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FOREWORD

IT is with much pleasure that I write a few lines
of introduction to Dr. Gauss’s volume. Through-
out the nineteenth century British and German
scholars both did much for the interpretation of
the greatest of the ancient philosophers, though
the students of each nation, naturally enough,
had their own characteristic point of view. With
us, perhaps, owing largely to the traditional
Platonism of the Anglican theology, interest
centred chiefly in Plato as a great religious
teacher and moral reformer, a little to the neglect
of Plato as a systematic metaphysician, episte-
mologistand mathematician. Our Germanfriends
—or at least, so we often thought—appeared to
us to be a little too much exclusively interested
in the “speculative’” philosopher; at times they
seemed to us to be judging simply as a great
Professor a man whose avowed dearest interest
was the purification and rekindling of the moral
and religious life of mankind. In the dark post-
war days there was an output of German work
on Plato which seemed to indicate that the

thinkers of the German nation were discovering
vii
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almost as a new truth that side of the great
Greek poet-philosopher which had always ap-
pealed most strongly to ourselves. But it still
remains true that each nation naturally tends to
see in the Platonic writings just that side of them
which is most congenial to its own native dis-
position and to neglect the rest. We need to have
our one-sidednesses corrected by the judgement
of a scholar who is acquainted with both the
traditions and in a position to be impartial to
both. This is just the part which Dr. Gauss is
admirably adapted to fill. He is neither Briton
nor German, but a Swiss; his studies at the
University of Basle have naturally been directed
in the first instance by German or German-
trained scholars, but, as his work will show, he
has a sound knowledge of the British Platonic
tradition, and has been deeply influenced by it.
It is a compliment to us that his work should be
published in our language and in our country.
And there is one important point which I think
he appreciates more fully than most of the best
of the German scholars seem to do, the close
affinity, in spite of all inevitable differences,
between Platonism and Christianity, which is
proved by the fact that for so many centuries,
from the second down to the thirteenth, it was
the Platonic tradition, as partially transmitted
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through Plotinus and Proclus, which provided
the thinkers of the Christian Church with their
intellectual background. If we are to understand
Plato fully, we need to remember, as I think
very excellent German scholars sometimes tend
to forget, that Origen, the Cappadocian Fathers,
Anselm, Bonaventura, with all the important
modifications which the Scriptures have brought
into their vision of God and the world, are still
in the legitimate succession from Plato. I have
myself been subjected to criticism on the charge
of atendency to make Plato “almosta Christian”.
If this be a fault it may be excused by the re-
membrance that an illustrious band of Christian
writers, from Clement of Alexandria to Which-
cote and John Smith, or even, I might say, to
Westcott and Inge in our own lifetime, have
been no less alive to the affinity of spirit. The
able and vigorous writers of the Neo-Thomist
revival have done splendid work in insisting on
the intimate connection between a Christian
theologyand a metaphysic which is so/zdazre with
that of the best Greek thought. But sooner or
later they themselves, 1 believe, will discover
that to get the best out of the Greek tradition
one must not stop short with the “semi-
naturalist” Aristotle, but go back to Aristotle’s
master. St. Bonaventura long ago wrote that
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“to Aristotle was granted the spirit of know-
ledge, to Plato that of wisdom,”” a saying which
Dr. Gauss could adopt as heartily as I do my-
self. I trust that his study of the “wisdom’ of
Plato will find a cordial reception among us.

A. E. TAYLOR.



PREFACE

A Book on Plato hardly needs any apology or
previous justification. “No philosophic writer of
past ages’’, says Professor G. C. Field,* “has
such permanent interest and value as Plato. We
ought to read him primarily for the help that
he can give to our own philosophical thinking.
That is certainly what he himself would have
wished.” And Professor A. E. Taylor writes:?
“To few men does the world owe a heavier debt
than to Plato. He has taught us that philosophy,
loving and single-minded devotion to truth, is
the great gift of God to man and the rightful
guide of man’s life, and that the few to whom
the intimate vision of truth has been granted are
false to their calling unless they bear fruit in
unwearied and humble service to their fellows.
All worthy civilization is fed by those ideas, and
whenever, after a time of confusion and forget-
fulness, our Western world has recaptured the
sense of noble living, it has sought them afresh
in the Platonic writings.”

If this is true, then it would appear that a

* Plato and his Contemporaries, p. 1.

2 Platonism and its Influence, p. 3.
xi
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renewal of Platonic studies was once again
greatly needed at the present time. For no one
will deny that we are to-day going through a
period of trouble and uncertainty. There are
signs that would indicate that a chapter of our
history has come to an end, and that we are
embarking on an unknown future. It 1s, how-
ever, not so much the prospect of great changes
affecting our institutions and our modes of life
that constitute in my eyes the gravity of the
situation; what is much more alarming, I be-
lieve, is the fact that there is in our generation a
widespread hostility to thought and intelligence.
Reason as such is spoken against. Not merely
individual men, but, as it seems, whole nations
are refusing to control their lives any longer
according to rational standards, and proclaim
that they will trust henceforth to instinct alone
and emotion and to the “dynamic of events”.
But thus, it must be feared, they are opening
again the door to all kinds of superstitions, and
are removing the obstacles that stand in the way
of what, should it actually come, would probably
have to be described as a return of the Dark
Ages. For, as Ennius knew long ago,
Pellitur e medio sapientia: vi geritur res.

It is against that intellectual defeatism, and
as a plea for independent thinking under the
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guidance of the sense of moral responsibility, that
I have decided to write a series of “Studies on
Plato and Platonism”. It has long since become
a settled belief of mine that it would be highly
desirable for the welfare of our common inherit-
ance if there were a few people who would
voluntarily set themselves apart for the purpose
of hard and fearless thinking and who would
then also live according to their best insight,
whatever might be the consequences. This coun-
sel, I admit, sounds dangerous, if not revolu-
tionary; but on a closer examination it will be
found that it is not so. For if these thinkers keep
faithful to their task, they are not allowed to
question only those institutions and current
opinions which they find without; they must
inquire also into the validity of their own judge-
ments which proceed from within; and thus they
will be prevented from running into any rash or
inconsiderate actions. What is to be expected as
a result of their efforts is rather that they will
move, so to speak, from the conventional beliefs
and customs that lie on the surface towards
those more central truths which make for firm-
ness of conviction and stability in purpose. And
than that I can scarcely see anything that is at
present more urgently needed in our civilization,
which, frittering away its energies on matters
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of secondary importance, has become increas-
ingly hollow in those places where it ought to
have its centre of gravity.

From these remarks it will already have be-
come apparent, to a certain degree, what these
planned studies on Plato are likely to be. Their
purport will be systematic rather than historical.
They will not so much aim at giving an account
of Plato’s intellectual development, or at de-
scribing through what channels he acquired his
convictions, as make an attempt to set forth those
teachings of his that are, as it seems, of a perma-
nent value, that have influenced all subsequent
thought, and that, lastly, may help even us in
our own philosophical efforts.

In more detail my design is the following. In
a first study, in the essay which I here submit to
the public, I shall try to describe what I believe
to be the Platonic conception of philosophy. I
have been brought to this decision by two
reasons. The first is that, as a Platonist, I am
convinced that in philosophy, as in any other
discipline concerned with ultimate truth, it is
impossible to get any understanding whatever,
except by conforming to their moral standards;
and so, consequently, it seemed to me desirable
to expound first of all the conditions on which,
and on which alone, as far as I can see, the philo-
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sophical vision can be granted. And secondly,
there are so many definitions of philosophy,
and, what is worse, so many vague and hazy
ideas about its aims and methods, that I do not
know how a philosopher could reasonably hope to
be listened to unless he explain at the beginning,
in clear terms, what he himself takes philosophy
to stand for.

But if a discussion on the meaning of philo-
sophy may thus claim, for didactic reasons, the
first place in this series of studies, itis undeniable
that the main task of the philosopher is to give
reasons for the convictions he holds regarding
the great issues of human life. I shall therefore
proceed, in a second study, to an examination of
the First Principles of Platonism, that is, to an
inquiry into Plato’s doctrine of ‘“Ideas”, the
“Good”’, “Matter”’, “Soul”’, and “Number”. It
will be seen that in the main I can adhere to his
views. It is only in his ultimate religious pre-
suppositions that they seem to me to be inade-
quate. There, as a Christian, I cannot agree with
him. It is accordingly rather a Christian Platon-
ism, or a kind of Johannine Christianity, than the
historical teaching of Plato, that I shall advocate
in these studies. This means, of course, a con-
siderable deviation from Plato’s philosophy as
originally conceived. It does not imply, however,



xvi PLATO’S CONCEPTION OF PHILOSOPHY

as might be supposed, that through this Christian
interpretation the free philosophical outlook that
is so characteristic of Plato would necessarily
be impaired. That this is not so, at least in my
own case, -will, I hope, be proved by the fact
that with me, on the contrary, philosophical
arguments weighed so heavily that eventually
they forced upon me a change in my ecclesi-
astical allegiance.*

In these first two studies, then, on Plato’s
Conception of Philosophy, and on the First
Principles of Platonism, 1 intend to set forth in
outline what I believe to be the right kind of
philosophy, or the pAilosophia perennis, as it is
sometimes called. After that I propose to go in
for a more detailed examination of Plato’s logic
and ethics, and of his social philosophy; thus
trying to find a way towards a coherent and
reasonable view of things with which, I trust,
it should be possible to face confidently and
courageously the manifold difficulties of our
present age.

It goes without saying that in an enterprise as
vast as that I have become indebted to a great
number of men, be it for instruction, friendly
advice, or mere encouragement. Unfortunately,
space forbids me to enumerate them all here.

