but in a shorter forn.
This leaves only Book A whieh Grote includes in his metaphysi-
cal discusslon but which Ross regards as a theological werk.ss
Since it comes within the bounds of the Metaphysics and‘perhnpa
clarifies some of the earlier discussions in the Metaphysics
as well as extending them, some attention should be given to
it. ¢

The discussion in Book A begina with a consideration
of substance in relation to the entire universe; If the
universe 1is a whole, then substance is 1ts first part; if it
is a series, then substance 18 prior to the other categoriles.
There are three kinds of substance: the perishable senslble,
the eternal sensible, and the unchangeable. The first two
are the aubject of physics; the last, of metaphysics. Change
is from one contrary to another, or, in other words from some-

thing which is to something which is not. But to have such

DL Grote. OD. glt., p. 301 and pp. 369 rf. and Ross,
ope clte, Yolume I, pp. p, xxvii fr, and pp. oxxx ff, For a
ERscuaaion of the outlying books mentioned in this. paragraph,
cf. Ross. Ope Cit., PPe xxiv ff, and earlier in this chapter.

56 For a discussion of the dating problem for Book A,
c¢f. Jaeger. Aristotle, pp. 219 ff. and Rpss. op. cit.,
Volume I1, pp. 3L0=347.
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& change, there must be a substratum, matter, which remains
even through change. There are four kindas of change: (1) In
respect to the "what" or the "this" there is change by simple
generation and destruction. (2) In respect to quality there
is change by al teration. (3) In respect to quantity there 1is
change by growth and diminution., (4) In respect to place there
is change by locomotion., Change is from the potential to the
actual and is governed by three principles: form, privation,
and matter. Nelther matter nor form, in the final product,
is generated, for in all change some thing is changed by some-
thing into some thinge~that is, matter is changed by proximate
mover into form,.

Every substance comes from another of the same kind
of substance whether the change 18 by art, by nature, by
luck, or by spontaneity. In the first case, the causative
agent 1s in something else; in the second the causative
agent is within the thing itself; in the third, there is an
absence of art; and in the fourth, there is an absence of
natural processes., At any rate, no ldeas are needed, for the
individual produces the individual of the same class and
each specific art i1s the cause of the specific result.

The causes of different things are different in that
the detalls of the existence of different things are dif-
ferent, yet by analogy all sensible things have the same

basic elements: form, privation, and matter. <These are the
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internal causes of change in all things that change, yet
there are external causes also, The immediate or moving
cause 1s an individual like the thing that is being caused.
This 1s the efficient cause; however, in art, the efficient
cause 1s also the formal cause in that the form is the I1me
mediate external cause of an artistic product., Beside these
causes there 1is the first mover which makes change possible.
Since all thinge can be reduced to substances which exist
apart, the causes of all things are the same; movement cane
not exist without substances. Not oenly so, all things have
the same principles of potentiality and actuality. The form
{(ir 1t is separable), the concrete result, and the privation
exlist actually; the matter exlists potentially. Some causes
can be stated universally; some cannot. But even if they
could, the universal does not exiat, except in the mind of
man--maen is the cause of manj there is no universal man,
Thus there are as many different causes as there are indivi-
duel contraries, but the causes are the same or analogous in
different categories, l.,e., matter, form, privation, and mover,
Since, however, even substances are generated and dea=
troyed, all things are perishable; but movement itsell and
time which is the same as motion or an gttribute of it, cane
not be perishable. Therefore, there must be eternal substance
which cannot be generated or destroyed. Such eternal sub-

stance must be the gource of change--~unlike Plato's doctrine
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--0r else there is no reason for positing it, But such sub-
stances must be actual, not potentlal, or else motion will
not be eternal, The seeming priority of the potential is

not correct, for the priority of actuality is necessary for
the actuallzing of the potentlallities, Matter cannot set
itself in motion; this is where the early dreek thinkers and
Plato falled, according to Aristotle. But there is a uniforme
ity and a variety in motion, change, or cause, There are
certain motlions for certain things and yet there is a cosmos
of motion. Therefore, there must be something whose activity
varies and yet 1s uniform, in short, a prime mover,

What is the mature and mode of operation of the first
mover? It 1s clear that there must be something which is in
incessant motion. But behind all motion there must be an
eternal, unmoved mover which 1s eternal substance and ac=~
tuality. Since all things that move are potentials in that
they are capable of being other than they are, they have a
contingency, a liability to spatial motion, though not to
change in substance. The unmoved mover has no contingency
and exists by necessity. On such a princlple the physical
universe depends. But since 1life 1s the actuality of thought,
the unmoved mover must have 1ife since he 1s pure actuality.

Aristotle himself sald in concluding this chapter:

It is clear then from what has been said that there

1s a substance which is eternal and unmovable and sepe
arate from sensible things. It has been shown also that
this substance cannot have any magnitude but is without

rts and indivisible (for it produces movement through
infinite time, but nothing finite has infinite power;
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and, while every magnitude is either infinite or finite,

it cannot, for the above reason, have finite magnituds,

and it cannot have infinite magnitude because there 1is

no infinite magnitude at all). But 1t has also been

shown that it is impassive and unslterable; for_all the

other changes are posterior to change of place.57

The next question which Aristotle discussed was the
number of eternal moving principles. Since every eternal
motion requires an eternal csuse, each eternal motion must
have an unmoved mover, These unmoved movers must be sube
stances since that which is moved is substance, kiover is
prior to moved and only substance can be prior to substance.
These eternal motions which require eternal unmoved movers
are the motions of the planets; therefore, there are as many
unmoved movers as there are planets, Astronomy must giwe the
exact number. However, there 12 one physical universe, for
if there were more than one universe, there would have to be
a cause of each. But all things which are many 1ln number
have matter and are many because they have matter, They would
all have the same form since 1t is common to individuals,
But prime essence has not matter for it 1a’pure actual ity;
therefore, the Prime Mover and the unliverse 18 one in nume
" ber and definition.
This Prime Mover is also Prime Intellect, and thus

the question of the mode of existence of this Intellect is
the next problem. If it thinks nothing, it is worthless;

1 1t thinks but 1ts thinking depends upon something else,

);7 Arlstotle. OD « cit., 1073&2-12: (MCKeono _QRQ 01tnp
p. 881).
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it cannot be of the best substance--its substance would be
potency. If it is a potency the continulty of its thousht
will be laborious and better than the thing itself; its
object will also be nobler than it. llere thinking i1s not the
best since. 1ts potency might be actualized in the worst
possible object., Thus Intellect must think the best thing

in the universe and that is itself, But how can this be?
All apprehension whether knowledge, perception, or opinion
has something other than itself as its object. Also, 1is it
thinking or being thoughte~the act or the objecte~that w:ich
gives reason its goodnesa? Aristotle answered by saying that
when the object is immaterial it is identical with the sub-
jeet. The object in this cese is not composite either, for
everything immeterial is indivisible., The divine self-thought
throughout eternity possesses what human thought or thought
of composite belngs posasess over a perilod of time-=-that is,
the highest good for Supreme Intellect is known moment by
moment throughout eternity and 1s not dependent upon a lapse
of time for its fruition since Supreme Intellect is Pure
Actuality.saGood oexists immanently in the world because it
exists transcendently in the Supreme Intellect, God, who

produces good by ordering all things for the common end,

—ga ROBBO ‘O_RI Oit., Vol'ume Ii’ p. 399.



246

Zeller says that this is the first attempt at a sclentific

59
basis for Theisnm.

