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Foreword

After the appearance of the Dutch edition of his magnum opus, De
Wijsbegeerte der Wetsidee, in 3 Volumes [1935-1936 — currently avail-
able as Volumes 1-4 of the 4 Series in The Collected Works of Dooye-
weerd, under the title 4 New Critique of Theoretical Thought (NC),
1997], Herman Dooyeweerd deepened and expanded his understanding
of the direction-giving basic motives operative in the development of
Western society and of Western scholarly thinking.

His thesis that the West by and large has been in the grip of four ultimate
“religious ground-motives” required a more detailed argumentation. On
the one hand this need prompted him to develop what has become known
as his transcendental critique of theoretical thought, and on the other it
challenged him to provide an equally penetrating analysis of Greek and
medieval thinking, similar to his highly original study of the dialectical
development of modern humanistic philosophy (found in the second part
of the first Volume of his NC).

This is the first Volume of a more encompassing study of the problem
of Reformation and Scholasticism in philosophy, mainly focused on
Greek philosophy up to and including Plato. Although Bram Bos chal-
lenges the explanation which Dooyeweerd gave for the genesis of the
Greek dialectic (see Dooyeweerd en de wijsbegeerte van de oudheid, in
Herman Dooyeweerd 1894-1977, Breedte en actualiteit van zijn filosofie,
1994, Eds. H.G. Geertsema e.a., Kampen: Kok, pp.197-227) by introduc-
ing the idea of the “titanic meaning-perspective,” he does believe that the
value of Dooyeweerd's analysis of the irreconcilable inner dialectic of
Greek thought remains intact (p.220).

In the light of the fact that the major part of this first Volume of Reforma-
tion and Scholasticism in Philosophy is dedicated to the works of Plato, one
is automatically reminded of the famous remark made by A.N. Whitehead,
namely that the entire history of Western philosophy is to be viewed as
footnotes to the philosophy of Plato. Anyone reading this work will soon
realize that any philosophical investigation of the history of philosophy is
at once an exercise in the articulation of a systematic understanding of
philosophical problems. Yet, Dooyeweerd is convinced that the historian
of philosophy should always attempt to understand historical figures in
terms of their own deepest motivation and direction-giving ground mo-
tive.

D F M Strauss
General Editor
(University of the Free State
Bloemfontein, South Africa)
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Preface

A few years before the outbreak of the Second World War, I received a
request from the publisher T. Wever of Franeker to write a booklet on
Calvinism and Philosophy. Their plan was to include it in a series Cal-
vinism and the Questions of our Time. This request came to me at an in-
opportune moment. My energies were completely taken up with work-
ing out my philosophical anthropology. In addition, I was attempting to
give my three-volume Encyclopedia of the Science of Law a definitive
form.

I then conceived the plan of writing, concurrently with the latter work, a
smaller book on Reformation and Scholasticism in Philosophy. I intended
to devote this book in particular to elucidating the questions of anthropol-
ogy in terms of the opposition between the ground-motive of the Refor-
mation and that of the Scholastic line of thought. This small work would
then serve as an introduction to the positive elaboration of my anthropo-
logical insights.

I conceived this plan in the face of the deep-seated objections which had
been raised immediately preceding the war in certain Reformed theologi-
cal circles, particularly against the view of the human soul that had been
presented in the Philosophy of the Law-Idea. These objections were
rooted entirely in traditional Scholastic ideas. In view of this fact, I was
eager, first of all, to place them in their appropriate historical setting. By
putting them in this light I hoped to provide an explanation as to why this
philosophy had so decisively rejected the Scholastic conceptions of the
human soul.

Once the theme “Reformation and Scholasticism in Philosophy” had
taken hold of me, however, I soon realized that it demanded a much
broader treatment than I had originally intended. For the genius of Scho-
lastic thinking can be understood in its opposition to that of the Reforma-
tion only when the religious ground-motive of Greek thought has been
traced in its radical opposition to the ground-motive of Scriptural revela-
tion.

That there is indeed one common religious ground-motive at the foun-
dation of Greek thought, which gives us the key to understanding the typi-

xxi



Preface

cal dialectical course of development of Greek philosophy, is, however,
more easily claimed than actually demonstrated by way of a careful inves-
tigation of this development. Such a proof requires not only a thorough
study of the religious notions of the Greeks but also a study in depth of the
Greek philosophical texts. Every classicist knows that this places almost
insurmountable obstacles in the way of a non-classicist. Because of the
profound importance of the inquiry, however, I felt obliged to go ahead
with it, undeterred by the difficulties. Now, after an involved and time-
consuming preparatory study, I am sending forth the first volume of my
Reformation and Scholasticism in Philosophy.

The introductory section of this work deals with the four religious
ground-motives of Western philosophical thought and with the relation-
ship between theoretical and religious dialectic. The major lines of
thought of this section have already appeared in an article of mine in the
journal Philosophia Reformata.'

As my study of Greek philosophy broadened and deepened, I became
more and more convinced of the accuracy of my original conviction that
the background of the Aristotelian form-matter scheme is much broader
and has deeper roots than is generally admitted. In fact, as I had suspected,
it gives philosophical expression to the dialectical ground-motive which
governed all of Greek thought from the beginning.

In this regard the attitude of Aristotle himself should have served as a
warning. As one who lived in the Greek world of thought, he construed
the entire preceding history of philosophy within this scheme. This of it-
self should have been enough to alert the modern investigator to the fact
that what we have here is far more than a subjective thought-construct of
the great Stagirite. Indeed, if this motive had been simply an invention of
Aristotle, which did not truly apply to the philosophy before him, it would
have been impossible for him to have forced the latter into its mold with-
out provoking opposition. He would have distorted it so badly that the
mutilation could not have gone unnoticed by his contemporaries. For it is
the very foundations of Greek thought that are at stake here. In addition,
the very fact that the form-matter motive so consistently maintained its
position throughout later Greek thought and during the entire Scholastic
period, controlling the very way in which the philosophical problems
were framed, should have served as a second warning against the miscon-
ception that what we have here is merely a philosophical invention of Ar-
istotle by which he arbitrarily measured all of his predecessors.

If one penetrates behind the question of terminology, which of itself is
insignificant, and concentrates on the actual meaning of Aristotle’s form-
matter scheme, a thoroughgoing study of Plato and of the so-called

1 “De vier religieuze grondthema’s in den ontwikkelingsgang van het wijsgerig den-
ken van het Avondland,” Philosophia Reformata, V1 (1941), 161-179.

xxii



Reformation and Scholasticism in Philosophy — Volume I

pre-Socratics will reveal that what is at issue here is indeed a dialectical
ground-motive in which the entire Greek community of thought was
rooted from the beginning. Once this has taken place, the only remaining
task is to lay bare the religious meaning of this ground-motive. At this
point, one cannot fail to see that what has been a continual subject of in-
vestigation since the Romantic period, the encounter between the pre-Ho-
meric religion of nature and the later culture religion of the Olympic pan-
theon, is the origin of that deep religious conflict in the Greek conscious-
ness which is embodied in the polar opposition between the form motive
and the matter motive. Once one possesses this clue, the entire history of
Greek philosophy is bathed in a surprising light. Much within it that had
previously appeared inexplicable or internally contradictory is now made
clear as it is placed against its proper background. Furthermore, the true
meaning of Scholasticism, which tries to construct a bridge between the
ground-motive of the Christian religion and the dialectical ground-motive
of Greek thought, can now be made fully clear for the first time.

In this way the possibility arises of a true transcendental critique of both
Greek and Scholastic philosophy. By this critique, furthermore, the stan-
dard portrayal of the history of philosophy as a process of increasing
emancipation from the fetters placed upon it by religion is revealed as a
radical misconception.

This misconception was rooted in the a priori prejudice that philosophic
thought, according to its very nature, is autonomous. Those making this
judgment, however, glossed over the fact that in Greek philosophy this
presumed autonomy had a completely different meaning from the one it
had in Thomistic Scholasticism, and that in both of these its meaning was
totally different from the one it has in modern humanistic thought. If fuller
account had been taken of this incontrovertible fact, the critical question
would have surfaced of its own accord: What is it that has determined the
profound differences in the way that this autonomy has been conceived in
the course of history? It would then have appeared, as a matter of course,
that these differing conceptions were entirely dependent on the religious
ground-motives which have undergirded Western thought in its whole de-
velopment. Then the “axiom” of the autonomy of philosophy would have
become a critical problem. Then, too, the philosophic dogmatism which
elevated this autonomy to the position of a “dogma” would have had to
make way for a transcendental, critical stance, for which philosophic
thought itself had the status of a theoretical problem. For only a serious in-
vestigation of the inner structure of this thought can provide a truly critical
answer to the question as to whether a religiously unprejudiced philoso-
phy in the modern sense of the word is in fact possible.
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I initially developed such a transcendental critique of 1philosophic
thought in the first volume of my Philosophy of the Law-Idea.” There I ap-
plied it in a detailed analysis of the dialectical course of development of
modern humanistic philosophy. Now the same method will be followed in
an investigation of Greek philosophy. And, in conformity with the overall
design of this work, it will be the questions of anthropology that stand in
the foreground.

In order to help the reader draw his own conclusions as to whether and
to what degree this method of approaching Greek philosophy in terms of
its own ground-motive does greater justice to Greek thought than the stan-
dard one, I have throughout supported my analysis with extensive Greek
quotations. Insofar as the sources permit, these are included in the context
of the entire argument of the writers themselves. For the benefit of those
who do not know the Greek language or who have an insufficient grasp of
it, [ have placed after each quotation a translation, in which I have at-
tempted as far as possible to avoid prejudicing the philosophical interpre-
tation. The fact that one can never fully succeed in this attempt is known to
all who have learned from experience the problems encountered in trans-
lating.

By far the greater part of my exposition treats the development of Pla-
to’s thought. The justification for this will be found in the design and exe-
cution of my method of investigation itself. For, in the philosophy of
Plato, all the strands of philosophy before him are gathered together, and
it is in the development of his thought that the dialectic of the Greek
ground-motive obtains its most representative and, at the same time, its
most complicated expression.

At this point I shall make only a few brief comments about the two vol-
umes that are to follow the present one. The second critically investigates
the opposition between the Philosophy of the Law-Idea and Scholastic
philosophy, more particularly Scholastic anthropology. This volume is
now completely finished. It will appear in a short while, as soon as paper
becomes available and as soon as there is opportunity to have it printed.
This volume will also contain a detailed discussion of the relationship be-
tween philosophy and theology, the issue which appears to have been the
pivotal one for Christian thought from the beginning. At the same time, by
way of a transcendental critique of the Thomistic and Augustinian schools
of Scholastic thought, I shall resume my analysis of the dialectical devel-

1 De Wijsbegeerte der Wetsidee 1 (Amsterdam: H. J. Paris, 1935). The expanded and
altered translation of this work appeared in Enligh in four Volumes between 1953
and 1958. It is currently available in Series 4 as: A New Critique of Theoretical
Thought (NC), Volumes A1-A4 of The Collected Works of Herman Dooyeweerd
(1997), General Editor D.F.M. Strauss, published by The Edwin Mellen Press,
Lewiston, NY. The translational equivalent for “De Wijsbegeerte der Wetsidee” em-
ployed in NC is: “Philosophy of the Cosmonomic Idea.”
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opment of Greek thought at the point that I temporarily left it after my
analysis of Plato. The third volume, which for the greater part has also
been brought to completion, will contain an extensive treatment of the
problems of anthropology within the framework of the Philosophy of the
Law-Idea. This final volume is intended to comprise an important addi-
tion to this philosophy, which will make it possible to gain a more precise
insight into its overall design and outworking. It is my fervent hope that
many misunderstandings which have persisted regarding my earlier pub-
lished work will thereby be removed.
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INTRODUCTION

INITIAL SURVEY OF THE RELIGIOUS
GROUND-MOTIVES AND THE CONFLICT THEY
PRODUCE BETWEEN THE REFORMATIONAL
AND SCHOLASTIC SPIRITS IN PHILOSOPHY

1. The Four Religious Ground-Motives Underlying the
History of Western Philosophic Thought

Beginning with the last decades of the nineteenth century, there ap-
peared within Western philosophy three phenomena whose significance
and mutual interconnectedness have become clearer to us as the twenti-
eth century has progressed. First, we are struck by the gradual decay of
humanistic philosophy. Beginning with the Renaissance, this philoso-
phy had captured the leading role in Western thought. It had found its
culmination in German idealism. After the collapse of the latter, how-
ever, it became more and more involved in a crisis of foundations
which, to the present, it has been unable to surmount. Second, there ap-
peared at the same time within Roman Catholic circles a great Renais-
sance of Scholastic philosophy, more particularly of Thomism. This re-
newal was introduced by the encyclical Aeterni Patris, issued by Pope
Leo XIII in 1879. Third, this same period witnessed the rise of inde-
pendent philosophical reflection within the Protestant circles that had
remained faithful to the basic principles of the Reformation. Here there
has been an endeavor to bring about a true reformation of philosophical
thought. At this point, however, this endeavor has remained limited to
the modern Calvinistic movement inseparably connected to the name of
Abraham Kuyper. Most recently, this movement has borne fruit in the
appearance of an independent reformational philosophy, called the Phi-
losophy of the Law-Idea. That these three phenomena are closely re-
lated cannot be denied. Behind all of them, without doubt, lies the crisis
which has shaken modern Western civilization to its foundations.

The spiritual mainsprings of this civilization have been classical cul-
ture, Christianity, and humanism. Far from being homogeneous, these
spiritual forces have remained in continual tension with one another.
Now, such a tension cannot be removed by means of some artificial “bal-
ance of powers”; for if cultural development is to have a clear direction,
there must be one guiding force.
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In classical Greek civilization, this force was the polis, the city-state, as
the bearer of the new religion of culture. In the classical Roman era, the
same position was occupied by the res publica and, shortly thereafter, by
the emperorship. These served as the bearers of the religious imperium
idea. The same was true during the Byzantine era, when the idea of the sa-
crum imperium became reconciled in an external fashion with a perse-
cuted Christendom, after the latter had begun to undermine the founda-
tions of the whole of ancient culture.

The Roman Catholic church succeeded in maintaining a position of cul-
tural hegemony during the Middle Ages. Indeed, the next great cultural
crisis did not occur until the advent of the modern Renaissance move-
ment. After the way had been prepared by late Scholastic nominalism, this
movement began to divert the stream of influence emanating from ancient
culture from the power of the church, after having basically reinterpreted
it in the spirit of the budding humanism of the day. At the same time the
great movement of the Reformation exerted pressure on the ecclesiasti-
cally unified culture of Rome from a fundamentally different standpoint.

In the lands which on the whole had remained faithful to the Roman
church, Roman Catholicism regrouped its forces in the Counter-Refor-
mation, creating a favorable climate for the reception of Renaissance cul-
ture. In the Protestant countries, meanwhile, the cultural leadership passed
for a short time into the hands of the Reformation. Gradually, however, a
new trend began to emerge within Western civilization, in which both
Rome and the Reformation were forced to retreat from their positions of
cultural leadership in the face of the advance of modern humanism. That
did not mean that either one was thereby eliminated as a major force in the
history of the West. They carried on indestructibly in this role, partly in
antagonism to the new world and life view, in which Christianity was sec-
ularized into a rational religion of personality, and partly in a variety of
pseudo-syntheses with the new humanistic ideas which had been able to
enter formatively into history. Neither Rome nor the Reformation was any
longer in a position, however, to place its own stamp on Western civiliza-
tion. For two centuries they were forced onto the defensive in the titanic
battle that was raging for control of the spirit of our culture. Temporarily,
the position of leadership had been taken over by humanism.

Since the last decades of the nineteenth century, however, we have seen
the humanistic world and life view as a whole begin to crumble. Now it, it-
self, has gradually been forced onto the defensive before the onslaught of
new, antihumanistic cultural forces. In the arena of world history we are
now faced with a violent transitional period. Within it the struggle for the
spiritual leadership of our Western culture is not yet finalized.

In this manifestly chaotic time of transition, the two older, spiritually
consolidated cultural powers of the West, Roman Catholicism and the
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Reformation, now armed with modern weapons, are once again making
themselves felt in this great spiritual battle. Their aim is not merely to
stand in defense of the Christian foundations of modern civilization; it is
to reassert their claim to leadership in the struggle for the future of West-
ern civilization, which, even in its most immediate prospects, remains
shrouded in darkness.

This Promethean struggle has also affected the history of philosophy. In
its course of development, Western philosophy reveals its historical de-
pendence on the leading cultural powers. By reason of their commanding
position in history, these impress on philosophy too their deepest religious
ground-motives.

It is predominantly four of these ground-motives that control the history
of Western philosophy.' Of them, three are clearly dialectical. That is to
say, they are torn by an inner dualism, which constantly induces them to
spawn positions in which one factor is set irretrievably in diametrical op-
position to the other. It is not only the development of theoretical thought
that is ruled by these ground-motives, however; as religious dynamics
(dvvdueig), that is to say, as forces that control one’s perspective on life,
from its center to its entire circumference, they lie at the foundation of
Western cultural development as a whole.

These four ground-motives are the following:
(1) the form-matter motive of Greek antiquity;

(2) the Scriptural ground-motive of creation, the fall into sin, and re-
demption through Christ Jesus in the communion of the Holy
Spirit;

(3) the Scholastic motive of religious synthesis, introduced by Roman
Catholicism, that of nature and grace, which attempts to reconcile
the former two motives;

(4) the modern humanistic ground-motive of nature and freedom, in
which the attempt is made to bring all of the earlier motives into an
immanent (diesseitige) religious synthesis, concentrated in the hu-
man personality.

a. The Greek Form-Matter Motive

The initial motive, which was first given the name “form-matter”
(morphe and hule) by Aristotle, was the one that governed Greek
thought from the very beginning, in accordance with its religious con-

1 Whatever influence Jewish and Arabic philosophy and also Eastern religious philos-
ophy have had on Western thought was able to be exerted only within the frame-
work of the ground-motives peculiar to the latter.
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tent.' It originated in an unresolved conflict within the Greek religious
consciousness between the ground-motive of the older telluric,
chthonic, and uranic nature religions,2 on the one hand, in which a
proto-Greek nucleus was supplemented by many elements both of in-
digenous pre-Greek (Minoan) and of foreign origin, and, on the other
hand, the ground-motive of the newer culture religion, the religion of
the Olympic pantheon.’

The nature religions varied greatly from one locality to the other in their
cultic forms and their peculiar beliefs. Especially because of the lack of
deciphered written sources, furthermore, there is much guesswork in-
volved in reconstructing exactly what these forms and beliefs were.* Nev-
ertheless, a number of features distinguishing pre-Homeric from later reli-
gion can now be established with certainty. H. W. Riissel summarizes
these as follows:

Pre-Homeric religion did not have gods possessing any particu-
larized form, but rather, at most, certain symbols for the deity,
which was itself conceived as invisible. Here there are clear
traces of a religion of earth and water, whereas the Olympian reli-

1 Thus Aristotle was correct, in the first book of his Metaphysics, in treating the entire
preceding history of Greek philosophy within the framework of this ground-motive.
To be sure, one must exercise a proper critical reserve as to his evaluation of his pre-
decessors, and one must discount his typically Aristotelian terminology and his char-
acteristic attempt at synthesis; nevertheless, I shall demonstrate in detail that the
view cannot be maintained that the entire form-matter scheme is nothing more than a

fabrication of Aristotle himself.
2 The telluric religions focus their attention on “mother earth” as the origin of life;

whereas the chthonic religions are directed more to the inorganic soil, and the uranic

to the sky and later also to the sea.
3 The presence of this religious conflict, which Friedrich Wilhelm Nietzsche in his

youthful work of genius, The Birth of Tragedy out of the Spirit of Music (Leipzig,
1872), characterized as the split between the Apollonian and the Dionysian ele-
ments, may be regarded as having been definitively established since the investiga-
tions of Johann Jakob Bachofen and Erwin Rohde. For one who is not in a position
to acquaint himself with the extensive literature on the development of the Greek re-
ligions, the book of H. W. Riissel, Antike Welt und Christentum (Amsterdam/ Leip-
zig, 1941), pp. 48 ff., is a good source of information, although his presentation is
strongly influenced by the Roman Catholic synthesis between the ground-motives of
the Greek and the Christian religions. The famous smaller book of Albrecht Die-
terich, Mutter Erde (1905; 3rd ed., 1925), also remains very instructive. Dieterich

was a student of Prof. Usener, to whom I shall refer later.
4 Attempts to decipher the Cretan script, which could be a rich source of information

concerning the ancient, pre-Greek (Minoan) forms of religion, have to the present
consistently met with failure. Even if these efforts should become successful, how-
ever, the reconstruction of the pre-Homeric religions, with their strong local differ-
ences, would remain hypothetical in many respects, for there are also many other
non-Greek elements lying hidden in them.
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gion of Zeus would seem to have arisen from the worship of an
originally Indo-Germanic sky-god, i.e., a particular individual de-
ity. ... This ancient religion has the character of nature myth, and
like nature itself it is wilder, more unpredictable, and often more
cruel and demonic than the gods of Homer. On the other hand, it
is also filled with a profound ethical seriousness. The pre-Home-
ric Greek approached his gods with dread, deep humility, piety,
and reverence. His gods were gods of the sacred, unbreakable or-
ders of birth, death, blood, the earth, procreation, and growth. Un-
like the male gods of Homer, it was here that female deities stood
in the foreground and were sought out by men for help, blessing,
and deliverance. The mercy which these deities of mother earth
displayed in giving help was equalled, however, by the pitiless-
ness and ineluctability of their curse. Whereas for Homer death is
a shadowy thing which is no concern to one who is alive and
healthy, since his gods are gods of life, the center of pre-Homeric
religion is occupied by death, the cult of the dead, and the convic-
tion that there is a continued existence after death. For this reason
the dead were here buried in the mother earth, while in Homer
cremation was the usual practice.'

Nilsson, Cornford, and others have convincingly demonstrated that this
last feature mentioned by Riissel does not in any way imply that primi-
tive Greek nature religion held to a belief in the personal immortality of
the soul.” It was only later that the belief in individual immortality,
which had been present in Orphic and Pythagorean circles and espe-
cially among those who had been initiated into the Eleusinian mysteries,
came in any real sense to replace the old nature belief in the immortality
of the stream of life throughout the cycle of generations. As we shall see
later, this change could not have taken place apart from the influence of
the individualizing tendencies of the religion of culture. For, whatever
remained in pre-Homeric religion of a belief in the personal immortality
of rulers and national heroes who were specially favored by the gods
and were granted a blessed second life in the “Elysian fields,” lay be-
yond the sphere of nature religion proper. Perhaps such beliefs were
based on a tradition descended from the highly developed religious con-
ceptions of Minoan civilization, which probably originated with the
Egyptians, a tradition that in any case meant little to the common peo-
ple.

Within this pre-Homeric religion of nature there was predominantly a
single ground-motive at work, which retained a lasting place in the sub-
stratum of the Greek mind. This was the motive of the divine, eternally
flowing stream of life. Arising from mother earth, this stream of life peri-

1 H. W. Rissel, op. cit., pp. 46 ff. (English version by translator.)
2 Cf, e. g., Martin Persson Nilsson, Geschichte der griechischen Religion (Munich,

1941), p. 637, esp. p. 640.
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odically, in the cycle of time, brings forth everything that has individual
form and shape; but then, inevitably, the latter falls prey to blind, unpre-
dictable fate, to dread Ananke (Avdyxn; necessity), in order that the eter-
nally flowing and formless stream of life might continue on with its cycle
of birth, death, and rebirth. This divine stream of life, coursing through
everything that has bodily form, is a psychic fluid, which is not bound to
the limits of the bodily form and thus cannot die with the latter, but which
is conceived of nevertheless as material and earthly. The deepest mystery
of the “psyche” lies in an ecstatic transcending of one’s bodily limits in a
mystical absorption into the divine totality of life. In the words of
Heraclitus, the obscure thinker of Ephesus, “You could not in your going
find the ends of the soul... so deep is its law (logos; Adyog).”!

In Dionysus, who appears in Homer and Hesiod as the wild god of wine
vegetation, the ground-motive spoken of here — which I have designated
the Greek matter motive in its polar opposition to the form motive of the
religion of culture — is embodied in its most pregnant form. It is notewor-
thy that this deity, whose worship had been imported from Thrace,” did
not receive a fixed cultural form and a developed personality in the Greek
pantheon until he was brought into connection with his antipode, the Del-
phic god Apollo. For, as we shall see later, Apollo became the most preg-
nant expression of the Greek form motive, even though he too was proba-
bly non-Greek in origin, and in spite of the fact that, as an oracular god, he
had a contrasting, ecstatic side to his personality.

The young Nietzsche, in his brilliant work, The Birth of Tragedy, was
acute enough to detect the sharp distinction between these contrasting
“night” and “light” sides of Greek religion. Through his influence the op-
position between the Dionysian and Apollonian elements in the Greek
spirit has become commonplace in the subsequent literature. In no way
did this mean, however, that insight had been gained into the radical
meaning and the true interrelationship between these two opposing reli-
gious motives. Indeed, this was impossible, as long as religion was re-
garded exclusively from the immanence standpoint and the attempt was
made to understand it as a psychological phenomenon or to explain it so-
ciologically.

It should be repeated by way of emphasis that in the ancient religion of
nature the deity was not conceived and represented in an established form
and a personal shape. The deity itself remained fluid and invisible in the
eternally flowing stream of life. There was, however, no abstract unity in

1 Translator’s note: Cf. Kathleen Freeman, Ancilla to the Pre-Socratic Philosophers:
A Complete Translation of the Fragments in Diels, Fragmente der Vorsokratiker

(Cambridge, Mass., 1948), p.27.
2 Translator’s note: The clause regarding Thrace has been interpolated on the basis of

a remark in Herman Dooyeweerd’s own corrigenda and of his A New Critique of
Theoretical Thought, 1 (Philadelphia/ Amsterdam, 1953), p. 62.
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the conception of the deity. On the contrary, a boundless multiplicity of
divine powers was worshiped, in connection with the immense variety of
natural phenomena, which were continually embodied in a flowing and
variable notion of the deity.

In this situation, it is understandable that the rise of relatively perma-
nent, discrete individual forms and shapes in nature was felt to be an “in-
justice,” for which, in accordance with the mysterious saying of Anaxi-
mander, the [onian nature philosopher, they must “make reparation to one
another... according to the arrangement of Time.”' Likewise, it is clear
how in the telluric religion of Gaia, Demeter, and Dionysus, and at first
also in the Eleusinian mystery cult, which was connected to the worship of
Demeter and at one time became attached to the cult of Dionysus (Diony-
sus lacchus), the belief in the continuity of the divine stream of life
through the coming and going of the generations could be a source of
comfort in the face of the necessary destruction of all individual life that
was embodied in a specific visible form and shape.?

In later times also, Dionysus remained the deity in whom life and death
were united. As a god with a personal form and shape, he differed from the
Olympian culture gods in lacking immortality. His grave was even dis-
played in the sanctuary at Delphi. In the Orphic doctrine, which I shall dis-
cuss later, he became, as Dionysus Zagreus, the suffering god who was
torn asunder and devoured by the Titans (here the personification of the
principle of evil). In the Orphic mysteries, this suffering of the dying god
was symbolically reenacted: in orgiastic frenzy animals were torn to
pieces and their flesh was consumed raw, in order that the participants
might enter into communion with the suffering of Dionysus. Thereupon,
the suffering and death of this god was followed by his miraculous rebirth
in a new form.

The connection of pre-Homeric religions with the mystery cult of
Eleusis and Samothrace, with the Orphic and Dionysian movement during
the religious crisis of the transition period of Greek history, and also with
the religious ideas of the tragedians (Aeschylus and Sophocles), of Pindar,
and of the Greek philosophers (especially Pythagoras, Empedocles, and
Plato) was pointed out as early as the famous book Psyche,’ written by
Nietzsche’s friend Erwin Rohde. Since then, the scientific study of reli-

1 Translator’s note: Freeman, op. cit, p.19.
2 Cf. Nilsson, op. cit., pp. 439-40. In this connection, see also the well-known verses

of Aeschylus, in which, according to Wilamowitz, the entire Demeter religion can
be discerned: xai yaiav avtiv, i ta ndvia tixtetal, Opéyacd § adig Ve Kiua
Aopfaver. [Choephoroi 127].

3 Erwin Rohde, Psyche: The Cult of Souls and Belief in Immortality among the Greeks
(tr. from the 8th ed.; London/ New York, 1925).
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gion in both its philological' and ethnological® aspects has further broad-
ened and deepened these insights.

The new culture religion was embodied in the official religion of the
Greek polis (city-state). It created the first national religious center at
Mount Olympus. In contrast to the religion of nature, it was the religion of
rational form, measure, and harmony. It soon received its most typically
Greek expression in the Delphic Apollo, the law-giver. The Olympian de-
ities left “mother earth” and became immortal, radiant form-gods, who in
their supersensible form and personal shape were equivalent to idealized
and personified cultural powers.

This new religion, which obtained its most brilliant expression in the
epic poetry of Homer, attempted to absorb into itself the older religion,
both as to its original Greek® and as to its imported and its pre-Greek do-
mestic elements. It attempted to adapt it to its own ground-motive of form,
measure, and harmony. In particular, it sought to restrain the ecstatic, tel-
luric worship of Dionysus by means of the lawful form principle of the
service of Apollo. At Delphi, Apollo and Dionysus became brothers, with
the latter losing his indeterminate wildness and appearing in the more seri-
ous role of a “shepherd of souls.”

In their theogonies, the ancient Greek theological poets (Homer,
Hesiod) and the Orphic seers of the archaic transition period attempted to
make clear to the people that the Olympian deities had been brought forth
by the formless, fluid nature gods themselves. In the process of becoming
set forth in Hesiod’s theogony, which along with Homer’s theogonic con-
structions exerted great influence on the development of Greek philo-

1 In this connection particular mention is due the school of Herman Karl Usener,
whose work Gétternamen: Versuch einer Lehre von der religiosen Begriffsbildung

(Bonn, 1896) had a great influence, even though it met with some criticism.
2 Here I mention only Miss J. E. Harrison, Prolegomena to the Study of the Greek Re-

ligion (Cambridge/ New York, 1903) and Themis: A Study of the Social Origins of
Greek Religion (Cambridge, 1912, with later editions remaining unchanged). In spite
of her often speculative combining of Emile Durkheim's positivistic sociological
method with the ideas of Henri Bergson, the French philosopher of life, she has nev-
ertheless made a variety of important discoveries with respect to the ancient Greek
religions of nature, in particular that of the éviavros daiuwv, the representative of
vegetative life in its death and revival. Mention can also be made of the influential
book From Religion to Philosophy (London, 1912) by the Cambridge philosopher F.
M. Cornford, whose work also has strong ties with Durkheim's sociology. Cf. also

the book Zeus (I, 1914; 11, 1925), by A. B. Cook, who belongs to this same school.
3 The elements belonging to the proto-Greek religion undoubtedly included the origi-

nal partriarchal service of Zeus, the sky god, of Poseidon, the sea god, of Athena, as
a household goddess, and of Hestia, the goddess of the hearth, and also the cult of
the forefathers. Cf. Nilsson, op. cit., pp. 313 ff.
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sophical thought, the formless confusion of Chaos' arises first, and there-
after mother earth (Gaia) and the underworld. Simultaneously, there ap-
pears eros or sexual love, the principle of the divine stream of life and the
driving force in the development from chaos to cosmos. From the mar-
riage of Gaia and Uranus, the first sky god, come Cronus and Rhea. The
latter, in turn, bring forth Zeus and his two brothers, who subsequently de-
throne Cronus.

All of these attempts at synthesis were doomed, however, for three rea-
sons:

(1) The new culture religion ignored the deepest problems of life and
death. The Olympian deities offered protection to man only so
long as he was strong and healthy. They withdrew themselves
when the dark power of Ananke or Moira, against which even
Zeus, the supreme sky god, was powerless, sounded the death knell
over those who were under their protection. In the words of
Homer, “Not even the gods can fend it away from a man they love,
when once the destructive doom of leveling death has fastened
upon him.””

(2) As a mere culture religion, the religion of Olympus in its mytho-
logical, Homeric form clashed with the ethical standards of the
Greek people. For although the morality of the Greeks stood under
the protection and sanction of the Olympian gods, the latter them-
selves, as Homer presented them, lived “beyond good and evil.”
They engaged in adultery and theft, and mythology glorified de-
ceit, if only it was contrived “in a divine manner.”

(3) The resplendent divine assemblage of Olympus was too far re-
moved from the ordinary people. In the historical form in which it
was cast, the Homeric world of the gods was appropriate to Greek
civilization only during the feudal age of Mycenean knighthood,
and it lost any real contact with society at large as soon as the role
of the knight had been played out. After this, it could find support
only in the power of the Greek polis. It was precisely during the
critical transition period from the era of Mycenean knighthood to
the Persian wars, when the Greek polis endured its crucial test in
splendid fashion, that the religious crisis arose which Nilsson char-
acterizes as the conflict between the ecstatic (mystical) and legalis-
tic tendencies.” The former, which came to expression in the

1 It appears unacceptable to me that the word “chaos” in Hesiod (Theog. 116) should
mean “gaping, immeasurable empty space.” An “empty space” cannot procreate; but
that is exactly what Hesiod’s chaos does (ibid., p.123).

2 Homer, Odyssey (Lattimore translation; New York, 1967), p. 57.

3 Nilsson, op. cit., pp. 578 ff.
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so-called Dionysian and Orphic movements, which I shall discuss
later, was a revival and reformation of the suppressed older reli-
gion,' while the latter found its typical representative in Hesiod as
a defender of the newer religion of culture.
For these reasons, then, it is understandable that the Greeks, while hon-
oring the Olympian deities as the official gods of the polis, should have
held fast in their private lives to the ancient religions of nature and of
life, and that the deeper religious impulses of the masses should have
drawn them especially to the mystery cultus, where the problems of life
and death stood at the center. Already in the sixth century before Christ,
the culture religion, in the mythological form given it by Homer, had
been seriously undermined. The criticism to which it was subjected in
intellectual circles became increasingly bold, and the Sophist move-
ment, the “Greek Enlightenment,” scoffed at it with relative impunity,
even though there was a certain amount of reaction which took the form
of trials against atheism.

Nevertheless, the dialectical religious ground-motive which had been
engendered in the Greek consciousness by the encounter between the
older nature religions and the Olympian culture religion continued to live
on, and after the influence of mythology had been undermined, it was able
to undergo modification in philosophical circles, clothing itself in beliefs
and ideas that were more appropriate to the religious needs of the time.
This dialectical ground-motive, which had come to expression as early as
Homer and Hesiod in the opposition between the dark Moira and the ra-
tional power of Zeus, retained the imprint of this conflict between the eter-
nal flow of all forms, an irrational principle which remained bound to the
earth, and the “supermundane” rational and immortal form principle,
which is not subject to the stream of becoming.

The matter principle of formless fluidity (which is essentially oriented
to the conception of the bio-organic aspect of temporal reality as being
“animated” or endowed with soul), in its indissoluble connection with
Ananke, the threatening, unpredictable power of fate, gives to Greek
thought a typically obscure, mystical cast which is foreign to modern, nat-
ural scientific thinking. In contrast, the form principle (which in essence is
oriented to the cultural aspect of temporal reality) continually directs the
mind to the supersensible and imperishable form of reality, which does
not allow itself to be grasped in a mere concept, but is rather to be intuited
in a non-sensible, luminous figure or form. This too is a primeval Greek
trait. The Olympian deities were held to be imperishable, luminous fig-

1 Concerning this religious reaction, cf. Albert Rivaud, Le probléme du devenir et la
notion de la matiére dans la philosophie grecque depuis les origines jusqu’a
Théophraste (Paris, 1906), chapter X; cf. also Otto Kern, Die Religion der Griechen,
II (Berlin, 1935), p. 182.
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ures beyond the reach of sense perception. In like manner, the Greek could
only conceive that which exists immutably in a shining non-sensible
form.

That this form principle is related to the theoretical intuition of forms
comes to clear expression in the Greek terms eidos (€ido¢) and idea
(16€a), which play a very important role in Platonic and Aristotelian phi-
losophy. Both of these terms are derived from the stem I A (idetv, to see,
to intuit). They cannot be understood apart from the Greek form motive.
The same applies to the Greek idea of theory (theoria; Ocwpia) to which 1
shall repeatedly turn in the course of my investigation. Theoria too contin-
ually involves the activity of observation, which attempts to apprehend
the concept in a non-sensible form or figure.

Within the religious ground-motive of Greek thought, however, the
principles of form and matter are unbreakably interrelated, in the sense
that they mutually presuppose each other. In their dialectical interrelation-
ship they determine the Greek conception of the “nature” (physis) of
things. At one point, this might well be looked for in the “ensouled” fluid
continuum of the matter principle, or, at another point, exclusively in the
supersensible rational form principle. For the most part, however, it is
sought in a dialectical synthesis of the two. This dialectical ground-mo-
tive leads Greek thought into true polar antitheses and causes it to diverge
into movements that seem to oppose each other radically. These, however,
manifest their underlying affinity within this ground-motive itself. The
Greek intellectual community was rooted in this ground-motive, and for
this reason it is quite impossible to understand the history of Greek philos-
ophy in its uniqueness without having come to grips with it.

In this first volume I shall present a survey of this development up to
and including Plato. My critical investigation of Scholastic philosophy in
the second volume will also present the opportunity of examining later
Greek and, in particular, Aristotelian philosophy in the light of the Greek
ground-motive. In keeping with the overall design of this work, the an-
thropological questions will stand at the center of inquiry. Thereby, the
transcendental critique of Western thought, which I initiated in my Phi-
losophy of the Law-Idea (Volume I, part II), will be brought to a provi-
sional completion.

b. The Scriptural Ground-Motive of the Christian Religion:
Creation, the Fall into Sin, and Redemption

The second ground-motive is that of creation, the fall into sin, and re-
demption through Christ Jesus in the communion of the Holy Spirit.
Tying in with Old Testament Judaism, the Christian religion introduced
this theme into Western thought as a new communal religious motive,
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which, already in its doctrine of creation, placed itself in diametrical op-
position to the ground-motive of ancient philosophy.

As the authentic revelation of God’s Word, this motive is distinguished
by its integral and radical character. That is, it penetrates to the root of
created reality. As the Creator, God reveals himself as the absolute and in-
tegral origin of all things. No self-sufficient, equally primordial power
stands over against him. For this reason, no expression of a dualistic prin-
ciple of origin can be found within the created cosmos.

In the powerful words of the 139th Psalm, this integral character of the
Scriptural creation motive is expressed in an unsurpassed manner:

Where can I go from your Spirit?
Where can I flee from your presence?
If I go up to the heavens, you are there;
if I make my bed in the depths, you

are there.

If I rise on the wings of the dawn,
if I settle on the far side of the sea,
even there your hand will guide me,
your right hand will hold me fast.

If I say, “Surely the darkness will hide me
and the light become night around me,”
even the darkness will not be dark to you;
the night will shine like the day,

for darkness is as light to you. (NIV)

Truly, the message of this psalm stands at the antipodes of the Greek
dualism of the form and matter motives.

In the revelation that he created humankind after his own image, God
disclosed humankind to itself in the fundamental religious unity of its
creaturely existence, where the entire meaning of the temporal cosmos
had been comprehensively focused. According to God’s plan of creation,
the integral Origin of all things finds its creaturely image in the human
heart. The human heart is thus the integral, individual-spiritual fundamen-
tal unity of all the functions and structures of temporal reality. Drawn to-
gether at the point where human life has its spiritual center, these func-
tions and structures were supposed to be directed towards the absolute Or-
igin, as human beings completely surrender themselves in loving service
to God and their neighbor. This revelation had the effect of cutting off at
its root the religious dualism of the Greek form-matter motive, which
comes to its clearest expression in the religious antithesis found in Greek
anthropology between a material body and a theoretical mental substance
having the character of pure form.

Inseparably related to the revelation of creation is that of the fall into
sin. In the dialectical ground-motives sin has no place in its radical Scrip-
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tural sense. Indeed, it cannot play arole there, because one can understand
it properly only as he is possessed of the genuine, radical self-knowledge
that is the fruit of divine revelation. Within the religious consciousness of
the Greeks, the only thing that obtained recognition was the conflict be-
tween the principles of form and matter. Modern humanism simply re-
placed this opposition with that between the world of sense, or nature,
which was ruled by the mechanical law of causation, and the “rational au-
tonomous freedom” of human personality. Even in its more profound
Kantian conception, the description of this conflict could reach no further
than the acknowledgment of an evil moral inclination in man to allow his
actions to be guided by his sensual passions rather than by the moral law.
In neither case, however, is the opposition one that occurs in the religious
root of man’s life. In both it takes place only in the temporal ramifications
of human existence, where it is merely absolutized in a religious sense. As
a consequence, the sense of guilt could not avoid being dialectical in char-
acter, consisting in a depreciation of one side of the cosmos in favor of a
contrasting, deified side. We shall see later on that the Romanistic concep-
tion also eliminated the radicality of the fall by conceiving of sin as noth-
ing more than the loss of a “supernatural gift of grace.”

In contrast, the Word of God in its revelation concerning the fall into sin
pierces through to the root, the religious center, of human nature. As apos-
tasy from God, the fall took place in the integral center, the heart and soul,
of human existence. As alienation from the absolute Source of life, it was
spiritual death. The fall, therefore, was radical, and precisely for this rea-
son it affected the temporal cosmos in its entirety, since the latter is
brought to its fundamental religious unity only in man. Every conception
that denies this radical meaning of the fall, even though it retains the word
“radical,” as in Kant’s ethical teaching concerning the “radical evil” in hu-
man nature, stands diametrically opposed to the ground-motive of Scrip-
ture and does not know man, nor God, nor the abysmal depth of sin.

The revelation of the fall into sin, for its part, has no room for an autono-
mous principle of origin standing over against the Creator. Sin is unable,
therefore, to introduce an ultimate dualism into the created cosmos. Satan
himself is merely a creature who in his created freedom voluntarily
apostasized from God.

The Divine Word, whom the Gospel of John declares to have created all
things, was made flesh in Christ Jesus. Thus the Word entered into both
the root and the temporal ramifications, into the soul and body, of human
nature. Just for this reason the redemption accomplished by the Word is a
radical one. It was the regeneration of man and thereby of the entire cre-
ated temporal cosmos, which had been religiously concentrated in man. In
his creative Word, through whom all things have been made and who has
become flesh in the person of the Redeemer, God also preserves the fallen
cosmos through his common grace (gratia communis) until the coming of
the final judgment. At that time, the redeemed creation will be freed from
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its participation in the sinful root of human nature and will be allowed to
shine in a higher perfection. Then the righteousness of God will radiate
even through Satan and his kingdom in confirmation of the absolute sov-
ereignty of the Creator.

Thus, as long as it is understood in its pure, Scriptural sense, this reli-
gious ground-motive in no way manifests in itself a dialectical, dualistic
character. When it entered into the Hellenistic world of thought, however,
it found itself threatened from every direction.

Already by the first centuries of its existence, the Christian church was
forced to engage in a life or death struggle in order to prevent the Greek
ground-motive from overrunning and conquering that of the Christian re-
ligion. In this conflict there was the formulation of the dogma of the one-
ness of the divine nature (homoousia) of the Father and the Son, and
shortly thereafter, that of both of these with the Holy Spirit. Moreover, the
dangerous influence of Gnosticism within Christian thought was brought
to an end. Before this time, the so-called Apologists as well as the Alexan-
drian school of Clement and Origen had indulged in a form of Logos spec-
ulation borrowed from the Judaic-Hellenistic synthesis philosophy of
Philo. In its conception of the Divine Word (Logos) as a demi-god, this
line of thinking gave expression to a fundamental denaturing of the Chris-
tian ground-motive and transformed the Christian religion into a higher
moral doctrine (in the case of the Alexandrians, into a moralistically-
tinted religious-philosophical system), wherein a great variety of influ-
ences from the ground-motive of Greek philosophy came into play. The
Gnostics as well as Marcion (second century A. D.) also attempted to di-
vorce the Old and the New Testaments, and it was above all through its
preservation of the unbreakable unity between these that the Christian
church under God’s direction was able at this time to conquer the religious
dualism, introduced by Gnosticism, which drove a wedge between cre-
ation and redemption and thereby reverted to a dualistic principle of ori-
gin.
In the orthodox Patristics, philosophic thought then reached its high
point with Aurelius Augustine, who placed his stamp on Christian philos-
ophy until the thirteenth century and who continued as an important influ-
ence even after that time. No one was yet in a position, however, to
achieve a sufficiently independent expression of the Christian ground-
motive within philosophical thought itself. In particular, there existed at
this time great unclarity concerning the relationship of philosophy to dog-
matic theology, because the inner connection of philosophic thought to
the religious ground-motives had not yet been discovered. The Christian
character of philosoPhy was sought in its relationship of subordination to
dogmatic theology,  a relationship that was so conceived that all philo-
sophical issues were treated within a scientific theological framework. In
this way, Christian philosophy (philosophia christiana) and Christian the-

1 Here we may already observe that the view that philosophy is the handmaiden of
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ology came to be identified, and under the influence of the Greek idea of
theoria, the threat repeatedly arose of even identifying this theology with
the Christian religion. Later on I shall deal with all of these points at
length, and in so doing I shall turn my transcendental critique on Christian
thought itself.

Under these circumstances, there was no objection to taking over lock,
stock, and barrel many important elements from ancient philosophy, for
the ground-motive of the latter had not yet been clearly discerned as to its
pagan character. Thus theologians resorted to adapting or accommodating
heathen thought to the doctrine of the Christian church. As we shall ob-
serve later on, this led of necessity to an uncritical reception of a large
amount of heathen conceptual matter into Christian philosophy. In turn,
theology too was infected at more than one point by the uncritical adop-
tion of Greek philosophical doctrines.

In Augustine’s thought, however, at least the Christian ground-motive
was on the whole preserved intact. Here then there is no question of a
standpoint of a truly religious synthesis, which deliberately aims to unite
the Scriptural and the Greek ground-motives.'

¢. The Romanistic Scholastic Synthesis Motive of Nature
and Grace

The attempt to bridge the radical antithesis between the Greek and the
Christian ground-motives led in the period of the ecclesiastically unified
culture under the sway of Romanism to a new basic dialectical theme,
that of nature and grace. It is this motive that placed its distinctive im-
print on medieval Scholasticism. With its internally unresolved dualism
it also continued to dominate reformational thought to a significant ex-
tent. That was the case even though the Reformation had overcome it in
principle by returning to the Scriptural doctrine of the radical meaning
for human nature of the fall into sin, which had also been defended by
Augustine, and to the confession of justification by faith alone. Indeed,
the reformational theology of Luther and especially that of Calvin took
great initial strides toward freeing the Scriptural ground-motive from its
entanglement with Scholastic philosophy; nevertheless, there remained
important Scholastic remnants in Reformation theology. And since, as |
shall demonstrate, theology as a science cannot do without philosophi-

theology (ancilla theologiae) is nothing else than a transposition of the Aristotelian
concept of the “science of the end of all things and of the good” (i. e., metaphysical
theology), as the queen of the sciences, which “..the other sciences, like
slave-women, may not even contradict....” Cf. Aristotle, Metaphysics, B 996 b 10:
“For inasmuch as it is most architectonic and authoritative and the other sciences,
like slave-women, may not even contradict it, the science of the end and of the good
is of the nature of Wisdom (for the other things are for the sake of the end).” Aris-

totle, Metaphysics (tr. W. D. Ross; Oxford, 1908; second ed., 1928).
1 In this regard, Augustine’s use of the terms “nature” and “grace” is not decisive. He

preserves intact the integral and radical character of the Scriptural ground-motive.
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cal foundations, and since the way to an inner reformation of philoso-
phy certainly had not yet been found, the “school philosophy” soon re-
gained its influence under Melanchthon. As a consequence, there arose
beside that of Rome a Protestant brand of Scholasticism, which shared
with its Roman sister the dialectical synthesis motive of nature and
grace, even though it gave to this motive a new twist, which was more
adapted to the theology of the Reformation.

The dialectical and internally dualistic character of this new
ground-motive is latent in the attempt to reconcile the Greek (in particular
the Aristotelian) conception of the nature (physis) of things, which was
completely determined by the dualistic form-matter theme, with the
Scriptural conception of the nature of created reality, which is based on
the divine order of creation. In the Scholastic views of man, this motive
came to pregnant expression in the notion that the relationship of the hu-
man soul and body is that between an anima rationalis, as substantial
form, and a material body. With its affinities to the dialectical form-matter
motive, this conception left no room for insight into the fundamental reli-
gious unity of created human existence. Neither could it be harmonized, in
its consistent elaboration, with the radical meaning of the fall into sin and
of redemption.

As long as this ground-motive controlled philosophy, it continually led
to the appearance of typically dialectical tensions within Christian
thought. At one time, the latter would be driven in a dangerous pagan di-
rection, which ascribed the primacy to nature in its typically Scholastic
sense; at another time, it would be driven in a no less perilous mystical di-
rection, which to the neglect of the creation motive identified nature with
sin and sought to flee nature in a mystical experience of grace. Yet a third
possibility was an outright dualism, which ascribed a complete independ-
ence to nature and wanted to make a radical separation between nature and
grace. In this process, the way was once again opened in Christian thought
for the influence of Gnosticism, as well as for the semi-Pauline theory of
Marcion with its dualistic distinction between the imperfect Creator God
of the Old Testament and the perfect Redeemer God of the New.

As long as this ground-motive itself was maintained, it was only the Ro-
man ecclesiastical authorities who were in a position to keep this religious
pseudosynthesis alive, by officially condemning heresies in the Scholas-
tic philosophy. In this effort, they found their greatest support in the solu-
tion offered by Thomas Aquinas, who posited nature as the autonomous
but subordinate “preamble” of grace or supernature. Further, the mutual
relationship between these was conceived as that between matter and
form. Thus Thomas came to his solution with the aid of the same device
that had already done service in the Greek intellectual community to bind
together two antagonistic religious ground-motives.

In the second volume of this work, this Scholastic synthesis, as it
worked itself out within the philosophical thought which it governed, will
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assume an important place and will be subjected to a transcendental cri-
tique. In the present connection our aim is only to obtain a clear insight
into the nature of the ground-motive itself. To do this, however, it will be
necessary for us to embark on a more detailed investigation of the rela-
tionship of what is truly religious dialectic to what is called theoretical di-
alectic. This inquiry, in turn, will inevitably drive us to examine more
closely the relationship of the synthesis motive of nature and grace to that
of form and matter.

d. The Modern Humanistic Ground-Motive of Nature and
Freedom

Finally, the fourth major ground-motive is that of nature and freedom. It
arose at the time of the Renaissance out of the modern humanistic reli-
gion of personality and of science. This motive sought gradually to as-
similate the three older ground-motives into itself, by subjecting them to
a complete metamorphosis.

This motive first appeared in Western thought in a specific form at a
particular historical juncture. The internal dialectic of the Romanistic syn-
thesis of nature and grace had led the thought of late-medieval Scholasti-
cism into an open dualism between the Christian religion and natural life.
Moreover, the ecclesiastically unified culture, which had succeeded in
bringing all of the spheres of temporal life under the aegis of the church,
had begun to disintegrate. Then there arose a religion of the human per-
sonality, which gradually secularized the Christian motive of “freedom in
Christ Jesus” into a new ideal of personality. This ideal culminated in the
idea of the absolute autonomy or self-legislation of the human personality,
centered in its reason. It turned with revolutionary fervor against any and
all authoritarian restrictions imposed on human thought by the church or
by the divine Word-revelation. Within this personality ideal, the creation
motive was also secularized. Here it came to signify the domination of re-
ality in its entire extent by a new, “creative” method of thought, which
stood in contrast to the purely intuitive approach of Greek and Scholastic
philosophy.

Hand in hand with this new freedom motive of the humanistic ideal of
personality, there developed a new conception of nature. This differed
both from the Greek conception of physis and from the Scholastic view of
nature in a most basic fashion. Here nature was viewed as the macro-
cosmic reflection of the human personality, as a cosmos that offered infi-
nite possibilities for the deployment of man’s creative powers. Nature was
emancipated both from the grip of the dark matter-motive of Greek
thought and from the Christian motive of the fall into sin. It was regarded
as independent of all supernatural powers and influences.
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In Renaissance philosophy, Giordano Bruno deified this novel view of
nature as “nature naturating” (natura naturans). Renaissance art also
brought it to clear expression. When shortly thereafter Galileo and Isaac
Newton laid the foundations of modern mathematical natural science,
thus pointing the way to the control of natural phenomena by means of
capturing them in mathematical formulations, within an absolutely deter-
mined network of causes, the humanistic personality ideal seized on this
new scientific method with true religious zeal and elevated it to the posi-
tion of the classical ideal of science, which aimed to reconstruct reality in
all its aspects according to its own standards. At first this science ideal
constructed a new metaphysics. This vaunted its ability to grasp the true
nature of reality with the help of mathematically oriented natural scien-
tific thought, placing itself thereby in sharp opposition to the Aristote-
lian-scholastic metaphysics of substantial forms. Furthermore, even after
this metaphysics collapsed under the weight of the criticisms of David
Hume and Kant, the deterministic ideal of science continued to assert its
right of domain over the whole of nature.

From the beginning, this new science ideal, which was spawned by the
personality ideal itself, came into dialectical tension with the latter, a ten-
sion which since Kant has generally been described as that between na-
ture and freedom. According to this view, nature is to be seen as reality
conceived, in accordance with the deterministic ideal of science, as a
closed chain of cause and effect, which comes to expression in “natural
law-conformity” or “natural necessity.” Freedom, by contrast, is the per-
sonality ideal of free, autonomous self-determination. The latter cannot
tolerate the determinism with respect to human activity which is claimed
by the natural sciences; it requires that personality govern its own conduct
in accordance with norms or rules of propriety which are established by
autonomous reason.

Under the influence of the classical ideal of science, Kant continued to
view this freedom motive in a rationalistic and individualistic fashion. In
Romanticism and within the sphere of what is called “absolute idealism,”
however, it was given an irrationalistic and universalistic (transper-
sonalistic) turn. The critical boundary line which Kant had drawn between
nature and freedom was no longer respected. Indeed, the freedom motive
forced the classical science ideal to retreat even on the terrain of nature.
The attempt was made to discover hidden traces of freedom even within
nature itself and to arrive at a dialectical synthesis of the two opposing re-
ligious motives by the route of theoretical dialectic.

In its new irrationalistic and universalistic form, the freedom motive
also gave birth to a new science ideal, one that turned away from mathe-
matical natural science and took its cue from the science of history. Here
the concern was no longer to discover universal laws which would make it
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possible for one completely to determine and govern the course of phe-
nomena; rather, it was to obtain an understanding of the individual, unre-
peatable phenomenon, in terms of its historical and super-individual con-
text, according to a method appropriate to the human sciences (a geistes-
wissenschaftliche method).

In attempting to grasp everything in its historical determination, this
new science ideal took its point of departure in a historicistic view of real-
ity. Just like the classical science ideal, however, it eventually came into
conflict with the freedom motive which had given it birth. In its
historicism it destroyed the belief in the eternal validity of the ideas of
freedom and humanity. The dialectical pseudo-synthesis which freedom
idealism had made between nature and freedom thus dissolved once again
into a polar antithesis, and this ultimately led to the undermining of the be-
lief in the value of human personality itself. Historicism, disengaged from
freedom idealism, then moved in a positivistic direction, and for a time it
allied itself with the evolutionary approach of Darwinism and with mod-
ern sociology as the latter took its cue from the natural sciences. In the
twentieth century, however, as historicism extended its influence still fur-
ther, it even undermined the belief in evolution. As a final consequence,
both the ideal of science and the ideal of personality became involved in a
process of religious uprooting.

In this entire development, the dialectical character of the humanistic
ground-motive comes into sharp relief. Until the end of the previous cen-
tury it had undergirded the thought of the Western community at large.
Through its absolute supremacy in modern culture, it had also impressed
its conceptual pattern in many ways upon Catholic and reformational
thought, at least insofar as these intellectual currents did not want to have
themselves banned from the scientific community.

Since in the first volume of my Philosophy of the Law-Idea 1 have al-
ready presented such a lengthy analysis of the dialectic of this ground-mo-
tive as it has come to expression in the history of modern Western thought,
I shall confine myself at the appropriate place in this work to presenting a
brief survey in which this development is summarized as incisively as
possible. At the same time, this will shed additional light on the causes of
the present crisis, which has affected the very foundations of modern phi-
losophy.

In the present context, I need only point out that, after it had secularized
the ground-motive of the Christian religion, the humanistic ground-mo-
tive gradually attempted to assimilate both the Greek and Scholastic
ground-motives as well. For example, both Leibniz and Kant made use of
the form-matter motive in this way. Both of these humanistic thinkers,
furthermore, introduced the motive of nature and grace into their philo-
sophical systems. As I shall later demonstrate in detail, however, both of
these motives were deprived thereby of their original religious content
and were transformed into mere intellectual schemata in the service of the
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humanistic ground-motive of nature and freedom.

2. The Relationship between Religious and Theoretical
Dialectic'

a. The Communal Character of the Religious Ground-Motives

and the Use of the Critical Method in the Investigation of

the History of Philosophy
None of the above ground-motives is intrinsically theoretical or scien-
tific. On the contrary, they are all religious in character. That is to say,
they have an absolutely central meaning for the whole of life. They ex-
ert, therefore, as we have already noted, an influence at the heart of the
cultural development and of the entire spiritual and intellectual structure
of the West, far beyond the range of philosophic thought. They are,
moreover, genuinely communal, for they control the outlook on thought
and life of the individual, regardless of whether that person is aware of
it or not.

If there is to be a truly critical method for the scientific investigation of
the history of Western philosophy, it is above all necessary to trace these
four ground-motives, both in their original meaning and in the compli-
cated formal interlacements in which they became involved in their his-
torical development. The philosophical problematics are determined by
these ground-motives, and, as I shall demonstrate in detail in my transcen-
dental critique of philosophic thought, any attempt to extricate them from
the latter is uncritical and unscientific. Any such attempt could never
make it possible to describe the history of philosophy as a purely scientific
development; it would only result in one’s imposing on an earlier philo-
sophical period the religious ground-motive controlling one’s own think-
ing, whose significance one had not yet understood. In fact, one would
have efzfectively closed the door thereby to a correct understanding of that
period.

1 In this connection, see my essay “De vier religieuze grondthema’s in den ont-
wikkelingsgang van het wijsgerig denken van het Avondland: Een bijdrage tot bepa-
ling van de verhouding tusschen theoretische en religieuze dialektiek,” Philosophia
Reformata, V1 (1941), pp. 161-179.

2 This applies, for example, to a widely accepted interpretation of Greek philosophy,
which views it in terms of the modern humanistic ground-motive of nature and free-
dom. Cf. the discussion of B. J. H. Ovink’s final work, Philosophie und Sophistik
(The Hague, 1940), in my essay “Een tweegesprek met Prof. Ovink over dogma-
tische en critische wijsbegeerte: Naar aanleiding van Philosophie und Sophistik door
Prof. Dr. B. J. H. Ovink,” Gereformeerde Theologische Tijdschift (42nd year, no. 5),
pp. 209-227.
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b. The Religious Ground-Motives and the Modern Historicistic
Pattern of Thought

At this point I must hasten to warn against a basic misunderstanding. It
is indeed true that modern historicistic thought is readily inclined to ad-
mit that each period in the history of philosophic thought must be inter-
preted in terms of its own ground-motive. It will, however, conceive of
these religious ground-motives themselves as dynamic forces of a mere-
ly historical-psychological kind, which are accessible as such to theoret-
ical-scientific investigation, free from any religious bias.' It might even
come to the insight, along with Wilhelm Dilthey, one of the most bril-
liant and perceptive trailblazers of this school of thought, that “...the re-
ligious life is the constant substratum of intellectual development, not a
passing phase in the mental development of humankind.”® Thereupon it
will attempt to understand this religious life itself merely in terms of a
“fundamental lived experience” (Erlebnis), however, in which humanity
through its entire course of historical development had the experience of
its “personal freedom over against the confines of nature,” the experi-
ence of “guilt and conscience,” and of “the contrast pervading all areas
of the inner life between the imperfect and the perfect, the transitory and
the eternal, together with the longing of man for the latter.” This entire
religious lived experience was then thought to be founded on the con-
sciousness of an “absolute dependence of the subject.”* On this supposi-
tion, the various ground-motives could only be the historical manifesta-

1 The positivistic sociological school of Emile Durkheim, of course, will attempt to
explain these “psychical dynamic forces,” which it sees at work in religion, in terms
of the historical organization of social life. It too will readily concede, however, that
these religious dynamic forces are fundamental historical-social powers, which also
determine the direction of thought. Professor Cornford, whom I have already men-
tioned, also understands Greek philosophy essentially in this way, as “the analysis of

religious material.” op. cit., p. 125.
2 “das religiose Leben der dauernde Untergrund der intellektuellen Entwicklung ist,

nicht eine voriibergehende Phase im Sinnen der Menschheit....” Wilhelm Dilthey,
Einleitung in die Geisteswissenschaften. Gesammelte Schriften, 1 (Leipzig/ Berlin,

1923), p. 38. (English version by translator.)
3 Cf. ibid., p. 137: “Nun sind Erfahrungen solcher Art die Freiheit des Menschen,

Gewissen und Schuld, alsdann der alle Gebiete des inneren Lebens durchziehende
Gegensatz des Unvollkommenen und Vollkommenen, des Vergénglichen und
Ewigen sowie die Sehnsucht des Menschen nach dem letzteren. Und zwar sind diese
inneren Erfahrungen Bestandteile des religiosen Lebens. Dasselbe umfasst aber
zugleich das Bewusstsein einer unbedingten Abhédngigkeit des Subjekts.”
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tion of this original religious lived experience, which allegedly resides
at the foundation of the entire historical process of development.