' From Continental Protestantism to Anglicanism.
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Yet I should feel wanting in the sense of grati-
tude, did I not single out the names of those at
least to whom my indebtedness is greatest and,
if I may say so, constant: I mean Dr. Inge,
Dr. Clement C. J. Webb, and Professor A. E.
Taylor. To them I owe probably more than I
can express in words. In choosing them as my
masters | could become a link in a living tra-
dition; and I confess readily that it is owing to
their influence that in the end I tried to publish
the result of my investigations in English. Per-
haps no less am I obliged to Professor P.
Héaberlin of Basle University. He was not only
my principal teacher, when I was a student, and
a friendly guide in the years of my mental
fermentation; he has also given me ever since
unmistakable tokens of his continued sympathy
with my efforts. And last, but not least, I want
to mention my friend, Mr. E. Eugster, inspector
of forestry at Brig, who always stood faithfully
at my side and often believed much better in my
work than I did myself, and without whose moral
support these studies would hardly ever have
been taken in hand.

For this first study in particular, I am greatly
indebted once more to Professor A. E. Taylor,
who, in spite of his manifold duties and engage-
ments, took upon himself to read it through in
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typescript and to make a considerable number of
suggestions from which I profited a good deal,
and who in the end was kind enough too to
introduce me to the English public. I am also
greatly obliged to Mr. H. Colville-Stewart, who
with never-failing courtesy assisted me in my
struggle with the intricacies of English grammar
and idiom. It is mainly due to him if, as I
hope, this book eventually has become at least
readable. I want to express my thanks to him
further, as well as to my friend, Mr. R. G.
Coulson, and to Mr. P. M. Moulding, for their
generous offer to help me in reading the proofs.

As standard $ext of Plato’s writings I have
regarded throughdut Burnet’s edition in the
Bibliotheca Oxoniensis. The English quota-
tions from his dialogues have been taken from
Jowett’s translation. Acknowledgements are due
to the Clarendon Press and to the Jowett trustees
for their kind permission to make free use of
that great work.

I should like to thank here also Messrs. Mac-
millan for friendly advice and for the great
honour they have done me by accepting this
essay for publication, and to Messrs. R. & R.
Clark in Edinburgh for the great care which
they have taken with the printing of it.

Finally, I have ventured to dedicate this little
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book to Dr. C. C. J. Webb as a sign of gratitude,
however inadequate, for his extraordinary kind-
ness towards me from the first day we met, and
for many encouragements given me in a perhaps
not too pleasant period of my life.

H. G.
LONDON, March 1937
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Ars est enim philosophia vitae.
CICERO, De Fin. iii. 2. 4.

THE teacher of philosophy labours under a
difficulty from which all other teachers seem
to be happily free: he cannot tell what philo-
sophy, generally speaking, means. There are,
apparently, as many conceptions of philosophy
as there are philosophers. To the ordinary man
in the street this sounds astonishing; he can
hardly understand how it is possible to devote
a life’s time and energy to a cause that is so
vague and, as it were, in a state of such constant
fluctuation, that even after many centuries of
its history it has not yet become clear what it
actually aims at. Nor is philosophy looked at
with greater deference by the public at large.
And no wonder: for how could that be expected
to fetch a high price in the open market of
life which is not able to recommend its useful-
ness in a more unambiguous and convincing
manner?

On a closer examination, however, it appears
I B
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that this disadvantage of the philosopher is
inherent in his task itself and not his own fault.
For to him it is not given to begin his inquiries
in a realm that has been, so to speak, carved
out for him beforehand, as it is generally the
case with the scientist or the historian; nor can
he follow a method that has been tried and
found efficient by his predecessors. On him is
laid as an integral part of his study the burden
of finding out first of all what he has to inquire
into and by what method he has to proceed.
And so he cannot step into a tradition and
carry on the work where it has been left to him
by a master or teacher; he has to begin it again,
it would seem, quite anew.

This, no doubt, is a great handicap; to say
the least, it involves a considerable waste of
time; but the matter could hardly be otherwise.
For suppose that a general definition of philo-
sophy could be given that the philosophers
had merely to accept and make their own,
would this not from the very outset limit the
range of their thoughts and fetter their minds
in a way incompatible with the purpose they
have in view?

But, if thus the first and perhaps the most
difficult problem that the philosopher has to
face 1s to discover what his own profession
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means, how are we best to grapple with it? By
an historical investigation, I would suggest.
For by this method, although it may still
appear to be beyond human power to find out
what philosophy meant to all philosophers
taken together, we may hope to discover at
least what it was considered to be by each of its
foremost representatives, and thus, by means of
a comparison between the various conceptions
offered to our choice, to become competent
judges to decide to which in the end, if to any
at all, we will give our approbation. I readily
admit that this method will not lead us straight-
way to our goal, but rather takes us a long way
round, and apparently without purpose; but on
second thoughts, I trust, it will nevertheless be
accepted with a good grace as being the only
safe path out of our difficulty; and I am con-
fident that even its many detours will not any
longer be condemned as useless or remembered
as unnecessarily burdensome. For in both cases,
be it that we, feeling strong enough, venture to
decide on our own account what philosophy
henceforth shall stand for in our opinion, or be
it that we, more modestly, want to try to find a
master whom we may trust and accept as our
teacher and our guide in life, we must make sure
that we know all possible issues and that none
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has been overlooked. We are not allowed to
leave, to speak metaphorically, a corner of
the field unexplored or a fortress in our back
unassailed, lest we might be compelled later on,
when we have progressed already considerably
far, to own (if we then are still sincere enough)
that we have deceived ourselves in a point of
fundamental importance, and that the best thing
to do in the present circumstances would be
to give up our position and to retreat until we
have reached again a safe line.

If, therefore, I have ventured to write and
to submit to the reader a study on “Plato’s
Conception of Philosophy”, two things, I
would ask, should be noticed. The first is that
I regard myself as belonging to those who
prefer attaching themselves to a school of
thought to speaking, as it were, in their own
name. That choice may proceed from my
natural inclinations; it may however also be
prompted by the conviction that in philosophy
there is no other road to achievement than a
protracted discipleship. And secondly, it will be
evident from what has been said that I did not
pick up my subject merely at random, but
rather arrived at it gradually and as the result
of a long and careful selection. This must not
imply, of course, that I did not feel attracted
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towards Plato since the time when I began
my philosophical studies; it only means that I
should not have allowed myself to be styled a
Platonist before I had become capable of giving
account why I did not wish to be regarded as
a member of any other philosophical tradition.

From these few remarks it will have become
equally clear why I do not wish in this essay
merely to give a description of Plato’s philo-
sophical attitude, leaving aside what other
philosophers have to say in favour of theirs,
but rather want to confront it with as many
sther points of view as possible. For whereas
‘hat former procedure could base its pleading
»nly on the internal evidence of Plato’s own
:ause, the adopted one has the advantage that
t can corroborate its arguments also by external
vitnesses, namely by pointing to the objections
0 which those other conceptions seem to be
:xposed.

My first task, accordingly, is to give a survey
f the principal doctrines concerning the essence
ind meaning of philosophy that have been put
orward in the past. For this purpose, I think,
ve should turn for help to the historians, and
umong them I would propose to select as our
ruide the late Professor Windelband. He was
1ot only a great authority in the history of
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philosophy, but at the same time a systematic
philosopher of no little reputation; and so he is
qualified, it seems to me, as few others would be,
to give us advice in our present endeavour. It
happens, moreover, that he opens his celebrated
History of Philosophy* with a chapter devoted
entirely to a discussion of the “name and con-
ception of philosophy” in which no less regard
1s paid to the historical background of the
several theories under examination than to
their systematical significance, that is, with
precisely what we want at the present.

Windelband there enumerates four different
types of philosophy, and maintains that each
of those types mainly flourished in a special
period in the history of thought, to the general
outlook of which it has given its corresponding
intellectual expression.

In the first period, which ranges roughly
from Thales to Aristotle, philosophy, in the
opinion of that great scholar, “acquired the
fixed significance according to which it denotes
exactly the same as the German word ‘Wissen-
schaft’. According to this meaning philosophy
in general is the methodical work of thought,
through which we are to know that which ‘is’;

! Translated by James H. Tufts, and published by Macmillan
in 1893.
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individual ‘philosophies’ are the particular
sciences in which individual realms of the
existent are to be investigated and known.”!
In other words, to know the essence of reality,
at least in its general features, may be said to
be the aim of this kind of philosophy. To us it
is perhaps best known under the name of
“natural philosophy”. It is a branch of philo-
sophy that, as we know, has still its many
votaries to-day, though I do not think that it
could be said to be its most prominent repre-
sentative at the present. Windelband himself,
to be sure, would not approve of its being so,
because it seems to him to be out of date now;
yet it is noteworthy that he admits that a strong
revival of this conception of philosophy took
place after the ‘“Renaissance’”’, when, in addition
to the characteristics already mentioned, it got
the further distinction of being a ‘“‘world-
wisdom”, as opposed to Church dogma from
which it gradually and painfully had emanci-
pated itself.

The second type he distinguishes is that
represented by the post-Aristotelian philoso-
phers, z.e. by the schools of the Stoics, the
Epicureans, and the Sceptics, to which may
be added also that of the numerous Eclectics

t Op. cit. p. 1 5¢.
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and Syncretists of the Hellenistic age. In this
period philosophy “‘received the practical mean-
ing of an art of life, based upon scientific
principles”.* Mere intellectual curiosity is dis-
paraged by the fashionable thinkers of this
time; what they want philosophy to provide is
practical advice for a life that is meant to be at
once both virtuous and happy.

Thirdly, there intervened a time, Windel-
band says, when ‘‘during the unbroken domi-
nance of Church doctrine there remained
for philosophy, for the most part, only the
position of a handmaid to ground, develop,
and defend dogma scientifically’’.? This period,
as might be gathered even from these few words
alone, seemed to him the least satisfactory one;
and consequently he treats it in his later and
historical chapters in a rather perfunctory
manner. Personally I am afraid that this lack
of understanding of, and sympathy with,
thinkers like St. Augustine and St. Thomas
Aquinas is the one serious drawback in an
otherwise great book.