VIII. CORCLUSIONS

In reviewing the metaphysical doctrines of Aristotle,
Friedrich Ueberweg's penetrating power of analysis sums up
the Aristotelian doctrine admirably:

In the "First Philosophy," or, as it was subsequently
termed, the Hetaphysics of Aristotle, the princilples
common to all spheres of reality are considered. The
number of these princlples, as :lven by Aristotle, is
four, viz.: PForm or Essence, Hatter or Substratum,
Moving or Efficlent Cause, and End., The principle of
Form or Essence is the Aristotelian subatitute for the
Platonic Idea. Aristotle argues against the Platonic
(or, at least, what he held as the Platonic) view, that
the Ideas exlist for themselves apart from the concrete
objects which are copied from them, affirming, however,
on his own part, that the loglcal, subjective concept
has a real, objective correlate, in the essence immanent
in the objects of the concept. As the one apart from and
beside the many the Idea does not exist; none the less
must a unity be assumed as (objeo;ivolyﬁ present in the
wany. The word substance (puo-/ <) in its primary
and proper signification belongs to the concrete and in-
dividual: only in a secondary sense can 1t be applied to
the Genus, Dut although the universal has no indspendent
existence apart from the individual, it is yet first in
worth and rank, moat significant, moat knowable by nature
and the proper zubject of knowledge. This, however, is
true, not of every common notion, but only of such notions
as represent the Essentlal in the indivddualiobjects.
These universal notions combine in one whole all the
essential attributes of their objects, both the generic

39 Zellﬁr‘. _O_R‘ Qﬁ.’ p. 399. Cf. Aristotl&. 920 E;_;_E.,
Book AQ (MQKQQHQ ODe %iﬁc, PPe. 872 ffc) and Koss, OP.» _C_i_.t_..
pp. 346 ff. Cf. also Ross. op. cl%., Volume I, pp. cxxx ff.
and Grote. op. clt., pp. 369 ff. e last part of the last
chapter of Book A has not been dilscussed since it is a
defence more than a conatructive statement,
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and the specific attributes; they represent the essential

Fo orr, to denote which Aristotle employs the exprs %
laos ,,w Kq’rq Tow Aoyov Buo/aand TS Ti %?/ tva\

{form, inte i le or notional essence.--Tr.]. he matter

in which form inheres 1is not absolutel ‘ponﬂexistent,

1t exists as possibility or capacity ( Ova ou i1 S

potentis). Form on the contrary,,is the accompliahment,

the realization (RvT® £ em,,aveeyem, actus) of

thils possibility. Relatlvely, however, matter may be

styled non=existent, in so far as 1t denoted the as yet

uneffectugted existence of the finished shape or thing

(in which form and matter are united). The opposite of

entelechy or actuality is deprivation, want, nonepossesse

ion (@7T€PH*)s), No matter exists altogether deprived

of formj ﬁbe idea of mere matter 1s a pure abstraction,

But there does exist an immaterial formeprinciple, and

this principle is the form which has "separable" or ine

dependent existence ( 16T O V), in distinction from

the 4nsepargble forms which inhere in matter. Form, in

the dbrganic creation, 1s at once form, end, and moving

cause., Matter l1s the passive, determinable factor, and

is the ultimate source of imperfection in things., But

it is also the principle of individuation in things,

form being not (as Plato asserts) the ground of unity,

but,on¥y-of homogeneous plurality. Motlon or change

(Kl VHar)S) is the passage of potentiality into reality.

All motion implies an actual moving cause. Now, in the

sphere of existence we find included that which is per-

petually moved and that which both moves and is moved;

there exists, therefore, a tertium guid, which is always

imparting motion but is itself unmoved. This tertium is

God, immaterial and e ternal Form, the pure Actuality in

wnich is no potentiality, the self-thinking Reason or

absolute Sﬁirit, who, as absolutely perfect, is loved by

all, and 1 63ha image of whose perfection all things

seek to conme,

The central point of this metaphysical system, end the
w:ole phllosophy of Aristotle, is what Windalband calls, "this

new conception of the cosmic processes as the reslization of

the essence in the phenomenon." This differs from the previous
philosophies, éapecfklly Platonism, which find eternal csauses

60 Friedrich Usberweg. A History of Phileosophy, Volume I,
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which differ from the phenomena themselves. For instance,
Democritus regarded atoms and their motion as causing pheno-
mena and Plato regarded the ideas as doing so; 1n each case
the cause 1s somethlng other than the phenomenon itself.él

There 18 no point in a discussion of the criticisms
of these metaphysical views since the motive of this study
is largely descriptive and inductive, There is no point in
discussing the relation of Aristotle's thought to the thought
of his teacher, Flato. 3Some hold Aristotle to be & modified
Platonist because of his maintenance of tne forms; some con-
gsider him to have‘had a radical break with the philosophy of
Plato because og his denial of the doctrine of the external
forms or 1ldeas, ?

However, it 1s important to consider the relation the
Metaphysics has to Aristotle's concept of the nature of know-
ledge. The specific contributions of the iletephysics to the
theory of knowledge are discussed later on in this section,
but there is good ground for including a discusslon of the
metaphysical doctrines of Aristotle in any study of his theory

of knowledge. Knowledge and thinking had not assumed a

81 W. Windelband, A History of Philosophy, p. 140 and
pp. 139 ff.

62 Cf. Theodor Gomperz. Greek Thinkers, Volume I¥, pp.
88 ff.; Johann Eduard Erdman. History of E%ilgsgnélsq¥01dﬁé11,
p. 153; Arthur Kenyon Rogers. A §tu§eﬁ573 Istory of Pnilosophy,
p. 109; and Harold Chernlss. Arlstotle's Critlcism of Plato and

and the Academy, Volume I, in toto.
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separate position in Greek thought; only as the object of
knowledge 1s carefully delineated can the content of knowe
ledge be ascertained. This 1s probably a characteristic
of any rationalistic realistic theory of knowledge.63So
true is this, that the highest form of reality and the
highest form of «nowing in Aristotle's thought are identi=

fied. Pure Thought and Pure Reality are the same thing.

C3 Y“indelband. op. ¢ilt., p. 133.

6, cr. §, T. Stace. A Critical History of Philosophy,
pe 288, For a discussion of Aristotle's Metaphysics, cf.
Frank Thilly. History of Philoao hy, pp. 02 ff.; Albert
Schwegler. Handbook of f’:h% History of Philosophy, pp. 101 ff.;
William Turner. g tory of ?Eilosoghz, pPp. 134 £f.; Ueber-
weg. op. cit., pp. 157 ff,; John . Warbeke. ihe Searching
Mind of Greece, pp. 293 ff.; etc.




CHAPTER X
ARISTOTLE'S PSYCHOLOGY

This chapter is set aside for a discussion of the
nature of knowledge in Aristotle's thought as it appears in

On the Soul, On Memory and Reminiscence, and Qn Dreams.

Special attention is glven to Qg‘gﬁg Soul where Aristotle's
psychologleal studies center,

Aristotle apent some time In tie treatise On the
Soul explaining Wh§t the soul is not, Brief mention of these
points lead up to his pwn theory of the soul. FFirstly, the
soul is not movement nor involved in movement, It has al-
ready been pointed out, he said, that that which originatéa
movement need not be moved, If the soul partakes in movew
‘ment, 1t must have a place and it rmust be mover which is
moved. Secondly, the soul is not harmony, for to be so 1t
must be a composite thing. MNoreover the power of originating
movement~-one of the recognized powers of soul--canmot belong
to harmony. Thirdly, the soul can be moved only incldentallyw-
that is, as the vehicle in which it dwells moves, but tiere
is no non-local movement. DBeing pained or belng pleased,
perceiving, thinking, etc. are thought to be modes of movement
and the soul qxperienees these; however, thq movement meant
is not 1n the soul, but starts in, or terminates in, the soul.