By this line of reasoning, however, Dilthey actually does away with the
religious ground-motives in their true sense. In spite of his many fine ob-
servations in his exposition of the development of Western thought since
the Greeks, Dilthey does not give adequate account of these religious
ground-motives as to their content and their significance for this develop-
ment. The “psychological analysis” of “fundamental lived experience,”
which constitutes Dilthey’s point of departure, completely overlooks the
fact that in their concrete meaning, all of the “experiences” which he as-
cribes to the content of this feeling are entirely dependent on the religious
ground-motives themselves. The latter, in turn, being in themselves nei-
ther psychological nor historical in nature, lie at the foundation of every
scientific psychological analysis. The concrete religious understanding of
such things as “personal freedom” and the “confines of nature,” “guilt”
and “conscience,” “perfection,” “transitoriness,” and “eternity” is in the
last analysis determined by a religious ground-motive, which controls
from its very center one’s entire perspective on life and thought. For the
consciousness of the Greek these were something radically other than for
Christian consciousness, which lives out of the ground-motive of the di-
vine Word-revelation. Furthermore, the Roman, Scholastic understanding
of these also differed, in the most basic way, from that of modern human-
ism. In other words, it is precisely in the central sphere of religion, which
transcends temporal life, that the antithesis between attitudes concerning
life and thought becomes absolute and admits of no synthesis.

¢. The Fundamental Critical Problem in the Study of the History
of Western Philosophy. The Intellectual Community of the
West

This state of affairs gave rise to an extremely difficult and complex
problem, which confronts any truly critical study of the history of phi-
losophy. The religious ground-motives which have controlled the
course of development of Western philosophy introduce truly radical
caesuras into it, because they themselves are not merely historical or
psychological but are rather transcendent and religious in nature. If we
are not to cut the ground out from under a truly scientific investigation
of the history of philosophy, however, we must hold fast to the idea of a
common and universally valid structure of theoretical thought, as well
as to the existence of a historical community of patterns of thought in
the West, and a historical continuity in the development of Western phi-
losophy. How can we hold on to both these discontinuities and these
continuities without falling into internal contradiction?

In order to give a satisfying answer to this question, I should have to
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proceed immediately to an exposition of my transcendental critique of
theoretical thought in general and of philosophical thought in particular,
as it was already developed in germ in my three-volume Philosophy of the
Law-Idea.' The design of this present work requires, however, that I post-
pone this critique to a later point. At that juncture, I shall be in a position to
elucidate the necessity of the central role of the religious ground-motives,
by way of an analysis of the structure of theoretical thought itself.

d. The Scholastic Approach to This Problem. The Natural

Community of Thought Based on the Autonomy of Natural

Reason
In the present context, I shall confine myself to warning against a frivo-
lous evasion of the problem I have formulated. Thomistic Scholasti-
cism, which is rooted in the ground-motive of nature and grace, thrusts
this problem aside with an appeal to the autonomy of natural reason.
This reason is judged to be capable of achieving insight into the univer-
sally valid truth of nature, independently of religion. Thomistic Scholas-
ticism takes its point of departure, therefore, in a “natural community of
thought,” which is not susceptible to influence from differences of reli-
gious standpoint. This particular view of the problem, however, is com-
pletely determined by the Romanistic ground-motive. Scholasticism
seeks a foundation for this natural community of thought in a metaphys-
ics. Modern humanism, which just as definitely takes its point of depar-
ture in an “autonomous natural intellectual community of mankind,” re-
jects this Scholastic metaphysics as a matter of principle. The upshot of
the matter is that the Scholastic conception of the autonomy of natural
reason differs in a most basic way both from that of the Greeks and
from that of modern humanism. At a later point I shall demonstrate in
detail how this fundamental difference is once again completely deter-
mined by the respective religious ground-motives.
e. Dilthey’s So-Called Hermeneutical Method with Respect to

This Problem. The “Fundamental Religious Sense” of
Humanity and “historisch freischwebende Intelligenz

In the recent crisis of foundations of the Western intellectual commu-
nity, the historicistic way of thinking, with an air of scientific neutrality,

1 Editorial note: Dooyeweerd consistently made the claim that this work, De
Wisbegeerte der Wetsidee (Amsterdam, 1935-1936), contained a transcendental cri-
tique, even though it was not formally elaborated. A version of the transcendental
critique, in its formal elaboration, appears in the English edition (revised and en-
larged) of the above work, 4 New Critique of Theoretical Thought (4 vols.; Amster-
dam/ Philadelphia, 1953-1957; The Collected Works of Herman Dooyeweerd, A Se-

ries, The Edwin Mellen Press, 1997).
2 Translator’s note: Intelligence “freely floating” with respect to history, i. e., histori-

cally unbound or undetermined.
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has also claimed to occupy a position above the diversity of philosophi-
cal movements and to be capable of placing itself within every stand-
point in an unbiased manner with the aid of an “empathetic hermeneu-
tic.” To this a truly critical approach must of necessity respond by in-
quiring as to the foundation on which this method itself is based.

Once Dilthey’s conception of “the religious lived experience of human-
ity” has been unmasked as a residue of the classical humanistic idea of a
“natural religion of humanity,” an idea that was completely determined by
the ground-motive of humanism, the vicious circle involved in this effort
to overcome “intellectual dogmatism” comes into sharp relief. If one con-
cedes with Dilthey that the religious life is the constant substratum of in-
tellectual development, one can no longer share this thinker’s expectation
that the historical manner of thought “will free scientific thinking from the
last remnants of its dogmatic subjection to religious prejudgments.” For to
accomplish this the thought of the scientific historian would have to be ca-
pable of assuming a position above the religious ground-motives, which
as a matter of fact determine the entire point of departure and direction of
this thought. In fact, if scientific thought cannot even disengage itself
from its historical fetters, and if even the mere search for a “historisch
freischwebende Intelligenz”! must be dismissed from the outset as an im-
possibility, how much less will scientific thought be able to elevate itself
above its religious ground-motive, which determines its entire point of de-
parture and direction!

Dilthey seeks a way out of this difficulty by conjuring up an “imper-
sonal cosmic-historical consciousness of humanity,” which is supposed to
be rooted in a religious lived experience that belongs to one by nature. By
entering into this consciousness and abandoning his own individual his-
torical determination, a thinker is supposedly able to give an unbiased in-
terpretation of the cultural development reflected in it, in terms of its
unique cosmic life-center. This “impersonal historical consciousness of
cultural development,” however, which allegedly merely comes to
self-reflection in the critical-historical manner of thought, is a quintessen-
tial metaphysical construct. This is indeed the case, even though Dilthey
himself regards metaphysics as the great obstacle to the development of
truly critical thinking. This construction is nothing else than Hegel’s
metaphysical idea of reason in history (Vernunft in der Geschichte), trans-
posed into the framework of a historicistic life-philosophy (Lebens-

1 I have borrowed this term, with a slight variation, from Karl Mannheim’s Ideology
and Utopia: An Introduction to the Sociology of Knowledge (Second German edition
of: Ideologie und Utopia, 1930, p.126; English translation, New York, 1968). The
book itself speaks of a sozial freischwebende Intelligenz, but it means thereby an in-
telligence that has freed itself of all social-historical determinations.
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philosophie).!
f- The Absoluteness of the Religious Antithesis

We are still faced with the problem described above, the problem of
how a Western community of thought is possible, in the face of the pro-
found divergence of the religious ground-motives which have governed
its development. In addition, we cannot get away from the fact that
there is an absolute antithesis between the Christian ground-motive and
two of the others. There is an absolute antithesis between the ground-
motive of the Christian religion and that of the Greek religious con-
sciousness. This antithesis holds just as well between the Christian and
the humanistic ground-motives, even though in its process of formation
the latter passed through the former. For its part, the Romanistic basic
theme preserved at least to a degree its connection with the divine
Word-revelation. In the face of this divergence and especially in the
face of the absolute antithesis between the Christian and the non-Chris-
tian ground-motives, what is it that guarantees the existence of a com-
munity of philosophic thought in Western civilization?

g. Is There in the West a Religious Intellectual Community of a
Dialectical Kind? Hegel’s Conception

One could ask here, first of all, whether the radical religious antithesis
does not presuppose a certain community in which there is the possibil-
ity of mutual religious understanding, apart from which indeed such an
antithesis could not even exist. This community, then, would have to be
a dialectical one, in which the various ground-motives set themselves
over against one another in order to enter into mutual conflict. And once
one conceded the necessity of such a dialectical religious community,
embracing the whole of Western thought, he would be faced at once
with the analogy of the dialectic within it to theoretical dialectic, which
attempts, of necessity, to bring a theoretical antithesis into a higher syn-
thesis. In this analogy, the mutually opposed antithetical moments ap-
pear merely as parts which have been separated in a purely theoretical
manner from a higher totality, which embraces both and thus can be ab-
solutely identified with neither. Indeed, these opposed aspects are each
other’s correlates, and they are therefore incapable of excluding each
other in any absolute sense. This kind of solution to the fundamental
problem I have posed lies completely in the line of the dialectical think-
ing of Georg W. F. Hegel.

To be sure, this great thinker knows nothing of religious ground-mo-
tives as I have presented them. In his system, as is well known, religion is
the second stage in the development of “absolute spirit” (Geist), that is,

1 See my Recht en historie: Referaat voor de drie-en-twintigste Wetenschappelijke
Samenkomst der Vrije Universiteit, July 13, 1938 (Assen, 1938), pp. 18 ff.
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the level of representation (Vorstellung). The first stage of this develop-
ment, art, is that of intuition (4nschauung), whereas the third form, phi-
losophy, in which the former two are brought into a higher synthesis, is
that of the concept (Begriff).

In line with his theoretical dialectic, however, Hegel now attempts to
construct three principal forms of religion, as the three necessary stages of
development of representation, which absolute spirit assumes within hu-
man consciousness. These are: 1) the religion of nature; 2) the religion of
spiritual individuality (geistige Individualitit), which among the Jews
comes to expression as sublimity (Erhabenheit), among the Greeks as
beauty (Schénheit), and among the Romans as utility or practical under-
standing (Zweckmdssigkeit); 3) the absolute, or revealed, Christian reli-
gion, in which God appears as that which He is, that is to say, the Absolute
Spirit, which in accordance with the basic dialectical principle must be a
Trinity.

In this Trinity, the religions of nature and of spiritual individuality,
which were the two earlier forms of development, are brought into an ab-
solute synthesis. For God the Father is nothing other than the eternal idea,
which develops itself in the world, i.e., in nature, and which as substantial
power “in the reflective determination of causality”' is the creator of
heaven and earth. God the Son is nothing other than the idea as it has come
to consciousness and has entered completely into representation, and
which, as concrete individuality and subjectivity, is spirit and is one with
the Father. And God the Holy Spirit is nothing other than the idea which,
as the universal spirit of the church, rules the latter and realizes itself in its
external and internal communion, and which is substantially one with the
Father and the Son.

In his first major work, The Phenomenology of Spirit (Phdnomenologie
des Geistes), Hegel summarizes this dialectical development of religion in
“natural, artistic, and manifested (revealed) religion” as follows:

The first form of development is religion

“...as immediate and therefore Natural Religion. In this, Spirit
knows itself as its object [it should be noted that the theoretical
Gegenstand relation, the foundation of all theoretical dialectic, is
here transposed to religion!] in a natural or immediate shape. The
second reality, however, is necessarily that in which Spirit knows
itself in the shape of a superseded natural existence, or of the self.
This, therefore, is the Religion of Art; for the shape raises itself to
the form of the self through the creative activity of consciousness
whereby this beholds in its object its act or the self. Finally, the
third reality overcomes the one-sidedness of the first two; the self
is just as much an immediacy, as the immediacy is the self. If, in

1 Translator’s note: “in der Reflexionsbestimmung der Kausalitét.”
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the first reality, Spirit in general is in the form of consciousness,
and in the second, in that of self-consciousness, in the third it is in
the form of the unity of both. It has the shape of being-in-and-
for-itself; and when it is thus conceived as it is in and for itself,
this is the Revealed Religion.”

There then follows the passage which Christian Hegelians would be de-
lighted to gloss over, since they do not wish to acknowledge that Hegel
claimed to find the highest synthesis of the dialectical oppositions, not
in religion, but in philosophy:

“But although in this, Spirit has indeed attained its true shape, yet
the shape itself and the picture-thought' are still the unvanquished
aspect from which Spirit must pass over into the Notion, in order
wholly to resolve therein the form of objectivity, in the Notion
which equally embraces within itself its own opposite. It is then
that Spirit has grasped the Notion of itself, just as we now have
first grasped it; and its shape or the element of its existence, being
the Notion, is Spirit itself.””

Hegel’s conception of religion, just as well as his dialectical construc-
tion of its three forms of development, is completely determined by the
religious ground-motive of humanism, namely, that of nature and free-
dom, although in accordance with the new conception of the freedom
motive in Romanticism he calls it “nature” and “spirit.” This motive
stands behind the uncritical circularity of his dialectic. The absolute
idea, which in the dialectical process of thesis, antithesis, and synthesis

1

2

Translator’s note: The German term here, Vorstellung, is usually translated “repre-

sentation.”
G.W.F. Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit (tr. A. V. Miller, with Analysis of the Text

and Foreword by J. N. Findlay; Oxford, 1977), p. 416. The German text reads as fol-
lows: “... [Religion] als unmittelbare und also natiirliche Religion; in ihr weisz der
Geist sich als seinen Gegenstand in natiirlicher oder unmittelbarer Gestalt. Die
zweite aber ist nothwendig diese, sich in der Gestalt der aufgehobenen Natiirlichkeit
oder des Selbst zu wissen. Sie ist also die kiinstliche Religion; denn zur Form des
Selbst erhebt sich die Gestalt durch das Hervorbringen des Bewusztseyns, wodurch
dieses in seinem Gegenstande sein Thun oder das Selbst anschaut. Die dritte endlich
hebt die Einseitigkeit der beiden ersten auf, das Selbst is ebensowohl ein
unmittelbares als die Unmittelbarkeit Selbst ist. Wenn in der ersteren der Geist
iiberhaupt in der Form des Bewusztseyns, in der zweiten — des Selbstbewusztseyns
ist, so ist er in der dritten in der Form der Einheit beider; er hat die Gestalt des An-
und Fiirsichseyns; und indem er also vorgestellt ist, wie er an und fiir sich ist, so ist
dies die offenbare Religion. Obwohl er aber in ihr zu seiner wahren Gestalt gelangt,
so ist eben die Gestalt selbst und die Vorstellung noch die uniiberwundene Seite,
von der er in den Begriff iibergehen musz, um die Form der Gegenstandlichkeit in
ihm ganz aufzuldsen, in ihm der ebenso dies sein Gegentheil in sich schlieszt.
Alsdann hat der Geist den Begriff seiner Selbst erfaszt, wie wir nun erst ihn erfaszt
haben, und seine Gestalt oder das Element seines Daseyns, indem die der Begriff ist,
ist er selbst.” Phdnomenologie des Geistes (ed. D. Johann Schulze; 2nd ed., 1841),
pp- 449-50.
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exists in and for itself (an und fiir sich) in the logical activity of thought,
and which subsequently “steps outside of itself” as nature in order once
again to return from its otherness as nature back to itself in the spirit (as
subjective, objective, and absolute spirit, respectively), is in essence
nothing other than the religious dialectic in the ground-motive of nature
and freedom itself, which governs the entire theoretical dialectic and
gives it direction. Hegel’s failure to recognize this is simply a conse-
quence of his well-known uncritical transformation of theoretical into
metaphysical dialectic, in the course of which the process of theoretical
thought is identified with “reality as it truly is.” The dogmatic character
of metaphysics always hangs on the fact that it does not arrive at a tran-
scendental critique of philosophical thought. That is closed to it, be-
cause it is convinced beforehand that theoretical thought and the totality
of being are one and the same.

Religious antithesis permits of no genuine synthesis, for the fact that it
is religious in nature entails that it is also absolute. The idolatrous
ground-motives are not one-sided dialectical moments in the development
of religion; they are religious dynamic forces of the spirit of apostasy,
which do not allow for any compromise with the spirit of truth.

Now, care must be taken not to apply to the central sphere of religion
the dialectical syntheses characteristic of theoretical thought. That must
be avoided, if only for this reason, that theoretical dialectic as such can
never extend beyond theoretical thinking. If it then turns out that theoreti-
cal thought itself is necessarily determined by the religious ground-mo-
tives, it follows that any attempt to resolve or mediate the religious
oppositions by way of philosophical dialectic must fall by the wayside.
The laws of theoretical dialectic do not apply to the radical antithesis
which is at work in religion. I shall demonstrate in my transcendental cri-
tique that theoretical synthesis can be carried out in a genuine and appro-
priate fashion only when thought takes its point of departure from the true
fundamental religious unity of the moments which have been distin-
guished and set apart from each other in the theoretical relation.

With this too the question is decided in principle concerning the possi-
bility of religious understanding with respect to the ground-motives. It
must be established from the outset that the Christian and the non-Chris-
tian starting points do not at all stand in the same position with respect to
understanding each other religiously. Certainly from the perspective of
the Christian starting point, based on the Scriptures, it is entirely possible
to penetrate to the religious meaning of the starting points and
ground-motives that stand in opposition to it. For it is only in the light of
the Christian starting point that the latter can be revealed in their most pro-
found meaning. The Christian shares, furthermore, in the solidarity of the
human race in its fall into sin. Thus the ground-motives in question cannot
be alien to him in a religious sense.

It is in the light of the ground-motive of the divine Word-revelation that
the true position of the non-Christian ground-motives is established. They
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are unequivocally a result of the fall. In the redemption accomplished by
Christ Jesus the fallen world has been reconciled, not in a speculative and
dialectical fashion, but in reality. This means that the non-Christian
ground-motives are not dialectically mediated in the ground-motive of
Scripture. On the contrary, the divine Word-revelation exposes them as
fundamentally false and annihilates them as religious starting points, even
as it illumines by the light of the divine truth whatever relative moments
of truth they may contain. Of themselves the non-Christian ground-mo-
tives have nothing to offer the Christian ground-motive by way of
complementation. They have no inherent, positive truthfulness to set over
against it. The Christian ground-motive, moreover, may not be conceived
of as the higher synthesis of all the non-Christian ones; for a synthesis is
unable to stand in absolute antithesis to the mutually antithetical elements
which it itself has brought to a higher unity.

In its continuing operation, however, the ground-motive of the Chris-
tian religion is the only one in a position to guarantee the integrity of the
historically determined philosophical community of thought in the West.
That is the case, because as a point of departure for philosophy it bars the
way to any scientific exclusivism, in which any particular line of thought
would seek to elevate its own point of departure, making it the criterion
for what does and what does not qualify as science.

If the Christian ground-motive truly has an effect on philosophic
thought, it of necessity leads the latter to a radical, transcendental critique,
which elucidates the fundamental difference between scientific judg-
ments proper and the supra-scientific pre-judgments which lie at the foun-
dation of their possibility. For this reason the Christian ground-motive re-
fuses to allow any particular philosophical movement to be excluded from
the philosophical community because of its point of departure. It relent-
lessly exposes every scientific dogmatism, which exalts its own religious
point of departure to be the criterion for what may qualify as science, and
which passes off the so-called autonomy of science as a scientific axiom
even though a truly critical inquiry into the structure of scientific thought
has never been undertaken. The Christian ground-motive also cuts off at
the root the Aubris of schools of thought which entertain the illusion that
they themselves have the monopoly on science and which therefore never
engage in truly scientific discussion with those who occupy other stand-
points. And, finally, it is in possession of the only real key to understand-
ing those religious ground-motives over against which it has set itself in
radical religious antithesis. Therefore, it will allow these [non-Christian]
ground-motives to receive their full due in respect of their own signifi-
cance for the internal philosophical stance of the trend of thought con-
trolled by them.

At the same time, however, the Christian ground-motive, with its re-
sources for understanding, reaches out beyond the boundaries of the West
and lays the only possible foundation for a genuine intellectual commu-
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nity of mankind, because it penetrates beyond all of the temporal distinc-
tions of race and historical culture to the fundamental religious commu-
nity of the human race. It is this basic community, lying at the religious
center of human existence, that at bottom establishes the possibility of the
community of philosophic thought. And since the radical antithesis, re-
sulting from the fall and the redemption in Christ Jesus, was made mani-
fest within this basic community itself, as it came into existence through
God’s creation, the influence of this antithesis must also be felt in the tem-
poral community of thought, as soon as the Christian ground-motive
comes into play within it as a spiritual dunamis. Nevertheless, just as this
absolute antithesis at the spiritual root of humanity does not result in the
destruction but rather in the radical preservation of community, it can
never lead to the disintegration and dissolution of the historically condi-
tioned philosophic community of thought, as long as the religious dy-
namic of the Christian ground-motive continues to make itself felt within
it. For the Christian religion does not release its grip on fallen man, nor
does it leave him out of account; it continually goes in pursuit of him. The
radical antithesis it poses is the absolute condition for the preservation of
the philosophic community of thought within our sinful society.

Before the outbreak of the Second World War, I presented an argument
for all of these points in my essay “The Transcendental Critique of Theo-
retic Thought: A Contribution toward the Elimination of Exclusivism in
Science.”!

h. The Absence of Reciprocity in the Possibility of Religious

Understanding between the Christian Starting Point and the

Points of Departure against Which the Christian Religion

Sets Itself in Radical Antithesis
From a non-Christian standpoint there exists no true, i.e., religious or
spiritual, possibility of understanding with respect to the Christian
ground-motive. This possibility cannot exist apart from the life-giving
Spirit, who enlightens the spiritual eye and focuses it upon the true cen-
ter of life, Jesus Christ.

Just for this reason the idolatrous ground-motives will continually seek
to ban the dunamis of the Scriptural ground-motive from the intellectual
community of the West. They constitute, therefore, a constant threat to it
in its integral character. They are continually impelled to restrict the intel-
lectual community to the circle of their own actual or presumed adherents.
Accordingly, they must present those who engage in philosophy from a
Christian standpoint with the choice of either accommodating their philo-
sophic thought to the apostate ground-motive which is temporarily domi-

1 Herman Dooyeweerd, “De transcendentale critick van het wijsgerig denken: Een
bijdrage tot overwinning van het wetenschappelijk exclusivisme der richtingen.”
Synthese, IV (July 1939; with an introduction by Prof. Dr. N. Westendorp Boerma),
pp- 314-39.
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nant in Western culture, or of seeing themselves excluded from the circle
of those who have intellectual standing. Since they never arrive at a verita-
ble transcendental critique of theoretical thought, the adherents of these
ground-motives are constantly guilty of dogmatically identifying their
own supra-theoretical pre-judgments with scientific axioms. As a conse-
quence, misled by the dogma of the autonomy of science, they constantly
run the danger of interpreting Western philosophy from its beginnings
within the framework of their own modern ground-motives.

In all of these tendencies, they will invariably come to stand in radical
antithesis to philosophic thought which is impelled and directed by the
Christian ground-motive. For this reason, it has only the appearance of
paradox when I assert that the radical antithesis which is posed by the
Christian religion is the sole guarantor of the integrity of the intellectual
community of the West.

i. The Origin of the Religious Dialectic. Why the Religious
Antithesis Permits No True Synthesis. The Polar Tendency
in the Dialectical Ground-Motives

There is no higher religious synthesis, therefore, which might serve to
bridge the radical antithesis of the ground-motives undergirding the his-
tory of Western thought, analogous to the way in which theoretical syn-
thesis embraces a theoretical antithesis in a correlation of partial mo-
ments. There is, on the contrary, a religious dialectic, which holds sway
of necessity within all of the ground-motives in relation to which the
Christian religion sets itself in absolute antithesis.

The intrinsic necessity of this religious dialectic resides in the fact that
these standpoints are based on an absolutizing of what is relative. Every-
thing that is relative calls forth its correlata. Absolutizing something that
is relative, therefore, means that these correlates, which now have been
cut off from their true fundamental religious unity, will set themselves
over against what has first been absolutized with the same presumed abso-
luteness. For, as I shall demonstrate at a later point, every absolutization is
at bottom religious and thus can never be explained merely from theoreti-
cal, scientific points of view.

Such absolutization gives rise to a genuine polarity in the religious
ground-motive. In it the diametrically opposed elements mutually cancel
each other out in their supposed absoluteness. At the same time, because
of their necessary correlativity, they mutually determine each other in
their religious meaning. This state of affairs assumes, of course, that the
two antagonistic motives which have set themselves in opposition to each
other in the religious ground-motive have also come to awareness in the
religious consciousness or subconsciousness of those whose thought is
impelled by them. In view of this, it is understandable that the true mean-
ing of the Greek matter motive first came to light in its opposition to the
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religious form motive, and vice versa. The same applies to the relationship
of nature and freedom in the humanistic ground-motive and to that of na-
ture and grace in the Scholastic motive.

Because of'its religious nature a ground-motive cannot be satisfied with
a mere correlation of the opposed elements within it. (Such a correlation,
in fact, can only exist on the foundation of the absolute fundamental unity
of the correlata, which is not to be found in a dialectical ground-motive.)
Thus philosophic thought is inexorably driven back and forth from the
one pole to the other, entangled in a religious dialectic that transforms the
correlation into an absolute opposition. By the standards of theoretical di-
alectic, such a religious dialectic is utterly inexplicable.

In this context a “balance des contraires,” in the sense of the French
thinker Pierre-Joseph Proudhon,’ is just as impossible as a resolution of
the antithesis in a higher synthesis, in the sense intended by Hegel.

Jj. The Device of Ascribing the Primacy to One of the Two

Polar Motives Which Appear in the Dialectical Ground-

Motive
Lacking a foundation for a true religious synthesis, religious dialectic
will invariably seek a way out by ascribing the primacy or religious pri-
ority to one of the antithetical principles which are manifested in the re-
ligious ground-motive. Let no one think that he can follow the Hegelian
school, therefore, in attempting to employ the method of theoretical dia-
lectic in order to “correct” this religious dialectic, to the extent that it
makes itself felt in philosophic thought. This would be a completely un-
critical method of philosophizing, for behind this overextension of theo-
retical dialectic itself there resides a religious dialectic, which remains
hidden to the thinker.

k. The Boundaries of Theoretical Dialectic and the Intrusion of
Religious Dialectic into Theoretical Thought

Theoretical dialectic, in the only form in which it is genuine and justi-

fied, remains limited to theoretical synthesis in the Gegenstand relation,

which will be investigated later.” Through the theoretical idea this syn-

thesis receives its transcendental directedness, pointing to the supratheo-

1 According to Proudhon, the antinomies in philosophical thought, which have their
origin, as we have noted, in religious dialectic’s control over theoretical dialectic,
are not resolved or mediated in a higher synthesis, as Hegel thought, but merely hold
one another in equilibrium. For reality itself is supposed to consist of a balance of

contradictories.
2 Translator’s note: Gegenstand, literally, “that which stands opposed,” is the stan-

dard German word for “object.” Dooyeweerd uses this German term in order to
bring out the relationship of opposition between thought and its object that is inher-
ent in the theoretical attitude of thought, and also because, for him, the objects of
theoretical thought are fundamentally different from the objects of naive experience.
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retical fundamental unity and Origin of all the aspects of reality which
have been distinguished and set in opposition to one another in the anti-
thetic Gegenstand relation. True theoretical synthesis presupposes that
theoretical thought is indeed focused on the true, fundamental unity and
Origin of the theoretically separated moments of temporal reality. If the
religious ground-motive is dialectical in nature, however, the theoretical
synthesis itself becomes polar. That is to say, it will look for the higher
unity of the terms that have been theoretically opposed to each other in
the Gegenstand relation in one of the poles of the dialectical ground-
motive.

Thus the Greek philosopher Heraclitus, guided by the dialectical
ground-motive of Greek philosophy, sought the deeper unity of the forms
which stood out in opposition to one another in the process of becoming in
the fluidity of the principle of matter, the eternal movement of life which
coursed through the contrarily opposed individual forms. Similarly, from
an idealistic humanistic standpoint, Hegel sought the deeper unity of na-
ture and freedom (spirit) in the logical self-unfolding of the idea of free-
dom in the spirit, which incorporates” natural necessity, as its logical oth-
erness, within itself as one moment in a higher synthesis. Such a presumed
synthesis always entails an unjustified logical relativization of the princi-
ple of contradiction (principium contradictionis), one that is unjustified
because the theoretical antithesis does not permit of a logical resolution or
mediation. Indeed, it never comes to resolution in this way. What actually
takes place when one goes this route is that the theoretical antithesis is re-
placed by a polar absolutization.

To state the same thing in a different manner, religious dialectic has in-
truded into theoretical dialectic. By imposing its own terms, it attempts
not merely to unite the theoretical antithesis in a synthesis but to cancel it.
The theoretical antithesis may not be cancelled on the theoretical level,
however, since it is grounded in the Gegenstand relation itself.

[ The Religious Dialectic of the Scholastic Synthesis Motive of

Nature and Grace. Two Possible Points of Contact for This
Presumed Synthesis

A religious dialectic arises with equal necessity in the ground-motive of
philosophic thought when an attempt is made to establish a synthesis

In Dooyeweerd, therefore, Gegenstand always means “object of theoretical
thought.” The abstract Gegenstand relation between theoretical thought and its ob-
ject (its Gegenstand) always must be distinguished from the concrete subject-object

relation that belongs to naive experience.
1 This statement will become clear to the reader only after he has studied my transcen-

dental critique of philosophical thought.
2 Dutch: opheffen; German: aufheben.
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between the Christian and the non-Christian points of departure. This si-
multaneously gives rise to what has the appearance of a community of
thought with the non-Christian movements in philosophy, built on a dia-
lectical religious basis. Within this particular synthesis standpoint, how-
ever, this community of thought is never grounded in religion, but
rather exclusively in the autonomy of natural reason.

The synthesis motive in Western thought that answers to this descrip-
tion is that of nature and grace. It has been employed to effect dialectical
syntheses between the Christian ground-motive and both the Greek and
the humanistic ground-motives. As such this motive appears to originate
in the Scholastic thinking that is characteristic of Roman Catholicism,
even when, in conflict with the Scriptural standpoint of the Reformation,
it is accepted in Protestant thought.

In this connection, there is no possibility of a genuine religious synthe-
sis which would preserve the Christian ground-motive in its absolute
character. As we have noted, this is prevented by the absoluteness of the
religious antithesis, which itself can never be of the nature of mere theo-
retical dialectic. What actually occurs here is that the ground-motives are
accommodated to each other. In this process, both of them are partially di-
vested of their original meaning and are thereby rendered capable, in this
denatured form, of serving as poles of a religious dialectic.

There are two main directions in which the point of contact for such a
dialectical-religious synthesis can be sought. First, it can be sought in the
idea of creation. Second, it can be sought in the idea of the fall into sin.

m. The First Way.: The Thomistic Synthesis and the Roman
Catholic Standpoint

The first option appears in the Thomistic synthesis, which is brought to
expression in the official doctrine of the Roman Catholic church with
respect to the relationship between nature and supernatural grace. In the
creation idea, nature and supernature are placed over against each other,
and in the conception of the nature of created reality, an attempt is made
to adapt the Aristotelian Greek form-matter scheme' to the Scriptural
creation motive. Clearly, the Greek ground-motive is thereby forced to
undergo a metamorphosis as to its meaning, for it is now “bracketed” by
the new synthesis theme of nature and grace. Grace or supernature is
granted religious primacy over nature, in that it is conceived as the su-
pernatural perfecting of the latter as to its form. As it is subordinated to
grace within this hierarchical scheme, however, nature is not divested of
its intrinsic autonomy; rather, this autonomy is merely relativized. On
this standpoint, nature remains centered in the rational form principle,
just as God is regarded as the “pure Form” who must be conceived en-

1 The fact that the Aristotelian concept of nature is completely controlled by the
form-matter motive appears in Aristotle’s exposition of this concept in his Meta-
physics, D, 4. 1015 a.
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tirely apart from the matter principle.

This line of thought introduces a true religious dialectic into the idea of
creation. “Pure form™ has its religious antipode in “pure matter,” which is
thought of as completely formless. In the Greek ground-motive, the prin-
ciple of matter cannot have its origin in the principle of form.

Within the nature-grace scheme, however, there was need to correct the
form-matter motive of the Greeks, because the Scriptural creation motive
will not tolerate any such polarity. In order to avoid dualism, matter was
understood to have its origin in the divine creation — but then only the con-
crete matter of created beings, which is first brought into actual existence
as a constitutive principle in composite beings by means of a specific
form. This matter was then conceived as a mere possibility, a potentiality,
a receptivity for form, and simultaneously as the principle of imperfec-
tion, which exists over against the form principle as the principle of per-
fection. This latter conception is formally connected with the Aristotelian
understanding of hule as “potential being” (dunamei on). It cannot do
away, however, with the autonomy and originality of the Greek matter
principle, which also comes to expression in Aristotle in the polar opposi-
tion between Ananke (blind, unpredictable chance) and the rational cau-
sality of the form principle, which operates according to a predictable,
purposive plan. The attempt to wed the Greek form-matter motive to the
Scriptural idea of creation introduces into the latter an autonomous princi-
ple of metaphysical imperfection, which is completely foreign to it.

Can the divine Creator be the origin of imperfection? Indeed, he must
be just that if he is the creative author of nature in the Greek sense, some-
thing that was never taught by the Greeks themselves. Escape was then
sought from this antinomy by regarding “absolute” or “pure” matter as a
so-called steresis or privation of being, which as such is not created.

Centering nature in an autonomous principle of rational form requires,
thus, in its turn, a reinterpretation of the Christian doctrine of creation, and
the effects of this must also spill over into the understanding of the fall and
of redemption. In Thomistic theology, the creative work of God loses its
active character, since according to Aristotelian-Thomistic philosophy
activity is regarded merely as a natural striving of matter (potentiality, im-
perfection) toward form (actuality, perfection), a striving that is incom-
patible with God’s essence as “pure Form.” In Thomas, therefore, the cre-
ation is reduced to a purely one-sided relation ex parte creaturae.' The
principles of form and matter are both withdrawn from God’s sovereignty
as Creator, for the latter only extends to concrete, created things.

The fundamental religious unity of nature is thus left out of account.
The Scriptural, Augustinian doctrine that nature has radically fallen into
sin must therefore also be abandoned, because the fall now affects only
the connection between nature and supernature. It is the loss of the “super-

1 I shall return to this point in my critical analysis of Thomistic ontology in volume II
of this work, where I shall also give the references to the sources.
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natural gift of grace.” As a final consequence, redemption in Christ Jesus
also loses its radical meaning, according to which it transforms the reli-
gious root of fallen nature. The doctrine of the “natural preparation for
grace” forms the dialectical capstone in the elaboration of this synthesis
motive.

n. The Law of Religious Dialectic: The Operation of the Polar
Tendency in the Dialectical Ground Motive. The Dualism
between Nature and Grace in Ockham and in Averroistic
Nominalism

As we have already noted, it was possible to insulate this typically
Romanistic synthesis against the polarizing effects of this dialectic only
by the exercise of ecclesiastical authority. As soon as these tendencies
were set free to obey the law of religious dialectic, the artificial hierar-
chical synthesis dissolved into a polar antithesis. This happened with
William of Ockham, the leading figure of late-scholastic (fourteenth
century A.D.) nominalism. Ockham promulgated the idea that there was
a yawning gulf between nature and grace. In the school of nominalism
which was influenced by Arabic Averroism (e.g., Siger of Brabant, John
of Jandun, a contemporary of Ockham), this gulf had been further wid-
ened, even becoming the doctrine of two-fold truth.

Ockham’s nominalistic opposition to the reality of the so-called univer-
salia (i.e., the universal ontic forms of material things) went hand in hand
with his unsuccessful attempt to purge Scholastic theology of the denatur-
ing influence of the Greek principle of rational form by means of his con-
ception of the creative sovereignty of God as a potentia absoluta. This at-
tempt was doomed to failure, because the absolute omnipotence of God
was not understood in its Scriptural sense, but rather — within the frame-
work of the dialectical ground-motive of Scholasticism — as a lawless, un-
predictable arbitrary power, a sort of Ananke in the sense of the Greek
matter motive, which here was divested of its original religious meaning
by being bound to the Christian creation motive. Indeed, the religious de-
preciation of natural reason and of the validity of all law and form in natu-
ral life had its origin in the deification of the principle of matter as it was
understood in ancient Greek religion.

0. The Second Way: Lutheranism and the Dialectic of Law and
Gospel. Dialectical Theology

The nominalistic dualism between nature and grace had its effects
within the Reformation movement itself in Luther’s dialectical opposi-
tion of /law and gospel. Here the point of contact for a synthesis between
the Greek and the Christian ground-motives was sought primarily in the
doctrine of the fall. This was the second direction in which there was an
attempt at synthesis.
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Ockham’s view of law was undoubtedly at work in the religious depre-
ciation of the law as the form principle of sinful nature. In the background
there also lay Marcion’s dialectical antithesis between the God of creation
and the God of redemption, an idea which in this thinker from the second
century A. D. was accompanied by an opposition to the moralistic-legal
view of the gospel and by a pseudo-Pauline emphasis on justification
alone at the expense of the law.

Nature, which in line with Scholastic theology is still conceived in
terms of the rational form principle of Greek thought, is the “kingdom of
sin under the law.” It is regarded dialectically in polar opposition to grace,
the kingdom of the evangelical freedom of the Christian, who breaks
through and overcomes the law. “The whore, reason” is tolerated only in
the wilderness of sinful nature; covered with shame, it is cast out from
“Abraham’s tent,” the community of faith.

The ground-motive of nature and grace, however, also lends itself very
well to a pseudosynthesis between the Scriptural and the humanistic
ground-motives, one in which nature is viewed in terms of the polar oppo-
sition between nature and freedom. Insofar as this attempt at synthesis is-
sues from the Lutheran conception of nature and grace, it is once again the
revelation of the fall that is used to downgrade autonomous nature and to
assign it a position diametrically opposed to grace.

In this fashion the humanistic view of temporal reality can also be ac-
cepted, even though this view must, of course, be externally accommo-
dated to the Lutheran articles of faith. Along with this, the humanistic
ground-motive of nature and freedom, which is still allowed a place of in-
fluence in philosophic thought, is invariably disqualified as a typical ex-
pression of sinful nature because of its prideful religious root. At the same
time, however, every attempt to allow the dynamic power of the Scriptural
ground-motive to effect an inner reformation of philosophy as well as sci-
entific thought in general, is sharply rejected from this point of view as a
fatal confusion between the Christian life of grace and sinful natural life.

The religious dialectic of the ground-motive of nature and grace as they
are here conceived ultimately led, by way of Luther’s dualism of law and
grace, Kantian criticism, and the more recent irrationalistic philosophy of
existence, to what is called “dialectical theology.” Here again it expresses
itself within theology in polar fashion. In the thought of Karl Barth, there
is no point of contact between nature and grace. The influence of Marcion
is also unmistakably present in Barth’s dialectical theology, although it
does not lead here, any more than it did in Luther, to an absolute separa-
tion between the Old and New Testaments.
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p. The Dialectic of the Ground-Motive of Nature and Grace
in Reformed Scholasticism

To the extent that the ground-motive of nature and grace is able to es-
tablish a beachhead in Calvinistic thought, it will never express itself in
a theological way in terms of the polarity characteristic of Lutheranism.
The Lutheran dualism of law and gospel is foreign to the Reformed con-
fession. Reformed Scholasticism, which to the present has had results
only in theology and which, for reasons I shall explore later, has never
been able to elaborate an independent philosophy like that of Thomism,
will prefer to go the first way of synthesis. Seizing upon the creation
motive, it will seek, just as Thomism does, to accommodate the Greek
view of nature to it. In so doing, however, it will reject both the Lu-
theran dualism between nature and grace and the Thomistic substruc-
ture-superstructure theme.

In Reformed Scholasticism, nature can never be conceived of as the an-
tipode of grace or as its relatively autonomous substructure. For, in con-
formity to Augustine, Reformed Scholasticism always binds the natural
light of reason to the light of Scripture. In so doing, moreover, it falls into
the same misconception regarding the relationship of theology and philos-
ophy that I pointed out earlier in connection with the great church father.
Theology is supposed to take the non-Reformed philosophy of the schools
under its wing, in order to accommodate it to orthodox Reformed doctrine
and to keep its latent dangerous tendencies under control. It will be very
suspicious of a Reformed philosophy that does not bind itself to theology,
for it is theology, as the “queen of the sciences” (regina scientiarum), that
is supposed to come up with the Scriptural principles to which the other
sciences must conform.

In the absence of papal ecclesiastical authority, however, all of the theo-
logical resources that Reformed Scholasticism can bring to bear will be
incapable, even in its own circles, of holding back the influence of the po-
lar tendencies within the ground-motive of nature and grace. Here again,
the theologically contrived pseudosynthesis between the Christian and the
Greek ground-motives will always be threatened with dissolution. The
point of contact for the dualistic separation between nature and grace will
be sought, in particular, in the doctrine of common grace, which in its rela-
tionship to “special grace” can easily degenerate into a doctrine of two
separate realms. The Reformed practitioners of the non-theological sci-
ences, finding in Scholastic theology no usable guidelines for their own
branches of investigation, will appeal to common grace, in order to justify
their alliance with the prevailing, supposedly neutral modes of thought.
And insofar as they take care not to trespass on the perilous terrain of the-

38



Reformation and Scholasticism in Philosophy — Volume 1

ology, Scholastic theology for the most part will not interfere with them.

Indeed, in this view, theology supplies an external link between natural
thought and the Scriptures. However, since this connection is completely
dominated by the unscriptural ground-motive of nature and grace and can-
not lead, therefore, to an inner reformation of scientific thought, the latter
will place more and more distance between itself and the Scriptural
ground-motive of the Christian religion. In time it will discover that it has
even distanced itself completely from the Scholastic way of doing theol-
ogy.

Within the realm of science, the polarity of this ground-motive will in-
creasingly show up in a separation and even in internal discord between
dogmatic theology and the “profane sciences.” Within theology itself the
accommodated Greek conception of nature will remain in basic tension
with the integral and radical ground-motive of the Christian religion.

The dialectic of the synthesis motive of nature and grace is thus always
areligious dialectic “of the second power.” It contains within itself either
the dialectic inherent to the Greek form-matter motive or that of the hu-
manistic ground-motive of nature and freedom. As to both of their poles,
these are welded to the Scriptural ground-motive, which in this abortive
attempt at synthesis has been robbed of its meaning. In this way, a second-
ary dialectic is brought into being within the Scriptural ground-motive.

For this reason, a complete understanding of the significance of the
Scholastic synthesis motive for philosophy, to which a substantial portion
of my investigation in the second volume of this work will be devoted,
cannot be achieved without having a clear view of the dialectic inhering in
the Greek form-matter theme. I shall now proceed, therefore, to present an
in-depth study of the dialectical unfolding of the latter motive in Greek
philosophy, up to and including Plato. In this presentation, the philosophy
of Plato will occupy the center of attention. For it is Plato who incorpo-
rated in his thought the entire preceding history of Greek philosophy. It is
also he who brought the dialectic of the Greek ground-motive to its high-
est and at the same time its most sharply formulated expression.

In presenting this sketch, I do not intend, of course, to write an exhaus-
tive history of Greek thought. Neither shall I emphasize the historical
method of approach. Instead, my sole aim here is to investigate the dialec-
tical development of the religious ground-motive in philosophic thought,
and this will require the application of a unique transcendental method,
which is capable of penetrating to the mainsprings of Greek thinking.
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DIORAMA OF THE DIALECTICAL
DEVELOPMENT OF THE FORM-MATTER
MOTIVE IN GREEK PHILOSOPHY UP TO AND
INCLUDING PLATO

Part 1

THE DIALECTICAL DEVELOPMENT UP TO PLATO

1. The Dialectic of the Greek Ground-Motive under the
Primacy of the Matter Motive in Pre-Socratic
Philosophy up to Parmenides

a. The Conception of Physis (Nature) in the First Phase of
Greek Nature Philosophy

Greek philosophy was born in the archaic transition period which lay
between the era of Mycenaean knighthood and the age of prosperity for
the Greek polis which followed the victorious conclusion of the Persian
wars. In the first section of the Introduction, we saw how this transition
period was marked by a crisis which affected the whole of Greek culture
and society. This crisis came to its focus in a crisis within the religious
consciousness of the Greeks. The older religion of nature, which had
been placed on the defensive by the newer religion of culture, now rose
up in rebellion against it. In many respects this reaction gave the ascen-
dancy in the Greek religious consciousness to the matter motive over
the form motive, although it did not render the latter inoperative.

It is understandable, therefore, that Greek philosophy first appeared on
the scene in the sixth century B. C. in the form of what is called nature phi-
losophy. This had its origin within the sphere of the lonian culture of
Miletus. It was accompanied by the rudimentary beginnings of the special
sciences. Under unmistakable Egyptian, Phoenician, Chaldean, and Bab-
ylonian influences, these undertook investigations in mathematics and as-
tronomy, meteorology and geography. What has been brought to light by
historical research into the results of these early forays of the Greeks into
the special sciences is doubtless of the greatest importance. The view,
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however, that it is only in terms of its scientific accomplishments that one
can 1penetrate to what lay at the heart of the older lonian nature philoso-
phy" turns matters on their head. It measures Greek philosophy by the
standard of the modern humanistic ideal of science.

The question that stands out above all others here is what this Ionian
philosophy meant by “nature” or “physis.” Any attempt to answer this
question should make it clear that the lonian conception of nature was
completely determined by the religious matter motive in its dialectical op-
position to the form motive. The Greek philosophy of nature arose in a sit-
uation where, within the basic dialectical theme of matter and form, the
matter motive had the unmistakable primacy.

b. The Religious Primacy of the Matter Motive in Milesian
Nature Philosophy. Anaximander’s Dike Motive

The Ionian nature philosophers seized upon that which Aristotle was
later to designate hule (UAn) and which Hesiod had already referred to
as Chaos, and they deified it under a variety of names, as it suited them:
the apeiron, the rheuston, the migma, the mixis, etc. Among most of the
Ionian nature philosophers, at least, this was done in close connection
with a concrete representation of a movable element — water in Thales
of Miletus, air in Anaximenes, fire in Heraclitus. Having deified it, they
proclaimed it as the sole origin (arche) of all things appearing in a fixed
form. This formless and fluid arche was identical with what these older
Greek thinkers meant by physis: an animated divine force, a fluid con-
tinuum filled with divine life,> which is in eternal, primordial motion,
uncaused by any other principle. It is this that is referred to as the
“hylozoism” of these thinkers.’

The Ionian philosopher Anaximander (sixth century B. C.) designated
this physis the apeiron, the unformed and unbounded disorder. He thereby
penetrated behind the concrete representation of the “movable elements,”
which was still bound to form, to the invisible essence of the matter princi-
ple. In the process of eternal separation (apokrisis) and reabsorption of all

1 This position is taken, e. g., in Ueberweg-Praechter, Grundrisz der Geschichte der

Philosophie; 1: Das Altertum (11th ed.; Berlin, 1920), pp. 53-54.
2 Cf. Thales’ statement, as reported by Aristotle, in Diels-Kranz, Fragmente der

Vorsokratiker, 1 (6th rev. ed., 1951), p. 79; Thales, A. Fragm. 22: navza nijpn Bswv
elvar (“everything is full of gods™). Aristotle refers to this statement in De Anima A,
5.411 a 7. In his Metaphysics A, 3. 983 b 6, Aristotle states that this arche was con-
ceived as Aule, and in line 17 of the same passage he also remarks that it was the mia
physis (the one nature) from which all other living things have proceeded. Aristotle
brings Thales’ notion of water as the origin of all things into connection with
Homer’s mythological conception of nature (kat mparovs Bgoloyrcavras ... mepl
¢ ¢pvoewg), according to which Oceanus and Thetis were the progenitors of the en-

tire process of becoming.
3 A compound of UAn (matter) and {@erv (to live).
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things having form into the formless physis, with its eternal, primordial
motion, he discerned a law of justice (5ixn; Dike) at work." In the order of
time, which compels all that has form and shape to return to its formless
origin, the Ananke of the matter principle is manifested as Dike, the princi-
ple that also governed the relationships between the patriarchal lineages
(vévn; gene) in Greek society. Everything, including human social life,
was embraced by the divine physis.

¢. The Rationalization of Ananke. Heraclitus’ Conception of

the Logos

Possibly in conjunction with the Moira motive of the religion of culture,
which I shall discuss presently, the ancient nature philosophy tried
merely to rationalize unpredictable Ananke to a certain degree, in order
that it might be used in giving some kind of theoretical explanation of
the origin of things having a definite form which are perceptible to the
senses. In the conception of Anaximander fire, earth, water and air
(which had been considered to be “elements” since Empedocles) sepa-
rate themselves from this apeiron, this one, formless physis. These ele-

1 Diels-Kranz 1, 89; Anaximander, B. Fragm. 1: € &v 8¢ 1) yéveoig éott 101 ovot,
kat v gBopav gig tavTa Yivechal katd 10 ypedv. Sioval yop avta Siknv kal
tiotv aAAndoig ¢ adikiag kata v 100 ypovov taéry. (“That from which existing
things arise is also that into which they return at their destruction, as is fitting; for
they make just satisfaction and reparation to one another for their injustice, in accor-
dance with the order of time.”) With a typically Greek variation on the words of
Mephistopheles in Goethe’s Faust (lines 1339-1340), this statement may be formu-
lated as follows:

Denn alles, was im Form besteht,

ist wert dass es zu Grunde geht

(For all that comes to be

deserves to perish wretchedly)
Cf. also Diels-Kranz I, 89; Anaximander, B. Fragm. 3: 70 dneipov (givar) 10 Ogiov
(“the unbounded disorder is the divine”) and B. Fragm. 2: tavmv (sc. dreipov)
aidiov eivar (“this [unbounded] is invisible”).

2 In his book From Religion to Philosophy, p. 182, F. M. Cornford maintains that
Anaximander and the other Milesian nature philosophers restricted the realm of Dike
exclusively to human society. As I shall observe presently, he perceives in this one
of the most basic differences between the “scientific” tradition, oriented to the
Olympian religion, and the “mystical” tradition, oriented to the Dionysian religion.
The latter is supposed to have come to expression, e. g., in the thought of Heraclitus.
The fragment from Anaximander cited above clearly demonstrates the contrary,
however. Anaximander, like Heraclitus, applied the Dike motive to physis in its en-
tirety. The restriction of Dike to human society arose for the first time in Greek
philosophical thought with the contrast between physis and nomos (law in the sense
of humanly imposed order). The limitation of Dike to human relationships undoubt-
edly appears already in Hesiod (Erga 276), and it is undeniable that here, just as in
Protagoras, the founder of the Sophistic movement, there is an influence of the form
motive of the religion of culture. In the thought of the Milesians, however, it is pre-
cisely this form motive that occupies the subordinate position.
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ments are marked by pairs of mutually opposed, sensible form qualities
such as warmth and cold, moistness and dryness, mobility and fixity,
and a certain mixing (mixis) of them gives rise to the things with form
that are accessible to sense perception. The physis of these things does
not consist in a constant form. Neither does a person have a lasting na-
ture defined by form, for according to Anaximander human beings pro-
ceeded from other forms of life."

In order to accomplish the rationalization of the blind power of Ananke,
Heraclitus of Ephesus in particular used the principle of proportionality
between coming into and passing out of existence. As a principle of form,
measure, and harmony, this could only have been inspired by the ground-
motive of the culture religion.? In any case, it has nothing to do with the
deterministic and mechanistic concept of causality that is used in the
mathematical physics founded by Galileo and Newton, for this was
framed in terms of the classical humanistic ideal of science. The vision of
nature in these ancient thinkers is not at all mechanistic in the modern
sense of the word. The combination of the matter principle with the form
principle was rather forced upon theoretical thought by the dialectic of the
Greek ground-motive.

This dialectical intrusion of the form motive into the matter motive
comes to its clearest expression in Heraclitus’ idea of the /ogos. In the pro-
cess of the eternal flux of the mutually opposed forms of reality, this logos
maintains a fixed, rational order of measure, proportion, and harmony

1 Diels-Kranz I, 83; Anaximander, A. Fragm. 10: én ¢noiv, ont xat’ dpyog €&
aldogldov {orwv o dvlpwrog €yevviOn (from Plutarch Strom. 2 [D. 579 from
Theophrastus]: “he also says that in the beginning human beings were born from

other types of living beings.”)
2 It is characteristic that in both Anaximander and Heraclitus the principle of measure

comes to expression in Dike. Cf., for example, Heraclitus’ words in Diels-Kranz, I,
172; B. Fragm. 94: "HAwog yop ovy vnepPricerar uépa- €i 8¢ ur, Epivieg piv
Aixng enikovpor e€evpricovory. (“For Helios [the sun] will not transgress his mea-
sures; otherwise the Erinyes, the handmaidens of Dike, will find him out.”) Here he
undoubtedly has in mind the fixed circuit of the sun in its measured course, which
may not encroach upon the paths of the other celestial bodies. As Rudolf Hirzel has
shown in Themis, Dike, und Verwandtes: Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte der Rechtsidee
bei den Griechen (Leipzig, 1907), and also Pierre Guérin in L idée de justice dans la
conception de ['univers chez les premiers philosophes grecs (Paris, 1934), Dike, in
contrast to Themis, has a rational standard of equality that is given pregnant expres-
sion in the Greek principle of retribution. Whereas Themis was the protectress of the
internal order of the community and as such had more of a mystical, ethical-reli-
gious than a juridical function, Dike was disclosed precisely in the avenging of in-
justice in the external relationships among the family lineages. Hesiod thus grants
Dike a role in the administration of justice. If only for this reason, Cornford’s view
that the Dike motive is merely a typical mystical motive of the religion of nature
must be regarded as incorrect. The standard of Dike is much too rational and exter-
nal for this. Dike must rather be considered a rationalized form of Ananke.
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which makes it possible to state with equal justice that there is nothing that
either comes into or passes out of existence.' It appears in Diels’ first B.
fragment that /ogos primarily denotes “divine speech,” which can be
heard, even though in the realm of their everyday existence humans are
unable to understand its meaning. This “speech,” however, is the expres-
sion of a rational world law, which governs everything that happens and
guarantees that the eternally flowing divine physis will remain one and the
same as it unfolds into antithetical, mutually conflicting forms, maintain-
ing a constant proportionality and harmony (apuovin) throughout all
coming into being and passing out of existence.

The dialectic of the Greek ground-motive even leads here to a dialecti-
cal “flip-flop” of the matter principle into its religious opposite: the divine
fire, the physis which flows eternally through all opposed forms, is dialec-
tically one with the logos, as world law. In dialectical fashion, the blind,
unpredictable Ananke of the religious matter motive and the /ogos of the
religious form motive are both one and the same and simultaneously polar
opposites. As a later disciple of Heraclitus expressed this in the obscure
language of the thinker from Ephesus:

For all things are alike in that they differ, all harmonize with one
another in that they conflict with one another, all converse in that
they do not converse, all are rational in being irrational; individ-
ual things are by nature contrary, because they mutually agree.
For rational world-order [nomos] and nature [physis], by means
of which we accomplish all things, do not agree in that they
agree.’
This Heraclitean dialectical identification of logos (as nomos) and

1 Diels-Kranz 1, 157; Heraclitus, B. Fragm. 30-105: xdouov w0vée w0v avtov
darndviwv, oUte tig Oedv 0lte avBpdrwv éroincev, dAL v dei kai €otiy kai €otat
nop aeilwov, antduevov uépa kai aroofevviuevov uétpa. (“This world-order,
which is the same for all beings, was not created by one of the gods or of mankind,
but it was ever and is and shall be eternally living fire, kindling in [fixed] measure
and going out in [fixed] measure.”) See in addition B. Fragm. 31, where this idea of
the logos as an order of measure and proportion is further elaborated in Heraclitus’
doctrine of the coming into being and passing away of the cosmos as a form-world,
and also B. Fragm. 90, where the eternal process of coming into and passing out of
existence in accordance with the /ogos is compared with the exchange of goods for
gold and gold for goods, a comparison that gives clear expression to the principle of
equivalency or proportionality.

2 In the writing erroneously ascribed to Hippocrates, ITepi dtaitng, 1, xi, 6: mavze yop
quola avouolx €6via Kal oUUPOPA TavIa SLaope E0vie, SLOUAEYOUEVA OV
SLaAEYOUEVQ, YVAUNY EYOVIQ AYVAOUOVA, VIEVAVTIOS O TPOTOG EKAOTWV OUOAO-
yeduevog: vouog yop xai ¢voig, olol mavia Stampnoodueda, ovy ouoloyeital
ouoioyeoueva:
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physis was later adopted in the Stoa, and by this route it also influenced
the logos speculation of Christian thinkers into the fourth century.'

d. Cornford’s View of the Religious Orientation of Greek
Philosophy. Moira and the Dike Motive

In the work referred to above, From Religion to Philosophy, Cornford
attempts to reveal the presence of a sharp contrast between what he des-
ignates the “scientific” and the “mystical” traditions. According to him,
the former of these was oriented to the Olympian religion, which in his
view was embodied in earlier and later lonian nature philosophy,
whereas the latter took its bearings from the Dionysian mystery religion.

He observes a characteristic difference between the Olympian god and
the mystery god. The first originated in the daemon of a particular prov-
ince of nature. After having left this province and after having been trans-
formed into an immortal Olympian deity, this daemon became separated
by sharp boundaries from both pAysis and human society. In contrast, the
mystery god remains the daemon of a human social group, living in mysti-
cal communion with the latter as the object of a mystical feeling of one-
ness on the part of its members. He likewise continues to be the animating
principle of physis.?

Cornford believes that the fundamental religious framework in the
Olympian conception lies in the spatial division into territories (this being
directly connected to the polytheistic form of this culture religion),
whereas in the mystery religion the same position is occupied by the tem-
poral cycle of human life and death and also life and death throughout the
whole of nature conceived in accordance with this model. According to
him, the former (Olympian) tradition is represented by the Milesian
school of Thales, Anaximander, and Anaximenes, which led by way of
Anaxagoras to the atomists Leucippus and Democritus. This tradition
supposedly was oriented completely to the Moira motive, and Cornford
appeals to Homer and Hesiod in an attempt to justify his connection of the
latter with the territorial partition among the Olympian deities between
the three sons of Cronus: Zeus, Poseidon, and Pluto (Hades). The word
Moira, after all, is closely related to uépog, which means “part.””* The sci-
entific tradition, consequently, was allegedly tied to the polytheism of the
Olympian religion. Corresponding to this hypothesis, the Cambridge pro-
fessor conceives the fundamental idea of Ionian nature philosophy to be
the territorial partition within physis between the four elements that sepa-
rate themselves from the arche — water, air, fire and earth — while the pas-

1 The apologist Justin Martyr included Heraclitus as well as Socrates, Abraham, etc.,

among those who had lived with the logos and were to be considered Christians.
2 Cornford, op. cit., pp. 110 ff.
3 This fact is undeniable, but the etymological derivation of the word is not decisive

for the meaning it acquires as it is equated with the Ananke of the religion of nature.
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sage of one element into the territory of another is then regarded as a trans-
gression of the limits of Moira. Furthermore, he establishes here a sharp
boundary between Moira, on the one hand, which guards against any
transgression of the territorial boundaries within physis, and Dike or jus-
tice, on the other hand, which pertains solely to human society and alleg-
edly there maintains the territorial boundaries, both between the respec-
tive family lineages and between humans and gods, by avenging the Au-
bris (presumption) which endeavors to transgress these boundaries.

In contrast to this, the mystical tradition — which Cornford sees repre-
sented in Heraclitus, Pythagoras, Xenophanes, Parmenides, and to a de-
gree also in Empedocles and Plato — is thought to acknowledge the basic
oneness and indivisibility of physis. In this physis, no less than in the so-
cial group, the deity is constantly present as its daemon. This tradition
thus accepts the existence of just one cosmos, rather than the infinitely
many worlds of Anaximander and the atomists. The polytheistic Moira
motive with its orientation to a spatial territorial division is allegedly sup-
planted here completely by the motive of time and number (number as the
measure of time), which comes to expression in the cycle of human life
and follows the way of Dike as this governs both physis and society by one
and the same law. The way of Dike is here the way of life, which does not
observe any sharply delineated territorial boundaries, but which, in the
cycle of time, reconciles all oppositions into a harmonious and propor-
tional relation to their one, indivisible divine origin.

e. Critique of Cornford’s Conception

However interesting and suggestive Cornford’s elaboration of this hy-
pothesis may be, it does not penetrate to the actual dialectical
ground-motive of Greek philosophy. He cannot attain this, because his
position, especially with regard to the Olympian culture religion, re-
mains far too much attached to the polytheistic mythological form,
which must be sharply distinguished from the religious ground-motive
itself. Furthermore, his interpretation of the Moira motive in particular
rests upon a shaky foundation. This latter motive is older than that of
the Olympian culture religion and is rooted in the Ananke of the mysti-
cal nature religion itself.