Fourthly and lastly, when after all these
vicissitudes of fortune its confidence in itself
became shaken, philosophy was reduced, Win-
delband contends, by Kant to the “critical

' History of Philosophy p. 2. R
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conmderatlgnugf: Reason itself”’,! or to a critical
nquiry by our intelligence into its own creden-
tials with a view to ascertaining the validity
or the range of application of its various pro-
nouncements, be it in its own proper domain,
systematic philosophy, or in the larger field of
the sciences. Philosophy, as conceived in this
way, would have nothing to do immediately
with reality itself, whose study is left to the
manifold branches of empirical research, and
to those alone; it would deal exclusively with
the judgements that our understanding passes
on things real, investigating their logical founda-
tions and trying to vindicate their truth or ex-
pose their falsehood. It is this definition of
philosophy that Windelband adopts for himself;
although, far from having gained ‘“‘universal
acceptance’’, it is regarded by him as the
“apparently final’’ one.

I think it will be easily conceded that this
classification of different conceptions of philo-
sophy covers a wide ground, and that it
would not be unreasonable to assume that it
includes all the more important interpretations
that have been given to philosophy in the past,
minor varieties being reducible to one or a
combination of several of those four heads.

r 5. p. 4.
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And if so, then our next step will be to examine
whether Platonism, or, incidentally, that which
I believe to be the right kind of philosophy,
can be explained by any of these four definitions,
or whether we have to go beyond them all,
acknowledging that Platonism, like the angels
in Thomistic philosophy, is a species of its own.
I shall begin my inquiry with an examina-
tion of the question whether Platonism, rightly
understood, may be conceived as an instance
of the type commonly called “natural philo-
sophy”’.

In order to avoid disappointment, let me
submit at the very beginning of our discussion
that the answer to this question can hardly
be expected to be in the affirmative. Even a
superficial acquaintance with his works must
convince us that Plato cannot well be regarded
as a ‘‘natural philosopher” in the same sense
as, for instance, Aristotle or the Ionians. He
neither gave himself to a study of nature as if
it was an end in itself, nor did he devote any of
his dialogues to natural philosophy, except
perhaps the Zimaeus at a very late date. But
even regarding that work, we may doubt
whether Plato was interested in the matter ex-
pounded in it from the point of view of a mere
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scientist. It may reasonably be asked whether
it would not be much nearer the truth to inter-
pret that dialogue as an attempt of Plato’s to
draw such a picture of the world and of man as
is compatible with, and demanded by, his
moral convictions, as laid down antecedently
in the APhilebus. 1f so, 7Timaeus would then
indeed still testify to the fact that Plato was
keenly interested in natural phenomena, but
it could not be said to represent natural philo-
sophy proper, because the investigation of
nature that we find in it would not appear to
have been carried out for its own sake. The
dialogue would occupy rather a similar place
in Plato’s philosophy to that of the Crizzgue of
Judgement in Kant’s. This, at least, is the
opinion of Proclus, when he affirms that there
i1s in Zimaeus just as much ‘“‘theology” as
“physiology”’;* and his interpretation of Plato
is never to be despised offhand.

But Plato not only abstained from the
speculations of natural philosophy; we know,
moreover, that he did not esteem very highly
those who indulged in them. In the Zyszs? he
quotes on a certain occasion from the natural

' In Zim. i p. 8, 3 599 (Dxehl) ,u.l.yvvm & 7¢ u.7rod>u.vﬂmp

70 aroSezKﬂKOV, kai Td Puotkd 0V Ppuoikds pévov, dAAG kal
OecodoyikGs voelv npuds wapaokevdlel
2 214 B.
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philosophers as from those who ‘‘lecture and
write about Nature and the Whole’’, where, no
doubt, it is his intention to convey to the
reader that such an attempt must be looked at
with suspicion, as aiming at something that is
clearly beyond the range of human under-
standing; and this impression is confirmed
when we learn from Cicero that the natural
philosophers were nowhere more scoffed at
than in the “Academy”.!

It seems that Plato inherited this critical atti-
tude towards natural philosophy from Socrates.
And in Socrates it was probably the result of
personal experiences of his own. That is at least
what is suggested to us by the Phaedo. For if
the autobiographical part of that dialogue is
historically true—and I do not see any reason
why it should not be taken for such—, then we
must conclude that Socrates, in an earlier
period of his life, spent a great deal of his time
in asking physical, physiological, and cosmo-
logical questions, and that he only in riper
years, presumably not in the last instance under
the influence of the Peloponnesian War and its
consequences, turned to the moral inquiries and
to the cross-examination of his fellow-citizens
for which he became so famous afterwards.

¥ Ac. pr. ii. 17. 55: qui maxime in Academia inridentur.
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- “When I was young”’, Plato makes him say,* “I
had a prodigious desire to know that depart-
ment of philosophy which is called the investiga-
tion of nature; to know the causes of things, and
why a thing is and is created or destroyed
appeared to me to be a lofty profession.” With
this would agree, also, at least as far as the
central idea is concerned, the picture of Socrates
as drawn by Aristophanes in his Clouds, where
he is represented as the leader of a learned
society of men deeply engaged in all sorts of
subtle and ridiculous questions about nature
and natural events. But that Socrates was ever
a natural philosopher by conviction, seems to
me, in spite of all that, hardly credible. The
fact rather was that, although attracted by
them, he never placed much confidence in
studies of that kind. Xenophon, at any rate,
tells us explicitly that he often wondered why
the people who pursued them could not realize
that they are too high for men.? And, what is
perhaps still more illuminating, he never, as
we know, could prevail upon himself to put
down the results of his physical and physiological
research work in a written document. It looks
therefore as if investigations of natural phen-

v Phaedo 96 A.
2 Mem. i. 1. 13: ’Efaipale 8 el pi) pavepdv adrois éorwv, éte
TatTa o Suvatdy éoTiv dvbpdmols evpeiv.
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omena became increasingly unimportant to him
as he advanced in years. They did not help him
in his effort to find a firm moral conviction with
which he could hope to face life, and so in the
end, apparently, he abandoned them altogether.
“Not that I mean to speak disparagingly of any
one who 1is a student of natural philosophy,” he

says?® ... “but the simple truth is, O Athenians,
that I have nothing to do with physical specula-
tions.” . . . “The men who dwell in the city are

my teachers and not the trees or the country.”?

Turning to Plato, what strikes us in his
controversy with the natural philosophers is,
among other things, that he so often complains
of the darkness of their speech with which they
seem to screen their oracular pronouncements,
and of the stubbornness with which they cling
to their own particular opinions. ‘“Whether any
of them spoke the truth in all this”, he writes,?
“is hard to determine. . . . Yet one thing may
be said of them without offence.”—“What
thing?”’—““That they went on their several ways
disdaining to notice people like ourselves; they
did not care whether they took us with them,

or left us behind them.” ... “They may be
unassailable.” 4. . . “They grow up at their own
1 Apol. 19 C. 2 Phaedr. 230 D.

3 Sophist 243 A. 4 Theaet. 179 C.
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sweet will and get their inspiration anywhere,
each of them saying of his neighbour that he
knows nothing.”’r

Of course, such discriminations as these
would be ad Zominem only; they could not carry
much weight, if they were not accompanied by
more substantial arguments. At their best they
could be regarded as a little skirmish before the
real battle. I will therefore proceed at once to
an examination of the graver objections that
Plato has raised in his dialogues against the
aims and claims of natural philosophy.

Now the first of these more ‘“‘substantial”
arguments against natural philosophy, I would
say, is one that deals with the notion of substance
itself. It is to the effect that neither the theory
of those who maintain that there is in nature
ultimately one substance only, nor that of those
who assume that there are several substances
equally primordial and irreducible into one
another, is tenable when brought into the light
of clear thinking. This he shows in the following
way. Supposing, first, that there are several
ultimate realities. “Come, we will say,” he
writes,?* ‘“‘ye, who affirm that hot and cold or

1 7b. 180 B. The Greek is: 098¢ ylyverar Tov TololTwy érepos
f 34 ’ Y > > 7 F) , ¢ 7 " 7
érépov palnris, dAXN adréparor dvagiovrar émébev dv TUxY
~ o 13 l/ I QN
ékaoros alrov évovoidoas, kal TOV érepov O éTepos oldev
Nyebrac eldévar, 2 Sophist 243 D, E.
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any other two principles are the universe, what
1s this term which you apply to both of them, and
what do you mean when you say that both and
each of them ‘are’? How are we to understand
the word ‘are’? Upon your view, are we to
suppose that there is a third principle over and
above the other two—three in all and not two?
For clearly you cannot say that one of the two
principles is being, and yet attribute being
equally to both of them; for, if you did, which-
ever of the two is identified with being, will
comprehend the other; and so they will be one
and not two.”

Such is Plato’s cause against the pluralists.
His plea against the monists proceeds on much
the same lines. “What about the assertors of
the oneness of the all,” he asks,! “must we not
endeavour to ascertain from them what they
mean by ‘being’?”’—‘‘By all means.”—"“Then
let them answer this question: One, you say,
alone is?”’—“Yes, will they reply.”—"“And
there is something which you call being?”’—
“Yes.”—"“And is being the same as One, and
do you apply two names to the same thing?
What will be their answer, Stranger?”’—“It is
clear, Theaetetus, that he who asserts the unity
of being will find a difficulty in answering this

1 Sophist 244 B, C.
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or any other question.”—‘Why so?”—“To
admit of two names, and to affirm that there is
nothing but unity, is surely ridiculous.”

I have nothing to say about these reasonings
by way of comment except that they seem to
me perfectly valid. Indeed, I do not perceive
how anything could be added to or taken away
from them to make them more conclusive. The
problem stands to-day, as far as I can see,
exactly where it stood in Plato’s time; it has
been solved as little by the monists or pluralists
of our own days as by those in the fifth and
fourth centuries before our Christian era.