Pourthly, the soul cannot be a self-uoving number for what
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sort of movement can be asserted of a unit--that is, to
that which has no parts or differences internally, for if
the unit both originates movement and is capable of being
moved essentially 1t must contain difference. Fifthly, the
soul cannot be composed of elements., The persons who hold
the doctrines that the soul is composed of elements assume
that like is known by like and thus must identify the soul
with the things it apprehends. But even if the soul knows
or perceives the elements within composites, by what means
would 1%t know or percelve the composite whole? Therefore,
no adequate knowledge is gained by placing elements within
the soul. Sixthly, the soul is not present in all things.
He argued this way:
The opinion that the elements have in them seem to have
arisen from the doctrine that a whole must be homogeneous
with its parts. If it is true that animals become ani-
mate by drawing into themselves a portion of what sur-
rounds them, the partisans of this view are bound to say
that the soul of the Whole too 1s homogeneous with all
its parts. If the air sucked in is homogeneous, but
soul heterogeneous, clearly while some part of soul will
exist in the inbreathed air, some other part will not.
The soul must elither be homogeneous, or such that there
are some parts of the whole In which 1t 1s not to be
foundul
Seventhly, the soul i1s not divisible. It 1s not correct to
say that one part thlnks, another desires, etc., for if its
nature be divided what is that which holds it together? It

cannot be the body for when the soul leaves the body the

1 Aristotle. On the Soul. 411a16-22, (iicKeon. op. cit.,
p. 553).
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body disintegrates.

Following this negative discussion, Aristotle defined
the soul and discussed its facultles. To define the soul,
Aristotle returned to his theory of matter as potentiality
and form as actuality with the fusion of the two being cone
crete reality. Natural bodies are substances; some have life
but sane do not. The soul is the form of a natural body
having life potentially in it. Soul is the source of, and
is characterized by, thé powers of selfl=-nutrition, sensation,
thinking and moving. Thus it is clear, as Aristotle pointed
out, that the earlier thinkers tried to define soul sep=-
arately, but for Aristotle this cannot be; matter and form
are interrelated. 'Grote says:

The real animated subject may be looked at either
from the point of view of the relatum or from that
of the correlate; but, though the two are thus logically
separable, in fact and reallty they are inseparable im=-
plicated; and, 1f either of them be withdrawn, the an-
imated subject disappears. . . .«

The resl animated subject is thus a form immersed or
implicated in matter; and all 1ts actions and passicns
are so likewise. Each of these has its formal side, as
concerns the soul, and 1ts material side, as concerns
the body. When a man or animal is angry, for example,
this emotion is both a fact of the soul and a fact of
the body: 1in the first of these two characters, it may
be defined as an appetite for hurting some one who has
hurt usj; in the second of the two, it may be defined as
an ebullition of the bléod and heat round the heart.2

Not only so, the soul 1s the ousia of the body in which all

2 George Grote. Aristotle, Volume II, pp. 183-189.



253
3

bodily conditions receive meaning.

The faculties of the human soul are the nutritive,
the appetitive, the sensory, the locomotive, and the power
of thinking. Plants and animals have only some of these
functions but not all of them. Grote points out that the
psychologzical classification of functions proceeds in the
inverse directlion from the psychologlcal classification in
Plato's Timaeus, Plato began with the soul of the cosmos
and moved from there down to rmen, animals, and plants.
Aristotle, on the other hand, began with the largest, most
numerous, and lowest group of individuals., In other words,
the nutritive function is the indispensable basis of all
things. It is common to all souls. Each successive stage
builds upon, and includes in itself, those things which
went before.

Hutrition, with its accompaniment, appetite, involves
three factors: (1) what is fed; (2) that with which it is
fed; and (3) that which does the feeding. The first is the
body which has the soul in 1t; the second is the food; and
the third is the first soul or the earliest type of soul,

fext, Aristotle discussed the characteristics of the

sense function which is a function that presupposes the

3 Cf. Edwin Wallace. Qutlines of the Philosophy of
Aristotle., Pe 35.

l‘. Grote. Op. Citt’ PPe. 192 fr.



25l

nutritive function. The soul involved here 1s the animal
soul, which also includes the locomotive function, whereas
the soul which has only a nutritive function is a plant
soul. Sensatlon depends upon a movement without; it is a
change of quality. The male parent transmits the sentient
soul and at birth the living subject has instantaneous
actuality of cognition of the sentient type. It is not
learned., However, reflection upon the goznlitum comes later
and has to do with universals within individuals not the
apprehension of individials themselves. The objects of
sense are of two direct t;ypes: (1) that which is perceptible
by a single sense, and (2) thset which is perceptible by any
and all of the sensges,

After a discussion of the various senses and their
operation, Aristotle formulated certain conclusions concern=
ing the senses, Firstly, a "sense"” has the power of receiving
the sensible forms of things without thelr matter. Like a
peice of wax takes on the form of a signetering without taking
on of the iron or gold of the ring, so the senses apprehend
the essentiasl form of things that are sentient. Thus therse
is within the soul that which is potential and passive; this
immer stuff becames actualized by the impress of the form of
the object in the process of sensationj "the perciplens is
not like the percipibile originally, but becomes 1like it by
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being thus actualized."” An organ of sense 1s that in which
such potential mctuality resides. Thesenses are many and
varied in the lower animals but in men there are cnly five:
sight, hearing, smell, taste, andztouch. Each of these

has its particular type of object,

But not only does en individual see, hear, smell, taste,
and touch, he also distingulishes between what he sees and what
he hears, for instance. Not only does he perceive things but
he perceives that they are different from other thinga., This
latter function cannot be performed by eny of the senses alone
because both qualitles waich are discriminated must be appre=-
hended by something which is one and single. This is also
substantiated by the fact that this dlscrimination takes
place at & single point of time; one sensation is not known
and then snother and finally the discrimination made. It s
one and the same mental act. This activity”‘:ﬁthough unnamed
by Aristotle, could probably be called "common sense,”

Prom a diacussion of the senses, Aristotle moved on
by gradual steps to the doctrine of Nous, the highest funce
tion of the soul. Thinking is compared with perceiving in
that in both cases the soul is cognizant of something that
is, but they differ in that percelving is universal in the

animal world and 1s always free from error while thinking is

5 ibid., p. 195.
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limited to a certain segment of the animal world and can pose
81bly be in error. Thought 1s found only when there is a
discourse of reason and sensation: it is part imagination
ard part Judgment,. Imagénation "is that in virtue of which
an image arises for us.” Imagination is not sense, for
sense 1s elther a faculty or an aeckivity while imagination
takes place without either, as in dreams. Also sense is ale~
ways present but imagination 1s not; sensations are always
true but phantasies are, for the most part, false. Phantasies
often appear even when one's sensations are not working, as
in dreams. Imagination is not opinion for opinion involves
bellef, persuaslon snd some explanation of the persuasion;
no animal has these, However, lmagination is a movement and
has to he caused. The causative element is sensation. Grote
summarizes Aristotle's theory of imagination 1n this way:
Phantasy 18 an internal movement of the animated being
(body and soul in one); belonging to the sentient soul,
not to the cognitant or intelligent; not identical with
the movement of sense, but continued from or produced
by that, and by that alone; accordingly, simllar to the
movement of sense and relating to the same matters. Since
our sensible perceptions may be elther true or false.
{That is, sensation of the common gsense variety, not sen=
sation of the special senses which may not err,] so
also may be our phantasms. And, slnce these phantasms
are not only like our sensations, but remain standing in
the soul long after the objects of sense have paszed away,
they are to a great degree the determining causes both

of action and emotion. They are such habitually to
animals, who are destitute of Nous; and often even to inw-

O Aristotle., OPe Cit., 14-28&1-2. (“CKeQno op. € t”
Po 587)-
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telligent men, if the Nous be overclouded by disease or
drunkenness.