Homer and Hesiod joined the mythological picture of territorial parti-
tion to the more ancient motive of Ananke with the intent, first of all, to
construct a religious synthesis between the newer culture religion and the
older nature religion. This synthesis openly reveals the religious dialectic
of the religious ground-motive itself in the mere fact that neither of these
men succeeded in truly resolving the antithetical relation between Moira
and the world of the Olympian deities. An opposition between physis and
Dile first appears in Greek philosophy with Protagoras, the founder of the
Sophist movement. As we shall see later, this development was a direct re-
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sult of the polar tendencies within the dialectical ground-motive, as these
worked themselves out when the primacy was granted to the form motive
of the culture religion. This opposition is also evident in the poet-theolo-
gian Hesiod, the defender of the religion of culture.

The view that Milesian nature philosophy was entirely or even predom-
inantly oriented to the polytheism of the Olympian religious tradition can-
not be maintained. All of the Milesian thinkers accept the oneness of the
divine Origin, and they conceive this arche, in the sense of divine physis,
as being in polar opposition to the form motive of the culture religion. The
explanation of this cannot be, as Cornford supposes, that the Olympian
deities were originally daemons of specific provinces of nature and that,
after their departure from these spatially delimited territories, physis was
left vacant. From this point of view it would be impossible to account for
the fact that the older Milesian nature philosophers conceived of physis as
a single divine principle of origin. One would rather be led to suspect that
they would have held to the existence of a multiplicity of archai, each of
which would have been set off sharply from the other by Moira and have
been compelled to remain within its own territory. Cornford himself re-
marks that the conception according to which “the One can pass out of it-
self into the manifold, and yet retain its oneness,” is a typical “mystical”
belief.! There is, moreover, nothing to indicate that Anaximander, for in-
stance, held that after the elements had been separated they no longer had
a unified divine physis. Such a position is first discernible in the case of
Empedocles.

What actually appears here is that Milesian nature philosophy was pre-
dominantly oriented to the matter principle of Greek nature religion, a
principle which Hesiod had already brought to more abstract expression,
but which nevertheless, as I have noted in the first section of the Introduc-
tion, always retained an obscure mystical cachet. It is also clear that this
matter motive remained coupled to the form motive of the religion of cul-
ture, for it was only in its dialectical opposition to the latter that the matter
motive could drive theoretical thought to a monistic conception of the ori-
gin of the cosmos. Indeed, in their historical-pistical form, the old nature
religions were no less polytheistic than the Olympian culture religion.
Nilsson has drawn special attention to the fact that they never arrived at an
abstract, monistic conception of the divine continuum of physis, for exam-
ple, in the sense of a universal mana conception. For the Greeks, further-
more, the religion of Dionysus was in no way an exclusive religion of na-
ture which precluded the admission of other divine natural powers. In his
Thracian or Lydian-Phrygian origin, Dionysus even belonged to a reli-
gion that was undeniably polytheistic. The ground-motive of the nature

1 Cornford, op. cit., p. 185.
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religions, however, like that of the Olympian culture religion, was not
bound to its temporal, mythological form. Indeed, it was precisely in its
encounter with the latter motive that it first emerged within the Greek con-
sciousness as a unitary (einheitlich) motive. This dialectical awakening of
consciousness gave to both of these motives a more profound significance
that made it possible for them to overcome their polytheistic form.

The religious ground-motive of Greek thought is dialectical. For this
reason it may never be divided into an Olympian and a mystical motive,
each of which in its own right would have been determinative of an inte-
gral movement in Greek thought. Cornford himself, in fact, is unable to
maintain such a conception in his treatment of the Greek thinkers. He him-
selfis compelled to admit that a strong mystical trait can be identified, for
example, in the thought of Anaximander.' In Anaximander’s thought the
conception of an infinite multiplicity of worlds which periodically return
to the womb of the apeiron has nothing to do with the polytheistic religion
of culture, for he rejects any polytheistic notion precisely with respect to
this divine Origin. The same is also true in the case of the other ancient
Milesians.

f- The Motives of Moira and Dike and Their Relation to Ananke

Cornford’s attempt to contrive an opposition between the Moira motive
and the Dike motive (in the sense of a justice which applies not merely
to human society, as in the Olympian religion, but rather extends
equally throughout the entire cosmos) by interpreting the former as
Olympian and the later as mystical in character is also unacceptable. In-
deed, in spite of this interpretation, he himself must grant, for instance,
that in Pindar’s most Orphic (i.e., mystical) ode, where time is called the
“Father of all things,” the “wheel of time” is referred to as that of both
Moira and Dike.> Cornford’s construction is decisively refuted by the
fact that, in the thought of Anaximander, which Cornford regards as be-
ing governed by the Moira motive, it is precisely Dike or the law of jus-
tice which appears in order to avenge the injustice which he perceives to
exist in the rise of all that has delimited form.’

1 Ibid., p. 147, note 1.
2 Ibid., p. 171.
3 The conception which O. Gigon presents in Der Ursprung der griechischen

Philosophie von Hesiod bis Parmenides (Basel, 1945), pp. 80 f., is totally unaccept-
able. In conflict with the texts of both Simplicius and Theophrastus, he denies that
Anaximander’s apeiron was considered the origin of all things and identifies it with
Hesiod’s conception of Chaos before this had been thought through in a causal-ge-
netic manner. The separation of things having delimited form — a notion which he
for some unknown reason calls “un-Greek” — would then naturally no longer be in-
trinsically unjust. The fact that this conception was in no way un-Greek had already
been demonstrated by Rohde, Psyche, Seelenkult und Unsterblichkeitsglaube der
Griechen (9th and 10th ed.; Tiibingen, 1925), p. 119.
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In a departure from the traditional conception deriving from Aristotle,
Cornford attempts to uncover a sharp contrast between Anaximander and
Heraclitus on this point. According to him, the latter regards Dike or
“avenging justice” as both the “Way of Life” and “the force that moves
along that way,” without respect for any boundaries.' Heraclitus’ doctrine
of the harmony of opposites in the eternal flux of the divine physis would
then be a typical expression of the Dike motive of the mystery religion.
Anaximander, by contrast, supposedly thought that all individual exis-
tence is unjust because it is produced by the mixing of elements, each of
which ought to remain within the boundaries of its own province. In his
thought, therefore, “the reign of Moira [is] restored.” In the extant frag-
ment of Anaximander to which Cornford appeals, however, nothing of the
sort can be found. One cannot even find the word Moira. For Anaximan-
der, the rise of discrete elements, separated from each other, in itself al-
ready constitutes an injustice, because he conceives the deity as formless
hule, just as Heraclitus does. For him, furthermore, the way of Dike is
identified with the order of time. The latter, however, is precisely that
which, in Cornford’s eyes, must be restricted to the conceptual framework
of the mystical tradition. Plato’s idea of justice (¢ Eovtov mpdrreLy), on
the other hand, displays typical features of what Cornford would call the
Moira motif.

In order to bring the contrast between the Heraclitean conception of
Dike and the Ionian conception of Moira into sharp relief, Cornford ap-
peals especially to Plato’s dialogue Cratylus, where in a discussion of the
origin of the word Sixatoovvn (dikaiosune; justice) Socrates expounds
the conception of the school of Heraclitus, which supposes that the word
dikarov can be derived from d1aidv (i. e., “that which passes through [all
things]”):

For this school of thinkers, who suppose that all things are in con-
tinual flux, maintains that the great mass of the universe merely
moves along, but that there exists something that passes through
the entire universe and is the origin of all things that come into
being. This is the swiftest and subtlest of all things; for it could
not pass through all moving things if it were not the subtlest, so
that it cannot be checked by anything else, and if it were not the
swiftest, so that other things appear to be stationary with respect
to it. Since this element superintends all things by passing
through them (Staiov), it is rightly called dixaiov, the consonant
“k” being added for the sake of euphony.*

Socrates then complains that whereas many thinkers agree up to this

—_

Cornford, op. cit., p. 190. Cf. Aristotle: Metaphysics, A, 3,984 a 2 ff.

2 Plato, Cratylus, 412D (cap. 27): doot ydp nyovviatr 10 mav £1val €V TOPELY, TO UEV
oAV avTo0 Vrodopfdvovst to1o0vTov 11 €lval, olov 0U8EV dAAo 1 ywpelv, Sio 6
t0vt0V maVTOS glval 1 Sidv, Si” 6 mdvra T yiyviueva yiyveoBai- eivar 6
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point, he only receives conflicting answers when he inquires further
concerning justice as the fundamental cause of all that has come into ex-
istence:

One would reply that Justice is the sun; for he alone governs na-
ture, passing through and heating it (dieidvra kot xdovre, i.e.,
dia-ka-ion). Another says, it is Fire; another, the Heat that is in
Fire. Yet another laughs at all this, and says, with Anaxagoras,
that Justice is Mind (nous); for Thinking (divine) Mind has abso-
lute mastery, is mixed with nothing, and orders all things, com-
pletely suffusing them.'

From this Cornford concludes,

It is evident that the followers of Heraclitus were puzzled by their
master’s famous obscurity, and caught at various explanations. In
so doing, they introduced new distinctions which... were foreign
to the mystical thought of Heraclitus. To him, the living Fire,
which, through all the cycle of its transformations, preserved its
measures, actually was Reason (another meaning of Logos) and
the principle of Justice. Its chief embodiment was the Sun, who
“will not overstep his measures, or the S!)irits of Vengeance, the
ministers of Justice, would find him out.”

The suggestive manner in which the Cambridge professor here attempts
to support his interpretation of Heraclitus’ conception of Dike is not at
all convincing, however. In the dialogue to which Cornford appeals,
Plato repeatedly pokes fun at the etymological word derivations in
which Heraclitus’ disciple Cratylus indulges. It is highly questionable
whether he thereby does justice to them. Even if we were obliged to
take the contested word derivation in all seriousness, however, it would
prove nothing with respect to a contrast between the Heraclitean and
Tonian conceptions of Dike. Indeed, Plato shows how the Ionian concep-
tion of Anaxagoras can be rhymed with the same type of etymological
derivation!

In his conception that the divine, eternally flowing physis, as the sole

arche, passes through all opposed forms, Heraclitus does not differ from
Anaximander or any of the other Milesians. Anaximander and Heraclitus

TAY10TOV TOVT0 Kl AERTOTATOV" 0V Yap dv Svvaobal dAAwe St 100 16vToc LEval
Tavids, €l un Aemtétatov T NV, Mot avTo UndEv oTEYELV, KAl TAYLOTOV, BOTE
xpiclar dorep éctdot Toic GALOIG. Emel & 0DV EmTponeVel TAAAX TAVTA S1QE0V,
70070 TOUVOUN EKATION OpOdc Sikaiov, evotoulac Eveka TNV T00 KARTK SUVOLLY
apoclafov. Cf. Cornford, op. cit., p. 189.

1 Cf. ibid.

2 Ibid., p. 189.
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both understood Dike as involving the principle of measure and propor-
tion. The only point at issue in this connection is whether this principle al-
ready lay concealed in the mystical Ananke of the earlier nature religions.
To this question the answer is decidedly in the negative. The matter mo-
tive of the mystical religions of nature knows nothing of rational measure
and world order. Whatever form it may take in the first phase of Greek
philosophy, Dike is always a partially rationalized Ananke in which the
ground-motive of the culture religion is already at work. The same is true
of Moira as this is understood by Homer and Hesiod. Although the Dike
motive thus has a mystical root in nature religion, it is rooted just as well in
the form motive of the Olympian religion. In other words, it can be under-
stood only in terms of the dialectical ground-motive of Greek thought.

There is no support in the literary sources for a contrast, as Cornford
conceives it, between Milesian nature philosophy and Heraclitus. Simi-
larly, there is no evidence for his unproved assumption that the thinker
from Ephesus included Milesian nature philosophy in the “polymathy”
(moAvuadin) which he vigorously opposed.’

g. What Did Heraclitus Mean by “Polymathy?”

In B. fragment 40, Heraclitus lists among these polymaths only Hesiod,
Pythagoras, Xenophanes, and Hecataeus, and in fragment 81 Pythagoras
is described as the “father of deceptions.” Significantly, Cornford as-
signs two of these four, Pythagoras and Xenophanes, to the mystical tra-
dition. Hecataeus was the widely traveled countryman of Anaximander,
who further worked out the latter’s scheme of the celestial globe and the
tablet upon which he pictured the inhabited earth; but beyond this there
is no evidence that these two thinkers shared the same philosophical
views.

The most that can be said is that Heraclitus, whose cosmogenetic con-
ceptions were undoubtedly influenced by the Milesians, was the first per-
son to work out consciously and deliberately the dialectic of the religious
ground-motive in philosophical thought itself, and that his metaphysical
theory of the oneness of the divine physis in the multiplicity of its con-
trasting phenomenal forms laid a stronger accent on the mystical, indeed
Dionysian, character of the matter principle than the Milesians did. Most
importantly, in Heraclitus what is placed at the center is the metaphysical
philosophy of life, whereas in the case of the Milesians this only formed
the background of their scientific endeavors to explain the phenomena of
nature.

Cornford’s interpretations show that they have suffered from the dis-
torting influence of Durkheim’s sociologism, which attempts to explain
religious motives in terms of the organization of human social groups. To
say this, however, is not to deny the fact that, in spite of these distorted

| Ibid., p.186.

52



Reformation and Scholasticism in Philosophy — Volume I

constructions, Cornford often presents very penetrating and fruitful anal-
yses, especially in his elucidation of the mystical features in the thought of
Pythagoras, Empedocles, and Plato.

2. The Polar Antithesis between the Principles of Form and
Matter in Parmenides’ Ontology. The “Uranization” of
the Form Motive

Thus, at the beginning, the uncontested hegemony in Greek thought be-
longed to the principle of matter. However, the internal dialectic of the
religious ground-motive involved Greek philosophy, even in the very
first phase of its development, in a crisis which drove it to two polarized
standpoints. The form and matter principles showed that they could not
be reduced to each other, and in the diametrically opposed standpoints
of Heraclitus of Ephesus and Parmenides, the founder of the Eleatic
school, the opposition of these two principles developed into an exclu-
sive “either-or.” It is in this conflict that the Greek metaphysics of form
had its birth. This metaphysics attempted, by way of Bswpia (theoria;
theoretical intuition), to penetrate behind the visible phenomena, which
remain subjected to the matter principle, to the hidden, supersensible
ontic form of reality.” In this metaphysics, the primordial dualism in the
religious ground-motive of the Greek community of thought presents it-
self in the garb of the exclusive metaphysical opposition between being
and becoming.

Parmenides of Elea, who was born ca. 540 B.C., denied all true being to
the visible world, which in its phenomenal appearance in a multiplicity of
forms is subject to the eternal flux of the matter principle. Only being truly
is, for a non-being cannot be an object of theoretical thought; the latter,

1 The polar opposition between these two is a crucial issue for Cornford’s interpreta-
tion, and likewise for that of Kurt Schilling (Geschichte der Philosophie [Munich,
1943], p. 75), both of whom attempt to understand Heraclitus and Parmenides in
terms of the same line of thought. For the inner dialectic of the form and matter mo-
tives, which appears throughout the religiously determined world of Greek thought,
is manifested also at this point. If, as Cornford assumes, Heraclitus and Parmenides
belong to the same mystical religious tradition, in which the “way of life” is sup-
posed to respect no fixed boundaries, it would be inexplicable that Parmenides’ eter-
nal form of being is held within set boundaries by Dike, Ananke, or even Moira, and
above all that he should deny all vital movement to that which truly is, which he
identifies with the divine p/ysis. This can only be understood in terms of the internal
polarity of the form-matter motive itself; but neither Cornford nor Schilling has
come to grips with the latter.

2 It cannot be said that Greek metaphysics as a whole was first brought forth by this
conflict, for Anaximander was already a true metaphysician in his conception of the
apeiron as the invisible origin of all things. His metaphysics, however, like that of
Heraclitus, was a metaphysics of the principle of matter.
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therefore, as a un dv, as something which must be repudiated by thought,'
lacks all valid subsistence. Only theoria leads to knowledge of the divine
physis, which encloses all being within itself, for theoria itself is being.
For like is known by like, a typically Greek notion which we shall later see
developed by Empedocles. Here is the clue to the meaning of Parmenides’
much-contested pronouncement that theoretical thought and being are
identical.” This, of course, has nothing to do with the identification of be-
ing and thought in the modern logical idealism of the neo-Kantian Mar-
burg school, where being becomes a creation of theoretical thought.

Greek theoria thereby consciously and openly took issue with the my-
thological notions of popular religion; nevertheless, at the same time, it
took a position that is opposed in principle to naive experience with its al-
legiance to the objectivity of sense phenomena. Only theoretical thought
can lead to absolute truth, it said. Thus it asserted its autonomy over
against popular belief and the uncertain opinions of those who put their
trust in sense perception. This autonomy, however, was radically different
from that which Thomistic Scholasticism or the modern humanistic ideal
of personality ascribe to theoretical thought. Parmenides’ theoria in no
way functions as an autonomous substructure for a higher, supernatural
knowledge to which it must be accommodated, as is the case in Thomistic
metaphysics. It is just as little rooted in the freedom motive of modern hu-
manism. Instead, it presents itself as the sole proclaimer of the true God, in
accordance with the Greek ground-motive. Indeed, this was also the case
with Heraclitus, as well as with Pythagoras, Empedocles, and Anaxa-
goras, and the thought of Socrates, Plato, Aristotle, and the Stoa is only a
continuation of this line of Greek theoria.

One must not focus his attention exclusively on the seemingly purely
logical method which Parmenides uses in his didactic poem On Physis

1 Diels-Kranz I, 236; 28 [18] Parmenides, B. Fragm. 8. 8-9: ov ydp ¢arov ovde
vontov €otniv onws ovk €ott. (“For it is neither expressible nor thinkable that
[what-is] is not.”)

2 Diels-Kranz I, 231; Parmenides, B. Fragm. 3: 70 ydp avto voelv gotiv 1€ xai elvat
(“For thinking and being are the same.”) The same thought is expressed somewhat
differently in B. Fragm. 8. 34 (I, 238): tav¥w0v & o1l voelv 1€ kai oUvekev €o0Tt
vonua. ov yop Gvev 1ol &0viog, &V Ol TEYATICUEVOY ECTLV, EVPNIOELS TO VOELV.
(“Thinking and that which forms the ground of thought are the same; for you will
not find thinking apart from that being in which it is expressed.”) There exists a
great variety of conceptions with respect to the meaning of the words oUvekev
o1t vonua. 1 follow here the translation of Mullach (Diez), which in my opinion
takes the correct viewpoint. The version of Kranz and Fréankel, “the thought that IS
is,” seems to me insupportable. Cf. also fragment 6. 1 (I, 232): ypn 70 A€yerv te
voetv T éov uuevor (“Speaking and thinking are necessarily something that is.”)
The alternative translation of Burnet strikes me as incorrect. The principle that like
is known by like applies also to doxa. Cf. fragment 16.4.
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(ITepi gvoewg) in order to demonstrate that the visible world can possess
no true being; for the poem opens with a description of Parmenides’ jour-
ney to the darkness of the underworld.! Like Orpheus, the mythological
prophet of the religious reform movement of Orphism, he descends thither
in order to seek wisdom, being carried in a chariot of the sun escorted by
the handmaidens of Helios. He remains alone in the darkness of the
“house of night” with the goddess Dike, who has unlocked the “gate of the
paths of night and day” to the sun chariot and now presents to him as a di-
vine revelation two ways of knowledge: the path of Truth, which alone
has certainty, and the path of uncertain opinion (5éée; doxa), which is fol-
lowed by the great majority of mortals. The solemn opening of this didac-
tic poem, written in archaic hexameters, is not mere poetic adornment; it
impresses on the entire theory a consecrated and deeply religious character.

The path of Truth is that “of conviction (for this path follows truth); the
other path, however, which [suggests to us that] what-is-not is and that
non-being has Vahdlty, is, I tell you, utterly unexplorable; for you can nei-
ther know what-is-not (that is impossible) nor speak of it.”

True being is thus being as it is grasped in theoretical thought, which is
rooted in conviction, and theoretical thought necessarily has true being as
its object. This being is the divine physis itself. It is an absolutely single
and indivisible, continuous whole. It permits of no fluid unfolding into a

1 Parmenides’ visit to the goddess is usually viewed as a journey to heaven (cf.
Hermann Diels, Parmenides’ Lehrgedicht, Berlin, 1897), but the fact that it must in-
deed be considered a descent into the underworld has been shown by O. Gilbert,
Archiv fiir Geschichte der Philosophie, XX, 25 ff. In the pseudo-Platonic dialogue
Axiochus (371 B), the mediov AAnOeiag is similarly located in the underworld.
Cornford (op. cit., p. 222, note 3) sees in this a combination of Dionysian and Or-
phic conceptions regarding the path of the soul, which he thinks can also be found in
Plato’s Republic (616 B ff.). In any case, it remains a problem that Parmenides’
search for wisdom in the underworld is difficult to reconcile with his teaching that
only the luminous form of being truly is. It seems that Cornford has not noticed this
contradiction. The text, however, speaks indeed of the Saduare Nuktog (“the house
of Night”), where (£€vOa) the goddess resides. Similarly, Kranz has “Dort (am Hause
der Nacht).”

2 Diels-Kranz, 1, 231; Parmenides, B. Fragm. 2: &1 §" &y’ €yov épéw, kouioor 5¢ v
,uﬁGov dKotioug, a'z’zzsp odoi ,uoﬁvaz S1{noidg iot vorjoar n ,uév onwg oty 1€ Kl
¢ ovk ot un eivon, Me1Boig ot Keﬂsvﬁog (AAnOeint yap orndet), n 6 wg 0vK
gonv 1€ KOl 0 ;(pecov gott un elvar, v 84 1ot gpdle maverevOéa Eupev
areprov: oUTe yap Gv yvoing t0 ye uin €0v (0V ydp AvveTov) oUTe @pdoais.
(“Come then, and I will tell you [you must, however, accept my speech when you
have heard it] which ways of inquiry alone can be thought: the one way, that
[what-is] is and that non-being is not, this is the path of conviction [for it follows
Truth]; the other, however, that [what-is] is not and that non-being has validity — this
path, I tell you, is utterly unexplorable; for you could neither know what-is-not [that
is impossible] nor express it.”)
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multiplicity of phenomenal forms, as the Milesians and Heraclitus had
supposed. On the contrary, it is immovable, imperishable, without origi-
nation and passing away, without past and future, containing everything
within itself exclusively in the now." All this is further set forth by way of
logical deduction.

a. Parmenides’ Conception of the Divine Form of Being
as a Sphere

Greek theoria is not directed toward an abstract, logical concept of be-
ing, however. Parmenides’ poem deals with the physis or nature of the
divine unity and totality. In polar opposition to the Milesians and Hera-
clitus, he grasps this divine physis, not in accordance with the eternal
flux of the matter principle, but in a particular conception of the super-
sensible form principle.

Being as it is deduced in a theoretical-logical manner must be intuited in
a non-sensible, luminous form or “divine shape,” for it is the being of the
deity. Parmenides, therefore, conceives it in the mathematical form of a
sphere, this clearly being the starry vault of heaven, as had already been
done before him by Xenophanes of Colophon.? This sphere played an im-
portant role in the astronomical speculations of the Greeks as the form of
highest perfection. We shall encounter it again in our discussions of
Empedocles and Plato. In Aristotle, the sphere of the fixed starry sky (this
being made of ether, the fifth element) embraced the entire universe and
was the outermost of the fifty-five globes containing the celestial bodies,
that of the moon being the closest to earth. For Parmenides, however, the
heavenly sphere was a purely mathematical form and was not composed
of an element, a view which was also held by Plato’s pupil Eudoxus.’

One who lives in the modern world is invariably taken aback by the fact

1 Diels-Kranz I, 235; B. Fragm. 8. 2-6: tavtnt & €nt onjuat’ éaot moAla udl, og
ayévnrov €0v Kal avireBpov E0TLV, £0TL YOp OVAOUEAES T€ KAl QTPEUES N6
atélectov: 0USE mot v 008 éotan, énel viv oty Ouod wav, £v, cuveyés: (“There
are very many signs on this [what-is]: because it is unbegotten it is also imperish-
able, for it is complete and imperturbable as well as without end. And it never was
nor will be, since it is altogether present now as a single, coherent whole.”)

2 Diels-Kranz 1, 238; B. Fragm. 8. 42-44: avtap €rel melpag nouatov, TETEAECUEVOY
o1l mavrobev, €VKUKAOV o¢aipns Evaliykiov OyKwl, UECCOOEV 1COTOLEG
mavrne(“But since a furthest limit [is present], it is complete from [and toward] all
sides, like the body of a well-rounded sphere, equally curved in every direction from
the center.”) It should be noted that what is intended here is not the sensible form of
the sphere, as this may be perceived in a material body, but evidently the non-sensi-
ble, purely geometrical sphere. For this reason, the form of being is here only said to
be “like” a globe as this is present in sense experience. The celestial globe is like-
wise imperceptible to the senses; it can only be contemplated by mathematical

theoria as a non-sensible form.
3 Cf., on this point, Schilling, Geschichte der Philosophie, 1, 156.
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that a Greek thinker who has so emphatically proclaimed theoretical
thought to be the sole path to the discovery of truth and who has denied all
validity to sense images should nevertheless revert, in a “grossly material-
istic” manner, to the image of a “round material body,” immediately after
his apparently strict logical deduction of the concept of being. This, how-
ever, indicates only that such a person has not come to terms with the reli-
gious ground-motive of Greek theoria, but instead has unconsciously
judged Parmenides’ metaphysics of form by the standard of the modern
conception of theory governed by the humanistic ground-motive.
Parmenides’ metaphysical sphere of being is not a material body, whether
in the sense of modern natural scientific thought or in the Greek sense.' It
is the luminous form of being (ontic form)? of the divine physis,® exalted
above all sensible shapes and invisible as the immortal body of the radiant
Olympian form-god. Like the latter, it is beyond the reach of the principle
of the eternally flowing stream of life, which remains tied to the earth.

Nevertheless, Parmenides’ divine form of being is not purely a meta-
physical expression of the form motive of the Olympian culture religion.
The luminous celestial sphere is no cultural form in which the thinking
mind can see a reflection of itself; it is only a mathematical natural form,
which as an object of religious contemplation is filled with light and as the
geometric form of the starry globe of heaven encloses the supersensible
being of the whole of the divine physis.

b. The Orphic Religion and Its Influence on Parmenides’

Conception of the Principle of Form
How is this to be explained? If, as is very likely, Orphic influence was
present here,* the matter is made somewhat more complex. The Orphic
movement, which has already been mentioned in passing in section one,

1 This was already seen by Aristotle. In a discussion of Xenophanes’ conception of
the divine unity (Met. A, 5, 986 b 21), he remarks that the latter has not clearly
stated his position on the nature of the one, with the result that it could not be ascer-
tained whether his single form was eidetic (k@ tov Adyov) and therefore bounded,
as would subsequently be the case with Parmenides, or material and therefore un-
bounded, as in the later thought of Melissus. In spite of this, Burnet (Early Greek

Philosophy, p. 208) maintains that Parmenides is the father of all materialism!
2 Translator’s note: The Dutch term zijnsvorm has been translated both as “form of

being” and as “ontic form,” as syntax allowed. The two terms are equivalent, as is

evident from their juxtaposition here.
3 The fact that this is indeed a luminous sphere appears in 28 [18] Parmenides, B.

Fragm. 8, 50, which will be discussed further below.
4 This influence came by way of his Pythagorean teachers, Diochaites and Ameinias.

Concerning the ancient Pythagorean conception of the divine form as a luminous
sphere, see O. Gigon, op. cit., p. 145. Parmenides’ sphere was brought into connec-
tion with Orphism (the shell of the “world-egg”) already by Simplicius (Phys. 146.
29).
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was a religious reform movement that sought to accomplish an inner
reformation of the Thracian and Lydian-Phrygian worship of Dionysus,’
by harking back to the old uranic religions involving the worship of the
celestial bodies, and in particular the sun. Eratosthenes of Cyrene (ca.
276-194 B.C.), the Alexandrian librarian, relates that Orpheus gave
honor to Helios the sun god instead of Dionysus: “and rising early in the
morning he climbed the mountain called Pangaion, and waited for the
rising of the sun.”” The Dionysus referred to here is the wild Thracian
god whose maenads tear apart Orpheus in the myth, and it is therefore
apparently this particular form of Dionysus worship that Orpheus op-
posed. A central role is played in the Orphic religion by the contrast be-
tween light and darkness, with light being brought into connection with
the starry sky and darkness with the tenebrous earth. Related to this is
the Orphic belief in the immortality of the soul. Having originated in
heaven, the soul falls to earth and is enclosed in the dark body as in a
grave or prison; after having passed through a cycle of reincarnations,
which terminates with the completion of the “great world year,” it is
able to return to its heavenly dwelling in a purified state. An Orphic tab-
let found at Petelia reads:

I am a child of the earth and the starry heavens,
But my origin lies in heaven.’

The Dionysus who was worshiped in Orphic circles, in contrast, was no
longer the wild god of bacchantic frenzy; he was the deity reborn as Di-
onysus Zagreus, who, after having been torn to pieces by the Titans as a
child, was revived as the son of Zeus and took over the world dominion
of the latter.

What is the meaning of this Orphic saga? Following Plutarch, Rohde in-
terprets it as follows: “through wickedness, the one divine being becomes
lost in the multiplicity of forms of the world. It arises once again as a unity
in the Dionysus who springs anew from Zeus.”* Although Plutarch pres-
ents this interpretation in Platonizing garb, it is in its essentials so far re-

1 Concerning the difference between these two forms of Dionysus worship, of which
Rohde fails to take note, see Nilsson, op. cit., pp. 532 f. and 545 f. The Orphic repre-
sentation of the child Dionysus originated, not in Thrace, but in Lydia and Phrygia,
where Dionysus would sleep through the winter and reawaken as a child in the

spring. The Greeks understood this falling asleep as death and burial.

2 Eratosthenes, Catast. xxiv; cf. J. E. Harrison, Prolegomena, p. 461, and Cornford,
op. cit.,p. 177.

3 yng moig €Ul Kai 0UpavoD AOTEPOEVTOS” aUTap EUOV YEVog ovpaviov Cf. Harrison,
Prolegomena, p. 661. An English translation of the complete text of the tablet is

found in F. M. Cornford, Greek Religious Thought (New York, 1923), p. 60.
4 “...durch Frevel verliert sich das Eine Gotteswesen in die Vielheit der Gestalten

dieser Welt. Es entsteht als Einheit wieder in dem neu aus Zeus entsprossenen
Dionysos.” Rohde, Psyche, 11, 119. (English version by translator)
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moved from being dependent on Platonic philosophy that we find its basic
idea already in Anaximander. The divine One is not conceived here, how-
ever, in terms of the matter principle, as was the case with the Milesians,
but rather in accordance with the form principle of the luminous sky. Nev-
ertheless, Dionysus Zagreus himself has entered into the cycle of evil
composed of birth, death, and revival. This remains his link with the an-
cient worship of Dionysus (which the Orphics depreciated) as an ecstatic
religion of life. The saga proceeds to tell how the Titans, who had de-
voured the limbs of the god, were struck with lightning from Zeus. From
their ashes arose the human race, and, in accordance with its origin, the
good in it which stems from Dionysus Zagreus is mingled with the evil Ti-
tanic element. The good element strives to be reunited with the luminous
form of its divine origin.

The primitive uranic religion of nature is here enriched by the form mo-
tive of the Olympian religion of culture; but it itself is not transformed
thereby into a culture religion. The immortal, supersensible form does not
enclose an actual Olympian god; rather, the divine, celestial p/ysis as a lu-
minous substance is surrounded in its entirety by the immortal form, the
round heavenly vault. And since the soul originates in the heavens, it par-
ticipates in this divine luminous form. In this way, athanasia, the super-
sensible motive of form and immortality in the Olympian religion, is
given a naturalistic uranic interpretation. The form motive of the religion
of culture is uranized and thereby naturalized.

According to Aristotle’s testimony, Xenophanes (born ca. 580 B. C., in
Colophon, Asia Minor), the acute, satirical opponent of the polytheistic
mythology of the Olympian religion, had already stated that there is one
god “looking upon the entire heavenly vault.”! Whether or not Persian
(Zoroastrian) influence is present in this opposition between light and
darkness and the identification of this duality with good and evil cannot be
known for certain; but it is clear, in any case, that the motive of light and
darkness was incorporated into the Greek ground-motive.

c. The Rejection of the Orphic-Dionysian Conception of the
Principle of Matter

In the second part of his didactic poem, Parmenides himself emphati-
cally brings again to mind this Orphic conception of physis and at the
same time makes clear at what point he departs from it. When the god-
dess Dike undertakes to expound to the thinker from Elea the second
path of inquiry, which is not the way of truth but rather that of deceptive
doxa, she begins by saying that two forms (uop¢dc) have been given
names in the realm of human belief, and that the single form (6€ucg) of
the divine physis has thereby been unjustifiably separated into two op-

1 Aristotle, Metaphysics A, 5. 986 b 23: eig t0v dlov ovpavov amofréwag 10 Ev
elvai ¢not 1ov Ogdv.
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posed forms with features that set them apart from each other: on the
one hand, the ethereal light, which is “everywhere the same as itself”;
and, on the other hand, as its diametrical opposite, the lightless night, “a
dense and heavy bodily form.” The second form, it is expressly stated,
ought not to be accepted, for “at this point human opinions have fallen
into error.”!

As the opposite of the luminous form of being, the darkness of the tene-
brous earth is naturally a non-being, and a non-being, which cannot be
grasped in a theoretical way, has no valid subsistence. The doctrine of the
cycle of rebirths in an earthly body, which forms the Dionysian back-
ground of the Orphic conception, and the individual immortality of the
soul as a luminous form-substance as well, are here consigned to the realm
of doxa;’ for the one divine physis, which fills the non-sensible heavenly
globe with immortal being, allows of no multiplicity of form-substances.
At the same time, the rigid immobility that had been foreign to the Orphic
form principle enters into the divine form of being as a direct consequence
of the exclusion of the principle of matter.

1 Diels-Kranz 1, 239 f.; Parmenides, B. Fragm. 8. 50 ff.: €v @t oot navw wiorov
Aoyov 1€ vonua ougic aAnbeing: §oéag & amo 1008e Ppoteiag uavlave koouov
EUDV ETEWV ATATNAOV OKOVMV. UOPPOS YOp KATEOEVTO V0 YvauUos OVoudieLy:
TV uiav 00 ypedv oty — €v A1 TeErAavnuévol giciv— tavria § éxpivavio Séuag
Kol onuat €0evio ywpig an’ aAAnAwv, Tt LEV PALOYOS QLOEpLOV TUP, TmLOV OV, UEY
[apaiov] élagpov, ewvtar mdviooe T®UTOV, TOL & ETEPWL UT TOVTOV' ATAP
Kakelvo kat avto taviia vokt adan, mukivov Séuas ufprféc te. (“Here 1 cease
to give you my trustworthy account and thought concerning Truth. But learn hence-
forth the pseudo-opinions of mortals by giving heed to the deceptive ordering of my
words. For they have determined to name two forms, one of which ought not to be
named — at this point they have fallen into error; and they separated the [one] form
[viz., of the divine physis] into two opposed [forms] and distinguished their marks
from one another. On the one hand, there is the ethereal, luminous fire, gentle, very
light, everywhere the same as itself, although not identical to the other. The other
also, in itself, is opposite to this: the lightless night, a dense and heavy form.”) Cf. in
this connection Aristotle’s Metaphysics, 13. 4. 1091 a 34 f., where he mentions
among the archai accepted by the earlier poets the Orphic principles of night and
heaven (Nukta kat Ovpavov), and also Chaos and Oceanus, the former going back
to Hesiod and the latter to Homer. In addition, Aristotle emphatically asserts in Met.
A, 5. 987 a, that Parmenides considered (warm) fire to belong to what-is, and the

(cold) earth to what-is-not.
2 The utterance concerning the soul which Simplicius (ad Arist. Phys., p. 39 D) as-

cribes to Parmenides, viz., that the world-ruling daemon “first sends it from the visi-
ble into the invisible, and then in the reverse direction,” is difficult to evaluate. It
seems indeed to point in the direction of the Pythagorean-Orphic conception of the
soul, but it in any case lies beyond the framework of Parmenides’ ontology. Cf., in
this connection, Diels, Parmenides, pp. 109 ff., and Rohde, Psyche, 11, 158.
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d. Xenophanes’ and Parmenides’ Ideas of God

If we compare Parmenides’ conception of the divine One with that of
his predecessor Xenophanes on this point, we must admit that there is a
certain resemblance between them, even though Parmenides’ metaphys-
ical ontology has nothing further to do with the ideas of the latter.
Xenophanes testifies that he left his native city of Colophon in Asia Mi-
nor at the age of twenty-five in order to begin his wanderings through-
out Hellas, where he supported himself by publicly reciting his poems.
At a very advanced age he settled in Elea (Velia), a colony established
in southern Italy by the Phocaeans in 540 B.C., where Parmenides set
up his school.

Xenophanes opposed the anthropomorphic conception of the gods pres-
ent in the Olympian culture religion, as they were portrayed by Homer and
Hesiod, and taught the all-encompassing oneness of God in the form of
the celestial vault. He already denied movement to the deity' and pro-
pounded the unchangeablhty and invisibility of the divine form.”> Accord-
ing to him, the deity is “all mind, all eye, all ear.”® Diels thinks that these
utterances formed part of a poem on physis. According to others, they ap-
peared in a collection of satyrical poems (cidlot).

Aristotle — for that matter, incorrectly — called Parmenides a pupil of
Xenophanes; but he qualified this by adding that the latter had not clearly
stated his position concerning the nature of the divine One. Indeed, there
is in Xenophanes no evidence of the polar dialectic which stands out in
Parmenides’ poem and leads there to an absolute antithesis between the
uranic form principle and the Dionysian matter principle. He holds that
“from earth (and water)” are born all things that are subj ect to the matter
principle of eternal vital movement, humankind included.* The deity, on
the other hand, “controls everythmg by the intellectual strength of his
mind.” A true metaphysical theoria, however, which earnestly inquires
into the relationship between the form and matter principles and presents
itself as the “way of truth,” is not to be found in Xenophanes. As an un-

1 Diels-Kranz I, 135; Xenophanes B. Fragm. 26: aigi §"€v tavt@t pinver Kivouuevoc
0VOEV 0VOE uetépyeobal v emmpenel dArote dAAnt. (“He remains always in the
same place, not moving at all, and it is not fitting for him to change place from here

to there.”)
2 Diels-Kranz I, 117: A. Fragm. 28 (from the pseudo-Aristotelian work De Melisso,

Xenophane, Gorgia c. 3. 977 a 23): aidiov uév ovv Sia tavra ivar v Ogov.

(“therefore the deity is invisible”).
3 Diels-Kranz I, 135; Xenophanes B. Fragm. 24: 0vAog dpdt, 00Aog 8¢ voel, 0DAog 6¢

7' aKoveL.

4 Diels-Kranz 1, 135; B. Fragm. 27: €x yaing yop rnavia kot €ig yiv navia ti€AevTdl.
(“For all things come from earth, and all things turn back to earth in the end.”)
Diels-Kranz 1, 136; B. Fragm. 29: yfi xai Udwp mdavt o8 doa yivovi(ar) 1nde
¢vovrar. (“All things that come into being and grow are earth and water.”) B.
Fragm. 33: mavreg yop yaing te kat Udarog éxyeviueoba. (“For we were all born
from earth and water.”)
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changeable One which has never come into being, his god is indeed tran-
scendent to nature as this is manifested in the process of becoming; but
there is no indication that he denies that nature, in contrast to the divine
One, has true reality.' Instead, he gives expression to a certain skepticism
with regard to all human knowledge: seemmg2 clings to all things, and
even our knowledge of the deity is mere doxa .

This does not alter the fact that in Xenophanes’ idea of God, at least, the
form motive has been dissociated from the principle of matter. In this re-
gard he is doubtless the precursor of Parmenides, although he prepared the
way even more for Anaxagoras’ doctrine of nous.

Parmenides’ form principle thus remained naturalistic in conception,
and a naturalistic conception of the Greek principle of form was continu-
ally threatened with being recombined with the principle of matter. This
indeed took place, in fact, when his pupil Melissus of Samos once again
ascribed the character of an apeiron to Parmenides’ unchangeable being.
Parmenides’ notion of the divine physis as a single form of being, how-
ever, was still arrived at in conscious opposition to the matter principle of
the religion of nature. Parmenides de-deified the latter precisely as the
principle of vital movement and depreciated it as a daemon of doxa.’

e. The Theoretical Metamorphosis of Ananke: Ananke as the
Protectress of the Divine Form of Being and as
Logical-Metaphysical Necessity

Ananke, the unpredictable handmaiden of the matter principle, is trans-
formed by means of theoria into the protectress of the d1v1ne form of
being, which it holds fast “in the bonds of the delimited.” It becomes
identical with Dike and Moira.” But here even the latter has lost its char-

1 Karl Reinhardt’s bold hypothesis that Xenophanes’ theology rests upon Parmenides’
ontology, a notion which Gigon (op. cit., pp. 192 f.) worked out with greater care, is
based on an undoubtedly anachronistic formulation of Xenophanes’ doctrine of God
in the writing from the Aristotelian corpus which was referred to in an earlier con-
text.

2 Diels-Kranz I, 137; B. Fragm. 34: xai 10 u&v obv cagég ot avip idev 0vd€ tig

oot €10s auPl Oedv 1€ KAl dooa AEyw TEPL TAVIOV: €L YOp KoL TO UAALOTO

TUYOL TETEAECUEVOV ELTAY, QUTOS GUWS 0VK 010e" 80kx0g & Eml maol TETVKTaL.

(“And no person has ever seen what is accurate [the truth], and there will also never

be someone who knows it about the gods and about all the things which I mention;

for even if someone should succeed in the highest degree in speaking perfection, he
would nevertheless himself be unaware of it; seeming [doxa] clings to all things.”)

Cf. B. Fragm. 12, 5.

4 Diels-Kranz I, 237-238; Parmenides, B. Fragm. 8, 30-31: xpatepn yop Avdyxn
TELPATOG EV SECUOLOLY EYEL, TO ULV AUPLS EEPYEL OTVVEKEV OVK QTEAEVTNTOV TO EOV
Oéuis eivor- (“For powerful Ananke holds it in the bonds of the delimitation which

encloses it round about, since it is not proper that what-is be without boundary.”)
5 Diels-Kranz I, 238; B. Fragm 8, 37-38: énei 16 ye Moip’ énédnoev ovAov axivnov

W
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acter of blind, irrational fate, which in the Olympian religion of culture
had been only partially rationalized by the conception of a divine terri-
torial division between heaven, sea, and underworld. Dike and Moira
now bar the divine form of being from becoming dissolved in the
boundless, flowing “non-being” of the matter principle, for theoria has
declared that this principle has no validity. In this manner, Ananke ac-
quires the new theoretical meaning of logical, and simultaneously meta-
physical necessity.'

The eternal, supersensible form of being cannot have its origin in the
principle of matter, for the latter is a non-being, and since everything that
constitutes an object of thought and speech is something that is, a non-be-
ing is logically unthinkable.” It is only the deceptive appearances of sense
perception that lead one to the opinion (doxa) that there exists a multiplic-
ity of things which come into being and pass away; for what comes into
being is not yet, what passes away is no longer, and all becoming flows
through mutually opposed sensible forms, which logically contradict one
another. Being admits of no mixing with non-being.

f. The Matter Principle as the Origin of the Form Principle in
Heraclitus and the Milesians

The position of Heraclitus is diametrically opposed to this Eleatic stand-
point. As we have seen, the thinker from Ephesus denied the existence
of an eternal form of being and deified the principle of eternal flux (the
rheuston) in the religious symbol of ever-moving fire, which in dialecti-
cal fashion comes to equal expression in all contrasting forms.”
Heraclitus levels trenchant criticism against the religion of culture,
against Homer and Hesiod, as well as against the immoral rites present in
the worship of Dionysus and in the mystery religions.* Nevertheless, in
his conception, the logos or rational world-order, which is unmistakably

7’ éuevar- (“Since Moira has bound it so as to be whole and immovable.”)
Diels-Kranz 1, 236; B. Fragm. 8, 13-14, 15: oUte yevéobBar oUt’ dAAvcbar avijke
Aikn ... aAL Eyxer. (“Dike has given it [what-is] liberty neither to come into being
nor to pass away... but she holds it fast.”)

1 This is one of the meanings that Aristotle ascribes to Ananke in the fifth book of his
Metaphysics.

2 Diels-Kranz 1, 235-236; B. Fragm. 8, 7-8: 008 €k u1 €ovrog €doow pdobar ¢’ 0VSE
voetv (“Nor shall I permit you to speak of or think [the coming into being of
what-is] from what-is-not.”)

3 Diels-Kranz I, 165; Heraclitus, B. Fragm. 67: 0 6g0g nuépn evgpovn, yeiuawv 0€pog,
TOAEUOG E1PNVN, KOPOS AUOG, ... AAAO10VTAL O OKWOTEP <mMVP>, OMOTAV CUUULYTL
Ovauaoty, ovoudletar kab’ ndovny exaorov. (“God is day night, winter summer,
war peace, satiety hunger. But he changes just as fire, which, when it is mixed with

fragrances, is named after the aroma of each.”)
4 B. Fragments 42, 56, and 57 are directed against Homer and Hesiod, and 14 and 15

are directed against the immoral practices of the mystery religions and the cult of
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the form principle of measure, proportion, and harmony, springs dialecti-
cally from the matter principle itself. According to B. fragment 64, he
taught that “fire, endowed with reason, is the cause of the entire ordering
of the world.”! The strife (of opposites), he said, is the “father of all
things,” for the eternal vital movement of the divine physis is manifested
only in its passage through opposed forms. The individual life of the one
form means the death of the other. Milesian nature philosophy also taught
that form proceeds from the flux of matter. The impossibility of this, how-
ever, is precisely what was demonstrated by Parmenides.

From this point on, pre-Socratic philosophy was increasingly driven to-
ward an overt dualism in its idea of origin. In general, there was no longer
any attempt to derive the form principle from the matter principle or the
matter principle from the principle of form. Instead, both of them were re-
garded as equally necessary principles of origin (archai) for the cosmos.
The attempt was simply made, even though it was always in vain, to effect
some kind of synthesis between them.

3. The Formalization of the Matter Principle in the Older
Pythagorean School

a. The Three Strata in the Original Religious Conception of the
Pythagorean Community

Before examining these later developments, however, it is important
that we first take cognizance of the remarkable effort of the Pythagorean
school to formalize the principle of matter by incorporating it into the
form principle itself. Our survey of this attempt will take us back to a
stage of thought which antedated Parmenides and exerted a demonstra-
ble influence on him.

The thought of Pythagoras, who lived during the sixth century B. C.,
and who was at the height of his career about 531-532, comprises another
part of the religious reform movement which I discussed earlier. This was
amovement, as is generally acknowledged, of which Orphism formed the
background. With all of the reservations I had to make concerning his so-
ciological method of investigation, it must be said that what Cornford has
brought to light concerning the relationship of Orphism and Pythago-
reanism belongs without question among the best and most interesting
material in his book.

As is known, Pythagoras, who himself came from the island of Samos,
founded a religious-ethical community (the Pythagorean order) at Croton,
a Greek colony in southwest Italy. In this community, which soon ac-

Dionysus. R
1 Diels-Kranz I, 165; B. Fragm. 64: 1€yet 8¢ kai ¢gpoviuov tovt0 €ivar 10 wip Kol

¢ droikrjoewg v olwv aitiov (“He says also that this fire is endowed with rea-
son and is the cause of the entire ordering of the world.”)
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quired great political influence, Greek theoria took on the meaning char-
acteristic of it at first, namely, “the path to the true knowledge of god,” a
significance that we have already come across in Parmenides.

In order to understand this correctly, it is necessary to follow Cornford
and to distinguish three strata in the religious conception of Pythagoras:
the Dionysian, the Orphic, and the Pythagorean proper, where theoria is
introduced. The Dionysian substratum provides the conception of the
oneness of the divine stream of life and the kinship of all living things in
the cycle of birth, death, and rebirth. It is governed by the Greek matter
principle, as we found this expressed in Heraclitus’ philosophy of life.!
From Orphism comes the directedness of earthly life in its subjection to
the depreciated matter principle toward the eternal form of the luminous
heavens, whence the soul has originated. After a cycle of transmigrations
into dark earthly bodies, the soul can leave its “prison,” after the comple-
tion of the “great year’ (ten thousand solar years) and return once again in
a purified state to the celestial sphere of hght In order to prepare for this
return, the soul must observe ascetic practices while it is still on earth. Or-
phism, however, is still bound to a mythological ritual, the spectacle of the
suffering Dionysus, which makes a strong appeal to sensory emotion. In
the mystery cult, Dionysus in the symbolic form of an animal is torn to
pieces by the savage Titans, before he can be reborn as Dionysus Zagreus.
In Pythagoras, this contemplation (theoria), which is tied to sensory feel-

1 Dicaearchus (in Porphyry, Vita Pythag. 19; Diels-Kranz, I, 100, 37; 8a “Life of Py-
thagoras.”), after remarking that it is difficult to attain any certainty with regard to
Pythagoras’ own ideas, states that his best known doctrines were the following:
mp@ToV UEV W dbBdvartov glval ¢not v yuyiv, elta uetafdllovoav gig dlia
yévn {drwv, mpog 6€ 10UT01g 0Tl KATQ TEPLOSOVS TIVOG TG YEVOUEVE TOTE ALV
yivetal, véov 8 0VSEV amAdg €otl, Kal OTL TAVTIQ TG YIVOUEVA ELWYUYA OLOYEVT
et vouilerv. (“First he says that the soul is immortal and that it is transformed into
other sorts of living beings; further, that whatever has come into being is born anew
in accordance with the revolutions of a certain cycle, since nothing is new in an ab-
solute sense, and that everything born with soul in it must be seen as mutually re-
lated.”) This statement concisely summarizes the originally Orphic and Dionysian
motives in Pythagoras. Cf., in this connection, Sextus Empiricus, Adv. Mathem. 9:
127: oi uév odv repi tov IMvbaydpav xai tov EunedoxAéa kai tov Tralov nAnbog
pact un udvov fuiv mpog dAAAovs kai mpog tovg Beovs eivai tiva Kolvaviav,
alda kai wpog ta dloya v dwv. v yap Vrdpyely Tvelua 10 S1d TavTog T00
KOOUOV SiNKoV WUyTig Tpomov, 10 kKal €voiv Nuds mpog exeive. (“Those who fol-
low Pythagoras and Empedocles, as well as most of the Italian philosophers, say that
we form some type of community not only with respect to each other and to the
gods, but also with respect to non-rational living beings; for [they teach] that one life
principle governs the nature of the soul-substance which pervades the entire cosmos
and unites us with all living beings.”) Cornford observes (op. cit., p. 202) that this is
doubtless a sharp description of the originally Dionysian belief in an all-pervading

stream of life which forms the substratum of kinship among all living things.
2 See above, p. 58.
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ing, is replaced by philosophical theoria, which rejects the orgiastic ritual
of the Orphic cult of Dionysus and regards the passionless philosophical
contemplation of the harmony and measure of the luminous heavens as
the only true way to the union of the soul with the deity.

In Pythagoreanism, Dionysus is replaced by Apollo, the luminous
Olympian god of science and music; but the form principle, which here
assumes the religious primacy, is no more simply that of the religion of
culture than the Orphic one was. It is, on the contrary, a “theoreticization”
of the Orphic principle. The true deity is not an Olympian culture god; it is
the immortal psychic luminous substance, which is enclosed by the imper-
ishable, supersensible form of the celestial vault. It is in this that the soul
has its origin." In other words, the form principle here is a theoreticized
uranic principle, which has naturalized the form motive of the religion of
culture and which continues to manifest its Dionysian basis.

It is in this regard that the Pythagorean philosophy differs basically
from the Eleatic standpoint of Parmenides. At least in its origin, the form
principle of Pythagoreanism is not static and fixed; it retains a dynamic
trait by virtue of its being rooted in the Dionysian conception of the matter
principle. As the Pythagoreans understood it, a multiplicity of forms can
spring by means of motion from the divine (celestial) oneness of nature.
This possibility was later eliminated by Parmenides. Further, for Pythago-
ras, this dynamism is no longer expressed, as had been the case with the
Milesians and Heraclitus, in the symbol of the “movable element” (water,
fire, or air). It is rather expressed in an arithmetic process, the rise of the
numerical series from a unity as origin; for number contains the measure
and harmony of the entire luminous heavens. Pythagoras thus replaces
Parmenides’ rigid geometric form of being, which excludes the genetic
matter principle, with the principle of number as the form of the luminous
heavens. This principle of number serves, at the same time, as the arche of
all genesis, which remains subject to the principle of matter.

In this regard, what Aristotle tells us in the fifth section of the first book
of his Metaphysics is of the greatest importance:

1 This is clearly enunciated in Empedocles’ Katharmoi (Purifications), a poetic work
that is completely Orphic in spirit. As Empedocles says here (Diels-Kranz 1,
365-366; Empedocles, B. Fragm. 134: o0e yap avépouém kepalit kate yvia
K€kaoTal ... GAAa gpnVv LepT Kal aBEogatos EMAETO LOVVOV, GPOVIIoL KOOUOV
dravre kataicoovoa Bofiotv. (“For he [the deity, and Apollo in particular] is not
furnished with a human head on his members... but he is only a mind, holy and inef-
fable, which darts through the whole cosmos with swift thoughts.””) This conception
of the deity is altogether consistent with the following pronouncements of
Xenophanes (Diels-Kranz I, 135; Xenophanes, B. Fragm. 23 and 25: eic 0edg, v te
Ocoiol kal avBpdmoiot ueyiorog, ovtt S€uag Ovnrololv ouoiiog oVOE vonua.
(“One god, the greatest among gods and humans, neither in form like unto mortals,
nor in thought.”) ¢gAd’ andvevbe mévoio voov gpevi wavra kpadaiver. (“But with-
out toil he stirs all things by the intellectual strength of his mind.”)
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The Pythagoreans were the first to develop mathematics further,
and since they completely immersed themselves in mathematics,
they thought that its principles were the principles of everything
that is. Since, however, in mathematics numbers are by nature the
first, and they believed that they could find in numbers many
analogies for what is and what comes into being, many more than
in fire, earth, and water — for one form in which number is mani-
fested is supposedly justice, another is soul and thinking mind,
and still other forms are time and opportunity and, so to speak,
anything and everything else that exists — and seeing that they
furthermore found in numbers the properties and the determina-
tive relationships of musical harmonies — since in fact every other
thing clearly seemed to be formed in its entire nature [physis] af-
ter the model of numbers, and numbers ranked first in all of na-
ture, they held that the elements of numbers are the elements of
everything that exists, and that the entire heaven [ouranos] is har-
mony and number.

Aristotle then adds to this the following important observation:

Evidently they thought also that number is arche, both qua matter
[Aule] and qua form and habitus of what-is, and that the elements
of number are the even and the odd. Of these, they held the one to
be limited and the other to be unlimited; unity [monas], however,
consists of both of these, since it is both even and odd; but num-
ber consists of unity, and numbers, as has been said, constitute
the entire heavens.”

Aristotle also remarks that “the decad [the number ten] was held to be
perfect and to embrace the whole nature of numbers.”

What conclusions can we draw from this information in connection

with what is known from other sources concerning the role that Pythago-
ras and his earlier disciples gave to the principle of number?

1

2

Aristotle, Metaphysics, A, 5. 985 b and 986 a. I follow here the translation of Rolfes.

Italics mine.
1bid., 986 a 21 f. R
Aristotle, Metaphysics, A, 5. 986 a: €xe161 t€letov 1 Sekog eivar Sokel kal waoov

nepleingévar v taov apiuav ¢vorv. The following utterance of Philolaus, the
first Pythagorean to write a work on physis (nept ¢voews), agrees with this
(Diels-Kranz, I, 411; Philolaus, B. Fragm. 11): fgwpetv det 10 Epya kat v ovoiav
0 oplOud Katrav SvvauLy dtig €TV EV Tl SEKASL” UEYOAX YOp KOl TAVIEANS
Kal mavioepyos kal Oelw kal ovpavio Bio kai avlporive dpyd kol ayeuv
KOLVwvoUoe ... Avev 8¢ tovtag mavt drelpa kal donla kol agavy. (“One must
consider the operations and the essence of number in accordance with the power
contained in the number ten. For it is great, bringing all things to their proper end,
accomplishing all things, and it is the origin and leader both of divine and heavenly
and of human life, participating in [textual corruption at this point]. Without this, ev-
erything is unlimited, obscure, and unclear.”)
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b. The Meaning of the Pythagorean Tetractys

In his biography of Pythagoras, Porphyry, the neoplatonist, relates that
the disciples of Pythagoras swore by him as by a god who had given
them a symbol that could be used in solving many problems. This sym-
bol is the so-called tetractys.

The original fetractys appears to have been the fetractys of the decad,
which is obtained by the addition 14+2+3+4 = 10. In the absence of numer-
ical symbols, this was represented by a spatial figure consisting of ten
points:

According to Theo of Smyrma, a thinker from the so-called middle
Platonist school, who lived during the time of the emperor Hadrian and
who was strongly influenced by Pythagoreanism, this tetractys “is of
great importance in music.... But it is not only on this account that it has
been held in the highest honor by all Pythagoreans; but also because it
is held to contain the nature of the universe. Hence it was an oath by
which they swore:

By him who gave to our soul the fetractys, which hath the foun-

tain and root of ever-springing nature (physis).”

Theo then proceeds to enumerate other forms of the fetractys. The sec-
ond is that which Plato uses in his dialogue Timaeus, in order to sym-
bolize the harmonic constitution of tlhe “world-soul”:

2 3

4 9

8 27

According to Theo, these two forms of the fetractys comprise the musi-
cal, geometric, and arithmetic relationships from which the harmony of
the entire cosmos is composed. The later Pythagoreans delighted in us-
ing this symbol as the master key for explaining the cosmos. The third
tetractys is: point, line, plane, solid body; the fourth is: fire, air, water,
earth; the fifth is: pyramid, octahedron, icosahedron, cube; the sixth is
that of things that grow (tov gvouévwv): the seed, and growth in length,
breadth, and height (the primitive conception of the three spatial dimen-
sions); the seventh is that of societal forms: the individual, the house-
hold, the village community, and the state; the eighth is the four levels

1 Porphyry, Vita Pythag. 20. “Tetra” means “4.”
2 Theo[n] of Smyrna, ITept tetpoxtvog, p. 154, Dupuis (1892), quoted from

Cornford. op. cit., pp. 205-206. The Greek text of the oath reads as follows: ov ua
0V QUETEPY Wwuyd (Yevéq, al.) mapadovia TeTpaKTUV, TOYAV QEVAOVL $UOLOS
pilouac v €yovoav. (I have followed Cornford’s translation.) (Translator's note:
Cornford uses the word “ever-springing,” whereas Dooyeweerd’s rendering of
Cornford’s text into Dutch would be better translated “ever-flowing physis.”)
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of cognition: nous, knowledge, opinion, sense perception; the ninth is
that of the three parts of the soul (in the Platonic conception) and the
material body; the tenth is that of the four seasons, by which all things
come into being; and the eleventh is the four stages of human develop-
ment: infancy, youth, manhood, and old age. These later interpretations
of the fetractys are expressed to a degree in Platonic terms; but, as
Cornford has rightly observed, they are in line with the earliest Pythago-
rean traditions and are typical of the entire original tendency of this school.

The tetractys is not merely a symbol of static, formal relationships in
the cosmos; it contains within itself just as well the genetic movement of
life, which, in subjection to the principle of matter, proceeds to develop
the harmonic structure of the cosmos from an original unity (monas) As
the oath in the text transmitted to us by Theo declares, this symbol is “the
fountain of ever-flowing physis.”" At the same time, it is the way to the
true knowledge of deity, since in accordance with the statement of the Py-
i[lhag(;)rean Philolaus, number “by its very nature does not partake of false-

ood.”?

Unlike later Pythagorean mathematics, which was static, the original
conception of this school did not conceive the development of the series
of numbers out of the unity as an addition of abstract mathematical units;
instead, it was viewed as dynamic process, containing within itself the
genesis of the entire cosmos as a fluid continuum, which is limited by the
principle of number and is brought within the bounds of measure and har-
mony by it. In this process, number lends bodily form to things as they
come into being, and it also brings about within the soul the correspon-
dence of these things with sense perceptlon thus making them knowable.’

In Orphic fashion, this process is represented as the progressive con-
quest of the formless and unbounded flowing field (ydpa) of darkness

1 Dooyeweerd omits the word “root,” which is contained in the original text: “the
fountain and root...” (Translator's note).

2 Diels-Kranz, 1, 412; Philolaus, B. Fragm. 11, 9: weddog 6 ovdev Séyetar a 1@
ap1Bua ¢pvoig 0vde apuovia: (“Falsehood, however, does not at all inhere in the na-
ture of number and in harmony.”)