To the average modern reader, however,
it may be that these arguments do not appear
to be equally evident. As a matter of fact, I
should not even be surprised to hear that they
strike him as artificial, if not to say sophisti-
cated. And vyet, should this prove to be
the case, it would result, I am afraid, from
nothing else than the fact that in the last
centuries our philosophical thinking has been
to a great extent under the influence of the
so-called exact sciences, physics and specially
mechanics. For, as is well known, these sciences
as a rule take reality, regarded in itself, for
granted; they assume tacitly that it is given to

us somehow, and that we are in ignorance only
c
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about its details. Add to this that, on the other
hand, they are prone to regard the concepts by
which we try to describe things as merely the
products of our mental activity and, therefore,
so to speak, as labels that can be attached to
and taken off them by us at will, and it will be
easily understood why there appears no flaw
from their point of view in giving two names
to one and the same thing. But, on a closer
scrutiny, it must be manifest that, however
familiar the modern mind may have become
with this mental attitude, the doctrine under-
lying it cannot well be defended. And this for
two reasons. First, because it must not be pre-
sumed that what is right in some special
branches of science must be valid in philosophy
also; for whereas the former deal with particular
facts, the latter is concerned with first principles.
In our present case this means that while in the
experimental sciences we are allowed to take
reality for granted, because reality as conceived
by them is always a reality more or less circum-
scribed by the results of former investigations,
there arises in philosophy the serious question
whether there would be left for us any substance
or reality whatever when stripped of all its
qualities at once. In the practical work of
scientific research, to be sure, such a process of
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abstraction can never be carried out to its end;
we always leave out only some particular
features or qualities while retaining others; but
in philosophical reasoning nothing hinders us
from trying to find out, at least in imagination,
what would be the result, if we were able to
perform in an instant what we in fact can do
only in part and in the succession of time. And
the result, I believe, would be this: although I
could not persuade myself that there would
remain nothing of reality, if I were to detach
from it all the qualities by which I can picture
it or think about it in my mind (since this
doctrine would involve that reality as such is
the product of my intelligence or imagination),
I should nevertheless have to own that reality
would become utterly meaningless for me,
because, not being able to grasp it in any con-
ceivable way, I could not get any representation
of it in my imagination, nor make it in any
manner an object of my thought. In other
words, it would practically turn out to be for
me as good as non-existent, though I should
not believe that it would actually cease to exist.
—This was the first reason. The second is to the
effect that, if we imagine that reality is given
somehow to us independently of our thinking
and that, on the other hand, all the notions by
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which we describe that reality are only the
creation of our minds, then there would be left
no justification for our assumption that those
notions can in fact describe actual features of
the real. The two realms, reality and our
thoughts, would fall entirely apart, and, if they
should meet none the less, their contact with
each other would be a mere coincidence and
could not be conceived of as other than purely
casual. But on such a hypothesis no account
could be given of how human knowledge, even
as a solely experimental investigation of reality,
is possible, since there could be found no bond
between it and our thoughts, and therefore no
rules either by which we might conduct and
control our inquiries.

With this, I think, we may leave the problem
of “substance” and go on to a brief analysis
of the concept of “‘causation”’. Here we are
presented once more with the same spectacle
as before: we see the natural philosophers use
that notion like that of ‘“being” as if its
meaning were quite plain to them, whereas in
fact it involves some of the most intricate
puzzles within the whole range of philosophy.
Even Socrates admits having been deluded
for a time on this point, and it seems that he
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was cured of his error only through his ardent
and earnest desire to see things as they are
whatever the consequences. ““I was fascinated”,
he tells us,” “by them (sc. those inquiries into
the causes of things) to such a degree that my
eyes grew blind to things which I had seemed
to myself, and also to others, to know quite
well; I forgot what I had before thought self--
evident truths; e.g. such a fact as that the growth
of man is the result of eating and drinking; for
when by the digestion of food flesh is added to
flesh and bone to bone, and whenever there is
an aggregation of congenial elements, the lesser
bulk becomes larger and the small man great.
. . . Well; but let me tell you something more.
There was a time when I thought that I under-
stood the meaning of greater and less pretty
well; and when I saw a great man standing
by a little one, I fancied that the one was taller
than the other by a head; or one horse would
appear to be greater than another horse: and
still more clearly did I seem to perceive that
ten is two more than eight, and that two cubits
are more than one, because two is the double of
one.”—‘“And what is now your notion of such
matters?”’ — ‘I should be far enough from
imagining that I knew the cause of any of
* Phaedo 96 C—97 B.
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them, by heaven I should; for I cannot satisfy
myself that, when one is added to one, the one
to which the addition is made becomes two, or
that the two units added together make two by
reason of the addition. I cannot understand
how, when separated from the other, each of
them was one and not two, and now, when they
are brought together, the mere juxtaposition
or meeting of them should be the cause of their
becoming two: neither can I understand how
the division of one is the way to make two; for
then a different cause would produce the same
effect,—as in the former instance the addition
and juxtaposition of one to one was the cause
of two, in this the separation and subtraction
of one from the other would be the cause. Nor
am I any longer satisfied that I understand the
reason why one or anything else is either
generated or destroyed or is at all . . .”

I have always admired this passage for its
power to awake us out of our ‘“dogmatic
slumber”, and for its ability to stir up in us
that sense of wonder which, according to Plato!
and Aristotle,? is the beginning of philosophy.
It shows us, moreover, I believe, what are the
consequences if we allow the rays of clear
thinking to penetrate the hazy atmosphere that

v Theaet. 155 D. 2 Met. i. 2; 982 b, 12 s¢.
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as a rule surrounds the notions which we employ
in practical daily life. Or, is it not astonishing
to notice how utterly incapable we are of giving
a satisfactory logical account of cause and
effect, although the whole fabric of our lives
seems to be reared on this foundation, since
without causation there could not be either
means and ends, that is, those terms without
which no purposive action is imaginable?

And yet, in spite of all this ignorance about
causation,—an ignorance that in the eyes of
Socrates, let me repeat, is mainly due to our
inability to explain, first, whence it comes that
there can emerge from two conditions, namely
from an agent and from a thing acted upon, a
third and single event, or that which we call
the result in an occurrence; and again, secondly,
upon what reason we are entitled to explain
an apparently continuous natural process by
splitting it up, as it were, into two component
parts, namely a first part played by an active
force and a second part played by a passive
material on which the active force is exercising
its influence—, concerning one point he was
absolutely firm. Whatever may be our doubts
about causality, this much is for him un-
questionably certain, that, if we want to under-
stand the real meaning of cause and effect, z.e.
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the propter koc or inner connection of things of
which we see only the post Aoc or temporal
succession, we must find a reason for this inner
connection; and that this reason can never be
found in a merely physical or natural agency,
but must always be sought for in a mind or in
an intelligence that acts with a view to what is
best and with the help of physical laws connects
things as means to an end. It is the failure to
grasp this obvious truth, he contends, that has
spoilt the philosophy of Anaxagoras. “I might
compare him”, he says,' “to a person who began
by maintaining generally that mind is the cause
of the actions of Socrates, but who, when he
endeavoured to explain the causes of my
several actions in detail, went on to show that
I sit here because my body is made up of bones
and muscles; and the bones, as he would say,
are hard and have joints which divide them,
and the muscles are elastic, and they cover the
bones, which have also a covering or environ-
ment of flesh and skin which contains them; and
as the bones are lifted at their joints by the
contraction or relaxation of the muscles, I am
able to bend my limbs, and that is why I am
sitting here in a curbed posture—that is what
he would say; and he would have a similar
* Phaedo 98 C—99 A.
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explanation of my talking to you, which he
would attribute to sound, and air, and hearing,
and he would assign ten thousand other causes
of the same sort, forgetting to mention the true
cause, which is, that the Athenians have thought
fit to condemn me, and accordingly I have
thought it better and more right to remain here
and undergo my sentence; for I am inclined to
think that these muscles and bones of mine
would have gone off long ago to Megara or
Boeotia—by the dog they would, if they had
been moved only by their own idea of what was
best, and if I had not chosen the better and
nobler part, instead of playing truant and run-
ning away, of enduring any punishment which
the state inflicts.”

In short, the charge that Socrates brings
against the natural philosophers, and specially
against Anaxagoras in view of this account of
his of nature, is that they cannot distinguish
between the causa ¢fficiens and the conditio sine
qua non. ‘‘There is”’, he tells us,* “‘a strange con-
fusion of cause and condition in all this. It may
be said, indeed, that without bones and muscles
and the other parts of the body, I cannot execute
my purposes. But to say that I doas I do because
of them, and that this is the way in which mind

t /5. 99 A, B.
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acts, and not from the choice of the best, is a
very careless and idle mode of speaking.”

This distinction between cause and condition
must have been regarded by Plato as being of
the greatest importance, for he comes back to it
in the 77macus, in the dialogue in which he
attempts to give us a statement of his religious
beliefs about God and creation. All the material
agencies, we read there,” ‘““are to be reckoned
among the second and co-operative causes which
God, carrying into execution the idea of the best
as far as possible, uses as his ministers. They are
thought by most men not to be the second, but
the prime causes of all things, because they
freeze and heat, and contract and dilate, and the
like. But they are not so, for they are incapable
of reason and intellect.” They are, as another
passage runs,? ‘‘the elements, thus of necessity
then subsisting, which the creator of the fairest
and best of created thingsassociated with himself,
when he made the self-sufficing and most perfect
God,? using the necessary causes as his ministers

T 46cC, D. 2 68 E.

3 Sc. our world; for in Plato’s view this world was a perfect
and self-contained system of changing finite creatures without
beginning and end in time; and its creation means for him only
that it could not have been given its existence by itself, but de-
pends for that on a higher and more exalted source. Cf. St.

Thomas Aquinas, S.c.G. ii. 18: “Non est enim creatio mutatio,
sed ipsa dependentia esse creati ad principium a quo instituitur
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in the accomplishment of his work, but himself
contriving the good in all his creations.” And
Plato concludes:! “Wherefore we may distin-
guish two sorts of causes, the one divine and the
other necessary, and may seek for the divine in
all things, as far as our nature admits, with a
view to the blessed life; but the necessary kind
only for the sake of the divine, considering that
without them and when isolated from them,
these higher things for which we look cannot be
apprehended or received or in any way shared
by us”.