There are two treatises which Aristotle wrote that
are akin to the discussion at hand. Therefore brief mention

is here made of On Memory and Reminiscence and On Dresams .

The latter is clearly a discussion of this partiecular form
of phantasm or imagination, Aristotle pointed out how a
dream is not the same as sense-perception nor opinion. How~
ever, 1t does pertain to sense=perception as surely as gleep
itself does. The principle underlying this phenomenon is
clearly state by Aristotle:

The objects of sense=~perception corresponding to each
sensory organ produce sense~perception in us, and the
affection due to their operation is present in the
organs of sense not only when the perceptioga are ac-
tualized, but even when they have departed.

Aristotle continued later ont

From this it is manifest that the stimulatory move=-
ments based upon sensory lmpressions, whether the latter
are derived from external objects or from causes within
the body, present themselves not only when persons are
awake, but also then, when this affection which is called
sleep has come upon them, with even greater lmpressiveness,
For by day, while the senses and the intellect are worke-
ing together, they (i.,e. such movements) are extruded
from consciocusness or obscured, just as a smaller is be-
side a larger fire, or as small beside great painsz or
pleasures, thouzh, as soon as the latter have ceased,
even those which are t{rifling emerge into notice. But
by night [i.e. in sleep] owing to the inaction of the
particular senses, and their powerleasness to reallze

~ 7 Grote. Op., Clt., p. 212,

)8 Aristotle. On Dreams, };59b25 ff. {i#cdeon. op. cit.,
p. 620).
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themselves, which arises from the reflux of the hot
from the exterior parts to the interior, they [l.e. the
above movements] are borne in to the head quarters of
sense~perception, and there ‘display themselves as the
disturbance (of waking 1ife) subsides.?

Memory 1s also important in this connection since it
soems to be the only function of the soul which approaches
so nearly that of imagination and dreamas, In fact, Aristotle
stated that memory and imagination are 1s some cases so allke
that they cannot be distinguished clearly. iemory relates
always to the past and therefore is nelither perception nor
conception. However, 1t relates to sense in much the same
way as imagination and dreams in that it involves a "presen-
tation,” that is, a previous apprehension of sensible objects
by sensation., Aristotle sald:
The process of movement [sensory stimulationl] involved
in the act of perception stamps in, as it were, a sort
of impression of the percept, just as persons do who
make an impregssion with a seal. This explains why in
those who are strongly moved owing to passion, or time
of life, no mnemonic impression is formed; just as no
impression would be formed 1f the movemsnt of the seal
were to impinge on running water; while there are others
in whom, owing to the receliving surface frayed, as
happens to [the stucco onj old [chamber] walls, or owing
to the hardness of the receiving Burgace. the requisite
impression is not implanted at all.l
The question now is, What does one remember, the impression

or the object? If the former, then one does not remember

G 1bid., 460b27~61a8. (McKeon. op. cit., p. 622).

10 Aristotle. On Memory and R;miniscence., 450a30-450b6,
(McKeon. ope clt., Pe 009). R e
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anything that 1s absent; if the latter, one might suppose it
possible a8lso to see or hear that which is not present.
Aristotle explained that in this way:
In s0 far as it is regarded in 1tself, it is only an ob=-
jeet of contemplation, or a presentation; but when con=
sidered as relative to something else, e.g., as its llke-
ness, it is also a mnemonic token,ll
Recollection differs slightly from this in that it is the re=
instatement into consciousness of something which was there
before. This is a characteristic of man above the animals
some of which have memory. Recollection or reminiscence is
a reviving rather than & retentive function. It 1s dependent
upon the capability for, and the use of, discursive reason or
inference. As Grote says:
The process is Intentlional end deliberate, instligated by
the desire tc search for and recover some lost phentaam
or cognition; its success depends upon the fact that
there exists by nature a regular observable order of ss-
quence among the movements of the aystem, physical as
well as psychical,l2
Thus the causative factor in the case of reminiscence seems
to be thinking rather than sensation.
In turning attention to the mind or Nous in Arlstotle's
treatment, this study returns to On Egggﬁggl. In the case of

Nous the earller elements or nutrition, sensation, imagina~-

tion, memory, and recollection are presupposed, By means of

11 Ibid., 450b26-27. (McKeon. op. git., p. €10).
12 Grote. 9p. cit., p. 215.
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the last three nemed the gap between sensation and cogitation
1s bridged. (Aristotle's doctrine of Nous is regarded by
cormentators as being difficult to understand. Lost of these
problems will have to be over=~looked in this study for the
interest is not in location or source but rather in function,
Aristotle 1s quite clear in regards to the function of souln)l3
Sensewperception is a separate socurce of knowledge for
Aristotle, but through its five functions and its psychical
effects In the form of imagination and memory, there is
stored up an experience of facts from which mind draws ine
ferences to unknown facts and thus directs conduct and cn-
larges knowledge. This prior storing-up of experlence goes
on from infency even before the noetlc functlon begins to
work. Thus though Nous 1s distinct from sense yet 1t is
dependent upon sense, or more directly, upon imaginastion,
which is in turn dependent upon psst movements or sense.
Imegination is indispensable to cogitation: first, to the
carrying on of the process; and second, to the remembering
of 1t when it 1s past. This is very important.
It thus appears clear that Aristotle restricts the
“ous or noetic function in man to the matters of sense
and experience, physical or mental, and that he considers

the phantasm to be an essential accompaniment of the
cogitative act. Yet this does not at all delract from

13 For a discussion of thcse other problems, cf.
Grote. oD« Citop PP 219 ff;

1, ¢f. Aristotle. On the Soul. 431elly £f. (HcKeon,
op. cites Po 594) and Grote. op. cit., Pp, 225227,
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his view of the grandeur, importance, and wide range of
survey, belonging to the noetic function. It is the
portion of man's nature that correlates with abstract
end universa}l; but 1t is only a portion of hils nature,
and must work in conjunction and harmony with the rest.
The abstract cannot be reslly separated from the concrete,
nor the universal from one or other of its puarticulars,
nor the essence from that whereof it is the essence,

nor the attribute from that of which it 18 %the attribute,
nor the genus and species from the individuals compre=
hended thereinj nor, to speak in purely Aristotelian
language, tge Form from some Matter, or the Matter from
some Fora, 1

Sense~perception alone, however, cannot apprehend the first
principles of knowledge; reason or Nous can. The process, as
was seen in his logic, 18 inductive, from the variety of
sense-experiencs by the way of imaginatlon or Intuition to

16
complete certainty of basic principles.

ig a?bt@& P~ citey De 228.