3 Ibid., pp. 411-412; Philolaus, B. Fragm. 11: yvauixa yop a ¢vois a 1@ dptBua kot
NYEUOVIKG KOl SIOACKOALKO T® OTOPOVUEV® TAVTOE KAl 0YVOOUUEV® TTAVTL. 0V
yop 156 A0V OVSEVE 0VSEV TV TPayUdTOV 0UTE AUTOV 08’ VT 0UTE GAA® TPOG
dAdo, el un 1ig ap1udg xai d tovtw ovoia. viv 8¢ ovtog kartav wuyav dpuolwv
alobiicel mdvia yvwotd kol TOTAYOpR COAAGAOIS KOTO  YVEUOVOS ¢UoLY
arepyaletal oouatdv kai oyilwv 100 A0YoVs ywpls EKCOTOVS TOV TPAYUATOV
v te aneipwv kal v repatvoviov. (“For the nature of number spreads knowl-
edge and is a guide and teacher for everyone in all things that are doubtful or un-
known to him. For nothing about things would be clear to anyone, neither in their re-
lation to themselves nor to one another, unless there existed number and its essence.
But it brings all things into correspondence with sense perception within the soul
and thus causes them to be knowable and mutually corresponding in accordance
with the nature of the ‘pointer’, in that it gives them body and divides the relation-
ships of things into their own groups, whether they be unlimited or limiting.”)
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(the dark and cold air) by a central nuclear unity, which radiates light and
warmth (the central fire or hestia).' This apriori conception, completely
under the influence of the religious ground-motive, led Pythagorean as-
tronomy to the bold step of removing the earth from the central position
within the celestial sphere, which it had occupied since the time of
Anaximander, in order to make way for the “central fire.”” Light thus be-
comes the peras, the principle that introduces form and limitation. The
flowing darkness, on the contrary, is the apeiron, the embodiment of the
principle of matter. The principle of number, whose nature is encapsu-
lated in the fetractys, is obliged to unite both of these principles within it-
self, however, if it is indeed to be the fountain of ever-flowing life and, si-
multaneously, the symbol of the eternal form of the luminous heavens.

c. The Pythagorean Attempt at Synthesis

At this juncture, the attempt to effect a religious synthesis between the
antagonistic motives of form and matter begins to make itself felt in Py-
thagorean mathematics. In the numerical series, the peras is conceived
as the odd and the apeiron as the even,’ for the odd number places a
limit on division by 2. But the unitary origin (the monas, to be distin-
guished from the central fire as 70 £v), which gives rise to the tetractys
of the decad and therewith to the entire cosmogonic process, is at the
same time both even and odd, peras and apeiron, form and matter, for it
is a mixture of both.*

Then, furthermore, when the discovery was made within the school of
Pythagoras of the well-known theorem that bears his name, according to
which the square of the hypotenuse of a right-angled triangle is equal to

1 See J. Burnet, Early Greek Philosophy (London, 1908, 2nd ed., p.120). Cf. also the

astronomical theory of Philolaus, which is discussed below in the text.
2 Diels-Kranz I, 403; Philolaus, A. Fragm. 17, according to Theophrastus: @1AéAaog 0

Mvbaydpetog 10 uév mop uéoov (tovto yop eivar 10b maviog otiav). (“Philolaus
the Pythagorean [held] fire to be the center [of the celestial sphere], for this was ac-
cording to him the hearth of the universe.”)

3 Ibid., p. 406; Philolaus, B. Fragm. 1: ¢ ¢voig § v 1@t kéouwt apucy6n € ancipwv
TE KQl TEPALVOVIQV, Kol OA0g <0> Koouog kal t¢ €v avtal rnavra. (“But nature
was fitted together in the world-order from unlimited and limiting components, both
the cosmos as a whole and all [things present] in it.”)

4 Jbid., p. 408; B. Fragm. 5: 6 yo uav api16uog €yet 6vo uev idia €(6n, nrepiocov kol
dptiov. pitov O on’ QUPOTEPWYV UELYOEVIOV OPTIONEPITIOV. EKATEPW O T
eldeog moAdail popgai, dg Eckaorov avtavto onuaivet. (“Number actually has two
distinct ontic forms, odd and even, and a third consisting of the mingling of both:
even-odd. Each of these two ontic forms, however, takes many shapes, which each
[thing] indicates of itself.”) Ibid., p. 410; B. Fragm. 7: 70 mpdrov dpuocbsv, 1o €v,
Ev tat uéowt tds opaipag otia kaletrar. (“The first to be fitted together in har-
mony, the one at the center of the [celestial] sphere, is called hearth [hestia].”) Ibid.,
B. Fragm. 8: 1j uév povas dg év dpyn ovoa ndviov kata v Pildiaov (ov yop &v
onotv apya rdvrwv). (“The monas is the origin of all things, according to Philolaus,
[for he does not call this arche of all that exists £v].”)
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the sum of the squares of the sides of the right angle, this also played a role
here. Tradition has it that when it became clear that a rational numerical
ratio could not always be found between the hypotenuse and the sides, this
was regarded as so shameful to the school that a hecatomb was offered in
order to atone for its guilt. What confronted the Pythagoreans here were
irrational numbers ({2, /5, etc.), which, when computed in terms of the
rational numerical value of the tetractys, produced an infinite, unlimited
series. Thus, an apeiron, which was evidently not bounded by a peras
(odd number), opened up as an abyss within the principle of number itself.

This, then, explains the above-mentioned statement of Aristotle, that
for the Pythagoreans number is the origin or arche, both as to (qua) matter
(9An) and as to (qua) form of being. The principle of number, as the form
principle of the entire luminous heavens, has assimilated the matter mo-
tive. The matter principle has been incorporated within the form principle
(the principle of number) itself, and it has thereby been brought within
limits. Indeed, in the monas, the unitary origin of the divine physis, it con-
tinues to function as the true root of the form principle. For, as we have
seen, it is the oneness of the divine, eternally flowing stream of life (i.e.,
the oneness of the divine physis) that constitutes the Dionysian substratum
of the religious conception of Pythagoras.

d. Ten as the Perfect Number

In this unity as monas, however, the Dionysian matter principle has
been formalized. That is the case because this unity is conceived as the
origin of the numerical series. As a result, as Cornford has demonstrated
in admirable fashion, the Orphic motive of the descent from the realm
of light into darkness was able to come to expression in the tetractys.

According to Aristotle, the tetractys of the decad is a series of numbers
whose sum, ten, is the perfect number, which was thought to embrace the
whole nature of numbers. In a statement of Aetius (ca. 100 A. D.), which
according to Professor Burnet' probably goes back to Pythagoras himself,
it is asserted that Pythagoras regarded ten as the “nature” of number be-
cause all human beings, Greeks as well as barbarians, count up to ten and,
when they reach this number, revert to unity again.> The word used here,
“revert” (avarodow), calls to mind a fragment of the Pythagorean Hippo-
damus, in which it is said that this reversion must be conceived as the rev-
olution of the “wheel of births.”:

All mortal beings revolve under the Ananke of physis in a wheel

of changes.... When they are born, they grow, and when they are
grown they reach their height, and they thereafter become old and

1 Burnet, op. cit., p. 114. [In the 4th ed. it is p. 103]

2 Aectius i. 3. 8: eivar 8¢ v ¢votv 100 ap1OuoD SEka UEYPL Yap TOV SEKC TAVTES
"EAnveg, mavteg PopPapor apiBuovorv €¢, ¢ EAO0vieg mdAtv avarodovotv Erl
v povaoa.
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eventually die. At an appointed time, nature compels them to
reach their end in her sphere of darkness. They then return again
in mortal form out of the darkness, through rebirth and repayment
on the part of death, in the cycle in which physis reverts back
upon itself.'
The Dionysian motive of the cycle of the eternally flowing stream of life
is here given pregnant expression in the symbol of the fetractys.

The Orphic motive of the fall of the luminous substance of the soul from
the eternal form of the starry heavens to the darkness of the earth, whence
it may again revert to its origin in the realm of light, is perceived by
Cornford in the typically Pythagorean conception of harmonia. With the
help of this notion, the development of the numerical series from unity
was conceived as a processional movement (zporodtoudg)? from the one
into the many, from light into darkness. According to the Pythagoreans, a
harmony is a continuous bond between determinate numerical relation-
ships that is brought about by a principle of unity running through these,
namely, the logos or ratio (1/2 or 1/3), which binds every term to the one
preceding it by the same relation. A good example of such a harmonia is
the tetractys from Plato’s Timaeus, referred to above, where the series 1:
2:4: 8 and 1: 3:9: 27 are used to represent the harmonic constitution of the
world-soul. Both series arise out of unity, and the numbers within them
are bound into a harmony by the ratios 1: 2 and 1: 3, respectively.

The unity unfolds into a manifold, without however entirely losing its
oneness (every new number is at the same time a unity in the manifold),
and a return from the manifold to the one is secured by the harmonia,
which runs back and forth through the entire series. In this way it becomes
understandable how Pythagoras could regard the “entire luminous heav-
ens” as “harmony and number.” The processional movement of the one
divine physis is here conceived after the model of the soul, which from its
original state of union with the divine luminous form falls into the realm
of darkness, but nevertheless preserves its connection with the divine One
through the mysterious bonds of harmony. It can return again to the One,
when a life of ascetic discipline has made it ready through Pythagorean
theoria and the purifying power of music.

1 Hippodamus the Pythagorean, from John Stobacus (ca. 400 A. D.); Florilegium (An-
thology) 98, 71: mdvia uév &v w0 Ovata St dvdykav ¢uclog €v petafolrais
KOALVOETTAL ... T UEV VIO PUOLOS €IS TO ddnlov avtds tepueti{oueva Kai ndlv
£k 100 adnAov ¢ 10 Bvatov EMLOVVEPYOUEVE, GUOLBE YEVESLOS KAl QVIATOSOOEL
$Bopdg, KUKAov avTavTOS Avamodi{ovous.

2 The term 7pomodioudg is found in Theo of Smyrna, loc. cit., p. 29 (Dupuis):
apLOuog ot ocvoTNUE LOVASWV 1] TPOTOSLOUOS TABOVS OO LLOVASOS CPYOUEVOS
Kai avarodiouog €ig povada kataiiywy. (Cited by Cornford, op. cit., p. 209.)
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e. The Astronomical Theory of Philolaus in the Light of the
Religious Ground-Motive

The astronomical theory ascribed to Philolaus' is another thing that only
becomes clear in terms of this dual role of the fetractys. According to
him, the universe is composed of the following parts: The central posi-
tion is occupied by fire, which is designated hestia and can be referred
to by other mythological names, such as A10¢ oikog (abode of Zeus) or
unrnp Oewv (mother of the gods). After this comes the so-called coun-
ter-earth (avriy@wv), which Aristotle says was added so that the number
of the celestial bodies (of which only nine were known) would corre-
spond to the sacred number ten. Then comes the inhabited earth, which
in revolving around the central fire always stands opposite to the coun-
ter-earth, thus concealing the latter from human view. Beyond this are
the moon, the sun, and the five planets, and lastly the fixed starry sky.
Characteristically, the latter is given the name Olympos, for this betrays
the fact that Philolaus intends to transform the form motive of the reli-
gion of culture in the direction of the uranic form motive of Orphism.
The sphere of the planets, the sun, and the moon is designated kosmos.
The sublunar sphere, in turn, is called ouranos. The central fire is the
hearth and replenisher of the entire universe; but the sublunar region is
subjected to decay from two different sources, namely, the fire stream-
ing down from the sky and the water flowing out from the moon.” The
fire, which nourishes all of life, can thus once again consume what co-
mes into being upon earth (the sublunar region); but the luminous form
of the sky, which is the home of the rational soul, is imperishable and
eternal.’ "Here lies the basic difference between the conception of
Philolaus and that of Heraclitus, for the latter contains neither a world

1 In opposition to August Boeckh, Burnet doubts that this theory comes from
Philolaus himself. He acknowledges, however, its early Pythagorean origin. Burnet,
op. cit., pp. 281 ff.

2 See Aectius II, 5, 3 (D 333), in Diels-Kranz, 1, 404; Philolaus, A. Fragm. 18.

3 This distinction between the changeable sublunar region and the eternal and immuta-
ble starry heavens, which Gigon also regards as an old Pythagorean conception
(Gigon, op. cit., p.136), comes to pregnant expression in Philolaus B. Fragm. 21
(Diels-Kranz I, 417-18), quoted by Stobaeus (Ecl. 1, 20, 2 p.172 [9w]), from ITepi
wuyns (On the Soul), a writing attributed to Philolaus. Although the fragment itself
has turned out to be spurious, the portion reproduced here unquestionably contains
an originally Pythagorean distinction: £yet ¢ kai tav dpyav tdg Kivijolog € kol
UETQPOAAS O KOouog €l €wv kai ocvveyng kai ¢voel Stamveduevog Kai
nmeprayeouevog €€ apy1diov’ kai 1o UEV oueTdflatov avtov, 10 6 uetafaliov
Eo0Tl" Kal 70 UEV QUETAPBOAOV ATtO TAS TO GAOV TEPLEYOVOOS WUY S UEYPL CEAVOG
mEPALOVTAL, TO OE UETAPAALOV GO TAG CEANVOG UEYPL TAG YAG. EMEL OF YE Kal TO
KLVEoVv €€ aldVog € aldva TEPITOLEL, TO OE KIVEOUEVOV, WG TO KIVEOV JYEL,
oUtwg StatiBetal, avaykn 10 UV detkivatov 10 8¢ deinabeg eluev: kal 0 UEv v
Kol Wuyds QVAK@OUA TAV, T0 O€ YEVEOLOG KAl UETAPOAAS" Kal TO UEV TPATOV TE
SVVAUEL Kol VTEPEYOV, TO & VoTEPOV Kol KQOVTEPEYOUEVOV" TO SE €E OUPOTEPOV
T0UTMV, T0V UV ael Oovioc Oeiov 100 8¢ del uetofdArloviog yYevatol, KOOUOG.
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conflagration (éxztpwotg)' nor an imperishable form for the luminous
heavens.

/- The Antinomy in Pythagoras’ Conception of the Form
Principle and Philolaus’ Attempt at Synthesis

If Cornford’s interpretation of the tetractys is correct — and it is my be-
lief that it finds strong support in the sources — a consideration of it in
the light of the dialectical ground-motive of Greek thought clearly re-
veals that the primordial dualism of this ground-motive has been trans-
posed here into number itself as the principle of form. On these terms it
also becomes understandable why Plato and Aristotle could not accept
number in this original Pythagorean conception as a pure form princi-
ple, since here it was still laden with matter. If the Monas must simulta-
neously fulfill the roles of apeiron and peras, of matter principle and
form principle, then it has been deprived of the unity that is proper to it
as Origin.

Philolaus of Croton, in southern Italy, the Pythagorean with whom Di-
ogenes Laertius (III, 6) says that Plato himself came into contact, appar-
ently recognized this when he attempted to discover in harmony a third
principle that would effect a synthesis between the peras and the apeiron.?
But this attempt misfired, because, in the final analysis, this principle of
harmony itself had to be sought in numerical ratios. It could only signify a

(“The cosmos, as one continuous whole, inspired throughout and turned about by
physis, also has the origin of motion and change from the very beginning. And one
part of it is unchangeable, whereas the other part is changing. And the unchangeable
part is given its bounds as far as the moon by the soul that encloses the whole, and
the changeable part from the moon to the earth. Since the moving part causes the ro-
tation from everlasting to everlasting, and the part that is moved is disposed as the
moving part leads it, it follows necessarily that the one is always moving and the
other always passive, the one the abode [?] of reason and the soul, the other that of
becoming and change; the one is by its power primary and predominant, the other
secondary and subordinate. That which consists of both of these [principles], — the
divine, which always extends itself in motion, and the mortal, which always changes

— is the cosmos.”) The elaboration of this Pythagorean distinction in this fragment

undoubtedly already betrays Platonic influence, particularly in the notion that the

moving soul-substance leads and controls what is moved (the corporeal). The basic
distinction between the eternal luminous form and the transitory sublunar region,
however, is without question Pythagorean in origin.

See Reinhardt, Parmenides, pp. 169 f.

2 Diels-Kranz I, 409; Philolaus, B. Fragm. 6: €zei 8¢ tai apyai vadpyov ovy opoiot
0v8’ dudpvior ocat, 1i6n advvarov N ko avtaig koounbnivai, i un dpuovia
EneyEveTo Mmviav dde tpommt €yévero. (“Since, however, these principles of ori-
gin [viz., the peras and the apeiron] lay at the foundation as unlike and mutually un-
related, it would clearly have been impossible to found a world-order with them if
harmony had not been added, however this may have arisen.”) The further elabora-
tion of the harmony principle in this fragment makes clear that it was sought exclu-
sively in numerical ratios.

—_
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mere relation, therefore, not a deeper original unity.

g.  The Petrifaction of the Pythagorean Motive of Form under
the Influence of the Eleatic Critique

Later, when Parmenides’ critique, which had irrefutably demonstrated
the impossibility that the eternal flux of life could originate in the prin-
ciple of the luminous form of being, began to make itself felt within the
Pythagorean school, the numerical principle as a principle of form, mea-
sure, and harmony became increasingly disengaged from the Dionysian
matter motive. As a consequence, the Pythagorean theory of numbers
became static and abstract. Then, under Platonic influence, numbers
came to be regarded as eternal formal models or archetypes, of which
temporal things having form, which are subject to the matter principle,
are copies. In spite of the view of Burnet, however, none of this is origi-
nal to Pythagoreanism.

h. The Effects of the Dualistic Ground-Motive in the
Anthropological Conception: The Dualism of Material
Body and Thinking Soul, in Contrast to the Hylozoistic
Conception

Due to the influence of Orphism, the dualism of the religious ground-
motive began to make itself felt within the Pythagorean school also in
its anthropological views. The material body, which remains tied to the
tenebrous earth in the cycle of the stream of life, is conceived as the
“prison” or “tomb” (orjuc) of the soul, an originally Orphic notion. In
contrast, the soul in its theoretical function of thought, which has in
view the investigation of the mathematical form principle of the divine
luminous substance,' is immortal and everlasting.

Alcmaeon of Croton, the physician who according to Aristotle was a
younger contemporary of Pythagoras and whose ideas strongly resembled
those of the Pythagoreans (Diogenes Laertius in 8, 83 calls him a pupil of
Pythagoras), taught that the soul, like the stars, is immortal because it, no
less than the sun, moon, stars, and sky, is in perpetual circular motion.?
Related to this is the statement of Alcmaeon, which has come down to us

1 It is evident from the fragment of Alcmaeon (Diels-Kranz I, 215; 24 [14] B. Fragm.
la), which is preserved in Theophrastus, that humans were distinguished from the
animals by their theoretical thought function already in the original Pythagorean
conception. According to Aristotle (Met. A, 5. 986 a 29), Alcmaeon was a youth
during Pythagoras’ old age, and he in any case does present an old Pythagorean con-
ception here. Alcmaeon taught that a human being alone has logical understanding
(évvinor), whereas every other (living being) only perceives by the senses
(aioBaverar uév, ov Evvinot O6€).

2 Aristotle, De anima, A, 2. 405 a 29 (Diels-Kranz I, 213; A. Fragm. 12). De anima
404a 16 f. states that according to some Pythagoreans, the motes suspended in the
air are souls, since they are in constant motion. This undoubtedly old Pythagorean
notion of the circular motion of the immortal thinking soul is taken up by Plato in
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through Aristotle,! that “human beings die because they are not able to
join the beginning to the end.” Obviously, the meaning of this saying is
that human beings in their bodily existence are incapable of holding fast to
the circular motion of the starry heavens. In other words, they cannot
bring together the beginning and the end of this motion.

Such motion can be attributed only to the thinking soul, and this is the
ground of its immortality. According to Orphism, the soul has no essential
connection with any material body. As long as it remains chained to the
“wheel of births,” in its enthrallment to the tenebrous earth, it continually
returns in different bodies. The thinking soul, however, which is the vehi-
cle of theoria, has its point of origin in the luminous heavens. After the
completion of the “great astral year,” it is released from the cycle of the
stream of life, which constantly subjects it to new incarnations, and it re-
turns again to the place of its origin.

The belief in the individual immortality of the soul, which was based
theoretically in the unity-in-multiplicity of the principle of number, found
no support in the Dionysian matter motive. In the latter, the wheel of
births was never set at rest. No dualism can be detected in the anthropo-
logical conceptions of Anaximander and Heraclitus.” In these thinkers
there is no duality of the thinking soul (as form) and the material body.
The basic conception of hylozoism, where the soul itself is viewed as a
material stream of life, does not allow for such a duality. Only the eter-
nally flowing origin, the one divine physis into which everything that has
form must return in an eternal cycle, is immortal. Bodily form, on the con-
trary, is here merely a transitory phase of the stream of life.

Divine physis, as the Milesians and Heraclitus conceived it, is nothing
other than a flowing amorphous soul. For, according to the early nature
philosophy, which stands under the primacy of the Greek matter principle,
the soul is the principle of spontaneous motion, uncaused by any foreign
agency. Here, it must be added, motion is conceived not in its original
modal sense, but in the analogical sense of vital movement. The body, in
turn, is nothing more than a transitory, individual form of the divine “mat-
ter-soul,” while the latter is in essence impersonal and enters only tempo-
rarily into the individual form of a body.

Clearly, Aristotle’s criticism of the Milesians for failing to recognize a

his Timaeus, a dialogue that I shall discuss at a later point in detail. Probably it is

present already in his Phaedrus.
Diels-Kranz I, 215; Alcmaeon, B. Fragm. 2.
2 Reinhardt, op. cit., pp. 192 f., and Gigon, op. cit., p. 236, have recently revived the

attempt to construct a Pythagorean theory of the immortality of the individual ratio-
nal soul on the basis of the portions of Heraclitus’ teaching preserved in B. Fragm.
18, 27 and 62. However, after Rohde’s definitive critique of the corresponding con-
structions of Zeller, Pfeiderer, and Schuster, this is no longer deserving of consider-
ation. I need only to point here to Rohde’s thorough refutation in Psyche, 11, 150 f.

—_
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principle of motion is completely unfounded.' In the Milesian view, the
soul is not form but rather matter, in the typically Greek sense of the word,
and the body is its transitory individual form.

In contrast to this, the Olympian religion of culture, with its deification
of the principle of form, ascribed a personal immortality (¢8avacic) to
the form-gods, who have been separated from physis and are no longer in
the domain of the principle of matter. Precisely because of their separation
from physis, however, the culture gods do not possess human life, even
though they have been “created in the image of humankind.” In Corn-
ford’s striking expression, each one of them is in the final analysis nothin%
more than an eidos, a supersensible form which lacks any genuine matter.
Or, to put the matter somewhat differently, they are supersensible, deified
images or eidola of the living human being, as one who has culture.

i. The Threefold Homeric Conception of the Soul: Blood-soul,
Thumos, and Eidolon

It is of great interest to observe how the encounter between the ground-
motives of the nature and culture religions in Homer issued in a three-
fold conception of the human soul. The blood-soul is where the true vi-
tal force resides. Its vehicle is the blood, which forms a part of the eter-
nal stream of life. In its individual bodily form, this vital soul is perish-
able. Although the prevailing opinion follows W. F. Otto,’ in identify-
ing this life-soul with the thumos (Quudc), R. B. Onians,* the Cambridge
professor, has shown to the contrary that Homer conceived the latter as
a breath-soul, which is endowed with feeling and intelligence, and
which has its seat in the lungs (gpéveg) or the breast (orrj6o¢g), but
which, like life itself, ceases to exist after death. Nevertheless, accord-
ing to Homer, humans have yet another soul, the psyche as the eidola.
This is the recognizable, individual human form, which is impalpable
and beyond the realm of the physical. This soul escapes from the mouth
of persons at the moment of death, and for a period of time it can appear
in dreams to their relatives who survive them.’ Like the Olympian

This is also observed by Cornford, op. cit., p. 128.
Ibid., p. 115.
W. F. Otto, Die Manen oder von den Urformen des Totenglaubens (Berlin, 1923),

pp. 18 and 26.
4 Richard Broxton Onians, in his important book Origins of Greek and Roman

Thought (Cambridge, 1937), pp. 85 f.
5 In the book mentioned above, Otto advanced the thesis, which later won general ac-

ceptance, that for Homer psyche was not the soul released from the body after death,
but rather the “ghost of the dead,” the shadow of the soulless body, whereas humans
while they are alive are animated by the thumos, which disappears at the moment of
death. Here Otto opposes Rohde, who was strongly influenced by the animistic eth-
nological theories of Tylor and Spencer, which held sway during his time. In his The

W N —
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form-gods, this psyche is a supranatural formal image or eidolon, but it
is simultaneously a mere “shadow,” which in Hades leads an unreal and
disconsolate existence, in actuality the diametrical opposite of the bliss-
ful estate of the gods. Only by drinking blood can the eidolon regain
consciousness and memory. The “eidolon-soul” as psyche is thus the in-
dividual, supersensible form of mankind, and in the Phaedo, a dialogue
of Plato which betrays Orphic influence, it is identified with the think-
ing subject of knowledge. The blood-soul, in contrast, which belongs to
the realm of physis, is the same in all human beings and thus lacks true
individuality.

J. The Theoretical Antinomy in the Pythagorean Conception of
the Soul. The Thinking Soul as Harmony

Orphism could again attribute life to this eidolon, therefore, only be-
cause, in keeping with the religious pseudo-synthesis, it regarded the or-
igin of the soul, the immortal form of the luminous heavens, as rooted in
the eternally flowing stream of life, the Dionysian principle of physis.
Pythagorean theoria proceeded a step further than this by absorbing the
Dionysian matter principle into the form principle of the luminous heav-
ens itself. This meant formalizing it, in the manner described earlier, by
means of theoria. Precisely for this reason, however, this line of thought
was incapable of giving proper philosophical expression to the dualism
between the material body and the divine, rational form-soul. It was
only capable of conceiving the thinking psyche qua eidos or eidolon in a
theoretical fashion as a harmonia, in the previously discussed sense. We
remind ourselves here that Philolaus expressly conceived this harmony
as a third principle, which was supposed to bring the two antithetical
archai, the peras and the apeiron, into a synthesis. The divine luminous
substance of the starry heavens is a “harmony” because it is at the same
time both peras and apeiron, both limiting form and limited matter. Or,
one might prefer to say, it is harmony because the matter principle is
taken up here into the form principle itself. In this way the psyche as an
eidolon (idol) became a synthesis that could be given philosophical ex-
pression only in the harmonic principle of the numerical series. Even
though it is a metaphysical construction, it still cannot fail to betray the
fact that it is rooted in the matter principle of the Greek conception of

Theology of the Early Greek Philosophers (Oxford, 1947), p. 78, Werner Jaeger
asks, however, how the term psyche could ever have been applied to such a “ghost
of the dead.” It seems to me that this cannot be explained in terms of the original
meaning of the word “breath,” for there is no relation between the breath of life and
a shadow of the dead. The eidolon is indeed a “dead soul,” but as the mere form of
the full individual person, not just the shadow of the dead material body. Even in
Hades, the shadow remains active. The eidolon, however, is identical with neither
the life-soul nor the thumos.
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physis. The eidolon has life only by the grace of physis, as the eternally
flowing stream of life. In this situation, it is clear that an unavoidable
antinomy arises between Pythagorean theoria, which is obliged to con-
ceive the soul as a harmony, and the belief, adopted by Pythagoras from
Orphism, that the individual soul is immortal by virtue of its origin in
the luminous form of the starry heavens.

In Plato’s dialogue Phaedo, which I shall discuss later in greater detail,
there is an argument about the soul that is based on this idea of harmonia. 1
give attention to this dialogue because in it the dualism in Greek anthro-
pology between an anima rationalis, as a pure, thinking form substance,
and a material body is given its most pregnant expression. Here the two
Pythagoreans, Cebes and Simmias, counter Socrates’ proof of the immor-
tality of the soul with several arguments which, especially in the case of
Simmias, are based on the conception of the anima rationalis as a harmo-
nia. Both of these thinkers concede that the soul is of divine origin and
that it exists in time before the body; but Simmias expresses doubt as to
whether it can exist after the death of the body. For, he argues, it is nothing
more than the harmony of the material body.'

Socrates, the discussion leader, then exposes the inherent antinomy in
this Pythagorean conception. He also attempts to demonstrate that the
conception of the soul as a harmony is inconsistent with the ascetic moral
doctrines of the Pythagorean school. If the soul were merely the harmony
of the material body, it would have to succumb to the body’s impulses of
hunger and thirst and would never be able to resist them in ascetic fashion.
For a harmony can never come to oppose any of its parts; it may never be-
have differently than the things of which it is composed. It cannot provide
guidance to its constituent parts, but is obliged simply to follow them. On
the other hand, the Pythagorean conception of the preexistence of the ra-
tional soul demands that it cannot be composed of the same elements as
the material body. The soul must “remain identical with itself” and can
never be “more or less of a soul.” This “more or less,” however, is pre-
cisely what characterizes the impulses of the material body. Accordingly,
if the soul is a harmony it will not permit any disharmony, any moral devi-
ation in pursuit of the sensual inclinations of the material body. It there-
fore would be necessary that all souls without exception be good. The Py-
thagoreans admit, nevertheless, that the soul can be morally evil and with-
out understanding.’

Although these arguments may not all be faultless — in particular, the
implication that harmony (which in its original meaning is a normative
aesthetic figure) could only follow sound waves, without any capability of

1 Plato, Phaedo, 86 (cap. XXXVI). The theory proposed here, that the soul is a har-
monic mixture of the warm and the cold, the dry and the moist, is found already in

the physician Alcmacon (Diels-Kranz I, 215; 24 [14] Alcmacon, B. Fragm. 4).
2 Plato, Phaedo, 92 and 93 f. (caps. XLII and XLIII).
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leading or controlling them — it cannot be denied that the antinomy uncov-
ered by Socrates is indeed present in the Pythagorean conception of the
soul as harmonia. For a harmonia, in any case, is unable to be detached
from that which it brings into harmony. In the original Pythagorean con-
ception it cannot be detached from physis, as the eternally flowing stream
of life. In spite of this, however, the rational psyche is supposed to be an
immortal luminous substance that has originated in the divine luminous
form of the starry heavens.

On the basis of this theoretical antinomy, Burnet' and other writers have
concluded that the conception of the soul as ~armonia could not have be-
longed among the original teachings of the Pythagorean school, because it
is incompatible with Pythagoras’ undeniable belief in the capacity of the
soul to exist independently of the material body. Following Cornford,
however, I reject this position. I also note the fact that Macrobius states
emphatically that this conception stems from Pythagoras himself.

It would appear more correct to assume that, since their conception of
the divine physis aimed at a conscious formalization of the principle of
matter, Pythagoras and his earlier followers considered the idea of the
soul as harmonia to be compatible with the Orphic belief in the soul’s im-
mortality. Even after its fall from the divine celestial sphere of light into
the darkness of the sublunar region, the soul continues to maintain a hid-
den bond with the divine monas. This bond is its harmonia. The divine
monas itself, however, is still the eternally flowing source of physis,
which brings forth the stream of life bound to the tenebrous earth. That is
the case, even though it is at the same time the origin of the immortal lumi-
nous form of the starry heavens.

In spite of the formalization of the principle of matter, the principle of
origin thus continued to be at odds with itself. It was based on a religious
pseudo-synthesis. The religious dialectic in the Greek ground-motive,
however, did not permit this synthesis. Indeed, under the critique of
Parmenides, the latter dissolved once more into a polar antithesis.

Only by going along with this polar antithesis could this belief in im-
mortality come to internally consistent theoretical expression in Greek
philosophy. Before this could happen, however, philosophical thought
had to enter the path of critical self-reflection, and the form principle of
the religion of culture had to be freed from the grip of the Orphic-Pythago-
rean conception of physis, which in the final analysis continued to be
rooted in the principle of matter. Within the thought framework of Greek
theoria, it was only as a pure, rational form-substance that the individual
thinking soul could exist independently of the material body and thus pos-
sess immortality.

In this development the Orphic dualism between soul and body would

1 Burnet, op. cit., p. 295.
2 Macrobius, Commentarii in Somnium Scipionis, i. 14, 19.
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nevertheless continue to exert great influence. But it was necessary that
the Orphic form motive be relieved of its naturalistic tendency and be
transformed into the deepened form-motive of the religion of culture.

In the person of Empedocles, however, philosophy would make one
more attempt to maintain, in the face of Parmenides’ critique, the connec-
tion between the form and matter principles in the divine idea of origin. In
making this attempt, he entered upon a path different from that of the Py-
thagoreans.

4. The Formalization of the Earthly Matter Principle in
Empedocles’ Theory of the Four Elements of Physis.
The Persistence of the Orphic Dualism in the Principle
of Matter

a. The Orphic Dualism in Empedocles’ Ka@apuoi and the
Role of Ananke

Empedocles of Acragas (Agrigentum), who was born ca. 483-482 B. C.
and who traveled through the Greek cities in Sicily and Italy as a physi-
cian, seer, orator, and miracle worker, is a late representative of the reli-
gious reform movement that took its inspiration from Orphism. In his
Katharmoi, a poem which describes the path of purification of the soul,
he displays his close affinity with Orphic teaching. He presents himself
as a person honored by all and wreathed with green garlands, who trav-
els about on the earth, no longer as a mortal man but as an immortal
god, and as a seer whose oracular utterances and medical advice are
sought by all whose cities he visits.

He then goes on, describing in a completely Orphic vein the exile of the
soul upon the tenebrous earth, where for the duration of the “great astral
year” it is condemned to lead a wandering existence in ever different ma-
terial bodies, chained to the wheel of births, after the authoritative decree
of Ananke has forcibly expelled it from its divine origin. In fact, he calls
himself such an exile, saying that he has already been born a boy, a girl, a
plant, a bird, and a dumb fish in the sea:

There is an authoritative decree of Ananke, a divine edict, ancient,
everlasting, and sealed with weighty oaths, that whenever one of
the “daemons,” whose portion is length of days, has sinfully
stained his limbs with the blood of murder, or has followed strife
and discord [veixog] and sworn a false oath, he must wander
thrice ten thousand seasons far from the blessed, where in the
course of time he is born in all possible types of mortal forms,
passing from one to the other of the tortuous paths of life.

For the power of the air pursues them toward the sea, and the sea
spews them forth upon the dry land; the earth drives them into the
beams of the shining [“indefatigable”] sun, and the sun into the
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eddies of the air. The one takes them from the other, but they are
accursed by all. Now I too am one of these, banished by the deity
and a wanderer, because I put my trust in raging strife.'

This description of the “exile of the soul” is in surprising agreement
with that presented by Pindar, the great lyric poet, in his second
Olympian ode and in the preserved fragment of his Threnoi (which was
written for Theron of Acragas the birthplace of Empedocles, when the
latter was yet a child).? It is completely Orphic in its basic conception
and its elaboration.
Empedocles says further:
“[At birth] I wailed when I saw the unfamiliar surroundmgs

“From what a rank, from great bliss [have I been cast]! 14

“Alas, O wretched and unblessed human race; from such strife

and groanings have you been born.”
According to him, foolish men stain themselves with the blood of
slaughtered anrrnals not knowing that they thereby murder their own
kindred, since everythrng that has life is mutually refated.®

If they have followed the path of purification in their earthly life, how-

ever, the fallen souls may look forward to leaving the earth at the end of
the great year as “prophets, singers, physicians, and princes,” when they
will be “companions at hearth and table with the other immortals, free of
human suffering and indestructible.”’ The wandering of the soul thus be-
gins with its separation from the deity through the influence of neikos (en-

1 Diels-Kranz I, 357-358; Empedocles, B. Fragm. 115 (Katharmoi): éctiv Avaykns
xpnue, Beav yngiope malaidv, didiov, TAQTEECCL KATECHPNYLOUEVOV OPKOLG”
£vté g d,umlmcinwz dovar ¢ila yvia uujvm, <veikei 0> O¢ k(e) miopkov
auapmaag Emoudoont, daiuoves oite uakpaiovog Agidyooct fioto, tpic piv
uvpiag dpag ano paxdpov didincdat, ¢vouévovs mavroia dio xpovov eldea
Ovntov apyoléac PLototo uetalidooovia keAeVBovs. aibpiov LEV ydp OPE
UEVOS TOVTOVOE SidKel, moviog 8 ¢ yBovog ovdag GrEmTuoe, yaia § &g avydg
neliov gaébovrog, 0 & ibépog Eufale Sivaig dlrog & €E dlhov S€yetan,
OTVYEOVOL O MAVTES. TV Kal €y® VOV €lul, gvyds BedOev kal aAnNtg, VeIKer
LOLVOUEV®L TLOVVOG.

2 Cf. Rohde, Psyche 11, 215.

3 Diels-Kranz 1, 359; B. Fragm. 118 (Katharmoi): xkAalod 1€ kai k@kvoa 16wV
acuvniBea yawpov.

4 Ibid., B. Fragm. 119: € oing¢ tiutg te kai 6000 unkeog 6Afov...

5 Ibid., 1, 361; B. Fragm. 124: & nomot, @ Se1Aov Ovnrav yévog, @& Svodvolfov, tolwv
K T Epldwv €K T€ oTOVAY DV EYEVECDE.

6 Diels-Kranz 1, 367; B. Fragm. 137: uope¢nv 8" dAraéavra matnp ¢ilov viov deipag
opalel Ensvyouevos u€ya vimrog (“And him who changed his form, his own son,
the father raises aloft and slaughters, even accompanying this with a prayer — the
great fool!”)

7 Diels-Kranz 1, 370; B. Fragm. 146: €i¢ 8¢ télog udvieig 1€ ket vuvomdlol kai
inol kai mpouor avlpdroiotv €ntyboviotol méAovrar. Ibid., B. Fragm. 147
abavdroig dAAototy ougotiol, avtotpdrelol EOVIES, QVEPELWV AYEWV ATOKANPOL,
ATELPELG.
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mity), and it ends in reunion with the deity after the soul has completed its
cycle of bodily life and death.

b. Empedocles’ Theory of Physis and Its Inner Connection with
the Teaching of the Katharmoi

Empedocles’ theory of physis, which he expounded in another didactic
poem, On Nature (nepi ¢pvoews), cannot be understood without coming
to terms with its Orphic religious background in the Katharmoi. On this
point, therefore, I completely agree with Cornford that to conceive of
these two poems as internally unrelated, or even mutually contradictory,
is fundamentally in error.' Indeed, it follows from my method of inves-
tigation that one may not immediately assume that an internal contradic-
tion is present in an author before he has attempted to understand the
two, apparently conflicting conceptions in terms of the dialectical
ground-motive of Greek thought. Any treatment of a thinker that ac-
cuses him solely on the basis of external appearances of harboring such
a bifurcation in his thought has to be suspected, for this very reason, of
deeply misunderstanding him.

It seems to me, however, that Cornford is wrong in supposing that
Empedocles’ nature philosophy is simply an attempt to reconcile the Or-
phic and Pythagorean conception of the soul with the “scientific tradition”
of lonian nature philosophy. For, as we have seen, there is no difference in
principle between these two, at least as to the religious ground-motive that
was at work behind them. In actual fact, Empedocles wrestled with the
same inner antinomy in his idea of origin as Pythagoras did. For him too,
the deity is both an eternal luminous substance, exalted above the earthly
realm, and the origin, or at least a co-origin, of the eternally flowing physis
which is bound to the tenebrous earth. Empedocles, however, has encoun-
tered Parmenides’ dialectical critique. It is against this that he attempts to
defend himself in his extensive didactic poem On Nature. He refuses to
accept the polar either/or of the form and matter principles and seeks for a
conception of nature that is compatible with the Orphic notion of god and
the soul. If he is to accomplish this, however, he must, on the one hand, de-
prive Parmenides’ form principle of its exclusively static character, and,
on the other hand, provide the matter principle with a certain formal sub-
strate in the four elements, which as eternal and immutable forms of being
serve as the foundation of the entire process of becoming in the realm of
physis. Here we have, therefore, yet another attempt to formalize the mat-
ter principle bound to the tenebrous earth, not by the Pythagorean route of
arithmetization, but by way of a formalization of the elements that had
played a role in earlier nature philosophy. These elements thereby un-
dergo a metamorphosis. Or rather, they can now for the first time appear
as elements proper. In Empedocles the primal substances are no longer an
expression of the matter principle of eternal flux; instead, they take on the

1 Cornford, op. cit, pp. 224 ff.
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static character of intrinsically immutable building blocks of the cosmos
as it has come into being. Consequently, they are true forms of being.

Already in its outline and form, Empedocles’ poem on physis has the
character of a defense against Parmenides, on the one side, and against the
Milesians on the other. He too announces his theory as a divine revelation
imparted to him by the “Muse, the white-armed maiden,” at the place
where he has “secluded himself from those who succumb to the vain delu-
sion that they have full knowledge of the divine totality of life,” some-
thing that is, of course, not granted to mortals during their wanderings on
the tenebrous earth.' The sense organs, which Parmenides had deprived of
all noetic value, must indeed be relied upon for knowledge of the realm of
physis, which is subject to the principle of matter; but one may not place
more faith in any one of these than in the others.? This path, to be sure,
does not lead to the discovery of the whole truth, since earthly knowledge
does not extend to the divine, eternal sphere of light; nevertheless, the
standard of mortal wisdom still permits the actual development of a theory
concerning the process of becoming that harmonizes with the “path of
Truth.”

c¢. Empedocles’ Rejection of Parmenides’ Conception of the

Eternally Flowing Physis. The Four Elements of Physis as

Static, Corporeal Forms of Being
The first question that Empedocles raises is directly related to the di-
lemma set forth by Parmenides: is physis, in its subjection to the matter
principle of eternal flux, a non-being? If the great thinker from Elea
were entirely correct on this point, it would indeed be impossible to gain
any true knowledge of the process of becoming. Therefore it had to be
demonstrated at the outset that the latter is founded on immutable,
ungenerated forms of being. There had to be, furthermore, a multiplicity
of such forms of being, since Parmenides had shown that from the one-
ness of the form of being no plurality could arise. That excluded of it-

1 Diels-Kranz 1, 308-309; B. Fragm. 2 Empedocles, (ITept ¢pvoews) oretvonol uev
yop moAduol koto yvia KEyvviar moAdla 8 Oeid’ Eumaie, 1@ T aufAvvovot
uépruvag. ravpov 8 v {oniot Pilov uépog abpricavies dKUUOPOL Kamvoio SIKnV
apBEviec anéntav avT0 UOVOV TELCOEVTES, OTWL TPOCEKVPOEV EKAOTOC TAVIOOT
Elavvduevolr, 10 8 Olov <mdg> eUyetar €Upelv: oUTwG 0UT EMOEPKTA TAS
avépdolv olt’ émaxovord oUte Vol mepidnmid. ov & ovv, énel & Elidobn,
nevoeal ov wAgov ne Pporein unrig dpawpev. (“For narrowly limited are the sense
organs [“graspers”], which are spread over the bodily members; and many woes
press upon them and blunt their thought. And having beheld in their life only a small
part of [the whole of] life, doomed to swift death, they fly away like smoke carried
aloft, persuaded only of that upon which each one chanced during his many wander-
ings; and yet each one boasts of having found the whole. So little, however, can this
be seen or heard by men, or grasped by the mind. But you, since you have here se-

cluded yourself from them, shall learn — no more than mortal wisdom can attain.”)
2 Diels-Kranz I, 309-311; B. Fragm. 3.
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self the possibility that the immense diversity of things with form, per-
ceptible to the senses and subject to the matter principle, could have
arisen from this source. For this reason, the goddess first makes clear to
Empedocles that at the foundation of the whole realm of physis
(Empedocles explicitly identifies this with the earthly process of the
flux of becoming) there are four “root forms” (p1{@uara), which neither
change nor come into being, namely, the four elements of fire, water,
earth, and air. These are here given divine names, which are in part bor-
rowed from the Olympian religion of culture. In Greek nature philoso-
phy, the elements indeed had a mythological origin, but in Hesiod’s
Theogony they were treated as nature deities. From this it appears that
the thought of Empedocles too was cradled in a religious framework,
the tendency of which was to naturalize the form motive of the religion
of culture." The Olympian athanasia belongs only to the elements as
bodily forms of being, while the immortal soul-substance as such is not
a form.

If these elements are indeed eternal forms of being — and Empedocles
expressly says that they are? — they themselves cannot as such be subject
to the matter principle, as the Milesians and Heraclitus had maintained.
Nor, in the case of the “movable elements,” can they be the symbolic em-
bodiment of this principle. On these terms there cannot be any birth or
death in the proper sense of these words, for what is referred to as coming
into being and passing away is nothing more than a commingling and sep-
aration of the immutable elements. Parmenides’ dilemma is thereby elimi-
nated. It is indeed impossible for anything to arise from what does not
have being at all; likewise, it is “unthinkable and unheard of that what-is
should pass away.”* These alternatives, however, do not pertain here.

1 Diels-Kranz I, 311-312; B. Fragm. 6: t€coopa yop mdviov pi{duate mpotov
drove. Zevg apyng "Hpn te pepécfrog 1" ‘Ardovevg Nijortic 0, 1) Sakpvoig t€yyel
kpovvaue Ppotetov. (“For hear first the four root forms of all things: Zeus, the shin-
ing, and Hera, the bringer of life, also Aidoneus and Nestia, who with her tears
causes an earthly stream of water to flow.”) B. Fragm. 7: ayévnra oroyyeia
(ungenerated elements). B. Fragm. 8: dAlo 6 1ot €péw: ¢voig ovdevos Eotiv
anaviwv Ovntav, 0U0€ Tig 0VAoUEVOV Bavdroto televtr, cAia uovov uiéig te
S1aAabis e yevrov oti, ¢voig § €nl toig ovoualetar avlporoioty. (“But I
shall tell you yet another thing. None among all mortal beings has a real coming into
existence nor an end in baneful death; but there is only mixing and exchange of the

mixed [elements], this being called ‘physis’ by men.”)

2 Diels-Kranz 1, 319; Empedocles, B. Fragm. 21, 2 speaks of the popg¢r (form) of the
elements, and in Fragment B 17, 13 the elements are explicitly called “unmoved be-
ings” (aigv éaorv axivnrol.) See the next note.

3 Diels-Kranz I, 313-314; B. Fragm. 12: €k 1€ yop ovddu’ €6viog aunyavov ot
yevéobat kot v’ €ov € anolécbat avivuorov kal drvotov: alel yop T ¥y €otat,
o k€ t1g aiev epeidnt. (“For from something that in no wise is, it is impossible
for anything to arise, and it is likewise unthinkable and unheard of that something
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d. The Sphere in Empedocles’ Poem on Physis

At this point Empedocles takes a position that differs sharply from
Parmenides’ conception of the static form of being as a sphere or per-
fectly rounded globe. The course of the world, like the path of the hu-
man soul, begins with a state of all-encompassing oneness, a sphere “se-
cured within the close confines of harmony,” in which all elements are
intimately joined together by the dynamic power of love. Empedocles
conceives this sphere as the divine body, understandlng “body” in the
sense of a supersensible geometric form (68uag) He does this, just as
Xenophanes and Parmenides did, in conscious opposmon to the anthro-
pomorphic form of the Olymplan culture god.” Unlike that of
Parmenides, however, his globe of being is not eternal and immutable; it
originates from the unifying divine soul-force of love, which combines
the four elements (as the actual, static, fundamental forms of all being)
into an undivided, corporeal, all-encompassing oneness. As love gradu-
ally flows out of the divine globe of being, however, and strife (or en-
mity) forces its way in from the outside, a process of separation is initi-
ated which culminates in the complete segregation of the elements into
four domains. The process is then reversed: love begins to predominate
and brings about a reunification which terminates in the restoration of
the divine sphere or all-encompassing oneness.

This process of unification, separation, reunification, and renewed sep-
aration repeats itself endlessly.’ “Insofar as the one has learned to arise out
of many [elements] and from the sundering of the one a multiplicity once
again emerges, to this extent things come into being and their life does not
remain unchanged; but insofar as their constant exchange [of elements]

that is should be destroyed; for it will always be there, no matter how much one
keeps shifting it about.”)
1 Diels-Kranz I, 324; B. Fragm. 27: oUtws ‘Apuoving mukivor kpvgmtl EoTipikral

Zoaipog kvkAotepng uovint nepinyer yaiwv. (“Thus secured in the close confines
of harmony lies the sphere, round in form, filled with joyous pride over the solitude

round about.”)
2 Diels-Kranz I, 325; B. Fragm. 29: ov ydp ano védroio §vo kAddot aicooviat, ov

modeg, ov Bod yovv(e), 0V undea yevvievra, dAAG oYaipog €nv kai <mdavioBev>)
ioog éavtat. (“there are not [on the sphere] two branches rising from his back, nor
feet, nor swift knees, nor genitals with procreative power; but it was a sphere, equal
to itself on every side.”) Ibid., B. Fragm. 31: mavra yop €&einc nedeuilero yvia
Oeoto. (“For all the limbs of the god were shaken in succession [by enmity as the
separating principle].”) “Limbs” is here a figurative expression of the corporeal
spherical form itself, which, as the previous quotation shows, actually had no limbs.

3 Diels-Kranz 1, 315-316; B. Fragm. 17, 6-8: kai ta0t cdAldooovia Sioumepes
ovdaua Ajyet, dAlote uev PLAdtnTL cvvepyduev’ gig &v dravra, dllote & ad Siy’
Exaora popevueva Neikeog Eyber. (“And this continual exchange never ceases; at
one time all unites into one through love, then again the individual elements separate
themselves in the hatred of enmity.”)
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never ceases, to this extent they are ever unmoved throughout the cycle.”"
“The elements are all of equal power and the same age, but each of them
has a different rank (ziunv) and each its own particular nature; and by
turns they gain the upper hand in the circular course of time.””> Everything
is filled with these elements,’ and “they alone are, but by running through
one another they become different things.”*

e. Empedocles’ Sphere Is No Longer a Static Form of Being

The first thing that strikes one in this exposition is the subjection of
Parmenides’ divine form of being (the sphere) to the matter principle of
eternal flux. Empedocles degrades this “form of being” to the transitory
bodily form of the deity, which does not exist as an all-encompassing
oneness until the divine soul-force of love fashions it from the four ele-
ments as fundamental forms of being. In Empedocles’ conception,
Parmenides’ all-encompassing oneness, in the sense of a divine corpo-
real unity, thus contains within itself the potential for multiplicity. That
is because it itself has arisen from the four elements.

f- The Four Elements Have No Spontaneous Power of
Movement. Philia and Neikos as Spontaneously Moving
Soul-Forces. The Dissociation from Each Other of the Form
and Matter Principles

In the second place, the four elements themselves, as immutable ontic
forms of physis, have been deprived of the spontaneous, vital power of
movement which intrinsically belonged to them in the nature philoso-
phy of the Milesians and of Heraclitus and which was regarded there as
the seat of their “divinity.” For Empedocles the moving forces are love
and hate (philia and neikos). He clearly describes these as “daemons”
[divine powers], which exist as fluid continua.’ Love is conceived as the
fluid dynamis of the all-pervading divine soul. In the third book of his
Metaphysics, Aristotle remarks that Empedocles makes his philia the
substrate of the (divine) unity in the same sense that Thales does with

1 B. Fragm. 17: 9-13: <oUrwg Mt uév €v éx nledvov uguddnke pvecbor> 1née nditv
Siagvvrog €vog mAgov’ EkteAEOovot, TN UEV yiyvoviai € kal 0U ogLoly EUnedog
aldv: M 8¢ Sradddocovia Soumepss ovdouc Afyer, tavtm 8 aiév éactv
akivnrol kata kVkAov. (translation in the text) R

2 Diels-Kranz I, 317; B. Fragm. 17, 27-29: tavta yop iod 1€ navia kai Atk yévvay
Eaot, tiufic 8 dAANG dAdo uédet, mdpa 8 nog Exdotwt, Ev 5 UEPEL KpaTEOVOL
TEPITAOUEVOLO ¥povoro. (translation in the text)

3 Diels-Kranz 1, 318; B. Fragm. 17, 33: nnt 8¢ ke xknéamolotro, €nel 1@wvS 0VOEV
Epnuov; (“How too could it [the entirety of the elements] perish, since nothing is
empty of them?”)

4 Diels-Kranz 1, 320; B. Fragm. 21, 13-14: avta yap €otiv tavte, 6t' dALAwv 6€
Ogovra yiyvetar aAloiwnd. (translation in the text)

5 Diels-Kranz I, 333; B. Fragm. 59.
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water, Anaximenes with air, and Heraclitus with fire.' Indeed, in Empe-
docles’ nature philosophy, the Orphic-Pythagorean dualism, of thinking
soul and material body, underwent a remarkable theoretical transposi-
tion. To a degree, the matter principle of eternal flux keeps its divine
character. It retains the religious primacy it had enjoyed in the Milesians
and in Heraclitus. Under the influence of the Eleatic critique, however,
it has distanced itself from the form principle, even though Empedocles
refused to accept the idea established by Parmenides that they were
completely antithetical. The divine soul-substance serves as the vehicle
of the matter principle in its unifying function, while form is merely
corporeal and remains static only in the four “elements” as corporeal
forms of being. The divine corporeal form of the sphere of being is not a
form of origin, a form with generative power; on the contrary, it is no
less subject to the matter principle of eternal flux than are the earthly
corporeal forms.

2. Empedocles Transposes the Orphic Dualism into the Matter
Principle Itself. Plato’s Epinomis

The most important point, however, is that Empedocles transposes the
Orphic dualism into the matter principle itself. There are two soul-
forces operative as dunameis in the process of becoming, and these are
in fact in polar antithesis to each other. The dynamic force of divine
philia, which binds everything into one, is irreconcilably opposed by
the dynamic force of the dark neikos, which ultimately forces the static
ontic forms of the elements apart into four sharply divided realms. This
latter process takes place under the dominion of Ananke.

The consistent elaboration of this conception necessarily leads to the
acceptance of two mutually antagonistic and equally primordial “world-
souls,” one of which is divine and good and the other anti-divine and evil.
We shall see later how Plato, in his Epinomis (the supplement to his Laws,
a dialogue written in his old age), revives this conception in the interest of
preserving the soul as the exclusive source of motion. In this, however, he
conceives the divine, rational world-soul as a form-soul. Thus it stands in
diametrical opposition to the material soul, which is irrational and evil and
the source of the unordered motions subject to Ananke. For Empedocles,
in contrast, the divine world-soul too is a matter-soul. It is a fluid, lumi-
nous substance which is in itself formless. Thus, in this conception, the
matter principle in one of its poles, has not been de-divinized. This divine
soul-substance, however, has a corporeal form, the non-sensible, super-
mundane sphere or globular shape of the starry luminous sky, and in its
cycle of coming into being and passing away, this corporeal form is bound
to the four static fundamental ontic forms, i.e., the elements. The one eter-
nal luminous form of Parmenides is thereby broken asunder into a group
of four static corporeal forms of being, which are placed at the foundation

1 Aristotle, Met. G,996 a 11 f.
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of physis as the process of becoming. The static form principle is thereby
rendered soulless. It is demoted to the level of non-spherical corporeality.
It is, furthermore, in the isolated state of the elements that this static prin-
ciple of form comes to complete expression. It has been taken down from
the Orphic sphere of light into the sphere of darkness and turned into the
product of neikos, the evil daemon of discord and enmity.

The separation between the individual immortal soul and the all-per-
vading divine soul thus comes to physical expression in the disintegration
of the sphere and the eventual dispersal of the static forms of being into
the four realms of the elements. The formalization of pAysis as the source
of ever-flowing life by way of its embodiment in the four static ontic
forms of corporeality involves, therefore, its partial de-deification.

h.  The Orphic Dualism Is Also Carried Through in Empedocles’
Theory of the Elements

It is noteworthy, in this connection, that Empedocles introduces this du-
alism even into the elements themselves as ontic forms of corporeality.
Even though the elements, as we have seen, all have equal power and
are equally primordial, Empedocles holds that each of them has a differ-
ent rank and that each in turn gains the upper hand in the cycle of time.
What is the meaning of this statement? Aristotle observes, in section
four of the first book of his Metaphysics, that Empedocles was the first
to maintain that the elements formed a group of four, “but he neverthe-
less uses them not as four, but rather as if there were only two, with fire
by itself on the one side, and the elements opposed to it — earth, water,
and air — together on the other side, as can be seen from the content of
his poems.”

This comment is indeed very important. Fire is the dominant element in
the sphere as the corporeal form of being of the divine luminous sub-
stance, which has philia as its driving soul-force. The firmament, i.e., the
starry heavens (oUpavdg) conceived in the shape of a globe, is the corpo-
real form of the deity. According to Aetius,” Orphic tradition regarded the
firmament as the “shell of the world egg,” and in the Orphic mythological
cosmogony (Pherecydes), the universe in its original state had the form of
this egg. The firmament consists of air that has been made firm by fire, for
Empedocles attributes to the latter a crystalline power.> According to
Cornford, this astonishing notion that fire has a crystallizing power,
which is diametrically opposed to the conception of the Milesians and

1 Aristotle, Metaphysics 985 a 31: ért 8¢ 10 &g €v UAng eider Aeyoueva oroyyeia
TETTOPQ TPATOS ELTEV. 0V UNV YPHTaL YE TETTOPOLY, OAL" 0O SVGLV 0VOL UOVOIG,
upl HEV KaO avT0, 101G 8 AVTIKEIUEVOLS OG ULQ PUCEL, YT] T€ Kl AEPL Kal UpaTL.
AdPot 8 dv tig avto Oewpdv €k v Exdv. (translation in the text)

2 Diels-Kranz I, 292; Empedocles, A. Fragm. 50 (Aetius 11, 31, 4).
3 Diels-Kranz 1, 293; Empedocles, A. Fragm. 51 (Aetius II, 11, 2): E. otepéuviov

elvar 10v 0Upavov €€ aépog cuumay€viog Vo mupdg KPUOTAAAOELS®S, TO TUPADOES
Kal TO GEPDOES EV EKATEPWL TOV NULOPALPLOV TEPLEYOVTOQ.
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Heraclitus, can be explained solely in terms of the close relationship of
this element to the unifying and attracting power of philia.' As we have
seen, the latter is the divine luminous substance as a flowing soul-force;
and fire, therefore, is nothing other than the basic corporeal form of the di-
vine light, which itself remains formless and fluid.

i. The Relationship between Light and Fire in the
Light-Metaphysics of Augustinian Scholasticism

We shall encounter this conception of the relationship of light to fire as
a corporeal element once again in Augustinian Scholasticism. The latter
took this over from Empedocles’ Orphic doctrine of physis by way of
Neoplatonism. It developed into a “metaphysics of light,” which was ac-
commodated to the biblical story of creation (the divine creative word
“Let there be light!”). In Augustinian Scholasticism, however, the appli-
cation of the form-matter motive is inverted. Here light becomes the
supersensible (and in itself incorporeal) primal form of corporeality.
Fire is merely its bodily form, which is accessible to sense perception.
This light-metaphysics has thus passed through the mold of the Platonic
conception of form and matter.

If, in Empedocles, fire is most closely related to philia and the divine lu-
minous substance, the cold and dark air is considered to have a direct con-
nection to neikos. The elements of water and earth, in turn, which lie be-
tween these two poles, have a somewhat more distant relationship to nei-
kos. Fire ascends upwards, but the air (ether), in contrast, “sinks down
with long roots into the earth.””

J. The Two Hemispheres of Day and Night

As Cornford has shown, there is a perfect correspondence between this
polar dualism in Empedocles’ theory of the elements and the division of
the cosmos into the two hemispheres of day and night, which move
around the earth in a circle. Aetius, in particular, gives a detailed de-
scription of various aspects of this picture. The first or diurnal hemi-
sphere consists of fire, while the second, nocturnal hemisphere is com-
posed of air (the dark, cold element) mixed with a little fire. Aetius in-
forms us that Empedocles had two suns. The first is the archetypal one,
which consists of fire. It fills the one hemisphere of the cosmos and is
always situated directly opposite to its reflection (@vzavyeia) in the
other hemisphere. The second is the sun perceptible to the senses (70
parvouevov), i.e., the reflection of the original sun in the other hemi-
sphere. The second sun is filled by air mingled with fire, and the rota-
tion of the earth (which is carried along by the motion of the hemisphere

1 Cornford, op. cit, p. 233. R
2 Diels-Kranz 1, 332; Empedocles, B. Fragm. 54: «aifnp <6  av> uaxpfiiot koro
x00va Svero pilaic.
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filled with fire) causes this air to refract the rays of light.'

If fire is thus the fundamental bodily form of philia, the cold and dark
air may justifiably be designated the fundamental bodily form of neikos.
This means that the Orphic dualism has been extended here to the static
ontic forms of corporeality.

k. Has Empedocles Also Formalized the Divine Matter Principle
of Philia? The Role of Harmonia in Empedocles’ System

It may be asked whether Empedocles has likewise formalized the matter
principle in his conception of the divine fluid soul-substance (philia).
Cornford believes that the philia in the divine sphere is in fact the same
as the “harmony soul” of Pythagoras, which was simultaneously a nu-
merical proportion (logos or ratio) and a “mental substance.” He also
believes that it plays the same role as the fire-/ogos of Heraclitus.