It would be highly interesting to discuss at
some greater length the theological and meta-
physical implications of this doctrine of the “two
causes’’, and to show how it was transmitted from
Plato through the Neo-Platonists? as a middle
link to the Schoolmen, until it found its probably
finest expression in St. Thomas Aquinas, who
says that this delegation of power to the creatures

. . . Dicitur tamen creatio esse mutatio quaedam, secundum
modum intellegendi tantum, in quantum scilicet intellectus noster
accipit unam et eamdem rem ut non existentem prius et postea
existentem”.

' Tim. 68 E~69 A.

2 See Proclus, Elem. Theol. Prop. 79: Ildv 70 ywipevov ék
s Surrils yiverar Suvdpews; and Jn Tim. i. 2, 29 sgg. (Diehl):
Mévos 8¢ 6 MAdrwv Tois IIvbayopelows émopévws mapadiduwot
kv kal 70 guvaitia TV ¢uokov mpaypdrwy. Unfortunately
he does not tell us who these Pythagoreans were. Perhaps he did
not know himself. For the term ‘cvvairia’ cf. Politicus, 281 D sg.
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so that they can act as secondary causes ‘‘must
not be attributed to any deficiency in God’s
excellence, but rather to His immense goodness
for which He wished to bestow His similitude
on the created things not only in so far as they
exist, but also in that they may become the
causes of other things”.! But such a study
would clearly be beyond the scope of this essay.
Suffice it to remark that this doctrine is bound
to separate Platonism wholly from such a
“natural philosophy’’, or those metaphysical
systems that would attempt to explain the
universe by visible causes alone. Plutarch, who
in several ways, though certainly not in all, kept
most faithfully of all of Plato’s followers to the
genuine tradition of the school, and who, assisted
by his broad common sense, could make occa-
sional astonishingly shrewd observations, com-
ments on it thus: “The very ancient theologians
and poets”’, he says,? ‘“‘fixed their eyes ex-

1 S.c.G. iii. 70: “Non enim hoc est ex insufficientia divinae
virtutis, sed ex immensitate bonitatis ipsius, per quam suam
similitudinem rebus communicare voluit, non solum quantum

ad hoc quod essent, sed etiam quantum ad hoc quod aliorum
causae essent”’.

2 De Def. Orac. 48: Ka@éhov vdp, ds ¢nue, 8o mwdans
yevécews airias éxovons, oi pev opédpa malaol Beoldyor kal
moumTal T kpelrTove pdvy TOV voiv wpooéxew eldovro, TovTo
&) 70 kowdv émipbeyyduevor mioL wpdypaoy
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clusively on the higher of these two causes, when
they on all occasions repeated the well-known
words that ‘Jove is the beginning, the middle,
and the source of all’; as to the necessary or
natural causes, they did not yet concern them-
selves with them. The so-called natural philoso-
phers who cameafter them, on the contrary, lost
sight of that admirable and divine principle and
tried to explain the universe by referring it back
to matter and the various dispositions of matter,
that is, to the motions, mutations, and mixtures
of its parts. And so”, he concludes, ‘“‘the account
of both is defective.” In Plutarch’s opinion,
therefore, it would seem that Platonism was a
kind of correct via media between two extreme
and erroneous positions. And this view, I think,
is true. For I cannot but imagine that Plato, had
he lived up to our own time, would have taken
strong exceptions both to medieval theology,
which vindicated to itself the right of deciding
physical questions by submitting them to the
alleged light of revelation; and to the general
trend of modern thought, which makes more

Tais & dvaykaiaws kal puoikais ovk éri Tpooyjerav airiois. of
8¢ vedrepor ToUTwY Kal Puoikol wpoTayopevéuevor Tolvavriov
éxelvois Ts kalijs kal Belas drowAavnbévres dpxs, év adpact
kal wdbert ocwpdrwy, TAnyais Te kal perafolais kai kpdoeot
Tllévres 10 olumav, 80ev duotépois 6 Adyos évdens Tob
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and more towards a merely secular conception
of things; and likewise as he would on the one
hand have condemned, no doubt, as based on
a most pernicious superstition the medieval habit
of burning heretics for no other reason than that
they had reached some new conclusions as to
the nature of our physical surroundings, so he
would again, I am convinced, have concurred
on the other hand with Pope who, in view of the
increasing ascendancy during the last centuries
of the natural sciences over religious thought,
complained in 74e Dunciad that

Philosophy that leaned on Heaven before
Shrinks to its second cause and is no more.

And thus, I think, we have arrived in our
discussion at a stage where we can better
appreciate the reasons of Plato’s deep-rooted
aversion from the natural philosophers. They
seemed to him to be a sort of day-dreamers,
their theories being no more than as it were an
offspring of a muddled imagination and of such
a nature that they could not, strictly speaking,
be either proven or refuted, or even, as we have
seen already, properly understood when brought
into the broad daylight of clear thought. They
were in his eyes, moreover, incurable dogmatists,
sticking obstinately to their fancies and making
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all reasonable discourse with them impossible.
Those among my readers who are well ac-
quainted with the dialogues will remember that
Plato repeatedly contrasts the Eleatic gentleness
‘with the wilful and arbitrary behaviour of the
Heracliteans. But what weighed most with him
in his verdict on the natural philosophers was
undoubtedly the consideration that they, when
they endeavoured to explain the world by a
merely visible cause, were forced to exclude
from their mental horizon all the higher invisible
agencies, and to become blind to the fact that
for us men, in the end, omnia abeunt in
mysterium.

It might appear, therefore, that in this way
our inquiry into the question whether Platonism
can be taken for a species of natural philosophy
had now come to an end, and that the matter
might be regarded as finally disposed of. And
yet, I submit, this would be a very hasty con-
clusion. For all the arguments proffered so far
were apparently directed only against certain
procedures and personal weaknesses of those
natural philosophers who lived in Plato’s lifetime
or shortly before; none has been mentioned yet
that must be thought of as invalidating natural
philosophy itself. And as long as no objection of
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that kind has been brought forward, it is still
permissible to assume that Platonism is a species
of natural philosophy, only differing to a large
extent from all those embodiments of it that
Plato found to be prevailing in his age.

I have therefore to go on and set forth those
arguments of Plato’s that speak against natural
philosophy as such. They are, if I am not mis-
taken, of a threefold character. It was mentioned
not long ago that natural philosophy, in explain-
ing everything by physical causes, is bound to
overlook the higher and spiritual forces that are
operating in the world. And this failure to grasp
the invisible above the visible makes itself felt,
as we shall see presently, mainly in three ways:
in the disparagement of “soul’”’ or personality,
to which it inevitably must lead; in the inability
to account for the indisputable fact of moral
obligation; and in the destroying of the feeling
of awe, and, consequently, in the weakening of
the spirit of worship and adoration in religion.
Let me say a few words on each of these three
topics.

Plato is deeply convinced, as we have seen,
that the physical causes are only secondary or
auxiliary agencies and that no real action origi-
nates from them, since actions presuppose a
purpose, and therefore will and intelligence of
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which both the physical bodies are in want.
With him, accordingly, it is an axiomatic fact
that the physical agents can receive their power
to act only from outside, and at their best im-
part that power to other physical agents after it
has been thus received. From where it follows
further that all their several ‘“virtues’ are, so to
speak, borrowed from elsewhere, and not in-
trinsic or inherent in them. The world of bodies,
in other words, forms a chain of agents that is
without beginning or end in time, but that has
no life in it of its own making. Consequently,
if there is action and movement at all, a higher
form of activity than that found in the physical
agents must be acknowledged to exist, that is,
an agency that does not get its movement from
without, but is capable of moving itself, which
in Plato’s terminology is called a “‘soul”. That
namely is, I take it, the gist of the famous
“proof” for the immortality of the soul as set
forth in the Phaedrus.' And in the Laws the
same argument is reproduced. “‘I mean this”’, he
writes there,? ‘““when one thing changes another,

! 245 D. Plotinus renders the argument as follows (E#z. iv. 7,
9): 00 yap &) wdvra émakte (W] XpijTat’ 7 eis Gwelpov eloew:
3 \ ~ / 4 ~ T o k] ’ \
dAAd Sl Twa Plow wpdtws (woav elvar, v dvddebpov kai
dfdivarov elvar et ¢ dvdykns, dre dpxny (wils kal Tols
dAdows odoav.
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and that another, of such will there be any
primary changing element? How can a thing
which is moved by another ever be the beginning
of change? Impossible. But when the self-moved
changes other, and that again other, and thus
thousands upon ten thousands of bodies are set in
motion, must not the beginning of all this motion
be the change of the self-moving principle?”’
In this argument, it seems to me, Plato criti-
cizes the natural philosophers (and this time also
natural philosophy as such, because without
these presuppositions it would not be imaginable)
for again no less than three reasons. First, he
urges, in their attempt to explain the universe,
they stop suddenly short somewhere in the
middle of that unending chain of secondary
causes and effects, and, in doing so, declare,
without giving any convincing reason, that they
have discovered the ultimate material principle
of which all things are made; whereas in fact
they have only reached a limit beyond which
their power of observation cannot extend itself
at the present moment. At the same time they
do not recognize that, for a full understanding of
the world in which we live, we cannot rely ex-
clusively on the results that are the product of
the reasonings and observations of our intel-
lectual faculties, but have to accept as well the
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testimony of those other witnesses that we find
in ourselves, such as our moral, artistic, or
religious consciousness. And, finally, out of these
two errors springs their third and greatest fault,
the mistaken idea that we can explain the higher
principle by the lower, as if, to use an expression
of Dr. Inge’s,! we were to know things by their
“roots”’, and not by their “fruits”.

It is a well-known fact that this attempt to
explain the higher by the lower was considered
by all Platonists to be an especially great flaw,
which for that reason they never got tired of
castigating. That it is wrong, intellectually
speaking, seemed to them evident from the
consideration that to explain any effect what-
ever, we have always to assign a cause that
contains at least as much power and value as
that effect, if not more.? For suppose this was
not so, then, they urge, we should not point to
the real cause at all, but should rather call
attention merely to the outward occasion or
opportunity in which the effect we wapt to
explain was brought about . . . by another

Y Quispoken Essays, ii. p. 9 and elsewhere.