16 Cf. Aristotle. ge. cit., the entire treabtise,
(McKeon. op. cite, Pp. 535 rf.); Grote. gp. git., pps 170 f£f,;
Theodor Gomperz. Greek Thinkers, Volume II, Chapters XVeXVII,
PP. 192 ff.; Wallace. op. ¢citss PDPe 85 f£.; Eduard Zeller,

Aristotle and the Early Peripatetics, Volume II, pp., 90=-135,
Fraetde A e orer A:Tstotle, Dp. 102 £f. and pp. 166 ff.



CHAPTER XI
CONCLUDING CONSIDERATIONS ON ARISTOTIE

Any consideration of any phase of Aristotle's thought
should be set against his metaphysical doctrine to understand
it completely. Zeller says in this connection:

The peculiar traits of the Aristotelian philosophy
are due to the fusion in it of the two elements to waich
attention was called at the outset, namely the dialectiec
or speculative, and the empirical or realistic. On the
one hand the system f inds the true essence of things to
congist in immaterial form, true knowledge of them in
the apprehension of thelr concept; on the other hand,
it insists that the form should not be conceived of as a
transcendental 'ldea' existing spart from things, and
that it is the individual, and not the universal notion
or genus, that is the ultimate reality.l

In Aristotle's theory of belng, the substance--the
first of the categories-~1s the only predicate which can
stand alone a&nd prior to all other predicates. It is basic
in that it refers to the sasence of thinga. It does not
refer to universals or the ideas of Plato but it refers to
things themselves, individuals. 7Thus Being is the essence
of any particular thing for only the particular is free from
accident and participation in other things., In other words,
the universal or the idea is really a composite thing while
true essence is simple,

This seems to be a complete repudiation of Plato but

1 Eduard Zaller. Aristotle and & sarlier Psrivstetics,
Voiume II, pp. 336.
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it 1s not so complete as it might seem. Aristotle in empha=
sizing the particular above the universal had to account for
the fact that things came to be and perish., If substance is
purely a particular thing and particulars are generated and
destroyed, the basic structure of the universe is not stable
and unmoved. The result of this would be a nihilism which
would probably be worse than the idealism of Plato in Aris-
totle's mind., Thus, Aristotle emphasized the presence of
the forms but not apart from the world of things. The forms
exist in the things rather than the things partleipating in
the forms.2

To explain the presence of the forms in perishable
things, Aristotle introduced the substratum which is pri-
marily matter sand the terms "potential® and "actual." The
essence of the things exists in the form of the things which
is actuality, but matter which is potential and form which is
pure actuality are combined to make concrete reality, the
things themselves, Esch thing is amenable to change, that
18, each thing is potentially something else, while at the
same time the form is the true essence and actuallity of the

thin~s, By this means, Aristotle accounted for change and

2 Werner Jaeger suggests something which might account
for Aristotle's lnsistence on this point, He says that Aris-
totle anchors metaphysics in physics because "it 1s nothing
but the conceptuelly necessary completion of the exprerimentally
revealed system of moving nature.” Cf, Jseger. Aristictie,

p. 380 and ef. pp. 376-390. '
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Yet made the ground of change to be that which is chengeless,
the forms, This was carried to the point of Pure Form or
Pure Actuality which is the source of all mﬂvament or change,

It is against this ontological background that Aris-
totle's theory of knowledge is cast. But there are two
other factors which figure lntoc his theory of knowledge:
his logic and his psychologye.

Logle for Aristotle was the science of thought and
1t was two~fold, inductive and deductive, Given certain
premisses Aristotle promised certain deduced or inferred
conclusions by the use of his syllogistic method., This
method of deduction is purely a mental process and yet Arige
totle called it demonstrative science., He held this method
to be retionally inviclable although validity of the con=
clusions was dependent upon the validi ty of the basic
premiss., le made possible for other than assertoric, de~
monstrative aylloglsma to have the same validity of method.
Thus necessary (apodictic) and problematic syllogisms could
also, by this valid syllogistic process of inference, result
in necessary and problematlc conclusions, respectively.

?hua it i1s seen that Aristotle placed the valldlity of
syllogistia conclusions on the basis of the val 1dity of his
basic premisses. It is to the establishment of adequate basic
premisses that his inductive method was introduced. He
1imited the use of the demonstrative syllogism to special
sciences on the basals that the first princibles of these
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could be ascertained, This placed any casual thinking or
intellectual training or even philosophic reasoning outside
the realm of scientific inference. To these were agsigned
the use of dialectic method which was regarded as being a
secondary and less certaln, though not unimportant, process
of thought, Dialectical method, which had been the main
method of Plato, therefore lacks the absolute authority of
sclentific method though it does not suffer the limitations
that sclentific method does.3

The process of establishing first principles for
demonstrative science 1s the inductive method. It begins
with sense~perception and moves through memory, imaginative
experience to Nous, the highest form of thought, where there
comes a synthesis of the elements as percelived by the senses
into an intuitively ascertained whole. Thelr resultant 1s
known with absolute certainty though it cannot be rationslly
proved. It is the undemonstrable basls of all demonstration.

Thus induction and deductlon are really two sides of

the same general method.

wapanmm

3 Ior a discussion of Aristotle's scientific uetind,
ef. Richard McKeon., "Aristotle's Conception of the Develop=~
ment and the Nature of Sclentific Method." Journal of the
History of Ideas, January, 1947, pp. 3-ii.

L ¢f. later for a more gouwplete dlscussion of Nous
as well as the epistemological"implications of this theory.



266

This inductive process of logic is similar to the
stages of souls in Aristotle's psychology. Sense«perception
is the lowest faculty of the soul except for the nutritive
function., Plants have only thls latter funetion but animals
also have the former. Imagination is another phase with
memory and reminiscence., All of these phases form steps to
the last, the Nous, which is possessed by man only. Nous
seems to include both intuitive and rational functions for
it ie Hous which apprehends first principles with certainty,
and it also seems to be Nous which carries on the inferential
functions of the syllogism. Not only so, Noug.is what 1ia
engaged in any abstract mental function, including the dia=
lectical function,

It should be noted also that Nous presupposes all
the other faculties of the human soul. The senses percelve;
this 1s the passive function of the soul, But these elements
pass into imagination In the form of memory, recolilectlon,
dreams or phantases. Here they become part of the experience
of the soul. Nous draws on this experience for its certain-
ties and for 1its inferences. this 1s the active function of
the soul.

It has been pointed out that Aristotle's logic and
psychology as set against the background of his metaphysical
doetrines are factors in his theory of knowledge. From his
writing, 1t 1s evident that Aristotle was a realist. Things
exlist apart from the mind that knows them. The priority
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of things to one's knowledge of them 1s clearly seen in
the fact that the Metaphysics 1s the background for his
theory of knowledge., He is a monist in that the mind is
at one with the object. In sense-percertion, there is an
impression of the actual form of the object upon the poten=
tial of the soul. It should be noted, however, that Aris-
totle's realistic monism 1s modified from Plato's in that it
is not conceptionistic nor is the logical order made the
order of reality. The logical order is an analogy to the
raal,order.S

Aristotlie 18 also a rationalist but in a modified
sense because of empirical elements. Demonstration, which
stands next to the intuitive grasp of firat‘prinqiples in
importance, and has similar certainty as the first prine
ciples do, 18 a rationasllstic funetion, But there ars other
elements also. It 13 the data of experience, which origiw
nates with the senses and becomes a phantasm, that is the
thing wanich 1is the sourceeground for the thoughts of Ious.
It is empirically based,

In short, Aristotle maintained that simple sense-
experience was free from error as also was the intuitive

grasp of first principles and the rationalistic”use of

"5 Gf. Joseph A. Lelghton. The Fle of Phi 080
pe. 103 and Fernand Van Steenberghen. stemo » PD» .55,
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deductive inference. Sense-experience, the passive function
of mind, receives the impression of the essence (form)

of real objects. These impressions become experiénce which
the reason uses in its inferential functions. As Turner
points out, there is a development from sense-knowledge to
rational knowledge. The latter 1s superior to the former
but the former 1is necessary to the latter, Théssenses
apprehend the actual concrete realltlies in which the forms
that are thelr essence lie; the mind apprehends the forms,
the true substance of the th:’..ngs.é

With these things in mind, it is as close as one can
come in defining and cataloging Aristotle's theory of knoww
ledge to call him a modified rational realistic monist.