Indeed, as we found earlier, Empedocles states that the sphere lies se-
cured in the “close confines of harmony” and that no discord and strife
reigns in its “limbs.”? Furthermore, in his De anima, Aristotle takes issue
with the conception of the individual soul as a harmonic proportion of the
mixture (of the elements), or A6yog t1j¢ ueilews, a view that he ascribes to
Empedocles. He argues that because the elements are not mixed in the
same proportion in flesh and bone, it would follow that there are several
souls in one body, if the proportion that determines the mixture were in-
deed a harmony, i.e., a soul. Moreover, is the soul then itself this propor-
tion, or is it rather something distinct from this? And, finally, is the mix-
ture brought about by philia a mixture koza toynv, i.e., one caused by
blind Ananke, or is it a mixture in the right proportion? And if the latter is
the case, is philia then itself this proportion, or is it something distinct
from this?*

It appears to me that the conclusion that Cornford draws from the above
data is in error. In neither of Empedocles’ didactic poems is there any
trace of a Pythagorean number mysticism. In addition, Heraclitus’ con-
ception of the logos is incompatible with the Orphic dualism of soul and
body, which, as we have seen, was also adhered to by Empedocles.

In the passage referred to, Aristotle is speaking in the first place of the

1 Diels-Kranz I, 293; Empedocles, A. Fragm. 56 (Aetius II, 20, 13 [D. 350]): E. §vo
nAlovg: TOv uev apyetrvmov, mip Ov €v Tl ETEPWL NuioPaipiwl 100 KOOUOD,
TETANPWKOS TO mnuiogaiplov, «olel Kat avikpy THL GVIQUYELOL EQVTOD
TETAYUEVOV" TOV 8 PALVOUEVOV, AVIAUVYELAY EV TML ETEPOL TULOGAIPIWL TOL TOD
a€pog 100 OeppioutyoVg TETANPOUEVOL AT KUKAOTEPOVS TS YNNG KAT QVAKAXGLY
YUYVOUEVNV ELG TOV TIALOV TOV KPUOTAAAOELDT], CUUREPLEAKOUEVNV OE TNL KLVIJOEL
700 mupivov. (translation in the text) Cf. in this connection the other testimonies of

Aristotle, Philoponus, Aetius, and Plutarch ( A. Fragm. 57, 58, and 60).
2 Diels-Kranz I, 324; Empedocles, B. Fragm. 27. Cf. p. 87, note 1.
3 Aristotle, De anima a. 4, 408 a. 13.
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individual human soul that has entered into the earthly body and thus, in
Empedocles’ conception, has already fallen away from its divine origin.
Nowhere does Empedocles call the all-pervading divine soul itself a har-
mony. Harmony is ascribed, in the first place, solely to the sphere as the
“divine body,” and it here consists exclusively in the proportional mixing
of all four elements into a unity, this being undivided, without neikos, and
apparently dominated by the element fire. Empedocles’ nature philoso-
phy, however, also gives a second role to harmony. To be specific, it ap-
pears in his theory about the origin of individual things with form from the
mixing and separating of portions of the elements in the earthly process of
physis.

When the universe is in the state of the sphere, neikos, completely sepa-
rated from the elements, is situated ““at the outermost limits of the globe,”
enveloping it in a cold and dark soul-stream. At the same time philia is ap-
parently diffused throughout the entire sphere, as an evenly spread fluid.
When, in obedience to the authoritative decree of Ananke, neikos invades
the divine corporeal globe from all sides, philia streams out to meet it. As
philia (or philofes) reaches the center of the vortex which has been created
thereby and portions of the elements separate out and mix with one an-
other in definite proportions,' these then become men and all kinds of liv-
ing beings. The assembling of the related bodily parts of a mortal living
being (in Empedocles’ presentation, these first arise independently and
separate from one another)? is caused by “the gentle, immortal impulse of
love. And straightway what had previously been immortal grew into mor-
tal beings, and what had previously been unmixed became mixed to-
gether, a changing of paths.”

1 Diels-Kranz 1, 326-327; Empedocles, B. Fragm. 35, 3: éznet Neikog uev evéprarov
ixketo PevBog Sivng, €v 6 uéom PLAOTNG oTPOPdiLyyt YEvntal, €v Tt 61 TAOE
ravia owvépyetar £v udvov eivat, ovk dgap, aAdd Oednuc cuviotduey’ dAloBev
dAAa. tav 6€ te uioyouévav yeit €Bvea uvpia Ovnrov. (“When strife has reached
the lowest depth of the vortex, but love arrives in the middle of it, then all of this
unites in her [?] to be a single whole, not all at once, but by coming together at their
will, one from here and one from there. From this mixture there sprang countless
hosts of mortal beings.”) Concerning the harmony in the proportion of the mixture,
cf. B. Fragm. 96 and 98: “The white bones are fitted together by the cementing pow-
ers of harmony (‘Apuoving koAAniorv) with divine beauty.” They are mixed from
earth, water, and fire in the proportions 2 : 2 : 4.

2 Diels-Kranz I, 333; B. Fragm. 57: qi molAai uev yopoar avavyeves efldornoav,
youvoi & émAdlovro Ppayioveg elvides duwv, duuatd T oi(e) émdavdro
nmevnrevovra uetdnov. (“On it [the earth] sprang up many jawbones without necks,
bare arms wandered here and there without shoulders, and eyes floated about alone
without foreheads.”) Diels-Kranz I, 336; B. Fragm. 63: adAla difornaotor ueléwv
¢votg (“But the origin of the limbs is divided from one another.”)

3 Diels-Kranz 1, 327-328; B. Fragm. 35, 12: dooov 8’ aiév vmexknpob£ot, to6oov aiev
Emniel Nmidgpwv PLASTNTOS dUEUPEOS dufpoTtos dpuri- alya 8¢ Oviit’ égvovro, ta
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In this process, philia brings harmony into being by combining definite
portions of the elements. But what arises in this way as an individual be-
ing, is a child of both philia and neikos and is thus defective in its very ori-
gin.

[, Blind Ananke Rules the Entire Earthbound Process of

Becoming Which Gives Rise to Individual Beings
What is noteworthy here is that blind Ananke or Tyche remains in con-
trol of this entire process. This constitutes a second argument against
the notion that harmonia has the same role in Empedocles’ nature phi-
losophy that it had in the doctrine of the Pythagoreans.

Empedocles indeed explicitly states that in the conjoining of the sepa-
rate members into a mortal body, various monstrosities were formed that
had no enduring life, such as creatures with double faces and double
breasts, or combinations of human faces with the bodies of oxen, and con-
versely.! Only those combinations were retained that — although they, like
the others, were produced by blind chance and unpredictable fate — were
nevertheless so constituted that they seemed to have been purposively de-
signed for life.” Even the harmony that philia creates within mortal beings
is thus evidently a product of 4nanke and not of a thinking divine mind.
The all-pervasive divine thinking soul appears to have no power over
physis, the eternally flowing stream of life, which remains bound to the
tenebrous earth, for physis is completely subjected to Ananke, which fol-
lows its course through all the elements.

m. The Problem with Respect to the Immortality of the Soul in
Empedocles’ Theory of Physis

In the interpretation of Empedocles’ theory of physis, there arises an ex-

tremely difficult problem. Apparently he recognizes no dualism be-

tween soul and mortal body in the earthly realm of perishable life; nev-

ertheless, in his Katharmoi, he clearly holds to the Orphic doctrine con-

cerning the immortality of the individual soul.

“Out of the elements,” he says, “everything is fittingly joined together,
and through them do mortal beings think, enjoy, and feel sorrow.”* He re-
gards the blood coursing round the heart as the seat of human thought.*
“For we behold earth by means of earth, water by means of water, ether by

mpiv pudBov abdvar’ eivon, {wpd e 0 mpiv dxpnra StadddEavia xelevBoug.
(translation in the text)

Diels-Kranz I, 334; B. Fragm. 61.

2 Aristotle, Physics 2. 8. 198 b 29. Aristotle here takes issue with this conception by

arguing that the purposively formed organisms do not appear in arbitrary, individual
cases, as would be expected if they arose by chance, but 7j aei 7j o¢ €nt 70 moAv (“ei-
ther always, or at least in the great majority of cases.”)
3 Diels-Kranz I, 351; Empedocles, B. Fragm. 107: €k tovtwv <ycp> mdavra nemiyaocty
appocbévra kai TovTo1s gpoveéovot kal 1jdove 1j6” dvidvrar. (translation in the text)
4 Diels-Kranz 1, 350; B. Fragm. 105: aiua yop avBpdnoig nepikdpdiov eott vonua.
(translation in the text)

—_
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means of ether, and fire by means of fire; and further, we behold love by
our love, and hate by our grievous hate.”' (Again this is the thesis that
played such an important role in Greek philosophy, that like is known
only by like.) We are further told that it is by the will of Tyche or Ananke
that all (Zmortal) beings are endowed with consciousness and partake of
thought.

Appealing to the fragment cited above (“we behold earth by means of
earth,” etc.), Aristotle observes that for Empedocles the individual soul is
composed of a mixture of all the elements. Whatever has its origin in a
mixture of elements cannot be immortal, however, and it is precisely this
that has led to the prevailing opinion that Empedocles’ nature philosophy
is completely unrelated to his Orphic teaching, expounded in the
Katharmoi.

n. Cornford’s Solution to This Problem Is in Conflict with the
Clear Pronouncements of Empedocles

Cornford thinks that this difficulty is removed by regarding Empe-
docles’ human soul as composed of both a mortal and an immortal part.
The immortal part allegedly consists solely in a mixture of segments of
the soul-forces of philia and neikos and comprises the actual individual-
ity of the human soul. The mortal part, in contrast, contains the purely
sensory faculties, which remain tied to the earthly body. These will then
naturally pass away along with this body.’

This solution of the difficulty, however, conflicts with the texts cited
above. These clearly teach that the human faculty of thought is also de-
rived from a mixture of the elements.* Cornford’s solution is based upon a
hypothetical construction that finds no support in Empedocles’ didactic
poem on physis.

0. The Most Likely Interpretation of Empedocles’ Pronounce-

ments on This Point. The Origin of the Thesis That “Like Is

Known Only by Like”
In order to understand Empedocles’ position correctly, it is necessary to
take one’s point of departure in his notion that /ike is known only by
like. In the static interpretation of ontology, this conception goes back to
Parmenides, who posited the identity of being and thought without tak-

1 Diels-Kranz I, 351; B. Fragm. 109: yain uev yop yoiav ondrouev, véatt & Uéwp,
aiOgptL § aibépa Stov, arap wupl wop, aidnlov, otopynv & oTopynL, VEIKOG O T€
veikel Avypaut. (translation in the text) R

2 Diels-Kranz I, 350; B. Fragm. 103: tide puev ovv iomnn Tuyng meppovnkev

dravra. Diels-Kranz 1, 353; B. Fragm. 110, 10: zdvra yop ic6t gpovnory Exerv kai

vauarog aloav. (translation in the text)

Cornford, op. cit, p.239.

4 There is here a certain kinship with Parmenides’ utterance in B. Fragm. 16 (Diels-

Kranz I, 244), which makes the nous dependent upon the “mixture of the limbs.”

w
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ing account of the theoretical Gegenstand relation. Aristotle claims that
Heraclitus taught the same thing, = but from his own standpoint, accord-
ing to which what is moved can be known by what is moved. Since
Empedocles, as we have seen, dissolved the one static form of being of
the Eleatics into the four elements, as four static forms of being, his re-
tention of the Eleatic principle that like is known by like forced him to
identify theoretical thought as thought of being with the elements of
physis. And since these elements are corporeal forms of being, thinking
itself, as being, also belongs to the realm of corporeality. The elements
themselves partake of consciousness and thought, as is expressly stated
in the conclusion of Fragment 110: “for know that everything has con-
sciousness and, through Ananke, a share (eioav) in thought.”

It is thus evident that not merely the powers of sense perception, but
even the faculty of thought itself, have their ontic ground in the four basic
forms of physis. Do they then not belong to the immortal soul? If this
question is to be answered in the spirit of the Greek philosopher himself, it
must be borne in mind that for Empedocles motion could be imparted to
the bodily elements exclusively through the soul-forces. Both the sensory
functions and the function of thought, even though as existing things they
have been constituted from the elements, can therefore be brought into dy-
namic activity only by the soul. Philia and neikos, then, are the two
dunameis that produce this process. Furthermore, it is only through them
that we have knowledge of the “soul-movements” of love and enmity. It is
this, therefore, that forms the Heraclitean counterpart in Empedocles’
thought to the Eleatic interpretation of the principle that like is known
only by like. Thus the actual movement in thought is indeed immortal — al-
though, as we shall see, a reservation must be made with respect to its indi-
viduality — just as its ontic ground is located in the four basic corporeal
forms of physis. In spite of this, Empedocles teaches that the thought fac-
ulty of mortal man resides in his blood. The human power of thought thus
passes away together with the blood-soul.

If this interpretation is correct — and it has the advantage of squaring
with both the text of the fragments and the entire spirit of Empedocles’
thought — then it would appear that this philosopher, although he main-
tains the dualism between the form and matter principles, admits of no ab-
solute separation between soul and material body, neither in the divine
all-encompassing oneness, nor in the “daemons.” With respect to the di-
vine unity, this is evident at once in the description of the sphere. Philia as
the divine, fluid soul-force is found within the divine globular body, and
so long as this sphere (i.e., the supersensible form of the luminous heav-
ens) is not broken asunder by neikos, there is no separation of individual
souls (daemons) from the all-pervading divine soul enclosed in the
sphere. There is likewise at this time no dark terrestrial realm to which the
detached souls could fall in order to follow the cycle of incarnation and re-

1 Aristotle, De Anima 1, 2.
2 Diels-Kranz I, 353; Empedocles, B. Fragm. 110,10.
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incarnations in the prison of earthly material bodies." In addition, the
thought faculty of the divine mind, which was spoken of in the fragment
from the Katharmoi cited above, is in truth also not conceived of in isola-
tion from the sphere as the divine bodily form. Even the deity, whose
“thoughts dart through the whole cosmos,” thinks the elements by means
of the elements, i.e., being by means of being.

Just as Pythagoras’ divine form principle continued to be rooted in the
matter principle (the ever-flowing source of physis), so, conversely,
Empedocles’ divine matter principle — in spite of the fact that it has been
distanced from the form principle, which he has restricted to the corporeal
realm — is rooted in the four ontic forms of physis. It is from the latter that
the divine spherical body also arises through the motive force of the di-
vine philia.

Empedocles’ Katharmoi and his didactic poem On Nature agree that
the separation of individual souls dictated by Ananke is produced by the
operation of neikos, the evil soul-force of strife and discord. The divine
philia then loses its appropriate corporeal form, and the detached souls
likewise fall away from the spherical form of the luminous heavens, i.e.,
the all-encompassing divine body.

In the continuing exercise of its soul-power, philia remains dependent
on the four basic corporeal forms, the elements. For without elements
there is nothing either to unite or to separate. The same holds for neikos,
and also for the individual souls born from the mixture of philia and
neikos. These individual souls are also rooted in the four elements. In-
deed, it is only through the elements that the soul can think and can experi-
ence joy and sorrow.

Like the divine philia itself, however, the detached souls that have
fallen from the divine all-encompassing oneness no longer have a body
that is appropriate to themselves. For this reason they must pass, in subjec-
tion to Ananke, from one body to the next during their circuit through the
earthly realm of physis. When eventually philia again becomes victorious,
they are once more taken up into the immortal, all-pervading divine soul
within the sphere, and the divine bodily form is thus restored.

p- Empedocles’ Individual Soul is Not Human and Has

Immortality Only in a Relative Sense
The individual soul that has fallen away from the deity is, in itself, not
human. In the Katharmoi it is called only a “lon%—lived daemon,” just as
in Peri physeos the gods are called “long-lived.”” And such a daemon is
a flowing soul-substance without fixed form, neither god nor mortal

1 In his Phaedrus, 246 c 25, Plato likewise says, in conclusion, that one imagines the
immortal gods of heaven with soul and body, “both joined by nature for all time.”
According to B. Fragment 115 of the Katharmoi, even the daemons have “limbs”

(Diels-Kranz I, 357).
2 Diels-Kranz I, 320; Empedocles, B. Fragm. 21, 12.
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man. In the cycle of physis, the fallen daemon enters into a human body
only temporarily, for it assumes other bodily forms just as well. After
the completion of the great astral year, it is no longer bound to an
earthly body. Then, as Empedocles expressly states, it returns to the di-
vine all-encompassing oneness as an immortal partner, delivered from
the power of Ananke, which had mingled philia with neikos.

In both of Empedocles’ didactic poems, the individual immortality of
the soul is thus only relative. As the product of the activity of neikos, indi-
viduality can only be preserved for the duration of the cycle of incarna-
tions and reincarnations within the dark, earthly realm, and it of necessity
comes to an end when the soul reverts once again to its divine origin.

Even within the conception of Empedocles, therefore, the dualism be-
tween material body and immortal thinking soul could not be given suit-
able philosophical expression. This would not become possible until the
form principle of the religion of culture had gained the supremacy in
philosophical thought and had been liberated from its naturalistic, panthe-
istic deformation. The conception of individual immortality was thus first
developed in the Olympian culture religion, with respect to the radiant
form-gods.

As soon as Greek thought entered the path of critical self-reflection, the
prototype for the immortality of the individual form-soul could be found
in the athanasia of the individual form-god; for, as I shall demonstrate in
the transcendental critique of philosophic thought, self-knowledge is
completely dependent on one’s knowledge of God.

q. The Antinomies in Empedocles’ Theory of Physis

In its consistent elaboration, Empedocles’ endeavor to unite the matter
principle with the form principle of the Eleatic ontology inevitably en-
snared Greek theoria in a complicated web of antinomies. If the divine
sphere, as a bodily form produced by the formless flux of philia, is truly
an all-encompassing oneness, how could it have originated from four
immutable static elements as forms of being? After its fall from the de-
ity, the soul is able to preserve its individuality only as long as it is pur-
suing its dark course through all the elements; for if it is reunited with
the all-pervading soul, it is absorbed into the latter. But how is it possi-
ble for Empedocles to hold that all the diversity of the elements can be
annulled in the sphere, when he also explicitly teaches that these four
basic forms are eternal and immutable? If the sphere is a harmonious
mixture of the elements, it can at most be a unity in the multiplicity of
the elements; but the principle of diversity that is simultaneously pres-
ent in this multiplicity is precisely what is supposed to be foreign to the
sphere. Furthermore, unity can never have its origin in a multiplicity, as
Empedocles would have it, for even a unity-in-multiplicity is necessar-
ily founded in unity.

In his conception of the sphere, Empedocles apparently wishes to bring
the undivided flowing oneness of philia to formal expression. In itself,
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however, philia is not a form principle but a divine matter principle.
Form is a peras, a principle of limit. As such, it contradicts the principle of
matter within the dialectical ground-motive. If the sphere is indeed a prod-
uct of philia, the elements within it would have to be eliminated. Only a
chaotic, formless Aule could remain.

Only a polar antithesis, a complete separation of the form principle
from the matter principle, would have sufficed to maintain the independ-
ence of the former over against the latter that had been demanded in
Empedocles’ theory of the elements. This was the course that Anaxagoras
would follow. Before he could begin, however, the naturalistic Orphic
conception of the form principle, which always retained its root in the Di-
onysian matter principle, had to be overcome. And this route led to the
form principle of the religion of culture in its original, non-naturalized
sense.

5. The Primacy of the Form Principle of the Religion of
Culture in Anaxagoras’ Theory of Nous, and the
Atomists’ Reversion to the Naturalistic Form Principle

a. The Nous as Divine Form-Giver (Demiurge) Remains
Unmixed with Matter, Which It Controls by Its Form-Giving.
The Form Motive of the Religion of Culture

It is in the thought of Anaxagoras of Clazomenae (ca. 499-428 B.C.), a
contemporary and friend of the great Athenian statesman Pericles, that
the form principle of the religion of culture first began to wrestle free
from the grip of the naturalistic uranic motives and to come to expres-
sion in its stark opposition to the matter motive of the religion of nature.
Anaxagoras elevated nous, the theoretical thought operative in fswpic,
to the position of a divine formative principle. In doing so, he released
this notion of the deity from its naturalistic mathematical confinement
within Parmenides’ form of being,? and he purified it from any admix-
ture with the matter principle.’ As the purely thinking arche of all form,
exalted above all sensory feeling and emotion, nous may not be mixed
with matter. For if it were, it would not be able to exercise control over
matter.

Here there is a clear expression of the ground-motive of the religion of

1 Aristotle correctly notes this in Metaphysics B, 1 996 a 7.
2 Diels-Kranz I1, 37; Anaxagoras, B. Fragm. 12: ¢ uév dAla naviog poipayv UeTEYEL,

voUg O€ Eotlv dmEPOV Kal QUTOKPATEG Kol UEUEIKTAL OVOEVI Ypnuatt, oAla
1ovog avtog en’ éwvrov €ortv. (“The rest has a share of everything [i.e., of matter
as the chaotic mixture of everything]. The thinking mind, however, is something that
is determined by no formal limit [this obviously refers to that of the Eleatics] and is
self-ruled and mixed with no material seed, but exists alone by itself.””) For the con-

ceptions of dzetpov that differ from mine, see Jaeger, op. cit, p. 241.

See the preceding note.

4 Diels-Kranz II, 37-38; B. Fragm. 12: xai dv ékdlvev avtov 10 oUUUELELYUEVC,
WOTE UNOEVOGS YPTIUOTOS KPATELY OUOLWS B¢ Kl (Vo E0via €9’ €avtov. (“And the

w
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culture in its authentic sense. Culture, after all, is the exercise of control
over a given material by means of rational forming according to a free pro-
ject. At the same time, it is equally clear what the basic difference is be-
tween Anaxagoras’ view and that of Empedocles. The prevailing opinion
wrongly places Empedocles in the same line as Anaxagoras and then
lumps them together with the Atomists. For Empedocles, however, the
all-pervading divine soul was a fluid continuum, which was conceived en-
tirely in accordance with the Greek matter principle, and the deity lacked
all power over the forming process in the cycle of birth, death, and rebirth.
The latter remained the exclusive province of Ananke or Tyche, of blind,
irrational fate. In addition, philia, as the flowing divine soul-stream, was a
true Dionysian dunamis, which under the influence of Orphism had
merely distanced itself from the form principle, even though it lay en-
closed in the divine corporeal sphere.

b. The De-Deification of the Matter Principle

Anaxagoras, in contrast, radically de-deified the realm of matter. He ac-
complished this by denying to it the spontaneous ever-flowing motion
of life. He deprived it, therefore, precisely of that in which the Milesian
nature philosophy and Heraclitus had located its divine character.

The situation here is thus completely different from the one we find in
Empedocles. The latter’s denial of the spontaneous power of motion to the
four elements was a direct result of the fact that he dissociated the soul
from the body in Orphic fashion. The soul then became the vehicle of the
principle of matter, while the elements were not matter in the Greek sense
of the word, but rather the basic forms of being from which all corporeal
things were constituted and came into being. For his part, Anaxagoras re-
jected Empedocles’ theory of the elements, which was dependent on the
Eleatic conception of the eternal form of being. Precisely because he con-
ceived the divine nous as the sole form-giving principle of origin and
thereby consciously ascribed the religious primacy to the ground-motive
of the religion of culture, Anaxagoras was compelled to de-deify per se
the matter principle of the religion of nature.

c. Anaxagoras’ Conception of Matter as an In-Itself Fixed and
Chaotic Meigma of the Seeds of All Things. The So-Called
“Homoeomeries”

With this in view, Anaxagoras denies the presence of soul within the

realm of matter in itself. Matter becomes fixed and static, although it re-

matter-seeds that were mixed with it [viz., the nous] would hinder it, so that it could
control none of these in the same way as it does when it is alone by itself.” In an ex-
press appeal to Anaxagoras, this later became one of the main arguments of Aristotle
and of Thomas Aquinas for the independence of the activity of theoretical thought
from the material body. This anthropological inference is lacking in Anaxagoras,
however. B. Fragm. 12: xai doa ye wuynv éyet kol 1a pueilw kai 1a €ldoow,
nmaviov vovs kpatel. (“And over all things that have soul [life], both the greater and
the smaller [beings], nous has dominion.”)
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tains its typical chaotic character. It has become the absolute meigma,
the chaotic, completely formless mixing together of everything with ev-
erything. Here the eternal flux of physis is not given a foundation in a
group of four static forms of being; instead, matter itself is deprived of
its spontaneous power of motion, of its fluid soul-continuum. But matter
remains the diametrical opposite of the principle of form. Now it is the
realm of chaos, which is instrinsically inert and static. It has become
formlessness.

For Anaxagoras, movement is in principle form-giving movement,
which originates solely in the divine nous as demiurge. This nous makes
out of chaos a cosmos, a form-world, and it knows and determines its en-
tire order.! Anaxagoras expressly denies that Ananke or heimarmene
Tyche is the origin of the form-giving process.? This does not mean, how-
ever, that the chaotic principle of matter has lost its status as a principle of
origin independent of the divine principle of form. Chaos does not owe its
origin to the divine nous. Indeed, following Empedocles, Anaxagoras
says that there is no becoming or origination in any absolute sense.” In his
thought, however, this statement takes on an entirely different meaning
than it has in Empedocles. According to Anaxagoras, matter continues to
be a chaotic mixture of everything with everything, even when it has been

1 Diels-Kranz 1II, 38; Anaxagoras, B. Fragm. 12, 5: ka1 ¢ mepiyywprotos thg
ovundong volg EKPATIOEV, GOTE TEPLYWPTIOAL TNV GPYNV. KOl TPATOV GG TOU
oULkpoV TpEato TEPLYWPELY, Eml O TAEOV TEPLYWPEL, KAl TEPLYWPNOEL ETL
TAEOV. Kal T¢ CUUULCYOUEVH TE KOl GTOKPLVOUEVA KOl SLAKPLVOUEVH TAVTH EYVQO)
VoUg ... mavia Stexoounoe ... (“Nous also took control of the entire movement of ro-
tation, so that it gave the initial impetus to this. And this rotation first began at some
small point [viz., of matter], but the rotating motion extends itself further and will
extend further still. And what it therein mingled together and separated out from one

another, this all was known by the nous... this all was ordered by the nous.”)
2 Diels-Kranz II, 22; Anaxagoras, A. Fragm. 66.
3 Diels-Kranz II, 40-41; Anaxagoras, B. Fragm. 17: 70 8¢ yiveoBat kai anoAlvoBat

0VKk 0pBag vouilovorv ot "EAAnveg: oVOEV yop ypnuc Yivetar oUSE amdilvtal,
aAA’ aro €oviwv ypnudtov cvuuioyetai te kot dtaxpiverar. (“But the Greeks
have no proper notion of coming into being and passing away. For no matter-seed
comes into being or passes away, but from existing matter-seeds [things] are mixed
and once again decompose.”) I continually depart from Diels’ translations, because
in my view they misrepresent the philosophic content of the text. For example, he
translates yprue as “thing.” In doing so he imports into the text an indefensible
point of view that was certainly not held by Anaxagoras. In Anaxagoras, the word
xpnuate often has the pregnant philosophical sense of “primordial principles of
hule,” which he will later also call ozépuara (seeds). This meaning is already pres-
ent in fragment 1 (Diels-Kranz 11, 32): duod wdavra ypriuate nv, dreipa xor xAijbog
kol outkpornta’ Here there is a description of the original chaos, in which no things
having form exist. Here again, however, Diels translates using the word “thing”:
“Beisammen waren alle Dinge, grenzenlos nach Menge wie nach Kleinheit.” (7Trans-
lator: “All things were together, infinite both in number and in smallness.”)
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divided and subdivided as far as possible. Precisely for this reason he
claims that it contains an infinite number of infinitesimally small seeds
(omépuarta or ypriuate) of all things accessible to sense experience (gold,
bones, flesh, blood, etc.).! It is a formless totality out of which everything
that has form and shape is enabled to arise by a movement, produced
within it by the divine nous, that separates the dissimilar particles and
brings together the similar particles.

Anaxagoras regards the four elements of Empedocles not as elementary
forms of being, but rather as complexes of matter that are in themselves
originally formless and without order and that consist of a mixture of
spermata, all of which are dissimilar. From such a heterogenous mixture,
actual things having form (air, fire, etc.), which are made up predomi-
nantly of similar particles, can arise only by way of a process of separa-
tion. These similar particles, and also the totalities that are composed of
them, later came to be called homoeomeries (from duotog, like, and
uépog, portion).” Aristotle contrasted these homoeomeric totalities with
the an-homoeomeric totalities, that is, living organisms, which he consid-
ered to be composed of dissimilar parts.

d. Anaxagoras’ Conception of Matter as the Precursor of the

Aristotelean Conception. How It Basically Differs from the

Latter. The Inner Antinomy in Anaxagoras’ Conception of

Hule as a Reality Existing Apart from Form
Anaxagoras’ conception of matter, with its infinite number of infinitesi-
mally small components, as the “seed” of all things having form, al-
ready foreshadows the Aristotelian conception of Aule, which regards
matter as the potentiality or possibility of being (§vvauer ov). At the
same time, however, the inner antinomy which inevitably ensnares theo-
retical thought when the attempt is made to effect an absolute separation
between the form and matter principles also becomes manifest at this

1 Diels-Kranz II, 34; Anaxagoras, B. Fragm. 4: tovtwv ¢ oUtwg Eyoviwv ypn Soketv
EVvelval moAAd T€ Kal TavTola €V TAoL TOIG CVYKPLVOUEVOIS KUl OTEPUATH TAVTWV
xpnudtov kat 16éag mavroiog Eyovia kal ypoiag kol néovds. (“Conditions being
thus, we must suppose that in all that combines there are many ingredients of many
kinds and the seeds of all things [here yprua does mean ‘thing having form’], which
have manifold forms and colors and tastes [smells].”) Concerning the medical char-

acter of this theory, see Jaeger, op. cit, pp.156 ff.
2 In Metaphysics A, 3. 984 a 11, Aristotle calls the totalities which, according to

Anaxagoras, arise from the combination of similar seeds ouotouep. In other places,
however, he also gives this name to the matter seeds themselves, as parts of a whole.
Thus in his De Caelo G 3. 202b 1, for example, he says of air and fire: eivor ...
EKATEPOV QUTOV EE QOPATWV OUOLOUEPDV TavTV Tifpotougvov (“that each of these
is an aggregation of all invisible homoeomeries”). Cf. also De gen. et corr. A, 1,314
a 19. Note also Plutarch, Pericles c. 4, as an example of the later writers who used
the plural form ouorouéperor with reference to the primal particles themselves
(Diels-Kranz II, 10; Anaxagoras A Fragm. 15).
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point. Anaxagoras holds that blood, gold, silver, and all the other sub-
stances which he regards as composed of similar particles, contain, just
as their material seeds do," all other substances within themselves. The
only qualification here is that, in_the so-called “homeomeric” totalities,
the similar particles predominate.”

In Anaxagoras’ system, the spermata cannot be of the nature of pure, el-
ementary, primordial substances. If they were such, they would have to be
unmixed, and they would necessarily take on the character of simple
forms of being. Anaxagoras explicitly states, however, that only the di-
vine nous is unmixed. The spermata, therefore, can have within them-
selves only the propensity, potentiality, or seed of the distinct forms of be-
ing, while as hule they continue to possess the chaotic character of the
meigma.

In the standard interpretation of Anaxagoras’ spermata, far too little at-
tention has been paid to this state of affairs, even though Plato already
gave an acute analysis of it in his Parmenides. As a consequence, the fun-
damental difference between these spermata, on the one hand, and the ele-
ments of Empedocles and the atoms of Democritus, on the other hand, has
been obscured.’

The truth is that, in Anaxagoras’ system, the spermata can only have the
character of pure matter, in which the tendency predominates for the ma-
terial to take on a specific form. Intimately related to this is his doctrine of
the absolute continuity of the meigma. The latter contains no actual ele-
mentary particles, because even the smallest particles are mixed together
with all the others in an unbroken continuum. If ultimate circumscribed
particles were in fact to exist, there would have to be an empty space be-
tween them, a notion that the Ionian thinker vigorously combats.

On the other hand, if the meigma were composed of pure matter-seeds,
they would be completely indistinguishable from one another. On these
terms, homeomeries or similar matter-seeds could not exist, since to the
Greek way of thinking similarity presupposes a distinguishing form. If,
however, they themselves were already form-seeds, then the form-giving
principle (the logos) would have to inhere in the matter principle itself.
This position was indeed taken later by the Stoics in their theory of the
logoi spermatikoi, which was a reversion to the Heraclitean conception of
the principle of matter. If Anaxagoras himself had taken this step, how-
ever, it would have meant complete failure for his attempt to effect a total
separation between hule and the divine nous as a principle of form.

1 Cf. Aristotle, Phys. G 4. 203 a 22: O uév (Avaéay.) otiovv v popiwv givar
UETYLO O0uolws T@ avtl S1a 10 0pav 0tLovy €E 0Ttovovy yryvouevov (“Anaxagoras
declared that each particle [of the original mixture] is a mixture, just like the whole,

since he saw everything as arising from everything else.”)
2 Diels-Kranz II, 35: Anaxagoras, B. Fragm. 6, 12.
Tannery and Burnet already objected to this; nevertheless, they also failed to arrive

at a satisfactory conception of the spermata.

w
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In order to escape this antinomy, Aristotle later used the stratagem of
denying real (actual) existence to pure or primary matter. He taught that
matter, as the mere possibility of being, is first brought into real existence
by means of form.

Anaxagoras, however, establishes pure hule as an actually existing
chaos, which, after initially being in a state of rigid immobility, is formed
into a cosmos by the divine motion. According to him, the material sper-
mata, by their very nature, have an immutable being, which remains unaf-
fected throughout the process that gives rise to form. And in this absolute
separation of what as correlata belong inseparably together, namely, mat-
ter and form, the genuinely religious dialectic of the Greek ground-motive
is once again manifest. As soon as this dialectic is carried through in theo-
retical thought, it become an inexhaustible source of insoluble theoretical
antinomies.

This does not alter the fact, however, that Anaxagoras’ theory of nous
signals a veritable turning point in Greek philosophy. In his conception,
the religious priority of the authentic form motive of the religion of cul-
ture begins to express itself for the first time in theoretical thought. Here
this motive has been deepened by means of fswpia, and the polytheistic
mythological form that Homer and Hesiod had given to it has been deci-
sively overcome. The school of Anaxagoras thus began the attempt to of-
fer an ethical- allegorlcal 1nterpretat10n of Homer’s mythology (v
Ouripov moinowv etvar nepl apetng kat dikatoovvng). As the form-
giving origin, the divine nous has been removed from all human passions
and identified with the activity of pure theoretical thought. Indeed,
Anaxagoras has purged his notion of the deity from the uranic motives so
thoroughly that he calls the stars “lifeless bodies,” thus breaklng with the
ancient uranic religion of the celestial gods (0801 ovpdvior).'

Nevertheless, Anaxagoras’ conception still fails to carry through the
primacy of the form motive of the religion of culture in a consistent philo-
sophical manner. The form-giving divine nous is only given a role in his
philosophy of nature in order to account for the origin (“the initial im-
pulse”) of motion. When it comes to explaining concrete phenomena of
nature it recedes entirely into the background. In fact, Anaxagoras carries
on as if the genesis of the world of form were entirely the work of the mat-
ter principle, with its blind Ananke. Man is supposed to have originated in
just the same way as other living beings and inorganic things, through the
combination of material spermata.> Thus the human mental faculty (nous)
is evidently not regarded as an independent form, divorced from matter.
Anaxagoras ascribes this character only to the divine nous. In another

—_

Diels-Kranz I, 9; Anaxagoras, A. Fragm. 12 and II, 25; A. Fragm. 79.
2 Diels-Kranz 11, 34; Anaxagoras, B. Fragm. 4, 8-9: xai av@parovs te ovunaynval

kal 1¢ dALa {oa oa yuynv xet. (“And that men also were fitted together [viz.,
from the matter-seeds of all things] and the other living animated beings.”)
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fragment he describes this nous as “the finest and purest of all chremata.”

The standard interpretation is completely wrong in taking this statement
to mean that Anaxagoras regarded the nous as merely a rarefaction of mat-
ter.” The statement, on the contrary, means that he conceived the divine
nous as nothing but pure form; for a chrema that is truly unmixed is neces-
sarily formal in character.

It is still possible that Anaxagoras, like Aristotle, regarded the activity
of theoretical thought as a universal, divine noetic power which only en-
ters into the human being from outside (6Upa6ev) and which does not op-
erate within human nature itself (kata ¢voiv). This is not likely, however,
since fragment 11 expressly states that nous is mixed with many other
things.

e. Anaxagoras’ Departure from the Notion That Like Is Known

by Like. The Metaphysical Interpretation of the Gegenstand

Relation and Its Influence on the Scholastic Theory of

the Soul
Whatever answer is given to this question, the polar dualism between
the form motive of the religion of culture and the matter motive is re-
vealed, in any case, in Anaxagoras’ radical departure from the funda-
mental thesis of Parmenides, Heraclitus, and Empedocles that /ike is
known by like. Here Greek philosophy becomes aware for the first time
of the theoretical Gegenstand relation, and this takes place by way of
the metaphysical-theological route of making the theoretical-logical
function of thought completely independent, separating it from the “ma-
terial” field of investigation (the Gegenstand). As we shall see later,
both Aristotle and the Scholastics will use this metaphysical miscon-
struction of the theoretical Gegenstand relation as their point of depar-
ture in demonstrating that the nous (or, in Scholasticism, the anima
rationalis) is a mental substance that is separable from the material
body. Divine thought is able to know the matter-seeds of all things, not
because it is like them, but precisely because it is mixed with none of
them and stands therefore in diametrical oposition to them.’ The sense
organs, in contrast, are too weak to discern the primal constituents of
matter truly.* Nevertheless, Anaxagoras holds that even sensory knowl-
edge is based on sense experience gained through what is opposed to

1 Diels-Kranz 1II, 38; Anaxagoras, B. Fragm. 12, 2-3: lertératov te mdviov

xpnudtov kai kabapdratov.
2 Diogenes of Apollonia was the first to do this, thereby reverting to the conception of

Anaximenes (the divine nous is conceived as air).
3 Diels-Kranz 11, 38; Anaxagoras, B. Fragm. 12, 8-10: xai 70 ovuuioyduevad e kat

arokpivoueva kot draxpivopeve rave €yvo vovg (“All [matter-seeds], both those

mingled together and those separated and distinguished, were known by the nous.”)
4 Diels-Kranz II, 43: Anaxagoras, B. Fragm. 21: Un apavpdtnros avtdv [sc. tov
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the object of perception. For example, we only perceive cold through
warmth; if something is exactly the same temperature as our sense or-
gan, it makes no impression on it whatsover.'

Even though he himself did not carry through the dualism between the
theoretical-logical function of thought and its material Gegenstand in his
anthropology, Anaxagoras was destined to become the spiritual father of
one of the major arguments in Aristotelian and Scholastic anthropology
for the immortality and spiritual substantiality of the nous or thinking soul
(anima rationalis).

f- The Relationship between Form of Being and Matter in the
Atomists

In the atomists Leucippus and Democritus (5th century B. C.), the pri-
macy of the form motive of the religion of culture has disappeared en-
tirely from the scene. That does not mean, however, that they opted for
the primacy of the matter motive. They seized on the metaphysical di-
lemma posed by Parmenides, just as Empedocles did, and, fully aware
that the principles of form and matter cannot be reduced to each other,
they too sought to effect a synthesis between them.

The atomists accepted Empedocles’ solution to the extent that they too
took Parmenides’ one, indivisible, static form of being and broke it up into
a multiplicity of immutable basic forms. For them, however, the latter are
not the four elements of physis: fire, air, earth, and water. Instead, they are
metaphysical entities of stereometric form, in the same sense that we
found in Parmenides. Further, the atomists maintained, there is an infinite
multiplicity of such basic forms. Each of these possesses the fullness of
being and the indivisibility that characterized Parmenides’ form of being.
Thus they are droua, atoms, which permit of no further division.

The atomists conceived of matter, by contrast, as an absolutely formless
and unbounded (apeiron) kenon (kevov), that is, an emptiness or privation
of being, in which there prevails nevertheless an eternal, chaotic motion
that is imparted to the atoms from outside.

As Burnet has shown in opposition to Zeller,” this disorderly motion,
which causes a vortex (5ivn) to arise when the atoms collide with one an-
other, cannot be regarded as a consequence of the atoms’ ‘“natural
weight,” in which case there would be only a falling motion. For Leu-
cippus and Democritus weight (8dpog) is not an intrinsic property of the

aioBnoewv], ¢noiv, ov Svvarol Eouev kpivery toAnbsg,” (“because of their weak-
ness [viz., the sense organs] we are not capable of discerning the true state of af-

fairs.”)
1 Diels-Kranz II, 27-28; Anaxagoras, A. Fragm. 92.
2 Burnet, op. cit, pp. 342 ff.; cf. p. 343, n.2.
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atoms. As both Aetius' and Cicero® explicitly state, the idea that atoms
have weight was first introduced by Epicurus, and this fundamentally al-
tered the original conception of the atoms. According to the original con-
ception, the chaotic, as yet disorderly motion must of necessity be im-
parted from outside, since it cannot arise from an internal impulse of the
atoms themselves. As a consequence, it can only be ascribed to the form-
less kenon, as a matter principle. Apart from a matter principle, an unor-
dered motion was unthinkable to the Greeks, and it is clear from the reli-
able extant sources that the atoms themselves were conceived of purely as
corporeal, mathematical forms of being. What naturally comes to mind
here as the source of the atomists’ view is the ancient Pythagorean repre-
sentation of the kenon as a flowing stream of dark, cold air. This was the
conception of the “void” that Parmenides had in view in his didactic poem
and which from his metaphysical-logical point of view he had deprived of
any claim to truth. For him the kenon is a fluid void, empty of being,
which cannot be thought or named.

It is indeed true that later on Empedocles had taken a new position with
respect to atmospheric air and had exalted it as a corporeal element to the
status of a material form of being. There is no evidence, however, that this
led the founders of atomism to regard the kenon as an absolutely empty
space, a conception that would have been altogether new and that would,
in fact, have been incompatible with the Greek matter motive. Burnet,
who follows the prevailing view in making this unwarranted assumption,
must admit himself that at many points the atomistic cosmology reverted
to primitive conceptions which by that time had already become obsolete.
It 1s clear, furthermore, that atomism was strongly influenced by ancient
Pythagorean conceptions, just as its cosmology was closely related to that
of Anaximenes, the third great figure of Milesian nature philosophy, who
regarded flowing air as a formless arche.’?

It is indeed obvious, therefore, that the original chaotic motion in the
kenon ought to be conceived in Pythagorean fashion as a flowing stream
of air in which the atoms are located, and which imparts itself to them ex-

1 Diels-Kranz II, 96; Democritus, A. Fragm. 47 (Aectius i, 3, 18). That the kenon must
be viewed as standing in opposition to Parmenides’ form of being, of which he him-
self says [Diels-Kranz I, 237; Parmenides, B. Fragm. 8, 24]: nav § unieov éontv
govrog (“it is completely filled with being”), is also confirmed by Democritus, A.
Fragm. 38 [Diels-Kranz II, 94], where Simplicius expressly calls Democritus’ atoms
70 mAfpeg (“the filled”), in contrast to the kenon (“the empty”): opyas €6gro 70
TATIPEG Kait TO KEVOV, OV 10 UEV OV TO O€ un Ov ExdAeL”

2 Cicero, De fato, 20.

3 This does not stand in the way of accepting atoms of air as forms of air-as-matter
(Diog. Laert. IX c. 7, 12, 15). According to the atomists, however, there is no matter
other than air-matter, this being the boundless and formless kenon from which bod-
ies having form arise through a process of “cutting off,” or azorourn (Diog. Laert. IX
¢.6). Thus matter, unlike form, is homogeneous.
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ternally, as an atmospheric wind that travels in all directions. It then also
becomes understandable that in this conception the “free” soul-atoms,
which will be discussed below, are said to be “suspended in air.” In no
way can this be taken as a reference to afoms of air; it must refer to air as
matter, which is still incorporeal and formless. If one accepts the prevail-
ing conception of the kenon as an absolutely empty space, however, the
original motion of the atoms remains completely inexplicable. The force
of this was not lost on Epicurus, who, having broken with the ancient Py-
thagorean conception of the void, felt himself obliged to introduce the
idea that the atoms have “natural Weight,” in order to indicate a cause of
their motion.

The first atomists apparently felt no need to give a fuller account of their
archaic conception of the kenon, and this explains why Aristotle, who re-
peatedly speaks of the conceptlon of the void as “flowing air,”! criticizes
them nevertheless for failing to specify elther the nature or the cause of the
motion to which the atoms are subjected.’

According to the atomists, the process whereby order is brought into
this motion, which enables the atoms to join themselves into relatively
lasting, composite things with form that are subject to the principle of
matter, does not stem from the matter-motion itself. It is rather a product
of the form principle that is inherent in the atoms. Those having like forms
are pushed together, and those havmg unlike forms are pushed apart.?

The kenon, to be sure, is a un 6v (non-being), but Leucippus and
Democritus differ from Parmenides in conceiving of this non-being as
merely a relative and not an absolute nothing. This means that if one con-
siders the fluid matter in itself, that is, attempts to grasp it in detachment
from the atoms as immutable forms of being, it indeed cannot become an
object of thought and thus does not qualify as being in the theoretical
sense of the Eleatics. In relation to the atomic forms of being, however,
the fluid matter takes on a relative existence. In fact, one could say that the
atoms too have being only in relation to the kenon.* This is the case be-
cause the indivisibility and impenetrability of the atoms presupposes that
they are separated from one another by a relative void.

In the relation of the atoms to the void, the logical relation of P to non-P
is transformed into a metaphysical ontic relation. Within the scope of the
Greek ground-motive, however, there is no way of establishing what the
basis of this ontic relation might be; for the dialectical character of this
ground-motive does not allow for any integral origin or fundamental unity

1 Cf.e.g., Phys. D, 6,213 a27; de Part. An. B, 10, 656b 15; and de An. 10, 419b 34.
2 Aristotle, Phys. © 1,252 a 32.
3 Diels-Kranz II, 94; Democritus, A. Fragm. 38: zegvkévar yop 10 ouotov ¥ro w00

ouoiov kiveloBat kai pepecbor 1o ovyyevi] mpos dAinia (“for by nature [atoms]
of like form are moved toward those of like form, and those that are akin are brought

to each other.”)
4 Plutarch, in Adv. Col. 4 p.1108 F (Diels-Kranz II, 174; B. Fragm. 156), attributes the

following statement to Democritus: un u@llov 10 8&v i w0 undév eivor (“noth-
ing-ness exists just as much as something-ness”).
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that would bring together the opposed principles of form and matter.

Without question, completely to deprive matter of being in this way is
strongly antimaterialistic. It is indeed that, with the proviso that the word
“materialism” be understood in its characteristically Greek sense, as an
overextension of the matter motive. The atomists regarded matter as, in it-
self, completely indeterminate (70 dreypov). It can be pointed to as the or-
igin of the unordered motion, which is a condition for the coming into be-
ing of things that have form; but it has actual existence only in relation to
the eternal basic forms of being, namely, the atoms.

The mathematical formal properties of the atoms and their mutual math-
ematical order (nonsensible geometrical figure, mutual arrangement and
positioning) are held to be completely adequate for explaining all the di-
versity of the phenomena within the cosmos.! Because they are entities
that are determined essentlally by form, it seems that Democritus also re-
fers to the atoms as i6€a1.> According to him, the qualities present in sense
perception, such as sweet and bitter, cold and warm, color and the rest, do
not have being, since as conscious phenomena they exist solely for us.’

g. The Soul as a Complex of Indivisible Forms of Being (Atoms)

That Are Spread throughout the Entire Body. Not the Soul but

Only Its Constituent Atoms Have Immortality. The Special

Character of the Latter by Virtue of Their Spherical Form
Democritus also rejoins the soul to the principle of form, where being
resides. According to him, the soul consists of the very small, smooth,
and round fire atoms that are spread throughout the entire body of what
has becomse a living being. As we inhale, we take in soul atoms from
the air; as we exhale, we release such atoms back into the air. As long as
this process continues, there is life.* Sense perception is explained by
the atomists, in a causal way, in terms of the emission of atoms by
things having form objects. In this manner, formal images (eidwla) are
produced, which impinge on our sense organs. Thus Leucippus taught
that seeing is caused by the penetration of such eidola into the eye.’
Thought is the most subtle movement of the fire atoms and is caused by
the finest eidola.

There is no place in this atomistic conception for an immortality of the

1 Aristotle states in Metaphysics A, 4 985 b 14 ff. that the atomists distinguished the
atoms only by their form (oynuo; according to Aristotle, the atomists themselves
used the term pvopog for this), arrangement (zaéig; for the atomists, dieOtyr), and
position (6€otg; for the atomists, zpox)).). To illustrate, he gives the letters A and N
as an example of difference in form, the sequences AN and NA as an example of
difference in arrangement and = (the older form of Z) and H as an example of dif-
ference in position.

2 According to Plutarch, Adv. Col. 8 (Diels-Kranz II, 98-99; Democritus A. Fragm.

55, 57). See also Sextus Empiricus, Adv. math. VI, 137.

Diels-Kranz 11, loc.cit., Democritus, A. Fragm. 54, 28, 55, 101.

Diels-Kranz 11, 78; Leucippus A. Fragm. 28; 11, 109; Democritus, A. Fragm. 101.

Diels-Kranz II, 78-79; Leucippus, A. Fragm. 29; II, 109; Democritus, A. Fragm.

101.

W B
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soul in the Orphic sense. Only the atoms of the soul are immortal, for they
neither come into being nor pass away; but these atoms do not have life.
The atomists understand life as a process of motion, and, as we have seen,
this process is tied to respiration and thereby to the material body. That the
soul-atoms are spherical in shape, this being the form of highest perfec-
tion, is the only thing in atomism that is reminiscent of the Orphic regard
of the soul as superior to the material body. The fact that this spherical
form is also attributed to the fire-atoms indicates that Leucippus and
Democritus must still have been influenced to some extent by the
light-metaphysics of Orphism. Most likely, this influence came by way of
Parmenides’ doctrine of the eternal, spherical, luminous form of that
which has true being. According to Democritus, the spherical form of the
soul-atoms renders them the most mobile and simultaneously makes them
most qualified to transmit to the atoms of the body the motion that they re-
ceive from outside.

h.  The Atoms as the Exact Opposite of Anaxagoras’ Spermata

As the infinitely numerous basic forms of being, the atoms must be re-
garded as the exact opposite of Anaxagoras’ infinite number of mat-
ter-seeds (spermata). In view of this, Cornford is obviously wrong in
asserting that Anaxagoras was already halfway on the road to atomism.
As we have seen, the spermata are pure hule or matter; the atoms, in
contrast, are genuine forms of being. As we have also seen, Anaxagoras
denies, as a matter of principle, that a void could exist; without such a
kenon, however, the atoms can have no being. For Anaxagoras, pure
matter is a continuous meigma, which is infinitely divisible and which,
even in its infinitesimally small components, still lacks a limiting form.
Even these components are not pure, but retain the chaotic character of
the meigma. Only the divine nous is unmixed.

i. The Ananke of Atomism Is a Metaphysical Formal Necessity.
1t Is Neither Teleological nor Mechanistic

The form principle retains indeed the primacy in Atomism; neverthe-
less, in contrast to the cultural form that this principle took in
Anaxagoras, the atomists’ conception of it is thoroughly naturalistic.
Except for the relic left behind in the view that the soul-atoms are spher-
ical in shape, there is here no further trace of the Orphic conception of
the Sphairos as the supermundane form of the luminous heavens. In
spite of the fact that they are nonsensible id€at (figures), the atomic
forms become enveloped in the matter principle, in the sense of an un-
bounded ontic void (i.e., absence of being). They become subject to the
original, unordered motion of this kenon, even though this motion re-
mains completely external to them. The motions of these atoms, which
attract or repel each other depending on whether they are like or unlike
in form, eventually give rise to an infinite number of worlds of things

109



The Dialectical Development up to Plato

with form;' but, as Leucippus expressly states, this process does not fol-
low the rational, purposive plan of a form-giving divine nous. Instead, it
takes place in accordance with Ananke. This Ananke is to be under-
stood, however, in the metaphysical-logical sense that Parmenides had
ascribed to it. It proceeds €x Aoyov, that is, according to firm grounds
based in the form grinciple, and does not follow the unpredictable whim
of chance (udarnv).

This view of Ananke has nothing at all to do with the concept of causal-
ity in modern natural science. It must be understood in the context of a nat-
uralistic conception of the Greek form motive, which was framed in an at-
tempt to rationalize the matter principle of ever-flowing, unpredictable
becoming. Unlike the classic humanistic ideal of science, it does not have
in view the domination of natural phenomena. It belongs, in other words,
within the metaphysical conceptual framework of a speculative Greek
theory of form, which endeavors to effect a synthesis with the matter prin-
ciple. It is in essence unrelated to the mechanistic view of nature charac-
teristic of the physics founded by Galileo and Newton. Although some
have thought that a relationship between the two conceptual frameworks
can be discovered in the fact that both apply the mathematical method to
natural phenomena and exclude all final causes, the similarity is only ap-
parent. The domination motive of modern humanistic thought is absent
from the mathematical method of the Greek atomists,? and their view of
physis is fundamentally different from the view of nature in modern phys-
ics. The modern conception of the laws of nature is as foreign to this con-
text as is the modern, experimental method of inquiry.

Jj. The “Atheism” of the Greek Atomists

There is a temptation to call Greek atomism “atheistic” and to regard it
as a specimen of a so-called “genuinely scientific” way of thought,
which allows no place for divine intervention in the natural course of
events. If one does this, however, one must be extremely careful in ap-
plying such modern designations. Undeniably, the atomists, unlike their
predecessors, no longer presented their fswpia as the path to the true
knowledge of God. The atomization of Parmenides’ divine form of be-
ing was doubtless inspired merely by the scientific endeavor to “sal-

1 Cf. Aristotle, De caelo, 3, 4. 303 a 4: 17 ToUt@wV (T@V AT0U®V) CVUTAOKT] Kol
nepiralaler navia yevvaobor Concerning the infinite multiplicity of worlds that
come into being in this manner, cf. Diels-Kranz II, 76; Leucippus, A. Fragm. 21; II,
77; A. Fragm. 24; (89); 1L, 94 ; Democritus, A. Fragm. [55] 40 (2); 11, 95; A. Fragm.
43.

2 Diels-Kranz 11, 81; Leucippus, B. Fragm. 2: o08ev yprjua udtnv yiverai, alic
mavta €k Aoyov te ket Ur’ avaykng. (“nothing happens by chance, but everything
for a definite reason and through Ananke.”)

3 In Plato’s dialogue Euthydemus, the discussant Clinias undoubtedly expresses the
true Greek conception of mathematics when he observes (17, 290C) that the geome-
ter “does not create the figures, but merely traces out what already exists,” just as a
hunter tracks down game.
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vage” in a theoretical way the true reality of the world of multiplicity
and diversity, which Parmenides had relegated to the status of mere ap-
pearance. The question as to whether a place still remained for the deity
in all this apparently played no role here. Democritus had no place for
immortal gods in the sense of the Olympian religion of culture, but
rather only good and evil daemons who lived longer than ordinary mor-
tals and who appeared to men in eidola. It may be recalled how
Empedocles, in a similar vein, called “daemons” the souls that had
fallen from the divine all-encompassing One.

All of this does not take away the fact, however, that Greek atomism is
guided by the same religious ground-motive as the earlier systems of
Greek philosophy. For this ground-motive proved to be independent of
the particular mythological form that had been given to it by Homer and
Hesiod. Anyone who loses sight of this ground-motive exposes himself at
every point to modern misinterpretations of Greek theoria.

6. Sophism and the Critical Turning Point in Greek

Philosophy under the Primacy of the Form Principle

of the Religion of Culture
a. The Matter Principle Is Carried Through in Protagoras’

Theory of Knowledge
Protagoras of Abdera, who was born ca. 481 B. C. and who reached the
height of his career ca. 444-443 B. C., brought Greek thought to a criti-
cal turning point. He did this by removing the divine physis from the
center of attention and replacing it with human beings themselves as
cultural beings.

Protagoras became the founder of the so-called sophistic movement and
the father of the Greek “Enlightenment.” He was active as a teacher of
rhetoric in many Greek cities, in particular, Athens. Under the leadership
of Pericles, Athens was at that time at the peak of its political and cultural
development, although the symptoms of internal decay in the thoroughly
democratic form of government which this statesman had instituted
would soon come to the surface.

This democracy, which was based on the equality in political rights of
all full citizens, created the need for the education of all who wished to ob-
tain a seat in the fovA1, the Athenian public assembly. This was an educa-
tion particularly in rhetoric, in the art of eloquence, and in political skills;
but it also covered the entire encyclopedic range of knowledge, which was
considered necessary for the cultivation of the citizenry.

It was the Sophists who rose to meet this need. They presented them-
selves as the “encyclopedists” of Greece, who wished to disseminate
knowledge among the people. They were the first to require a fee for their
philosophical instruction, an act which Socrates and Plato considered an
unforgivable prostitution of knowledge. The fulminating critique of these
two thinkers gave to the name “Sophist” the evil and distasteful connota-
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tion which it has retained ever since, but which was entirely inappropriate
to it at the beginning. Thus it has come to represent a style of thought that
offers a mere semblance of knowledge and that is able to transform a
weaker case into a stronger by means of clever trick questions designed to
stump the opponent.

Protagoras, who was the founder of this school of thought, did not at all
share in this ill repute, however. He called himself “sophisfes,” in the seri-
ous sense of a “master of wisdom,” and he was esteemed as such by all.
The pronounced contradictions between the opposing theories about
physis developed by his predecessors caused him to question seriously
whether the human subject is capable of gaining universally valid know-
ledge about nature. In fact, he came to deny this possibility. He consis-
tently carried through the matter principle (in the Heraclitean sense of the
absolute fluidity of physis, but without Heraclitus’ logos idea) both in his
critique of human knowledge and in his understanding of the entire world
of objective natural phenomena. In this manner, he initiated a crisis at the
very foundation of Greek Bswpia.

According to Sextus Empiricus, Protagoras taught that Aule is abso-
lutely fluid in nature and subject to continual increase and decrease. Sense
perceptions, which the Sophist held to be our only source of knowledge,
also are subject to constant change, according to the age and the general
condition of the bodies. And since Aule contains within itself the grounds
of all the phenomena of sense, Protagoras held that it is capable of being,
in itself, all things that appear to human beings in sense perception.' This
testimony of Sextus Empiricus is confirmed entirely by what Plato tells us
in his Theaetetus concerning Protagoras’ theory of knowledge. For Plato
too explicitly associates Protagoras’ epistemological standpoint with the
Greek matter motive, as the principle of the absolute fluidity of physis.?
The application of this matter principle to human knowledge led inevita-

1 Sextus Empiricus, Pyrrh. hyp. 1, 217-218 (Diels-Kranz I, 258; A. Fragm. 14): gnoiv
0vV 0 avip v UAnv pevomy eivat, peovons 8¢ avtiic CUVEYDS TpochEcels avti
TV arogopricewv yiyveoBor kai tag aioOnoelg uetoxooueliobai te kol
aldotovobor mopa 1€ <tag> NAkiog Kol mopd TG GAAOS KOTOOKEVLAS TV
owudTtov. AEYeL 8€ kal T0VS A0Yovs TAVIOV TOV aLvougvmv vrokelobal €v Tt
vAnt, ¢ SvvacBar v UAnv doov €¢° Eavtnt mavia eivar doa mdol ¢aivetal.
(“What this person says is that sule is in flux, that a continual addition arises to
counter its effluxions, and that sense perceptions are rearranged and altered in accor-
dance with the age and the other conditions of the bodies. He also says that the
grounds of all sense phenomena lie in hule, so that hule can insofar be all things in

itself as [it] appears to everyone in sense perception.”)
2 In Plato’s Theaetetus, 152 E, Socrates says: €07t LEV YOp OVSELOT OVSEV, CEL O€

ylyveral. kai mepl 10010V mdvieg £EN¢ ol oogol mAnv Iopuevidov Evupépectoy,
Tpwrayopag te ket ‘Hpdxletrog kait ‘EurnedoxAng. (“For something never is, but is
always becoming. And with this all wise men, Parmenides excepted, successively
agree, Protagoras as well as Heraclitus and Empedocles.”) This contradicts
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bly to the skeptical conclusion that there is no universally valid norm for
truth. Whatever seems true to a person is true. The images that dance be-
fore the eyes of a sick person in a feverish dream are no less true for him
than it is true for a healthy person that these images are mere illusions.

Protagoras holds that human knowledge is completely dependent on
sense perception. Since he also holds that both subjective perception and
the very objects of perception undergo constant change and flux, this
means that a person’s knowledge cannot lay claim to any universally valid
norm of truth. It is obvious, then, that from Protagoras’ standpoint there
was even less room for a theoretical metaphysics of being. For the precise
aim of the latter had been to turn away from sense perception entirely and
to penetrate to the supersensible essence of things by means of theoretical
thought alone. On the basis of his skeptical epistemology, Protagoras
drew the conclusion that any affirmative judgment that might be made
concerning a state of affairs could be opposed by an equally valid negative
judgment.' It was in this dialectical method, which was in essence an em-
bodiment of the dialectic of the form-matter motive itself, that the sophis-
tic art of argumentation came to a special focus. Such argumentation was
specifically designed to confuse one’s opponent, and it made particular
use of the ambiguity of words. In this manner, rhetoric was transformed
into eristic, the art of disputation.

b. The Meaning of Protagoras’ Homo Mensura Rule

Protagoras’ well-known homo mensura rule, “Man is the measure of all
things, is thus in the first place nothing more than a pithy summary of
his epistemology, dominated as it was by the matter principle, to the ex-
clusion of any constancy related to the form principle. Here “man” is
not understood in the sense of a universal human nature, which would
entail as a matter of course a universally valid form for knowledge;
what is meant here is the completely changeable subjectivity of each in-
dividual human being. If only for this reason, this homo mensura rule
has no intrinsic connection with modern pragmatistic and positivistic
notions concerning the value of science.