2 So Proclus in his Elem. Theol. Prop. 7: “Ilav 7% map-
akTkdV dANOV KpELTTOY éaTeL TH]S TOU Tapayouévov dploews.” It
is noteworthy that in his “Third Meditation” Descartes has
taken over this axiom as self-evident and as a help for proving
the existence of God.
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agency. To explain by way of an example,
could we ever honestly accept as a valid
argument the assertion that thought is created,
when by what we call the law of association
one idea calls forth another idea? Or is it not
plain that the association of ideas is only a way
by which thought proceeds, z.e. one of its means
and conditions, but nevermore the cause by
which thought qua thought is produced?

But it is not so much this logical mistake
which they believed they could perceive in it
that caused the Platonists to take up arms
against the method of explaining the higher
principle by the lower, as the undesirable con-
sequences which they thought it would have
for our practical lives. And, indeed, their fears
in that respect are not wholly unjustified. For,
if this method was actually successful, then it
would in the end reduce all things to the push
and pull of mechanical agents, or at least of
such causes as are conceived of in close analogy
to those mechanically working bodies, and thus
it would overpower our “‘souls’ and personali-
ties, together with all the values that make up
our spiritual existence. The realm of the spirit,
to speak metaphorically, would be at most a
sort of hazy vapour hovering unsteadily above
the solid structure of massive corporeal reality.
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Or again, to use another picture, our souls, as
Plotinus thought, would be degraded to the
meanest station among created things, being
placed far below the material bodies from
which they are said to derive their energy and
power; for they would, in his words, “in thus
striving after them, acknowledge to be inferior
to them,” forgetting more and more their
divine origin and likeness.! No wonder, there-
fore, that Plato upbraids the natural philo-
sophers for being men who ‘“affirm that which
is the first cause of the generation and destruc-
tion of all things, not to be first, but last, and
that which is last to be first’’ and so turn, as it
were, the world upside-down.? Finally, if we
remember that, as was intimated, this fault of
theirs does not affect only men’s thinking
faculties, but has simultaneously its reper-
cussions also on their moral actions, then, I

1 See Enn. v. 1. 1, especially the following sentence: dua ydp
Sudkerar dAXo kal Bavpdlerar kai 70 BGavpdfov kal Sidkov
Spoloyel xeipov elvai xeipov 8¢ avré T Oépevov yiyvopévev
kal dmoAdvpévwy dripdrarév Te kai OvyréTarov wavrev Gv
Tipd Yrolapfdvov ovre feot o olre SUvapw dv mote év
Buug BdAocro.

2 Laws 891 E: 0 mpbrov yevéoews kai ¢pfopds aitiov drdvroy,
TobTo 0V wpdTov dAAG UoTepov dmedrjvavro elvar . . . 6 8¢
UoTepov, mpérepov. This, by the way, is, as far as I know, the
first passage in which this technical term has been used for
what we in English commonly call putting the cart before the
horse.
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think, we shall have no more difficulties in
understanding why Plato felt so hostile to the
aspirations of natural philosophy.

This hostility, however, will become still
more intelligible when we proceed to our second
point, to the alleged inability of natural philo-
sophy to do justice to our moral consciousness.
Here the grievance of Plato is the following.
If the world, he calculates, could actually be
explained by natural factors, and by them alone,
then the claim of morality to possessing, so to
speak, in the notion of obligation and what it
implies, a principle of its own, wholly in-
dependent of that which merely “is”’, would
be altogether illusory. At its best, morality
would hold a secondary rank; but as far as
possible its conceptions would always have to
be accounted for by natural phenomena. In
which direction such a procedure tends has
been demonstrated to us by Plato playfully in
the dialogue called “Cratylus’”® where, among
other etymological subtleties, Socrates is made
to trace back, by an inspired guess, the notion
of the “just” (ro dikawov) to the sun, because
as he said, he might regard it, in deference to
Heraclitus, as the ‘‘piercing (8watdvra) and

T 413 B.
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burning (kdovra) element which is the guardian
of nature’’; and where there is maintained to
be only this one drawback in that ‘‘beautiful”
definition of justice that the man who adopts
it might find himself in a perplexity when he
meets with the objection: “What, is there no
justice in the world (that means, no obligation
for being just) when the sun is down’”? Ad-
mittedly, this example is a little crude; but I
do not think I must apologize for having
selected it, since I believe it is very apt to show
what, if not checked from without or brought
to a standstill by their own failures within, the
exertions of the natural philosophers in the field
of morals would ultimately amount to. For
what they are constantly driving at, be they
aware of their goal or not, I am afraid, is this:
their aim everywhere is to prove that, since our
several particular duties, that is, the various
things that we are obliged to do or to forbear
from doing at different times and in different
circumstances, are always to some extent
dependent on historical and social influences,
our duty itself, z.e. our certainty of being
placed under an obligation as such, must also
be no more than a fact that has emerged once
at a special juncture in man’s past history;
and, further, they continuously press towards a
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theory of the universe that should be exclusively
the result of reasoning, and therefore prove
unaffected by moral considerations; whereas
it ought to be manifest that our impressions of,
and our insight into, the world in which we
live cannot be but widely differing according
as our actions are right or wrong, that is,
according as they are in harmony with the
ultimate laws and constitution of the whole,
or in opposition to them.

It seems as if these errors of the natural
philosophers were due mainly to their over-
looking the truth that not everything in philo-
sophy can be regarded as an ‘“‘object”, or a
“fact”, or an “event”. That they feel driven
almost irresistibly towards a procedure that
would reduce all things to a common de-
nominator, we may understand, if we recollect
that their chief design is to get a logically
coherent view of all the main features of the
universe. It will therefore not be astonishing
either when we find that in almost all their
systems the soul is conceived, to some extent,
in analogy to material bodies, or when we see
it given a more or less definite place in the
hierarchy of things out of which and through
which the world is said to exist. But from that,
of course, it does not follow that we ought to
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approve of their various pictures of the world.
Far from it; for on a closer examination it will
appear that they are in a way all equally wrong,
because they treat as facts things that are not
facts at all. They do not pay due regard to the
consideration, for instance, that every attempt,
as it were, to locate the soul, must deprive it at
once of its free moral choice; and still less do
they acknowledge the truth that by these moral
decisions the soul, as Plato says in one of his
greatest discourses,! is able to choose for itself,
in accordance with a kind of pre-established
cosmic moral equilibrium, its own convenient
place in the universe, be it in its heights or in
its depths. In itself, I admit, the method of
bringing down all philosophical notions to the
one level of natural things does not appear
wholly unattractive, were it only for the great
simplification of all philosophical work that
would result from it. But, unfortunately, that
method is not legitimate. The problems in
philosophy do not lie, so to speak, on one and
the same surface, perhaps not even in one and
the same sphere. It might therefore be said
that there is a certain likeness between the work
done in philosophy and that performed by the
branch of mathematics which goes under the
t Laws X. 904 A 5¢9.
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name of ‘‘descriptive geometry’’. For as it 1s
the main task of descriptive geometry to
represent three-dimensional bodies by figures
on the plane, so we have in philosophy to use
incessantly logical terms in connection with
problems whose implications reach far beyond
the logical horizon, as, for instance, when we
have to deal with our knowing self, that means,
with that part of our intellect that ex Aypothes:
cannot be made known, or with the meaning of
moral obligation, or the significance of beauty
in the works of art, or with those even still more
elusive concepts that are related to the domain
of religion. And likewiseas it would be disastrous
in descriptive geometry, should we mistake in
our reckonings those projections on the plane
for the projected bodies themselves, so there is
no less danger in philosophy, lest we should
fall into errors of the grossest order, if we did
not endeavour constantly, as it were, to re-
translate those logical terms into their supra-
logical or truly philosophical meaning. But
that is what the natural philosophers often fail
to do. They seem to be unaware that there is
a symbolism in all philosophical terminology
which we can never get rid of, and therefore
they do not realize that the idea of a logically
coherent system comprising all the main features
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of our universe is after all nothing but one of
those many will-o’-the-wisps by which we so
often allow ourselves to be led astray.

But if this method of reducing things to the
level of natural phenomena, as practised by
the natural philosophers, is, as I have tried to
show, baneful in morals, it will prove to be, as
we shall see presently, still more so in religion.
Indeed, I think, it would scarcely be wrong
to affirm outright that genuine religion and
natural philosophy are mutually exclusive.
And this for the following reason. To the
religious consciousness it is manifest, if any-
thing is, that God is the one ultimate reality in
which ‘“we live, and move, and have our
being’’t and that all things are ‘“of Him,
through Him, and to Him”.? In natural philo-
sophy, again, the chief end is the explanation
of the universe. Consequently, if God enters
into the reasonings of the natural philosopher
at all, He does so merely as a postulate of
speculative thought, as a sort of stop-gap
or, perhaps better still, as literally a Dewus ex
machina, because without Him the world would
not appear to be intelligible. But, if that is
true, then evidently the God of the natural

r Acts xvii. 28. 2 Romans xi. 36.
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philosopher and the God of the truly religious
man are not the same; for whereas the former
could hardly be more than a pale object of
thought, the latter is, as has been sublimely put,
a ““consuming fire”.!