In conclusion, the place of extra~«rational or faith
elements, 1z lifted up for brief consideration. Aristotle
shared the three-fold faith assumption of the Greek cone
structive thinkers: (1) the universe exists; (2) it can
be known; and (3) it can be known by man alone without the

help of the gods. Usually this knowing of the universe Is

6 William Turner, History of Philosophy. dJohn Dewey
calls this knowledge which originates with passive mind,
"apectator knowledge" in his %uest for Certalnty, p, 215
(Cited by John MacPartland, "Aristotle and the Spectator
Theory of Knowledge." Journel of Philosophy, May 2L, 1945,
Pe 291). MacPartland insists that that 1s not true for
the mind and the object are one in the knowledge act for
Aristotle. This is evidently the Thomistic and Neo-Thomlge
tic view of Aristotle. It is, however, possible that Aris-
totle had a place Lor spectator knowlledze in sense-perception
while he certalnly made mind active in 1ts higher functions,.
¢r., MgcPartland. op. ¢ciltey, pp. 291-293, Also ci. Ze€ller.
ope Cites Volume » Pp. 336-338,
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rationalistic and Aristotle was no exception except for the
empirical basis for the rationalistic inferences which he
maintained, There is also a sense in which the rational
certainty of the sylloglstic process was a faithe-venture,
as was the postulating of the Prime Ngver, Opinion is a
belief in that its certainky is not knowledge and thus is
not complete certainty. But the Jlocus c;assicus of the
extra~rational leap is at the very hesart of Arlsitotle's
science, namely in the establishing of first principles.,
Induction gives way to an int&itive leap which7ﬁristotle

maintained was the supreme point of certainty.

7 For a discussion of the Peripatetics, cf. Appenw
dix B.
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CHAPTER XII
GENERAL CONCLUSIONS

Before finishing this study, 1t 1s necessary to draw
together in one chapter the wvarious conclusions found through-
out this study. A section is glven over to the conclusions
on the nature of knowledge, and another sectlon is given over

to the conclusions on the role of faith,
I. THE NATURE OF KNOWLEDGE IR GREEK THOUGHT

In reviewing the period from Thales to Aristotle, an
increasing awareness of the problem of knowledge can be seen.
The Ionians, it was said, were not so much noted for their
theories so much as they were in the Instigating a new thinke
ing trend which was to come to fruition in the later Greek
thinkers. They played an important part in the bresking
from superstition which the OGreek world underwent in the
sixth century before Christ. This break was what was im-
portant or is at least important to tha nistory of western
thought, not their theories of being. This break was largely
an epistemologlcal thing, for 1t was a substituting, on faith
grounds, of a rational reallsm, uncritical though it was,
for the naive empirical realism of an earlier period.

The Pythagoreans substituted a dualistic metaphysics

for the monlstic metaphysics of their predecessors and
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concelved of it in terms of number, This is a provocative
me taphysical problem, but what is more important for this
study 1s the fact that the real world was shifted to a dif-
ferent level from the world of the Ionlans, The outer world
as perceived by the senses and interpreted by reason, which
was, for the Ionians, the real world, gave way to a realism
of relationships between the limited and the unlimited. Thus
a rational realism was maintained but of a more mathematical
nature,.

With Heraclitus, metaphysical monism was re-established.
There is one basic principle in the universe, namely the
principle of change. But, important enough, it is not amn
unassertainable change, as in Bergson, for instance. It is
a principle of change which is a rational principle; it is
dependable and the only dependable thing; and it 1s permanent.
It would be supposed that such a philosophy wauld shift the
real world back to the world of sense, but that was not the
case with Heraclitus. The senses, he sald, indicated that
thore was such a thing as changeiess permanence, only the
reason can show that that is not true. But he did not rule
out the senses or sense~data; he felt that they alone could
not give a correct plcture of reality. Thus there was a ¢ lear
rational emphasis, for only the mind or the reason has true

knowledge. Heraclitus can be celled a modified rational
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realist--modified in the sense that there is more than rea-
son involved,

The grappling with the problem of whether the world
1s a world of being or a world of becoming continued through=
out the entirety of Greek thought, One of the most influ-
ential of the early attempted solutions was the one proposed
by the Eleatics. They asserted that pure being 1s the basic
principle of the world. Becoming is illusion., As a result
there was a complete distrust of the senses, The senses
report change, but change does not exist; therefore, pure
reason is the only means of apprehending pure being. This 1s
clearly a metaphysical monism as well as being a pure rational
realism or a metaphysical rational realism.

The Pluralists, including the Atomists, found basic
principles instsad of g basic principle in the universe.
They also gave more time to the problem of knowledge.
Empedocles' theory of knowledge 1s linked with his theory
of the elements., Man is of the same elements as the rest
of the universe and thus can know the rest of the universe
since like knows like., This was perhaps a crude mechanical
emphasis on perceptual apprehension, but it clearly indicates
a realismj; and it 1is also an indication of & beginning of an
interest which Greek thought was to exploit more fully later,
namely a concern for the subjective factor. Empedocles is

called a modified rational realist--modified in that knowledge
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does not come by reason alone, though reason interprets sense=-
data.

Leucippus and Democritus, the Atomists, made the parw
ticulars themselves ultimately real, This feature clearly
effected the atomistic theory of knowledge. The soul is come
posed of atoms and, therefore, sensation must be the impact of
the atoms from without upon the atoéa within, However, the
phenomena produced by this impeact may not be exactly like the
object as it exists in itself. The alr through which the
atons pass can dlstort the image. Thus, one cannot know
enything completely and surely by the senses. Here again
is an emphasis upon the subjective factor, and mechanical
though it be, the problem of error was glven a new turn.,

Error was not considered as the opposite of right and the
equal of wrong, but 1t was considered to be the contortion

of right. However, sense-experience is hopelessly obscure
because of the sver present margin of possible error. There
is & true knowledge-~-here the atomists reveal thelr faith in
rationalism--which 1s distinct and genuine. Thus the atomists
are denominated modified rational reallsts.