Remark: In his important work Protagoras and the Greek Community

Reinhardt, op. cit., pp. 241 ff., who incorrectly represents Protagoras as a pupil of

Parmenides.
Diels-Kranz I, 259; Protagoras, A. Fragm. 19. 11, 254; A. Fragm. 1 (53).
2 Diels-Kranz II, 263; Protagoras, B. Fragm. 1: mdvrov ypnudtov puétpov €otiv

avBpwrog, TOV UEV OVIOV K¢ E0TLY, T@V O€ 0VK Oviwv &g oUk €ottv. (“Of all things
the measure is the human being, of [things] that are, how they are, of those that are

not, how they are not.”)
3 I make this statement in opposition to Ernst Laas, Idealismus und Positivismus

(Berlin, 1879-84), 1, 183, and to Theodor Gomperz, Griechische Denker (3rd ed.,
Leipzig. 1911), I, 361 ff., 472.

—_
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(Amsterdam, 1940), p. 53. D. Loenen takes exception to Julius
Kaerst, ef al., by denying that the ~omo mensura rule has an individ-
ualistic tendency. This denial can only be explained by the fact that
he has not discerned the ground-motive of Protagoras’ thought. He is
undoubtedly correct in stating that Protagoras does not use the indi-
vidual human being as the standard in his view of society. Here the
thought of the Sophist is completely determined by the form motive
of the religion of culture, whose bearer is the polis as a community.
In its radical original sense, however, the homo mensura rule applies
only to human knowledge of the truth and is completely determined
by the matter principle. It is evident from Sextus Empiricus’ words
that Protagoras’ intention was precisely to make plain that there ex-
ists no constant form for theoretical knowledge which could serve as
a norm. For this reason, he indeed conceives this knowledge in an
absolutely individual sense, as is indisputably clear from Plato’s
Theaetetus: 011 avtdpkn Ekaotov i gpovnory Enolet (169 D). The
notion that human nature is in flux has no place for any fixed genus
“man,” in the theoretical sense; for this would presuppose the possi-
bility of a universally valid norm of truth. This challenges the state-
ment of Adolf Menzel in his Beitrdge zur Geschichte der Staats-
lehre:' “One could also say that for Protagoras, the individual human
being and humanity as a genus form no contrast.”
Protagoras subjects human nature (physis), like physis as a whole, to the
dominion of the pure, unrestrained matter principle. Human nature is
submerged in lawless and uninhibited savagery. Rather inconsistently,
however, he also concedes that the human being, even in this “natural
state,” i.e., before the founding of the polis, already possessed language,
some technical skills, and a certain religiosity.

For the father of Sophism, human nature in itself has no universally
valid ontic form that is removed from the matter principle. He denies in
principle, therefore, that there is any natural law or right, since justice ac-
cording to him has no existence in nature.’ That does not mean, however,
that law is subject to the changeable opinion of every individual; it is

1 Vienna and Leipzig, 1922, p. 198, note 4. “Man kann auch sagen, dass im Sinne von
Protagoras der einzelne Mensch [viz., in the homo mensura rule] und der Mensch als

Genus keinen Gegensatz bilden.” (English version by the translator)
2 See Protagoras’ speech in Plato’s Protagoras, 322.
3 See Plato’s Theaetetus, 172 B, where Socrates in his rejoinder represents the con-

ception of Protagoras and his adherents as follows: dAld’ €xel, 00 Aéyw, év toig
Sikaiolg kal adixoig kal ooloig kal avooioig, E0éAovoty itoyvpileobal, &g 0vK
£otL pUOEL aVTOV 0VSEV 0VTLaV EQVTOD EYov, AALd 10 Kotv]) S6Eav ToVT0 YiyveTal
aAnbsc tote, 6tav 86N kai doov dv dokT ypovov. (“But in those cases mentioned
by me previously — in what is just or unjust, godly or godless — there we are defi-
nitely inclined to maintain that nothing among these things takes its essence from
nature, but rather that what seems thus to the state becomes true when and for as
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rather a product of the process of positive formation carried on by the
polis. Nevertheless, this elimination of all constant form in nature, which
leads Protagoras also to depreciate and to reject Greek theoria, serves
merely as the introduction to his exaltation of the formative principle of
culture. By means of the latter humans are given a formative education,
which inculcates useful opinions that are concerned not with changeable
individual insights regarding truth, but rather with the general welfare of
the polis. Human nature acquires real form only through the civilizing in-
fluence of the polis, through the free, formative control that it exercises
through its legal order and its public moral and religious precepts. It is to
this process that the Sophist seeks to contribute by means of his philo-
sophical instruction. For, to Protagoras, justice, morality, and religion are
nothing more than useful means for the cultural formation of human be-
ings.

In terms of their truth value, the respective opinions of a sick and a
healthy person may indeed be on an equal footing; but that does not mean
that they are equally useful. And in matters of justice, morality, and reli-
gion, what is useful and what is not are determined by the general opinion
of the polis.

c. Protagoras’ Nominalism in His Conception of the Form
Principle of Culture

Protagoras no doubt recognized that this communal opinion of the
Greek city-state is also susceptible to change and varies from polis to
polis; nevertheless, it constitutes a formal limit for the fluid nature of
human beings. According to him, the form principle is not a metaphysi-
cal form of being, as it is conceived by a realistic conception of forms.
Protagoras is a thoroughgoing nominalist, and he therefore allows the
form principle a place only in subjective human consciousness. Anaxa-
goras’ divine nous is also ruled out here as the bearer of this principle.
Nevertheless, the seat of the cultural form principle is not located for
Protagoras in the individual human consciousness, but rather in the col-
lective consciousness of the polis. Thus the homo mensura rule loses
here its original individualistic character.

Protagoras’ form motive is undoubtedly that of the culture religion,
which had its seat in the Greek polis; but by his own testimony he re-
mained skeptical as to the possibility of a theoretical knowledge of the de-
ity. Both the divine physis and the theoretical knowledge pertaining to it
are abandoned to the matter principle, and nothing remains in the form
principle to counterbalance this. There rules here no measure, proportion,
or harmony; nor is there any constant structure and formal limitation to
provide stability or any universally valid “path of truth.” Within certain
limits, even the form principle of culture is for Protagoras subject to the
matter principle of eternal flux. It is not rooted in an eidos (archetype), an

long as it seems thus.”)
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eternal form of being, as it was later to be in Plato. For the Sophist its sole
foundation lies in the general opinion of the polis, which is formed in ac-
cordance with the democratic principle of majority rule. To be sure, as
Plato reports in his Theaetetus, Protagoras gives the philosopher the task
of criticizing less useful laws and decrees of the democratic regime and
thus of influencing public opinion;' nevertheless, he can produce no crite-
rion or universally valid norm, which might act as a guide for this criti-
cism.

d. The Contrast between Physis and Nomos

On the historical level, Protagoras’ cultural form principle, which has its
seat in the communal consciousness of the polis, has clearly distanced
itself from physis as eternally flowing Aule. In terms of its inner nature,
however, it has not at all been separated from the matter principle, but is
rather construed in evolutionistic fashion as a higher stage of develop-
ment arising out of the lawless and measureless realm of physis. The
contrast between physis and nomos, which some ascribe already to
Archelaus, the pupil of Anaxagoras and teacher of Socrates, and in
which there is a pregnant expression of the dialectical opposition be-
tween the matter principle and the form principle of the religion of cul-
ture, is thereby once again relativized.” The realm of physis has no fixed
law, since it consists altogether of Aule, the flux of matter. Law and or-
der are based exclusively on the free, constituting power of the polis,
the bearer of the Greek culture principle. Nomos applies solely to the
sphere of justice, morality, and belief. It is not grounded in physis. In-
deed, it cannot be, for Protagoras rejects Heraclitus’ dialectical identifi-
cation of physis and logos (the latter in the sense of a rational world or-
der) and bases law solely on positive, humanly enacted ordinances. The
rule of law is nevertheless higher than the state of nature, since it invests
the completely changeable nature of the human being with form, mea-
sure, and limitation. In this there is a clear manifestation of the primacy
in Protagoras’ thought of the form principle of culture.

It must not be forgotten, however, that Protagoras conceives the devel-
opment of humanity evolutionistically, as proceeding from a state of na-

1 Plato, Theaetetus, 167 C: énei old y’ dv éxdory moler Sixaia xkai kodd S0k,
tavta xai elvar avty. éos dv avta vouiln: dAA’ 0 Gogog avti movnp@v Svimv
avroig éxdotwv ypnota érxoinoev ivar kai doxetv. (“Therefore, whatever seems
righteous and beautiful [good] to each polis is so, for that polis, so long as it holds it
to be so. Only, in place of the evil which is present to each polis, the wise person

brings it about that what is useful both comes to exist and to seem so to it.”)
2 With regard to this contrast, cf. Plato’s Gorgias, 482 E. See also the interesting arti-

cle by Adolfo Levi, “The Ethical and Social Thought of Protagoras,” Mind, vol.
XLIX (1940), no. 195, p. 284. Levi’s conception is the one that most closely approx-
imates my own.
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ture, without law and order, and culminating in a cultural existence within
the community of the polis. In the final analysis, therefore, the form prin-
ciple arises out of the matter principle, in violation of the Eleatic prohibi-
tion. Thus the form principle is deprived of its fixed, independent basis; it
even becomes subject to the unpredictable changeableness of Aule.

e. Protagoras’ Evolutionistic Philosophy of History

Protagoras was the first Greek thinker to develop a kind of evolution-
istic philosophy of history, and he thereby reversed the traditional
Greek picture of a golden primeval age of harmony, concord, and bliss
from which humanity fell by reason of its own guilt. This reversal is in-
timately bound up with his depreciation of the realm of physis, which
had hitherto been regarded as divine. In Protagoras, the state of nature
becomes the lower, lawless, and wretched original condition of man-
kind, and it is only through the gradual development of aidwc and dixn
(for him the religious-ethical sense and the sense of justice) that man-
kind is enabled to emerge from this and to make the transition to the
democratic rule of law, in the Greek polis of the Periclean age.

In Plato’s dialogue Protagoras,' the Sophist gives a mythological pre-
sentation of this evolutionistic theory of culture, the material for which
was in all likelihood taken over for the most part from Protagoras’ own
writings. Here aiddg and §ixn are represented as gifts of Zeus, which, un-
like the other cultural skills such as medicine, he apportions to all persons
in equal measure, through the agency of Hermes. This equality of the
sense of justice and morality among all normal persons is considered to be
the justification for democracy, which is grounded in the political equality
of the citizens. At the same time that he makes this distribution, however,
Zeus commands that those who prove to be incapable of receiving these
gifts should be extirpated from society as a plague.

It is true that Protagoras offers this picture of the origin of aidag and
oixn, which first enable mankind to establish an enduring city-state and
thereby to leave the lawless state of nature, merely as a myth and not as a
theological theoria. Nevertheless, this presentation serves to underscore
once again the fact that the form motive of Greek culture religion indeed
has the primacy in his thought. In fact, the formative power of culture in
the polis is granted divine status.

f. The Younger, Radical Wing of Sophism. Its View of the

Natural Right of the Strong

Over against this, the younger, radical wing of Sophism (Callicles,
Thrasymachus, Polus, Critias, etc.) elevated the matter principle in hu-
man nature to a position directly opposite to that of the formative cul-
tural force of the polis, turning it into an aristocratic natural right of the
one who is strong, who severs all the ties of community and who tram-
ples under foot the “morality of the herd” and the positive laws of the

1 Plato, Protagoras, 320 C, ff.
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polis." In this manner, physis in the sense of lawless Aulé once again as-
sumes the primacy over the cultural form principle.

However much this nihilistic and anarchistic application of the homo
mensura rule to the terrain of culture, justice, morality, and religion may
have stood in conflict with Protagoras’ intentions, it was nevertheless dif-
ficult to combat from his position, since, as we have seen, he had never
succeeded in disengaging the form motive of the religion of culture from
its entanglement with the matter principle of physis. Thus it is clear that
even the Greek “Enlightenment,” which is usually regarded as the dawn-
ing of the complete emancipation of Greek thought from the fetters of be-
lief and religion, was entirely under the control of the dialectical religious
ground-motive in which the whole Greek intellectual community was
rooted.

7. The Form-Matter Motive as It Is Illuminated by Critical

Self-Reflection and the Ethical-Religious Deepening of the

Form Motive in Socratic Dialectic
a. The Central Role of the Maxim yva0i ceavtov (“Know

Yourself”) in Socratic Thinking
The subversive influence that Sophism, particularly in the younger, rad-
ical wing, exerted upon the Athenian youth in ethical and religious mat-
ters called the remarkable, combative figure of Socrates (ca. 469-399 B.
C.) to arms against the entire sophistic school of thought. As the first
thinker to examine the dialectical ground-motive of Greek philosophy in
the light of critical self-reflection, Socrates critically deepened the an-
thropocentric mode of thought that had already been introduced by the
Sophists. Along this way of critical self-reflection, he not only ascribed
the full religious primacy in his thought to the form motive of the reli-
gion of culture, but he also used it to bring criticism to bear on the so-
phistic capitulation to the matter principle. In doing this, he brought the
form motive to expression in a new method of theoretical thinking.

The pronouncement of the Delphic oracle, yvw6i ceavrov (“Know
yourself”), whose original purpose was merely to restrain human beings
from the hubris (arrogance) of overestimating themselves, acquires in
Socrates the new meaning of self-introspection by way of theoria. He
places it, with this meaning, at the very center of philosophical inquiry.

As Plato relates in his dialogue Phaedrus, Socrates wishes before all
else to know who he himself is. Is he in the core of his being akin to the
bestial Typho, the hydra-headed, haughty, savage nature god of destruc-
tive storms, or does he partake of a more measured (nuepdrepov) and

1 With regard to Callicles’ natural right of the strongest, see Plato’s Gorgias, 481 B
ff., and Menzel, op. cit., pp. 238 ff. This same dialogue of Plato also deals with
Polus’ conception of unbridled tyranny as the greatest happiness (470 D, ff.). Con-
cerning Thrasymachus, see book one of Plato’s Republic. In Callicles’ conception
(Gorgias, 491 C, ff.) that natural right implies total lack of restraint and unlimited
freedom in the individual quest for power, the sophistic matter principle comes to
clear expression.
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simple divine nature?' Typho is here a pregnant mythological symbol of
the matter principle, with its lack of all measure and formal delimitation.
For the sake of this self-knowledge, Socrates willingly abandons both the
earlier nature philosophy and metaphysical ontology, not because he is in
general agreement with the epistemological skepticism of the Sophists,
but because he considers self-knowledge as possessing infinitely greater
religious value. Thus he regards all other knowledge as worthless that has
not first passed through the crucible of self-knowledge.?

For this reason also, he prefers to hold to popular religious beliefs, in-
stead of criticizing them together with the Sophists, who spend much time
attempting to give possible explanations, with the help of a “rude wis-
dom,” for the strange and inexplicable creatures of mythology. Socrates
exclaims that he has no time for such things. By his own testimony in the
above-mentioned dialogue of Plato, he has not yet attained to full
self-knowledge, and it seems to him ridiculous “that anyone who does not
yeth have}this knowledge should inquire into things that are of no concern
to him.”

b. The Continuance of Anaxagoras’ Theory of Nous
Socrates carried on the teaching concerning the divine nous, of which
Anaxagoras had been the first to proclaim that it was the origin of all

1 Plato, Phaedrus, 230 A: 66ev ... okorn® 0V tavta, GgAL’ Euaviov, gite 1t Onpiov
yydve Tvpdvoc moAvTAokadtepov Kai udAlov EmteOuuuévoy, 10’ nuUepOdTELOY
1€ Kol anlovotepov {@ov, Osiag Tivog kal arvgov poipag pvoet ueteyov. (“There-
fore... I do not direct my inquiry to these things, but rather to myself, to discover
whether I am a beast with a more complex constitution and wilder nature than
Typho, or a tamer and simpler being in which a divine and unpresumptuous nature
participates.”) As early as Plato’s Charmides (164 D, 165 D), self-knowledge is de-
scribed as knowing that one does or does not know, although this definition was
later rejected as untenable. Cf. also Xenophon’s Memorabilia 1V, ii; where Socrates

argues that “self-knowledge is the condition of correct practical activity.”
2 See Xenophon, Memorabilia, 1. i. 11 ff., and IV. vii. 2 ff. Xenophon says here that

the reason for Socrates’ rejection of earlier nature philosophy and cosmology is that
it is proper first to examine human things, which lie closer at hand, and also that the
lack of unanimity in the inquiries into these other matters shows that certainty evi-
dently cannot be attained there. The latter statement, of course, does not imply that
Socrates agreed with Protagoras’ skepticism.

3 Plato, Phaedrus, 229 E: aig €l ¢ aniotadv mpoofifg kara 10 €ik0g Ekaotov, dt’
aypolk@ TIvi coPiQ YPWUEVOS, TOAATS QUT® CYOATS OENOEL. €10l S mPOS TAVT
oVSauds €ott oYoAn. 10 8 aitiov, & pile, TovTOV T6dE" 0V SVvauai mw xaTd O
AgAgLov ypapua yvovar Euavtov: yelolov 81 1ot paivetar 100t €Tt ayvooivia
0ALotpra okonelyv. (“If anyone, because he does not believe in these [viz., the
strange and inexplicable creatures of mythology], attempts to give a probable expla-
nation of them with the aid of a rude wisdom, he would have to devote much leisure
time to it. I, however, have no time at all for such things. And this, my friend, is the
reason: I am not yet able to know myself, as the Delphic inscription enjoins, and it
seems to me ridiculous that anyone who does not yet have this knowledge should in-
quire into things that are of no concern to him.”)
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cosmic form. In an ethical-religious deepening of the form motive of the
religion of culture, Socrates now conceived it as the origin of the
kalokagathon, of the beautiful and good in the cosmos, which is insepa-
rably bound up with the truth sought by theoria.' It was he who was the
first to assert that the true, the good, and the beautiful are indissolubly
related to one another in theory. This important point will have to be re-
viewed extensively in the context of a critical investigation into the
so-called “transcendental determinations of being” in Aristotelian and
Thomistic metaphysics.

Even though it carried on the idea of the divine nous, Socrates’ position
represented a significant advance over that of Anaxagoras. In Anaxa-
goras’ theory of physis, the divine nous only provides the “initial impetus”
to the kinetic process that transforms the original chaos into a cosmos or
form-world. It appears to play no further role in the explanation of the
concrete phenomena of nature. In Socrates’ theoretical inquiry, however,
any satisfactory explanation of things must be teleological. His teleologi-
cal viewpoint gives constant theoretical expression to the form principle
of the religion of culture, which is understood here as the principle of for-
mation by the divine nous in accordance with a purposive design.

1 This is stated very clearly in Plato’s Phaedo, 97 B-C, where Plato put what is un-
doubtedly a genuine Socratic thought into the mouth of his master: ‘AAL" axovooag
Uév ot €x Pifliov tvdg, ag Egn, Avalaydpov avayryvdokoviog, Kai AEyoviog
WG dpa voUg E0TLV 0 SLAKOCUMY TE Kl TAVIOV ALTLOG, TVt 61 T altig 1jofnv e
Kai €50E€ ot pomov v €0 Eyety 0 TOV vouv glvar maviwv aitiov kai fynoduny
£l 7000 0Vt EYEl, TOV Y€ VOOV KOOUOUVTX TAVTO KOCUELY Kal EKaotov TLOgval
ravty orn av Pértior’ €yn. (“But when I once heard someone reading from a book,
as he said, by Anaxagoras, and asserting that nous is thus the ordering power and the
cause of all things, I rejoiced at this explanation, and it seemed to me in some sense
right that the cause of everything should be in nous. If this is so, I reflected, the or-
dering mind orders and disposes everything in the way that is best.”) Somewhat fur-
ther on (Phaedo 100 B), the good and the beautiful (xaAov-aya6ov), as super-
sensible form-powers, are used to demonstrate the ultimate cause of all things, and
lastly, the immortality of the rational soul. In this argument, only the elevation of the
kalov and aya@ov to the position of eternal, self-subsistent ideas may be ascribed to
Plato, and likewise the conception of the immortality of the human soul as a purely
thinking substance (although Socrates probably also believed in personal immortal-
ity). Socrates doubtless regarded the concept as the immutable ontic form of human
knowledge, exalted above the matter principle, which will lead humans to the dis-
covery of the true, the good, and the beautiful in the cosmos. Xenophon’s Memora-
bilia, 111, ix. 4 ff., confirms that for Socrates the criterion of wisdom and virtue lay
in the knowledge and application of the kalokagathon, the good and beautiful. Simi-
larly, in Memorabilia, IV, vi. 8, 9, the good is for Socrates identical with the beauti-
ful and the useful (@pérov, ypricwov). Ct. Plato, Protagoras, 333 D; 353 C ff,,
and Hippias Major, 297 A ff.

120



Reformation and Scholasticism in Philosophy — Volume I

¢.  The Socratic Method of Concept-Formation Is Religiously
Concentrated on the Divine Formative Power in the Idea of
the Kalokagathon. Socrates’ Maieutic Method

The entire Socratic dialectic, which aims to set limits to the epistemo-
logical nihilism of Sophism by means of the rational form of the con-
cept and thereby to deal a mortal blow to the sophistic matter principle
in its application to human knowledge, centers in a truly religious fash-
ion on the divine formative power of the kalokagathon, the divine idea
of the good and beautiful, in accordance with which all things have been
formed. Any concept that does not at least set us on the way toward dis-
covering how this idea comes to expression in the cosmos, that does not
set forth the end or purpose for which things are good, is in Socrates’
view completely worthless. And it is especially to the sphere of human
activity that he applies his dialectical method of what is called inductive
concept-formation.'

Greek theoria is thereby given an ethical religious twist, in which even
virtue is made to depend on theoretical conceptual knowledge, that is, on
Ocwpia as episteme, knowledge that aims at the truth.? In the final analy-
sis, however, it is the form motive of the religion of culture that remains in
control of Socratic ethics.

Plato reports in his Theaetetus that Socrates called his dialectical
method of concept-formation, which was designed to open up the way to
the virtuous life, the maieutic art (uorevtixn t€yvn), i.e., the art of the
midwife,’ a designation in which there was a meaning-laden allusion to
the profession of his mother. He often used this analogy, just as he also
made meaningful comparisons between his father’s work as a sculptor
and the “art” of the philosopher. Just as the obstetric art of the midwife
helps to bring a living being into the world, Socrates, as Plato has him say
in the above-mentioned dialogue, practices an intellectual maieutic or

1 See Aristotle, Metaphysics, A, 6. 987 b 1 ff.: Jwkpdrovg ¢ mept uev ta nbika
TPOYUOTEVOUEVOV, TTEPL OE Thg OANG PUOEWS 0VOEY, EV UEVTOL TOVTOLS TO KOO0V
{nrotvrog kol mepl opiou@v xioricavios mpdrov v didvoiav.... (“Since, how-
ever, Socrates concerned himself with ethical questions and left aside the whole of
nature, seeking the universal here [viz., in ethical questions], and was the first to di-
rect his attention to the determination of concepts [definitions]....”) See also Meta-

physics, N, 4. 1078 b 27 ff., and Xenophon, Memorabilia, 1. i. 16.
2 See Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, Z, 13, 1144 b 19 f.: [Zokpdtng] gpovijoeis deto

elval rdoag oG apeTdc...; ibid., 1. 30- Adyovs tag dpetas @eto eivar- (“Socrates
thought that conceptual insights contained all the virtues... he thought that the vir-
tues were concepts.”) This report of Aristotle is completely confirmed by what
Xenophon and Plato say concerning Socrates’ ethical ideas. Cf. Plato’s Protagoras,
356 D ff., where the art of virtuous living is called €mtorrjun (knowledge), and the
thesis is developed that no one who properly knows the good will choose the evil,

while good is seen to lie in what gives pleasure.
3 Plato, Theaetetus, 184 B.
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midwifery, in which he brings to the light of day thoughts with which his
partner in dialogue was already “pregnant.” The task of the discussion
leader is here essentially to give form to these thoughts with the aid of the
method of concept-formation focused on the idea of the good and the
beautiful. In the course of the dialogue, which is a true dia-legein (“speak-
ing through”) of the issue, things which are present in the other person in
what are as yet unclear representations are gradually brought into the clear
form of a theoretical concept. This process takes place under the condi-
tion, however, that the concept must be founded in the direct intuition of
the divine idea of the good and the beautiful. In this process, Socrates de-
sires also to learn from his discussion partner. For him dialogue is the path
of'a common search for the good, the true, and the beautiful. He neither of-
fers nor attempts to develop a philosophical system constructed in a
one-sided manner, like those of his great predecessors. And although au-
thentic Socratic dialogue never contains a concept that is completely
rounded out as a result of the dialectical interchange, Socrates never
leaves his pupils in the dark as to the method which, in his judgment, must
guide this concept-formation. This method is constantly turned in the di-
rection of the unique source and ultimate unity of virtue, the divine idea of
the good and the beautiful, which must serve as the hypothesis or founda-
tion of every concept.!

d. Socratic Irony

Socrates’ critical unmasking of the bogus wisdom of the Sophists plays
an important role in his dialectic. In his exchanges, he regularly begins
by protesting his own ignorance of the topic under discussion and by
appearing to recognize the deeper insight and superior wisdom of the
other person. He continues to maintain this attitude until his dialectical
investigation of the matter at issue, which inductively measures the gen-
eral definition presented by the sophistic interlocutor against established
concrete examples, exposes the professed knowledge of his partner in
dialogue as a mere semblance of wisdom. This is the “Socratic irony,”
the weapon that was the most feared by the younger Sophists of all
those that Socrates used in his disputations with them.” Socrates used
this procedure in his critical examination of the human being, which in
Plato’s dialogue Apology is called £ééraoic.’ This was the task to which
Socrates was convinced that he had been called by the Delphic Apollo,
in view of the oracular utterance that he was the wisest of all persons.

1 This is the meaning of Xenophon’s well-known statement (Memorabilia, IV, vi, 13)
that Socrates €zt tnv VGO0tV Enavijyev dv rnavte tov Aoyov (“that he would bring

every [sic] concept back to its hypothesis™.)
2 See, for example, Plato’s Republic, Book 1.
3 Plato, Apology, 22 E, 23 C ff.
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e. Socratic Theoria as the Path to True Virtue and Piety. The
Dynamic Character of the Socratic Concept in Its Directedness
toward the Divine Idea of the Good and the Beautiful. Plato’s
Euthyphro

By means of the rational form of the concept, Socrates attempts to put a
leash on sophistic eristic, which found its inspiration in the fluidity of
sense images and the ambiguity of words. Through this conceptual
form, theoria, as episteme or knowledge, becomes the way to true virtue
and piety; for in an intuitive, unitary (einheitlich) formal image, it
thereby remains focused on the divine form-giving idea of the good and
the beautiful. The term i6€a first appears in Plato’s dialogue Euthyphro,
and it is without question used there in this authentic Socratic sense.

It is striking that the Euthyphro allows for an i€ of piety as well as of
impiety. These are the source of the fixed shape or form present in all par-
ticular manifestations of these qualities.! As appears from the entire series
of the earlier, Socratic dialogues of Plato, such an idea is in essence the
corresponding intuitive formal image in the human soul of the idea of the
good and the beautiful. We shall return to this subject in our discussion of
Plato.

Just as the products of human cultural formation possess an agpern, a
virtue or efficacy toward a certain goal, which belongs to their essence
and concept, so the arefe or virtue of a person lies in correct conceptual
knowledge, which ascends from the fluid sense images subject to the mat-
ter principle to their fixed, rational conceptual form.? For Socrates, how-

1 Plato Euthyphro, 5 D: 1 00 1@UT0V €011V €V Tdon mPdEel T0 6010V QUTO QUT@" Kol
70 dvéctov b 100 ugv 66iov mavrog Evavriov, avto § avtd duotov kai £yov uiav
rv’ idéav kard v dvooiotnta mav & 1 mep dv uéAdn avdotov eivar; (“Is not pi-
ety one and the same as itself in every action, and, on the other hand, is not impiety
the opposite of all piety, but also like unto itself, with all that is impious having one
distinct idea with respect to its impiety?”’) Euthyphro answers this question in the af-
firmative, but after he then adduces a particular alleged instance of piety instead of
this single idea of the pious, Socrates corrects him with the words: “Remember that I
did not ask to be taught one or two instances of the many examples of piety, but just
that £idog [this is evidently here still completely identical with idéa] which makes
what is pious pious. For you said that there is one idea by which the impious is impi-
ous, and the pious pious.... Teach me, then, what this idea is, so that, by looking
upon it and using it as an example, I may declare those actions of you or anyone else
which resemble it to be pious, and those which do not resemble it not to be pious.”
Ibid., 6 D, E: Méuvnoor odv, 61 0b 10016 oot Siekedevdunv, év 1 i Svo ue
S16déor @V mOAA@V OGiwv, AL’ Exelvo avtod 10 €idog, & mavia ta dota Soid
gonv; épnoba ydp mov uid i6éq td T avéoia avdooia givar kai o dota dota.
..Tavtyv toivuv ue avrv didakov v idéav, tig mot’ €otiv, (v €ig €kelvnv
anofAénwv kai ypduevog avth rapadeiyuart, O uév dv torovtov j, dv év 1j v A
dAdog tig mpdrry, ¢ Sotov glvat, 6 & Av ur 010010V, U1 Y.

2 See Plato’s Gorgias, 506 D, and his Republic, book I, 352 D ff. Every thing per-
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ever, this conceptual form is no static form of being like that of Par-
menides. It is not metaphysical in character. It is, instead, the reflection
within human thought of a rational world-order that is accepted in faith, an
order that originates in the divine nous and that forms all things according
to a purposive plan and design. The Socratic concept, therefore, is more of
a method than a definitive result of thought. It always retains an inner
plasticity and dynamic by virtue of its directedness toward the divine,
form-giving idea of the good and the beautiful, the goal toward which hu-
man knowledge, with all of its limitations, must seek to penetrate more
and more.

Socrates wrote no philosophical books or treatises. His living dialogues
and his personal presence were the sole means by which he influenced his
contemporaries, and his powerful personality made him a conspicuous
paragon of a life that conformed to the form motive of the religion of cul-
ture, in the more profound ethical-religious sense that he had given it.

f. The Socratic Daimonion and Its Significance for
Post-Socratic Anthropology

Socrates was firmly convinced that no one who had come to a correct
theoretical conceptual knowledge of the good and the beautiful would
do what is ethically wrong. By its very nature, virtue is one and is teach-
able. Theoria has both the duty and the ability to form human beings.
Anyone who strives after self-knowledge, which in essence consists in
knowledge of the good and the beautiful, and who in a methodical theo-
retical manner directs his thought toward the formative power of the di-
vine nous, as this is manifested in a teleological, rational world-order,
also hears the voice of this divine nous within himself, as a daimonion
that restrains him from taking wrong courses of action and that instills
in him the proper tact in his practical conduct. Socrates himself declared
repeatedly that his daimonion was a great support to him in life.!
Eudaimonia is the blissful state of the soul in which it lives in harmony
with its daimonion. Every person has his or her own daimonion, as a
practical-rational intuition of what is good and beautiful in concrete ac-
tivity.

We are not presented here with a metaphysical theory of the immortal,
rational soul. It is clear, nevertheless, that Socrates’ conception of his
daimonion points to a divine soul-power that actually constitutes the
deepest, immortal identity of a person. It is this that imparts to his nature

forms its task and vocation through a certain arete or virtue, and so also the human

soul, which has as its arefe the conceptual knowledge of justice.
1 See Plato, Apology, 31 D; Phaedrus, 242 B; and Xenophon, Memorabilia, 1V, viii,

S.
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the rational, supersensible form' that in its most perfect realization be-
longs to the deity itself. It can clearly be seen here how Greek theoria en-
ters the way of critical self-reflection, relating self-knowledge to a con-
ception of the deity that had been gained by way of a deepening of the
form motive of the religion of culture. Even though he did not directly
combat the polytheistic beliefs of the people, and in spite of the fact that he
continued to participate faithfully in the official cult of the polis, Socrates’
theoretical contemplation of the teleological world-order nevertheless
aligned his thought by and large with Anaxagoras’ conception of the one
divine nous as the demiurge or origin of all form.?

g. Socrates as the “Outstanding Citizen of the Athenian Polis.”
The Religious Foundation of Obedience to the Laws

Since this religious motive so completely dominated his life, Socrates
was fully aware of the obligation which membership in the Athenian
polis, the vehicle of the culture religion, placed upon him. Unlike
Protagoras, he did not regard political ability as the common property of
mankind. For him it was only those who had been made wise through
their expertise in episfeme who were called to govern. He rejected,
therefore, the democratic form of government. Nevertheless, as a matter
of heartfelt conviction, he submitted himself, like the Sophist, to the
laws of the polis. He had much stronger grounds for doing this than
Protagoras did, however, for he had completely separated the form mo-
tive of the religion of culture from the matter motive of physis and, fol-
lowing Anaxagoras, had assigned it its origin in the divine nous.

In consequence, Socrates was fully prepared, as Protagoras was not, to
accept the full implications of his view of citizenship in the Athenian
polis. When in the year 399 B. C. the infamous trial was conducted against
him, which resulted in his condemnation to drink the poisonous hemlock,
he refused to take advantage of the opportunity offered him to escape and
save his life. By acquiescing to the death sentence, he wanted to show his
judges that he was indeed the “outstanding citizen” of the cultural center
of Athens. At the same time, by this act, he threw a glaring light on the in-
ternal crisis of the Athenian state, which no longer had a place for its best
citizen.

The life of Socrates formed a truly critical turning point in Greek

thought, a key factor in which was the powerful influence exerted by his
personal example. The way of self-critique had been entered. Thus, even

1 See Xenophon, Memorabilia, IV, iii, 14. On the meaning of Plato’s “eudaemonism,”
cf. in this connection Julius Stenzel, Studien zur Entwicklung der Platonischen
Dialektik von Sokrates zu Aristoteles (2nd enlarged ed.; Leipzig and Bern: B. G.

Teubner, 1931), p. 12.
2 See Xenophon, Memorabilia, 1, iv, 5-7. In Memorabilia, 1V, iii, 13, there appears a

certain compromise with polytheism.
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when Greek philosophy after Socrates addresses itself again to the prob-
lems of physis and the metaphysical forms of being, this inquiry no longer
has the same form as in pre-Socratic philosophy. There is a continuing in-
fluence of the critical tendency of Socratic dialectic, which always places
self-knowledge and knowledge of the deity at the center of attention. This
dialectic will continue to make itself felt; indeed, it was destined eventu-
ally to bring the polar dualism of the religious ground-motive to pregnant
philosophical expression also in Greek anthropology.
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Part 11

THE DIALECTICAL DEVELOPMENT IN
PLATO’S THOUGHT UNDER THE PRIMACY OF
THE FORM MOTIVE OF THE RELIGION OF
CULTURE

Introduction

The Origin of Plato’s Theory of Ideas

1. General Description of the Mutually Antagonistic Motives
in Plato’s Thought. The Socratic Form Motive in the
Earliest Dialogues, as the Idea of the Good and the
Beautiful

The Socratic standpoint gave rise to various diverging schools that were
motivated by a one-sided interest in practical ethical questions. These
continued to hold in part to the sophistic homo mensura rule within the
theoretical realm; nevertheless, in practical, ethical matters, with which
they were unduly preoccupied, they sought in various ways to maintain
the Socratic idea of self-control and the unity and teachability of virtue
and to develop these within their own line of thought. The critical turn-
about occasioned by the Socratic teaching also provided the matrix,
however, for the trend in Greek thought toward the classical form-real-
ism of Plato and Aristotle, in which it reached its greatest height.

The metaphysical line that had momentarily been interrupted in the
Sophists and Socrates is then resumed. The form motive of the culture re-
ligion, which has now been deepened by the Socratic idea of the good and
the beautiful (the kalokagathon), is once again focused on the theoretical
comprehension of true being in its opposition to the flux of becoming
within the realm of Aule or matter. In Socrates, furthermore, physis had
been pushed into the background. Now it reappears as a theoretical pro-
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blem. There is a departure from the view of the Sophists, according to
which physis was regarded as pure hule, in which everything is subject to
the flux of becoming. Now the aim is to conceive this physis in what has
the appearance of a synthesis between the form motive of the culture reli-
gion and the matter motive, a synthesis that allows the Socratic idea of the
kalokagathon to come to full development.

In Plato and Aristotle, the matter principle was emptied once and for all
of its divine character. For these thinkers, all that is divine is concentrated
in the nous, as the form principle of the true, good, and beautiful, which
has been purified of any admixture with the chaotic matter principle. For
them too, as also for the Pythagoreans, the Eleatics, Heraclitus, and
Anaxagoras, philosophical fswpic (theoria) is the only true path along
which one may come into religious contact with the deity. In the words
which Plato ascribes to Socrates in the Phaedo, “To approach the race of
the gods, however, is granted to none but the philosophers, who through
philosophy strive for wisdom and, completely purified by the latter, de-
part from life.”! This theoria, however, as Plato and Aristotle conceived
it, has traversed the Socratic route of critical self-reflection and has eman-
cipated itself from the naturalistic conceptions of the divine form princi-
ple.

Plato and Aristotle were nevertheless unable to abolish the polar dual-
ism in the ground-motive of Greek thought. Already in the initial stage of
development of Plato's theory of ideas, this dualism is intensified in an al-
most unbearable religious tension, which gives new expression to the Or-
phic-Pythagorean dualism between the heavenly sphere of light and the
dark earthly sphere. In this development Plato indeed broke out of the
framework of the naturalistic conception; he did not, however, eliminate
the dualism. In fact, he went on immediately to elaborate it philosophi-
cally in a sharply dualistic anthropology.

Together with his revered teacher Socrates, Plato tracked down the mat-
ter principle — like a “hunted animal,” to use his own expression in the
Sophist — in its detested incarnation in the Sophist art of argumentation.
He did this, however, only to discover in the end that his quarry had taken
refuge in an dropov torov, a place where the rights of the apeiron cannot
be contested.?

No previous thinker wrestled through the dialectical tensions of the reli-
gious ground-motive of Greek philosophy as Plato did. In this respect, his
position within the history of Greek thought corresponds to that in modern
times of Immanuel Kant, who grappled with similar intensity with the dia-

1 Plato, Phaedo, 82 B (cap. 32): Eig 6 ye Oewv yévog un ¢tlocopricavt koi
TavIE s kaBap@d aniovl 0v Oguis agikveiobar oAl 1 1@ PLAouabel.

2 Plato, Sophist, 239 C: eic dropov 0 cogiotng tomov katadédvke. In 236 D of the
Sophist, Plato speaks of an dmopov eidog (aporon eidos), where the Sophist, who
with his pseudo-knowledge remains completely within the apeiron or the un dv, has
taken refuge (kararnégevyev).
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lectical ground-motive of modern humanistic philosophy, namely, that of
nature and freedom.

Plato was born ca. 427 B.C. to a highly distinguished Athenian family,
whose paternal line went back to the Attic king Codrus. Drapides, a rela-
tive of the renowned statesman Solon, was a maternal ancestor. In Plato's
own day, the family was prominent in political affairs in the persons of
Critias, who was a member of the government of Thirty, and Charmides,
who was one of the ten men of the Piracus. In his youth, Plato was intro-
duced to the philosophy of Heraclitus by Cratylus, a pupil of the obscure
thinker of Ephesus. At the age of twenty, he came into contact with Socra-
tes, although he probably was not accepted into the more intimate circle of
the latter’s students.! He maintained this relationship until the time of his
master’s death.

The death of Socrates formed the crucial turning point in Plato’s life.
About 28 years old at the time, Plato first set out with other disciples of
Socrates for Megara. There he came into contact with Eucleides, the
founder of the so-called Megarian school, who attempted to combine Soc-
rates’ idea of the kalokagathon with the Eleatic ontology of Parmenides.
Thus the influence of Parmenides, which would be of such great impor-
tance for the development of his theory of ideas, must already have
touched Plato here. After this came his journey to southern Italy and Sic-
ily. In southern Italy he came into more intimate contact with the Pythago-
rean school, with which he had probably already had some contact in
Greece, and this led to a close relationship with the Pythagorean thinker
and statesman Archytes. This also was to have decisive significance for
the development of Plato’s thought in both its mathematical and its mysti-
cal-religious aspects. At the same time, his political interests, which, as
appears from his seventh letter, were already very strong in his youth, re-
ceived a powerful stimulus both through his contact with the Pythagorean
circle and through his residence at the court of Dionysius, the tyrant of
Syracuse, where he struck up a friendship with the latter’s brother-in-law
Dion and managed to win him over to his own ideas. This first sojourn at
the court of the tyrant ended in dramatic fashion with the sale of the ap-
proximately forty-year-old thinker in the slave market of Aegina, likely in
connection with the hostilities that had broken out between Athens and
Aegina. He was, however, ransomed by a certain Anniceris of Cyrene.

After returning to his native city, Plato founded about 387 B.C. his re-
nowned Academy. This was an essentially religious association, which
was centered in a communal cult of the Muses. As had also been the case
in the Pythagorean order, philosophy and the communal study of the spe-
cial sciences such as mathematics, astronomy, and physics were also car-
ried on within this religious framework. For the first twenty years after the

1 See the Introduction of John Burnet, Phaedo (Oxford, 1911), p. xxvi.
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founding of the Academy, Plato was able to devote himself without inter-
ruption to his school. During this time the latter flourished mightily, also
as a training center for statesmen.

Then, about 367 B.C., Plato undertook his second journey to Syracuse,
after the younger Dionysius had succeeded his father as tyrant. Dion
hoped that through Plato he might influence the youthful ruler to intro-
duce a government based on law, which would guarantee the freedoms of
the people. This second journey, however, also ended in failure. The court
clique in Syracuse managed to turn the young tyrant against Dion, who
was subsequently banished. Plato himself was sent back to Athens, after
the outbreak of war in Sicily, with the promise that both he and Dion
would be called back to Syracuse after peace had been restored.

It would appear that during this second sojourn at the court of Syracuse
Plato had already prepared a scheme of legislation for the Greek cities that
were to be newly established in Sicily. It seems that he had also partially
drafted the so-called prooemia or introductions to the laws, which he later
worked out in independent form in the Laws, the great dialogue written in
his very old age.

The third trip to Sicily then followed between 361 and 360 B.C., and
this likewise turned out to be a bitter disappointment for the elderly
thinker. It undoubtedly contributed toward his substitution of a more so-
ber, empirically oriented conception of the organization of the polis for
the vision of the ideal state, framed completely in terms of the theory of
ideas, which had been outlined in his Republic.

In its development, Plato’s philosophy reflects all of the influences
which he underwent in the course of his life, as I have briefly summarized
it above. Cardinally, there is in his thought a complication and intensifica-
tion of the tension between the form and matter motives, which is ac-
counted for by his adding to the legacy left him by Socrates.

Although Plato’s conception of the form motive was influenced by the
Socratic method of concept-formation, which had always retained a dy-
namic ethical tendency through its religious concentration on the
form-power of the idea of the true, good, and beautiful in the divine nous,
this was joined by the influence of the static, mathematical conception of
the form principle as this was conceived in the Eleatic school and in the
more recent Pythagorean movement, which had followed the Eleatics in
this direction. In addition, the Orphic-Pythagorean dualism regarding soul
and body had already taken hold of Plato at an early point in his develop-
ment.

Indeed, through the influence of Socrates, the form motive of the reli-
gion of culture, in its deepened ethical-religious sense, attained the uncon-
tested primacy in Plato’s thought. This was the case, even though a ten-
sion arose within this form motive itself between the dynamic and the
static conception of it. Over against this, however, the Heraclitean con-
ception of the matter principle, which Plato had accepted from the time of
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his youth, continued to dominate the other pole of his thought.! Under the
influence of Orphism, this led to a polar dualism in his conception of the
relation between the form and matter principles, which seemed at first to
rule out any attempt at synthesis.

It is only when all these influences have been combined within the com-
pass of Plato’s thought that he arrives at the first outline of his theory of
ideas. Although he marks out a course all his own here, the various lines of
thought continue to stand irreconcilably opposed to one another. From
now on, this theory of ideas itself becomes entangled in the religious dia-
lectic of the Greek ground-motive, and as it develops, Plato’s thought is
driven from one stage to the next, without ever coming to rest in a finished
system such as that of his student Aristotle in his final period.

In order to expound his ideas in writing, Plato chose to make use of the
dialogue form that Socrates had introduced into verbal philosophical dis-
cussion. The only exceptions to this are his Apology and those of his let-
ters that have been preserved.

His early works, the Apology of Socrates, the Crito, the lon, the
Protagoras, the Laches, the Charmides, Book 1 of the Republic, the
Euthyphro, and the Lysis, which were probably written shortly after the
death of Socrates, merely repeat the Socratic line of thought, giving to it
an aesthetic cast and form that is typically Platonic. Physis and the prob-
lem of the metaphysical forms of being do not yet play a role here.? As in
Socrates’ own thought, theoria is wholly concentrated on the deeper unity
of virtue, the latter being accessible only to a “conceptual ethics,” to bor-
row a term from Theodor Gomperz,’ since it can only be learned by way
of theoria. The ultimate issue in these youthful, Socratic dialogues, how-
ever, is not the logical side of definition, its conceptual form as such, no
more than this had been the final concern of Socrates himself. That which
the conceptual form only approximates inadequately, and, in fact, is never
able to define conclusively, must become the object of active contempla-
tion in the idea of the good and the beautiful, that is, in an adequate image
of the divine idea, which is mirrored in the religious center of the human
soul.

The route of the logical concept, indeed, continually leads through di-
versity. By logic we can only approach virtue in its unity by way of a di-

1 Cf. Aristotle, Metaphysics, A, 6 987 a, at the end of the section, where he says: “For
having already very early in his first period become familiar with Cratylus and with
the view of Heraclitus that all sensible things are in constant flux and that there ex-
ists no knowledge of them, he [viz., Plato] also held fast to this view in later years.”
The reader is further referred to this entire sixth chapter for its analysis of the So-
cratic and Pythagorean lines in Plato’s thought and of the Platonic conception of the

matter principle.

2 With the exception of an allusion to Empedocles’ and Heraclitus’ conception of
physis in the Lysis (214 B-216 B, caps. 10-13).

3 Editorial note (RK): In his first period, Gomperz says, Plato comes on the scene as a
Begriffsethiker. Gomperz, Griechische Denker, 11, 234.
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versity of virtues, e.g., bravery, justice, piety, wisdom. Precisely for this
reason, however, such a method of definition, which pulls virtue asunder,
can only become fruitful when, in a religious comprehensive vision (syn-
opsis), it fixes its gaze on the divine archetype of the good and the beauti-
ful. This is a vision that transcends the concept; but it is necessary, if we
are to know the indivisible essence of virtue in its deeper unity.

At this point in Plato’s development, there is as yet no trace of his later
theory of ideas, with its characteristic tension between the dynamic-So-
cratic and the Eleatic-Pythagorean conception of the principle of form.
What has been singled out here, especially in the Euthyphro,' as the first
dawning of this theory, is in fact nothing other than the Socratic idea of the
good and beautiful. In itself this idea has no relation to the metaphysical
conception of the Platonic eide. One can view it as the initial phase of the
typically Platonic theory of ideas only if he has confused idea and eidos in
Plato’s later thought.

a. The Socratic 1dea in the Euthyphro

I have already drawn attention to the Euthyphro, the dialogue of Plato in
which there is the first instance of his use of the terms eidos and idea.
Here there is an attempt to obtain a conceptual definition of the virtue of
piety. The path of conceptual determination, however, only leads to a
knowledge of the distinguishing features which set piety off from the
other virtues. This path must indeed be taken; but so long as it is merely
the path of logical distinction, it does not lead to the desired goal.

After it has become clear that the attempts of the interlocutor Euthyphro
to give a suitable definition of piety are moving aimlessly in a circle, Soc-
rates himself proposes that what is pious be defined as a part of justice. He
then invites Euthyphro to ascertain more closely what part of justice it is.?
When the latter then defines piety as that part of justice which pertains to
the Oewv Beparneia, the care of the gods, whereas the other part governs
one’s relations with his fellow men, Socrates points out that the aim of all
care is the welfare and the improvement of that toward which it is di-
rected. The gods, however, cannot be benefited or improved by the piety
of men. In order to evade this objection, Euthyphro proceeds to take the
word Oepaneia in a narrower sense and to define it as a service which one
renders to the gods as a slave to his master.® All service, however, pertains
to some work in which the servant helps his master. But what is the work,
Socrates asks, in which those who are pious help the gods? What is the
sum of the many noble things that the gods produce by their work? When
Euthyphro responds with a rambling exposition that fails to address itself
to the question, Socrates remarks: “Surely, dear Euthyphro, you could
have told me the sum (70 kegddaiov) of what I asked for [viz., the noble

1 E.g., Ueberweg-Praechter, Grundriss der Geschichte der Philosophie des Altertums,
p. 250.

2 Plato, Euthyphro, 12 E.

3 Ibid., 13 D.
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works of the gods toward which the pious contribute] in far fewer words if
you had wished. But it is clear that you have no desire to instruct me on
this point. For now, when you were right by the goal, you turned away
from my question.”! Had Euthyphro simply answered “the good (and
beautiful),” Socrates would have indeed been satisfied with the brand of
conceptual definition that was now at last being undertaken.?

In this way, by means of relating the distinguishing concept to the di-
vine idea of the kalokagathon, this concept would have been focused on
the essence and deeper unity of all virtue, of which piety would have ap-
peared simply as a particular manifestation. Now, since Euthyphro fails to
arrive at the point of focusing the concept on the divine idea, but contin-
ues to search only for external distinguishing features of virtue, Socrates
states that he is compelled, as questioner, to follow the course that
Euthyphro himself has set in his answers. Consequently, he proposes that
piety be defined as a science of sacrifice and prayer, that is, as a science of
giving and asking, a definition that he immediately reformulates with bit-
ing sarcasm as “a sort of art of mutual commerce between gods and men.””
Socrates then relates this definition to one which Euthyphro had already
given, namely, that piety consists in that which is pleasing to the gods.
This definition had already been refuted by pointing out its circularity.
For the quality of being pleasing to the gods cannot define the nature of pi-
ety, since, conversely, what is pious can only be pleasing to the gods, and
thus form the object of their desire, just because it is pious.

I have given this brief résumé of the method of concept formation em-
ployed in this dialogue only because it is typical of nearly all of the dia-
logues belonging to the first stage of Plato’s thought. Furthermore, this
method casts light on what the terms idea and eidos, which are used in this
dialogue for the first time, meant during this beginning stage.

It is evident that both terms must be understood in the sense that Socra-
tes tried in vain to make clear to Euthyphro in the course of their discus-
sion. They are the intuitive formal image within the human soul of the one
divine idea of the good and the beautiful, which first gives to particular
expressions of piety the lasting ontic form of virtue. Clearly, therefore, the
word eidos in 6 D cannot have the meaning of mathematical structure, as
Peter Brommer thinks;* instead, it must coincide in meaning with the
word idea. For, from the very beginning, the discussion leader, Socrates,
places virtue in sharp opposition to all mathematical and natural scientific
concerns. The basic difference between them is seen to lie in the fact that,
whereas in scientific discussions of the latter agreement can quickly be
reached by means of counting, measuring, and weighing, matters such as

1 Ibid., 14 C: xei yap viv éneidn érx’ avtd foba, anetpdrov (the last sentence of the
quotation in the text).

2 This is also correctly noted by Ueberweg-Praechter, op. cit., p. 251.

3 Plato, Euthyphro, 14 E.

4 Peter Brommer, EIAOZX et IAEA : étude sémantique et chronologique des oeuvres de

Platon (dissertation, University of Utrecht; Assen, 1940), p. 8.
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right and wrong, beauty and ugliness, and good and evil are the occasion
for differences of opinion that lead to enmity.'

b. The Eidos as the Arete of the Object of Knowledge

Julius Stenzel has likewise pointed out that in the original, Socratic
phase of Plato’s thought, the conception of the eidos still coincides with
the idea of the good and beautiful,” and that insofar as there is at this
time a multiplicity of eide, these are all joined to the idea of the good in
the concept of aperr. Here the eidos is nothing else than the arefe of
that which forms the object of knowledge. It is that for which the latter
is “good,” that in which its entire essence is concentrated in an intu-
itively observable type. In the well-known statement of the Gorgias,
503 e, arefe, as 10 £xdorov £pyov, that which makes possible a specific
accomplishment, is brought into direct connection with the eidos as the
observable form of a cultural product.’

2. The Rise of the Metaphysical Theory of the Eide and the
Dialectical Tension between the Static and the Dynamic
Form Motive (Eidos and Idea). The Dialogues of the
Transition Period

a. The Origin of the Platonic Theory of Ideas Lies in the
Conjunction of the Socratic Idea of the Kalokagathon with
the Eide or Static Ontic Forms of Things. The Pregnant
Meaning of the Terms Eidos and ldea in the Platonic
Theory of Ideas

When the theory of ideas comes to actual expression in Plato’s thought,
gidoc (eidos) and i6éa (idea) in their pregnant philosophical sense are
no longer identical for him, even though they are not always used termi-
nologically with a fixed meaning. As they are first conceived, the eide
are the static ontic forms of things. In Plato’s metaphysics, they are
transcendent to the changing phenomenal forms of the sense world,
which are enclosed in the Heraclitean stream of becoming, and they lie
at the foundation of the latter, as their immutable ontic grounds (eiziot).
These eide are conceived in accordance with the Eleatic model of the
form of being, which was naturalistic and geometrical in origin and
which became compatible only in the later Pythagorean schools with the
conception of number as the invariant ontic ground of the sensible
world of forms. By contrast, the idea in its pregnant sense continues to
preserve the dynamic character of the Socratic dialectic. It is in origin

1 Cf. Plato, Euthyphro, 7 C {f.

2 Julius Stenzel, Studien zur Entwicklung der Platonischen Dialektik von Sokrates zu
Aristoteles (Leipzig and Berlin; 2nd ed., 1931), pp. 8 ff.

3 Plato, Gorgias, 503 E: donep kai ol dAlot mavieg Snuiovpyol PAEROVIES TPOS TO
avTev €pyov €K00T0S OVK EIK)] EKAEYOUEVOS TPOCYEPEL O TPOCPEPEL TPOG
T00pyoV 10 aVT0U, AAA Srws Gv €180¢ TL avTd oYf] T0070, 6 Epydletar.
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the divine idea of the good and the beautiful, in which the entire
form-power of the divine nous is concentrated, as it were, into the pri-
mordial design according to which the cosmos has been formed. The di-
rect, intuitive reflection of this idea appears within human thought in
the process by which the concept is concentrated on this origin and
unity of all form, which comes to expression in an unmediated compre-
hensive vision of the deeper origin and unity of the objects of definition.
Plato also applies the term i6€a to this comprehensive vision itself.

Brommer’s understanding of this distinction between eidos and idea is
to my mind substantially correct, and this is no small merit of his impor-
tant dissertation, to which reference has already been made. It seems to
me, however, that he takes too little notice of the fact that the divine idea is
the point of central, original unity. Furthermore, he erroneously locates
the origin of the Platonic eide in the purely Pythagorean line of thought.'
As we have seen earlier, the Pythagorean principle of form, in its original
conception, was not at all static; it became this only through the influence
of the Eleatic critique. Brommer’s view of the eidos as a static “structure”
also falls short of the truth. By its very nature a structure is a unity in mul-
tiplicity, and as such it is not metaphysical in character. The eidos, by con-
trast, is an absolutely unitary (einheitliche) ontic form. Just like
Parmenides’ form of being it excludes all inner diversity, and precisely for
this reason it stands in direct relation to theoretical intuition, since the con-
cept cannot reach to the underlying unity of the distinguished features.

Plato’s theory of ideas arises only when the idea, as the original unity of
all cosmic form, is conjoined to the diversity of the self-contained eide. In
the pregnant sense of the word, there is only one idea; but there are many
eide. As Plato first conceived them, the eide are the static forms belonging
to the noumenal realm of true being, that is, the world that is accessible
only to theoretical thought. They serve as the pattern according to which
the world of transitory sense objects is formed. The idea of the good and
beautiful, in contrast, transcends the diversity of the inherently rigid and
inert eide. It does not belong to the world of the static ontic forms; rather,
it is in a sense the divine synopsis or unified vision of true being on the
part of the divine nous, a vision that is focused through one divine proto-
or original form to which all the eide are concentrically related. As is evi-
dent in both the Republic and the Philebus, this idea is active and effective
as the living proto-form of the divine nous, in which all sense objects par-
ticipate in their transitory forms, for it embraces all real being in the com-
prehensive vision of divine thought and manifests itself as a divine
dunamis in the purposive, rational world order. It is as such the embodi-
ment of the form motive of the religion of culture in its deepened ethi-
cal-religious sense. The eide, by contrast, in their rigidity and inertness,

1 Brommer, op. cit., p. 12.
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still display some influence of the naturalistic form principle of the Eleatic
ontology, which was deprived of all dynamism and life. At least in their
original conception, they therefore are not controlled by Anaxagoras’ di-
vine nous, with its purposive design; they are rather subject to Ananke in
the metaphysical-logical sense that we have met in Parmenides’ ontology.
They form the Gegenstand of theoretical thought, and they can never be
reduced to the theoretical-logical function of thought. In metaphysical
fashion, however, Plato ascribes to them an existence in themselves (ka6’
avtov). That is, he absolutizes them to the position of essences that exist
independently of the theoretical Gegenstand relation. In their rigid self-
containment and absolutized status, they mutually exclude one another,
and so long as they repose within themselves as static ontic grounds, they
can never be reconciled to each other in accordance with the Heraclitean
conception of the unity of opposites.

This original tension between idea and eidos forms the initial source of
the internal dialectic of the Platonic theory of ideas. The noumenal world
of the eide comes to stand between the Socratic method of concept forma-
tion and the idea, which forms the anhypotheton of all logical concepts.
As a supersensible ontic form in its presumed inner fundamental unity, the
eidos t0o is an object of direct intuitive contemplation and is the hypothe-
sis or foundation of the distinguishing concept. Theoretical concept for-
mation threatens to become rigid, however, if it is focused exclusively on
the isolated ontic form in its presumed self-sufficiency. For in its alleged
absoluteness, an eidos is a form that simply excludes all other eide; more-
over, in itself it does not provide any access to the idea as the proto- or
original form of all being. Mere “eidetics” can only disperse theoretical
thought in an unreconciled multiplicity of ontic forms which seem to re-
quire no origin, and it prevents theory from concentrating its gaze on the
original unity of all form in the divine idea. Thus it cannot find the way
that was pointed out by Socrates in his method of critical self-reflection.

Any retreat to the unity of the form of being (ontic form) as this had
been conceived by Eleatic metaphysics was already cut off for Plato, pre-
cisely because of the influence of Socrates." For this rigid unity, which ex-
cluded in principle any plurality of ontic forms, had been gained by
Pswpia, only by way of a lack of insight into the nature of the theoretical
Gegenstand relation. In his Charmides, Plato had perceptively examined
this relation, in its opposition to the mode of thought which returns into it-
self.? The Socratic route of self-reflection thus brought with it the neces-
sity of abandoning the Eleatic One. The thinking selthood cannot recog-

1 Translator's note: 1 have translated the Dutch term “zijnsvorm” as “form of being”
and “ontic form.” The two terms are equivalent, which is evident from their juxtapo-

sition here.
2 Plato, Charmides, 167 C ff.
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nize itself in the geometrical, spherical ontic form of being of the celestial
vault.

For Plato’s theory of ideas, therefore, it became a matter of life and
death to suffuse the newly introduced metaphysical world of the eide with
the Socratic idea. The first question to be asked was whether the eide
themselves derive their being from the divine idea of the good and beauti-
ful, or whether the divine nous finds the eide, as original form-models,
standing over against itself as a given reality that is in essence independ-
ent of the divine idea. The second question was how a synthesis could be
effected between the form motive manifested in the world of the eide and
the Heraclitean matter principle of eternal flux. These two problems form
the major theme of Plato’s dialectic whenever this is applied to the meta-
physical realm of the eide, and, in this application, the earlier, Socratic
conception of dialectic — the common search by means of question and an-
swer for the universally valid conceptual form, which is founded in intu-
itive contemplation of the divine idea — is given a new metaphysical twist.

The Orphic-Pythagorean dualism between the earthly sphere of eter-
nally flowing physis and the supraterrestrial sphere of the luminous starry
heavens, which had already obtained a hold on Plato’s thought before the
development of the theory of ideas proper, introduced a further complica-
tion and source of tension into this theory. In Plato’s theory of ideas this
dualism came to expression in a polar opposition between the noumenal
world of the eide and the sense world of transitory objects. On the anthro-
pological level, it was given a sharper focus in the opposition between the
thinking, immortal soul, on the one hand, the vehicle of fempic, which
has an inner kinship with the world of the eide, and, on the other hand, the
impure, earthly material body, which hinders the soul in its contemplation
of the eternal, luminous ontic forms.