To penetrate still a little further into details,
I would venture to say that there are three
propositions with regard to the problem of the
relationship between religion and natural philo-
sophy that can be asserted without running any
serious risks. The first is to the effect that natural
philosophy is incompatible with Theism. This,
I think, can be shown thus. It is the very essence
of the theistic faith to hold the conviction that
there is ultimately no other reality besides God,
all other beings deriving their existence from
Him. From which follows as a necessary con-
clusion the further belief that, while the world is
dependent on God for its creation and even for
its preservation in any tiniest fragment of time,
God must not be thought of as equally depend-
ent on the world, it being 77 i¢se/f quite imagin-
able (though not for us, after we have taken
notice of the present world and of ourselves as a
part in it; but, and this is the important point in
the argument, we must not assume that we our-
selves are the measure of all things) that He

! Hebrews xii. 29.
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might have nof created this world, or have
created another world entirely different from
that we are acquainted with. But this again no
natural philosopher could ever allow. For his
mind is so exclusively obsessed with his alleged
duty of getting first of all true knowledge of the
universe that the idea of a God who is transcend-
ent, that means, who is not connected in the
same strict manner with the world as the world
is with Him, strikes him as empty and meaning-
less.—And this leads us straightway to our
second proposition, which is that the natural
philosopher may be a pantheist. This is obvious;
for if God is supposed to be necessary somehow
for the explanation of the universe, it is not
impossible that He be conceived of as a kind of
“immanent common ground of all things”’, or in
some other similar manner. What expression
eventually is chosen does, as far as I can see,
not matter much, because it is to be feared that
none will ever be clear or free from contradiction.
For it is not easily credible that the view on the
one hand, that God is in some way all in all can
ever be successfully combined with the opinion
on the other, that He is only one special, how-
ever exalted, factor in the constitution of the
Whole. But thus it would seem that, whatever
his speculations may amount to, the pantheist
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will always remain in an unstable position.—
And this brings us again straightway to our
third and last proposition, namely to the assertion
that, for internal reasons, the natural philosopher
cannot help being pushed more and more to-
wards atheism. Evidently he cannot stay where
he is, because the pantheistic creed, being incon-
sistent, does not afford him a resting-place. And
further, since God is only admitted into his
thoughts as a means of explaining the world,
and since it 1s the avowed tendency of natural
philosophy to explain the higher by the lower
as far as possible, He must appear to him as
nothing more than a hypothesis which it is for
the present, perhaps, unavoidable to retain, but
which the sooner it can be dispensed with, the
more creditable will it be for him and his enter-
prise. Therefore he seems but to be waiting for
the day when he can let drop the idea of God out
of his mind altogether.

There can be no doubt, from what he writes
in the tenth book of the LZaws, that Plato was
fully alive to the dangers that threaten religion
from the camp of the natural philosophers.
“Their impiety”’, he admits,* “is a very serious
matter.” Moreover, their whole manner of
thinking must have been highly offensive to his

t See Laws x. 891 C, D.
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feelings. For, whereas the religious man bows
before the mysterious majesty of God, and is
convinced that all the better things in life are
above him, the natural philosopher, confiding in
his intelligence (or ought we rather to say in his
sense-perceptions?), regards himself as a match
for reality, and does not even shrink from
making God an object of his inquiries. He
apparently never pauses to consider whether it
might not perhaps be wrong to pass judgement
on everything, and the suspicion that his en-
deavour could be beyond his powers appears
not even to have entered his mind; he shows him-
self impervious to all the critical observations
that can be raised against his enterprise; in
short, he seems to belong to those persons who,
according to St. Thomas Aquinas, “have such
a high opinion of themselves and their intelli-
gence that they believe they can measure the
whole divine nature by their understandings,
through the assumption namely that all that is
true which agrees with their minds, and all that
false which does not”.! It goes without saying
that characters of such an overbearing dis-
position are not easy to deal with. But they are

1 Sc.G. i 5 “Sunt enim quidam tantum de suo ingenio
praesumentes, ut totam divinam naturam se reputent suo
intellectu posse metiri, aestimantes scilicet totum esse verum
quod eis videtur, et falsum quod eis non videtur”.
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not only unpleasant companions in private life;
they also become a danger to the commonwealth
in which they live. They undermine corporate
religion and so loosen the sacred bond that unites
a people. For if, as their doctrine proclaims,
everyone is permitted to state for himself, and
to try to impose on others, what is to be taken
for right or wrong in matters of theology and
religion, as if there were not also a common
experience on which as a basis religious truth is
built up, there is no room left for corporate
worship. The sense of awe and quiet assurance,
and the feeling of a common inheritance for
which all are alike responsible and which is so
vital to religion as well as to the welfare of a
nation, is then replaced by a spirit of restlessness
and never-satisfied research,

As if religion were intended
For nothing else but to be mended.!

So at length I will close this discussion and
proceed to give what I believe to be Plato’s
final verdict on natural philosophy. It is, as I
see it, the following: “He . . . whoshouldattempt
to verify all . . . by experiment, would forget the
difference of the human and divine nature. For
God only has the knowledge and also the power

! Samuel Butler, Hudibra
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which are able to combine many things into one
and again resolve the one into many. But no
man either is or ever will be able to accomplish
either the one or the other operation.”’* Add to
this, further, that the natural philosopher “is
labouring, not after eternal being, but about
things which are becoming, or which will or
have become’’,? and the conclusion is obvious.
“Can we say”’, asks Plato,® “that any of these
things which neither are nor have been nor will
be unchangeable, when judged by the strict rule
of truth, ever become certain?”’—‘“Impossible.”

Impossible.—This, then, seems to be Plato’s
last word regarding natural philosophy.

But if so, I think, it has also become urgent
now for me to say something which I ought
perhaps to have hinted at long ago in order to
relieve the reader from an uneasiness that
probably has grown up in his mind and become
stronger and stronger as he was reading: I
mean that in this condemnation of natural
philosophy no adverse judgement is given on
the sciences, that is, on an investigation of
nature that is not poisoned by false metaphysical

! Tim. 68 D. 1 would beg the reader to notice that it is again
the problem of the one and the many that seems to be to Plato
the great obstacle in the way of the natural philosopher.

2 Phil. 59 A. 3 15. 59 A, B.
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claims. There is nothing in the Platonic
dialogues that would lend support to such a
view. On the contrary, I believe it can be
shown that the relations between his philosophy
and the sciences were throughout of a most
friendly character. For, first of all, Plato is
convinced that all kinds of knowledge are
valuable, though not in the same degree. “I
do not know, Socrates,” he writes in the
Philebus,” ‘‘that any great harm would come
of having them all, if only you have the first
sort.”” For practical purposes, moreover, these
minor sciences may even become indispensable.
We must know in fact something about nature,
“if any of us is ever to find his way home”.?
And further, knowledge of things natural is in
itself no little accomplishment. “All the great
arts”’, he says in the Phaedrus,® ‘“‘require dis-
cussion and high speculation about the truths
of nature; hence come loftiness of thought and
completeness of execution. And this, as I
conceive, was the quality which, in addition
to his natural gifts, Pericles acquired from his
intercourse with Anaxagoras whom he happened
to know.” The only thing that we must guard
ourselves against in the sciences is the tempta-
tion to overrate the degree of certitude and the
' 62D, 2 Jb. 62 B, 3 269 E-270 A.
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field of possible application of their results. In
themselves the sciences are wholly unobjection-
able. “A man may sometimes set aside medita-
tions about eternal things, and for recreation
turn to consider the truths of generation which
are probable only; he will thus gain a pleasure
not to be repented of, and secure for himself
while he lives a wise and moderate pastime.”’!
That, however, is not yet all. There was
in all probability still a further and weighty
reason that inclined Plato to look with a keen
interest on the pursuits of science. What I
allude to is this. He seems to have been fully
convinced that, in addition to his interest in
mathematics which makes for clear thinking
and for preventing fancy from getting the
upper hand in his mind, every philosopher
must build upon an empirical basis, if his work
is not to become formal and barren. It is true,
of course, that this empirical basis must not be
sought for exclusively in the natural sciences.
Psychology, or history, as we might point out
to-day, would serve the purpose equally well.
But the principle as such is important enough.
For suppose that a philosopher is not engaged
in any experimental or empirical research work
whatever, would he then not be in constant
! Tim. 59 C.
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danger of losing touch with reality, so that in
the end he might take the names of things for
the things themselves, and, instead of getting
day by day new material from his investiga-
tions for his philosophical reflexions, might
become shut up as a prisoner within the net-
work of his own abstract conceptions?

Thus we shall not be astonished to learn that
Plato greatly encouraged scientific investigations
in his Academy.* There was no enmity between
his philosophy and the scientific spirit, or else it
would be inexplicable why the great scientists
and mathematicians of his age felt the attraction
of his school. Nor can I think that it was by

! The fact is attested among others by the comic writer
Epicrates, who in a charming fragment tells us that the pupils in
the Academy
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Finally, the ten books of *“Opota ” which Speusippus, Plato’s
nephew and immediate successor in the Academy, is reported to
have written (see Diog. Laert. iv. 1. 11), were probably also a
study in scientific classification.
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mere chance that the scientists of the sixteenth
century who contributed most to the liberation
of their discipline from the trammels of medieval
scholasticism looked up to him as to the great
champion of their cause. And finally, I suggest,
we may safely suppose that Plato himself was
fully aware that he derived no small benefit
from this alliance with the scientists. This, at
any rate, is the impression conveyed to me
whenever I am reading his dialogues. For, if I
was called upon to state briefly what in my
opinion constitutes the reason for the superiority
of his philosophy when compared with that, say,
of the Neoplatonists, I should answer unhesi-
tatingly that it consists in this, that whereas
Plato took part in the scientific work of his
generation, the Neoplatonists apparently did
not.

What Plato was up against is therefore not
science, but only a science with metaphysical
claims whose investigationsarecarried out for the
sake of results rather than for the sake of truth.
And this is exactly what, throughout this whole
chapter, has been called by the name of “natural
philosophy”’. Natural philosophy is not genuine
science, because no true scientist ever regards
any of his discoveries as a final achievement.
He rather looks upon them as a stepping-stone
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to his next adventures, and otherwise is con-
tent with the glorious insight into a new feature
of reality which every successful investigation
affords him, as with a reward great enough for
the labour bestowed upon his research work. It
never occurs to him that he might lift up the
veil from the mystery of ultimate reality, or that
he could describe the universe in a manner
satisfactory in all circumstances and for all
times. And if natural philosophy is thus not true
science, it is not true philosophy either, since
it attempts to pin its faith on findings of an
empirical inquiry, that, from their very nature,
cannot be other than provisional. Against this
erroneous aspiration of the natural philosopher
it might, moreover, be rejoined, first, that
philosophy, although it has, no doubt, a close
connection with knowledge, is nevertheless not
only a species of the genus knowledge and a
product of mere intellect, but rather, as Dr. Inge
so justly says,’ the work “‘of reason, that is, of
the whole personality under the guidance of its
highest faculty”, and that no question of any
greater importance will ever be decided on
the account of logical arguments alone. And
secondly, it might be urged, we do not under-
stand nature aright as long as we take it as an
* Christian Mysticism, p. 300.
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end in itself, and not rather as a kind of ante-
room through which we have to pass in order to
reach one day, let us hope, our true and ever-
lasting home.