Anaxagoras, & pluralist, marked a transition from
cosmologleal thought and the thought of the later period
which was anthropological or at least was largely so. In
apistemological terms, thls transition was from a concern

with the outer world to a concern with the subjective world.
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This transition came with Anaxagoras' emphasis on mind as

a significant factor in the order of nature., He maintalned
a mechanical theory of sense~-perception as his colleagues
did but clearly emphasized the subjective factor, Mind,

and gave 1t a strong ontologlcal status. Thus, he too was
a modified rational realist,

The subjective factor that came into prominence with
the pluralists became almost an obsession with many of the
Sophists. idan as the measure of all things became the key-
note of this movement. It has been discussed in Chapter IV
as to whether Protagoras meant the term "man” to be in an
individual or in a generic sense, The conclusion on this
point 1s that Protagoras' real meaning 1s uncertain; however,
the fact that "man" came to be used in an individual sense
in the Sophist movement 1s clearly indicated. This extreme
subjectivism led to a relativism of knowledge and finally
to a scepticiam. There 1s, however, probably no eplstemo=-
logical idealism here. The outer world is real and can to a
certain extent be apprehended by the senses, but because one
man 1s different from another his sense=-grasp may differ from
the other man's, This clearly headed toward scepticism, and
with Gorglas, fully arrived.

It took a strong man to pull the cause of phiiosophic
thought out of the fire. The tremendous role of Socrates
in doing just that 'is almost impossible to evaluate. He did
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1t without underestimating the subjective element. Granting
that truth is a subjective matter, Socrates maintalned that
the subject is a rational being and that as a rational being
he can grasp truth. Since reason 1s a common element of
men (a universal element), there must be a universal truth
which 18 shared by all rational beings and is valid for all.
Basically, therefore, truth exists in the mind of a person
and when called forth 1s like the truth called forth from

the mind of any person. Socrates' dlalectical or dialogue

method was an attempt to draw out such truth after a catharsis

of prejudlices and lesser 1deas had taken place. This was a
clear re~assertion of rationalism, since it was largely de-
pendent on the rational processes rather than on sense-~data,
and a partial re-assertion of realism, at least--a complete
solving of the Socratic~-Platonic problem would help to decide
how much of a re~assertione-, aince truth is common to all,
It should be said, however, that Socrates' limited, or seemed
to 1imit, the realm of truth to moral truth. In the light of

this discussion, Socrates 1s called a limited rational realist.
It is 1mpossible to give a complete and adequate review

of Plato, pertially because of his method, partially because

of his exhaustiveness, and partially because of hls vagueness.

1 The Semi-Socratics should have brief mention. The
Megarians used the eristic method almost to the point of
scepticism. The Cynics emphasized the subjective factor
{n muech the same way as dld the Sophlasts and nearly to the
point of scepticism, The Cyrenalcs emphasized an idealism
which was uncommon among the Greeks and thus despaired of
true knowledge.

1
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It seems, however, that Plato found the unity of the real
world in the realm of ideas. These ideas are constant but
not saloof from the world of change. The relation of being
to becoming, the one to the many, was Plato's biggest prob-
lem. At least, hls emphasis on the realm of ideas as true
reallity led to an emphasis on true knowledge as conceptual
knowledge. His early dualism seems to have cut off to a
great extent conceptual knowledge from perception., But in
an over~gll view of hias thought, this 1is not the case. Per=
ception exists and can be true but it is merely a matter of
opinion for the posslbility of error exists in the apprehen=
Blon of a changing world. Only In the apprehension of
changelessness can true knowledge exist. This grasp 1s
conceptual and almost intuitional. Since the real world
exlsts outside the mind--this seems to be the correct
interpretation of Plato's thought, and since its most certain
apprehension is by reason, 1t is clear that Plato was a
rational realist.

Aristotle found the basic princlple of the universe,
not in an archetypal form, but in the world of particulars,
But though the form is never separated from the particular
except in the mind, it is the truly existing amd changeless
essence of a thing, That being the case, knowledge begins
with perception, the grasp of the thing, but reason grasps

the eternal form of the thing. This prlor action of percep=-
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tion as being basic to raticnal grasp is seen in his psycho-
logy where each funection of soul from the appetitive and the
perceptusal up to Nous is dependent'upon the action of every
previous function. Also in scientific knowledge, & process
of induction from sense~experience up to the intuitive grasp
by Nous of the unilversal and changeless premisses or prin-
clples is necessary before any rational deductive process
takes place., This distinctive use of sense~data along with
the rational grasp of truth of the outer world would label
Aristotle a modified rational realist, At least this seems
to be the best label that can be found for his thought.
Therefore, in conclusion, the Greek thinkers were
almost entirely rational realisis, exceﬁt for those who
were subjective to the point of scepticlsm and the Cyrenaics
who alone introduced an idealism which resulted 1ln practical
scepticism. Some were almost pure rational realists, such
as the Eleatics, and to some extent, Plato and the Pythagor-
eens. One seems to have limlited rational realism to the
realm of moral truth because his interests were there, namely
Socrates., Bome, such as Heraclitus, the Pluralists, and
Aristotle, are better known as modified rational realists
because there 18 an evident dependence upon sense-data in
their theories of knowledge. Tha,Ionians can be called

uncritical rational realists since there was indicated no
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great break between the report of the senses and the report
of reason, They did little more than distinguish between

the two., In all of these thinkers, the world is regarded
realistically in that in all of them the world exists ocutside
of mind, Most of them are also eplstemological monists in
that the mind is capable of giving a correct picture of the
real world. (The exceptions to the monistic view are pos=-

sibly the sceptics and the Cyrenalcs.)
IT. THE ROLE OF FAITH IN GRuEK THOUGHT

One of the interesting things about the present study
is the fact that it has been done before. The attempt was
not as extensive or as heavily documented as this study has
been, but it was done in & day when the early Christian Church
was feaced with Greek thought as a possible friend or a pos-
sible foe., Perhaps the easlest thing for the church to do
was to atbtack every idea and thought-pattern of the ancient
world, becuase of thelr seéming anti-revelation, and there=-
fore anti=Christian, character. It would have been most
easy to have been uncomprumising when the Church and the pagan
world were in conflict, especlally in the realm of ideclogies,
But interestingly enough the approach made by a substantial
thinking segment of the church was not villification but
careful and penetrating analysis of the best of pagan thought,
and dangerous though it was, it seems to have born fruit.
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An intolerant gospel of full revelatlion was paradoxically
established in several quarters by a broad and tolerant
method--a special Christian revelation planted solidly on a
natural revelation or even a speclal Tevelation of a different
type which came to its fruition in Greek thought.

It was part of this last endeavor that Clement of Alex~
andria undertook when he wrote The Strometa. In Chapter IV
he discussad faith as the basis of all knowledge. This is a
most revealing chaptsf since it 1s an apologetic for the
Chris tian faith on the basis of falth which.exists in the
concepts of knowledge in the UGreek thinkera.2

To a brief review of this role of faith, this stvdy
turns in conclusien. It i3 maintained that all 6f the Greek
systematizers worked on a three~fold faith premiss. This
three«fold faith 1s maintained throughout Greek thought
except where sceptical elements appear. In fact, this falth-
venture is one of the most distinguishing features of Greek
thought, It is made up of the following elements which are
implicit but evident throughout: (1) that there is a basic
unity to the universe, whether that unity be conceived as
one principle or many; (2) that that unity is maintained by
fixed laws and therefore is constanty and (3) that that
unity, which is reality, 1s knowable by the native powers of

lexander

2 Clement of Alexandria. [The Stromata or the Miscelw
&gn;es in te-Nicesn Fgthers, Volume LI (AL heel
oberts and James Donaldson, editors), pp. 349-351.
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man without the help of the gods.