This dualism could only heighten the inner tension between eidos and
idea. For, as the divine form-giving principle, the Socratic idea is neces-
sarily related to the sensible cosmos, even though it is itself exalted above
the matter principle of eternal flux. The Orphic dualism and the dualistic
separation of a metaphysical world of eide from a sensory world of phe-
nomena are equally foreign to this idea.

To the degree that the theory of the eide has not been completely suf-
fused by the Socratic idea, and the kinship between the immortal anima
rationalis and the fixed metaphysical ontic forms is placed in the fore-
ground, the human soul itself threatens to become petrified into a static
eidos, a chimerical eidolon, divorced from the ever-flowing living stream
of physis. Then the original Orphic-Pythagorean form principle, which in
spite of everything remained rooted in the Dionysian matter principle, is
forced to retreat before the Eleatic conception of ontic form. A dangerous
flirtation with the Eleatic thesis that like is known only by like, which
Empedocles had worked out in his own fashion, leads Plato to the conclu-
sion that the thinking soul must share in the immobility that characterizes
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the eide and that applies even to the eidos of “life in itself.” Hereby, mo-
mentarily at least, the path of critical self-reflection seems to have been
abandoned. The theoretical thought-function of the soul almost becomes
identified in Eleatic fashion with its metaphysically conceived Gegen-
stand, the world of the eide. As soon as theoria again concentrates its gaze
on the divine idea, however, the static conception of the soul is abandoned
and the theory of the eide is charged with a new dynamism.

There are six dialogues which belong to Plato’s transition period, : the
Gorgias, the Meno, the Euthydemus, the Hippias Minor and the Cratylus.
In three of these, the Gorgias, the Meno, and the Cratylus, it is possible to
trace the gradual rise of the theory of ideas through the conjunction of all
the influences mentioned above.

The Gorgias, which starts with the problem of the nature and value of
the rhetoric promoted by the Sophists and climaxes by positing a sharp an-
tithesis between the sophistic worldview and Socratic theory, is the first
dialogue to evince the influence of Orphic-Pythagorean ideas. Over
against the worldview of the later Sophists, who regarded uninhibited pur-
suit of pleasure as the highest aim, Socratic theory is here described as the
pursuit of the good (and beautiful) for its own sake as the final goal. The
sophistic matter principle, which pits human physis as a chaotic rheuston
against the nomos of the polis, is countered by the form principle of the re-
ligion of culture, a principle of measure, harmony, and order. Any orator
who aspires to influence the human soul must take it upon himself to form
it by instilling into it the above virtues. And since a life in accordance with
measure, order, and harmony is equivalent to a life in accordance with law
(vouog), the task of the orator is to educate the soul for justice and temper-
ance. The perfect good lies in the full embodiment of measure.

This entire exposition is still genuinely Socratic and, taken by itself,
does not yet betray any Pythagorean influence. For, as we have seen ear-
lier, the form principle of measure and harmony did not originate in
Pythagoreanism; rather, it is the ground-motive of the religion of culture
itself. The latter had become deeply rooted in the Greek way of life. All

1 Plato, Gorgias, 506 D, E: ‘AAda uev 6n 1 ye apetn €kAoTov Kol OKEVOVS Kol
oduarog kot yuync av kai {Pov navidg, ovy oltwog ik KdAAoTa mapaylyveTat,
alda tdéer kat opBoTnTL KAl TEYVY, 1Tl EKACTR AmOdESoTaL VTV .... Tdéel dpa
TETAYUEVOV KOl KEKOOUTUEVOY E0Tiv 1] apeTn Ekdorov. (“But this virtue of each
thing, of an implement, the body, the soul, and also of every living being, is surely
not given to it in excellent measure at random, but in accordance with law and rule
and the art that is imparted to each of them....Consequently, the virtue of each thing
consists in something determined and well-ordered according to a rule.”) See fur-
ther, Gorgias, 506 E: Kai wuyn dp’ [] kdouov éyovoa 1ov €autii queivov g
aKoounTov.... AAla unv 1 ye koouov €yovoa kooula... H 6 ye koouia
oadgpwv.... H dpa odppwv wuyn ayadn. (“And a soul which is well-ordered is better
than that which is unordered... But the well-ordered is surely that in which order pre-
vails.... The well-ordered is the temperate, however.... The temperate soul is thus
good.”)
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that the Pythagorean school did was to give it a mathematical character by
incorporating it into the principle of number.

At the close of the dialogue, however, this basic Socratic thought is
brought into connection with the Orphic-Pythagorean conception of the
immortality of the soul as the vehicle of theoria, and also with the beliefin

a supraterrestrial world and a judgment of the souls in Hades in accor-
dance with true Justlce which on earth is often confused with a mere sem-
blance of justice.! The dualism between the realm of true being and the
world of sensory appearance, which will pave the way for the theory of the
eide, begins to make itself felt here; but the soul itself is still treated as
something visible.?

In the dialogue Meno, it appears that the Orphic-Pythagorean influence
has proceeded further. The doctrine of the immortality and pre-existence
of the anima rationalis is here developed into a new theory of knowledge,
which takes issue with the sophistic thesis that one cannot seek for some-
thing that he does not already know. To this end, Plato develops his notion
that the acquisition of knowledge is an anamnesis or recollection of what
the soul has already beheld in its pre-existent state. This doctrine is not yet
announced here, however, as a theoria based on firm grounds. With an ap-
peal to priestly wisdom and a verse from the poet Pindar, it is presented
only as a notion embodying the truth that the search for knowledge is nec-
essary on ethical-religious grounds.? In view of the interconnectedness of
all things, it is only necessary to recollect a single item in order to be able
to recover all the rest. To illustrate the correctness of this view, Socrates
takes a slave who has had no instruction in mathematics and by means of
continued questioning elicits from him the solution to a mathematical
problem, namely, the proof of the Pythagorean theorem.

1 Plato, Gorgias, 523 A ff. It is striking that the immortal soul is portrayed here as
something visible. See 524 D: événla mavt €otiv €v 1) wuy1, Eneldav yuuvwoon
700 oauarog (“Everything in the soul is visible, once it has been stripped of the gar-
ment of the body.”) The fact that £événila indeed means “visible” here is clear from
the entire context. The judge of the underworld inspects the soul and sees in it defor-
mities such as those which, both during life and after death, also can be found on the
body. One may not conclude from this, however, that Plato has in mind here visibil-
ity to the senses. The entire account of the judgment in the underworld, which is re-
lated to the ancient tradition of Elysium, the isle of the blessed, is mythological in
character and thus does not contain a theoretical conception of the soul, even though

Socrates explicitly affirms his belief in its truth.
2 See previous note.
3 Plato, Meno, 81 B-C; and 81 C: dz” 0dv 7 wuyn dBdvarés t° ovoa xai ﬂollamg

yeyovula, kot Ewpakvia kol tavldde kot tav "Adov Kal mavie ypruoTd, ovK
oty 6 11 00 ueuadnkev, @ot’ 0VOEV Bavuactov kol TeEPt APeTNS kKal TEPL ALY
010v " glvar avtv avauvnedijvar & ye xkai npdtepov nrioraro. (“Since the soul is
immortal and is born many times [in a body] and has seen what is here below and in
Hades, and, in short, all things, there is nothing that it has not learned. It is thus not
surprising that, with respect to virtue and the other things, it can call to remembrance
that which it formerly knew.”)
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It is not accidental that Plato, as a preparation for answering the main
question in this dialogue, which pertains to the essence and teachability of
virtue, conjoins the doctrine of knowledge as anamnesis with the discov-
ery of mathematical states of affairs. For here we already stand at the gate-
way to the metaphysical theory of the eide. Already in the first part of the
discussion, Socrates draws attention to the fact that, just as there is one
ousia (ontic form) of bees, which is the same in all animals of this species,
so there is a single eidos which grants to all individual virtues, however
many and various they may be, the fixed ontic form of virtue.! He pro-
ceeds immediately to elucidate this thesis by proving that there is a
non-sensory form of the geometrical figure (cynua), which is what im-
parts the nature of figure both to what is crooked and to what is straight.
Thereupon, in a broad exposition, this mathematical ontic form is defined
in Pythagorean fashion as the limiting form (peras) of a body (crepedv).’

It is indeed no longer the Socratic conception of the idea that comes to
expression here; rather, the static conception of the metaphysical form of
being is already making itself felt. In Eleatic-Pythagorean fashion, the lat-
ter is regarded as reposing within itself, even though, in contrast to
Parmenides’ ontic form, it is as an eidos no longer conceived geometri-
cally.

It must be remarked, however, that this dialogue comprises no more
than a prelude to the theory of ideas. The question as to the self-contained
eidos of virtue (7i mot’ éotiv V70 K06’ v70) is merely raised, but not an-
swered.* In the first section of the dialogue, the question as to whether vir-
tue is teachable is not explored by means of the method of inquiry charac-
teristic of the theory of ideas (viz., the metaphysical dialectic focused di-
rectly on the eide themselves), but according to the example of the mathe-
matical method ex hypothesi (€€ vroBécewc).” When he is asked whether
it is possible to place a particular triangle in a given circle, the mathemati-

1 Plato, Meno, 72 C : xai i moddai kai maviodanai giotv, &v yé 1t €60¢ TaVTOV
dracar Eyovol 8t' 6 €lolv apetal, €1g 0 KQA®S mov Exel anoPAewyavia OV
AmoKpIVouevoV @ Epwticavit Ekeivo dnidocat, O Tuyydvel ovoa dpetr. (“And
although they [the virtues] are many and various, they nevertheless all possess one
and the same eidos which makes them virtues. Therefore, he who would answer this
question must look upon this eidos when he explains what virtue is.”)

2 Ibid., 74 B ff. R

3 Ibid., 76 A: otepeot népag oynua eivat.

4 At the end of the Meno (100 B), Socrates remarks: 70 0 ocapeg mept avTOoD
giodueba 1ote, STav mPiv drivi TPOrE T0lg AvOpdmols mapayiyverar dpetn,
TPOTEPOV EMLYELPTIoMUEY aVTO KO avto {ntelv, ©l mot oty apern. (“We shall
only understand the complete truth (concerning virtue) when, before attempting to
discover in what manner virtue is imparted to men, we first try to investigate what
virtue is in itself.”) This investigation is not pursued here, however.

5 Ibid., 86 E: &1 unj 1t o0V aAAG CULKPOV YE 0L TNS GPYNS YIAAGOV, KOl GUYYHPTNCOV
£& vmobécewg avto okomeiobal, eite S16aKTOV €0ty €10° 0mWOOUV. AEY® S€ TO €&

140



Reformation and Scholasticism in Philosophy — Volume 1

cian makes this possibility dependent on a hypothesis which the triangle
must satisfy if this is to be the case. Indeed, he does this before he knows
whether the figure actually meets the requirements of the hypothesis. In a
similar fashion, Socrates chooses to examine ex hypothesi the question as
to whether virtue is teachable, before knowing either its ontic form or the
mode of existence of its properties. He does this by formulating the ques-
tion as follows: What conditions must virtue satisfy, if it is to be teach-
able? The answer then is that in this case it must be a science (€zxtorriun),'
and this thesis is supported by a lengthy argument. This does not at all
lead, however, to the conclusion that virtue exists only as a science, and
the question as to its eidos is at this point left completely unanswered.

Instead, in the further course of the discussion, the argument takes an-
other direction. The position is defended that good ethical action also
finds a sufficient basis in aAn6ng 66éa (right opinion or true belief and
conviction respecting the good) which has not yet been deepened by sci-
entific knowledge of its grounds. Such right opinion is said to be imparted
to man as a divine gift (fgia uoipa).? One can agree with Brommer that
this recognition of aAnéns 66éa as being granted to man Oeiqe uoipy
(through divine inspiration) once again signifies the emergence of the So-
cratic idea, which only becomes operative in direct intuitive contempla-
tion of the divine idea of the good and beautiful.® It cannot be denied,
however, that the manner in which “right opinion” concerning virtue is to
some extent made independent here of episfeme or scientific conceptual
knowledge evinces a certain departure from the ethical intellectualism of
Socrates. In the latter, the intuitive contemplation of the idea of virtue was
gained only by way of the proper method of concept formation. Neverthe-
less, in the Meno Plato acknowledges the independent value of aAn6ng
60&a only in a very relative sense. For, in the further course of his exposi-
tion, Socrates explicitly states that right opinions which are not securely
tied down by the knowledge of their grounds — Plato regards this as the es-
sence of episteme or science — cannot stay put for very long. They escape
the human soul, and for this reason they have little value in themselves.

vnobéoews dde, dorep ol yewmuepal moAddxig oxomoivial, .... (“Just loosen the
reins of your control, if not completely, then only a little, and allow me to examine
on the basis of a hypothesis [ex hypothesi] whether [virtue] is something teachable,
or whether [it can be attained] in another way. I say ‘on the basis of a hypothesis’ in
reference to the manner in which geometers often conduct their investigations.”)

1 Ibid., 88 D: kata 61) 10070V TOV AGYoV OPEALLLOV ¥’ 0DoQV TNV GPETNV PPOVIoLY SEL
v’ glvar. (“According to this argument, virtue, since it is beneficial, must be a kind

of scientific insight.””) Here gpdvnoig is equivalent to xtorrun.
2 Socrates summarizes this conclusion at the end of the dialogue (100 B), as follows:

Ex uév toivuv tovt0Vv 700 Aoylouov, & Mévwv, Osig poipe nulv ¢aiveral
rapayryvouévn apetn olg mapayiyverar (“According to this conclusion, dear
Meno, virtue seems to us to be imparted by divine lot to those to whom it is im-

parted.”)
3 Brommer, op. cit., p. 21.
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Furthermore, it is precisely through anamnesis, the recollection of what
the soul has beheld in its pre-existent state, that this securing of the
grounds by means of scientific knowledge is accomplished: “But this, my
dear Meno, is done by anamnesis, as we agreed earlier. They [right opin-
ions] are tied down, however and only then do they become knowledge
and become abiding in nature. This is why scientific knowledge is surely
more valuable than a right opinion, and it is in being tied down that scien-
tific knowledge is distinguished from right opinion.”"

In the Meno, anamnesis itself is not yet related to the eide as metaphysi-
cal ontic forms, as it will be later on in the Phaedo. Here it is merely said
that the soul in its pre-existent state has seen everything, both here on
earth and in Hades. The thesis that episfeme is based on anamnesis is illus-
trated, furthermore, only in terms of the knowledge of mathematical
forms, which the theory of ideas does not include among the eide proper.
These mathematical forms, to be sure, are placed along with the latter in
the supersensible world of ontic forms; nevertheless, they are conceived
as a type of intermediate form situated between the eide and the sense
world of phenomena. As Aristotle observes, they resemble the eide in be-
ing eternal and immovable; but like sense objects, they differ from the
eide in permitting a plurality within the same form. For example, there are
many congruent triangles, but the eidos of the triangle is a unity without
plurality.’

Of the remaining dialogues from the transition period, the Cratylus,
which is devoted to the problem of the formation of language and its rela-
tion to conceptual knowledge, merits special attention. For, in the con-
cluding portion of this work, the dialectical opposition between the So-
cratic form principle and the Heraclitean matter principle is set forth in
sharp relief, with the Socratic idea of the good and beautiful being treated
more or less as a static eidos (a@vt0 kaAov kei ayaBov). This idea is
ranged alongside of all the other ontic forms which exist in themselves.

The argument proceeds as follows: Knowledge of things cannot be de-
rived from their names, a conception ascribed here to Cratylus. A pupil of
Heraclitus, Cratylus had the view that names, precisely through their
changing linguistic meanings, embrace the actual physis of things in its
constant alteration and flux. This cannot be. Natural names must be a rep-
resentation of something else, which constitutes their eternal archetype or
model. Indeed, those who hold that the Heraclitean matter principle com-
prises the entire nature of physis fall into confusion and drag others along
with them. Socrates, the discussion leader, says that he has often dreamed
that there is a beauty and goodness in itself and an entire world of es-
sences, which are in themselves and always remain identical with them-

1 Plato, Meno, 98 A: tovto & éotiv, & Mévav Etaipe, avauvnols, dc &v T0ig
POoOev ULV duoldyntal. Eneldav 6€ Sebwot, mpdrov UEV EmLoTiual yiyvoviat,
Enetta poviuor. kat Sta tavta 81 TiHIdTEPOV EmioTiun 0pOng 86éns €otl, kai
Siagépet Seoum emtornun opbns 86Eng. (translation in the text)

2 Aristotle, Metaphysics A. 6 987 b.
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selves. He believes it quite likely that this world which he has beheld in his
dreams actually exists. If these essences themselves were caught up in
constant flux, it would be impossible to give things a correct name; one
then could signify by means of language neither that they are “this,” nor
that they are “of a certain kind.”! For how could anything that has no con-
stant being be something? According to Aristotle, Heraclitus considered
thought to be the continuous movement of the soul impelled by ever-flow-
ing physis.> Over against this, Plato set the static eidos of knowledge, both
as to its subject and its object (Gegenstand). If the Heraclitean matter prin-
ciple were the sole factor here, knowledge, to be sure, would not be possi-
ble; because, if the eidos of knowledge were itself subject to continuous
change, it would therein pass over into another eidos of knowledge, and
knowledge would have no being. In this case, there would be neither a
subject nor an object (Gegenstand) of knowledge possessing a constant
ontic form.

If, on the contrary, both the subject and the object of knowledge always
are — if the beautiful, the good, and all the other ontic forms have true be-
ing — then they cannot possess the nature of incessant flux or motion.* For

1 Plato, Cratylus, 439 C, D: oxéyat ydp, & Bavudoie Kpatide, 6 Eywye molddkic
Svelpdtrw. métepov POUEV TL €lvar avTo KaAov kot ayabov kal £v EKactov TV
ovtwv [oUtwg] 1j utj; ... AVTO T0lvLY EKEIVO OKEYAUED, LT €1 TPOCWROV Tl E0TLY
KaAOV 1j TL T@V TO10VTOV, KAl SOKEL TAUTO TAVTH PELV. GAL” QVTO, QDUEV, TO KOAOV
00 t0100T0V el €otiv, 016V Eottv; (“For consider, admirable Cratylus, what I often
dream. Shall we say that there are a beauty and a good, and each of the essences
[forms] of this nature, that exist in themselves, or not? Let us regard this ‘essence in
itself,” not asking whether a certain external countenance or anything of this nature
is beautiful, or whether this all is involved in constant flux [change]. But shall we
not say that beauty in itself always retains the nature that it in truth is?”) Ibid., 439
D: "Ap’ 0v 0idv 1€ mpoceinely avto Opbag, €1 del vretdpyetal, mpdTov ugv Ot
EKELVO Eotty, Emel®’ 6t torovrov; (“If it thus continually slips from our grasp, how
can we rightly express in words, in the first place, that it is this, and further, that it is
of such a kind?”)

2 Aristotle, De anima, 1, 2. ~ ~

3 Plato, Cratylus, 440 A, B: ‘AAL" 0U8€ yvaoiv eival gavar €ikog, @ Kpatile, i
UETARIATEL TAVTA YPHUATY KoL UNOEV UEVEL. EL UEV YAP AVTO TOVTO, 1) YVAOOILS, TOD
yv@oig elval un uetarintel, pévor T dv dei 1 yvaolg kot in yvaoig: €l 8¢ kai
av10 10 €ldog ueranintel Mg yvaoews, dua v v uertanintor gig dAAo €180
YVOOEWS, Kol OUK GV 1N yvaolg: €1 O Gel UETANINTEL, AEL OVK AV €N YVAOIG.
Kal €k T0UTOV 700 A0YOU OUTE T0 YVWOOUEVOV OUTE T0 YVWOoONoOueVOV dv £11). €1
O€ €01l UEV AEL TO YIYVAOKOV, E0TL OE TO YLYVWOKOUEVOV, E0TL O TO KOAOV, E0TL
€ 10 ayaov, Eott 8¢ €v EkaoTov TV GvIwv, oU pot paivetal tavb’ duota évra, &
VOV Nuelg AEyouev, pon ovdev 00O popd. (“Nor can it be reasonably maintained
that there is knowledge at all, dear Cratylus, if all things are in transition and nothing
remains the same. For if knowledge, precisely because it is knowledge, does not
change and thus cease to be knowledge, then it will always remain the same and be
knowledge. If there is change in the very eidos of knowledge, however, then the lat-
ter will pass into another eidos of knowledge, and knowledge will not be. But if it is
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whatever always has the same nature and remains identical with itself can
neither change nor move, since it never passes outside of its idea.' It is evi-
dent here that the Socratic idea has been almost completely absorbed by
the static eidos of metaphysical ontology. Although it is true that the pas-
sage cited is speaking only of the idea of the beautiful (and the good),
which the Socratic line of thought regards as the proto-form of the
form-power of the divine nous, this idea is treated here entirely as an ontic
form, reposing in itself, that is placed alongside of all the others. Scientific
knowledge itself is grounded in a static, self-contained eidos.

What is at issue in this exposition, therefore, is indeed the world of the
eide in the sense of static, supersensible ontic forms. At this point, how-
ever, Socrates does not at all speak of this newly discovered metaphysical
world with the certainty of metaphysical theoria. He declares only that he
has often seen it in a dream.” The later dialectical method of investigation
has not yet appeared. On the contrary, Socrates says at the end of the dis-
cussion, “Perhaps it is so, dear Cratylus, but perhaps not.” Cratylus is
urged therefore to press on diligently with the investigation.

In spite of this, we can without question endorse the view of Karl
Steinhart that this dialogue belongs to a stage of Plato’s thought in which
the theory of ideas, in the sense of the theory of the eide, was beginning to
take shape in Plato’s mind, without yet having attained the clarity of his
mature conception.

The actual dialectical method used in the Cratylus is still Socratic and
has not yet developed into the metaphysical dialectic of the theory of
ideas. Nevertheless, the world of the eide has already appeared on Plato’s
intellectual horizon, even if as yet only in a vision, and as a world of im-
mutable ontic forms it places itself squarely in dialectical opposition to the

always in transition to something else, there will always be no knowledge. By this
reasoning, there would neither be anything that knows, nor anything knowable. But
if that which knows and that which is known, and also the beautiful, the good, and
every one of the ontic forms, always have being, then these things of which we are
now speaking seem to me altogether unlike something that is in continual flux or
motion.”)

1 Ibid., 439 E: €1 6 aet doavtws Eyel kol 10010 E0TL, TOG AV TOVTO YE UETOPAALOL 1]
Ktvotro, undev ééiorduevov g avrov 10€ag; (“But if it is always of the same na-
ture and remains the same, how could it then change and move, since it never passes
outside of its idea.”) The term i6éa ayaBo0 has already appeared at an earlier point,
e.g., in 418 E: dyaBoi yop idéa ovoa 10 Sov gaivetar Seouog eivar kai kdlvua
oopds (“Since one idea of the good is the proper, it seems to be a chain and a hin-
drance of motion.") Here, however, the word idea cannot have its pregnant meaning;
it can only mean “species.” For this passage occurs in the context of some more or
less fanciful word derivations, and the ontic forms proper are not yet under discus-

sion.
2 See note 1 on page 143.
Karl Steinhart, Platon’s sdmmtliche Werke, mit Einleitungen begleitet von K.

Steinhart, (8 vols.; Leipzig, 1850-66), I1, Kratylos, p. 571.

w
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Heraclitean matter principle of eternal flux. The theory of ideas in its au-
thentic form stands here on the eve of being born.
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Chapter One

The Dialectic of the Theory of Ideas from Its Initial
Conception to Its Culmination in the Republic

1. The Phaedo. The Orphic Dualism of Soul and Body and the
Static Theory of the Eide in Its Polar Opposition to the
Matter Motive

a. The Connection between the Theory of Ideas and the Theory
Concerning the Immortality of the Thinking Soul

In the dialogue Phaedo, the Platonic theory of ideas appears in its first
theoretical conception. Here it has passed from the vague realm of
dreams into the sharply contoured terrain of fswpia. In this famed dia-
logue, Socrates presents to his students, who are gathered around him in
his cell during his last hours, a theoretical account of his conviction re-
garding the immortality of the soul in the sense of a theoretical mental
substance that is separable from the material body.

Insofar as they are regarded as strict, the proofs for immortality that
Socrates offers here, which by way of Augustine were in large part taken
over by Scholastic anthropology, are so closely intertwined with the new
theory of the eide that he regards the two doctrines as inseparable.' It is
clear, furthermore, that the theory of the anima rationalis remained insep-
arably joined to the theory of ideas throughout the further development of

1 Plato, Phaedo, 76 D-E (cap.22) : el uév €ottv & Gpvlovuev dgel, kaAov 1€ kol
ayabov kot mdoa 1 toLavUT) 0VOld, Kol Xl TAUTNV 10 €K TOV AloONce®v mavt’
avagépoueyv, Vndpyovoay mpoTEPOV GVEVPIOKOVIEG NUETEPaY ovoav, kKal taiT
Exelvn aneikdlouev, avaykaiov, oUTwg WONEP Kal 10T €0TLV, 0UTWS KAl TNV
nuetépav wuynv givar xai mpiv yeyovévar nuds: i 8¢ un éott tavta, GAAwS dv O
Adyos ovrog gipnuévog €in; dp’ <ovy> oltws &yet, xai ion avdykn tavrd (¢
£idn) telvar kol t0g NUETEPAS WUy oS mptv Kai Nuds yeyovévar, kai €i un tavra,
0V0¢ 1ade; (“If, as we continually repeat, there is a beautiful and a good, and a
whole world of such essences, and if we refer all that we perceive with our sense to
this as something that belonged to us formerly and that we now discover as our own,
and compare the one with the other, does it then not necessarily follow that, just as
these [the eide] are, so our soul had being even before we were born, whereas if
these do not have being, our argument would have come out differently? Is this not
the situation, and is it not equally necessary that both these eide and our souls are,
even before we were born, and that if the former have no being, this is also not the
case with the latter?”) Editorial note — AW: Note that <ovy> is an editorial addition
in the text of Plato that Dooyeweerd was using. It is not found in the manuscripts,
nor in the editions of Schanz or Burnet. Also note that Dooyeweerd added the words
7a €167 to the Greek text as an explanatory gloss.
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Plato’s thought as well. Because of this, changes in the former left their
mark also in the latter, and conversely.

In the Phaedo, the rational soul in its pure state, divorced from the body,
is conceived as a pure theoretically thinking substance (ovoia), which in
this sense is simple, i.e., not composed of various elements, or of any plu-
rality at all. As such it is akin to the eternal form-world of true being, the
eide, which exist in themselves, ungenerated and unmoved, and which are
divine, eternal, and simple in nature. It is primarily because of this kinship
that the thinking soul is considered immortal." The intelligible world of
simple and pure eide (transcendent ontic forms) is as such absolutely di-
vorced from the “composite,” transitory material things, whose sensible
(formal) existence has its ontic ground (aizia) exclusively in these eide.
Whether they be beautiful, good, large or small, like or unlike, visible ob-
jects can exist only by way of a certain participation (methexis, parousia,
koinonia) in the eide, which have their existence in themselves (70 av10
KaAOV, 10 avT0 ayadov, 1o avto uéyedog, etc.).?

In this parousia (presence) in or koinonia (communion) with sense ob-

1 Ibid., 80 A and B: Xxdrer 61, £¢m, & KEPng, €1 éx maviwy t@v EIpNUEVOV TAS ULV
EvuPaiver, 1o uev Oeio kai abavdte kal vonte kol HOVOELSET kKol adLeAVTE Kal
det @oavtwg kai xote talT Eyovit avtd duoidtatov givar wuynv, @ §
avBporive kat Ovnte kot avonte kol TOAVELSEL kKol SLOAVTO Kol UNOETOTE KOTA
Ut éyovtt €avt® duoidtatov av eivar owuc. (“Then consider, dear Cebes,
whether from all we have said we may not draw the conclusion that the soul most re-
sembles that which is divine, immortal, intelligible, uniform, imperturbable, and al-
ways remains within itself in the same manner and in the same state, whereas the
body is most like that which is human, mortal, unintelligible, multiform, perturbable,
and never remains in the same state?”) Ibid., 78 C: "Ap’ 00v 1@ uév Evviebévr 1
Kol ovvBéte Svii ¢voel mpoorikel toUTO mdoyelv, Staipedivar tavy, Nrep
OUVETEDN" €1 8 11 TLYYAVEL OV AEVVOETOV, TOUT® UOVQ TPOCTKEL UT] TACYELV
tovte ...; (Is it fitting for what has arisen by compounding and is by nature compos-
ite to undergo that, viz., to be [again] decomposed in the same manner in which it
was composed? But if something is not composite, is it not fitting for this [simple
nature] alone not to undergo that...?")

2 Ibid., 100 D: ovx dAdo T1 mo1el UTO KaAOV 1] 1 EKELVOV T0V KOOV €lTe Tapovaia
elte kowvavia ... 10 koA ravia 10 keAa yiyvertar koldd. (“Nothing makes this
[beautiful thing] beautiful but the presence within it [of] or the communion with the
beautiful [as eidos]... It is by beauty [as eidos] that all beautiful things become beau-
tiful.”) Ibid., 100 B: éoyouct yap on émyeipav oot émdeilacOdor g aitiag 10
gidog, O mempayudtevuol, Kkat iyl 7oAy Ex’ Ekelva 1@ moAvOpuAnta Kai dpyoual
an’ éxetvav, mobduevos eival 11 kadov avto ke avto kai ayadov kol uéya koi
T dAda mdvia: & el poir Sidwg te xai Evyywpels givar tavta, EAnilw oot €k
rovtwv Vv aitiav emdeiletv kal avevprioetv, wg abavarov n wuyn. (“What I
shall try to demonstrate to you is the eidos of the cause, which I have investigated,
and I thus return again to what has been much discussed [viz., the eide], and proceed
from this with the hypothesis that there is a beauty in itself, and a goodness, and
magnitude, and all other [ontic forms that exist in themselves]. If you grant me this
and admit that these exist, then I hope from them to demonstrate to you the cause
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jects, the eide assume a bodily, sensible shape in which they are no longer
seen in their purity.' The same applies to the simple, thinking soul when it
is incarnated in a material body. Sensory perception, desire, and passion,
which pollute the soul and divert theoretical thought from its intuition of
the eternal, invisible world of forms, all originate in the material body.?
The dichotomy between the thinking soul-substance and the material
body is here carried through as radically as the metaphysical dichotomy
between the intelligible world of the eide and the sense world of phai-
nomena.

b. The So-Called Simplicity of the Thinking Soul as a Proof of

Its Indestructibility. The Unreconciled Dualism between the

Theoria of the Eide and the Socratic 1dea in the Phaedo
Whatever is composite is subject to the Ananke of the matter principle
of eternal flux and change. Only what has a simple nature shares in the
imperishability of the transcendent ontic forms. Since the thinking soul
is such a simple ousia (substance), it too, like the eide themselves, is in-
destructible.” Here the eide themselves are regarded entirely as static,

[ontic ground] of things and to discover that the soul is immortal.”)

1 This is expressed most clearly by Plato in the Symposium, 211 D, E, which likewise
presents the theory of ideas in its initial conception: i dfta, €¢n, oidueba, €i @
YEVOLTO aUTO TO KOAOV IOELV EIMKPLVES, KaBapoV, GuUIKTOV, GALG U1 GVATAEWV
cOpKOV T avOporivoy kol ypoudtov kol GAANG molAns ¢lvapiag Ovnrig, oAl
av70 10 Bglov kaAov Suvaito povoeldeg kartidelv; (“What do we suppose, he said,
if it should be granted to someone to see beauty in itself — pure, unsullied, unalloyed,
not defiled with human flesh and with the colors and the various other gaudy trifles
of mortality — but if he should behold this divine beauty in itself and in its simplicity
[uniformity]?”)

2 Plato, Phaedo, 65 E and 66 A: "Ap’ ovv éxeivog dv tovt0 motjoeie kabapdrara,
dortig 01t udiot’ vty 11 Stavoly ol €9’ Exaoctov, unte TNV OWiv TopaTiOsueEVog
Ev 10 StavoelOar unte v GAANY aiolnoty EPEAKwV undeuiav peta 100 Aoytouov,
aAA’ avt kaO avnv eiMKpLVEL T Stavolg ypaduevog avto ko aiTo EIAKPLVES
Exaortov Emyelpoin Onpevetv @V Oviwv, analdayels 0Tt Aot oplaludv e
Kal dtwv kol O¢ €mog elmelv, EYUmaVTIos 100 OWUATOS, WG TAPATIOVIOS KAl OVK
Edvrog TV wuynv ktioaocbor eAnbeiav 1€ kat gpovnoty, otav kowvovi; (“Will not
the person do this [viz., examine everything through reflection] most purely who ap-
proaches each object, as far as possible, only through theoretical thought — not tak-
ing recourse to the sense of sight in his thinking, nor availing himself of any other
sense perception in his reasoning — but who by using pure thought in itself attempts
to pursue each of the ontic forms as it exists pure and in itself, and cuts himself off
as much as possible from eyes, ears, and so to speak, from the entire body, since this
confuses him when it takes part in this activity and prevents the soul from gaining
truth and knowledge?”’)

3 Ibid., 106 D and E (cap. 56) : O 8¢ ye 8edg, otuat, £pn 6 Zwxpdrng, kai avto 10
g Cwrig €ldog xai i T dAlo dOdvardv éott, mopd mdviwv dv duoloynbein
undemot’ andlivobat .... Onote 6n 10 abavarov Kal adL0Popov E0TLV, GALO T
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discontinuous, and self-contained ontic forms which are sufficient to
themselves. Contrasting eide, as such, mutually exclude one another and
cannot yet be joined together in a single idea.' Thus the dialectical
method of dihaeresis, which is developed in a later dialogue, the Soph-
ist, and is used to uncover a logical-metaphysical coherence and struc-
ture within the world of ontic forms, is still unknown at this point. In-
deed, Socrates explicitly relates his idea of the good and beautiful to the
divine nous, which gives form to the visible cosmos.” The connection
between the divine idea and the static eide, however, which will be
placed in such a revealing light in the later books of the Republic, is left
completely in the dark in the Phaedo, and in the further course of the
discussion the dynamic idea recedes entirely into the background.

In the first theoretical conception of Plato’s theory of ideas, the influ-
ence of the Eleatic-Pythagorean principle of form clearly has the upper
hand. The discontinuity present in the later Pythagorean conception of the
form principle (i.e., the conception of mutually irreducible numerical
forms) is here combined with the unity and simplicity of the Eleatic form
of being in its exclusion of all inner plurality and diversity.

wuyn 1, el dddvarog tvyydver odoa, kai avaledpog dv ein; (“And thus, said Soc-
rates, I believe that with respect both to the deity and to the eidos of life in itself, and
also to anything else that might be immortal, it could be admitted by all that they
never pass away.... If what is immortal is thus also indestructible, then can the soul,
if it is immortal, be other than indestructible?”)

1 Ibid., 104 B and C (cap. 52): €011 6€ 106¢, Ot paiveTar 0V uovov Ekeiva tavavr’
dAAndla ov Seyoueve, A kai 6oa ovK Ovie aAlnloig Evavtia €yl el
Tavavtia, 0V0€ TavT 01KE SEYOUEVOLS EKELVIV TNV L1OEav, T AV T[] EV QUTOIE 0Ton
évavtia 75, GAA’ émiovong avtig 1itol aroAAUueva i Vrekympovvia: 1j 0V gricouev
10 pla kol aroleiocbal mpotepov Kal dAL 0tLoVV meioeobat, mplv VTOUEIVaL €TL
ia dvra dptia yevéobat; ... Ovk dpa uovov ta €idn tavaviia ovy UTOUEVEL
Emovra dAAnla, alAa kal dAL dtta tavaviio ovy vrmouéver emovra. (“But it is
the following [that I wish to make clear], that not only these [viz., the eide] do not
admit their opposites, but that also those things which, although they are not them-
selves opposites, always contain the opposite within themselves [e.g., the numbers 2
and 3], naturally do not admit the idea that is opposite to the ontic form dwelling
within them, but they either pass away when this approaches or they change their
position. Or shall we not say that three would sooner pass away or suffer some other
fate, than submit to becoming an even number? ... It is thus not only the opposite
eide that do not permit each other’s approach, but also many other things do not per-
mit the approach of their opposite.”)

2 See the earlier citation of Phaedo 97 p.121, note 2. See also 99 C, where Socrates
takes issue with the pre-Socratic nature philosophers and their conception of the
arche or archai: v 8¢ 100 &¢ 0idv 1€ Péltior avra tebivar Svvautv ot viv
keloBat, tavtny ovte {nrovotv oUte Ttv’ oiovral dauoviav ioyvv Eyetv, (“But as
for the power to have that position which best suits it [viz., the earth], they neither
look into it nor ascribe to it any divine force.”)
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c. The Orientation of Epistemology to the Theory of the Eide

At this point Plato’s epistemology is also entirely oriented to the theory
of the eide. With an appeal to Philolaus the Pythagorean, the aim of the
philosopher’s whole endeavor is represented here as the mortification of
the material body by way of focusing theoretical thought on the eternal
world of the eide." if heis to grasp true being in all of its eternal forms
as it exists pure and in itself, the philosopher must apply himself to the-
oretical thought in itself and free himself as much as possible from eyes
and ears, indeed, from the entire material body, since the participation
of the latter in the act of knowing leads to confusion and prevents the
soul from galmng insight and truth. The body is expressly called “despl-
cable” here.” The thinking soul, in contrast, is referred to as “divine.”
In an explicit allusion to the purlﬁcatlon rnysterles the true philosopher
is characterized in this context as the only real “initiate.” It is only he
who, purified from the body, enters undefiled into Hades the realm of
the dead. Here, however, “Hades” has become Az5ng, that is, the
supersensible realm of the eternal invisible eide.’

The knowledge of these eide obtained by the soul is based on the re-
awakening in pure theoretical thought of the memory of the eternal
self-subsistent, pure ontic forms that it has beheld in its pre-existent state.®
Thus the doctrine of anamnesis, which was previously developed in the
Meno, is now applied to the eide. Among these eide, the following are ex-
plicitly mentioned in juxtaposition: “beauty in itself,” “goodness in it-
self,” “equality in itself,” “justice in itself,” “piety in itself,” and, further,
everything that is said to truly be, i.e., that truly possesses immutable be-
ing. In a later context, we shall witness the introduction of a variety of eide
that are logical, mathematical, and physical in nature, and also an eidos of
“life in itself.”

d. The Main Proof for the Immortality of the Soul in the Phaedo

Through the words of Socrates, Plato now argues that the unity of oppo-
sites, which Heraclitus claimed was present in the eternal flux of sensi-

1bid., 64 A, b (cap. 9).

1bid., 65 D (cap. 10).

1bid., 80 B (cap. 28).

Editor’s note — AW: Dooyeweerd is here referring to the wordplay which Plato

makes on "A16n¢ (= Hades), and aeidrjg (= invisible, unseen).

5 1Ibid., 80 D (cap. 29): H 6¢ wuyn dpa, 10 O€LOEG, TO €IS TOLOVTOV TOTOV ETEPOV
olyouevov, yevvaiov kal kebopov kai celdn, i "Adov wg alnbag, mopd Tov
ayabov kai gpoviuov Oedv, ol, Gv Oeog €06An, avtixa kai i &uf wuyn itéov ... .
(“The soul thus, the invisible, which goes to another place like unto itself, holy,
pure, and invisible — to Hades, which [as the Realm of the Invisible] is truly named
thus — to the good and rational god, where, if god wills, my soul too must journey
without delay.”) Editor’s note — AW: The text Dooyeweerd consulted employed the
unusual spelling “Adov for ‘Hades’ in Greek. The normal spelling is "AtSov.

6 Ibid., 75 C-D.

T
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ble forms, can never hold true with respect to the eide, such as those of
large and small, even and odd, etc. This argument then culminates in the
final proof for the immortality of the soul as a pure mental substance.

The soul is that which gives life to the body, and the opposite of life is
death. The thinking soul can thus never admit death, for the latter is op-
posed to what is always inseparably joined to the soul, namely, life.! The
eidos of “life in itself”” can neither come into being nor pass away, because
it will not permit its opposite to become joined to it. 2 The same is true of
the thinking soul, which in accordance with its ontic form has a share in
this immutable eidos.

e. The Parousia of the Eide in Sense Objects and the
Relationship of the Eide to the Thinking Soul in
the Phaedo

It is clear at once that an inner tension must necessarily arise between
the discontinuous multitude of fixed eide, on the one hand, which
through a sharp accentuation of the logical principle of contradiction
have come to stand next to one another without any interconnection,
and, on the other hand, the Socratic concentration of all conceptual
knowledge on the idea of the good, which was given equal emphasis by
Plato in an earlier context.” In the initial phase of Plato’s theory of
ideas, this tension could not be eliminated. It is likewise clear that the
polar dialectical tension between the form and matter principles is mani-
fest here only in a provisional way. That is the case because at this point
the actual relationship between the two, apart from which the theoretical
investigation of the phainomena would be impossible in Plato’s line of
thought, is left completely in the dark. The parousia and koinonia of the
eide in the objects of sense perception was, to be sure, only a mytholog-
ical picture of the situation. And, as Plato is forced to admit later on in
his Parmenides, subjecting this picture to analysis ensnares theoretical
thought in a maze of antinomies. In the sixth chapter of the first book of
his Metaphysics, Aristotle remarks that the Platonic methexis or “partici-
pation” of sense objects in the eide after which they are named is only
another word for the uiunoig (mimesis) which the Pythagoreans claimed
existed between sense objects and numbers. He adds, however, that both
Plato and the Pyth agoreans failed to investigate what this methexis or
mimesis actually is.” Cornford has rightly observed that here the word
mimesis cannot mean “imitation” in the sense of external resemblance,

Ibid., 105 E.

1bid., 106 D.

1bid., 97 B.

Aristotle, Metaphysics A, 6 987 b 9: xara uébeéiv yop eivon w0 molda t@v
CVVOVUU®V TOIG ELOETL. TNV OE ,u£6£§w T0UVOUQ HOVOV UETEPOLEV' OL UEV Yop
TIvbaydperor uyijcer ta dvia ¢aciv eivar tov apiBuadv, IAdtwv 8¢ usbééet
Tovvoue UETOPOAGV: TNV uevrol ye uéBelv 1 v uiunowy 1fjtig av in 1@v 6oV
ageioav v kowve {nretv. (“For the multiplicity of sense objects bearing the same
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for empirical objects resemble neither numbers nor the Platonic eide.
The term can only have the older meaning of “embodiment” or “repre-
sentation,” as in a variety of symbols which represent or embody the
same sense or meaning.' Thus Plato found in sense objects of a specific
kind the embodiment of their supersensible eidos, just as mortal man for
him embodies a divine soul, which is an immortal mental substance.

From this Cornford draws the conclusion that the eide, which he does
not distinguish from the idea, are actually nothing other than “soul-sub-
stances.” In fact, he considers them not as individual but as communal
souls, which were originally regarded as daemons immanent in the re-
spective groups of kindred empirical things. These, however, were later
“Olympianized” by Plato and given a transcendent, immortal status, by
reason of which they left their groups. Similarly, Pythagoras was at first
revered as the daemon of his order but later came to be identified with
Apollo, the immortal, luminous god of Olympus.

As to its sociological orientation, at least, this explanation is just an-
other example of Cornford’s overworking of Durkheim’s sociological
method in his interpretation of Greek thought. Nevertheless, even if we set
aside this sociological reductionism in Durkheim’s interpretation of the
eide, we must admit that in the Phaedo, as we have seen, Plato does
strongly emphasize the kinship between the immortal thinking soul and
the world of the eide. In this dialogue, however, the eide themselves are
not yet conceived of as soul-substances, as would later be the case in the
Sophist.

Whereas such a soul-substance is active, the eide are static and at rest.
The latter are for Plato the true Gegenstand (object) of noesis or theoreti-
cal thought, and he remains conscious of this Gegenstand relation even in
the Phaedo. Thus, even during this stage of his thought, in which the
Eleatic conception of supersensible ontic form became such a dominant
influence on the theory of ideas, he never fully reverted to Parmenides’
uncritical identification of form-giving theoretical thought with the static
form of being. The Phaedo teaches nothing more than a kinship between
these two. Indeed, their complete identification was ruled out for Plato by
the mere fact that he conceived the thinking soul as an individual ontic
form, in contrast to the eidos as a supra-individual ontic form. As a fruit of
Socratic self-reflection, the individuality of the immortal soul has ac-
quired absolute value and significance, overcoming the pantheistic, ura-
nic conception of Empedocles, according to which individuality could
only be the result of a fall from the all-pervading divine soul, under the in-
fluence of neikos. Significantly, Plato grants the individual soul dominion

name as the eide supposedly exist by participation [in the eide]. The word “partici-
pation” was only a new name, however. For the Pythagoreans say that things exist
by mimesis of numbers, but Plato says by participation [which is merely another
word]. But what this participation in the eide or this mimesis actually is, they have
both neglected to investigate.”)

1 Cornford, op. cit., p. 254.
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over the body, just as the divine in general for him has dominion over
what is mortal." From this it is clear that the form motive of the religion of
culture indeed retains the primacy in his thought. His conception may be
compared with that of Anaxagoras, therefore, and both of these may be
contrasted with that of Empedocles.

The source of Plato’s theory of ideas is to be found, however, not in his
conception of the soul, but in the supersensible form motive. Indeed, this
conception of the soul is completely governed by the form-matter motive.
Accordingly, the problem he poses in the Phaedo is whether the thinking
soul is matter, or a supersensible ontic form. And in calling the immortal
thinking soul “akin” to the world of pure eide, he implicitly raises the
question as to the basic difference between them.

At this juncture, Plato is unable to solve this problem. It is only in the
Philebus and the Timaeus, which belong to the penultimate stage in the
development of his thought, that he devises a solution by constructing for
the soul an intermediate world located between the world of sense and that
of the eide. In the Phaedo, however, the soul as an immortal mental sub-
stance is still placed alongside the eide within the world of eternal ontic
forms. As a consequence, the previously signalized danger arose that the
soul might be “Eleaticized” and all but identified with motionless ontic
form. Such an identification, however, would have deprived the anima
rationalis of all vitality, rendering it completely inert. Indeed, Plato’s de-
nial of motion to mental substance constituted the initial step in this direc-
tion.

Plato recognized this danger in good time. The conviction that the soul
is the vital principle of the material body, which had been present in Greek
thought from the beginning and which had also been preserved in the
Phaedo, inevitably led Plato back to the view that the soul contains the
principle of motion. The connection of the soul with ever-flowing physis,
which the Eleatic influence for a moment in the Phaedo appeared to have
broken, was thus restored. In this way, however, Plato became entangled
in the same problem that had frustrated the early Pythagorean school in its
attempt to conceive the soul in terms of the form and matter principles si-
multaneously.

f. Form and Matter in the Eide Conceived as Ideal Numbers in
the Final Stage of Plato’s Thought

In the final stage of the development of Plato’s thought, when the eide
in Pythagorean fashion were identified with the so-called “ideal num-
bers,” this same problem emerged within the theory of ideas, and the
eide themselves were considered to be composed of both form and ideal
matter.” This late Platonic conception of the eide was subsequently
taken over in neo-Platonism and in Augustinian Scholasticism.

1 Plato, Phaedo, 80 A.
2 Cf. Aristotle, Metaphysics, A, 6 987 b 19 ff.: Enet deitia ta €idn toig dlhoig,
Takeivav orotyela waviwv ENOn v Sviwv eival oTotyela. ¢ uev oV TANY 10
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g. The Phaedo’s Depreciation of the Polis as the Vehicle of the
Religion of Culture

There is no trace of any of this in the Phaedo. Here the Eleatic influence
on the theory of ideas is predominant. Although, as we saw, Plato essen-
tially holds, even at this point, to the primacy of the form motive of the
culture religion, various tendencies are at work here which threaten this
primacy. Perhaps the strongest indication of this danger lies in this dia-
logue’s remarkable depreciation of the polis, the vehicle of the religion
of culture.

In the exposition of the doctrine of the transmigration of souls,' it is
only the philosophers who are exalted after death “to the race of the gods.”
The souls of those who have cultivated the popularly esteemed civic vir-
tues of justice and moderation? during their earthly existence, in contrast,
are reincarnated as one of the animals that form organized societies, such
as bees, wasps, or ants, or even as “respectable citizens.”

If we compare this valuation of the polis and of civic virtue with that
given in the earlier, Socratic dialogues, or with that appearing later in the
Republic, the Statesman, and the Laws, it is clear that the polis as a deified
power for the formation of man has receded completely into the back-
ground in the Phaedo. For the nonce, philosophical theoria has been
emancipated completely from the polis. Only philosophical theory, in its
self-sufficient investigation of the world of eide, can lay claim to the task
of unfolding the divine form principle in man, and this formative task is
fulfilled solely through the gradual dying off of the material body and all
earthly bonds. The Orphic-Pythagorean influence, in league with that of
the Eleatic school, has for a moment decisively suppressed the Socratic
tendency in Plato’s thought.

uéya xai 10 uikpov eivar dpyds, og Sovoiav 10 £v- €€ éxelvav yop kot uédeéry
100 évog [ta €1dn] ivar 100 dp1Ouovs: 10 uévior ye v ovoiav gival, kai un
E£1epov Y€ 1 Ov A€yecban Ev, mapaninoiws toig [TvBayopeioig EAeye, kai 10 T0UG
aptBuoic aitiovg glvar toig dAAoig thc ovoias doavtws éxeivorg (“But since for
him [Plato] the eide were the “causes” of the other things, he thought that their ele-
ments were the elements of all reality. As matter, the great and small [the Pythago-
rean apeiron]| were fundamental principles, but as ousia [form-substance], the one
[monas]; for the eide, or numbers, exist from out of the great and small by participa-
tion in the one. In holding that only the monas is ousia, and that this is not meant as
one in the sense that there is yet something other, his teaching indeed agrees with the
Pythagoreans, and he also taught, as they did, that the numbers are the causes of the
existence of everything else.”) It is later said that Plato identified the monas with the
idea of the good. See Metaphysics, N. 4 1091 b 13 ff., and Ethica Eudem A, 8 1218
a 25, in connection with the above.
Editor’s note — AW: This is as much an interpretive paraphrase as translation — for
example, the word monas does not occur in the Greek.

1 Plato, Phaedo, 81 D ff.(cap. 31).

2 Editor’s note — RK: The virtues particularly associated with the polis.
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This is nothing more than a brief intermezzo within the overall devel-
opment of the theory of ideas, however. The polis will quickly regain the
central position that it had occupied from the outset in Plato’s thought.

2. The Re-emergence of the Socratic Form Motive in the
Phaedrus and the Symposium, and the Revised Conception
of the Soul

a. The Doctrine of the World-Soul. The Phaedo’s Static
Conception of the Soul Is Abandoned. The Soul as the
Principle of Self-Movement.

In the Phaedrus, which examines the relation of rhetoric or the art of el-
oquence to dialectic, that is, to the science of correct concept formation
directed toward the eide and the idea (the actual dialectical portion of
this dialogue unquestionably belongs to a much later period than the
first part), the static conception of the soul present in the Phaedo has al-
ready been overcome in principle. At the same time, both this dialogue
and the Symposium once again bring the Socratic central focus in the
formation of concepts strongly to the fore in their elaborately developed
conception of eros (love). This eros performs the role of mediator be-
tween the visible cosmos and the world of the eide, but it culminates in
a vision that concentrates on the divine idea of the good and the beauti-
ful.

The Phaedrus once again places meaningful emphasis on the Socratic
demand with respect to self-knowledge.! It does this, furthermore, in a
manner which makes it clear that Socrates conceives the selfhood in terms
of the form motive of the religion of culture. Proof is offered that the soul
is immortal, indestructible, and without origin on the ground that it is that
which is eternally self-moving. Only that which moves itself never ceases
to move, and this also forms the origin and beginning of motion for all that
is moved externally by something else. The opposite of the eternally
self-moving soul is the material body, which in itself is fixed and motion-
less and must therefore receive the impulse of motion from the soul. The
action of the soul is present, therefore, wherever bodily motion appears in
the cosmos. The beginning or origin of motion is transcendent to the realm
of becoming, however, for the entire heavens and all coming into being
would otherwise be doomed to come to rest and would never find some-
thing to bring it back into motion.” The influence of Anaxagoras, who de-
nied to matter the principle of motion and ascribed it solely to the form-

1 See the previously cited utterance of Socrates in the Phaedrus, 230 A (page 120,
note 1).

2 Plato, Phaedrus, 245 C to E (cap. 24) : Wuyn ndoa abdvarog. 10 yap deikivnrov
abavarov: 10 §dAA0 K1volv kal U’ GAAOV KLVOUUEVOV, TQUAAV EYOV KIVIICEWS,
rovdav Eyel Lwng uovov 8n 10 avto Kivolv, dt’ 0UK QmOAELTOV EQVTO, 0U TOTE
Arfyet kiwvovuevov, alda kol 10lg dAAOIG 600 KIVELTOL TOUTO ZENyn Kol opyn
KLVIIoEWS. opyn 6 ayévnrov. €€ apyng yop avaykn mav 1o ylyvouevov yiyveobot,
avmnv 8¢ und €& €vog' €l yop €k tov apyn yiyvoito, oVk av <mav> €& apyng
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power of the divine nous, can be clearly discerned here.

The doctrine of the world-soul, which will return later in the Philebus'
and will play a very important role in the Timaeus, where it is worked out
at greater length, is already implicit in the Phaedrus. Just as the rational
world-soul is the cause of the entire celestial motion in its subjection to
measure and harmony, the individual rational soul is the cause of man’s
bodily movements. As the first cause and the inception of motion, both of
these are fundamentally different from the unmoved, static eide, and their
kinship with the latter is no longer emphasized.

b. The New Source of Difficulty in Plato’s Conception of the Soul. The
Dualism of the Form and Matter Principles Is Introduced into the
Soul Itself. The Doctrine of the Tripartite (Trichotomous) Soul

This development gave rise to a new source of difficulty in Plato’s
thought, however. In the Phaedo, the multiplicity and diversity of the
static ontic forms, which exist in themselves and mutually exclude one
another, remained in true dialectical tension with the Socratic idea of
the unity of the form principle in the divine nous, as the dynamic
form-power of the good and the beautiful. Now, in the Phaedrus, the
earlier doctrine concerning the simplicity and unity of the soul as a pure
theoretical mental substance comes into open conflict with the new con-
ception that the soul is the origin of all motion and that matter in itself is
fixed and motionless.

The nous can be regarded as the origin only of the motion in the cosmos
that has purpose and imparts form. It can never be the source of the cha-
otic, disorderly motion, which could never be permanently eliminated
from the matter principle within the framework of the dialectical
ground-motive of Greek thought. If then the soul is the origin of all mo-
tions in the cosmos, it can no longer be maintained as a purely thinking

ylyvolto ... oUtw 1 KIVIJOEWS UEV Opyn T0 aUTO aUTO KLVOUV. T0UT0 8 0UT
arndilvoBar ovte yiyvecbar Suvvarov, 1 mavia T 0UPAVOV TACAV TE YEVEGLV
ovurecovoav otiver kai unrot avlig Eyety 60sv xkivnbévia yevijoerat. (“Every
soul is immortal. For what is perpetually moved is immortal; that which moves
something else and is moved by something else, however, ceases to live when its
motion comes to rest. Only that which moves itself, inasmuch as it does not depart
from itself, never stops its motion, but is for the other things that move the cause and
origin of motion. But the Origin has not come into being. For everything that has
come into being must necessarily come into being from the Origin, but it itself
comes into being from nothing. For if the Origin came into being from something
[else], then everything would not come into being from the Origin.... That which
moves itself is thus the Origin of motion; but this can neither pass away nor come
into being, since otherwise the whole heavens and all coming into being would col-
lapse and stand still, and never find something to bring it back into motion.”) This fi-
nal passage can only have in view the “world-soul,” which causes the celestial mo-
tion.

Editorial note — AW: Note that <zdv> is an editorial addition in the Didot edition
(not found in current editions of Plato).

1 Plato, Philebus, 30 A ff.

157



The Dialectic of the Theory of Ideas up to Its Culmination in the Republic

form-substance; on the contrary, the dualism of the form and matter prin-
ciples is bound to appear within the soul itself. As a consequence, it is no
longer possible to maintain the simplicity of the soul.

Indeed, beginning with the Phaedrus, the doctrine appears that the soul
is tripartite. This doctrine is then further developed in Plato’s great dia-
logue the Republic in connection with his doctrine of the three classes in
the ideal organization of the polis that is dedicated to the idea of justice.
That the theory of the soul presented in the Phaedrus must have been for-
mulated before that of the Republic and not after it, as, e.g., Ueberweg-
Praechter maintain,' seems clear to me from the mere fact that, whereas
the Phaedrus only adumbrates the new theory in mythological form, the
Republic works it out in the transparent forms of theoria. There is no in-
stance in Plato’s works where he takes the mature form of a conception
that has already been worked out theoretically and proceeds later to clothe
it in the vague, merely allusive form of myth. Where this might seem to
take place, the myth is at least immediately given a scientific explanation
by means of theoria as it has further progressed during the interval.

Beginning with the Phaedrus, the nous is for Plato only the highest and
noblest part of the soul, the logistikon, which in a normative sense leads
and governs the other parts. It is opposed by the part which is the seat of
sensual desire (the epithumetikon) and which is controlled as such by the
blind matter principle with its lack of form and measure. Intermediate be-
tween these two antagonistic parts stands that part of the soul (the
thumo-eides) which is always ready to follow the leadership of the
logistikon and reacts in anger whenever sensual desire manages to get the
upper hand.

c.  The Myth of the Soul’s Astral Journey

The Phaedrus portrays all of this in the beautiful myth of the soul’s as-
tral journey following the celestial gods, that is, the twelve celestial
bodies known to Plato, which, according to him, are animated by divine
spirits that move them in circles. In this mythological picture, the soul is
compared with a team of two winged steeds inseparably joined to their
driver. In the case of the celestial gods, both steeds are completely will-

1 I deliberately restrict this statement to the Phaedrus’ theory of the soul and thus
make no judgment as to the chronological position of this dialogue in its entirety. It
is probably impossible to make such a judgment, since this dialogue, which has al-
ways been a stumbling block in the way of establishing the chronology of Plato’s
works, bears clear traces of a later revision of its original design. Thus, for example,
the description of the task of dialectic in 265, 266, and 277 is directly related to the
mature dialectical line of thought in the Sophist, the Statesman, and the Philebus,
whereas the entire first section of the dialogue preserves some features that are
clearly Socratic in origin. In addition, the conception of eros is directly connected
with the Symposium. Concerning the problem of chronology, cf. J. Stenzel, op cit.,
p. 105. Stenzel’s own notion that Plato did not write this dialogue until his final pe-
riod, intending it as a continuous picture of the development of his thought since the
Socratic period, hardly seems plausible to me. There are, in fact, a sufficient number
of other dialogues that bear traces of later revision.
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ing to obey the guidance of their driver, and the chariot is thus kept in
balance without difficulty. In the case of the other souls (daemones),
however, the two steeds are of different strains. The one is alert and of
good stock, while the other is of bad stock and upsets the balance by at-
tempting to pull the chariot down to earth. The journey of all the winged
teams follows the harmonious, perfect, spherical motion of the heavens
and ascends to the exterior side of the celestial vault. Here in the su-
pra-heavenly realm (zov vmepovpdviov tomov) of the eternal ontic
forms, the immortal souls behold the “colorless, spatially figureless, im-
palpable, really existing ontic form” (aypduardg te Kai doynuUATIOTOS
Kal avagng ovola oviwg ovoc), but this can only happen if the soul is
led by theoretical thought. For the celestial gods it is sufficient that they
see these eide (justice in itself, moderation in itself, knowledge in itself,
etc.), free from the process of becoming in its connection with matter,
only from time to time, namely, whenever their circuit carries them to
the region beyond the heavens. Then they may return to the near side of
the celestial vault. This vision is the thinking soul’s eternal food, which
nourishes its wings and causes them to grow.