Yet, in spite of all that, there may still lurk
somewhere in one of the corners of our minds a
certain suspicion lest Plato in a way would be
unjust, if not towards natural philosophy, at
least towards nature herself. Namely it might be
imagined, from the fact that he did not approve
of an investigation of nature for its own sake,
and, further, from his burning interest in matters
of ethics and religion, that he could not have
had a quick sense for the beauties of the natural
world. But this conjecture, I submit, would be
again wide of the mark. For it might be
retorted that it is just those sporadic and inter-
mittent beauties which we find in nature that
sustain our certainty of, and our longing for, an
unending and consummate perfection; and also
that it is this conviction of the existence of a
higher realm again that gives us the assurance
that some of its glories must be found in nature
too, because it would be contrary to the essence
of the perfect to leave itself wholly unmanifested;
and that we should probably detect far more of
them, if only we could look at things more from
the right angle. That is, at any rate, the answer
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that I should expect from any real Platonist. I
therefore believe that the late Professor J. A.
Stewart is right, when he writes: “Platonism I
would describe, in the most general terms, as
the mood of one who has a curious eye for the
endless variety of this visible and temporal
world and a fine sense of its beauties, yet is
haunted by the presence of an invisible and
eternal world behind’’; 1 it ““is love of the unseen
and eternal cherished by one who rejoices in the
seen and temporal”.? Indeed, Plato did not make
of nature a goddess, but he was prepared to find
in her everywhere the vestigia Det, or the foot-
prints of God, according to the words of the
poet:

Thou canst not miss His praise; each tree, herb, flower
Are shadows of His wisdom and His power; 3

and thus, I believe, nature was hallowed in his
eyes as certainly not an unworthy domain for
our discoveries.

With this I will bring this chapter to an end.
It has disclosed, I trust, that Plato, although a
sincere lover of nature and a great admirer of
science, nevertheless cannot be called a ““natural

v Platonism in English Poetry, in English Literature and the
Classics, p. 26.

2 5. p. 30.
s Henry Vaughan, Early Rising and Prayer.
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philosopher”. We must therefore continue our
inquiry and see whether, in our attempt to
classify Platonism, we shall fare better with the
other definitions of philosophy as given by
Windelband in his historical survey.



THE second type of philosophy pointed out by
Windelband was the investigation as to the
ultimate end to which all human activity is
directed. In a philosophy thus conceived it may
be asked, for instance, whether virtue is the
summum bonum, as was held by the Stoics,
or pleasure, as taught by the Epicureans, or
neither of them, but mere imperturbability, as
advocated by the Sceptics. Further, it may be
argued for or against the question whether the
consciousness of virtue of which the Stoic is so
proud does not, when inspected more closely,
include again pleasure and happiness, that is,
whether it is in the end not just owing to the
feeling of self-contentment that virtue is desir-
able at all; or it may be asked whether not also
the Epicurean, for whom pleasure is the highest
good, is obliged, when all is considered, to
admit that there are two sorts of pleasure,
differing not only in degree or intensity, but
in kind and moral quality, namely, those
of an essentially ‘“base’” and those of an

essentially ‘‘noble” character; and, finally, it
58
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may be discussed, as we have said already,
whether it might not be incorrect to describe
virtue and happiness as the goal of human
endeavour, for their being far beyond the reach
of mortal men, and far wiser to strive only
towards a state of freedom from our passions,
2.e. towards a temper from which are excluded
alike both violent pleasures and violent pains.
All these questions have in fact been ventilated
thoroughly by the post-Aristotelian thinkers,
and have provided, as was to be expected, the
material for a protracted and sometimes heated
debate. And yet, one thing is peculiar to all
those philosophers who partook in this “strife
of tongue’’: however widely they disagreed in
their several conclusions, they all regarded
philosophy as a kind of practical training
towards a desired end, and they all rele-
gated theoretical questions to a secondary
rank as being of importance only in so far
as they would serve this primary practical pur-
pose. '

Now the question with which we are concerned
in this essay is whether Plato would have
approved of such a conception of philosophy.
In other words, it is the question whether
Platonism can be considered to be one among
those systems whose first interest resides in a
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summum bonum however differently conceived.

That Plato was an intensely practical man,
this at any rate might be concluded already
from what has been said in the foregoing
chapter. For if he had not been so, he would
hardly have laid stress on the conviction that
the principle of causality is meaningless when
separated from purposive action. And the
same impression is conveyed by his Seventh
Epistle, in which he writes that he thought it
to be his duty to go once more, for all his
previous bad experiences, to the court of
Dionys, tyrant of Syracuse, because, as he
has it, he would fear to see himself ‘“‘at last
altogether nothing but words, so to speak,—a
man who would never willingly lay hands to
any concrete task’’ .t

That testimony, however, might still appear
to be very slender. I will therefore add some
more proof for Plato’s practical interests by
quoting from his disciples, both such as knew
him personally, and those who adhered to his
philosophical convictions only from reading his
books. In the first instance I would point to
Aristotle. He extols Plato as the man ‘“‘who
alone or first of all mortals has shown clearly
by his own life and teaching how a man can

t 328 C. The translation is Professor L. A. Post’s.
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become at once both good and happy”.r This
saying is truly remarkable, especially when it is
remembered that it comes from a man whose
mental disposition was widely different from
that which it praises. It seems, therefore, as if
it was due also to the influence of his teacher,
when in the Nicomachean Ethics, that is, in a
book that otherwise is famous for giving its
verdict in favour of the ‘‘theoretical” over
against the ‘“practical” life, he nevertheless
inserted a passage in which he strongly urges
not to regard philosophy as a merely intellectual
business, but rather as an eminently practical
concern. “But most men,” he says there,?
“instead of doing thus, fly to theories, and fancy
that they are philosophizing and that this will
make them good, like a sick man who listens
attentively to what the doctor says and then
disobeys all his orders. This sort of philo-
sophizing will no more produce a healthy habit

1 «8s pdvos §) mpdTos OynTdv karédefev évapyds
oikelp Te Blp xol pefédore Adywv,
¢ 3 , T2 o 7 s s 9
ws ayaOOS TE KAl EvSaL‘l.va apa 'YI-VETG-L avﬂll
2 ji, 4, 6: F. H. Peters’ translation. Aristotle’s words are:
AAXN of moAlol Tadra pév ob mpdrTovow, éml 8¢ TOv Adyov
karapelyovres olovrar Pilovodely, xal ofrws érecbar omwov-
L A
Saio, oy Ti wowdyres Tois kduvovow ol TdV iaTpdv
A
drotovar piv émupeAs, Towdor 8 0vdy T@v wpooTaTTopEvwY.
*Qorep ofv 008’ ékeivor €b Efovore TS odpa obrw epamevopevor,
3 QY \ \ L4 ~
098 odror TV Yuxiv olTw Prrocodoivres.
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of mind than this sort of treatment will produce
a healthy habit of body.” So far Aristotle.
From Porphyry, the well-known Neoplatonist
and adversary of the Christians, is derived the
sentence that ‘“not the tongue, but the works
of the philosopher are acceptable with God”;*
and from Eusebius of Caesarea, the famous
Church historian and great admirer of Plato,
comes the phrase that ‘“we must prefer the
philosophy that works through deeds to the
philosophy that works only through words”.z
Proclus coined the expression that ““a virtuous
man’s doing is always in harmony with his
words”’;? and if somebody should want a witness
from nearer home, because he does not consider
it wise to trust foreign people too much, let him
read Chaucer, and he will find the same idea as
before in the lines:

Eek Plato seith who-so that can him rede,
the wordes mote be cosin to the dede. 4

' Ad Marcellam, cap. 16: olX 1) yAdooa Tod dodod Tipov
mapa Oep, dAAd 1o épya.

* Pracp. Ev. vi. 6, 71: pthogopiav ob v év Adyois, Ty 8¢
8 épywv wporipioac.

*In Parm. i. (p. 677, 14-16, Cousin 1864): Tois Adyots
Tavraxol cuupdvovs elvar wpooijkes Tos wpdfes TGV amov-
daiwv dvdpidv. We find, however, the same thought already
in Seneca, who says (£p. xx. 2): Maximum hoc est officium
sapientiae et iudicium, ut verbis opera concordent.

" 4 Canterbury Tales, Prologue, 741 sq.
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This close connection between theory and
practice is, I believe, in fact one of the funda-
mental characteristics of Platonism. “If we see
things as they are,” writes Dr. Inge,’ “we shall
live as we ought; and if we live as we ought, we
shall see things as they are. This is not a vicious
circle,® but the interplay of contemplation and
action, of fewpla and mpakss, in which wisdom
consists.”” A sentence that is more in the spirit of
Platonism could hardly be written. And John
Smith, one of the Cambridge Platonists, com-
plains that “the reason why, notwithstanding
all our acute reasons and subtile disputes, Truth
prevails no more in the world, is, we often disjoin
Truth and true Goodness, which in themselves
can never be disunited”’.?

Thus it would seem that Plato’s thougilt has
indeed a great affinity with the practical con-
ception of philosophy as adopted by the Post-
Aristotelians. And this resemblance becomes

v The Philosophy of Plotinus, ii. p. 231.

2 It would be a vicious circle for any philosophy that takes the
human mind as its starting-point, but it is not so for a philosophy
that has its centre in God.

3 Attaining to Divine Knowledge. See Campagnac, 74e Cam-
bridge Platonists, p. 82. Cf. Professor H. Barth, Die Seele in der
Philosophie Platons, p. 67: ‘“Theoretische und sittliche Ver-
tiefung sind fiir die Liuterung der Seele gleich wesentlich; sie
konnen fiir platonisches Denken nur in einer Einheit des
Strebens beschlossen liegen”.
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still more striking when we consider that, in
addition to this practical inte