The early Greek thinkers are noted in thls arca for
establishing these implicit faltheprinciplea. The bresk
this implied from the early Greek superstitions is aifficult
to apprecilate fully. The rols of feith other than this basic
venture 1s not too evident in the pro-Socratic thought; but
with tho coming of Soerates and the ree-establishing of the
principle of retionalistic valldity, falth played a prominent
role not only as a basis or foundation for knowledge but as
extraerational elements within the systems themselves, Soc-
rates revealed such extraerational slements as the place of
Providence and the rational limltations set by the dsimonions
Also implied in his moral thought 18 the capacity of valua=-
tion. Valuation implies the possibility of choice which is
poss ibly an extra-ratlonal function of will,

Plato revealed a faitheventurc primarily in the Pur=
menides where he insisted upon the establishment of the iuoce
trine of idess in splte of rationel limitationa, !lile inde
clsive method and his use of the myth indicates a movement
into an area where absolute certainty does not exist. Ililas
establishing of a cosmlc teleology=~that l1s, the placing of
the Good as the higheat ldea, was also a faltheventure.

Aristotle revealed an extra-rational leap at a
oruclal point in his scientific thou:iit, namely the intuie
tive grasp of first principles. #lso, the fact that he



282

limited the scientifiec method so decidedly and yet made room
for possible knowledge outside of the method was in some ways
8 falth-venture., Also, in starting hls theory of knowledge
with sensation he assumed something which he did not ana-
lyze, ramely sense=experience itself and how it can be. This
also was a falth~venture, Induction begins and ends in
mystery for Aristotle, and yet it was at the heart of knowe
ledge which he regarded as the most dependable.

In short, the Greek movement from fhales to Arilstotle
was not so much a break from faith and the establishing of
knowledge as it was a break from superstition and tha‘es-
tablishing of a constructive faith broad enough to main-

tain the varieties of Greek thought.
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APPENDIX A
THE OLD ACADEMY

Brief mention should be msde of the disciples of Plato,
other than Aristotle, in the scientiflc¢ sahool which he founded,
the Academy. Most historians find five different schools of
disciples and 1ist them as follows: 0ld Academy, first school}
Middle Academy, second and third schools; and New Academy,
fourth and fifth achools.

The leadership of the 0ld Academy was given by Plato to
Speusippus. Other members of this Academy were Xenocrates of
Chalcedon, who succeeded Speusippus, Heraclides of Pontus,
Philip the Opuntian, Hermodorus, and Polemo, Crantor, and
Crates. Speusippus seems to have gliven up the Platonic
ideas and repiaced them with mathematical numbers. le maine
tained a doctrine of a pantheilstic character and in general
was much like the Pythegoreans. He seems also to have held a
broader theory of knowledge than Plato did for he gave more
place to knowledge by experience, according to Zeller.l Xeno~-
erates divided philosophy into three diwlgions: dialectics,
physics, and ethics; and he divided essences into the sensible,
the intelligible, end the intermediate--the objects of 6pinion.
He too was held by the maglc of number, alghough he did not go

as far in his approach to Pythagoreanism as did Speusippus.

1 Edusrd Zeller. Greek Philosophy, p. 166.
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Polemo, the successor to Xenocrates, turned his attention main-
ly to ethics as more important than dialectics.

These are three of the more important men of the 01d
Academy. They point out clearly that the school extended
portions of Plato's thought without the acumen and complete-
ness of their teacher, much like the Cynices and Cyrenaics
extended the thought of Socrates. A certain amount of cor=
ruption was to be expected and it 1s clearly found even In the
first successor to Plato, so that the general movement was
largely Pythagorean. But the Middle Academy epiltomized that
corruption with the introduction of scepticism, The New
Academy marked a return to a more dogmatic position without
the inspiring genius of Plato and thus formed a transition
to Neo-Platonism.z

William Turner, in sumsarizing the historical posi-
tion of the Academics, says:

The Academics, although they were the official repre-~
sentatives of Platonic philosophy, fasiled to grasp the
true meaning of the theory of ldeas. By introducing
Pythagorean and other elements they turned the tradition
of the Platonic school out of the line of its natural
development, and ended in adopting a scepticism or a

dogmatic eclecticism either of which is fer from what
should have been the logical outcome of Plato's teaching.

3 The Middle and New Academies do not come within
the bounds of this study since they form a liason away from
purely Greek philosophy up to the time of Aristotle. For
a review of the 0ld Academy, cf. Theodor Gomperz. Greek
Thinkers, Volume V, pp. 1l=17; Zeller. op. cit., ppe. 165~
i6§?"3?3:; and for a review of all three Academies, cf.
FPriedrich Ueberweg. A History of Philosophy, Volume I,

PP~ 133 £f.
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They are to Plato what the imperfectly Socratic schools
are to Socrates. The continulty, therefore, of Platonic
thought i1s not to be looked for in these schools but
rather in the school founded by Aristotle.3

= ,i‘ﬁ‘illiam Turner. Bistory of Philosophy, p. 124. cCf,

123~



APPENDIX B
THE PERIPATETICS

Ueberweg divides the Peripatetics into an earlier group
and a later group. Theophrastus of Lesbos undertook to guilde
the Petlipatetic school after Aristotle's d eath., He seems to
have been in charge of the school for about thirty-five years.
With Theophrastus, there was an attempt to suppliment and ex-
tend the thought of Aristotle especielly in the field of
physics and ethics. He wrote many works covering the whole
field of philosophy, but he 1s especilally noted for his two
works on botany and his Ethical Characters. Not only was
there an extension of Aristotle's thought with Theophrastus,
but there were some modifications especially of Aristotle's
doctrine of movement.

As to the nature of knowledge, he deviated from
Aristotle in regarding human thought as movement of the scﬁl,
and he removed some of the difficulties in the way of active
and passive resson without removing the distinction between

the two.
Beside Theophrastus stood Eudemus of Rhodes, He

1 Cf. Friedrich Ueberweg. A Hilstory of Philosophy,
Volume I, ppe 180-181; William Turner. History of Fhilosophy,

. 158«160; Eduard Zeller, Greek Philosophy, pp. 222 ff.
ﬁﬁa }ghann Erdmann, A History of 11osog@1,’Volume I, pp.
177-178.
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showed little originality and stayed close to his master's
teachings, His contribution is largely in the field of ethics
and his work, the Eudemian Ethics is included among Aristotle's
works as a suppliment to the Nicomachean Ethics.?

Aristoxenus of Tarentum, the Musician, introduced
some Pythagorean elements into the Aristotelian school with
his emphasis on the harmony of the soul.

Strato of Lampsacus, the Physicist, was the important
successor to Theophrastus. He served for eighteen years as
the head of the Peripatetic school, In his study of nature,
he manifested a tendency to d iscard the idea of the incore
poreal, He placed the diety on the same level as the un=
conscious activity of nature. In short, he was opposed to
the dualism which arose in Aristotle's natural philosophy.

There were several other men of thia school whose
names and iontributions are less important. However;
there were a few men in the later Peripatetic schcel who
were importaent., The most outstanding man of this group

was Andronicus of Rhodes, who edited the works of Apristotle,

2 LOO. cit,
3 Loc, cit.
L'. Loc . 9__5_.2.
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With this group there seems to have been a return to orthp-

dox Aristotelian thought but with no important original

contributions, except for the exegesls of Aristotle’s woﬂrks.5
In short, no distinctive contributions to the theory

of knowledge appeared among the Peripatetics with the possible

exception of Theophrastus. His ideas are slight wariations

epistemologically though they are probably more significant

psychologlcally and ontologically.

8<§’Cgiufﬁrner. op. clt., p. 159; Ueberweg. op. clte,
pp. 1 0. 1 L
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