Only for the steeds of the gods, however, is this ascent a complete suc-
cess. Since in the case of human souls the inferior steed seeks to pull the
chariot toward earth, the most that the driver can do, even under the most
favorable circumstances, is to extend his head into the supra-heavenly
realm. Thus the view of the eternal ontic forms largely escapes him. Every
human soul has once beheld these eide, however, and the recollection of
this enables it to obtain true conceptual knowledge.? In the worst case, the
soul’s entire winged team remains below the celestial vault and feeds on
sense images rather than on knowledge of being. Since the soul is then de-
prived of the nourishment for its wings required by its highest part, it falls
to the earth and enters into an earthly material body. In accordance with
what they have seen of the world of the eide, the souls are implanted in
categories of men distinguished as to value and vocation. Their fate after
their bodily death is then determined by what they have done during their
earthly existence, with the less worthy being assigned a reincarnation in
the body of an animal and a later return to human form.

d. The Transformation of the Uranic Motives of Orphic
Pythagorean Thought in the Theory of Ideas. The Topos
Hyperouranios of the Eide
Two things strike one about this mythical portrayal of Plato’s new con-
ception of the soul. In the first place, uranic religious motives are
adopted from Orphic-Pythagorean thought and, simultaneously, trans-
formed in terms of the form motive of the theory of ideas. The world of
the eide is emphatically said to be located above and beyond the celes-
tial vault in a 7omog vmepovpaviog. The souls whose vision remains

1 Plato, Phaedrus, 247 C.
2 Ibid., 249 B and C.
3 Ibid., 246 A to 249 C.
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limited to the area within the celestial vault are deprived of the nourish-
ment of the truly real ontic forms, and they are doomed to fall to earth.

e.  The Orphic Dualism of Body and Soul Is Weakened in the
Phaedrus

In the second place, one cannot fail to notice that the Orphic dualism
between the thinking soul and the material body has been considerably
weakened here. Socrates explicitly states that soul and body belong to-
gether in a living being.' In the immortal heavenly gods, soul and body
are by nature united for all time, although Socrates cannot yet offer a
theoretical reason for this.” It is only in mortal beings that the union be-
tween the soul and the material body is merely temporary. Not until the
Timaeus will Plato attempt in a more precise way to offer a rationale for
this basic difference between the earthly human body and the astral
heavenly body. He points out the main reason, however, already in the
Phaedrus. According to Plato, the heavenly bodies are always in orderly
motion and move in a circle; and circular motion, as we have seen, was
in the Greek view the perfect form of motion. This is an authentic Py-
thagorean notion, which we already encountered in Alcmaeon.

f- The Aporia of the Origin of the Matter Principle in the Soul.
The Theory of the Phaedrus, the Timaeus, the Laws, and the
Epinomis, and the Influence of Empedocles on the Latter
What, however, gives rise to the disorderly and unmeasured motions of
the sensual feelings and passions in the epithumetikon (the appetitive
part of the soul)? Surely, these cannot have their origin in the soul’s
principle of self-movement, for in the Phaedrus this is manifestly a
form-giving principle. Obviously, they are tied up with the earthly ma-
terial body. But how then can matter in itself be rigid and motionless?

The continuing influence of the matter principle, both within the human
soul and in the entire sublunar region of the cosmos, thus requires a more
precise explanation; but Plato does not offer one until the 7Timaeus. There,
his only option will be to accept the presence of the ultimate dualism be-
tween the form and matter principles within the origin of motion itself. In
spite of this, however, in his great dialogue the Laws (Nomoi) and in its
supplement in the Epinomis, both of which were written after the
Timaeus, he will return again to the theory of the Phaedrus, which holds

1 Ibid., 246 D (cap. 25).

2 Ibid., 246 C and D (cap. 25): {@ov 10 Eumav exAnbn, wuyn kai coua rayeyv,
Ovntov T Eoyev Enwvuuiav: abdvarov § ovd’ €E Evog Adyov AedoyLouévov, cAla
TAATTOUEY 0UT 180vTES 0UO’ IKavdg vorioavtes Beov, abavatov Tt {@ov, Eyov eV
wuynv, Eyov 8 oaua, tov el O€ ypovov tavta Svunepvkore. (“The whole, body
and soul combined, is called a living being and is further termed mortal. We call the
deity immortal, however, not on any particular well-reasoned basis, but we imagine
it without having seen or adequately known it as an immortal living being, possessed
of both a soul and a body that are by nature united for all time.”)
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that the soul is the exclusive origin of motion. As it is worked out there,
however, this theory counterposes to the rational and good world-soul an-
other that is irrational and evil. In other words, Plato accepts the existence
of a double world-soul: a form-soul and a matter-soul, the former being
the cause of the orderly motions and the latter being the cause of those that
are disorderly and unmeasured. I have previously called attention to the
influence of Empedocles on this late-Platonic theory.

In the Phaedrus, however, the polar dualism between the form and mat-
ter principles recedes into the background, although it does not actually
disappear. Here the Socratic tendency to find the form-giving power of
the divine idea of the kalokagathon throughout the entire cosmos clearly
predominates over the dark Orphic-Pythagorean dualism between the
earthly material body and the thinking soul-form. E7os, which is directed
toward this idea of the good and beautiful, serves as a mediator to recon-
cile sensible physis bound to the matter principle with the luminous
form-world of the eide.

This eros conception had been developed at length especially in the
Symposium (the Banquet), and it led there to an optimistic, aesthetically
and ethically tinted life-and-world view which, in its typically Apollonian
character, stands in polar opposition to the pessimistic physis conception
of the Phaedo. These two distinct conceptions of physis, the pessimistic
view of the Phaedo, and the optimistic one of the Symposium and the
Phaedrus, which at first stand in contrast to each other without any inner
connection, will soon be combined in Plato’s thought and will eventually
bring the theory of ideas to a critical stage.

According to the Phaedrus, eros is a type of enthusiasm (uovia) that is
aroused by the sight of the sensible adumbration of the eternal eidos of
beauty in material bodies. This awakens within the soul the recollection
(anammnesis) of the radiant ontic form of beauty that it has beheld in its
pre-existent state. Among all the eide, only beauty in its sensible adum-
bration has a luster which in its clarity can be apprehended through sight,
the clearest of our senses.'

This eros causes the wings of the soul to sprout anew. Separation from
the sensible image of beauty results in a painful state in which the growth
impulse of the wings is checked. One who is ruled by eros longs for the
most intimate union with the beloved ideal of beauty. In this situation, the

1 Plato, Phaedrus, 250 D (cap. 31): zepi 6€ kdlAovg, donmep elmouev, LET EKELVOV
7" Elaumev 10v, SeUpo T EABOVIES KaTEIANPOUEV QUTO S1a THG EVOPYECTATNG
aioBnoewg TV NUETEPWV oTiAPov Evapyéotata. Swig yap nuiv oévtarn tov did
100 cduarog épyeton aicbicewv, 1 gpovnois ovy oparar. (“With regard to beauty,
as we said, it shone forth as one among these [eternal ontic forms]; but when we
came to this point, we apprehended it, shining most clearly, with the clearest of our
senses. For sight seems to us the keenest of the sense perceptions that take place by
way of the body, though we do not behold thought with it.”)
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inferior steed (the appetitive part of the soul), turning against the leader-
ship of nous and the better steed that obeys it (the thumoeides), drives the
soul to look for satisfaction in the enjoyment of sensual love and thus fills
it with discord. Since beauty also works on the beloved and is answered
there as an echo, it arouses an equal longing and the same inner discord
and strife within the latter.

If this conflict within the two is brought to rest in an ordered relation-
ship in subjection to the theoretical thought function, eros is “intellectual-
ized” into theoretical or philosophical love for the eternal world of the
eide. And since the eidos of beauty itself is only fulfilled in the divine idea
of the good, which is one with beauty, eros then leads to the true ethi-
cal-religious manner of life. Such a life makes the phllosopher like God,
for therein he constantly dwells near to the eide in recollection.' Through
the self-control and moderation (cwgpocvvn) that it involves, it also
grants him true bliss and allows his soul to recover full possession of its
wings before the completion of the great astral year (10,000 solar years),
more precisely, after a mere 3,000 years, 1n which it has three times in suc-
cession chosen the same manner of life.”

In Plato’s famed Symposium, the Socratic central religious focus that is
inherent in this eros is elaborated in even more pregnant fashion. There,
the polar tensions between the static eide, on the one hand, and the divine
idea, on the other hand, and also between the supraterrestrial form princi-
ple and the earthly, physical matter principle, are seemingly annulled in a
higher synthesis. At the banquet of the acclaimed poet Agathon, after the
other guests have sung the praises of love, Socrates delivers the final
speech and relates what the prophetess Diotima has revealed to him con-
cerning eros. He begins by observing, in connection with a motif that has
already been developed in the Socratic dialogue the Lysis, that eros stands
between the good and the evil, the immortal and the mortal, the beautiful

1 Ibid., 249 C (cap. 29): 810 61 dikaiwg povn wrepovat 1 700 Grloocogov diavola:
7POg yop Exelvoig dei ot uviun kot Svvouty, mpog oionep 6 Oeog dv Oeidg
£ort. (“Therefore it is right that the soul of the philosopher alone is given wings. For
he, as much as he is able, always dwells near in memory to those things whose near-
ness makes the deity divine.”)

2 Ibid., 248 E and 249 A (cap. 29): Eic uev yap tavto, 66ev kel 1 wuyn €kdorn,
0UK AQLKVELTAL ETOV LUPLOV' 0V YOp TTEPOVTAL PO TOGOVTOV ¥POVO, ANV 1] TOD
prlocogricaviog adoiws i marSepactriocavtog ueTe drlocodias avrar 6 ity
TEPLOS® TN YIALETEL, Eav EAwvTal Tpic EPe&nic TOV Biov T0VTOV, 0UTW TTEPWOEToUL
proyirioote Etel anépyoviatl. (“For to the place whence it came a soul does not
return for ten thousand years; for before this length of time it cannot obtain wings,
except for the [souls] of the philosophers or of those who in a philosophical manner
practice pederasty; these, at the third cycle of a thousand years, if they have chosen
the same manner of life three times in succession, are thereby provided with wings
and depart thence in the three thousandth year.”)
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and the ugly, the wise and the foolish." Eras is not a god but a daemon, a
divine impulse of the soul that inspires a person to pursue philosophy, just
because it neither yet possesses wisdom nor 1s itignorant. In a personifica-
tion, it itself is called the “philosopher.” * Eros impels theoria toward the
vision of the eidos of beauty in itself, a vision that is centered, however, on
the divine idea in which the good and the beautiful have their indivisible
original unity. This theoretical concentrating proceeds by way of a
step-by-step ascent. The first step is from sensible material beauty, which
beams upon us from certain beautiful bodies, to the sensible beauty of all
bodies. The next step is beautiful practices or activities; and the step fol-
lowing it is the beauty of the sciences, in particular, mathematics and as-
tronomy. At the end stands philosophical knowledge of the eternal eidos
of beauty, in its central focus upon the divine form -power of the good and
the beautiful. Here the ascent finds its fulfilment.’

Eros thus leads by way of theoria to the true ethical-religious manner of
life. For, as Julius Stenzel has expressed it in one of his studies of Plato,
the idea of the good (idea tou agathou), as the highest cause and end of hu-
man endeavor, “simultaneously elucidates the actual meaning of absolute
beauty in the Symposium and therewith the meaning of Plato’s eros doc-
trine.” The Apollonian form motive of the religion of culture in the deep-
ened form given it by Socrates seems here indeed to have completely pen-
etrated the Platonic theory of ideas.

It is worthy of note that in Hesiod’s theogony eros is the driving force in

1 Plato, Symposium, 204 (cap. 28).

2 Symposium, 204 B (cap. 28): o1t yap o1 taov kalliotwv 1 cogia, "Epws & otiv
&pwe mept 10 KaAdv, dot avaykaiov “Epwta ¢giAdcogov gival, pridcogov § dvia
uetad eivar cogov xai duabois”. (“For wisdom surely belongs among the most
beautiful things; but Eros is love directed toward the beautiful; and thus, of neces-
sity, Eros must be a philosopher; but in being a lover of wisdom, he stands between
the wise and the ignorant.”)

3 Ibid., 211 B and C (cap. 29): 10070 yap 81 €0t 10 0pOa €nl 10 EpwrTika 1€val 1)
v’ dAAov dyecBat, apyOUEVOV A0 TOVEE TOV KAADV EKEIVOV Eveka 100 KAAOD
O€l EmaviEval, Gorep ExavaPabuois ypouevoy, ag’ Evos €xl U0 Kal amo SVELY
Eml mavia 10 KOAQ OWUQTH, KAl OO TOV KOA®DV COUATOV Enl 10 KOAX
EmndevuaTa, Kol ano TV KaADV EXTNOEVUATOV ETTL T¢ KQAQ uabniuatae, €ot’ dv
ano TV uebnuUATOV EX° EKELVO TO HAdONUA TEAEVTION, 6 £0TLV 0VK GAAOV 1] QUTOD
E£kelvov 100 KeA0D udbnue, kai yve avto televiav 6 €ott kalov. (“For surely
this is the right way to love, which one must take or be led upon by another, that for
the sake of that primal beauty, one climbs from these beautiful things ever upward,
step by step, from one to two, and from two to all beautiful bodies; and from bodily
beauty on to beautiful practices, from beautiful practices to beautiful sciences, until
one finally raises himself from the other sciences to that science which is the knowl-
edge of nothing other than the primal beauty, and one at last knows what the beauti-
ful itself is.””) This idea of the beautiful is also called kadov kaya6ov (cf. 204 A).

4 “ . erlaiitert zugleich den eigentlichen Sinn des absoluten Schénen im Symposion
und damit den Sinn der platonischen Erotik™ (Stenzel, op. cit., pp. 17-18). (English
translation by translator.)
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the development from chaos to cosmos, conceived in the form of sexual
procreation, a notion of which Plato also makes use. According to Socra-
tes, eros even at its lowest sensual level strives to “bring forth in beauty,”
in order that the perishable image of beauty in the individual body may at-
tain a certain immortality in its progeny. Far above this sensual, sexual
propagation, however, stands the intellectual or cultural-political propa-
gation of good notions in one’s fellow citizens, and the highest of all is the
propagation of intellectual knowledge in one’s youthful lovers through
philosophical formation, directed toward the world of eternal ontic forms,
and its central unity in the divine idea.

Nevertheless, the synthesis that Plato sought to achieve in the Sympo-
sium and the Phaedrus with the conception of eros was only a seeming
one. This conception, which also had a darker side in Plato’s concessions
to the common Greek vice of pederasty, did not truly raise theoria above
the polar dualism of the Greek ground-motive. E£70s is not a higher princi-
ple of origin standing above the form principle and the matter principle;
rather, it only mediates between them. It is itself driven by the discord be-
tween these two antagonistic ground-motives from the one pole to the
other. In these two dialogues, furthermore, the inner tension between the
static world of the eide and the divine idea of the good and beautiful is also
not satisfactorily overcome. The mutual relationship between the eide is
left completely in the dark. That the eide have a central reference to the di-
vine idea is in fact implicitly assumed; but it is not yet explicated theoreti-
cally. In addition, the basic problem of the Platonic theory of ideas which I
formulated earlier, namely, whether the eide themselves derive their being
from this divine idea of the kalokagathon, is passed over without com-
ment. This problem will not be explicitly confronted and solved until that
section of the Republic which was drafted later, but even there the solution
will not prove to be definitive.

3. The Reconciliation of the Static and the Dynamic Form
Motive in the Republic (Books II-X). The Socratic Idea as
the Origin of the Eide

In books II through X of the Republic, the theory of ideas is placed in
relation to the polis, as the center of Greek life. The polis, as the bearer
of the religion of culture, thereby again takes the central position in
Plato’s thought that it had occupied from the very beginning, as is clear
from his seventh letter. Further, it is precisely through its being applied
to the organization of the polis that this theory receives its most
far-reaching application to all areas of life. For, as the vehicle of the cul-
ture religion, the polis is simultaneously the earthly vehicle of the form
principle, which governs this religion. Paideia, in the sense of the form-
ing of the free Greek into a citizen, meant for the popular Greek mind of
classical times, and for Plato as well, the cultural formation of a person
in all areas of life. Indeed, according to this view, the polis is the
all-encompassing sphere of human society, which lays claim to all ter-

164



Reformation and Scholasticism in Philosophy — Volume [

rains of human life. The notion that each distinct component of society
possesses a sovereignty in its own sphere that is rooted in its internal na-
ture and created structure, a view that arose only from the ground-mo-
tive of the Christian religion, is completely foreign to the world of clas-
sical antiquity.

In the present context, my inquiry is concerned only with the dialectical
development of Plato’s theory of ideas in its intimate association with the
development of his anthropological views. Thus the wealth of other mate-
rial in this important dialogue, which indeed would demand separate treat-
ment, will have to be largely passed over.

In the first book of the Republic, which belongs to Plato’s early period,
the subject of inquiry was the virtue of justice; and, as had been the case
with all of the Socratic dialogues from this period, the discussion did not
arrive at a conclusive concept. In books II through X, this problem is taken
up once again. Here justice is placed within the framework of the theory of
ideas as it had matured during the interim. It is examined primarily as it is
manifested in the ideal organization of the polis that conforms to the eidos
of justice. Both individual ethics and the conception of the human soul are
viewed entirely within the context of this idea of the state. The course of
Plato’s argument here is too well-known to require an elaborate summary;
I shall detail only those points that are important for our own discussion.

Following an exposition of the origin and development of the state,
which in its attempt to derive the state from totally different societal forms
evinces a fundamental lack of insight into the internal structures of the dif-
ferentiated societal spheres, Plato attempts to give a plausible account of
the gradual formation of three distinct classes of citizens, each with a par-
ticular calling. These, in their mutual division of labor, provide for the
communal needs of the whole.

The oldest class is that which attends to the elemental economic needs
of food, housing, clothing, etc. When cultural development causes the
above needs to grow and requires an extension of the state’s territory, the
continual conflicts with neighboring peoples that ensue make necessary
the formation of a military class, and the best members of this are recruited
to form the class of rulers. There are thus three vocational classes: the
farmers and craftsmen (yewpyixoi xai dnuitovpyixot), who have to pro-
vide for the needs of the other classes; the guardians (mporoleguovvieg),
who as helpers of the rulers are also called €xixovpot; and the complete
guardians or rulers (pvAakes maviedeis or dpyovreg). Within the polis,
justice consists of ta avT00 mpdrreLv (ta hautou prattein), according to
which each class devotes itself to its own task and only to this, and the
strictest division of labor is thus observed in maintaining the separate vo-
cational classes. Plato seeks the criterion for membership in these classes
in a person’s natural aptitude, and the distinct degree of formative educa-
tion that the polis should provide in each case corresponds to this aptitude.
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In order that it may properly carry out its military duties, the second
class is to be formed by means of a combined education in gymnastics and
music (the latter taken in a broad sense which also includes the study of
works of poetry), and since the soul should rule the body, music is given
the leading role in this educational process. For the class of rulers, the
schooling in music and gymnastics is only propadeutic and is followed by
a scientific education that involves the mathematical sciences (including
astronomy and the theory of harmony) first of all, and concludes with the
study of dialectic, the science of the eide. The aim of this is to make the
rulers into nothmg less than philosophers, who alone possess knowledge
of the truth." If the philosophers do not become kings, or the kings do not
become philosophers, there W111 be no end of disaster in the life of the state
and in human life in general.” But lest their introduction to the theory of
ideas remove them from daily life and leave them without practical skill
for conducting the affairs of state, the future rulers’ scientific training is
interrupted between the ages of 35 and 50 by a period of work in both mili-
tary and civilian offices, and only after this is their education completed
with the theoria of the idea of the good. Here we have approached the ma-
ture conception of the theory of ideas in this stage of Plato’s thought.

This conception from the outset places the idea tou agathou, the idea of
the good, at the center of interest, and the centrally focused vision of this
divine idea comes to be regarded as the actual fulfillment of theoretical
knowledge of the eide. A lack of insight into the pregnant sense of idea in
Plato’s theory of ideas has given rise to much misunderstanding in the lit-
erature with respect to his exposition of this theory in the sixth and sev-
enth books. In a close examination of the relevant texts, we must pay spe-
cial attention, therefore, to Plato’s exposition here of the relationship be-
tween eide and idea.

In the course of his detailed investigations, Plato examines the eidos of
justice and those of the three other so-called cardinal virtues of Greek mo-
rality (fortitude, temperance, and prudence) with reference to the three
classes of the ideal state and the three parts of the soul. In the sixth book,
however, his discussion begins to probe deeper by bringing the idea of the
good under consideration. Socrates argues that knowledge of this idea is
the most important and all-controlling knowledge, since it is only through
the application of it that the other virtues become useful and beneficial. If
the central knowledge of this idea is lacking, it avails a person nothing to
know everything else very well, just as there is no profit in the possession
of anything apart from the good 3 Although many persons prefer what
only seems to be beautiful and just, mistaking the semblance for the real-

1 Plato, Republic, 484 B ft.

2 Ibid., 473 d.

3 Plato, Ibid., 505 a: Erel o1t ye 1 100 ayaboi 16éa uéyiorov udbnua, ﬂol/lalag
axnxoas, 1 Sixaia kai TdAAa TPOCYPNGAUEVE YpTiolue Kol ddéAua yiyveTal. .
el 6¢ un iouev, dvev 8¢ tavmg €i 6 udiiota talla émioraiueda, oich, bt
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ity, with respect to the good no one can be content with the possession of
the mere semblance, since here being is all-important.' If those who are
destined to become rulers of the polis thus do not know to what extent the
beautiful and the just are good, these eide [viz., of beauty and justice] will
not have made them into good guardians. For without knowing this, no
one can have a sufficient knowledge of the beautiful and the just.” It is
only as one concentrates his vision of these eide on the divine idea that he
gains a synopsis of beauty and justice, that is, an idea in a subjective,
epistemological sense.

a. The Divine Idea of the Good Is Transcendent to the Realm
of the Ontic Forms (Ousiai)

When he is asked what the highest good is in itself, however, Socrates
replies that he is powerless to define it in a concept, although he had not
refused to do this with respect to the eide proper (justice, fortitude, etc.).
Instead, he resorts to a comparison taken from the realm of phenomena

O0VOEV NUTV OPELOG, WOTEP 0V’ €1 KEKTNUEOD TL GveD 0V ayaBoD. 1 oiel 1L TAEOV
elval ndoav ktijotv éxtioBat, un uévror ayabrv; (“For you have often heard that
the most important knowledge is the idea of the good, by the application of which
justice and the other virtues become useful and beneficial.... But if we do not know
it, you are aware that without this, even if we were to know everything else very
well, it would profit us nothing, as little as if we should possess all things except the
good.”)

1 Ibid., 505 D: 106e oV ¢avepov, ws Sikaia UEV Kal KOAC mOALOL GV EAoLvTo TG
Soxovvra, Kdv un 7, Guws TavTa TPdTELY kol kextioBal kai SOKeLV, dyaba &
0V0evlL €11 Opkel 1@ Sokovvia ktdoOat, alia ta dvia {nrovot, v S dofav
gvtavba 1i6n mds aradder; (“Is it not evident that many would prefer what seems
beautiful and just, and even the semblance, although to do and to possess them in
this way would be illusory; yet that with respect to the good no one is any longer
content to possess what seems good, but they seek what is good and all despise the
semblance here?”)

2 Ibid., 506 A: Otuat yoov, ginov, dixaid te kai kel dyvoovueva 6rn mote ayabd
£a1Lv, 0V moAA0D TIvog détov pUvAaka KkekTRoBot av EQVTAV TOV TOVTO AyVooUVTQ!
uavrevouar 8¢ undeéva avta mpotepov yvaioecbat ikavag. (“1 at any rate believe,
so I continued, that the just and the beautiful, if it is not known to what extent they
are good, will not have secured a very fit guardian in one who does not know this. I
suspect that before this no one will know them [the just and the beautiful] ade-
quately.”)

3 Ibid., 507 B: Ioddo xoldd, v 8 yd, kai molda ayaba xai Exacta oUrwg glval
oauév te kat Siopilouev 1@ Aoy. ...Kat avto 61 kadov kai avto ayebov kai
oUtw mept maviwv & 10te Mg TOAAG ETiBguey, TdAv av kat i6éav uiav EkdoTov
g pidg ovorng 11bévieg 6 oty Exaorov mpooayopeviuey. (“We say and deter-
mine in our reasoning that much exists that is beautiful, and much that is good, and
similarly for everything ... On the other hand, we once again consider the beautiful
in itself and the good in itself, and similarly with regard to everything which we for-
merly posited as a multiplicity, according to the single idea of each of [these] we
take them for what they [in truth] are.”
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accessible to sense perception, namely, the sun in its relation to both the
faculty of sight and visible objects. The sun, he says, has sprung from
the divine idea of the good and beautiful, as that which corresponds to it
in the visible realm.’

The eye is able to see objects only by means of light. The faculty of
sight is not itself the sun, nor is it the eye, the sense organ with which we
see. But as the most “sunlike” of all the sense organs, the eye owes to the
sun its power of sight, as something that is beamed upon it from the sun’s
fullness. The same position that the sun, as a “celestial god,” holds within
the realm of the visible with respect to the eye’s power of sight and the ob-
jects that can be seen by the eye, which are only made visible by the sun, is
held within the intelligible realm of the eternal ontic forms, which is ac-
cessible only to theoretical thought, by the divine idea of the good with re-
spect to the faculty of thought and the eide that are its objects.

“Grant, therefore, that it is the idea of the good that lends truth to the ob-
jects of knowledge and the power of knowing the truth to the knower;
think of it as the cause (aitia) of knowledge and of truth, and also of the
object of knowledge; and if — although these two, knowledge and truth,
are already so beautiful — you suppose it to be something still more beauti-
ful than these, then you will think rightly.”?

When Glaucon shows some surprise at this supreme beauty ascribed to
the idea of the good, Socrates explains further: ““You will, I think grant
that the sun imparts to that which is seen not only the power of being visi-
ble, but also generation, growth, and nourishment, although the sun is not
itself generation.... Grant then also that through the idea of the good the
objects of knowledge not only receive their being known, but that also
their being and their ontic form (ousia) comes to them from it, although
the good itselfis not an ousia, but in dignity and form-power (dunamis) is
exalted even above the ontic form (ousia).”

In their mutual relation, these passages admit of only one interpretation.

1 Ibid., 506 E: O¢ 8¢ €xyovog 1€ 100 ayabol ¢aiverar kal OUolOTATOS EKEIVQ,
A€yery €0¢w (“But what seems to me an offspring of the good and very much like
it, this I will tell you.”) It is clear from what follows that this is a reference to the sun
as a “celestial god.”

2 Ibid., 508 E: Tovto t0ivuv 70 1)V GANOELQY TOPEYOV TOIS YUYVWOKOUEVOLS KOL TO
yryvéoxovtt myv Sbvautv arnodidov v 100 dyaod idéav ¢dabr gival, aitiav §
Emotnung ovoav kail aAnbsiag d¢ yryvwokouévng uev Stavood, oUtw 8¢ KaAdv
AUPOTEPWV OVIWV, YVOOEDS TE Kal aAnbeiag, dAlo kal kdAliov €tt 10UtV
nyovuevog avto oplag nyroet. (translation in the text).

3 Ibid., 509 B (end of cap. 19): Tov fjliov toig dpauévoic ov udvov, oluat, tv 100
opdoBor Svvaury wopéyetv Prioels, alda kal TNy Yeveorv kal avénv Kat tpognv,
0V YEveolv QUTOV OVIQ. ... KAl TOIG YUYVWOKOUEVOLS TOIVUV W) HOVOV TO
yryvéoxkecbar gavar vro 100 ayafov mapeival, dAAG kai 10 glvai te Kai TV
ovoiav Ur’ EKELVOV QUTOIG TPOOELVAL, 0VK 0Volag 6viog 100 ayabov, dAl’ €1t
Enékelva Mg ovolas mpecfelg kol Svvauel vmepgyovrog. (“You will, T think,
grant that the sun imparts to the things that are seen not only their power of being
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The divine idea of the good, to which the highest degree of beauty is as-
cribed, is explicitly declared to be transcendent to the intelligible realm of
the eternal ontic forms, which are here grouped under the general term
ousiai. The aim of true knowledge is to regard the eide in the light of the
divine idea and thus to gain an idea, a synopsis, of each eidos Wthh first
makes it fully known (an idea of justice, an idea of beauty, etc.).! The be-
ing and essence of the eide are unambiguously derived from the divine
idea as their origin.

b. Through Its 1dea, the Divine Nous Is the Origin of the Eide
In the tenth book of the Republic,” the veil of mystery that has remained
hanging over the divine idea of the good is at last fully lifted. Here the
discussion leader emphatically argues that the eidos of a cultural object
such as a couch is not produced by the human craftsman (dnuiovpydg),
who creates only a representation of the eidos, but by the divine master
workman (6e0g). This eidos or 1mperlshab1e ontic form of the couch is
called “the couch in the ‘nature’ of its being” (1 €v 7] gvoer ovaa)
and the Eleatic conception of physis, in which physis is absorbed into
the all-encompassing oneness of the unmoved divine form of being, is
thereby completely penetrated by the Socratic form motive of the cul-
ture religion stemming from Anaxagoras.

There can be no doubt that the term 6d¢ must be understood here in the
monotheistic sense of Anaxagoras, namely, as the divine nous, conceived

visible, but also generation, growth, and nourishment, although it is not itself gener-
ation..... Grant therefore also that through the Good the known [ontic forms] not
only receive their being known, but that also their being and their ontic form come
to them from the same, although the good is not an ontic form, but in its dignity and
form-power is exalted even above the latter.””) Ousia here can only mean ontic or es-
sential form, since a distinction is made between ousia and einai (being).

| Ibid., 507 B.

2 Ibid., 596 ff.

3 Ibid., 597 A: Ti 8¢ 6 xKAwvormoidg; ovk dptt uévror éAeyeg, 61t 0V 10 €180¢ moiel, &
81 pouev givar 6 ot xkAivny, dAda xAivny tivd; (“But what of the maker of
couches? Did you not just say that he does not make the eidos that we call the couch
in its true ontic form, but only a particular couch?”) Ibid., 597 B: Ovkovv tpirral
Tveg KAlvar avtal yiyvovior: uia ugv 1 €v wjj ¢voel ovoa, fv Paiuev dv, g
gyauar, Oeov EpydoacBa. ... Mia 8¢ ye, fiv 0 téxtov. ... Mia 8¢, fiv 6 {wypddog.
(“Therefore we get these three [kinds of] couches: one which by its nature is that
which I believe we may say is produced by god... one that is the product of the
craftsman... one that is the product of the painter [who makes an artistic representa-
tion of the couch produced by the craftsman].”) Ibid., 597 C: O uev 6n 0edg, eite
ovKk EBovAeT0, €ite TIC AVAYKN ERNV U TAEov 1 uiav €v 1] pUcEL anepydoacOal
avtov KAlvny, oUTwg €moinoey uiav uovov avtnv ekeivnv 6 €ott kAivny: Vo 6€
rotavton 1j wleiovg olte EputevOnoav Vo 10U Beov ovte un pvdotv. (“Now god,
either by choice or because he was under some necessity to make but one couch in
its natural essence, thus produced only one, viz., that couch which is that by its [nat-
ural] being [ontic form]; two or more of this nature were neither made by god, nor
could have been made by him.”)
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as the demiurge or form-giving origin. For the celestial gods (6ot
ovpavior) are definitely out of the picture here. Indeed, in the passage
cited earlier from the sixth book, they are themselves called a product of
the idea tou agathou and in the tenth book,' it is said that the “divine mas-
ter workman” not only can produce all cultural objects, but that he also
makes everything that grows on the earth and all that has life, and further-
more, earth and heaven and the gods, and all things in the heavens and un-
der the earth in Hades, i.e., Aides (‘the invisible realm’).? If this is the case,

however, the idea tou agathou can have its seat only in the divine nous. It
is the central, primal form of the divine mind, the form serving as the ori-
gin of the entire intelligible world of the eide.

It does not follow that the eide subsist only within the divine nous along
with the idea tou agathou. This is a later neo-Platonic interpretation that
finds no support in the Republic. The eide constitute a realm of quiescent
ontic forms, which are the imperishable primal models for the things hav-
ing form in the world of sense. They are, however, also a product of the
dynamic activity of the form-giving idea in the divine nous, an extrapola-
tion from the one idea which embraces all ontic form from its very center.

In this way Plato arrived at a provisional solution of one of the most
pressing problems of the theory of ideas. The Socratic line of thought has
won a decisive victory over the Eleatic-Pythagorean influence.

c. The Conception of the Idea of the Good as the Highest
Member of the Realm of the Eide Is Incorrect

The interpretation is untenable, therefore, which holds that this concep-
tion proclaims the idea of the good to be the highest member of the
realm of the eide.” The Republic has no realm of intelligible ideai; it
only has one of eternal ontic forms. And besides the eide, furthermore,
this realm includes nothing but non-sensible mathematical forms. The
idea tou agathou does not itself belong to this intelligible realm and is

1 Ibid., 596 C.

2 Ibid., 596 B and C (Book X) : '"AAL’ Gpa 61 kai T0VOe Tiva KAAELS TOV STULOVPYOV.
Tov motov; “Og mdvta moiel Soanep eig Exactog T@V Ye1pOTEYVOY. AEVOV TLIVLY
Asyszg Kol Qav,uamov avépa. Olnw e arla taya pudliov q)naelg 0 am-og yap
ovt0g ;(szpors;(vng oV ,uovov TavTa ozog 1€ OKEVN motfjooL, OAAD KOl 10 €K mg yng
¢voueve dravra molel kol oo mavie pydletal, td 1€ dAAa kol €avTov, Kol
POG TOVTOLS YV Kall 0Upavov kai Beovs kal mavia ta v ovpavd kol ta €v "Adov
vmo yng dravre epyalerar. (“But consider now what name you would give to the
Master Workman. Which one? He who makes all the things that each of the crafts-
men [produces]. You speak of a very extraordinary and admirable man! Wait a mo-
ment, you will soon call him that even more. For this Master Workman is not only
able to make all implements, but he also makes everything that sprouts from the
earth and produces all that lives, both other things and himself, and in addition earth
and sky and gods and everything in the heavens and everything in Hades under the
carth.”) In this passage, as in the Phaedo, Hades is called Aides, the invisible realm,
which is here understood as the realm of the eide.

3 (Cf,e.g. Ueberweg-Praechter, op. cit, 1 (12th ed.), pp. 271-272.
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therefore not the object (Gegenstand) of a logical concept. It is rather
the origin of all ontic forms equally, just as the sun is the origin of the
birth and growth of living organisms in the visible world subject to the
matter principle.

d. The Epistemological Significance of the Idea

Plato then at once turns, at the close of the sixth book, to work out the
epistemological implications of the insight he has gained. There are, he
says, two realms. The first is the visible realm (opazov y€vog) or the
realm of becoming (yéveoig). The principle that gives form to this
realm resides in the sun (conceived as a celestial god), but the latter
owes its origin to the idea of the good in the divine nous, which Socra-
tes had called the demiurge of the sense organs (70v 1@V eicOncewv
Snuiovpyov)." The second is the intelligible realm (vonzov yévog), or
the realm of the ousia or true being. The origin of being in this realm is
found in the divine idea of the good.

The first realm includes, on its higher level, all natural, visible living be-
ings and all products of human culture; while, on its lower level, it in-
cludes the shadows and the reflections of these visible objects in water and
upon dense, smooth, clear surfaces. Corresponding in human knowledge
to this sensible realm of becoming is doxa or opinion, which with respect
to sensible objects themselves is manifest as wiorig (belief), and with re-
spect to their shadows and reflections, which have a lesser degree of clar-
ity, i)szmanifest as less certain eixaoia (literally, the observation of im-
ages).

e. The Idea of the Good as the An-hypotheton of Dialectic.
Dianoia and Episteme in Their Mutual Relation

Within the second, intelligible realm of the ousia, the lower level is as-
signed to the objects (Gegenstinde) of mathematical science. The math-
ematician has to make use of figures perceptible to the senses as images
of the nonsensible mathematical ontic forms, and with these sensible
images he develops and illustrates his propositions. In so doing, he pro-
ceeds from postulates (hypotheseis) such as even and odd, straight and
crooked, and the angles, and without rendering a theoretical account of
these hypotheses by tracking down their ground and cause, he deduces
from them his propositions and proofs. His method of investigation
moves, therefore, from above to below. It is a method ex hypothesi, a
hypothetical method, which is directed not toward the arche or origin of
being, but toward the tedlevry, the end result. The higher level in the
realm of the ousia is occupied by the eide or ontic forms (Plato here
speaks explicitly of eide, not of ideai).’

Within human knowledge, didvoia or scientific understanding corre-

1 Ibid., 507 C.

2 Ibid., 509 D and E.

3 Ibid., 510 B: Xxorer 81 av kai v 100 vontov tounv 7 wuntéov. I; "H 10 ugv
avT00 T0lg TOTE TUNOEIOLY G EIKOOL YpmUEVN wuyn {nielv avaykdaletor €&
Ymobécewy 0VK Er’ dpynv mopevoudvn, aAl’ éni tedevtiv, 10 & ad Etepov 10 én’
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sponds to the mathematical ontic forms, while vdnoig in its narrower
sense, or €morrun (here best translated as rational knowledge), corre-
sponds to the eide. Without having to take recourse to the perceptual aid of
visible forms, the latter ascends from the Aypothesis to the an-hypotheton,
the absolute Origin. Both types of knowledge, dianoia and episteme (or
noesis in the narrower sense), are comprised under the broader term noesis
and are contrasted with doxa.

Within this entire epistemological exposition, found at the end of the
sixth book, the following utterance of Socrates is particularly striking:
“Understand then, that by the other section of the noeton 1 mean that
which logical thought itself apprehends by means of the dunamis of dia-
lectic, in that it treats its hypotheses not as principles of origin, but as ac-
tual hypothesis, steps and stimulants that enable it to proceed to the abso-
lute [an-hypotheton], the origin of all, and having taken hold of this, by
again fastening on to that [viz., the eide] which is fastened to this absolute,
so to descend to the latter [viz., the eide], not making use of any sense per-
cqpltlio}rll, butlgrasping the eide themselves through themselves and ending
with them.”

This passage once again confirms what Socrates has already observed
earlier, namely, that dialectic, the knowledge of the eide by means of logi-
cal thought, should proceed from the divine idea of the good as the
an-hypotheton, in order to apprehend from there the eide in their divine
origin and thus to behold them fully in their particular ontic forms. It is the
divine idea, not the eide, that is the absolute, the an-hypotheton. As such it
is the divine arche, the true dynamic aitia or cause which first brings the
eide into being. The eide, on their part, are the teleute of dialectic, that is,
that with which it ends, not that with which it in an absolute sense begins.
Insofar as dialectic begins with conceptual definition of the eide, the latter
are still mere hypotheses, which must first be traced back to their an-
hypotheton.

Precisely for this reason, it is not sufficient to gain a detached concept of
the eidos of justice. Dialectic must behold this eidos in an idea (an idea of

dpynv avurdletov €€ Dmobécews iovoa kai dvev dvrep EKelvo lkovov avTolg
gldeot 6t avtawv v uéBodov rotovuevn. (“Consider further how the division of the
intelligible is to be performed. How then? In such a way that the soul is compelled
to investigate one section of it in terms of hypotheses, by using the section that was
previously cut off [viz., the realm of the visible] as images, and proceeding, not back
to the origin, but to the conclusion; in the other section, in contrast, it goes back
from the assumption to an absolute origin, and does not, as in the first, make use of
images, but employs only the eide themselves in its investigations.”)

1 Ibid., 511 B: To roivuv étepov udvlave wuiua 100 vontov A&yovid ue tovto, 00
avtog 0 Adyog dnretar 17 100 Stad€yecbar Svvduet, 10¢ VIOOEGELS TOLOVUEVOG,
0VK dpydg, AL T@ Jvrl Ymobécels, olov émiPdoeis te kai dpuds, iva uéypt w0
avuro0gtov Ert v 100 TAVTOS GpYNV LBV, AWOUEVOS QUTHE TAALY 0l EYOUEVOS
TV EKEiVNG Eyouvav, oUtws €rt Televtnv katefaivy, alontd mavidraoctv
0VBEVL TPOTYPHBUEVOG, GAL’ €idECLY QUTOIS 81 QUTOV €1 VT, KOl TEAEVTQ €1
£16n. (Translation in the text.)
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justice) by following it back to its divine origin in the idea tou agathou.
Each of the multitude of eide has its own idea, which ties the distinctive-
ness of its nature to the divine idea as the form of origin. In this pregnant
sense of form of origin, however, there is just one idea, for this only be-
comes a plurality in its relationship as origin to the eide.

f. The Allegory of the Cave

At the beginning of the seventh book, this entire conception of the rela-
tionship of the eide to the divine idea, and of both of these to the unreal
realm of visible things subject to the matter principle, is once again
summarized in symbolic form by means of the famous allegory of the
cave. There have been men living since childhood in an underground
cavern, chained with their backs facing the exit that opens to the day-
light in such a manner that they are unable to turn their heads. The light
that they do receive comes from a fire burning at a distance behind
them. Facing them stands a wall upon which are cast the shadows of im-
ages of human beings, other creatures, and all types of cultural objects
that men carry past the wall. Of necessity the chained captives will
know no other reality than the silhouettes upon the wall, and they will
take these to be the only true reality.

If some of them are then unchained and compelled to turn their heads
around, to go toward the exit of the cave, and to ascend to where they can
see the light, the blinding glare will make it impossible for them at first to
discern the real objects of which they had formerly beheld only the shad-
ows of artificial images. If such persons are to be taught to accustom
themselves to reality, this will have to be done gradually. At first the shad-
ows will be clearest to them, then the images of men and other things re-
flected in water, and later on the men and objects themselves in the actual
place where they are standing. After they have learned in this way to
reaccustom their eyes to the sunlight, they will consider themselves fortu-
nate because of the change that has taken place. If they return to the pris-
oners in the cave and resume their former position, however, they will
need much time to become accustomed once again to the old world of
shadows, and the others will thus say that they have returned with their
eyesight ruined and that it is not worthwhile to attempt the ascent to the
sunlight. The captives will then even try to kill the man who would at-
tempt to unchain someone and lead him to the exit.

This beautiful allegory is then immediately explicated by Socrates in
terms of the epistemological theory he has just set forth. The dark cave is
the visible world in which man dwells, and the fire that illuminates the
cave is the counterpart of the sun in this visible realm. The ascent of the re-
leased captives and their observation of the things that are found above
corresponds to the elevation of the thinking soul to the noeton, the intelli-
gible realm of eternal ontic forms. This realm is irradiated by the pure
light of the divine idea of the good, which in its gleaming brilliance can it-
self be known only with great difficulty. If one has beheld this idea by
means of pure theoria, however, he is led to the conclusion that it is the
cause (aitia) of all that is just and beautiful, giving birth in the visible
realm to light and the sun, but reigning sovereign in the realm of the
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noeton by granting truth and giving insight into imperishable being. He
must then also conclude that one must have seen this idea if he is to act
wisely either in his personal life or in the public life of the polis."

The formative theoretical training that the polis should give to its future
rulers must specifically aim, therefore, in the most effective manner possi-
ble, to turn the soul toward the realm of eternal being and the idea of the
good which shines over all, and to turn it away from the unreal realm of
becoming in which the matter principle of eternal flux holds sway.?

Here correct knowledge of the eide is thus once again made dependent
on theoretical vision that is centered on the divine idea. In addition, the
theoretical thought function is emphatically contrasted with the other fac-
ulties of the soul, which the latter acquires through habit and practice only
after its union with the body. Theoretical thought is proclaimed to be,
above all things, divine in nature. As such, it never loses its dunamis, al-
though it can become either useful or harmful depending on whether the
theoretical vision is turned toward or away from the intelligible realm.?

g. Plato’s Great Epistemological Discovery and Why Its
Metaphysical Foundation Left It Unfruitful for Science
In this whole epistemological conception, Plato is indeed on the track of

1 Ibid., 517 B and C : ¢ § odv uoi garvdueva oltw daiveral, €v 1@ yvaoto
televtaia 1 100 dyaBod idéa kai udyig dpdobat, opbsica 8¢ cviloyiotéa eivat,
w¢ dpa mdol aviwv avtn oplav 1€ kol kKeA®v aitia, £V e 0paTtd ¢as Kol TovV
0070V KUplov tekoloa, €v T€ vonid vt Kupla dAnbsiav kol voovv
mapacyougvn, kat 0t Sel Tavtny 1TV 10V HEALovTa Eugpovag npaéerv 1j idig i
onuooiq. (Translation in the text.)

2 Ibid., 518 C and D. In Republic 518 C, the good (not the idea) is called 700 dvrog 70
garvorarov. This passage cannot disagree in meaning with the unambiguous state-
ments cited earlier in which the divine id€a 100 adya6ov is declared to be transcen-
dent to ousia and einai. The reference here is apparently to the shining forth into of
the divine idea in the realm of being, which makes all being good and thereby im-
parts to it the brightest splendor. A literal translation would thus be “the most radiant
of being.” The following term, zaya6ov, must then not be translated as idea of the
good, however, as the text does not warrant this.

3 Ibid., 518 D, E, and 519 A: Ai pev toivov dAlat opetal koloUvueval yuyng
Kivdvvevovoly yyls T glval @V 100 oWUATOST T OVIL Yap OVK Evoloal
mpotepov Uotepov gumoleiobar €Oeoi 1€ kol doknoeotv: 11 8 100 gpovioal
TavTIOg HAAAOV O10TEPOV TIVOS TUYYAVEL, WG E0LKEV, ovoa, O TNV ugv Svvoury
0VOENOTE AMOAAVOLY, VIO 8E TG MEPLAYWYTS YPNHOLUOV TE Kol OPEALLOV Kal
dypnorov av kai BraPfepov yiyverar. (“Then the other faculties of the soul, as they
are called, seem to be akin to those of the body, for as they were indeed not present
in it previously, they seem to be produced within it by habit and exercise. That of
thought, however, is above all divine in nature, as is fitting, something that never
loses its power, but by the direction [which it chooses] becomes something useful
and beneficial, or in contrast, something useless and harmful.”) With the word
nepraywyn, Plato actually means a “reversal” of thought by which it is directed to-
ward the luminous realm of being and away from the dark world of sense phenom-
ena.
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something extremely important. What he has in view is nothing less
than the proper relationship between the concept and the idea. The for-
mer is characterized by distinguishing.' The latter, without abandoning
these conceptual distinctions, redirects the concept of the diversity of
the structures of reality, concentrating it upon the origin and unity of all
structures. However, in providing a metaphysical foundation for this
epistemological insight, which is genuinely Socratic, Plato fails to attain
to the central point of departure which is the precondition of its becom-
ing scientifically fruitful. Here too his idea of the origin is still burdened
with the polar dualism of the form-matter motive. The idea tou agathou
is exclusively a form principle and cannot be considered a principle of
creation in the sense of the Christian religion.

It is easy to understand that Christian intellectuals believed that they
could discern in the above description of the “divine master workman” in
the tenth book of the Republic a surprising agreement with the Mosaic
revelation of divine creation. Indeed, on the terminological level, the
agreement is striking. When, however, the conception of Plato is inter-
preted in terms of its own point of departure in the Greek ground-motive,
which is the first requirement of a transcendental, truly scientific interpre-
tation of Greek thought, it can only appear that there is a deep chasm sepa-
rating Plato’s conception of the divine master workman from the Scrip-
tural revelation of the absolute Creator. If philosophy’s idea of origin is
falsely directed, then its vision of reality will of necessity also be obscured
by this idea of origin.

Plato’s metaphysical ontology is wholly inspired by the form motive in
its polar opposition to the matter motive. Because of this, the seventh
book of the Republic, which examines in greater detail the scientific train-
ing required for the rulers, shows a lack of interest in the phenomena of the
visible world. In the plan of education that is outlined there, the first and
second positions are assigned respectively to planometry, the science of
plane surfaces, and the newly discovered stereometry, which deals with
three-dimensional figures. Astronomy, which studies the “movement of
depth” (popav Bdbovg),” and the theory of harmony, are given the third
and fourth positions. It is explicitly stated here, however, that these inves-
tigations should not be directed toward visible celestial phenomena or the
tonal harmonic relations perceived by the senses, since in this manner “the

1 Editorial note: Dooyeweerd uses the term “onderscheidend begrip,” which may be
translated literally by “distinguishing concept.” He means that in concept formation
analytical distinguishing has the leading role. The idea, in its turn, relates these dis-
tinctions, without obliterating them, to a deeper unity. This distinction of concept
and idea is important to Plato and to subsequent thinkers whose epistemology
moved in a transcendental direction.

2 Ibid., 528 E: dotpovouiav ... popav ovoav Bdboug.
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natural gift of thought in the soul would be made useless.”" Just as geome-
try uses sensible figures merely as perceptual images of its actual, non-
sensible field of investigation, astronomy should point the soul beyond
sense phenomena to the motions that truly are, which “speed in itself”” and
“slowness in itself” cause within the intelligible realm in true number and
the true mathematical figures, and which cannot be apprehended by sense
perception but only by theoretical thought.? In this manner, Plato resolves
the whole of astronomy into an abstract phoronomy (theory of motion)
conceived in a priori fashion. At the same time, this repudiation of visible
phenomena brings out the fundamental difference between his conception
and that of modern natural science. In mathematically oriented dianoia as
this is conceived in the Republic, Plato shows no real interest in empirical
phenomena. His theoria concentrates its full attention on the metaphysical
form-world of true being. The same is the case in the theory of harmony;
for the latter, as a particular ontic form (eidos) of motion, is resolved for
dianoia into abstract numerical ratios that are the constant external mani-
festation of the true essence of harmony.*

1 Ibid., 530 B and C: IpoBAiuacty dp’ v 8’ €yd, ypauevor Gornep yemuetpiav oUtw
Kal dotpovoulav UETWEV, T0 § €V T 0UpaAVEO ECCOUEV, €1 UEALOUEV OVIWS
aocpovoulos HETAAOUPAVOVTES ypricyiov 10 GUOEL gpoviuov €v Th wuyn €&
aypnorov mowjoetv. (“Therefore, T said, as in geometry, we shall make use of as-
tronomy for the sake of problems, but not further concern ourselves with celestial
phenomena, if we indeed wish to pursue astronomy in a way that converts the natu-
ral gift of understanding in our soul from something useless into something useful.”)

2 Ibid., 529 C and D: tavte uev 10 €v 1@ ovpave TOIKIALOTO, EXEITEP EV 0PATH
TeENOIKIATOL, KAAlLoTO UEV NYELCOAL KOl OKPLBECTATA TOV TOLOVTWV EYELV, TOV
8 dAnOLvav moAd Evdelv, dg 10 Ov tdyog kai 1 ovoa PBpadvtng Ev wd aAnbived
aptBue kai wdol 10l GANOECL CYNUACL YOPds TE TPOS dAANLa PEpeTaL Kol 10
Evovia gEpeL @ 61 A0y uev kot dtavoig Anrrd, oyet 6 ov. (“These phenomena in
the heavens, inasmuch as they are formed in the visible realm, must, to be sure, be
regarded as the most beautiful and exact of their kind, but nevertheless as much infe-
rior to the true motions which speed in itself and slowness in itself reciprocally
cause in true number and all true figures among them, thus carrying with them what
is found therein; but these latter must be apprehended by concept and scientific
thought, not by the eye.”) Ibid., 529 D: Ovkovv, eirov, tfj mePL OV 0VPaVOV
nmotkiAig mopadelyuaot ypnotéov tig mpog €kelva pabnoews Eveka. (“We may
thus use the manifold phenomena in the heavens only as examples for the sake of the
knowledge of those [truly real motions which speed in itself and slowness in itself
cause...].”)

3 See Ibid., 531 b and c, where disapproval is expressed of those who pursue the the-
ory of harmony as an empirical science: zaUTOv yap moitolot 10l €V 1)
aopovouie: 1o0g yop v 1aUTaLS TOIG CUUPOVIALS TALS GKOVOUEVALS aplOuovg
{nrovotv, dAL’ ovk €i¢ mpofAruata aviaotv émiokonely tives EVugmvor apiBuoi
kal tiveg ovU, kal Sia ti exdrepot. (“For these do the same thing that the others do
in astronomy; they seek for the numbers in such harmonies as they hear with the ear,
but they do not raise their consideration to the problems of which numbers create
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For the task of dianoia, whether in mathematics, in astronomy, or in the
theory of harmony, is merely propaedeutic. Its aim is to prepare the soul
for metaphysical dialectic, which is directed toward the intelligible realm
of the eide by way of a theoretical vision concentrated on the divine idea
of the good and beautiful. The intent of this dialectic, furthermore, is to
teach the soul to turn away from the realm of eternal becoming and toward
being and truth. Only in this metaphysical realm can theoretical thought
grasp true reality or ontic being, that is to say, ontic form purified from all
contamination by the principle of matter.

In all this, however, it is clear that the grand conception of Plato’s the-
ory of ideas in the Republic has not yet arrived at a synthesis between the
form and matter principles. In essence the two principles remain in polar
opposition to each other, and the earlier-discussed doctrine of methexis,
koinonia, or parousia has not yet made any real progress. In Plato’s next
period it is precisely this unsolved problem concerning the relationship
between the two realms which he so sharply distinguished — the intelligi-
ble realm of the eternal ontic forms and the visible realm of phenomena
subject to the matter principle — that will plunge the theory of ideas into an
acute crisis.

h.  The Conception of the Soul in the Republic

In the conception of the soul presented in the Republic, which, as we
have seen earlier, provides the theoretical foundation and elaboration of
the tripartition (trichotomy) that had only been described in mythologi-
cal form in the Phaedrus, this essentially unreconciled dualism between
the form and matter principles once again stands out in sharp relief. Be-
cause of this dualism, Plato is prevented here from grasping the anima
in its unity, as the fundamental unity that forms the spiritual center of
human existence.

In the fourth book of the Republic, Plato gave his own description of the
path by which he was led to this trichotomistic conception. His intent was
undoubtedly to conceive the human soul in full conformity with the exam-
ple of the ideal organization of the polis with its three vocational classes,
and this plan is indeed followed here. Nevertheless, in this notion of three
classes, there was a deeper religious motive at work, namely, that of form
and matter, whose presence is scarcely concealed in the fourth book of the
Republic. Although, in the Phaedo, the dualism between the form and mat-
ter principles came to anthropological expression only in the relation be-
tween the thinking soul and the material body, we have seen above how, in
the Phaedrus, the conception of the soul as the origin of all motion com-
pelled Plato to recognize the presence of this dualism within the soul itself.

harmony, which do not, and for what reason this is the case with each.”) Just before
this, Glaucon, with Socrates’ approval, had even ridiculed this empirical study of the
theory of harmony.
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i. The Dialectical Proof for the Tripartition of the Soul and the
Path That Led Plato to This Conception

At this point,' Plato attempts through his spokesman Socrates to prove
that the soul indeed has to have three parts, just as the polis has three
classes, and that in the functions of each part it is not the entire soul, but
only the part under concern that is at work.” The starting point for this
proof, which follows a completely dialectical route that is expressly de-
scribed as “difficult,” is the thesis that the same thing cannot do or ex-
perience opposites at the same time, in the same manner, and in relation
to the same thing. Thus, if we find that such indeed seems to be the
case, we must conclude that not one and the same element, but a plural-
ity, was present here.’

This thesis is first elucidated by means of the following example. If a
man is standing still but moving his hands and head, we may not say that
he is simultaneously at rest and in motion, but only that one part of the
man is at rest and another part in motion. A second example, borrowed
from mathematics, is then added to this one, namely, that of a circle which
rotates on a fixed point on its tangent.

Plato then applies the thesis to the human soul. Sensual desires, of
which hunger and thirst are mentioned as the most conspicuous examples,
belong to one eidos, “desire in itself,” which stands in relation to the ob-
ject assigned to it by nature, as hunger is particularly related to food, and
thirst to drink. The same relation is found in the case of theoretical knowl-
edge. There is one eidos of theoretical knowledge, knowledge in itself,
which is related to the known in itself, while the particular sciences (be-
longing to dianoia) are each related to a particular object (Gegenstand).

In this context, Plato is quick to reject the thesis, which we have dis-
cussed earlier, that like is known only by like. Socrates observes that
knowledge which is only in itself undoubtedly has as its sole object that
which is in itself, whereas a particular science is related solely to a particu-
lar object (Gegenstand). This does not mean, however, that knowledge

1 Ibid., Book I, cap.16 ff.

2 Ibid., 436 A: el @ avt@ T0UT® EKQOTA MPATTOUEY, T} TPLGLV 0VOLY GALO GAA®"
uavldvoueyv ugv Etépe Ouuotueda 5¢ dAlw v v nuiv, érBvuotuev 8 ab 1pite
TLVL TV TEPL TNV TPOPT}V TE Kl YEVVNOLY NSOVAOV Kol 000 TOUTWV GSEAPA 1] OAN 17
yuyn ka8 €xaorov avtdv mpdtrouey, otav opunowuev. (“Whether we do every-
thing by means of the same [part of the soul], or, since there are three of these, we
do one thing through one, another through another; whether we learn through one,
become angry at what goes on within us through a second, and again through a third
desire the pleasures of food and sexual procreation and related things, or whether we
are active in each of these with our entire soul when we are stimulated to them.”)

3 Ibid., 436 B: Afjdov, 611 TaUTOV TOVAVTIO TOIELV 1] TACYELY KATH TAVTIOV YE KOl
7POG TOVTOV 0VK EOeAioel dua’ @ote, dv mov €UPIOKWUEY EV aVTOlG TQVTA
yryvoueve, eicougba 6t ov 1avTov v, dAAa nAeiw. (Translation in text.)
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has the same nature as its object, so that, for instance, the knowledge of
what is healthful and what is harmful would itself be healthful and harm-
ful, and the knowledge of evil and good itself evil and good. It means only
that knowledge shares the metaphysical or the special scientific character
of its field of inquiry.'

Returning to the soul, Plato notes that there is an antagonism between
the sensual desires, which are directed solely toward their natural objects
which they like beasts seek to overpower, and another impulse, which
through rational deliberation (logismos) restrains the soul from submit-
ting to these desires. By virtue of the earlier thesis that the same thing can-
not do or experience opposites at the same time, in the same manner, and
in relation to the same thing, it follows that there must be two mutually op-
posed eide in the soul:” that of sensual desire (the epithumetikon) and that
of theoretical thought (the logistikon). The word eidos, as Plato uses it
here, cannot have its pregnant meaning of “eternal ontic form”; neither
may it be translated “faculty,” as Steinhart, for instance, renders it. In this
context, it must rather be understood in the sense of “specific part,” a
meaning that it often has elsewhere, particularly in the Sophist and the
Statesman.® As is clear from the previous argument, only the logistikon in
the human soul has a metaphysical foundation in an eidos in the sense of a

1 Ibid., 438 D and E: Tovto toivuv, 1jv § &yd, ¢pdbt ue tote Povleclor Aéyetv, &l
dpa viv éuabes, bt Soa éotiv ola eivai tov, avtd ugv udéva avt@v udvov gorti,
TV §& OOV TIVAV TTo1d: dtta. kai oU 1t A€yw, d¢, olwv dv, 7, tolavta ki €oty,
¢ dpa kol ToV VYIELVOV Kal voowd®V 1) EXLOTIUT VYLELVY) KOl VOOBONS KAl T@V
Kak®v Kai t@v ayefov kakn xai ayadn: dll’ éxeldn ovk avtod olrep Emiomiun
gotiv €yévero émomiun, dALd mo1oD Tivdg, T00T0 & NV VYIELVOV Kai VOOMSES,
mota O 11 oLvEPN Kkal vt yevéoOai, kal TOUTO QUTNV ENOINCEV UNKETL
Emotiunv andas kaleiobat, dAAd 100 TOL0D TIVOS TPOCYEVOUEVOD LATPLKNV.
(“Grant thus, if you have now understood me, that this is what I just meant to say,
that of those things which are in relation to something, that which is only in itself is
related solely to something that is in itself, but that which is in some [particular]
mode is related to something that is in some [particular] mode. And I do not mean
that [knowledge] has the same nature as that to which it is related, that therefore
knowledge of what is healthful and harmful is itself healthful and harmful, and that
of evil and good itself evil and good; but that, since it did not become knowledge of
that thing in itself of which it provides knowledge, but rather a science of some par-
ticular thing, namely, what is healthful and harmful, it follows that it also became a
particular science itself, and this caused it to be no longer called simply science in it-
self, but through the addition of this qualification, medical science.”)

2 Ibid., 439 E: Tavta uév toivoy, ... §5vo nuiv adpicbw €ién €v wuyn evovia:

3 The fact that Plato, especially in the Sophist and the Statesman, often uses the terms
eidoc and pépoc (‘part’) synonymously (insofar as uépog signifies a “natural divi-
sion”), has been rightly observed by Brommer in his dissertation cited earlier (op.
cit., p. 117). In the Sophist this is at once evident, for what is at issue there is the dia-
lectical method of diairesis or dichotomy of the more comprehensive eide into their
subordinate parts. As Stenzel has shown, this method also betrays the influence of
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self-subsistent ontic form that is transcendent in character.

Between these two completely antagonistic parts of the soul there must
be a third, which functions as a mediator in order to assist the /ogistikon in
controlling the epithumetikon. For it seemed impossible to Plato that the
nous could directly control the impulse of sensual desire in the soul, since
these two are completely opposite to each other in nature and thus remain
limited to their respective spheres of activity. This third, mediating part of
the soul, which, as we have already noticed, is called the thumocides,
shares some of the features of the two parts that are the seats of sensual de-
sire and of thought; but it is nevertheless different from both of these. It
can perhaps best be represented as “moral sense,” which, apart from ratio-
nal insight, desires what is just and good. This third part of the soul, there-
fore, is intended to serve as a bridge between the form principle proper in
the soul, which resides in the logistikon, and the matter principle, which
holds sway in the epithumetikon.

J. The Unity of the Soul in This Trichotomistic Conception Is

Sought in the Pythagorean Principle of Harmony. The

Absence of a Metaphysical Foundation for the Latter
This attempt at synthesis had to remain ineffectual, however. Plato
teaches that the part of the soul responsible for sensual desire should ac-
cept the leadership of the thinking part, and this accords with the origi-
nal meaning (arche) of justice as an inner virtue of the soul. In an earlier
context, Plato had expounded civil justice, which prescribed that each
person remain strictly within the limits of his